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SCOPING DOCUMENT 2 
 

GIBSON DAM HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 
 

FERC No. 12478 
 

Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company, LLC 
 

February, 2007 
 
 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company LLC (GDHC), Applicant, of Bellingham, 
Washington, holds a Preliminary Permit (Permit) from the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) in Washington D.C. to develop a hydroelectric generating facility 
on an existing dam near Augusta, Montana.  The proposed hydroelectric generating 
facility, called the Gibson Dam Project (Project), is located at the existing Gibson Dam 
on the Sun River.  The Permit, specifying a 15 megawatt (MW) generating capacity 
project, was issued on April 20, 2004 and expires on March 31, 2007.  The Permit was 
issued for the purpose of allowing the Applicant protection under the Federal Power Act 
(FPA) from competitive applications while conducting the studies and processes 
necessary to complete a FERC application for license. 

 
 

PROJECT  CONTACT  INFORMATION 
The name, business address and telephone number of Applicant are: 

Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company, LLC 
3633 Alderwood Ave. 
Bellingham, WA 98225 
360-738-9999, extension 122 

 
The name, business address and contact numbers of person authorized to act as agent for 
Applicant is: 

Steven C. Marmon 
Project Manager 
Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company, LLC 
3633 Alderwood Ave. 
Bellingham, WA 98225 
360-738-9999, extension 122 
e-mail:  smarmon@tollhouseenergy.com 
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All questions, comments, or correspondence related to licensing for the Project should be 
directed to Mr. Marmon at the above address.  Changes in this contact information will 
be notified directly to all interested parties and through announcements in a local 
newspaper. 
 

THE LICENSING PROCESS to DATE 
 
The licensing process for the hydroelectric project at Gibson Dam has been active since 
April, 2004, including the following activities: 
 

• Distribution of an Initial Consultation Document (ICD, GDHC, 2005) 
describing the Project, the licensing process and preliminary 
environmental information, on February 15, 2005.  The ICD contains 
detailed descriptions of existing resources, expected impacts and 
environmental studies, as known at the time of writing, and is a good 
source of background information; 

 
• Initial Consultation Meetings (a technical agency meeting and a public 

meeting) and a site visit held in Helena, Fairfield and at the Project site on 
March 28 and 29, respectively, 2005; 

 
• Study planning for potentially-affected fish and wildlife, water quality and 

cultural resources, including distribution of draft water quality and cultural 
resource study plans. Consultation on those plans occurred at an inter-
agency meeting held on September 1, 2005 in Helena and a teleconference 
held on October 4, 2005; 

 
• Submission to FERC and consulting agencies of a request to utilize the 

Alternative Licensing Procedures (ALP) for Project licensing.  The ALP is 
a method for licensing which allows the applicant to prepare a preliminary 
draft environmental assessment, in lieu an Exhibit E, as part of the license 
application, thus saving overall licensing time (see following section).  
Subsequently, the ALP process was approved by the FERC on February 7, 
2006.  

 
• Distribution of two versions of Scoping Document 1, in October, 2005, 

and April, 2006. 
 

• Public Scoping meeting and site visit were held on April 11, 2006 and an 
agency Scoping meeting was held on April 12, 2006, with requests for 
comments on the revised SD1 and proceedings of the meetings. 

 
• Execution of study plans including study plan modifications due to 

project changes. 
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All documents, meeting minutes, and submissions from these early licensing activities 
are available from GDHC at the contact address on page 1 of this document or on the 
Project licensing website, www.gibsonhydro.com. 
. 
 

PURPOSE OF THIS SCOPING DOCUMENT 
 
Scoping Document 2 addresses Scoping requirements outlined in the FERC regulations 
for licensing and implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.  
FERC’s NEPA regulations are found in 18 CFR Subchapter W-Revised General Rules, 
Part 380.   

Under the ALP, the applicant conducts Scoping in collaboration with the FERC to fulfill 
the FERC’s NEPA responsibilities. The primary purpose of the Scoping process is to 
solicit, from agencies, the public, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO’s) and 
Tribe(s) (collectively, “Stakeholders”) input on existing information and environmental 
and development-related impact issues.  
 
The purposes of the Scoping process are to:  

• identify important environmental and developmental issues related to the 
proposed Project licensing;  

• identify reasonable alternatives that should be evaluated in the 
Environmental Assessment (EA);  

• determine the scope and depth of analysis for Project purposes and 
environmental issues identified for evaluation in the Environmental 
Assessment; and  

• identify issues that do not require detailed analysis.  

Two formal documents resulted from the Scoping process, Scoping Document 1 (SD1) 
and this Scoping Document 2 (SD2).  Key changes from SD1 to SD2 are identified in 
bold, italicized type.  All issues raised during the Scoping comment period(s) will be 
reviewed and decisions made as to the level of analysis needed in the preparation of the 
EA.   
 
GDHC has revised SD1 according to the comments received  during the scoping 
comment period and the final meeting minutes from the April 2006 scoping meetings.  
In addition, GDHC has updated the status of study plans as detailed under the 
“Resource Issues” section of this SD2. 
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SCOPING MEETING and SITE VISIT 
 
Scoping Meeting 
 
Scoping meetings, as announced in SD1, were held at the following dates, times and 
locations: 
 

Public Meeting: Tuesday, April 11, 2006 7:00 – 9:00 PM in Fairfield, MT 
at the Fairfield Community Center 

Agency Meeting: Wednesday, April 12, 2006 9:00 AM - Noon in Helena, 
MT at the Montana Association of Counties building, 
2715 Skyway Drive 

 
Both the public and agency Scoping meetings were videotaped.  From the videotapes, 
GDHC prepared written draft meeting summaries which were distributed to meeting 
attendees for initial comments.  Based on these comments, final meeting summaries for 
both meetings (Attachment I) were prepared and posted on the Project website.  
 
Site Visit 
 
The Project area site visit was conducted on April 11, 2006, as announced. 
A summary of the site visit was distributed to the site visit attendees on May 16, 2006 
(Attachment II), and posted on the Project website. 
 

WRITTEN COMMENTS ON SD1 
 
At the public and agency Scoping meetings, it was announced that written comments 
would have to be submitted to the FERC Secretary as an original and eight copies.  
This differed from the directions given in the SD1.  The FERC Secretary’s mailing 
address was posted during the two Scoping meetings, and GDHC requested that any 
party with questions or difficulties meeting these comment requirements contact  
GDHC via the contact options. 
 
Written comments were received within the 30-day period from the following agencies 
(Attachment III): 
 
COMMENTING PARTY   DATE COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 
Montana Fish, Wildlife    April 4, 2006; April 13, 2006 
and Parks 
 
US Department of Agriculture  May 10, 2006 
Forest Service  
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US Bureau of Reclamation   May 12, 2006   
 
In addition to the above listed written comments specifically addressing SD1, 
additional comments were received via e-mail. These comments are on file with FERC 
and are part of the Commission’s official record for the Project. 
 
 
PROCEDURE FOR SUBMITTING WRITTEN COMMENTS ON SD2 

 
SD1 was revised to address comments relating to the proposed alternatives for the 
Project, and the scope of issues that will be addressed in the EA.  Accordingly, the 
proposed Project alternatives and scope of issues have been modified in this SD2.  The 
project changes since SD1 are: 
 

 the transmission line route to Augusta, MT has been abandoned in favor of a 
new route to Choteau, MT (Figure 1) 

 
 the option to connect penstocks to the Gibson Dam upper power penstocks has 

been abandoned (Figure 2) 
 
These project changes have eliminated and/or modified SD1 resource issues as well as 
the scope of some of the study proposals that were developed to address resource issues.  
With submittal of this SD2, GDHC is soliciting comments on the updated study 
proposals as discussed by resource area in subsequent sections of this document.  In 
addition, GHDC requests comments, if any, on existing resource issues that result from 
the change in the transmission line route and penstock configuration.      
 
Written comments on SD2 must be received at the contact address below, via regular 
mail or e-mail at the contact addresses below by March 8, 2007 at the following 
address: 
 

Steven C. Marmon 
Project Manager 
Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company, LLC 
3633 Alderwood Ave. 
Bellingham, WA 98225 
360-738-9999, extension 122 
e-mail:  smarmon@tollhouseenergy.com 
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PROPOSED ACTION and ALTERNATIVES 
 
General 
 
The Project would be located at or near Gibson Dam on the Sun River about 18 miles 
NW of Augusta, MT (Figure 1).  Gibson Dam is a water storage and supply facility and is 
part of the Sun River Project, authorized by the Secretary of the Interior on February 26, 
1906, in accordance with provisions of the Reclamation Act of 1902 (Act).  Gibson Dam 
is a owned and operated by the US Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) in accordance 
with provisions of the authorization and the Act. The Project power generating facilities 
would be constructed at or near the base of Gibson Dam on Reclamation land.   
 
Gibson Dam and Sun River Project History 
 
Gibson Dam was constructed in 1926-1929 by the USBR as part of the Sun River Project.  
The project purpose for Gibson Dam was irrigation; however, during the construction 
two penstock outlets were provided for future hydroelectric generation.  Gibson Dam lies 
within the Lewis & Clark National Forest, administered by the USFS. 
 
Gibson Dam impounds Gibson Reservoir, a 5.5-mile long by 1-mile wide water body.  
The drainage area above the reservoir is approximately 575 square miles.   
 
Gibson Dam is owned by the USBR, and is the principal storage facility for the Sun 
River Project.  Greenfields Irrigation District (Greenfields) operates the dam and releases 
water from the dam in close coordination with Reclamation.  In addition to Gibson Dam, 
Greenfields operates the intake at Diversion Dam, Pishkun Reservoir, Willow Creek 
Reservoir and many interconnecting canals and laterals.  Greenfields serves 
approximately 83,000 irrigated acres, and Fort Shaw Irrigation District serves 
approximately 17,000 irrigated acres from the Sun River Project.  
 
In 1989 the FERC issued a license for FERC Project No. 6863 to the Grisdale Hill 
Company for a hydroelectric development at Gibson Dam.  The license was for a Project 
with an installed capacity of 15 MW and a projected annual output of 46.1 GWH of 
energy. 
 
A substation was to be built within a mile of the dam.  A 35-mile cross-country 
transmission line was to be constructed between the substation and a point of delivery 
near Choteau, MT.  The project did not go forward, primarily due to poor power market 
conditions.  Grisdale Hill Company subsequently surrendered the FERC license.  
 
Bureau of Reclamation Features 
 
Gibson Dam is a 199-ft high concrete arch dam with a crest length of 960 ft and a crest 
width of 15 ft.  The drop inlet spillway has a discharge capacity of 30,000 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) at a reservoir water surface of Elev. 4724 ft.  The outlet works at the base of 
the dam has a discharge capacity of 3050 cfs at reservoir water Elev. 4724 ft.  The outlet 
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works are comprised of two jet flow pipes which emanate from the control house at the 
base of the dam.  There are two power penstocks on the downstream dam face at Elev. 
4650 ft.  These were installed during the initial construction to facilitate future 
hydroelectric development.   
 
