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INTRODUCTION 
 
Project Information and Background 

Great Lakes Environmental Center, Inc. (GLEC) conducted a Minimum Flow Habitat Evaluation Study 
and Shoreline Stability Assessment for the Gile Flowage Project (FERC No. 15055) in August 2022. The 
purpose of the habitat study was to determine if the current minimum flow is sufficient to protect aquatic 
resources in the West Fork of the Montreal River downstream of the Gile Dam. The stability assessment 
was conducted along the reservoir shoreline and the tailwater area downstream of the Gile Dam following 
the methods outlined in the Request for Proposal (RFP) and in accordance with Wisconsin Administrative 
Code NR 328.08 to identify and inventory erosion sites. 
 
Description of the Study Area 

The Gile Flowage (Flowage) is located within the northern highland area of northern Wisconsin which is 
widely known for its forests, lakes, and wetlands. The Flowage is an approximately 3,200-acre reservoir 
formed by the impounding of the west branch of the Montreal River (FIGURE 1). The Flowage and the 
west branch of the Montreal River are located in the vicinity of the Gogebic and Trap Ranges (Wisconsin 
Geological & Natural History Survey (WGNHS) 2022) which form two conspicuous ridges in Iron and 
Ashland Counties in northern Wisconsin. Both ridges are composed of rock types that are more resistant 
to erosion than the rock that underlies the valley separating them. A thin layer of sediment deposited 
during the most recent glaciation covers the valley and parts of the ridges. This thin layer of sediment is 
exposed along the Flowage shoreline where erosion is present. The Flowage is situated on the southern 
ridge of the Gogebic Range and contains iron-rich rock that is approximately 1.9 billion years old. Bare 
rock faces and boulders are common along the shoreline of the flowage. Most, if not all, of the natural 
beaches on the flowage are made up of gravel and cobble. Swimming beaches, when present, appear to be 
man-made and represent a very small portion of the overall shoreline. The West Branch of the Montreal 
River flows through the northern ridge, (Trap Range) which is distinctly different in composition from the 
southern ridge; it is composed of younger volcanic rock, consisting primarily of basaltic-lava flows that 
are approximately 1.1 billion years old.  
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FIGURE 1. GILE FLOWAGE STUDY AREA 
 
A survey of the littoral zone was conducted on the Flowage in 2005 by Friends of the Gile Flowage 
(www.friendsofthegile.org/home/flowage-publications). The study analyzed the substrates in the littoral 
zone in areas up to six feet below the full pool elevation of 1,490 feet. The report indicated that substrates 
within the upper 6 feet consisted of: 20.3% bedrock, boulder, or cobble; 26.9% gravel, gravel with cobble, 
or gravel with boulders; 39.8% sand, muck or detritus; and 13% sand with gravel, cobble, and/or boulders 
(FOG, 2005). 

METHODS 
 
Gile Flowage Shoreline Stability Assessment 

The Shoreline Stability Assessment (stability assessment) was conducted on August 9 and 29, 2022. The 
entire shoreline of the Flowage, including the islands, was assessed via boat by slowly cruising along the 
shoreline. The backwater areas east of County Hwy C were assessed from the shoreline along County 
Hwy C, Knights Road and U.S. Hwy 51 (Map sheets 01 and 02). The field crew assessed only those areas 
that appeared to have exposed eroded soil along the shoreline. Erosion or bank instability was defined as 
evidence of soil movement or slumping. Bare rock areas or gravel areas were not assessed (using the data 
sheet) but were observed. Areas of erosion, when identified, were described by number and zone (e.g., 
Zone 10; site Number 1). An outline of Gile Flowage and the 10 grid (zone) patterns (Map Sheets) are 
shown in FIGURE 2. Raw field data scoresheets are shown in Appendix A. 
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FIGURE 2. GILE FLOWAGE OUTLINE AND GRID PATTERN USED IN THE SHORELINE 
STABILITY ASSESSMENT (MAP SHEETS 1 THROUGH 10) 
 

 

 
FIGURE 3. PROJECT AREA DOWNSTREAM OF THE GILE DAM INCLUDED IN THE 
SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT. 
 
The stability assessment also included a survey of the project area downstream of Gile Dam (FIGURE 
3). When erosion was identified, the location was photographed and recorded with a handheld GPS. Each 
erosion site was assigned an intensity score that was recorded on a field form. A single form was 
completed for each erosion site as shown in FIGURE 4. 
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FIGURE 4. EROSION INTENSITY (EI) SCORE WORKSHEET (Wisconsin Administrative Code: NR 
328.08) 
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1Two metal tabs are fastened to the bottom plate of the sluice gate preventing it from fully closing and thus ensuring 
the minimum flow is discharged at all times. 
 

