THURSDAY, OCTOBER 28, 1993, 9:00 A M
--000- -

MR, DEL PIERO Ladies and gentlenen, this hearing of
the State Water Resources Control Board will again cone to
order. This is a continuation of the hearing regarding the
Amendnent to the City of Los Angel es' Water Rights Licenses
for the Diversion of Water From Creeks Tributary to Mono Lake.

VWhen we broke last night, we had just finished with the
one panel and we are getting ready to call the fourth panel of
i ndi vi dual s on behal f of Jones and Stokes, the contract firm
that prepared the Environnmental |npact Report.

Before | begin, anyone wi shing to present testinony
today, would you please rise and raise your right hand if you
have not been previously sworn.

(Wtnesses were sworn.)

MR DEL PIERO. Al right, M. Frink.

MR FRINK: Yes, M. Del Piero and nenbers of the
Board, we will begin this norning with our fourth and | ast
group of witnesses who assisted in preparing the Draft
Envi ronnental | npact Report, or prepared information that was
used in the Draft Environnental |npact Report.

These wi tnesses are the ones who worked on topics that
were | oosely grouped together under the headi ng of socio-
econom cs. They involved the eval uation of recreation,
eval uation of inpacts of the various alternatives on the Los



Angel es Water Supply, inpacts on power generation, the chapter
on econom c assessnent of visual resources and assessnents of
resource inpacts.

The wi tnesses includes Thomas Wegge, who served as team
| eader, Thomas Packard, Dr. Nichol as Dennis, Edward Ti not hy
Ri npo, David Larsen, and Dr. M chael Hanemann. Al so,
avail able to respond to cross-exam nation or further cross-
exam nation are two earlier witnesses who have testified in
previ ous days of the proceeding, M. Ken Casaday and Roger
Trott.

W will begin this morning with the testinmony of Thonas
Wegge.

THOVAS WEGGE,
havi ng been sworn, testified as foll ows.
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR FRI NK:
Q M. Wegge, would you pl ease state your nane and pl ace
of enploynent for the record.

MR, DEL PIERO. Before you begin, this is a new panel,

and when you state your name, | would appreciate it if you
could spell it so the court reporter gets a clear and conplete
record.

MR WVEGGE: A My nane is Thomas Wegge, We-g-g-e. |

amw th Jones and St okes Associ at es.
MR FRINK Q And you were just sworn; correct?



A Yes, | was.

Q Did you prepare a docunment that is entitled, Witten
Testinmony of Thomas Wegge, for the Mono Basin Water Rights
Heari ng?

A Yes, | did.

Q Is this the docunent that has been designated as State

Wat er Resources Control Board Exhibit 28 in this proceedi ng?
A Yes, it is.

Q M. \Wegge, could you pl ease describe your role in
preparing the Draft EIR and identify the portions of the Draft
ElIR that you assisted in preparing.

A Yes. | served as the Technical Team Leader for all of
t he soci o-econom ¢ topics, including visual resources,
recreation, power supply, water supply, and the economics
chapter, and | directly assisted in the preparation of the

wat er supply and econom cs chapter, and al so the recreation

| also participated in the devel opnent of Appendix X, the
econom cs chapter, and revi ewed Appendi x, whatever the
recreation is. W

Q Coul d you give us a brief summary of your education and
prof essional qualifications and experience that are rel evant
to the work that you did on the draft ElR?

A Certainly. | have a Bachelor of Arts degree in urban
studies fromthe University of Southern California, and a

Mast er of Science degree in environnmental econonics fromthe



California State University at Fullerton. | am Associate
Princi pal and Seni or Econonics at Jones and Stones Associ ates,
where | worked for the past 14 years.

Over this tine, | have directed and prepared recreation
and econom cs studies on a variety of projects including an
anal ysis of recreation and economic effects related to water
marketing for the Central Valley project, the preparation of
an econom c impact study on sport fishing in Al aska.

| have prepared a socio-econonic inpact study for the
State Water Board on the proposed in-streamflow program |
have al so recently prepared an analysis of costs and benefits
of EPA's proposed water quality standards for the San
Franci sco Bay Delta.

Q Is Attachment A to SWRCB Exhibit 28 a true and accurate
summery of your professional qualifications and experience?
A Yes, it is.

Q Wul d you affirmthat SWRCB 28 is a true and accurate
summary of your testinony in this proceedi ng?

A Yes, it is.

Q Are there any additions or corrections that you wish to
make in your testinony at this tine?

A Not at this time, no.

Q Thank you very much, M. Wegge.

Qur next witness is Thomas Packard.
/111



THOVAS PACKARD,
havi ng been sworn, testified as foll ows.
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR FRI NK

Q M. Packard, could you pl ease state your name and pl ace
of enpl oynent ?

A My nane is Thomas Packard, P-a-c-k-a-r-d, and | work for

a firmin San Francisco called EDAW and | have been enpl oyed
there for the last eight and a half years.

Q Did you prepare a docunment that is entitled, Witten
Testimony of Thomas Packard, for the Mono Basin Water Rights
heari ngs?

A Yes, | did.

Q And is that the docunent that has been designated as

SWRCB Exhibit 29 in this proceedi ng?

