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Dear Sirs:

The enclosed notes are for review and comment by the attendees of the above meeting.  This draft is for distribution to meeting participants only.  The purpose of these notes is to summarize the significant points raised during the Stage 1 Consultation Meeting.  When corrected, it will be made public and forwarded with the recordings to the FERC. 

Davis Hydro requests that any corrections, inadequacies, inaccuracies, or incomplete statements be reported to the applicant within 30 days from this notice.  Please forward corrections by e-mail to hydro@davis.com .  Please request an e-mail receipt on all significant e-mails.

Respectfully, 

Davis Hydro

                                                 February 18th, 2004

Dick Ely,

Principal

__________________

Rock Creek Retrofit Project, FERC No. 11866

Stage 1 Consultation Session 

January 30, 2004

Notice:  

This meeting was held on January 30, 2004 to solicit directions for further studies from the state and federal agencies.  Study Plans were circulated to all appropriate state and federal agencies including the site owner PG&E, and interveners in the Preliminary Permit.  CDs containing the plans and filing were sent or were offered to all Project 1962 ERC committee members, and a notice of the meeting was circulated to the entire Project 1962 service list (other than Legislators) directing their attention to the plans and documents on the Davis Hydro web site.  All were requested to submit their e-mail or physical addresses if they wished to be contacted further or to be placed on the service list.  Some did, and the current service list is a composite of required agency officials, interveners, the dam owner PG&E, and other entities that asked to be included.  The current service list with addenda is posted on the Rock Creek Project section of Davis Hydro’s web site, DavisHydro.com.


DRAFT NOTES

Meeting Objective and Meeting Summary

The meeting objective was to define studies that need to be completed prior to license application.  By extension, the meeting also elicited the dam owner and intervener, PG&E to air their responses and concerns to the submitted plans.

Meeting Participants:

PG&E
 
Tom Jereb and Andy Cordone (RC dam operator)

CDF&G

Carson Cox 

NOAA Fisheries

Eric Thiess

Davis Hydro 

Richard Ely

State Water Control Board 
Jim Canaday 

National Park Service

William Williamson

 representing DOI

Discussion started with the statement that the meeting was being recorded, and introductions were made for the record.  Ely reported briefly on correspondence and prior meetings.  A brief report was made by Mr. Ely on related correspondence which had been received from Mike Taylor of USFS and Eric Theiss of NOAA.  {Additional correspondence had been received from Sharon Stone of SWRCB, and John Gangemi, Conservation Director of American Whitewater}.  Mr. Ely stated the intent of the meeting and the meeting opened for comments.  Mr. Jereb requested an agenda.  Mr. Ely indicated that this meeting has only one item  - the identification of studies that need to be undertaken at the request of the state and federal agencies, prior to license application.

It was reported that the Forest Service had asked for assistance in defining the forest boundary in the project area, as this project is half on PG&E’s land and half on Forest Service land. A discussion of the recreational benefits of increasing access was held.  Prior informal consultation was reported to have taken place by Davis Hydro including meetings with PG&E, Forest Service, NFWS, SWRCB, and several different members of California Fish and Game.  Ely concluded his opening remarks with the comment that fish appeared to be the key, if not sole, issue at the site of this retrofit project.  

Mr. Williamson and Mr. Cox discussed the importance of hardhead, which might be listed as an endangered species, and the importance of not harming the game fish.  Mr. Williamson continued with a discussion of the need for possible access for boat and angling opportunities below the dam.  A discussion of the same issue with Mike Taylor of the FS, and correspondence from interveners, was reported by Ely on this subject.   Questions of boundaries and budgets were mentioned. 

Mr. Jereb, stating PG&E’s concerns, opened a substantive discussion with a description of the current releases from the dam.  A major concern was raised about insuring adequate flow through the 30“ center river release outlet to keep sediment from building in the area below, and around the water intakes for the drum gates just above this inlet.  Currently, flows up to 140 CFS are needed for this task.  Mr. Jereb indicated that it was felt that the Rock Creek reservoir sediment profiles were in equilibrium at this time.  Extensive discussion of this fine sediment and the need for heavier sediments and gravels ensued.  The condition of the beds in the main stem habitat was discussed.

Principal Fish Discussion: 
Mr. Thiess indicated that anadromous fish might be returned to this river, and that “fish friendly turbines” should be considered.  Mr. Ely reported on a conversation and series of e-mails with Dr. Peter Moyle, undertaken at the suggestion of Mr. Cox, that discuss the limiting factors for fish, primarily hardhead and trout in these reaches.  Mr. Ely reported Dr. Moyle’s opinion that the habitat for hardhead and game fish is limited by the lack of shoal gravel beds in the main stem of the River.  Further discussions with Dr. Moyle had indicated that the best use of these reaches was as a Put and Take Fishery.  Mr. Cox asked Mr. Ely for copies of the e-mails.  (These will be forwarded when permission from Dr. Moyle is obtained.)