Minimum Flow Habitat Evaluation Study 

The primary objective of the Minimum Flow Habitat Evaluation Study (habitat study) was to evaluate 
whether the existing minimum flow (12 cfs) at the Project is sufficient to provide suitable habitat for 
aquatic resources in the West Fork downstream of the Gile Dam. Additional study flows of 24 and 36 cfs 
were also planned to assess how the suitability of available habitat may change with increases in flow. 
The habitat study included a survey of two representative reaches (stations) downstream of the Gile Dam. 
The reaches were determined after reviewing the 2017 WDNR fishery data and WDNR’s Guidelines for 
Evaluating Habitat of Wadable Streams (WDNR Guidelines). Water depth and velocity information were 
collected at both stations at baseflow conditions reported as 12 cfs. The water depth information was 
collected by hand measurements and point velocity measurements were collected with an electromagnetic 
flow meter mounted to a top-setting wading rod. The sampling methodology for each station followed the 
general sampling procedures outlined in WDNR Guidelines. GLEC incorporated improved/current 
methodology with the field data collection and interpretation such as habitat suitability curves, weighted 
usable area and current instream flow methodologies. The data recommended by the WDNR Guidelines 
was collected for each of 12 transects within each of the two study reaches.  
 
During the course of collecting the first set of habitat data, GLEC used a SonTek River Surveyor to verify 
the 12 cfs minimum flow from the dam when the sluice gate was closed as far as possible1. Flow 
measurements just below the dam, as well as 0.44 miles downstream (FIGURE 5), revealed that the 
discharge was actually much closer to the anticipated highest study flow of 36 cfs. The average of the 
measured flows equaled 35.25 cfs. As such, the full suite of habitat data was collected only at the high 
study flow (36 cfs) until such a time when lower flows can be produced.  
 

 
FIGURE 5. LOCATIONS OF STREAM FLOW MEASUREMENTS DURING GILE HABITAT 
STUDY 
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Habitat Study Reaches 

 
Wisconsin DNR staff previously collected fisheries data in the West Fork of the Montreal River during 
backpack and/or stream shocking surveys from 2007-2018 (WDNR fisheries survey data provided to 
Northern States Power of Wisconsin (NSPW) April 28, 2021). During these surveys, fish were collected 
from five different locations downstream of the Gile Flowage (FIGURE 6). A total of 15 fish species 
were collected across all years and sampling areas.  

 

 
FIGURE 6. WDNR FISH SAMPLING LOCATIONS IN THE WEST FORK OF THE MONTREAL 
RIVER (2007-2018) 
 

After reviewing the fish data provided by WDNR, two study reaches were selected for the Minimum 
Flow Habitat Evaluation Study that corresponded to two of the WDNR fish sampling locations. The 
upper study reach (Reach A) began just downstream of the US Highway 77 bridge and the lower study 
reach (Reach B) included areas both upstream and downstream of South Drive. Results of the WDNR fish 
surveys from these two locations included all 15 species of fish collected throughout the surveys. 
Numbers of each species collected and percent abundance of each species is displayed in TABLE 1. 
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Species 
Common Name 

