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1. Introduction 

Northern States Power Company, a Wisconsin corporation (NSPW or Applicant), owns and operates the 
existing Gile Flowage Storage Project (Gile Flowage or Project), which is located on the West Fork Montreal 
River (West Fork) in Iron County, Wisconsin. The purpose of the Project is to augment flow in the West Fork 
of the Montreal River during low flow periods for hydroelectric generation at two downstream projects, the 
Saxon Falls Hydroelectric Project (Saxon Falls) and the Superior Falls Hydroelectric Project (Superior Falls). 
Both downstream projects are owned and operated by the Applicant and are licensed by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission). The Applicant is currently seeking an original license from 
the Commission. To obtain a License, the Applicant must submit a Final License Application (FLA) to the 
Commission no later than August 18, 2023. The FLA, in part, must include a Whitewater Recreation Flow 
Study (Whitewater Study) to evaluate the effects of flow releases from the Project on whitewater 
opportunities on the West Fork downstream of the Gile Dam to Kimball Town Park.  
 
On January 19, 2021, FERC issued Scoping Document 1 and requested stakeholders provide comments 
on the Pre-Licensing Application (PAD) and study requests within 60 days. During the 60-day comment 
period, the Applicant received comments and study requests relating to a whitewater recreation flow study 
from American Whitewater (AW), Friends of the Gile Flowage (FOG), and the National Park Service (NPS). 
AW requested a controlled flow study be conducted by evaluating at least three different river flows between 
400 and 1,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) on the West Fork from the Gile Dam downstream to the US 
Highway 2 bridge (US Hwy 2). FOG requested silent sport recreation, including whitewater kayaking, be 
one of the recreation activities included in their request for a recreation study. NPS requested a recreation 
flow study be conducted on the West Fork from below the Gile Falls to US Hwy 2 to determine which 
flows are acceptable to boaters. Stakeholder requests, if applicable, were incorporated into a Proposed 
Study Plan (PSP). 
 
On April 30, 2021, the Applicant filed a PSP with the Commission in support of its intent to license the 
Project. A supplement to the PSP was filed on May 3, 2021. The PSP included nine studies, one of which 
was a Whitewater Study designed to determine optimal flows for whitewater recreation downstream of the 
Gile Dam on the West Fork. The Applicant held an initial study plan meeting on May 20, 2021, to discuss 
the PSP with stakeholders. Comments on the Whitewater Study, as included in the PSP, were filed by 
AW, FOG, and NPS. 
 
On August 30, 2021, the Applicant filed a Revised Study Plan (RSP) with the Commission. The RSP 
included revisions to five of the nine studies included in the PSP, and the addition of a project operation 
model. The Whitewater Study filed in the PSP was revised in the RSP to address comments on 
methodology, project schedule, and deliverables based on applicable stakeholder input. 
 
On September 24, 2021, the Commission issued a Study Plan Determination (SPD) for the Project for the 
ten studies included in the RSP. The Whitewater Study was approved with modifications and must include a 
Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3 assessment based on the Whittaker method.1 

 
1  Whittaker method is detailed in Whittaker, D., B. Shelby, J. Gangemi. 2005. Flows and Recreation: A Guide to Studies for River 

Professionals. Whittaker, Shelby, & Gangemi, and the Hydropower Reform Coalition. 
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2. Study Goals and Objectives 

The goal of the Whitewater Study was to evaluate the effects of incremental flow releases from the Project 
on the availability of whitewater boating opportunities on the West Fork, beginning below the Gile Dam and 
extending downstream.  
 
The Whitewater Study objectives are as follows: 
• Evaluate the incremental flow releases to determine optimal whitewater boating opportunities for 

different skill sets. 
• Based upon updated flow duration curves, determine the number of days per year when river flows 

equal or exceed optimal whitewater flows; assess the feasibility of potential recreational flow releases. 
• Quantify the effect on downstream generation and the impact on Project water levels for any four-

hour period of proposed flow releases, adjusted for the month in which flow releases could occur. 
• Develop an estimate of potential whitewater boating use if scheduled releases are provided.  
• Identify competing recreational needs or environmental concerns associated with scheduled releases 

up to four hours in length. 
• Verify the difficulty rating for each reach at varying flows as listed on the AW website. 
 

3. Study Area 

Initially, the Whitewater Study area was to include a stretch of the West Fork from the Gile Dam 
downstream to US Hwy 2 (NSPW, 2021a). This stretch is identified as a class IV whitewater boating reach 
(AW, 2007). However, a review of property ownership at the US Hwy 2 crossing revealed this area is 
privately owned and public access to the river would be dependent upon landowner permission.2 
Therefore, the study area was modified to extend from the Gile Dam downstream to Kimball Town Park, 
which provides public access to the river. Kimball Town Park is located approximately 0.84 miles 
upstream of US Hwy 2 (NSPW, 2021b). During the Whitewater Study, participants were offered the 
opportunity to continue downstream to US Hwy 2. However, after a brief discussion, the boaters declined 
this option and chose to use the additional time and their energy to repeat the run of Kimball Falls at 
Kimball Town Park several times. 
 
The stretch of river from the Gile Dam downstream to Kimball Town Park was divided into three river 
reaches for study purposes. Study Reach 1 extended approximately 2.07 miles from the Gile Dam to the 
South Drive bridge. Study Reach 2 extended approximately 2.62 miles from South Drive bridge to the 
Center Drive bridge. Study Reach 3 extended approximately 1.15 miles from Center Drive bridge to 
Kimball Town Park (NSPW, 2021b). A map of the study area is shown in Appendix A. 
  

 
2  https://www.sco.wisc.edu/parcels/data-county/, accessed March 10, 2022. 
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4. Study Methodology 

Per the Commission’s SPD, the Whitewater Study methodology was modeled after the Whittaker method 
and included a Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3 assessment (Whittaker, D., B. Shelby, J. Gangemi, 2005).3  
 

4.1 Level 1 Assessment – Desktop Analysis 

According to the Whittaker method, a Level 1 assessment is “useful for developing information about 
existing or potential recreation opportunities, facilities, physical characteristics of the river, and recreation-
relevant hydrology.” A desktop analysis can include a combination of literature reviews, hydrological 
assessment, and/or interviews with recreationists and stakeholders to gain local knowledge about the river, 
whitewater recreation opportunities, and known flow effects (Whittaker, D., B. Shelby, J. Gangemi, 2005). 
 
The Level 1 assessment included analysis of whitewater recreation on the following reaches: 
• West Fork at Gile Dam to its confluence with the Montreal River 
• Montreal River from its confluence to Saxon Falls  
 
The West Fork was further divided into the following two reaches for analysis purposes: 
• Gile Dam to US Hwy 2  
• US Hwy 2 to its confluence with the Montreal River 
 

 Literature Review of Whitewater Recreation Resources 

An online literature review for whitewater recreation resources was conducted in March 2022. The review 
focused on the Montreal River, West Fork Montreal River, and Gile Flowage. State and county websites 
were reviewed, as well as paddle sport and local recreation websites.  
 
Sources with information relevant to whitewater rafting included the following: 
• American Whitewater  
• Western Upper Peninsula Visitor's Bureau  
• Outdoor Michigan 
• Wisconsin Trail Guide 
• Iron County Economic Development 
• Midwest River Inventory 
• AdamMartin.SPACE 
• Youtube (online videos) 

 
4.1.1.1 American Whitewater 

The American Whitewater website was reviewed for information pertaining to the Montreal River, West 
Fork Montreal River, and Gile Flowage. The website provides an interactive map that allows the user to 
search for rivers by name or to navigate to a specific area. A search specific to the study area was 
conducted on March 9, 2022 with the results shown in Figure 4.1.1.1-1. 
 
 

 
3  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Study Plan Determination for the Gile Flowage Project. September 24, 2021 (Appendix B). 
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Figure 4.1.1.1-1 Whitewater Rivers in the Vicinity of the Gile Flowage 

 
 
The American Whitewater website includes a description of the West Fork Montreal River and Montreal 
River, as well as put-in locations with coordinates, alternate access/egress locations, and features such 
as channel widths, falls, drops, holes, and rapids. Additional information from the American Whitewater 
website relative to the Level 1 Assessment is provided in Appendix B and includes a map of additional 
class I/II+ whitewater recreation in the area. Two opportunities are located within the same watershed 
boundary as the Gile Flowage and include the Montreal River from Nylund Road to Saxon Falls Dam 
(includes a stretch upstream of the confluence with the West Fork), and West Fork south of Gile Flowage 
from an unnamed logging road to Spring Camp Road. Additional opportunities in the area include two 
stretches on the Bad River and one on Marengo River, both are approximately 30 miles west of Gile 
Flowage; one stretch on the Turtle River, approximately 25 miles south; and one stretch on each the 
Black River and Jackson Creek, approximately 15 to 20 miles east. 
 
The American Whitewater website also provides a link to download a 2007 flow study prepared by Evan 
Stafford and Thomas O’Keefe.4 The study, titled “West branch Montreal River Internet Flow Study 
October 2007”, analyzes the acceptable inflow for whitewater recreation on the West Fork through an 

 
4  https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Document/view/id/243/, accessed March 1, 2022. 
 

The whitewater rivers and difficulty 
classifications, as defined by American 
Whitewater, in the vicinity of the Gile 
Flowage include: 
1. Montreal, US Hwy 2 at WI/MI state 

line to Nylund Road (3.6 miles), 
Difficulty II-IV(V) (AW, 2022c). 

2. Montreal, Nylund Road to Saxon 
Falls Dam (17.9 miles), Difficulty I-II 
(AW, 2022d). 

3. Montreal, Montreal Canyon: below 
Saxon Falls to Hwy 122 (3.1 miles), 
Difficulty II-III (AW, 2022e). 

4. Montreal, W.Fk., Gile Falls to US 
Hwy2 (6.3 miles), Difficulty II-IV 
(AW, 2022f). 

 
It should be noted that the American 
Whitewater interactive map does not 
indicate a whitewater river or difficulty 
classification for that reach of the West 
Fork Montreal River downstream of US 
Hwy 2 to the confluence with the 
Montreal River (see red arrow in map). 

https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Document/view/id/243/
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online survey targeted to individuals who may be interested in scheduled flow releases for whitewater 
recreation. The survey did not collect data for individual skill level, whitewater experience, preferred craft, 
or familiarity with the West Branch. The online survey was conducted from spring of 2006 to spring of 
2007. The study does not indicate how many individuals participated in the survey or the skill level of 
those surveyed. Based on the individuals’ responses, the study concluded that acceptable flows are 
between 400 and 1,000 cfs, with 600 cfs being acceptable to “the greatest variety of river users” (AW, 
2007). The complete study is included in Appendix B. 
 
4.1.1.2 Western Upper Peninsula Visitor's Bureau  

The Western Upper Peninsula Visitor's Bureau website was reviewed for outdoor recreation opportunities 
in the area, including kayaking and canoeing.5  6 The website offers the opportunity to book a guide for 
various locations, including the mouth of the Montreal River, Superior Falls, and whitewater kayaking. The 
website also provides information on Whitecap Kayak, a guide company that provides trips on Lake 
Superior and along the Upper Peninsula, as well as whitewater kayaking lessons.7 The Western Upper 
Peninsula Visitor's Bureau website can also be accessed from the Gogebic County Forestry and Parks 
Commission website (area recreation).8  
 
4.1.1.3 Outdoor Michigan 

The Outdoor Michigan website was reviewed for outdoor activities throughout the state and includes 
public and non-profit locations. The user can search for a location based on entering a region, county, 
township, city, or owner. The website also includes a list of nine activities and 34 features to choose from, 
one of which is “River”.9 This river feature provides an extensive list of Michigan rivers, including the 
Montreal River.10 Recreation activities provided for the Montreal River include the Saxon Falls and 
Superior Falls waterfalls; however, the website does not include any information on whitewater recreation. 
 
4.1.1.4 Wisconsin Trail Guide 

The Wisconsin Trail Guide website was reviewed for outdoor recreation opportunities in the area and 
included a search option for Paddle Trails, which includes 20 rivers to choose from, including the 
Montreal River Canyon run of the Montreal River (downstream of Saxon Falls).11 The website includes 
general information and a review of the run, as well as links to “Paddlers’ Notes”, location map, and GPS 
track and waypoints. Additional information from the Wisconsin Trail Guide website relative to Montreal 
River is provided in Appendix C. 
 
4.1.1.5 Iron County, Wisconsin Economic Development 

The Iron County, Wisconsin Economic Development website was reviewed for recreation opportunities in 
the county, including paddling opportunities on the Montreal River.12 13 The website indicates this run, called 
the Montreal River Canyon, is for experts; includes Class V rapids, dams, and inaccessible canyons; and is 

 
5  https://www.explorewesternup.com/, accessed March 15, 2022. 
6  https://www.explorewesternup.com/outdoor-recreation/kayakingcanoeing/, accessed March 15, 2022. 
7  https://www.whitecapkayak.com/, accessed March 15, 2022. 
8  https://www.gogebicforestryandparks.com/area-recreation, accessed March 15, 2022. 
9  https://outdoormichigan.org/pages/home?fid=2&act=Water+Trail, accessed March 9, 2022.  
10  https://outdoormichigan.org/feature/11959, accessed March 9, 2022. 
 

11  https://wisconsintrailguide.com/paddle/montreal-river.html, accessed March 14, 2022. 
12  https://ironcountywi.com/recreation/, accessed March 14, 2022. 
13  https://ironcountywi.com/recreation/canoe-trips/montreal-river/, accessed March 14, 2022 
.  

https://www.explorewesternup.com/
https://www.explorewesternup.com/outdoor-recreation/kayakingcanoeing/
https://www.whitecapkayak.com/
https://www.gogebicforestryandparks.com/area-recreation
https://outdoormichigan.org/pages/home?fid=2&act=Water+Trail
https://outdoormichigan.org/feature/11959
https://wisconsintrailguide.com/paddle/montreal-river.html
https://ironcountywi.com/recreation/
https://ironcountywi.com/recreation/canoe-trips/montreal-river/
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located on private property with no egress options once in the canyon. Additional information from the Iron 
County website relative to Montreal River is provided in Appendix D. 
 
4.1.1.6 Midwest River Inventory 

An archived website was discovered during the online review for whitewater recreation resources. The 
archived information includes a pictorial review of the whitewater recreation features starting at Gile Falls 
and continuing downstream to US Hwy 2 along the West Fork, as well as the Montreal Canyon along the 
Montreal River. The review states whitewater recreation starts at the Gile Falls with features that can 
push watercraft tight to river-right. The author states the flows shown in the pictures are “good boatable 
levels”; however, the level of flow is not defined. The review continues downstream and describes Rock 
Cut Falls as a class III-IV with a “great, long stretch of waves and holes” that provide continuous action 
and Kimball Falls as the final major run on the West Fork with a “V-shaped hole at the pool below” the 
falls. The author states boaters can take-out at Kimball Falls Park or continue downstream for about one 
mile to US Hwy 2. This final stretch is described as a class II-II+ with small waves. The Montreal Canyon 
review suggests a minimum flow of about 700 cfs provides good whitewater recreation opportunities, 
those opportunities are improved at 1,400 to 1,700 cfs.14 The pictorial review is provided in Appendix E. 
 
4.1.1.7 AdamMartin.SPACE 

A photo blog, AdamMartin.SPACE, was discovered during the online review for whitewater recreation 
resources.15 The photo blog provides photographs and descriptions of the author’s outdoor experiences 
and includes information about: 
• Gile Falls (https://adammartin.space/2019-gile-falls/) 
• Rock Cut Falls (https://adammartin.space/?s=Rock+Cut+Falls) 
• Kimball Falls (https://adammartin.space/2018-kimball-falls/) 
• Saxon Falls (https://adammartin.space/2018-saxon-falls/) 
• Superior Falls (https://adammartin.space/2018-superior-falls/) 
 
The contents of the photo blog do not focus specifically on whitewater recreation; however, they do 
provide access information (kayak), location coordinates, and river flow pictures and videos. The contents 
of each link are provided in Appendix F. 
 
4.1.1.8 Online Video Review 

An online video search was conducted on March 14, 2022 to locate documentation about whitewater 
recreation flow rates for the West Fork and Montreal Rivers. Numerous videos posted to youtube.com 
were identified and are linked below with additional information provided by the video owner. 
 
• west fork montreal rafting - YouTube  

Posted on June 7, 2013 by Duck Wild Producktions.  
Rock Cut Falls area with a description of “some rafting from the west fork of the Montreal river in 
Hurley Wisconsin at 2200 cfs.”  
Snow on ground, lists flow as 2,200 cfs, 3-/4+, and water craft includes a Hyside Paddle Cat. 

  

 
14  https://www.oocities.org/midwestrivers/F-WI-MONTREAL.html, accessed March 9, 2022. 
15  https://adammartin.space, accessed March 14, 2022. 
 

https://adammartin.space/2019-gile-falls/
https://adammartin.space/?s=Rock+Cut+Falls
https://adammartin.space/2018-kimball-falls/
https://adammartin.space/2018-saxon-falls/
https://adammartin.space/2018-superior-falls/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M-rGqNSHFx4
https://www.oocities.org/midwestrivers/F-WI-MONTREAL.html
https://adammartin.space/
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• West Fork Montreal Extreme Bucket Boating - YouTube  
Posted on May 12, 2013 by Duck Wild Producktions.  
Center Dr (?) to Kimball Town Park.  
Watercraft includes a Hyside Paddle Cat.  

 
• Lazy River West Fork of Montreal - YouTube  

Posted on August 15, 2021 by Scotty Bartelt.  
West Fork Montreal – unknown specific location.  
Video includes a raft. 

 
• Wisconsin Boating - Montreal, Tyler Forks, and Bad Rivers - YouTube  

Posted on June 6, 2013 by mjogdahl.  
West Fork Montreal, as well as Tyler Forks and Bad Rivers.  
Video includes a description of 1,750 cfs on the West Fork Montreal. 
West Fork Montreal video footage is from 0:00 to 2:41; 0:52 surfing at Elephant’s Ear is noted. 

 
• Montreal River Canyon Whitewater Rafting - YouTube  

Posted October 2, 2016 by ringo999999.  
Montreal Canyon below Saxon Falls Dam to US Hwy 122.  
Description includes “The gauge hotline is down from recent storms however we met a dam operator 
after our paddle and he said this level was around 600 cfs. Can't wait for 1600 and then some.”  
Video includes a raft, canoe, and kayak. 

 
• Montreal River Paddle - YouTube 

Posted May 24, 2015 by Ian Shackleford.  
Description includes “Kayaking the Montreal River through Ironwood (MI) and Hurley (WI). April 18, 
2015. Video by Nathan Borth, wearing a GoPro camera. Volunteers from Whitecap Kayak paddled 
the river, collecting garbage and marking locations for future river cleanups. The Montreal River is the 
border between Wisconsin and Michigan's Upper Peninsula. They started near Norrie Park and 
ended at Peterson Falls (although the video ends before they reached the waterfall).” 

 
• Montreal River Canyon open boat trip - YouTube  

Posted October 26, 2014 by Wisconsinred.  
Video shows paddlers using the Saxon Falls staircase to access the Montreal River.  
Watercraft includes a canoe, flow not listed. 
 

• Superior Falls at High Flows from the Air - YouTube  
Posted April 10, 2019 by ringo999999.  
Description includes “Superior Falls is a waterfall on the Montreal River located on the border of 
Michigan and Wisconsin. This video was captured on April 10th, 2019 at high flows after a weekend 
of warm temps and rain.” 
 

• First and Second Drops of Superior Falls, Montreal River - YouTube  
Posted Oct 3, 2016 by ringo999999.  
Description includes “Video was shot from the Michigan side of Superior Falls on October 1st, 2016.” 
No boating occurred. 

  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hjjmSRH9c0k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OJiwRmL3xLQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5I9EaQHoOCY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gX6dOcO-OtE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OyMwgaEa6jw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=68Sv5qDYgbo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FZQF7suQpJY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2XWKLWOlNYw
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• Third and Final Drop of Superior Falls, Montreal River - YouTube  
Posted Oct 3, 2016 by ringo999999.  
Description includes “Video was shot from the Michigan side of Superior Falls on October 1st, 2016.” 
No boating occurred.  
Poster commented “Kinda low water right now but with a bit more water there is certainly a line 
throughout these 3 drops. We walked down to right on the edge of the falls and then some, so cool to 
feel the flow beneath your feet.” 
 

• Superior Falls on Montreal River - Michigan/Wisconsin border - YouTube 
Posted August 19, 2012 by Jonathan Katje.  
Description includes “The Xcel Energy group [sic] has opened a viewing area for these falls to the 
public, it is a semi-challenging hike but also gives a great view of the cliffs at the Lake Super [sic] 
rivermouth.” Video is from the bottom of Superior Falls. 
Watercraft includes kayaks.  

 

 Hydrological Assessment 

A hydrological assessment included an online source review for relevant hydrology data which was 
conducted in March 2022. Online sources included the United States Geological Survey (USGS) National 
Water Information System (NWIS) and USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center websites.  
 
4.1.2.1 USGS NWIS Gage Data Review 

The following USGS Gages were identified along the West Fork and Montreal in the Gile Project vicinity:  
• USGS 04028987 WEST FORK MONTREAL RIVER @ CENTER DR NR HURLEY, WI 
• USGS 04029000 WEST BRANCH MONTREAL RIVER AT GILE, WI 
• USGS 04029500 WEST BRANCH MONTREAL RIVER NEAR KIMBALL, WI 
• USGS 04028500 MONTREAL RIVER NEAR KIMBALL, WI  
• USGS 04029550 MONTREAL RIVER 6 MI NORTHWEST OF IRONWOOD, MI  
• USGS 04029990 MONTREAL RIVER AT SAXON FALLS NEAR SAXON, WI 
 
Each USGS gage linked above includes information on available data, as follows: 
• USGS 04028987 – no data is available 
• USGS 04029000 – data available from 04-25-1918 to 09-29-1947 (upstream of Gile Dam) 
• USGS 04029500 – data available from 06-26-1924 to 12-07-1925 (downstream of US Hwy 2) 
• USGS 04028500 – data available from 06-26-1924 to 12-07-1925 (upstream of confluence) 
• USGS 04029550 – data available from 07-27-1967 to 07-27-1967 (downstream of confluence) 
• USGS 04029990 – data available from 10-01-1986 to 09-29-2017 (Saxon Falls)16 
 
The USGS NWIS website states these six gages are maintained by the USGS Wisconsin Water Science 
Center. The USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center website provides a link to the National Water 
Information System (NWIS) Mapper, which was accessed to determine the locations of the five USGS 
gages with available data as they relate to the study area (shown in parentheses in the list above). 17 18 

 
16  Daily discharge values for this gage were provided to USGS by NSPW, no physical gage at this location. 
17  https://www.usgs.gov/centers/upper-midwest-water-science-center, accessed March 16, 2022. 
18  https://maps.waterdata.usgs.gov/mapper/index.html, accessed March 16, 2022. 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0UzRkG0zIZ4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Jb9v2G49874
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory?site_no=04028987&agency_cd=USGS
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory?agency_code=USGS&site_no=04029000
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory?agency_code=USGS&site_no=04029500
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/wi/nwis/inventory/?site_no=04028500&agency_cd=USGS&amp;
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory?agency_code=USGS&site_no=04029550
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/wi/nwis/inventory/?site_no=04029990&agency_cd=USGS&amp;
https://www.usgs.gov/centers/upper-midwest-water-science-center
https://maps.waterdata.usgs.gov/mapper/index.html
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Additional information about the data available on the USGS NWIS and USGS Wisconsin Water Science 
Center websites is provided in Appendix G. 
 
4.1.2.2 Representative Gile Flowage Discharge Rate 

The average daily discharge rate from the Gile Dam downstream to the West Fork is shown in the graph 
presented in Figure 4.1.2.2-1. The data used to calculate the average daily discharge was provided in 
Appendix P of the PSP (NSPW, 2021a). Data were available from April 29, 2017 through February 2, 
2021, or 1,374 days. The highest daily discharge rate recorded during this time frame was 2,300 cfs and 
occurred on each of three consecutive days from June 16-18, 2018. The highest average daily discharge 
rate was calculated at 706 cfs on April 22 for the period of 2017-2021. The lowest daily discharge rate 
recorded was 12 cfs, which occurred on 498 days or approximately 36% of the time during this period. The 
lowest average daily discharge rate was also 12 cfs for the period of 2017-2021. It should be noted that a 
minimum flow of 10 cfs has historically been passed downstream of the Gile Dam in accordance with an 
agreement with the Village of Montreal (NSPW, 2020). 
 
Figure 4.1.2.2-1 Average Daily Gile Flowage Discharge Rates 

 
 

 Interviews and Local Knowledge 

On May 9, 2022, NSPW began coordinating with Jake Ring, a local boating enthusiast who routinely boats 
in this area, to identify boaters willing to participate in the June 11, 2022, Whitewater Study. Jake identified 
17 boaters to participate in the study.  
 
On May 24, 2022, NSPW notified AW and NPS via email of the Whitewater Study. A portion of the email 
invited each agency to submit boater recommendations for the study. Mr. Thomas O’Keefe, Pacific 
Northwest Stewardship Director with AW, responded via email on June 8, 2022, indicating he would not 
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be able to attend the study. Mr. O’Keefe stated his correspondence with Jake Ring indicated a sufficient 
number of participants are expected; therefore, he would not promote the study to any additional qualified 
boaters. Ms. Lilian Jonas, consultant with the NPS, responded via email on June 9, 2022 indicating the NPS 
will not be able to attend the study. The NPS did not identify any additional boater recommendations.  
 
On May 24, 2022, NSPW notified Friends of the Gile Flowage (FOG) via email of the Whitewater Study. 
Cathy Techtmann, FOG President, indicated the Whitewater Study information would be shared with FOG 
during a May 28, 2022 annual meeting and also via email to FOG members. Correspondence with Jake 
Ring, AW, NPS, and FOG is included in Appendix H. 
 
A three-part questionnaire was developed to gather information about existing and potential whitewater 
recreation opportunities in the vicinity of the Gile Flowage. The first part of the questionnaire addressed 
the reach along the West Fork from the Gile Dam to US Hwy 2 and US Hwy 2 to the Montreal River 
confluence, the second addressed the reach along the Montreal River from its confluence with the West 
Fork to Saxon Falls, and the third addressed boating opportunities in the area. This questionnaire was 
distributed to Jake Ring and all 17 boaters identified to participate in the Whitewater Study. A summary of 
boater responses is provided in the sections below. A copy of the questionnaire and participant 
responses are included in Appendix I. 
 
4.1.3.1 West Fork 

Boaters were asked to provide information about their use of the West Fork from the Gile Dam to US Hwy 
2 and US Hwy 2 to the Montreal River confluence; access to these reaches; flow ranges, watercraft, and 
boater experience level suitable for the US Hwy 2 to the Montreal River confluence reach; and what 
characteristics make these reaches suitable or unsuitable for whitewater recreation. Boaters were also 
given the opportunity to provide any additional comments regarding the West Fork.  
 

4.1.3.1.1 Gile Dam to US Hwy 2 

Five of the 18 boaters stated they previously boated this reach of the West Fork. The boaters 
indicated they access this reach via County D to the road upstream of Rock Cut Falls (potentially 
South Drive) and below the Gile Dam. Two of the five boated this reach once, the remaining three 
stated they boat this reach when flows are high enough, which is typically early spring.  
 
Boaters were asked what characteristics make this reach suitable or unsuitable for whitewater 
recreation. Five boaters provided comments on suitable characteristics, which included the following: 
• Very rocky with high rock walls through rock cut, good gradient, and variety of rapids 
• Scenic, pretty continuous, fun but not scary 
• Continuous whitewater sections for everyone 
• Gile Falls, cool features, rapid under railroad bridge was awesome 
• Gile Falls 

 
One boater noted log jams as an unsuitable characteristic. Two boaters provided additional 
comments, which included requesting an online gage that displays current flows and another stating 
they appreciate this stretch of the river. 
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4.1.3.1.2 US Hwy 2 to the Montreal River Confluence 

None of the 18 boaters have used the reach from US Hwy 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River 
for whitewater recreation due to lack of suitable access; therefore, no boater input was provided for 
the suitability of flow ranges, watercraft, and boater experience level along this reach. Boaters were 
asked where they would recommend locating an acceptable access point along this reach. Five 
boaters stated they did not know where to locate an acceptable access point. 
 
Although no boaters had previously used this reach, they were asked what characteristics make this 
reach suitable or unsuitable for whitewater recreation. No suitable characteristics were identified. One 
boater noted downed trees are an unsuitable characteristic, while another stated there is not a lot of 
documentation on this reach. 

 
4.1.3.2 Montreal River  

Boaters were asked to provide information about their use of the Montreal River from its confluence with 
the West Fork to the Saxon Falls Project; access to this reach; flow ranges, watercraft, and boater 
experience level suitable for this reach; and what characteristics make this reach suitable or unsuitable 
for whitewater recreation.  
 
One of the 18 boaters stated they previously boated this reach of the Montreal River in 2019; however, 
the recreation activity was not related to whitewater boating. The boater accessed the Montreal River 
from Nylund Road (46.499585°, -90.215184°), although this location is not ideal. The location is 
approximately 4.5 miles upstream of the confluence and the boater encountered four log jams prior to 
reaching the confluence. The boater indicated the nearby railroad (Canada National) may be a more 
suitable access point; however, all surrounding property is privately owned. The boater stated this reach 
does not provide whitewater and therefore is not suitable for whitewater recreation. This stretch is suitable 
for a boater with novice experience level using a float craft such as a canoe or kayak; however, the log 
jams may require more experience due to portage requirements. 
 
4.1.3.3 Boating Opportunities in the Area 

Boaters were asked to provide information on additional Class I/II boating opportunities within or in the 
vicinity of the watershed boundary that includes the West Fork and Montreal Rivers. Six of the 18 boaters 
provided additional information. 
 
Two boaters indicated they were not familiar with any additional Class I/II boating opportunities in the 
area and one boater suggested looking on the American Whitewater webpage for additional information. 
Two boaters referred to the Montreal Canyon below Saxon Falls. This stretch of the Montreal River is a 
Class II/III according to American Whitewater (AW, 2022a). 
 
One boater commented the rivers in northern Wisconsin and the Upper Peninsula are rain dependent. 
This boater also provided four additional boating opportunities in the area, which included the following: 

• Montreal Water Trail, Norrie Park to Cemetery: 4 miles, Class I, any flow, some logs 
• Montreal Canyon: poor access, flows between 600-2,000+ cfs  
• Black River from Blackjack to Hedberg:19 5 miles, Class I, flows between 150-800(?)+ cfs 
• Presque Isle: some of this reach is flat 

 
19 Class I/II according to American Whitewater (AW, 2022b). 
 



Gile Flowage Storage Project Whitewater Recreation Flow Study 
FERC No. 15055 Study Plan Report 
 

 

 

NSPW 12 September 2022 
 

© Copyright 2022 NSPW 

 Level 1 Assessment Summary 

The Level 1 Assessment included an online review and boater questionnaire to gather existing and 
accessible whitewater recreation information for the West Fork and Montreal River, public access 
locations and constraints, physical attributes of boating reaches, and hydrology for the West Fork from 
the Gile Dam downstream to its confluence with the Montreal River and the Montreal River from the 
confluence to Saxon Falls. 
 
4.1.4.1 Literature Review Summary 

The online review identified existing information for the West Fork from Gile Dam to US Hwy 2, the 
Montreal Canyon (downstream of Saxon Falls, outside of assessment area), and Superior Falls (outside 
of assessment area). The AW website was the only source identified that provided information on the 
West Fork downstream from US Hwy 2 to the confluence of the Montreal River and the Montreal River 
downstream from the confluence to Saxon Falls.  
 
The AW website describes the West Fork from Gile Falls to US Hwy 2 as “Tough to catch water, but 
contains one of the longest IV- rapids in the state.” AW states the run is divided into two sections which 
include Gile Falls (put-in) to Kimball Town Park (take-out) and Kimball Town Park (put-in) to just 
downstream of US Hwy 2 (take-out). The Kimball Town Park to US Hwy 2 run is approximately 1.5 miles 
of class II-III rapids followed by 1.0 mile of flat water (AW, 2022f). 
 
The AW website describes the Montreal River from Nylund Road to Saxon Falls Dam as a 16.8 mile, class 
I-II stretch. The Nylund Road put-in “is mostly for continuity with the upper section. Virtually throughout this 
reach, you'll find low-grade, read-and-run rapids, interspersing flat/flowing water.” AW recommends using 
the West Fork US Hwy 2 location as a put-in for this stretch under low flow conditions (AW, 2022d).  
 
AW’s October 2007 internet flow study of the West Fork determined acceptable flows for whitewater boating 
are between 400 and 1,000 cfs, with 600 cfs being acceptable for the majority of boaters (AW, 2007). 
 
Several online videos were identified which included whitewater recreation activities on the West Fork. A 
review of the videos and commentary indicated flows were between 1,750 and 2,200 cfs, difficulty class 
was stated as III-/IV+, and watercraft included a raft and Hyside Paddle Cat.  
 
4.1.4.2 Hydrology Summary 

A review of the USGS NWIS and USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center concluded no current data is 
available from gage stations along the West Fork or Montreal River in the study area. The hydrograph 
provided in Section 4.1.2.2 presents the average daily discharge rate from the Gile Dam from April 29, 
2017 through February 2, 2021 shows a range of 12 to 706 cfs. The hydrograph provided in Section 
4.1.2.3 displays average daily discharge rate from the Saxon Falls Dam from October 1, 1986 through 
September 29, 2017 shows a range of 125 to 1,220 cfs. 
 
4.1.4.3 Interview and Local Knowledge Summary 

The questionnaire developed to gather information about whitewater recreation opportunities in the 
vicinity of the Gile Flowage was distributed to 18 local boaters, as described in Section 4.1.3. An analysis 
of the questionnaire revealed that five of the 18 boaters previously paddled the West Fork from Gile Dam 
to US Hwy 2 due to suitable whitewater availability and put-in/take-out accessibility.  
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One boater noted log jams can make this stretch unsuitable for less-experienced boaters. No boaters 
paddled the reach from US Hwy 2 to the Montreal River confluence due to lack of suitable access and 
limited available information regarding this reach. One boater indicated they paddled on the portion of the 
Montreal River from its confluence downstream to Saxon Falls, although the boating activity was not 
related to whitewater recreation. 
 

4.2  Level 2 Assessment 

According to the Whittaker method, a Level 2 assessment can include limited field reconnaissance of 
boating reaches to further develop the information discovered in the Level 1 assessment (Whittaker, D., B. 
Shelby, J. Gangemi, 2005). The “on-land boating feasibility assessment” methodology was used as a basis 
for the Level 2 assessment of the Whitewater Study. 
 
Per the Commission’s SPD, the AW 2007 study “does not meet the requirements of a Level 2 assessment 
because it does not accurately describe the range of optimal flows that may be used to proceed to a Level 3 
assessment.” The Commission recommended NSPW consult with AW, NPS, and local boaters as part of 
the Level 2 assessment to “resolve inconsistencies with the 2007 study, determine the need for a site 
visit, and define study flows” prior to the Level 3 assessment (FERC, 2021). The Level 2 assessment also 
included field reconnaissance for put-in/take-out locations for the Level 3 assessment and study 
documentation, potential put-in/take-out locations for the West Fork downstream of US Hwy 2 to the 
confluence with the Montreal River and the Montreal River confluence to Saxon Falls, and coordination to 
determine the starting flow level for the Whitewater Study.  
 

 American Whitewater 2007 Study 

In an effort to resolve inconsistencies with the AW 2007 study, NSPW consulted with AW, NPS, and Jake 
Ring (local boater) on May 24, 2022, regarding the Level 2 assessment needs. AW responded on June 8, 
2022, requesting clarification to the following statement from NSPW, “NSPW has determined it is unable to 
resolve inconsistencies with the 2007 study unless the dates of the boating experiences rated in the 2007 
study are provided by American Whitewater.” NSPW responded to AW with the following on June 9, 2022: 

 
American Whitewater submitted a letter to the Commission on March 17, 2021 regarding “Comments of 
American Whitewater on the Pre-Application Document and Proposed Study for the Gile Flowage 
Storage Reservoir Project”, which included the following regarding the West Branch Montreal River: 
 
“The study area econompasses [sic] the West Branch Montreal River from Gile Flowage to Highway 2 
as identified in American Whitewater’s National Whitewater Inventory. American Whitewater completed 
a survey-based flow study (i.e. a study where users self report flows and respond to an online survey) in 
2007 determining that 400-1000 cfs was the optimal range. While we concluded that a significant 
population of river users would prefer higher flow releases, we did not evaluate flows greater than 1000 
cfs. We determined that while some individuals have run the river at these higher flows, these 
opportunities are limited and unlikely to be provided for during a controlled release. Based on the results 
of our study we proposed an optimum release schedule for a weekend of two releases that would begin 
with a release of 600 cfs on Saturday morning at 10 am and until 4 pm, and a second release day of 
800-1,000 cfs on Sunday, which would begin at 10 am and end at 4 pm. If the release schedule had to 
be limited to one day we concluded a flow of 600-800 cfs should be released between 10 am and 4 pm 
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on a Saturday. A limitation of this study was the fact that users self-reported their runs and in some 
cases estimating flows and scoring flows that they may not have actually experienced. The study 
provides a useful starting point but results need to be confirmed to be used as the basis for protection, 
mitigation, and enhancement measures for recreation in a new license.” 
 

NSPW held a virtual meeting on May, 20, 2021, which you attended, to discuss the Gile Flowage Storage 
Reservoir Proposed Study Plan Meeting. You discussed that American Whitewater has additional 
data regarding the 2007 study and can e-file that information to the Commission so it can be placed 
on the Docket. To date, no additional information on the 2007 study has been e-filed to the Docket.  
 
In discussions with local boaters, 400 cfs is believed to be too low to adequately boat, which contradicts 
the 2007 study that says 400 cfs is the minimum boatable flow. The Commission asked NSPW to try to 
resolve the contradiction or inconsistencies with the 400 cfs flow level in 2007 study as part of a Level 2 
assessment for the Gile whitewater study. In order for NSPW to reconcile the discrepancies of the 2007 
study, American Whitewater needs to provide the dates boating occurred in the 2007. If the dates are 
provided, NSPW can review their operational records for those boating dates to determine the flow (cfs) 
that occurred in the West Fork Montreal River and could then “calibrate” the results of the 2007 study. 
This calibrated flow (cfs) would be important to determine the starting flow for the Gile whitewater study 
that will take place starting at 10:00 am on Saturday, June 11, 2022. 

 

Correspondence with AW is included in Appendix J. 
 

 On-Land Field Reconnaissance 

NSPW conducted field reconnaissance prior to the Level 3 assessment based on the following objectives: 
• Locate accessible and safe put-in/take-out locations for the Level 3 assessment 
• Locate accessible and safe photo/video documentation locations for the Level 3 assessment 
 
In addition, based on Level 1 assessment questionnaire responses, field reconnaissance was conducted 
to locate potential put-in/take-out locations for the following reaches:  
• West Fork downstream of US Hwy 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River  
• Montreal River confluence to Saxon Falls  
 

4.2.2.1 Put-In/Take-Out Locations for Level 3 Assessment 

NSPW anticipated the put-in/take-out locations for the Level 3 assessment would be in the vicinity of the 
Gile Dam, South Drive bridge, Center Drive bridge, Kimball Town Park, and US Hwy 2 bridge. Field 
reconnaissance was conducted at each location on June 10, 2022. Discharge from the Gile Dam was 
approximately 10 cfs at this time. All photos in the figures below were taken on June 10, 2022.  
 
The put-in location (yellow arrow) and access at the Gile Dam was determined safe and accessible, as 
shown in Figure 4.2.2.1-1. 
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Figure 4.2.2.1-1 Put-In Location and Access at Gile Dam 

 
The put-in/take-out location and access at the South Drive bridge was determined safe and accessible 
from the upstream side, as shown in Figure 4.2.2.1-2. Both the east bank (river-right, red circle) and west 
bank (river-left, yellow circle) could be used by the boaters for put-in/take-out. The AW website lists South 
Road as an alternate put-in for the Gile Falls to US Hwy 2 reach on the West Fork (AW, 2022f). 
 
Figure 4.2.2.1-2 Put-In/Take-Out Location and Access at the South Drive bridge 

 
Note: Google Earth image date is 5/4/2015.  
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The put-in/take-out location and access at the Center Drive bridge was determined safe and accessible 
from the downstream side, as shown in Figure 4.2.2.1-3. Both the east bank (river-right, red circle) and 
west bank (river-left, yellow circle) are steep; however, both could be used by the boaters for put-in/take-
out. The ideal put-in/take-out site would be via the east or west bank on the upstream side of the bridge; 
however, the area is posted with “No Trespassing” signs. The AW website lists Center Drive as a reach 
waypoint that could be used as alternate access for the Gile Falls to US Hwy 2 reach on the West Fork 
(AW, 2022f). 
 
Figure 4.2.2.1-3 Put-In/Take-Out Location and Access at the Center Drive bridge 

 
Note: Google Earth image date is 5/4/2015. 
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The put-in/take-out location and access at Kimball Town Park was determined safe and accessible from 
the downstream side, as shown in Figure 4.2.2.1-4. The east bank downstream of the Park bridge (river-
right, red circle) provides plenty of space and a gentle, grass slope for egress. The AW website suggest 
getting out at river-left well before the Park bridge to scout (AW, 2022f). 
 
Figure 4.2.2.1-4 Put-In/Take-Out Location and Access at Kimball Town Park 

 
Note: Google Earth image date is 5/4/2015. 
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The put-in/take-out access at the US Hwy 2 bridge was determined accessible from either upstream on 
either bank or downstream on either bank. Both banks on the downstream side are rocky, while both 
banks on the upstream side are vegetated. All four banks provide a moderately steep and grassy slope 
for access, as shown in Figure 4.2.2.1-5. Despite suitable access, the location is along a US highway 
and was therefore deemed unsafe as a put-in/take-out location for the Level 3 assessment.  
 
Figure 4.2.2.1-5 Put-In/Take-Out Location and Access at US Hwy 2 bridge 

 
 
4.2.2.2 Documentation Locations for Level 3 Assessment 

All five locations identified in Section 4.2.2.1 were also considered as a location for photo/video 
documentation during the Level 3 assessment. The bridge at State Highway 77 (STH 77), which is 
approximately 3,000 feet downstream of Gile Dam, was also considered during field reconnaissance on 
June 10, 2022. All six locations would provide an acceptable vantage point upstream and downstream to 
document the boater experience during the Level 3 assessment. NSPW decided to exclude the bridges at 
STH 77 and US Hwy 2 as documentation locations due to safety concerns based on their classification as 
a state and federal highway, respectively.  
 
4.2.2.3 Potential Put-In/Take-Out Locations based on Level 1 Assessment 

A portion of the questionnaire developed for the Level 1 assessment, described in Section 4.1.3, included 
an opportunity for boaters to recommend acceptable egress locations for both the West Fork from US 
Hwy 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River and the Montreal River from its confluence to Saxons 
Falls. No acceptable locations were identified or recommended by the boaters for the reach on the West 
Fork. One boater stated they accessed the Montreal River reach approximately 4.5 miles upstream of the 
confluence from Nylund Road; however, the location is not ideal.  
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NSPW conducted a field reconnaissance on June 10, 2022 to locate potentially acceptable egress 
locations for the West Fork and Montreal River reaches. A field map for the two reaches, including parcel 
ownership information where available, is included as Figure 4.2.2.3-1. Parcel ownership GIS data was 
readily downloadable from Iron County, Wisconsin but not for Gogebic County, Michigan.20 The Gogebic 
County web-based GIS system was accessed to search property ownership information along the 
Montreal River reach and was narrowed to parcels adjacent to Airport Road and Barrier Dam Lane.21 The 
review showed parcel ownership was private property or Gogebic County Forestry and Parks property.  
 
Figure 4.2.2.3-1 Field Map for Level 2 Egress Location Field Reconnaissance 

 
 
NSPW surveyed egress locations while traveling by vehicle along River Road, north of US Hwy 2 to the 
intersection of East North Drive and along Wall Street Road between Lake Head Road and CTH B. Photo 
documentation of the field reconnaissance efforts are included in Appendix K. NSPW was not able to 
locate acceptable egress locations for the West Fork and Montreal River reaches. The property adjoining 

 
20  https://www.sco.wisc.edu/parcels/data-county/, accessed June 6, 2022. 
21 Gogebic County, Michigan GIS system, https://colligogis.com/web/, accessed June 6,2022. 
 

https://www.sco.wisc.edu/parcels/data-county/
https://colligogis.com/web/


Gile Flowage Storage Project Whitewater Recreation Flow Study 
FERC No. 15055 Study Plan Report 
 

 

 

NSPW 20 September 2022 
 

© Copyright 2022 NSPW 

these reaches is mostly privately owned and marked with “No Trespassing” signs. Access to adjoining 
properties was prohibitive due to locked gates, dense vegetation, long portages, or steep terrain.  
 

  Study Flow Determination 

NSPW consulted with Jake Ring between May 9 and June 2, 2022, to determine if the flow releases for 
the Level 3 Assessment would be between 600-1,000 cfs. The actual flow releases would be determined 
onsite as part of a limited reconnaissance prior to the start of the Level 3 Assessment. NSPW coordinated 
with Jake Ring and internal personnel and decided that the Whitewater Study would take place on Saturday, 
June 11, 2022, after the spring thaw. Sunday, June 12, 2022 was chosen as a back-up date in case of 
unforeseen weather or safety conditions, or if an additional day was needed to complete the study. Study 
flow correspondence with Jake Ring is included in Appendix J. The flow release determination was 
communicated with AW and NPS on May 24, 2022. AW responded on June 8, 2022 in support of the 
600-1,000 cfs flow range with the understanding the range could be adjusted based on the perspective of 
those onsite during the Level 3 assessment. NPS responded on June 9, 2022 stating the agency is not 
able to attend the Level 3 assessment and provided no further comments. Correspondence with AW and 
NPS is included in Appendix H. 
 

 Level 2 Assessment Summary 

NSPW was not able to reconcile the inconsistencies with the 400 cfs flow in the AW 2007 study. NSPW 
requested the study dates from the AW 2007 study in an effort to review its operational records to 
determine what flows in the West Fork occurred during that time. Those flows could then be used to 
determine the starting flow for the Whitewater Study. NSPW did not receive the dates of the AW 2007 
study and therefore no verification could be made regarding the 400 cfs. NSPW consulted with Jake Ring to 
determine a flow range for the Whitewater Study; study flows were established from 600-1,000 cfs.  
 
On-land field reconnaissance identified four locations to provide accessible and safe put-in/take-out 
locations for boaters participating in the Whitewater Study, as well as accessible and safe photo/video 
locations for NSPW to document the study. Those locations include the Gile Dam, South Drive bridge, 
Center Drive bridge, and Kimball Town Park. 
 
On-land field reconnaissance was conducted to locate potential put-in/take-out locations for the following 
reaches: West Fork downstream of US Hwy 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River and Montreal 
River confluence to Saxon Falls. NSPW did not identify potential put-in/take-out locations for either reach. 
The majority of property adjoining these reaches is privately owned. Access to government-owned 
adjoining properties was prohibitive due to locked gates, dense vegetation, or steep terrain. 
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4.3 Level 3 Assessment 

According to the Whittaker method, a Level 3 assessment should be conducted for flow-dependent whitewater 
recreation opportunities (Whittaker, D., B. Shelby, J. Gangemi, 2005). A controlled flow assessment was 
used to analyze whitewater boating opportunities on the West Fork for two flow releases. NSPW developed 
the study plan, evaluation forms, and study logistics. NSPW also coordinated with its Gile Dam operators 
to evaluate the study. 
 

 Level 3 Assessment Coordination 

Jake Ring coordinated the logistics with the boaters and informed them the Whitewater Study was 
scheduled for Saturday, June 11, 2022. Participants would meet in the parking lot of Gile Park at 14 Park 
Street in Gile, Wisconsin. The first run was anticipated to begin at 10:00 a.m.  
 
Jake Ring notified NSPW of a log jam at the Rock Cut Rapids area on May 16, 2022 and inquired if it 
could be removed prior to the study. NSPW responded on May 17, 2022 stating log jam and debris 
removal from a river is not the responsibility of the Utility. See correspondence in Appendix L. In addition, 
the American Whitewater website indicates Rock Cut Falls is known “to collect snags” and boater 
scouting is advised.22  
 
NSPW distributed a press release on June 6, 2022 notifying the public of the Whitewater Study. The 
press release was distributed to NSPW’s northern distribution list, which includes Ashland Daily Press, 
Duluth News Tribune, Ironwood Daily, WPR-Superior, Up North News, Price County Review, Washburn 
County Register. The press release is provided in Appendix M. 
 

