Appendix 3: Russian River Water Project

Key to the development of Sonoma County and Cloverdale was an adequate source of
drinking water and protection from floods. The Cloverdale City Council and the
Cloverdale Chamber of Commerce were both interested in the Russian River as a source
of water and recreation. Dave Davini took a leadership role in assuring support to build
the Coyote Dam and other projects that protected the city’s water rights and gave the
city a strong voice in development of the river.

A. 1948 Proposed Plan for Improvement of Flood Control and Allied Purposes on
Russian River. The first Russian River comprehensive plan to control the flows
of the river and provide for future agricultural irrigation and municipal water
supplies was developed in 1947 and 1948. Dave Davini took a keen interest in
seeing the plan move forward, and he helped build cooperation among
regional governmental agencies to make financing possible for suggested
projects.

B. 1954 Control and Use of Russian River Water. The second comprehensive plan
for the Control and Use of Russian River Water was developed by the Sonoma
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District in 1953 and 1954. Dave
Davini worked to assure that this plan moved forward and that the City of
Cloverdale was well represented. Water is still a critical issue with all cities in
Sonoma County, but without early involvement of people like Dave Davini
smaller cities would be far less well served.

C. 1959 Invitation Letter to Dedication Day Ceremonies. On June 6, 1959, Dave
Davini was invited to the Dedication Day Ceremonies for Lake Mendocino and
the Coyote Dam in honor of his many years of service to Russian River
development.
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WAR DEPARTHMENT
COR2S OI' LNGIWEERS
OFFICE OF [Hi, DISTHICT LNGINEER
SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT
74 NEV MONTGOMERY
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Mr, V. M, Moir

Manager, North Coact District
California State Chamber of Cormerce
Rosenberg Building

Santa Rosa, California

Re: File No. PSNVG
Dear Sir:

Reference is made to the letter from this office, dated 9 Octo-
ber 1947, transmitting & brochure describlng the proposed plan
of improvement for the Russlan River for flood control and al-
lied purposes.

As you know, the plan described in the original brochure has
been revised in accordance with recommencations by higher auth-
ority., The principal revisions are the addition of a compre=-
hensive plan for ultimate development, and the arrangement for
construction of the entire plan in two or more stages.

A copy of the revised brochure is inclosed. It should be empha-
sized that the plans are still subject to further revlew and re-
vision by higher authority.

Please feel free to request any further information you may re-
quire.

Very truly yours

8. N. KARRICK
Colonel, Corps of Lngineers
District Lngineer

1 Incl
Copy of Revised Brochure
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A, INTRODUZTION

1, Desc tion- of the watershed., The Russian River watershed, or
"drainage basin," as it 1s sometimes called, comprises an area of
1,485 square miles in the Coost Range lMountains of California, It
extonds 81 miles along its north-south axis and 32 miles along its
widest oast-west dimension: The northern boundary is 16 miles north
of Ukiah, Mendocino County, and the southern boundary is 9 miles
south of Santa Losa, Sonoma County., The populatiocn today is estima=-
ted at 65,000 persons, most of whom reside in or near the ricn, ag-
ricultural valleys situated along the river and its principal tri-
butaries. Agriculture is the principal industry of the area, The
favorable combination of mild climate and scenic surroundings forms
an important reccrcational resource, the value of vhich is indicated
by the fact that the watershed receives a million recreational
visitor-days each yecar,.

2., Floods and related water problems. Like other California streams,

the Russlan River is subject to flooding during the winter rainy
season, The floods vary in magnitude from ycar to year, but some
damage occurs almost every year. The seriousncss of the flood pro=
blom may be appreciatod when it is realized that future floods on the
Russian River will, unless protective measurcs-are taken, cause dam-
ages cstimated at an average of more than {600,000 per year, Over a
50-ycar- period the damage would amount to a total of more than
$,50,000,000, Damage from the flood of February 1940 alone, when
gvaiuatcd at present-day values and prices, amounted to nearly
$3,000,000, In that flood, the bulk of the losscs resulted from
damage” to agricultursl land and improvements, crops, rcsidential
and commcrcial property, railways, highways, streets and bridges

and from interruption of traffic and loss of labor opportunity.
Thus, it is seen that practically all groups 1n the arca are affec-
ted adversecly by the floods.

3, In addition to floods in the winter, the Russian Rivor is sub-
jeet to frequentdy recurring low Flows in the summer and early Ffall
moutha, pargleulasly 12 Lowas Foaches ©F The Plvery "Mere it

not for the diveralon of Wver water Inte the Rusgsian River
through the power house at Potter Valley, the Russian BElver would be
practically dry in many years, As 1t is, the weter is stored bchind
Scott Dam on the Eel River and releasod through the Potter Valley
Powsr Housec at an average rate of about 190 cubic feet per sccond
(cofese)s The Pottor Valley Irrigation District uses a portion of
this water under a contract with the power company vhich enables

the district to divert water from the tallrace of the power house

at rates of flow up to 50 ce.fese Tho remainder of the water flows
into the Russian River and scrves rich agricultural valleys and im=-
portant rcercational areas throughout the length of the river. The
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importance of the Eel River watcr to the Russien River dralinage basin
cannot be overcstimated, Since the beginning of the full diversion
in 1922, the usc of mater for irrigation in che Rusaslian fiver basin
has developed at a steady rate. MHaay farmcrs in all of the Important
agricultural areas slerny tho river neow nuwp waver direetly from the
stream or from wells in grovel beds fed oy the streame. The oxpaznding
trend in irrigation dovelopment is evidenced oy tho fact that the
Pottor Valley Irrigation District, vhich sorves 1ts usars by gravity
flow, has recontly applied for a new contract to inercase its maximum
use from 50 cefe8e t0 100 Cof'y8s4

4, Tho increasing trend toward irrigation in the Russian River basin
if it continues, will eventually bring about a water shortago, par-
ticularly along the lower reaches of the river. The water- shortage
will be particularly detrimental to the rocercational arcas, but may
also provent important agricultural areas below the Ukiah Valley from
reaching full devclopment of thelr potontial productivity under ir-
rigation,

5, It-is expeoeted that the Clty of Santa Rosa, thc Santa Rosa
Plains, the Petaluma area and tho northwest portion of the San Fran-
e¢isco Bay arca will eventually look to the Russian River for thelr
principal sourcc of water supply for agricultural, domestic and in-
dustrial uscs.