Species 
Scientific Name  

Number of Fish 
Collected 

Percent 
Abundance 

LONGNOSE DACE Rhinichthys 
cataractae 

329 42.56% 

CREEK CHUB Semotilus 
atromaculatus 

84 10.87% 

PUMPKINSEED Lepomis gibbosus 81 10.48% 

SMALLMOUTH BASS Micropterus 
dolomieu 

70 9.06% 

HORNYHEAD CHUB Nocomis biguttatus 52 6.73% 

WHITE SUCKER Catostomus 
commersonii 

49 6.34% 

YELLOW PERCH Perca flavescens 29 3.75% 

COMMON SHINER Luxilus cornutus 24 3.10% 

BLACKNOSE SHINER Notropis 
heterolepis 

23 2.98% 

WALLEYE Sander vitreus 13 1.68% 

MOTTLED SCULPIN Cottus bairdii 9 1.16% 

ROCK BASS Ambloplites 
rupestris 

4 0.52% 

WESTERN BLACKNOSE 
DACE 

Rhinichthys obtusus 3 0.39% 

BROOK TROUT Salvelinus 
fontinalis 

2 0.26% 

CENTRAL MUDMINNOW Umbra limi 1 0.13% 

TABLE 1. LIST OF FISH SPECIES COLLECTED BY WDNR FROM THE GILE FLOWAGE 
MINIMUM FLOW HABITAT EVALUATION STUDY REACHES 
 
Habitat sampling at each reach was conducted following WI DNR Guidelines for Evaluating Habitat of 
Wadable Streams (2002). At each study reach, the mean stream width (MSW) was determined and the 
reach length was calculated as 35 times the MSW. Within each reach, 12 transects were established 
(FIGURE 7 and FIGURE 8). The first (most upstream) transect was established 1 MSW from the 
upstream end of the study reach and subsequent transects were spaced 3 MSW apart (approximately 45 
meters in both reaches). At each transect, the following data was collected: 
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• Distance from start of study reach 
• Wetted width 
• Habitat type 
• Depth at deepest point along transect (thalweg) 
• Length of each transect containing various types of cover for adult fish 
• Amount of bank erosion 
• Riparian land use within 5 meters of stream edge 
• Riparian buffer width 

 

Along each transect, four equally spaced sampling points were established, effectively dividing each 
transect into five equal segments. Within a 0.3m x 0.3m quadrate on the stream bottom centered on the 
transect point, the following data was collected: 

• Water depth (if a boulder was directly on the transect point, depth was measured next to the 
boulder) 

• Depth of fines and water 
• Embeddedness of coarse gravel and rubble/cobble 
• Percent of the stream bottom covered by various substrate types, algae, and macrophytes 
• Percent of the transect shaded by canopy 
• Water velocity (from a location equal to 0.6 times the water depth at the point) 

 

The available habitat (in square meters) of each sub-reach segment was calculated by multiplying the 
width of each segment by the sub-reach length. To calculate the weighted useable area (WUA) of each 
segment, habitat suitability formulas (Aadland and Kuitunen, 2006) were applied to the depth and 
velocity values at each sampling point for the 10 most common fish species collected and then summed to 
create a single WUA index for each species and in each study reach. Collectively, these 10 species 
accounted for over 97.5 percent of the fish collected from the two study reaches. The habitat suitability 
curves for depth and velocity of these 10 species are presented in FIGURE 9. A habitat suitability formula 
for pumpkinseed was not available, so the formula for bluegill was used as a surrogate. Pumpkinseeds are 
generally considered very similar to bluegill, and are often found in the same habitat. 
 
As flows change within the West Fork of the Montreal River, depth and velocity will change accordingly. 
Other parameters, such as substrate type, cover for fish, canopy cover, percent embeddedness, etc. are 
expected to remain relatively consistent. For this reason, habitat suitability indices used in the calculation 
of weighted usable area were restricted to depth and velocity. When lower flows (i.e., 12 cfs) are able to 
be discharged and verified below the dam, similar calculations will be made to allow a direct comparison 
of weighted useable areas for each species at each study flow. 
 
Using the habitat data collected, and the Fish Habitat Rating system (TABLE 2) developed by WDNR 
(Simonson, Lyons, and Kanehl, 1993.), an overall fish habitat score was developed for each reach. This 
score, which ranges from zero to 100, is designed to provide a qualitative rating of fish habitat that ranges 
from poor to excellent using the following scoring ranks. 

• Excellent ≥ 80 
• Good   60-80 
• Fair  20-60 
• Poor  < 20 
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FIGURE 7. APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF TRANSECTS A1-A12 DOWNSTREAM OF HIGHWAY 
77 ON THE WEST BRANCH OF THE MONTREAL RIVER 
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FIGURE 8. APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF TRANSECTS B1-B12 IN THE VICINITY OF SOUTH 
ROAD ON THE WEST BRANCH OF THE MONTREAL RIVER 
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FIGURE 9. HABITAT SUITABILITY CURVES FOR DEPTH AND VELOCITY OF THE 10 MOST 
COMMON SPECIES IN THE GILE FLOWAGE MINIMUM FLOW HABITAT EVALUATION 
STUDY REACHES.  
* Habitat suitability curves for pumpkinseed were not available, so the curves for bluegill were used instead 
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FIGURE 9 (CONT.). HABITAT SUITABILITY CURVES FOR DEPTH AND VELOCITY OF THE 10 
MOST COMMON SPECIES IN THE GILE FLOWAGE MINIMUM FLOW HABITAT EVALUATION 
STUDY REACHES. 
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FIGURE 9 (CONT.). HABITAT SUITABILITY CURVES FOR DEPTH AND VELOCITY OF THE 10 
MOST COMMON SPECIES IN THE GILE FLOWAGE MINIMUM FLOW HABITAT EVALUATION 
STUDY REACHES. 
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RATING ITEM EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR POOR 

