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November 20, 2017

Daniel P. Wolf, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7th Pl E #350
St Paul, MN 55101

Re:  In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s Renewable Development Fund (RDF) Annual Report, Tracker 
Account True-up, and Request for 2018 Rider Factor, PUC Docket Number: E-002/ M-17-712 

Dear Mr. Wolf:

Park Watch was founded by five concerned Minneapolis residents in early 2004 as a watchdog 
organization following proceedings of the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB). 
Park Watch advocates for transparency, citizen participation and fiscal responsibility. Since 
becoming aware of Crown Hydro’s efforts to use public land for private interests in 2004, Park 
Watch has vigorously advocated for termination of Crown Hydro’s license because of the 
aesthetic consequence of diminished flow over the falls, the threat to historic resources, and the 
interference with plans for riverfront parks, all of which are of great concern to many citizens 
and organizations.

Park Watch has examined the public record in Crown Hydro’s FERC licensing proceeding and 
concluded that lack of transparency regarding finances calls the financial viability of the Crown 
project into question. Further, Crown Hydro’s decision to use RDF funds to purchase turbines 
that would not work in their licensed location was a reckless gamble made with ratepayer 
dollars. Park Watch urges the Commission to terminate the grant so that no further public 
money will be spent on this financially dubious project that is contrary to the public interest in 
continued revitalization of the central riverfront.

LACK OF TRANSPARENCY CALLS FINANCIAL VIABILITY OF CROWN HYDRO INTO 
QUESTION

The public record lacks adequate information to show that Crown possesses the financial 
stability required to build and operate the facility during its 50-100 year lifetime. To the 
contrary, the record shows that the financial viability of the Crown project has been in doubt 
since the beginning. These comments address only the time period since the award of the RDF 
grant:
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• November 2003: “Financial projections provided by Crown confirm that the project will likely 
start losing money within just a few years of start-up.” The Crown Hydro project: history and 
relationship to Mill Ruins Park, prepared by MPRB staff, on page 2 (see attached).

• June 30, 2011: “I also pointed out that the MPRB had serious concerns given Crown Hydro’s 
history of failing to secure the site, its lack of experience in hydro electric generation, and the 
necessity to ensure that an owner of a project on public land would have to demonstrate the 
financial capacity to build and insure the project’s completion and operation. During the 
course of these discussions, on April 25, 2011 the StarTribune reported on Mr. Hawks’ 
financial difficulties, specifically about the foreclosure on his home. Board members were also 
advised of the fact that Mr. Hawks had failed to pay a former owner of Crown Hydro for his 
ownership interest. There was legitimate concern over the financial strength of the current 
owner of Crown Hydro.” MPRB President John Erwin June 30, 2011 Letter to FERC Secretary 
Kimberly Bose on page 3 (see attached).

• November 26, 2013: “[W]e’ll address financial stability as we move forward.” Crown attorney 
Richard Savelkoul, responding to questions from the public about financial viability. 
Transcript, Public Meeting held at the Minneapolis Central Library (p. 34). Filed with FERC 
January 13, 2014 (see attached excerpt).

Contrary to assertions made in the FERC licensing proceeding that Crown has developed a plan 
of action to address comments made at the November 2013 public meeting, Crown has yet to 
address comments from the public or agencies regarding financial stability. Only incomplete 
information exists in the record, and documentation relating to finances only raises more 
questions. 

Financial information in the record consists of:

1. June 12, 2003 Crown submission of documentation of financing as required by Article 313 of 
the 1999 License (see attached)

2. February 8, 2016 Crown submission providing responses to FERC Questions #1 - 4 (see 
attached excerpt page A-1 thorough A-4)

Information still needed:

• Crown’s 2016 Response to Question #4 lacks specificity and documentation as provided to 
FERC in the June 2003 submission. For example, where is the letter of interest from the bank? 
Where is the letter from the private investor? The Legal, Administrative, and Engineering 
costs are lumped together under “Development Costs”. These should be separately described. 
Also, what has been paid to date, and what are expected future costs in each category? Is there 
any debt?

• Crown’s 2016 Response to Question #2 is incomplete and raises additional questions. FERC 
should require a financial statement similar to the Proforma Income and Cash Flow Statement 
Year 1 provided by Crown to the MPRB in 2004 (see attached). 
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Additional Questions raised by Crown’s 2016 Response to Question #2 when compared to 
the 2004 Proforma include:

1. Why is there a $166,228 entry for Capitalized Interest (Line 8) in the 2004 Proforma but not in 
the 2016 submission?

2. Why is there a $100,000 entry under Uses of Funds for “Xcel Security” (Line 9) in the 2004 
Proforma but not in the 2016 submission?