6, History of development of flood-control plans, Far-sighted ro-
sldents in the Russian River basin bogan agitating for a solution to

their water problems in the early 1930's, 'Their efforts began to
bear fruit in 1837, wheon the 75th Congress, in Public Law 406, autho-
rized and directed a preliminary examination and survey of thc Rus=-
sian River for flood control. The investigation vwas assigned to the
San Francisco District Engineer, Corps of Engineors., The nrelimin-
ary examination, the objective of vhich is to determine vhether a
complete survey is warranted, resulted in a favorablce recommendation
by the District Engineer in May 1939. Accordingly, a survey vas
ordorcd by tho Chicf of Engincers in Junc 1939, and the District En-
gincer submitted a survey report in January 1941, The Board of En-
gincers for Rivers and Harbors, which must review all such roports,
was not convinced of the advisability of the United States under-
taking at that time the improvements rccommonded in the District
Enginecr's Report, and issued an unfavorablc public notice to that
effect in Junc 1941,

7« In July 1944, local interests in the Russian River basin reoques-
ted that the study of the Russian River be recopencd in order that
conaideration might be given to changes and developments which had
taken place since the submission of the 1941 survey rcport. In -
December 1944 the Congrcss amended the Flood Control Acts to provide,
in effect, that survey reports for flood control should include full
consideration of all related water uses, such as recrcation, irriga-
tion, domestic and industrial water supplics, power development and
conservation of fish and wildlifec, as well as flood control, After
the end of YWorld Var II the San Francisco District Engincer initiated
the prescnt comprchensive survey, vhich has considcred flood control
and 21l rclated water uscs, This survey has rcsulted in tho formu=
lation of the multi=-purposc plan of improvement dcscribed below.
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B. COHPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR ULTIVATE DEVELOPMENT

8, Potontial water resources, The full potentinlitics of the water
resources of the Russian River greatly exceed the needs which now
exist or may be expected to develop in the reasonably foreseesable
future. The comprehensive plan described below will provide: sub-
stantial control of damaging floods; conservation sufficient for re-
creational, fish and wildlife requiremcnts; irrigetion, domestilc

and industrial vater supnly within the basin; and a considerable
surplus of water for export to neighboring comrunities. Despite the
apparent adequacy of this comprehensive plan, it is entirely possi=-
ble that within the economic 1life of these features further develop-
ments within the drainage basin or in neighboring communities nay
warrant the construction of still other flood-control, water-conser=
vation or power elements.

9. The Comprehensive Blan., The present comprechensive plan for
flood control and allied purposces in the Russian River basin consists
of the following units:

a, Channel-stabilization vorks along the Russian River.

b.- A resecrvoir on the Bast Fork of fussian River at Coyote
Valley, with a gross storage capacity of 199,000 acre-feet, of vhich
48,000 acre-feet would bo resorved for flood control, 40,000 acro-
feet for recreational and fish and wildlife requirements, 107,000
acre-feot for irrigation and domestic and industrial water supplies,
and 4,000 acre-feet for siltation.

ce A rescrvoir on Dry Creck near Cloverdalc, with a gross
storage capacity of 216,000 acre=-feet, of vhich 43,000 acre-feoct
would be reserved for flood control, 13,000 acro-feet for recrca-
tional and fish and wildlife roguirocments, 157,000 acre~-feet for ir-
rigation and domestic and industrial water supplics, and 3,000 acre-
feet for siltation,

10, Ixpected accomplishments of the cormrehensive plan. Construction
of the comprchensive plan outlined above vould decreasc flood demages
along the river by approximately 60 percent. Under prosent condi-
tions of development in the areas subject to flooding, the completo
elimination of all flood damarcs in the Russian River besin is not
possiblo within cconomic limitations. The resorvolr storage vould

be sufficient to provide for all foresccable water ncods in the
Russian River basin, with a considerable guantity left over for pos-
sible export to other arcas in need of water.

C. ELEMENTS OF COMPRUHENSIVE PLAN TO B DEFERRED AT THIS TIME

11. Elements. to _be deforrcd. Therc are certain features of the con-
prchensive plan vhich will have to be deferred until the demand for
them has developed sufficicntly to warrant thelr construetion,

Thosc featurcs arc irrigation on the Santa Rosa Plains and water
supplies for arcas outside the Hussian River basin, Although the
flood-control featurc of Dry Creck Rescervoir is nccded now, its con-
struction by thc Federal CGovernment cannot be economically justified
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unless it is incorporated in a multiple-purpose rescrvoir of consl-

dorably greatcer size than would be required for flood control alonc,
Morcover, since the Dry Creck Dam site is not suitable for two-stage
construction, it is cesential that, vhen a dqn e cemetructed at the
site, the resulting rcssovelr o pas i‘y raat Lo sutficlent to iﬁ"elop
tios of the watershad above tho damg

the maximum poterntila
struction of Dry U= Rogerve
the demand for iLirigpoilzcn on
veloped. Coyohtc Valley Dar ai D T :
tion. Accordingly, Goyohc Va 7L ¥ roipr will be comstructod 1
tially to a storage ucy‘rzty orf on_y 122,000 acre=feet to previde for
immediate needs: onlargement to the vitimate capacity of 199,000
acre=-feot will bo-deforred until therc is a demand for water suppliecs
in areas outsidc the Russian River basin,

. The con-
be déforred until
ns ic mores full i
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D. PROJECTS PROPOSED FOR IMMBDIATE CONSTRUGTION

Projccts proposed for immediate construction., The following pro-
Jects which are elements of thc comprchensive plan doscribod above,
are rccommcndcd for immediatc conatruction:

Qe Channelustabilization works alcng the Russian River, at an
estimatod first cost of $900,000, and an ostimated annual cost of
$114,500 for maintenance and dporation.

b, A reservoir of 122,000 acrc-fect capacity on the Fast Fork
of Rugsian River at Goyoto Valley, at an cstinatod first cost of
a16 000,000, and an estimated annual cost of @18 000 for malntonance
and oporationu

13. Channgl-stabilization works. The channel-stabilization works in-
clude channel clearing, bank protection and channel troining. The
objective in constructing these works will be to increase the capaci=-
ty of the river channel, to lessen bank erosion and to prevent un=-
desirable channel rh?nge The success of the channel-stabilization
works will be dependcnt upon a carefully considered progranm of an-
nual maintcnance., This maintenance program will be a responsibility
of local interests.