Bank Stability  
(% of bank 
protected by rock 
or vegetation) 

No significant 
bank erosion; ≥ 
90% of bank 
protected; ≤ 10% 
bare soil 

(12) 

Limited erosion; 
70 to 90% of bank 
protected; 10 to 
30% bare soil 
 

(8) 

Moderate erosion; 
50 to 60% of bank 
protected; 10 to 
30% bare soil 
 

(4) 

Extensive erosion; 
< 50% of bank 
protected; > 50% 
bare soil 
 

(0) 
Maximum 
Thalweg Depth 
(average of the 
four deepest 
depths recorded) 

Stream very deep; 
≥ 1.5 meters 
 
 

(25) 

Stream relatively 
deep; 1 to 1.5 
meters 
 

(16) 

Stream 
moderately deep; 
0.6 to 0.9 meters 
 

(8) 

Stream relatively 
shallow; < 0.6 
meters 
 

(0) 
Riffle:Riffle or 
Bend:Bend Ratio 
(average distance 
between riffles or 
bends divided by 
average stream 
width) 

Diverse habitats; 
meandering 
stream with deep 
bends and riffles 
common; ratio ≤ 
10 

(12) 

Diverse 
habitats;bends and 
riffles present but 
not abundant; 
ratio 10 to 14 
 

(8) 

Habitat diversity 
low; occasional 
riffles or bends; 
ration 15 to 25 
 
 

(4) 

Habitat 
monotonous; 
riffles or bends 
rare; generally 
continuous run 
habitat; ratio > 25 

(0) 
Rocky Substrate 
(% of the 
substrate, by area, 
that is bedrock, 
boulder, 
rubble/cobble, or 
gravel) 

Extensive rocky 
substrate; ≥ 65% 
of stream bed 
 
 
 
 

(25) 

Moderate rocky 
substrate; 45 to 
65% of stream 
bed 
 
 
 

(16) 

Limited rocky 
substrate; 15 to 
44% of stream 
bed 
 
 
 

(8) 

Rocky substrate 
uncommon; < 
15% of stream 
bed 
 
 
 

(0) 
Cover for Fish 
(% of the stream 
area with cover) 

Cover/shelter for 
fish abundant; ≥ 
12% of stream 
 

(25) 

Cover common, 
but not extensive; 
7 to 12% of 
stream 

(16) 

Occasional cover, 
limited to one or 
two areas; 2 to 6% 
of stream 

(8) 

Cover rare or 
absent; limited to , 
2% of stream 
 

(0) 
TABLE 2. FISH HABITAT RATING SYSTEM (FHR) DEVELOPED BY WDNR (SIMONSON, 
LYONS, AND KANEHL, 1993.) 
 
STUDY RESULTS 
 
Shoreline Stability Study 

Seven shoreline sites and the downstream project area were scored using the Wisconsin Erosion Intensity 
Score worksheet. Six sites located on the Flowage appeared to have significant active erosion with 
evidence of soil movement or slumping (Sites 1, 2, 4, 5, 6 and 7). Site #3 was assessed to evaluate the 
worksheet scoring at a non-erosional site for comparison. In addition, specific attention was given to the 
assessment of roadsides, manmade beaches, docks or otherwise developed shorelines for evidence of soil 
movement or slumping. On the Flowage, none of the developed shorelines showed any evidence of 
erosion. A list of the sites assessed using the Erosion Intensity Score worksheet is provided in TABLE 3 
and their locations are shown in FIGURE 10. Photographs of each site are provided in FIGURE 13 
through FIGURE 19. The field data worksheets are included in Appendix A. 
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Five of the six sites identified with erosion were located on small islands within the Flowage (Sites 1, 2, 
4, 6 and 7). One site (Site #5) was located along the northwest shoreline near the dam. In each instance, 
the erosion features appeared to be above the waterline. 