3. Why is there a series of entries under “Banking Costs Wells Fargo” (Line 11 $232,719; Line 12 
$606,989; Line 13 $606,989) in the 2004 Proforma but not in the 2016 submission?

4. What are anticipated revenues  as shown in the Proforma (Items 16-19)? Cash flow is critical 1

to understanding sustainability of the project over the long term. What credits or other 
subsidies does Crown intend to access to make this project viable? The project does not 
qualify for a Renewable Energy Production Incentive under Minn. Stat. §216C.41 subd.3 
because it was not generating electricity before December 31, 2011.

5. Why does the bid from North American Hydro decrease in value? Line 20 of the 2004 
Proforma lists $170,000 for Operating and Maintenance from North American Hydro. 
Crown’s 2016 submission lists Operations and Maintenance at $75,000.

6. Why would insurance for a more expensive project cost less? Line 22 of the 2004 Proforma 
lists $85,000 for insurance from Chubb. Crown’s 2016 submission lists an unnamed 
insurance vendor at $20,000.

7. Why is there no line item for Income Tax in the 2016 submission? Line 37 of the 2004 
Proforma addresses income tax in three circumstances - low, normal and high water.

8. Will there be property tax? Crown does not qualify for an exemption under Minn. Stat. 
§272.02 subd. 15 because the project is not being developed and operated under Minn. Stat. 
§103G.535.

9. Where are line items for lease payments to be owed to the Minneapolis Park and 
Recreation Board and MnDOT? Only line item shown is for lease payment to the 
USACE?

10.  Where is the debt carried by Crown Hydro reflected in these financial statements?  
In a letter dated February 13, 2017 (RDF Quarterly Status and Progress Report, dated May 
4, 2017, Attachment A, pages 1-3), Crown Hydro’s attorney Richard Savelkoul states 
that Crown owes $250,000 plus interest to Dr. Kathryn E. Dusenbery,  $130,000 for 
storage and $220,000 each to Kenneth Welle and Gary Monson.

Crown’s	2003	Power	Purchase	Agreement	is	not	con9idential.1
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Financial details provided by Crown Hydro are insufficient to assure the Commission and the 
public that the project’s financial information is solid. Since receiving the RDF grant sixteen 
years ago, Crown Hydro has failed to make meaningful progress. In fact, the only action Crown 
has taken toward building its facility is to purchase turbines designed for a site it does not 
control and for which it does not hold a license.

Park Watch urges the Commission to consider the serious risk that the project is not financially 
sustainable when determining whether the grant should be terminated.  The remaining RDF 
grant funds should go to a deserving party who will act in the public interest rather than 
present an obstacle to implementation of community plans for continued growth and 
development in the heart of Minneapolis.

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments. 

Sincerely yours,

Arlene Fried
1109 Xerxes Ave S
Minneapolis, MN 55405
Co-founder of Park Watch
www.mplsparkwatch.org
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                    June 30, 2011 

Ms. Kimberly Bose 
Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, D.C. 20426 
 

Re: Crown Hydro, LLC 
Crown Hydro Project, FERC Project NO. 11175‐024 
Comment on May 25, 2011 Show Cause Letter  
 

 
Dear Ms. Bose: 
 
I am the President of the Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board (“MPRB”). 
Please accept this letter as a comment on your Letter of May 25, 2011 
regarding the above and as a response to Crown Hydro, LLC’s (“Crown 
Hydro”) letter of June 23, 2011.  
  
Crown Hydro’s letter of June 23, 2011 contains a one‐sided rendition of 
the events that transpired over the last three months regarding this 
project. I am compelled to write this letter in the interest of providing you 
with a more complete picture. 
 
There is one central fact relevant to FERC’s proceedings:  despite 
numerous attempts over the last decade to obtain control over public 
park land for its project, Crown Hydro has not secured MPRB’s 
permission to do so.  Most recently, at Crown Hydro’s request, the MPRB 
did attempt to reach an understanding on the conditions under which the 
project could proceed and could possibly be acceptable to the MPRB. 
When presented with the conditions under which the MPRB could 
consider the project, Crown Hydro would not accept the terms.   Crown 
Hydro apparently believes that it is entitled to control of public park land 
on terms they alone propose and no others. Neither the MPRB nor any 
other local unit of government should agree to such an expropriation of 
public park land. 
 
