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 May 9th, 2005

Office of the Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

825 North Capitol Street, N.E.

Washington, D. C. 20426

RE: Permit P-12494

Dear FERC: 

The following is:  Progress Report # 1  Preliminary Permit- FERC 12494.

Progress Report 1:

This Report covers the six-month period ending   4/08/05, and encompassing work done in response to the First Stage Consultation meeting April 18th, 2004 on FERC Project 11866 – The Rock Creek Project (a directly -related antecedent project). 

General Discussion:

The following progress has been made during the first period of this project.  Documentation for all aspects including current  discussion 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”) 

Physical Site Investigation:

The engineering has been extensive.  We have visited the dam both independently and as a guest of PG&E over the past 9 months and have had excellent access on request, and cooperation from PG&E.  The visits were scheduled during operation activities on the dam, which were graciously extended to allow our investigations and measurements.  We have received informal and engineering assistance from numerous PG&E personnel, including environmental, geotechnical, FERC compliance, distribution engineering, and power purchasing experts.  Further detailed understanding of the site and its sensitivities has been gathered through discussions with relevant regulatory agencies and attendance at ongoing PG&E Environmental Review Committee meetings. 

Presently, PG&E is studying the feasibility of exporting 600 Hp power from the site.  We have been informed that a slightly lower level is most likely feasible but that the 600 Hp level needs further study.  We have requested that study. 

No formal review of the setting design or equipment has been made by PG&E.  As soon as we know what equipment is electrically feasible at the site, we will complete the equipment list and submit it to PG&E for review and conceptual design acceptance.  At the same time we will distribute the list to the appropriate agencies for their review, and request comments from all parties. 

Equipment: 

In response to California Fish and Game we have investigated “fish friendly” turbines and not yet found any of the new Alden or similar design that would fit or could be adapted to the small size and small space available at this site.  After a literature review, we have at this time tentatively chosen a Francis design that has close tolerances, large buckets and modest speed.  This design will pass juvenile fish up to about 9 inches long.  The overall project design is smaller than originally conceived due to information we have received from PG&E distribution engineering, indicating that there are limitations in getting the power out of the valley.

Dam Operation

The setting design addresses PG&E’s concerns about dam operation, safety, and FERC compliance with their new license.  The design shown on the Web site illustrates the turbine in a section of the dam that was used for access, operation and support of lower gates that are now abandoned.  The equipment location is out of the way of all current and contemplated operations and will not interfere with PG&E’s operations under any conditions.  

The proposal is similar to, only much smaller than, a plan in this area of the dam filed by PG&E with the FERC in August 1985.  The plan is to install a simple tap off of PG&E’s existing dam base “river release” conduit through the dam.  The tap drops down through a concrete floor to the old dam gate corridor, which will be expanded slightly to accommodate a new turbine sunk into the floor.  From the turbine, a draft tube drops directly into an unused lower gate exit conduit, about 7 feet below the turbine.
  This is an extremely compact and carefully fitted 600 HP installation.  Waste generator heat rejection will occur through the natural chimney effect of the 90’ shaft directly above the turbine.  Noise should be tolerable as there is no transmission.  There are no works of any kind in the areas of gate operation or access.  A new 270’ transmission and data communication line will cross from the control building to the central pier.  A data/control line will connect to PG&E’s control panel in the diversion gatehouse for their use.  A new prefabricated Rotondo type control building will be built in the end of the existing parking area.   Telephone access is available on-site, but reported to be of poor quality.  We expect to install a satellite based SCADA system for all functions and will provide satellite telemetry and control access for PG&E operations from anywhere, should they wish.

PG&E is concerned about water release compliance under the terms of their license.  We will discuss with the FERC the assumption of that responsibility.  If this is not transferred, there should be little influence on their current operations.  Since the hydropower is a tap into their conduit after their flow gauge, they should be able to continue their operations exactly as they are now, with no change in control program or wiring.  The hydropower acts like a large diversion out of their pipe after the flow gauge and before their control butterfly valve. 

Market Investigation:

The state is beginning to encourage green power in various ways.  There are opportunities and marketing is not considered insuperable at this time. 