14, Coyoto Vallow Reservoir, The rescrvoir on tho Sast Mork of
Russicn River at Coyote vailey will be impounded by an carth dam con-
structed to a height of 151 fect above the preosent stream bed. The
total crest longth of the dam will be 4,390 foet. A concrete spill-
way with a crest lcngth of 410 fect vlll be constructed on the right
abutment of the dam {looking doﬂnstrﬁar;n The gross storago capacle=
ty in the reservoir will bc 122,000 acro~Teot, of which 48,000 acreo-
fect will be rcoserved for flood control, 5,730 acre~fcet for siita-
tion and the remainder for othor beneficilal water uses, The acqul-
sition of about 2,500 acres of land will be required for Coyobe
Valley Reservoir. The eostimated cost of acquiring this land, at pre=
gsent market valucs, hos becn included in the tcotal cstimoved cost of
the reservoir. VYhen the water surface L1s at the clovation of the
splllway crest, it will form a lake approzimately 3% miles long and
1,900 acres in areca., During the scasca from April Gtarough Cctober
the lake vwill have an average arca of 1,500 acres. The dam will be
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constructed with provision made for raoising 1t at some future date
to the height roguired for the ultlimaic Toscervolr eapacity of
199,000 acre-fcev,

15, Regsults and benofit

e ES

construction. <Tho
construction of the channc.
Reservolir,

Fo i

a. Flood Control. The operation of the reservoir and the chan-
nel-stabilization works will deecrcase flood damagos along the Rus-
sian River by approximately 45 percent., The greatest degree of I'lood
protection will be afforded the areas that are immediately downstream
from the reservoir,

b, Rocrocation, During the recreation season, the vwater stored
in Coyote Vallcy rescrvoir will be releascd so as to maintain a flow
of at loast 200 c.fs3. in the reoecreational areas at all timos, For
those areas along the river the rcleascs from the reservolr will be
sufficient to take care of all other vater needs, such as irrigation
and runicipal supplies for tovns bordering the river anéd the City of
Santa Rosa, in addition to maintaining the specified flow of 200
c.Fe8. in the recrcational aroas. This will permit the recreational
arcas to expand to theoir optlmum development. With Californla's
steadily increasing populatlon, the Russian River, given an adoquate
water supply, may be cxpected Lo become an even norc important re-
creational center than 1t is today,s

Gig Irrlgﬂtinn9 The present pattern of irrigation use in the
Russian River bagin indicates that irrigation gerewalﬁy begins in
April, increases to a maximum in June and July, and stops by the end
of September. Followlng is a tabulation of the lands actual;y irrie-
gated in the Russiaxn River baasin over & psriod of years,

HAND ACTTLLLY 1
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In recognitlon of this definite trsnd toward irrigation, the pro-
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dy Muniecipal and industrial water supnlies. Studies of popu-
lation trends incleate that the Russian River basin will receive its
share of California's expected population growth. Increased popula=
tion means incroassed water demands for domestic and industrial uses.
Although no special provislion has been made at this time for munici-
pal and industrial water supplics, the propesed plan could be used
very readily to supply any municipality or industry located along the
Russian River below Coyote Valley Reservolr site., Speclal provision
for the municipalities is not neccessary at this time because, in
general, they will expand over lands which have already been alloca~-
ted a waber supply for irrigation, The use of such municipalitics
per acre is expected to be about the same as the use for irrigation.

ce Power, Careful study has becn given fto the possibility of
installing a hvdro-electric power development at Coyote Valley Dam.
Because such an installation is not economically justifiable at
power values which are expected to prevail during the foreseeable
future, no provision has been made for power in the present plans,
However, it i1s consildered possible that the vaiue of power might
some day increase to the point vhere an installation at Coyote Valley
Dam would be justifiled.

164 Costs., The total estimated cost of the projects proposed- for
immediate construction is $16,900,000, Of this amount, %6,400,000
arc allocated to the Federal éovernmcnt as non~reimburaablc funds,
inecluding the entirc estimated cost of construction of channel-sta-=-
bilization works. Of the remaining costs $5,800,000 should be bkorne
by rccreational interests and (4,700,000 %y domestic, industrial and
irrigation water uscrs. The allocations of cost in the rescrvoir

are derived by equitably sharing the savings gained by combining all
interests in a multi-purpose reservoir instead of bullding separate
reservoirs to accomplish the same results. The estimated annual cost
of maintenance of the channel-stablilization works is allocated to
local interests, in accordance with Federal law, The estimated an-
nual cost of the reservoir is allocated in proportion to anticipated
methods of operation and maintenance, The allocations of cost,

based on December 1947 prices, are prescnted in the following tables.

FIRST COSTS

Non-Federal #

Municipal
Industrial Total
Federal Irrigation Recreation Total Cost
Channel Stabilization § 900000 § - o $ - 0§ # $ “900000

Coyote Valley Reservolr 5500000 4,700,000 5,800,000 1g50Q000 16000000

Total $6400000 $4,700,000 {5, 800,000 $1Q500000 §16900000

# See paragraph 1& below for possible methods of financing non-
Federal costs,
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% Local intercsts will be required to furnish all lands, casements
and rights of way needed for the channel-stabilization works. At
this time, it is anticipated that any coats to be incurred for this
nurpose will be nominal in amount,

ANNUAL COSTS FOR OPERATION AND HMAINTENANCE

Non-Fedoral #

Municipal Total
Industrial Recre~ Flood Annual

Foderal Irrigation ation Contrel Tobal Cost
Channel Stabilization § - O $ - 0 $ 0 $14,500 $14500 $14500
Coyote Valley Reservoir 11,000 3,100 3200 0 7000 18000
Total $11,000 $3,100 $3900 {14,500 {21500 $32500

It should be emphasized that the above costs are based on December
1947 values and priccs. They are considerably higher than they were
a ycar before. Any appreclable incrcase or decrease in future con-
struction costs generally will be reflocted in the total estimated
cost of the proposed project, and; consequently, the exact amounts

to be allocated to the wvarious interests will depcnd upon the actual
cost of construction, MNorcover, all of the above figurcs are still
subject to review and revisione Therefore, no one should be surpris-
cd if the final cost allocatlions differ somevhat from those given
abovc,

