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Megan Smeall

From: Steve Marmon [smarmon@whitewatereng.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 1:14 PM
To: Megan Smeall
Subject: FW: Support of Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Project
Attachments: image001.jpg

 
 

From: Janet McLeod [mailto:JMcLeod@dadco.com] On Behalf Of Ian Davidson 
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 12:40 PM 
To: smarmon@whitewatereng.com 
Subject: Support of Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Project 
 

 
  
July 9, 2008 
  
  
  
  
Mr. Steven C. Marmon, Project Manager 
Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company, LLC 
3633 Alderwood Avenue 
Bellingham, Washington  98225 
  
Dear Mr. Marmon: 
  
I am writing in support of the development of the Gibson Dam Hydroelectric project and the FERC application which would 
allow the project to go forward.  This project has positive potential for our area in that it would tap the hydroelectric generation 
potential of Gibson Dam, strengthen the energy production industry in our region and add value to the tax base - all without 
altering flows in the Sun River below Gibson Dam or the amount or timing of irrigation water released from the reservoir, and 
without affecting existing land use in the area.    Essentially, it would make optimum use of an available resource without 
disrupting the operation of the Sun River irrigation project as it was originally intended.  The $24 million needed for 
completion would be a smart investment in the economy of our region by generating a short-term boost in demand for local 
goods and services and by generating long-term income for the Greenfields Irrigation District and improving the efficiency 
and reliability of the power grid in the area. 
  
A FERC license was issued in 1989 to Grisdale Hill Company for the development of a hydroelectric power project at Gibson 
Dam, but the project was scuttled primarily because of a poor power market.  In the current market, it makes sense to re-
issue the license and now go forward with this project, as the output will be utilized both within and outside Montana.  With an 
estimated generation of 40 million kilowatt hours per year, there is the potential to support an industrial customer, who I 
understand is already in preliminary discussions concerning the project, and to sustain the economic infrastructure in the 
project area. 
  
I enthusiastically endorse this project and hope you will be in favor of developing further this energy-potential in our area of 
Montana.     
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Sincerely, 
Ian B. Davidson 
  
  
Ian B. Davidson 
Chairman 
DAVIDSON COMPANIES  ::  8 Third Street N  ::  Great Falls MT  59401  ::  P 406.791.7400 ::  F 406.268.3007 :: Toll Free 800-332-5915 
Davidson does not accept orders from retail clients to buy or sell securities via e-mail. Information contained in 
this e-mail is not considered an official record of your account and does not supersede trade confirmations and 
account statements. Any information provided has been prepared from sources believed to be reliable but is not 
guaranteed and is for informational purposes only. This e-mail may be privileged and/or confidential, and the 
sender does not waive any related right or obligation. Any distribution, use or copying of this e-mail or the 
information it contains by other than an intended recipient is unauthorized. If this e-mail was misdirected or you 
received it in error please disregard. Information received or sent from this system is subject to review by 
supervisory personnel, is retained and may be produced to regulatory authorities or others with a legal right to the 
information. 
 

No virus found in this incoming message. 
Checked by AVG. 
Version: 7.5.524 / Virus Database: 270.4.7/1542 - Release Date: 7/9/2008 6:50 AM 

 

No virus found in this outgoing message. 
Checked by AVG. 
Version: 7.5.524 / Virus Database: 270.4.7/1542 - Release Date: 7/9/2008 6:50 AM 

 

No virus found in this incoming message. 
Checked by AVG. 
Version: 7.5.526 / Virus Database: 270.4.7/1542 - Release Date: 7/9/2008 6:50 AM 
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Megan Smeall

From: Steve Marmon [smarmon@whitewatereng.com]
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2008 1:17 PM
To: Megan Smeall
Subject: FW: Gibson Dam Hydro Project, FERC No. 12478-002

 
 

From: Paul Edwards [mailto:hgmnude@bresnan.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 09, 2008 2:35 PM 
To: Steve Marmon 
Cc: Bob Kiesling; Hal Harper; Michael Garrity; Gayle Joslin; Massey, William; Larry Wilson; George Ochenski; Cameron 
Naficy; Gene & Linda Sentz; Matthew Koehler; Matt Elsaesser; Ed Tinsley; Mike Murray; Alan Nicholson; Alan Peura; Stoney 
Burk; Bob Decker; Christine Kaufmann; Christine Nielson; Ken Toole; Gloria Flora; Jan Siemers; Monica Abbott; Paul 
Edwards; Gene Fenderson; Cristina Medina; Jim Jensen; Pat Judge; Phillip Perszyk; Sara Walsh 
Subject: Re: Gibson Dam Hydro Project, FERC No. 12478-002 
 
Mr. Marmon: 
  
My comments are brief and concise.  I am certain that FERC has not a scintilla of concern for the protection of the matchless 
wild environment of the Rocky Mountain Front or for the social consequences of the sort of projects they routinely rubber stamp in the 
interests of private capital, and so I will not participate in the utterly futile exercise of attempting to reason with this automatic industrial 
authorization machine. 
  
What I will do is to go on record with two very clear and unequivocal points either or both of which should, in an equitable and honest 
process, put a permanent end to this arrogant and Ill-considered proposal designed to convert public resources into private wealth. 
  
1. The entire Rocky Mountain Front, from Glacier Park to Highway 200, is de facto wilderness of an unparalleled wholeness and 
majesty.  There should be no industrial development of any kind, ever again, on this last best biome of the Last Best Place. 
  