There was one small area with evidence of shoreline erosion in the tailrace. That area is located on the 
west bank at the toe of the water control structure, adjacent to the west wingwall downstream of the dam 
gatehouse. It appears that human traffic, and possibly high springtime flows, have scoured the bank and 
exposed the soil adjacent to the concrete wingwall (FIGURE 11). Given the location of the area of 
interest, an Erosion Intensity work sheet was not completed. There were no other erosion sites identified 
in the project area downstream of the dam. A typical depiction of the downstream project area is shown in 
FIGURE 12. 

Site # (Map Sheet Location) Coordinates Erosion Intensity Score 

Site #1 (Map Sheet 7) N46.41403; W90.22038 36 

Site #2 (Map Sheet 7) N46.4133, W90.2205 36 

Site #3 (Map Sheet 10) N46.369216, W90.244506 27@ 

Site #4 (Map Sheet 9) N46.378467, W90.24095 42 

Site #5 (Map Sheet 5) N46.424921, W90.228208 39 

Site #6 (Map Sheet 4) N46.415217, W90.217717 39 

Site #7 (Map Sheet 7) N46.411840, W90.22258 33 

TABLE 3. GILE FLOWAGE SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT SITES AND THE 
RESULTING EROSON INTENSITY SCORE. 
@  Site #3 was not an area of concern nor an erosional site. 

The Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 328.08 categorizes erosion intensity into three groups; low 
energy, with a score of 47 or less, moderate energy with a score of 48-67, and high energy with a score of 
greater than 67. Each site assessed in the Gile Flowage shoreline stability study ranked in the low energy 
category. 
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FIGURE 10. SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT SITES IN THE GILE FLOWAGE. 
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FIGURE 11. AREA OF INTEREST ON THE LEFT EMBANKMENT (WEST WINGWALL) FACING 
DOWNSTREAM AT THE TOW OF THE EMBANKMENT (August 30, 2022). 
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FIGURE 12. WEST BRANCH OF THE MONTREAL RIVER IMMDIATELY DOWNSTREAM OF 
THE GILE FLOWAGE (AUGUST 9, 2022) 
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FIGURE 13. SITE #1 FROM THE 2022 GILE FLOWAGE SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT. 
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FIGURE 14. SITE #2 FROM THE 2022 GILE FLOWAGE SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT. 
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FIGURE 15. SITE #3 FROM THE 2022 GILE FLOWAGE SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT. 
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FIGURE 16. SITE #4 FROM THE 2022 GILE FLOWAGE SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT. 
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FIGURE 17. SITE #5 FROM THE 2022 GILE FLOWAGE SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT. 
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FIGURE 18. SITE #6 FROM THE 2022 GILE FLOWAGE SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT. 
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FIGURE 19. SITE #7 FROM THE 2022 GILE FLOWAGE SHORELINE STABILITY ASSESSMENT. 
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ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Shoreline Stability Study 

The Wisconsin Administrative Code NR 328.08 categorizes erosion intensity into three groups; low 
energy, moderate energy, and high energy. Each site assessed in the stability study ranked in the low 
energy category (TABLE 3). Five of the six sites identified with erosion were located on small islands 
within the flowage (Sites 1, 2, 4, 6 and 7). One site (Site #5) was located along northwest shoreline of the 
flowage near the dam. In each instance, the erosion features appeared to be above the waterline; the area 
between the water line and the eroded embankment was covered with cobble or sandy beach. In the 
downstream tailrace and riverine area downstream of the dam within the project boundary, there was one 
instance of shoreline erosion or instability. All shorelines along the roadways, including culverts and 
small bridges showed no signs of erosion. An inventory of each erosion site is provided in TABLE 4. 

The bedrock in Iron and Ashland Counties in northern Wisconsin is resistant to erosion. The thin layer of 
sediment that is exposed in erosional areas around the Flowage lays atop the bedrock. Bare rock faces and 
boulders are common along the flowage shoreline. Most, if not all, of the natural beaches on the flowage 
are composed of gravel and cobble. Swim beaches, if present, appear to be man-made and represent a 
very small portion of the Flowage shoreline. Developed shorelines within the project boundary did not 
appear to have significant erosion. 
 
Previous work completed by the Friends of the Gile (FOG 2005) included an analysis of the substrates in 
the littoral zone in areas up to six feet below the full pool elevation of 1,490 feet. That report indicated 
that substrates within the upper 6 feet consisted of: 20.3% bedrock, boulder, or cobble; 26.9% gravel, 
gravel with cobble, or gravel with boulders; 39.8% sand, muck or detritus; and 13% sand with gravel, 
cobble, and/or boulders (FOG, 2005). FOG’s information, when combined with the observations and 
erosion intensity assessments from this study, indicate that there is very little risk of erosion on the 
Flowage primarily due to the surrounding geology.  