 Whitewater Study Participant Background Information 

Prior to the Whitewater Study, boater participants were asked to complete a questionnaire about their 
preferred boating craft, boating skill level, frequency, previous experience with whitewater studies and the 
West Fork, and preferred river characteristics. Boaters were also asked how far they traveled for this 
study and if they previously participated in a hydro relicensing whitewater boater study. A summary of the 
boaters’ responses is provided below and a copy of the questionnaire and participant responses are 
included in Appendix N. 
 
Table 4.3.1-1 summarizes the boater responses for boating skill level and boating frequency. Each boater 
determined their own skill level. Ten boaters (56%) ranked themselves at an expert skill level, while the 
remaining eight boaters were equally split between intermediate (22%) and advanced (22%). Intermediate 
boaters have been boating an average of 4.5 years at this level; the greatest number of years was seven 
and the fewest was two. Advanced boaters have been boating an average of 9.75 years at this level; the 
greatest number of years was 20 and the fewest was four. Expert boaters have been boating an average 
of 8.5 years at this level; the greatest number of years was 20 and the fewest was three.  
 
Intermediate boaters recreated an average of 29 to 31 days a year; the greatest number of days was 50 
and the fewest was 10. Advanced boaters recreated an average of 50 to 65 days a year; the greatest number 
of days was 100 and the fewest was 40. Expert boaters recreated an average of 54 to 58 days a year; the 

 
22  https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2300/main, River Description, accessed May 16, 2022. 
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greatest number of days was 100 and the fewest was 15. No boaters ranked themselves with an elite skill 
level. Ten boaters indicated their preferred craft is a kayak, while six preferred a raft. Two boaters did not 
indicate a preferred boating craft. 
 
Table 4.3.1-1 Boater Skill Level and Boating Frequency 

Skill Level 
Number of 

Boaters 

Years at this Level 

(Boater Average) 

Days a Year Boating 

(Boater Average)* 

Craft Preference 

Kayak Raft 

Intermediate 4 4.5 29 to 31 2 2 

Advanced 4 9.75 50 to 65 4 0 

Expert 10 8.5 54 to 58 4 4 

Elite 0 0 0 0 0 
* Six boaters provide a range for boating days; therefore, the average was calculated using both the low and high number of days. 
 
Table 4.3.1-2 summarizes the number of boaters who previously participated in a hydro relicensing 
whitewater study, how many previously boated the West Fork, and how far each boater travelled in miles 
for this Whitewater Study.  
 
Table 4.3.1-2 Boater Skill Level and Boating Frequency 

Skill Level 

Participated in 

Relicensing Study 

Previously Boated 

West Fork 

Miles Travelled for 

the Whitewater Study 

(Boater Average)* Yes No Yes No 

Intermediate 0 4 0 4 213 

Advanced 0 4 1 3 165 

Expert 2 8 5 5 151 
* Some boaters listed a city rather than miles. NSPW calculated the miles travelled based on that city’s  
 center to the Gile Park parking lot in Gile, Wisconsin (46.425582°, -90.224064°) using Google Earth.  
 
Two expert-level boaters previously participated in the Saxon Falls and Superior Falls hydroelectric 
projects relicensing recreation flow study for the Montreal River Canyon in May 2021.  
 
One advanced-level and five expert-level boaters previously boated the West Fork. Boaters were given 
the opportunity to provide information about their previous experience including frequency, flows, and 
craft. Four boaters ran the West Fork once or twice, one boater ran it over 100 times, and another stated 
they run it when water levels allow. Boaters experienced flows between 650 to 2,000 cfs. Five boaters 
used a kayak and one used a raft.  
 
The Whitewater Study included participants who reside in the following states: Michigan (6 boaters), 
Minnesota (5 boaters), Wisconsin (4 boaters), Missouri (1 boater), and South Dakota (1 boater). Boaters 
were asked how many miles they travelled specifically for the Whitewater Study. The average distance 
travelled for intermediate-level boaters was 213 miles, advanced-level boaters was 165 miles, and expert-
level boaters was 151 miles. The shortest distance travelled was five miles and the longest was 450 
miles. One boater declined to provide their zip code, but did indicate they travelled 200 miles to 
participate in the Whitewater Study.  
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Boaters were asked to respond to nine statements about their preferred river reach characteristics and rate 
them as strongly agree (5), agree (4), neutral (3), disagree (2), or strongly disagree (1). Table 4.3.1-3 lists 
the reach characteristic statements and the average rating for each statement based on boater responses.  
 
Table 4.3.1-3 Boater Rated Preferred Reach Statements 
 

Preferred Reach Characteristic Statement 
Average 

Rating 

I prefer running rivers with fast water and small to no rapids (Class I/II/III). 2.1 
I prefer running rivers with challenging rapids (Class IV). 4.6 
I often boat short river segments (under 2 miles) to experience a unique and interesting place. 3.7 
I often boat short river segments (under 2 miles) to take advantage of whitewater play areas. 4.1 
I often boat short river segments (under 2 miles) to run challenging rapids. 4.3 
Good whitewater play areas are more important than challenging rapids. 2.8 
I am willing to tolerate difficult put-ins, portages, and take-outs to run interesting reaches of whitewater. 4.8 
The most important consideration for planning my boating trips is running challenging whitewater. 3.9 
The most important consideration for planning my boating trips is boating on a weekend, regardless of flow. 3.6 

 
In general, the boaters that participated in the Whitewater Study prefer rivers with more challenging 
rapids versus rivers with fast water and small to no rapids. Boaters prefer river segments under 2 miles if 
the run includes challenging rapids and whitewater play areas, less preference is placed on a unique or 
interesting river location. Boaters are almost neutral on their preference to whitewater play areas versus 
challenging rapids. Boaters are especially willing to tolerate difficult put-ins, portages, and take-outs to run 
interesting reaches of whitewater. When planning whitewater recreation trips, boaters base their trips on 
challenging whitewater, but would plan a trip regardless of flow if boating could occur on a weekend. 
 

 Level 3 Assessment Methodology 

Based on the RSP, the Level 3 assessment would include analysis of whitewater recreation on the 
following reaches of the West Fork:  
• Reach 1 – Gile Dam (put-in) to South Drive Bridge (take-out) (2.07 miles) 
• Reach 2 – South Drive Bridge (put-in) to Center Drive Bridge (take-out) (2.62 miles) 
• Reach 3 – Center Drive Bridge (put-in) to Kimball Town Park (take-out) (1.15 miles) 
 
These reaches were chosen based on put-in/take-out accessibility and bridge visibility as a waypoint for 
boaters from the West Fork, and study documentation accessibility and vantage point along and above 
the West Fork. The three reaches and associated put-in/take-out and study documentation locations are 
show in Figure 4.3.2-1. 
 
Boaters were provided the opportunity to scout the reaches prior to the start of each of the two flow 
releases. Jake Ring and several boaters scouted the area prior to the start of the study and removed the 
log jam on June 10, 2022 (Mead & Hunt, 2022). Jake Ring was unable to participate in the boating portion 
of the study on June 11, 2022; however, he was present throughout the study to provide logistical 
support, including boater transportation between reach locations.  
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Figure 4.3.2-1 Gile Flowage Whitewater Study Location Map 
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Boater evaluation forms were developed for each reach (3) and each flow release (2), for a total of six 
evaluations per boater. In addition, boaters were asked to complete an overall evaluation form to 
compare the two flow releases. A copy of each evaluation form is included in Appendix O. The 
evaluation form asked boaters to rate the whitewater difficulty classification, flow rate preference, 
boatable flow, features, safety, length, and aesthetics for each run; and provide details for specific 
challenges, portages, and safety issues they experienced during each run.  
 
Study methodology directed all boaters to take-out at the end of each reach to complete the 
corresponding evaluation form (example: Reach 1, Flow 1) and then put-in and run the subsequent reach. 
Take-out locations were established at South Drive bridge (Study Reach 1), Center Drive bridge (Study 
Reach 2), and Kimball Town Park (Study Reach 3). Once the final reach was completed for the first flow 
release, boaters would return to the Gile Dam and begin the study for the same three reaches at the 
second flow release. All 17 boaters participated in the first run while 11 participated in the second run. 
 
The overall evaluation form asked boaters to provide an optimal flow range for the West Fork from Gile Dam 
to Kimball Town Park; highest safe flow based on boater skill level and craft; optimal flow for a standard 
and high challenge run; and if only one flow was released, what would that optimal flow be. Additional 
information was collected about boating experience to gage interest in the study run, best time of year for 
boating this run, suitable flows for beginners and play boating, preference on method to receive flow 
information, and other boating opportunities in the area. Boaters were also asked to rank ten various flow 
releases from acceptable, marginal, or unacceptable to gather information on optimal flow releases.  
 
After all evaluation forms were completed, the remaining boaters, Jake Ring, and NSPW personnel 
participated in a post-evaluation discussion to collect additional information and input from the boaters 
pertaining to the whitewater recreation opportunities available on the West Fork.  
 
All evaluation forms and the post-evaluation discussion are summarized in Section 5. 
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5. Whitewater Study Level 3 Assessment Results and Discussion 

The Whitewater Study results for the Level 3 assessment are based on the input provided by the boater 
participants using the boater evaluation form (completed after each reach/run), Overall Evaluation Form 
(comparison of flow releases at completion of all reaches/runs), and post-evaluation discussion. The 
responses on the evaluation forms, and notes from the post-evaluation discussion, were compiled and 
compared between the two flow releases to refine the minimal and optimal flow needed to provide a 
quality boating experience on the West Fork.  
 
All 17 boaters ran the first run at a flow release of 600 cfs, with 12 boaters in kayaks and five in rafts (two 
in one raft, three in the other). All boaters exited at the end of the first reach (South Drive bridge) at 600 
cfs to complete the evaluation form. The biting insects at this location were overwhelming for all 
participants. In response, Jake Ring consulted with the boaters and all agreed to continue the 600 cfs run 
to the final take-out at Kimball Town Park, and skip the take-out at the Center Drive bridge. Once at 
Kimball Town Park, boaters completed the evaluation forms for both Reach 2 and Reach 3 for 600 cfs.  
 
Jake Ring consulted with the boaters after the completion of the first run (600 cfs) to determine if any 
boaters were interested in continuing the run downstream to US Hwy 2. They also discussed what the 
preferred flow release should be for the second run. Boaters were not interested in continuing the run 
downstream to US Hwy 2 at 600 cfs because the reach would be too boney. Additionally, boaters requested 
the second run be completed at a flow release of 1,200 cfs rather than 1,000 cfs, as included in the 
RSP. Boaters also agreed to complete the second run using the put-in at Gile Dam and take-out at Kimball 
Town Park, and skip the take-outs at South Drive bridge and Center Drive bridge due to biting insects.  
 
NSPW personnel stood on the South Drive bridge (end of Reach 1) and Center Drive bridge (end of 
Reach 2) during the second run as a visual marker for the boaters. 11 boaters participated in the second 
run at a flow release of 1,200 cfs, with nine boaters in kayaks and two boaters in one raft. The evaluation 
forms for all three reaches at the 1,200 cfs flow release were completed at Kimball Town Park (end of 
Reach 3). Boaters were again offered the opportunity to continue the run at 1,200 cfs downstream to US 
Hwy 2, and again, no boaters chose to continue. Rather, several boaters chose to run Kimball Falls 
repeatedly as time and energy allowed. 
 
All evaluation forms were collected in the field on the day of the Whitewater Study (June 11, 2022). Three 
boaters that participated in one or both runs of the study did not complete all the associated evaluation 
forms on June 11, 2022. NSPW coordinated with Jake Ring, who emailed the evaluation forms to each of 
the three boaters to give them another opportunity to provide their input on the study. NSPW received the 
completed evaluations from Jake Ring for two of the three boaters on July 8, 2022. 
 
Boater evaluation forms were received for the first run (600 cfs) from 17 boaters for Reach 1 and Reach 
2, and 15 boaters for Reach 3 and are included in Appendix P. Boater evaluation forms were received 
for the second run (1,200 cfs) from 10 of the 11 boaters for all three Reaches and are included in 
Appendix Q. These same ten boaters also completed the overall evaluation form, which are included in 
Appendix R, and participated in the focus-group discussion. 
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 Boater Rated Whitewater Difficulty 

Boater input regarding whitewater difficulty for the two flow releases, based on the American version of 
the International Whitewater Scale of River Difficulty, is shown in Table 5.1.1-1. 23 The majority of boaters 
rated all reaches at both flow releases as a Class III and/or Class IV. The range of difficulty identified from 
boater responses is also included for each reach of each flow release. 
 

Table 5.1.1-1 Boater Rated Whitewater Difficulty Class for each Reach at each Flow Release 

Difficulty 
Reach 1 
Majority 

Reach 1 
Range 

Reach 2 
Majority 

Reach 2 
Range 

Reach 3 
Majority 

Reach 3 
 Range 

Flow 1 
(600 cfs) 

Class III 
Classes III, 

III+, IV Class IV 
Classes III, 

III+, III-IV, IV Class III 
Classes III, 

III+, III-IV, IV 

Flow 2 
(1,200 cfs) Class IV 

Classes III,  
IV, IV+ Class IV 

Classes I-II, II-
III, III, IV, IV+ Class III-IV 

Classes III-
IV, IV 

 
 Boater Rated Optimal Flow Rate 

Boaters were asked to indicate if each flow release was optimal for the three reaches, or if the boater 
would prefer a higher flow or lower flow for that reach. The results are shown in Table 5.1.2-1. The 
majority of boaters indicated the 600 cfs was insufficient, with 13 (76%) boaters indicating a higher flow 
would be preferable in Reach 1, 14 (82%) in Reach 2, and 13 (87%) in Reach 3. One boater indicated 
they would prefer a much higher flow rate than 600 cfs in Reach 1. The majority of boaters indicated 
1,200 cfs was too high or optimal, with seven boaters (70%) indicating a lower flow would be preferred for 
Reach 1 and eight boaters (80%) stating the flow was optimal for Reach 2 and Reach 3. 
 
Table 5.1.2-1 Boater Rated Optimal Flow for each Reach at each Flow Release 

Flow Rate 
Much 

Higher 
Higher Optimal Lower 

Much 

Lower 

Flow 1 (600 cfs) 
Reach 1 

1 
(6%) 

13 
(76%) 

3 
(18%) 0 0 

Flow 1 (600 cfs) 
Reach 2 0 14 

(82%) 
3 

(18%) 0 0 

Flow 1 (600 cfs) 
Reach 3* 

0 13 
(87%) 

4 
(27%) 0 0 

Flow 2 (1,200 cfs) 
Reach 1^ 

0 0 5 
(50%) 

7 
(70%) 0 

Flow 2 (1,200 cfs) 
Reach 2 

0 0 8 
(80%) 

2 
(20%) 0 

Flow 2 (1,200 cfs) 
Reach 3# 

0 0 8 
(80%) 

3 
(30%) 0 

* Flow 1, Reach 3 is greater than 100%, two boaters chose both higher and optimal. 
^ Flow 2, Reach 1 is greater than 100%, two boaters chose both optimal and lower. 
# Flow 2, Reach 3 is greater than 100%, one boater chose both higher and optimal. 
  

 
23 https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Wiki/safety:internation_scale_of_river_difficulty, accessed May 23, 2022. 
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 Boater Rated Whitewater Characteristics 

Boater were asked to rate various whitewater characteristics of the West Fork including how likely they 
would return for future boating at 600 cfs and 1,200 cfs flow releases; if each reach is boatable at 600 cfs 
and 1,200 cfs; if each reach has acceptable water features, play spots, overall whitewater challenge and 
portages; and if each run is safe, a good length, and aesthetic. Boaters rated these characteristic 
statements on a scale of one to five, with one being “Strongly Disagree”, two being “Disagree”, three 
being “Neutral”, four being “Agree”, and five being “Strongly Agree”.  
 
A comparison of the average and median boater rating of the characteristics for each of the two flow 
releases for the three reaches is shown in Table 5.1.3-1. The boatability and safety of the reach at each 
flow were rated, as well as the likelihood to boat a reach at each flow release in the future. All reaches 
received an average rating equal to or greater than 4.4 (median is Strongly Agree) for boatability and 
safety at both flow releases, with the exception of Reach 1 at 1,200 cfs, which was rated at 4.1 (median is 
Agree) for boatability and 3.8 (median is Agree) for safety. All ten boaters who ran the 1,200 cfs flow 
release stated they would return for whitewater recreation opportunities along Reach 2 (average and 
median are Strongly Agree) and Reach 3 (average and median are Strongly Agree) if the same flow 
release was offered in the future. Reach 1 at 1,200 cfs received an average rating of 4.1 (median is 
Strongly Agree). Boaters indicated they were less likely to return for whitewater recreation opportunities to 
any of the reaches at 600 cfs; however, the average rating for each reach was greater than 4.0. In 
general, the average rating for reach water features, play spots, whitewater challenge, portages, length, 
and aesthetics were higher for the 1,200 cfs flow release.  
 
Table 5.1.3-1 Comparison of Average and Median Characteristic Statement Rating 

West 
Fork 

Statement Regarding Flow The following characteristics are acceptable at this flow 

Boatable Safe 
Will Boat 

Again 
Water 

Features 
Play 

Spots 
Whitewater 
Challenge 

Portages Length Aesthetics 

Avg Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg Med 

Reach 1 
600 cfs 

4.6 5.0 4.6 5.0 4.2 4.0 4.2 4.0 2.7 3.0 3.8 4.0 4.3 4.5 3.9 4.0 4.6 5.0 

Reach 2 
600 cfs 4.6 5.0 4.4 5.0 4.4 5.0 4.6 5.0 3.2 3.0 4.4 5.0 3.7 4.0 4.5 5.0 4.8 5.0 

Reach 3 
600 cfs 

4.6 5.0 4.6 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.5 5.0 3.4 4.0 4.2 4.0 4.3 4.0 4.4 5.0 4.7 5.0 

Reach 1 
1,200 cfs 

4.1 4.0 3.8 4.0 4.1 5.0 4.1 4.0 3.1 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.4 4.5 3.9 4.0 4.3 4.0 

Reach 2 
1,200 cfs 

5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.6 5.0 3.7 4.0 4.8 5.0 4.7 5.0 4.9 5.0 4.9 5.0 

Reach 3 
1,200 cfs  

5.0 5.0 4.7 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.6 3.5 4.9 5.0 4.8 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

 
Results of the boater rated characteristics for both flow releases are shown in Table 5.1.3-2 for Reach 1, 
Table 5.1.3-3 for Reach 2, and Table 5.1.3-4 for Reach 3.  
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Table 5.1.2-2 Boater Rated West Fork Characteristics for Reach 1 

Characteristic  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Average Median 

Likely to return for future boating if the flow for this run were to be provided 

600 cfs 5 10 2 0 0 4.2 4.0 
1,200 cfs 7 0 1 1 1 4.1 5.0 

Boatable at this flow 

600 cfs 10 7 0 0 0 4.6 5.0 
1,200 cfs 4 4 1 1 0 4.1 4.0 

Provides nice water features (waves, holes, drops) 

600 cfs 6 8 3 0 0 4.2 4.0 
1,200 cfs 4 4 1 1 0 4.1 4.0 

Good play spots 

600 cfs 0 4 6 5 2 2.7 3.0 
1,200 cfs 2 2 2 3 1 3.1 3.0 

Offers good overall whitewater challenge 

600 cfs* 1 11 3 1 0 3.8 4.0 
1,200 cfs 4 3 2 1 0 4.0 4.0 

Portages are acceptable/usable 

600 cfs* 8 4 4 0 0 4.3 4.5 
1,200 cfs 5 4 1 0 0 4.4 4.5 

This is a safe run 

600 cfs* 9 7 0 0 0 4.6 5.0 
1,200 cfs 2 5 2 1 0 3.8 4.0 

Acceptable run length 

600 cfs** 4 6 4 1 0 3.9 4.0 
1,200 cfs 4 3 1 2 0 3.9 4.0 

Aesthetically pleasing run 

600 cfs* 11 4 1 0 0 4.6 5.0 
1,200 cfs 4 5 1 0 0 4.3 4.0 

* One boater did not rate this characteristic. 
** Two boaters did not rate this characteristic. 
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Table 5.1.2-3 Boater Rated West Fork Characteristics for Reach 2 

Characteristic  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Average Median 

Likely to return for future boating if the flow for this run were to be provided 

600 cfs 9 6 2 0 0 4.4 5.0 
1,200 cfs 10 0 0 0 0 5.0 5.0 

Boatable at this flow 

600 cfs 12 4 1 0 0 4.6 5.0 
1,200 cfs 10 0 0 0 0 5.0 5.0 

Provides nice water features (waves, holes, drops) 

600 cfs 11 5 1 0 0 4.6 5.0 
1,200 cfs 8 1 0 1 0 4.6 5.0 

Good play spots 

600 cfs 3 3 8 1 2 3.2 3.0 
1,200 cfs 3 3 2 2 0 3.7 4.0 

Offers good overall whitewater challenge 

600 cfs 9 6 2 0 0 4.4 5.0 
1,200 cfs 9 0 1 0 0 4.8 5.0 

Portages are acceptable/usable 

600 cfs 3 6 8 0 0 3.7 4.0 
1,200 cfs 8 1 1 0 0 4.7 5.0 

This is a safe run 

600 cfs 9 6 2 0 0 4.4 5.0 
1,200 cfs 6 3 1 0 0 4.5 5.0 

Acceptable run length 

600 cfs 10 6 1 0 0 4.5 5.0 
1,200 cfs 9 1 0 0 0 4.9 5.0 

Aesthetically pleasing run 

600 cfs 14 3 0 0 0 4.8 5.0 
1,200 cfs 9 1 0 0 0 4.9 5.0 
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Table 5.1.2-4 Boater Rated West Fork Characteristics for Reach 3 

Characteristic  
Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Average Median 

Likely to return for future boating if the flow for this run were to be provided 

600 cfs 10 3 2 0 0 4.5 5.0 
1,200 cfs 10 0 0 0 0 5.0 5.0 

Boatable at this flow 

600 cfs 10 4 1 0 0 4.6 5.0 
1,200 cfs 10 0 0 0 0 5.0 5.0 

Provides nice water features (waves, holes, drops) 

600 cfs 8 6 1 0 0 4.5 5.0 
1,200 cfs 10 0 0 0 0 5.0 5.0 

Good play spots 

600 cfs 2 6 4 2 1 3.4 4.0 
1,200 cfs 3 2 3 2 0 3.6 3.5 

Offers good overall whitewater challenge 

600 cfs 7 4 4 0 0 4.2 4.0 
1,200 cfs 9 1 0 0 0 4.9 5.0 

Portages are acceptable/usable 

600 cfs 7 6 2 0 0 4.3 4.0 
1,200 cfs 9 0 1 0 0 4.8 5.0 

This is a safe run 

600 cfs 11 2 2 0 0 4.6 5.0 
1,200 cfs 7 3 0 0 0 4.7 5.0 

Acceptable run length 

600 cfs 8 5 2 0 0 4.4 5.0 
1,200 cfs 10 0 0 0 0 5.0 5.0 

Aesthetically pleasing run 

600 cfs 10 5 0 0 0 4.7 5.0 
1,200 cfs 10 0 0 0 0 5.0 5.0 

 
Figure 5.1.3-1 shows the average rating of each acceptable characteristic statement of the West Fork 
based on boater input. All three reaches at both flow releases received an average rating of greater than 
4.0 for water features and aesthetics. Play spots were rated the least acceptable for all three reaches at 
both flow releases, with average ratings between 2.7 and 3.7. All three reaches at the 1,200 cfs flow 
release received a higher average acceptable rating than the same reach at 600 cfs for water features, 
play spots, whitewater challenge, portages, length, and aesthetics except for the following: acceptable 
length for Reach 1 at each flow release were rated the same (3.9), acceptable water features for Reach 2 
at each flow release were rated the same (4.6), acceptable water features for Reach 1 were rated slightly 
higher at 600 cfs (4.2) than 1,200 cfs (4.1), and acceptable aesthetics for Reach 1 were rated higher at 
600 cfs (4.6) than 1,200 cfs (4.3). The lowest acceptable rating was received for play spots for Reach 1 at 
the 600 cfs flow release (2.7). The highest acceptable rating was received for water features, length, and 
aesthetics for Reach 3 at 1,200 cfs flow release (5.0 for each). 
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Figure 5.1.3-1 Average Boater Rating of West Fork Whitewater Characteristics 

 
 

 Boater Reported Hits, Stops, Drags, and Portages 

Boaters were asked to estimate the number of hits, stops, drags, and portages they experienced on each 
reach for each flow release. If the boater portaged, they were given the opportunity to state the location 
and rate the portage difficulty from one to four, with one being “Extremely Difficult”, two being “Moderately 
Difficult”, three being “Slightly Difficult”, and four being “Easy”. Table 5.1.4-1 summarizes the number of 
hits, stops, drags, and portages the boaters experienced during the study. 
 
Boaters reported they experienced more frequent hits, stops, or drags at the 600 cfs flow release versus 
the 1,200 cfs flow release. No drags were reported for Reach 1 at the 600 cfs flow release, and no stops 
or drags were reported for any of the reaches at the 1,200 cfs flow release. All reported hits were due to 
rocks, with the exception of one hit on the bottom of the Gile Falls bridge for Reach 1 at the 1,200 cfs flow 
release. Boaters stated the rock hits were typically due to a misjudged line or shallow water in wide spots, 
but all hits were manageable. The stops reported in each Reach at the 600 flow releases were also due 
to a misjudged line and were manageable (paddled off). One boater reported they had to get out and drag 
their kayak off an obstacle two times (Reach 2, 600 cfs) and another reported one drag (Reach 3, 600 
cfs); neither boater indicated the obstacle type (rock, log, other). Six boaters portaged Gile Falls (Reach 
1) at the 1,200 cfs flow release due to the low bridge. Those boaters exited river-left and put-in after the 
bridge. Four boaters rated the portage as “Easy”, one as “Slightly Difficult”, and one did not provide a 
rating. No other features were portaged during the study. 
  

1

2

3

4

5

Water Features Play Spots Whitewater
Challenge

Portages Length Aesthetics

Average Rating of Whitewater Characteristics

Reach 1 600 cfs

Reach 1 1,200 cfs

Reach 2 600 cfs

Reach 2 1,200 cfs

Reach 3 600 cfs

Reach 3 1,200 cfs
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Table 5.1.4-1 Boater Reported Hits, Stops, Drags, and Portages 

 Reported Hits Reported Stops Reported Drags Reported Portages 

 
# of 

Boaters 
Hit 

Average 
# of 

Boaters 
Stop 

Average 
# of 

Boaters 
Drag 

Average 
# of 

Boaters 
Rating 

Average 

Reach 1 
600 cfs 10 1.3 2 1 - - - - 

Reach 1 
1,200 cfs 

4 2.5 - - - - 6 Easy 

         
Reach 2 
600 cfs 12 7.8 3 1.7 1 2.0 - - 

Reach 2 
1,200 cfs 7 4.0 - - - - - - 

         
Reach 3 
600 cfs 11 6.8 4  1 1.0 - - 

Reach 3 
1,200 cfs 6 4.5 - - - - - - 

 

 Boater Identified Challenging Features and Safety Issues 

Boaters were asked to identify challenging features, such as rapids or sections of a reach, and rate the 
class based on the American version of the International Scale of River Difficulty.24 Table 5.1.5-1 
summarizes the features boaters identified for each reach of the study, as well as the difficulty class as 
provided by American Whitewater. Gile Falls (Reach 1) was rated as III to IV at 600 cfs and IV to V at 
1,200 cfs. Both Rock Cut Falls (Reach 2) and Kimball Falls (Reach 3) were rated as Class III to IV for 
both flow releases. Boaters identified a stretch in Reach 2 with two drops followed by a continuous 
section with plenty of rapids and holes (boogie water). The drops were rated as Class III to III+ at 600 cfs 
and Class III to IV at 1,200 cfs, the boogie water was rated as Class III for both flow releases. Several 
boaters commented the water sections between each of the falls provided a great Class I to II opportunity 
for beginner boaters. The boater difficulty class ratings were similar to those of American Whitewater.25  
 
Table 5.1.5-1 Boater Identified Challenging Features and Difficulty Class 

Features (upstream to downstream) Difficulty Class Difficulty Class 

Reach 1 600 cfs 1,200 cfs American Whitewater 

Giles Falls* III to IV IV to V IV 

Flatwater II I Flatwater (NR) 

Reach 2 600 cfs 1,200 cfs American Whitewater 

Rock Cut Falls III to IV III to IV IV 

Two drops/Boogey Water III to III+ III to IV III (Zig-Zag) 

Reach 3 600 cfs 1,200 cfs American Whitewater 

Water to Kimball Falls NR** II I-II 

Kimball Falls III to IV III to IV III+ 
* Six boaters portaged Gile Falls at 600 cfs. 
** Not rated. 

 
24  https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Wiki/safety:internation_scale_of_river_difficulty, accessed May 23, 2022. 
 

25 https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2300/main, accessed September 22, 2022.  
 

https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Wiki/safety:internation_scale_of_river_difficulty
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2300/main
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Boaters were asked to provide information on safety issues they observed or experienced along the West 
Fork during the study. General observations for the three reaches at both flow releases included tree 
strainer potential, abundant rocks which become harder to see as flow increases, and riverbank brush 
obstacles. Several boaters observed a swim at Gile Falls at the 600 cfs flow release. A kayak got stuck 
on an obstacle and overturned, the swimmer was able to get downstream and recover in a hole. Boaters 
recommended to have individuals on the shore to provide assistance with ropes, if necessary, for safety 
during future runs at Gile Falls due to the low bridge, large hole, and potential pin or sweeper hazard at 
river-right. Boaters also indicated there is a swim potential at Rock Cut Falls (Reach 2), and the Kimball 
Falls bridge and flashy holes along Reach 3 could be a concern at higher flow releases. 
 

 Whitewater Study Overall Evaluation and Discussion 

At the conclusion of the last run (Reach 3 at 1,200 cfs), 10 of the 11 boaters who participated in both the 
600 cfs and 1,200 cfs flow releases completed the overall evaluation form (Appendix R) and participated 
in the focus-group discussion. A summary of boater responses to the questions asked on the overall 
evaluation form are included below and provided in Tables 5.1.6-1 through 5.1.6-6. 
 
Table 5.1.6-1 summarizes boater responses assessing flow levels for various whitewater boating 
opportunities on the West Fork. Boaters indicated a flow range between 600 and 3,000 cfs would provide 
the optimal whitewater boating experience on the entire reach of West Fork (median 1,000 to 1,200 cfs). 
This wide flow range may be due in part to boater skill level, previous boating experiences, and personal 
preference of whitewater boating features. Boaters indicated the highest safe flow for their skill level and 
preferred craft is between 1,200 and 3,000 cfs (median 1,600 cfs). Boaters preferred a lower flow range 
of 600 to 1,500 cfs (median 900 to 1,200 cfs) for a standard trip and a notably higher flow range of 1,100 
to 5,000 cfs (median 1,300 to 1,450 cfs) for a high challenge trip. It should be noted that the higher flow 
value for a high challenge trip (5,000 cfs) exceeds the highest safe flow value for the boater skill level and 
preferred craft (3,000 cfs). Boaters were asked to indicate their preferred flow if only one flow were to be 
released on the West Fork. Boater preferred flow ranged from 800 to 2,000 cfs, with the average and 
median nearly identical at 1,220 cfs and 1,200 cfs, respectively.  
 
Table 5.1.6-1 Boater Preferred Flow for Whitewater Boating Opportunities on the West Fork 

Statement for Entire Reach 
Boater Response 

Range (cfs)* 
Average (cfs) Median (cfs) 

What flow range provides the optimal 
whitewater boating experience 

600 to 3,000 1,278 to 1,422 1,000 to 1,200 

What is the highest safe flow for your 
skill level and preferred craft 1,200 to 3,000 1,900 1,600 

What is the optimal flow for a 
“standard” trip 

600 to 1,500 1,011 to 1,133 900 to 1,200 

What is the optimal flow for a “high 
challenge” trip 

1,100 to 5,000 2,025 to 2,075 1,300 to 1,450 

If one flow was released for boating, 
what would be your optimal flow 

800 to 2,000 1,220 1,200 
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All ten boaters stated they would return for future boating on the West Fork if their optimal flow were 
provided, with nine stating they would absolutely return and one stating they would probably return. 
Boaters were asked during which months they would return to boat the West Fork from April through 
November. All ten boaters would return during the summer months of June, July, and August. Nine 
boaters stated they would return in September, six in October, five in May, and three in both April and 
November. One boater commented that a flow release should be coordinated so it does not overlap with 
other whitewater boating opportunities in the Midwest, such as the Wausau Whitewater Park, 
Paddlemania and Charles City Challenge, as boaters are likely to attend these larger events. 
 
Boaters were asked if the flows provided during the study (600 cfs and 1,200 cfs) would be suitable for 
boaters with a novice skill level. Boaters were asked to select “Absolutely”, “Probably”, “Maybe”, or “ No” 
and were given the opportunity to state which flow would be suitable. Table 5.1.6-2 summarizes boater 
responses. Two boaters (20%) indicated the West Fork is absolutely suitable for novice boaters at a flow 
of 1,500 cfs; however, a flow release of 1,500 cfs was not included in this study. The majority of boaters 
(40%) indicated the West Fork is not suitable for novice boaters at 600 cfs or 1,200 cfs. These boaters 
stated that novice boaters should not use this reach due to the hazards at Gile Falls and the long rapids 
throughout; should a boater swim, it could make for a bad day. 
 
Table 5.1.6-2 Boater Input on Study Flow Suitability for Novice Boaters 

Would the flows provided today be suitable for beginner/novice boaters? 

 Absolutely Probably  Maybe No 

# of Boater Responses 2 
(20%) 

2 
(20%) 

2 
(20%) 

4 
(40%) 

Recommend flow (cfs) 
for novice skill level 

1,500 800 to 
1,000 400 to 750 - 

 
Boaters were asked if the flows provided during the study (600 cfs and 1,200 cfs) were suitable for play 
boating. Boaters were asked to select “Absolutely”, “Somewhat”, “Not Really”, or “No” and were given the 
opportunity to state which flow was or would be suitable. Table 5.1.6-3 summarizes boater responses. Boater 
responses were mixed. Two boaters (20%) indicated the West Fork is absolutely suitable for play boating 
at both flows. The majority of boaters indicated the West Fork is somewhat suitable (30%) or not really suitable 
(40%) for play boating and indicated a variety of flow options for play boating ranging from 600 to 1,500 
cfs. One boater indicated the West Fork is not suitable for play boating because it is shallow at 1,200 cfs, 
while another indicated a confident boater could perform water play in a half-slice kayak at 1,200 cfs. 
 
Table 5.1.6-3 Boater Input on Study Flow Suitability for Play Boating 

Were the flows provided today suitable for play boating? 

 Absolutely Somewhat  Not Really No 

# of Boater Responses 2 
(20%) 

3 
(30%) 

4 
(40%) 

1 
(10%) 

Recommend flow (cfs) 
for play boating 

600 and 
1,200 

600, 700, 800 to 
1,100, and 1,200 

1,200 and 
1,500 - 
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Boaters were asked to choose their preferred methods to receive flow release information in the West 
Fork. Boaters could select one or more of the following communication options: email, website, call 
number with recorded message. Table 5.1.6-4 summarizes boater preferences. The majority of boaters 
(90%) prefer to receive flow information via a website, which can include a website provided by AW, 
NSPW, or Facebook. Half the boaters prefer to call a number and listen to a recorded messages, while a 
minority of boaters (30%) would prefer email notification. 
 
Table 5.1.6-4 Boater Preferred Communication Method for Flow Information 

Communication Method Email Website Call Number  

# of Boater Responses 3 
(30%) 

9 
(90%) 

5 
(50%) 

 
Boaters were asked if they were aware of other whitewater boating opportunities in the area and if they 
were preferable to the West Fork at the study flows (600 cfs and 1,200 cfs). Three boaters provided 
information regarding other area opportunities, which are included in Table 5.1.6-5. All three area 
opportunities are within 15 to 30 miles of the West Fork and were identified as a Class III+ or Class IV-V 
by the boater(s). The boater(s) that identified the additional opportunities indicated the Black River and 
Presque Isle River are more challenging than the West Fork, while the Montreal Canyon along the 
Montreal River is not as challenging. The boater(s) also indicated the Montreal Canyon and Black River 
are more boatable than the West Fork, while the Presque Isle River is less boatable. One additional 
boater did not provide any specifics on other whitewater boating opportunities in the area but stated each 
run in the area has different characteristics and the decision to boat a given run is based on the flow of 
the others in the area. 
 
Table 5.1.6-5 Boater Identified Additional Whitewater Boating Opportunities in the Area 

Opportunity 
Distance from  

West Fork  
(Gile, WI) 

Difficulty Class 
Compared to West Fork 

is this opportunity: 

Boater 

Identified 

American 

Whitewater 

More 

Challenging 

More 

Boatable 

Montreal River 
Montreal Canyon 

15-20 miles 
(near Saxon Falls, WI) III+ II-III 26 No Yes 

Black River* 
20-25 miles 

(near Bessemer, WI) IV - V IV-V(V+) 27 Yes Yes 

Presque River 
25-30 miles 

(near Tula, MI) IV - V 
II-IV 28 
III-V 29 
IV-V 30 

Yes No 

* Opportunity identified by two boaters. 

 
Boaters were asked to consider the 600 cfs and 1,200 cfs flow releases provided during the study and rate 
ten hypothetical flow releases based on their experiences and preferences to assess if the flow release 
would provide an acceptable boating opportunity. Boaters were asked to consider all flow-dependent 
characteristics that contribute to a high quality boating trip, such as boatability, challenge, play areas, safety, 

 
26 https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2825/map, accessed September 22, 2022. 
27  https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2640/main, accessed September 22, 2022.  
28  https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/939/main, accessed September 22, 2022.  
29  https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/940/main, accessed September 22, 2022. 
30  https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2643/main, accessed September 22, 2022.    

https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2825/map
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2640/main
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/939/main
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/940/main
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2643/main
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aesthetics, and length of run. Boaters were asked to rate each hypothetical flow as Acceptable (rating of 5), 
Marginal (rating of 3), or Unacceptable (rating of 1). If a boater did not have previous experience with or was 
unfamiliar with a particular flow, they were given the option to not rate it. Boater ratings are provided in 
Table 5.1.6-6. One of the ten boaters did not provide a response to this question; therefore, the results are 
based on nine boater responses.  
 

Table 5.1.6-6 Acceptable West Fork Flow Releases for Whitewater Boating Opportunities 

Hypothetical 
Flow 

Release 

Acceptable  
(Rating 5) 

Marginal 
(Rating 3) 

Unacceptable  
(Rating 1) 

Not Rated Total 
Score 

Boater Rating 

Responses Score Responses Score Responses Score Responses Average Median 

400 cfs - - 3 9 6 6 - 15 1.7 1 

600 cfs 2 10 5 15 2 2 - 27 3.0 3 

800 cfs 7 35 2 6 - - - 41 4.6 5 

1,000 cfs 8 40 1 3 - - - 43 4.8 5 

1,100 cfs 8 40 1 3 - - - 43 4.8 5 

1,300 cfs 6 30 1 3 - - 2 33 4.7 5 

1,500 cfs 5 25 1 3 - - 3 28 4.7 5 

1,700 cfs 2 10 2 6 1 1 4 17 3.4 3 

2,000 cfs 2 10 1 3 2 2 4 15 3.0 3 

2,500 cfs 2 10 1 3 2 2 4 15 3.0 3 

 
The data provided in Table 5.1.6-6 can be analyzed a number of ways. If basing the results solely on the 
highest total score, boater responses suggest a hypothetical flow release of 1,000 cfs and 1,100 cfs are 
equally the highest acceptable option with a total score of 43 each; with 800 cfs as the second highest 
acceptable option with a total score of 41; followed by 1,300 cfs (33); 1,500 cfs (28); 600 cfs (27); 1,700 
cfs (17); and 400 cfs, 2,000 cfs, and 2,500 cfs tied as least acceptable with a total score of 15 each.  
 
If basing the results on the average boater rating, the top hypothetical flow release results are the same 
with 1,000 cfs and 1,100 cfs equally the highest acceptable option with an average rating of 4.8; followed 
by both 1,300 cfs and 1,500 cfs with an average of 4.7 each; 800 cfs (4.6); 1,700 cfs (3.4); 600 cfs, 2,000 
cfs, and 2,500 cfs tied with an average of 3.0 each; and 400 cfs with the lowest average of 1.7. When 
reviewing the median boater rating, five hypothetical flow releases received a median rating of 5 (800 cfs, 
1,000 cfs, 1,100 cfs, 1,300 cfs, and 1,500 cfs); four received a median rating of 3 (600 cfs, 1,700 cfs, 
2,000 cfs, and 2,500 cfs); and 400 cfs received a median rating of 1. 
 
After boaters completed the overall evaluation form, they gathered in the parking area at Kimball Town 
Park with NSPW personnel and Jake Ring to discuss the study and capture immediate feedback. All 
boaters agreed the 600 cfs flow release was too low for an enjoyable boating experience due to the 
number of rocks (boney), flashy holes, and long flat water sections. The 1,200 cfs flow release did provide 
an enjoyable boating experience; despite a number of flat water sections - Rock Cut Falls and Kimball 
Falls are worth it because of the fast and constant flow. Boaters stated they would not return to the West 
Fork to boat at 600 cfs, but definitely would at 1,200 cfs. Boaters commented they would skip Reach 1 
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due to the hazards at Gile Falls and begin near Reach 2 and continue through to Kimball Falls for future 
boating opportunities at 1,200 cfs or 900 cfs. Kimball Town Park provides the opportunity to run Kimball 
Falls repeatedly with a decent take-out (stairs would be preferred) and easy put-in.  
 
Boaters appreciated the parking area, camping options, picnic tables, and portable restroom facilities at 
Kimball Town Park. Boaters inquired what the maximum flow at Gile Dam could be and NSPW stated a 
maximum of 2,500 cfs could be released from the gates. Boaters mentioned with higher flow releases, 
bridge clearance becomes a safety issue, especially at Gile Falls (Reach1). Boaters agreed the West 
Fork is not a suitable run for beginners and requires a higher boating skill level with the ability to read the 
water and navigate hazards. Boaters asked NSPW to consider a late summer or early fall flow release 
since few opportunities are available in the area/region at that time. 
 

 Whitewater Study Photos/Video Documentation at Each Surveyed Flow 

NSPW personnel were stationed on the downstream side of Gile Dam (start of Reach 1), South Drive 
bridge (end of Reach 1/start of Reach 2), Center Drive bridge (end of Reach 2/start of Reach 3), and at 
Kimball Town Park (end of Reach 3) to photo/video document the Level 3 assessment. Representative 
photos of each reach at each flow releases are included in Appendix S. Videos of each run taken by a 
volunteer boater have been posted to the relicensing webpage at http://hydrorelicensing.com/gile-flowage/.  
 
Based on NSPW observations during the study, the length of time boaters took to complete each reach at 
each flow release is include in Table 5.1.7-1. The start time is based on when the first boater entered the 
water or began the reach and the end time is based on when the final boater completed their take-out or 
passed the end marker of the reach. The boating times are approximately equal for both flow releases in 
Reach 1 and Reach 3; Reach 2 took over twice as long at 600 cfs than 1,200 cfs. The longer completion 
time can be attributed to the take-out at Center Drive bridge during the 600 cfs flow release, scouting, and 
the length of flat water in Reach 2.  
 
Table 5.1.7-1 Boater Time to Complete Study Runs 

First boater at put-in to 
last boater at take-out 

Reach 1 Reach 2 Reach 3 

600 
cfs 

1,200 
cfs 

600 
cfs 

1,200 
cfs 

600 
cfs 

1,200 
cfs 

Completion Time (minutes) 42 39 62 27 10 8 

 

  

http://hydrorelicensing.com/gile-flowage/
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6. Impacts of Whitewater Boating Releases on Generation 

Scheduled water releases from the Gile Dam, to provide whitewater recreation boating opportunities on 
the West Fork, have the potential to affect downstream generation at the Saxon Falls and Superior Falls 
Hydroelectric Projects, as well as the reservoir elevation of Gile Flowage. The West Fork is immediately 
downstream of the Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir. Historically, the primary objective of the Gile Flowage 
is to store water during periods of high inflow and release the stored water downstream to augment low 
river flow, primarily during the summer months, to supplement downstream power generation. Periods of 
high inflow occur when the combined inflow from the West Fork and main branch of the Montreal River 
exceed the maximum hydraulic capacity of the downstream power generating facilities. The maximum 
hydraulic capacity of the downstream powerhouses is 170 cfs at Saxon Falls and 220 cfs at Superior Falls. 
 
Flow releases of 600 cfs and 1,200 cfs were run during the study. Feedback from completed boater 
evaluation forms and post-evaluation discussion indicate an optimal flow range for the West Fork is 800 
to 2,000 cfs, while a flow release of 1,000 cfs and 1,100 cfs received the highest rating, followed by 800 
cfs, 1,300 cfs, and 1,500 cfs. Boaters indicated they would travel to the West Fork for flows at 900 cfs.  
 
Daily flow release records for the Gile Dam were reviewed from 1994 to 2020 (27 years). Table 6-1 

shows the total days, average number of days a year, and monthly frequency of the flow releases 
included in the study (highlighted) and preferred flow releases identified by the boaters. In general, during 
spring runoff or major storm events, flows released from the Gile Dam are sufficient to support whitewater 
boating in the West Fork at 600 cfs or 1,200 cfs (study flow releases). Spring runoff events typically occur 
from mid-March through mid-June, with the highest frequency typically occurring in May, followed by April, 
June, and March. Higher natural flow releases in July and October are likely the result of heavy rainfall 
events. Statistically, the higher flow events that occurred in September, November, and December were 
negligible and no events were noted in August.  
 
All ten boaters would travel to the West Fork if optimal flow releases were available during the summer 
months of June, July, and August; nine would return in September; six in October; five in May; and three 
in both April and November. The months identified by 50% or more boaters are outlined in the table below. 
Based on boater flow release and travel preferences, May would likely provide the best opportunity for 
whitewater boating recreation opportunities on the West Fork. 
 
Table 6-1 Gile Dam Flow Release to the West Fork (Data from 1994–2020) 

Flow 
Release 

Total Days  
(27 Years) 

Average  
(Days/Year) 

Natural Flow Occurrence Frequency per Month 

   Mar Apr May Jun Jul Sep Oct Nov Dec 

≥ 600 225 8.3 16 74 83 23 12 5 5 2 5 

≥ 800 158 5.9 5 57 65 16 11 - 4 - - 
≥ 900 128 4.7 5 47 54 15 3 - 4 - - 

≥ 1,000 121 4.5 5 43 52 15 3 - 3 - - 
≥ 1,100 96 3.6 5 31 43 12 2 - 3 - - 
≥ 1,200 89 3.3 5 30 42 7 2 - 3 - - 

≥ 1,300 74 2.8 5 19 39 7 2 - 2 - - 
≥ 1,500 50 1.9 4 9 30 5 2 - - - - 
≥ 2,000 30 1.1 4 2 21 3 - - - - - 
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The 600 cfs and 1,200 cfs study flows do not appear to occur in the West Fork downstream of the Gile Dam 
on regular or predictable basis outside of the spring runoff months. According to the flow release records 
from 1994 through 2020, any flow release outside of natural spring runoff events would need to be planned 
and would lower the reservoir elevation. The extent to which the reservoir elevation would decrease would 
be dependent on the amount of flow released and the duration of said release. For example, if the Gile 
Flowage elevation was between 1,490.0 to 1,485.0 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD) 
during a release of 1,200 cfs for a period of three hours (approximately 300 acre-feet released), the 
reservoir would be expected to drop approximately 0.1 feet. At a starting elevation of 1,480.0 feet NGVD, 
the elevation would be reduced by approximately 0.16 feet with the same 1,200 cfs release.  
 
