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Crown Hydro, LLC 
 
October 08, 2015 

 
 
Mr. Thomas Griffin  
President, Crown Hydro, LLC  
5885 139th Street West  
Apple Valley, MN 55124-6465 
 
Reference: Request for Additional Information for the Crown Mill Hydroelectric 

Project, FERC No. 11175-025.   
 
Dear Mr. Griffin: 
 
 On July 30, 2015, the Commission issued a Notice of Application Accepted for 
Filing, Soliciting Comments, Motions to Intervene, and Protests for the proposed 
amendment to the Crown Mill Hydroelectric Project (project).  We plan to prepare a draft 
final environmental assessment of the proposed project.  However, we need additional 
information before we can complete our independent analysis of your proposed action 
and reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  Under section 4.32 (g) of the 
Commission's regulations, you have 60 days from the date of this letter to provide the 
information we requested in the enclosed Schedule A.   

 
The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing.  Please file the requested 

information using the Commission’s eFiling system at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-
filing/efiling.asp.  For assistance, please contact FERC Online Support at 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, (866) 208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 (TTY).  In 
lieu of electronic filing, please send a paper copy to:  Secretary, Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street NE, Washington, D.C. 20426.  The first page of 
any filing should include docket number P-11175-025. 
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 For any questions or comments you may have concerning this request, please 
contact Mo Fayyad at (202) 502-8759, or at mo.fayyad@ferc.gov. 
 
       
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
       
      M. Joseph Fayyad 
      Environmental and Project Review Branch 
      Division of Hydropower Administration 
        and Compliance  
 
 
 
cc: Public Files 
 Service List 
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Schedule A 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

 
Exhibit A 
Construction and Other Costs 

1. Your April 30, 2015 amendment application includes the estimated construction 
cost of $10,200,000 associated with the revised project design.  Please provide 
confirmation that the stated cost includes direct and indirect costs and any 
contingencies or provide a total cost that includes those items.  We also understand 
that you have acquired some of the generating equipment.  If so, please provide 
the current sunk cost in the equipment you have acquired, and state if these sunk 
costs are included in your total construction cost. 
 

2. Please provide your estimated operation and maintenance costs, including 
insurance and any administrative and general costs.  
 

3. Please provide an estimate of any capital and/or annual costs associated with each 
of the proposed environmental measures listed in section 2.3.3 of the license 
amendment application that are to be implemented during the term of the new 
license, including the year(s) in which each cost would be incurred. 
 

4. Your most recent financing plan details were provided in 2003.  Please provide an 
updated financing plan for the project to demonstrate that you have acquired the 
funds, or commitment of funds, necessary to construct the project. 
 

5. Please provide your proposed construction schedule and plan.  Please include 
information on any proposed detours, road closures, or temporary routes needed 
during construction. 

Exhibit B 
6. Site Access: In our April 15, 2013 letter, we stated that, according to the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the City of Minneapolis, acting through its Park 
and Recreation Board, holds a perpetual easement granted by the Secretary of the 
Army, over those lands identified by Crown Hydro as being needed for the 
proposed powerhouse.  The easement was granted in 1999 for the purpose of 
allowing the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board to replace the existing 
service road at the Upper St. Anthony Falls and to continue to operate and 
maintain the area for visitors of Mills Ruins Park.  Therefore, we requested in our 
April 15, 2013 letter that you provide documentation that you have all the 
necessary rights to complete development of the currently proposed project.  Your 
response in Schedule A indicates that the Corps’ easement to the Minneapolis Park 
and Recreation Board is not exclusive and therefore, the Corps may also grant an 
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easement to Crown Hydro for construction of the project.   
Please provide us with a copy of the Corps’ easement so we may verify that the 
Corps retains the authority to grant an easement to Crown Hydro.  Alternatively, 
provide a letter from the Corps that verifies its ability to provide the necessary 
easement. 
 

7. In Exhibit A, you state that the annual project generation would be 21,200 
megawatt-hours (MWh) per year.  In Exhibit B, Table 3, you state that the annual 
project generation would be 19,183 MWh per year.  Please verify the estimated 
annual generation. 
 

8. In the Appendix for Exhibit B, you provide annual and monthly Allocation 
Duration Curves for the proposed project.  Please provide a written explanation of 
how to interpret the lines on the diagrams.  In addition, please explain the jump in 
flow seen on the green spillway exceedance curve.  Please provide a stacked 
allocation curve in terms of water use priority (1- cities, 2-minimum flow, 3- Xcel, 
4-Crown, etc.), for both annual and monthly periods.  Please present the new 
graphs for both pre- and post-project scenarios.    