FERC is neither sufficiently acute nor humanely attuned to such eternal concerns to be allowed to inflict their passionless, soulless, 
Friedmanite dogma on such a nonpareil portion of what remains of Montana's natural wild country. 
  
2. This Gibson project has no lasting socially or economically beneficial component whatever for those who live, work and recreate in the 
greater Sun Canyon region nor, indeed, for towns and electrical users in the area, nor for Montanans in general.  It is designed to use the 
public's Sun River water--already monopolized by hoary opaque deals by Greenfields for their irrigation business--to generate electicity 
which they intend to sell to the highest bidder.   
  
Absent the total dedication of its newly-generated electricity at a discounted rate to local use, there is no reason one can imagine why 
local population and authority ought to allow the disruption, disturbance and further defacement of its priceless landscape for the financial 
aggrandizement of a private company.  
  
Now, in closing, a few thoughts for those who are pushing this business...  
  
It may come as a startling surprise to corporations accustomed to having their way with a complacent public, when licensed and backed 
by the assumed authority of a government indifferent to its people's welli-being, but not all citizens are willing to submit--in areas they 
love as they love life itself--to the dictates of entities whose sole concern is their own monetary gain.   
  
Be assured that the Gibson Dam Hydro Project will, regardless of permits, permissions, waivers and other official certifications, face just 
such a determined group of citizens who will oppose it to the end. 
  
Please include my remarks in the public record. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Paul Edwards 
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July 9, 2008 
  
Steven C. Marmon,  
Project Manager 
Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company LLC,  
3633 Alderwood Ave.  
Bellingham, WA 98225. 
 
smarmon@whitewatereng.com 
 
 
Dear Mr. Mamon; 
  
The following are comments on the Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Project; project number P-12478-
002, from the Alliance for the Wild Rockies, WildWest Institute, and Native Ecosystems Council. 
 
We believe that a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared for this project.  
The analyses conducted in the Draft License Application (DLA) and the Preliminary Draft 
Environmental Assessment (PDEA) is exceedingly limited and insufficient in their depth of 
analysis and the range of issues analyzed.  The Sun River area in general and the project area in 
particular, is a highly valued landscape by the public for its recreational usage, the high quality 
wildlife habitat and robust populations of fish and wildlife it provides, its remote, peaceful and 
undeveloped character, its clean water, and its potential for future wilderness designation.  
Whereas an EA is insufficient to accomplish thorough analysis of these issues, preparation of an 
EIS would give the public the detailed analysis necessary to evaluate the projects merits and the 
opportunity to provide better public feedback.  Furthermore, given the range and depth of issues 
that this analysis must cover and the great public concern over the aesthetic, recreational, 
biological and spiritual values associated with the project area, an EIS is the only way that the 
requisite “hard look” required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) can be 
satisfactorily accomplished. 
 
The project area boundary used for the effects analysis is stated in the DLA to be “all lands 
occupied by the Project generation and maintenance facilities, temporary construction laydown 
and storage areas, and a 60-m wide corridor for the transmission line and substation that connects 
the powerhouse to the proposed interconnection at Jackson’s Corner.” (p. 4, DLA).  This project 
boundary is inappropriate for analysis of project effects related to wildlife, fisheries, water 
quality/quantity, and social values.  The construction activities themselves, permanent new or 
upgraded structures, and the indirect affects of these features on other activities such as traffic 
patterns for maintenance and use will affect the project area resources in a much larger area than 
currently circumscribed by the project boundary.  The effects analysis must therefore include a 
broader area than is included in the project area. 
 
Prior to preparing an EA/EIS, an agency is required to first determine the proper “scope” of the 
project, which must include connected, cumulative, and similar actions. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25. 
“Cumulative actions” are those “which when viewed with other proposed actions have 
cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same impact 
statement.” Id. at § 1508.25(a)(2). “Similar actions” are those “which when viewed with other 
reasonably foreseeable or proposed agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for 
evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as common timing or geography.” Id. 
at § 1508.25(a)(3); see also Id. at § 1508.7.  
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Insufficient information is provided on the current conditions in the project area.  The proposed 
transmission line is planned to overlap with an existing transmission corridor.  However, neither 
the DLA nor the PDEA provide adequate information on the current conditions, usage patterns, 
and environmental impacts of the current transmission pathway.  For instance it is difficult, or 
impossible, to tell from the DLA/PDEA where the current route is located, where the 
transmission line is currently buried or above ground, and how this would change if the proposed 
action where approved.  A detailed narrative analysis which describes the current condition of the 
route along with maps at close and intermediate scales should be provided to aid the public in this 
regard.  Although the DLA/PDEA state that an existing corridor will be used for transmission line 
construction, it does not detail the number or approximate placement/spacing of poles or divulge 
other differences between the existing condition and that which will be caused by the proposed 
action.  This must be addressed and remedied in the draft EA/EIS. 
 
Adequate explanation for why certain segments of the transmission line will be buried while other 
segments will be placed, or remain, above ground is lacking in the DLA/PDEA.  This should be 
remedied in the draft EA/EIS.  This would best be accomplished by providing a range of 
alternatives with different proportions of buried/above ground transmission line arrangements.  
Specifically, we request that an alternative be included in future analysis which would bury the 
entire length of the power line in the Sun River canyon to the NF boundary line and continuing on 
underground to the BLM substation, to the extent that this is possible. 
 