At the outset, it is important to understand the context of the new 
location Crown Hydro is proposing for use as a power generating site. 
The site is at the top of the Falls of St. Anthony, a place that once was the 
milling capitol of this country. Now, nearly all of the shore land of the 
Mississippi river in this area is owned by the MPRB. Along with adjacent 
land, the MPRB has created a park of statewide significance in the very 
heart of the City of Minneapolis. The Mississippi Central Riverfront Park 
is a statewide resource and attracts over 1,000,000 user visits each year.  
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It is one of the top ten parks sites by visitation in the state and is the home to 
nationally designated historic districts and sites. The historic James J. Hill Bridge 
connects the east and west banks of the park and acts as a focal point along with the 
St. Anthony Falls. The park’s neighbors include thousands of homeowners, hundreds 
of businesses, the nationally renowned Guthrie Theater and the second largest 
facility owned by the Minnesota Historical Society. This area is truly unique because 
of its history and geography. 
 
MPRB has supported hydroelectric power generation in this area, but we also have a 
responsibility to the public to oversee the public parks there. The MPRB has a 
demonstrated history of working with Xcel Energy and Brookfield development on 
hydro power projects on the river.  However, we have also been critical of hydro 
power projects when a project was antithetical to public park interests. 
 
Aside from noting the significance of the proposed site and changes that have 
occurred there since the original license was granted by FERC, I wanted to take this 
opportunity to recap our most recent efforts to come to an agreement with Crown 
Hydro to allow them to build a hydroelectric facility on MPRB property in Mill Ruins 
Park which is a component part of the Central Mississippi Riverfront Park in 
Minneapolis 
 
On March 22, I met with representatives of Crown Hydro and our staff. The Crown 
Hydro representatives were Mr. Jim Erickson, who said he was representing a 
potential third party investor as well as the interests of Crown Hydro, Mr. Tim 
Keane, an attorney employed by Crown Hydro, and  Mr. Todd Guerrero, also an 
attorney representing Crown Hydro.  Representatives of Crown Hydro informed us 
of their intention to introduce legislation at the State Capitol if MPRB did not move 
forward with granting Crown Hydro the ability to construct a hydro project at a new 
site.  Crown Hydro presented me with a draft of a Letter of Intent (“LOI”) that they 
wanted MPRB to sign in lieu of Crown Hydro pursuing legislation.   
 
I brought the matter to the full Board at the next meeting on April 6th, 2011 and 
requested the Planning Committee receive a report and presentation from Crown 
Hydro at its next meeting on April 20, 2011. Subsequently, Crown Hydro introduced 
legislation at the State legislature to give it control over MPRB property on April 14, 
2011. Even though Crown took this action, at the April 20 meeting, the MPRB 
Planning Committee requested MPRB negotiate a draft LOI with Crown Hydro that 
the full board could consider with an established minimum flow rate over the falls of 
2,000 cubic feet per second. 
 
As a result, I then met with Mr. Keane, Crown Hydro’s attorney, and Mr. Erickson, 
who said he represented a potential future investor, three times over four weeks. 
Separately, the MPRB Superintendent and one of our attorneys met with 
representatives of Crown Hydro six times over the next three‐and‐a‐half weeks in 
an effort to see if it was possible for the MPRB to support the use of its parkland for 
Crown Hydro’s power generating facility.  I also had other meetings and 
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conversations with other possible public partners. Both Mr. Erickson and Mr. Keane 
were aware of these efforts and encouraged them.  However, those agencies 
ultimately declined participation.  Throughout, I acted in good faith to develop a 
proposal that my colleagues on the MPRB could consider. 
 
In the course of these meetings, Mr. Erickson, while in Mr. Keane’s presence, 
represented that Mr. Hawks was willing to sell his interest in Crown Hydro to Mr. 
Erickson’s client or other possible ownership interests if that would make it 
possible for this project to proceed.  I advised Mr. Erickson and Mr. Keane that any 
project on public land would have to have an owner who could guarantee that the 
public would not be exposed to any liability should the project run into unforeseen 
problems.  I advised both Mr. Erickson and Mr. Keane that the MPRB had run into 
difficulties with private developers using park land in the past and that the MPRB 
would not expose itself to any potential liability for construction costs or calamitous 
events related to constructing a power plant in an area of the city that has a history 
of tunnel and falls collapse. It was absolutely clear to these men that the MPRB 
would seek to protect the public from any financial exposure that could result from 
this project. Both men agreed and understood this principle point. 
 