Environmental Investigations:

We have conferred informally with the California Department of Water Resources, National Forest Service (lead federal agency), USFWS, and the California Fish and Game.  We have held the Stage 1 consultation meeting and are currently undertaking investigations requested in that meeting.  During that meeting PG&E outlined their concerns  - primarily concerning maintaining flow through the 30” conduit at all times.  We have addressed that concern and our design shows a way to increase that flow.  Further we have presented discussion papers to PG&E’s geotechnical engineers on ways to increase sediment transport through he dam.  We will continue to work with PG&E and interested state agencies on these ideas.

California Fish and Game has asked us for a comprehensive review of fish screens and their applicability.  This work is underway.  Discussion was raised during the Stage 1 meeting about gas super-saturation at the dam.  Davis Hydro volunteered to do some preliminary investigations.  These were completed and it was found that the dam release mechanism actually decreased gas saturation in the water.  This report is published on the Davis Hydro website. 

Discussions have taken place concerning property boundaries between PG&E and the adjoining National Forest addressing concerns about this project and recreation efforts under Project 1962.  David Hydro assisted PG&E surveyors to determine that line and is currently providing minor assistance in developing recreation access below the dam.  

Specific Article 8 Items:

I certify that copies of this letter will be mailed prior to Friday May 13th 2005 to Mr. Jim Canaday of the State Water Resources Control Board, 1001 I Street, P.O. Box 2000, Sacramento, CA  95812-2000.

Numerous informal meetings have taken place with all interested parties.  The first stage consultation meeting has been completed.

Anticipated Date of Submitting License: 6/30/06.

1. Studies

The following work items were derived from the Stage 1 Consultation meeting that took place 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. 


· Mr. Williamson, representing Interior, generally emphasized the need for 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.  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 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 and suggested by the literature. 


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

· This is being undertaken.


· 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 is studying transmission limitations in the area, and whether 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. 

2. Summary of Agency Consulting:

Formal Stage 1 consultation meeting has taken place in April of last Year.  Minutes circulated and copies of corrected minutes with tape forwarded to the FERC.  Numerous informal meetings with all interested parties have taken place.  We attend most FERC project 1962 ERC meetings that are directly applicable to our project. 

3. Investigations in the next 6 months:

· Preliminary engineering will be concluded with the return of comments from PG&E’s Distribution Engineering staff.  When those are incorporated, along with further investigations into any better fish friendly turbines, a formal agreement-in-principle will be sought with PG&E.

4.  Summary of consultations:

Extensive:

· Formal request has been made to PG&E to review interconnection possibilities. 

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

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

5. Assessment of feasibility of the project.

This project is becoming more feasible as the price of power increases. 
Schedule of Study Tasks:  No dates are currently available, however the cultural/archaeological/historical work will commence with the agreement in principle with PG&E. 

Economic Viability

Ongoing and improving. 

Project Possibility

A letter has been received from PG&E indicating the conditions under which they will consider development of the site.  These are acceptable.  Currently, we have enabled the agreement with the requested deposit against engineering expenses. 

Environmental/Historical

These studies will commence formally with an 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 the next page.

Respectfully,  

[image: image1.wmf]
Richard D. Ely, Permitee

cc  
Canaday


Notice to all Parties  of availability of this report on WEB. 



Attachment I

Tentative Schedule









As of May 12, 2005

Process 


June 16th –19th     
Distribution of design derived from power export limitations


June 30th    

Submission to PG&E of request for a comprehensive review of plan


July 2005  

Power Point presentation to PG&E  (if requested) 


July 2005 

PG&E review


August 2005

PG&E conditions and acceptance in principle 


 September 2005
Engineering changes and agreements with PG&E

Engineering: 


May 30th 2005  - 
Expected study return from PG&E Distribution Engineering


June 15th 2005 

Completion of redesign within power limitations of site


June 15th – June 29th 
Project description and proposal preparation for PG&E. 

Environmental 


June 1 


Start of cultural/historical work


June 30 

Completion of CFG review of fish screens 


June 15th 

Completion of fish-friendly turbine options


August 2005 

Cultural/archaeological/historical studies


August 

Other studies as needed 


September 2005 
Submit studies to agencies


September 2005 
Second stage consultation

� PG&E’s original plan was to excavate all this area down around the lower conduit and use the water coming through the (now abandoned) lower gates for hydropower. 
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