Neither the DLA nor the PDEA disclose, much less discuss the removal from evaluation 
discussion or further consideration of alternatives which were previously presented to the public 
including a power line route utilizing the Bellview Road to Choteau, and alternatives with 
varying combinations of power line burial and surface occupation.  NEPA requires that an agency 
create and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives.  The current PDEA does not do so.  It does 
not provide nor analyze a range of alternatives and in fact it appears to fail even in its most minor 
duty to consider and evaluate the “No Action” alternative.  This is a clear failure to meet the 
requirements of NEPA. 
 
It appears from the DLA that 2-3 structures, the maintenance, storage and/or control buildings, 
will be located on National Forest (NF) land.  The EA/EIS must disclose the effects of this 
construction, even if current buildings exist.  These buildings represent new construction and/or 
significant upgrades that must be included in NEPA analysis.  Neither the DLA nor the PDEA 
makes clear whether these buildings represents new construction or upgrades.  We also question 
whether such activities should trigger a NEPA process separate from FERC that the Lewis and 
Clark National Forest (LCNF) would be responsible for conducting. 
 
Wildlife 
 
Avifauna, Waterfowl & Raptor migratory corridors 
The Rocky Mountain Front including the Sun River area is widely known, as is acknowledged in 
the PDEA, as a major migratory route for waterfowl and for great numbers of migratory and 
resident raptor species such as bald eagles, golden eagles, peregrine falcons, northern goshawks, 
and many others.  The wildlife analysis states on p. 49 of the PDEA that “it is likely that the 
upgrade of transmission facilities would result in a moderate, long-term increase in transmission 
line collision mortality.  No significant increase in transmission line collisions is expected for 
raptors or other birds that use the Sun River canyon area since partial burial of the transmission 
facilities would result in a net decrease in above-ground lines.”  These two sentences seem to 
contradict each other yet provide no explanation of how, “if a long-term increase in transmission 
line collision mortality” is “likely” that “no significant increase in transmission line collisions is 
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expected.”  If the number of transmission collisions is not likely to increase as a result of this 
project yet mortality is expected to increase, there must be some explanation for this.  Are the 
new power wires more lethal?  Both the PDEA and DLA include very marginal analysis and 
discussion of the effects of old power lines on avifauna and terrestrial wildlife species, much less 
a detailed discussion of the new, added, or other impacts associated with the proposed 
transmission lines. This is not a hard look as required by the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) or the Migratory Bird Act. 
 
In addition to this, given the clear threat that power lines pose to avifauna and the new 
construction and upgrades of transmission lines that are proposed, their impacts to avifauna 
should be evaluated and disclosed.  The PDEA/DLA does not do this.  This is a clear failure 
under NEPA to take a “hard look” at the impacts of proposed activities, to analyze cumulative 
effects of the current proposal, and to provide a range of alternative transmission line 
configurations as required by NEPA.  While the mitigation measures listed on p. 49 of the PDEA 
may help to minimize the effects of the proposed activities they do not erase these impacts nor is 
it made clear to what degree the mitigation measures will be effective in minimizing these 
impacts, nor is it clear what the impacts mitigated or not will do to populations of local avifauna.  
This must be corrected in future evaluations, most effectively in an EIS. 
 
Furthermore, the PDEA indicates that its analysis was restricted to avifauna in the Sun River 
canyon.  This is an arbitrary analysis area as the power lines would extend for dozens of miles out 
into the prairie, well beyond the NF boundary.  The draft EA/EIS must evaluate and disclose the 
effects that will occur along the length of the proposed activities, not some arbitrary portion of it.  
This is no less true even if the proposed activities run along an older transmission route.  It is 
unclear how the PDEA defined the analysis area for its effects analysis for wildlife species.  Use 
of the narrowly defined project boundary is clearly and deeply insufficient.  In the case of 
avifauna, the proposed transmission lines cuts directly through the major migratory route used by 
migrating waterfowl and raptors.  This issue cannot be avoided by constricting the analysis to an 
intentionally, and biologically irrelevant, project area or by assuming that no cumulative effects 
occur due to the proposed activity because it largely occupies an old transmission route. 
 
TES & MIS species 
The Sun River is home to a plethora of wildlife, including many Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive (TES) species and Management Indicator Species (MIS).  Among these are grizzly 
bears, Canadian lynx, wolverine, wolves, and big game species such as bighorn sheep and elk.  
The PDEA/DLA conduct inadequate analyses of the impacts associated with the proposed action, 
especially with respect to their cumulative effects.  Many TES species are highly sensitive to 
human presence and human-induced disturbances.  The project is guaranteed to create new 
disturbance that last the duration of construction activities.  The PDEA states that construction 
activities may affect several TES species, but it does not evaluate or disclose the nature, degree or 
impact of such effects.  This is a failure under NEPA.  Furthermore, there will be long term 
impacts associated with the proposed activities associated with the presence of new buildings and 
transmission lines, with maintenance and upkeep of these facilities, with increased traffic 
associated with the ongoing power generation, etc.  As one instance, the power house and 
proposed facilities may result in a substantial increase in the audible and visual disturbances near 
the dam.  However, the PDEA/DLA does not disclose what the nature, severity, extent, or 
potential impacts of this will be. 
 
