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SACRAMENTO, CALI FORNI A
JANUARY 28, 1994, 8:45 A M
---000---

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Ladi es and gentl emnen,
this hearing will come to order.

Good nmorning. This is the continuation of the
hearing regardi ng the anendnent of the City of Los
Angel es’ water rights licenses for the diversion of
waters fromstreans that are tributary to Mono Lake.

My nane is Marc Del Piero. |I'mVice-Chair of the
State Water Resources Control Board. I'macting in the
capacity of Hearing Oficer in this matter.

|'ve aged a year during this process, as have all
of us.

MR, BIRM NGHAM  Actual ly, M. Dodge has aged 25
years in this process.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC. Really? |Is this true,

M. Dodge?

MR DODGE: That's what nmy w fe says.

MR BIRMNGHAM Well, it started for M. Dodge in
1979.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC Wl |, that constitutes
expert testinony, M. Dodge.

Good nmorning, M. Birmngham It's nice to see
you, Sir.

Today we have all of our LAAMP aqueduct nodeling
taki ng place today. W' ve got Dr. Brown, M. Huchison,
M. Vorster, M. Hasencanp, and M. Deas.

MR BIRMNGHAM M. Del Piero, you may recall



that on Monday, Dr. Beschta testified, and we indicated
that Dr. Beschta was going to cone back today to tal k
about --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Yes. Wuld you like
to put himon first?

MR BIRM NGHAM Wl |, actually, Dr. Beschta, we
gave hima lot of data, and he asked for additional
time to anal yze the data. | thought we probably woul d
have a pretty full day today. So with your permn ssion,
we'd like to bring Dr. Beschta on at sone future day.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO W have a half day on
the 3rd. W have no tinme on the 4th. W m ght have
time on the 7th or the 9th. Then we've got the 14th
and 15th which is still avail able.

So you may want to review the cal endar, and
per haps you can |l et us know after noon today when he
wi Il be available so other people can be prepared in
terms of their cross-exam nation and so that the Staff
is also aware of what the scheduling requirenents wll
be.

MR BI RM NGHAM  Thank you.

THE COURT: M. Canaday?

MR, CANADAY: W' ve had one change in the
schedule. The 15th will be a dark day for us here.
That's when the Board Staff is neeting on the budget,
and so --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERGC  (h.

MR, CANADAY: So since that's of interest to ne, |
deferred that day. W debated whether --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Whether or not there's
going to be noney in the budget for our salaries.

Smal | but significant issue. Thank you. | appreciate
that information.

Are we going to schedul e anot her day beyond that
in the event we needed it? There's only two open days
left in our third revision of our schedule.

MR FRINK: Actually, the w tnesses we have |isted
are schedul ed through the 10th of February. W sent
out a notice yesterday indicating that we'd go on the
11th of February, if needed. So the 14th and 15th were
only in the event of absolute necessity, anyway.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC. Well, the 10th and
11th were technically days that were avail abl e?

MR FRINK: I'mlooking -- excuse ne. |'m]looking
at an outdated list, but in any event, that --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. | thought the 10th and

11th were dark because they had conflict problens.

MR, CANADAY: That's correct. | have schedul ed
the 17th and 18th as two additional days for fall back.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL Pl ERO: Hey, M. Canaday, |
called it. |1 knew we were going to finish right around
the 20th. It's just February instead of January.

kay. Fine. Then, M. Birmngham if you'd be
ki nd enough to get together with M. Canaday so we can
get it on the record when Dr. Beschta's going to be
here, 1'd appreciate it.

VMR BIRMNGHAM We'll talk to Dr. Beschta this
nmorni ng and discuss it with M. Canaday after that.



HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Good norni ng,
Ms. Koehler. It's nice to see you.

M5. KOEHLER: | have a very brief procedural point
of order I'd like to get cleared away before we begin.

On the cross-exam nation, Dr. Vorster has
devel oped | egal skills, he believes, and he would Iike
to test them And he has asked if he could do the
cross-exam nation this nmorning, or this afternoon,
whenever we get to Los Angel es’ managenent plan,
revi sed managenent pl an.

That's fine with me. 1'll be doing the
cross-exam nation on the nodeling, but I wanted to
clear with you, first, whether that would be okay with

you for Dr. Vorster to do so.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC | have no inherent
problenms with this so long as we understand that if, in
fact, Dr. Vorster is going to do that, that he and you
will be obliged to conply with that sonmewhat
foundational rule that we set up in the beginning,
where we aren't going to have any tag team activities
goi ng on.

If Dr. Vorster wants to conduct the
cross-exam nation, there's nothing in our rules that
prohi bit that fromtaking place.

Al ternatively, however, if he gets hinself in
wat er over his head, then you need to be aware that he
needs to get hinself out of it.

M5. KOEHLER: M. Vorster has been apprised with
t he hazards incunbent with his request. As | said, to
avoid the -- we have divided the cross-examn nation
subj ect s between questions on the nodel, which I wll
address, and questions on the nmanagenent plan, which we
t hought was a very clear division of the issues.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC. Do | hear any
objections to it? None? Fine.

M5. KCEHLER  Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI EROC.  You're wel cone.

MR DODGE: This is being done on behal f of Cal

Trout ?
M5. KOEHLER  Yes, |I'msorry. | should have nmade
that clear.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC. Fine. It is being
done on behalf of Cal Trout.

Sonme peopl e have far greater confidence in his
new y acquired | egal skills than others.

M5. KOEHLER: |'m not sure confidence is --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIEROC. | will reserve
judgnment, but it will be fun watching you, Dr. Vorster.

MR BIRMNGHAM It's going to be particularly fun
for me to listen.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. | don't doubt that,
M. Birm ngham | don't doubt that for a nonent.

kay. M. Canaday?

MR, CANADAY: Yes, sir.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. W have Dr. Brown and
M. Huchi son on first; is that correct?

MR, CANADAY: That's correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Ckay.



MR FRINKE M. Del Piero, before beginning with
the testinony of Dr. Brown and M. Huchison, we had one
exhibit that we wanted to clear up that Staff had
i ntroduced earlier, and that was the corrected versions
of Table 3-D-8 and Table S-1 out of the Draft EIR and

that was Staff Exhibit No. 7 introduced three nonths
ago.

M. Sat kowski has handed out the corrected
versions of the tables, and we have sonme extras
avai | abl e for anyone el se who would Iike one.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Fine. Thank you very
much, M. Frink, for noting that for the record.
Everyone el se, | assune, will have copies of that
docunent, if they don't already.

MR FRINK: Now, we will nove on with our rebuttal
testi nmony.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Dr. Brown and
M. Huchi son, you were both sworn previously; is that
not correct?

DR. BROMN:  Yes.

MR HUCHI SON:  Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC  And you are still
under oat h.

MR FRINK | was going to nmake an introductory
remark that the only witnesses Staff intends to call in
the rebuttal phase of the hearing are Dr. Brown and
M . Huchi son.

As you recall, there were sonme questions about the
LAAMP nodel. Early on, as part of the CEQA review
process, they indicated that they woul d be considering

some revisions in that and reporting back. As you
not ed, they've been sworn previously, and previously
the Board al so accepted their statenent of
qualifications into evidence.

Al t hough bot h have worked on the LAAMP nodel, nost
of nmy questions will be for Dr. Brown who prepared nost
of the exhibits that we'll be offering this norning.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI EROC.  Fine. Thank you very
nmuch.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON BY THE STAFF
Q BY MR FRINK: Dr. Brown, when you appeared
previously in this hearing, | believe that either you
or Dr. Huchison did indicate that you woul d be
review ng the LAAMP nodel that was used in preparing
the Draft Environnental |npact Report and that
revi sions would be nmade in the nodel if appropriate.

Could you give us a brief summary of the process
that was used to determ ne what nodifications should be
made in the LAAVMP nodel, and in the input assunptions
that were used in the nodel ?

A BY DR. BROMWN: Ckay. |In response to review
comments on the Draft EIR and al so to sone of the early
testinmony beginning in this hearing, one of the

techni cal advisory groups that the State Board Staff
had established early in the process was revitalized or

re- enact ed.
And this began with a nmeeting that was held on



Septenber 20th of 1993. And at that neeting, L.A. DW
staff, State Board Staff, other parties, Peter Vorster
and sone other interested people cane together to
consi der two basic subjects.

One is, there were identified several errors in
the original nodel. These needed to be corrected. But
nmore inportantly, there were a nunber of features that
peopl e wanted added to the nodel capabilities. And so
we began considering which of those could be
i ncorporated into the LAAMP nodel .

Following that initial neeting, beginning towards
the end of Cctober, the changes were actually made to
t he LAAMP code by M. Huchison, and other changes were
made. And then that revised code has been tested and
further revised through a whol e series of neetings,
phone calls, by the TAG group
Q VWho participated in the TAG group agai n?

A L.A. DW staff, State Board Staff, Peter Vorster
representing several of the parties, and your

consul tants, myself, M. Huchison are the major people
at nost of the neetings and di scussions.

Q SWRCB Exhi bit 40 has been | abeled "The Witten
Testinmony of Dr. Russell T. Brown Regarding Revisions

to LAAVP Model and Resulting Mddel Qutputs, January
1994."

Is that a true and accurate statenment of your

testinmony in this proceedi ngs?

A Yes, it is.

Q Exhi bit 40 includes a discussion of the various
changes that were made in the LAAVP nodel and in the

i nput assunptions that were used in recent anal yses or
recent runs using the LAAMP nodel .

Are those changes accurately sunmari zed on pages 2
t hrough 6 of Exhibit 407
A Yes, they are. They are listed and described in
sumary.

Q Are there any changes in particular that you woul d
like to enphasize or describe this norning?

A Yes. It's probably worth enphasi zing, a couple of
the maj or changes that were nmade between the version of
the LAAMP nodel used in the Draft EIR which we're
referring to as version 2, and the revised nodel that
we're now offering for use in State Board Staff

anal ysis, which we're referring to LAAVP 3. 3.

One of the major changes is shown or described in
brief on page 4 of Exhibit 40, and it's |abeled "The
Mono -- the Monthly Mono Basin Export Pattern.”

A nunber of commenters in early testinony

suggested that the export pattern fromthe Mono Basin
was of interest. This was basically unregulated in the
previ ous version of LAAVP

And what has happened nowis, we're able to
specify a nonthly fraction of the total annual exports
to be exported each month. So this evens out the
monthly pattern of exports fromthe Mono Basin into the
Upper Owens comi ng out of the East Portal
Q As long as we're on the subject of nmonthly exports
out of Mno Basin, now, is it your testinony that the



recent anal yses you' ve nade using the LAAVP 3. 3 nodel
have evenly distributed the exports out of the Mno
Basin into the Upper Onens?

A Yes. We've used an even distribution of the
mont hly exports for the exanple sinmulations that 'l
be describing in just a bit.

But this is a user specified option so that other
runs coul d be nmade where nore export is allowed during
the runoff nonths. And that may be a reasonable way to
specify the exports.

So although | used an even export distribution in
the results I'Il show, other distributions could be
tried with the LAAVP
Q And that would not require a nodification of the
nodel itself, would it?

A No. That will just requi re changi ng the input
nDntth val ues that you're specifying.

Q Do you have any opinion as to what the likely
effect would be if you added that additiona
flexibility of allowing a variation in nmonthly exports
fromthe Mono Basin?

A Yes. The general effect of that would be likely
to allow a slightly greater export fromthe Mno
Basin. By requesting an even export to the Upper
Onens, what needs to happen is that that water will be
stored in Grant Lake Reservoir. And there is the
possibility that in nmany years, the anmount of water to
be exported later in the year, sinply will not fit in

Grant. It has a limted storage capacity.
So in those years, then, water will be spilling
from Grant Reservoir, and so by changi ng that

specification to allow a | arger fraction of the water
to be exported during the runoff nonths, nore of that
avai | abl e water for export could be exported.

Q kay. | believe before | interrupted you, you
wer e descri bing sone of the other nmajor changes that
were made in the LAAVP nodel ?

A Right. | would like to highlight, then, another
one that's listed on page 4. There were conments from
L.A that they would Iike to see the possibility of

spills fromLake Crow ey and from Pl easant Vall ey on
the Onens River bel ow the aqueduct intake, which is
| ocat ed bel ow Ti nemaha Reservoir.

The possibility of spills fromthese |ocations
woul d be explicitly nodel ed, and so we did that. So
now, when the nodel is unable to operate the aqueduct
systemwith its avail able storage capacity and is
forced to spill water, this is clearly shown in the
nodel results.

Just a third one 1'd like to enphasize is that the
previ ous version did not include an actual simulation
of Tinemaha Reservoir and Hai wee Reservoir, and these
are now i ncluded with actual reservoir area vol une
evaporation. So full reservoir simulations for those
two reservoirs were added.

Just a last thing on the changes nmade. There were
a nunber of changes requested fromdifferent reviewers
on the spreadsheets that are available with the LAAMP



nodel . These are the normal neans of review ng the
results of the nodel. One of the largest requests was
that some neans of historical verification or
conpari son be provi ded

So in ny view, one of the mmjor changes that has
been made between the two versions of the nodel was the
i nclusion, now, of much historical aqueduct data. This

i ncl udes annual values for the entire period 1940
t hrough 1989, and then nonthly values for the period
1972 through 1989.

So these are now included in the spreadsheets, and
as you do graphics or table summaries of the results,
the historical data for those periods is i mediately
avai l abl e for conparison. And | think this has been a
very hel pful change or revision
Q On pages 6 through 13 of your testinony, you
di scuss the results of using the revised LAAMP 3.3
nodel to anal yze the inpacts of operating Mono Basin
di versi ons under what the Draft EIR | abeled as the
"no-restriction alternative."