I also pointed out that the MPRB had serious concerns given Crown Hydro’s history 
of failing to secure the site, its lack of experience in hydro electric generation, and 
the necessity to ensure that an owner of a project on public land would have to 
demonstrate the financial capacity to build and insure the project’s completion and 
operation. During the course of these discussions, on April 25, 2011 the StarTribune 
reported on Mr. Hawks’ financial difficulties, specifically about the foreclosure on 
his home. Board members were also advised of the fact that Mr. Hawks had failed to 
pay a former owner of Crown Hydro for his ownership interest. There was 
legitimate concern over the financial strength of the current owner of Crown Hydro. 
The MPRB also wanted assurances that whoever would operate the facility had a 
demonstrated ability to operate a hydro power facility. Crown Hydro’s letter to you 
of June 25, 2011 repeatedly characterizes concern over ownership as personal; that 
assertion cannot be further from the truth.  MPRB simply sought to insure that the 
project would be financially viable in the long‐term.   
 
From my perspective whether Mr. Hawks remained involved was not the point.  The 
point was whether there was an owner and developer capable of ensuring that if a 
project was to be built whether it could be sustained to completion and operated. 
 
Throughout these discussions, Mr. Erickson acknowledged these concerns as did Mr. 
Keane. In fact, Mr. Erickson characterized his client as a “White Knight” who was 
willing to save the project.  Mr. Keane acknowledged that if the MPRB would grant 
site control there would be multiple ‘deep pocket’ investors who would be ‘lining 
up’ to finance the project and replace Mr. Hawks.  
 
Crown Hydro’s characterization that the MPRB was attempting to force Mr. Hawks 
out of the project is not accurate. Mr. Erickson’s presence alone suggested that a 
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person/s unknown to the MPRB was/were already planning to supplant Mr. Hawks, 
and given Mr. Keane’s presence at various meetings, it appeared to me that Mr. 
Hawks was more than willing to have his interest in Crown Hydro being purchased 
by Mr. Erickson’s client/s or by other large hydro power companies that were well 
known to Mr. Keane who acted as Mr. Hawks’ attorney. In fact, at one meeting it was 
even suggested that if Mr. Hawks was no longer involved it was likely Mr. Keane 
would remain involved.  
 
A meeting did occur between Crown Hydro representatives, Mr. Erickson and Mr. 
Keane, the Park Board’s general counsel, myself, and Park Board Commissioner 
Scott Vreeland on May 15th.  I and Commissioner Vreeland informed Crown Hydro of 
our concern at that meeting that the draft LOI that Mr. Keane and MPRB 
Superintendent had worked on had numerous drafting problems and that the 
document was not acceptable to bring forward to the MPRB. Mr. Keane 
acknowledged there were problems with the document that needed to be corrected.  
 
We also advised Mr. Keane and Mr. Erickson that the draft LOI that was circulated 
had several substantive problems as well.  Specifically, we advised Mr. Erickson and 
Mr. Keane that the LOI did not include 1) the Park Board’s desire to have complete 
flow rate control during the three ‘low flow’ months of the year from approximately 
June 15‐September 15, 2) clear language reflecting and insuring the LOI was non‐
binding, and 3) assurances of the financial solvency of the owner of the hydro 
facility.  We informed Crown Hydro representatives that the LOI would be modified 
to reflect those concerns. Those concerns noted were based on previous public 
Board discussions and the previous action of the Planning Committee. Therefore, 
Mr. Keane and Mr. Erickson were very aware that changes were going to be made to 
the LOI to reflect those concerns.  I reject their assertion that there was any sort of 
agreement between Crown Hydro and the MPRB as of May 15, 2011. In fact, such a 
claim is preposterous on its face: no one or two park commissioners or staff can 
bind the Board. 
 
Changes to the LOI were made by the MPRB’s general counsel consistent with 
concerns voiced at the May 15th meeting. A revised LOI was sent to all Park Board 
Commissioners and Crown Hydro representatives the next day, May 16th, 2011. 
 
A vote on whether to execute the LOI was placed on the MPRB’s agenda for May 18, 
2011 (Resolution 2011‐095; available at www.minneapolisparks.org). Before the 
Board took up the resolution, a representative of Crown Hydro spoke and submitted 
a letter stating they were not willing to sign the revised LOI and they were 
withdrawing their request because the terms in the LOI were unacceptable to them. 
In particular, Crown Hydro took issue with the addition of a 2,000 cubic feet per 
second minimum flow rate at all times over the falls standard. Yet, the public 
direction from the Planning Committee to staff and me was explicit in this regard 
and Crown Hydro representatives were aware of this, as they were present at the 
Board meeting.  The Board subsequently voted to not execute the LOI based on 
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Crown Hydro’s rejection of the proposed terms in the LOI.  The simple fact is that 
Crown Hydro was not willing to even have the MPRB consider these terms. 
 
This MPRB action constituted the 5th such action by four different Park Boards 
related to Crown Hydro’s case.  In each case, the MPRB has exhaustively evaluated 
the proposal they had in hand, the impacts, and the project viability.  In every case, 
MPRB or Crown Hydro have declined to proceed with each proposed project. 
 