Typically, the Gile Flowage is at near maximum elevation each year from the end of spring runoff until late 
June. A volume of 300 acre-feet released from the Gile Flowage would provide enough flow to the 
downstream Saxon Falls and Superior Falls Hydroelectric Projects to generate approximately 21 and 17 
additional hours, respectively, at full capacity each year. The maximum capacity at Saxon Falls and 
Superior Falls is 1,500 kilowatts (kW) and 1,650 kW, respectively. This corresponds to a generation of 
approximately 31,500 kilowatt-hours (kWh) at Saxon Falls and 28,050 kWh at Superior Falls for each 300 
acre-feet of flow release. If the allowable operational range for the flowage could be adjusted slightly 
downward to compensate for the additional elevation reduction encountered for each flow release, the 
impact to downstream generation could be significantly reduced eliminated entirely. It could be eliminated 
completely if there is enough inflow into the Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir for it to refill completely the 
following spring. The potential operational, recreational, and environmental impacts associated with lowering 
the Gile Flowage for whitewater flow releases will be further discussed in the Draft License Application. 
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Appendix A Gile Flowage Whitewater Recreation Flow Study Area
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Appendix B Level 1 Assessment – Literature Review American Whitewater 



American Whitewater River Info Interactive Map
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-index (accessed March 9, 2022)

Gile Dam



American Whitewater River List (name, class, section)
Information is based on Interactive Map extent on previous page:

Black - II-III+

D) Narrows Park to Conglomerate Falls (8 miles)

Black - IV-V (V+)

E) Lower: Conglomerate Falls to Lake Superior (2.0-2.6 miles)

Black - I-II

C) Gabbro (Baker) Falls to Narrows Park (9.86 miles)

Black - II-III

B) Upper: Ramsey (Mill St) to Gabbro (Baker) Falls (2.42 miles)

Black - I (II)

A) E7178 (Elm Lane) to Ramsay (Mill St, Old US2) (6.0 miles)

Black, Little - III+

Stub off US2 to Black River above Gabbro (2.35 miles)

Carp (Porkies) - IV (V)

Above Shining Cloud Falls to Lake Superior (1.7 miles)

Copper Creek - II-IV

Logging road to Presque Isle (2.6 + 4.75 miles)

Jackson Creek - II (III)

Morgan Mine Road to CR519 (8 miles)

Lake Superior - I-V

Various 'South Shore' (Wisconsin) locations

Little Carp (Porkies) - III-IV

Greenstone Falls trail to Lake Superior (5.5 miles)

Maple Creek - IV

Unknown/unnamed Road to Maple Creek Road (1.3 miles)

Montreal - II-III

C) Montreal Canyon: below Saxon Falls to Hwy. 122 (3.1 miles)

Montreal - II-IV (V)

A) Hwy. 2 at WI/MI state line to Nylund Road (3.6 miles)

Montreal - I-II

B) Nylund Road to Saxon Falls Dam (17.9 miles)

Montreal, W.Fk. - II-IV

B) Gile Falls to Hwy.2 (6.3 miles) (Rock Cut Falls (Railroad Rapids)

(Note: part of this run is included in the Whitewater Study, more details provided below)

Montreal, W.Fk. - II+ (V)

A) ? (Logging Road?) to Spring Camp Road (3.76 miles)

Planter Creek - II-III+

B) Hwy.519 to conf.w.Jackson Creek (2.2 miles)



Planter Creek - III-IV

A) Hwy.28 to Wertanen Rd (0.15-0.96 miles)

Potato - II-IV

B) Foster Falls (Sullivan Rd) to Hwy.169 (7.5 miles)

Potato - II-III (IV)

A) Upson Falls to Foster Falls (Sullivan Rd) (2.5 or 7.2 miles)

Potato - II-IV (V)

C) Hwy.169 to Potato River Rd (6.5 miles)

Powder Mill Creek - II-IV+

above Powderhorn Falls to Cty.513 (2 miles)

Presque Isle - III-V

C) Steigers Bridge to South Boundary Road (8.2 miles)

Presque Isle - II-IV

B) Underwood Tower Rd to Steigers Bridge (7.5 miles)

Presque Isle - IV-V

D) 'Bottom Presque': South Boundary Rd to Lake Superior (1.1 miles)

Sand Island Creek - II-III

logging road (off of Camp 6 road) to Black River (2 + 1 miles)

Turtle - I (III)

Shays Dam to CTH.FF (Turtle/Flambeau Flowage) (16.5 miles)

Tyler Forks - II-III+ (IV)

A) Moore Park to Vogues Rd (up to 8.5 miles)



American Whitewater Details for Montreal, W.Fk. - II-IV

The following information is provided from the American Whitewater’s webpage at American Whitewater or 
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2300/map (accessed March 9, 2022).

Montreal, W.Fk. 



The information provided below is copied verbatim from the “General” tab at 
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2300/main (accessed March 9, 2022).

River Description

Rock Cut Falls (a.k.a. Railroad Rapids)



River Features

USGS Sampling Site

Put-In

Gile Falls

South Road

Rock Cut (Railroad) Falls

Zig-Zag

Center Drive

Kimball Falls



West Branch Montreal River Internet Flow Study, dated 10/30/2007, accessed March 1, 2002 from 
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Article/view/article_id/29874/display/full/
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Appendix C Level 1 Assessment – Literature Review Wisconsin Trail Guide



The Wisconsin Trail Guide website includes search options for Paddle Trails, which includes 20 rivers to 
choose from, including the Montreal River. The information provided below is copied verbatim from 
https://wisconsintrailguide.com/paddle/montreal-river.html (accessed March 14, 2022).

Montreal River
(MO1) Montreal River Canyon

Distance: 3.2 miles
Skill Level: Advanced
Whitewater: Class II-IV
Approx. Paddle Time: 2+ hours
Elevation Drop: 168 feet
Average Gradient: 52.5 fpm

Trail Review
Many consider this as one of the premier, advanced whitewater runs in the Upper Midwest. The 
canyon run features long continuous stretches of wavy class II to III rapids and ledges with 
numerous holes and excellent play spots. At high water levels, a few of the drops and long pitches 
rate class IV forming large haystacks and wave trains.

Most of the three-mile stretch is through the incredibly scenic Montreal River Canyon where sheer 
conglomerate walls reach heights of up to 300 feet above the river. The rugged scenery in the 
canyon is among the best in Wisconsin. Pine, spruce and hemlock often cover the steep slopes and 
cliffs along with stands of birch and aspen.

While the gorge has spectacular scenery, it also creates a somewhat precarious situation, once you 
are committed to making the run you will not be able to change your mind. It is very, very difficult to 
get out of the canyon on foot after the first quarter mile. Jim Rada, author of 'Northwoods 
Whitewater', basically states that; in the interest of safety, "it's good to have a group mentality here" 
when attempting this run. Good advice.

This run should only be attempted by advanced and expert whitewater paddlers.

The Montreal River Canyon sits between two of the tallest waterfalls in the upper midwest. The first, 
Saxon Falls, is located just above the put-in and has a total drop of 90 feet. Unfortunately, the falls 
normally run at a trickle, only providing a full cascade during a dam release from the Saxon Falls 
Dam a short distance upstream. The second waterfall is Superior Falls, located a few hundred yards 
north (downstream) of the Highway 122 Landing. Superior Falls are 110 feet high over several 
drops. There is a scenic overlook that offers a partial view of the falls off Highway 122 on the 
Michigan side.



This segment of the Montreal West Branch forms part of the upper northern border between 
Wisconsin and the Upper Michigan Peninsula. The Montreal River is one of the few rivers in the US 
that flows north, emptying into Lake Superior.

The Montreal West Branch is used for Hydro-electric power which means water levels fluctuate 
greatly! You must call the hotline (see below) before making the run to find out when the next 
release is (if there is one!). During a dam release, water levels rise rapidly without warning and will 
change the character of the river dramatically. Always wear proper safety equipment, don't paddle 
alone, and be sure to let a friend or relative know where you are just in case.

Camping
Wisconsin State Park Campgrounds

Copper Falls State Park is about a 35 minute drive from the intersection of County B and Highway 122. 
The family campground offers 56 secluded campsites, and a group camp for tent camping (up to 40 
people). This is the most scenic gorge and waterfall area in Wisconsin and the Doughboys Trail is 
featured in this guide.

Season
The water levels are controlled by release from the Saxon Falls Dam. Excel Energy Power Company 
has set up a hotline with a recorded message about current conditions at 715.893.2213.

Opinions vary when it comes to good water levels for enjoyable paddling. For experienced paddlers, 
the best action occurs: during a dam release; during the spring meltoff; and/or occasionally in late 
fall. The river is normally too shallow to navigate in summer and fall.

Exercise common sense, and know your limitations!

River Level Information
Phone Contact for Info: Excel Energy hotline (recording); 715.893.2213
USGS Website: There is no USGS River Gauge for this segment.



The “Guide MO1” link on the Montreal River (MO1) Montreal River Canyon webpage provides the 
following at https://wisconsintrailguide.com/paddle/pdf/guide-montreal.pdf:





The “Map MO1” link on the Montreal River (MO1) Montreal River Canyon webpage provides the following 
at https://wisconsintrailguide.com/paddle/pdf/map-montreal.pdf:



Appendix D Level 1 Assessment – Literature Review Iron County Economic 
Development



Iron County Wisconsin
The Iron County Economic Development website (accessed March 14, 2022) provides a link to recreation, 
which includes 17 additional links, one of which is “Paddling”. The Paddling link includes additional links for 
Canoe and Kayak, Bear River, Flambeau River, Manitowish River, Montreal River, Turtle Flowage, and 
Turtle River Trail. The Canoe and Portage link (https://ironcountywi.com/canoe-and-kayak/) includes 
information on individual routes and indicates the Montreal River Trail – West Branch as “Expert”. The 
Montreal River link (https://ironcountywi.com/recreation/canoe-trips/montreal-river/) provides the following:

 



Appendix E Level 1 Assessment – Literature Review Midwest River Inventory



Midwest River Inventory
Archived website provided by Geocities.org showing a pictorial of the West Fork Montreal River.
https://www.oocities.org/midwestrivers/F-WI-MONTREAL.html (accessed March 9, 2022)





 



Appendix F Level 1 Assessment – Literature Review AdamMartin.SPACE



AdamMartin.SPACE
The AdamMartin.SPACE website (https://adammartin.space, accessed March 14, 2022) provides 
photographs and descriptions of the author’s outdoor experiences. The author includes information about:

Gile Falls (https://adammartin.space/2019-gile-falls/)
Rock Cut Falls (https://adammartin.space/?s=Rock+Cut+Falls
Kimball Falls (https://adammartin.space/2018-kimball-falls/)
Saxon Falls (https://adammartin.space/2018-saxon-falls/)
Superior Falls. (https://adammartin.space/2018-superior-falls/)

The contents of each link above have been screen captured and provided below.

Gile Fall







Rock Cut Falls





Kimball Falls





Saxon Falls









Superior Falls











Appendix G Level 1 Assessment – Hydrological Assessment



USGS Gages along the West Fork
USGS 04028987 WEST FORK MONTREAL RIVER @ CENTER DR NR HURLEY, WI
USGS 04029000 WEST BRANCH MONTREAL RIVER AT GILE, WI
USGS 04029500 WEST BRANCH MONTREAL RIVER NEAR KIMBALL, WI

The USGS 04028987 gage description is shown below as a screen capture:

The USGS 04029000 gage description is shown below as a screen capture:



The USGS 04029500 gage description is shown below as a screen capture:

The USGS NWIS website indicates USGS Gages 04028987, 04029000, and 04029500 are maintained 
by the USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center. The USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center website was 
accessed March 16, 2022, at https://www.usgs.gov/centers/upper-midwest-water-science-center, which 
provides a link to the National Water Information System (NWIS) Mapper. The NWIS Mapper was 
accessed March 16, 2022, at https://maps.waterdata.usgs.gov/mapper/index.html, to determine the 
locations of USGS Gages 04028987, 04029000, and 04029500. 

The location of USGS Gage 04028987 is shown below as a screen capture:

When the “Access Data” link is chosen, the website routes back to USGS 04028987 WEST FORK 
MONTREAL RIVER @ CENTER DR NR HURLEY, WI. NSPW concludes no data for USGS Gage 
04028957 is readily available.



The location of USGS Gage 04029000 is shown below as a screen capture:

When the “Access Data” link is chosen, the website routes back to USGS 04029000 WEST BRANCH 
MONTREAL RIVER AT GILE, WI. NSPW concludes no data for USGS Gage 04029000 is readily 
available.

The location of USGS Gage 04029500 is shown below as a screen capture:

When the “Access Data” link is chosen, the website routes back to USGS 04029500 WEST BRANCH 
MONTREAL RIVER NEAR KIMBALL, WI. NSPW concludes no data for USGS Gage 04029500 is readily 
available.



USGS Gages along the Montreal
USGS 04028500 MONTREAL RIVER NEAR KIMBALL, WI
USGS 04029550 MONTREAL RIVER 6 MI NORTHWEST OF IRONWOOD, MI
USGS 04029990 MONTREAL RIVER AT SAXON FALLS NEAR SAXON, WI

The USGS 04028500 gage description is shown below as a screen capture:

The USGS 04029550 gage description is shown below as a screen capture:



The USGS 04029990 gage description is shown below as a screen capture:

The USGS NWIS website indicates USGS Gages 04028500, 04029550, and 04029990 are maintained 
by the USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center. The USGS Wisconsin Water Science Center website was 
accessed March 16, 2022, at https://www.usgs.gov/centers/upper-midwest-water-science-center, which 
provides a link to the National Water Information System (NWIS) Mapper. The NWIS Mapper was 
accessed March 16, 2022, at https://maps.waterdata.usgs.gov/mapper/index.html, to determine the 
locations of USGS Gages 04028500, 04029550, and 04029990. 

The location of USGS Gage 04028500 is shown below as a screen capture:

When the “Access Data” link is chosen, the website routes back to USGS 04028500 MONTREAL RIVER 
NEAR KIMBALL, WI. NSPW concludes no data for USGS Gage 04028500 is readily available.
The location of USGS Gage 04029550 is shown below as a screen capture:



When the “Access Data” link is chosen, the website routes back to USGS 04029550 MONTREAL RIVER 
6 MI NORTHWEST OF IRONWOOD, MI. NSPW concludes no data for USGS Gage 04029550 is readily 
available.

The location of USGS Gage 04029990 is shown below as a screen capture:

When the “Access Data” link is chosen, the website routes back to USGS 04029990 MONTREAL RIVER 
AT SAXON FALLS NEAR SAXON, WI. NSPW concludes no data for USGS Gage 04029990 is readily 
available.



Appendix H Level 1 Assessment – Correspondence
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Appendix I Level 1 Assessment – Gile Flowage Vicinity Whitewater 
Recreation Questionnaire



Whitewater Recreation Flow Study Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project
Level 1 Assessment FERC Project No. 15055

Page 1

Boater participant, please complete the following:

Name:  

Affiliation:  

Zip Code:  

Email:  

Years of Experience:  

LEVEL 1 ASSESSMENT, WEST FORK MONTREAL RIVER (Map 1)
REACH: US HIGHWAY 2 to MONTREAL RIVER CONFLUENCE (Class I/II)

Please provide your knowledge regarding the following:

1. Have you previously boated the ? Yes           No 

a. If yes, how often do you use the West Fork Montreal River for whitewater recreation?

b. If yes, which reach of the West Fork Montreal River do you use for whitewater recreation?

Reach 1: Gile Dam to US Highway 2 (yes or no)

Reach 2: US Highway 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River (yes or no)

c. If yes, where do you access the West Fork Montreal River for whitewater recreation?

d. Is there suitable access downstream of US Highway 2 to the confluence with the 

Montreal River for Class I/II boating opportunities?

If yes, where?

If no, where would you recommend locating an acceptable access point?



Whitewater Recreation Flow Study Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project
Level 1 Assessment FERC Project No. 15055

Page 2

2. If you have used the West Fork Montreal River for whitewater recreation from US Highway 2
to the confluence with the Montreal River (as indicated in 1.b): (if no, skip to 3)

a. What single flow or flow range (min to max) provides a suitable boating opportunity?

b. What type of watercraft can be used at this single flow or flow range? 

c. What boater experience level is suitable for this single flow or flow range?

3. What characteristics, if any, of the West Fork Montreal River make it suitable for whitewater 
recreation for the following reaches:
a. Reach 1: Gile Dam to US Highway 2

b. Reach 2: US Highway 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River

4. What characteristics, if any, of the West Fork Montreal River make it unsuitable for 
whitewater recreation for the following reaches:
a. Reach 1: Gile Dam to US Highway 2

b. Reach 2: US Highway 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River

5. Additional comments, if any, for the West Fork Montreal River:



Whitewater Recreation Flow Study Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project
Level 1 Assessment FERC Project No. 15055

Page 3

LEVEL 1 ASSESSMENT, MONTREAL RIVER (Map 2)
REACH: MONTREAL RIVER CONFLUENCE TO SAXON FALLS PROJECT (Class I/II)

Please provide your knowledge regarding the following:

1. Have you previously boated this reach of the ?  Yes           No 

a. If yes, how often do you use this reach for whitewater recreation?

b. If yes, where do you access this reach for whitewater recreation?

c. Is there suitable access to this reach for Class I/II boating opportunities?
If yes, where?

If no, where would you recommend locating an acceptable access point?

2. If you have used this reach for whitewater recreation:
a. What single flow or flow range (min to max) provides a suitable boating opportunity? 

b. What type of watercraft can be used at this single flow or flow range? 

c. What boater experience level is suitable for this single flow or flow range?

3. What characteristics, if any, of this reach make it suitable for whitewater recreation?

4. What characteristics, if any, of this reach make it unsuitable for whitewater recreation?



Whitewater Recreation Flow Study Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project
Level 1 Assessment FERC Project No. 15055

Page 4

LEVEL 1 ASSESSMENT, BOATING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE AREA (Map 3)
Map 3 shows the watershed boundary for the Gile Project. Are you familiar with other Class I/II 

boating opportunities within or in the vicinity of the watershed boundary?

If yes, use the space below to provide information on those opportunities, such as location or 

name, river characteristics, estimated flows, public access availability or constraints, and any 
other information that may help characterize other Class I/II boating opportunities in this area.

Thank you for participating in the Level 1 Assessment for the Gile Project 

Generally accepted whitewater difficulty class definitions:

Class I: easy but fast moving water, small waves, passages clear, no serious obstacles, perfect for all ages and 
abilities. Skill Level: very basic.

Class II: rough and fast moving water; rocks, small ledges, and other obstacles which might require some 
maneuvering. Skill level: basic paddling skill.

Class III: swif t whitewater, small to medium waves, rocks, eddies, rapids with narrow but clear passages, 
requires signif icant maneuvering to navigate successfully but the consequences of  error are generally 
minimal. Skill level: experienced guide recommended.

Class IV: challenging whitewater with powerful waves, long rapids, dif f icult to avoid rocks, boiling eddies; 
powerful and precise maneuvering required. Skill level: experienced guide required.

Class V: extreme whitewater with large waves, large volume, large rocks dif ficult to avoid and potentially deadly
hazards, large drops of ten over 10 feet which require precise maneuvering. Skill level: experienced 
guide and experienced crew required.
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Completed Gile Flowage Vicinity Whitewater Recreation Questionnaire 
 
 

Note:  
No survey responses included documentation or markings on Map 1, Map 2, or Map 3; 
therefore, all maps were removed from all survey responses included in this Appendix in 
consideration of file size limits. 
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Boater participant, please complete the following:

Name:  

Affiliation:  

Zip Code:  

Email:  

Years of Experience:  

LEVEL 1 ASSESSMENT, WEST FORK MONTREAL RIVER (Map 1)
REACH: US HIGHWAY 2 to MONTREAL RIVER CONFLUENCE (Class I/II)

Please provide your knowledge regarding the following:

1. Have you previously boated the ? Yes           No 

a. If yes, how often do you use the West Fork Montreal River for whitewater recreation?

b. If yes, which reach of the West Fork Montreal River do you use for whitewater recreation?

Reach 1: Gile Dam to US Highway 2 (yes or no)

Reach 2: US Highway 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River (yes or no)

c. If yes, where do you access the West Fork Montreal River for whitewater recreation?

d. Is there suitable access downstream of US Highway 2 to the confluence with the 

Montreal River for Class I/II boating opportunities?

If yes, where?

If no, where would you recommend locating an acceptable access point?

None

55318

12

When it runs, which is typically in early spring

yes

no

GILE DAM

Not that I know of

Not sure

Tony Locken 

alocken10@yahoo.com
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2. If you have used the West Fork Montreal River for whitewater recreation from US Highway 2
to the confluence with the Montreal River (as indicated in 1.b): (if no, skip to 3)

a. What single flow or flow range (min to max) provides a suitable boating opportunity?

b. What type of watercraft can be used at this single flow or flow range? 

c. What boater experience level is suitable for this single flow or flow range?

3. What characteristics, if any, of the West Fork Montreal River make it suitable for whitewater 
recreation for the following reaches:
a. Reach 1: Gile Dam to US Highway 2

b. Reach 2: US Highway 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River

4. What characteristics, if any, of the West Fork Montreal River make it unsuitable for 
whitewater recreation for the following reaches:
a. Reach 1: Gile Dam to US Highway 2

b. Reach 2: US Highway 2 to the confluence with the Montreal River

5. Additional comments, if any, for the West Fork Montreal River:

Scenic, pretty continuous, fun but not scary

Unknown

None that I can think of

Sick stretch of river
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LEVEL 1 ASSESSMENT, MONTREAL RIVER (Map 2)
REACH: MONTREAL RIVER CONFLUENCE TO SAXON FALLS PROJECT (Class I/II)

Please provide your knowledge regarding the following:

1. Have you previously boated this reach of the ?  Yes           No 

a. If yes, how often do you use this reach for whitewater recreation?

b. If yes, where do you access this reach for whitewater recreation?

c. Is there suitable access to this reach for Class I/II boating opportunities?
If yes, where?

If no, where would you recommend locating an acceptable access point?

2. If you have used this reach for whitewater recreation:
a. What single flow or flow range (min to max) provides a suitable boating opportunity? 

b. What type of watercraft can be used at this single flow or flow range? 

c. What boater experience level is suitable for this single flow or flow range?

3. What characteristics, if any, of this reach make it suitable for whitewater recreation?

4. What characteristics, if any, of this reach make it unsuitable for whitewater recreation?
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LEVEL 1 ASSESSMENT, BOATING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE AREA (Map 3)
Map 3 shows the watershed boundary for the Gile Project. Are you familiar with other Class I/II 

boating opportunities within or in the vicinity of the watershed boundary?

If yes, use the space below to provide information on those opportunities, such as location or 

name, river characteristics, estimated flows, public access availability or constraints, and any 
other information that may help characterize other Class I/II boating opportunities in this area.

Thank you for participating in the Level 1 Assessment for the Gile Project 

Generally accepted whitewater difficulty class definitions:

Class I: easy but fast moving water, small waves, passages clear, no serious obstacles, perfect for all ages and 
abilities. Skill Level: very basic.

Class II: rough and fast moving water; rocks, small ledges, and other obstacles which might require some 
maneuvering. Skill level: basic paddling skill.

Class III: swif t whitewater, small to medium waves, rocks, eddies, rapids with narrow but clear passages, 
requires signif icant maneuvering to navigate successfully but the consequences of  error are generally 
minimal. Skill level: experienced guide recommended.

Class IV: challenging whitewater with powerful waves, long rapids, dif f icult to avoid rocks, boiling eddies; 
powerful and precise maneuvering required. Skill level: experienced guide required.

Class V: extreme whitewater with large waves, large volume, large rocks dif ficult to avoid and potentially deadly
hazards, large drops of ten over 10 feet which require precise maneuvering. Skill level: experienced 
guide and experienced crew required.



































































Appendix J Level 2 Assessment – Correspondence















Appendix K Level 2 Assessment – Field Reconnaissance 



Level 2 Assessment Field Reconnaissance – West Fork US Hwy 2 to Confluence with Montreal

River Road Field Reconnaissance



River Road Photo 1 River Road Photo 2

River Road Photo 3 River Road Photo 4

River Road Photo 5 River Road Photo 6



Level 2 Assessment Field Reconnaissance – Confluence with Montreal to Saxon Falls

Wall Street Road, Lake Head Road, and W Saxon Drive Field Reconnaissance



Wall Street Road Bridge over Boomer Creek Photo 7

Boomer Creek Upstream from Bridge Photo 8 Boomer Creek Downtream from Bridge Photo 9



Lake Head Road Photo 10 Gate Access Locked east of Lake Head Road

Online Review
The American Whitewater website was reviewed for potential egress options along the Montreal River,
which lists a possible egress option prior to reaching the confluence with Boomer Creek.1 2 Access to this 
location is across private property.

1 https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2825/main, accessed May 26, 2022.
2 https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/view/river-detail/2825/map ,accessed May 26, 2022.
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Appendix M Level 3 Assessment – Gile Flowage Whitewater Recreation Flow 
Public Notice



Xcel Energy to conduct Whitewater Flow Study Below
Gile Flowage

EAU CLAIRE, Wis. (June 6, 2022) – Residents and recreationists who use the Gile Flowage may notice a minor
drop in water levels this weekend while Xcel Energy conducts a Whitewater Flow Study downstream of the Gile 
Dam.

In 2020, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) issued an Order to Xcel Energy that found the Gile
Flowage is required to be licensed. The FERC licensing process is a multi-year effort which involves a
comprehensive assessment of environmental and recreational resources.

Beginning Saturday, June 11, there will likely be a modest drop in the reservoir elevation of two-three inches while 
the company performs a temporary increase in discharge from the dam, which is necessary to conduct the study.
During that time nearly a dozen kayakers will participate in the study to determine:

·        Access to and use of put-in and take-out locations.
·        Identification of additional access points, if needed.
·        Optimal and minimum flow releases for boating.
·        Ideal time of year for boating this reach.
·        Reach characteristics, such as local names for rapids or features.
·        Difficulty rating and suitability for different types of watercraft.
·        Safety concerns along the reach.
·        Other boating resources in the area and how they compare.

The Whitewater Study is one of many studies that are part of the licensing process where the company is 
required to evaluate recreational opportunities that may exist below the dam, such as whitewater boating.

The licensing process includes numerous stakeholders including the Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources, Friends of the Gile, National Park Service, River Alliance of Wisconsin, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
and Native American Tribes.

# # #

The Gile Dam is one of 24 dams in Wisconsin owned and operated by Xcel Energy, 19 of which are hydroelectric 
facilities. 

N E W S   R E L E A S E

1414 West Hamilton Ave.
P.O. Box 8
Eau Claire, WI 54702-0008

Xcel Energy Media Relations
(715) 737-2565
www.xcelenergy.com



Appendix N Level 3 Assessment – Whitewater Study Participant Background 
Information
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License Application Whitewater Recreation Flow Study
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BOATER BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Please complete the following:

Name:  

Affiliation:  

Zip Code:  

Email:  

Preferred Craft:  

1.  What is your current boating skill level (check one):

Intermediate Advanced Expert Elite

2.  How many years have you been boating at this level:

3.  In an average year, how many days do you boat:  

4. Have you ever participated in a hydro relicensing whitewater boating study before:
If yes, when (month/year or year) and for which river(s)/hydro project(s):

5.  Have you boated this Reach (Gile Dam to Kimball Town Park) before today:  

If yes, how many times or how often:  
If yes, what were the flows:

If yes, what type of craft(s) did you use:

If no, why (challenge level, run length, did not know about it, other):  

6.  How far did you travel today to get to this location (miles):     
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License Application Whitewater Recreation Flow Study
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Please respond to each statement about your overall river-running preferences:

Statement
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree

I prefer running rivers with fast water and small to no 
rapids (Class I/II/III).

5 4 3 2 1

I prefer running rivers with challenging rapids (Class IV). 5 4 3 2 1

I of ten boat short river segments (under 2 miles) to 
experience a unique and interesting place.

5 4 3 2 1

I of ten boat short river segments (under 2 miles) to take 
advantage of  whitewater play areas.

5 4 3 2 1

I of ten boat short river segments (under 2 miles) to run 
challenging rapids.

5 4 3 2 1

Good whitewater play areas are more important than 
challenging rapids.

5 4 3 2 1

I am willing to tolerate dif f icult put-ins, portages, and 
take-outs to run interesting reaches of  whitewater.

5 4 3 2 1

The most important consideration for planning my 
boating trips is running challenging whitewater.

5 4 3 2 1

The most important consideration for planning my 
boating trips is boating on a weekend, regardless of  f low.

5 4 3 2 1

Difficulty – generally accepted definitions

Class I: easy but fast moving water, small waves, passages clear, no serious obstacles, perfect for all ages and 
abilities. Skill Level: very basic.

Class II: rough and fast moving water; rocks, small ledges, and other obstacles which might require some 
maneuvering. Skill level: basic paddling skill.

Class III: swif t whitewater, small to medium waves, rocks, eddies, rapids with narrow but clear passages, 
requires signif icant maneuvering to navigate successfully but the consequences of  error are generally 
minimal. Skill level: experienced guide recommended.

Class IV: challenging whitewater with powerful waves, long rapids, dif f icult to avoid rocks, boiling eddies; 
powerful and precise maneuvering required. Skill level: experienced guide required.

Class V: extreme whitewater with large waves, large volume, large rocks dif ficult to avoid and potentially deadly
hazards, large drops of ten over 10 feet which require precise maneuvering. Skill level: experienced 
guide and experienced crew required.













































































Whitewater Boater Run Evaluation Form Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project
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BOATER NAME:  

Whitewater Boater Run Evaluation Form
Reach 1 – Gile Dam to South Drive Bridge for Run # 

Date of run:

Target flow: cfs.

What type of craft did you use for this run (circle or put a check next to one):

a. Hard shell kayak d.  Canoe (open)

b. Inflatable kayak e.  Raft, length:
c. Canoe (closed) f.   Other

Put-In Location: Gile Dam Put-In Time: 

Take-Out Location: South Drive Take-Out Time: 

Difficulty
How would you rate the whitewater difficulty on this reach (Class I, II, III, IV, or V):

Class:

Enjoyment (relative to the flow of this run)
Would you prefer a flow that was higher, lower, or was this the optimum flow? (check one)

Much Higher

Higher

Optimum

Lower

Much Lower



Whitewater Boater Run Evaluation Form Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project
West Fork Montreal River – Reach 1 FERC Project No. 15055

License Application Whitewater Recreation Flow Study
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Satisfaction 
Please rate each statement about the characteristics of this run at this flow. (circle one)

Statement Strongly 
Agree

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

I am likely to return for future boating if  the flow for this 
run were to be provided.

5 4 3 2 1

This reach is boatable at this f low. 5 4 3 2 1

This reach has nice water features (waves, holes, drops). 5 4 3 2 1

This reach has good play spots. 5 4 3 2 1

This reach of fers good overall whitewater challenge 5 4 3 2 1

The portages on this Reach are acceptable/usable. 5 4 3 2 1

This is a safe run. 5 4 3 2 1

This run is a good length. 5 4 3 2 1

This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 5 4 3 2 1

Boatability
Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and/or portages you had on this run.

Statement Number 
of Times Comments, if any

I hit rocks or other obstacles but did not stop.

I was stopped af ter hitting rocks or other obstacles.

I had to get out to drag or pull my boat of f  rocks or other obstacles.

I had to portage around unrunnable rapids, log jams, or other obstacles.

Challenges

Please identify particularly challenging rapids/sections and rate their difficulty at this flow using 
the International Whitewater Scale. Also note if you portaged any of these rapids/sections.

Location of Rapids/Sections
(name, coordinates, description)

Difficulty Rating
(Class I, II, III, IV, V)

Portage
(Yes or No)
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Portages
If you portaged, please rate the difficulty of the portage with your craft at this flow.

Portage Location: Easy Slightly 
Difficult

Moderately 
Difficult

Extremely 
Difficult

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

Safety
Did you observe or experience any significant safety issues on this run such as swims, pins, 
wrapped boats, hang ups, holes, manmade obstacles, strainers, undercuts, or others?

If yes, please explain below.

Comments/Observations
If needed, use the space below to provide any additional comments or observations on this run.
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BOATER NAME:  

Whitewater Boater Run Evaluation Form
Reach 2 – South Drive Bridge to Center Drive Bridge for Run # 

Date of run:

Target flow: cfs.

What type of craft did you use for this run (circle or put a check next to one):

a. Hard shell kayak d.  Canoe (open)

b. Inflatable kayak e.  Raft, length:
c. Canoe (closed) f.   Other

Put-In Location: South Drive Put-In Time: 

Take-Out Location: Center Drive Take-Out Time: 

Difficulty
How would you rate the whitewater difficulty on this reach (Class I, II, III, IV, or V):

Class:

Enjoyment (relative to the flow of this run)
Would you prefer a flow that was higher, lower, or was this the optimum flow? (check one)

Much Higher

Higher

Optimum

Lower

Much Lower
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Satisfaction 
Please rate each statement about the characteristics of this run at this flow. (circle one)

Statement Strongly 
Agree

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

I am likely to return for future boating if  the flow for this 
run were to be provided.

5 4 3 2 1

This reach is boatable at this f low. 5 4 3 2 1

This reach has nice water features (waves, holes, drops). 5 4 3 2 1

This reach has good play spots. 5 4 3 2 1

This reach of fers good overall whitewater challenge 5 4 3 2 1

The portages on this Reach are acceptable/usable. 5 4 3 2 1

This is a safe run. 5 4 3 2 1

This run is a good length. 5 4 3 2 1

This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 5 4 3 2 1

Boatability
Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and/or portages you had on this run.

Statement Number 
of Times Comments, if any

I hit rocks or other obstacles but did not stop.

I was stopped af ter hitting rocks or other obstacles.

I had to get out to drag or pull my boat of f  rocks or other obstacles.

I had to portage around unrunnable rapids, log jams, or other obstacles.

Challenges

Please identify particularly challenging rapids/sections and rate their difficulty at this flow using 
the International Whitewater Scale. Also note if you portaged any of these rapids/sections.

Location of Rapids/Sections
(name, coordinates, description)

Difficulty Rating
(Class I, II, III, IV, V)

Portage
(Yes or No)
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Portages
If you portaged, please rate the difficulty of the portage with your craft at this flow.

Portage Location: Easy Slightly 
Difficult

Moderately 
Difficult

Extremely 
Difficult

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

Safety
Did you observe or experience any significant safety issues on this run such as swims, pins, 
wrapped boats, hang ups, holes, manmade obstacles, strainers, undercuts, or others?

If yes, please explain below.

Comments/Observations
If needed, use the space below to provide any additional comments or observations on this run.
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BOATER NAME:  

Whitewater Boater Run Evaluation Form
Reach 3 – Center Drive Bridge to Kimball Town Park for Run # 

Date of run:

Target flow: cfs.

What type of craft did you use for this run (circle or put a check next to one):

a. Hard shell kayak d.  Canoe (open)

b. Inflatable kayak e.  Raft, length:
c. Canoe (closed) f.   Other

Put-In Location: South Drive Put-In Time: 

Take-Out Location: Center Drive Take-Out Time: 

Difficulty
How would you rate the whitewater difficulty on this reach (Class I, II, III, IV, or V):

Class:

Enjoyment (relative to the flow of this run)
Would you prefer a flow that was higher, lower, or was this the optimum flow? (check one)

Much Higher

Higher

Optimum

Lower

Much Lower
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Satisfaction 
Please rate each statement about the characteristics of this run at this flow. (circle one)

Statement Strongly 
Agree

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

I am likely to return for future boating if  the flow for this 
run were to be provided.

5 4 3 2 1

This reach is boatable at this f low. 5 4 3 2 1

This reach has nice water features (waves, holes, drops). 5 4 3 2 1

This reach has good play spots. 5 4 3 2 1

This reach of fers good overall whitewater challenge 5 4 3 2 1

The portages on this Reach are acceptable/usable. 5 4 3 2 1

This is a safe run. 5 4 3 2 1

This run is a good length. 5 4 3 2 1

This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 5 4 3 2 1

Boatability
Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and/or portages you had on this run.

Statement Number 
of Times Comments, if any

I hit rocks or other obstacles but did not stop.

I was stopped af ter hitting rocks or other obstacles.

I had to get out to drag or pull my boat of f  rocks or other obstacles.

I had to portage around unrunnable rapids, log jams, or other obstacles.

Challenges

Please identify particularly challenging rapids/sections and rate their difficulty at this flow using 
the International Whitewater Scale. Also note if you portaged any of these rapids/sections.

Location of Rapids/Sections
(name, coordinates, description)

Difficulty Rating
(Class I, II, III, IV, V)

Portage
(Yes or No)
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Portages
If you portaged, please rate the difficulty of the portage with your craft at this flow.

Portage Location: Easy Slightly 
Difficult

Moderately 
Difficult

Extremely 
Difficult

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

Safety
Did you observe or experience any significant safety issues on this run such as swims, pins, 
wrapped boats, hang ups, holes, manmade obstacles, strainers, undercuts, or others?

If yes, please explain below.

Comments/Observations
If needed, use the space below to provide any additional comments or observations on this run.
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Appendix P Level 3 Assessment – Completed Whitewater Study Boater 
Evaluation Forms for 600 cfs Flow Release, all Reaches

Note: survey responses included documentation or markings on the maps include for 
Reach 1, Reach 2, or Reach 3; therefore, all maps were removed from all survey 
responses included in this Appendix in consideration of file size limits.















































































































































































































































































































Appendix Q Level 3 Assessment – Completed Whitewater Study Boater 
Evaluation Forms for 1,200 cfs Flow Release, all Reaches

Note: survey responses included documentation or markings on the maps include for 
Reach 1, Reach 2, or Reach 3; therefore, all maps were removed from all survey 
responses included in this Appendix in consideration of file size limits.
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BOATER NAME:   Ben Bjorkman    
 

 
Whitewater Boater Run Evaluation Form  

Reach 1 – Gile Dam to South Drive Bridge for Run # 2 
 

 
Date of run: 06/11/2022  

 
Target flow: 1200 cfs 

 
What type of craft did you use for this run (circle or put a check next to one): 
 

a. Hard shell kayak d.  Canoe (open) 

b. Inflatable kayak e.  Raft, length:       
c. Canoe (closed) f.   Other       

  
Put-In Location: Gile Dam Put-In Time:       
 

Take-Out Location: South Drive Take-Out Time:      

 
Difficulty 
How would you rate the whitewater difficulty on this reach (Class I, II, III, IV, or V): 
 
Class:      
 
Enjoyment (relative to the flow of this run) 
Would you prefer a flow that was higher, lower, or was this the optimum flow? (check one) 

 

Much Higher   
   Higher   
   Optimum   
     Lower   
   Much Lower   
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Satisfaction  
Please rate each statement about the characteristics of this run at this flow. (circle one) 
 

Statement  Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

I am likely to return for future boating if  the flow for this 

run were to be provided. 
5 4 3 2 1 

This reach is boatable at this f low. 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach has nice water features (waves, holes, drops). 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach has good play spots. 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach of fers good overall whitewater challenge 5 4 3 2 1 

The portages on this Reach are acceptable/usable. 5 4 3 2 1 

This is a safe run. 5 4 3 2 1 

This run is a good length.  5 4 3 2 1 

This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 5 4 3 2 1 

 
Boatability 
Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and/or portages you had on this run. 
 

Statement  Number 
of Times Comments, if any 

I hit rocks or other obstacles but did not stop.   

I was stopped af ter hitting rocks or other obstacles.    

I had to get out to drag or pull my boat of f  rocks or other obstacles.   

I had to portage around unrunnable rapids, log jams, or other obstacles.   

 
Challenges 

Please identify particularly challenging rapids/sections and rate their difficulty at this flow using 
the International Whitewater Scale. Also note if you portaged any of these rapids/sections. 
 

Location of Rapids/Sections 
(name, coordinates, description) 

Difficulty Rating 
(Class I, II, III, IV, V) 

Portage 
(Yes or No) 

   

   

   

   

 

Hit bottom of bigde

Gile falls
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Portages 
If you portaged, please rate the difficulty of the portage with your craft at this flow. 
 

Portage Location:  Easy Slightly 
Difficult 

Moderately 
Difficult 

Extremely 
Difficult 

 4 3 2 1 

 4 3 2 1 

 4 3 2 1 

 
Safety 
Did you observe or experience any significant safety issues on this run such as swims, pins, 
wrapped boats, hang ups, holes, manmade obstacles, strainers, undercuts, or others?  
 

If yes, please explain below. 

              
              

              
              

              

              
               

 
Comments/Observations 
If needed, use the space below to provide any additional comments or observations on this run. 
 

              

              

              
              

              
              

               
 

We hit the bottom of 
the bridge at gile falls. 

Would be an easy 
portage around.

Below gile falls is a 
wonderful class I-II
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BOATER NAME:   Ben Bjorkman    
 

 
Whitewater Boater Run Evaluation Form  

Reach 2 – South Drive Bridge to Center Drive Bridge for Run # 2 
 

 
Date of run: 06/11/2022  

 
Target flow: 1200 cfs 

 
What type of craft did you use for this run (circle or put a check next to one): 
 

a. Hard shell kayak d.  Canoe (open) 

b. Inflatable kayak e.  Raft, length:       
c. Canoe (closed) f.   Other       

  
Put-In Location: South Drive Put-In Time:       
 

Take-Out Location: Center Drive Take-Out Time:      

 
Difficulty 
How would you rate the whitewater difficulty on this reach (Class I, II, III, IV, or V): 
 
Class:      
 
Enjoyment (relative to the flow of this run) 
Would you prefer a flow that was higher, lower, or was this the optimum flow? (check one) 

 

Much Higher   
   Higher   
   Optimum   
     Lower   
   Much Lower   
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Satisfaction  
Please rate each statement about the characteristics of this run at this flow. (circle one) 
 

Statement  Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

I am likely to return for future boating if  the flow for this 

run were to be provided. 
5 4 3 2 1 

This reach is boatable at this f low. 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach has nice water features (waves, holes, drops). 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach has good play spots. 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach of fers good overall whitewater challenge 5 4 3 2 1 

The portages on this Reach are acceptable/usable. 5 4 3 2 1 

This is a safe run. 5 4 3 2 1 

This run is a good length.  5 4 3 2 1 

This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 5 4 3 2 1 

 
Boatability 
Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and/or portages you had on this run. 
 

Statement  Number 
of Times Comments, if any 

I hit rocks or other obstacles but did not stop.   

I was stopped af ter hitting rocks or other obstacles.    

I had to get out to drag or pull my boat of f  rocks or other obstacles.   

I had to portage around unrunnable rapids, log jams, or other obstacles.   

 
Challenges 

Please identify particularly challenging rapids/sections and rate their difficulty at this flow using 
the International Whitewater Scale. Also note if you portaged any of these rapids/sections. 
 

Location of Rapids/Sections 
(name, coordinates, description) 

Difficulty Rating 
(Class I, II, III, IV, V) 

Portage 
(Yes or No) 
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Portages 
If you portaged, please rate the difficulty of the portage with your craft at this flow. 
 

Portage Location:  Easy Slightly 
Difficult 

Moderately 
Difficult 

Extremely 
Difficult 

 4 3 2 1 

 4 3 2 1 

 4 3 2 1 

 
Safety 
Did you observe or experience any significant safety issues on this run such as swims, pins, 
wrapped boats, hang ups, holes, manmade obstacles, strainers, undercuts, or others?  
 

If yes, please explain below. 

              
              

              
              

              

              
               

 
Comments/Observations 
If needed, use the space below to provide any additional comments or observations on this run. 
 

              

              

              
              

              
              

               
 

Wonderful class I-II section for 
beginners or tubing
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BOATER NAME:   Ben Bjorkman    
 

 
Whitewater Boater Run Evaluation Form  

Reach 3 – Center Drive Bridge to Kimball Town Park for Run # 2 
 

 
Date of run: 06/11/2022  

 
Target flow: 1200 cfs 

 
What type of craft did you use for this run (circle or put a check next to one): 
 

a. Hard shell kayak d.  Canoe (open) 

b. Inflatable kayak e.  Raft, length:       
c. Canoe (closed) f.   Other       

  
Put-In Location: South Drive Put-In Time:       
 

Take-Out Location: Center Drive Take-Out Time:      

 
Difficulty 
How would you rate the whitewater difficulty on this reach (Class I, II, III, IV, or V): 
 
Class:      
 
Enjoyment (relative to the flow of this run) 
Would you prefer a flow that was higher, lower, or was this the optimum flow? (check one) 

 

Much Higher   
   Higher   
   Optimum   
     Lower   
   Much Lower   
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Satisfaction  
Please rate each statement about the characteristics of this run at this flow. (circle one) 
 

Statement  Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

I am likely to return for future boating if  the flow for this 

run were to be provided. 
5 4 3 2 1 

This reach is boatable at this f low. 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach has nice water features (waves, holes, drops). 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach has good play spots. 5 4 3 2 1 

This reach of fers good overall whitewater challenge 5 4 3 2 1 

The portages on this Reach are acceptable/usable. 5 4 3 2 1 

This is a safe run. 5 4 3 2 1 

This run is a good length.  5 4 3 2 1 

This is an aesthetically pleasing run. 5 4 3 2 1 

 
Boatability 
Please estimate the number of hits, stops, boat drags, and/or portages you had on this run. 
 

Statement  Number 
of Times Comments, if any 

I hit rocks or other obstacles but did not stop.   

I was stopped af ter hitting rocks or other obstacles.    

I had to get out to drag or pull my boat of f  rocks or other obstacles.   

I had to portage around unrunnable rapids, log jams, or other obstacles.   

 
Challenges 

Please identify particularly challenging rapids/sections and rate their difficulty at this flow using 
the International Whitewater Scale. Also note if you portaged any of these rapids/sections. 
 

Location of Rapids/Sections 
(name, coordinates, description) 

Difficulty Rating 
(Class I, II, III, IV, V) 

Portage 
(Yes or No) 

   

   

   

   

 

Rock cut
30seconds of rapids

Kimball falls
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Portages 
If you portaged, please rate the difficulty of the portage with your craft at this flow. 
 

Portage Location:  Easy Slightly 
Difficult 

Moderately 
Difficult 

Extremely 
Difficult 

 4 3 2 1 

 4 3 2 1 

 4 3 2 1 

 
Safety 
Did you observe or experience any significant safety issues on this run such as swims, pins, 
wrapped boats, hang ups, holes, manmade obstacles, strainers, undercuts, or others?  
 

If yes, please explain below. 

              
              

              
              

              

              
               

 
Comments/Observations 
If needed, use the space below to provide any additional comments or observations on this run. 
 

              

              

              
              

              
              

               
 

This is a wonderful section that with this flow would be an 
awesome commercial raft run.
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BOATER NAME:   Ben Bjorkman    
 

 
Whitewater Boater Evaluation Form  

Overall Experience for Entire Reach - Gile Dam to Kimball Town Park 
 

 
Flow Levels: please answer the following based on your boating trips at various flows. 

Statement – for entire Reach Flow (cfs) 

What f low range provides the optimal whitewater boating experience  

What is the highest safe f low for your skill level and preferred craf t   

What is the optimal f low for a “standard” trip   

What is the optimal f low for a “high challenge” trip  

If  one flow was released for boating, what would be your optimal f low  

 
Boating Experience: 
 

Are you likely to return for future boating if your optimal flow choice was provided? (check one) 
 

Absolutely   Probably   Maybe   No  

 
If you would return for boating, what months would you choose to return? (check all that apply) 
 

Apr   Jun   Aug   Oct  
           May   July   Sep   Nov  

 
Would the flows provided today be suitable for beginner/novice boaters? (check one) 
 

Absolutely   Probably   Maybe   No  
 
 If so, what flow level(s) would be appropriate for this skill level:      cfs 
 
Were any of the flows provided today suitable for play boating? (check one) 
 

Absolutely   Some were   Not really   No  
 
 If so, what flow level(s) were suitable:     cfs 
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Flow Information: 
 

How do you prefer to receive flow information? (check all that apply) 
 

Email notification   
   Website information   
   Call number with recording   

 

Other:   
 
Other Whitewater Boating Opportunities: 
 

Is there another whitewater boating opportunity in the area that is preferable to this Reach? 
 

Yes  
  No  

 
If yes: 
• What is the name/location of the preferable opportunity:        

• What is the difficulty class of the preferable opportunity:        

• Is the preferable opportunity more challenging than your experience today:       

• Does the preferable opportunity have more potential for boatability than today:     
 
Hypothetical Flow Releases 

Please provide an overall evaluation for the flow ranges available on this Reach based on your 
experiences and preferences today. Consider all flow-dependent characteristics that contribute 
to a high quality boating trip, such as boatability, challenge, play areas, safety, aesthetics, and 
length of run. If you do not feel comfortable evaluating a flow you have not boated or seen, 
leave that flow blank.  
 

Would the following flow releases (cfs) create a high quality boating experience on this Reach: 
(circle your rating for each flow value) 
 

Rating 
400 
cfs 

600 
cfs 

800 
cfs 

1,000 
cfs 

1,100 
cfs 

1,300 
cfs 

1,500 
cfs 

1,700 
cfs 

2,000 
cfs 

2,500 
cfs 

Acceptable 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Marginal 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Unacceptable 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
 







































 

Appendix S Level 3 Assessment – Photo Documentation 

 



Level 3 Assessment – Whitewater Recreation Study Photo Documentation, June 11, 2022  
 

Put-in at Gile Dam, prior to Study at 600 cfs 

 
 
Start of Reach 1 – Directly downstream of Gile Dam at 600 cfs  

 



End of Reach 1 –  Upstream of South Drive bridge at 600 cfs  

 
 
 
Boaters approaching South Drive bridge South Drive take-out at river-left downstream 

 
  



Boater Survey for Reach 1 at South Drive bridge for 600 cfs  

 
 
 
Boater Survey for Reach 1 at South Drive bridge for 600 cfs  

 
 
South Drive bridge was used as a take-out location only for the 600 cfs flow release due to the 
overwhelming population of biting insects. Boaters agreed to skip the second take-out at Center 
Drive bridge and proceed until the end of the run just past Kimball Falls at Kimball Town Park. 
  