Exhibit E 
General 

9. In section 1.3.5, Coastal Zone Management Act, of the license amendment 
application, you state that the project is not located within the state’s coastal zone; 
therefore, a coastal zone consistency certification is not required.  Although the 
project may not be located in a coastal zone, it could affect the coastal zone.  
Therefore, please certify that your proposed project would be consistent with the 
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Coastal Program (Minnesota 
Coastal Program) and submit your consistency certification to Minnesota Coastal 
Program along with a request for its concurrence.  Please provide us with a copy 
of your consistency certification and request for concurrence along with 
documentation showing the date the Minnesota Coastal Program received your 
request.  If the Minnesota Coastal Program determines that certification is not 
necessary, please provide us with a copy of the documentation from the Minnesota 
Coastal Program making such a determination. 

Geology and Soils 
10. On page 3-3, section 3.3.1.2, you state that 2,400 cubic yards of material will be 

excavated for construction.  Please describe your plans for the re-use or disposal of 
this excavated material.  What type (limestone, sandstone, etc.) of fill will be re-
used on site and what will be disposed?  Where will the disposal material be 
taken?  Please provide on-site spoil locations if material is to be stored prior to 
removal.  If re-fill material is to be brought in from an outside source, what 
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amount and type of material will be used?  Please also include the expected depth 
and horizontal extent of the areas to be excavated at the headrace and tailrace.  

Aquatic Resources (Water Quantity, Water Quality and Fisheries) 

11. Two other licensed projects, the St. Anthony Falls Project No. 2056 and the A-
Mill Artist Lofts Project No. 14628,1 also use water from the St. Anthony pool.  
Given the recently-licensed A-Mill Artist Lofts Project and any other changes in 
water use since the Crown Mill Project was licensed in 1999, please provide an 
update on how you intend to operate the Crown Mill Project, especially during low 
flow periods. 
 

12. On page 3-19, you provide a statement of species protected under the Endangered 
Species Act that have the potential to occur in the project area.  Please provide us 
with updated information on any threatened, endangered, and candidate species 
within the project area that may be affected by the proposed action.  Your 
response should include documentation from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and Minnesota Department of Natural Resources regarding project effects on these 
species, and any other rare, threatened, endangered, or candidate species that may 
be present in the project area. 
 

13. On pages 3-20 and 3-21 of the Exhibit E, you state that the federally endangered 
Higgins eye pearlymussel (Lampsilis higginsii) occurs in stable substrates such as 
sand, gravel, and boulders, and that the habitat in the project vicinity is considered 
poor for that species.  However, on pages 3-14 and 3-15, the habitat in the mussel 
survey area is described as a mixture of bedrock, boulder, gravel, and sand, with 
figure 3-4 showing that sand is relatively common in the survey area.  Please 
clarify the apparent discrepancy in the description of existing substrate 
composition in the project vicinity, and the suitability of that habitat for the 
Higgins eye pearlymussel. 
 

14. On page 3-20 of the Exhibit E, you state that no recovery plans are in place for the 
three federally listed species that were listed within Hennepin County, MN, by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Information, Planning, and Conservation System.  
However, an approved recovery plan for the Higgins eye pearlymussel was made 
available by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on July 17, 2004.  While the 
Higgins eye pearlymussel may not occur in the project area, please describe 
whether this recovery plan would apply to the project area, and describe any 

                                              
1 Minneapolis Leased Housing Associates IV, Limited Partnership, 153 FERC ¶ 

61,201 (2015). 
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additional measures that would be implemented should this species be discovered 
in the project area. 
 
 

15. You are proposing to install project trashracks with 3-inch clear-bar spacing.  In its 
August 28, 2015 comments on the application, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
recommended 1-inch bar spacing on the trashracks.  Please provide a response to 
this recommendation (include a cost estimate for 1-inch bar spacing) and indicate 
whether or not you intend to maintain your proposed 3-inch spacing or an 
alternative trashrack spacing. 
 

16. On page 3-6, section 3.3.2.1, Hydraulics, you state that the maximum operating 
capacity of 1,000 cubic feet per second is significantly lower than the flow during 
active lockage events.  Please provide the average flow that occurred in the 
navigation channel during active lockage events. 
 

17. Please file any documentation of your consultation with the Minnesota Pollution 
Control Agency (MPCA) about obtaining a new Water Quality Certificate (WQC) 
for the project.  The project’s certificate was issued on April 28, 1995 and the 
MPCA may require a new certification for this amendment.  Has MPCA 
determined if a new WQC will be needed for this amendment?  
 

18. In your application you say that you have consulted with the Minnesota DNR 
regarding your amendment and that the agency said you will need a Water 
Appropriations Permit.  You also say that you have recently provided the agency 
with additional information supporting your claim that such a permit is not 
needed.  According to your application, Minnesota DNR is reviewing that 
information.  Has Minnesota DNR made a determination?  If so, what is the 
result?  Please provide any documentation of your consultation with your filing. 
 