Crown Hydro now claims that it will ask the Minnesota Legislature to give it and 
other similarly situated hydro electric generating facilities carte blanche to 
construct projects irrespective of any local ordinances, land use control policies or 
local land ownership interests.  The MPRB as well as other local units of government 
in Minnesota oppose such legislation.  I personally think that such a government 
policy would be a monumental public policy mistake.     
 
Beyond this brief history of the most recent attempt of Crown Hydro to secure 
MPRB approval to allow a hydro facility to be built on its’ property, it is important to 
note a few significant additional issues related to this project.   
 
On May 16, 2011 the MPRB learned that the FERC is now requiring Xcel 
Energy/Northern States Power (NSP) to request an additional 341 cubic feet per 
second from FERC at their St. Anthony Falls Hydro plant (P‐2056), which is directly 
across the Mississippi River from the proposed Crown Hydro facility.  As you are 
aware, Xcel has priority in receiving such rights over Crown Hydro.  The Xcel 
request will be 1/3 of the water that Crown Hydro has requested for its proposed 
facility.  This information magnified a long‐term concern MPRB has had over the 
long‐term viability of the project without negatively impacting flow rates over St 
Anthony Falls. Water use at the Falls of St. Anthony has always been a critical 
concern of the MPRB.  That’s why the MPRB wanted assurance on flow over the 
Falls. If FERC grants Xcel’s request that means less water for a Crown Hydro facility 
and less water going over the Falls. 
 
The area around the proposed Crown Hydro site has dramatically changed since 
FERC granted the license for another adjacent site to the current proposed Crown 
Hydro location.  Thirty three million dollars of local and state investment has 
resulted in over one billion dollars in new development in the area.  There are over 
7,000 new residents in the surrounding area.  The St. Anthony Falls (adjacent to the 
proposed Crown Hydro site) is central to that development.  MPRB wishes to 
protect that public and private investment.  We believe that had this development 
been in place at the time of the original evaluation of impacts, that FERC may not 
have granted the license. 
 
While the MPRB has supported other hydro projects in the area and fully supports 
renewable energy and other conservation practices that are in the public’s interest, 
we continue to have reservations about the viability of the Crown Hydro project. 
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The simple truth is that after more than a decade of consideration by four different 
Boards this project has not moved forward. 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
John Erwin 
President, Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board 
 
Cc.  Park Commissioners 
Jayne Miller, Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board Superintendent 
Time Keane 
James Erickson 
Bill Grant, Deputy Commissioner of Commerce 
State Senator Gen Olson 
State Representative Michael Beard 
Barb Johnson, Minneapolis City Council President  
R.T. Rybak, Mayor of Minneapolis 
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safely and reasonably economical. So that's on the

bridge. (Inaudible.)

MR. TUCKER: It's a start.

MR. TOSO: That's why we're here.

MS. FRIED: My name is Arlene Fried, I'm

a resident of Minneapolis and co-founder of Park

Watch, and I've been following this project for

quite some time. When I went to the website, this

is the one page I found on the website. It has a

P.O. Box. No address, no phone number, no name.

So my question is this: I think we would like

more information about (inaudible) mysterious

element from Hydro. We don't know who the people

behind it are, we don't know who the investors are,

we don't have an address for them, and I think we

would also like to know more about the assets

supporting (inaudible). Thank you very much.

MS. DENZ: I would like to respond to

this very quickly. The P.O. Box -- I'm Amy Denz

and I'm with Wenck Associates and Joel Toso is also

with Wenck. We are assisting with the

environmental and the permitting and the

engineering on it.

The P.O. Box is to Wenck Associates' office in

Maple Plain, and your comments are going to come to
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me. And I'm going to help process those and put

them in some type of organized manner so that we

can include those in our amendment application.

MALE SPEAKER: So you're not going to

answer the question that she just asked?

MS. DENZ: What's that?

MALE SPEAKER: You're not going to

answer the question --

MS. DENZ: What was the question?

(Inaudible.)

MS. DENZ: (Inaudible) the address is

and that's where the comments are going.

MALE SPEAKER: Who is Crown Hydro? Who

is behind it? Where is the money? Who are the

people?

MS. DENZ: I can't answer that question.

I'm sorry.

MALE SPEAKER: Who is paying you guys

(inaudible)?

MR. SAVELKOUL: Really, the issue behind

this project at this point is getting a FERC

amendment. We're not getting into who is owning

Crown Hydro and the extent of the issues.

Ultimately, the project won't go forward if

it's not financed and enough security behind it.
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That will be a requirement before the project moves

forward.