Five of the six erosion sites identified were located on small islands within the flowage where the erosion 
was limited to the thin soil layer atop the bedrock. One site (Site #5) was located along the northwest 
shoreline of the flowage near the dam. Although located away from the dam and in a wooded area, this 
site did exhibit significant soil movement and warrants further investigation. The small area of interest in 
the tailrace also deserves further attention due to its proximity to the dam structures. 
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Erosion Site # Length of Eroded Area (ft) Coordinates (lat/lon) 

Site #1 74 N46.41403, W-90.22038 

Site #2 26 N46.41330, W-90.22055 

Site #4 24 N46.37847, W-90.24095 

Site #5 75 N46.42492, W-90.22831 

Site #6 54 N46.41522, W-90.21772 

Site #7 210 N46.411840, W90.22258 

Downstream Embankment 21 N46.42571, W-90.22692 

TABLE 4. INVENTORY OF POSSIBLE ERODABLE SITES IN THE GILE FLOWAGE (AUGUST 
2022) 
 

Minimum Flow Habitat Evaluation Study 

Both study reaches contained a mix of riffle, run, and pool habitat dominated by a hard substrate (boulder, 
cobble and gravel). Maximum transect depths typically ranged from 35 to 60 cm, with shallow water and 
soft substrates rarely encountered. Average water velocities ranged from 30 cm/sec to 36 cm/sec. Slack 
water areas were rarely observed. Field worksheets are included in Appendix B. 

Habitat suitability formulas for depth and velocity were applied to each of the ten most common fish 
species observed during the study to calculate an overall suitability value (TABLE 5 and TABLE 6.). 

 

TABLE 5. HABITAT SUITABILITY FOR THE 10 MOST COMMON FISH SPECIES IN STUDY 
REACH A 
 

Reach A Depth Vel Depth and Velocity
LONGNOSE DACE 65.2% 36.1% 50.7%
CREEK CHUB 76.5% 80.9% 71.1%
PUMPKINSEED 4.0% 10.5% 6.6%
SMALLMOUTH BASS 22.4% 81.8% 47.1%
HORNYHEAD CHUB 26.6% 89.5% 52.5%
WHITE SUCKER 14.3% 93.3% 48.7%
YELLOW PERCH 22.8% 61.8% 38.3%
COMMON SHINER 49.3% 88.7% 62.3%
BLACKNOSE SHINER 7.5% 35.9% 19.6%
WALLEYE 12.0% 51.1% 28.5%

Average 30.1% 63.0% 42.5%
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TABLE 6. HABITAT SUITABILITY FOR THE 10 MOST COMMON FISH SPECIES IN STUDY 
REACH B 
 
Overall, the 36 cfs study flow provided a relatively high depth and velocity suitability for the ten most 
common fish species present. Overall suitability values for 9 of the 10 species exceeded 40%. The highest 
overall suitability was for the creek chub (90.5%) and the lowest was for the pumpkinseed (9.39%).  
 
Estimating how the amount of available habitat of the weighted useable area may change with lower 
study flows (12 cfs and 24 cfs) is not possible at this time. 
 
Fish Habitat Rating Score 

When the habitat data was entered into the WDNR fish habitat scoring worksheet for streams greater than 
10 meters wide, both study reaches scored in the “good” range. Study reach A received a score of 69 and 
study reach B received a score of 61. Deductions from the top score of 100 were due primarily to shallow 
depths and a lack of bends or other stream complexes which add to the overall diversity of the stream 
structure.  
 
Agency Consultation 
 
GLEC had no direct consultation with the resource agencies regarding either the erosion or habitat studies 
at Gile Flowage.  
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Reach B Depth Vel Depth and Velocity
LONGNOSE DACE 63.1% 27.7% 45.39%
CREEK CHUB 91.8% 89.2% 90.50%
PUMPKINSEED 3.7% 15.0% 9.39%
SMALLMOUTH BASS 21.9% 89.8% 55.86%
HORNYHEAD CHUB 26.0% 89.0% 57.53%
WHITE SUCKER 13.4% 91.9% 52.62%
YELLOW PERCH 17.1% 77.9% 47.49%
COMMON SHINER 52.7% 87.3% 70.02%
BLACKNOSE SHINER 7.4% 50.3% 28.83%
WALLEYE 11.8% 68.8% 40.31%

Average 30.9% 68.7% 49.80%
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