In addition, Exhibit 41 includes a nunber of
graphs and tables showing results that would be
expected to occur under the no-restriction alternative.

Coul d you explain the purpose of doing the
ext ensi ve analysis of the no-restriction alternative
and your objective in submitting the graphs and tables
in Exhibit 41, please?

A kay. 1'mgoing to, then, as | discuss the
results, quickly review sone of the graphs that are
provided in State Board Exhibit 41, so | hope that
everyone has a copy of that avail able.

The no-restriction alternative, as described in

the Draft EIR provides a reference for several things;
three, in particular, that 1'd like to enphasize.

The no-restriction alternative is neant to be a
simul ati on of what the likely operation of the aqueduct
system woul d have been with the historical hydrology if
there were no additional constraints on the aqueduct
system beyond t he physical constraints of conduit
capacities, reservoir storages. In particular, there
woul d be no additional constraints on the Mono Lake
tributary streans.

This provides a reference, then, of using the
nodel as a conparative tool, what the operations would
have been.

Q In doing that, are you able to determ ne the
validity, or to verify the validity of the nodel in
maki ng that conparison between running the
no-restriction alternative, as your nodel would
simulate results, and the historic results?

A Using the no-restriction alternative is probably
the nost appropriate case for trying to match what the
nodel results show with the historic operations.

W& woul d not expect the sinulation to match each
mont h of each year during the historical record, but
the no-restriction alternative is the closest case that
the nodel would provide to the actual historic. And so



that is one of the major reasons to |l ook at a series of
graphs showing the sinmulated results and the historic.

The second sort of purpose --

Q Is there a graph in Exhibit 41 that woul d show

t hose results?

A Yes. And there are several graphs provided in the
exhibit, and I want to enphasize just a few of those.
And we can do that at this tine.

The figures are |abeled at the bottomright, and
we are going to look at just a few of those. And
again, our intent is to determne if the LAAW
simul ati ons match the historical operations.

A second goal here is to conmpare the differences
bet ween the previous version of LAAMP 2.0, using the
Draft EIR and the revised version of LAAMP. So both
of these purposes are acconplished using these

gr aphi cs.
Q I wonder if you could begin and give us a
description of the graphic that's |abeled Figure 2 of

SWRCB Exhi bit 41?

A Figure 2 is |abeled, "The Mono Basin Exports.™
These are annual values. Actually, there are three
lines and then dots on this graphic. The top line is
the historical runoff fromthe four tributary streans
in the Mono Basin. The units that we're using to

conpare here is the annual volume in thousands of
acre-feet.

So the runoff, the top line, varies froma | ow of,
per haps, $70,000 to a maxi num of $240, 000 on t hat
graphi c.

The dots that are, in all cases, below the runoff
is the historical exports that were nade during this
year by the aqueduct system

And then there are two additional |ines, and these
are the simul ated exports, on an annual basis, fromthe
Mono tributary streans using the previous version and
the revised version.

Q And the previous version is |abeled as DEl R?

A That is right.

Q Now, | notice that it appears that -- you al so
show the actual historic | evel of exports; is that
correct?

A That's right.

Q It appears that the historical |evel tracks much
nore closely with the simulated | evels from 1972 on

Coul d you explain that?

A One of the reasons will be that there was, of
course, the major change in the aqueduct system The
addition or conpletion of the second barrel, as it's
referred to, between Haiwee Reservoir in Los Angeles.

This all owed, beginning in 1970, additional water
to be exported into the conbi ned Onens River and Mono
Basin. So we mght expect the annual or nonthly val ues
to match better during that |ast 20 years of this
record.

Q That would really be the only period of record
that would provide a fair basis of conparison with the
systemthat was sinmulated in LAAVP 3.3; is that



correct?

A That's true. The last 20 years, that would match
much better. The previous 20 years, the conditions
were quite different with only the one barrel of the
aqueduct .

Q I wonder if you could describe what is shown in
Figure 41 -- excuse ne, in Figure 4 of Exhibit 417

A Ckay. Ski pping down to Figure 4, we have a
simlar graphic showi ng the annual Onens Vall ey
groundwat er punpi ng, again, between 1940 and 1989. But
agai n, because of the addition of the second barrel of
t he aqueduct, you see that the historical data shown
with the little dots are nmuch greater follow ng 1970
and begin to follow the simulated pattern or, we should
say, the sinulated pattern begins to follow the
historic much nore, so that the years of high punping,
and the years of | ow punping are basically reproduced

by the nodel.

I ndi vi dual years, there are differences between
the nodel and the historic, but the general features of
t he year-to-year demand on the punping to supply the
demands at Hai wee going to Los Angel es are generally
reproduced with the nodel.

Q kay. And then 1'd Iike you to skip ahead to
Figure 6 of Exhibit 41, and just give us a very brief
description of what is shown there, please.

A Ski pping to Figure 6, again, this is a sinmlar
di agr am showi ng t he annual Hai wee exports to Los
Angel es with the historical dots.

Agai n, the increase around 1970 and foll ow ng and
t he correspondence between the simnul ated val ues, either
out of the previous version of LAAMP or the revised
version, tracking the historical variation which, in
| arge part, is caused by hydrologic variation within
t he Mono Basi n.

Q In the interest of tine, I'mnot going to go
through all of figures or graphics that you submtted,
but I would ask, in your opinion, do the results verify
that LAAMP 3.3 provides a reasonably accurate mnet hod of
simul ati ng water exports fromthe Mono Basin and
operation of the Los Angel es aqueduct under various
hydr ol ogi ¢ conditions?

A Yes. That is ny opinion, that it does provide a
good tool for describing and anal yzing the avail able
exports.

Q Al right. Pages 13 through 18 of your testinony
di scuss the results that woul d be expected to occur if
wat er diversions fromthe Mono Basin were conducted
under a nunber of specified alternative sets of
criteria.

Could you briefly describe what alternatives were
eval uated, and why you focused on those alternatives in
this anal ysis?

A kay. We've just been describing what we call the
no-restriction alternative. One reason for having to
run that is that once we have simul ated the groundwat er
punpi ng that would be required to neet the set of
export targets specified at Haiwee to supply water to



Los Angel es, that anmount of groundwater punping is then
fixed or set so that for future alternatives, it may
have | ess water available fromthe Mno Basin.

We do not all ow groundwat er punping in the Oaens
Valley to increase to make up for that unavail abl e
water. So we use the no-restriction case to provide a
simul ati on of the groundwater punping, and then hold
that pattern of groundwater punping constant for all of
the follow ng alternatives.

W thought it was then inportant to re-simulate
the point of reference, which is the reference point
used in the Draft EIR to judge inpacts to water supply
or other environmental effects between that reference
poi nt and any other alternative anal yzed.

Q And then you al so | ooked at the 6377 | ake | evel
Was that because it was specified in the prelimnary

i njunction and al so suggested in the Departnent of

Wat er and Power's Mbno Lake Managenent Pl an?

A Yes. And that was a Draft EIR alternative as
wel | .

Q And then you | ooked at the 6383.5 alternative and
the 6390 alternative. Now, those were the two
alternatives identified in the Draft EIR as being
environnental ly preferred alternatives under different
criteria; is that correct?

A Yes, that's right. And so the sequence goi ng
between 77 up to 6383.5 and then up to 6390, reproduce
three of the alternatives used in the Draft EIR So we
t hought this would give us a description or a
conparison of the junps in avail able water between the
previous version and this revised version

Q kay.

A So that's why we wanted to do that.

Q And then you | ooked at a couple or new

alternatives that weren't evaluated in the Draft EIR
is that right?

A Yes, that's right.

Q And the first one consisted of the recommended
stream flows that the Departnment of Fish and Gane

pr oposed?
A Yes. That was the first one.
Q And t he second one of those conbined the

Department of Fish and Gane's recommended stream fl ows
with the |ake level criteria specified in the 6390
alternative; is that correct?

A That's right.

Q Did you consider evaluating any other alternatives
in doing this analysis?

A O course, many other alternatives can be

eval uated with the LAAMP nodel. It was ny
under st andi ng that sonme of the -- sone higher | ake

| evel s woul d be sinulated by Peter Vorster and there
was limted time, so | amshowi ng just this set that

ends up being -- | don't know how many it was. This
was all that we did.

Q Did you prepare Exhibits 41 through 48 that are
described in your testinony?

A Yes, | did. These are the summary of results for



each of the cases that we've just introduced.

Q kay. And Tabl e 3of Exhibit 40, does that
essentially provide a summary of the summary that woul d
all ow you to conpare certain results of each of the
alternatives that you eval uat ed?
A Yes. Table 3 provides a 50-year average for --

M5. KOEHLER: Excuse ne, counsel. \here is
Tabl e 3?

MR FRINK It's in his testimony. |It's part of
Exhi bit 40 near the end.

DR. BROMN: Second fromthe | ast page of Exhibit
40.

Because we have several alternatives to compare
we sel ected what we thought were the nost inportant

vari abl es com ng out of LAAMP, and also, we're only
able to show, in this table, the 50-year average of
these selected variables. But it is a one-page
conpari son between the results of all the simulations
that |'ve done.

Q BY MR FRI NK: Ckay. Now if one wanted to get an
i dea of what the exports fromthe Mono Basin would be
under each of the alternatives, which of the col ums
woul d you | ook under here?

A BY DR. BROMWN: Ckay. The three columms in which
is | abel ed West Portal Exports, the units would be

t housands of acre-feet per year over to get 50-year

period that we're sinulating.

Q kay. And if one wanted to know what the
incremental difference was between the Mono Basin
exports all owed under one alternative and the exports
al l owed under a different alternative, one could sinply
subtract the figures shown for each alternative; is
that correct?

A That's right. Under each alternative for the
first use are three nunbers; the current sinulation
usi ng LAAMP 3.3, and then for conparison, the previous
simulation results using the Draft EIR version of
LAAMP, and then the difference is shown.

To get a conparison between, say, the point of
reference and one of the | ake |evel alternatives, you
woul d subtract the two top nunbers fromthe groups.

Q kay. And just real quickly -- | think we're
goi ng over our tine here -- the exports allowed under
the point of reference or the exports sinulated under

t he point of reference using LAAVP 3.3 would be 75.6

t housand acre-feet, and the exports for the 6377
alternative would be 40,000 acre-feet; is that correct?
A That's correct.

Q So the difference between those two alternatives
woul d be, what, 35.6 thousand acre-feet?

A That's right.

Q And then if one wanted to get an idea of the

di fference between the 6377 alternative and the 6390
alternative for the first 50 years, you could subtract
23,000 acre-feet from 75.6 thousand acre-feet; is that
correct?

A You had said between the 77. That would be with a



poi nt of reference.

Q Ch, excuse me. Fromthe point of reference to --
A That is right. So the 75.6 allowed a point of
reference, and subtracting the 23 would be a difference
of 52.6.

Q kay. And then | ooking nore at what | m stakenly
stated a mnute ago, the difference between the 6377
alternative exports and the 6390 alternative exports
for the first 50 years would be 17,000 acre-feet; is
that correct?

A That is right.

Q And what would that be for the next 50 years?
VWhat woul d be the difference between those two

al ternatives?

A kay. The exports allowed under the second
50-year simulation are 34.8, and subtracting that from
the -- which one were we using? The --

Q The 6377.

A The 77, which started at 40, so the difference

woul d be 5.2 thousand acre-feet.
Q Now, | ooking clear over at the right-hand side of
the colum. It's labeled "L.A delivery."

Does that show the total water delivered to Los
Angel es from both the Mono and Oaens Basi n?

A Yes, it does.

Q Ckay. | won't go through the conparisons or the
figures here, but one could al so get an idea of what
the increnmental difference is sinply by subtracting the
conpar abl e nunbers for each alternative?

A That's right. Subtracting the two cases of
interest to you.

Q In general, |ooking at the nunbers, and we haven't
done the subtraction, but have you eval uated any of the
differences in L. A water deliveries under the various
alternatives? |1'msorry, that question wasn't very
wel | put.

Have you conpared the differences that exist
between the alternatives in water delivered to Los
Angel es with the differences in Mono Basin exports
under any of the alternatives?

A Yes. This can be done by comparing -- choosing

two cases, subtracting the difference over in the Wst
Portal export columm, as we were doing previously, and
conparing that to the sanme difference over in the L. A

export.
And just, as one exanple, between the point of
reference and the 77 alternative, we found a difference

of 35.6 at West Portal. And the conparable nunber from
the sinulations over at L. A delivery colum is 34.6
t housand acre-feet.

So nearly all of the water that was unavail abl e at
West Portal is then unavailable for L. A delivery.
Q kay. Did the alternative that you eval uated
using the DFG fl ow reconmendati on and the 6390 | ake
| evel assune that water would be rel eased from storage
at Grant Lake Reservoir to neet the Departnment of Fish
and Gane's reconmended flows, if needed?
A Yes. In the revised nodel, you're allowed to



specify that that can happen or cannot happen. And for
these sinmulations, | specified that that woul d happen
So when Rush Creek did not have enough water to
meet the specified mninmumflows coming in fromRush
Creek itself, any avail able G ant Reservoir storage
could be released to make up that difference to provide
the full specified m nimmfl ows.
Q And what woul d be the expected effect on water
exports if you took the other course and, in running
the nodel, you did not provide for storage rel eases
from G ant Lake?

A Ckay. Well, that is shown in the table that
describes the streamflow allocation, which is given as
a sunmary table, but w thout |ooking that up, it was
basically in the order of 3 or 4,000 acre-feet per year
were used in that way to make up for less than the
specified flows comng in on Rush from G ant.

So that if you used the other option and did not
rel ease the storage for maki ng up of Rush m ni mum
flows, that water would |ikely be exportable.

