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Minutes 

 
Kinni Corridor Project  
Agency Roundtable 
November 15, 2017 

 
 10:30 - 12:00 p.m. 

City Hall – Training Room  
 
 
 

The City of River Falls hosted a meeting of state and federal agencies interested in the Kinnickinnic River 
Corridor Plan and the pending licensing decision regarding the Junction Falls and Powell Falls hydro 
facilities.  
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
Buddy Lucero welcomed everyone to City Hall and each of the attendees introduced themselves. A list of 
those in attendance is attached. 
 
REVIEW OF AGENDA 
Mark Lobermeier provided a brief review of the agenda. 
 
PROJECT OVERVIEW 
Mark Lobermeier provided a handout describing the background of the Kinnickinnic River Corridor Plan 
and project milestones. He reviewed the project objectives and the three relicensing options under 
consideration by the Council.  
 
Mark also reviewed the results of the recently completed planning charrette, including design concepts 
for the Upper Kinni, Lower Kinni and Middle Kinni. Mark reviewed three design concepts developed for 
Lake George and two design concepts for Lake Louise. He also provided descriptions of the streetscape 
and river walk plans. 
 
Mark described the overall planning process and provided a schedule of next steps up to and through 
the Council’s February 27th meeting to make the relicensing decision. 
 
Dan Helsel (WDNR) asked about the criteria to be used by the City Council to make the decision. Mark 
described the draft decision matrix that the Corridor Committee was working with to help view the project 
across multiple factors. Randy Thoreson (NPS) questioned the status of the studies that were discussed 
by the original stakeholder group prior to FERC granting a license extension. Mark described the studies 
completed to date (which are on the project web site) and indicated that additional studies would occur 
as part of the relicensing or surrender process. Mark Harings (WDNR) asked about the limits of the 
corridor.  
 
AGENCY INPUT 
Mark Lobermeier opened the discussion by asking for input regarding regulatory issues, permitting 
processes, potential funding opportunities and suggestions/recommendations for the City. 
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Cheryl Laatsch (WDNR) asked if any wetland delineations had been completed. Mark Lobermeier indicated 
that no delineation were completed as part of the corridor planning process. Mark Harings cautioned that 
any delineation would only be applicable for five years. He suggested that the City take a hard look at 
potential wetland impacts. He had addressed this idea with City Engineer Reid Wronski, and the City will 
need to discuss further as the planning progresses.  
 
Randy Thoreson asked if we have opened a dialogue with FERC. Kevin Westhuis described the most recent 
correspondence with FERC regarding an update of the project schedule and decision timeline. Randy 
mentioned the FERC process, Form 80 etc. Kevin discussed the City’s intent to engage a consultant to assist 
with the licensing process. Lesley Brotowski (TRC), part of the consultant team, mentioned some high level 
discussions she has had with FERC, advising that the sooner conversations start with FERC the better, 
especially in a surrender process. Cheryl Laatsch agreed with Lesley, adding that the FERC record is ‘”slim”. 
 
Mike Rogney (WDNR) asked about the concepts and how the flood profiles were impacted by the three 
scenarios. He mentioned that completing a Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) map revision can be involved 
and costly. He also asked for clarification that if the dams remain in place that the City would continue to 
generate electricity. Mark Lobermeier concurred. Mark Harings mentioned that FERC’s authority would only 
apply to the project boundary. Cheryl Laatsch indicated that FERC will issue a license with socio-economic 
requirements and that other activities implemented by the City would still be subject to state permitting. Mark 
Lobermeier indicated that FERC will define the project boundary. Cheryl reminded the group the DNR 
authority does and will overlap with FERC. 
 
Mark Harings mentioned that in non-FERC dams, DNR authority covers the dam foot print, making reference 
to N.R. Chapter 31, so permitting would fall under NR Chapter 30. 
 
Dan Helsel suggested that going forward, we consider developing a list of activities along with a matrix of 
regulatory authority.  
 
Mark Harings asked about the potential lowering of Lake George and if wetland issues were anticipated. 
Nathan Campbell (USACE) indicated that there would likely be a federal regulatory question. Cheryl Laatsch 
suggested that there may be precedent with other similar reservoir draw down projects.  
 
Randy Thoreson mentioned the sediment study the City completed with InterFluve, and that other studies 
completed by UWRF had identified micro plastics in sediments. He expressed concern regarding sediments 
and impacts downstream to the St. Croix River. He believes that studies should not wait until after the 
decision in February. 
 
DISCUSSION 
Beth Norquist (WDNR) offered that a lot of the regulatory work will need to be complete before seeking 
funding. She believed the dam removal option would score well. She asked about defining other user 
groups and what activities would increase tourism. She recommend the City not lose focus on why people 
come to visit today. 
 
Nathan Campbell asked Beth to identify some of the DNR funding programs. Beth indicated that programs 
include both state and federal funding, specifically mentioning LAWCON (federal) which is 80% funded 
from off-shore drilling, Recreational Trails (federal) which involves typically 3 years, with $45,000 available 
in year one, and Stewardship (state) which is up for it’s third (authorization) renewal. Stewardship projects 
typically have a 20 year life expectancy, and are geared toward protection/preservation of land, and 
development of park and trails. Beth clarified that these programs are VERY competitive and typically 
involve a 50% local match. 
 
Dan Helsel mentioned other state Land Planning Grants.  
 
Mike Rogney indicated that because FERC has regulatory jurisdiction, the state Municipal Dam Grant 
would not be applicable to this project. In surrender, the project could be eligible for up to $50,000. 
 