The threatened grizzly bear occur frequently in the area and also den within various portions of 
the Sun River area.  Given the sensitive nature of grizzly bear to human disturbances, the 
proposed activities are likely to effect grizzly populations in the area.  Given this, the U.S. Fish 
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and Wildlife Service must be formally consulted to ensure compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act.  The PDEA/DLA provides no real analysis of the proposed project’s impacts to 
grizzly bear populations, instead only stating, without explanation, that “no significant long-term 
impacts due to Project construction or operation are expected….”  This does not represent a “hard 
look” at the proposed actions impacts to grizzly bears. 
 
Likewise, the analysis of project activity impacts to individuals and populations of wolves, 
bighorn sheep, elk, wolverine, and lynx are entirely absent or are equally inadequate to the grizzly 
bear analysis that was conducted.  If sufficient data is not available to indicate trends for these 
MIS, the EIS should say so and the analysis be expanded to acquire the information so that 
cumulative impacts from other ongoing actions in the area can be adequately analyzed. 
 
NEPA requires the Forest Service to consider biological corridors.  The standard for such a 
review is the same “hard look” NEPA requires of other environmental effects.  We are requesting 
that you analyze the current status of wildlife corridors for all MIS and TES species, and effects 
of each of the alternatives on the linkages.  That means that corridors within the analysis area and 
linkages with areas adjacent to the analysis area need be examined, plus the value of the entire 
analysis area as part of a larger corridor within or between ecosystems. 
 
Roadless & Wilderness Values 
Because of the increasing scarcity of roadless land in the Northern Rockies, and the ever-
increasing awareness of the importance that these areas have for the conservation of biological 
diversity, any impacts that would degrade the wilderness characteristics of an inventoried 
roadless areas or uninventoried roadless areas are unwise.  A bill before Congress, H.R. 1975, 
would designate all of the roadless areas along the Rocky Mountain Front as wilderness.  It had 
138 sponsors.  Please look at the wilderness potential of all inventoried and uninventoried 
roadless lands as required by law. 
 
Roadless area boundaries are an issue that has never been validated in any NEPA process.  Only 
arbitrary Forest Service designation, outside of any public appeal opportunity, has set these 
boundaries.  As part of this analysis, the roadless boundaries should be validated.  Under Forest 
Service criteria, roadless areas must generally include 5,000 acres or more.  The definition of 
roadless areas also includes, however, all roadless areas “adjacent to National Park lands 
endorsed for Wilderness” and other roadless areas “adjacent to existing wilderness areas 
regardless of size.”   
 
The best science states that a major focus of analyses such as this should be to find ways to 
connect and buffer adjacent or nearby roadless areas with other undeveloped land to assure 
species viability and ecosystem functioning is perpetuated.  The analysis should recognize and 
acknowledge the importance of the land in the project area in terms of the Conservation Biology 
concepts of core habitat, buffer zones, and connecting corridors at a landscape level. 
 
Given the undeveloped nature of the area and the large societal support for future Wilderness 
designation, the analysis should include an evaluation of the effects of the project on the area’s 
potential for designation as Wilderness and inclusion into the National Wilderness Preservation 
System. 
 
Recreational/Social Values 
The Sun River area is a primary access point for year round recreationists visiting state and 
federal lands that comprise the Rocky Mountain Front.  The vast majority of this visitation is for 
non motorized recreation, pursuit of solitude, wildlife observation and natural history, and 
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hunting/fishing.  Contrary to the unexplored, unfounded and unexplained statement in the PDEA 
on p. 56 that “No element of long-term Project operations is expected to change the amount or 
quality of recreational opportunities”, the proposed project activities certainly has the potential to 
do so.  Construction of the new buildings and the sounds generated by them has the potential to 
directly affect visual and aural aesthetics of the area.  Likewise, construction of larger, more 
formidable power lines may have direct visual impacts.  Indirectly, through the disturbance these 
facilities create that may reduce wildlife usage of the area, the project activities may have very 
significant impacts to the recreational and other social values currently associated with the Sun 
River area.  Therefore an analysis of the project activities cannot simply by avoided by stating 
that no impact will occur without providing some evidence that this is in fact likely to be true. 
 
Soils 
The EIS should define “activity area” to indicate whether or not detrimental soils thresholds have 
been exceeded.   
 
The Forest Service Handbook at FSH 2509.18-94-1  states, under “Soil Quality Standards” (2.2):    
Soils can be impacted by compaction, puddling, displacement, burning, erosion, and mass 
movement during or following management activities.  Impacts and above-ground organic matter 
losses that adversely affect hydrologic function or cause losses in site productivity are 
detrimental. 
 
The Standards are further refined in 2.2 by Guidelines which give measurable parameters for 
determining if the Standards are met.  The point being, someone has to actually go out on the 
ground and check a representative sample. 
 
What are your projections for recovering areas of adversely impacted soils, and what is the 
scientific and professional basis for those projections?  We asked questions in our earlier 
comments and you seem to have completely ignored them.  NEPA requires that you respond to 
public comments.  Please do not ignore our questions. 
 
Other Issues 
Surveys for TES plant species and wetlands, fens, springs, or other rare aquatic resources should 
occur in, around and nearby all proposed activities.  Figures 16-18 are intended to depict 
wetlands, but clearly miss some that exist adjacent to project activities.  This conflict can be 
remedied if the EA/EIS requires field surveys of TES and rare aquatic resources before project 
activities occur.  Where TES or rare aquatic resources are encountered, project activities should 
be altered to ensure that they are not impacted. 
 