MS. UNDERLAND ROSOW: How would you

expect anybody to trust you if you can't even tell

us who the people involved are? You have not

answered any questions directly as far as I can

tell. My name is Vicki Underland Rosow and I'm a

neighbor.

MR. SAVELKOUL: Okay. Ms. Underland, we

appreciate your comments here. What we're going to

do is we're going to process them and --

MS. UNDERLAND ROSOW: How do you expect

any of us to trust you if you cannot answer the

question?

MR. SAVELKOUL: We're answering the

questions to the best of our ability.

MALE SPEAKER: You don't know who is

behind Crown Hydro?

MR. SAVELKOUL: Who is behind Crown

Hydro is not at issue in this public hearing.

MALE SPEAKER: Well, of course it is.

Somebody just asked about it.

MALE SPEAKER: The financial stability

and the ability to operate a hydro facility on the

river and being an ongoing concern and public
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liability that goes along with that is all tied to

who is behind it and who is financing it. Without

that, the biggest questions can't be answered.

MR. SAVELKOUL: Okay. Well, we'll

address financial stability as we move forward.

FEMALE SPEAKER: I'm (inaudible) with

the Minneapolis Park Board and I certainly agree

with his observations. I do want to get back to

the flow over the falls because I'm not sure I

still understand what it is that you're saying.

And it is very scary to me because, again, I think

the aesthetics of the falls does make a difference.

We do care about that. We're in Downtown

Minneapolis.

And as far as hydropower is concerned, there

has been a lot more hydropower on that river at

that spot over the last several years. Brookfield

has turbines at the bottom of the falls, Xcel has

upgraded its turbines as well, so (inaudible) this

is not going unused. But there are other things on

the river as well.

What is your commitment to having minimum flow

over the falls at all times? How much and when?

MR. SAVELKOUL: Our commitment right now

is to abide by the terms of the FERC license. The
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June 10, 2003 

Honorable Magalie R. Salas, Secretary 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

Mail Code: DIIAC, PJ-12.1 

888 lqrst Street NE 

Washington, DC 20426 

RE: Minnesota Crown Mill Project, FERC Project No. I 1175-002 

Dcar Secretary Salas, 

~:'.~ ~" ~;:'~ 

On behalf of Crown Hydro, LLC (Crown Hydro) enclosed please find documcntalion in respon~ to your request 

for additional information relative to requirements of l , icen~ Article 313, Financing Plan. This consists of the 

following: 

• Letter dated June 6, 2003 from Xcel Energy. with Exhibits, stating thai $5. I million in grant funding 

for the Crown Mill Project are available 

• Notarized affadavil of certification dated April 9, 2003 slating commilnlcnt of project funds by Mr. 

William Hawks 

• Letter dated March 12. 2003 from Mr. Michael P. I)casey, Well Fargo Bank. attesting to the 

availability of funds from Mr. William Hawks 

The original Wells Fargo letter was submitted to the Commission m a March 17, 2003 submittal, but is resubmitted 

here as part of a complelc package relating to the Financing Phm. In addition, Xcel Energy wished to nmil their 

original June 6, 2003 letter to i lk Commission directly, but a copy is incleded here to provide a complete package. 

per the Commission's request. On a related note, on June 9, 2003, the Public Utilities Commission approved the 

Power Purchase Agreement belwccn Crown Hydro and Xcel Energy. 

Any qucstions on this submi,al  can be addressed to Jessica Overmohle at (612) 373-6404 or 

Jessica_Overmohle@ URSCorp.com 

Sincerely, 

U S Corporation on behalf of Crown Hydro LLC 

~essica Overmohle 

Project Coordinator 

Enclosure 

Co: Tom Griffin, Crown Hydro 

Rich Greenlee, Engineering Partners LLC 

John Donatell, Xcel Energy 

Peter Grills, O'Neill, Grills and O'Neill 
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Exhibit B 

Task Deliverables, Schedule 
Task Deliverable 

Purchase Power 
Agreement 
Photographic 
Record 
CP CRMP 
O M C R M P  

Final Design 
Construction & 
Commission 

Signed Doc 

Photo-Repo~ 

Document 
Document 
Plans & Specs 
Completion 

Due Date 
6/15/03 

10/31/03 
12/15/03 
711/03 
12/15/04 

Task 3 

Task 4 

Task 6 

Not , ,  

C, PCRMP-Const~ctlon Phase Cultural Resources Management 
plant. This Is FERC Requirement and Deliverable. 