A It is.

Q Your testinony indicates that you assisted in providing
information for the Draft EIR  Wuld you pl ease sumari ze
your professional education and experience relevant to the
area or areas that you worked in with regard to the Draft EIR?
A Yes. | hold a Bachel or degree in | andscape
architecture fromthe University of Illinois. | also

conpl eted two years of graduate study at the University of
[Ilinois in landscaping architecture and ny |last eight and a
hal f years of professional experience with EDAW has been



specifically in the real mof assessnent of visual inpacts
related to a variety of projects, many of which include water
resource features.

Q And what was the role that you played and your enployer,
EDAW with regard to the preparation of the environnenta

i mpact report?

A We conducted a study of the visual inpacts of the project
alternatives and subnitted a report on those inpacts. W also
prepared Auxiliary Report Nunber 24, | believe.

Q Were you involved in the preparation of Appendix V on

vi sual resources?

A We provided information that was used to prepare Appendi X
V.

Q And EDAW then, served as a subcontractor to Jones and

St okes?

A That is correct?

Q In the preparation of the Draft Environnental |npact
Report ?

A Yes, sir.

Q Is Attachment A to Exhibit 29 a true and accurate summary

of your professional qualifications and experience relative to
the work you did on the Draft ElR?

A Yes, it is.

Q And do you affirmthat SWRCB Exhibit 29 is a true and
accurate summary of your testinony in this proceedi ng?



A Yes, it is.

Q Are there any additions or corrections that you wish to
make in your testinony?

A There is an exception | wish to point out. In ny witten
testinmony, | affirmthat the resources section of the Draft

ElIR represents the conclusions and results that were reached
by EDAW as part of our studies. The exception in that regard
woul d be the criteria used for assessing significance as it
relates to tufa and al so the significance of inpacts rel ated
to the 6390 alternative.

Q Wul d you explain that in a little nore detail, the
changes that you woul d suggest regarding the criteria for

eval uating the significance in the case of tufa?

A In the EDAWreport, the criteria that was used was nore
related to a conplete or near conplete loss of tufa with
respect to significant adverse inpacts, and therefore, since
the 6390 alternative does not neet that criteria, the EDAW
report did not assess inpacts of the 6390 alternative as being
significantly adverse.

Q Just so we are clear on this, the significant criteria
t hat EDAW used requires nore of a subnersion of tufa than the
criteria that was ultimately used in the Draft EIR is that
correct?

A That is correct.

Q And you nentioned one other area, | believe, and maybe
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1 I m sunderstood you, was there another area you were

2 suggesting a change in, or was it related to the first one?
3 A It's related to that.

4 Q Ckay. Thank you very nuch, M. Packard. Qur next
5 wtness is Dr. Nicholas Dennis.

6 NI CHOLAS DENNI S

7 havi ng been sworn, testified as follows.

8 DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

9

BY MR FRINK
10 Q Dr. Dennis, would you please state your nane and pl ace of
11 enpl oynment ?
12 A MY nane is N cholas Dennis, D-e-n-n-i-s. | work for
13 Jones and Stokes Associ at es.
14 Q Did you prepare a docunent entitled, Witten Testi nony of

15 Ni chol as Dennis, for the Mono Basin Water Rights Hearing?
16 A Yes.

17 Q And is that the docunment that is designated as State
18 \Water Resources Control Board Exhibit 30 in this proceedi ng?
19 A Yes.

20 Q VWat portions of the Draft EIR did you assist in
21 preparing or provide information for?
22 A I was responsible for preparing the chapter on recreation

23 i npacts and for preparing Appendi x Wwhich reports results of
24 surveys that were used to collect information on those
25 i mpacts.



Q Could you give us a brief oral sunmary of your

prof essional qualifications and experience that are rel evant
to the work you did for the Draft Eir?

A Yes. | have a PhD in forest economcs fromthe
University of California at Berkeley, a Bachelor's and
Master's degree of science and forestry fromthe University of
W sconsin, Madison. Prior to working at Jones and Stokes
Associ ates, | consulted with the California Departnent of
Forestry on preparing a statew de recreation opportunity
assessnment for forest and rangel ands. Since working at Jones
and Stokes, | have anal yzed recreation use opportunities and
i npacts on several water resource related projects, including
the Delta wetl ands project and the proposed Los Vaqueros
Reservoir project.

Q Is Attachment Ato the State Water Resources Control
Board Exhibit 30 a true and accurate sunmary of your

pr of essi onal educati on and experience regarding the work you
did on this project?

A Yes.

Q And do you affirmthat the State Water Resources Control
Board Exhibit 30 is a true and accurate sumrary of your
testinmony in this proceedi ng?

A Yes.
Q Are there any additions or corrections you wi sh to make?
A No.



Q Thank you, Dr. Dennis.
Qur next witness is M. Edward R npo.

EDWARD T. RI MPQ,

havi ng been sworn, testified as foll ows.
Dl RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR FRI NK

Q M. Rinmpo, would you pl ease state your

enpl oynment ?

nane and pl ace of

A My nane is Edward Rinpo, R-i-mp-o0, and | am enpl oyed

wi th Jones and St okes Associ at es.