Weed spread is associated with disturbance such as that due to building construction, road work, 
and new transmission line construction and associated maintenance roads.  Weeds are known to 
negatively impact soil productivity, wildlife habitat, biodiversity, and social values.  The draft 
EA/EIS must include an analysis of the proposed activities on weed spread and impacted 
resources. 
 
The PDEA (p. 4) states that ”Powerhouse and tailrace construction may include the need for some 
blasting operations,” but no further explanation of when, where, or how much of this activity is 
planned nor are the environmental effects of this activity disclosed and evaluated.  This should be 
remedied in further drafts of the EA/EIS.  At the very least this will have significant impacts to 
future soil productivity. 
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What is the condition of all watersheds and other riparian areas in the analysis area, especially in 
regards to past management activities including livestock grazing, logging and oil and gas 
drilling?  Please analyze the significance of the adverse impacts they have has had upon fish and 
other aquatic organisms.   The EIS should disclose the results of up-to-date monitoring and 
surveys of fish habitat and watershed conditions.   
 
Are there any other projects such as logging, mineral exploration and development, etc. ongoing 
or reasonably foreseeable in the project area which would cause cumulative impacts to resources 
in the project area?  Don’t forget the impacts of motorized off-road travel on these resources.  
Include the impacts of activities on lands of all ownership.  What is the present Open Road 
Density in the analysis area? How will the increased infrastructure planned to be built in the Sun 
River affect the rate of future development and subdivision on private land within the Sun River 
area? 
 
The analysis does not contain a full cost benefit analysis.  The analysis should include ongoing 
and future impacts to recreation, and all costs related to the project including costs of preparing 
the analysis, all specialist support and consultation, costs associated with power development, 
travel management and administration, road maintenance, weed control, costs of other related 
improvements.   
 
A major thrust of the PDEA is that because much of the transmission line is planned through 
existing right of way, the proposed activities will have no significant impacts.  We question this 
assumption.  The PDEA/DLA do a very poor job of explaining the current condition, activities, 
and impacts of the current rights-of-way and associated activities and, furthermore, do not explain 
how the impacts of the proposed activities may differ from the current conditions.  Furthermore, 
without substantial supporting evidence, the claim that existing rights of way were designed, 
permitted, and currently allow the types of use proposed by the PDEA/DLA cannot be made. 
 
This is especially true given that the use of these rights-of-way have not yet been approved for 
project use.  This project proposal seems to be consistently putting the cart before the horse by 
proposing activities which it has not finalized or been authorized to do, even though successful 
completion of proposed activities depends on such authorization.  Another example of this is 
hinted at throughout the PDEA/DLA in statements that leave the distinct impression that critical 
elements of the project design have not been thoroughly explored and may undergo significant 
alteration once in the later stages of NEPA or even after the NEPA process is completed and a 
permit for project activities has been granted.  This is a risky, ineffective, potentially dishonest, 
and possibly illegal approach to fulfilling the public process and “hard look” required by NEPA. 
 
Overall, we find the analysis performed by the PDEA/DLA to be extremely limited, seemingly 
cursory and wholly inadequate.  Again we recommend that an EIS be conducted to more fully 
explore, analyze and disclose the potential impacts of the proposed action and a reasonable range 
of alternatives. 
 
  
The EIS should analyze the significance of the impacts of past impacts on populations of MIS and 
TES species accruing from the dam and its connected actions, and other human development 
activities.  The EIS should discuss the available data from Forest Plan implementation monitoring 
on how MIS populations have responded to human impacts and other management actions.  If 
sufficient data is not available to indicate trends for these MIS, the EIS should say so and the 
analysis be expanded to acquire the information so that cumulative impacts from other ongoing 
actions in the area can be adequately analyzed. 
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To assure population viability as NFMA requires, you must explicitly consider population 
dynamics.  Population dynamics refers to persistence of a population over time—which is 
important in making predictions about population viability.  The District should fully analyze 
population growth rate, population size, linkages to other populations, and the dynamics of other 
populations in examining population dynamics. 
  
NEPA requires the Forest Service to consider biological corridors.  The standard for such a 
review is the same “hard look” NEPA requires of other environmental effects.  We are requesting 
that you analyze the current status of wildlife corridors for all MIS and TES species, and effects 
of each of the alternatives on the linkages.  That means that corridors within the analysis area and 
linkages with areas adjacent to the analysis area need be examined, plus the value of the entire 
analysis area as part of a larger corridor within or between ecosystems. 
  
What is the condition of all watersheds and other riparian areas in the analysis area, especially in 
regards to past management activities including livestock grazing, logging and oil and gas 
drilling?  Please analyze the significance of the adverse impacts they have has had upon fish and 
other aquatic organisms.   The EIS should disclose the results of up-to-date monitoring and 
surveys of fish habitat and watershed conditions.   
  
 
  
 
Water Quantity  

A. Amount 

The Preliminary Draft Environmental Assessment (PDEA) states that “the proposed 
hydroelectric Project would not change the amount or timing of releases from Gibson Reservoir 
in any way nor would it change the amount or timing of any water diversions from the Sun 
River.” (PDEA p. 23). The Draft License Application (DLA) states that “the Project would not 
alter the amount or timing of irrigation water stored or released from any reservoir, would not 
alter flows in the Sun River below Gibson Dam, and would not change any point of irrigation use, 
but would merely utilize existing flows to generate power. (DLA, p. 1).  