Proposed Project Features 
 
The Project would consist of a powerhouse located at or near the base of Gibson Dam, 
a 5-35kV transformation located in the powerhouse, a 35kV transmission line 
extending from the transformation to a 35-69kV substation, and a 69kV overhead 
transmission line extending from the substation to a point of interconnection with the 
regional electric grid.  Several distinct design alternatives have been considered during 
the process of evaluating resource impacts as well as economic and engineering 
feasibility.  In SD2 we present the final design that will be proposed in the FERC draft 
license application.  In this section, we briefly restate the previously considered 
alternatives and then describe the final design.   
 
SD1 Original Project Alternatives 
SD1 included several alternatives for three major project elements: (1) penstock 
connection to the existing Gibson Dam outlets; (2) location of the powerhouse; and (3) 
transmission line route.   
 
Penstock connection 
Feasibility analysis considered use of two upper (currently unused) power penstocks 
located high on Gibson Dam and two (currently used) lower discharge penstocks 
emanating from the base of the dam.  Various combinations were considered, but the 
upper power penstock option has been abandoned due primarily to the potential for 
negative impacts to fishery and water quality resources.   
 
Powerhouse location 
Both upstream and downstream locations for the powerhouse were evaluated.  The 
downstream location has now been abandoned due to economic considerations 
associated with penstock length and cost.  Of two possible powerhouse orientations for 
the upstream alternative, the dam-parallel configuration was determined to be 
preferable from an engineering standpoint once the decision was made to abandon the 
use of the upper power penstocks.  
 
Transmission Line 
Overall, four transmission line alternatives have been evaluated to date.  Three of these 
alternatives were based on an interconnection point near Augusta, MT, and the fourth 
was based on an interconnection point near Choteau, MT.  Each of the three Augusta 
alternatives presented aesthetics and/or wildlife resource issues.  Although 
economically preferable due to a shorter line length, the Augusta alternatives included 
a requirement to upgrade a portion of the existing electrical grid.  This requirement 
eliminated some of the economic benefit, and the Choteau route was finally selected 
due to its advantages from a resource perspective.   
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SD2 Current Project Description 
The Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Project would consist of a powerhouse located near the 
base of existing Gibson Dam, a powerhouse control, storage and maintenance building 
located 1,400-ft downstream from the powerhouse, and a 35 mile 35/69 kV 
transmission line extending from the powerhouse to an interconnection point with 
Northwestern Energy located two miles south of Choteau, MT.  The project would also 
include a 34.5 kV to 69 kV transformation substation located approximately eight miles 
east of Gibson Dam and adjacent to Pishkun Canal.   
 
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.  The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) would continue to control 
Gibson Reservoir releases and water use. 
 
Penstocks and Powerhouse 
The penstocks and powerhouse would be located on Reclamation lands.  New 72-inch 
diameter penstocks would be connected to the existing dam outlet jet flow pipes and 
would extend approximately 40-ft to the powerhouse, supported by a concrete thrust 
block.   
 
The powerhouse would be located directly downstream of and centered on the existing 
valve house.  The two existing jet flow pipes emanating from the valve house would be 
modified to extend directly through the powerhouse, with the capacity to discharge up 
to 3,000 cfs as required.  Once in the powerhouse, the jet flow pipes would also 
bifurcate to each of the four turbine units.  Also inside the powerhouse structure would 
be control equipment, switchgear, and a transformer.  This design eliminates the need 
for an outdoor substation near the dam. 
 
The powerhouse structure would be approximately 120-ft long by 80-ft wide with 25-ft 
high walls above the finished upper floor elevation.  The upper finished floor would be 
roughly 13-ft above the average tailwater elevation of 4551 ft.  The entrance or mid-
level floor would be 8-ft above the tailwater elevation.  The lower turbine floor would 
be 2.25-ft below the tailwater elevation. The roof would have a 3:12 pitch making the 
ridge line approximately 48-ft above the average tailwater elevation, or approximate 5-
ft above the roof ridge elevation of the existing control house.  The powerhouse would 
be orientated such that the longest dimension is approximately 11 degrees off parallel 
to the dam face in an effort to direct discharge water down the center of the river 
channel.   
 
The substructure would be constructed of reinforced concrete with rip rap lined banks 
along the downstream side.  The powerhouse walls would be constructed of reinforced 
cast-in-place concrete and/or concrete tilt-up panels.  From the top of the concrete wall 
to the building eve height would be corrugated metal siding (pre-engineered metal 
building).  The roof material would also be metal panels.  The gable ends of the 
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structure would include large louvers for air handling.  The south side of the structure 
would include a large roll up door, as well as walk doors, at ground level. 
 
Control, Storage & Maintenance Building  
The Maintenance Building would house some of the powerhouse controls, spare parts 
for the turbine/generators and transmission line, as well as equipment and tools for 
Project maintenance.  This enables the powerhouse to have a smaller footprint. The 
building would be used to house personnel during construction, and during overhaul 
and maintenance of the Project.   
 
The Maintenance Building would be located approximately 1,400 feet downstream of 
the dam (east bank of Beaver Creek and south bank of Sun River) near existing 
Reclamation maintenance facilities.  The main structure would be approximately 3,000 
square feet and constructed of materials to blend with the existing architecture in the 
area.  A separate garage, approximately 1,500 square feet, would be constructed 
adjacent to the main building, and have the same exterior features. 
 
Transmission Line 
The Project would include a new 35 mile 34.5/69 kV transmission line extending from 
the powerhouse to a proposed switchyard located approximately two miles south of 
Choteau, MT.  The first 4.8 miles of transmission line would be located in the Sun 
River Canyon below Gibson Dam on USFS/Reclamation lands.  Portions of this 
canyon segment would be buried and the remainder would be overbuilt overhead lines 
to also replace an existing overhead distribution circuit.  The next 3.5 miles of 
transmission line would be constructed underground along the Pishkun Canal Road 
within the existing canal right-of-way.  A 34.5/69 kV step-up substation (Pishkun 
Canal Substation) would be constructed at the point where the transmission line leaves 
the canal maintenance road.  After leaving the Pishkun Canal Road, the transmission 
line would extend cross country for 10.7 miles to the western end of South Bellview 
Road, and then follow South Bellview Road for 8.5 miles to the Willow Creek drainage.  
Beginning at Willow Creek, the line would extend cross country for 4.3 miles to 
Highway 287, and then follow existing road right-of-way for the final 3.2 miles to the 
proposed interconnect point with Northwestern Energy (O’Neal switchyard).  In 
summary, approximately 20.0 miles of the transmission line would be constructed in 
existing disturbed right-of-way, and 15.0 miles would be constructed in previously 
undisturbed areas. 
 
Construction and maintenance for the new line would require vehicle access along the 
corridor.  Access roads already exist for the portion of the line (20.0 miles) that would 
occupy existing right-of-way.  The segments of the line that would occupy previously 
undisturbed corridor (15.0 miles) are located entirely in upland grassland with riparian 
zone crossings at Deep Creek and Willow Creek.  In these segments, temporary 
construction access roads would be built and used during construction.  Once the line 
is energized, the temporary road would be reclaimed to pre-construction conditions to 
remove both visual and related environmental impacts.  Continued access for routine 
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maintenance and repairs in this segment would be by all-terrain vehicle, by foot or by 
helicopter. 
 
A 100-ft wide utility easement would be needed for transmission line construction, 
operations, and maintenance.  The transmission line would cross both public and 
private lands. 
 
Project Boundary 
The proposed Project Boundary includes all lands to be occupied by the Project 
generation facilities, and a 100-ft. wide corridor for the transmission line and 
substation that connects the powerhouse to the proposed O’Neal switchyard near 
Choteau, MT.  Within this Boundary there are lands currently owned and/or managed 
by Reclamation, USFS, BLM, the State of Montana, and private land owners.  The 
powerhouse would be located on Reclamation withdrawal lands.  Access to the Project 
would be via Forest Service Road No. 108 within the Forest Service Boundary.  The 
transmission facilities would lay within a 100-foot wide strip of land, 50 feet each side 
of the transmission line.  The transmission line would be generally adjacent and 
parallel to Forest Service Rd. No. 108 within the Forest Service Boundary.  The 
transmission line from the Forest Service Boundary to the proposed O’Neal switchyard 
would follow the Pishkun Canal Road for approximately 3.5 miles, then extend 
northeasterly cross county to South Bellview road.  From here, the line would extend 
east along South Bellview road, cross country at Willow Creek to Highway 287, and 
along existing right-of-way to the interconnection point at the proposed O’Neal 
switchyard. 
 
Project  Lands 
The Project, including the transmission line, would  lie within U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) Patricks Basin, Sawtooth Ridge, Castle Reef, Split Rock Lake, Pishkun 
Reservoir, Nunemaker Hill, Sevenmile Hill and Choteau, MT quadrangle maps.  The 
Project facilities would be located on both public and private lands as summarized in 
Table A-1.  Table A-2 gives acreages for each land ownership category.  
 

Table 1. Project land ownership locations.   
OWNER 

PROJECT ELEMENT LOCATION 
FEDERAL AGENCY OTHER AGENCY PRIVATE 

Penstock,  Powerhouse S4 T21N R9W USFS/Reclamation NONE NONE 

Maintenance Building S3 T21N R9W USFS/Reclamation NONE NONE 

Pishkun Canal 
Substation S28 T22N R8W NONE STATE OF MONTANA NONE 

O’Neal Switchyard S12 T23N R5W NONE NONE O’Neal 

Transmission Line S4 T21N R9W 

S34 T21N R9W 

S3 T21N R9W  

S35 T22N R9W 

S36 T22N R9W 

USFS 

USFS 

USFS 

USFS 

USFS 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 
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OWNER 
PROJECT ELEMENT LOCATION 

FEDERAL AGENCY OTHER AGENCY PRIVATE 

S31 T22N R8W 

S32 T22N R8W 

S29 T22N R8W 

S28 T22N R8W 

S21 T22N R8W 

S22 T22N R8W 

S15 T22N R8W 

S14 T22N R8W 

S13 T22N R8W 

S12 T22N R8W 

S7 T22N R7W 

S8 T22N R7W 

S5 T22N R7W 

S32 T23N R7W 

S33 T23N R7W 

S28 T23N R7W 

S22 T23N R7W 

S15 T23N R7W  

S14 T23N R7W 

S13 T23N R7W 

S18 T23N R6W 

S17 T23N R6W 

S16 T23N R6W 

S15 T23N R6W 

 

S14 T23N R6W 

S13 T23N R6W 

 

S18 T23N R5W 

S17 T23N R5W 

S16 T23N R5W 

S15 T23N R5W 

S14 T23N R5W 

 

S11 T23N R5W 

 

S12 T23N R5W 

NONE 

NONE 

BLM 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

 

NONE 

NONE 

 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

 

NONE 

 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

NONE 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

NONE 

NONE 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

STATE OF MONTANA 

 

NONE 

NONE 

 

NONE 

NONE 

STATE OF MONTANA 

NONE 

NONE 

 

NONE 

 

NONE 

SUN RIVER RANCH 

SUN RIVER RANCH 

SUN RIVER RANCH 

SUN RIVER RANCH 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

NONE 

CARLSON 

CARLSON 

CARLSON 

CARLSON 

NONE 

NONE 

SAYPO CATTLE  

DEEP CREEK GRAZING 

NONE 

DEEP CREEK GRAZING 

DEEP CREEK GRAZING 

MICHEL & HOLLAND 

MICHEL & HOLLAND 

NONE 

MENSING and 
TETON PRARIE 

TETON PRARIE 

LARSON and 

TETON PRAIRIE 

LARSON 

LARSON 

NONE 

SASSER 

SASSER and 

O’NEIL 

SASSER and 

O’NEIL 

O’NEIL 
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Table 2. Project land ownership acreages.   