Start of Reach 2 –  Downstream of South Drive bridge at 600 cfs  

 
 
 
Boaters starting Reach 2 at South Drive at 600 cfs Boaters downstream of South Drive at 600 cfs 

 
  



End of Reach 2 –  Upstream of Center Drive bridge at 600 cfs 

  
 

Boaters at curve just south of Center Drive at intersection with Park Street, 600cfs 

 



Boaters upstream of Center Drive bridge at 600cfs 

 

 
Boaters upstream of Center Drive bridge at 600cfs 

  



Start of Reach 3 –  Downstream of Center Drive bridge at 600 cfs  

 
 
End of Reach 3 –  Upstream of Kimball Falls at Kimball Town Park, 600 cfs  

 
 
End of Reach 3 –  Kimball Town Park bridge over Kimball Falls at 600 cfs  

 



Boaters upstream of Kimball Town Park bridge approaching Kimball Falls at 600cfs 

 
 
End of Reach 3 –  Downstream of Kimball Town Park bridge over Kimball Falls at 600 cfs  

 
  



End of Reach 3 –  Raft at Kimball Falls at 600 cfs and take-out area river-right 

 
 

End of Reach 3 –  Kayakers at Kimball Falls at 600 cfs and take-out area river-right 

 
 



Put-in at Gile Dam, prior to Study at 1,200 cfs 

 
 
Start of Reach 1 – Directly downstream of Gile Dam at 1,200 cfs  

 
  



End of Reach 1 – Upstream of South Drive bridge at 1,200 cfs  

 
 
End of Reach 1 – Upstream of South Drive bridge at 1,200 cfs, clearance roughly 3 feet 

  
 



End of Reach 1 – Boaters approaching South Drive bridge at 1,200 cfs 

 

 
End of Reach 1 – Boater approaching South Drive bridge clearance at 1,200 cfs  

  



Start of Reach 2 – Downstream of South Drive bridge at 1,200 cfs  

 
 
Boaters starting Reach 2 downstream of South Drive bridge at 1,200 cfs  

 
 
  



End of Reach 2 – Upstream of Center Drive bridge at 1,200 cfs 

  
 

Boaters upstream of Center Drive bridge at 1,200cfs 

 



Start of Reach 3 – Downstream of Center Drive bridge at 1,200 cfs  

 
 
Start of Reach 3 – Boaters starting downstream of Center Drive bridge at 1,200 cfs  

 
 
 



End of Reach 3 – Upstream of Kimball Falls at Kimball Town Park, 1,200 cfs  

 
 
End of Reach 3 – Upstream of Kimball Falls at Kimball Town Park, 1,200 cfs  

 
 
End of Reach 3 – Upstream of Kimball Falls at Kimball Town Park, 1,200 cfs  

  



End of Reach 3 – Kimball Town Park bridge upstream of Kimball Falls at 1,200 cfs  

 
 
Boaters upstream of Kimball Town Park bridge approaching Kimball Falls at 1,200cfs 

 
 
  



End of Reach 3 – Downstream of Kimball Town Park bridge over Kimball Falls at 1,200 cfs  

 
 

End of Reach 3 – Kimball Town Park bridge downstream of Kimball Falls at 1,200 cfs  

  



End of Reach 3 – Boaters under Kimball Town Park bridge at 1,200 cfs  

 

 
End of Reach 3 – Boaters under Kimball Town Park bridge at 1,200 cfs  

  



End of Reach 3 – Boaters on Kimball Falls at 1,200 cfs, downstream of Kimball Town Park bridge 

 
 

 



End of Reach 3 – Kimball Falls at 1,200 cfs and take-out area river-right 

 
 
End of Reach 3 – Kimball Falls at 1,200 cfs and take-out area river-right 

 



End of Study – Take-out area river-right, downstream of Kimball Falls at 1,200 

 
 
End of Study – Take-out area river-right, downstream of Kimball Falls at 1,200 
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Archaeological Research  
Laboratory Center 
Cultural Resource Management 

      
      

  Sabin Hall, Rm 290 
PO Box 413 
Milwaukee, WI 
53201-0413 
414-229-3078 
www.uwm.edu 
www.uwm.edu/archaeology-
laboratory/ 

 September 1, 2022 
 

Shawn Puzen 
FERC Hydropower Licensing and 
Compliance, Water 
Mead & Hunt 
1702 Lawrence Drive 
De Pere, WI  54115 
 
 

 

RE:  Architecture/History Investigations 
 Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Hydroelectric Project 
 Iron County, WI  54525 
 Project No. 15055 
 UWM-CRM 2022-0105 
 
 
Dear Mr. Puzen,  
 
The Cultural Resource Management program (Archaeological Research Laboratory Center) 
at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (UWM) has completed a Determination of 
Eligibility for the Gile Flowage Dam, located in the City of Montreal, Iron County, Wisconsin. 
The investigation and resulting recommendation were conducted in accordance with those 
standards promulgated in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation and the Architecture-History Survey Manual 
(hereafter, Manual) as well as Section I of the Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the State of Wisconsin, State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and the State of Michigan, State Historic Preservation Officer, for 
Managing Historic Properties that may be Affected by New and Amended Licenses Issuing for the 
Continued Operation of Existing Hydroelectric Projects in the State of Wisconsin and Adjacent Portions of 
the State of Michigan (hereafter, Programmatic Agreement). 
 
As a result of investigations conducted in June and July of 2022, the Gile Flowage Dam is not 
recommended as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under any of 
the Criteria for Evaluation identified in 36 CFR Part 60 - National Register of Historic Places. 
Please see the attached NPS Form 10-900 and photo log. 
 
If there are questions or concerns regarding the investigation, or to further discuss the 
project, please do not hesitate to contact me at (414) 251-6138 or at wedwards@uwm.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

mailto:wedwards@uwm.edu
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Richard Wynn Edwards IV, 
Principal Investigator 
 
And 
Kelly Blaubach, 
Architecture Historian 
 
 
Encl. 
NPS Form 10-900 Gile Flowage Dam 
Gile Flowage Dam Project Location Map 
Gile Flowage Historic Boundary Map 
Gile Flowage Dam Photo Log 
 



    
NPS Form 10-900         OMB Control No. 1024-0018 

expiration date 03/31/2022 
   
  

1 
 

United States Department of the Interior 
National Park Service 

National Register of Historic Places Registration Form 
 
This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts.  See instructions in National Register Bulletin, 
How to Complete the National Register of Historic Places Registration Form.  If any item does not apply to the property being documented, enter 
"N/A" for "not applicable."  For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only categories and subcategories 
from the instructions.   
 

1. Name of Property 
Historic name:  ___ Gile Flowage Dam __ _______________________________ 
Other names/site number: ___ __________________ 

      Name of related multiple property listing: 
      ____N/A____________________________ _______________________   __ 
      (Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing) 
________________________________________________ ________________________ 

2. Location  
Street & number: Park Street and Nimikon Avenue________________________________ 
City or town: __Montreal__   ____ State: __WI__________ County: _Iron              _  
Not For Publication:   Vicinity:  

____________________________________________________________________________ 
3. State/Federal Agency Certification   
As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended,  
I hereby certify that this        nomination  __X_ request for determination of eligibility meets 
the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of Historic 
Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.  
In my opinion, the property  ___  meets   _X__ does not meet the National Register Criteria.  
I recommend that this property be considered significant at the following  
level(s) of significance:     N/A 
 ___national                  ___statewide           ___local  

  Applicable National Register Criteria:  
___A             ___B           ___C           ___D         
 

 
    

Signature of certifying official/Title:    Date 
______________________________________________ 
State or Federal agency/bureau or Tribal Government 

 

  
  



United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
Gile Flowage Dam  Iron County, WI 
Name of Property                   County and State 

Sections 1-6 page 2 
 

In my opinion, the property        meets        does not meet the National Register 
criteria.   

     

Signature of commenting official:    Date 
 

Title :                                     State or Federal agency/bureau 
                                                                                         or Tribal Government  

 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

4. National Park Service Certification  
 I hereby certify that this property is:  
       entered in the National Register  
       determined eligible for the National Register  
       determined not eligible for the National Register  
       removed from the National Register  
       other (explain:)  _____________________                                                                                    

 
                     
______________________________________________________________________   
Signature of the Keeper   Date of Action 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
5. Classification 

 Ownership of Property 
 (Check as many boxes as apply.) 

Private:  
 

 Public – Local 
 

 Public – State  
 

 Public – Federal  
 

 
  
Category of Property 
 (Check only one box.) 

 
 Building(s) 

 
 District  

x
 
   
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

x
 
  



United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
Gile Flowage Dam  Iron County, WI 
Name of Property                   County and State 

Sections 1-6 page 3 
 

 
 Site 

 
 Structure  

 
 Object  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 Number of Resources within Property 
 (Do not include previously listed resources in the count)              

Contributing   Noncontributing 
_____1________   _____0________  buildings 

 
_____   _______   _____0________  sites 
 
_____2  _______   _____0________  structures  
 
_____0________   _____0________  objects 
 
_____3________   _____0_________  Total 

 
 
 Number of contributing resources previously listed in the National Register ____N/A_____ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Function or Use  
Historic Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 

 _INDUSTRY/ waterworks = dam/reservoir________________ 
   __________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
  

 
Current Functions 
(Enter categories from instructions.) 

 INDUSTRY/ waterworks = dam/reservoir _________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 

 
  

 

 
  



United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
Gile Flowage Dam  Iron County, WI 
Name of Property                   County and State 

Section 8 page 4 
 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Description  
 

 Architectural Classification  
 (Enter categories from instructions.) 
   
 _Other: Dam_________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 

 
 
Materials: (enter categories from instructions.) 
Principal exterior materials of the property: 
Earth (Dikes)________________________ 
Brick (Gatehouse)____________________ 
Concrete (Gated Spillway)______ 

 
  



United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
Gile Flowage Dam  Iron County, WI 
Name of Property                   County and State 
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Narrative Description 
(Describe the historic and current physical appearance and condition of the property.  Describe 
contributing and noncontributing resources if applicable. Begin with a summary paragraph that 
briefly describes the general characteristics of the property, such as its location, type, style, 
method of construction, setting, size, and significant features. Indicate whether the property has 
historic integrity.)   
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Summary Paragraph 
The Gile Flowage Dam is located on the west branch of the Montreal River in the City of 
Montreal, Wisconsin. The neighborhood of Gile, once a separate community, is located within 
Montreal’s current municipal boundaries. The Gile Dam is located at the northern end of the 
reservoir, and was constructed in 1940 to store water for use in downstream hydroelectric 
generation. As such, the Gile Dam does not contain any electric generation equipment, but 
instead consists simply of a dam, spillway, and gatehouse. The dam is a 875-foot long earthen 
dike, punctuated in the middle by a concrete spillway with a tainter gate and slide gate, and a 
brick gatehouse above. The Montreal River travels north through the dam and continues towards 
two more hydroelectric projects downstream before emptying into Lake Superior. The 3138-acre 
reservoir behind the dam, known as the Gile Flowage, is surrounded by heavily wooded areas. 
The historic boundary encompasses the earthen dike, the gated spillway, and the gatehouse. The 
property retains a moderate level of integrity to its date of completion in 1940. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Description  
The earthen dike spans a total of 875 and is 30 feet high, with a 10-foot wide top and 3:1 side-
slopes. Approximately 700 feet of the earthen dike is visually evident at the site of the dam, 
identified by a moderately steep drop to the water’s edge on the southern side, and a steeper drop 
to the base of the dike on the northern side. It was constructed in 1940 on an axis running 
roughly northeast to southwest. A line of boulders is located near the eastern end of the dike, 
extending over the top of the dike to prevent automobile access. A gravel path travels along the 
top of the dike to the gatehouse, and continues west along the top of the dike on the other side of 
the gatehouse. Stone rip rap is located on the southern (upstream) side of the dike, while the 
northern (downstream) side is grassy, with a small drainage stream along the bases of both the 
east and west portions of the earthen dam.  
 
The gated spillway consists a reinforced concrete structure of left and right abutment walls, a 
sluiceway bay, a tainter gate bay, and a concrete stilling basin and tailrace. Concrete beams span 
the downstream walls of the stilling basin and tailrace. The sluiceway bay is located at the 
western end of the spillway, with equipment that is largely unseen below the level of the water 
and within the concrete structure. The sluiceway consists of an intake structure and trash rack on 
the upstream side, a slide gate measuring 6 feet wide by 6 feet high operated by an electric hoist 
located inside the gate house, and a large concrete outlet that conveys flow to the stilling basin. 
The tainter gate bay contains a riveted steel tainter gate measuring 16 feet wide and 12 feet high 
and is operated with an electric hoist located inside the gatehouse.  
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The Gatehouse sits above the gated spillway atop a concrete platform. The southern elevation of 
this side-gabled utilitarian building features a wide overhanging eave that shelters the walkway 
over the spillway. Constructed of brick laid in a common bond, the north and south elevations 
are comprised of two bays separated by wide brick pilasters, with the wider bay over the tainter 
gate portion of the spillway and a narrower bay over the sluiceway portion. A metal-door 
entrance is located in the narrow bay of the southern elevation. The eastern and western 
elevations are comprised of single bays flanked by brick pilasters at the corners, with vertical 
metal siding in the eaves of the gable-ends. Ornamentation is limited to shallow brick pilasters 
throughout. All window openings have been bricked-in, though openings are still apparent due to 
the concrete sills that remain.  
 
Integrity 
The earthen dike, gated spillway, and gatehouse collectively retain a moderate level of integrity. 
While the earthen dike and gated spillway remain virtually unchanged since the 1940s, the 
gatehouse’s window openings have been completely bricked in. In a district with so few 
resources, such an alteration to the only significant building constitutes a considerable loss of 
integrity of design.  
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_________________________________________________________________ 
8. Statement of Significance 

 
 Applicable National Register Criteria  
 (Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property for National Register  
 listing.)  
 
Property is NOT recommended as qualifying for the NRHP 

 
A. Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history. 
  

B. Property is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.  
 

C. Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values, 
or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack 
individual distinction.  
 

D. Property has yielded, or is likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.  

 
 
 

 
 
 Criteria Considerations  
 (Mark “x” in all the boxes that apply.) 

 
A. Owned by a religious institution or used for religious purposes 

  
B. Removed from its original location   

 
C. A birthplace or grave  

 
D. A cemetery 

 
E. A reconstructed building, object, or structure 

 
F. A commemorative property 

 
G. Less than 50 years old or achieving significance within the past 50 years  
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Areas of Significance 
(Enter categories from instructions.)  
_Industry___________  
_Engineering________  
_                    ________  
___________________  
___________________  
___________________  
___________________ 

 
 

Period of Significance 
_1940-1972______________ 
___________________ 
___________________ 

 
 Significant Dates  
 _1940__________________  
 ___________________ 
 ___________________ 

 
Significant Person 
(Complete only if Criterion B is marked above.) 
__n/a ______________  
___________________  
___________________ 

 
 Cultural Affiliation  
 __n/a_______________  
 ___________________  
 ___________________ 

 
 Architect/Builder 
 ___________________ 
 ___________________  
 ___________________ 
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Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph (Provide a summary paragraph that includes 
level of significance, applicable criteria, justification for the period of significance, and any 
applicable criteria considerations.)  
 
The licensing of the Gile Dam and Flowage led to the evaluation of this property as a historic 
district, having potentially local significance under National Register Criteria A and C. Research 
was undertaken to assess the potential eligibility of the property for its significance within the 
areas of hydroelectric engineering and industry. The results of this research are detailed below 
and do not appear to support a potential listing of this District under any criteria. 
 
The Gile Dam and Flowage was evaluated under Criterion A: History for its association with the 
industry of hydroelectric generation in the region. Constructed in 1940, no hydroelectricity is 
generated at the Gile Dam; rather, it provides water storage for release to Saxon Falls and 
Superior Falls downstream on the Montreal River. These hydroelectric facilities, both 
constructed in 1911-12, benefit from the steady flow of water released from Gile Dam and 
Flowage, which ensures efficient hydroelectric operations and energy production. However, the 
Gile Dam alone does not constitute a significant resource within the context of hydroelectric 
generation in the region. It is not currently recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP 
under Criterion A: History. Additional research may be needed to determine whether the Gile 
Dam is significant as part of a larger linear resource with the downstream hydroelectric facilities 
at Saxon Falls and Superior Falls. Such research was beyond the scope of the current 
investigation. 
 
The Gile Dam and Flowage was also evaluated under Criterion C: Engineering as an example of 
a dam property type. The Gile Dam is an earthen and concrete gravity dam, with sluice gates 
used during low flow and a tainter gate used during high flow. A gate house atop the dam 
contains the controls for gate operations. The structures of the Gile Dam are fairly typical 
compared to other hydro-related resources in Wisconsin and do not demonstrate any exceptional 
design elements relative to its function. For this reason, the Gile Dam and Flowage are not 
recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C: Engineering. 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Narrative Statement of Significance (Provide at least one paragraph for each area of 
significance.)   
 
History of the Gile Flowage 
Prior to European settlement, the area that would become the Gile Flowage contained a portion 
of the Flambeau Trail, used by native travelers and later traders between LaPointe on Madeline 
Island and Lac du Flambeau. The flowage is currently within the Ceded Territory of the 
Chippewa (Ojibwe) Tribe and the body of water is co-managed by tribal resources management 
through the Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission (GLIFWC) and the Wisconsin 
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DNR. Tribal spearing for walleye occurs each spring and GLIFWC has reintroduced wild rice 
into the northeastern corner of the flowage along Highway 511. 
 
The unincorporated village of Gile was originally founded as a community surrounding a 
sawmill on the Montreal River. The Montreal River Company built the first dam across the river 
at Gile in 1885, though no evidence of the dam remains. Gile is currently located within the 
boundaries of the City of Montreal, a settlement established in the late 1800s by the Montreal 
Mining Company. Forty-five million tons of iron ore were mined and shipped from this location 
until 1962, when the Montreal Mine closed.2 
 
By the 1920s, the first dam was gone and the Montreal River at Gile was once again natural. The 
river had been developed further downstream, however, with a hydroelectric project at Saxon 
Falls in 1912 and another hydroelectric project at Superior Falls in 1917. The electricity 
generated at these facilities found immediate markets, and further expansion and consolidation of 
various companies and systems led to the creation in 1922 of a regional utility company known 
as the Lake Superior District Power Company (LSDPC).3 By 1936, the utility company operated 
in eight northern counties and served 55 communities. That same year the LSDPC applied to 
Wisconsin’s public service commission to construct the dam at Gile.4 The earthen dike, concrete 
spillway, and gatehouse were completed by 1940, creating a reservoir that helps control the flow 
of water to the hydroelectric facilities downstream. The stored water is known as the Gile 
Flowage, encompassing 3138 acres with a maximum depth of 25 feet. It is a popular destination 
for anglers, with Musky, Panfish, Smallmouth Bass, Northern Pike, and Walleye populating its 
waters.5 No hydroelectric power is generated at the Gile Dam. 
 
Hydroelectric Development in Wisconsin 
By the advent of electricity in Wisconsin, many of the state’s numerous rivers were already 
dammed in order to provide adjacent mills and factories with hydro-mechanical power.  In fact, 
waterwheels still supplied over one third of the state’s mechanical power in 1889.6  Once the 
nationwide enthusiasm for electricity took hold in Wisconsin in the late nineteenth century, using 
these water resources to produce electricity was common sense.  Utilizing extant water resources 
was considered more cost effective than steam-generated electricity, as the average steam engine 
at the time required approximately 12 pounds of coal to produce a single kilowatt hour.7  
Installing hydroelectric generators at existing dams in the state could indeed prove extremely 
economical, but, as on the national scene, there were many downfalls on the way to financial 

 
1 “Brief History of the Gile Flowage,” Friends of the Gile Flowage, accessed June 24, 2022, 
https://www.friendsofthegile.org/home/flowage-facts. 
2 “History,” City of Montreal, accessed June 24, 2022, https://montrealwis.com/. 
3 Timothy Heggland, “Saxon Falls Determination of Eligibility,” Northern States Power Company, September 14, 
1988, pp. 8.16-18. 
4 “$200,000 Dam in Iron County, Plan of Utility,” La Crosse Tribune and Leader Press, July 30, 1936 
5 “Gile Flowage,” Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, accessed June 24, 2022, 
https://dnr.wi.gov/lakes/lakepages/LakeDetail.aspx?wbic=2942300&page=facts. 
6 John D. Buenker, The History of Wisconsin:  The Progressive Era, 1893-1914, Vol. 4.  William Fletcher 
Thompson, general ed., (Madison:  State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1998), 98. 
7 Forrest McDonald, Let There Be Light:  The Electric Utility Industry in Wisconsin, 1881-1955, Madison, WI:  The 
American History Research Center, 1957), 98. 

https://dnr.wi.gov/lakes/lakepages/LakeDetail.aspx?wbic=2942300&page=facts
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success.  In Wisconsin, it soon became clear that not all of the state’s rivers were ideal for hydro 
development.  The low-head waterways found throughout much of the state simply did not 
contain the falling force necessary to produce high levels of electricity; the profits gained were 
therefore not enough to offset the costs of equipment.8  While inland waterways had been 
improved throughout the nineteenth century to accommodate shipping and navigation needs, 
seasonal changes could still create wide variations in annual water flow; winter weather froze the 
headwaters and smaller tributaries of most major rivers, reducing flow and electrical output at a 
time when demand was highest.  If a hydroelectric venture included the construction of a new 
dam, the financial risk was even higher. The Projects constructed at Saxon and Superior Falls 
provide examples of the seasonal changes that could effect water flows. The dam at Gile was 
constructed later to help regulate flows throughout the year. 
 
Such drawbacks were not enough to deter hydro promoters from trying to develop the state’s 
waterways, and by 1916 Wisconsin contained approximately seventy-five hydroelectric plants.  
Although the power produced by these plants was insignificant when compared to hydro 
developments in other regions such as the California’s Sierra Nevada Mountains, the installed 
maximum capacity of Wisconsin’s hydro plants had the potential to meet three-fourths of the 
maximum electrical demand of the entire state by WWI.9  As hydro development increased, so 
too did Wisconsin’s hydro-manufacturing industry, which provided the machinery and supplies 
for hydroelectric development in the state.  In 1889, the hydro-manufacturing industry consisted 
of three plants, fifteen workers, and was valued at $38,870. By 1914, the industry boasted 
twenty-nine factories, two thousand workers, and was valued at five million dollars.10 
 
During the energy crisis brought on by high demand during WWI, the installed hydroelectric 
power was able to considerably alleviate coal shortages in the state.11 At the same time, the 
business of electrification and hydro development began to change. A class of businessmen 
interested in building electric utility companies began to oversee the technological 
standardization of the industry and the consolidation of many of the state’s hydroelectric plants 
and electric companies.12  Modern utility companies like Wisconsin Public Service Corporation 
and the Northern States Power Company of Wisconsin-Minnesota were founded in the 1920s.  
They began to consolidate smaller companies and extend electric service into new markets, 
producing electricity generated by both steam and hydropower.  Between 1917 and 1930, the 
number of communities in Wisconsin receiving central station electric service increased from 
approximately 370 to 1,000.  By 1930, organizational efficiency had increased so that, with only 
three times the amount of capacity from all forms of electrical generation, the industry could 
produce six times the amount of energy.13  Following the nationwide pattern, electrification was 
largely an urban phenomenon.  Even though Wisconsin farmers also began to realize the benefits 
of electric power after WWI, extension of the utility companies into rural areas was hindered by 

 
8 McDonald, Let There Be Light, 114. 
9 McDonald, Let There Be Light, 171. 
10 John D. Buenker, The History of Wisconsin, 99. 
11 McDonald, Let There Be Light, 172. 
12 McDonald, Let There Be Light, 199-200. 
13 McDonald, Let There Be Light, 274-275. 



United States Department of the Interior  
National Park Service / National Register of Historic Places Registration Form  
NPS Form 10-900     OMB Control No. 1024-0018      
 
Gile Flowage Dam  Iron County, WI 
Name of Property                   County and State 

 
 

high costs of installation with low expectations of profits.14 Widespread extension of service into 
the state’s farmlands would not take place until the creation of the Rural Electrification 
Administration (REA) in 1935.15 Through the REA, government loans were arranged for rural, 
member-owned cooperatives to purchase electrical power from existing utilities and distribute 
that power on their own network of transmission lines. A number of Wisconsin cooperatives still 
exist today and obtain power from both coal and hydroelectric plants.16 
 
While the entire electrical industry continued to grow after WWI, the hydroelectric development 
of the state’s waterways also increased.  However, as with the rest of the country, most private 
investment in Wisconsin came to a halt during the Great Depression.  The state’s major utility 
companies were able to survive mainly because the sale of electrical power continued to thrive. 
By the beginning of WWII, almost an entire generation of urban Wisconsinites did not know a 
time when electricity was not readily available to power their lights, appliances, and factories.  
As a commodity deemed absolutely necessary to modern life, the practices and rates of electric 
utility companies came under public scrutiny. Since 1907 Wisconsin has relied on the Public 
Service Commission of Wisconsin (PSC) to set rates and regulations for public utilities.  In that 
year, Wisconsin became the first state in the nation to regulate public utilities, when the state’s 
Railroad Commission was granted extended regulatory powers.  Those powers were separated 
from the Railroad Commission in 1930 and given to the newly-created Public Service 
Commission, which continues to set rates and regulations for the electric industry today.17 
 
By the late 1950s, most of the state’s ideal water sites had already been dammed and developed 
for hydroelectric generation, and throughout the 1960s and ‘70s, hydroelectric development had 
to compete with the growth of the coal-fired power plants.  The first nuclear power plant in 
Wisconsin, located at Point Beach in Manitowoc County, also came online in 1970.  However, 
beginning with the nation-wide energy crisis in 1973, the PSC began encouraging public utilities 
to consider alternative energy sources as part of their generation strategies.  In the 1990s, PSC 
began requiring public utilities to consider renewable energy sources and conservation, putting a 
low priority on fossil fuel development.18 Currently, there are approximately 3,900 dams in 
Wisconsin, and 127 are identified as generating hydroelectric power.19  These include privately-
owned dams as well as municipal, state, and federally-owned dams.  In the last twenty years, 
increased interest in renewable energy has led to the retrofitting of smaller dams to produce 

 
14 Paul W. Glad, The History of Wisconsin:  War, a New Era, and Depression, Vol. 5.  William Fletcher Thompson, 
editor, (Madison:  State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1990), 382. 
15 McDonald, Let There Be Light, 294. 
16 “History,” Diaryland Power Cooperative, accessed Jan. 24, 2017, 
http://www.dairylandpower.com/who_we_are/history.php. 
17 “The Making of the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin,” Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, 
accessed Jan. 20, 2017, http://psc.wi.gov/aboutUs/anniversary/makingPSC.htm. 
18 “The Making of the Public Service Commission of Wisconsin.”  
19 “Interactive Report,” National Inventory of Dams, United States Army Corps of Engineers, accessed January 27, 
2017, http://nid.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=838:4:0::NO; these numbers differ from those of the WI Dept. of 
Natural Resources. 

http://nid.usace.army.mil/cm_apex/f?p=838:4:0::NO
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small outputs of energy, as well as the installation of additional generators in order to increase 
electrical output at existing dams.20 
 
Montreal River 
The west branch of the Montreal River is a north-flowing, non-navigable river that begins in 
Island Lake in Iron County and runs to the confluence with the east branch of the Montreal River 
and on to Lake Superior. It is part of Wisconsin’s Lake Superior watershed, which drains 
approximately nine percent of the state’s area into Lake Superior. Though the Lake Superior 
watershed is comparatively small, it features a large descent in elevation: between six hundred 
and one thousand feet over an average distance of thirty miles. The limited area of the watershed 
means that most rivers are small in comparison with other rivers in the state, but they can boast 
swift flows due to the rapid drop in elevation. Rainfall and snowmelt can be discharged very 
quickly into Lake Superior, meaning streams can fluctuate from small to raging and back again 
in very short time periods.21 This makes the steady supply of water for hydroelectric generation a 
difficult task; however, the reservoir at Gile serves to alleviate a potentially volatile water 
supply, by regulating the flow of water for its downstream hydroelectric facilities.  
 
Conclusion 
The Gile Flowage Dam was evaluated for the National Register of Historic Places under Criteria 
A and C in the areas of industry and engineering. Under Criterion A, the Gile Flowage Dam does 
not produce electricity, and is only tangentially related to the hydroelectric industry through its 
control of water flows for use at downstream hydro projects. An evaluation of the Gile Flowage 
Dam as part of a larger linear resource in connection with the downstream hydroelectric projects 
was beyond the scope of current investigations. In addition, as a fairly common example of a 
dam property with only a moderate degree of integrity due to the infill of the gatehouse window 
openings, the Gile Flowage Dam does not appear to hold significance under Criterion C. No 
evidence was found to suggest significance under Criterion B or D. As a result, the Gile Flowage 
Dam is not recommended for listing in the NRHP under any criteria. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
20 “Hydro-electric generation,” Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, accessed January 27, 2017, 
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Dams/hydroElectric.html.  
21 Leonard S. Smith, The Water Powers of Wisconsin: Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey, (Madison, 
Wisconsin: State of Wisconsin, 1908), 250. 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 
  
Previous documentation on file (NPS):  
 
____ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has been requested 
____ previously listed in the National Register 
____ previously determined eligible by the National Register 
____ designated a National Historic Landmark  
____ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey   #____________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # __________ 
____ recorded by Historic American Landscape Survey # ___________ 
 
Primary location of additional data:  
____ State Historic Preservation Office 
____ Other State agency 
__x    Federal agency 
____ Local government 
__  _ University 
__x_ Other 
         Name of repository: _____Friends of the Gile Flowage_________________________ 
 
Historic Resources Survey Number (if assigned): __244690______________ 
 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
10. Geographical Data 

 
 Acreage of Property ___1.65 acres____________ 
 
 
Use either the UTM system or latitude/longitude coordinates 
 
Latitude/Longitude Coordinates 
Datum if other than WGS84:__________ 
(enter coordinates to 6 decimal places) 
1. Latitude:   Longitude:  

 
2. Latitude:   Longitude:  

 
3. Latitude:   Longitude:  

 
4. Latitude:   Longitude:  
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Or  
UTM References  
Datum (indicated on USGS map):  
 

           NAD 1927     or        NAD 1983 
 
 

1. Zone: 15N Easting: 712994  Northing: 5145054  
 

2. Zone: 15N Easting: 713144  Northing: 5145135 
 

3. Zone: 15N Easting: 713194  Northing: 5145132 
 

4. Zone: 15N Easting : 713190  Northing: 5145105 
 
5. Zone: 15N Easting : 713154  Northing: 5145102 

 
6. Zone: 15N Easting : 713010  Northing: 5145026 
 

  
 

 
Verbal Boundary Description (Describe the boundaries of the property.) 
 
The historic boundary for the Gile Flowage Dam is a polygon that encompasses the earthen 
dikes, tainter gate, and gatehouse, as well as the intake and tailrace areas immediately north 
and south of the dam structure. Beginning at the southeast corner of the boundary, where the 
line of the boulders atop the dike above intersects the shoreline, the boundary travels 
approximately 670 feet southwest along the edge of the stone rip rap at the shoreline to the 
end of the rip rap at the western side. The boundary then turns north and travels 
approximately 90 feet up and over the western end of the earthen dike before turning 
northeast and traveling approximately 700 feet along the base of the earthen dike, across the 
Montreal River and dam tailrace to the end of the boulder line at the eastern side. The 
boundary then travels south along the boulder line for approximately 100 feet to the point of 
beginning. 
 
Boundary Justification (Explain why the boundaries were selected.) 
 
The historic boundary was delineated to encompass the structures and building of the Gile 
Flowage Dam project. The intake and tailrace areas immediately north and south of the 
structure were also included as part of the setting of the district. While the structure of the 
earthen dike extends 1,100 feet, the historic boundary for the district encompasses only that 
portion of the dike that is visually evident in the field. The eastern boundary line is visually 
defined by the line of boulders at the earthen dike’s eastern edge. The western boundary line 

 X 
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is marked by the end of the stone rip rap at the earthen dike’s western end. The northern 
boundary line follows the base of the earthen dike, crossing the Montreal River and 
encompassing the tailrace and a portion of the downstream. The southern boundary line 
follow the edge of the stone rip rap along the shore of the Gile Flowage, encompassing the 
intake area immediately north of the tainter gate and gatehouse.  
 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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telephone:___414-251-7361_________________ 
date:_8-31-2022____________________________ 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Additional Documentation 
 
Submit the following items with the completed form: 

 
• Maps:   A USGS map or equivalent (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property's 

location. 
    

•  Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous 
resources.  Key all photographs to this map. 

 
• Additional items:  (Check with the SHPO, TPO, or FPO for any additional items.) 
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Photographs 
Submit clear and descriptive photographs.  The size of each image must be 1600x1200 pixels 
(minimum), 3000x2000 preferred, at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger.  Key all photographs 
to the sketch map. Each photograph must be numbered and that number must correspond to 
the photograph number on the photo log.  For simplicity, the name of the photographer, 
photo date, etc. may be listed once on the photograph log and doesn’t need to be labeled on 
every photograph. 
 
Photo Log 
 
Name of Property:  Gile Flowage Dam 
 
City or Vicinity: City of Montreal 
 
County: Iron County  State: Wisconsin 
 
Photographer: Kelly Blaubach 
 
Date Photographed: 7/27/2022 
 
Description of Photograph(s) and number, include description of view indicating direction of 
camera: 
 
Please see Attachment 1 for Photo Log. 
 
1 of 14. Gile Flowage Dam, overview, looking northwest 
2 of 14. Gile Flowage Dam, overview, looking west 
3 of 14. Gile Flowage Dam, overview, looking west 
4 of 14. Top of east earthen dike, looking west 
5 of 14. East earthen dike, looking west 
6 of 14. Gatehouse, east elevation 
7 of 14. Gatehouse, south elevation 
8 of 14. Gatehouse, west elevation 
9 of 14. Gatehouse, north elevation 
10 of 14. Gatehouse and tailrace, looking southwest 
11 of 14. Gated spillway and tailrace, looking southwest 
12 of 14. Gated spillway and sluiceway outlet, looking southwest 
13 of 14. West earthen dike, looking west 
14 of 14. Tailrace and downstream, looking northwest 
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Paperwork Reduction Act Statement:  This information is being collected for nominations to the National Register of Historic 
Places to nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings.  Response 
to this request is required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C.460 
et seq.). We may not conduct or sponsor and you are not required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 
Estimated Burden Statement:  Public reporting burden for each response using this form is estimated to be between the Tier 1 
and Tier 4 levels with the estimate of the time for each tier as follows: 
 

Tier 1 – 60-100 hours 
Tier 2 – 120 hours 
Tier 3 – 230 hours 
Tier 4 – 280 hours 

 
The above estimates include time for reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and preparing and transmitting 
nominations. Send comments regarding these estimates or any other aspect of the requirement(s) to the Service Information 
Collection Clearance Officer, National Park Service, 1201 Oakridge Drive Fort Collins, CO 80525. 
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Gile Flowage Dam, City of Montreal, Iron County, Wisconsin 

Gile Flowage Dam, AHI 244690
Nimikon Avenue and Park Street
City of Montreal
Iron County, WI

Photographed by UWM-CRM
July 27, 2022
Images on file at UWM-CRM

Photo 1 of 14
Gile Flowage Dam, overview, looking northwest

Photo 2 of 14
Gile Flowage Dam, overview, looking west

Photo 3 of 14
Gile Flowage Dam, overview, looking west

Photo 4 of 14
Top of east earthen dike, looking west

Photo 5 of 14
East earthen dike, looking west

Photo 6 of 12
Gatehouse, east elevation

Photo 7 of 14
Gatehouse, south elevation

Photo 8 of 14
Gatehouse, west elevation

Photo 9 of 14
Gatehouse, north elevation

Photo 10 of 14
Gatehouse and tailrace, looking southwest

Photo 11 of 14
Gated spillway and tailrace, looking southwest

Photo 12 of 14

Gated spillway and sluiceway outlet, looking southwest

Photo 13 of 14
Top of west earthen dike, looking west

Photo 14 of 14
Tailrace and downstream, looking northwest
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Photo 3 of 14

Photo 4 of 14



Gile Flowage Dam, City of Montreal, Iron County, Wisconsin
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September 22, 2022 

Shawn Puzen 
Mead & Hunt, Inc. 
1345 North Rd B 
Green Bay, WI 54313 

Subject: Shoreline Monitoring of Archaeological Sites and Erosion Check on the Gile Flowage Storage 
Reservoir (FERC# 15055) in Iron County, Wisconsin. 
TRC Project No. 450488.0000 
WIARC No. 285 

Dear Mr. Puzen: 

On August 25 and 26, 2022, a TRC archaeologist visited and inspected the shoreline of the Gile Flowage 
Storage Reservoir (Reservoir or Project) on the West Fork of the Montreal River near Montreal, 
Wisconsin (Figure 1).  The archaeologist examined the shoreline (including islands) at known 
archaeological sites and inspected the remainder of the shoreline to identify erosion locations and any 
new archaeological sites that may have been exposed at those locations.   Subsurface exploration 
(shovel testing) was not a part of the shoreline monitoring survey since that was not a requirement of 
the 1993 Programmatic Agreement which guided this survey.  Due to the large size of the Reservoir, 
the survey was conducted by boat to facilitate access to all segments of the shoreline.  

Only one cultural resource site has been reported adjacent to the Reservoir, the Montreal Company 
Historic District (Figures 1, 2, 4A, 4B).  An inspection was conducted at the location where the historic 
district boundary included the Reservoir shoreline (Figure 4A).  Inspections were also performed at 
bank exposures1 along the shoreline and at eroded areas.  Five examples of erosion were observed 
during the survey (Figures 4A, 4B).   

The boat used for the survey was provided and operated by the President of the Board of Directors of 
Friends of the Gile (FOG), Cathy Techtmann, and her husband.  Both have property on the Reservoir 
and were insightful and informed guides.  

BACKGROUND 
Northern States Power Company - Wisconsin (NSPW) owns and maintains the Gile Flowage Storage 
Reservoir as well as the two downstream hydroelectric facilities, Saxon Falls Hydro and Superior Falls 
Hydro.  The Reservoir encompasses approximately 3,317 acres and features approximately 26 miles of 
irregular shaped shoreline with many areas of exposed bedrock.  “About  90% of the shoreline is in 
public or NSPW ownership and is maintained in a natural forested state, reducing the likelihood of 
erosion” (PAD 2020:  26).  “The combination of NSPW shoreline ownership, existing native riparian 

1 Bank exposures are any area where the bare face of some part of the bank can be viewed for artifacts:  an 
exposed area does not constitute erosion.    
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vegetation buffers, and local shoreland regulations, work together to provide adequate protection from 
wide-spread shoreline erosion and over development” (PAD 2020:  26). 

The Project is undergoing the process to obtain an original license from the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC or Commission).  Since it has not been previously licensed, there is no Historic 
Resources Management Plan (HRMP), nor have there been any archaeological surveys of the shoreline.  
The 2022 shoreline monitoring survey is the first to be conducted at the Project.  

The Commission is required to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA).  Compliance with the NHPA, as well as 36CRF800, requires an archaeological survey to 
determine whether cultural resource sites, which may be eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), are affected by normal operation of the Project.  Mead & Hunt, Inc., contracted with 
TRC to conduct the archaeological shoreline monitoring survey.  The Area of Potential Effect (APE), as 
established through the 1993 Programmatic Agreement, is the project boundary as shown in Figure 1.  
This letter report provides the details of the research and fieldwork. 

LITERATURE AND ARCHIVES RESEARCH 
A TRC archaeologist reviewed the Wisconsin Historic Preservation Database (WHPD), which includes 
the Archaeological Site Inventory (ASI), Architecture and History Inventory (AHI), and Archaeological 
Reports Inventory (ARI); as well as the NRHP database, historic county atlases, historic US Geological 
Survey (USGS) 15-Minute and 7.5-Minute Topographic Quadrangles, and other sources deemed 
appropriate or likely to yield information relevant to cultural resources.  The research noted one 
cultural resource and a trail that are overlapped by the Reservoir.   

Montreal Company Location Historic District 
The Montreal Company Location Historic District (MCLHD) was listed on the NRHP (NRHP 
#80000141) on May 23, 1980 (Figures 1, 2, 4A).  Mining in the Lake Superior region began in the early 
1840s when copper and iron ore were first discovered.  The MCLHD is listed on the NRHP because it is 
an excellent example of a planned industrial community.  Community planning was done for the 
mining companies to ensure housing for the company employees in the isolated areas where these 
mines were located.  The MCLHD includes 116 contributing buildings, as well as the No. 5 mine shaft 
area, waste rock piles, City Hall, the Roosevelt School, Firehall building, Hamilton Club building, 
garage, engine house, and shops.   

The first miners to the area settled around the mine shaft and built homes on lands leased from the 
mining company.  Streets and houses were placed haphazardly across the landscape.  Between 1907-
1917, the planned community was built with 50 precut Aladdin Bungalows (NRHP Inventory – 
Nomination Form 1980).   
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Flambeau Trail  
The 1861 General Land Office (GLO) plat map noted the route of a trail running northwest to southeast 
through what is now the Gile Reservoir (Figure 3).  Called the Flambeau Trail, it ran  90-miles from 
Madeline Island to Lac du Flambeau.  The first part of the trail was a combination of river and water 
portages connected by trails on dry land.  The 1863 GLO surveyor noted a crude bridge spanning the 
Montreal River along the trail constructed by fur traders.  As the fur trade increased throughout 
Wisconsin, the trail became an important route for the transport of goods (Techtmann 1993).  

FIELDWORK  
The survey was conducted on August 25 and 26, 2022 using a boat to gain access to shoreline areas that 
were adjacent to cultural resources or where there was sufficient bank exposure to warrant an 
inspection for artifacts.  The survey consisted of a visual inspection of the Reservoir shoreline, 
including the islands.  The boat was moored at the approximate location where the WHPD-mapped 
historic district overlaps the shore, the approximate areas where the Flambeau Trail is indicated on the 
GLO map, and at any area of erosion identified during the survey (Figures 4A, 4B; Table 1).  Five areas 
of erosion were noted (E-1 through E-5 on Figures 4A and 4B and Photos 11-15).  Area E-3 was within 
the WHPD-mapped MCLHD boundary.  Ten additional photos were taken at various locations (Figure 
2) to provide a visual characterization of the Reservoir’s shoreline (Photos 1-10).2  The inspection results 
are described below.

Montreal Company Location Historic District 
A small part of the WHPD-mapped MCLHD overlaps the Reservoir due west of the dam.  This area  is  
well vegetated with coniferous forest adjacent to the water.  A small segment of this site shows erosion 
(E-3, Photo 13) and was surface collected at the water’s edge, the exposed bank, and the slumped bank. 
No artifacts or archaeological deposits were noted.  Since this area is within the WHPD-mapped 
MCLHD boundary, TRC recommends that this segment be monitored locally (e.g., NSPW operator) to 
determine if the exposure gets larger.   

Flambeau Trail  
The GLO-mapped trail runs northwest-southeast and crosses an area below the Reservoir.  The trail 
abuts the shoreline of the reservoir at two approximate locations (Figure 3).  The shorelines at both 
locations are stable and well vegetated with pine, birch, maple, and oak.  (Photo 2).  No additional 
archaeological work is recommended at these locations. 

E-1
Erosion area E-1 is on the shoreline of a small island (Photo 11).  The site was surface collected at the 
water’s edge, the exposed bank, and the slumped bank.  There were no artifacts or archaeological 
deposits encountered.  No additional archaeological work is recommended at this location.

2 A total of 97 photos were taken at various areas along the shoreline; ten were selected for the report for 
descriptive purposes and five were selected to show erosion.  The boat was moored at some of the locations to get 
a closer look at the shoreline. 
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E-2
Erosion area E-2 is on the west shoreline of the reservoir (Photo 12).  The area was surface collected at 
the water’s edge, the exposed bank, and the slumped bank.  No artifacts or archaeological deposits 
were encountered.  The toe of the bank in this location is stable and well vegetated.  No additional 
archaeological work is recommended at this location.

E-3
Site E-3 is along the reservoir shoreline near the west end of the west dike (Photo 13).  The area was
surface collected; however, no artifacts or archaeological deposits were encountered.  No additional
archaeological work is recommended at this location.

E-4
Erosion was observed along the entire shoreline of the small island where  E-4 is located (Photo 14).  At
normal pool elevation, the island would only be about 3 sq. meters in size.  However, since the
Reservoir elevation was down approximately 3 feet from normal pool at the time of the survey, a
greater area of the island was exposed.  The site was surface collected; however, no artifacts or
archaeological deposits were encountered.  No additional archaeological work is recommended at this
location.

E-5
Erosion area E-5 is on the shoreline of a small island (Photo 15).  The area was surface collected at
water’s edge, the exposed bank, and the slumped bank.  No artifacts or archaeological deposits were
encountered; therefore, no additional archaeological work is recommended at this location.

The remainder of the Reservoir’s shoreline is well vegetated with stands of pine, birch, maple, and oak 
(Photos 1-10).  Areas of exposed bedrock are visible along the shoreline at various locations as depicted 
in Photo 1 (right hand side) and Photo 10.  The Reservoir elevation was three feet below normal pool so 
much of the exposed lake bottom revealed rock, gravel, or sand beaches where grasses had begun to 
grow on the newly exposed ground.   There were a few areas of emergent vegetation, but most of the 
shoreline was forested to water’s edge.  No areas of rip rap or stabilization were noted. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
The literature and archives research revealed that one cultural resource and one GLO-mapped trail 
were overlapped by the water.  Five areas of erosion (E-1 through E-5) were also noted.   

The single cultural resource site is designated as the Montreal Company Location Historic District.  
Most of the MCLHD shoreline is stable except for a small area designated as E-3.  TRC recommends 
that NSPW monitor the erosion at site E-3 for any changes within 5 years of license issuance.  

The trail noted on the 1861 GLO maps abuts the shoreline at two locations.  The shoreline appears 
stable at these two locations and no additional archaeological work is recommended at this time.  
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Erosion areas E-1, E-2, E-4, and E-5 were surface collected; however, no artifacts or archaeological 
deposits were encountered.  No additional work is recommended at these locations.  

Should NSPW personnel identify or become aware of erosion at any of the known archaeological sites, 
or become aware of substantial erosion at any area previously not documented, they should consult 
with an archaeologist and the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) on how best to proceed.  If I 
can provide additional assistance, I can be reached by email at AVanDyke@trcscompanies.com. or by 
phone at 262-225-5105. 

Sincerely, 
TRC 

Allen P. Van Dyke 
Principal Archaeologist – Midwest 

Attachments: 4 Figures, 15 Photos, 1 Table 

mailto:AVanDyke@trcscompanies.com
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ATTACHMENT 2: PHOTOS 
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Photo 1:  Coniferous forest – view to south. 

 

Photo 2:   Riparian meadow; background – coniferous forest. View to south. 

 

Photo 3:   Emergent wetland vegetation; background – coniferous forest.  View to west. 
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Photo 4:   Shrub-carr; background – coniferous forest.  View to north. 

Photo 5:  Foreground – mud/gravel bar; middle ground – emergent wetland vegetation; background – coniferous forest.  
View to east. 
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Photo 6:  Left side – deep marsh; right side – shallow marsh; middle – mud flat; background – mixed deciduous/coniferous 
forest.  View to northeast. 

Photo 7:  Unvegetated rip rap armored shoreline with beach-like foreground. View to southwest. 



 

C:\Users\rklabacka\Desktop\THE Draft 9-2-2022_SCP with Miller edits 20220920_RKW edits.docx 

 

 

Photo 8:  Mud flat along the shoreline under the canopy of mixed deciduous/coniferous forest.  View to north. 

 

 

 

 

Photo 9:  Mud flat or sand bar with sparse emergent vegetation; background - mixed deciduous/coniferous forest.  View to 
south. 
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Photo 10:   Exposed rock shoreline; mixed deciduous/coniferous forest behind it.  View to south. 