Randy Thoreson suggested we look to American Rivers as a potential resource. 
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Nathan Campbell discussed the Continuing Authorization Program (CAP). He specifically identified the 
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Program, which does not include recreational elements. There can be up 
to $10 million in available funding that relies on USACE resources to complete the technical work. The 
technical effort includes the preparation of a feasibility report ($400 - $500,000) which includes $100,000 
federal and a 50/50 federal cost split for the remainder. Implementation is typically 65% federal/35% local. 
He reiterated that the focus would have to be on ecosystem restoration. Steve Clark (USACE) added that 
the analysis is completed in the feasibility study. He said that projects that area-oriented (acreage) typically 
score better than linear projects. He added that the Class I status of the resource is a benefit.  
 
Nick Utrup (USFWS) told the group that they have fish passage funds too but that USFWS usually doesn’t 
fund FERC projects. He mentioned that the rusty patch bumble bee areas tend to be a little downstream of 
the project.  
 
Mark Lobermeier asked Nathan Campbell to discuss the USACE Section 22 program. Nathan indicated 
that Section 22 is for study only and is completed by the USACE.  The program is 50/50 cost share and 
usually involves $100 - $200,000. Section 22 funds were used to complete the thermal modeling in 2003. 
Nathan also indicated that there may be some floodplain funding available.  
 
Dan Helsel expected new floodplain dollars in February of 2018. 
 
Brian Hatch inquired about grants for renewable energy projects. Cheryl Laatsch suggested looking to the 
Department of Energy. 
 
Randy Thoreson said that TEA21 may still have some application. 
 
SCHEDULE AND NEXT STEPS 
Mark distributed the overall project schedule and asked those in attendance how they would like to be 
involved in the relicensing process. 
 
Randy Thoreson would like a seat at the table, mentioning Section 7A – Wild and Scenic Rivers 
 
Cheryl Laatsch indicated that she and Dan Helsel will continue to be the City’s points of contact with 
WDNR. 
 
Nick Utrup mentioned that USFWS is the team lead for the Department of the Interior family. He would like 
to be at the table as well. He specifically mentioned the Endangered Species Act, indicating that there 
could be mussel impacts, thermal impacts etc. He expressed a preference for FERCs integrated process. 
 
Dan Helsel asked Chris Willger (WDNR) if the state would still require an environmental assessment (EA). 
Chris indicated that under the integrated analysis, it would fall under NR Section 31. She also believed that 
there may still need to be an environmental impact statement (EIS) especially in a dam removal scenario. 
She suggested that a robust file be created to demonstrate compliance with state requirements. 
 
Nathan Campbell stated if the USACE is involved, they would address the 404 permit and NEPA (National 
Environmental Policy Act). He believe their effort would satisfy the state EIS requirements. Steve Clark 
clarified that the USACE would not be heavily involved unless there was a dam removal.  
 
Cheryl Laatsch pointed out that the process will depend on which agency takes a lead role in the removal if 
that is the path the City chooses.  
 
Nick Utrup questioned Steve Clark about the need for an EA. Steve said he is assuming FERC will step 
aside in a removal scenario, and also that a FERC EA cant satisfy the requirements of the USACE, 
USFWS, etc. 
 
Cheryl Laatsch mentioned there is a role for Public Service of Wisconsin that could trigger an EA. Lesley 
Brotowski concurred. 
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Mark Lobermeier asked Cheryl Laatsch to expand on her earlier comment about which agency would take 
a lead role in removal. Cheryl clarified that FERC can still be the lead in the process and that it is their 
decision.  
 
Nick Utrup asked if the license would go up for sale if the City decides not to relicense. Lesley Brotowski 
confirmed that this would be the process and she discussed how FERC might advertise the license. Buddy 
Lucero expressed interest proposing a specific timeline for a post surrender removal. Nick Utrup referred 
the City back to the letter previously submitted by USFWS during the license extension process.  
 
Buddy Lucero questioned if FERC will allow all the time necessary to complete the required studies, apply 
for funding, etc.Cheryl Laatsch suggested the City look at recent presentations on the “National Hydro 
Power” and “Hydro Vision” wed sites. She emphasized that in FERC’s integrated process, there is NO 
wiggle room. She advised that if the integrated process is chosen, the City needs to work backwards from 
the August 2020 submittal deadline. 
 
Dan Helsel indicated that WDNR has a great deal of information related to fisheries and water data and 
that the City should request the information. Cheryl Laatsch indicated that all of this information will be 
needed in the Pre Application Document that is due to FERC on August 31, 2018. 
 
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting adjourned around 12:15 pm. 
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Attendees: 
 
Cheryl Laatsch, WDNR (FERC) 
Dan Helsel, WDNR  
Beth Norquist, WDNR (Grants) 
Heath Benike, WDNR (Fisheries) 
Mark Harings, WDNR (Waterways) 
Mark Hazuga, WDNR (Water Quality) 
Michael Rogney, WDNR (Dam Safety) 
Michelle Asher, WDNR (Stormwater) 
Chris Williger, WDNR 
Nick Utrup, US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Nathan Campbell, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Steve Clark, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Randy Thoreson, National Parks Service 
Kevin Westhuis, City of River Falls 
Brian Hatch, City of River Falls 
Buddy Lucero, City of River Falls 
Lesley Brotowski, TRC 
Mark Lobemeier, SEH 
 