OWNERSHIP TOTAL AREA (ACRES)
US Forest Service 53.02 
US Bureau of Reclamation 37.39 
US Bureau of Land Management 1.07 
Total US Lands 91.48 
State of Montana 125.45 
Private Lands 245.22 
Total Project Lands 462.14 
 
 
Project  Operation 
Historically, releases made from Gibson Dam during high water years and adverse 
water years have varied both in the duration of the release as well as the amount of 
water released.  During dry years, releases may begin earlier in the Spring and run 
later into the Fall, if the water is available.  During years with high precipitation 
requiring less irrigation, releases would begin later in the year and, if the weather 
conditions continue into the Fall, releases would be terminated sooner. 
 
Power generation would be adjusted according to the amount of water being released 
from Gibson Dam for irrigation.  Water flow in the system would be controlled by flow 
settings in the powerhouse and the penstock bypass valves.  These settings would be 
based entirely on irrigation demand and in-stream flow deliveries, i.e. the Project 
would have no effect on the amount of water released from Gibson Dam, but rather 
simply utilize existing releases for electrical generation.  If the required reservoir 
release exceeds the powerhouse capacity of 1,500 cfs, then the necessary additional 
release would be made through one or both of the jet-flow valves into the Gibson Dam 
tailrace basin, up to a total release of 3,000 cfs. 
 
Outflow from the reservoir would be initiated by flow settings in the powerhouse, 
which would be set to accomplish the following in order of precedence: 
 

1. release all required irrigation and in-stream flow through powerhouse turbines 
2. release excess flow through one or both jet-flow valves, while generating energy 

 
If the powerhouse goes offline for any reason, the jet flow valve(s) would open 
automatically and releases would be made directly into the tailrace basin until the 
powerplant is brought back online.  A bypass system would accommodate required 
releases from Gibson Reservoir that can currently be made using the current facilities.  
 

SUN RIVER HYDROLOGY 
 
Gibson Dam release and Gibson Reservoir pool elevations are monitored on a daily 
basis by Reclamation.  Figure 3 shows average monthly release from Gibson Reservoir 
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for high (1991), low (2001) and mean water years during the time period from 1989 – 
2004 (Reclamation, 2006).  During irrigation season, most of the water released from 
Gibson Dam is diverted into irrigation canals at Diversion Dam.  The proposed project 
has no authority to modify releases from Gibson Dam or diversion at Diversion Dam, 
but will simply utilize released flows for power generation.  The Project will 
accommodate any future changes in release or diversion operations, e.g. to enhance 
instream flow for the Sun River. 
 

PROPOSED PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT MEASURES 
 
GDHC has continued consultation with Montana State and federal resource agencies to 
develop a list of Protection, Mitigation and Enhancement (PME) measures.  Although no 
specific measures have been adopted, it has become apparent that changes in the Sun 
River streamflow regime are among the highest resource priorities.  It is understood by 
GDHC and resource agencies that GDHC will have no control over the streamflow 
regime on the Sun River, or flows from Gibson Dam.  GDHC will utilize the existing 
streamflow regime for power production, as dictated and controlled by others. 
 
However, following preliminary meetings on this topic (streamflow regime), GDHC 
proposes to: 

• Participate with the Sun River Watershed Group Work, USBR and other 
consulting agencies in the development or refinement of an operational model for 
the Sun River Project.   

• Develop or refine a method for determining fish habitat value in the Sun River 
relative to various streamflow regimes; and 

• Conjunctively assess effects of various reservoir elevations in terms of release 
water temperatures. 

 
Other issues considered at this time are: 

• Transmission facility design to prevent raptor electrocution; 

• Construction period conditions to avoid impacts on migrating elk and lambing 
bighorn sheep; 

• Measures to address grizzly bear encounters during construction, operation and 
maintenance; and 

• Routing and design conditions for the transmission line to reduce or eliminate 
visual impacts on views of the Rocky Mountain Front. 

 
These and other potential PME measures relate to issues described in the “Resource 
Issues” section, below. 
 
Additional consultation with resource agencies indicated that operational modeling of 
Sun River project flows was a higher priority than Sun River instream flow studies.  
The primary reasons for this are: 
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 the current Project has no influence on the amount or timing of flows released 

from Gibson Dam, including minimum flow requirements; and 
 
 any enhancement to Sun River instream flow would clearly benefit the fishery 

resource  
 
An initial attempt to evaluate alternative flow regimes for the Sun River was completed 
by Reclamation in November 2006.  The Reclamation report discussed opportunities 
for altering water management practices in order to increase minimum streamflow in 
the Sun River.  The position of the hydroelectric project on this matter has been, and 
continues to be, cooperative.  It is reasonable to assume that hydroelectric generation 
would benefit from any management practice that released water through the Gibson 
Dam outlet works rather than through the overflow spillway.  However, the Project has 
no decision authority on this issue.  The Project would accommodate any changes in 
the flow regime that may eventuate. 
 
The Project has completed an extensive effort to evaluate visual impacts of the 
proposed new transmission line route on the Rocky Mountain Front.  As part of the 
final transmission line plan, 4.5 miles of transmission line in and just outside the Sun 
River Canyon would be buried, reducing the total length of overhead line in the Sun 
River Canyon by over a mile compared with existing conditions.  This effort is 
considered a significant protection and enhancement measure.  
 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
GDHC Proposed Action 
At this time, GDHC proposes to develop the Project as follows (see “SD2, Project 
Description” above): 
 

• Powerhouse at base of and parallel to dam 
• No external switchyard at powerhouse location 
• Control and maintenance building 1400 ft from the powerhouse area 
• 35 mile transmission line from powerhouse to Choteau, MT, with a substation 

on Pishkun canal 
 
Other Alternatives to be Formulated and Considered  
No other alternative project designs are being formulated or considered.   
 
Project operations are based on the existing Gibson Reservoir water releases.  
However, GDHC would continue to cooperate in efforts to evaluate alternative flow 
regimes to enhance Sun River streamflow and would accommodate any changes in the 
flow regime that may eventuate.   
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No Action  
The No Action Alternative is required under NEPA regulations to reflect how the Gibson 
Dam Project would continue to operate under present conditions and if no PME measures 
were implemented.  Pursuant to NEPA, this alternative establishes the baseline 
environmental conditions against which all other “action” alternatives will be compared.  
 
Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study 
At this time, multiple project alternatives have been evaluated and a single alternative 
has been selected for development based on balancing economic and environmental 
considerations.  The alternatives that have previously appeared in SD1, and which are 
now eliminated from further study, are listed below: 
 

• All project alternatives that involve penstock connection to the upper power 
penstocks have been eliminated from further study; 

 
• All project alternatives that utilize a downstream location of the powerhouse 

have been eliminated from further study; 
 

• All project alternatives that call for transmission line interconnection at 
Augusta, MT have been eliminated from further study. 

 
RESOURCE ISSUES 

 
Issue identification through the Scoping process allows the public and resource agencies 
to describe and discuss potential impacts which licensing might cause.  It is therefore 
highly important for all participants to read issues in this document carefully relative to 
their language and content, and to offer new issues or modifications of the existing issues 
as you feel necessary.  
 
In this Scoping Document 2 the resource issues are listed and described and, any 
modifications to study proposals are also described as a result of the considerable 
changes in the Project features. 
 
Aquatic Resources 
 
Fish Entrainment   
 
Whether the existing Project intake in Gibson Reservoir might be a source of fish 
mortality due to entrainment of fish during Project operations.  Also, whether use of the 
power penstocks, if active, would cause entrainment and either mortality of significant 
loss to Gibson Reservoir fish population numbers.    Finally, whether Project operation 
would affect proportion of water released through the spillway, compared to existing 
conditions, with related fishery effects.  Under this issue, GDHC would examine the 
likelihood of fish entrainment based on presence or absence of fish in the intake and 
spillway areas and other estimates of entrainment likelihood.   
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By removing the upper “power penstocks” from the project, this removed the possibility 
of altering entrainment.  Fish entrainment at the existing intake would not change 
since the flow regime would not change.  
 
A literature survey of fish mortality from jet flow valves and relevant Francis type 
hydraulic turbines was performed.  The result of the study concluded that jet flow 
valves caused higher fish mortality than hydraulic turbines in all cases studied.  
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Flow Fluctuation    
 
Whether short-term (over minutes or hours) fluctuations in streamflow and resulting 
water level might affect various life-stages of fish in the Sun River.  The Project would 
be designed such that should the turbines shut down due to load rejection, a jet flow 
valve would open in the powerhouse to prevent de-watering of the Sun River.  
 
 No further studies are planned. 
 
Wildlife and Botanical Resources 
 
Raptor Protection 
 
Whether the Project transmission facilities would pose a threat to raptors related to design 
of the transmission towers and associated conductor spacing.  GDHC believes that this 
issue will be fully addressed through adherence to design criteria in USFWS “Suggested 
Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: the State of the Art in 1996”, specifying 
distances between conductors, configuration and other factors.  Either field or literature 
surveys will be used to determine raptor and owl species list.   
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Construction related effects on elk migration and bighorn sheep lambing 
 
Whether construction-related travel, noise or human presence for either the powerhouse 
or transmission facilities or the substation would disturb elk migration or bighorn sheep 
lambing.  Sun River canyon and its environs are known to be critical habitat for bighorn 
sheep lambing and wintering.  The canyon also serves as a migration corridor for elk.  
 
The new powerhouse location would require de-watering activity to be performed when 
flows from Gibson Dam are at a minimum.  Minimum flows occur during the fall – 
winter period.  If a license is issued, GDHC would work with USFS and MFW&P to 
plan construction activities to minimize impacts to wildlife.   
 
No further studies are planned.  



 

Scoping Document 2                                                                                 Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Co., LLC  
Gibson Dam Hydro Project                                                                       February, 2007                          
FERC No. 12478  

17

 
Grizzly bear safety 
 
Whether increased human activity during construction would result in increased human 
encounters with grizzly bears.  Typically, a FERC license article would address such 
factors as bear attraction, food and trash management, bear behavior awareness and other 
encounter avoidance measures.   
 
No further studies are planned.   
 
Transmission line effects on waterfowl at Willow Creek Reservoir 
 
Whether the transmission line, if routed north of Willow Creek Reservoir would affect 
approach/departure patterns of waterfowl and shorebirds using the Reservoir..  
 
As a result of comments received, the new transmission route would not be in close 
vicinity to Willow Creek Reservoir.  
 
No further studies are planned. 
 