Q Did you prepare a docunent that is titled, Witten
Testinmony of Edward Ti nothy R npo, for the Mono Basin Water

Ri ghts Hearing?

A Yes, | did.

Q And is that the docunent that has been designated as
State Water Resources Control Board Exhibit 31 in this
heari ng?

A Yes, it is.

Q VWhat portions of the Draft EIR did you assist in

preparing or provide information for?

A | was primarily involved in preparing portions of the

wat er supply chapter, which is Chapter 3-L

Q Could you give us a brief oral sunmary of your
prof essi onal qualifications and experience that relate to the

area of work you did on the Draft EIR?



A | received ny BA degree fromthe University of Virginia
and an Ms degree, also, in economcs from Col orado State
University, and since that time, | have been involved in

preparing econom c studies, analyses of air quality
regul ati ons, and cost-benefit studies.

Q Is Attachnment A to State Water Resources Control Board
Exhibit 31 a true and accurate summary of your professional
education and experience?

A Yes, it is.

Q Do you affirmthat State Water Resources Control Board
Exhibit 31 is a true and accurate sunmary of your testinony in
thi s proceedi ng?

A Yes, | do.

Q Are there any additions or corrections that you wish to
make?

A Not at this tine.

Q Thank you very much, sir.

The next witness is David Larsen
DAVI D LARSEN
havi ng been sworn, testified as follows.
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR FRI NK
Q Whul d you pl ease state your name and pl ace of enpl oynent?
A My nane is David Larsen, L-a-r-s-e-n. | am enployed by

Resour ce Managenent International here in Sacranento



Q Did you prepare a docunent that is titled, Witten
Testinmony of David Larsen, for the Mono Basin Water Rights
Heari ng?

A Yes, | did.

Q Is that the docunent that has been desi gnated SWRCB
Exhibit 32 in this proceedi ng?

A Yes, it is.

Q VWhat portions of the Draft EIR did you assist in
preparing or provide information for, M. Larsen?

A Qur primary involvenent in the preparation of the

environnental inpact report had to deal with the power
generation topic area, which is Chapter 3-Mof the report.

Q Did RM serve as a subcontractor to Jones and Stokes in
this project?

A Yes, we did.

Q Could you give us a brief oral sunmary of your

pr of essi onal educati on and experience regarding the subject
and work that you did for the Draft EIR?

A Yes. | graduated from South Dakota State University in

1970 with a Bachel or of Science in electrical engineering.
have been with RM about seven and a half years. Prior to
that time | worked for the Electric Power Cooperative in
Arizona where | was responsible for both the resource and
transm ssion planning efforts for the cooperative.

Since joining RM, | have continued in that vein, in both



t he generation, resource, and transm ssion planning areas and
have performed power supply studies for RM's clients
t hroughout the United States, including --

Q Wul d you nove the mke a little closer?

A Sur e.

Q | don't pick up sounds very well.

A Since joining RM, | have continued to be involved in

both resource and transm ssion planning activities working for
clients throughout the country including Nevada, California,
and Arizona. That's pretty nuch it.

Q Is Attachnment A to State Water Resources Control Board
Exhi bit 32 a true and accurate summary of your professional
educati on and experience?

A Yes, it is.

Q And do you affirmthat State Water Resources Control
Board Exhibit 32 is a true and accurate sumrary of your
testinmony in this proceedi ng?

A Yes, | do.

Q Are there any additions or corrections you wi sh to make?
A No, there isn't.

Q Thank you very much, sir. | believe that our |ast new
witness, if I amnot |osing count here, is Dr. M chael
Hanemann

M CHAEL HANEMANN
Havi ng been sworn, testified as foll ows:
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DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR FRINK

Q Dr. Hanemann, would you pl ease state your nane and pl ace
of enpl oynent ?

A My nane is WIliam M chael Hanemann, Ha-n -e-ma-n-n,

and | ama professor in the Departnment of Agriculture in
resource economcs at U C. Berkel ey.

Q Did you prepare a docunent that is titled, Witten
Testimony of W M chael Hanemann?

A Yes.

Q And is that the docunent that has been designated as
SWRCB Exhibit 34 in this proceedi ng?

A Yes.

Q VWhat portions of the Draft EIR did you provide
information for?

A | worked on part of the water supply and the public trust
resources and that's parts of Chapter 3-L and 3-M and Appendi x
X, and | also wote an auxiliary report which, | believe, is
Number 27.

Q Could you give us a brief oral sunmary of your

prof essi onal qualifications and experience in the area of work
that you did for the draft EIR?