These above conclusions are not supported by any data or analysis.  The Sun River has 
been designated by Fish Wildlife and Parks as chronically dewatered, primarily due to the large 
withdrawal of water at the diversion dam downstream from the proposed Project.  The 
dewatering, therefore, is due to over-allocation of water rights on the Sun River such that 
insufficient water remains in the river to support a healthy riverine ecosystem, including 
maintaining biologically based minimum flows to help recover and support healthy populations 
of fish species of concern.  

The PDEA fails to adequately discuss the nature of this over-allocated resource and how 
the proposed Project will not compound the problem of dewatering of the Sun River in reaches 
below the Gibson Dam. First, the PDEA does not adequately address or discuss how changing the 
water from being discharged through the jet flow valves as compared to the altered discharge 
route to the powerhouse and then into the spillway will affect the amount of water in the river.  
There is no discussion of the different rates of evaporation that will occur between the two 
different discharge routes.  If the proposed discharge route results in increased evaporation, then 
the amount of water will be decreased and this will cause adverse affect to existing water right 
holders and contribute further to dewatering.  

Second, there is no discussion of how the proposed discharge route will affect streamflow 
velocity in the Sun River as compared to the existing discharge route.  Depending on the stability 
of the streambed and banks in the stretch of river where the water will be discharged, there could 
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be a negative effect on the streambed and banks (e.g., widening, deepening, bank undercutting) 
that could result in changes to the stream hydrology that could lead to a change in the amount of 
water making it to downstream locations.   

Finally, there is not an adequate discussion about whether during all phases of 
construction for the powerhouse and all related facilities that the discharge of water will not be 
altered in a way that will affect the amount of water necessary to meet downstream irrigation and 
instream needs. The analysis must consider varying discharge rates and locations during 
construction, how they will affect the velocity of flows in the Sun River and, how changes in 
velocity will affect the fish, streambed and banks.  No stream cross sections, discussion of 
gaining or losing reaches, or any other data relating to hydrologic characteristics for the affected 
reaches of the Sun River has been provided or discussed and, as such, the PDEA is inadequate.  

B. Timing 

The DLA and PDEA also provide conclusions that the timing of flows will not be 
changed but fails to provide an adequate discussion or analysis to support this conclusion.  
Further the EA provides that “the powerhouse would contain four Francis turbines and associated 
electrical and mechanical.  Water would discharge from the turbines directly into the tailrace 
below the Gibson dam.” (PDEA p. 2). It also states that “currently, water is released from Gibson 
reservoir through two 6 ft irrigation penstocks.  The intake for these penstocks is near the bottom 
of the reservoir at an elevation of about 4,560 ft. Under the proposed hydropower operations, 
water would continue to be released from these same 6 ft irrigation penstocks only, i.e., there 
would be no change in the temperature of the water withdrawn from Gibson reservoir compared 
with existing conditions.” (PDEA p. 24).   The DLA states that “the penstocks would be 
connected to the existing dam outlet jet flow pipes as shown in Exhibit F-2 and would extend 
approximately 40-ft to the powerhouse, supported by a concrete thrust block,” and that the 
“powerhouse would be located directly downstream of and centered on the existing valve house 
(jet flow pipes). The two existing jet flow pipes emanating from the base of the dam would be 
modified to extend directly through the powerhouse, with the capacity to discharge up to 3,000 
cfs as required.” (DLA p. 2.)  

Although the documents describe the differences between the two discharge routes, it 
fails to provide any discussion about how the altered and proposed discharge route will affect the 
timing of flows.  Similar to the discussion above regarding water quantity, the location and 
velocity of water discharged from the proposed route could alter the streambed and banks and 
lead to a change in the timing of water being delivered downstream to meet existing irrigation and 
instream needs.  No discussion was provided in order to make an informed decision regarding the 
effects on timing. As previously discussed the reach of the Sun River below the current and 
altered discharge areas must be analyzed with stream cross sections and losing and gaining 
reaches discussed as well as consider other relevant hydrologic parameters. This simply was not 
provided or analyzed.  

Finally, no analysis was provided discussing how during all phases of construction that 
the altered discharge of water through the proposed methods will not alter the timing as the 
discharges would relate to the hydrologic concerns expressed in the previous paragraphs and 
section.    

C. Over-Allocated 

The PDEA states that “no existing water rights would be affected.  The Project would 
result in no new consumptive use of water.” (EA, p. 24). Further states that “the Applicant would 
apply for a non-consumptive water right to utilize releases from Gibson Dam for an additional 
beneficial use, power generation.  This water right would be jointly held with Reclamation and 
would be junior to all existing water rights on the Sun River.” (PDEA p. 7).  As provided above, 
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there is a real possibility that the proposed Project could lead to changes in stream hydrology that 
could result in adverse affect to existing water right holders, but no analysis was provided.   