So it would be a difference on the order of 3 or
4,000 acre-feet per year.
Q If you didn't use the storage releases to neet the
in-streamfl ow recommendations, then it would have the
potential of increasing the water available for
exports; is that correct?
A That's right.
Q Does LAAMP have the flexibility to allow the user
to vary the mninumreservoir storage areas in & ant
Lake and other reservoirs?
A Yes. Al the reservoirs have nonthly m ni mum
storages that can be specified by the user and,
t herefore, changed to any desirable pattern
Q kay. Dr. Brown, you testified you prepared
Exhi bit -- SWRCV Exhibits 40 t hrough 48

VWho did the actual devel opnent and changes on the

LAAMP nodel itself?
A M. Bill Huchison did the changes.
Q kay. Dr. Brown, | believe that's all the
guestions | have.

Was there anything el se you wanted to bring up
that you believe is inportant regardi ng the nodel ?
A No. | think these were the inportant points.
Q | just have a couple questions for M. Huchison
We did not submit his testinmony in witing.
Essentially, | just wanted to verify that he's prepared
t he nodel .

M. Huchison, State Water Resources Control Board
Exhi bit 49 existed of four diskettes which contain the
LAAMP version 3.3, a second nodel |abeled as LAAVP
version 3.31, and related data i nput and output files.

Did you prepare this information?
A BY MR HUCH SON: | prepared LAAMP 3.3 and 3.31
The input and output files and spreadsheets, Dr. Brown
pr epar ed.
Q Dr. Brown's analysis referred to utilizing LAAMP
3.3.

Could you briefly identify what LAAMP 3.31 is?
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24

A After 3.3 was rel eased, an error that occurs in,
like, six years was discovered, and so that error was
corrected and is now version 3.31. That related to how

the fish-flow deficits in the Mono Basin were credited
back to Haiwee rel ease target under a certain specific
condi ti on.
Q Have you done any conparative runs eval uating the
alternatives that Dr. Brown di scussed using the revised
LAAMP 3. 317
A Like | said, it seenmed to pop up at about six or
seven years. And so in those years, it does have an
effect, but in ternms of long-termaverages, it has |ess
than a hundred acre-feet per year difference.
Q Have you reviewed the testinony that Dr. Brown
prepared and submtted as State Water Resources Control
Board Exhi bit 407?
A Yes, | have.
Q And, in your opinion, does Exhibit 40 accurately
sumari ze the changes that were nade in LAAMP 3.3 from
the earlier LAAMP nodel that was used in the Draft ElR?
A Yes.

MR FRINK: | believe that's all the questions |
have, M. Del Piero.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO M. Canaday, are there
ot her questions?

MR FRINK: We'|l do that on cross.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERG M. Bi rm nghanf?

MR FRINK: O redirect.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  \What ever.

MR BIRMNGHAM Did the Staff want to exam ne the
Wi t nesses before --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Go ahead,

M. Birm ngham
CROSS- EXAM NATI ON BY MR Bl RM NGHAM
Q Good norning, Dr. Brown --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERC.  How was Fresno,
M. Birm ngham before you begi n?

MR BIRM NGHAM  How was Fresno? Fresno was --
well, it was raining. It rained a |lot down in Fresno
on Monday ni ght and Tuesday.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC  It's always fun in
Fresno when it rains | understand.

MR BIRM NGHAM Well, | spent as nuch tinme in a
building in Fresno on Tuesday as | did in this building
on Monday, so it was not a very pleasant --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIEROC Well, we're glad to

have you back.
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM Dr. Brown, M. Huchison, as
you may recall, I'm Tom Bi rm ngham |'m one of the
attorneys that represents the Departnent of Water and
Power and City of Los Angeles in this proceedi ng.

Dr. Brown how are you today?

A BY DR BROWN: Fine.

Q M. Huchi son, how are you?

A BY MR HUCH SON: Fine.

Q That's not the last question I have for you,

M. Huchi son, but we'll conme back to my questions for



you in alittle while.

The questions that | have are related -- primrily
related to the testinony of Dr. Brown, so | presune
Dr. Brown will answer them but either of you are
certainly free to

First, Dr. Brown, in your testinony, you state
that LAAMP, both 2.0 and 3.3, were designed to support
a relative conparison anong alternatives; is that
correct?

A BY DR. BROAWN: That is right.

Q And that it was not designed as a basis for --
neither LAAMP 2.0 nor 3.3 were designed as the basis
for the -- conducting the day-to-day operations of the
Los Angel es aqueduct; is that correct?

A That is right. W described it as a planni ng
nodel

Q Now, in your testinony, there are several places
where you tal k about LAAWMP being a useful tool to
anal yze annual operations of the aqueduct; is that
correct?

A Well, | don't knowif the word "annual" is the
key. It's a useful tool for analyzing operations of
aqueduct system Annual and al so nmonthly information

is available fromthe nodel
Q Well, for instance, on page 9, at the bottom of
page 9, you state, "Figure 13 shows the annua
si mul ated and historical releases from Ti nemaha, "
spelled T-i-n-e-ma-h-a, "Reservoir into the Lower
Onens River during periods when the aqueduct intake and
capacity was exceeded.

A good match with historical data suggests that
the LAAMP 3.3 sinmulation of Lower Onens River rel eases,
as well as total aqueduct spills is generally reliable

on an annual basis."

A Right. If you'll look at Figure 13, it is annua
val ues of Lower Omnens River spill below the aqueduct.
And so from Figure 13, you could conclude that on an

annual basis, these values match reasonably well.

| also provide figures that show that the nonthly
val ues at the sane | ocations and other |ocations
match. So this is not to say that nmonthly information
is unreliable. Sinply this figure, which invol ved
annual val ues, allows you to conclude that annua
val ues are reasonably accurate.
Q Your testinony further states that the LAAVP
simul ati ons are not sufficiently accurate to control

actual daily operations of the aqueduct system is that
correct?

A That is right.

Q Now, could the LAAMP nodel be used to control the
nmont hly operations of the aqueduct systenf

A VWl l, the nonthly -- the LAAMP nodel results could
certainly be used to begin to plan the nmonthly
operations of the aqueduct system that is, to allocate
what shoul d be done with the avail able water using the
avai l abl e storage to try to neet the desired export
targets. So it could certainly be used as the first
phase of determ ning the operations.



Q But because it's a planning nodel and not an
operations nodel, it's correct, isn't it, that there
has to be discretion for the operators to nodify pl ans
based upon day-to-day circunstances?

A That is certainly right.

Q Now, in your testinony, you listed sonme
corrections that were nade to LAAMP 2.0.

A Yes. There were several identified during the
revi ew process.

Q Now, when you were making those corrections, did
you anal yze how i ndi vi dual corrections would affect the

simul ati ons of LAAWMP?
A Not in every -- not for every correction. W nade

several corrections all at once.

Q So it's not possible to determ ne which correction
resulted in a change in the sinmulated result?

A Not in every detail, but in general, sonme of the
obvi ous changes caused obvi ous effects in the nodel,
effects that woul d have been expected fromthat change.
Q Can either of you tell me what is LAAMP 3. 3A?

A BY MR HUCH SON: It's 3.31

Q 3.3A referred to in the testinmony of M. Vorster
is the same as 3.317?

A That's correct.

Q What is Table 1 of State Water Resources Control

Board Staff Exhibit 417
A Let's give everybody a chance if they want to turn
to that.
Table 1 is sinply summarizing all of the
hydrol ogic terns, these are the | ong-term annua
average values for each of the different inflows and

the uses or the outflows fromthe aqueduct system And
it's an attenpt to conpare the values that were used in
LAAMP 2.0. They just go with the values used in LAAWP
3.3.

So the table, -- the second | abel on the table
that says LAAMP 3.2 is an error. You could revise
that. That's LAAWVP 3. 3.

Q And then the colum | abeled "change," the
information that's contained in that colum are the
relative differences between LAAVP 2.0 and LAAWP 3. 3?
A That's right. For these water budget terns that
are specified as user inputs, these are showi ng the
differences. The mpjor difference was in Long Valley,
it was determ ned that the gains were really al nost
10, 000 acre-feet nore than we had in version 2.

And simlarly, in the Ti nemaha-Hai wee, the gains
in that region -- which were, in error, put in as a
loss. So the net change was a gain of 18,000
acre-feet. So these two ternms, in large part, explain
why there's now nore water sinulated in Haiwee for
export to Los Angeles than there was in the Draft EIR

MR SMTH M. Birmnghan? Could | just break in
for a noment? We're referring to testinony in Table 1
Exhi bit 40?

MR, DODGE: You said 41, and | spent two m nutes
| ooking for it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC: | thought this was a
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test, gentlemnen.

MR SMTH 1'd like to correct the record.

MR VORSTER | found it for him

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Thank you,
M. Vorster. | appreciated that very much. |1'msure
he does, too. Maybe he'll let you cross-exanine |ater

on.
MR BIRM NGHAM VWhile we're on that subject --
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Wy do | open ny
mout h? Wiy do | do this to nyself?
Go ahead, M. Birm ngham
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM Now, | ooking at the second
page of Table 1 to State Water Resources Board Staff
Exhi bit 40, there are sone values for Tinenmaha to
Hai wee area under subsection G is that correct?
A BY DR. BROAN:  Right.
Q Now, if we |look at the -- there is a change that
is not noted in terms of spreading; is that correct?
A That is right. There is a termmssing from
spr eadi ng.
Q And there's -- so there's a difference there of
6.3; is that correct, with Dr. Brown?
A That's right. The way we're showing it, that
woul d be a negative 6.3 inplying that there is an
increase in the loss of 6.3.

Q Now, isn't it correct that ultimately between
LAAMP 2.0 and LAAMP 3.3, there is an increase in Haiwee
export?

A That's right. The net effect of all these changes
in hydrologic terms, plus the effects of errors that

may have been in the original code, in net, ended up

wi th approximately 20,000 acre-feet a year nore water
at Hai wee.

Q Now, that is a change that isn't shown on Table 17
A That total change between the two versions of the
nodel is shown in Table 3. Table 1 is giving a part of
t hose changes that can be expl ained by these explicit
changes to the hydrol ogic terns.

So there are sone undi scl osed portions of the net
change of 20,000 that is not explainable by these
changes in water budget terms. That portion of net
change woul d have to be attributed to undiscl osed
errors or differences between the two nodels.

Q I want to wite that down because | want to cone
back to that in a nonent.

VWhen you are said "undi sclosed errors or
difference in the nodels,"” was that --

A That's right.
Q Ckay. M. Huchison, do you renenber when you
testified that first time here? | think you expressed
t he opinion that the changes that were going to be
i npl emented on LAAMP woul dn't result in significant
di fferences in the nodel outputs.
Was that your opinion?
A BY MR HUCH SON: | have not reviewed ny

testinmony, but if you say so.
Q Vell, let's -- I"'m-- let's look at Table 3.3 and



West Portal exports. |In Table 3, conparison of LAAWP
3.3 and Draft EIR average sinulated values from 1940 to
1989, the third colum fromthe left, is |abeled "Wst

Portal Exports, thousand acre-feet per year." 1s that
correct?

A Yes.

Q Now, that represents the export fromthe Mno
Basin; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Now, let's |ook at sone of the differences between

3.3 and the Draft Environnental |npact Report. The
Draft Environnmental |npact Report refers to LAAMP 2.0;
is that correct?

A That's right.

Q If you |l ook at the 6377 foot alternative, under
the Draft EIR, LAAMP 2.0 sinulated an export of 51.8
t housand acre-feet; is that correct? O 51,800
acre-feet; is that right, M. Huchison?

A | see a 51.8, yes.

Q Now, under LAAMP 3.3, it simulates an export of
40,000 acre-feet.

A That's what it says.

Q And that's a difference of 11.8 thousand

acre-feet?

A That's what that says.

Q If ny math is correct, that's a difference of
about 28 percent between LAAMP 3.0 and the resulting of
the LAAMP 2.0; is that right?

A It's pretty close.

Q If we ook at the 6383.5 foot alternative, the
first 50 years, LAAWP 3.3 simulates an export of 29.9
t housand acre-feet or about 30,000 acre-feet; is that
right?

A That's what it says.

Q And the Draft Environnental |npact Report

simul ated an export of 37.7 thousand acre-feet.

A That's what it says.

Q And the difference is about 26 percent; is that
right?

MR DODGE: (bjection. Vague as to percentage of
what ?

MR BIRM NGHAM Let ne restate the question.

MR DODGE: | remenber ny math from grade school
and when you're taking a percentage of sonething, you
take a percentage of the first nunmber, in this case the
DElI R nunber --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO So we're clear, you've
wi t hdrawn t he question?

MR BIRMNGHAM | will wthdraw the question, and
I will reask the question.
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM The difference between what is
simul ated by LAAMP 3.3 and what was sinul ated by LAAMP
2.0, that's a difference, isn't it, of 26 percent?

MR, DODGE: (bjection --

MR HUCHI SON: | get 21 percent.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Vait. Wait. Wiit,
M. Huchison. I'msorry. W've had an objection

MR DODGE: It's the sane objection. It's the



same question. | have the sane objection.

MR BIRMNGHAM | think M. Dodge is wanting ne
to ask a different question. The question |I'm asking
is not anmbiguous at all. He may want to ask it

differently, but the way I'masking it isn't anbi guous.
MR DODGE: It's anbiguous in that it's unclear
whet her you want himto take the 7.8 and determ ne
whet her it's a percentage of 29.9, or whether it's a
percent age of 37.7.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Can you clarify that?
MR BIRM NGHAM  Certainly, | can.
Q BY MR BIRMNGHAM Isn't it correct,
M. Huchison, if we divide 7.8 by 29.9, that results in
about a 26 percent difference?
BY MR HUCH SON: 7.8 divided by 29.9 is .2608.