Spread of noxious weeds 
 
Whether soil disturbance would cause spread of noxious weeds, and prevention and 
mitigation to prevent this spread.   
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Water Quality And Quantity 
 
Effects of Gibson Reservoir Water Temperature on Sun River Aquatic Resources 
 
Whether water temperature from Gibson Reservoir releases might affect aquatic 
resources in the Sun River.  The proposed releases draw water from a zone of the lake 
which is usually colder than it would be were it drawn from the lake surface.  Under this 
issue, GDHC would evaluate Gibson dam release temperatures together with Sun River 
temperature regimes, and examine potentials for changes in release temperature regimes.  
 
The upper “power penstocks” would not be utilized for power production and only the 
lower “jet flow pipes” would be used for power production.  This eliminates the 
concern regarding a difference in water temperature as a result of the level for which 
water is withdrawn from the reservoir.   
 
Temperature monitoring in Gibson Reservoir and in the Sun River has been completed 
for calendar year 2006.  This provides base line data.  
 
No further studies are planned.  
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Effects of Gibson Reservoir Dissolved Gases on Sun River Aquatic Resources 
 
Whether water emanating either from the Gibson Dam spillway or the Project turbines 
might be supersaturated with dissolved gases, most notably nitrogen or oxygen.  
Supersaturated gases below large dams and hydroelectric projects may cause conditions 
that effect fish.  Part of GDHC’s proposed water quality study program includes 
measurement of existing gas saturation conditions and predictions of those conditions 
under the presence of the hydro Project’s generators and operation regime. 
 
Dissolved oxygen measurements at Gibson Reservoir were provided by Montana 
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).  These measurements were taken at 
incremental depths during the months of July, August and September in 2004 when it 
is believed the reservoir can experience dissolved oxygen stratification.  It is believed 
the MDEQ monthly measurements are superior to quarterly measurements as outlined 
in the “Water Quality Study Plan” and will be used as the basis for evaluating project 
effects on dissolved oxygen in the license application.  
 
GDHC initiated a program to collect DO measurements at the surface of Gibson 
Reservoir in the forebay just above the penstock inlets.  However, the extreme 
drawdown of the reservoir made these measurements difficult, and they were 
necessarily discontinued due to ice cover.  GDHC is developing plans to continue the 
DO monitoring in cooperation with MDEQ, both in the reservoir and in the tailrace 
below the discharge penstocks, in order to obtain adequate baseline DO data. 
 
Water flowing over the falls at Diversion Dam is both continuous and 100% saturated 
with dissolved oxygen.  Therefore, dissolved oxygen samples were not taken 
downstream of Diversion Dam.  
 
The “Water Quality Study Plan” directed GDHC to determine other water quality 
parameters including: turbidity, total dissolved solids, heavy metals, petroleum 
distillates, pesticides/PCBs, and total suspended sediment. PCBs, pesticides, and heavy 
metals will not be affected by the Project in any way; therefore, the project should not 
be responsible for monitoring these parameters.  Turbidity, total dissolved solids and 
total suspended settlement could potentially be affected by construction operations.  If 
a license is issued, GDHC will work with MDEQ to develop construction monitoring 
procedures for these parameters.  
 
No further studies are planned.    
 
Effects of Licensing on existing Sun River and Gibson Reservoir Water Rights and 
Related Requirements 
 
It is anticipated that the Project will use water exiting Gibson Dam under previous water 
rights or appropriations.  The Sun River Project, including Gibson Dam was constructed 
for irrigation purposes, and water flowing from the dam is allocated for that purpose.  
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The intent of this Project is to use existing flows from the dam to generate electricity.  
However, a new water right reflecting the change in use for generation, may be issued. 
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Cultural Resources 
 
Occurrence and potential impacts on cultural resources 
 
Whether construction or operation of the Project would affect known or to be determined 
cultural, historical or archaeological resources.  Based on the Grisdale Hill licensing 
process, it is known that there are existing cultural resources in the Project area.  Also, 
Gibson Dam is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic places.  GDHC 
will develop a cultural resources study plan to assure compliance with Section 106 of the 
Historic Preservation Act by surveying the area of potential effect, determining presence 
or absence of resources, and consulting with responsible agencies to determine how any 
resources would be addressed. 
 
A new transmission line route incorporating the comments received in SD1 was 
created.  The new line route is essentially the same as the route described in the 
Grisdale Hill License (FERC No. 6863).  Consequently, the cultural resource studies 
completed under the Grisdale Hill licensing process are applicable to the new 
transmission line route.  The Grisdale Hill report was filed with and approved by the 
Montana State Historic Preservation Office.  GDHC proposes to use the Grisdale Hill 
studies to fulfill the pre-filing study requirement.  GDHC further proposes to perform 
any necessary additional cultural resource field studies once the license is issued, after 
final easement negotiation with affected land owners and before ground disturbing 
activities. 
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Aesthetics 
 
Scenic and Aesthetic Effects of the Project features on views of the Rocky Mountain 
Front and Sun River canyon areas   
 
Whether the Project powerhouse and/or transmission facilities would affect scenic values 
of the Rocky Mountain Front and viewsheds within Sun River canyon.  This issue relates 
to 1) design and location of the powerhouse, support buildings and substation to 
minimize visual disturbance and 2)  routing of the transmission lines to minimize 
aesthetic impact of the Rocky mountain front views.   
 
Comments Received in SD1 provided guidance in protecting viewsheds within the Sun 
River Canyon and of the Rocky Mountain Front.  The result was to create a new 
transmission line route and to perform a visual aesthetics study of the new route.  The 
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visual aesthetics study is anticipated to be completed in February, 2007 and will be 
made available to the participants.  
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Recreation 
 
Recreation Access during construction 
 
Whether construction activities, particularly during the summer periods of high 
recreational use, might affect access to the Sun River or Gibson Reservoir.  Under this 
issue, GDHC would examine construction schedules relative to the need for road closures 
or other transportation restrictions. 
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Effects on recreation above and below Gibson Dam 
 
Whether Project construction or operation would affect recreationsists below and above 
the dam, including noise, dust, effects on areas available for fishing, and use of the North 
Fork of the Sun River, Trail 201. 
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Socioeconomics 
 
Effects of licensing-related changes for non-developmental resources on economics   

a.) Whether the Project might affect electric rates within the proposed service area, 
and effects of electric generation revenue on GID economics.   

b.) Whether workforce for Project construction might be a factor in overall regional 
or local economy. 

c.) Whether the Project would improve the local transmission line efficiencies, 
voltage stability, and reliability. 

 
No further studies are planned.  

 
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive (T,E&S) Species  
 
Effects of Project construction or operation on listed threatened, endangered, or 
sensitive species 
 

a).  Whether federally-listed threatened, endangered, or sensitive species occur in 
the Project’s potentially affected area; 
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b).  Whether Project construction or operation would affect any of these species. 
 

A new transmission line route incorporating the comments received in SD1 was 
created.  GDHC proposes to perform additional sensitive plant studies field work once 
the license is issued, after final easement negotiation with affected land owners and 
before ground disturbing activities. 
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Developmental Resources 
 
Effects of proposed environmental enhancement measures on project generation and 
project economics 
 
No further studies are planned. 
 
Issues Eliminated from Consideration in SD2 and Environmental 
Assessment 
 
As a result of comments during scoping meetings and received on Scoping Document 
1, several resource issues were removed from further consideration or combined with 
other issues in SD2 for analysis in the Environmental Assessment. 
 
Sun River Instream Flow  
 
Whether Project operations would affect fish in the Sun River. 
 
The project would have no effect on instream flows in the Sun River.  Installation of 
generation facilities at Gibson Dam would most likely benefit from any Sun River 
instream flow modifications that resulted in the release of water from the dam outlet 
works rather than the spillway.  However, GDHC has no authority to initiate or 
approve any flow modifications.  The project would cooperate with all efforts to 
evaluate flow models and would accommodate any flow changes that may eventuate. 
 
A consensus was reached during the agency scoping meeting that Instream Flow could 
be removed from further consideration in SD2 and the EA.  Any discussion of Sun 
River instream flows in the EA would be considered in the Project Operations section 
of the EA.   
 
No further studies are planned.  
 
Gibson Reservoir Level   
 
Whether Project operation would affect fish populations in Gibson reservoir. 
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During the agency scoping meeting in Helena, MT this issue was removed from 
further consideration since hydropower operations could not alter stream flow; and 
therefore, could not alter reservoir level.   
 
No further studies are planned. 
 
Ramping Rates   
 
Whether short-term (over minutes or hours) fluctuations in streamflow and resulting 
water level might affect various life-stages of fish in the Sun River.  Large rapid increases 
or reductions of water level or velocity have been shown to displace, strand or otherwise 
stress fish below hydroelectric dams.   
 
During the agency scoping meeting in Helena, MT this issue was combined with “Load 
Rejection” and renamed “Flow Fluctuation.” 
 
Load Rejection 
 
Whether, following a load-rejection or other rapid Project shut-down, there could be a 
period of dewatering in the Sun River. 
 
During the agency scoping meeting in Helena, MT this issue was combined with 
“Ramping Rates” and renamed “Flow Fluctuation.” 
 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
 
According to FERC NEPA implementation regulations (§1508.7), an action may cause 
cumulative impacts on the environment if its impacts overlap in space and/or time with 
the impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of 
what agency or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative effects can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time 
to include hydropower and other land and water development activities. 
 
At the time of this document, there are no reasonably foreseeable construction or 
development activities in the Project area.  Of potential interest in the Gibson Dam 
Project licensing is the Sun River Watershed Group (SRWG), an association including 
USBR, GID and various Montana state and federal resource agencies.  The SRWG is in 
the process of evaluating water use in the Sun River basin in terms of streamflow for fish, 
reservoir levels for recreation and the needs of downstream irrigators, among other 
issues.  Decisions made within the SRWG would affect the Gibson Dam Project 
generation, and GDHC will participate with the group as appropriate during the licensing 
period.  Readers knowing of other likely actions within the geographic and temporal 
scopes defined below should include a description of those activities in their comments 
on SD1. 
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APPLICABLE COMPREHENSIVE PLANS 
 
FERC licensing regulations require review of all Project operations and conditions 
relative to applicable comprehensive plans of state and federal resource agencies and 
tribes.   GDHC has preliminarily reviewed a list of plans provided by FERC, and has 
included the Lewis and Clark National Forest “Forest Plan” of 1986. 
 

PROCESS PLAN AND SCHEDULE 
 
The plan and schedule for the Project licensing is shown in Figure 4.  This schedule is 
based on our proposal to use the Alternative Licensing Process (ALP) as described above.   
 
Generally, the schedule is divided into pre-filing (licensee’s activities prior to submittal 
of the final Application) and post-filing (FERC and licensee’s activities after Application 
submittal).  The pre-filing period is from April, 2004 through March, 2007.  During this 
period, GDHC will consult with stakeholders to plan and conduct studies, begin the 
preliminary NEPA process phases, negotiate recommendations and prepare the final 
Application.   
 