Further, the proposed Project could increase evaporation rates from the current discharge 
route leading to actual “consumption” of water or power generation. The PDEA fails to 
adequately address this scenario and the cumulative impacts that increased evaporation would 
have on existing water rights, instream flows, and fisheries.  
Water Quality  

The PDEA fails to adequately analyze any possible effects on soil erosion and 
sedimentation by considering the nature and economics of the various alternatives. In the PDEA 
prepared for review, a brief analysis was conducted which analyzed possible soil sedimentation 
and disturbance. The analysis concluded that there would be no cumulative impacts upon soil 
sedimentation and disturbance, but failed to consider certain aspects of the project. The continual 
operation, maintenance, and monitoring of a hydroelectric facility which is located at or 
extremely near the river channel will likely increase disturbance of the road surface and 
consequently increase the sedimentation entering the stream channel. Increased sedimentation 
could potentially have adverse effects upon the Sun River fisheries and aquatic life. A more 
thorough analysis which details increased traffic and equipment operations should be required to 
more adequately understand any negative effects from erosion and sedimentation.  
 

The PDEA also briefly mentions the installation of a power line corridor as a possible 
land disturbing activity. The proposed corridor would be located in or near the canyon, and at 
times be buried underneath the road surface. The potential for increased sedimentation of the 
stream during this process was not discussed or analyzed in the PDEA. To further understand the 
potential impacts of the power line corridor in the canyon, a more thorough and comprehensive 
analysis is needed. 
 

The PDEA notes that of particular concern is the possibility of nitrogen super saturation 
when addressing water quality issues. The DEQ has also noted the potential for super saturation 
below the Gibson dam. However, the PDEA simply identifies this as a primary concern rather 
than pointing to additional measurements or alternatives which may reduce the adverse effects of 
super saturation. The PDEA fails to adequately discuss how supersaturating resulting from water 
cascading  down the spillway that is driven below the surface of the plunge pool creates gas super 
saturation that can lead to “gas bubble” disease that can injure and kill fish.  
 
Fisheries  

The PDEA failed to adequately address the effect of entrainment and impingement of fish 
species of concern in the proposed intake system that will run water through the Francis turbines 
and into the altered discharge route to the powerhouse and to the spillway as compared to historic 
operations.  The PDEA must consider the species that will most likely be affected and whether 
they are species of concern, and how a potential increase in mortality rates will affect efforts to 
recover the species to healthy numbers.  Since near 500,000 acre feet of water is discharged 
through the Gibson Dam each year, a high potential for significant fish mortality exists and the 
PDEA fails to adequately discuss and analyze these potential effects.  

 
As previously discussed, the PDEA failed to adequately discuss the hydrology of the 

reach of the Sun River downstream from the project and how the alternate discharge route may 
affect fish, gas super saturation, streamflow velocity as well as the amount and timing of water. 
This information must be provided and analyzed along with a biological minimum flow 
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determination that can be used to adequately discuss potential changes to the stream hydrology 
and how this may negatively affect instream habitat. 

 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment and thank you for your time.  If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact us. 
 

  
Sincerely, 
 /s/ 
Michael Garrity 
Executive Director 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies 
P.O. Box 505 
Helena, MT 59624 
406 459-5936 
  
And for  
  
Sara Johnson  
Native Ecosystems Council 
P.O. Box 125 
Willow Creek, MT 59760 
  
And for 
  
Cameron Naficy 
WildWest Institute 
P.O. Box 7998 
Missoula, MT 59807 
cameron@wildrockies.org 
406 542 7343 
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P.O. Box 5021, 59403-5021

July 9,

Mr. Steven C. Marmon
Project Manager
Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company, LLC
3633 Alderwood Ave.
Bellinsham .W1'98225

-.rfJ).AHiLt  "
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Re: Letter of Support - Gihson Dam I:lvdroeJectric Project

Dear Mr. Marmon:

Please accept this letter of support regarding the proposed Gibson Dam Hydroelectric
Proiect.

During this period of debate about Montana's energy future. the Gleat Falls City
Commission favorably supports development of the project. An acitijtional 15 megawatts
of power into the Montana grid is needed for both residential and industrial/commercial
srowth in the recion.

. .  
l  

- :  
.1r . '  

-  
. ' .  

r  .  . i  :

As proposed, the project would have little impact on the Sun River irrigation projeci
operations as it was originally intended and the US Bureau of Reclamation would retain
control of Gibson Reservoir releases and water use.

Not only would the project improve the efficiency and reliability of the power grid in the
area, but it would also generate a short-term demand for local goods and services during
construction. The proposed Project would have no effect on the existing land ttse in the

Thank you for favorably considering this project.

Sincerelv.

issioner John Rosenbaum

, r  r** ,_

Mavor Dona Stebbins Commissioner Bill

Commissioner Bill Bronson
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Megan Smeall

From: Steve Marmon [smarmon@whitewatereng.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 8:59 AM
To: Megan Smeall
Subject: FW: FERC project No. 12478-002, Gibson Dam hydro proposal

 
 

From: Hal Herring [mailto:herring@3rivers.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 6:30 AM 
To: smarmon@whitewatereng.com 
Subject: FERC project No. 12478-002, Gibson Dam hydro proposal 
 
Dear Mr. Marmon, 
 
This message is from Hal Herring, a homeowner and resident of Augusta, Mt.  I hope you are well, and I appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on the proposed Gibson Dam hydro project. 
 