>

Q So that's about 26 percent?

A Yes.

Q O if we round it up, about 27?2

A If you take 7.8 and divide it 37.7, you get 20.6.
Q That wasn't my question. That ny be M. Dodge's
uestion, but that wasn't ny question, M. Huchison.

Let's go on to the next alternative.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Thank you for
answering both questions, M. Huchison. M. Dodge and
M. Birm ngham were both happy.

MR, HUCHI SON:  Just want to be hel pful.

Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM Let's | ook at the 6390 foot
alternative. Under the Draft Environnental | npact
Report 2.0, the sinulated export was 29.8 thousand
acre-feet; is that right, M. Huchison?

A BY MR HUCH SON. That's what it says.

Q And t hen under LAAMP 3.3, it's 23,000 acre-feet.
A That's what it says.

Q Now, if we take the difference, 6.8, and divide it
by 23,000 acre-feet, the LAAMP sinmulation, that's about
30 percent, isn't it?

A 29. 57.

Q Let's stay on Table 3.3 of this exhibit for a
coupl e of monents. Excuse ne, Table 3 which discusses
the differences between LAAMP 3.3 and LAAVP 2.0.

Let's look at the differences between export and
ultimate L. A. aqueduct delivery. Now, let's use the --
again, just for purposes of analysis, let's use the
6377 foot alternative. Now, we've established that
usi ng LAAMP 3.3, the sinulated export is reduced by
approxi mately 12,000 acre-feet; is that right?

A BY DR. BROMN: Using LAAMP 3.3 the | osses between
Hai wee and Los Angeles --

Q That's not ny question.

A No.

Q The difference of export out of the Mono Basin is
about 12,000 acre-feet between LAAMVP --

A Ch, yes. You're right.

Q Thank you. Then there were sone adjustnents nade
further down the system is that correct?

A That's right.

Q For instance, you included evaporation from

Ti nemaha Reservoir?



A That's right, and Hai wee.

Q And you included evaporation from Hai wee
Reservoir; is that correct?

A That is right.

Q And that resulted in a loss of water; is that
correct?

A Wl |, evaporation fromthe reservoir is certainly

a loss of water, but as | nentioned, we also, in a
sense, found sone terns that were in error the other
direction and, in fact, overall, the previous version
of LAAMP had 20,000 acre-feet of missing water that is
now i ncluded in LAAMP 3.3

So the net effect is an increased supply at Hai wee
and an increased delivery to Los Angel es.
Q Under the 6377 foot alternative of 9,000
acre-feet, 10,000 acre-feet?
A That is right.
Q Now, this is what | want to get to, because the
20,000 acre-feet that you say you found in the system
now, those differences, the ultimte change can't be
accounted for; isn't that right, Dr. Brown?
A No. In large part, the difference in water can
easily be accounted for using Table 1, where we find
that 10,000 were found, using that term in the Long
Val | ey area, and approxi mately 20,000 were found in the
Ti nemaha to Haiwee. And that was reduced by the
m ssi ng evaporation terns, but the net effect of al
that can largely be explained by the water budget terns
that were corrected
Q kay. So we | ose 10,000 acre-feet at Ti nemaha and
Hai wee; is that correct?
A Fromthe reservoir evaporation, approxinmately

10,000 is | ost.

Q And you found an additional 10,000 in gain?

A In the Long Valley area, and we found an
additional 18,000 in the Tinemaha to Haiwee. So the
first two 10 mi ght cancel, and the extra 18 that was
found, largely explains the net change between the two
versi ons of nodel

Q Now, if the two 10s cancel, then there ought to be
a change of 18,000 acre-feet; is that right?

A Right. |If these water budget terns were the only
changes, then it would have been exactly 18. But as |
said, there were undiscl osed ot her changes; could have
been errors, could have been cal cul ati ons, m stakes of
throwi ng water away. And when you add that to it, you
still end up with on the order of 20, 000.

So, although, there were sone other things |eading
to this net change, the large majority of the net
change can easily be explained by the water budget
terns that were explicitly changed.

Q But in LAAMP 3.3, there are still undiscl osed
errors?

A No. | was referring to there were undi scl osed
errors in 2.0 that we assune are now all corrected in

LAAMP 3. 3.
Q Now, what were the Owens -- when you assune that



they were corrected, you said in your testinony that
M. Vorster was going to run sone LAAMP runs at higher
| ake | evel alternatives; was that your testinony?
A That was ny understandi ng, that he has nade those
runs.
Q And because he was going to do it and because you
were short of tine, you didn't do it?
A That's right. And L. A staff was nmaking sone
additional runs at the sane tine, so we split the work
between the three of us.
Q So if you and M. Vorster did the same run, then
you ought to come out with about the sane result?
A Yes, |'m confident we woul d.
Q DFG only. Do you have a copy of M. Vorster's
testinmony in front of you?
A No, | don't. | can run and get it, though
Q Let me find a copy for you

MR, HERRERA: Al so, M. Birmngham your 20
m nut es have expired.

MR BIRMNGHAM | make an application for an
addi tional 10 m nutes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. G anted.
M. Birm ngham and everyone el se, too, at the end of
that 10 minutes, we'll take a break
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM |'m handing you, Dr. Brown, a

table that's | abel ed Vorster Table 2-A?

A BY DR BROMN: Yes. |I'mfamliar with this.

Q And there is, under the alternative colums on
Vorster Table 2-A, which is part of the testinony of
Peter Vorster, who we'll hear fromlater | presune.
M. Vorster has a DFG only run; is that correct?

A Yes, that's his top entry.

Q Now, you also did a DFG only run; is that correct?
A Yes. That's towards the bottom of ny Table 3.

Q Now, if we |look at M. Vorster's DFG only, Table
1, of the first 50 years, if we | ook over the

ri ght-hand col um, second to the |ast right-hand
colum, it shows Mbono Basin exports; is that correct?
A Yes.

Q Now, there he shows a Mono Basin export of 32.3
t housand acre-feet; is that right?

A Yes.

Q And if we look at Table 3. -- I'msorry, Table 3
which is part of your testinony, at the DFG only
export, it shows a West Portal export -- I'msorry, the

DFG only alternative, it shows a West Portal export of
27.5 thousand acre-feet; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q That's a difference of approxi mately 5,000
acre-feet; is that correct?

A That's right. A difference of 4.8.
Q 4.8. Ckay.
A Wul d you like to know why? 1'm not supposed to
ask questions. | forgot.
Q ["msure if there's an explanation, M. Frink wll
be able to bring it up, or M. Del Piero will ask that
question, but I don't.

MR DODGE: It's already in ny right-hand col um.



One word, here.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL Pl ERC.  Actual |y,
M. Birm ngham M. Vorster wote it for him |
noticed that.
MR, BIRM NGHAM  Maybe M. Vorster will ask that
guesti on when he cross-exam nes on behal f of Cal Trout.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Gee, naybe -- could |
have started a trend? | don't know
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM Now, the LAAMP 3.2 had Ownens
Valley uses init; is that correct?
A BY MR BROMWN: You're asking about LAAMP 3. 2,
whi ch was the internedi ate version?
Q 2.0
A Yes. 2.0. Draft EIR version had Oaens uses in
it, certainly.
Q Now, the LAAMP 3.3 has Omens Valley uses init; is
that correct?

A Yes.

Q Now, what are those Oaens Vall ey uses?

A The Onens Val l ey uses, which are sunmarized on
Table 1 of ny testinony, are basically irrigation

There are a couple of water supplies for |ake
recreation areas, but we could say, generally, are
irrigations for agricultural uses in the Long Valley
area and then throughout the Oaens Valley.

Q Now, many of those uses are provided for in an
agreenment between the County of Inyo and the Gty of
Los Angel es Departnent of Water and Power; is that
correct, Dr. Brown?

A I don't know the specifics of how those uses are
regul at ed
Q You woul d agree with me that the Onens Vall ey uses

are not dependent on Mono Basin exports?

A | don't know that either

Q LAAMP 3.3, as Mono Valley -- excuse ne, as Mno
Basi n export change, it's correct, isn't it, that the

nodel simul ates changes in Inyo -- in Oaens Valley
uses?

A Actually, to a large extent, they do not. This is
shown on Table 3, where we have the simulated val ues of

Onens Vall ey uses shown just a little to the right of
the mddle of the table, and for the no-restriction

alternative, the highest value of uses is shown. It's
114. 3.

Now, there is some drop in that nunber. [If we
were to just drop down to the 6390 alternative. The

114 has now dropped to 111.7, so there's been a | oss of
just less than 3,000 acre-feet out of the 114.

These are uses that cannot be supplied, because
the flowin the Omens River is not high enough to
divert to those uses and still maintain the m ni mum
Onens Valley river flowthat is specified in the
nodel

So only in the nodel, it is not able to find the
water in particular nmonths, because indirectly, there's
not as nuch water com ng out of the Pleasant Valley
Reservoir. So the uses do fall off slightly in the
nodel



Q And if Inyo -- if the agreenent between Inyo
County and the Departnment of Water and Power provided
that the Omens Vall ey uses were not to change dependent
upon Mono Basin exports, then that would be an error in
LAAMP 3.3; is that correct?

A No, it wouldn't be an error. Renenber, we
differenti ated between the information you can get from
t he pl anni ng nodel and how you actually operate, so
this is not an error. This is a case where the actua

rel eases fromPl easant Valley to supply those constant
uses, if indeed that's what they need to be, would have
needed to have been slightly different than what the
nodel predicted. So that the easiest way to make that
adjustment, if you would like to hold uses constant, is
to take that decrease in uses out of the export at

Hai wee. Because if that's the way it needs to actually
operate, then that water which is taken out of the uses
in the nodel needs to remain in uses; therefore, that
wat er needs to cone out of what was sinul ated as Hai wee
export. So for this exanple that we've been running,
you need to take 3,000 acre-feet out of the deliveries
to Los Angeles in order to hold uses constant, as you
sti pul at ed.

Q Now, this found water that you' ve tal ked about,

di fferences between LAAVP 2.0 and LAAMP 3.3, the found
water is not attributable to Mono Basin alternatives;
isn't that correct?

A That is right. That's independent of Mno
exports.

Q So that found water, that water that you found in
the Onens Valley, that water was al ways there?

A Yes. \Wen | describe the found, this is sinply
that the nodel found it. In reality, the water was

al ways there.

Q So regardl ess of |ake level alternative that's
chosen by this Board, that water is going to be in the

Onens Vall ey and avail able for export?

A VWl |, renenber, we are sinply using the historic
hydrologic record. |If that repeats, and this avail able
water will be there, I amnot -- nobody can guarantee
how much water is -- water is available. Perhaps, I'm
uncl ear of your question

Q Well, if the found water was there and avail abl e
for export under the no-restriction alternative, it

woul d be avail abl e under the 6377 alternative; is that
correct?
A That's right. This water basically involved the
unneasured inflows to these areas that occurs froma
series of springs and small streans.
Q And that found water woul d be at the 6390
alternative?
A That's right. 1t's part of the base hydrol ogy.
Q So it's correct, isn't it, Dr. Brown, that the
i npact on the Departnent of Water and Power coul d be
based upon the Mno Basin export, not aqueduct
di versi on?

MR, DODGE: (bjection. Unintelligible. I think,
anong ot her things, the question assunes that a



decrease of X water fromthe Mno Basin automatically

equates to a decrease of X water received in Los
Angeles, and | don't think that's a fact.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERG M. Bi rm nghanf?

MR BIRM NGHAM Well, Dr. Brown, you've testified
-- 1'll see if | can lay the appropriate foundation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Al right.
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM You've testified that the
anmount of water that the City of Los Angel es can export
fromthe Ovens Valley is not dependent on | ake |evel
alternatives; isn't that correct?
A BY DRR. BROAWN: | don't think so. W were talking
about the anount of this extra water that was
di scovered during this nodel revision process. That
amount of water that we have set is on the order of
20,000 acre-feet year, that is unaffected by Mno
exports.
Q So that 20,000 acre-feet is going to be there
regardl ess of alternative that's chosen or sel ected by
t hi s Board?
A Yes.
Q So in evaluating an inpact, you would | ook at Mno
exports; is that correct?

MR, DODGE: (bjection. Vague and anbi guous as to
what i npact you nean.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Sustai ned. You need

to specify, M. Birm ngham
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM The i npact on the Departnent
of Water and Power in terns of water supply?
A BY DR BROMWN:. Well, of course, the whole idea of
nodel i ng the entire aqueduct systemis to exam ne all
of the sources of supply, West Portal being the source
of supply fromthe Mono Basin. |If that is the only
variable of interest, then West Portal is a very
appropriate nodel output.

If you wanted to | ook at the effects, the
cumul ative effects on the system you could judge that
at the Haiwee export for the deliveries to L.A. So in
nmy view, both nunmbers are quite inportant in judging
wat er supply inpacts.

MR BIRM NGHAM | have no further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
M. Birm ngham

Ladi es and gentlenmen, we're going to take a
ten-mnute break, and we'll return then.

(A recess was taken at this tine.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Ladi es and gentl emen,
this hearing will again come to order.

Ms. Cahill?

MS. CAHI LL: W have no questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,

Ms. Cahill.
VWere is M. Dodge? M. Dodge, any questions?
VMR DODGE: Yes, | have a few
MR BIRMNGHAM First one is going to be why.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO M. Huchi son,

Dr. Brown, prepare yourselves.



DR. BROMAN:  Thank you.

MR, DODGE: | have a coupl e of housekeeping
matters, M. Del Piero.

First, with your perm ssion, | would substitute a
new Vorster Table 4 which -- the one that was submtted

two days ago inadvertently omtted one of anal yses at
6400 feet.

MR BIRM NGHAM No obj ecti on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. No objection. So
ordered.