Photo 11:  E-1 Mixed deciduous/coniferous forest behind erosion.  View to northeast. 
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Photo 12:  Not a definable plant community - mix of woody and herbaceous plants starting to establish.  View to 
northwest. 
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Photo 13:  Tail of a dog on beach – foreground; mixed deciduous/coniferous forest on top of eroded bank. View to the 
northwest. 
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Photo 14:  Mixed deciduous/coniferous forest on top of the eroded bank; willow growing in beach on the left.  View to 
west. 
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Photo 15:  Mixed deciduous/coniferous forest on top of eroded bank.  View to northeast. 
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ATTACHMENT 3: TABLE 



C:\Users\rklabacka\Desktop\THE Draft 9-2-2022_SCP with Miller edits 20220920_RKW edits.docx 

Table 1.  Erosion Area Locations 

Erosion # Latitude Longitude Photo Numbers 

E-1 46°22'43.79"N 90°14'26.80"W 11 

E-2 46°25'8.87"N 90°13'59.55"W 12 

E-3 46°25'29.68"N 90°13'41.70"W 13 

E-4 46°24'47.34"N 90°13'14.18"W 14 

E-5 46°24'50.02"N 90°13'13.57"W 15 
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 As our society has become 
more environmentally 
aware, federal, state and 
local regulatory agencies 
have recognized the 
impacts of sediment 
pollution on our lakes, 
streams and wetlands and 
have established rules to 
reduce those impacts.  

Project owners and   
contractors are required to 

meet the standards prescribed in the rules during construction.  Consequently, 
erosion control Best Management Practices (BMPs) have become a standard 
part of the construction process. 

Erosion control BMPs are designed to limit off-site effects of erosion, aid in 
project construction while minimizing overall cost, and to comply with federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations. 

BMPs can be generally classified into two categories, erosion control and 
sediment control.
• Erosion Control - Directly protect the disturbed soil surface from erosion. 

They are the best measure for preventing erosion.
• Sediment Control - Aid in removal of sediments from water after the 

erosion process has already begun. This is accomplished by using barriers, 
containments, or other devices to filter or reduce the velocity of the water 
so soil particles can no longer remain suspended.

This guide is intended to aid designers, inspectors and contractors in selecting 
and correctly installing BMPs to reduce erosion, by following technical 
standards developed by the Wisconsin DNR. 

Background
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WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION PRODUCT 
ACCEPTABILITY LIST (PAL)
https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/eng-
consultants/cnslt-rsrces/tools/pal/default.aspx

This list provides guidance in selecting and proper 
application of erosion and sediment control 
products. The Product Acceptability List pages are 
for the guidance of design engineers, technicians, 
and inspection personnel, municipalities, 
counties, contractors, and suppliers engaged in 
bridge and highway design, plan preparation, and 
construction. 

Categories include tackifiers, erosion mats, soil stabilizers, inlet protection, 
and temporary ditch checks. Projects permitted by the State of Wisconsin shall 
utilize products listed on the PAL when appropriate.

WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES STORMWATER 
CONSTRUCTION AND POST-CONSTRUCTION TECHNICAL STANDARDS
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/stormwater/standards

Stormwater Construction and Post-Construction Technical Standards are 
minimum requirements needed to plan, design, install and maintain a wide 
array of conservation practices aimed at preserving the land and water 
resources of Wisconsin. The WDNR recommends that these technical standards 
be used for erosion/sediment control or stormwater management as they have 
been determined to be adequate and effective to implement the performance 
standards of subch. III or IV of ch. NR 151 and Trans 401.06, WI Administrative 
Code .
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DEFINITION
The land application of products containing water soluble and non-soluble 
additives to temporarily reduce erosion.

PURPOSE
To reduce erosion from wind and water on construction sites and agricultural 
lands until vegetation is established.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
Intended for direct soil surface application to sites where the timely 
establishment of vegetation may not be feasible or where vegetative cover is 
absent or inadequate. Such areas may include agricultural lands where plant 
residues are inadequate to protect the soil surface and construction sites 
where land disturbing activities or winter shutdown prevent establishment or 
maintenance of a cover crop. 

This practice is not intended for application to surface waters of the state as 
defined by WDNR ch. NR 102.

Land Application of Additives WDNR T.S. 1050
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LAND APPLICATION OF ADDITIVES INSTALLATION
Application 
• Selected from the approved list in the WisDOT PAL. This product is defined 

as “Soil Stabilizer, Type B” on the WisDOT PAL.
• Apply additives by the methods and at the rates specified by manufacturer.
• The additive may be used either alone as a temporary stabilization measure 

or in conjunction with seeding and mulching for permanent restoration. 
• Additives may be particularly applicable for temporary stabilization of 

disturbed areas that will receive intermittent periods of disturbance 
throughout a construction project.

• May be applied with conventional hydraulic seeding equipment or through 
dry spreading. Choose application method for uniform coverage and to 
minimize drift to non-target areas. Prevent over-spray from reaching 
pavement (pavement becomes slippery).

Restrictions
• Application rates shall not exceed manufacturer’s written application rate or 

WDNR allowable application rate (expressed in lbs/ac).
• Do not use in areas within 30 feet of wetlands, waterways, or channels.
• Use of additives shall be restricted to slopes 3 horizontal : 1 vertical or flatter 

unless used in conjuction with other surface stabilization methods.
Documentation
• Document and keep with the erosion control plan and inspection notes:

 » Name of person performing the application;
 » Date, location of application, and weather conditions;
 » Type of additive applied (manufacturer, product name, concentration);
 » Application rate per acre, amount of material used, and method.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Reapply after disturbance, large rain events, or where wind/rill erosion is 
apparent since the last application. May lose effectiveness in 2 months. 



10

Water Application of Additives (WDNR T.S. 1051)

DEFINITION
The application of products containing water-soluble additives to remove 
suspended solids in sediment control structures.

PURPOSE
To clarify water prior to discharge by settling suspended solids within sediment 
control structures for construction or post-construction process systems.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
• Use to improve the sediment removal efficiency of self-contained sediment 

control structures (such as a detention basin) on a temporary basis for 
construction sites or, in an emergency, for post-construction sites.

• Do not apply polymers directly to surface waters of the state. 
• If used in accordance with the use restriction, polymer must meet an 

acceptable level of risk such that it can be used without harm to organisms 
that inhabit or come in contact with the aquatic environment. Every attempt 
shall be made to eliminate any environmentally toxic chemicals within a 
polymer mixture, and must be non-combustible.

• Contact  WDNR Stormwater Program Coordinator at (608) 266-2621 to 
obtain current list of products with reviewed toxicity data and allowable 
application rates.
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WATER APPLICATION OF ADDITIVES INSTALLATION
Application
• Maximum application rates in pounds per acre-feet shall be the lesser of 

WDNR’s use restriction multiplied by 1.35 or manufacturer’s rate.
• Neither the manufacturer’s written application rate recommendations nor 

the application rate shall exceed the WDNR use restriction. 
• The manufacturer or distributor shall provide for the applicator:

 » Labels affixed to the polymer mixture containers that indicate the 
recommended application rate and the maximum application rate 
based on the use restriction;

 » Product expiration date for the polymer mixture based on product 
expiration dates of the polymer and written application methods;

 » Written instructions for safety, storage, and mixing of their product.
• The product must be applied uniformly and in one of the following ways: 

 » Passive Applications: Polymers applied by non-mechanically dosing 
the sediment laden inflow prior to it entering the impoundment area 
of the sediment control structure. Manufacturer must base passive 
application rates on the dissolution rate and/or the dead storage 
volume of the sediment control structure. 

 » Active or Mechanical Applications: Polymer applied by mechanically or 
hydraulically mixing directly into a sediment control structure.

Documentation
 » Name of applicator, product type, and method of application;
 » Application rate in pounds per acre-feet of stormwater runoff;
 » Date applied and weather conditions during application; and pH in 

sediment control structure after application.
 » Contractor shall enter this information into a monitoring log or a 

project diary and must be made available upon request.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Monitor sediment levels on the bottom of the structure to measure the loss of 
storage capacity due to enhanced sedimentation by the polymer mixture.
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Non-Channel Erosion Mat (WDNR T.S. 1052)

DEFINITION
A protective soil cover made of straw, wood, coconut fiber or other suitable 
plant residue, or plastic fibers formed into a mat, usually with a plastic or 
biodegradable mesh on one or both sides. Rolled products are available in 
many varieties and combinations of material and with varying life spans.

PURPOSE
To protect the soil surface from the erosive effect of rainfall and prevent 
sheet erosion during the establishment of grass or other vegetation, and to 
reduce soil moisture loss due to evaporation. Applies to both Erosion Control 
Revegetative Mats (ECRM) and Turf-Reinforcement Mats (TRM).

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
Erosion mats for use on erodible slopes. Not for channel erosion; for channel 
applications see WDNR T.S. Channel Erosion Mat (1053).

NON-CHANNEL EROSION CONTROL MAT INSTALLATION
• Use only products listed in the WisDOT PAL.
• Erosion mat shall be in firm and continuous contact with the soil and extend 

upslope one-foot from land disturbance.
• Where possible, use a single roll of EC mat to span the disturbed area.
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NON-CHANNEL EROSION CONTROL MAT INSTALLATION
• Staples used for erosion mats shall be 1-2 inch wide, U-shaped, made of 

No.11 (3.05mm) or larger diameter steel wire, and not less than 6 inches 
long for firm soils and 12 inches long for loose soils.

• In areas with mowed turf or where animal entrapment is possible, use urban 
mats. Urban mats and associated anchoring devices shall be selected based 
upon the WisDOT PAL.

• Erosion mat shall be anchored, overlapped, staked and entrenched per the 
manufacturer’s recommendations. 

• This detail is an example of typical installation guidance.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Install additional anchoring in areas of rilling and concentrated flow beneath 
the mat. If rilling is preventing vegetation establishment, remove erosion mat, 
regrade, compact, re-seed, and replace the section of mat.
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Channel Erosion Mat (WDNR T.S. 1053)

DEFINITION
A protective soil cover of straw, wood, coconut fiber or other suitable 
plant residue, or plastic fibers formed into a mat, usually with a plastic or 
biodegradable mesh on one or both sides. Rolled products are available in 
many varieties and combination of materials and with varying life spans.

PURPOSE
To protect the channel from erosion or act as turf reinforcement during and 
after the establishment of grass or other vegetation in a channel. Applies to 
erosion control revegetative mats (ECRM) and turf-reinforcement mats (TRM).

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
Where runoff channelizes in intermittent flow and vegetation is to be 
established. Some products may have limited applicability in projects adjacent 
to navigable waters due to potential wildlife entrapment.

• Use channel erosion mat products identified on the WisDOT PAL.
• Use WisDOT PAL classes and types to select and specify erosion mat.
• Select an erosion mat based on the calculated shear stress, given drainage 

area characteristics and channel geometry for the design storm depth.
• Select erosion mat that will last until turf grass or other vegetation becomes 

densely established.
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CHANNEL EROSION MAT INSTALLATION
• Install and anchor erosion mat in accordance with manufacturer’s 

instructions.
• At time of installation, retain material labels and manufacturer’s installation 

instructions until the site has been stabilized.
• Install ECRMs after topsoil is placed and seeding is complete.
• Install TRMs in conjunction with placement of topsoil, followed by ECRM 

installation.
• Install erosion mat so that it bears completely on the soil surface.
• Use staples that are at least 6 inches long.
  
• This detail is an example of typical installation guidance.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Install additional anchoring in areas of rilling and concentrated flow beneath 
the mat. If rilling is preventing vegetation establishment, remove erosion mat, 
regrade, compact, re-seed, and replace the section of mat. 
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Vegetative Buffer (WDNR T.S. 1054)

DEFINITION
An area of dense vegetation intended to slow runoff and trap sediment. 
Vegetative buffers are commonly referred to as filter or buffer strips.

PURPOSE
To remove sediment in sheet flow by velocity reduction.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
Areas where sediment delivery is in the form of sheet and rill erosion from 
disturbed areas .

VEGETATIVE BUFFER INSTALLATION
• Shall consist of a dense stand of existing grassy vegetation or vegetation 

established during the project provided sufficient vegetative cover is 
established prior to land disturbing activities.

• Must be clearly marked as area of no disturbance, including vehicle traffic.
• Vegetative buffers are only effective if sheet flow conditions are present.
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• This detail is an example of typical installation guidance.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Look for improper distribution of flows, sediment accumulation, and rill 
erosion. If the vegetative buffer becomes sediment covered, shows rill erosion, 
or is ineffective, other practices must be implemented. 
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Sediment Bale Barrier (WDNR T.S. 1055)

DEFINITION
A temporary sediment barrier consisting of a row of entrenched and anchored 
straw bales, hay bales or equivalent material used to intercept sediment-laden 
sheet flow from small drainage areas of disturbed soil.

PURPOSE
To reduce slope length of the disturbed area and to intercept and retain 
transported sediment from disturbed areas.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
This standard applies to the following applications where:
• Erosion occurs in the form of sheet and rill erosion. There is no 

concentration of water flowing to the barrier (channel erosion).
• Where adjacent areas need protection from sediment-laden runoff.
• Effectiveness is required for less than 3 months.
• Conditions allow for the bales to be properly entrenched and staked as 

outlined in Criteria Section V of WDNR T.S. Sediment Bale Barrier (1055).
Under no circumstance shall products be used in the following applications:
• Below the ordinary high watermark or placed perpendicular to flow in 

streams, swales, ditches or any place where flow is concentrated.
• Where the maximum gradient upslope of the fence is >50% (2:1).
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SEDIMENT BALE BARRIER INSTALLATION
• Install materials per manufacturer’s recommendations.
• When joints are necessary, overlap and secure to minimize potential for 

concentrated flow. Ends should tie into the slope to prevent erosion from 
concentrated flow around the ends.

• Should be used in conjunction with permanent restoration practices.
• When not used in conjunction with other practices, install spacing per:

Slope Spacing
< 2 % 100 feet
2 - 5 % 75 feet

5 - 10 % 50 feet
 

• This detail is an example of typical installation guidance.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Look for indicators that water is eroding around the ends, undercutting the 
barrier, or erosion is occurring downslope. Remove sediment from behind 
barrier when reaching 1/2 the height. Remove when permanent vegetation is 
established. 
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Silt Fence (WDNR T.S. 1056)

DEFINITION
Silt fence is a temporary sediment barrier of entrenched permeable geotextile 
fabric designed to intercept and slow the flow of sediment-laden sheet flow 
runoff from small areas of disturbed soil to create ponding.

PURPOSE
Reduce slope length and intercept and retain sediment from disturbed areas.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
This standard applies to the following applications where:
• Erosion occurs in the form of sheet and rill erosion. There is no 

concentration of water flowing to the barrier (channel erosion).
• Where adjacent areas need protection from sediment-laden runoff.
• Where effectiveness is required for one year or less.
• Where conditions allow for silt fence to be properly entrenched and staked 

as outlined in Criteria Section V of WDNR T.S. Silt Fence (1056).
Under no circumstance shall products be used in the following applications:
• Below the ordinary high watermark or placed perpendicular to flow in 

streams, swales, ditches or any place where flow is concentrated.
• Where the maximum gradient upslope of the fence is >50% (2:1).
• Lettering on the fence is not permissible on WisDOT projects. 
• Must have support cord.

WRONG
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SILT FENCE INSTALLATION
• Construct in an arc with the ends pointing upslope to avoid erosion 

around ends of the fence. Best installation method is static slicing. Failure 
to properly anchor silt fence could result in water and sediment release 
beneath the silt fence. It is critical to backfill and compact the trench.

• Construct from a continuous roll of geotextile to avoid joints. Where joints 
are necessary, overlap to the next post or wrap adjoining fabrics together 
around the joint post and tightly fasten.  

• When not used in conjunction with other practices and when using for slope 
interruption, install spacing per:

Slope Fence Spacing
< 2 % 100 feet
2 - 5 % 75 feet

5 - 10 % 50 feet
10 - 33 % 25 feet
> 33 % 20 feet

 

• This detail is an example of typical installation guidance.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Look for indicators that water is eroding around the ends, undercutting the 
barrier, or erosion downslope. Remove sediment behind silt fence when 
reaching 1/2 the height. Remove when permanent vegetation is established.
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Trackout Control Practices (WDNR T.S. 1057)

DEFINITION
A practice or combination of practices used to prevent, reduce, or mitigate 
trackout of sediment. 

GENERAL CRITERIA
Trackout is best managed by implementing controls in the order below:
1. Prevent trackout with stabilized work surfaces and reduced vehicle contact 

with soil;
2 . Reduce trackout with stone tracking pad, manufactured trackout control 

devices, or tire washing;
3. Mitigate trackout with street cleaning.

INSTALLATION 
Stabilized Work Surfaces
• Install aggregate, concrete, asphalt, manufactured mats, or other material in 

work areas and haul roads to minimize contact of vehicles with exposed soils 
and standing water.

• Stabilized work surfaces may be used as a stand-alone practice if vehicles 
leaving the site are restricted to the stabilized surface and the surface is 
properly maintained.
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Stone Tracking Pads
• Install the stone tracking pad to ensure vehicles that drive over exposed soil 

exit along the full length of the pad. 
• Use hard, durable, angular stone or recycled concrete meeting the gradation 

in Table 1. Driving surface shall be at least 12 
feet wide, 1 foot thick and 50 feet long. 

• Where warranted due to soil type or high 
groundwater, underlay the stone tracking pad 
with geotextile fabric to minimize migration of 
underlying soil into the stone. Select fabric type 
based on soil conditions and vehicle loading. 

• Rocks lodged between the tires of dual wheel vehicles shall be removed 
prior to leaving the construction site.

Manufactured Trackout Control Devices
• Install the manufactured trackout control device on a surface capable of 

supporting anticipated loads per manufacturer recommendations. 
• Provide a minimum device length of 32 feet for stand-alone installations.
• Add length if needed to reduce trackout in adverse conditions.
Tire Washing 
• Shall be located on site in an area that is stabilized and drains into  suitable 

sediment trapping or settling device; 
• Monitor tire washing station for sediment accumulation, clogged hoses, 

appropriate water levels, and effectiveness. 
• For manufactured tire washing stations, operate per manufacturer’s 

recommendations.
Street/Pavement Cleaning
• Scrape and/or sweep pavements and gutters until a shovel-clean or broom-

clean condition is obtained. Repeat as needed to maintain public safety and 
reduce sediment delivery to drainage infrastructure or water resources, and 
at the end of each work day.
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Mulch (WDNR T.S. 1058)

DEFINITION
Mulching is the application of organic material to the soil surface to protect it 
from raindrop impact and overland flow. Mulch covers the soil and absorbs the 
erosive impact of rainfall and reduces the flow velocity of runoff.

PURPOSE
To reduce soil erosion, aid in seed germination and establish plant cover or 
conserve soil moisture.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
May be applied on exposed soils as a temporary control where soil grading or 
landscaping has taken place or in conjunction with temporary or permanent 
seeding. Mulching is not appropriate in areas of concentrated flow.

ACCEPTABLE MULCH TYPES
• Straw or hay in air-dry condition, wood excelsior fiber or wood chips, or 

other suitable material of a similar nature that the engineer approves. Use 
of marsh hay will not be accepted. All mulch material shall be free of noxious 
weeds and objectionable foreign matter.

• Wood chips or wood bark should be used for temporary stabilization only 
and should not be used in conjunction with seeding.
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MULCH INSTALLATION
Prepare area to remove gullies/rills. If seeding, apply prior to mulch. 
Wood Chips or Bark Mulch
• Apply at uniform rate of 9 tons/acre. Mulch should cover a minimum of 80% 

of the soil surface with an applied thickness of 0.5 - 1.5 inches.
Straw Mulch
• Apply at a uniform rate of 2 tons/acre. Mulch should cover a minimum of 

70% of the soil surface with an applied thickness of 0.5 - 1.5 inches. 
• If straw mulch is used without seeding, apply at a uniform rate of 3 tons/

acre. Mulch should cover a minimum of 80% of the soil surface with an 
applied thickness of 1.5 - 3.0 inches. 

• Anchor by crimping or with a tackifier.
Straw Mulch Crimping
• Just after spreading, anchor mulch using a crimper or equivalent device 

consisting of a series of dull flat discs with notched edges spaced 
approximately 8 inches apart to impress mulch in the soil to a depth of 1 - 3 
inches.

Straw Mulch Tackifiers
• Select from the approved list in the WisDOT PAL. Apply at a uniform rate. 
• Spray tackifier at the same time as the mulch application or just after. Do not 

spray during conditions preventing proper placement of adhesive.
• Apply at manufacturer’s recommended rate or at the rate per acre specified 

below, whichever is greater:
 » Latex base: mix 15 gallons adhesive and a minimum of 250 pounds 

recycled newsprint (pulp) as tracer with 375 gallons water; 
 » Guar gum: mix 50 pounds dry adhesive and a minimum of 250 pounds 

recycled newsprint (pulp) as tracer with 1,300 gallons water; 
 » Other tackifiers: mix 100 pounds dry adhesive and a minimum of 250 

pounds recycled newsprint (pulp) as tracer with 1,300 gallons water.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Reapply as needed.
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Seeding (WDNR T.S. 1059)

DEFINITION
Planting seed to establish temporary/permanent vegetation for erosion control.

PURPOSE
Temporary Seeding reduces runoff and erosion until permanent vegetation or 
other erosion control practices can be established. 
Permanent Seeding permanently stabilizes areas of exposed soil.
Nurse Crop is seeded with a permanent mix to provide fast-growing cover to 
protect the soil surface until permanent vegetation becomes established.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
Areas of exposed soil where the establishment of vegetation is desired. 
• Temporary seeding: disturbed areas that will not be brought to final grade or 

on which land-disturbing activities will not be performed for a period greater 
than 30 days and requires vegetative cover for less than one year. 

• Permanent seeding: where perennial vegetative cover is needed.

SEED
• Seed shall conform to WI statutes and WI Administrative Code ch. ATCP 20 

regarding noxious weed seed content and labeling.
• Use seed within one year of test date appearing on the label.
• Store seed to protect it from damage by heat, moisture, rodents.  Discard 

and replace previously tested and accepted seed that becomes damaged.
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SEEDING INSTALLATION
Seedbed Preparation
• Permanent seeding needs a seedbed of at least 4 inches of loose topsoil.
• Necessity of fertilizer application should be based on soil testing results. 

Prior to seeding, work the area being seeded with appropriate equipment 
to prepare a tilled fine, but firm, seedbed. Remove rocks, twigs, foreign 
materials, and dirt clods >2 inches diameter that cannot be broken down.

Sowing
• Apply uniformly over the seedbed at the correct seeding rate. Appropriate 

seed mixes should be lightly incorporated into the seedbed.
DOT Seed Mixture Sowing Rate [pounds/1,000 square feet]

10 1.5
20 3
30 2
40 2
60 equivalent seeding rate of 1.5

70 and 70A 0.4
75 0.7
80 0.8

Temporary Seeding 3
Nurse Crop Seeding 0.8

• Seed when soil temperatures remain consistently above 53° F. Avoid seeding 
during periods where seedlings could be damaged or killed by frost (usually 
late September to early November).

• Dormant seed after November 1.  Do not sow seeds over snow cover.
Seed Protection
• Protect seed using mulch (WDNR  T.S. 1058) or erosion mat (WDNR T.S. 

1052). Limit vehicle traffic in areas that have been permanently seeded.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Inspect per permit requirements. Verify seed germination and vegetation 
establishment. Maintenance includes reapplying mulch and matting, irrigating, 
regrading, and reseeding.
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Storm Drain Inlet Protection (WDNR T.S. 1060)

DEFINITION
A temporary device installed around a storm drain inlet, drop inlet or curb inlet.

PURPOSE
To minimize sediment from entering storm drainage systems where the 
contributing drainage area is temporarily disturbed.

STORM DRAIN INLET PROTECTION GENERAL CRITERIA
• Inlet protection devices are for drainage areas of one acre or less. 
• Runoff from areas >1 acre should be routed through a properly designed 

sediment trapping or settling practice upstream of the inlet.
• Inlet protection devices shall not interfere with the flow of traffic, create a 

safety hazard, or cause property damage.
• All devices shall have provisions such as overflow holes or “emergency 

spillways” to safely pass water if the device becomes clogged.
• No gaps shall be left in the material that would allow the flow of water to 

bypass the inlet protection device, except for overflow holes.
• All fabrics used as part of an inlet protection device must be selected from 

the list of Geotextile Fabric, Type FF in the WisDOT PAL. For Types D-M and 
D-HR inlet devices select Type F, R, DF or HR fabric inserts based on soil type.
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TYPES B AND C
• Include a method of maintenance, using a sewn flap, hand holds, or other 

method to prevent sediment from entering the inlet.
• An additional 18 inches of fabric is wrapped around the wood and secured 

with staples. Wood shall not block the height of the curb box.
TYPE D, D-HR, & D-M
• Side flaps shall be a maximum of 2 inches long. 
• Install >3 inch side clearance between the inlet walls and bag, measured 

at the bottom of the overflowing holes. Where necessary cinch the bag to 
achieve the 3 inch clearance. Place ties <4 inches from bottom of the bag.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
When removing or maintaining inlet protection, trapped sediment must not fall 
into the inlet. Remove fallen sediment immediately.  Maintain when device is 
no longer functioning and dispose of sediment properly.

INLET PROTECTION 
TYPE D-HR

INLET PROTECTION 
TYPE D-M
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Dewatering (WDNR T.S. 1061)

DEFINITION
A practice or combination of practices that are used to prevent or reduce the 
discharge of sediment-laden water from dewatering operations.

PURPOSE
Land-disturbing construction activity can create conditions where runoff and/
or groundwater accumulates in ponds, pits, trenches or other excavations and 
needs to be removed by pumping or other means of dewatering.  The purpose 
of this standard is to identify common methods which may be used to prevent 
or reduce the discharge of sediment-laden water from dewatering operations.  

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
This standard applies where sediment-laden water needs to be removed by 
pumping or other means for construction operations or maintenance activities.

Dewatering practices shall meet criteria in the WDNR T.S. Dewatering (1061) 
Dewatering Practice Selection Matrix.

This practice does not apply to water being discharged directly to groundwater 
or karst features (see NR140) or well dewatering systems (see NR 812).
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CONSIDERATIONS
• Municipal storm drainage system may need cleaning prior to/after 

discharging to prevent scouring solids from the drainage system.
• Do not use geotextile bags when discharging to Exceptional Resource 

Waters, Outstanding Resource Waters, waterbodies supporting cold water 
communities, trout streams, or susceptible wetlands.

• Pressurized filtration is most efficient for removing fine sediments.
• Portable sediment tanks may be appropriate when other sediment trapping 

practices cannot be installed.
• Filtration is not an efficient treatment of water with heavy sediment loads. 

Use a settling tank or sand filter as pretreatment when possible.
• Practices may need to be combined to achieve intended results.

DEWATERING INSTALLATION
• Select practices based on soil texture at the dewatering site with 

consideration of pumping or flow rates, volumes and device effectiveness. 
• WDNR T.S. Dewatering (1061) Dewatering Practice Selection Matrix 

illustrates acceptable dewatering options and their effective ranges. 
• Practices selected that are not on the matrix must provide an equivalent 

level of control, with justification provided to the reviewing authority.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
• If the dewatering effluent is discolored, has an odor, an oily sheen, or other 

toxins are present, notify the DNR immediately: 
 » 24 Hours Spills Reporting Hotline 1-800-943-0003

• Remove sediment from devices. Properly dispose of all sediment collected. 
• Document test results on a daily log and keep on site:

 » Discharge duration and specified pumping rate;
 » Observed water table at time of dewatering;
 » If used, type and amount of chemical used for pH adjustment;
 » If used, type and amount of polymer used for treatment;
 » Maintenance activities.
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Ditch Check (WDNR T.S. 1062)

DEFINITION
A temporary dam constructed across a swale, drainage ditch, channel or other 
area of concentrated flow to reduce the velocity of water. Ditch checks can be 
constructed out of stone, a double row of straw bales or from manufactured 
products found on the WisDOT PAL.

PURPOSE
To reduce flow velocity and to pond water, thereby reducing active channel 
erosion and promoting settling of suspended solids behind the ditch check.

GENERAL CRITERIA
• Ditch checks shall have a minimum height of 10 inches after installation.
• Ditch checks shall not cause ponding that adversely impact or damage 

adjacent areas .
• Design and install ditch checks to be capable of withstanding anticipated 

flow, volume and velocity. 
• Do not use silt fencing or single rows of straw bales as ditch checks.
• Under no circumstance shall ditch checks be placed in intermittent or 

perennial stream without permission from WDNR. This practice may not be 
substituted for sediment control measures such as sediment basins.

• Do not use steel posts or rods to stake ditch checks to avoid safety hazards.

WRONG
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DESIGN CRITERIA
Use the following equation to calculate ditch check spacing in channels:

L = H / S
Where:
   L  = distance between ditch checks, in feet
   H = height of the ditch check measured from the ditch check overflow invert           
          to the channel bottom on the downslope side of the ditch check, in feet.
   S  = longitudinal slope of the channel in decimal form (e.g. 2% = 0.02) 

 MANUFACTURED DITCH CHECKS
• Use products identified on the WisDOT PAL
• Shall be installed in accordance with manufacturer’s recommendations
• Entrench manufactured products at least 2 inches or install over erosion 

matting
STONE DITCH CHECKS
Shall have a minimum top width of 2-ft 
with a maximum slope of 2:1 on the 
upslope and downslope sides. Stone shall 
meet any of the following criteria:
1. Well-graded angular stone with a D50 

of 3 inches or greater with no more 
than 5% passing the #4 sieve.

2 . 1-foot layer of 1-inch (#2) washed stone over 3 to 6-inch clear stone.
3. Angular stone meeting the gradation for WisDOT Specification 312 select 

crush or local equivalent.
Stone ditch checks may be constructed using bags or socks filled with stone.

 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Look for indicators that water is eroding around the ends, undercutting, or 
erosion is occurring downslope. Remove sediment from behind ditch check 
when reaching 1/2 the height. Remove when channel permanent vegetation is 
established, unless part of a permanent plan. 
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Sediment Trap (WDNR T.S. 1063)

DEFINITION
A temporary sediment control device formed by excavation and/or 
embankment to intercept sediment-laden runoff and to retain the sediment.

PURPOSE
To detain sediment-laden runoff from disturbed areas for sufficient time to 
allow the majority of the sediment to settle out.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
• Areas of concentrated flow or points of discharge during construction 

activities. Construct sediment traps at locations accessible for clean out.
• Sediment traps are designed to be in place until the contributory drainage 

area has been stabilized.
• The contributory drainage area shall be a maximum of five acres. For 

concentrated flow areas smaller than one acre, ditch checks may be 
installed; refer to WDNR T.S. Ditch Check (1062).

• For larger drainage areas and/or for sediment basins requiring an 
engineered outlet structure refer to WDNR T.S. Sediment Basin (1064) or 
Wet Detention Basin (1001).
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SEDIMENT TRAP CRITERIA
Timing
• Constructed prior to disturbance of up-slope areas and placed so they 

function during all phases of construction and in locations where runoff 
from disturbed areas can be diverted into the traps. 

• Remove and stabilize the sediment trap after the disturbed area draining to 
sediment trap is stabilized.

Sizing Criteria
• Properly sized sediment traps are relatively effective at trapping medium 

and coarse-grained particles. 
• To effectively trap fine-grained particles, the sediment trap must employ a 

large surface area or polymers. 
• See WDNR T.S. Sediment Trap (1063) for specific design criteria. Based on:

 » Surface area;
 » Depth;
 » Shape;
 » Side slopes.

Embankments
• Not to exceed five feet in height measured from the downstream toe of the 

embankment to the top of the embankment. Construct with a minimum top 
width of four feet, and side slopes of 2:1 or flatter. 

• Earthen embankments shall be compacted.
• Where sediment traps are employed as a perimeter control, the 

embankments shall have stabilization practices in place prior to receiving 
runoff.

Outlet
• Need both a principal outlet and emergency spillway and shall meet WDNR 

T.S. Sediment Trap (1063) design criteria.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Remove and properly dispose of sediment deposits when it accumulates to a 
depth of one foot. Clean outlet when clogged. 
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Sediment Basin (WDNR T.S. 1064)

DEFINITION
A temporary or permanent device constructed with an engineered outlet, 
formed by excavation or embankment to intercept sediment-laden runoff and 
retain sediment. 

PURPOSE
Detain sediment-laden runoff from disturbed areas for sufficient time to allow 
the majority of the sediment to settle out.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
• Utilize in areas of concentrated flow or points of discharge during 

construction activities. Construct at locations accessible for clean out. 
• Site conditions must allow for runoff to be directed into the basin.
• Sediment basins are designed to be in place until the contributory drainage 

area has been stabilized. Temporary sediment basins serve drainage areas 
<100 acres (other practices are often more economical). 

• For drainage areas <5 acres, sediment traps or ditch checks may be 
applicable; for design criteria refer to WDNR T.S. Sediment Trap (1063) or 
Ditch Check (1062). Design to WDNR T.S. Wet Detention Basin (1001) when a 
permanent stormwater basin is required. 

• Minimum standards for design, installation and performance requirements 
are deemed 80% effective by design in trapping sediment.



39

SEDIMENT BASIN CRITERIA
Timing
• Construct prior to disturbance and place to function during all phases of 

construction, and in locations where runoff can be diverted into the basin.
Sizing Criteria
• Specific trapping efficiency varies based on the surface area and the particle 

size distribution of the sediment entering the device. 
• Permanent sediment basins must be designed by an engineer.
• See WDNR T.S. Sediment Basin (1064) for specific design criteria. Based on:

 » Treatment surface area and depth below treatment surface area;
 » Active storage volume and shape.

Embankments
• Design earthen embankments to address potential risk and structural 

integrity issues such as seepage and saturation, and meet WDNR T.S. 
Sediment Basin (1064) design criteria.

Outlet
• Need both a principal outlet and an overflow spillway meeting WDNR T.S. 

Sediment Basin (1064) design criteria.
Inlet Protection 
• Designed to prevent scour and reduce velocities during peak flows. 
• Possible design options include flow diffusion, plunge pools, directional 

berms, baffles, or other energy dissipation structures.
Location
• Located to provide access for cleanout and disposal of trapped sediment.
Removal
• After the contributing drainage area has been stabilized, if temporary. 
• Complete final grading and restoration according to the site plans. If 

standing water needs to be removed see WDNR T.S. Dewatering (1061).

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Remove and properly dispose of sediment to maintain three foot depth of the 
treatment surface area. Clean outlet when clogged.
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Construction Site Diversion (WDNR T.S. 1066)

DEFINITION
A temporary berm or channel constructed across a slope to collect and divert 
runoff.

PURPOSE
To intercept, divert, and safely convey runoff at construction sites in order 
to divert clean water away from disturbed areas, or redirect sediment laden 
waters to an appropriate sediment control facility.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
• Where temporary surface water runoff control or management is needed. 
• Locations and conditions include:

 » Above disturbed areas, to limit runoff onto the site;
 » Across slopes to reduce slope length;
 » Below slopes to divert excess runoff to stabilized outlets;
 » To divert sediment-laden water to sediment control facilities;
 » At or near the perimeter of the construction area to keep sediment 

from leaving the site.
• Does not pertain to permanent diversions. Refer to appropriate design 

criteria and local regulations when designing permanent diversions.
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CONSTRUCTION SITE DIVERSION INSTALLATION
• Shall have stable side slopes and shall not be overtopped during a 2-year 

frequency, 24-hour duration storm. 
• The minimum berm cross section shall be as follows:

 » Side slopes of 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) or flatter;
 » Top width of two feet;
 » Berm height of 1.5 feet.

• Sediment-laden runoff from disturbed areas shall be diverted into a 
sediment control practice. For typical sediment control practices see WDNR 
T.S. Sediment Trap (1063) or Sediment Basin (1065) for design criteria.

• When diverting clean water, the diversion channel and its outfall shall be 
immediately stabilized for the 2-year frequency, 24-hour duration storm. 

• Build and stabilize clean water diversions before initiating down slope land-
disturbing activities.

• Diversions shall be protected from damage by construction activities. 
• At all points where diversion berms or channels will be crossed by 

construction equipment, the diversion shall be stabilized or shaped 
appropriately . 

• Temporary culverts of adequate capacity may be used.
• For diversions that are to serve longer than 30 days, the side slopes 

including the ridge, and down slope side of the diversion shall be stabilized 
as soon as they are constructed.  

• For diversions serving less than 30 days, the down slope side of the diversion 
shall be stabilized as soon as constructed.

• The diversion channel should be stabilized (i.e. erosion mat) or an additive 
sediment control practice, such as ditch checks, shall be installed. 

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Remove sediment from behind diversion berm when reaching 1/2 the height. 
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Grading Practices for Erosion Ctrl. (WDNR T.S. 1067)

DEFINITION
Temporary grading practices used to minimize construction site erosion. These 
practices include, but are not limited to surface roughening (directional tracking 
and tillage) and temporary ditch sumps.

PURPOSE
To minimize erosion and sediment transport during grading operations on 
construction sites.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
Where land disturbing activities occur on construction sites, to be used in 
conjunction with other erosion control practices.
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TEMPORARY GRADING PRACTICES INSTALLATION
• These interim practices may be employed in addition to the approved 

grading plan to reduce erosion and sediment transport.
Surface Roughening
• Abrading the soil surface with horizontal ridges and depressions across the 

slope to reduce runoff velocities. 
 » Directional tracking: the process of creating ridges with tracked 

vehicles by driving up and down unvegetated slopes, used for short 
durations on sites actively being graded. Use in conjunction with other 
practices, and place at the end of each workday;

 » Tillage: utilizing conventional tillage equipment to create a series of 
ridges and furrows on the contour no more than 15 inches apart.

Temporary Ditch Sump
 » Temporary ditch sumps are ½ to 5 cubic yard excavations made in a 

drainageway during earthmoving operations. Their purpose is to slow 
and pond runoff during the time that drainageways are being graded;

 » Place sumps prior to anticipated rain events;
 » Construction involves excavating sumps in the rough ditch grade, and 

using the excavated material to form a dike on the downstream side of 
the sump;

 » Temporary ditch sumps are not effective perimeter controls. Utilize 
other sediment control practices prior to channels discharging into 
public waterways.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Inspect and repair/reinstall after every runoff event.
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Dust Control (WDNR T.S. 1068)

DEFINITION
Dust control includes practices used to reduce or prevent the surface and air 
transport of dust during construction. Includes minimization of soil disturbance, 
applying mulch and establishing vegetation, water spraying, surface 
roughening, applying polymers, spray-on tackifiers, chlorides, and barriers.

PURPOSE
• Reduce wind erosion and dust.
• Minimize deposition of dust and wind transported soils into water bodies 

through runoff or wind action.
• Reduce respiratory problems.
• Minimize low visibility conditions caused by airborne dust.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
At any construction site, but is particularly important for sites with dry exposed 
soils which may be exposed to wind or vehicular traffic.

DUST CONTROL INSTALLATION
• Implementation limits the area exposed for dust generation.
• Asphalt and petroleum based products cannot be used.

WRONG
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Mulch and Vegetation
• Mulch or seed and mulch may be applied to protect exposed soil from both 

wind and water erosion. Refer to WDNR T.S. Mulching (1058) and Seeding  
(1059) for criteria.

Water
• Water until the surface is wet and repeat as needed, applied at rates so 

that runoff does not occur. Treated soil surfaces that receive vehicle traffic 
require a stone tracking pad or tire washing at all point of egress. Refer to 
WDNR T.S. Trackout Control Practices (1057) for criteria.

Tillage
• Performed with chisel type plows on exposed soils, beginning on the 

windward side of the site. Only applicable to flat areas.
Additives
• Can be effective for areas that do not receive vehicle traffic. Dry applied 

additives must be initially watered for activation to be effective for dust 
control. Refer to WDNR T.S. Land Applied Additives for Erosion Control 
(1050) for criteria.

Tackifiers and Soil Stabilizers Type A
• Products must be selected from and installed at rates conforming to the 

WisDOT PAL.  Example products include Latex-based and Guar Gum.
Chlorides
• Apply according to the Wis DOT Standard Specifications for Highway and 

Bridge Construction.
Barriers 
• Place barriers at right angles to prevailing wind currents at intervals of about 

15 times the barrier height. Solid board fences, snow fences, burlap fences, 
crate walls, bales of hay and similar material can be used to control air 
currents and blown soil.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Inspect daily at a minimum.



46

Turbidity Barriers (WDNR T.S. 1069)

DEFINITION
A temporary fabric barrier with low permeability, installed parallel to the flow 
in or near the bed of a waterway or waterbody to minimize sediment transport.

PURPOSE
To provide sediment containment while construction activities are occurring in 
or directly adjacent to a waterway or waterbody.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
Where construction activities intrude or are directly adjacent to a waterway 
or waterbody. This includes but is not limited to bridge construction, rip rap 
placement, utility work, streambank restoration, boat launches and dredging. 
Use in conditions with fine soils and flow velocities not exceeding 5 feet per 
second, unless additional reinforcement is installed.

MATERIAL NOTES
• Reusable components of the turbidity barrier shall be clean and free of 

potential exotic species. Fabric cannot be reused.
• See WDNR T.S. Turbidity Barrier (1069) for detailed material specifications, 

per Wis DOT Spec 628.2.10.
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TURBIDITY BARRIERS INSTALLATION
• Refer to WDNR T.S. Turbidity Barriers (1069) for specific criteria.
• Install before construction activities are initiated in, or adjacent to the 

waterway or waterbody, as close to the construction as practical. 
• The ends of the barrier shall be securely anchored and keyed into the 

shoreline to fully enclose the area where sediment may enter the water.
• Follow guidelines outlined in WDNR T.S. Turbidity Barriers (1069) regarding 

posts and spacing, flotation devices, height, anchorage, and danger buoys.
• Turbidity barriers shall be installed parallel to the direction of flow and shall 

not be installed across channels. 
• Keep in place and maintain until the construction activity is completed and 

the disturbed area stabilized.
• This detail is an example of typical installation guidance.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Inspect daily and repair if necessary. Do not remove until the water behind 
the barrier has equal or greater clarity than the waterbody (minimum of 24 
hours). When removing the silt curtain, minimize the release or re-suspension 
of accumulated sediment.
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Silt Curtain (WDNR T.S. 1070)

DEFINITION
A temporary permeable fabric installed in a waterway or waterbody to 
minimize sediment transport. A silt curtain does not extend to the bottom of 
the channel and is placed parallel or perpendicular to the direction of flow. Use 
in calm, slow-moving water conditions.

PURPOSE
To provide sediment containment while construction activities are occurring in 
or directly adjacent to a waterway or waterbody.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
• Calm water conditions, not subjected to wind, wave, or current. 
• To settle out coarse and granular soils where water depth at the time of 

construction is greater than or equal to 4 feet.
• For applications in finer sediment or moving water see WDNR T.S. Turbidity 

Barrier (1069).

MATERIAL NOTES
• Reusable components of the silt curtain system shall be clean and free of 

potential exotic species. Fabric cannot be reused.
• See WDNR T.S. Silt Curtain (1070) for detailed material specifications.
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SILT CURTAIN INSTALLATION
Installation
• Refer to WDNR T.S. Silt Curtain (1070) for specific criteria.
• Install in or adjacent to the waterway or waterbody before construction 

activities begin. Install as close to the construction as practical. 
• Maintain a 2-foot gap between the weighted lower end of the curtain and 

the bottom of the waterway or waterbody.
• Follow guidelines outlined in WDNR T.S. Silt Curtain (1070) regarding 

anchorage and danger buoys.
• Must remain in place and be maintained until the construction activity is 

completed and the disturbed area is stabilized.
• This detail is an example of typical installation guidance.

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Inspect daily and repair if necessary. Do not remove until the water behind the 
curtain has equal or greater clarity than waterbody (minimum 24 hours). When 
removing the silt curtain, minimize the release or re-suspension of accumulated 
sediment.
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Manufactured Slope & Perimeter (WDNR TS. 1071)

DEFINITION
Manufactured perimeter control and slope interruption products are designed 
to detain or slow the flow of sediment-laden sheet flow runoff from small areas 
of disturbed soil . 

PURPOSE
To reduce uninterrupted slope length to slow the velocity of runoff so as to 
retain transported sediment from disturbed areas.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES
This standard applies to the following:
• Where only sheet and rill erosion occurs unless the product is approved 

for use in concentrated flow areas as a ditch check on Wis DOT PAL and is 
designed/installed in accordance with WDNR T.S. Ditch Checks (1062). 

• Products not approved for concentrated flow that are installed on slopes 
that terminate in a channel shall be installed no lower than 6 inches above 
the design flow depth of the channel, limited to 12 months.

• Proper installation (Criteria Section V) and maintenance (Criteria Section 
VIII) in WDNR T.S. Temporary Slope Break (1071) must be present.

Under no circumstance should products be used in the following:
• Below ordinary high watermark or placed perpendicular to flow in streams. 
• Where the maximum gradient upslope of product is greater than 50% (2:1).
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TEMPORARY SLOPE BREAKS INSTALLATION
• Proprietary products shall be installed per manufacturer’s requirements.
• Installed to intercept sheet water flow and direct to an undisturbed area 

stabilized with grassy vegetation. Entrench 2 inches with the ends facing 
upslope. Configure lower end to provide sediment containment.

• The sediment barrier shall be secured with wooden stakes spaced every 4 
lineal feet across the length of the barrier. The stakes shall be driven through 
the center of the barrier into the ground a minimum of 15 inches

• This detail is an example of typical installation guidance.

Slope Slope Break Spacing
< 2 % 100 feet
2 - 5 % 75 feet

5 - 10 % 50 feet
10 - 33 % 25 feet
33 - 50 % 20 feet

>50 % Not Permitted• 

INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE
Remove sediment from behind ditch check when reaching 1/2 the height. 
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NOTES FOR THE CHANNEL EROSION CONTROL MATRIX
1) Ditch flow rates used to develop bar chart are based on a 60 foot right 

of way (ROW) from pavement centerline and a 2-year rainfall event for 
temporary liners or a 25-year rainfall event for permanent (Class III mat 
or riprap) liners. If the drainage area extends outside the 60 foot ROW 
or unusual flows are expected, use the shear stress column values to 
determine the suitablity of a liner. See FDM procedures in Chapter 10 and in 
Section 13-30-10.

2) Erosion mats shall extend upslope 1 foot minimum vertically from the ditch 
bottom or 6” higher than the design flow depth. There shall be no joints 
within 18” of the low point.

3) Cost shall be a consideration in the selection of these devices.
4) Add sediment traps at the bottom of channel slopes.
5) Refer to FDM Chapter 10 for any channels exceeding the limits shown.
6) Approved materials for erosion products are referenced from the Wis DOT 

PAL: https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/eng-consultants/cnslt-
rsrces/tools/pal/default .aspx

7) On long or steep channels that require a higher class mat, use the 
appropriate lower class mat for the first 300-600 feet of the channel.

8) Effective erosion control involves minimizing the amount of time soil is 
exposed and the selection of a combination of practices, and not reliance on 
just one practice. 

STANDARD DITCH SECTION
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WisDOT Erosion Mat Categories

Class I 
Short Term Organic

Type A
Shear 1.0 lbs/square foot

Slopes up to 2.5:1

Type B
Shear 1.5 lbs/square foot

Slopes up to 2:1
Light Duty Channel Liner

Class I, Urban
For Use in Urban, 

Residential Areas, and 
Environmentally Sensitive 

Areas

Urban, Type A
Slopes up to 4:1

Biodegradable Netting

Class II 
Long Term Organic

Type A
Jute for Sod 

Reinforcement

Type B
Shear 2.0 lbs/square foot

Slopes up to 2:1
Medium Duty 
Channel Liner

Synthetic Netting OK

Type C
Shear 2.0 lbs/square foot

Slopes up to 2:1
Medium Duty  

Channel Liner, 100% 
Organic Fiber Required

Class III 
Permanent Synthetic

Type A
Shear 2.0  lbs/square foot

ECRM Mat
Slopes up to 2:1 

Channel Liner

Type B
Shear 2.0  lbs/square foot

TRM Mat
Slopes up to 2:1

Channel Liner

Type C
Shear 3.5 lbs/square foot

TRM Mat
Slopes up to 2:1

Heavy Duty Channel Liner

Type D
Shear 5.0  lbs/square foot

TRM Mat
Slopes up to 1:1

Heavy Duty Channel Liner

Urban, Type B
Shear 1.0 lbs/square foot

Slopes up to 2.5:1
Biodegradable Netting
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• The environmental monitor will inspect erosion and sediment control 
practices a minimum of:

 » Once a week;
 » Within 24 hours following a  rainfall of 0.5 inches or more.

• Take corrective action as soon as possible with consideration of site 
conditions, at the most within 24 hours of the inspection.

• Maintain written documentation of the inspection at the construction site 
describing:

 » Date, time, and location of construction site inspection;
 » Name of individual performing inspection;
 » Assessment of the condition of erosion and sediment controls;
 » Description of any corrective erosion and sediment control 

implementation or maintenance performed;
 » Description of the current location and phase of land disturbing 

activity.
• For a sample construction site inspection report form: 

https://dnr.wi.gov/files/PDF/forms/3400/3400-187.pdf

General Inspection and Maintenance Guidance
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Many thanks to Emmons and Olivier Resources for donating staff 
time and resources to develop this guide. 