I thought a long time about what to say about this project, because I am not in the habit of criticizing energy projects that 
utilize clean and renewable resources, especially not when those resources come from an existing dam. But as I look at the 
infrastructure required for this project, what I really see is a further industrialization of one of the few places – the Rocky 
Mountain Front‐ that have retained an isolated and pristine quality, even as the world, from China to Florida to Africa, has 
increasingly become the sole province of mankind’s needs and endeavors. As a commodity becomes more rare, it becomes 
more valuable, and the primary commodity of the area we are discussing, the Sun River and the grasslands north to 
Choteau, is its wild and undeveloped character.  Power lines and other infrastructure will destroy that aspect of the region, 
and we will get‐ cannot get‐ anything in return that could equal  or surpass it. Once lost it cannot be replaced.  
 
The Sun River is already over utilized by irrigation needs. This river has already offered more than it should to the needs of 
private enterprise. What is left of the river, and the country around it should be valued and protected for its undeveloped 
qualities. I ask that you put me down on record as opposing the hydro project at Gibson Dam. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Hal Herring 
Augusta 
406 562 3433  
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Megan Smeall

From: Steve Marmon [smarmon@whitewatereng.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 10:28 AM
To: Megan Smeall
Subject: FW: Public comment on proposed Gibson Dam Hydro project and Transmission Line

 
 

From: Gene & Linda Sentz [mailto:friends@3rivers.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 10:16 AM 
To: 'Steve Marmon'; FERCMattCutlip; FERCDavidTurner; FERCusfsGerrishWillis; FERConlinesupport 
Cc: usfsSpikeThompson; usfsMichaelAMunoz; usfsGailKimbellChief; usfsAssocChiefSallyCollins; usfsAllenRowley; 
blmBeneshStan; BlmMtDirGeneTerland; fwpGaryBertellotti; fwpHagenerJeff; fwsSullivanGary; fwsSteveWilliams 
Subject: Public comment on proposed Gibson Dam Hydro project and Transmission Line 
 
July 10, 2008 
To:  Whitewater Engineering and FERC: 
 
There are numerous concerns about the proposed Gibson Dam hydroelectric power plant and transmission line.  In addition 
to immediate impacts of the generators and the power line (already covered by others’ comments), one big concern is that 
there would be extra transmission capacity for hooking up large commercial-industrial wind farms near the Rocky Mountain 
Front; and apparently big wind development speculators already are offering some private landowners up to $25,000 a year 
for a lease to construct a single giant wind turbine on their property.  Some will view that as ‘easy money’ hard to turn down. 
 
While the nation certainly has to move toward alternative ‘green’ energy, an old friend once told me, ‘There are some places 
on earth that should be left alone even if there’s solid gold underneath of them.  The Rocky Mountain Front is such a place.’  
 
The Front isn’t the place for any new large-scale industrial development of any kind.  It’s best left the way it is. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Gene Sentz 
PO Box 763 
Choteau, Montana 59422-0763 
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Megan Smeall

From: Steve Marmon [smarmon@whitewatereng.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 4:15 PM
To: Megan Smeall
Subject: FW: FERC project No. 12478-002, Gibson Dam hydro proposal

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Robert T. Coulter [mailto:rtcoulter@indianlaw.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2008 3:37 PM 
To: smarmon@whitewatereng.com 
Subject: FERC project No. 12478‐002, Gibson Dam hydro proposal 
 
Mr. Marmon, 
 
  I want to register the objection of my wife (Samantha Sanchez) and myself to the above 
referenced hydro project proposed for Gibson Dam.  We have a home near the Dam, and I am aware 
of the extreme delicacy of that ecosystem.  It cannot tolerate such development as is proposed.  
The power line is of great significance and very negative in its impact. 
 
Robert T. Coulter 
Samantha Sanchez 
samandtim@onewest.net 
406  449‐3833 
802 Madison Avenue 
Helena, MT 59601 
Robert T.  Coulter 
Executive Director 
Indian Law Resource Center 
602 North Ewing Street 
Helena, Montana 59601 
406/449‐2006 phone 
406/449‐2031 fax 
rtcoulter@indianlaw.org 
www.indianlaw.org 
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Megan Smeall

From: Steve Marmon [smarmon@whitewatereng.com]
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2008 10:06 PM
To: Megan Smeall
Subject: FW: Public comment re: proposed Gibson Hydro Project, FERC No. 12478-002

 
 

From: Jeff Van Tine [mailto:jeff@jeffvantine.com]  
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2008 5:40 PM 
To: smarmon@whitewatereng.com 
Subject: Public comment re: proposed Gibson Hydro Project, FERC No. 12478-002 
 
I regularly stay in a cabin on Lower Home Gulch. 
I am concerned as to what this project will do to what I currently consider to be a “World Class” view from Lower Home 
Gulch. 
I am concerned as to what this project will do to what I currently consider to be a “World Class” view along the Rocky 
Mountain Front 
I am worried about what this will do to property owners land values. 
I am concerned about what negative impact the construction phase of this project will have on wildlife and people staying 
in the canyon. 
 
I feel we have been misled on the scope of this  project. 
I also question what additions to this project will be allowed after the fact because “ a little bit more won’t hurt…” 
 
I agree we need clean power but do not feel this project is appropriate. 
Currently Montana generates significantly more power than it uses. 
I think it is insane to create this project so that Las Vegas Casino’s can have cheaper power to continue to waste energy. 
 
If you cannot find a way to run all the power cables underground from the DAM to Highway 287 / 89 I feel the project 
should be scrapped.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeff Van Tine 
48 Wapiti Lane 
Clancy, MT   59634 
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