17. Requirements of local co~operation. It is ecxpected that the
District Engineer's report on Russlan River, vhich is subject to ro=-

view and revision by higher authority; will contain substantially
the following recommendations:

as The adoption of a comprechensive plan for flood control and
allied purposcs, including channcl-stabilizatlion works along the
Russian River; a reservolr on the Bast Fork of Russian River at
Coyote Valley, with a gross storage capacity of 199,000 acre-fect;
and a reservolr on Dry Crcek ncar Cloverdale, with a gross storage
capacity of 216,000 acre-feet,

b. The construction-at this time of Coyote Valleoy Rescrvoir to
a storage capacity of 122,000 acre~-fecet, and channel stabilization
works, at a total estimated first cost of $16,900,000, and an cstl-
mated annual cost of $32,500 for maintenance and operation, subject
to the conditions that local interocsts:

(1) Establish a competent and properly constituted public
body to be responsible for fulfilling the further roequirements listed
belovw,

(2) Hold and save the United States freo from damages due to
the construction works,

(3)- Contribute, for the beneficial use of conservation
storage, $10,500,000 of the first cost of Coyote Valley Reservoir,
(Sec paragraph 18 below for possible methods of financing,)
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(4) Contribute $7,000 annually as their share of the cost
of maintenance and operation of Qoyote Valley KHeservoir,

(5) Adjust all claims concerning water rights arlsing from
the 1mpr0vement§g

(6) Pfovidc without cost to the United States all lands,
easements and rights of way neccssary for construction of the channel-
stabilization works.

(7) Contribute the cost of all utility rclocations necessi-
tated by construction of the channel-~stabilization works,

(8) Maintain and operate the channcl-stabilization works
after completion in accordancc with the regulations to be prescribed
by the Socrctary of the Army.

18, Possible mcthods of financing, The contribution by local intere
csts¥* of their sharc of the first cost of Coyote Valley Reservoir
might be financed in any of soveral ways, among which arc the follov=
ing:

a, The entire smount could be contributed by local interests in
cash before the start of constructiocn.

b. The entire amount might bc appropriated by the Congress for
construction and rcpayed by local interests in annual installments,
in accordance with the applicable Federal lavis.

#The term "local interests" includes the State, Countics and
othor subdivisions of local govermment, as well as private groups and
individuals,

19, Stops rcauired to make the projcct an actualitys. After the sur-
vey report has boen comploted by the Corps of Enginccrs, it will be

transmittced to tho Governor of the Statc and the Secretary of the
Interior for their comments. Finally, the report will be transmitted
by the Scerctary of the Army to the Congress, whorce it will be pub-
lished as a Housc Documecnt, If it meets with thc approval of the
Congress, the reccommendod plan of improvement will become an authori-
zcd projccte After the project has beon authorized, construction may
begin when the Congress appropriates thc necessary funds,

20, It will be notced that tho flrst requirecment of local cooperation
is that local intercsts must "cstablish a competent and properly con-
stituted public bofy to be responsible for fulfilling the further ro-
quirementsais," In offect, this means that local interests should
form a flood=-control and water-conservation district with its bound-
aries closcly following the boundaries of the Russian River watershed,
This body will then be responsible for cooperating financially with
the United States and for taking over the local share of the malnten=-
ance of the projcet following completion of construction, This does
not prcclude the contribution of funds by the State and other subdivi-
sions of local government.
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February 1, 1954

The Honorable Board of Directors
Sonoma County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Santa Rosa, California

Gentlemen:

In accordance with the terms of our employment, we are submit-
ting our report on the proposed Coyote Valley reservoir and systems for
utilizing Russian River water in Sonoma County.

This report reviews the proposed reservoir project, estimates
current and future demand for domestic water, and presents costs of
systems to serve this demand from the Russian River. Present costs
of domestic water production are estimated and compared with costs of
Russian River water delivered to various communities. The ability of
existing storage and diversion facilities on the Ee] River to serve Sonoma
County's needs is examined.

Present and future use of irrigation water is studied, flood con-
trol benefits of the project are analyzed, and the project's effect on re-
creation is considered. Russian River water rights are discussed, and
methods are outlined for financing the local share of reservoir costs and
the cost of a diversion and transmission system to serve areas south of
the Russian River,

The major conclusions of this report are as follows:

1. No revenues from the sale of stored water can be relied upon
to defray any costs of the Coyote Valley reservoir. The Sonoma County
share of reservoir costs can be financed only by general obligation bonds
of the District supported by a tax on all land and improvements in the
District.

2. Quantities of water diverted from the Eel River to the Russian
River have increased greatly since 1950. The Coyote Valley reservoir
is not necessary to permit Santa Rosa and other domestic users to obtain
their full supplies from the Russian River if these reasonably large




diversions continue. Certain other water needs in Sonoma County may
also be satisfied from the Russian River if these diversions continue.
An agreement between the District and the Pacific Gas & Electric Com-
pany to provide reasonably large minimum summer flows would be de-
sirable.

3. Diversion and transmission works to deliver Russian River
water to southern Sonoma County can be financed by the District if the
City of Santa Rosa contracts to purchase minimum annual quantities of
water from this system.

Agricultural, industrial, residential, and recreational develop-
ment of Sonoma County may be stimulated by provision of additional
water supply at Coyote Valley. Evaluation of these potential benefits
and comparison with the District's share of the project costs are the
tasks now confronting the Directors and residents of the District, We
believe the facts and analyses presented in this report will permit sound
evaluations, comparisons, and decisions to be made.

QOur data and analyses are presented in detail in the body of this
report. A chapter-by-chapter summary of the most important facts and
conclusions is included at the beginning of the report.

We will be happy to meet with your Board and with the County
Flood Control and Water Conservation Commission to discuss the con-
tents of this report. If your Board decides to submit bond proposals to
the electorate, we will furnish other services as provided for in our
contract.

Respectfully submitted,
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REPORT SUMMARY

CHAPTER 1 - DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, proposes to build a dam at Coyote Valley
in Mendocino County above Ukiah. The first stage of this reservoir, 122,000 ac. ft.
capacity, which is discussed in this report, will cost an estimated $16, 250, 000. Chan-
nel stabilization works costing an additional $900, 000 are included as part of the proj-
ect,

Construction is contingent on certain non-Federal participation. Major item
in this participation is a contribution, in cash prior to construction, of $5, 598, 000.

