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 April 1, 2007

Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street, N.E.

Washington, D. C. 20426

RE: 
                                    Rock Creek Diversion Dam Project 

FERC PROJECT-12494

Dear Madam Secretary

Progress Report 5

This report covers the six-month period ending 3/31/07, and focuses on continuing work since last Fall.

Introduction

The following progress has been made during this period of the project.  Documentation of all aspects, including current discussion on design, can be found on the Davis Hydro WEB site:

     http://www.davishydro.com/Hydro/RC_files/rockcreek.htm






(Most plans should be printed at 11x17”) 

Progress

We are continuing to wait on PG&E to respond to a request for a lease submitted a year and a half ago.  We continue to receive informal and engineering assistance from numerous PG&E personnel.  Mr. Zemke at PG&E has been especially helpful.  We are attending the PG&E Project 1962 ERC meetings.  What is missing is some minor engineering support to address needed improvement to the dam and this project.  We believe this project is simple, constructive and will make PG&E look good meeting FERC objectives. 

The Fall of 2005, we submitted to PG&E a draft Agreement in Principle (See Previous Progress reports ).  PG&E is still reviewing and modifying that document.  No insuperable problems are anticipated.  We have offered to work with PG&E and fit hydro into ongoing engineering and sediment transport concerns at the dam.  We have indicated to Mr. A. Soneda of PG&E that we must go ahead with the license due to timing on the preliminary permit.  Mr. Soneda has also indicated informally that it will be difficult for PG&E to approve hydropower at the dam due to their concerns about meeting minimum flow requirements.  The controls at the dam are being re-engineered at this time to improve the situation. We continue to be hopeful for several reasons:

· Our project would not possibly interfere with PG&E’s release requirements, 

· We could help PG&E with independent flow monitoring better than the present system,

· We can work with PG&E geotechnical staff to affect a solution to sediment and debris build-up.

Market Investigation:

The CPUC remains in violation of PURPA by not offering avoided cost rates for new projects, but as the federal law has no teeth the state continues to thump on the Green power drum in public while choking it off by providing no new PURPA contracts..  It is difficult for us to interpret California’s complete lack of interest in new renewable generation as indicated by this inaction.

Environmental Investigations:

We continue to work with the Project 1962 Ecological Review Committee.  We have several environmental projects to work on with PG&E that will help their License compliance at lower cost to ratepayers.  We will move forward with these when permitted under the Agreement in Principle.

Specific Article 8 Items:

I certify that copies of this letter will be mailed prior on Friday April 27st  2007, to the new (as yet unappointed) project FERC COORDINATOR of the State Water Resources Control Board, 1001 I Street, P.O. Box 2000, Sacramento, CA  95812-2000.

Anticipated date of submitting license application remains: 9/30/07.

1. Studies (summaries to date) :

The following work items were derived from the Stage 1 Consultation meeting that took place on April 18th , 2004.

· Mr. M. Taylor, representing the Forest Service, requested assistance with project boundary definition along Route 70 in the dam area. 

· This has been provided.  Work on a new recreation area is being undertaken.  Mr. Williamson, representing Interior, generally emphasized the need for this public assess below the dam.



· Davis Hydro has provided surveying and design assistance on proposals in this area and is continuing to work with Plumas county and the Forest Service on request.


· Mr. Jereb of PG&E had several concerns – focusing somewhat on water passage through the 30” conduit, but extending to other areas of liability and operations including sediment transport through the facility to allow for reliable drum gate operation.

· These concerns form the design basis of our project that is presented on the WEB site and is under discussion with PG&E.  Reliable water release techniques were of special concern in the project design.  Davis Hydro released two discussion papers on these subjects, which have formed the basis of ongoing geotechnical and operations discussions with PG&E staff.  The white papers and project design are accessible on our web site.


· Mr. Theiss of NOAA requested that “fish-friendly” turbines be considered. 