A My field is environnmental econonics and resource
econom cs. | have taught a course on water resource econom CcS
et Berkeley for nore than a decade, and | have an



under graduat e degree in econom cs, philosophy, and politics
from Oxford University, a Master's degree in econom cs from
London School of Economics, and then a PhD from Harvard in
economi cs.

| had the privilege of serving as the Board' s economi st
in 1987 in its analysis of regulating drai nage di scharges to
the San Joaquin River. | worked with the Board staff, with
Ri ch Sat kowski and Jerry Johns, and then, in 1987, you engaged
me as the staff economist for the first part of the Bay-Delta
hearings and | served through the end of 1989 and wote the
econom ¢ analysis and the staff report that cane out five
years ego at the end of 1988.

| have continued to conduct research to advise -- | was
i nvol ved in the negotiations of the Menorandum of
Under st andi ng on urban conservation. In March 1992, | was
asked to serve as the technical advisor to Mayor Bradley's
Bl ue Ri bbon Commttee on Water Rights that was set up to
exam ne Los Angel es water rights structure.

| should add that | have been asked, in the |ast nonth,
to play a simlar role with regard to the Metropolitan Water
District, which set up a Blue Ribbon Citizen's Conmttee to
examne its water rights and expansion policies, and I had the
pl easure of neeting with themfor two days |ast week.
Q Is Attachment A to SWRCB Exhibit 34 a true and accurate
summary of your professional education and experience?



A Yes.
Q And do you affirmthat SWRCB Exhibit 34 is a true and
accurate summary of your testinony in this proceedi ng today?
A Yes.

Q Are there any additions or corrections that you wish to
make?
A No.

MR FRINKK M. Hearing Oficer, that concludes our
presentation of these wi tnesses on direct exam nation, and
these six gentlenen, as well as M. Trott and M. Casaday wil |
be available to respond to cross-exani nation.

MR DEL PI ERO. Thank you very nuch, M. Frink. M.

Bi r m ngham

MR BIRM NGHAM Today we are going to start with the
better half of the tag team Janet CGoldsmth.

MR, DEL PI ERO. Good norning, M. Goldsnith.

M5. GOLDSM TH: Good norning, M. Del Piero.

MR, DEL PI ERO  Good norning. M. Dodge.

MR, DODGE: Good nmorning. You indicated you woul d know
your schedul e this norning.

MR DEL PIERO. | will actually know it around 11: 00
o' clock, I prom se you. | have not forgotten. | have pinned
it up.

CROSS EXAM NATI ON
BY M5. GOLDSM TH:



Q I would like to address ny questions to Dr. Hanemann with
regard to the public trust evaluation that was drawn.

My understanding is that the public trust evaluation that
was done was a result of a survey at which respondents were
asked to provide answers concerning three different |ake
levels that were identified to then?

DR HANEMANN:  Yes.

Q Actual ly, they were given information for no diversion.

Wul d you agree with ne that the results of that
contingent valuation survey show that there are very |arge
benefits received by the public in preserving the ecosystem at
Mono Lake?

A | agree.

Q Whul d you agree that the public trust benefits associated
with raising the | ake | evel much above the |evel that would
guarantee that preservation tends not to be as great, or
eventual ly to decline?

A | agree.

Q Now, concerning the survey, the respondents were asked
about scenarios at the |ake, and particularly el evations were
identified with those scenarios. Wuld You agree with ne that
if the descriptions of those | ake elevations, in fact, matched
a different | ake el evation, that the responses ought to be
associated with the | ake elevation that, in fact, matched the
description?



MR WEGGE: Excuse me, just a procedural matter here. W
have di scussed nmany of the issues that may be coming up today
and this happens to be one of the issues that | was going to
take the first stab at if that's all right.

Q That's fine with mne.

MR VEGGE: A | agree that -- nmaybe you coul d repeat the
question. | want to nmake sure | amagreeing with the right
guesti on.

MR DEL PIERO. | think he agreed to allow you to repeat

t he questi on.
M5. GOLDSM TH: Perhaps the court reporter could read it
back. | amnot sure | can repeat it.
(The reporter read the question as follows.)
"Q Now, concerning the survey, the respondents were
asked about scenarios at the |ake and particularly |ake
el evations were identified with those scenarios. Wuld
you agree with me that if the descriptions of those |ake
el evations, in fact, matched a different |ake elevation
that the responses ought to be associated with the | ake
el evation that, in fact, matched the description.™

MR WEGGE: A | would agree to that if it matched
perfectly another |ake |evel.
Q Wul d you agree that if there were el enents of

differences that it would be a judgnent call as to at what
| ake el evation, the | ake elevation actually was described to



t he respondent s?
A I am not sure what the question is exactly.
Q The question is that if the |ake as described to the
respondents did not exactly match the | ake el evati ons
identified to them that then you woul d need to nmake an
adj ust mrent whi ch woul d be a judgnment on your part as to what
| ake el evation actually nost closely matched the description?
A I would agree that we would need to make an adjustnent to
account for differences in sonme of the environnenta
attributes that were described, but the problemis that there
were nmany attributes, and it would probably have to be a
judgnment call as to which alternative it nost closely
mat ches.
Q Wul d you agree with ne that this matching shoul d be done
relatively at the end of the process where all the coments
have cone in and been assessed as to what precisely the
i mpacts will be at particular el evations?
A In response to that, | would say ideally you woul dn't
have to make this adjustment but because of the fact that we
devel oped the surveys |ong before the inpact anal ysis was
done, we had to use the best information available at the
time.

I would agree that in now goi ng back and realizing that
the way we descri be sone of the environnmental conditions
wasn't precisely what we described in the survey, that we



woul d have to | ook at whether the values that we received for
a particular programor alternative nost closely matched that
programor alternative. Does that answer your question?