MR DODGE: We'll distribute copies to everyone.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Thank you. 1'd like
one, too, M. Dodge.

MR, DODGE: Secondly, we have an anmended Vorster
Table 2-A, which is a parallel to our old exhibit,
Nati onal Audubon Exhibit 195, as | recall. But in any
event, it has been anended to reflect the changes in
LAAMP.

I would ask that the Board accept an anmended

Vorster Table 2-A, which again, adds analysis of the
second of 6400 foot alternative, and al so makes a
substanti ve change in the sense that it has creek
flows, nmonthly average creek flows for the various
alternatives anal yzed.

Now our Exhibit 195 originally had the sane creek
analysis. W cane to Friday at 4:30, or excuse ne,
Wednesday at 4:30, and the information was sinply not
avail able. And M. Vorster did the work yesterday and
gave nme the table today.

And with everyone's permssion, | would substitute
t hat .

MR BIRM NGHAM We have absol utely no objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much.
So ordered.

CRCOSS- EXAM NATI ON BY MR, DODGE

Q Excuse ne. | just saw the yellow sticker. I'm
Bruce Dodge. | represent the National Audubon Society
and the Mono Lake Committee.

MR BIRMNGHAM |'minformed that this court
reporter will know all of us by our voice, so this
aft ernoon about 2:00 o' clock, she'll begin to recognize
you.

Excuse nme, M. Del Piero.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERG That's quite all

right, M. Birmngham You' re welcone to nmake any
comments to M. Dodge.
Q BY MR DODGE: | just have a few questions.

Dr. Brown, you testified, | think, toward the end
of M. Birm ngham s exam nation, that you felt that all
the errors in LAAMP 2.0 had been corrected in 3.3.

Now, that's not quite right, is it? 1Isn't there that
one error that M. Huchison referred to that was
corrected i n LAAVP 3. 3A?

A BY DR. BROMW: That's right. That gives away the
fact that I'man optimst. | said | assumed they were
all fixed, and yet we have continued to find sonme. And
t hat one being an exanple of a yet undetected error.

Q And that error was found by M. Vorster; is that



correct?
A That is right.
Q Now, | was interested in your responses to

M. Frink's questions about the |ake |evel elevations
that you anal yzed. Was there sone special reason why
6410 was not anal yzed?

A No. Again, we divided the work. | had understood
t hat those hi gher |ake |evels were being done by Peter
Vorster, so | went with the three naned | ake | evels
fromthe Draft EIR the | ower one.

Q Have you read M. Vorster's testinony and his
anal ysi s of managed | ake | evel s 6405 feet?

A Yes, | | ooked over that.

Q Did you have any quarrel with it?

A No. | have no quarrel with it.

Q Now, | notice that going back to this Table 3
which | believe is part of Board Exhibit 40, on the far
right-hand colum, it says, "L.A delivery, thousand

acre-feet a year." Am|l reading that right?

A Yes.

Q Does that nean the total delivery to Los Angel es
fromthe aqueduct?

A Yes.

Q And | notice that in each case, for each
alternative anal yzed, that under LAAWP 3.3, nore water
was delivered through the aqueduct than under LAAMP
2.0; is that correct?

A That's right.

Q Wuld that al so be true at el evation 64057

A We'd have to look -- well, it's very likely that
that is also true at 6405. But | did not nake that
run, though.

Q M. Birm ngham asked you a series of questions

about percentages under LAAMP 3.3 versus the Draft EIR
what the changes were. And | take it if | asked you
t he sane questions about | ake el evation 6405 feet, you

woul dn't know t he answer ?

A That's right. | don't know the conparisons of
t hat .
Q One final line of questions. M. Birmngham

brought out correctly that when you were | ooking at DFG
flows, under your analysis, you found exports of, what,
27.5; is that right?

A That's right.

Q Thousand acre-feet per year?

A Yes. That is the 50-year average.

Q 50-year average. Gay. And M. Vorster found
sonmet hing different, right?

A That's right.

Q 32.3?

A Wl l, he ran, actually, two different cases. So
for one of his cases, he found 32.3 as a long-term
average. For another case he ran, he found 30. 3.

These different cases are because he input different
things to the nodel input |ooking for the effect of

t hat change in the output.

Q Let me ask you the question that I wote down at
the tine that M. Birm nghamdidn't ask you. Wy did



you and M. Vorster come to different conclusions in
your anal yses?
A Ckay. We ended up with different |ong-term

aver ages because we were using different assunptions as
to the allocation of water fromthe Mno tributaries.
The two nost inportant changes between our runs are
these: For the Draft EIR we had assunmed a m ni mum
| ake storage of 20,000 acre-feet. And this was in
response to analysis that there is a recreationa
threshold that is exceeded if you drop the [ ake all the
way down to 11, 000.
Q The | ake referring to what, sir?
A Referring to Grant Lake, the m nimum al |l owabl e
storage. So in ny case, | was using the 20,000 that I
had used in the Draft EIR sinulation, whereas Peter
Vorster was using a mininumof 11,000. You can see
that that gives, in general, 10,000 acre-feet, or not
quite 10,000, of nore avail able seasonal storage in
Grant for his case. And that allows him using the
even export targets, which we both used, to get nore of
t he avail abl e water through the Wst Portal

In ny case, because ny Grant storage was higher,
ended up spilling in nore of the years, in nore of the
nmont hs of the years, than he did, and that is one of
the causes of the difference.

Q Are there al so others?

A Yes. The other cause of the difference is
evaluated in Peter's two trials. |In the one case, he
used avail able Grant storage to make up Rush Creek
deficits; that is, when Rush Creek fl ow did not exceed

the specified minimumfor a certain nonth, if there was
water in Grant, he is using the necessary storage from
Grant to nake up that deficit. That is what accounts
for his 2,000 difference between his two cases.

So we have two causes, each of which is allow ng
approxi mately 2,000 nore export as you nove from ny
case to his two cases. And that explains the ful
di fference.

MR, DODGE: That's all the questions | have
Thank you, gentl enen.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO:  Ms. Koehl er?

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON BY Ms. KOEHLER
Q Good nmorning. My nane the Cynthia Koehler. | am
one of the attorneys for California Trout today.
have just a few questions.

M. Huchi son, turning to Table 3of Dr. Brown's
testinmony. There's been a favorite expression this
nor ni ng about "found water in the system" Does that
found water evidenced in this table suggest that Los
Angel es does not need to | ose an acre-foot of water for

every -- in deliveries for every acre-foot of water
left in the Mono Basin?

A BY MR HUCH SON: |'mnot sure | understand what
your question is.

Q Let me clarify. Isn't it correct that -- well,
let me put it in the positive.
Does -- for every acre-foot of water left in the



Mono Basin as a result of whatever decision this Board
makes, is it true that Los Angeles will |ose an acre of
water? |1s there a one-to-one relationship between
water left in Mono Lake and water |ost by Los Angel es,
or is it possible for that water to be made up in the
syst enf?

MR, Bl RM NGHAM  (bj ection. Conpound.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Sust ai ned.
Q BY M5. KOEHLER Let me just ask the sinple
guesti on about one-to-one rel ationship.
A ["I'l use nmy favorite answer yes and no. Depends
on the assunptions made.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  You recal |l that
answer, do you not, M. Birm nghanf

MR HUCHI SON: |'ve heard it's becone kind of a
fol kl ore around here.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  That's not quite how I
woul d characterize it.
Q BY M5. KOEHLER  Coul d you expand on that?
A MR, HUCHI SON:  Basically, what you're |ooking at
is if you start with that assunption, you can nake it

happen, in essence. You say hold everything static
downstream of the Mono Basin, and for every acre-foot
of export that you lose, you will |ose an acre-foot of
export at Haiwee. |If you make those assunptions, you
wi |l achieve that result.

However, the nodel suggests that there's not
exactly a one-to-one, but pretty close, because we are
holding a lot of things static. W're holding the
groundwat er punping static. W' re holding uses
relatively static, and reservoir storage targets are
static. Yet, there is still sonme very limted
opportunities, based on these nodel results, in the
context of spreading, primarily, to | guess mtigate
| osses fromthe Mono Basin and to Hai wee.

Now, you could go the next step, even further
extreme, and change reservoir targets, change punping,
al t hough that may be in violation of a difference
bet ween Hai wee and Los Angel es, but again, in terns of
just analyzing the inpacts, you could relax those
assunptions, and then you would get much less than a
one-to-one inpact rel ationship.

Q So let net ask you this question, M. Huchison
Does L. A have opportunities or options available to it
to mnimze the inpact, the water supply inpacts of the
reduction in Mono Basin exports through its operation

of the systen? |Is that your testinony?

A I would say in general any system there are
opportunities to nake up | osses from one conponent. |
woul d say that in a general sense, yes.

Q Al right. And let nme ask you a rel ated
qguestion. Does L.A. have opportunities to nake up
reductions in Mono Basin exports through structural
changes to the L. A aqueduct systenf

A Wl |, back in 1986, there was a proposal to

i ncrease Long Vall ey storage, which was subsequently
dropped. That certainly would be a way to mtigate
that | oss. There's also been environnenta



docunentation as part of the Inyo-L. A Agreenent that
di scussed increased recharge facilities in the | oss of
Big Pine areas, although, those have not gone forward.
So those are opportunities. \Whether any of those
would ultimately be built or not would be specul ation

| guess, nore than anything at this point.

Q But there are opportunities out there?

A Sur e.

Q Now, you mnentioned before that you thought there

was some opportunities to make up sonme water that was
spreadi ng, could you expand upon your answer?

A Well, the EIR that covered the second barrel of
t he aqueduct and the agreenent, proposed agreenent,

bet ween I nyo and Los Angeles, identified increased
spreading facilities. Primarily, | think they were
loss in Big Pine. The loss facilities would consist of
kind of a very -- pipe-drain type systemthat would
allow nore rapid infiltration of water bel ow the soi

line. There's a hard pan layer near the surface that
limts the availability of surface spreading or limts
the capability of just surface spreading.

The Big Pine area, | believe, was a structura
i nprovenent in a culvert that was restrictive of the
anount of water that could cross over into a currently
used spreadi ng area.
Q kay. Thank you. Are you famliar with the
rebuttal of -- the rebuttal testinony of M chael Deas
subm tted by Los Angel es?
A Yes, |'ve got it right here.
Q Are you famliar with it, though, M. Huchison
have you had a chance to review it?
A Yes, I've read it.
Q On page 2 of M. Deas' testinobny, he states that,
"The priority of the water use is different in new
LAAMP than in old LAAWMP. It specifically -- " I'm
readi ng about hal fway down the page. It says,
"I'ncl udes Mono Basin water,” |I'msorry, "Mno Basin
avai l abl e water in Oaens Vall ey avail abl e export.™

Can you tell me whether you regard this statenent
as accurate or not?
A It is not accurate for version 3.3 or 3.31
Q Can you expand upon that answer, please?
A VWhen we first made the change fromversion 2 to
version 3, the West Portal flow was treated
differently. In version 2, West Portal was called upon
in the subroutine not enough. And so, therefore, the
West Portal flow was only used for exports to Los
Angel es.

One of the changes that was requested in version
3, and I"'musing that termgenerically at this point,
was to cause even export out of the Mono Basin. Well
when you examine the output fromversion 2, it was
clear that, although West Portal flow was called upon
in nost nonths, because it was in a NOTENUF subroutine
quite a bit nore often than it was in the TOOMUCH
subroutine, there was still --
Q Let me interrupt you for the court reporter
Coul d you spell NOTENUF and TOOMUJCH?



A Not enough is all capitals, NOT-EENUF, and too
much is all caps, T-OC O MU CH.

At any rate, the nodel was in NOTENUF a | ot nore
than it was in TOOMUCH, but there were periods of tine
when the West Portal was shut down on occasions,

because if the nodel was in TOOMJCH, there was no need
for West Portal flow There was no export.

VWhen the idea of constant export canme up, we said,
"Well, we're going to have to have -- constant export,
we're going to have to have water com ng out of the
Mono Basin all the tinme." So the version 3.0 and --
see version 3.0 had the West Portal flow comng in
right at the beginning as part of what's called the
AVEX cal cul ation, A-V-E-X, and TOOMJCH then included a
routine to turn it down or turn it off, if there was
too nmuch water, then we would, in essence, send it back
to the Mono Basin.

In order to maintain as nmuch a constant export as
possi ble, that routine was set way lowin priority of
TOOMUCH. It caused exports to go a |ot higher, caused

a lot nore spilling and spreading.
So in view of that, we decided to nove -- it was
agreed that the priority of West Portal flow reduction

woul d be nmoved up in priority, which then caused the
West Portal to turn off nore frequently, thus even
further getting away fromthis concept of always having
an export in the Upper Onens River.

Subsequent to that, in the change between version
3.2 and 3.3, it was -- we, in essence, went back to the
old version 2 approach of putting West Portal flow back

in the NOTENUF context, taking it out of AVEX
cal cul ati ons, and subsequently reducing it into a
TOOMUCH rout i ne.

So what we wound up doi ng was goi ng back to the
way we had it in version 2, and that was |largely
because the water that was being sent fromthe West
Portal was having a big flew on the operation in Oaens
Val | ey, which was viewed as inappropriate in view of
the fact that West Portal was primarily a way to get
water fromthe Mono Basin to Los Angel es, and not being
grabbed and sucked off and doing other things with the
Onens Val | ey.

Q Thank you for that very conpl ete answer.

M. Deas also states at one point, and | believe
" mquoting now, "An analysis of nonthly and annua
operations is not a valid application of the nodel,"
referring to new LAAMP. Do you agree with this
assessnent ?

A VWere does he say that?

Q I think it's on page 3.