OMCRMP-Operation and Maintenance Cultural Resources 
Management Plan. This is FERC Requirement 

Complete task of conslmcting facility 
The Deliverable is the ¢ornpleted project scheduled for 12/15/04 
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Exhibit  C: 
Budget, Project Payment Milestones 

Total Grant Award: $5,100,000 

Signify which milestones Include expenses: 

Project Payment 
Milestone 

1. Engineering, Design & 
Permitting 

2. Turbine down payment 
and Engineering Design 
& Permitting 

3. Turbine manufacturer 
progress payments and 
completion of 
Engineering Design 

. 

. 

, 

. 

Dellvemble Due 
Date 

i 

Design & Permitting status 7/15/03 
e.nd documents expenses 

Payment 

$400,000 

8 

Tailrace end tunn~ 
excavation and 
reconstruction 
Fombey, intake 
structure and penstock 
installation 
Powerhouse 
construction and turbine 

' installa'don 

~owerhouse 
construction, electdcal 
and instrumentation 
Completion of stamp, 
testing and 
commissioning 

Documentation of turbine 
expenses and documented 
expenses 

8/1/03 $700,000 

Documentation of turbine 
expenses and documented 
Englneedng expenses and 
delivery of Contract 
Documents 
Documentation of 
constru~on costs 

8/3O/O3 

I 

11/30/03 

$45o.ooo 

$650,000 

$g00,ooo DocumentaUon of 
construction costs 

2/15/04 

Deeument.ation of 
construction 

~15/04 $750,000 

, C~ur~nWt.lon of 
construction costs 

Commissioning report and 
acceptance documentation 

9/15/04 

12/15/04 

$750,000 

$500,000 

Total Payments $5,100,000 

~ P . ~  
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A F F I D A V I T  O F  C E R T I F I C A T I O N  

TO: 

RE: 

MAGALIE R. SALAS 
Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street N.E. 

Washington, DC 20426 

Crown Hydro, Project 11175 

As the majority parmer in Crown Hydro, LLC, I am committing up to $3 million 
dollars to the Crown Hydro project referenced above. This money is available now in the 
Wells Fargo Bank, Minneapolis as referenced from the attached letter dated March 12, 

2003. 

On instruments fi-om FERC authorizing project construction, these funds will be 
transferred to the existing Crown Hydro account and certified by Gary Lundeen, Certified 
Public Accountant, Crown's accountant for the project. These funds will be used with 
grant funds authorized by a grant from Xcel Energy for $5.1 million to the Crown 
project, and will be dispersed according to the Construction Milestones as represented in 

the grant agreement. 

I understand that I have certified to you under oath the foregoing and that the 
intention of this document is to legally bind me to commit the funds above described to 

this project. 

Wil l iam H. Hawks  

Sub~ri]2cd and sworn to before me 

this c [ ~  day of April, 2003. 

Sii~afia~ of Not~  Public 
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Prtv~e Asset Managemem 

MAC N9307-102 

7900 Xe~es Avenue South Suite 1000 

BIo~nington. MN 55431 

March 12, 2003 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

888 First Street N.E. 
Washington, DC 20426 

ATTN: Hydropower Division 
Mr. Moe Fayyed, Engineering & Jurisdiction 

Project: 11175 

Re: Crown Hydro, LLC 

Dear Mr. Fayyed: 
My name is Michael P. Deasey and I am a Vice President and Relationship 

Manger for Wells Fargo Private Client Services. Mr. William Hawks, a shareholder of  

the above referenced company, has been a valued customer of  Wells Fargo for over 15 

years. I am very familiar with Mr. Hawks' personal financial situation. Mr. Hawks has 
available funds in the sum of  $2,700,000. These funds are available upon the request o f  

Mr. Hawks for the construction and operation of  the Crown Hydro project. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at 

612-667-9988. 

,- Very truly y urs .  

Cc: Mr. William Hawks 

Crown Hydro, LLC 
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SCHEDULE A
RESPONSE TO FERC REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Crown Mill Hydroelectric Project – License Amendment Application

This document and its attachments include the Crown Hydro, LLC responses to the FERC Request for
Additional Information. The FERC requests are presented in this document in italics, and Crown Hydro
responses follow.

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.

Response:
The $10,200,000 estimated cost to construct from Crown Hydro’s April 30, 2015 amendment
application includes construction estimates as well as indirect costs such as legal, administrative,
and engineering expenses. This total cost to construct also includes approximately $350,000 in
contingent funding.

Crown Hydro has paid $6,500,000 to date in development costs. This includes approximately
$2,000,000 for the purchase and storage of the generating equipment, which is not included in the
$10,200,000 estimated cost to construct discussed above.

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

administrative and general costs.

Response:
The projected annual operations and maintenance costs are included in the following table.