Post-filing activities will extend from March, 2007 to issuance of a license.  During the 
post-filing period, the FERC may request additional information prior to preparation of 
its own NEPA documents.  
 
Due to the considerable change in transmission line route and powerhouse 
configuration, delays in the Project schedule have been incurred.  A revised Project 
schedule is shown.  Post filing activities would begin after submittal of the final license 
application.  This is likely to occur during or around the month of June, 2007. 
 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT EA OUTLINE 
 
The tentative outline for the Gibson Dam Project PDEA is shown below. The outline is 
based on general NEPA guidelines and recent FERC recommendations; the final contents 
and organization of the PDEA may be revised, depending on input received during 
Scoping and further consultation.  
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 

 
af   Acre foot or feet 
ALP   Alternative Licensing Process 
cfs   Cubic foot or feet per second 
CMT   Culturally-Modified tree 
EA   Environmental Assessment 
EIS   Environmental Impact Statement 
FERC   Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
FPA   Federal Power Act 
GID   Greenfields Irrigation District 
HPA   Historic Preservation Act 
ICD   Initial Consultation Document 
ILP   Integrated Licensing Process 
kW   Kilowatt 
MDFW&P  Montana State Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
MDEQ  Montana State Department of Environmental Quality 
MDNRC Montana State Department of Natural Resources and 

Conservation 
mgd   Million gallons per day 
MW   Megawatt 
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 
NGO   Non-governmental Organization 
PJD   Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination 
SHPO   State Historic Preservation Office 
SM   Stream Mile  
USFS   United States Forest Service  
USFWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS   United States Geological Survey 
Reclamation  United States Bureau of Reclamation 
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Figure 3. Mean, maximum and minimum monthly flows below Gibson Dam based on 
Reclamation data.
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ATTACHMENT 1 -  Final Meeting Summaries for 11-Apr-06 and 
12-Apr-06 Scoping Meetings
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FINAL Minutes 
 

 Public Scoping Meeting 
Fairfield, Montana 

 
 

Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Project 
 

FERC No. 12478 
 

April 11, 2006 
 
 

The meeting was held in the Fairfield City Center building and began at about 
7:20 pm.  In attendance were: 
 
NAME    REPRESENTING  PHONE 
Bob Hardin    GID    406 467 2533 
Thom Fischer   GDHC   360-738-9999 
Richard Rosenberg   GDHC   360 738 9999 
Kim Nguyen    FERC    202 502 6105 
Sam Carlson    Teton County  406 590 3062 
Arnie Gettel    Teton County  406 466 2151 
Matt Cutlip    FERC    503 866 3918 
Mike Henry    FERC    503 552 2762 
Mike Munoz    USDA  Forest Service 406 466 5341 
Ron Hecker    USDA  Forest Service 406 466 5341 
Dan Bennett     Audubon   406 454 5805 
Kieth Gebo    MT Wilderness Assoc. 406 788 8913 
Quentin Kujala   MFW&P   406 467 2488 
Steve Davies    USBR    406 247 7322 
Dick Dye    USBR    406 247 7322 
Mark Coverdell   GID    406 467 2161 
Tim Brunner    GID    406 467 2895 
Bill Norris    GID    406 264 5781 
Lee Carlbom    GID    406 562 3603 
Tom Troy    Building Augusta  406 562 3579 
Gene Sentz    Self    406 466 2750 
Bill Cunningham   Self    406 466 5699 
Fred Davison    Self    406 733 5031 
Sonja Lee    Great Falls Tribune  406 791 1471 
Roger Beck    GID    406 467 2870 
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Dave Gulick    GID    406 467 2278 
K. A. Christofferson   Self    406 452 2398 
Mike Prewitt    Consultant   206-525-3483 
 
GID = Greenfields Irrigation District 
USBR = US Bureau of Reclamation 
MFW&P = Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
FERC = Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
GDHC = Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company. LLC 
 
Mike Prewitt welcomed the attendees and asked for them to identify themselves 
and the organizations they represented.  He then introduced the members of the 
Gibson Dam Hydro team, including Bob Hardin, Thom Fischer and Dick 
Rosenberg.  He noted that three representatives from FERC were present. 
 
Mike said that GDHC was a limited liability corporation (LLC) comprised of 
Tollhouse Energy of Bellingham, WA and GID of Fairfield MT, in a 50-50 
partnership. 
 
He said that the Scoping meeting is required by the FERC, which regulates 
licensing and operations of non-federal hydroelectric projects in the US.  Mike 
added that the meeting was held under FERC auspices to fulfill that agency’s 
needs under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  He said that NEPA 
required FERC to conduct Scoping to determine issues to be addressed in an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to document effects of the proposed project on 
the human environment. 
 
Mike asked attendees to sign the mailing list and added that the meeting was being 
recorded. 
 
He said that GDHC would prepare a draft summary of the meeting, which would 
be sent to the meeting attendees for initial comment, after which the summary 
would be finalized and sent to the Project mailing list. 
 
Mike then described Scoping Document I, which had been initially prepared in 
October 2005, and revised prior to the current meeting.  He said that interested 
parties could comment on the SDI and the proceedings of the meeting within 30 
days of the meeting. 
 
There was some discussion about submission of comments.  Matt Cutlip of FERC 
said that an original and 8 copies of written comments were to be sent to the FERC 
Secretary in Washington D.C. and wrote the mailing address on the flip chart.  He 
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added that comments could be submitted via e-filing and gave the FERC website 
address as a source of information on e-filing. 
 
Mike said that this requirement differed from his past experience and that he 
hoped it would not be burdensome for attendees to submit comments in this way. 
 
Mike described the site visit to the Project, which had been conducted earlier that 
day. 
 
Mike added that the Project licensing was being done using the Alternative 
Licensing Procedure (ALP), also known as the collaborative process.  He 
described how, under this process, GDHC and the Stakeholders (described as 
agencies, tribes, the public and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO’s) would 
interact to settle Project issues prior to submission of the final license application. 
 
He said that there would be a Preliminary Draft EA (PDEA) and Final EA 
prepared by GDHC prior to the license application.  He said that at least one more 
EA would be prepared by the FERC prior to licensing. 
 
Mike described the current schedule.  He said that the draft application for license 
was is due in the fall of 2006 followed by a 90-day comment period.  After 
reviewing comments, GDHC would revise the PDEA into the Final EA which 
would be part of the final license application.  He said that the final application 
was due at FERC in April, 2007.  
 
Question:  When will the license likely be issued?  Kim answered that they shoot 
for two years after the application is received.  Thom said he was hoping for six 
months. 
 
Mike said that there would be notifications in the federal register as to progress on 
the license application review and need for agency terms and conditions.  He said 
that GDHC would try to keep participants informed through email, and suggested 
that all parties check the Project website periodically.   
 
Question.  Is an EA the “ceiling” of the NEPA process at FERC? Why not an EIS?   
 
Mike said that most FERC projects are addressed via an EA, under the 
understanding that the ALP process would promote settlement of issues and 
reduction of impacts.   
 
Question: Is this the only meeting?   
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Mike said yes, this meeting plus the Initial Consultation Meeting held in April of 
2005.   
 
Question: Would you be willing to hold more meetings?   
 
Thom said that more meetings could be held if there appeared to be a need for 
more communication. 
 
Question:  What is the public benefit of this Project?   
 
Thom responded that there was a benefit from having renewable energy. 
 
Question:  Will it bring us power locally?   
 
Thom said that the President and Congress say we need to get away from foreign 
oil.  He said that that would be difficult in the transportation sector, but that in the 
generation sector, hydro can help by replacing fossil fuel generation.  He said that 
21 states have passed legislation to reduce dependency on foreign oil.  He added 
that it was smart for utilities to invest in hydro because it will continue to produce 
energy at predictable cost and because the cost is not expected to rise.  He said that 
this Project would obviate the need for 3 million gallons of diesel and an 
equivalent amount of coal-fired generation. 
 
Further, Thom said that GDHC was working with Sun River Electric Cooperative 
to demonstrate how this project would strengthen their electrical system and lower 
voltage swings.   
 
Question:  What are the financial benefits for GID and Tollhouse?   
 
Thom.  We’re not building a new dam, we’re putting generators on the existing 
outlets at Gibson Dam.  How much money are we going to make?  That’s what 
this study period is about.  This Project was licensed before and not built because 
of the low value of energy.  But now the price of electricity is linked with oil and 
the profits are much better.   We don’t know exactly how much at this time, but it 
looks favorable based on the prevailing cost of electricity. 
 
Tim Brunner said that profits could help line canals and lower delivery rates to 
GID customers. 
 
Question:  What’s the energy output? 
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Thom.  We started at 10.5 mw and raised it to 15.  15 mw would generate 48 
million kilowatt hours (kWh) of electricity in a normal year and 42 million kWh in 
a drought year. 
 
Question:  Have you considered effect of global warming on snowpack? 
 
Thom:  We are basing everything on the last six years which represent a pretty 
extreme drought.  Avista just reduced their hydro generation by 10 percent based 
on predictions for more drought cycles due to climate change. 
 
Thom then described the Project features. 
 
Thom described two general potential powerhouse locations, one parallel to the 
dam at the dam base, and another location parallel to the stream flow downstream.  
He said an earlier alternative with a powerhouse perpendicular to the dam near the 
base of the dam would place the powerhouse at the bottom of a gulch, which 
carried the greater share of floodwaters during the 1964 flood, and therefore not 
being considered.  The downstream powerhouse location would be shielded from 
floodwaters to some extent by the topography.  He said the powerhouse in either 
case would be about 60x120 feet. 
 
He said that the upstream alternative near the dam would require a cofferdam to be 
able to construct the powerhouse in the dry.  He said that the downstream 
alternative could be built entirely in the dry without the need for cofferdams and 
work in the river itself.  He added that the downstream alternative would cost 
about $1 million more because of the cost of 8-foot pipe to reach the powerhouse.    
 
There was some discussion about how the power penstocks and jet flow pipes 
contributed water to the generation facilities.  Thom said that the penstocks would 
only operate when the reservoir level was above their inlet elevation on the dam.  
He described how the two 6 MW and two 1.5 MW turbines would be used to 
generate at flows from 50 cfs to 1500 cfs.  He said that the project would generate 
year around, but with decreased output in the winter.  He said that peak generation 
would be during the summer months when both the penstocks and jet pipes could 
be used. 
 
There was discussion about minimum flows through the turbines.  Thom explained 
that Francis turbines could run efficiently down to about 30% of peak capacity; 
below that, the efficiency fell off sharply. 
 
He said that for 7 months each year, flow varied between 50 and 200 cfs, during 
which the small turbine(s) would be running.  He said that the larger turbines 
would run for about 4 to 5 months each year.   
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Thom then described the transmission line alternatives.  He said that GDHC had  
Evaluated three routes: 1) along the Sun River Canyon road; 2) across the Wildlife 
Management Area; and 3) cross-country to the north of the Sun River Canyon 
Road.  Thom said that GDHC had found that the transmission line route had 
become the biggest issue in the licensing.  He said the issue was mainly the visual 
impacts on views of the Rocky Mountain front.   
 