· Davis Hydro is investigating every possibility, and if the Alden design or other similar designs prove unavailable or infeasible, we will use a low speed Francis turbine, with close fitting large buckets as suggested by the literature.  To date we have found no reasonable commercial turbine that will not be an uneconomical prototype.


· Mr. Cox of CFG asked that a comprehensive report of all applicable studies and monitoring plans be prepared.  

· This is being undertaken.  PG&E has been helpful in this task. This is currently being discussed with California Fish and Game, in particular, we have recently been discussion potential impacts and options with Ms. L. Powers of CFG.


· Mr. Theiss asked for a report on expected mortality of fish passing through the turbines.  

· Davis Hydro will prepare a report to provide that information.


· A group discussion generated a question on total gas saturation below the dam from the jet release.  Davis Hydro volunteered to do a site investigation to see if there were indications of a problem.

· This study has been done, the report was prepared and distributed, and is available on the Davis Hydro Web site.  No problem was found.

· Currently PG&E has completed the transmission limitations in the area, and has tentatively decided that a 600 Hp. generator can be handled by the distribution/transmission system in the area.

· Informal work is proceeding with PG&E on release control and sediment transport in the area.  We have participated in, and observed sediment transport studies being carried out by PG&E staff. 

2. Summary of Agency Consulting

We attend most FERC project 1962 Ecological Resources Committee (ERC) meetings that are directly applicable to our project.  We have been consulting with California Fish and Game for the past 3 months on fisheries issues.  They have advised to finished up the consultation process.  Other than these no new agency meetings have taken place.

3. Investigations in the next 6 months:

· We hope to complete all consultation studies as discussed above and undertake the Phase 2 consultation.

4.  Summary of consultations:

Consultation this period has been primarily limited to PG&E engineering and management. 

· We are working with CDFG on fisheries issues. 

· We are awaiting on PG&E for the agreement.

· Attendance at Project 1962 ERC meetings has kept applicant up to date on all environmental concerns.

· Informal discussions continue with PG&E operations, geotechnical, electrical, power, and engineering staff.

5. Assessment of feasibility of the project.

This project is becoming more feasible as the price of power increases, assuming the CPUC will comply with Federal Law and rule favorably on sub-megawatt QF sales.  It becomes less feasible as PG&E continues to delay responding positively to what is a rather simple project that will have no interference with their operations.

Schedule of Study Tasks:  No dates are currently available, however the cultural/archaeological/historical work will commence after the Agreement in Principle with PG&E.  We continue to expect this to be very soon.

Economic Viability (No change)

Ongoing and improving.

Project Possibility (no change) 

A letter has been received from PG&E indicating the conditions under which they will consider development of the site.  These are acceptable.  Since that letter, referenced in Progress Report 1, we have had two significant meetings with PG&E discussing engineering and legal details.  There has been agreement on all principles.

Environmental/Historical  (no change) 

These studies will commence formally with the Agreement in Principle with PG&E.  We have completed the total dissolved gas super-saturation report, and a preliminary draft of our fish screening study.  The investigation of fish-friendly turbines is in data collection phase as part of our preliminary technical feasibility study.  

The Historical/Cultural study is expected to be simple as all works are on an existing dam and its parking area.

Summary:

Momentum on this project is picking up dramatically with the increasing price of power and numerous indications by PG&E that they will consider the project constructively.  With these facts in mind, the project schedule is shown on Attachment I.

Respectfully,  
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Richard D. Ely, Permitee
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Notice to all Parties of availability of this report on WEB. 

Attachments: 

I Schedule 

cc: 
Davis Hydro web site


SWRCB – FERC Coordinator - 

ATTACHMENT I

Rock Creek Diversion Dam Project

Tentative Schedule








As of March 31, 2007

Process


September 2007 
License application submission 

Engineering


April 15  2007 

Drawings to PG&E for their review

Environmental


30 May, 2007 
Completion of Stage 1 consultation studies


May 2007 

Completion of cultural/archaeological/historical studies


May 2007 

Stage II consultation, 401 application
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