A Oh. Well, alittle earlier he tal ks about how it
can be used as a tool in a general fashion in the State

Board revi ew process.

Q VWit. |It's that statenment about --

A And it can be used to make a conpari son of
alternatives. | would say that the statenent is nore
correct than incorrect, but | don't think I would say



the sane thing in the sane way.
Q VWhat woul d you say?
A I'd say you should | ook at the nonthly and the
annual nunbers as a guide for what nay be done. And I
think Russ Brown said it pretty well. You use it as a
first stage in planning operations. |It's a planning
nodel . The output is useful, but in context of what
you're trying to do with it.

M5. KOEHLER: Al right. That concludes ny
guestions. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
Ms. Koehl er.

Ms. Scoonover?

M5. SCOONOVER: | have no questi ons.

MR FRINK: Ms. Cahill.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC.  Ms. Cahill had no

guesti ons.
M. Frink?
MR FRINK: Yes. | have a few questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. See, | didn't forget
you this tine.

MR, FRINK:  Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Your wel cone.

MR FRINK: Well, they are our w tnesses.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERG. | know. You woul d
have to point that out on the record, wouldn't you?

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON BY THE STAFF

Q BY MR FRINK: Dr. Brown, M. Birmngham asked you
several questions about differences in simnulated
exports that were predicted by the LAAVP 3.3 anal ysis
and the exports that were predicted in the Draft EIR
| believe you testified that the LAAMP 3.3 anal ysis, as
sunmari zed in Table 3of Exhibit 40, assunes an even
| evel of Mono Basin exports to the Oaens Valley; is
that correct?
A BY DR. BROAN: That is right.
Q And that the fish flow requirenments in Rush Creek
could be net, if needed, by storage rel eases from G ant
Lake Reservoir; is that correct?
A That's right.

Q Now, neither of those assunptions were used in the
Draft EIR analysis, were they?
A That's right. Both of those are new features of

the revi sed nodel .

Q And you expl ained earlier that the revi sed nodel
woul d al l ow the user the option of using either of

t hose assunptions; is that correct?

A That's right. That's the user's choice to apply

ei ther of those.

Q So LAAMP 3 has the ability to analyze a variable
rate of export fromthe Mono Basin?

A That's right.

Q And it also has the ability to determ ne exports
fromthe Mono Basin w thout assumi ng a rel ease of
storage from Gant Lake to neet fishery requirenents;
is that correct?

A Right. And Peter Vorster has already used that
option both ways.



Q If the same assunptions regarding the rate of Mno
Basi n exports and the use of G ant Lake storage for
fish flows were used in a LAAMP 3.3 analysis as were
used in the Draft EIR analysis, would you expect that
there would be Iless of a difference in the Mono Basin
export levels predicted by the two anal yses?

A Yes. | would expect less difference, particularly
the even export assunption that tends to fill up G ant
Reservoir nmuch nore often than in the Draft EIR
simulations and is spilling water to the | ake that was
avai l abl e for export, except that we limted export to
this even nonthly pattern. So renoving that even
assunption would allow nore of the avail able water to

be export ed.
Q I"ve just asked you to comment on a couple of the
changes in assunptions that were utilized in the two

anal yses. But is it correct to say that a nunber of
changes were made in the input assunptions into the
LAAMP 3.3 anal yses that were not used in the Draft EIR
assessnent ?

A Yes. There were a nunmber of other changes. |

t hi nk we have nentioned nost of the -- or the nost

i nportant ones, but there were others that haven't been
di scussed

Q M. Huchi son, the LAAMP 3.3 nodel, does that nodel
the entire L. A. aqueduct systenf?

A BY MR HUCH SON: What do you nean by "entire"?

Q Does it model the L.A aqueduct systemboth in
terns of the Mono Basin exports and the Omens Basin

exports?
A It calculates both the Mono Basin exports and the
Hai wee exports, and it also calculates L. A delivery.

Q kay. Now, if one were interested in getting a
percentage difference in the changes in L.A deliveries
that were predicted under the LAAMP 3.3 anal yses and
the Draft EIR anal yses, could one | ook at the nunbers
in the far right-hand colum of Table 3of State Water
Resources Control Board Exhibit 407?

A The L. A. delivery colum?

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q kay. And if one were to take a percentage of the

L.A deliveries, or if one were to calculate the
percentage that 7.8 thousand acre-feet is of 396.1

t housand acre-feet, those nunbers are shown under the
6390 alternative, one would sinply divide 396.1

t housand acre-feet by 7.8 thousand acre-feet; isn't
that correct? Excuse ne, one would divide 7.8 thousand
acre-feet by 396.1 thousand acre-feet?

A Yeah. Well, there's two ways to do it. There's
7.8 divided by 396.1 or divided by 388.3, depending on
what you want to do in terns of difference.

Q VWi ch one would you view as nost appropriate in
this instance?

A Well, if you're trying to get a difference from
the Draft EIR then you would do the difference divided
by the Draft EIR or 7.8 divided by 388. 3.

Q And what is the percent difference fromthe Draft



ElIR that you get for the 6390 alternative?

A 7.8 divided 388.3 is 0.02, which is 2 percent.
MR FRINK | believe that's all ny questions.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much.
M. Sat kowski ?

MR, SATKOASKI @  No questi ons
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. M. Snith?

MR SMTH Yes. | have a couple of questions.
Q BY MR SM TH. Good norni ng, gentlenen.
Hopefully, this is the last time we'll grill you.

Speaking of that in ternms of changes, M. Huchison
you sai d sonet hi ng about a hundred acre-feet being an
error. Could you clarify that? |Is that actually an
error, or is that a difference in your original -- in
your original statement, you said you had mani pul ated a
few things and come up with a hundred acre-feet
di fference?

A The difference between 3.3 and 3.31, that was an
error, and it resulted in a | ong-term average change of
| ess than a hundred acre-feet per year. | think it was

actually nore like two or three, but to be generic, |
said | ess than a hundred.
Q Does that continue to be an error, or has it been
cl eared up?
A No. That was the change between 3.3 and 3.31, so
3.31 is the nbst current correct version
Q And again, that error has been cleared up?
A Yes.
Q Thank you

In terms of that now, what kind of a nodel, aside
fromthe planning nodel, obviously, do you think this
new version of LAAWP, 3.31, provides for the Board? 1Is

it adequate in the planning process for the Board? Is
it a good planning nodel? |In other words, how do you
feel? Dr. Brown has already said how he feels about
it.
A | think it's a very good tool for what was being
pl anned here. | agree with him
Q Ckay. Thank you
M. Frink answered sonme of ny questions about the
di fference of Haiwee exports, so | won't go into that.
Have either of you had a chance to conpare LAAMP
3.31, or any version of LAAMP with LAASMin any detail ?
A During one of the last TAG neetings, which was
held | ast week, there was a table put up of LAASM
output for unrestricted run. And as we were
devel oping -- or as we were nmaking changes in
devel oping 3.3, we conpared the results of LAASM and
LAAMP, and they appeared to be very, very close for an
unrestricted case.
Q For the court reporter, LAASMis L double a-s-m
Ckay, one last question for you, M. Huchison
You have participated in the preparation of the
so-cal l ed "G een Book" that we've heard a little bit
about ?
A That's correct.
Q Two things. Briefly describe your involvenent in



the G een Book, and then briefly explain what the G een
Book does or does not do. And in light of that, could
you pl ease answer a question for ne?

W have heard that the Green Book so called limts
L.A's exports. Could you comrent on that, please?

A The Geen Book is part of -- is one of the key
docunments of what's referred to in the

I nyo-L. A agreenment, which is currently under court
review. The Inyo-L.A agreenent sought to end over 20
years of litigation between the City of Los Angel es and
Inyo County with regard to Los Angel es’ groundwat er
punping in the Omens Vall ey.

The agreenent primarily presents overall goals and
princi pl es of groundwater nmanagenment and vegetation
managenent in the valley. The Green Book was designed
to be primarily nore of a living docunent that had nore
of the detailed information on nonitoring and
techni ques of nanagenent; recogni zing that as data
i nproved, those techniques may al so i nprove or change
or nodify. So without having to go back and redo the
agreement, which was intended to be a stipul ated
j udgrment, the Green Book was designed to be freely
nodi fi ed by agreenment between the parties, as kind of a
techni cal gui debook of how to manage the vall ey.

The G een Book contains no specific nunbers in
terns of punping limts. Everything is geared -- in
the current version of the Green Book, everything is

geared toward nonitoring of vegetation, and then
follow ng certain procedures on howit is to be

nmoni tored. Then depending on certain threshold |evels,
wells would be turned off and/or turned back on
dependi ng on whi ch condition you were in.

So annual plans woul d be devel oped based on this
turn-on-turn-off provision that is, in turn, based on
the monitoring. That is the primary nmechani sm by which
t he groundwat er punping is controlled in the Oanens
Val l ey. Even though agreenent is still under court
review, the parties are, in essence, operating under
t he fundanmental principles of the agreement with only a
couple of nodifications that were basically intended to
respond to the recent doubt that is going on that
hopeful | y ended, maybe not.

There's another provision in the Green Book
related to prevention of groundwater mning, and that
is a running calculation that was done on a 20-year
basi s where punpi ng cannot exceed recharge in any
20-year period. And there's specific nethods on how to
cal cul ate recharge. bviously, the context of some of
the di scussion we've heard before, if artificial
spreading were to be increased, therefore, recharge

woul d be increased, presumably, that woul d cause
changes in groundwater |evels, which may or may not
beneficially affect the vegetation; therefore, its
monitoring and, in turn, the well turn on and turn off
provi sions would certainly have a benefit in the
context of prevention of groundwater mning, because
the nore water you put in, theoretically, the nore

wat er you can take out. But again subject to the



constraints of the vegetati on nonitoring.

| was the primary author of the hydrol ogic section
of the Green Book. | also participated in the
preparati on and negoti ati ons of the G een Book, and the
EIR was a part of all that.
Q So, in short, you do not view the so-called
probl em of spreading as really a problem It is not a
waste of water in the Onens Valley. It is, in fact, a
recharge of the aqueduct?
A It is viewed as a benefit, but only qualitatively.
So there's no direct link quantitatively to it. |If
spreading increase is X, then punping can increase X or
some fraction of X It's -- everything is stil
predi cated on the vegetation nonitoring requirenents.
So, in theory, all that water could be punped out
later. 1In theory, also, just as equally, none of it
could ever be punped out later. It all depends on what

the vegetation nmonitoring is telling the people that
are in charge of nanaging the valley's water resources
and vegetation.

MR SMTH  Ckay. That's all the questions |
have.

I just wanted to put on the record, though, that I
wanted to thank all the nenbers of TAG Conmittee for
all their hard work, Peter Vorster, M. Hasencanp, Russ
Brown, and M. Huchison, all -- M. and Ms. Deas.

M. Deas right over there also, and ny coll eague Rich
Sat kowski .

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,

M. Smth

M. Herrera?
MR, HERRERA: | have no questions, M. Del Piero.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO M. Canaday?
Q BY MR. CANADAY: | want to backtrack a little bit,
so I"'mclear on the history in the devel opment of al

t he nodel s and when they were presented to the various
parties.

Dr. Brown, when was the LAAMP 2.0 nmade avail abl e
to the parties; do you recall?
A BY DR. BROWN: 2.0, if | amin the right year, was
in April of 1992. And it was at that point that your
staff had finalized the alternatives and we were

simulating the alternatives with the nodel, and we

rel eased the nodel to all the parties. W did not, at
that time, release our particular assunptions of the
al ternatives.

Q But the parties could have used the nodel wth
their own assunptions and tested that nodel; is that
correct?

A Ri ght .

Q Did you receive any comments on the nodel prior to
the rel ease or the closing of the corments of the Draft

El R?

A Wl |, we received nunerous conmunications from one
of the nenbers of TAG group, even though the TAG group
was sort of disbanded. And Peter Vorster had many
guestions about using it. | did not receive any
witten coments fromany party on the nodel until the



close of the Draft EIR conment peri od.

Q So at the tinme, approximately a year had passed
prior to receiving any coments on the 2.0 nodel; is
that correct?

A That's right. Over a year

Q VWhen was LAASM presented, or when did Jones and

St okes receive a copy of the LAASMthat's been referred
to in testinony by L.A DW?

A W received a copy of LAASMwi th other parties on

the last day to submt, | guess, exhibits to this

heari ng.

Q So that woul d be Septenber 22nd?

A Yes.

Q O 19937

A Ri ght .

Q This is a question for either one of you. The

di fference between 2.0 and LAAMP 3.3, as it relates to
the chain or the ability to -- or the differences

bet ween those two nodels and how water -- how you woul d

anal yze the inpacts of different alternatives in the
basi n, the Mono Basin, have there been any changes t hat
have affected in-basin analysis of the alternatives?
A Well, there are -- | guess in ny view, there are
now, because of the Upper Omnens export target, that's
the maj or change that directly affects the water in the
Mono Basin. So with that additional feature, you can
now sinmul ate cl oser to sonme of the recomended
managenment pl ans, or ideas have been submtted as part
of the testinony, and because of that difference,
largely -- | should say, that difference is largely the
cause of the different |ong-term averages that are
si mul at ed between the two.

And as we have, | think, described, there are
additional things that could be tried if the goal was

to further nmaxim ze the avail able exports or what you
got fromthem And so that remains as the single
| argest difference.

You may recall, the Draft EIR nmade the assunption
that maxi m zi ng exports to Los Angeles was a priority
once the mninmumflows and the | ake | evel had been
satisfied, and so we forced the export of avail able
wat er through the West Portal up to a maxi num of 300
cfs. And with the even export, a lot of that export
capacity is no | onger avail able wi thout changi ng that
pattern of exports to allow these higher exports during
the runoff nonths.