Thom showed graphic of the Sun River canyon with existing distribution line.  He 
said that it would be possible to bury about 5 miles of t-line at 34 kV because of 
capacitance.  If the line was to carry 69 kV, he said only a mile and half could be 
buried.   
 
Thom said that the initial thought was to bury the t-line within the bounds of Sun 
River Canyon, then install a transformer to raise voltage to 69 kV and run the line 
along the Sun River Canyon road on poles.  He said that that plan was opposed 
because of aesthetics of the transmission towers along the road outside the canyon. 
  
He said that GDHC had evaluated going across the Wildlife Management Area 
(WMA) where the line would not be visible from the main roads.  He said certain 
amounts could be buried in the WMA.  He added that there were two or three 
places in Sun River Canyon at which the line was “obnoxious”, and proposed to 
bury both the Project and existing power lines in canyon to create a visual benefit.   
 
Thom said he didn’t have a final opinion on which t-line route to use.  He said that 
GDHC was seeking input from agencies and the public on the various route 
alternatives.   
 
Thom said that, during the site visit earlier that day, the group had looked at a line 
route down the Beaver Creek road which would join an existing road to the south 
of Sun River.  He said the group had concluded that visual impacts of that route 
would also be high.   
 
Question:  Why can’t you bury the line all the way? 
 
Dick.  When capacitance approaches the nameplate capacity of the generator, 
voltage can run away, called self-excitation.  Dick discussed capacitance and 
inductance, use of aluminum and copper wire, voltage losses associated with 
various diameters, etc.   
 
Question:  Can you go to less that 34 kV?.   
 
Dick:  No, at lower voltages, losses go way up.   
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Dick added that costs of the transmission component of the project had doubled 
during the initial evaluation due to routing, burial, and the price of copper.   
 
Dick said that the power poles would still be wood in the canyon, not big metal 
structures. 
 
Thom described the 69 kV poles near Augusta and said they would be the same 
design. 
 
The meeting topic then turned to issues. 
 
Mike asked the attendees to refer to their Scoping Documents and guided them to 
the section on issues. 
 
He said that an issue is something that is likely to be affected by project 
construction or long-term operation.  He said that issues were broken down into 
specific categories such as fisheries, wildlife, water quality, etc.   
 
Mike said that GDHC had asked during initial consultation which studies would 
be necessary and said that, for each issue, he would discuss studies.  
 
The first resource category was Fisheries.   
 
Mike said that Sun River instream flow had been raised as an issue during initial 
consultation.  Mike said that the proposal was clearly and strictly defined as no 
change in the flow regime, and that there was no need for studies to define impacts 
related to flow. 
 
The next fisheries issue was reservoir level.  Mike said that the level probably 
won’t change because of operation of the proposed project and that no studies 
would be done on effects of reservoir level. 
 
The next issue was fish entrainment.  Mike said that, with the Project, some of the 
water would be drawn into the penstocks, which are not in use now.  He said that 
GDHC was working with MDFWP on the issue, and would use existing 
information to predict whether fish might be entrained when the penstocks were in 
use. 
  
The next issue was water release temperature.  Mike said that this could be an 
issue, also because of the use of the penstocks to draw water from a level higher in 
the water column, which could be different temperature than water at the bottom.  
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He said that he would discuss the temperature studies in the Water Quality 
resource section. 
 
The next issue was ramping rates.  Mike said that this was a generic issue because 
many hydro projects follow daily load swings and raise and lower flows rapidly 
during the day.  He said that the Project would not change the existing release 
regime, and that this concern would not be an issue. 
 
Mike then discussed baseline studies for fisheries.  He said that MDFWP had been 
studying both Sun River and Gibson Reservoir extensively and that the fisheries 
baseline is adequate the way it is now. 
 
The next resource category was Water Use and Quality. 
 
Mike said that Water Use referred to water rights, stream flow, reservoir level and 
how water was stored and released.  He said that water quality referred to water 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, dissolved gasses, sediment, etc.  
 
He said that water quality studies would be conducted, including continuous 
temperature monitoring in both the Sun River and Gibson Reservoir.  He added 
that GDHC would measure other water quality parameters according to the water 
quality study plan, which had been approved by agencies during initial 
consultation.  
 
Another water quality issue was dissolved gasses.  Mike explained that when 
water cascades down a spillway and is driven below the surface of the plunge 
pool, gasses are supersaturated.  He said that fish that encounter this condition 
often acquire “gas bubble” disease, which may cause death or injury.  He said that 
because there was no long spillway slide on this project, it wasn’t likely that 
supersaturation would be a problem.  He said that the water quality study plan, 
however, included measurements of dissolved gasses below the dam.  
 
The next issue was water rights.  Mike said that this is not an issue under the 
current proposal because there is to be no change in streamflow regime or water 
allocations. 
 
Mike added, however, that there is an ongoing effort by the Sun River Watershed 
Group to evaluate potentials for changes in Gibson Reservoir and irrigation system 
operations to optimize water use for various uses in the basin.  As this planning 
proceeds, GDHC will react to changes, but not initiate them.  Mike said the 
activities of this group would be documented in the Cumulative Effects section of 
the EA. 
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Steve Davies said that, even though flow might not change with the Project, water 
rights would have to be changed to reflect a different use of the water.   
 
The next resource area was wildlife 
 
The first issue was raptor protection.  Mike said that this issue stemmed from 
occurrences of raptors spanning across conductors on a t-line and being 
electrocuted.  He said that there were standards, which the t-line would have to 
meet to avoid such impacts. 
 
The next issue was disturbance of wildlife due to construction.  He said the canyon 
was a noted bighorn sheep lambing area and that nearby was a significant elk 
over-wintering area.  He said that no baseline studies were proposed because 
MDFWP had detailed current data on wildlife distribution and abundance in the 
area.  He said to expect limitations on construction seasons and noise to avoid 
disturbance.  
 
The next issue was grizzly bear safety.  Mike said that the concern was for 
encounters between bears and the additional number of people in the canyon or 
nearby during construction.  He said that bear safety plans would be written to 
avoid encounters. 
 
In the resource area of plants, Mike said that GDHC would be conducting 
sensitive plant studies after the t-line route was selected. 
 
Aesthetics.  Mike said that GDHC had spent a lot of time on this resource area, 
and would continue to work with USFS and others on study plans and analysis 
techniques. 
 
Cultural resources.  Mike said that GDHC was required to deal with the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), other agencies and tribes.  He said that 
GDHC would develop a final study plan have it approved, and hire a cultural 
contractor to do a literature search and field studies this summer. 
 
Matt Cutlip added that FERC had sent a letter to all tribes who may be affected by 
hydro development, documenting FERC’s new Tribal consultation policy. 
 
Mike said that GDHC had received a letter from the Blackfeet Tribe.  He said that 
nothing would be done without a thorough cultural resources survey.   
 
Recreation and land use.  Mike said that limits on access of recreationers during 
construction were the only issue, e.g. if people couldn’t get to the dam during 
construction.  Mike said that the FERC license might have restrictions on 
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construction period or access provisions, but that no field studies would be 
necessary. 
 
Socioeconomics.  Mike said that this issue concerned local and regional workforce 
effects, how many people the project might employ, baselines on demographics, 
worker classes and wages.  He added that there could be an element an element 
about power use in local area.   
 
The next resource area was Endangered Species.  Mike said that GDHC would 
have to describe all such species in the EA.  He said that agencies have current 
lists of such species and that GDHC and the USFS would have to develop a 
Biological Evaluation of species and effects prior to licensing. 
 
The next resource area was developmental resources.  Mike said that this area 
describes impacts on resources such things as irrigation district benefits.   
 
The last resource area was cumulative impacts. Mike said that the EA would have 
a section describing past, present and reasonable foreseeable actions in the basin.  
He said that if there were a lot of proposals in the basin, FERC would want to 
know about it to layer on the project.  He said that at present, the only cumulative 
effects might be the SRWG activities in basin planning.   
 
Mike then asked for public comments. 
 
Question:  What’s the schedule? 
 
Mike answered that after the thirty-day comment period, GDHC would prepare 
SD2 about a month later.   
 
Keith Gebo.    What if there is a maintenance problem in the WMA during calving 
season: 
 
Thom:  Good question.  I don’t know the rules and regs of WMA.  Unlikely that 
an underground line would fail, but is likely that overhead would.  The overhead 
line will be robust.   
 
Mike said that the meeting had been recorded and that GDHC would write up draft 
meeting minutes for review.  He said that GDHC would provide a CD or DVD of 
the meeting on request. 
 
He said that the draft minutes would go to attendees, and, after their comments 
were incorporated, the final minutes would go to the mailing list, FERC and the 
Project website.   
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Mike thanked the attendees for their participation. 
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FINAL Minutes, Agency Scoping Meeting 
 

Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Project 
FERC No. 12478 

 
Helena, MT 

 
April 12, 2006 

 
 

The meeting was held in the Helena Association of Counties building and began at 
about 9:00 am.  In attendance were: 

 
NAME    REPRESENTING  PHONE 
 
Richard Rosenberg   GDHC   360 738 9999 
Matt Cutlip    FERC    202 502 6524 
Kim Nguyen    FERC    202 502 6105 
Mike Henry    FERC    503 552 2762 
Mark Aagenes   MTU    406 449 9933 
Steve Leathe    MFW&P   406 454 5855 
Michael Enk    USDA Forest Service 406 791 7729 
Quentin Kujala   MFW&P   406 467 2488 
Dick Dye    Reclamation – Billings   
Jeff Baumberger   Reclamation – Billings 406 247 7330 
Steve Davies    Reclamation – Billings 406 247 7322 
Michael Suplee   MT DEQ   406 444 0831 
Ron Hecker    USDA Forest Service 406 466 5341 
Justin Jimenez   USDA Forest Service 801 236 3467 
Gerrish Willis   USDA Forest Service  801 236 3469 
Thom Fischer   Tollhouse Energy  360 738 9999 x 111 
Glenn Phillips   MFW&P   406 444 5334 
Mike Prewitt    Consultant   206-525-3483 
 
GID - Greenfields Irrigation District 
Reclamation - US Bureau of Reclamation 
USDA - US Department of Agriculture 
MDFWP - Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
FERC - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
GDHC - Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Company, LLC 
MTU - Montana Trout Unlimited 
MT DEQ - Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
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Mike P. welcomed the attendees and asked for them to identify themselves and the 
organizations they represented.  He then introduced the members of the Gibson 
Dam Hydro team, including Bob Hardin, Thom Fischer and Dick Rosenberg.  He 
noted that three representatives from FERC, Mike Henry, Kim Nguyen and Matt 
Cutlip were present.  The other group members then identified themselves and 
their affiliations. 
 
Mike P. described the purpose of the meeting to fulfill FERC Scoping 
requirements and to further discuss any technical or study-related issues from 
earlier meetings and documents. 
 
Mike P. began the meeting by noting a public Scoping meeting had been held in 
Fairfield Montana the evening of April 11th, and that a site visit had been 
conducted during the day.   
 
Mike P. described the licensing schedule, and said that GDHC was a 50-50 
partnership between GID and Tollhouse Energy of Bellingham, Washington.  He 
said that the meeting was s being videoed, and that GDHC would prepare a 
summary of major points and actions items to be sent to the attendees for review.  
 