The reservoir is designed to hold all upstream run off above the damsite dur-
ing a 50-year flood (48,000 ac. ft.), maintain a minimum summer flow of 200 c. f. s.
at Guerneville, and provide 24,000 ac. ft. annually for consumptive use downstream.

Water stored in the reservoir will be made available for consumptive use
away from the river only if diversion works and transmission systems are construct-
ed. These works are not included as part of the Federally sponsored project.

The major portion of the summer flow of the Russian River is diverted from
the Eel River watershed by the Pacific Gas and Electric Co. at its Potter Valley power
house. Average diversions have increased from 190 c. f. s, to more than 300 c.f, s,
since the preparation of the Army Engineers report.

The Potter Valley Irrigation District has a contract with the P. G. & E. pro-
viding for certain diversions during the irrigation season. Other than this contract
there appears to be no legal obligation on the part of the P, G. & E. to continue this
diversion.

Sonoma County's participation in financing the Coyote Valley reservoir would
be feasible and desirable if (a) revenues from sale of water were sufficient to pay the
non-Federal costs, (b) benefits from the reservoir were sufficient to justify the Dis-
trict's assuming its portion of the cost as a general obligation, (c) the growth of the
county as a result of the construction would produce enough benefits or revenues to
justify present assumption of indebtedness, or some combination of the above.

CHAPTER II - OTHER STUDIES OF THE WATERSHED

Principal studies of the Russian River basin are reports of the District Engi-
neer, U.5. Army, and related reports and appendixes; the Bureau of Reclamation,
U.S. Department of Interior; the Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agri-
culture; Whipple Engineering Company, and John S. Cotton.

Basic engineering data upon which this Stone & Youngberg report is based were

developed by Paul L. Nichols, Chief Engineer, Sonoma County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District, and his staff.

CHAPTER III - DOMESTIC WATER USE

Santa Rosa is the largest Sonoma County domestic water user. The City Coun-
cil and Board of Public Utilities have adopted resolutions agreeing to purchase 5000
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ac. ft. of treated water annually at $47. 80 per acre-foot or 6000 ac. ft. of raw water
at $31 per acre-foot. The City now has a well supply but desires to develop a reliable
surface source if possible.

Sebastopol is a relatively small user and has recently invested in new wells.
The City has made no agreement to purchase water from the Russian River if it were
available,

Petaluma is served by the California Water Service Co. The company does
not desire to retire its existing system in order to utilize Russian River water but
would like the new source as a stand-by.

Sonoma Valley communities are served by the City of Sonoma and the privately
owned Sonoma Water and Irrigation Company. The Sonoma State Home is also a large
producer and user of domestic water.

There are no other population concentrations away from the river in Sonoma
County large enough to justify their being considered for service from the Russian
River system. Some communities may be located along major transmission lines, if
constructed, and thus be able to obtain water.

Cities on the Russian River such as Cloverdale and Healdsburg cannot be con-
sidered as potential revenue customers of a new water distribution system.

A summary of present and estimated future demand in acre-feet for the four
communities most likely to be served domestic water from the Russian River is as
follows:

1953 1960 1970 1980
Santa Rosa 4,330 5, 600 8,400 11, 300
Petaluma 1,560 1, 860 2,420 2, 950
Sebastopol 450 600 750 900
Sonoma Valley 710 1,400 2,000 2, 600
Totals 7,050 9,460 13,570 17,750

Whether any of these communities can be considered as potential customers
of the Russian River system is dependent on these factors: (a) Price which must be
charged for Russian River water, (b) Present cost of local water production, and
(c) Costs of producing additional supply other than from the Russian River.

CHAPTER IV - DIVERSION AND TRANSMISSION SYSTEMS

Domestic water can be delivered to communities in southern Sonoma County
by either pipelines or canals. Diversions works can be either at Wohler Bridge (for
pipeline) or near Healdsburg (for canal).

Pipeline construction costs to serve Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Sebastopol, and
the Sonoma Valley from Wohler Bridge have been prepared. These are summarized
below for various years of demand.
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System Adequate for Year

Cities

Served 1960 1970 1980
Santa Rosa only $3,411,000 $4,421, 900 $ 4,946,500
Santa Rosa and Petaluma 5,765,000 6, 747, 700 7, 804, 700

Santa Rosa, Petaluma, and
Sebastopol 6, 144, 600 7, 344, 500 8,188,100

Santa Rosa, Petaluma,
Sebastopol and Sonoma 8,116,100 9,852, 800 10, 946, 200

Unit costs per acre-foot of water delivered by the pipeline systems described
above were computed by adding maintenance and operation costs to annual capital
charges with interest at 3-1/2 per cent. Demand in each city was assumed as pre-
sented in Chapter III.

Gity 1960 1970 1980

Santa Rosa only $45. 46 $38.73 $34. 19
Santa Rosa 41,18 34.96 31. 89
Petaluma 80. 40 70.77 61.63
Santa Rosa 39.95 34, 44 31, 27
Petaluma 79.18 70. 26 61.00
Sebastopol 54,23 45. 48 40,01
Santa Rosa 3710 32. 24 29,95
Petaluma 76. 39 68. 24 59.99
Sebastopol 52,17 43.82 39.25
Sonoma 99.07 85. 20 74, 38

All of the unit costs presented above assume that the communities named will
purchase their entire supplies from the Russian River system.

Costs of delivering water to Santa Rosa through a so-called Sotoyome canal
were estimated. This canal was designed with 60 c. f. s. capacity, and provisions
were made for delivery of 8000 ac. ft. of irrigation water annually along the canal
route. The cost estimates for the canal and for the domestic facilities required to
supply Santa Rosa are presented below,

Canal Cost $2,166,000

Domestis system costs:
1960 capacity $1,625, 300
1970 2,106,500
1980 2,619,000

Unit costs for domestic and irrigation water were estimated in two ways. Do-
mestic costs were assumed to bear all costs except pumping of irrigation water, and
domestic was assumed to carry all except pumping and the irrigation share of canal
maintenance and administration and labor. The costs were estimated only for Santa
Rosa. For other communities the incremental costs would be about the same as with
the pipeline except that Sebastopol costs would be higher.