A BY MR HUCH SON: Those were al so tracking fish
flow deficits nore explicitly in the nodel, so you can
actually get a report on what fish fl ows were not net
on whi ch creeks.

Q VWl l, would you agree with nme that the changes

t hat have been made from 2.0 to arrive at 3.3 are
primarily changes that affect the flow of water or the
quantity of water below East Portal in the Upper Onens?
A BY DR. BROAN: Especially in ternms of the errors
that were in the previous code and these water
hydr ol ogi ¢ term changes that we found during the
revision. Those are all in the Ovens River Basin.
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Q So therefore, they would not affect the assessnent

of inpacts to the various different resources within
the basin, the Mono Basin; is that correct?
A Right. They would have a very small indirect
ef fect back on the West Portal exports.
Q M. Huchi son, there were questions earlier about
the Green Book. That has triggered some questions that
| have.

In the Green Book -- first of all, in the node
3.3, in the area called Oaens uses, irrigation and you
said -- testified earlier that was the |largest quantity
of water under that particular category; is that
correct?

A BY MR HUCHI SON: | think Russ said that.

Q kay.

A Irrigation is one of the biggest components of
uses.

Q Now, was that irrigation nunber kept constant in
3.3?

A No.

Q Is there ability in the Green Book -- in the G een
Book operation criteria, is it nmandated that irrigation

be fixed within the Omvens Basin?

A Let's back up a little bit. Uses were not kept
constant, okay? Irrigation, there's two conponents to
that. There's an irrigation conponent, and then

there's like the recreation uses, that sort of thing.
It's not in the Green Book, but actually in the
agreenment where it tal ks about the various vegetation
types; there's A, B, C, D, and E, and the one of note
here is type E, which is irrigated vegetation

And the agreenent says that, "The Departnent,™
meani ng DWP, "shall continue to provide water for Los
Angel es owned lands in Inyo County in an anount
sufficient so that the water rel ated uses of such | ands
that were nmade during the 1981-82 runoff year can
continue to be nade.”

So, in essence, that says the amount of water used
in '81-82 is kind of the floor that has got to be made.

It also later says that, "It is recognized that
successive dry years would result in insufficient water
to neet all needs. During periods of dry years or
wat er shortages, technical group will evaluate existing
conditions. A program providing for reasonable
reductions in irrigation water supply for Los Angel es
owned | ands in Onmens Valley and for enhancenent
mtigation projects may be inplemented if such a
programis approved by the Inyo County Board of
Supervi sors and the Departnent through the
Stanl ey (phonetic) Commttee."

So that there was clearly an intent to evaluate

dry-year conditions and potentially produce uses. That
has, in fact, occurred over the |last few years,
especially towards the end of drought. Enhancenent
mtigation uses were cut by quite a bit; some uses just
sinmply cannot be net under dry-year conditions. And
think that you could run the nodel or do some back



calcul ations to keep uses constant, but | don't think
that's exactly what the agreenent calls for.

I think holding the punping constant is
appropriate and nore in tune with the agreenent, but I
don't agree that holding the uses absol utely constant
100 percent of time is necessarily in accordance with
t he agreenent.

Q So that's a, to use a termthat's been used in
testimony which we'll hear later, the word
"flexibility," and that would be a word that m ght
represent --

A I'"d say limted flexibility, because it's subject
to agreenent. And there's also a provision in the

agreement that acknow edges the fact that there m ght
be a reduction in the Los Angel es' water supply as a
result of court or State Board action on the Mno
Basin, and that is specifically stated that -- that |aw
shall not be the basis for a future request to

term nate the stipul ated order absent an agreenment by

everybody. They can't back out of the agreement if al
of a sudden there was a lot |ess water.

So in kind of in keeping with that, there was sone
recognition that there would be sonme inpact associ ated
with that. How that would specifically be dealt with

has never been brought up in any detail, because the
agreement is still under court review

Q But there is provisions within that pending
agreenment to adjust for whatever decision this Board
may make?

A Yeah. And it's all predicated to a '81-82 water
use, first of all. The uses that we see here, as | was
sitting here during the DAR testinony, it's kind of

like the 7.1 or the 6.0, what's the wish and what's
reality. | think the uses that we put in here are
really the full uses that would occur in the best of
circunstances. And | think it's recogni zed, and
think this is one of the reasons why the Lower Oaens
Ri ver project part of the agreenent is so inportant,
because that provides a way to recapture sone of the
wat er that woul d be used for that Lower Owens River
proj ect .

Q In this vegetation nonitoring that you briefly
mentioned, what kind of -- I'mtrying to understand the
structure of how that works. |Is there a provision in

t he agreenent for someone fromlnyo County to oversee
t hat ?
A The monitoring is carried out by the technica
group which is made up of staff and consultants of Los
Angel es and Inyo County. So in reality, it's the
techni cal group that does the nonitoring, nakes the
initial recomendations and deci sions, and basically,
the Onens work did the agreenent.

The people actually out in the field are primarily
Los Angel es staff nenbers, although Los Angel es does
contribute, | think one or two staff nmenbers. It
changes every year dependi ng on the personne
requi renents for every season, but it's a joint effort.
Q And the funding is provided jointly or primarily



by the city?

A The funding is all fromLos Angeles. Los Angel es
provi des funds to nmanage and conduct these activities
to the County of Inyo who then, in turn, provides that
money to Inyo County \Water Departnent.

Q Ckay. And then they have staff that then carries

t hat out?
A That's correct.
MR, CANADAY: Thank you. That's all | have.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much.
Let ne take a two-minute break. | have to nake a
phone call. Actually, five mnutes. Be back at 20 to,
promptly, so we can get going.

(A recess was taken at this tine.)
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Ladi es and gentl emen,
this hearing will again conme to order
M. Birm nghanf?
MR BI RM NGHAM  Thank you.
RECROSS EXAM NATI ON BY MR, Bl RM NGHAM
Q Dr. Brown, M. Dodge asked you a question at the
very begi nning of his exam nation of you about an error
that was contained in LAAWP 3.3 and the correction of
that error that has resulted in LAAWP 3. 3A
Do you recall that question?
A BY DR. BROAWN: Right. | do.
Q And you said you were being optim stic, you were
assum ng there were no errors in LAAW 3.3, no
additional errors?
A That's right.

Q It's correct, isn't it, Dr. Brown, that there
still may be some errors in LAAMP 3.3, not in 3.3A?

A Unfortunately, that's a reality. There still may
be.

Q In fact, it's true, isn't it, that nodels
generally are not going to be perfect docunents, that

there will always need to be sonme adjustnents that need

to be nade?
A Certainly, that's right.
Q M. Huchi son, Ms. Koehl er asked you sone questions
about the opportunities of the Departnment of Water and
Power to aneliorate the [osses as a result of the
Board's decisions and, in particular, she asked you if
there were opportunities to increase storage in the --
al ong the aqueduct's system

Do you recall that question?
A BY MR HUCH SON:  Yes.
Q And in response to the question, you said that
back in 1986, there had been a proposal to increase
storage in Long Valley Reservoir.
A That's what | said, yes.
Q Do you know why that proposal wasn't pursued to
construction?
A Let's see, it's been a long tinme. What | recal
at the tinme, there was -- seens to ne there was sone
push by the Mono Lake Committee to have Los Angel es
sign off on a mnimum |l ake level in return for its
support of an increased Crow ey, and no agreenent was
reached, so the Departnent sinply dropped the proposal



23 seens to be what | recall
24 Q The Mono County Board of Supervisors was al so
25 interested in inmposing conditions; is that correct?

01 A | don't remenber that.

02 Q And is it correct that the Departnment of Water and
03 Power conducted a feasibility study and determ ned t hat
04 the increased storage woul d have been m ni mal ?

05 A The increased storage woul d have been pretty

06 significant. It was -- as | recall, there was two

07 alternatives; one was a ten-foot increase, and the

08 other was a 20-foot increase. And, boy, now we're

09 really going back. The current capacity is 183, 000,

10 and I think a 20-foot rise would have increased it to
11 sonething on the order of 250,000 total, sonme nunber

12 around there. So | would say that provided a fair

13 anount of space. The feasibility study, the

14 geotechnical feasibility study that was conpl et ed.

15 Q Now, we've heard testinmony fromDr. Stine about
16 the inundation of wetlands that resulted fromthe
17 original construction of Crow ey Reservoir. |If the

18 Crowl ey Reservoir were enlarged to increase its

19 capacity to 250,000 acre-feet fromits existing

20 capacity of 183,000 acre-feet, in your opinion, would
21 that have sone environmental consequences in the Long
22 Vall ey?

23 A As | recall, when DW was conducting public

24 neetings to get input on this proposal, there were

25 several issues related to environnental inpacts that

01 were raised.

02 Q And one of the -- excuse ne. Go ahead.

03 A And | think wetlands was one of them Air

04 quality. At that time, there was a variety of issues.
05 That was a prelimnary kind of, "Hey, would these sorts
06 of things, would they happen?”

07 Q Now, Ms. Koehl er also asked you about testinony of
08 M. Deas, the rebuttal testinmony of M. Deas, and she
09 asked you about two statenents nmade by M. Deas. In
10 response to the second question, you stated that

11 M. Deas' witten testinony was nore correct than

12 incorrect, but you wouldn't necessarily say it the sane
13  way.

14 Do you recall that?

15 A Yes, | renenber that.

16 Q And then with respect to testinony contained on, |
17 believe it was page 2 of M. Deas' testinony, witten
18 rebuttal testinony, you indicated that there was a

19 statenment nmade by M. Deas about LAAMP 3.3 that was

20 incorrect?

21 A That's right.

22 Q Now, 1'd like to ask you sone questions, as did
23 M. Canaday, about the process that was followed in

24 revising the LAAMP. Earlier, Dr. Brown said that the
25 group that worked on the revisions to LAAMP cont ai ned

01 representatives fromthe L. A Departnent of Water and
02 Power, and you're noddi ng your head affirmatively.

03 Does that neans yes?

04 A Yes.



Q And that woul d have been M. Hasencanp and

M. Deas?

A That's correct.

Q And there were nenbers of State WAater Resources
Control Board Staff?

A Yes.

Q And he said M. Vorster represented a coupl e of
parties; is that correct?

A He was there.

Q The anbi guous M. Vorster?

A He switched hats a |ot.

Q Did he represent the Mono Lake Conmittee? \Which
hat did he wear?

A As far as | know, yes.

Q And Cal Trout?

A I wasn't never really conpletely 100 percent clear
on -- | knew Mono Lake Conmittee. | heard once in a

whi | e Audubon, Fish and Game, Cal Trout.

Q And then the consultants woul d have been you and
Dr. Brown?

A That's correct.

Q Now, was there a protocol that was set up to
informrepresentatives of these individual parties
about changes that were nmade to LAAMP during this
revi sions process?
A If you nmean sonmething witten, no. |[If you mean
the way we operated, everybody was sort of free to cal
anybody else. And what | tried to do, as the one who
was meki ng the changes, was |let as many people as |
could know or -- ny primary contact was -- | had two
primary contacts, Russ Brown and Hugh Snmith, and
often talked to themand to Peter
Q So you often tal ked to Russ Brown, Hugh Smith, and
to Peter?
A Mm hnm
Q Peter Vorster?
A Ri ght .
Q Now, this change that you described to Ms. Koehl er
in response to the question about the nodification --
let me restate the question

The change that was made in LAAMP 3.3 that you
di scussed in response to Ms. Koehler's questions about
M. Deas' testinony on page 2, did you inform M. Deas
of that change?
A | did not personally informhim no.
Q Did you inform M. Vorster of that change?

A Yes. The neeting -- it was actually done while we
were sitting in a neeting. M ke Deas and Bil

Hasencanp had to |l eave early, and it was within an
hour, half hour after they left that we had nade that
change and distributed the disks. And | forget who
gave the disk to, who was going to give it to MKke, but
sonmebody was going to do that.

Q So you infornmed M. Vorster of the change, or he
was informed by his participation. M. Deas was not

i nfornmed, to your know edge?

A M. Deas was not at the nmeeting, so he did not
know about it when everybody else did. He was at the



nmeeting, but then had to leave to go to class. He was

going to get the disk and the information, | guess, the
next day.

Q This LAAMP 3. 31A, do you have a copy of that?

A Well, it's being referred to both --

Q Excuse ne. |I'msorry. 3.3A or 3.31.

A Ri ght .

Q That refers to the sanme nodel ?

A Ri ght .

Q Do you have a copy of that?

A Yes.

Q To your know edge, does any representative of the

Department of Water and Power have a copy of that?

A | made copies of the disk yesterday. | don't know

—h

t hey' ve received them yet.

So, to your know edge, no representative of the
Departnment of Water and Power has a copy of that nodel ?
A Not that | know of, no.

Q

Q Now, in response to questions -- and |I'd have to
say I'mignorant as to who was asking you the
guestions. It may have been Ms. Koehler again -- you
were tal ki ng about spreading water in the Onens

Val | ey.

Now, it's correct, isn't it, that if additional
water is spread in the Osens Valley, the Departnent of
Water and Power may not be able to extract that water
i n subsequent years?

A I would say it is not necessarily so that that

wat er coul d be extracted.

Q It depends upon the vegetation nonitoring that you
descri bed?

A That's correct.

Q And in response to questions by Staff menbers with
respect to the Green Book and the agreenent between the
Department of Water and Power and the Gty of Los

Angel es and I nyo County, you said that the county and
DWP contenpl ated a reduction in water supply as a
result of the Mono Basin precedent; is that correct?