Q | amnot sure. Let nme try it again.

Whul d you agree you would want to wait until after al
the i nformati on had been gathered before you attenpted to nake
t hat kind of adjustnent?

A Yes.

Q | thought you would. Now, the contingent eval uation
survey, as presented in the Environnental |npact Report.

concl uded that the highest public benefit was associated with

the | ake level that was identified as 6390, | believe.
DR. HANEMANN:. A That's correct.
Q That's Program B as identified in the survey?
A That's correct.
Q Now, assuming that a significant nunber of tufa towers

woul d be toppled or covered at | ake el evations associated with
| ake Alternative 6383.5, and given that a |arge nunber of the
respondents were concerned with the negative effects of higher

| ake levels on tufa, isn't it nmore likely that the | ake |evel

at which there are maxi mum public trust benefits would lie

bet ween Program A, which is 6375, as identified, and B, which
is 6390, as identified?

A No, it is not. | could illustrate that if you like with
some transparenci es which explain that.



Q Is that accepting the assunption that the tufa towers
woul d be --

A Yes, it is.

Q Now, Dr. Hanemann, in your witten testinony, not the EIR

-- largely in the EIR the survey asked the respondents to
assune that they would be paying for these benefits over 20
years; is that right?

A Yes.

Q Then, in your testinony, your response to coments that
were made was that perhaps giving face value to these
paynments over 20 years was not realistic, and | believe that
you stated that within a reasonabl e range, discounting of the
wi |l lingness to pay values wouldn't have nmade a difference in
what was determned to be the economically optinal |ake |evel?
A | made that statenent.

Q And this was because you found that the economcally
optimal |ake |level was insensitive to any substanti al

di scounting of marginal benefits even as nmuch as 70 to 80
percent; is that right?

A Yes.

Q Dr. Carson, who is a witness for LA Department of Water
and Power, went through the exercise of placing confidence
bounds on the willingness to pay. | think it was 9 doll ars,

59 cents, for going fromProgram A to Program B, 6390, and
didn't notice in your testinony any di sagreement wth that



exerci se.
A Ri chard Carson, who is a coll eague and a forner student
of mine. established two things, he established that the
di fference between Prograns A and B was statistically
significant, and he al so established a confidence interval
around that difference.

And the | ow end of that confidence gives you a smnal
di fference, and the high end of the confidence gives you a
| arge difference

But in the comments presented, he enphasized the first
point and said if you were at the | ow end of the confidence,

it would be very small, and that's true, but the opposite
statenment is equally true, if you are at the high end of the
confidence interval, it would be substantially |arger

Q Do you have any reason to doubt the validity of those
confi dences?

A There are two or three ways of generating confidence,

t hree ways, and Richard used one of them They are al
demandi ng because this is a conplicated nodel and it is a
substanti al amount of work to devel op confidence intervals.

I have no reason to doubt Richard' s conmpetence or his

ability in measuring the confidence interval one way. | just
wanted to point out there are other ways of doing it. He
hasn't done it. | haven't been able to do it, but | have no

i dea whet her they would show a substantially different result,



but I am happy, | amconfident with his analysis using the
nmet hodol ogy that he enpl oyed.
Q Now, with regard to your statenent that the econom cally

optimal |ake level is insensitive to substantial discounting of
the margi nal benefits, even to the point of reducing them by

as much as 70 to 80 percent, would that statenent necessarily
be true at the | ower boundary of the confidence intervals that
Ri chard Carson cal cul at ed?

A No, it wouldn't, but an even stronger statenment would be
true at the higher bounds of confidence intervals. That's why
| looked at the midpoint in ny testinony.

Q Whul d the statenment necessarily be true if the cost of
the | ost Mono Basin water to Southern California has been
significantly underesti mated?

A No, the statenment would be wong if the costs were
underestimated, and it would be way too conservative if the
costs were overestimted as sone of the new evidence suggests.
Q Now, if the maxi mum public trust benefits were detern ned
eventually to |lie sonewhere between Program A and Program B
woul d that statenent necessarily be true?

A That's a tautology. You say if the optimal were found to
be between Program A and B. That only arises if there is an
error in the estimtes of marginal benefits and margi na

costs, so obviously your statenent is sort of tautol ogical

If there is an error, we |ooked at benefits and costs. If we



are wong in either of them it will nove around, what's the
optinmal |ake level. |If the benefits are too high or the costs
are too low, then the optimal |ake |evel would be | ower than
we recomended, and conversely in the upper direction

Q Now, if the econonic considerations had included

consi deration of the cost of adverse environnmental effects

el sewhere in California, such as in the Bay-Delta systemor in
the San Joaquin Valley, wouldn't inclusion of those costs tend
to nove the | ake to a | ower |evel?

MR WVEGGE: A Maybe | can respond to that.
Q A Yes or no would be fine.
A Yes.
Q And if the supply side devel opnments such as limtations

Metropolitan Water District supply due to punping
restrictions, for exanple, associated with protection of the
Delta snelt and wi nter-run chinook sal non increased the cost
of water or shortages to Metropolitan Water District, wouldn't
that tend to increase the cost of water and nove the economc
bal anci ng of | ake level to a | ower |level?