Botanical and Wildlife Resources 

19. On page 2-4 of the amendment application, you state that no terrestrial wildlife 
habitat would be disturbed, and that areas disturbed by construction would be 
reseeded and managed for noxious weeds.  Based on a review of the figures in 
your application, it appears the tailrace tunnel would be constructed in areas with 
existing vegetation cover, mainly at the downstream end of the tunnel.  To inform 
our analysis on terrestrial resources, please provide acreages of temporary and 
permanent disturbance in areas with existing vegetation, and a description of 
vegetation present in these areas.  Also, please clarify what measures you intend to 
include in a vegetation plan, and what specific measures are proposed to manage 
noxious weeds and invasive plants. 
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20. On page 3-22, you state that if eagle nests are discovered in the immediate project 
vicinity, Crown Hydro would consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
maintain compliance with the National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines.  
These guidelines provide specific buffer recommendations based on the intensity 
of proposed construction activities.  Based on these guidelines, please clarify what 
buffer zone you propose to implement for project construction. 
 

Recreation, Land Use, and Aesthetic Resources 
 

21. You proposed to provide a canoe portage route and alternative carry in and out 
points, developed in consultation with the agencies and stakeholders, across 
project land.  Please provide a final canoe portage route, carry in and out points, 
along with a map and preliminary plans and specifications for Commission 
approval.  Provide documentation that you have consulted with the Minneapolis 
Park and Recreation Board regarding the portage route and other project effects on 
recreational resources. 
 

22. Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FPA, 16 U.S.C.§803(a)(2)(A), requires the Commission 
to consider the extent to which a project is consistent with the federal or state 
comprehensive plans for improving, developing, or conserving a waterway or 
waterways affected by the project.  The following comprehensive plans are 
applicable to the project:  (1) Minnesota State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation 
Plan (SCORP): 2003-2008. St. Paul, Minnesota; (2) National Park Service. The 
Nationwide Rivers Inventory. Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 1993; 
(3) Upper Mississippi River Basin Commission. 1981. Comprehensive master plan 
for the management of the Upper Mississippi River system - environmental report. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota. September 1981; (4) Upper Mississippi River Basin 
Commission. 1982. Comprehensive master plan for the management of the Upper 
Mississippi River system. Minneapolis, Minnesota. January 1, 1982; (5) U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. n.d. Fisheries USA: the recreational fisheries policy of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Washington, D.C; (6) U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 1983. Higgins Eye (Lampsilis higginsi) mussel Recovery Plan. Prepared 
by the Higgins Eye Mussel Recovery Team. Twin Cities, Minnesota. July 29, 
1983.  For each plan, please provide a discussion of how your proposed project 
would be consistent with the above listed federal or state comprehensive plans.  
Copies of the above comprehensive plans are available from the Commission’s 
website at [give location – ask Patti Leppert for any help]. 

Cultural Resources 
23. In our letter to you dated April 15, 2013, we requested that you include in your 

application for amendment an analysis of the stability of the area and also an 
analysis of any potential effects to the St. Anthony Falls Historic District, a 
property that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (National 
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Register).  In accordance with Section 106 and its implementing regulations found 
at 36 CFR 800.5, a thorough analysis would include an analysis of effects on both 
the district as a whole and also on any individual elements of the district that 
contribute to the district’s National Register eligibility.  On page 3-31 of your 
application, you briefly mention the district but primarily discuss the results of 
archaeological field investigations.  The requested analysis of potential effects on 
the district is not provided.   
 

24. Please provide a final analysis of the stability of the area and potential effects to 
the historic district along with any consultation that you have undertaken with the 
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Officer in this regard.  As noted in the 
Corps’ comments filed on August 28, 2015, the effects analysis should also 
include, but not be limited to the potential effects of the project on the tunnel 
remnant identified in Borehole 7 and the dam/wall where the powerhouse will be 
installed.  If necessary, you should also request to be designated a non-federal 
representative for the purposes of conducting initial consultation with the 
Minnesota SHPO under Section 106 as soon as possible. 
 

25. Please explain how the proposed amendment would affect any existing historic 
property management plans, such as the Construction Phase Cultural Resources 
Management Plan (ConCRMP) and the Cultural Resources Management Plan – 
Operation and Maintenance (OMCRMP), which were developed under the 
project’s previous Programmatic Agreement executed on June 23, 1998. 
 

Exhibit F 
26. Exhibit A states that a 700-foot-long, underground transmission line will be 

installed from the powerhouse to an Xcel Energy distribution line on Portland 
Avenue.  The transmission line is not shown on Sheet F-1 and it appears that 700 
feet would take the line off of Corps property.  Please verify the location of the 
interconnection and the required length of the line.  State if the transmission line 
would cross lands not owned by the Corps, and if so, identify the owner of the 
lands.  Add the transmission line to the project Exhibit F drawings. 
 

27. Note that a copy of your amendment application must be sent by certified mail to 
all private landowners affected by the proposed amended project. 
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