(608) 839-4422 | www.eorinc.com

Visit us online to see upcoming training events and
 professional development opportunities. 

www.nasecawi.org
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Technical Memorandum 
To: Xcel Energy Corporation 

Scott Crotty, Senior Operations Manager 

From: Connor Collies 

 

Reviewed by: Shawn Puzen, Project Manager 

Jesse Piotrowski, PE, CFM 

Date: August 16, 2023 

Subject: Gile Reservoir Flow Routing Model 

 

 

Xcel Energy Corporation (Xcel) is in the process of licensing the Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project (GSR), Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Project No. 15055-000, located on the West Fork of the Montreal River in Iron 

County, Wisconsin. As part of the proposed study plan (PSP) and revised study plan (RSP) development, Xcel received 

comments from the River Alliance of Wisconsin (RAW) regarding identification of issues associated with study 

requests. In their March 17, 2021, letter, RAW requested Xcel develop a Reservoir/Flow Routing Model, describing 

the goals and objectives as follows: 

 

The goal of the study is to identify alternative drawdown scenarios that compare power generation 

(KWs) with other uses of the GSR including recreational use and protection of the aquatic 

community and the habitats upon which they depend […] 

The modeling would provide a scientifically based evaluation that will help all concerned 

stakeholders balance power production with water levels and flows that protect fish and wildlife 

habitat and provide a suitable recreational use in the GSR. 

 

In the FERC study plan determination (SPD) dated September 24, 2021, FERC approved the Flow Routing Model 

requested study with staff-recommended modifications as quoted below: 

 

Therefore, we recommend that the Reservoir/Flow Routing Model be developed to be able to 

assess power generation and spillage at the Superior Falls Project and the Saxon Falls Project 

resulting from operating the project under a wide-range of reservoir levels and downstream 

releases, even if the reservoir levels and / or downstream releases vary hourly, daily, weekly, 

monthly, or seasonally. We also recommend that the reservoir / flow routing model be able to 

predict the effect of project operation: (1) on project reservoir levels and generation at the 

Superior Falls Project and Saxon Falls Project for simulated instream flows; (2) on downstream 

flows and generation at the Superior Falls Project and Saxon Falls Project for simulated project 

reservoir operations; and (3) on project reservoir levels, downstream flows, and generation at the 

Superior Falls Project and Saxon Falls Project both for simulated project reservoir operations and 
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instream flows. Power generation and spillage resulting from simulated project operation should 

be predicted separately for the Superior Falls Project and the Saxon Falls Project. 

 

To meet FERC’s ruling in the SPD, Mead & Hunt has developed a model within a Microsoft Excel workbook to 

calculate the relationship between discharge and stage in the GSR and simulate routing between the Gile, Superior 

Falls, and Saxon Falls projects. The model calculates results for a full calendar year and can determine power 

generation potential at Superior Falls and Saxon Falls powerhouses. 

 

Three variations of the routing model have been created. Each variation requires the user to enter different 

information; however, they all produce results for inflows at the downstream Projects, achievable power generation, 

and either GSR water level or Gile reservoir discharge. The three model variations are described below: 

 

Model 1 – The user enters a time series of discharge from the Gile reservoir spillway. Discharge values are used to 

determine the GSR water level. 

 

Model 2 – The user enters a time series of GSR water levels. Desired changes in GSR water level are used to 

determine required discharges. 

 

Model 3 – The user may enter either a GSR water level or a spillway discharge for each time step of the model. 

 

This technical memorandum documents the development of the three flow routing models and includes instruction 

on general use of the model worksheets. 
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The model is dependent on data specific to the GSR, Saxon Falls, Superior Falls, and the Montreal River to produce 

meaningful results. The data collected as part of this modeling effort is described in this section.  

 

Gage Inflow Time Series 

Limited daily discharge data in cubic feet per second (cfs) for the Montreal River and West Fork of the Montreal 

River is available online for the decommissioned United States Geological Survey (USGS) stream gage 040280001 

(in Ironwood, Michigan) and gage 040290002 (downstream of Gile reservoir), respectively. For the Montreal River, 

historical data is sparse, with the only complete years of data being 1919-1921 and 1950-1953.  

 

For the West Fork of the Montreal River, only data collected prior to the construction of the Gile reservoir is useful 

for quantifying current reservoir inflow. Data from the West Fork gage following construction of the Gile Dam 

represents a record of discharges rather than inflows. Consequently, only data from 1919-1921 is useful for this 

analysis. Proxy West Fork flow data for 1950-1953 was determined by multiplying the Montreal River flows by a 

scaling ratio, which was calculated by dividing the summation of daily average flows for the West Fork by the 

summation of daily average flows for the Montreal River for the years of 1919-1921. The resulting scaling factor 

was 1.21 as shown in Table 1 below. 

 

Hourly inflow time series were developed by linearly interpolating between daily average flow values. A 12-hour 

moving average was used to smooth the time series and limit abrupt flow changes.  

 

 

Table 1. Development of West Fork Montreal River Scaling Factor. 

Year 

Montreal River 
Summation of Daily 
Average Flows (cfs) 

West Fork Montreal 
Summation of Daily 
Average Flows (cfs) 

1919 23917 28572 

1920 22728 27897 

1921 19151 23460 

   

Total: 65796 79928 

   

 Ratio: 1.21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 USGS 04028000 Montreal River at Ironwood, MI. 
2 USGS 04029000 West Branch Montreal River at Gile, WI. 

https://waterdata.usgs.gov/wi/nwis/inventory/?site_no=04028000
https://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/inventory?site_no=04029000&agency_cd=USGS
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Derived Inflow Time Series Data 

As part of Xcel’s licensing application, an effort was made to derive the GSR inflow time series data from historical 

records of daily stage elevations and discharge through the Gile Dam for the years 1994-2021. The required inflow 

volume for each day was calculated as: reservoir storage change resulting from daily change in stage + daily 

discharge volume through dam + evaporation loss volume. Storage volumes of the GSR were determined using the 

stage-storage curve described in the subsection below. An average daily inflow flow rate (cfs) was determined by 

dividing the daily inflow volume (cubic feet per day) by 86,400 seconds per day. 

 

The stage and discharge data provided by Xcel included some typographic errors and missing data points. The full 

data set was plotted to identify extreme outliers and gaps in the data series. Engineering judgement and 

comparison to values for adjacent days was used to correct typographic errors. Linear interpolation was used to fill 

data gaps. 

 

Even after initial processing, there were indications of inaccurate data in the raw time series. Portions of the time 

series included illogical alignment between stage and discharge, such as a stage that fell quickly despite a small 

discharge value. This situation resulted in a negative inflow volume. To address this, the discharge on days 

resulting in a negative inflow volume was increased until the calculated inflow volume reached zero. While this 

modification of the provided data may not accurately represent the actual discharges that occurred, it does 

address the illogical relationship between stage, inflow, and discharge and maintains mathematical continuity in 

the mass balance equations. After modification of the discharge time series, a time series of GSR inflows was 

created.  

 

Historical Records of Discharge and Reservoir Level Time Series 

Discharge through the Gile Dam spillway and water surface elevation levels of the GSR have been observed and 

recorded by Xcel personnel since 1994. At the time of data delivery to Mead & Hunt, data through 2021 was 

available. This data was provided and processed for use within the model. Modifications to address errors, missing 

data, and illogical values were made to the provided data as discussed in the section above.  

 

Gile Storage Reservoir Stage-Storage Curve 

The GSR stage-storage curve was calculated from two data sources which were processed within ArcGIS PRO. 

Elevation data below the normal pool elevation of 1490 feet NGVD29 were taken from bathymetry measurements 

that were collected as part of the licensing process. Elevation data above the normal pool elevation was extracted 

from a clipped raster of the 2015 Iron County LiDAR dataset. The bathymetry and LiDAR were mosaiced into a 

single raster file. Reservoir area and volume values in one-foot elevation increments were extracted from the 

combined raster using the Storage Capacity geoprocessing tool within ArcGIS PRO. This tool also calculates 

cumulative volumes for each elevation increment.  
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Evaporation Rates 

Evaporation rates for the GSR were collected from the Evaporation Climatology data (1991-2020) available from 

NOAA Climate Prediction Center. Monthly evaporation in inches/month were estimated from graphical charts for 

each month of the year.  

Table 2: Monthly Evaporation Rates for the Project Region 

Reservoir Evaporation Rate 
 

Month 

Evaporation 

Month 

Evaporation  

in/month in/day in/month in/day  

Jan 0.00 0 Jul 2.68 0.086 
 

Feb 0.00 0 Aug 2.17 0.070 
 

Mar 0.00 0 Sep 1.38 0.046 
 

Apr 0.39 0.013 Oct 0.59 0.019 
 

May 1.50 0.048 Nov 0.00 0 
 

Jun 2.44 0.081 Dec 0.00 0 
 

 

Powerhouse Capacity, Generation, and Operation 

Information regarding powerhouse capacity for Saxon Falls and Superior Falls was taken from Exhibit A of the 

December 1988 and December 2022 Relicensing Applications as revised. Rated capacity for each generator unit, 

minimum and maximum turbine flows, and designed turbine head were used in the model to calculate power 

generation. The values taken from Exhibit A are summarized in the table below. 

 

Table 3: Powerhouse Generation Unit Parameters 

Saxon Project Powerhouse Superior Project Powerhouse 
 

                 

  
Net  

Operating Head on Turbine 130.1 ft   
Net Operating Head on 
Turbine 127 ft 

 

                 

  Single Unit Power 400 kW   Single Unit Power 215 kW 
 

  Single Unit Flow 48 cfs   Single Unit Flow 25 cfs 
 

  Calculated efficiency 0.76     Calculated efficiency 0.80    

                 

                 

  Dual Unit Power 1500 kW   Dual Unit Power 1650 kW  

  Dual Unit Flow 170 cfs   Dual Unit Flow 220 cfs  

  Calculated efficiency 0.80     Calculated efficiency 0.70    

                
 

  efficiency:  0.78     efficiency:  0.75   
 

 

Both Saxon Falls and Superior Falls are operated as run-of-the-river projects without peaking. Within the routing 

model, inflows to each Project were routed through the powerhouse up to the maximum powerhouse capacity 

(dual unit flow). Flows exceeding the powerhouse capacity were routed over the spillway to the downstream 
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reach. For power generation within the model, it was assumed that no power generation would occur for time 

steps with flows below the single unit flow threshold.  

 

Reach Delineation and River Geometries 

The modeling extents, from GSR to Superior Falls, were delineated into four reaches for routing calculations. 

Reaches were delineated based on important modeling locations including dam structures, flow convergence, and 

flow divergence. Reach 1 comprises the entire length of the West Fork of the Montreal River, from the Gile Dam to 

the confluence with the Montreal River. Reach 2 is the length of the Montreal River from the confluence with the 

West Fork to the Saxon Falls Project. Reach 3 is approximately 2,000-feet of the Montreal River between the Saxon 

Falls spillway and the downstream powerhouse discharge. The only flow in this reach is what passes the Saxon 

Falls spillway. Reach 4 is the length of the Montreal River from the Saxon Falls powerhouse to the Superior Falls 

Project.  

 

There is no available bathymetry or cross section data for any of the modeled reaches. River cross-section 

geometry was approximated using a combination of aerial imagery, Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) data, and 

informed assumptions. Total reach lengths were digitized within ArcGIS Pro using available aerial imagery. Reach 

slopes were approximated using Iron County LiDAR data which provided water surface elevations at the start and 

end of the reach. It was assumed that the channel slope would equal the water surface slope over the length of 

each reach. 

 

River cross-section geometries were estimated to be trapezoids. Top widths of the river under normal flow 

conditions were measured from aerial imagery in Google Earth. The presence of overbank floodplains was also 

considered when estimating river width for large flow depths. Channel side slopes were approximated based on 

bank characteristics. Banks with steep rock cliffs or where the river is incised were estimated to have a 1:1 side 

slope while banks with grassy earthen banks and floodplains were estimated to have a 4:1 slope. From this 

information, a table of flow area and top width was created for a range of flow depths. The Manning’s Equation 

was used to calculate discharge capacity of the approximated channel geometry for each flow depth. It was 

assumed that the Manning’s n-value for each reach was 0.04.  

 

𝑄 =  (
1.49

𝑛
) 𝐴𝑅

2
3√𝑆 

 

Where: Q is the discharge capacity [ft3/s], 

 n is the mannings roughness coefficient, 

 A is the cross-sectional flow area [ft2], 

 R is the hydraulic radius of the flow [ft], 

 S is the channel slope [ft/ft]. 
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The following sections discuss how to navigate the model, where to enter user information, how to run the model, 

and how to interpret the model results. 

 

3.1 Sheet 1: Inflow Time Series 

This sheet is where the user selects the yearlong inflow time series for the Montreal River (upstream of the 

confluence) and for the GSR. The table furthest to the left titled Modeled Inflow Time Series contains the flow data 

that will be utilized by the model. Data can be manually entered or populated with the other tools within the 

sheet. The data in this table is shown graphically in the two charts in the center of the sheet. 

 

The table to the right of the charts stores three sets of gage data as described in Section 2 of this memo. The three 

sets of gage data have been selected to be representative of a dry, normal, or wet year within the context of 

available gage data. If a user would like to select a set of gage data, they can click the “Select Data” button which is 

colored blue and near the top of the table. This button will copy the associated gage data and paste it into the 

Modeled Inflow Time Series table, overwriting any existing data. The charts will update to plot the new data. 

 

To the right of the gage data are three empty data slots titled S-1, S-2, and S-3. These are intended to allow the 

user to save any custom time series that may be developed. Each data slot has its own “Select Data” button which 

functions the same way as described above. 

 

The tool located furthest to the right on the sheet makes use of the derived inflow time series described in Section 

2 of this memo. The user may enter any year between 1994 and 2021 into the orange cell. Clicking the grey “Select 

Data” button will look up the data for the indicated year and paste it into the Modeled Inflow Time Series table, 

overwriting any existing data. 

 

3.2 Sheet 2: Gile Discharge/ Gile Stage/ Gile Stage + Discharge Time Series 

The data entered by the user on this sheet depends on which variation of the model is being used. It will either be 

a time series of the Gile Dam discharge, GSR stage elevation, or a combination of the two. The table furthest to the 

left titled Modeled Time Series contains the data that will be utilized by the model. Data can be manually entered 

or populated with the other tools within the sheet. The data in this table is shown graphically in the chart in the 

center of the sheet. 

 

The table to the right of the charts stores three sets of gage data as described in Section 2 of this memo. The three 

sets of gage data have been selected to be representative of a range of possible situations. If a user would like to 

select a set of gage data, they can click the “Select Data” button which is colored blue and near the top of the 

table. This button will copy the associated gage data and paste it into the Modeled Time Series table, overwriting 

any existing data. The chart will update to plot the new data.  
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The Model 3 variation includes a table titled Periods for Data Selection to Right. When using any “Select Data” 

button, this table must be filled out by the user to indicate the time periods throughout the series for which you 

would like the program to copy either the discharge or stage data. Utilize the drop-down list to select the desired 

date and time. Invalid values entered by the user will result in an error message. 

 

To the right of the gage data are three empty data slots titled S-1, S-2, and S-3. These are intended to allow the 

user to save any custom time series that may be developed. Each data slot has its own “Select Data” button which 

functions the same way as described above. 

 

The Time Series Generator in the middle of the sheet is a tool for the user to create hypothetical time series. 

Within each row of the Define Periods table the user can enter a day and time using the drop-down list, and then 

enter a desired value. Any invalid values will result in an error message. For Model 3, the user can only enter a 

value for either stage or discharge for each row. If data is entered for both, an error message will appear. When 

the user clicks the “Generate TS” button the program will populate the Modeled Time Series table using the 

entered values. Portions of the time series between date and times entered by the user will be linearly 

interpolated. Any existing data in the Modeled Time Series table will be overwritten. 

 

The Model 1 variation includes two tools which allow the user to modify the currently selected time series. Apply 

New Minimum Flow Value can be used to increase the minimum allowable release through the Gile Dam. Any 

discharge values within the time series that are less than the value entered within the orange cell will be replaced 

with the entered value when the user clicks “Apply”. The Apply White Water Flow Event tool can be used to add 5-

hour-long white-water release events into the time series. The user must enter what the discharge will be for each 

of the five hours, along with the date and time at which the white-water event will begin. There are entry fields for 

two events to be added. When the user clicks “Apply”, the data will be placed into the time series, overwriting 

existing data. 

 

The Model 2 variation includes a tool which allows the user to modify the currently selected time series. Apply 

New Operational Bounds tool is designed to quickly restrain the selected stage time series within a proposed 

maximum and minimum operational range. The user must enter a maximum and minimum stage elevation into 

the orange cells. When the user clicks “Apply” every value in the time series that exceeds the entered maximum 

value will be replaced with the maximum value, and every value in the time series that is below the minimum 

value will be replaced with the minimum value. The resulting time series will have portions of horizontal data 

where the original time series hits the new operational bounds.  
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3.3 Sheet 3: Input + Results 

This sheet functions as the primary user interface for the model. The sheet is divided into sections which are 

discussed in detail below. No modifications to the spreadsheet should be made outside of the Model Input Values 

section.  

3.3.1 Additional Model Inputs 

The Model Input Values section contains additional user input variables that are specific to each variation of the 

model and that the user may choose to modify frequently. All three model variations allow the user to enter 

additional inflow to the model in three locations; reach 1, reach 2, and reach 4. The entered value will add a 

constant base flow for the entire time series prior to reach routing calculations. This additional flow is intended to 

be used to represent additional inflows along the reach from tributaries, springs, or the reach watershed.  

 

Model 1 Inputs 

The Model 1 variation requires the user to enter a starting elevation for the GSR. The model will use this starting 

stage in the first-time step. GSR stage in subsequent time steps will be calculated based on mass balance formulas. 

 

Model 2 Inputs 

The user must define the maximum allowable discharge through the Gile Dam and the minimum discharge that 

must be always maintained. Situations in which the stage time series drops quickly may require a large discharge 

that exceeds the practical spillway capacity of the Gile Dam. The defined maximum discharge value will create a 

limit on discharge and cause the modeled reservoir level to temporarily lag the stage time series. Conversely, if the 

stage time series calls for the reservoir to rise faster than the inflow time series can fill the reservoir, the model will 

try to minimize discharge. In this scenario, discharge through the dam will be set to the minimum discharge.  

 

The Gile stage tolerance value is used to reduce oscillations within the model by setting a tolerance between 

modeled stage level and time series stage level. This tolerance is discussed further in Section 4 of this memo.  

 

Model 3 Inputs 

Model variation 3 includes all the same input variables as Model 2. In addition, there is an input variable for 

starting elevation of the GSR. This input is only used by the model when the first time series step contains a 

discharge value rather than a stage value. If stage is defined in the first time-step on Sheet 2 then this input will not 

be used, regardless of if the user enters a value.  

 

3.3.2 Error and Warning Messages 

The Error/ Warning Messages box provides an indication to the user of potential issues with the model results and 

assists with troubleshooting. Error messages address issues that prevent the model from calculating a full result 

and are shaded red. Warning messages are suggestions that the user should consider to achieve better results, and 

are shaded orange. If there are no errors in the model, a green “No Errors” message will appear at the top of the 

messages box.  

 

Error Messages 
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“Gile Reservoir Exceeds Maximum Elevation/Storage” or “Gile Reservoir Reaches Zero Storage” messages indicate 

that the data entered by the user results in the GSR exceeding the defined stage-storage curve. The input data 

should be adjusted accordingly. 

 

“Peak Discharge exceeds the defined conveyance of the XXX Reach” message means that the flow routed through 

the referenced reach by the model exceeds the estimated conveyance capacity calculated from reach geometry as 

discussed in Section 2 of this memo. 

 

“Error in Muskingum-Cunge Coefficient Calculation” messages will appear when an error has occurred with the 

Muskingum-Cunge Routing Calculations. Identification of these errors is discussed in Section 4.1.1 of this Memo. If 

an error occurs the user should review the input data for irregularities and review the referenced material.  

 

“The Maximum Allowable Gile Discharge is Reached” message may appear in model variation 2 and 3 and appears 

when the calculated discharge through the Gile Dam exceeds the maximum allowable discharge defined by the 

user. In this situation the model holds the discharge lower than what the user-specified elevation change called 

for.  

 

Warning Messages 

“Gile Reservoir Stage Deviates From Typical Range” message will appear when the calculated GSR stage strays 

from the typical operations as defined in the Project License. The typical range is defined as between 1475 and 

1490 feet NGVD29. 

 

“Input has Changed and Model Routing Is Not Current, Re-run Routing” message will appear when a user value or 

time series has been changed and the model routing calculation has not been performed. Click the “Run 

Muskingum-Cunge Routing” button on the Input + Results sheet to run the routing calculation.  

 

“Actual Gile Stage Lags Behind Desired Stage. Gile Inflow is Insufficient” message may appear in model variation 2 

and 3. If the desired reservoir level rises faster than the inflow time series can fill the reservoir, the calculated 

reservoir level will lag the desired reservoir level until sufficient inflow is provided.  

 

3.3.3 Run Routing Button 

The “Run Muskingum-Cunge Routing” button is located below the Error/ Warning Messages box. Clicking this 

button will run an excel macro program which performs the iterations of the Muskingum-Cunge routing method 

for each of the modeled reaches. 

 

3.3.4 Model Results 

The left half of the Input + Results sheet has a tabular section of model results. These values are automatically 

updated from model results. This sheet also contains 8 charts that graphically present the model results. These 

graphs plot the GSR elevation and discharge, energy production at the Saxon and Superior powerhouses, discharge 
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over the spillway at each Project, and the inflow to each Project. These graphs will update automatically as model 

results are updated. 
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This model functions as a mass balance equation, where inflow + outflow = change in storage. This mass balance 

calculation is performed for the GSR, each reach, Saxon Falls, and Superior Falls. It is assumed that each of the 

hydroelectric projects have insignificant storage because they are operated as run-of-river, which means inflow = 

outflow. 

 

Inflow arriving to the Saxon Falls Project and Superior Falls Project is first routed over the spillway to satisfy the 

minimum bypass requirements, which are in effect between the first Saturday after Memorial Day until October 

15th. Saxon Falls must maintain a bypass of 5 cfs, which increases to 10 cfs between 8 am and 8 pm. Superior Falls 

must maintain a bypass of 8 cfs, which increases to 20 cfs between 8 am and 8 pm. 

 

Inflow exceeding the bypass requirement, if in effect, is routed through the Project powerhouse. Once inflow 

exceeds the hydraulic capacity of the powerhouse, additional flow is immediately routed over the Project spillway. 

No volume attenuation occurs at either Project in this model.  

 

Power generation at each powerhouse is calculated using the hydroelectric turbine power equation: 

 

𝑃 = 0.08467𝐻𝑄𝑒 

Where: P is the generator output [kW], 

H is the operating head on the turbine [ft], 

 Q is the flow through the turbine [ft3/s], 

 e is the turbine efficiency [decimal]. 

 

The GSR mass balance calculation includes reservoir inflows, evaporation loss outflow, Gile Dam discharge outflow, 

and changes to reservoir storage volume. Evaporation loss volume is determined using evaporation rates obtained 

for the NOAA Climate Prediction Center as discussed in Section 2 of this memo. NOAA provides average inches of 

evaporation for each month of the year. For this model it is assumed that the monthly evaporation rate is evenly 

distributed across each day of the month. The inches per day evaporation rate was further converted to feet per 

hour of evaporation. For each time step of the model, the evaporation rate corresponding to the time steps month 

was multiplied by the reservoir surface area of the previous time step to obtain evaporation loss volume.  

 

4.1 Reach Routing Calculations 

Flow routing along each reach is calculated using the Muskingum-Cunge method which is based on the continuity 

equation or conservation of mass. Compared to mass balance in reservoir routing as discussed above, which 

assumes a level pool, Muskingum-Cunge routing assumes a sloping water surface. The purpose of routing the flow 

between the GSR and the two Projects is to account for delay in peak flows due to travel time along the reach, and 

to account for attenuation of flows resulting from the ability of the reach to store water.  
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Detailed discussion of the Muskingum-Cunge Routing method, including references and derivation of equations, 

can be found in USDA National Engineering Handbook, Part 630 Hydrology, Chapter 17, Section 3. Muskingum-

Cunge is based on the Muskingum equation: 

 

𝑂2 = 𝐶1𝐼1 + 𝐶2𝐼2 + 𝐶3𝑂1 

 

Where: O2 is discharge at the current time step [ft3/s], 

 O1 is discharge at the previous time step [ft3/s],  

I2 is inflow at the current time step [ft3/s],  

I1 is inflow at the previous time step [ft3/s], 

 and C1, C2, and C3 are dimensionless coefficients, the sum of which equals 1.0. 

 

The equations to determine the dimensionless coefficients are as follows: 

 

𝐶1 = [
∆𝑡

𝐾
+ 2𝑋] /𝐶0 

𝐶2 = [
∆𝑡

𝐾
− 2𝑋] /𝐶0 

𝐶3 = [2(1 − 𝑋) −
∆𝑡

𝐾
] /𝐶0 

𝐶0 =
∆𝑡

𝐾
+ 2(1 − 𝑋) 

 

Where: Δt is the time step between successive values [s], 

 K is the storage constant [s], 

 and X is a weighting factor [dimensionless]. 

 

Methods to estimate the values of K and X were developed by Cunge in 1969. These estimates are based on 

hydraulic and geometric properties of the modeled reach. 

 

𝑋 =  
1

2
(1 −

𝑄

(𝐵(𝑆0)(𝑐)∆𝑥
) 

 

𝐾 =
∆𝑥

𝑐
 

 

Where: Q is the peak discharge during the time series [ft3/s], 

 B is the top width of the flow area [ft], 

 S0 is the average channel slope [ft/ft], 

 c is the wave celerity [ft/s], 

 and Δx is the distance step [ft]. 
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The following equation for the distance step (Δx) is provided by Cunge. If the distance step is greater than the 

reach length, then the routing calculation will be performed in a single iteration. If the distance step is smaller than 

the reach length, then the reach will be divided into the fewest number of routing steps of equal length possible 

while maintaining the distance below the distance step. For example, if the distance step is between 1/3 and 1/2 

the reach length, then there will be three routing steps. The Muskingum-Cunge calculations are performed for 

each routing step, with the outflow from the previous step serving as the inflow for the next step.  

 

∆𝑥 =  
1

2
(𝑐∆𝑡 +  

𝑄

𝐵(𝑆0)(𝑐)
) 

 

The flood wave celerity is a modified velocity parameter as defined in the equation below: 

 

𝑐 = 𝑚𝑉 

 

Where: V is the average velocity at peak discharge [ft/s] 

 m is a coefficient [dimensionless] 

 

The value of m can be calculated from reach channel rating table and geometry data as developed and shown on 

the Reach Geometries sheet of the model. The calculation for m is performed for each row of the rating table, and 

intermittent values can be interpolated on a log-log basis. The calculation includes discharge and the associated 

cross-sectional area. The formula calculating m at a specific row of the rating table is shown below: 

 

𝑚(𝑖) =  
(𝑄(3)𝑆(2,3)) + ∑ [((𝑄(𝑖) − 𝑄(𝑖 − 1))𝑆(𝑖 − 1, 𝑖)) +  ((𝑄(𝑖 − 1) − 𝑄(𝑖 − 2))𝑆(𝑖 − 2, 𝑖 − 1)) +. . ]

𝑄(𝑖)
 

 

Where: Q(i) is the discharge for the ith row of the table [ft3/s], 

 S(i-1, i) is the log-log slope of discharge-end-area curve between rows i-1 and i 

 

4.1.1 Model Checks 

As part of the routing calculations, two parameters are checked after each routing step. The first check is to see 

whether the dimensionless coefficients C1, C2, and C3 add up to 1.0. If the sum of these coefficients differs from 

1.0, there is likely an error within the model or invalid input variables.  

 

To determine if the routing is within accuracy of the Muskingum-Cunge method, three additional variables are 

calculated. The Courant number, Cg, is the ratio of physical wave celerity to the grid celerity. The grid Reynold’s 

number, Dg is the mathematical criterion which distinguishes laminar from turbulent flow.  

 

𝐶𝑔 =
∆𝑡

𝐾
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𝐷𝑔 = 1 − 2𝑋 

 

𝐷𝑔(𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙) =  𝑒2.3(𝐶𝑔) 

 

When the grid Reynold’s number equals or exceeds the calculated critical value, then the results of the 

Muskingum-Cunge routing are invalid for the flow conditions. 
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The model 1 variation was used to quantify how varying the minimum required discharge from the GSR affects the 

GSR stage elevation and the power generation potential at the Saxon and Superior Projects. The minimum 

discharges evaluated were 12, 24, and 36 cfs. The derived inflow time series, as discussed in Section 2, was 

evaluated to identify full years which were dry, normal, and wet relative to the historical data set. The study years 

were identified by evaluating the data based on total annual inflow volume to the GSR, total annual discharge 

volume from the Gile Dam, and the total number of days in which discharge exceeded 50 cfs. The data years were 

sorted based on these metrics to assist with study year selection. The selected years for the minimum flow study 

are shown in the table below. Xcel records of Gile Dam discharge were matched to the identified study years. 

Table 4. Selected Model Years 

Description Year 

Inflow 
Volume 

Percentile 

Discharge 
Volume 

Percentile 

# Days 
>50 cfs 

Percentile 

Dry 2012 0th 0th 0th 

Normal 2003 56th 59th 33rd  

Wet 2016 93rd  96th 100th  

 

The inflow time series derived from historical data were modified to include two simulated white water flow 

events. Each simulated event lasted 5 hours, with the first and last hours at 600 cfs and the remaining hours at 

1200 cfs. The events occurred at noon on the last Saturday of June and September for the given data year. 

 

The model was run with a minimum of 12 cfs, 24 cfs, and 36 cfs. Stage hydrographs of the GSR and summary 

results are presented below. Increasing the minimum allowable discharge results in a decrease of the GSR 

throughout the model year. More notably, increasing the minimum allowable discharge results in an increased 

annual generation capacity, likely due to the additional flow allowing each turbine to be more fully utilized. The 

original unaltered derived inflow time series, which operated under a 10 cfs minimum discharge and includes no 

white-water events, is included in the results for reference.  

 

Table 5. Minimum Flow Study Stage Results 

 
Start of Year GSR Stage,  

FEET NGVD 
End of Year GSR Stage,  

FEET NGVD 
Minimum GSR Stage, 

FEET NGVD 

Scenario 2012 2003 2016 2012 2003 2016 2012 2003 2016 

Original 1485.30 1486.55 1489.80 1485.02 1483.45 1489.83 1483.32 1482.40 1487.27 

12 cfs 1485.30 1486.55 1489.80 1484.64 1482.91 1489.61 1483.32 1481.94 1487.27 

24 cfs 1485.30 1486.55 1489.80 1483.10 1481.28 1489.20 1483.10 1480.92 1487.25 

36 cfs 1485.30 1486.55 1489.80 1481.06 1479.24 1488.74 1481.06 1479.19 1487.20 
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Table 6. Minimum Flow Study Generation Results 

 
Saxon Falls  

Total Generation, MWh 
Superior Falls  

Total Generation, MWh 

Scenario 2012 2003 2016 2012 2003 2016 

Original 4120 6307 9389 4444 6793 10368 

12 cfs 4144 6323 9395 4468 6842 10381 

24 cfs 4304 6396 6437 5081 7522 10612 

36 cfs 4636 6622 9635 5595 7900 10763 
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The developed routing model implements simple formulas and logic to predict the behavior of a complex system. 

The model is entirely dependent on the quality and realism of the input data provided by the user. The calculation 

of results is solely predicated on a complete data set that does not violate the limits of the model. The user should 

remain cognizant and mindful that the quality of results is dependent on the quality of the input data. 





APPENDIX E-29  Comments on DLA and NSPW’s Responses 

 

 

  



RAW Comments on DLA 



 

 

 
                                                                                     
 
 
May 31, 2023 
 
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, D.C.  20226 
 
Electronic Filing 
 
Re:  Review of draft Application for Original License, Gile Flowage Reservoir Storage Project, FERC Project No. 
15055-000, West Fork of the Montreal River, Iron, County, Wisconsin, Northern States Power Company -Wisconsin 
(NSPW)  
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Background 
 
To satisfy obligations under sections 4(e) and 10(a) of the Federal Power Act, as amended, and the Electric 
Consumers Protection Act, among other legislation, the FERC must give equal consideration to developmental and 
environmental interests when issuing a new license. Further, when making licensing decisions, the FERC is 
required to develop measures for the protection of environmental resources and enhancement of recreational 
facilities to ensure that relicensing is accomplished in the best interest of the public as well as the Applicant. The 
FERC licensing process for hydro projects is a public process. The River Alliance of Wisconsin (RAW) participates 
in hydro relicensing proceedings as a Non-Governmental Organization. The RAW is a nonprofit organization 
consisting of many stakeholder groups and concerned citizens statewide. Further, through the relicensing process, 
the RAW advocates for river restoration and protection; enhancement of fish and wildlife species and the habitats 
upon which they depend; and enhancement of recreational resources at the project within and contiguous to the 
project boundary. The RAW has a long history of participating in relicensing projects in Wisconsin and the Upper 
Peninsula of Michigan.  
 
Comments on draft Application for License 
 
The RAW has reviewed the referenced draft Application for License (AL) for the referenced Gile Storage Reservoir 
(GSR) and herewith provides comments on it. It is very beneficial that the abundant environmental information 
collected during the study phase of licensing will serve to update the condition of environmental resources present 
in the project area of the West Fork of the Montreal River and will help the Wisconsin DNR and Michigan DNR, as 
well as NSPW, manage aquatic and terrestrial resources in the project area. When the final AL is completed and the 
FERC notices it READY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS, the RAW will submit to the Commission recommended 
terms and conditions (T&C) for inclusion in the license along with rationale to support them.  Proposed protection, 
mitigation, and enhancement measures are discussed below for your consideration when preparing the final AL.  
However, they are not necessarily all-inclusive. 
 
The RAW concurs with NSPW’s proposed environmental mitigation and enhancement measures stated in Exbibit 
E, although we expect that they will be refined as they are evaluated by Wisconsin DNR, Michigan DNR, and other 
stakeholders.  We believe it is worthy to list here NSPW’s proposed environmental commitments developed thus 
far in licensing: 
   
-develop an aquatic and terrestrial invasive species monitoring plan, and conduct biannual invasive surveys 



 

 

-develop a rapid response invasive species monitoring plan to monitor for the introduction of new aquatic and 
terrestrial invasive species, and limit their dispersal 
-conduct shoreline erosion surveys every 5 years, and take remedial action if necessary 
-implement the Cave Bat BITP/A and Wood Turtle BITP/A 
 
Recreational measures 
-provide flow release and storage reservoir elevation information via the internet 
-maintain and improve signage at the canoe portage 
-develop a whitewater recreation plan for the GSR and for the Saxon Falls (SAF) hydro project that details the flow 
discharge regime for white water boating 
-provide two water releases downstream annually for whitewater boating: one in June, and one in September 
-provide additional water downstream from the GSR for an increased aesthetic flow in the SAF Project bypass 
reach 
-continue aesthetic flow releases in the Superior Falls (SUF) Project bypass reach  
 
Project Operations 
-continue to provide discharge from the GSR such that the SAF and SUF projects are operated in a run-of -river 
mode 
-for daily reservoir operation, implement a gradual (ramping) rate for changing water levels to balance the needs 
of downstream generation with the needs of recreation and protection of the aquatic community in the GSR 
-develop an operations compliance plan for the GSR 
 
We recommend that all plans prepared by NSPW be developed in consultation with the Wisconsin DNR, Michigan 
DNR, Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes and Energy (EGLE) and other concerned stakeholders. 
 
Reservoir/flow routing (RFR) model.  The RAW supports XE’s efforts to finish an RFR model in 2023 for the GSR.  
The operation of the GSR is of course an integral part of the operation of the SAF and SUF hydro projects.  We 
recommend that the water budget modeled for the GSR incorporate a base flow of at least a two CFS release in the 
bypass channels of SAF and SUF hydro projects at all times and year-round.  Two CFS seems reasonable to the RAW 
based on our experience setting base flows in bypass channels at other hydro projects. Recognize that this is not a 
recommendation for a study; rather, it is a stated resource need to provide year-round watering in the side 
channels to sustain any aquatic community that develops there. 
 
The RAW recommends that NSPW implement other measures for protection, mitigation, and enhancement at the 
GSR as requirements in the license.  
 
1. Maintenance drawdowns.  To protect small fish, mussels, and other aquatic life from becoming stranded in the 
riverbed and exposed on flowage-dewatered shoreline, NSPW should prepare, in consultation with the Wisconsin 
DNR, Michigan DNR, and FWS, a drawdown management plan to be implemented for GSR when there is a need for 
routine dam maintenance or if there is a need for an emergency drawdown. 
  
2. Operational compliance.  Among other elements of an operational compliance plan, NSPW should install a new 
staff gauge at the dam to clearly show the maximum and minimum water levels of the GSR allowed in the license.  
NSPW should keep the gauge clean at all times, as the numbers get obscured easily by algae and other debris. 
 
3. Water quality standards.  To protect fish and other aquatic life from low dissolved oxygen levels and high water 
temperatures, NSPW should develop a plan, in consultation with the Wisconsin DNR and Michigan EGLE, to 
monitor dissolved oxygen, temperature, and other parameters as deemed appropriate by the resource agencies to 
ensure that the project is operated within each state’s water quality standards.   
 
4. Bald eagle protection.  Determine annually if any bald eagle nests occur on project land, and if so, implement the 
USFWS bald eagle management guidelines to protect nests and bald eagles from any land-disturbing activity.  



 

 

Further, implement a listed species protection plan if, over the period of the license, any federal and state listed 
species inhabit the land and water within the project boundary. 
  
5. Recreation.  NSPW should prepare a Recreation Plan for the project and address the recommendations 
submitted by the resources agencies and concerned stakeholders as input to the plan. The plan should be 
implemented over the period of the new license and include these general conditions: 
 
-implement the recreational improvement measures proposed by NSPW in Exhibit E, and make the commitment to 
implement those provided thus far in relicensing to NSPW by the resource agencies and concerned stakeholders 
(i.e., Friends of the Gile Flowage, Michigan Hydro Relicensing Coalition, and American Whitewater) 
-commit to maintain all recreational sites (i.e., boat launches, fishing piers, trails, and canoe portage) in good 
condition   
-prepare a brochure or update the existing one showing a map of the project and the location of all recreational 
facilities   
-install new recreational facilities over the period of the license on an as-needed basis  
 
The RAW will likely develop additional recommendations during the remainder of the licensing process. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at awerner@wisconsinrivers.org or our Hydro Consultant, Jim 
Fossum at jfbio@yahoo.com. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Allison Werner 
Executive Director 
River Alliance of Wisconsin 
 
Cc: Matt Miller, NSPW, Eau Claire, WI  
Shawn Puzen, Mead & Hunt, Middleton, WI    
Darin Simpkins, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New Franken, WI 
Cathy Techtmann, Friends of the Gile Flowage, Montreal, MI 
Robert Stuber, Michigan Hydro Relicensing Coalition. Traverse City, MI 
Chery Laatsch, Wisconsin DNR, Horicon, WI 
Elle Gulotty, Michigan DNR, Norway, MI 
Gary Kohlhepp.  Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes and Energy, Lansing, MI 
David Thomson, National Park Service, Omaha, NE 
Thomas O’keefe, PhD, American Whitewater, Seattle, WA 
Angela Tornes, Consultant for the NPS, Milwaukee, WI 
James Fossum, JDFossum Environmental Consulting, Winona, MN 
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Whitewater Boater Comments on DLA 



















Ryan Whipple, Reed City, MI.
Hello I'm writing to request recreational  dam releases for the Montreal canyon 
below Saxson Falls and west branch Montreal river. As a resident of the lower 
peninsula and white water enthusiast I have always wanted to paddle the Montreal 
however natural flow in the spring is normally short lived, and I don't have as much
time in the spring . I would like suggest a summer or fall release schedule . 
preferably not on a Holliday weekend due to family time . I think back to back days 
would make the most sense due to the long distance some of us may be traveling to 
get there . Another point that I would make is that the release date should be 
coordinated with other near by paddling destinations such as Wausau .

Thank You for your consideration ,
Ryan Whipple







NSPW Responses to Stakeholder Comments on DLA 



Summary of Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project DLA Comments and NSPW Responses 

# Entity, Date Comment NSPW Response 

1 RAW 

06/01/2023 

Comments on draft Application for License 

The RAW has reviewed the referenced draft Application for License (AL) for the referenced Gile Storage 

Reservoir (GSR) and herewith provides comments on it. It is very beneficial that the abundant 

environmental information collected during the study phase of licensing will serve to update the condition 

of environmental resources present in the project area of the West Fork of the Montreal River and will help 

the Wisconsin DNR and Michigan DNR, as well as NSPW, manage aquatic and terrestrial resources in the 

project area. When the final AL is completed and the FERC notices it READY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 

ANALYSIS, the RAW will submit to the Commission recommended terms and conditions (T&C) for 

inclusion in the license along with rationale to support them. Proposed protection, mitigation, and 

enhancement measures are discussed below for your consideration when preparing the final AL. However, 

they are not necessarily all-inclusive. 

 

The West Fork of the Montreal River and all lands and waters within the vicinity of the Gile Flowage 

Storage Project are located entirely within the State of Wisconsin. Therefore, consultation with Michigan 

resource agencies is not applicable to the Gile Project. The Project dam is located on the West Fork 

approximately 8 miles upstream of its confluence with the Montreal River (which is the border between 
Wisconsin and Michigan). Therefore, the WDNR serves as the state fish and wildlife agency, state water 

resource agency, and is the certifying agency under Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act for all lands 
and waters within the Project vicinity.  

2 RAW 

06/01/2023 

The RAW concurs with NSPW’s proposed environmental mitigation and enhancement measures stated in 

Exbibit E, although we expect that they will be refined as they are evaluated by Wisconsin DNR, Michigan 

DNR, and other stakeholders. We believe it is worthy to list here NSPW’s proposed environmental 

commitments developed thus far in licensing: 

 

-develop an aquatic and terrestrial invasive species monitoring plan, and conduct biannual invasive surveys 

  

-develop a rapid response invasive species monitoring plan to monitor for the introduction of new aquatic 

and terrestrial invasive species, and limit their dispersal 

-conduct shoreline erosion surveys every 5 years, and take remedial action if necessary 

-implement the Cave Bat BITP/A and Wood Turtle BITP/A 

Comment noted. 

3 RAW 
6/1/2023 

Recreational measures 

-provide flow release and storage reservoir elevation information via the internet 

-maintain and improve signage at the canoe portage 

-develop a whitewater recreation plan for the GSR and for the Saxon Falls (SAF) hydro project that details 

the flow discharge regime for white water boating 

The Gile Project is being licensed under a separate proceeding from the Saxon Falls and Superior Falls 
Projects. RAW is combining proposed recreational measures among the Projects. The proposed recreational 

measures for the Gile Project are located in Section 3.8.3 of the FLA. 



# Entity, Date Comment NSPW Response 

-provide two water releases downstream annually for whitewater boating: one in June, and one in 

September 

-provide additional water downstream from the GSR for an increased aesthetic flow in the SAF Project 

bypass reach 

-continue aesthetic flow releases in the Superior Falls (SUF) Project bypass reach 

 

4 RAW 

6/1/2023 

Project Operations 

-continue to provide discharge from the GSR such that the SAF and SUF projects are operated in a run-of -

river mode 

-for daily reservoir operation, implement a gradual (ramping) rate for changing water levels to balance the 

needs of downstream generation with the needs of recreation and protection of the aquatic community in 

the GSR 

-develop an operations compliance plan for the GSR 

 

We recommend that all plans prepared by NSPW be developed in consultation with the Wisconsin DNR, 

Michigan DNR, Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) and other 

concerned stakeholders. 

The West Fork of the Montreal River and all lands and waters within vicinity of the Gile Flowage Storage 

Project are located entirely within the State of Wisconsin. Therefore, consultation with the Michigan 

resource agencies is not applicable to the Gile Project. The Project dam is located on the West Fork 
approximately 8 miles upstream of its confluence with the Montreal River (which is the border between 

Wisconsin and Michigan). The WDNR serves as the state fish and wildlife agency, state water resource 

agency, and is the certifying agency under Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act for all lands and 
waters within the Project vicinity.  

 
Because the releases from the Gile Project supplement natural changes in flows of the West Branch 

downstream of the Gile Dam and natural flow changes of the Main Branch of the Montreal River to maintain 

a constant flow for hydropower generation at the downstream Saxon Falls and Superior Falls Hydroelectric 

Projects, required changes in release at Gile Dam need to match to the natural changes downstream of Gile 
Dam and in the Main Branch of the Montreal River to operate as efficiently as possible at the downstream 

Saxon Falls and Superior Falls Hydroelectric Projects. Therefore, there is no incentive for NSPW to make 
rapid changes of releases from the Gile Dam instead of regular small changes that match the natural changes 

in the river system downstream of the Gile Dam and in the Main Branch of the Montreal River. For example, 
when flows naturally decrease in the unregulated Main Branch of the Montreal River, if NSPW waits too 

long to make the change to supplement the flows downstream it will result in decreased generation at the 

downstream hydroelectric projects. This is because the downstream reservoirs are very small and cannot 
store enough water to compensate for the reducing upstream flows and generating potential is lost without 

making an adjustment to increase releases in short time from the Gile Dam. In addition, if flows naturally 
increase in the Main Branch of the Montreal River and NSPW waits too long to make a change at Gile Dam 

to reduce the flow in short time, the excess water flowing into the downstream Projects will not be able to be 

used for electrical generation and will either have to pass over the spillway or NSPW will have to open a 

gate to pass the excess water downstream. Therefore, there is no incentive for NSPW to make rapid changes 
at the Gile Dam that do not match the natural cycle of the Main Branch of the Montreal River, which 

provides approximately 80% of the water used for generation downstream. No gradual ramping restrictions 

are required because NSPW is incented to follow the natural hydrograph with releases at the Gile Dam to its 

greatest potential possible. If rapid release changes are made, it is because the natural hydrologic conditions 
are changing rapidly.  

 
The USFWS is the federal fish and wildlife agency with jurisdiction in the Project vicinity. Therefore, 
NSPW proposed to consult with USFWS and WDNR in the FLA regarding the development of the proposed 

operations management plan. Since the State of Michigan does not have jurisdiction over wildlife or water 

quality within the West Fork, NSPW has not proposed to consult with MDNR or EGLE regarding the plan. 



# Entity, Date Comment NSPW Response 

5 RAW 
6/1/2023 

Reservoir/flow routing (RFR) model. The RAW supports XE’s efforts to finish an RFR model in 2023 for the 

GSR. The operation of the GSR is of course an integral part of the operation of the SAF and SUF hydro 

projects. We recommend that the water budget modeled for the GSR incorporate a base flow of at least a 

two CFS release in the bypass channels of SAF and SUF hydro projects at all times and year-round. Two 

CFS seems reasonable to the RAW based on our experience setting base flows in bypass channels at other 

hydro projects. Recognize that this is not a recommendation for a study; rather, it is a stated resource need 

to provide year-round watering in the side channels to sustain any aquatic community that develops there. 

The Gile Reservoir flow/routing model was completed in 2023 and has been included in Appendix E-28. 
 
Saxon and Superior Falls are both run of river projects and are being relicensed in a separate proceeding. 

Concerns regarding the operations of those facilities are outside the scope of the Gile Project licensing. 
However, it should be noted, the spillways at both Saxon Falls and Superior Falls experience leakage at all 

times, in addition to the water discharged to comply with any minimum flow requirements.  

6 RAW 
6/1/2023 

The RAW recommends that NSPW implement other measures for protection, mitigation, and enhancement 

at the GSR as requirements in the license. 

1. Maintenance drawdowns. To protect small fish, mussels, and other aquatic life from becoming 

stranded in the riverbed and exposed on flowage-dewatered shoreline, NSPW should prepare, in 

consultation with the Wisconsin DNR, Michigan DNR, and FWS, a drawdown management plan to be 

implemented for GSR when there is a need for routine dam maintenance or if there is a need for an 

emergency drawdown 

Other than routine operations, which allow for daily reservoir drawdowns of typically 0.1 feet per day, but 
no more than 0.2 feet per day1, there are no regularly scheduled drawdowns for maintenance purposes. Since 

routine drawdowns for maintenance are not regularly conducted, the details (purpose, timing, depth of 
drawdown, length of drawdown, refill conditions, etc.) of a future drawdown, if necessary, cannot be 

determined at this time. Each drawdown is unique and therefore must be developed on a case-by-case basis. 
Additionally, any drawdown extending three weeks or longer will require a temporary license amendment to 

be submitted for FERC approval. Therefore, NSPW proposes to consult with the WDNR and USFWS when 

developing any temporary license amendment application prior to submittal to FERC. Resource agency 

concerns, if any, would be addressed in the final application for a temporary license amendment. 
 