Cost per Acre-Foot

Class of Water 1960 1970 1980

Irrigation pays pumping only

Domestic (Santa Rosa) $48.12 $37.82 $32.63
Irrigation 1.50 1.50 1.50

Irrigation shares pumping, maintenance, administration

Domestic (Santa Rosa) $46, 32 $36.82 $32.00
Irrigation 2.76 255 2. 39

CHAPTER V - PRESENT WATER PRODUCTION COSTS

Present water production costs were estimated for seven water utility sys-
tems in Sonoma County. This constitutes an estimate of the cost of that water which
would be replaced if a Russian River system were to supply it instead. Distribution
and commercial costs were, of course, not included.

Estimated water production costs per acre-foot for the seven systems studied
are as follows:

Santa Rosa $21
Petaluma (Calif. Water Service Co.) 33
Healdsburg 16
Sebastopol 29
Sonoma City 32
Sonoma Water and Irrigation Co. 32
Citizens Utility Corp. (Guerneville) 33

With anticipated 1960 demand delivery of Russian River water to Santa Rosa
would be slightly less expensive with pipeline than with canal. In 1970 and 1980 canal
unit costs are lower than those with pipeline transmission. Lowest possible estimated
cost is $32 per ac. ft., with 1980 domestic demand and 8000 ac. ft. of irrigation water
sold.

Costs of delivering Russian River water to communities other than Santa Rosa
are too high to permit favorable comparison with existing production costs. In most
cases costs of delivery to all these communities are more than twice present local
production costs.

Costs of delivering domestic water to southern Sonoma County are so high that
no revenues can be obtained to assist in paying the costs of the Coyote Valley reser-
voir. Paying the costs of diversion, transmission, and purification will be difficult
even without adding any portion of the reservoir costs.

CHAPTER VI - ALTERNATIVE PRICING METHODS
Three pricing systems have been considered for delivery of water to the four
communities discussed above: Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Sebastopol, and Sonoma. These

systems are in addition to the 'cost' method of Chapter IV and are as follows:

1. Uniform pricing: all water sold in all communities at the same price.
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2. Uniform sharing of capital charges: only price differences among com-
munity customers would be the different maintenance and operation charges at the
different cities.

3. Incremental cost pricing: Santa Rosa pays the same price regardless of
how many other customers are served. Each other city pays only the incremental
costs of its being served.

All three schedules listed above would result in higher prices for Santa Rosa
and generally lower prices elsewhere. Schedule 3 appears the most equitable and
the one likely to get the greatest popular support if it is desired to reduce the prices
away from Santa Rosa.

CHAPTER VII - ALTERNATE SOURCES OF WATER

Expansion of Santa Rosa's present underground supply may prove difficult due
primarily to opposition of other well owners. City officials doubt that underground
production can be increased very much above its present output.

The policy of the Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities is expressed in a state-
ment included in this chapter.

Elsewhere in the county there has been less investigation of domestic water
resources. Sebastopol and Petaluma appear to have some reserve capacity although
that in the latter system may be small,

According to the Bureau of Reclamation, large scale irrigation from wells on
the Santa Rosa Plains is not possible except near the Laguna de Santa Rosa. Wells
now being used have low capacity, and pumping costs are high.

The U.S. Geological Survey is now conducting a detailed study of ground water
in the county. When this report is available, it will provide basic facts on which
water supply decisions can be based. The report probably will state that the under-
ground supply replenishes slowly but does replenish from year to year and that large
quantities at great depths are difficult to obtain,

CHAPTER VIII - ADEQUACY OF EXISTING FLOWS

Santa Rosa's present domestic demand can be satisfied in the maximum month
by a continuous diversion of ten c.f. s. during the month.

The P. G. & E. has 93,700 ac. ft, of storage capacity available for diversion
to the Russian River at up to 345 c.f.s. Recent interconnection of generating systems
makes diversions of water by P. G. & E. less dependent on power demand in the im-
mediate service area than was formerly the case.

The maximum discharge from the Potter Valley power house, 345 c.f.s., ap-
parently can supply Santa Rosa's domestic needs, irrigate 8000 acres, and maintain
a flow of 200 c. f, s at Guerneville.

Lake Pillsbury's capacity, 93, 700 ac. ft., is sufficient to operate the diver-
sion works at capacity for 122 days and at a rate sufficient to maintain the required
minimum 200 c. f. s. flow at Guerneville for an additional 45 days even if no other
water were to enter the Eel or Russian River.
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Lake Pillsbury has filled in all except five seasons since 1923 and has had
more than 80,000 ac. ft. in storage on June 1 in all but three seasons. Only twice
since 1930 have the minimum annual contents been less than 20, 000 ac. ft.

The driest year of record was 1924. During a similarly dry year with pres-
ent storage and diversion facilities, the recreation flow would have to be reduced.
With an increase in diversions for irrigation, some conflict among users would exist
in such a dry year. The Coyote Valley reservoir would eliminate this conflict.

Santa Rosa is not dependent on the Coyote Valley reservoir in order to obtain
domestic water from the Russian River. This fact is an additional reason why no
revenues applicable to the reservoir's cost can be obtained from sale of domestic
water,

The Sonoma County District should make every effort make sure that exist-
ing facilities for storage in the Russian River system are being used as effectively
as possible. A contract with the P. G. & E. to provide for reasonably high minimum
summer flows is one method for improving utilization of available water.

Russian River watershed development may be hindered by fear that the P, G.
& E. will discontinue its diversion or that, even with a contract for diversions, too
little water will be available in Lake Pillsbury in dry years. If this is so, Coyote
Valley reservoir is one method for eliminating these possible obstacles to growth.

CHAPTER IX - IRRIGATION IN SONOMA COUNTY

Most detailed data on irrigation in Sonoma County are found in the 1950 Census
of Agriculture. Studies of irrigation in parts of the county have been made since by
the Soil Conservation Service, the Division of Water Resources, and the County Agri-
cultural Commissioner.

Sonoma County now has relatively little irrigated agriculture compared with
the rest of California. Average size of irrigated farms is smaller than the state
average.

Irrigators are highly dependent on ground water and individual wells. Two-
thirds of the irrigators used only ground water and three-quarters of all irrigated
land was served at least in part by ground water, according to census data.

With improved water supply Sonoma County's development can be expected to
be similar to that of Santa Clara County. Surface water will have to be used instead
of ground water, however.

Hop acreage has declined sharply in recent years. Largest increases in the
use of irrigation water have been for permanent pasture.