DR. HANEMANN: A The answer is yes, but | nust also
poi nt out that new information regardi ng Metropolitan and
referring specifically to Tim Quinn's testinony which points
out that in Met's plan, it is now assuned they will be able to
run the Col orado aqueduct at 1.2 mllion acre-foot capacity
into the future, not as a guaranteed result, not if there is

on



a nucl ear war or nmmjor accident, but with luck, with the
Board's assistance, water marketing will make it possible to
run the Col orado aqueduct at capacity rather than at 600, 000
acre-feet, which they have assunmed before. That pushes things
in the other direction.

In other words, if the adverse devel opments that we
didn't anticipate, our costs are too low, and if that
devel opnent is a beneficial devel opnent, then our costs are
t oo hi gh.

M5. GOLDSM TH: Thank you. | look forward to seeing the
revision.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON
BY MR Bl RM NGHAM
Q I have a few questions that relate to power supply. The
Draft EIR reports did not consist of the environmental effects
of replacing of power that will not be generated as a result
of restricting diversions of the Mono Basin w th power
generated fromburning fossil fuels; is that correct?

MR, LARSEN. A The analysis reflected the | evel of
em ssions, as the emi ssion |levels would change. It did not
reflect assigning costs to those em ssions, that is correct.

Q And it is correct that the power that is lost as a result
of restricting DW' s ability to divert water out of the Mno
Basin will be replaced with power generated by burning fossil
fuel s?



A It's probably true, the mgjority of it would be, that's
correct.
Q And there are negative environnmental consequences or

effects associated with increased consunption of fossil fuel

is that correct?

A | expect in some people's mnds, there is, yes.

Q And isn't it correct that fossil fuel that will be burned
to generate electricity will be burned in what has been
designated as a non-attai nment area by the EPA?

A VWi ch particular area are you tal ki ng about ?

Q The Sout h Coast region

A Depends upon which one of the particular alternatives you
woul d be I ooking at. In sonme of the alternatives, the anmpunt

of additional energy that is produced in the Los Angel es Basin
is fairly significant as a portion of the total that has to

be made up. In other cases, it's alittle bit |ess.
Q Ms. Goldsmith asked Dr. Hanenann a few questions that
related to water supply. | have a few additional questions

that I don't believe will necessarily be directed at Dr.

Hanemann. The EIR assunes that Metropolitan Water District

will be able to replace water that is needed as the result of

a reduction of diversions out of Mono Basin; is that correct?
DR. HANEMANN:. A It assunmes that Los Angel es woul d be

able to take water fromMetropolitan and it allows for the

i ndirect inpact on Metropolitan's other custoners who have to



give up the water that Los Angel es takes.

Q And it's correct, isn't it, that there is sone
uncertainty about Metropolitan's ability to replace that

wat er ?

A Yes. Looking to the future, demands can change in nmany
ways, supply can change in many ways. | nust say that a year
makes a difference. W did this just about a year ago, and
the situation has changed considerably in the direction of
greater confidence that Metropolitan and Southern California
will be able to nake up these supplies with a | ower inpact
than we had assuned in our analysis, econom c anal ysis.

Q Your response assunes there will be additional water
avail able as a result of water transfers; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q In the last year, isn't it also correct there have been
events which cause greater uncertainty, for instance, isn't it
correct that in the last year there has been at |east one
species in the Bay-Delta which has been listed as a threatened
species, and that restrictions inposed by the National Marine
Fi sheries Services on operation of the State's Water Project
creates uncertainty concerning Metropolitan's ability to
supply DWP with water?

A That's true, but the transfers | was thinking of were in
the Col orado River system That is, the major change is
Metropolitan's statenent now that it is relatively confident



of water transfers in the Colorado Region, so that it could
run its aqueduct at capacity.

Q Does the Environmental |npact report analyze the effects
of those transfers?
A No -- | don't know if Thonmas wants to comment.

MR WEGGE: A No, those transfers were identified as a

potential mtigation for the significant adverse inpacts on
wat er suppl i es.

Q I ncl uded as one of the potential mtigation measures were
transfers authorized by HR 429; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q HR 429 aut horizes the transfer of water fromthe Central

Val l ey Project to areas outside of the service area of the
Central Valley Project; is that correct?
A That's correct.
Q If transfers are made fromthe San Joaquin Valley, it is
likely, isn't it, that there will be increased reliance on
groundwat er as a source of water for irrigation in the San
Joaquin Vall ey?

MR, ROCS- COLLINS: Objection, calls for speculation as to
the particulars of the transaction

MR DEL PIERO. | amgoing to overrule the objection.
The fact of the matter is that under HR 429, water transfers
that are subject to the approval of this Board have to nake a
showi ng that there's avail abl e groundwater and that no over



drafting is going to be taking place, so you can go ahead and
answer that question.

The transfer of surface-delivered water would, in fact,
result in reliance on groundwater, it has to be approved by
this Board that no adverse inpact on the groundwater basin is
going to be taking place because of the transfer, so go ahead
and answer the question.