Mike P. said that the licensing was being done under FERC’s Alternative 
Licensing Process, (ALP), also called the collaborative process because 
stakeholders and the applicant were seeking to reach mutual agreements on the 
project development issues.  
 
Mike described the NEPA process and how it works under FERC, including the 
need for Scoping Document 1.  He described the process for commenting on SD1. 
 
He said that the project description might change over the three-year period.  He 
said that there had been a layer of changes since the original had been sent out in 
October 2005, and another layer after the current document had been sent out. 
 
Mike P. said that the comment process had changed and that comments would 
have to go to the Secretary at FERC instead of the GDHC.  He said that he would 
have the FERC address on the board by the end of the meeting.  
 
Mike P. described that the Scoping process was leading to an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) and that FERC EA’s were as inclusive as most other agency’s 
EIS’s. 
 
Mike P. said that a Preliminary Draft EA (PDEA) would be part of the Draft 
License Application projected to be submitted in September or October 2006.  He 
said that, based on comments on the draft, the Final License Application would be 
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submitted to FERC in April 2007.  He added that there might be a settlement 
process in which stakeholders and GDHC would prepare a legal document 
showing agreements reached on various configuration, construction and 
operational conditions. 
 
Mike P. stressed that the review of the draft was for stakeholder benefit, and that it 
represented the longest review period in the entire licensing process, 90 days.  He 
encouraged meeting attendees to schedule time for review and comments. 
 
Mike P. said that FERC would then review the final application, and request 
additional information necessary for FERC to do it’s NEPA analysis and prepare 
it’s own EA.  When adequate information was available, Mike said that FERC 
would ask for preliminary recommendations from agencies and other stakeholders.  
Mike said that this would be a very important stage for agencies, and that there 
would be a timetable for submitting recommendations.  
 
Mike P. discussed the various FPA Sections under which recommendations could 
be made, including 4(e) (mandatory conditions) and 10(j), conditions, which could 
be negotiated between FERC and individual fish and wildlife agencies. 
 
Mike Henry said that GDHC could ask for recommendations at the time of the 
Draft License Application (DLA) and that FERC encouraged development of 
recommendations as early in the process as possible. 
 
A question was asked about who would prepare the PDEA. 
 
Mike P. said that GDHC would prepare that document as part of the DLA.  He 
added that the DLA wasn’t formally reviewed by FERC, only by the stakeholders 
on the Project mailing list. 
 
Gerrish said that FERC might issue only one EA; Mike Henry said that on projects 
for which agreements had been reached, this was generally true.  He said that he 
expected ALP projects to move forward faster because of collaboration. 
 
Thom Fischer then began a description of the project, noting the two potential 
powerhouse locations and construction and location characteristics for each. 
 
A question was asked about whether or not to comment on the designs in the 
revised Scoping document.  Steve Davies said that the piping arrangement of one 
of the revised drawings was incorrect.  Thom said it would be corrected.   
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There was considerable discussion about comments on the revised SD1.  Steve 
and Thom discussed sending the revised drawings, which Thom was projecting on 
the screen.  Matt said that the drawings that will be presented in SD2 will be the 
most current configurations recognized by FERC since the proposed powerhouse 
locations and piping alternatives have changed since the filing of SD1. Matt then 
described that in theory the proposed project powerhouse alternatives and piping 
configurations could change many times up to the point when the license 
application is filed with FERC. FERC does not, however, recommend this course 
of action and would prefer to have a more concrete proposal with the most current 
powerhouse and piping alternatives as soon as possible.  
 
Thom said he would provide a pdf file of the drawings on the board to Steve.   
 
Gerrish said that USFS comments on SD1 would be quite general because of the 
preliminary nature of the proposals. 
 
Mike Henry said that, after SD2 was prepared, there could be an SD3 if comments 
were received on SD2. 
 
Mike Henry said that, in Scoping, the important thing was to comment on the 
issues and that small changes in design shouldn’t change the issue. 
 
Thom then showed a map graphic for the proposed transmission line routes, noting 
the Wildlife Management Area, County Road and Cross-Country routes.  He said 
that the primary transmission route issues involved aesthetics of the views of the 
canyon and the Rocky Mountain Front. 
 
There was a question about issues with Sun River Electric Cooperative (SREC).  
Dick said that issues with SREC had been worked out and that the County Road 
alternative was shown to strengthen their system through voltage regulation and 
effects on load fluctuation. 
 
Thom discussed the transmission route in Sun River Canyon, and said that GDHC 
might be able, through selective burial of certain line segments in the canyon, to 
improve aesthetics. 
 
Thom said that there was a limitation on the amount of buried line because of 
capacitance.  He said that any transmission line burial in the canyon would come 
at the expense of the transmission line length which could be buried outside the 
canyon. 
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There was a question about repair of the line in the WMA.  Thom said that failure 
of the underground portion was unlikely, and the overhead segments would be 
more robust than the existing service lines in the WMA.   
 
Thom asked what could be done if a repair was necessary during elk calving. 
 
Quinton said that calving really wasn’t the issue because most of it was done on 
USFS land to the west.  He said the issue was overwintering.  Quinton said that the 
rules for the WMA didn’t allow for consideration of what a project could do to 
avoid impacts, but what it could do to benefit the elk. 
 
Thom.  I don’t see how our powerline can benefit the elk. 
 
Quinton said that, on the question of emergency repairs to a powerline, these 
would be considered as special actions.   
 
Gerrish asked about collection of fees on the WMA, for use in mitigation 
proposals. 
 
There was discussion of condemnation of lands and assessment of fees. 
 
Matt said that FERC wasn’t inclined to accept an open fund as a licensing 
condition. 
 
Gerrish said that it could be done as part of a settlement which included “off 
license” conditions.  He said that a lot of licensing included land acquisitions by 
the applicant. 
 
The discussion continued on how land acquisition could be part of the settlement. 
 
Mike P. said that aesthetics was such a large issue that he proposed to establish an 
aesthetics work group to deal with all the issues relative to various jurisdictions 
and interests. 
 
Gerrish asked why no studies had been proposed for the aesthetics issue. 
 
Mike P. said that the aesthetics issue had grown since the initial consultation 
meeting through numerous letters and other comments.  He said only in the past 
couple of months had it grown to the point that it appeared to need special 
treatment. 
 
The next issue was fisheries.   
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Under Issue F1, Sun River Instream Flow, Mike said that instream flow had been 
included in initial consultation, but based on establishment of the project 
description and operation in which it was not to change the existing flow regime, 
there was in fact no instream flow issue.  There was no opposition to this 
assertion. 
 
The next issue was F2, Gibson Reservoir Level.  Mike P. said that actual reservoir 
levels wouldn’t change but that the project might affect temperature, which could 
affect fish habitat in the reservoir.  Mike P. said that he believed that MDFWP had 
sufficient information on fish distribution and abundance in the reservoir to serve 
as the baseline for the existing environment section of the EA. 
 
The next issue was Fish Entrainment.  Mike P. said that GDHC would work with 
MDFWP to develop an analytic method to evaluate this issue, and use existing 
data for the analysis. 
 
The next issue was Ramping Rates, which Mike P. said would not be a factor 
because the Project was not proposed to have a load following operation. 
 
The next issue was Load Rejection.  Mike P. said that he had not seen an 
engineering proposal for how to address this issue, but that he had usually seen 
provision for a standpipe or bypass valve to continue flow in the case of a load 
rejection shutdown. 
 
Thom said that as we bring on load we’ll shut down a jet flow pipe, and as we cut 
down, we’ll have to increase the jet flow.  He said there had to be a link between 
generation and the jet flow release, either electrical or mechanical, which would 
have to be worked out with Reclamation. 
 
Mike P. asked for discussion on the fisheries issues. 
 
Mike Enk asked how, using existing data, we would establish an entrainment 
baseline.  Considerable discussion ensued about this point.   
 
Mike P. said that the baseline will be no action, or the existing situation, with 
regard to the jet flow pipes..  Entrainment will be baseline. 
 
Mike Enk again asked how we would establish a baseline.  He said that if it was 
established to be insignificant, then we could project impacts on how much 
additional mortality could be attributed to the use of turbines instead of jet flow 
valves. 
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Mike P. distinguished between impacts at the jet flow intake locations and those at 
the penstock locations.  He said that hydraulic modeling would be used to predict 
the velocities at the penstock intake locations. 
 
Gerrish asked about an analytic method. 
 
Mike P. said GDHC would determine the temperature regime at penstocks, then, 
based on life stages expected to be present and their sizes, they would evaluate 
potential for entrainment.  He said that GDHC opposed doing observation or 
capture studies to determine existing fish utilization in the two areas. 
He said it was his experience that such studies were very expensive, data 
intensive, and not always definitive. 
 
Mike Enk continued to ask about the baseline. 
 
Mike P. said it would be developed by looking at existing information and 
information on various types of valves, turbines and release situations from other 
projects where such studies had been done. 
 
Mike Henry said he’d worked on project where release valves were fish killers and 
where fish mortality decreased when turbines replaced the valves.  He said that the 
best study was Mud Mountain Dam on the White River in Washington State, 
where fish mortality went from 60 or 70 percent to 17 percent after installation of 
the turbines. 
 
Mike Enk again brought up the baseline issue. 
 
Matt said that FERC often endorsed literature-based studies if they were approved 
by agencies. 
 
Justin Jimenez asked that USFS be included in future fish discussion. 
 
Mike P. proposed establishment of the fisheries work group, primarily to address 
the entrainment issue. 
 
Discussion continued on the issue of mortality through the existing system and 
establishment of a baseline. 
 
Glen Philips said that MDFWP had proposed mitigation in lieu of extensive 
studies. 
 
Steve Leathe added that MDFWP’s comments requested that GDHC hire a 
qualified consultant to compare literature and background on mortality.   
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Bob Hardin asked if MDFWP had any information on fish mortality. 
 
Steve said that they do a spring survey at upper end of reservoir and tag grayling 
but just in the last year.  He said they didn’t do radio tagging, just plastic tags on 
the fish. 
 
Steve Davies said that the discussion had been on the jet flow pipes, but that the 
Project might reduce spill every year and reduce frequency and magnitude of use 
of the spillway, which would be considered a plus.  He said it was Reclamation’s 
goal to reduce spill, and that tapping into the penstocks higher in the water column 
could help. 
 
Steve Davies said that if we could reduce overall mortality, it would be considered 
a plus. 
  
Justin said that we know the mortality rates through different kinds of turbines and 
said that the work group could use that information.   
 
Gerrish said that the USFS was not ready to commit to serve on workgroups.  He 
said resources were short and he would have to check with various offices to see 
who could help.   
 
He said they couldn’t spend a lot of staff time analyzing a proposal.  We have 
limited resources.  Likely that our response would be we don’t have resources to 
participate in work groups. 
 
Mike Henry said that the applicant should prepare a draft proposal for review, 
instead of involving the agencies a lot in its preparation. 
 
The next issue was Water Use and Quality. 
 