If a drawdown of less than three weeks in duration is necessary during the subsequent license term, it will be 

considered a planned deviation, and NSPW must follow the guidelines identified in Section 3.5.3 of the 

FLA. As part of the planned deviation process, NSPW must first consult with the resource agencies and the 

Bad River Tribe seeking their concurrence. This process will afford the resource agencies and the Bad River 
Tribe an opportunity to express any concerns they may have. 

7 RAW 
6/1/2023 

2. Operational compliance. Among other elements of an operational compliance plan, NSPW should 

install a new staff gauge at the dam to clearly show the maximum and minimum water levels of the GSR 

allowed in the license. NSPW should keep the gauge clean at all times, as the numbers get obscured easily 

by algae and other debris. 

There is an existing staff gage at the facility. The condition of all gages and other monitoring equipment will 
be reviewed when the Operations Management Plan, proposed in Section 3.5.3 of the FLA, is developed. 

8 RAW 

6/1/2023 

3. Water quality standards. To protect fish and other aquatic life from low dissolved oxygen levels and 

high-water temperatures, NSPW should develop a plan, in consultation with the Wisconsin DNR and 

Michigan EGLE, to monitor dissolved oxygen, temperature, and other parameters as deemed appropriate 

by the resource agencies to ensure that the project is operated within each state’s water quality standards. 

The Project is entirely located within the State of Wisconsin and is therefore subject only to Wisconsin water 

quality standards. As noted in the Water Quality Monitoring Study Report, all water sampling results 
indicated that the Project meets Wisconsin’s water quality standards. Since no substantive changes to 

operations are being proposed, there is no need to complete ongoing water quality monitoring. Therefore, 
periodic water quality monitoring is not being proposed as part of the FLA. 

 

 
1  Except for scheduled whitewater releases and emergencies beyond Applicant’s control, which includes preemptive drawdowns for expected large inflow events due to precipitation or snow melt to reduce flooding and increased reservoir elevations at the downstream 

hydroelectric projects. 
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9 RAW 
6/1/2023 

4. Bald eagle protection. Determine annually if any bald eagle nests occur on project land, and if so, 

implement the 

USFWS bald eagle management guidelines to protect nests and bald eagles from any land-disturbing 

activity. 

  

Further, implement a listed species protection plan if, over the period of the license, any federal and state 

listed species inhabit the land and water within the project boundary 

NSPW has not identified any specific activities in the FLA that would involve vegetation management or 
construction within 660 feet of any active eagle nest which could result in adverse impacts to the species.2 
 

In Section 3.7.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed mitigation measures to avoid impacts to state and federal 
threatened and endangered species. 

 
In Section 6.0 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed measures to mitigate the effects of yet to be fully defined 

maintenance work to avoid impacts to state and federal threatened and endangered species, including the 
protected bald eagle. 

10 RAW 
6/1/2023 

NSPW should prepare a Recreation Plan for the project and address the recommendations submitted by the 

resources agencies and concerned stakeholders as input to the plan. The plan should be implemented over 

the period of the new license and include these general conditions: 

-implement the recreational improvement measures proposed by NSPW in Exhibit E, and make the 

commitment to implement those provided thus far in relicensing to NSPW by the resource agencies and 

concerned stakeholders (i.e., Friends of the Gile Flowage, Michigan Hydro Relicensing Coalition, and 

American Whitewater) 

-commit to maintain all recreational sites (i.e., boat launches, fishing piers, trails, and canoe portage) in 

good condition 

 

-prepare a brochure or update the existing one showing a map of the project and the location of all 

recreational facilities 

 

-install new recreational facilities over the period of the license on an as-needed basis 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed improvements to the canoe portage, the only recreation site 
under its control, as well as routine maintenance throughout the term of the license. NSPW has further 

proposed to develop a Whitewater Recreation Plan, to add downstream river flow and reservoir elevation 
information to its website, and to develop an Island Management Plan. These proposed measures will ensure 

adequate public recreational access and opportunities within the Project boundary. Therefore, no separate 
recreation plan has been proposed. 

 

1 MHRC 
6/13/2023 

The Michigan Hydro Relicensing Coalition (Coalition) is a coalition of five statewide, nonprofit 

conservation groups with an interest in the protection and enhancement of aquatic resources: Michigan 

United Conservation Clubs, Michigan Council of Trout Unlimited, Great Lakes Council of Fly Fishers 

International, Anglers of the Au Sable, and the Michigan Steelhead and Salmon Fishermen’s Association. 

The Coalition is an Intervenor in the licensing proceedings for the Gile Flowage Project (P-15055) given 

the nexus between it and the downstream Saxon Falls – Superior Falls Hydropower Projects (P-2610-011; 

P-2587-065, respectively) on the Montreal River, a Michigan interstate river.  

Comment noted. NSPW notes that the Saxon Falls and Superior Falls Projects are being licensed under a 
separate proceeding. 

 
2 Since routine maintenance of recreation sites has been occurring, eagles with existing nests located within a 660-foot buffer of the recreation sites are accustomed to the activities and will not be adversely affected. Likewise, new nests established within a 660-foot 

buffer of the existing recreation sites are not likely to be adversely affected, because eagles would be establishing a new nest despite the presence of the recreation site and its routine maintenance activities. 
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2 MHRC 
6/13/2023 

The Coalition concurs with the River Alliance of Wisconsin’s (RAW) assessment of Northern States Power 

Wisconsin’s (NSPW) proposed environmental mitigation and enhancement measures stated in Draft 

License Application (DLA) Exhibit E. The Coalition anticipates that these measures may be refined as they 

are evaluated by the resource agencies and other stakeholders 

Comment noted. 

3 MHRC 

6/13/2023 

The Coalition also concurs with the RAW recommendation that the Commission incorporate the other 

specific measures for protection, mitigation, and enhancement at the Gile Flowage Project as requirements.  

In the final license issued to NSPW: maintenance drawdowns, operational compliance, water quality 

standards, and bald eagle protection. 

Comment noted. NSPW has responded to RAW’s comments. 

4 MHRC 

6/13/2023 

The Coalition also supports the RAW and American Whitewater (AWW) recommendations for the DLA 

recreation measures. 

Comment noted. NSPW has responded to RAW’s and AW’s comments. 

5 MHRC 

6/13/2023 

The Coalition recommends that NSPW complete the minimum flow habitat evaluation study and the 

reservoir/flow routing (RFR) model, and incorporate the results in its final license application 

Both studies were completed in 2023. The reservoir routing model has been included in Appendix E-29 of 

the FLA. Information regarding the results of the 2023 minimum flow study have been included in Section 

3.5.1.4.3 of the FLA. 

6 MRHC 

6/13/2023 

The Coalition also recommends that all plans prepared by NSPW should be developed in consultation with 

the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Michigan 

Department of Environment, Great Lakes 

The West Fork of the Montreal River and all lands and waters within vicinity of the Gile Flowage Storage 

Project are located entirely within the State of Wisconsin. Therefore, consultation with the Michigan 

resource agencies is not applicable to the Gile Project. The Project dam is located on the West Fork 
approximately 8 miles upstream of its confluence with the Montreal River (which is the border between 

Wisconsin and Michigan). The WDNR serves as the state fish and wildlife agency, state water resource 
agency, and is the certifying agency under Section 401 of the federal Clean Water Act for all lands and 

waters within the Project vicinity. The USFWS is the federal fish and wildlife agency with jurisdiction in the 

Project vicinity.  

 
Since the State of Michigan does not have jurisdiction over wildlife or water quality within the West Fork, 
NSPW has not proposed to consult with MDNR or EGLE regarding proposed management plans. It should 

also be noted the Gile Project only provides approximately 21% of the water supplied to the downstream 
Saxon Falls and Superior Falls Hydroelectric Projects. 

7 MHRC 
6/13/2023 

The Coalition has previously raised the issue of analyzing the effects of operation of the Gile Flowage – 

Saxon Falls and Superior Falls hydropower system as interrelated during the forthcoming environmental 

(NEPA) analysis by the Commission. Given the operational connection that during times of low flow water 

is released from the Gile Flowage to supplement natural river flows for power generation at the NSPW 

downstream hydroelectric projects, all three of these projects need to be viewed as a whole in terms of the 

environmental analysis of proposed future operations (including the cumulative effects analysis). The 

Coalition again urges the Commission to do a joint NEPA analysis as also recommended by AWW. 

Saxon and Superior Falls are run-of-river projects being licensed under a separate proceeding from the Gile 
Flowage. All water that is ultimately released from the Gile Flowage will pass through the two downstream 

projects. 
 

FERC indicated during the Initial Study Report meeting that they were not sure at that time whether one 

environmental analysis covering all three projects would be developed or separate environmental documents 

would be prepared for each project. 
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1 FOG 
6/14/2023 

Need for an Integrated Gile Flowage Reservoir-Saxon/Superior Falls Comprehensive Plan 

FOG stresses that the Gile Flowage Reservoir is an integral part of the Licensee’s hydro system that 

includes the Saxon and Superior Falls projects. FOG has maintained the position that three projects are 

interconnected and need to be viewed as a whole when analyzing project-effects on the Gile Flowage 

Reservoir. The Reservoir is only one element of an integrated watershed system that requires balancing 

Reservoir needs with those downstream on West Branch of the Montreal River. 

 

FOG recommends that NSPW develop an Integrated Gile Flowage Reservoir-Saxon/Superior Falls 

Comprehensive Plan, using a watershed resource-based approach, to manage shorelines and the multiple 

resources and uses of the project in a manner that is consistent with license requirements and project 

purposes, and addresses the needs of the public. This plan would address many of the issues FOG raises in 

this letter. Goals for this plan should include: 

•implementing management practices that will perpetuate the natural character of the Flowage’s shoreline 

•preserving its aesthetic qualities 

•protecting plant and animal communities 

 •preserving quality outdoor recreational opportunities including fishing, hunting, camping, nature 

observation, trapping, boating, and canoeing 

•managing the Reservoir through a watershed management approach 

•engaging local and non-local stakeholders and tribes 

Saxon and Superior Falls are run-of-river projects being licensed under a separate proceeding from the Gile 
Flowage. All water that is ultimately released from the Gile Flowage will pass through the two downstream 
projects. 

 
FERC indicated during the Initial Study Report meeting that they were unsure at that time whether one 

environmental analysis covering all three projects would be developed or separate environmental documents 
would be prepared for each project. 

 

2 FOG 

6/14/2023 
 

Project Boundary 

The AL section 2.2.2.1 offers Reservoir operating parameters with water level fluctuations continuing 

between the proposed project boundary at the 1490’ NGVD elevation, called “full pond”, to an allowable 

drawdown to the 1475’ NGVD elevation. This is a 15-foot variation. Drawdowns increase impacts on 

shoreland habitat and aquatic species by exposing the littoral area to dewatering. Drawdowns can impede 

boater access at each of the Reservoir’s boat landings as evidenced in the Recreation Study boater 

interviews. 

The proposed operation, with an allowable 15-foot drawdown, has been in effect since the construction of 

the Gile Dam. During that time, terrestrial, botanical, and littoral resources in the Project vicinity have 
adapted to the seasonal reservoir fluctuations. 

 
In addition, NSPW’s proposed operating regime, as outlined in Section 9 of Exhibit A, states the following: 
Over releases that do not serve a Project purpose can have an adverse impact upon recreational and 

environmental resources at the Gile Flowage. Therefore, NSPW avoids “over releasing” through closely 
regulating discharge from the Gile Dam. 

  
As noted in the Recreation Report, the Gile Park boat landing and Town of Pence boat landing serve as 

alternative access points during periods of low water levels. 

3 FOG 

6/14/2023 
 

On the other hand, NSPW is selling its Reservoir riparian properties to adjacent private landowners that 

includes a permanent easement allowing NSPW to flood these properties to the 1500’ NGVD elevation. 

Such flooding would be 10 feet above the proposed 1490’ NGVD project boundary elevation. At this 

elevation, Reservoir water would overtop the Gile Dam, and flood US Hwy. 51 at the Reservoir’s eastern 

NSPW has proposed to maintain the reservoir between elevations 1475 and 1490 feet NGVD. This 15 foot 

range has been used since the dam was originally constructed. Under the proposed operation, which retains 
the 15 foot range, the reservoir elevation drawdown would typically be restricted to approximately 0.1 feet 

per day, but no more than 0.2 feet per day, to balance the needs of downstream generation with the needs of 
recreation and aquatic environment.  
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edge as well as private and public property around the Reservoir. Combining the allowable drawdown to 

1475’ NGVD to the 1500’ NGVD flooding easement elevation means there is the potential for a 25-foot 

Reservoir water level variation. We are concerned that none of the AL’s environmental studies have 

factored impacts of this degree of water level fluctuation.  

 

FOG recommends that the Reservoir project boundary be established at the 1500’ NGVD elevation which 

would be consistent with NSPW flooding easement and NSPW project-related management. The permanent 

1500’ NGVD flooding easement is a project-operation effect that impacts the entire Reservoir, and the 

protection of the riparian area. Therefore, we feel that the Project Boundary should be the same as the Area 

of Potential Effect that will be impacted by this flooding easement. 

NSPW provided information regarding its flowage rights in Appendix M of the Proposed Study Plan. This 
information indicates that NSPW owns flowage rights to elevations 1495 or 1500 feet NGVD in most areas. 
NSPW has the property rights necessary for the operation of the project. Simply because NSPW’s flood 

rights exceed the reservoir’s upper operating elevation (1490.0’ NGVD) does not mean such rights should be 
included in the Project boundary and thus under Commission’s jurisdiction. Indeed, the area above elevation 

1490.0’ NGVD is not needed for project purposes. Furthermore, just because NSPW owns flowage rights, 
does not mean it intends to flow those lands on a periodic basis. FERC project boundaries are not established 

based on the extent of existing flowage rights, which may extend far beyond the reach of any operational 
impact, but on those lands necessary for Project operations.  

 

FOG’s blanket statement that the Project boundary should be set at 1500 feet NGVD is not feasible given the 

earthen portions of the dam have a maximum elevation of 1495 feet NGVD. The 1500-foot elevation 
boundary request would result in the inclusion of several private residences and other structures and privately 

owned lands (likely owned by members of FOG) adjacent to the reservoir within the boundary and therefore 

subject to FERC jurisdiction. In some areas the 1500-foot NGVD elevation line is over 1/8 mile from the 
reservoir’s shoreline. If the boundary were set at that elevation (i.e., 1500 feet NGVD), NSPW would likely 

have to obtain additional flowage rights that it does not currently own, for lands that are not impacted by 
Project operations.  

 

NSPW has proposed 1490 feet NGVD as the project boundary because that is the maximum reservoir 

operating elevation and that elevation contains all the lands necessary for the operation of the Project. FOG 
has offered no valid rationale, based on Project purposes, for demonstrating the need for a project boundary 

elevation of 1500 feet NGVD. 
 

4 FOG 
6/14/2023 

FOG also recommends that NSPW develop a Drawdown-Flooding Management Plan for project-related 

drawdowns are needed for routine dam maintenance or an emergency drawdown, and in cases when 

flooding above the project boundary becomes necessary to: 

• notify the public in a timely and effective manner 

• mitigate impacts on aquatic habitats 

• mitigate impacts on public use and safety 

The Gile Dam has an existing Emergency Action Plan. This plan provides updated information on the 
coordination with stakeholders during emergency situations, including flooding. 

 

Please see the response to RAW Comment #6 regarding drawdowns. 
 

5 FOG 

6/14/2023 

NSPW Owned Reservoir Uplands Connected to Riparian Lands 

The AL states, “The reservoir features a primarily undeveloped wooded shoreline with numerous rock 

outcrops and bedrock islands that greatly enhances the aesthetics.” 

 

There are approximately 900 acres of land around the Reservoir where NSPW owns large tracts of both the 

riparian and adjacent uplands. These lands are currently outside the proposed project boundary, but are 

integral to maintaining water quality, habitat, public access, and the unique Reservoir aesthetics as cited in 

the AL. Sales of NSPW non-project lands, adjacent to the Reservoir, will lead to greater development 

As noted in Section 15 of Exhibit A of the FLA, the purpose of the Project is to provide headwater storage 

for seasonally uniform hydroelectric generation at NSPW’s downstream Saxon Falls (FERC Project No. 

2610) and Superior Falls (FERC Project No. 2587) hydroelectric projects. 

 

As noted in 18 CFR § 4.41, the Project boundary must only enclose those lands necessary for the operation 
and maintenance of the Project and for other Project purposes, such as recreation, shoreline control, or 

protection of environmental resources. Existing residential, commercial, or other structures may be included 
within the boundary only to the extent that underlying lands are needed for project purposes. This section 
also states that the boundary must be located no more than 200 feet (horizontal measurement) from the 

exterior margin of the reservoir, except where additional lands are necessary for project purposes. 
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pressure and decrease of public access. Disposal of these large land tracts and riparian properties by 

NSPW could jeopardize the current conditions on which the License Application is based. 

 

FOG recommends that NSPW either extend the Reservoir project boundary to retain ownership of all 

riparian and adjacent uplands NSPW lands adjacent to the Reservoir; or donate these properties to a land 

trust, or other public entity, to retain their environmental qualities and keep them publicly accessible. 

NSPW proposes that that Project boundary include all lands with Project structures, NSPW-owned and 
maintained recreation sites, and all lands up to the maximum reservoir elevation of 1490 feet NGVD. 
Maintaining large tracts of undeveloped land within the Project boundary to protect the land from future 

development is not a project purpose and does not meet the requirements set forth in 18 CFR § 4.41. 
Additionally, it is beyond FERC’s jurisdiction to mandate the sale or transfer of lands that are not included 

within the Project boundary to a public entity in order that they remain open to the public in perpetuity.  
 

While NSPW is open to future discussions regarding the sale of adjacent uplands not included within the 
Project boundary, it is beyond the scope of this proceeding and inappropriate to include as a license 

condition. 

6 FOG 

6/14/2023 

Water Release Plan 

FOG recognizes the need for project-related water releases from the Gile Flowage to support opportunities 

for white water kayak recreation on the West Branch of the Montreal River. We support the two planned 

water releases from the Gile Flowage proposed in the AL. 

 

FOG recommends that NSPW develop a Water Release Plan in consultation with stakeholders including 

FOG that: 

•balances the opportunities for whitewater flows with recreation opportunities and impacts to the Reservoir 

•provides a minimum of a 72-hour notice of any planned Reservoir water releases to allow notification of 

Reservoir property owners and users 

•provides public information on water releases via Xcel’s Gile Flowage Hydro website and through local 

media 

•consults annually with the National Park Service, American Whitewater, FOG, and other stakeholders 

NSPW appreciates FOG’s support of its proposal to develop a Whitewater Recreation Plan and conduct two 

whitewater releases annually. 
 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed to develop a Whitewater Flow Recreation Plan in 

consultation with AW and NPS. The plan will include specific information such as the exact weekend each 
year the flows should be released and the time of day each flow release should begin. A similar plan was 

specified in the final license application for the Saxon Falls Project. NSPW proposes to develop the Gile 
Flowage Whitewater Recreation Plan in conjunction with the Saxon Falls Whitewater Recreation Plan.  

 

Under the proposed reservoir elevation restrictions, the proposed whitewater flow releases in June and 

September are not expected to result in significant adverse effects to water-based recreation. The June release 
would typically coincide with the time of year when inflows to the reservoir are higher. The September 

release is scheduled to occur after the primary open water recreation season, which generally ends on the 
first weekend in September (Labor Day Weekend). Therefore, NSPW has not proposed to consult with FOG 

on the development of the plan. 
 

There are no regularly scheduled maintenance drawdowns at the Project. Daily drawdowns are typically 

limited to 0.1 feet per day, not to exceed 0.2 feet per day, and generally do not provide sufficient flow to 
support whitewater boating downstream of the Project. 

 
NSPW has proposed to ramp flows up and down over a one-hour period prior to and after the three-hour 

release, respectively, to reduce aquatic impacts. Once the plan has been developed, the annual releases will 

be established and annual meetings with stakeholders will not be necessary. 

7 FOG 

6/14/2023 

We disagree with the NSPW assumption in section 3.8.1.3.5 that the states the number of Reservoir 

recreational days is not expected to increase by 2040 based on “no projected of population change in Iron 

County, WI and Gogebic County, MI.” This assumption fails to recognize the significant increase in the 

number of non-local residents/tourist visitors coming to Iron County WI and neighboring areas. 

 

According to the WI Department of Tourism (Travel Wisconsin, 2022), Iron County experienced a 118° 

increase in tourism expenditures from 2019 to 2022. This is evidence that more visitors are discovering this 

Please note that the population study was conducted for all of Iron County during the period of COVID 

restrictions. Many outdoor recreation areas received a marked increase in use as a direct result of the 

implications from the COVID restrictions. Therefore, there is not enough information to support a claim this 

trend of increased recreational use, or even the short-term increase, will continue into the future. 

 
Stakeholders have the opportunity to request additional recreational improvements throughout the term of the 

license if warranted by increased use. 
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area and using the Reservoir which is a primary northern Iron County attraction. This usage will only 

increase once the Reservoir is federally licensed, and its notoriety increases from this designation. 

8 FOG 
6/14/2023 

Support for Reservoir recreation planning or enhancement is lacking in the AL. “Estimated Cost for 

Proposed Environmental Measures” (Table A-1), includes a $15,000 budget for a Whitewater Recreation 

Plan which will affect recreation downstream from the project boundary, but there is no plan listed or 

budgeted for recreation planning or enhancement within the Reservoir’s project boundary. 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed improvements to the canoe portage, the only recreation site 
under its control. NSPW further proposes to develop a Whitewater Recreation Plan and Island Management 

Plan. These measures are sufficient to provide public recreational access within the Project boundary. 

9 FOG 
6/14/2023 

FOG strongly supports NSPW develop a Reservoir Recreation Plan, in partnership with stakeholders, that 

addresses: 

•recreational use of Reservoir islands and shorelands within the project boundary 

•need for accessible public fishing opportunities including handicap accessible fishing 

•developing a schedule for monitoring and maintaining project recreational facilities, including island 

maintenance 

•implementing stewardship projects and partnerships that support Reservoir Recreation Plan goals. 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed improvements to the canoe portage, the only recreation site 
under its control. NSPW further proposes to develop a Whitewater Recreation Plan and Island Management 

Plan. These measures are sufficient to provide public recreational access within the Project boundary. No 
reservoir recreation plan is necessary. 

10 FOG 
6/14/2023 

Island Recreation Plan and Enhancement Measures 

Exhibit G Project Boundary Map identifies many of the islands within the Reservoir as Fee Simple and 

included in the project boundary. These islands are a result of the Reservoir being created. They represent 

a project effort and measures must be implemented for their management. 

 

FOG supports inclusion of these NSPW owned islands within the project boundary, however we feel that 

recreational use of the 20+ NSPW islands is not adequately addressed in the AL. 

 

In the AL, the Licensee indicates that they will manage the Project in the same manner as when the dam 

was created in the late 1940’s. NSPW’s stated position has remained that camping is not permitted on 

NSPW islands or its riparian lands. However, this policy has never been enforced. Island camping and day 

use is increasing, bringing more trash and sanitary issues. Active management of the Gile Flowage islands 

is necessary to maintain a safe, sanitary experience for Flowage users as well as maintain island habitats. 

 

The Recreation Study’s “Evaluation of Existing Recreation on Undeveloped Islands” section 3.8.1.3.4 

acknowledges that trash was found on several islands (no number given). Although the study did not specify 

NSPW has proposed to develop an Island Management Plan in consultation with FOG and NPS in Section 
3.8.3 of the FLA. The plan would be developed within one year of license issuance and would formalize 

NSPW’s existing land management policy and address issues regarding public access, signage, maintenance, 

trash removal, and enforcement of regulations on islands owned by NSPW. No camping sites or pit toilets 

would be allowed under the plan. 

 

 
 

 

 

. 
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the amount or type of trash, a low level of garbage may be due to the annual FOG clean ups as well as on-

going boat landing and island cleaning done by FOG volunteers throughout the year. The amount and type 

of garbage collected by FOG volunteers in annual island clean ups has been well documented in prior 

project correspondence to FERC. The AL also fails to discuss the problem of human sewage NSPW islands 

being used for camping. Measures need to be taken to mitigate this issue.  

11 FOG 

6/14/2023 

FOG recommends that NSPW develop an Island Recreation Plan and Enhancement Measures to: 

•establish policies and procedures for public-use camping on NSPW islands and shorelands 

•implement management strategies for maintaining sanitary and safe camping and recreational use of 

NSPW’s islands and shorelands 

•conduct regularly scheduled island clean-ups to remove garbage from these islands as well as monitor and 

mitigate environmental damage caused by recreational use 

•conduct public education on the need for “back country” recreational use practices on NSPW islands and 

shorelines through signage at each boat landing and public information outreach about recreational use of 

the Reservoir 

NSPW has proposed to develop an Island Management Plan, in consultation with FOG and NPS, in Section 

3.8.3 of the FLA. The plan would be developed within one year of license issuance and would formalize 
NSPW’s existing land management policy and address issues regarding public access, signage, maintenance, 

trash removal, and enforcement of regulations on islands owned by NSPW. No camping sites or pit toilets 
would be allowed under the plan. 

 

12 FOG 

6/14/2023 

Enhance Tailwater Recreation: Kayaking/Canoeing and Fishing 

The tailwater area is included in the current proposed project boundary. The tailwaters area is accessed 

via a path across and down the steep grassy north slope of the Gile Dam berm to the river’s east side. The 

area is currently undeveloped and unsigned. There is no designated or ADA accessible parking to access 

the tailwaters areas. Users park either on city streets or the eastern edge of the Gile Dam berm. 

 

Fishers interviewed in the Recreation Study supported public access to the tailwaters area immediately 

below the Gile Dam. The tailwaters area also served as a put-in point for the project’s Whitewater Study, 

although kayakers accessing the West Branch of the Montreal River typically put in further downstream 

below Hwy. 77 to avoid Gile Falls. 

This comment is the same as comments 11 and 12 from the NPS. Please see NSPW’s responses to NPS 

Comments #11 and #12, below. 

13 FOG 

6/14/2023 

Tailwaters Kayak/Canoe Recreation: Currently there is a “Take Out” sign on the Gile Dam. The AL calls 

for signage of a “Canoe Portage” directing boaters over the south side of the Gile Dam berm to the West 

Branch of the Montreal River on the north side. We do not know of any boaters who have ever portaged 

from the Reservoir to access the West Branch. This side of the Gile Dam berm is reinforced with large 

boulders, making portaging over them impossible unless improvements are made. We propose that a 

A canoe portage has been in place for at least 40 years and is generally required at both state-regulated dams 

(the Gile Dam was state regulated prior to the current licensing proceeding) and FERC hydroelectric 
projects. Regardless of FOG’s opinion on the need for a canoe portage, NSPW will continue to maintain the 

canoe portage over the term of the original license.  
 

The canoe portage was assessed as part of the recreation survey. The site was rated as “needs improvement” 

due to the areas of erosion control and the need for improved signage. The erosion will be corrected by the 
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“Canoe Portage” sign is unnecessary unless required due to the presence of the Gile Dam in which case 

improvements are needed to create a portage access. 

 

end of August 2023. NSPW has proposed to review and update or replace the take-out and Part 8 signage in 
Section 3.8.3 of the FLA. No other improvements to the site have been proposed. 
 

NSPW utilizes safety signage similar to the safety signage at its other hydroelectric facilities in order to 
minimize costs and provide a consistent safety message. 

14 FOG 
6/14/2023 

However, we disagree with NSPW and feel that a Put In” sign is necessary should any kayakers/canoers 

wish to access the river. Local knowledge is that recreationalists accessing the tailwaters park their 

vehicles at the edge of a city street located at the east end of the Gile Dam berm. As noted in the Recreation 

Study Table 5-15, there are no parking places at the Gile Dam. We propose that a Put-In sign directing 

kayaker/canoers from this “parking area” across the Gile Dam berm to the trail access down to the river 

makes more sense than a Canoe Portage sign which will not be seen from this access trail. However, as 

noted by participants in the Whitewater Study, the tailwaters area is not adequate for whitewater boaters to 

use as a put-in site in its present state. It is also important that kayakers/canoers accessing the river from 

here should be made aware of the proximity of navigational hazards, such as Gile Falls, located a short 

distance downstream from the tailwaters. 

NSPW has proposed to review and update or replace the Canoe Portage Take-Out sign and Part 8 sign 
identifying the site. As noted in the Section 3.83 of the FLA, when boaters take-out and get to the top of the 

earthen embankment, it is clearly evident where to put in downstream. The Part 8 sign will be located near 
the road and will identify the canoe portage site for those putting in below the dam. Therefore, NSPW has 

not proposed to install a new put-in sign at the site. 

 

The canoe portage has been in place for at least 40 years and will not be relocated to Gile Park. If 
recreationists wish to take out at Gile Park, they are free to do so. 

 

Concerns about the condition of the Put-In were not expressed by the whitewater boaters during the 2022 
study.  

15 FOG 
6/14/2023 

Tailwaters Fishing Recreation: The east side of the tailwaters area is also accessed by fishers from the 

informal “parking area” to a path across the Gile Dam berm, then down the berm’s steep northern slope to 

the river’s edge. The area is undeveloped and not ADA accessible. It could be prone to erosion with greater 

use. FOG recommends NSPW include Tailwaters Enhancements in a Reservoir Recreation Plan to consider 

options for enhancing public recreational access which mitigating (sic.) environmental impacts. 

FOG supports the following Tailwater Recreation Enhancements: 

• develop an ADA accessible off-street parking area for fishers and kayaker/canoers using the 

tailwaters area 

• develop a tailwaters pathway and access to insure safe public use for both fishers and kayakers 

while protecting the integrity of the Gile Dam berm and mitigating environmental impacts 

• erect signage indicating a kayak “Put In” directionally located to direct kayakers/canoers from the 

parking area to the tailwaters put-in location 

• erect signage at the tailwaters put-in including a map of the river indicating navigational hazards, 

such as Gile Falls, and downstream take-out locations and distances 

• develop a ADA compliant access, fishing platform, and shoreline pathway to ensure recreational 

opportunities for people with handicaps or disabilities 

See NSPW’s response to NPS Comments #11 and #12. 
 

The tailwater access in its current condition is suitable for whitewater boaters. None of the boater surveys 
included in the Whitewater Recreation Study Report indicated that the tailwater area was inadequate for 

launching. Photographs in the report show boaters launching without effort at each of the flows studied. 
Parking is readily available at Gile Park, located approximately 160 feet east of the access site, and along the 

streets adjacent to the site. Several boaters remarked that they would be unlikely to boat the stretch of river 
immediately downstream of the dam due to the need to portage around the snowmobile bridge and/or Gile 
Falls. Rather, they would prefer to put in farther downstream. 

 
ADA facilities, including a parking space, toilets, and a pavilion, are located at the adjacent Gile Park. 
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16 FOG 
6/14/2023 

Boat Landings: Maintenance and Mitigation 

Public use and enjoyment of the Gile Flowage Reservoir depends on access via one of four public boat 

landings. The two major developed landings have docks and are accessible by paved roads. These are Gile 

Park Landing (City of Montreal), and the County C Landing (WDNR). The two smaller landings with no 

docks are Town of Pence Landing (Town of Pence) and Sucker Hole Landing (Iron County) Both of these 

landings are accessed by Spring Camp Road. 

 

Reservoir water levels directly relate to project operation and the ability of the public use of these landings 

to access the Reservoir. Different opinions from respondents on boat launch accessibility are presented in 

the Recreation Study and the AL. Some respondents indicated significant difficulty using the County C 

Landing and docks, especially under low water conditions, and said that ramp and dock conditions were 

unsafe. One respondent offered that “the Town of Pence and Sucker Hole Landings are substitutes because 

the County C Landing is not useable at low water levels.” Others countered that it was difficult to launch 

“at both the Gile Park and Town of Pence Landings under low water conditions.” AL section 3.8.2.3 states 

“there are alternatives for launching a boat during the summer drawdown such as Gile Park and Town of 

Pence Landing, which remain accessible during low water conditions.” FOG maintains that Sucker Hole 

Boat Landing is a low water boat launch site based on local experience. 

 

Despite the range of opinions on low water boat launching, the Recreation Study Table 5-13. “Summary of 

comments received from interviews, Gile Flowage (January, May-October 2022)”, cites respondent 

comments about the impacts to boat launching under low water conditions at each of the Reservoir’s 

landings. 

The canoe portage is the only recreation site owned and maintained by NSPW and the only recreation site 
proposed to be included as a FERC-approved recreation facility. Signage for the site is addressed in Section 
3.8.3 of the FLA. NSPW has proposed to review and update or replace the Canoe Portage Take-Out sign and 

the Part 8 sign identifying the site. The signage will be maintained over the term of the license as part of 
routine maintenance. The erosion noted downstream of the dam is scheduled to be repaired by the end of 

August 2023. 
 

The remaining recreation sites are not under NSPW’s ownership or control. While the recreation study did 
identify the need for improvements to regulation and interpretive signage at some of these sites, these 

deficiencies do not compromise the sites ability to provide public access. Ultimately, the owners are 

responsible for the ongoing maintenance (including signage) of the sites.  

 
See the NSPW’s response to NPS comments #15 and 17 regarding water levels at the sites and #16 for the 

condition of the County Highway C boat landing. 

 
The tailwater access in its current condition is suitable for whitewater boaters. None of the boater surveys 

included in the Whitewater Recreation Study Report indicated that the tailwater area was inadequate for 
launching. Photographs in the report show boaters launching without effort at each of the flows studied. 

Parking is readily available at Gile Park, located approximately 160 feet east of the access site, and along the 

streets adjacent to the site. Several boaters remarked that they would be unlikely to boat the stretch of river 

immediately downstream of the dam due to the need to portage around the snowmobile bridge and/or Gile 
Falls. Rather, they would prefer to put in farther downstream. 

 
  

17 FOG 
6/14/2023 

Because the Town of Pence and Sucker Hole Boat Landings allow Reservoir boating access under low 
water conditions due to project operations, FOG recommends that the Town of Pence and Sucker Hole 

Boat Landings be included within the project boundary as a project facilities due to their importance in 
insuring public access. 

The Town of Pence and Sucker Hole landings are not owned or managed by NSPW. They were developed 
during the existing reservoir operating regime by local units of government to provide public access. NSPW 

has consulted with the owners of the sites throughout this licensing proceeding. As owners of these facilities, 

they are ultimately responsible for their maintenance. 

 
As noted in the recreation report, both landings were rated as in “good working condition.” Although the 

Town of Pence landing evaluation indicated that some regulatory signage needed to be replaced, the site still 
serves its primary purpose of providing access to the reservoir. The recreation report also indicated that both 
landings provide access to the reservoir during low water conditions. These two access sites were developed 

by the units of local government prior to this licensing proceeding and will continue to provide public access 

regardless of whether the sites are located within the FERC Project boundary.  
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18 FOG 
6/14/2023 

FOG also recommends that NSWP develop a Boat Landing Enhancement Plan to provide annual 

maintenance and mitigation measures at each of the Reservoir’s four boat landings to ensure boater access 

to mitigate the impacts of project-operation water levels fluctuations. 

 

NSPW owns and maintains one recreational site within the Project boundary, the canoe portage. NSPW has 
no control over the remaining sites, which are all owned by local units of government and provide public 
access to the reservoir. The landings were developed with consideration for the reservoir’s current operating 

regime. The owners are ultimately responsible for the maintenance of their sites. 

19 FOG 

6/14/2023 

Need for Mitigation in the Invasive Species Monitoring Plan 

As stated in section 3.6.2.1.2 the licensee acknowledges the project-related effect of the spread of aquatic 

and invasive species: “Maintenance of Project facilities and Project works have the potential to increase 

the risk of spread or transfer of aquatic invasive species.” We disagree mitigation the Licensee proposes to 

respond to this increased risk, cited in section 3.6.3-Proposed Measures, that is to conduct more 

monitoring: The Applicant will develop a rapid response invasive species monitoring plan to monitor 

for the introduction of new invasive species and limit the dispersal of established species. and include a 

proposal for biennial surveys.” 

 

We contend that monitoring for invasive species caused by project operations, however rapid, is not a 

mitigation strategy to limit their dispersal which the Licensee acknowledges has the potential to increase 

due to project operations. 

In Section 3.6.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed to develop a rapid response invasive species monitoring 

plan to monitor for the introduction of new invasive species and limit the dispersal of established species. 
Within one year of license issuance, the Applicant proposes to develop said plan in consultation with the 

WDNR prior to filing the plan with the FERC. The plan will incorporate measures for both aquatic and 

terrestrial invasive species and include a proposal for biennial surveys. The need for any mitigation measures 

will be included in the plan. 
 

NSPW has not acknowledged that its project operations have spread terrestrial and aquatic invasive species. 

NSPW has indicated that there is a potential to spread existing or introduce new invasive species during 
construction, routine recreation site maintenance, or vegetation management activities if appropriate BMPs 

are not implemented. The proposed invasive species plan will address invasive species BMPs to be 
implemented during these activities to minimize this risk. 

 

 

20 FOG 
6/14/2023 

As identified in the Aquatic Terrestrial Invasive Species (ATIS) Study, the spread of terrestrial invasive 

plants along the shoreline is an ongoing, project-related adverse effect including degradation by the spread 

of invasive glossy buckthorn and exotic honeysuckle. Although these terrestrial invasive plants in identified 

the ATIS, “The report concludes that the Project, overall, appears to support a healthy terrestrial and 

aquatic plant community with minimal presence of invasive plants.” 

 

We disagree this this conclusion. Invasive species, like glossy buckthorn and exotic honeysuckle, are known 

to become more abundant over time, replacing native vegetation. Because the spread of terrestrial invasive 

species is acknowledged as a project effect, the Licensee should propose measures to reduce their 

abundance and control their spread. 

NSPW has not acknowledged that its Project operations have spread terrestrial invasive species, including 
glossy buckthorn and exotic honeysuckle, within the Project. NSPW has indicated that there is a potential to 

spread existing or introduce new invasive species during construction, routine recreation site maintenance, or 
vegetation management activities, if appropriate BMPs are not implemented. The proposed invasive species 
plan will address invasive species BMPs to be implemented during these types of activities. 

 
 

 

 

21 FOG 
6/14/2023 

The AL’s “Estimated Costs of Proposed Environmental Measures” annually budgets for an Aquatic and 

Terrestrial Invasive Species Plan and conducting biennial surveys as noted above, however there is no plan 

or budget for mitigating the impacts of aquatic and/or terrestrial invasive species when they are found 

In Section 3.6.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed to develop a rapid response invasive species monitoring 
plan to monitor for the introduction of new invasive species and limit the dispersal of established species. 

Within one year of license issuance, NSPW proposes to develop said plan in consultation with the WDNR 

prior to filing the plan with the Commission. The plan will incorporate measures for both aquatic and 
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project boundary, including Spiny Water Flea which has already been documented by the WDNR to be 

present within the project boundary. 

 

Therefore, FOG recommends that the Licensee: 

• develop an Invasive Species Monitoring and Mitigation Plan given NSPW has acknowledged the 

relationship between its project operations and the spread invasive species, including the presence of 

invasive Spiny Water Flea in Reservoir waters 

• conduct AIS mitigation by installing aquatic invasive inspection and cleaning stations at the two 

most publicly used boat landings (Gile Park Boat Landing and County C Boat Landing) to reduce the 

transmission of SWF out of the Reservoir 

• conduct an on-going AIS public education campaign through boat landing signage and public 

information about the Reservoir to engage users in reducing transmission of AIS into and out of the 

Reservoir 

terrestrial invasive species and include a proposal for biennial surveys. The need for any mitigation measures 
will also be included in the plan. 
 

NSPW has not acknowledged that its Project operations have spread invasive species including spiny water 
fleas. NSPW has indicated that there is a potential to spread existing or introduce new invasive species 

during construction, routine recreation site maintenance, or vegetation management activities if appropriate 
BMPs are not implemented. The proposed invasive species plan will address invasive species BMPs to be 

implemented to minimize this risk. 
 

NSPW is not proposing to provide a boat cleaning station at any recreation site. 

 

Ongoing education regarding AIS is typically conducted by the WDNR and County Land and Water 
Conservation Departments. WDNR typically provides invasive species signage at boat landings to educate 

the public on AIS. NSPW proposes to install invasive species signage at its canoe portage if recommended 

and provided by WDNR. 
 

22 FOG 
6/14/2023 

Reservoir Signage/Information Plan 

Respondents survey in the Recreation Study found signage to be lacking and needed. Signage directing the 

public and recreationalists to the Reservoir, as well as information to guide user access and safe use, are 

lacking. The only signs noted in the Recreation Study are NSPW’s Reservoir ownership sign on the Gile 

Dam berm, the proposed “Canoe Portage” sign, and interpretive signage at each Reservoir landing which 

FOG installed and maintains. 

Only the Canoe Portage recreation site is owned and maintained by NSPW and proposed to be included as a 
FERC-approved recreation site. Signage for the site is addressed in Section 3.8.3 of the FLA. NSPW has 

proposed to review and update or replace the Canoe Portage Take-Out sign and the Part 8 sign identifying 

the site. The signage will be maintained over the term of the license as routine recreation site maintenance. 

As a licensed facility, NSPW will be required to prepare a public safety plan for submittal to FERC. This 
plan will provide information on the location and types of safety signage present at the site. 

 

The remaining recreation sites are not under NSPW’s ownership or control. While the recreation study did 

identify the need for improvements to regulation and interpretive signage of some of the non-Project 

recreation sites, these factors do not compromise the function of the sites to provide access to the reservoir. 

Ultimately, the owners of the sites are responsible for ongoing maintenance (including signage) of the sites. 
Therefore, NSPW has not proposed to develop a signage management plan. 

23 FOG 
6/14/2023 

FOG recommends that NSPW develop a Gile Flowage Reservoir Signage/Information Plan to provide: 

• directional signage to boat landings and other project facilities from adjacent state highways and 

city/town roads to support public access 

• signage at each boat landing instructing Reservoir users in how they can reduce the spread of 

invasive species to support AIS mitigation strategies 

• public outreach, including brochures, website information, and signage at each boat landing 

providing information about public use of the Reservoir including island camping, trash disposal, 

emergency information to promote safe, sanitary use of NSPW islands and Reservoir 

The Canoe Portage is the only recreation site owned and maintained by NSPW and the only site proposed to 
be included as a FERC-approved recreation site. Signage for the site is addressed in Section 3.8.3 of the 

FLA. NSPW has proposed to review and update or replace the Canoe Portage Take-Out sign and the Part 8 

sign identifying the site. The signage will be maintained over the term of the license as part of routine 
recreation site maintenance. NSPW has already developed a public safety plan for the Project per the 

direction of the FERC-Chicago Regional Office.  
 

The remaining recreation sites are not under NSPW’s ownership or control. While the recreation study did 

identify the need for improvements to regulation and interpretive signage at some of these sites, these 

deficiencies do not compromise the sites ability to provide public access. Ultimately, the owners are 
responsible for the ongoing maintenance (including signage) of the sites. Therefore, NSPW has not proposed 

to develop a signage management plan. 
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• website accessible information about the Reservoir including boat landing locations, recreation use 

policies, maps, cultural/historic, geological, and ecological points of interest, emergency contact 

information, project operation drawdowns or flooding, and navigational hazards. 

• interpretive signage at Gile Park Boat Landing to information about historic and cultural 

significance of the lands adjacent to the Reservoir and flooded to create the Reservoir, including the 

Montreal Company Historic District National Register of Historic Places and the Government Land Office-

mapped trail known as the Flambeau Trail 

The Recreation Study report indicated that, in general, the condition of the recreation resources on the Gile 
Flowage were in good condition. Two exceptions were noted, the Canoe Portage and Sucker Hole landing. 
Both facilities received a rating of “in need of maintenance” due to a lack of directional signage. NSPW has 

proposed signage improvements to the canoe portage site as part of the FLA. The Sucker Hole landing is not 
under NSPW’s ownership or control. Therefore, is it the site’s owner responsibility to maintain signage. 

 
NSPW has proposed to provide information online regarding discharge from the Gile Dam and information 

regarding whitewater releases. NSPW will also include information on the location of boat landings that 
provide access to the reservoir. 

 

The Montreal Mining Company site is located primarily outside of the Project boundary and is unaffected by 

Project operations and is therefore not identified on any Project maps.  
 

The Flambeau Trail is believed to have crossed the reservoir. In order to protect the site, NSPW will not 

disclose its location as that is considered privileged information. 

1 AW 

6/15/2023 

Need for a Coordinated Environmental Review and Comprehensive Plan for the Waterway 

 

American Whitewater supports coordination of license requirements for the Saxon Falls Project (P-2610) 

with the Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project (P-15055). In past comments we have noted the 

importance of taking an integrated approach to the licensing of the Superior Falls Project, Saxon Falls 

Project, and the Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project;8 such an approach is necessary for purposes of a 

basin wide approach and an outcome that is best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving or 

developing a waterway or waterways for all beneficial public uses including recreation.’ Given the 

interrelated nature of operations of these three projects, and the fact that all are undergoing relicensing 

simultaneously, American Whitewater 

believes it would be in the public interest to evaluate all three projects and the proposed protection, 

mitigation, and enhancement measures in a single environmental review document. 

 

The Commission should include a clear plan for how integration and coordination between these three 

projects, for both recreational and environmental measures, can be best achieved. We believe that 

reviewing all three projects through a single environmental review document would be most efficient for all 

stakeholders, lead to better environmental outcomes, and be in the public interest. This approach would 

allow for a comprehensive understanding of individual project effects and cumulative effects and provide an 

efficient means of evaluating interrelated issues associated with all three projects in the basin; it would 

enhance the ability of the Commission to issue license decisions that are best adapted to a comprehensive 

plan for the waterway consistent with 16 U.S. Code § 803(a). 

Saxon and Superior Falls are run-of-river projects being licensed under a separate proceeding from the Gile 

Project. All water that is ultimately released from the Gile Flowage will pass through the two downstream 
projects. 

 

FERC indicated during the Initial Study Report meeting that they were unsure at that time whether one 

environmental analysis covering all three projects would be developed or separate environmental documents 
would be prepared for each project. 
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In the event that the Commission elects to proceed with two separate environmental reviews and issuance of 

separate licenses, American Whitewater recommends that the license for Gile Flowage Storage Project 

includes a specific requirement to evaluate and consider modification of license conditions upon issuance of 

any separate license for the Superior Falls and Saxon Falls projects. 

2 AW 

6/15/2023 

Section 2.2.2.2 

We appreciate and support the development of a Whitewater Recreation Plan, that includes the Saxon Falls 

Project, as a proposed environmental measure. 

NSPW appreciates AW’s support for the development of a Whitewater Recreation Plan. 

3 AW 

6/15/2023 

Section 3.5.3 

We support the proposed project operations with scheduled releases for whitewater boating opportunities 

downstream included among project purposes for water release from Gile Flowage. 

NSPW appreciates AW’s support for the scheduled whitewater releases. 

4 AW 
6/15/2023 

Section 3.8.1.1 

We are unclear what is meant by the statement that “NSPW operates and maintains the canoe portage at 

the Gile Dam. While we generally appreciate the acknowledgement of the need for portage around barriers 

to navigation (in this case a dam), the type of watercraft used for travel on the reservoir is very different 

from the watercraft used to travel down river. Traveling on the reservoir, portaging the dam, and 

continuing downstream on the river may be theoretically possible, but we don’t anticipate this to be how 

most users will utilize the resource. Watercraft designed for use on the reservoir are not optimized for 

travel on whitewater. Watercraft designed for the river environment downstream of Gile Flowage are 

specialized whitewater boats capable of navigating class IV whitewater. Rather than describing this site as 

a portage, we believe it would be more appropriate to describe the site as a take-out accessible for 

paddlecraft using the reservoir and a put-in for whitewater boaters traveling downstream on the river. 

 

The” canoe portage” as depicted in Figure 3.8.1.1-1 should not be actively promoted. 

A canoe portage has been in place for at least 40 years and is generally required at both state-regulated dams 
(the Gile dam was state regulated prior to this licensing effort) and FERC hydroelectric projects. Regardless 

of AW’s opinion on the need for a canoe portage, NSPW will continue to maintain the canoe portage over 
the term of the original license. 