VR WVECGE: A | will defer to Dr. Hanenann.

DR HANEVANN: A I think the direct answer has been
gi ven.

MR, DEL PI ERO. Except |'mnot under oath.

(Laughter.)

A That's a real problem

MR DEL PIERO Only for everyone el se.

(Laughter.)

A The point | want to make is two things. The California
wat er systemis interconnected, and so what happens wi th Mno
Lake rel ates to what happens with the Central Valley

| mprovenent Act, with the Bay-Delta, with the Col orado River.
Two constraints -- one is these things are unfol ding through
time and we have to do the analysis at one point in time and
it is nowa year later.

The other is since the Board needs to nake a decision on
the extent to which it wants to bundl e everything together and
have one overall study of all the aspects of the California



wat er system or whether one | ooks at them sequentially.

MR DEL PIERO | would encourage you to try to answer
M. Birm ngham s question, is it reasonable to assune that in
the event there is a transfer pursuant to HR 429 fromthe
Central Valley Project, that groundwater would, in fact, be
used to replace surface water?

A I think it is certainly possible that many of the
provisions of HR 429 will affect the use of groundwater.
MR BIRMNGHAM Q Is it correct that transfer of

surface water fromthe San Joaquin Valley pursuant to HR 429
may have economni c consequences in the San Joaquin Valley?

A Yes. The recent analysis that Rand Corporation rel eased
on the water bank shows econom c consequences went in both
directions. That is to say, the reduction in farmactivity

was negative, but the infusion of wealth had a positive

effect, so there will be an effect. | don't know what the net
effect is.
Q Wth respect to replacenent of water supplies, the Draft

El R assunmes that water reclamation projects in Southern
California will be available by specified dates; is that
correct?

A Yes.
Q If those water reclanmation projects are del ayed, that
will increase DWW s reliance on Metropolitan Water District

for replacenent supplies; isn't that correct?



A Yes, but | want to add one qualification. 1In sone parts
of the analysis we used the cost of reclamation and the high
end of that was 800 hundred dollars an acre-foot as a proxy

for supply neasures that would be taken which m ght not
actual ly involve reclamation, and indeed m ght be cheaper. W
just wanted a conservative figure for replacenent water, and

we used 800 dollars in that role.

Q A few nmonents ego, Dr. Hanemann, you nade a statenent in
response to a comment nmade by the hearing officer, and you
indicated that in California, our water systens are

i nterconnected; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q So, you would concur that the reduction of conversions
out of the Mono Basin is likely to have an effect in the

Sacr ament o- San Joaquin River, Bay-Delta?

A To the extent that the systemis constrained and there is
a shortage of water, when you take water from any one source,
you will have an effect on the others. But, | want to enter

a qualification. The new planning that's taking place in
Metropolitan and el sewhere after the drought is revealing

signs of considerably nore |ocal supplies fromreclamation
conjunctive use of groundwater, than was anticipated a year

ago or two or three years ago. That doesn't mean that
California isn't going to be short of water anynore, but the
extent to which there are significant external inpacts, |



think -- et me put it this way, | amnore optimstic now than
| was a year ago
Q The project that you just described in Met's planni ng

relates to future water supplies, isn't that correct?
A Yes.

Q In the short term isn't it correct that there are
several limtations to the availability of water in
California?
A If that's a statenment about this year, | don't know that
that's correct. The Col orado aqueduct, | believe, is running
at capacity. There's quite a lot of water in the system The
drought has had an after-effect in depressing demand. | think
it wll go away, but whether it goes away in two years or five
years or seven years, | don't know, and so the short-term
situation, | think, isn't as tight as it mght have been

MR DEL PIERG  You have two m nutes.

MR BIRM NGHAM  Q I will nove on and ask questions
about visual resources. In the Draft EIR the chapter on

vi sual resources states that the public judges tufa towers,
vi sual l'y conspi cuous birds, and sand tufa to be the nost
i nportant positive elenments relative to scenic qualities in

the Mono Basin. |s that correct?
MR PACKARD:. Yes, the document does state that.
Q And one of the conclusions in the visual resources

chapter as it is currently drafted or witten in the Draft EIR



is that 6383.5 or under that, the levels associated with that
| ake | evel alternative, sand tufa woul d experience no change
relative to the point of diversion. That's the way it is
currently drafted; isn't it?
A Yes.
Q Now, based upon new i nformati on, we now know t hat under
the 6383.5 alternative, send tufa at Mono Lake will be
destroyed; isn't that correct?
A That's correct.
Q So, with respect to Table 3 1-6 in the Draft
Envi ronnental |npact Report, it will be necessary to add under
the 8383.5 alternative, it will be necessary to add a C
postscript to that alternative to indicate that all sand tufa
wi Il be destroyed under that alternative?
A That woul d be correct.

MR,  DEL PIERO Excuse me, one question, does that
i nclude sand tufa that is not exposed?
A I did not prepare the analysis of the direct effects on
sand tufa. That analysis was conducted by Dr. Scott Stine

MR, DEL PIERO. Do you know the answer to my question?