Mike P. said that this issues was in two subsection, water quantity and water 
quality.   
 
He said that water quantity was how much water, instream flow, water rights, 
storage and that water quality was parameters such as dissolved oxygen, dissolved 
gasses, sediment, temperature.  
 
Under Issue WQ1, Mike said that drawing water from the currently unused 
penstocks could change the release temperature.  To address this issue, GDHC had 
proposed to put monitoring thermographs on face of dam and determine the water 
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temperature at various depths. He said they hoped to get this system in before the 
reservoir was full.   
 
He said that GDHC was also going to place temperature monitors in the Sun River 
with assistance from MDFWP.  He said that these monitors could keep running for 
some time and gather a lot of continuous temperature data. 
 
Mike P. then mentioned that gas supersaturation had been raised as an issue, but 
that it wasn’t likely to occur with the spillway design of Gibson Dam.  He said, 
however, that GDHC would measure dissolved gasses below the dam as part of 
the water quality study plan.   He added that GDHC was seeking to refine the 
methods for gathering other baseline water quality data, such as metals, petroleum 
products, etc. to serve as a baseline prior to any construction. 
 
Mike Enk asked for the USFS hydrologist to receive a copy of water quality plan. 
 
Steve Davies asked about the various study plans, what’s proposed, where are we 
in the process? 
 
Mike P. said that the best place to see this was on the website which would be up 
shortly after the meeting.   
 
There was considerable discussion about the availability of study plans, and 
expectations created in SD1. 
 
Mike P. said he would address each of the studies in the resource issues to be 
presented in the meeting.  He said he would summarize at the end of the 
presentation.  
 
On Issue WQ3, water rights, Mike P. said that there would be no change in 
releases from the dam, but that a new state water right would be issued for a 
change in use. 
 
Steve Leathe asked about changing the existing way water was stored and 
released, and referred to the Sun River Watershed Group (SRWG) and its 
activities.  He asked about the status of SRWG’s water management  and 
modeling program. 
 
Mike P. said he knew that SRWG was looking into using a model to “game” with 
various water management scenarios, and said that he encouraged use of such a 
model in multi-party planning efforts such as SRWG’s.  He said that Reclamation 
was going to do the model and that it would ready for use in August. 
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Steve Davies confirmed this estimate.  Steve said that Reclamation would confer 
with any interested parties on how the model runs, its assumptions and 
capabilities. 
 
Thom said that GDHC was very interested in any potential changes in Gibson 
Dam operation because of the effects on generation. 
 
Steve Davies said that Reclamation would be a party to but not a decision-maker 
in the SRWG deliberations. 
 
The first issue under Wildlife and Botanical resources was raptor protection.  Mike 
P. described the potential for interaction of birds of prey with overhead 
transmission lines.  He said that there are US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
criteria, which FERC would be sure to include in the license.  He said that GDHC 
did not propose field studies, but to review criteria and requirements.   
 
The next issue was effects on elk migration.  Mike said that there is a very 
adequate baseline for wildlife in the Project area.  He said that most impacts would 
be related to construction and could be avoided by license conditions to avoid 
impacts, such as when and where to blast, how to manage traffic, etc.  He said that 
GDHC proposed heavy use of existing data and dependence on FERC license 
articles to address this issue. 
 
The next issue was grizzly bear encounters.  Mike said that this is normally 
handled by preparing a bear safety plan which minimizes bear-human encounters. 
 
Gerrish asked about studies for sensitive plants and endangered species. 
 
Ron Hoeker said GDHC would be required to prepare a Biological Evaluation 
(BE) and that they had specifications on how to conduct the sensitive plants 
survey. 
 
Mike P. said that there would be a threatened and Endangered species study plan 
and that GDHC would hire a contractor to do the sensitive plants surveys.   
 
Mike Henry said that FERC could have the licensee designated as non-federal 
representative the for the BE, and FERC could approve it to save time.   
 
The next issue was aesthetics.   
 
Mike P. said that this was a very important issue and that GDHC planned to 
assemble a special work group to address it, as discussed earlier.  
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Mike P. said that cultural resources planning was highly specified on FERC 
projects and that GDHC intended to conduct all phases of Section 106 
Consultation, including study planning, contractor selection, conducting a 
literature review and initial field survey and reporting.   
 
Steve Davies said that cultural resources and aesthetics involved not just the 
transmission line, but the other project features as well. 
 
Mike P. said that the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the cultural studies would 
include all areas of potential ground disturbance. 
 
On the recreation issue, Mike P. said that the only concern was for access to the 
Gibson Dam area during construction.  He said that GDHC would use existing 
recreation use data as baseline for the effects analysis.  
 
Mike P. then described the socioeconomic issue as effects on demographics, work 
force and traffic.  He said that information on demographics would come from 
state and local information sources. 
 
On Threatened and Endangered species, Mike P. said that GDHC would again use 
existing data from USFWS and MDFWP inventories.  He said the sensitive plants 
survey could be a large effort, depending on how much of the transmission line 
route would need to be surveyed. 
 
The next issue was developmental resources.  These are generally the economic 
resources affected by the project, and the costs of environmental protection 
measures.  A question was raised about how environmental benefits of the project 
would be handled, and Mike P. said that they would be in the individual resource 
areas. 
 
Asked if there would be benefits, Bob Hardin said that it depended on the actual 
project profit.  He said that, as a tax based utility, GID had to reinvest any project 
earnings, and it was likely that they would go into canal improvements.  He said 
that he had been working with Reclamation to provide additional instream flow.  
He said instream flow would be a seasonal issue, but might be possible during 
winter or after irrigation season.   
 
Steve Davies said that these were the kinds of things that the SRWG had been 
discussing and that Reclamation was anxious to see the potentials. 
 
There was some discussion of the actual Gibson Project water authorization and 
whether it could be expanded.   
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Thom said that the benefits were dramatic compared to thermal generation in that 
the cost would not go up over time, as it surely would in a thermal plant. 
 
Mike P. then described cumulative impacts as past present, reasonably foreseeable 
actions in the basin.  He said that there was not much going on in this basin in 
terms of population growth or commercial/industrial development. He said that he 
had included the SRWG’s activities as having the potential to change the 
streamflow and reservoir level baseline. 
 
Ron Hoeker said that USFS would provide GDHC with a list of past and future 
proposals from USFS for the basin to include in this section. 
 
Mike P. then asked for comments from participants. 
 
Matt said that the FERC representatives had agreed that certain issues, which had 
been discussed, might be excluded from further consideration and asked if it 
would be acceptable to discuss removing them.  There was no objection. 
 
Matt said that all the issues were from the fisheries resource section of SD1. 
 
The first was issue F1, instream flow.  Matt said that if there was no proposal to 
change flow, it should not remain an issue. 
 
There was some discussion about winter operations; Thom said that the turbines 
were scaled to operate even under very low streamflow. 
 
Steve Leathe wanted to be sure that streamflow during equipment testing or 
temporary shut down would not be an issue. 
 
Thom and Steve Davies assured that flows would have to remain the same even 
under shutdown conditions. 
 
Matt said that startup and testing would be addressed in FERC license articles.  He 
again asked if the issue could be dropped. 
 
Gerrish said it could be addressed in SD2 in the Project operations section. A 
consensus was reached that Issue F1, Instream Flow, could be removed from 
further consideration in SD2 and the EA. 
 
Matt then suggested dropping Issue F2, reservoir level.  There were no objections. 
A consensus was reached that Issue F2, Reservoir Level, could be removed from 
further consideration in SD2 and the EA. 
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Matt then suggested dropping Issue F5, Ramping Rates. 
 
There was considerable discussion about flow drops under either a load rejection 
or emergency shut down.  It was concluded that the issue be renamed “Flow 
Fluctuation” which would combine all concerns under both Ramping Rates and 
Load Rejection. A consensus was reached that Issue F5, Ramping Rates, and Issue 
F6, Load Rejection, could be combined into one issue titled “Flow Fluctuation” in 
SD2 and the EA. As written in SD1, Issues F5 and F6 could be removed from 
further consideration in SD2 and the EA. 
 
Matt said that were all of the Issues FERC wished to drop. 
 
Ron Hoeker asked that the Threatened and Endangered Species Resource area be 
renamed T, E and S, for Sensitive or Indicator species.  Mike P. said this could be 
done. 
 
Two new issues were proposed for consideration in SD2 and the EA:1) T&E and S 
Resources (Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species); and 2) 
Developmental Resources (these issues were not identified in SD1). 
 
Steve Davies asked for a study time line. 
 
Mike P. said that GDHC would prepare a Study Planning Document to include 
studies, analyses, timelines and other information about study planning. 
 
Gerrish observed that he didn’t think GDHC could submit an acceptable License 
Application by April 2007.  Mike P. noted the comment. 
 
There was a discussion about the current SD2 and whether comment on it was 
appropriate.   
 
Matt again said that the scoping comment period ending May 12, 2006, was 
specifically for comments on SD1 and material presented in the scoping meetings, 
but that it was possible to go to an SD3 if there were further comments on SD2. 
 
The tape ended at this point. 
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Gibson Dam Hydroelectric Project, FERC P-12478 
Scoping Site Visit, 4/11/06 

 
A site visit under FERC Scoping requirements for the Subject Project was 
conducted on April 11, 2006.  In attendance were: 

 
 

NAME   REPRESENTING  PHONE 
 
Richard Rosenberg  GDHC   360 738 9999 
Dick Dye   Reclamation – Billings 406 247 7631 
Steve Davies   Reclamation – Billings 406 247 7322 
Mike Munoz   USDA – FS, Choteau 406 466 5341 
Joe Dellwo   Teton County  406 466 2151 
Arnie Gettel   Teton County  406 466 2151 
Justin Jimenez  USDA – FS   801 236 3467 
Alex Garvisheff  USDA – FS   406 791 7716 
Laura Conway  USDA – FS   406 791 7739 
Michael Enk   USDA – FS   406 791 7729 
Gerrish Willis  USDA – FS   801 236 3469 
Bob Hardin   GID    406 467 2533 
Mike Prewitt   GDHC   206 525 3483 
Mike Henry   FERC    503 552 2762 
Matt Cutlip   FERC    503 866 3918 
Kim Nguyen   FERC    202 502 6105 
Fred Davison   Self    406 733 5031 
Quentin Kujala  MFW&P   406 467 2488 
Sam Carlson   Teton County  406 590 3062 
Dave Wanderaas  USDA – FS   406 791 7711 
Kieth Gebo   Montana Wilderness  406 788 6913 
Thom Fischer  GDHC   360 738 9999, ext.111 
 
The site visit convened at about 9:20 am.  Mike Prewitt described the purpose of 
the site visit to familiarize participants with the proposed Project features and 
alternative locations for the powerhouse and transmission line.   
 
Thom Fischer described the powerhouse location alternatives and noted that the 
primary difference among the alternatives was the need for working in the dry.  He 
said that the “upstream” alternative would require coffering of the Sun River to 
assure dry working conditions, while the downstream alternative could be 
constructed without the need for coffering.  He said that he had surveyed the 
powerhouse sites earlier in the week and determined the extent of excavation 