5 AW 

6/15/2023 

Section 3.8.1.3.1 

As an alternative to signage for a portage, we recommend signage directing paddlecraft utilizing the 

reservoir to the take-out at Gile Park. We disagree with the recommendation that a put-in sign downstream 

of the dam is unnecessary;' 4 it is critical to have visible safety signage at the access point below the dam to 

discourage those who might be traveling in watercraft on the reservoir that are inappropriate for the 

NSPW has proposed to review and update or replace the Canoe Portage Take-Out sign and Part 8 sign 

identifying the site. As noted in the Section 3.83 of the FLA, when boaters take-out of the water and walk to 
the top of the earthen embankment, it is clearly evident where to put in downstream. The Part 8 sign will be 

located near the road and will identify the canoe portage site for those putting in at the dam. Therefore, 

NSPW has not proposed to install a new put-in sign at the site. 
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whitewater downstream of the dam. This is particularly important given the fact that the most challenging 

whitewater on the river at Gile Falls is just downstream of the dam but not visible from the access point at 

the dam. 

 

American Whitewater recently developed safety signage standards with support from the U.S. Coast Guard 

and the input of approximately 200 river safety professionals. Our toolkit that includes signage templates, 

iconography, and safety messages appropriate for this site is available on our website at: 

<https://www.americanwhitewater.org/safetysignage>. American Whitewater requests a consultation role 

in the development of the signage plan. 

The canoe portage has been in place for at least 40 years and will not be relocated to Gile Park. If boaters 
wish to take out at Gile Park, they are free to do so. 
 

NSPW utilizes safety signage similar to the safety signage at its other hydroelectric facilities in order to 
minimize costs and provide a consistent message. NSPW has not proposed to develop a signage plan. 

 
 

 

6 AW 

6/15/2023 

Section 3.8.1.3.5 

We challenge the assumption that “the number of recreation days for recreation facilities at the Gile 

Flowage Storage Reservoir Project is not expected to increase by 2040,” based on the fact that “current 

use” is primarily by recreationists living within 50 miles of the Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project. 

Trends in visitor use at recreation destinations have been very dynamic over the past three years given the 

impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Please note that the population study was conducted for all of Iron County during the period of COVID 

restrictions. Many outdoor recreation areas received a marked increase in use as a direct result of the 
implications from the COVID restrictions. Therefore, there is insufficient information to support a claim this 

trend of increased recreational use, or even the short-term increase, will continue into the future. 

 

Stakeholders have the opportunity to request additional recreational improvements throughout the term of the 
license if warranted by increased use. 
 

7 AW 

6/15/2023 

Section 3.8.1.3.5 

Although Gile Park and County C Landing are mentioned in this section, there is no discussion of the 

adequacy of existing facilities at the tailwater area below Gile Dam generally referred to in the document 

as the “canoe portage.” We support development of accessible fishing opportunities in the tailwater area 

and accommodations for barrier-free access to the river for those who have an interest in using the site as a 

launch point for whitewater boating. As noted above, appropriate safety signage is critical for this site. 

The canoe portage is the only recreation site owned and maintained by NSPW and the only recreation site 

proposed to be included as a FERC-approved recreation facility. Signage for the site is addressed in Section 
3.8.3 of the FLA. NSPW has proposed to review and update or replace the Canoe Portage Take-Out sign and 

the Part 8 sign identifying the site. The signage will be maintained over the term of the license as part of 
routine maintenance. The erosion noted downstream of the dam is scheduled to be repaired by the end of 

August 2023. 

 

The tailwater access in its current condition is suitable for whitewater boaters. None of the boater surveys 
included in the Whitewater Recreation Study Report indicated that the tailwater area was inadequate for 

launching. Photographs in the report show boaters launching without effort at each of the flows studied. 
Parking is readily available at Gile Park, located approximately 160 feet east of the access site, and along the 

streets adjacent to the site. Several boaters remarked that they would be unlikely to boat the stretch of river 

immediately downstream of the dam due to the need to portage around the snowmobile bridge and/or Gile 
Falls. Rather, they would prefer to put in farther downstream. 

8 AW 
6/15/2023 

Section 3.8.1.3.5 
The discussion of adequacy of existing facilities at the County C Landing includes no mention of challenges 

with using the site at low reservoir elevations. A more comprehensive discussion of project-related effects of 
reservoir elevation on adequacy and usability of boat ramps should be included in this section. Specific 

measures should be implemented to address these issues. 
 

The recreation report analyzed reservoir elevation data to determine if water levels adversely impact 
recreation at the existing boat ramps. During the survey, visitors were asked to indicate if low water levels 

affected their current activities regarding launching a boat, boating safety, and using docks. Specifically, they 

were asked if low water was no problem (5), small problem (4), neutral (3), moderate problem, (2) or large 

problem (1). During the lowest water level of the open water season, the responses indicated that water levels 

were a small problem with an average of 4.2 for launching, 4.39 for boating safety, and 4.25 for using docks. 

A review of the survey responses regarding low water levels, as shown in Table 5-13 of the recreation study 
report, indicated that of the 74 individuals surveyed at the site only two indicated that low water levels 
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affected launching at Gile Park. Of the 50 individuals surveyed at the County Highway C boat ramp, only 
two indicated low water levels impacted launching and six expressed concern with rocks or other water 
hazards.  

 
County C Landing is not under NSPW’s ownership or control. Ultimately, the owner of the site is 

responsible for ongoing maintenance.  
 

Water depth information was collected at each of the boat ramps as part of the recreation study. This 
information is found in Section 3.8.1.4 of Exhibit E. The deepest water recorded at the end of any of the boat 

ramps was located at Gile Park, making this site a suitable alternative for launching boats under low water 

conditions. The facility features paved access roads, is located within a few of miles from the County 

Highway C ramp, and provides access to the deepest portion of the reservoir with the fewest obstructions 
during both high and low water conditions. The Gile Park Landing is not often used by individuals because a 

fee is charged for launching. In contrast, no fee is charged at the County C Landing.  

9 AW 
6/15/2023 

Section 3.8.2.1 

American Whitewater supports more active management of recreational facilities and amenities provided 

by the Gile Flowage Storage Reservoir Project. Management of camping, and specifically sanitation, on the 

islands on Gile Flowage should be evaluated.' We believe a Recreation Management Plan should be 

developed, with consultation requirements that include interested stakeholders, in addition to the proposed 

Whitewater Recreation Plan. 

NSPW has proposed to develop an Island Management Plan, in consultation with FOG and NPS, in Section 
3.8.3 of the FLA. The plan would be developed within one year of license issuance and would formalize 

NSPW’s existing land management policy and address issues regarding public access, signage, maintenance, 
trash removal, and enforcement of regulations on islands owned by NSPW. No camping sites or pit toilets 

would be allowed under the plan. 

 

10 AW 

6/15/2023 

Section 3.8.3 

American Whitewater supports the proposed measures for 1,200 cfs releases from Gile Flowage in June 

and September to provide a whitewater boating opportunity. We concur with the analysis presented that the 

proposal would not result in significant adverse effects to reservoir-based recreation given the timing to 

take advantage of higher reservoir inflows in June and a September event to take place after the primary 

open water recreation season. In the event sufficient water is available for a second release day on 

weekends when releases are planned, we have an interest in evaluating this opportunity. The proposed 

three-hour time period is likely adequate to provide a whitewater boating opportunity but we request that 

this be evaluated post-license along with associated reporting requirements. This evaluation should also 

include an assessment of the ability for the release to provide an opportunity later in the day in the Saxon 

Falls Gorge. 

NSPW is only proposing to conduct two annual whitewater releases. During normal operations, water is 

conservatively released from the Gile Dam on a daily basis for project purposes other than whitewater 
boating, such as pleasure boating, hunting, and providing aquatic habitat. A request to withdraw additional 

water from the reservoir prioritizes whitewater boating above these other recreation needs. Therefore, the 
request does not properly balance all of the recreation resource needs and should not be granted. 
 

11 AW 

6/15/2023 

American Whitewater supports the development of a Whitewater Recreation Plan developed and 

implemented within one year of license issuance. We recommend that the plan include a description of the 

following: 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW proposes to develop a Whitewater Flow Recreation Plan in consultation 

with AW and NPS. The plan will include specific information regarding the exact weekend each year the 

flows should be released and the time of day each flow release should begin. A similar plan was specified in 

the final license application for the Saxon Falls Project. NSPW proposes to develop the Gile Flowage 
Whitewater Recreation Plan in conjunction with the Saxon Falls Whitewater Recreation Plan.  



# Entity, Date Comment NSPW Response 

(1) the frequency, magnitude, duration, and timing of each whitewater release event during the first 

three-year period and the mechanism for determining such parameters during subsequent years; 

(2) operational, biological, and other constraints upon whitewater release events; 

(3) the ongoing involvement (including annual meetings) that include American Whitewater, National 

Park Service, Friends of Gile Flowage, and other license participants as identified in this proceeding on 

development of the Whitewater Recreation Plan; 

(4) the mechanism for timing whitewater release events to coincide with natural or planned hydrologic 

events including seasonal or maintenance drawdowns of Gile Flowage, integrate with recreational 

opportunities on the Montreal River associated with operation of the Saxon Falls Project, or coordinate 

with project generation or other License Article obligations to achieve greater flow volumes in desired 

reaches or habitats; 

(5) mechanism for timing whitewater release events to avoid conflicts with other scheduled whitewater 

release events in the region; 

(6) mechanism for notifying whitewater boating stakeholders of whitewater boating opportunities 

during scheduled whitewater release events and other natural or planned high flow events (within the range 

of acceptable flows for whitewater boating) within the Montreal River; 

(7) mechanism for assessing the boaters’ satisfaction during whitewater release events and any 

impacts to aquatic and terrestrial resources; 

(8) mechanism for recording the number of participants, safety incidents, and costs; and 

(9) the timing and other restrictions necessary to minimize impacts to aquatic resources and to 

minimize impacts of reservoir fluctuations on Gile Flowage. 

 
Under the proposed reservoir elevation restrictions, the proposed whitewater flow releases in June and 
September are not expected to result in significant adverse effects to water-based recreation. The June release 

would typically coincide with the time of year when inflows to the reservoir are higher. The September 
release is scheduled to occur after the primary open water recreation season, which generally ends on the 

first weekend in September (Labor Day Weekend). Therefore, NSPW has not proposed to consult with FOG 
on the development of the plan. 

 
There are no regularly scheduled maintenance drawdowns at the Project. Daily drawdowns are typically 

limited to 0.1 feet per day, not to exceed 0.2 feet per day, and generally do not provide sufficient flow to 

support whitewater boating downstream of the Project. 

 
To minimize adverse impacts to aquatic resources, NSPW proposes to gradually ramp up flows over 1 hour 

prior to each whitewater release. Similarly, NSPW proposes to gradually ramp flows down over 1 hour after 

each release.  
 

Any other requests for items to be included in the (Whitewater Flow Recreation Plan) plan have already been 
properly addressed by NSPW in their analysis in the final license application. Requests beyond what NSPW 

has already proposed would result in additional financial burden in regard to hydroelectric generation with 

little or no additional benefit.  

 
The Whitewater Flow Recreation Plan is essentially a flow release plan that outlines when the flows should 

be released, how much flow should be released, and a three-year evaluation to make sure the flows that were 
released during the test continue to be released for the remaining term of the original license.  

 
There is no need to include a stipulation in the plan for modifying the schedule of releases in subsequent 

years. The operational, biological, and other constraints upon whitewater releases are already outlined in the 

final license application and are not needed in the plan.  

 

Once the plan is developed, there is no need for annual meetings and ongoing involvement of participants 
because the three-year test period fulfills the need for consultation (regarding the effectiveness of the flow 

releases). The timing of the release events has already been evaluated and coordinated to coincide with 

natural events as much as possible; however, coordination with releases at other hydroelectric facilities limits 

scheduling possibilities at the Gile Flowage. 
 

NSPW is not proposing any maintenance drawdowns (see response to RAW Comment #6).  

 

Information regarding notification of boaters will be provided in the Whitewater Recreation Plan when it is 
developed. 

 
NSPW has agreed to post whitewater release information, daily discharge, and daily reservoir elevation 
information on its website. 

 

During the licensing process, many boaters graciously provided input regarding whitewater opportunities. If 

boaters are not satisfied with the releases, they may contact either NSPW or the Commission and express 
their concerns. 

 



# Entity, Date Comment NSPW Response 

At this time, NSPW has not set any restrictions on its whitewater release proposal based upon use. Therefore, 
there is no need to collect information on the number of participants and the cost of the releases. If NSPW 
seeks a change to the number of releases due to lack of use, it will collect information on use and cost 

necessary to request a license amendment seeking to modify the whitewater plan. In regard to safety 
incidents, whitewater boating poses many safety risks to those who participate. NSPW does not condone the 

use of water being released for the purposes of boating; however, it will not and cannot prohibit boaters from 
using its put-in site. NSPW is not responsible for the safety of boaters utilizing the whitewater releases. It 

encourages boaters, like all recreationists, to contact them as soon as possible if there are any safety concerns 
identified on NSPW-owned property associated with the whitewater releases. There is no need to develop a 

new mechanism for the reporting of unsafe conditions at NSPW facilities. 

12 AW 

6/15/2023 

We recommend the following license condition for development of the Whitewater Recreation Plan: 

 

Within six months of license issuance, the Licensee shall develop a Whitewater Recreation Plan in 

consultation with American Whitewater, Friends of Gile Flowage, National Park Service (NPS), and other 

consulting parties as identified in this proceeding and submit the plan to the Commission for approval. The 

plan shall be implemented for the first June or September whitewater release event following Commission 

approval. 

 

In the development of the plan, the Licensee shall provide a minimum of thirty days for consulting parties to 

comment and make recommendations. When filing the plan with the Commission, the Licensee shall include 

documentation of consultation, copies of comments and recommendations, and specific descriptions of how 

comments and recommendations from consulting parties are accommodated by the Whitewater Recreation 

Plan. If the Licensee does not adopt a recommendation, the filing shall include the Licensee’s reasons 

based upon project-specific information. 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed to develop a Whitewater Flow Recreation Plan in 

consultation with AW and NPS. The plan will include specific information such as the exact weekend each 
year the flows should be released and the time of day each flow release should begin. A similar plan was 

specified in the final license application for the Saxon Falls Project. NSPW proposes to develop the Gile 

Flowage Whitewater Recreation Plan in conjunction with the Saxon Falls Whitewater Recreation Plan.  
 

Under the proposed reservoir elevation restrictions, the proposed whitewater flow releases in June and 
September are not expected to result in significant adverse effects to water-based recreation. The June release 

would typically coincide with the time of year when inflows to the reservoir are higher. The September 

release is scheduled to occur after the primary open water recreation season, which generally ends on the 

first weekend in September (Labor Day Weekend). Therefore, NSPW has not proposed to consult with FOG 
on the development of the plan. 

 
NSPW will address any stakeholder comments in the final plan filed with FERC. 

13 AW 

6/15/2023 

We recommend the following license condition for ongoing monitoring, management, and consultation on 

any changes to the Whitewater Recreation Plan following its initial Commission approval: 

 

The Licensee shall consult and collaborate with American Whitewater, Friends of Gile Flowage, National 

Park Service, and other consulting parties as identified in this proceeding on an annual basis to set the 

schedule for whitewater release events and determine whether the Whitewater Recreation Plan is providing 

a meaningful whitewater experience and whether the plan should be modified to improve the experience. 

The Licensee and consulting parties may request that the Commission revise the plan based upon data 

collected on whitewater boater experiences. In the event that the plan is revised, the Licensee shall continue 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed to develop a Whitewater Flow Recreation Plan in 

consultation with AW and NPS. The plan will include specific information such as the exact weekend each 

year the flows should be released and the time of day each flow release should begin. A similar plan was 

specified in the final license application for the Saxon Falls Project. NSPW proposes to develop the Gile 

Flowage Whitewater Recreation Plan in conjunction with the Saxon Falls Whitewater Recreation Plan.  

 

Under the proposed reservoir elevation restrictions, the proposed whitewater flow releases in June and 
September are not expected to result in significant adverse effects to water-based recreation. The June release 

would typically coincide with the time of year when inflows to the reservoir are higher. The September 
release is scheduled to occur after the primary open water recreation season, which generally ends on the 
first weekend in September (Labor Day Weekend). Therefore, NSPW has not proposed to consult with FOG 

on the development of the plan. 
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to consult annually for the term of the license with consulting parties on whether the plan shall be further 

modified and to schedule whitewater release events. 

Since the plan will identify the annual schedule of releases and the volume of flows to be released, there is 
no need to consult annually with stakeholders. See also response to AW comment #11 regarding the 
Whitewater Flow Recreation Plan. 

14 AW 
6/15/2023 

American Whitewater appreciates and supports the proposal to provide daily flow information for the Gile 

Flowage Dam that would allow paddlers within a reasonable proximity to the Gile Flowage Storage 

Reservoir Project to take advantage of natural flows in the West Fork and Saxon Falls Gorge. The flow 

information should include both the release from Gile Flowage Dam and flow downstream of the Saxon 

Falls Hydroelectric Project. American Whitewater supports the Licensee providing access to real-time flow 

information on the company website utilizing an Application Programming Interface (API) that provides 

data through a server that allows other clients to access the data. This would allow our organization and 

others to integrate the data into websites that provide information to the public. The applicant’s website 

should also include information on how to access the river and any forecast or operational information that 

could affect instream flows. American Whitewater requests a consultation role for the development of the 

presentation and format of flow information. 

NSPW is proposing to provide daily flow data for the Gile Dam to the public. Due to computer security 
concerns, it is not possible to provide an API interface that may be used by other entities. If desired, 

stakeholders could create a link to the NSPW website with the flow information. The NSPW website will 
also provide information on the timing of any required whitewater recreation flow releases and daily 

reservoir elevations. AW can provide a link to NSPW’s website if it desires.  
 

NSPW is not proposing to provide any other flow forecasts on its website nor does it plan to consult with 

stakeholders regarding the format of flow information. 

15 AW 
6/15/2023 

In the DLA, the Applicant proposes providing flow release and storage reservoir elevation information on 

the internet — estimating a capital cost of $50,000 and annual Operation & Maintenance cost of $1,000. 1 

The NPS requests the Applicant provide additional information on how these above costs were determined. 

In addition, the NPS recommends the Applicant share real-time flow information for the public online and 

the data be shareable for use by third-party sites using Application Programming Interface (API). 

NSPW is proposing to provide daily flow data for the Gile Dam to the public. Due to computer security 
concerns, it is not possible to provide an API interface that may be used by other entities. If desired, 

stakeholders could create a link to the NSPW website with the flow information. The NSPW website will 

also provide information on the timing of any required whitewater recreation flow releases. NSPW is not 

proposing to provide any other flow forecasts on its website. 
 

The cost was based on a capital budgeting estimate using costs for other website-related updates including 
anticipated costs for the purchase and installation of monitoring equipment. Once the monitoring equipment 

is established, maintenance of the equipment and the website is relatively inexpensive. 

16 AW 

6/15/2023 

• Provide whitewater class and timing/amount of recreation flow information to the public online. NSPW has proposed to provide daily flow data for the Gile dam online. The website will also provide 

information on the timing of any required recreation flow releases. 

17 AW 

6/15/2023 

• Provide signage at portage sites and recreation areas on the reservoirs that include a QR code and 

the website address for the public to access up-to-date information on real- time flows, reservoir elevation, 

and flow release schedules. 

NSPW is proposing to review and update or replace its Part 8 sign at the Canoe Portage site. This is the only 

portage site where NSPW has the necessary rights to post signage. The sign will include information on how 

to access the NSPW website. NSPW has proposed to provide daily flow data for the Gile Dam online. The 
website will also provide information on the timing of any required recreation flow releases. NSPW’s 

contact information will already be included on the Part 8 sign.  

18 AW 

6/15/2023 

• Consult with the NPS, the Wisconsin DNR, FOG, AW, and local recreation users on developing a 

public website 

NSPW is proposing to provide daily flow data of flows downstream of the Gile Dam online. The NSPW 

website will also provide information on the timing of any required whitewater recreation flow releases. 
NSPW is not proposing to provide any other flow forecasts on its website nor does it plan to consult with 

stakeholders on its content. 
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19 AW 
6/15/2023 

Moreover, the Applicant “is proposing to develop a Whitewater Recreation Plan in consultation AW and 

NPS within one year of license issuance. 2 The NPS recommends the Applicant does following for the 

Whitewater Recreation Plan: 

• Consult with the FOG as flow releases may impact their properties bordering Gile Flowage 

(project impoundment). 

• Consult and coordinate with AW, FOG, and the NPS to select dates for flow releases and 

announcement of the scheduled flow releases. 

• Invite the Wisconsin DNR and Michigan DNR to participate as consultants in the Whitewater 

Recreation Plan or the annual flow release date selection. 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed to develop a Whitewater Flow Recreation Plan in 
consultation with AW and NPS. The plan will include specific information such as the exact weekend each 
year the flows should be released and the time of day each flow release should begin. A similar plan was 

specified in the final license application for the Saxon Falls Project. NSPW proposes to develop the Gile 
Flowage Whitewater Recreation Plan in conjunction with the Saxon Falls Whitewater Recreation Plan.  

 
Under the proposed reservoir elevation restrictions, the proposed whitewater flow releases in June and 

September are not expected to result in significant adverse effects to water-based recreation. The June release 
would typically coincide with the time of year when inflows to the reservoir are higher. The September 

release is scheduled to occur after the primary open water recreation season, which generally ends on the 

first weekend in September (Labor Day Weekend). Therefore, NSPW has not proposed to consult with FOG 

on the development of the plan. 
 

The Project is located entirely within the State of Wisconsin. Therefore, NSPW has not proposed to consult 

with Michigan DNR regarding the plan.  

1 NPS 

6/15/2023 

The NPS supports the Applicant’s recommendation to provide flow release information to the public online. 

The additional information the NPS requests regarding website content, location, and signage will help 

improve the visitor experience and safety in the project area. It is pertinent to identify where this 

information will be located on the internet to give stakeholders and the public a better understanding of 

where to find flow release and storage reservoir elevation information. Moreover, ensuring the Applicant 

creates the website data in a way that allows third-party sharing of the data will allow for greater public 

access to the information. 

The NPS requests the Applicant provide real-time flow information, whitewater class and difficulty level, 

and other relevant site information that is easily accessible, including signage and online, to allow 

advanced and more informed recreational decisions by the public thereby improving the visitor experience 

and safety. Other hydropower project licensees provide this information to the public, including 

Grandfather Falls (P-1966). 

NSPW is proposing to provide daily flow data for the Gile Dam. Due to computer security concerns, it is not 

possible to provide an API interface that may be used by other entities. If desired, stakeholders could provide 
a link to the NSPW website with the flow information. The NSPW website will also provide information on 

the timing of any required whitewater flow releases. NSPW is not proposing to provide any other flow 

forecasts on its website. 

 
See also response to AW comment #14. 

2 NPS 

6/15/2023 

The NPS requests the Applicant provide real-time flow information, whitewater class and difficulty level, 

and other relevant site information that is easily accessible, including signage and online, to allow 

advanced and more informed recreational decisions by the public thereby improving the visitor experience 

and safety. Other hydropower project licensees provide this information to the public, including 

Grandfather Falls (P-1966). 

In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW proposes to provide daily flow information for the Gile Dam to allow 

paddlers within a reasonable proximity to the Project to take advantage of natural high flow events in the 

West Fork, and consequently in the Saxon Falls Gorge downstream. A similar proposal was included in the 

final license application for the Saxon Falls Project. See also response to AW comment #14. 

3 NPS 

6/15/2023 

The NPS supports the Applicant’s recommendation to develop and consult with AW and the NPS on the 

Whitewater Release Plan. Including the FOG within the Whitewater Release plan brings potentially 

NSPW will develop the Whitewater Recreation Plan in consultation with AW and NPS. The plan will 

include one scheduled release in June and one scheduled release in September. The dates will be determined 

in consultation with AW and NPS. By having the dates set annually, annual meetings to coordinate the 
release schedule are unnecessary, and therefore have not been proposed by NSPW. 
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affected interested stakeholders to the discussion and will help build a more balanced Whitewater Release 

Plan. Finally, including an annual meeting for the Applicant, AW, and FOG to meet and select dates for 

flow releases will ensure time is set aside for the planning and discussing of the best days/times to schedule 

flow releases with interested stakeholders. 

With this information, interested stakeholders and the Applicant can post information about the scheduled 

flow releases in advance for the public to plan ahead for whitewater boating 

4 NPS 

6/15/2023 

Island Management Plan 

The NPS requests the Applicant develop an Island Management Plan (Island Plan). The purpose of the 

Island Plan is to develop guidance and define a strategy for managing outdoor recreation use and 

educational opportunities while protecting natural, riparian, and cultural resources. The NPS recommends 

the Island Plan, at a minimum, include the following: a purpose, background, proposals for recreation 

improvements, management strategies, maintenance, monitoring, and implementation schedule. 

Furthermore, the Island Plan should include a natural resource survey to develop a baseline of existing 

plants and animals are present on the island. 

The NPS recommends the Applicant: 

• Develop the Island Plan in consultation with the NPS, FOG, and other interested stakeholders. 

• Manage current and projected future recreation use through improvements such as preventive and 

management measures, such as garbage bins and portable toilets or latrines. 

• Management strategies should include signage, visitor education, Leave No Trace policies, and 

safety measures. 

• The Island Plan should describe how frequently the Applicant will monitor the islands and mitigate 

any litter and vandalism issues. 

• Ensure island clean-ups, including maintaining the pit toilets and garbage bins. 

NSPW has proposed to develop an Island Management Plan, in consultation with FOG and NPS, in Section 

3.8.3 of the FLA. The plan would be developed within one year of license issuance and would formalize 

NSPW’s existing land management policy and address issues regarding public access, signage, maintenance, 
trash removal, and enforcement of regulations on islands owned by NSPW. No camping sites or pit toilets 

would be allowed under the plan. 

 
 

 

5 NPS 
6/15/2023 

Signage Management Plan 

The NPS requests the Applicant develop a Signage Management Plan (Signage Plan). The purpose of the 

Signage Plan is to develop guidance and define a strategy for developing, managing, and maintaining 

signage around the reservoir. The NPS recommends developing and designing the Signage Plan in 

consultation with the NPS, FOG, AW, and other interested stakeholders and, at a minimum, include the 

following: 

The Canoe Portage is the only recreation site owned and maintained by NSPW and the only site proposed to 
be included as a FERC-approved recreation site. Signage for the site is addressed in Section 3.8.3 of the 

FLA. NSPW has proposed to review and update or replace the Canoe Portage Take-Out sign and the Part 8 
sign identifying the site. The signage will be maintained over the term of the license as part of routine 

recreation site maintenance.  

 

NSPW has already developed a public safety plan for the Project per the direction of the FERC-Chicago 
Regional Office. 

 
The remaining recreation sites are not under NSPW’s ownership or control. While the recreation study did 

identify the need for improvements to regulation and interpretive signage at some of these sites, these 
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 • A purpose, background, signage locations, signage content, a maintenance schedule, monitoring, and an 

implementation schedule. 

•Interpretation, background information on Gile Flowage, flow release schedules, maps of the area, access 

sites situated on the reservoir, the portage route, a map of the river downstream of the dam, and 

regulations. 

• Descriptions of the hydropower project and how the project is subject to frequent flow changes. 

deficiencies do not compromise the sites ability to provide public access. Ultimately, the owners are 
responsible for the ongoing maintenance (including signage) of the sites. Therefore, NSPW has not proposed 
to develop a signage management plan. 

 
Information regarding recreation flow releases will be addressed in the Whitewater Recreation Plan as 

identified in Section 3.8.3 of the FLA. 

6 NPS 

6/15/2023 

Enhance the Tailwater area of Gile Flowage to include a sign for the put-in below the dam. 

While the Applicant states that they operate and maintain a canoe portage at the Gile Dam, this site is not 

used as a portage route for through paddlers. Those wanting to take out near the dam do so at Gile Park, 

which is also where they generally put their boats in the reservoir. 

NSPW has proposed to review and update or replace the Canoe Portage Take-Out sign and Part 8 sign 

identifying the site. As noted in the Section 3.83 of the FLA, when boaters take-out of the water and walk to 

the top of the earthen embankment, it is clearly evident where to put in downstream. The Part 8 sign will be 
located near the road and will identify the canoe portage site for those putting in at the dam. Therefore, 

NSPW has not proposed to install a new put-in sign at the site. 

 
The canoe portage has been in place for at least 40 years and will not be relocated to Gile Park. If 

recreationists wish to take out at Gile Park, they are free to do so.  
 

Concerns about the condition of the Put-In were not expressed by the whitewater boaters during the 2022 

study.  

7 NPS 
6/15/2023 

Enhance the Tailwater area access site for whitewater boaters as well as amenities to support these users. 

• Whitewater boaters use the site to access the Tailwater area and the site needs maintenance due to 

erosion. 

The tailwater access in its current condition is suitable for whitewater boaters. Several boaters remarked that 
they would be unlikely to boat the stretch of river immediately downstream of the dam due to the need to 

portage around the snowmobile bridge and/or Gile Falls. Rather, they would prefer to put in farther 
downstream. 

 
As noted in Section 3.3.4.1 of the FLA, NSPW will repair the downstream erosion along the west wingwall 

by the end of August 2023. 

8 NPS 
6/15/2023 

• Develop the Tailwater area improvements in consultation with the Wisconsin DNR, the NPS, AW, 

the FOG, and other interested stakeholders. 

As noted above, NSPW has not proposed any recreational improvements at the tailwater area. 

9 NPS 

6/15/2023 

Whitewater boaters utilize this area to put-in at the Tailwater area. Enhancing the put-in site for 

whitewater boaters will meet the increasing demand of paddlers. Currently, the Tailwater area access site 

is not adequate for whitewater boaters who use this area to put-in; this was noted by participants of the 

study to examine potential whitewater boating releases. 

None of the boater surveys included in the Whitewater Recreation Study Report indicated that the tailwater 

area was inadequate for launching. Photographs in the report show boaters launching without effort at each 

of the flows studied. Parking is readily available at Gile Park, located approximately 160 feet east of the 

access site, and along the streets adjacent to the site. Several boaters remarked that they would be unlikely to 
boat the stretch of river immediately downstream of the dam due to the need to portage around the 

snowmobile bridge and/or Gile Falls. Rather, they would prefer to put in farther downstream. 

 

Concerns about the condition of the Put-In were not expressed by the whitewater boaters during the 2022 
study.  

10 NPS 
6/15/2023 

Recommendation 4: Accessible Fishing Platform and Pathway Gile Park currently provides for ADA accessible amenities including parking spaces, pathways, restrooms, 
and a picnic shelter. NSPW proposes to relocate barriers on the earthen embankment to allow passage of 
wheelchairs thereby re-establishing accessible access to the Gile Dam. NSPW has not proposed to improve 

the tailwater access. This is due to the topography, restrictions on ground disturbing activities within the 
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The NPS recommends the Applicant place a fishing platform and pathway that is compliant with Americans 

with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards along the shoreline to ensure recreation opportunities for people 

with limitations or disabilities. The NPS recommends the Applicant: 

 

•Consult with the Wisconsin DNR, the NPS, local land managers, and other stakeholders regarding the 

location for the accessible platform and pathway 

o Gather and analyze information to better understand the potential effects to fisheries and spawning 

locations, especially in the Tailwater Area in consultation with the Wisconsin DNR, Michigan DNR, and 

other stakeholders 

earthen embankment, wetlands downstream of the embankment, the degree of disturbance, and the cost 
involved with establishing an ADA accessible and fishing platform. 
 

There is a large quantity of existing information regarding fisheries both within the reservoir and 
downstream of the Project in the West Fork. This request is an additional study request and NPS has not 

provided the required rationale on why the existing fisheries information is insufficient. 

11 NPS 

6/15/2023 

The installation of a platform that is ADA-compliant will meet recreational needs and provide a reliable 

accessible way for the public to fish. In response to the recreation survey conducted by the Applicant, a 

respondent indicated that the closure of the embankments made it impossible for people with disabilities to 

fish the shoreline. 8 This comment displays a need for more opportunities for people with disabilities to fish 

and recreate on the reservoir. In addition, providing accessible recreation opportunities enables access for 

visitors with limitations or disabilities to the Project area. Installing an ADA-compliant platform and 

pathway and necessities, e.g., bathrooms, signage, and trash bins, will help meet this need. 

As noted in NSPW’s response to NPS Comment #10 above, NSPW is proposing to relocate existing barriers 

on the earthen embankment to re-establish ADA access to the Gile Dam. This action, combined with the 
existing accessible facilities at the adjacent Gile Park (parking, pathways, restrooms, and picnic shelter), will 

ensure sufficient ADA access to the Project. 

 

12 NPS 
6/15/2023 

Rationale 4 

The installation of a platform that is ADA-compliant will meet recreational needs and provide a reliable 

accessible way for the public to fish. In response to the recreation survey conducted by the Applicant, a 

respondent indicated that the closure of the embankments made it impossible for people with disabilities to 

fish the shoreline. 8 This comment displays a need for more opportunities for people with disabilities to fish 

and recreate on the reservoir. In addition, providing accessible recreation opportunities enables access for 

visitors with limitations or disabilities to the Project area. Installing an ADA-compliant platform and 

pathway and necessities, e.g., bathrooms, signage, and trash bins, will help meet this need. 

Gathering information about the Tailwater area for fisheries and fish spawning habitats will give 

stakeholders and the Applicant a better and complete understanding of the Tailwater area in order to 

balance recreation needs with conservation efforts. 

Regarding angler needs, the installation of an ADA-compliant platform will meet recreational needs and 

provide a reliable accessible way for the public to fish. Survey respondents noted that they fish in the 

Tailwater area and would like to see the area improved. 9 A potential platform in the Tailwater area will 

See NSPW’s responses to NPS Comments #10 and #11, above. 
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alleviate barriers for the public to access the Tailwater area, pending analysis of potential effects to 

fisheries and spawning in this location. 

Finally, it is important that recreational usage is accommodated via an ADA-compliant parking lot near the 

ADA-compliant platform. A parking lot for visitors is currently not available at the dam. The Applicant 

describes parking being available at Gile Park or along neighborhood streets for the put-in below the dam, 

which is insufficient. 

13 NPS 

6/15/2023 

The NPS recommends the Applicant consult with land managers to provide maintenance and mitigation 

measures at the access road to Sucker Hole Landing and at County Highway C Landing to ensure public 

use of the docks and ramp at low water levels.  

As the owner of the Project, NSPW is responsible only for Project facilities. The boat landing sites are not 

FERC-approved recreation facilities and NSPW has no ownership or control over the facilities. NSPW has 

consulted with the owners of the recreation facilities throughout the licensing process. None of the owners 
have identified that improvements are necessary. Ultimately, the owners of the sites are responsible for 

ongoing maintenance of the sites. 

 
County C and Sucker Hole Landing is not under NSPW’s ownership or control. Ultimately, the owners of 

the sites are responsible for ongoing maintenance.  
 

Water depth information was collected at each of the boat ramps as part of the recreation study. This 

information is located in Section 3.8.1.4 of Exhibit E. The deepest water at the end of any of the ramps was 

located at Gile Park, making this site a suitable alternative for launching boats under low water conditions.  
The facility features paved access roads, is located within a few of miles from the County Highway C ramp, 

and provides access to the deepest portion of the reservoir with the fewest obstructions during both high and 
low water conditions. The Gile Park Landing is not often used by individuals because a fee is charged for 

launching. In contrast, no fee is charged at the County C Landing. 
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Additionally, the Applicant should partner with the land managers to conduct yearly maintenance on the 

ramp and docks to ensure these are in working order, safe, and reliable for public use, and do so in 

consultation with the Wisconsin DNR, local land managers, the NPS, FOG, and other interested 

stakeholders. 

As the owner of the Project, NSPW is only responsible for Project facilities. The boat landings are not 
FERC-approved recreation facilities and NSPW has no ownership or control over them. NSPW has 

consulted with the owners of the recreation facilities throughout the licensing process. Ultimately, the 
owners responsible for the continued maintenance of their respective sites. 

 

It is unreasonable to expect NSPW to annually consult with entities (stakeholders) which have no ownership 

in, or responsibility for, the recreation sites. This is especially true considering the sites are not under 

NSPW’s control. Therefore, annual consultation has not been proposed in the FLA.  
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County Highway C Landing is a major access site for the public on the reservoir. Low water levels on the 

reservoir directly relate to project operation and impacts access to landings located within the Project 

boundary. This indicates a responsibility of the Applicant to mitigate and improve these access sites. 

As noted in the response to NPS Comment #16 below, the Gile Park boat landing provides low water access 

to the reservoir and is in relatively close proximity to the County C boat landing, in the event users determine 

it is too shallow to launch a boat there. This ramp also launches into the deepest portion of the reservoir with 
the fewest obstructions during low water conditions. It is the licensee’s responsibility to ensure that there is 

public access to the Project reservoir, and this responsibility is met since other boat ramps are available for 
use during low water conditions.  

 



# Entity, Date Comment NSPW Response 

Water depth information was collected at each of the boat ramps as part of the recreation study. This 
information is located in Section 3.8.1.4 of Exhibit E. The deepest water at the end of any of the ramps was 
located at Gile Park, making this site a suitable alternative for launching boats under low water conditions.  

The facility features paved access roads, is located within a few of miles from the County Highway C ramp, 
and provides access to the deepest portion of the reservoir with the fewest obstructions during both high and 

low water conditions. The Gile Park Landing is not often used by individuals because a fee is charged for 
launching. In contrast, no fee is charged at the County C Landing. 
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DLA survey respondent data, indicate significant problems launching boats, using the docks safely, and 

boating safety County Highway C Landing due to low reservoir levels and facilities that need maintenance. 

11 Many survey respondents indicated problems with the ramp and dock at County Highway C Landing; 

respondents want the ramp to be replaced and widened with a new dock. 12 Respondents also stated that 

the ramp and docks were unsafe and hazardous to use. 

The County Highway C Landing is not owned or maintained by NSPW. While the Recreation Study Report 

indicated that the concrete launching surface was cracked and uneven, the site received a rating of “good 

working condition” since these factors do not compromise the function of the boat landing. Furthermore, 
when viewing the 14 photographs provided in Appendix 2 of the recreation report, one can determine 

whether the County Highway C Landing is in good condition and regularly maintained. 

 
NPS’s claim that 12 respondents stated the boat landing and dock were unsafe and hazardous is not accurate. 

Of the 50 people surveyed at the Highway C boat lamp, 12 (24% of respondents) indicated that they would 
like to see the dock repaired or replaced and 14 (28% of respondents) indicated that they would like to see 

the boat ramp widened or replaced. Only a few of those individuals expressed concerns that the facilities 

were unsafe. The majority of individuals gave the boat ramp and dock a neutral or better rating. 

 
If launching is a concern during low water conditions, Gile Park serves as a suitable alternative low-water 

launch site, which is located relatively close to the County Highway C boat landing. Some recreation users 
prefer the County Highway C Boat Landing over the Gile Park Landing as the former doesn’t charge a fee.  
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Moreover, on page E-79 of the DLA, the Applicant suggested that when County Highway C Landing “is not 

usable at low water levels, the nearby Town of Pence Landing and Gile Park 

landings are appropriate substitutes. However, survey respondents indicated that it is also difficult to 

launch boats at Gile Park and Town of Pence Landing when reservoir levels are low.  

The NPS recommends that this is not an appropriate substitute to low water levels and recreational 

demands. The only site currently available to launch at during low water levels is Sucker Hole Landing. 

This particular launch site requires a minimum 20-minute drive along a gravel road not suitable for larger 

boats. These conditions may deter visitors and thereby does not address user demand. 

The recreation report analyzed reservoir elevation data to determine if water levels adversely impact 
recreation at the existing boat ramps. During the survey, visitors were asked to indicate if low water levels 

affected their current activities regarding launching a boat, boating safety, and using docks. Specifically, they 
were asked if low water was no problem (5), small problem (4), neutral (3), moderate problem, (2) or large 
problem (1). During the lowest water level of the open water season, the responses indicated that water levels 

were a small problem with an average value of 4.2 for launching, 4.39 for boating safety, and 4.25 for using 
docks. A review of the survey responses regarding low water levels, as shown in Table 5-13 of the recreation 

study report, indicated that of the 74 individuals surveyed at the site only two indicated that low water levels 

affected launching at Gile Park. Of the 50 individuals surveyed at the County Highway C boat ramp, only 

two indicated low water levels impacted launching and six expressed concern with rocks or other water 

hazards. 

 

Water depth information was collected at each of the boat ramps as part of the recreation study. This 

information is located in Section 3.8.1.4 of Exhibit E. The deepest water at the end of any of the ramps was 
located at Gile Park, making this site a suitable alternative for launching boats under low water conditions.  

The facility features paved access roads, is located within a few of miles from the County Highway C ramp, 
and provides access to the deepest portion of the reservoir with the fewest obstructions during both high and 
low water conditions.  

 
Although Sucker Hole Landing is listed by FOG as a low water launch site, the recreation study results 

confirmed that the concrete ramp was entirely exposed during the lowest water conditions encountered 
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during the study. Boaters continued to utilize the ramp for launching despite the concrete ramp being 
exposed under low water conditions. 
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The County Highway C Landing access site is centrally located for recreating access on Gile Flowage. Yet, 

according to survey respondents, it is difficult to use during low reservoir levels. Ensuring the Applicant 

consults with land managers to help maintain the docks and ramps will help mitigate future maintenance 

costs and meet current and future recreation use needs. 

Iron County owns the County Highway C ramp and is therefore responsible for maintaining the facility. Iron 

County developed the Iron County Recreation Plan, 2021-2025 (located in Appendix E-22 of the DLA) to 
update the county’s recreation resources, anticipate future demands, and identity recommendations for public 

outdoor recreation facilities. While the plan did not have any specific recommendations for improvements at 
the County Highway C boat ramp, it did indicate that the County will continue to maintain all existing 

facilities. 

 

NSPW consulted with Iron County throughout the licensing process. While the County responded to the 
informational questionnaire sent prior to the development of the PAD, they have not provided any comments 

on the PAD, study plans, study reports, or the DLA. 

 
As noted in NPS Comment #17 (above), there are suitable alternatives to launch boats during low water 

conditions should recreationists determine that the County Highway C boat landing is too shallow. 
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Project Boundary 

The NPS recommends the proposed Project boundary match the proposed APE, particularly in the area 

below the dam. There is a direct impact of dam-related activity downstream from dam operations. The 

Project boundary should be the same as the APE to capture all impacts. 

Additionally, recreational use and the access site below the dam emphasizes public use downstream of the 

dam, as stated above under Recommendation 3. 

NSPW concurs with the NPS request to utilize the Project APE as the Project boundary upstream of the dam. 

The APE extends to the maximum reservoir elevation of 1490 feet NGVD, the same elevation as the 

proposed Project boundary. 

 
The APE was expanded downstream of the dam to Gile Falls in order to study the effects of dam releases in 

this area. Study results indicate that this area is stable and provides suitable aquatic habitat during normal 
Project operations. Therefore, NSPW has not included the West Fork downstream to Gile Falls within the 

proposed Project boundary. 

20 NPS 
6/15/2023 

Moreover, the Applicant proposes 16 ft of water fluctuation and flooding easement rights. We recommend 

the proposed Project boundary be established at 1500.0 ft NGDV, which is consistent with flowage and 

easement and improve protection of the riparian zone. 

NSPW has proposed to maintain the reservoir between elevations 1475 and 1490 feet NGVD. This 15 foot 
range has been used since the dam was originally constructed. Under the proposed operation, which retains 
the 15 foot range, the reservoir elevation drawdown would typically be restricted to approximately 0.1 feet 

per day, but no more than 0.2 feet per day, to balance the needs of downstream generation with the needs of 
recreation and aquatic environment.3 

 

NSPW provided information regarding its flowage rights in Appendix M of the Proposed Study Plan. This 

information indicates that NSPW owns flowage rights to elevations 1495 or 1500 feet NGVD in most areas. 
NSPW has the property rights necessary for the operation of the project. Simply because NSPW’s flood 

rights exceed the reservoir’s upper operating elevation (1490.0’ NGVD) does not mean such rights should be 

included in the Project boundary and thus under Commission’s jurisdiction. Indeed, the area above elevation 

1490.0’ NGVD is not needed for project purposes. Furthermore, just because NSPW owns flowage rights, 
does not mean it intends to flow those lands on a periodic basis. FERC project boundaries are not established 

based on the extent of existing flowage rights, which may extend far beyond the reach of any operational 
impact, but on those lands necessary for Project operations.  

 

 
3 Except for scheduled whitewater releases and emergencies beyond NSPW’s control. 
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NPS’s blanket statement that the Project boundary should be set at 1500 feet NGVD is not feasible given the 
earthen portions of the dam have a maximum elevation of 1495 feet NGVD. The 1500-foot elevation 
boundary request would result in the inclusion of several private residences and other structures and privately 

owned lands (likely owned by members of FOG) adjacent to the reservoir within the boundary and therefore 
subject to FERC jurisdiction. In some areas the 1500-foot NGVD elevation line is over 1/8 mile from the 

reservoir’s shoreline. If the boundary were set at that elevation (i.e., 1500 feet NGVD), NSPW would likely 
have to obtain additional flowage rights that it does not currently own, for lands that are not impacted by 

Project operations. 
 

NSPW has proposed 1490 feet NGVD as the Project boundary because that is the maximum operational 

elevation of the reservoir. 
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Environmental Review Process and Coordination with Saxon and Superior 

As stated in previous letters, Saxon Falls (P-2610) and Superior Falls (P-2587) Projects depend on the Gile 

Flowage Project. The NPS recommends a comprehensive flow model and environmental review of all three 

Projects at one time to provide stakeholders with more complete information on project effects. See the 

following: 

 

“Due to the dependance of Saxon Falls and Superior Falls Projects on releases from Gile Flowage for 

power generation, and the impacts of those releases on flow-dependent recreation on the West Fork 

Montreal River and Montreal River below Saxon Falls, and water-level- affected recreation and land use at 

Gile Flowage, assessing impacts on recreation at all three projects would be best accomplished through a 

single environmental review process. The single process would also address impacts to other resources that 

are affected by flows and reservoir levels stemming from the interconnected project operations. This 

approach would allow for a comprehensive understanding of individual project effects and cumulative 

effects and provide an efficient means of evaluating interrelated issues associated with all three projects in 

the Montreal River Basin. This, in turn, would enhance the ability of FERC to issue license decisions that 

are best adapted to a comprehensive plan for the waterway consistent with 16 U.S. Code § 803(a). ' 5 

Saxon and Superior Falls are run-of-river projects being licensed under a separate proceeding from the Gile 
Flowage. All water that is ultimately released from the Gile Flowage will pass through the two downstream 

projects. 

 
It is FERC’s responsibility to evaluate the effects of each project’s operations. FERC indicated during the 

Initial Study Report meeting that they were not sure at that time whether one environmental document 
covering Saxon Falls, Superior Falls, and the Gile Flowage would be developed or whether separate 

environmental documents would be prepared. Regardless of the number of environmental documents 

prepared, the impacts from the proposed operations of all projects will be addressed as part of FERC’s 

review of each license application. 
 

 

1  A total of 6 whitewater boaters provided comments on the DLA. Below is a summary of their comments: 

 

•All expressed support for the whitewater releases proposed in the DLA, timed so they do not conflict with 

other releases, and providing flow information online. 

 

•One boater recommended having the two releases on consecutive days. 

 

NSPW appreciates support for the proposed whitewater releases and planned online flow information. 

 

NSPW avoided releases on two consecutive days to minimize reservoir fluctuation due to the releases to 
avoid conflicts with other users and environmental impacts. 

 
NSPW plans to conduct releases on the weekend early in the day so the water may be utilized downstream of 
the Gile and at the Saxon Falls Project on the same day. 

 
One release is planned for the fall season. Although the recreational boating season generally ends with the 

Labor Day weekend, the fall brings other water users such as waterfowl hunters and anglers. Furthermore, 
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•One boater recommended releases take place on a Saturday or Sunday early in the day. 

 

•One boater recommended additional releases in the fall if water is available. 

 

•One boater recommended improvements to the access site below the Gile Flowage and at the Saxon Falls 

Put-In Sites. 

 

•One boater recommended the implementation of a recreation plan for all NSPW lands around the 

reservoir. 

the overall purpose of the project is to provide water storage for downstream power generation and 
additional whitewater releases would reduce the amount of storage available for use during the low flow 
winter months. 

 
Please see NSPW’s response to FOG’s Comment #16 regarding Gile tailwater access. The Saxon Falls 

Project is undergoing a separate licensing proceeding and any comments regarding the put in site should be 
filed in the appropriate docket (P-2610). 

 
In Section 3.8.3 of the FLA, NSPW has proposed improvements to the canoe portage, the only recreation site 

under its control. NSPW further proposes to develop a Whitewater Recreation Plan and Island Management 

Plan. These measures are sufficient to provide public recreational access within the Project boundary. No 

reservoir recreation plan is necessary. 
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