A | could not say for certain.
MR, DEL PIERO. Pardon ne for interrupting
MR, BIRM NGHAM Q In terns of visual resources, which

is the chapter that you prepared or participated in; is that
correct?



A Yes.

Q The only sand tufa which adds to the visual resources of
he | ake are those sand tufa which are exposed?

That is true.

Now, the Environmental |npact Report's criteria for
ignificant adverse inpacts on scenic quality with respect to
ppling or inundating tufa was 10 percent? |s that correct?

As stated in the EIR that is correct.

Now, you indicated in your summary of your witten
testinmony that EDAWused a different criteria to determ ne
significant effects; is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q And you nade Jones and Stokes, the Environnental | npact
Report consultants, ware of the criteria that EDAWused in
determ ning significant effects?
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A That is correct.
Q And Jones and Stokes chose to use the 10 percent
criteria?
A That appears to be the case.
MR  BIRMNGHAM | don't think | have any further

guestions. Thank you very much.

MR, DEL PI ERO. Thank you, M. Birm ngham M. Thomas.
Ms. Cahill.

MR THOVAS: M. Del Piero, we would propose to split the
panel, Ms. Cahill handling some of them nyself some of the



00035
ot hers.
MR DEL PIERO Who is on first?
MS. CAHI LL: | am
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

Q Gven that this is the I ast panel of the Jones and Stokes
team | have a few questions that are relatively general
The EIR considers a nunber of alternatives and is it
true, M. Casaday, that the no-restriction alternative cannot
10 meet the project's objectives?

1
2
3
4
5 BY Ms. CAHI LL:
6
7
8
9

11 MR, CASADAY: A That's correct.

12 Q Wth regard to the other alternatives, isn't the 6372-
13 foot alternative feasible?

14 A Yes.

15 Q Is the 6377 alterative feasible?

16 A Yes.

17 Q Is the 6383.5 alternative feasible?

18 A Yes.

19 Q Is the 6390 alternative feasible?

20 A Yes.

21 Q Is the 6410 alternative feasible?

22 A Yes.

23 Q Does your, and this is basically to the whol e panel

24 Table S-1, page 15 in the summary concl udes that the greatest
25 net economc benefits occur at the 6390 alternative. M.



Casaday, is that your opinion?

A That's what we reported, yes. That isn't ny opinion --
| guess | don't have an opinion
Q Should | address this to anot her nenber of the panel ?

Does the panel agree that is the point at which there is the
greatest net econom c benefit?

MR WVEGEE: A Yes.

DR. HANEMANN: | woul d add, based on the information that
we had at the tine.
Q And at the 6410 alternative, would Los Angeles be able to

repl ace the water it could no | onger export fromthe Mno
Basi n?
A The answer is yes. The question is the cost of the
repl acenent, and that's indicated in our analysis.

MS. CAHI LL: Thank you. Now. M. Thomas has a few
guesti ons.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON

BY MR THOMVAS:
Q Just a cl ean-up question for M. Casaday on habitat. M.
Casaday, the Environnental |npact Report at 3C-67 to 3C- 74 --
will you turn to that section?

MR CASADAY: A Yes.
Q The 3C-67 indicates under the 6377 alternative, that
there will be a 1 to 32 percent increase in riparian
vegetation under that alternative. AmI correct?



A Yes.

Q And turning to page 3C- 70 under the 6383.5 alternative,
the report indicates that there will be a negative 1 to plus
32 percent gain of riparian vegetation and a 3 to 18 percent
gain of wetland and neadow vegetation under that alternative;
is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Both alternatives involve a gain of tributary riparian
vegetation; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And if we turn to the 6390 alternative at 3C 73, your

report indicates that there will be a negative 2 to plus 30
gain of riparian vegetation and 48 percent gain in neadow and
wet | and vegetation; is that correct?

A Yes, and | guess | misspoke nyself on the |ast, or
answered incorrectly on the | ast question where we give a
range of the negative nunber, that nmeans there is a possible
| oss.

Q And isn't it true in parentheses you say a loss of this
magni tude is not significant, after that?

A Yes.

Q At both 3C- 70 and 3C 737

A Yes.

Q So, on each of those three alternatives there is a net

gain of tributary riparian vegetation; is that correct,



according to your report?

Vll, | prefer to |look at the summary table.

' m aski ng you about --

VWich three alternatives, the ones we just discussed?
6373, 6383.5 and 6390.

Well, | believe -- the change fromthe point of
reference, is that the question?

' masking you, does your report at the pages | have

i ndi cated show a net gain of riparian vegetation?

A Wel |, again, the range of estimates, the ones that have
a negative nunber allow for the fact that there could be a
slight loss. Now, the mdpoint of those ranges are al
positive.

Q And isn't it true that each of the neadow and wetl and
vegetations in those alternatives provide for significant

i ncreases? You can go through themif you like, isn't it true

>O0>»0 >

Q

6377 had a 17 percent increase? | didn't intend these to be
trick questions. |I'mtrying to get the facts and the
progressi on of how we get to your results.

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And at 3C- 70 you have 3 to 18 percent of nmeadow end
wet | and vegetation increase.

A That's correct.

Q And at 6390 you have a 48 percent increase?

A Yes.