Crown Hydroelectric Facility Projected Annual Operations and Maintenance Expenses

Operating Expense Description
Projected Annual
Operation Expense

Management $25,000
Operations & Maintenance (O&M) $75,000
Insurance Expense $20,000
Legal Expense $15,000
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Operating Expense Description
Projected Annual
Operation Expense

Accounting/Tax Consulting $20,000
Aquatic Resources Management (Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources) $15,000

FERC Hydropower Annual Fee $10,000
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Annual Lease $20,000
O&M Reserve $50,000

Total Projected Annual Operations and Maintenance Expense $250,000
Annual Debt Service $460,000
Annual Depreciation $500,000

Total Projected Annual Expense $1,210,000

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.

Response:
The estimated capital or annual costs associated with the environmental measures discussed in
Section 2.3.3 of Exhibit E are discussed in the table below:

Environmental Measure Description Comments
Management of Soils and Sediments during
Construction (Section 2.3.3.1)

The cost for the implementation of best
management practices (BMPs) during
construction activities are included in the
estimated construction cost of $10,200,000.
No specific amount of that total construction
cost is attributable to soil and sediment
management. The cost would be incurred
only during construction.

Aquatic Resources Corrective Measures
(Section 2.3.3.2)
Zebra Mussel Monitoring and Control The cost for implementing the Zebra Mussel

Monitoring and Control program is included
in the Aquatic Resources Management line
item in the Annual Operations and
Maintenance Costs in the response to Item 2.
The Zebra Mussel Monitoring and Control
program will be implemented on an annual
basis for the life of the project.
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Environmental Measure Description Comments
Implementation of BMPs during construction
to reduce the potential for sediment migration
and capture and release of fish within the
dewater zones.

Removal of trash and debris from the intake
trash rack.

The cost for this environmental measure is
included in the estimated construction cost of
$10,200,000. No specific amount of that total
construction cost is attributable to this
environmental measure. The cost would be
incurred only during construction.

The cost for this environmental measure is
included in the Annual Operations and
Maintenance Cost in the response to Item 2.
Trash and debris will be removed on an as
needed basis during every year of operation.
No specific amount is attributable to this
environmental measure.

Terrestrial Resources (Section 2.3.3.3)
Vegetation and Erosion Control Plan
Implementation

The implementation of the Vegetation and
Erosion Plan is included in the overall project
construction cost. No specific amount of that
total construction cost is attributable to this
environmental measure. The cost would be
incurred only during construction.

Recreational Resources (Section 2.3.3.4)
Interpretive Display

The cost for the development of an
interpretive display, which would require
approval of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
to grant public access, is unknown at this
time. The initial cost for the interpretive
display would be covered in the construction
contingency cost described in the Response
to Item 1. The cost would be incurred only
during construction. Any annual
maintenance of the interpretive display
would be covered in the annual O&M Reserve
described in Item 2 Response.

Cultural Resources (Section 2.3.3.5) In the unlikely event that historic period
artifacts or items of cultural significance are
discovered during construction, Crown Hydro
will follow the procedures outlined in
Minnesota Statute 307.08. The additional
cost incurred due to the improbable
discovery of historic period artifacts will be
covered within the contingency allowance
discussed in the response to Item 1. Any
annual costs for cultural resources
management will be covered by the annual
O&M Reserve described in the Item 2
Response.
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Aesthetic Resources (Section 2.3.3.6)
Operations during Mississippi River low flow
periods.

Crown will work with the other hydropower
facility operators in the immediate area to
develop an accord for the operation of the
combined facilities during low flow periods
(see the response to Item 11). Crown Hydro
has evaluated the economic feasibility of the
project and has accounted for the fact that it
may be required to reduce operation or even
cease operation altogether during low flow
periods. The cost to implement the low flow
operating plan is included in the annual O&M
costs.

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.

Response:
The updated financing plan for the project is presented in the table below:

Item Description Estimated Value
Project Cost
Development Costs (Legal, Administrative, and Engineering) $4,500,000
Cost of Generating Equipment $2,000,000
Estimated Construction Cost $10,200,000

Total Estimated Project Cost $16,700,000

Project Funding
Private Investor Funding $5,000,000
Renewable Development Fund Grant (RDF) $5,100,000
Bank Funding Letter of Interest $7,000.000

Total Project Funding (includes $400,000 contingency) $17,100,000

5. Please provide your proposed construction schedule and plan. Please include information on any

proposed detours, road closures, or temporary routes needed during construction.

Response:
The proposed construction schedule and plan is provided on Item 5 Attachment. The preliminary
schedule assumes an August 2016 start date. The project area will be closed to the public during
construction. Temporary access to Army Corps of Engineers facilities will be provided to and
coordinated with the Army Corps of Engineers.
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