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February 13, 2004

Mr. Tom Jereb,  Power Generation
February 17, 2004

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

245 Market Street

P.O. Box 770000

San Francisco, CA 94177

Sub:  Davis Hydro Rock Creek Diversion Dam Project

Reg:  Conceptual Review by PG&E of Project / Compensation

Ref:  T.J. Letter Dated 1/27/04 received 2/5/04, Meeting Rancho Cordova, 1/30/04

Ref:  T.J. Letter dated 2/12/04

Dear Tom:

Thank you for your letters, your attendance at the January 30th meeting, and your informal help with this project to date.  At your suggestion, I have had informal meetings with various PG&E staff members concerning this project to look for early “red lights” or clear problems.  Members of your firm have cooperated fully and have provided this information, for which I am grateful.  Only a “caution light” was found, getting the power out of the valley. 

Compensation:

I have forwarded the requested funds to Ms. Wallace and would like to assure you that additional funds will be available to compensate PG&E staff as needed.  I enclose the requested agreement signed without modification.  My only concern is that the “Requests for Review” (Page 2) be discussed together with bounds placed on the work item, and that we agree in a written note with bounds to be placed on what is to be done.  You need the flexibility to do the work, so this will not be withheld, and I need to confine the work to the correct level of detail for economy.  To date, I am pleased to compensate you for attending the meeting and providing your excellent review.  No further work is needed at this point until I respond to the data you provided at the meeting. 

 I would like to state clearly that it is understood by me, on behalf of Davis Hydro, that all partial reviews such as we are discussing are assumed to be non-comprehensive, incomplete, and by no means definitive.  No comments made by you or any staff member during these conceptual reviews remotely suggest that they are exhaustive, definitive, complete or even vaguely permissive until we get to specific agreed places in the process.  The first specific place might address the question of reserving transmission access to move the power out of the valley.  At the end of some further conceptual engineering reviews, I will ask for a Comprehensive Review, which would form the basis of going ahead after licensing.  At that time we should include your “cultural/resource/environmental studies/land & water rights and address the easements and legal issues”.  This should presently free us to discuss the project collaboratively up to that point, while compensating you for your time,  such as at the January 30th meeting.

You indicate in your February 12th letter that upon receipt of Davis Hydro funds “the Company will begin review of your proposal”.  I make no such request at this time, and request that the Company as a whole, not review the proposal now.  Similarly, I did not request that Mr. Cordone spend 7 hours on the project at this time.  I request that in the future we discuss staff time as suggested under the Agreement’s §3.  The Stage 1 Consultation Package is not a proposal.  What you were sent is a proposed design for state and federal agency review, to see what studies will be required by them.  By extension, the plan presented in the submission should be reviewed by you at a conceptual level as the Agreement suggests at §2, “safety, operation, maintenance, environment, or reliability”.  Your comments, as always, have been useful, and I appreciate your attending the meeting.  I will be sending updated conceptual designs, and look forward to your comments.

Timeliness

You are correct in that I have not discussed this project with any PG&E staff for about two years.  This was in accord with our agreement that I would not waste PG&E’s time in general if the project were not going forward.  When Governor Davis destroyed the green power market, the ISO small power market in Enron shambles, draconian trash rack criteria in place, PG&E in bankruptcy, and the price of natural gas in the cellar, the project was not going forward, so I didn’t bother any of your staff once initial concerns had been aired.  Today, we have the Renewable Portfolio Standard, a new governor, high Natural Gas Prices, and more knowledge about the impact of trash racks , turbines, and jet releases on fish.  The project makes more sense today.

PG&E Concerns:

We have discussed the concerns in the intervention informally, and in the FERC meeting.  They are all valid, and in summary, I believe, we can provide the following responses to your concerns

Safety of dam:  I believe we can improve the safe operation of the dam by providing your operating staff more status and security information in real time via WEB cams and data telemetry, than is available presently. 

Safety of Electrical Service in the NFF valley:  this has been discussed with your distribution staff, and may require some engineering due to the remoteness of the site.  This is the call and concern of your Distribution Engineering staff. 

Security of the FERC 1962 Settlement Agreement:  no interference is foreseen by any party.

Security of PG&E Power Generation at Rock Creek:  Davis Hydro has offered to help to slightly increase the power produced through careful flow measurement and good telemetry.

Water quality:  the proposed plant operation will improve the water quality by lowering the water temperature slightly, and decreasing the possibility of gas super-saturation in the plunge pool.

Expense Compensation:  Davis Hydro agrees to compensate PG&E for any net costs incurred as Permittee.  Specifically, there may be Permittee services provided to PG&E that would offset possible expenses.

Next Steps: 

In response to the conceptual drawings submitted, you have brought forward a requirement for water to keep sediment away from the 5’ gate supply ducts.  This is a useful response to the conceptual drawings presented and Davis Hydro will respond to the new information with a new arrangement as stated during the meeting.  Davis Hydro appreciates the collaboration, and requests that if any other significant design criteria beyond those in Attachment 1 to this letter come to light, please share them informally in a timely manner.

At the meeting you also showed briefly an incomplete bathymetric drawing of the Rock Creek reservoir.  You indicated during the meeting, the drawing would be available when completed with your written comments.  I request to review the data (preferred) or map when available.  On the other hand, I have spent many years doing very high resolution seismic profiling and bathymetry with a large number of instruments – some partially of my own design - for Ocean Engineering, Ocean Systems, Geomex, BP, EG&G, Klein, Chance, and a few other firms.  I will be pleased to help with your river or lake mapping at no cost to PG&E. 

Davis Hydro will be submitting new drawings for conceptual review as the result of your input at the January 30th meeting.  From that meeting, we recognize the following PG&E design detail concerns mentioned in Attachment 1 to this letter.  At this time please do not review “job description”(page 2 of agreement), “cultural/resource/ environmental studies”, “land/water rights”, “researching and granting easements, and legal issues”.  We do not anticipate insuperable easement, water rights, or legal issues if the project makes engineering and environmental sense.  We will focus on the issues you raised at the January 30th meeting and see if we can design a project that not only makes sense, but that is in everyone’s interest.

Respectfully,

Richard D. Ely

Davis Hydro

Principal

cc: 
RC Web Site 

Attachment I

Detailed Design Concerns identified beyond those Stated in Intervention:
Operation:

· The 5’ diameter inlets must be kept clear of mud and debris.  It is expected that this will be done with flows through the 30 fish release duct whose entrance is physically slightly lower than the drum gate inlets.  Belief was expressed by Mr.  Jereb that the silty sediment in front of dam is now thought to be “in equilibrium”.

· Synchronous bypass is requested, or a clear indication as to how flow will be maintained at all times.  The SCADA control system at the Rock Creek dam is incomplete.  It is not yet possible to operate the gate and valve remotely.  Radial Gate is controlled by reservoir level.  30” fish release is controlled locally for constant flow.

· Ramp Rates must be carefully watched.  

· Concern about inundation at high water with maximum flow about 100,000 cfs. 
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