Recent increases in applications for appropriation of water indicate increas-
ing use of Russian River water for irrigation.
CHAPTER X - PRESENT AND POTENTIAL DEMAND FOR IRRIGATION

Farm organizations have not been active in support of the Coyote Valley reser-

voir project or in seeking means of making more irrigation water available. Several
factors are responsible for this.
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Diversions from the Eel River have increased since 1950 and there has been
adequate flow available for all riparian owners who wish to use water for irrigation.

Estimates of the Army Engineers place the unit costs of irrigation water in
what they believe are the best areas of the county at about $13 per acre and more
than $7 per acre-foot. This does not include any payment toward the costs of the
Coyote Valley reservoir or other storage on the river.

Irrigation of the Santa Rosa Plains was not contemplated by the Army Engi-
neers or consulting engineers. If, however, a canal is constructed to deliver dom-
estic supplies to Santa Rosa, irrigation water can be sold on the Plains at reason-
ably low cost,

A high value crop pattern must be assumed for most areas to be irrigated un-
der the Army Engineers' plan. This plan is based primarily on pears, hops, and
truck gardens. The Bureau of Reclamation believes irrigation of existing prune and
apple orchards would not repay irrigation costs.

The Santa Rosa Plains are assumed to use irrigation water primarily on
pasture and some row crops.

Residential desirability of Sonoma County farm land is an important factor
affecting the prices which can be paid for irrigation water. Such lands can afford
to pay more than can lands whose only value is agriculture.

Soils in Potter Valley are better than those in most parts of Sonoma County,
but costs of irrigation in Sonoma County would generally be higher than in Potter
Valley. Residential desirability of Sonoma County is much greater, however.

CHAPTER XI - ACTION REQUIRED BY IRRIGATORS

Some doubt now exists as to the desire of potential irrigators to put Coyote
Valley water to beneficial use if it becomes available.

Potential irrigators can demonstrate their desire for additional water by
forming districts for the purpose of constructing and operating distribution systems.

The Santa Rosa Plains can be irrigated at relatively low cost if a canal is
built for Santa Rosa domestic supply. A pipeline can also be used for domestic
transmission, but the canal is preferable if there is clearly demonstrated desire
for water by potential irrigators on the Plains.

The District Directors can either delay action on financing their share of
the Coyote Valley reservoir until assurance is received that the water will be used,
or they can proceed now and then encourage expansion of irrigation, possibly by sub-
sidizing the distribution system,

CHAPTER XII - FLOOD CONTROL

According to the Army Engineers, flood control is the principal purpose of
this project.

The major flood control benefits of the reservoir will accrue to Mendocino
County. Sonoma County will benefit primarily from the construction of channel
stabilization works. Annual benefits of the project, 1950-2000, are estimated by
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the Army Engineers to average $341, 000, of which $166, 700 accrues to Sonoma County,
With present development the benefit to Sonoma County is estimated at $124, 400 an-
nually.

The Federal government considers it should assume the full costs of flood con-
trol features of the project. The several purposes of the reservoir are inseparable,
however, and flood control benefits must be considered fully in deciding upon local
participation in the project financing.

A special benefited zone could be set up by the District Directors to assume a
share of the flood control costs of the project. Such a zone would be very difficult
to designate, and the spreading of costs within the zone would also be difficult. The
complications involved probably outweigh the benefits of establishing such a special
assessment district.

CHAPTER XIII - IMPORTANCE OF RECREATION

According to the Army Engineers, the costs of providing recreation storage
exceed either the flood control or irrigation supply storage costs, The Army Engi-
neers assign $3, 090, 000 of the non-Federal share of $5, 598, 000 to recreation.

The Army Engineers also estimate that 50. 6 per cent of all project benefits
accrue to recreation.

The physical and legal positions of the downstream recreational areas are
weak in comparison to those of other users, Increased irrigation use along the Rus-
sian River will produce conflict between irrigation and recreation. Recreation would
be left with less water as the needs of higher purpose users increase.

The annual income from tourists in the principal recreation areas of Sonoma
County is estimated at $7 million and $11 million by the California State Chamber of
Commerce and the Russian River Region, Inc. Income from the tourist industry is
of very great importance to Sonoma County because it is earned outside but spent
inside the county. The benefits of these expenditures extend throughout the county.

Sonoma County would serve its best interests by protecting and stimulating
development of its recreational assets.

Some important benefits to fishing may result from a program for maintain-
ing a minimum river flow during the fall months. In combination with other pro-
grams of the Department of Fish and Game, maintenance of flow in the fall may
make the Russian River very attractive to anglers. The effect of these programs
is, however, difficult to predict accurately.

CHAPTER XIV - PROJECT BENEFITS TO RECREATION

Assignment of monetary values to recreation is extremely difficult., Based
on studies of the National Park Service, the Army Engineers estimate the benefits
to recreation of maintaining a minimum flow of 200 c. f. s. at $857, 000 annually,

The Army Engineers' study of 1941 and the Bureau of Reclamation report of
1945 both evaluated the same benefits as are embodied in the current proposal. They
estimated annual benefits at $156, 000.
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The Bureau of the Budget took exception to the method employed by the Army
Engineers in evalua ting recreation benefits and suggested that the "worth of the addi-
tional water per acre-foot' be used. The most conservative figure which can be ob-
tained from the Army Engineers' figures is $15, 80 per acre-foot used for recreation.

Absence of the dam will have less serious consequences than anticipated by
the Army Engineers since the diversions from the Eel River have increased since
their report was prepared and there are no announced plans for large increases in
upstream diversions for agricultural or domestic use.

The minimum flow which can be permitted in the recreational area has not
been determined. Although the Army Engineers proposed 200 c. f.s., two consulting
engineers have recommended 125 and 100 c.f.s. as reasonable minimums.

CHAPTER XV - ASSESSMENT FOR RECREATION BENEFITS

Recreation interests constitute important direct beneficiaries of the proposed
project and should bear directly a portion of the County's share of reservoir construc-
tion costs.

Zones can be formed within the District by resolution of the Directors, and a
25¢ assessment can be levied without a vote in the zone. Only a protest of owners of
a majority of the assessed valuation of real property can halt zone formation.

Three zones have been considered as representing the primary recreational
property in the area from Mirabel Park to Jenner: (1) Six school districts which
from the river, (2) These six districts plus two others dependent on recreation, and
(3) A zone to be based primarily on four existing recreation districts.