Mr. Theiss asked further about the riverbed, and a brief discussion of gravel ensued leading to agreement that the fines from the top of the settlement area under the upstream face of the dam were of limited value to augment stream habitat.  There was again consensus that there was little habitat in the main stem of the river and that for hardhead and trout alike, the main spawning areas were the tributaries.  Mr. Cox asked about ongoing and current fish studies covering this site.  Mr. Ely offered a brief summary of previous and ongoing work.  Mr. Cox asked that a comprehensive report of all applicable studies and monitoring plans be prepared. 

Discussion continued on various aspects of fish in the river.  In regard to the proposed Rock Creek Retrofit project, Mr. Theiss asked what would be the effects of the project.  Mr. Ely suggested that there would be about a 10 % mortality of juveniles that passed through the turbines.  It was, in his opinion, unlikely that any healthy adult game fish or hardhead would go near a trash rack due to its unnatural nature.  Discussion ensued on fish habitat in this area, with fish breeding areas in the tributaries and the main stem rather barren.  Mr. Ely reported on his experience with small hydro on trout streams in the northeast.  Mr. Theiss asked for a report on expected mortality of fish passing through the turbines.  Mr. Ely agreed to provide a report of that information.

Discussion ensued concerning the current jet method of river release through the Rock Creek dam and possible disease from total dissolved gas supersaturation from the jet.  PG&E suggested that most water landed on the dam.  Mr. Ely offered to sample informally the O2 partial concentration under the jet. 

An “adaptive management plan” was mentioned by Mr. Cox as a probable licensing path. 

Discussion of Dam Operations: 
Mr. Jereb asked for further specifics of what was proposed.  Ely responded that Davis Hydro was applying for up to about 2 MW of capacity, with the actual amount and detailed design determined by factors that would come out of this and subsequent meetings.  Further discussion ensued of the need for 140 cfs through the 30” fish release gates, to keep the 60 inch drum gate entrances clear.

Mr. Cordone offered a comprehensive description of the control systems within the dam to regulate the flow.  The operator problem is primarily the changing flow with the changing water level upstream of the dam.  The following methods are used:


The 30” release is controlled with a gate valve.  There is an ultrasonic flow meter on the pipe and the flow is controlled locally to maintain a constant flow through the dam below the 60” gate entrance inlets.


The sluice gate is controlled automatically in response to changing water level so as to maintain constant flow through the sluice gate. Settings are changed about 10 times per year. 

Extended discussion ensued on how the Davis Hydro project would operate.  A synchronous bypass was requested of Davis hydro.  Ely stated that PG&E would {or could} operate their dam and the DH project at all times.  Concern was expressed about increased cost.  Ely suggested that it would be easier to maintain flow and that Davis Hydro would provide controls to operate all equipment remotely.  He stated that it would be easier to operate the dam with an additional “valve” for the operators.  

Concern was briefly raised about reliability of controllers in moist areas.  There was further discussion on Davis Hydro’s offer to supply accurate sub-cfs accuracy metering of total flow through the dam.  PG&E expressed little interest in the flow data.

Woody Debris/Trash Rack Debris:

There was a discussion of trash rack debris removal as currently practiced.  Debris is taken to Rogers Flat.  It was suggested during the meeting {and in later post meeting conversation} that woody trash will be minimal except during storms. Davis Hydro expressed a plan to return woody waste to stream for habitat.  

Brief discussion addressed the narrow space available on the dam top. There is limited space to return debris to the stream, or for other engineering.  Discussion was held about inundation and floods in general in the NFF valley, with 100,000 cfs maximum observed flow data provided by Williamson.

Process & Policy 
Mr. Canaday indicated that it was the clear policy of the state to encourage retrofitting these dams for small hydro.  He discussed the CEQA exemption, and the “fast track” provisions in the State Water Plan. 

Mr. Canaday and Mr. Jereb discussed California Water Rights Permits.  It was stated that Davis Hydro had applied for a water diversion permit at this site and it was pending.

In the course of the previous discussions Mr. Jereb, on behalf of PG&E, reiterated issues raised in prior discussions and letters:


A $5,000 deposit is needed to pay for engineering review


A transmission study is needed to plan how to get power out of the valley
Approximately a 10% dam-site lease fee will be expected

Operations and upgrading the dam control system need to be addressed

Upcoming site improvements were discussed in general.

Further Work
The following work items and submittals have been requested at this point by or for agencies: 

· (CFG)

Comprehensive up to date Fish Studies Report

· (NOAA)
Fish Turbine Passage Mortality Report




Copies of NFF related e-mails from Dr. Moyle 


(USFS)
Assistance with cadastral boundary survey at and below dam

· (NOAA

 & CFG) 
Detailed consideration of “fish friendly” turbines

{Additional requests are expected from FS}.

By or for PG&E as owner & intervener:


Funds for engineering review


Transmission Access Study


Addressing of sediment build-up near 60 inch gate conduits


Suggested design for operations


Response to coming letter

{Additional requests have been received from other interveners}.

Handouts and Talking Documents

· PG&E – Black and Veatch Drawing 373182 with hand notes showing arrangement of outlets through dam were made available to all.

· Davis Hydro – single copies of additional small site photos and copies of plans.

· PG&E showed briefly a draft bathymetric map of the Rock Creek reservoir.