The assessed valuation of taxable property in these proposed zones is $8. 8
million, $9.9 million, and $6 million. The 25-cent levy would produce from $15,000
to nearly $25, 000 annually. The smallest of the three zones might approve a larger
assessment,

The Fitch Mountain area does not benefit to the same extent as that down-
stream. A zone here seems appropriate, however, if one is to be organized down-
stream. Only about $2000 annually should be raised here.

CHAPTER XVI - RUSSIAN RIVER WATER RIGHTS

Most of the Russian River's summer flow is diverted from another watershed.
Therefore, users of this water must do so under permit or license issued by the
State Division of Water Resources.

Beneficial use creates water rights. Permits or licenses do not in themselves
constitute water rights.

The State Department of Finance has filed applications for direct diversion
and storage in anticipation of Coyote Valley reservoir construction. No water rights
problems are anticipated if the reservoir is constructed,

There is now more water flowing in the river at some times than applications
have been filed for., Sonoma County uses this water beneficially for recreation and
should have a permit for this use.
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Recreation is a beneficial use but not a high order use. Any permit issued
for this use would be subject to subsequent applications for higher use (domestic,
irrigation}.

If the Sonoma County District contemplates diversion of Russian River water
for domestic and irrigation use, applications should be filed for these uses.

Concurrent applications with Mendocino County would be desirable where both
Counties or Districts are to divert for the same use. Otherwise, the position of the
upstream county is so strong that no action taken by Sonoma County can be injurious
to Mendocino's interests,

Filing of applications for diversions and use of foreign water for recreation
is particularly important if the Sonoma County District contemplates contracting
with the P. G. & E. for increased diversions from the Eel River.

CHAPTER XVII - FINANCING THE RESERVOIR

Since there will be no revenues available to defray any part of the local share
of construction costs, the only way the Sonoma County District can finance its share
of project costs is by general obligation bonds. The District as a whole can incur
indebtedness if approved by a two-thirds vote of the electorate. Principal and inter-
est on the indebtedness are paid from a tax on all taxable real property in the Dis-
trict.

Zones of benefit, as prescribed in the original 1949 Act, appear unsound. Ex-
clusion of any part of the County from taxation for the project is very difficult.

Establishment of a recreation zone and levy of an annual assessment in the
zone will reduce the amount required to be raised by taxation in the remainder of
the District.

Several methods have been proposed for division of non-Federal costs between
Sonoma and Mendocino Counties. Under the various methods Sonoma County's share
ranges from 73.5 per cent to 88. 7 per cent. The final decision as to the share to be
borne by each county must be made by negotiation between the two District Boards of
Directors,

The tax rate which must be levied in Sonoma County to repay indebtedness in-
curred for the reservoir is affected by several factors: the interest rate and term
of the bonds, the assessed valuation of taxable real property, the distribution of
indebtedness between two counties, and the contribution in Sonoma County to be made
by directly benefited zones.

With interest at 3-1/2 per cent and equal annual payments of principal and in-
terest for forty years, the required tax rate would be 21. 8¢ per $100 assessed valua-
tion of real property if Sonoma County were to repay the entire indebtedness. This
required rate would be reduced to 16.4¢ if Mendocino County assumed 25 per cent of

- the reservoir cost. These two rates would be reduced to 20. 2¢ and 14, 7¢ respective-
ly if a $20, 000 annual contribution were made by a recreation zone in Sonoma County.
The rate would be reduced as District assessed values increase.

If the courts rule that exemptions do not apply on property subject to this tax,
the required tax rate would be six per cent lower.




XVII
CHAPTER XVIII - FINANCING A DOMESTIC TRANSMISSION SYSTEM

Delivery of domestic water from the Russian River to Santa Rosa may be
feasible due to the City's expressed willingness to pay a high price for water in order
to develop a surface supply. Service to cities other than Santa Rosa does not appear
to be economically feasible at this time.

The City of Santa Rosa can construct a system to deliver Russian River water
to the city. District construction and operation would be preferable if irrigation
water were to be delivered en route, District operation would also facilitate exten-
sion of the system to other cities and would provide a method for allocating water
among conflicting users in the event of low flows in the river.

In order for the District to construct a transmission system without a county-
wide subsidy, it must have a firm long-term contract with the City of Santa Rosa for
minimum annual water purchases,

General obligation bonds are the best method for financing the transmission
system. If the District were to seek to finance a transmission system with revenue
bonds, the unit costs of water to be sold would have to be higher than with general
obligation bonds. If a suitable price cannot be offered by the District to the City,
the City can construct its own facilities.

The District can sell raw or treated water to Santa Rosa, and either entity
can construct the treatment works. Irrigation water can be sold if a canal is con-
structed, but the price can be high enough only to cover maintenance and operation.

CHAPTER XIX - PRESENT OR FUTURE ACTION

Sonoma County has been growing steadily and the trend seems certain to con-
tinue. This growth may be stimulated greatly by provision of additional water supply
at Coyote Valley.

Prompt affirmative action by local interests on the reservoir project is neces-
sary if the Congress is to appropriate construction funds in its 1954 session. The
authorization of the project contains no specific time limitation, however, and it is
reasonable to assume that the reservoir can be constructed at a future date on the
same terms.

Construction of diversion and transmission works is independent of the reser-
voir, and action may be taken at any time on the initiative of the District.

The arguments against the reservoir project are based on the proposition that
it is not needed now. The arguments in favor assume that present provision of a firm
water supply would result in great future development of the county.
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Saturday, June 6, 1959

May 15, 1959

Mr. Dave Davini
Cloverdale
California

Dear Mr. Davini:

You are cordially invited to attend the Dedicatory Exercises
at the Coyote Valley Dam on Saturday, June 6, 1959. As one
who has made this project possible, we are looking forward to
seeing you before and during the ceremonies which officially
take place from 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

There will be aquatic sports during the morning, a band con-
cert in the picnic area from noon until 2:00 p.m. (food will
be available) and the official dedication will start at

2:00 p.m, at the same location.

The traffic committee has arranged for automobiles to turn
east on OLD STATE HIGHWAY ROUTE 20 past the U. S. ENGINEERS
ATMINISTRATIVE HEADQUARTERS and then travel across the crest
of the dam to the observation point and pienie area,

We hope you can attend all the events which start officially
at 11:00 a.m,

Very truly yours,
/&:.w C.Cu tian/

HEN C. COEER
General Chairman