A No. They acknow edged -- they recogni zed that
that coul d happen. They did not want that to affect
their agreenent. |In other words, keep the issues
separate. In other words, Inyo was saying to L. A,
"You guys are entering this agreenent fully recognizing
you may take a big loss in the Mono Basin.”
Q And that big loss in the Mono Basin will not
change your obligation to conply with this agreenent?
A That's correct.

MR BIRMNGHAM May | confer with Ms. Goldsnith
for one nonent?

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Certainly.

MR BIRM NGHAM | have no further questions at
this tine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
M. Birm ngham

MR BI RM NGHAM  Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC: Ms. Cahill?

MS. CAHI LL: W have no questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. M. Dodge?
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MR, DODGE: No questi ons.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO: Ms. Koehl er?

M5. KOEHLER: | have very few questions.
RECROSS- EXAM NATI ON BY MS. KOEHLER

Q M. Huchi son, M. Birm ngham asked you several
guesti ons about Los Angel es' receipt of the recent 3.31
nodel . Can you tell nme, is the 3.31 a different nodel
from 3. 3?
A BY MR HUCH SON: Well, it does have a difference,
yes. There was an error corrected.
Q Right. 1Is it accurate to characterize this as a

relatively m nor codi ng change?

A Hence the nane 3.31, as opposed to 3.4.

Q And your testinmony and Dr. Brown's testinony
today, that's based on nodel runs of 3.3; isn't that
correct?

A Dr. Brown ran his runs and prepared his testinony
with 3.3. | told himabout 3.31, told himit didn't
ook like it was making that big of a difference for

t he purposes of his testinmony. He decided, and

agreed with him that 3.3 was nore than an adequate
substitute for 3.31.

Q And the Department of Water and Power's

consul tants has received copies of 3.3; isn't that
correct?

A To ny know edge, yes.

Q Just a quick summary question perhaps for you

Dr. Brown. Are you satisfied that the LAAMP 3.3 water
supply inpacts to the Departnment of Water and Power as
shown in Table 3of the witten testinony, are you

satisfied that those results are nore accurate than the
same inpact as nodel ed by LAAMP 2. 07
A BY DR BROMN:. Yes and no.

(Laughter.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER del PIEROC. Dr. Brown, |'m not
going to let you sit next to M. Huchison

(Laughter.)

MR, HUCHI SON:  Can we exchange high five's or
somet hi ng?

DR BROMWN: M only difficulty with the question
is that evaluating the inpacts depends very strongly on
the set of assunptions that the user has decided to
choose, and so characterizing what is in this Table 3as
sort of a final set of sinulations between the
alternatives --

Q BY M5. KOEHLER Let ne clarify my question, then.
" mnot asking you about those nunbers as being

absolutes. | think we all understand they're
estimates. |'masking you if you' re satisfied that 3.3
is or nore -- perhaps the way to put it is: 1Is 3.3 a

nore accurate, a sinply nore accurate nodel than 2.0
for estimating water inpacts of the Mono Lake deci sion
to the City of Los Angel es?

A BY DR. BROAWN: Even though | still have the
problem | find that, in review of the conparisons,

that version 2.0, as used in the Draft EIR, was
accurate in its sinmulations of the Mono Basin water



al | ocati on.

Version 3.3 remains to be an accurate cal cul ation
of what woul d happen under a specified set of
conditions. So the great advantage of 3.3 is that it
i ncorporates additional features that can be specified
for the user.

The one that we've been using, for example, is the
Upper Owens export pattern because that provides
flexibility to sinmulate nore cases. It is a nore
adequate nodel for the job, which is to resolve the
wat er rights.

Q For purposes of finalizing the Environnenta

| mpact Report, which nodel will you be using to
estimate the water supply inpacts to Los Angel es of the
various | ake level alternatives?

A | actually don't know. That will be at the
direction of State Board Staff.
M5. KOEHLER:  Thank you. That's all | have.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
Ms. Koehl er.

Ms. Scoonover?

M5. SCOONOVER: | have just one quick question.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Sure.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON BY Ms. SCOONOVER
Q M. Huchi son, ny nanme the Mary Scoonover, and I
represent the State Lands Conm ssion and the Depart nment
of Parks and Recreation in these hearings.
There's been a nunmber of questions, M. Huchison,
about the Green Book, and | have just a couple of what

I hope will be very brief foll ow up questions.

You' ve testified previously that the Inyo-L. A
agreement is before a judge awaiting approval; is that
accurate?

A BY MR HUCHI SON: | said it's under court review
Q But the parties, Inyo and L. A, are operating, in
essence, under the terns of the agreenent; is that

accurate?
A In terms of vegetation and groundwat er managenent,
that's true.
Q Do you know if -- 1 assume you nean they're
currently operating under the terns of the agreenent in
terns of the vegetation nonitoring?
A That's correct.
Q Do you know if they will be operating under the
terns of that agreenent next year?

MR BIRM NGHAM  (bjection. Calls for
specul ati on.

M5. SCOONOVER He --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO I'mgoing to sustain
the objection. You can rephrase it and get to where
you want to go.

MR BIRMNGHAM ['Il withdraw the objection,
M. Del Piero.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO It will take | onger,
but the objection was a valid objection.

MR BIRMNGHAM No. It will take longer. [I'lI
just withdraw the objection. | have tickets to the
t heat er tonight.



HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERGC  (n.
Q BY M5. SCOONOVER: Do you know, M. Huchison,
whet her or not this is a --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO He's having a heart
attack over there.
Q BY M5. SCOONOVER: Do you know whether or not this
is a single-year agreenent to operate under the terns
or if it's a multi-year -- whether it's a single-year
agreenment to operate under the ternms of the agreenent?
A BY MR HUCH SON: The Stanley Committee continues
to neet. This was approved in Cctober of 1991. The
agreenment was approved by the parties, and the EIR was
adopted. And ever since then, there's been sort of a
linbo | and of what are we operating under.

And basically, it's through a series of agreenents

by the Stanley Conmittee and resol utions adopted by
the Stanley Conmttee, which are, in essence,
proceeding with the main provisions of nonitoring and
t he groundwat er managenent of the agreenent.

So, in essence, the answer to your question is
unl ess sonet hi ng changes, yeah, it's going to be this
way until the court says otherw se.
Q Under the terns of the agreenent that was
approved, was it anticipated that the parties would
operate in this, as you describe it, linbo |and for
some period of tinme?
A | don't think that was anything specifically
anticipated in terms of the Iength of the time of court
review. | don't recall
Q Shoul d one of the parties decide not to abide by
the terms of the agreenent in ternms of the vegetation
nmoni toring, do you know if the agreenent spells out any
particul ar enforcenent agreenent during this |inbo
peri od?
A It could probably be reasonably argued that it
woul d fall back to the original, what we call the
interimagreenent, or the five-year agreenent which was
signed in 1984, which had sonme dispute resolution built
into it.
Q The five-year agreenent signed in 1984, | assune

it was the agreement with --

A Right. But there were extensions sought and
achieved. That's what we called the five-year
agreement. Extensions were sought and received from
the Third District Court of Appeals, and |I'm not
exactly sure what the | atest sunset date is. |It's
basi cal |y ended because all the other docunents have
been received. So the answer to your question is: |
don't know what woul d happen.

MS. SCOONOVER:  Thank you. That's all.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much.

M. Frink?

MR FRINK: Yes, M. Del Piero. At this tine,
Staff would |ike to nove for the acceptance of SWRCB
Exhi bits 40 through 49.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Any objections?

MS. CAHI LL: No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  None. Those will be



accepted and ordered into the record.
(SWRCB Exhi bits Nos. 40
t hrough 49 were admtted into
evi dence.)
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Yes, sir. Thank you
very nuch.
Ladi es and gentl enmen, rather than starting with

another witness, | think it's quarter to the hour.
Let's take a break for lunch and return at 1:15.
Ckay? Thank you.

(The lunch recess was taken at this tine.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Ladi es and gentl emen,
this hearing will again come to order.

VWhen [ast we left, we had finished off Dr. Brown
and M. Huchi son, and now we have sone additi onal
gentlenmen to talk to this afternoon; M. Hasencanp,
M. Deas, nice to see you peopl e.

MR BIRM NGHAM W have a third --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC: M. Coufal ?

MR BI RM NGHAM  Couf al .

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Coufal. M. Coufal,
sir, you haven't been sworn yet, have you, | don't
bel i eve?

Whul d you pl ease stand? Do you promise to tell
the truth during the course of this proceedi ng?

MR CQUFAL: | do.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO M. Birm ngham please
begin, sir.

MR, BIRM NGHAM  Thank you very much. Depart nment
of Power of the Gty of Los Angeles and Gty of Los
Angel es would like to call WIIiam Hasencanp and
M chael Deas to present rebuttal testinony.

M. Coufal was designated as a surrebuttal witness
with respect to the testinony submtted by M. Vorster
and Dr. Brown. And at the request of the State Board
Staff, the request made by M. Frink at the beginning

of this process, we'll present his surrebuttal
testinmony at this time with our rebuttal testinony.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO | appreciate that very

much. Thank you.

MR, BIRM NGHAM That may necessitate an
application for additional tinmne.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Then that application
can be nmade at the appropriate tine.

MR BI RM NGHAM  Thank you.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON BY MR Bl RM NGHAM

Q M. Deas, we will begin with you. Did you prepare
a docunent entitled "Rebuttal Testinony of M. M chael
L. Deas," which has been submitted in connection with
thi s proceedi ng?
A BY MR DEAS: Yes, | did.

VMR, BIRM NGHAM  That docunent has not been

mar ked.
MR FRINK: Has not been narked.
MR Bl RM NGHAM | needed Dr. Smth's assistance.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO They need an exhibit
numnber .



MR SMTH:  Your next in order is 153.

MR BIRMNGHAM | would ask that the rebuttal
testinmony of M. Mchael L. Deas be marked as L. A DWP
153.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Any objection? So
ordered.

(L. A DW Exhibit No. 153 was
marked for identification.)
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM M. Deas, would you pl ease
provide a very brief sunmary of the witten testinony
marked as L. A. DWP 153 keeping in mnd | have tickets
to a play at 8:00 o' clock this evening.
A BY MR DEAS: kay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. Oh, this is how we
keep them -- you should have told ne earlier, Tom
woul d have tickets regularly for everything --

MR. DEAS: He's promised ne a set.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. -- to finish this
bef ore Thanksgi vi ng.

Pl ease proceed, M. Deas.

MR, DEAS: Thank you. Good afternoon. M/ nane,
for the record, is Mchael L. Deas, and |I'mjust going
to briefly go through the application of conputer
nodel s in water resource planning with respect to this
process.

I"d like to start out by noting that conputer

nodel s are sinply a tool, |ike any other tool you use
in your life, to help a decision-maker when naking
decisions. It's not the basis for a decision. It's a

nmeans to an end, not the end itself.

And the reason that nodel output is not used
directly, in other words, pushing the enter key and
getting a nunber and using that as the actual nunbers,
is uncertainty results whenever you use a conputer
nodel due to, for exanple, approximations, specific
conput e code, uncertainty in nodeling data, uncertainty
in the assunptions nmade in nodel input, and the
all-inmportant task of interpreting output, which is a
function of the user and qualifications that the user
has in terns of interpreting the results in Iight of
how t he system actually operates on a nonthly or annua
basi s, whichever may be the case for the nodel.

LAAMP is a conputer programused by the State
Board in the Environnental |npact Report process and,
as noted, LAAMP has undergone several nodifications
bet ween version 2 and version 3. Several nodifications
wer e addressed by the technical advisory group, |abeled
the TAG and the group not only noted that there were
some i nprovenents and changes in nodifications to the
nodel, but that there were also nodel linitations.

So I'mjust going to touch on the new LAAWVP, the
[imtations of the LAAMP, and sone State Board
request ed LAASM updates for the nodel.

LAAMP 3.3 is the newest nodel or 3.31, | suppose,
is the | atest one, and several changes, as nentioned,
have been nmade between 2.0 and 3 and 3.1 and 3.2 and
3.3. Is it inportant to note that the changes are
significant.



Beyond coding errors being corrected and
enhancenents and paraneters being nodified, the nodel
structure has been nodified. There are nany nore
subroutines. There are several new | ogic bl ocks,
nodi fied | ogic bl ocks. Sone |ogic bl ocks have been
renoved and, in addition, the priorities of water uses
has been shifted slightly between the versions.

I"mgoing to renove the coment about Owens Valley
avai | abl e water and Mono Basin water that somebody
referred to earlier. I'msorry, |I don't recall who.

Q BY MR. BIRM NGHAM  Whi ch conmrent woul d t hat be,
M. Deas?

A BY MR DEAS: That would be the first one on page
2, the first comnment | have "Includes Mono Basin
avai l abl e water in Oaens Vall ey, avail able export."

Sorry if that causes inconvenience to people.

Just some general changes include Mono Basin

export which may now occur concurrent with the Mono
Lake rel ease. That was not available in version 2.

Water is no longer explicitly shifted from G ant
Lake Reservoir to Long Valley Reservoir as it was in
t he subroutine of version 2, and water use priorities
in the subroutine is not enough -- as a result, the
newer nodel LAAMP 3.3 apportions water differently than
LAAMP 2. 0.

I"d like to note that no one el se has specifically
carried this out to determ ne which changes, which
enhancenents, which input assunptions have nade the
difference or caused the difference between the two
versi ons of nodel

Ckay. Moving on to applications and limtations.
As nmentioned, there's been a substantial anmount of tine
and energy in nodifying LAAMP and, as noted, there's

still sone conmputations which seemto exist in the
nodel whi ch need to be incorporated because the
i mageries --

THE REPORTER. Hold on for a nmonment. |nages
i ncorporated --
Q BY MR BIRMNGHAM | believe you said conputation
with [imtations.

A BY MR DEAS: Conputation with [imtations wthin
the nodel framework, and they are inportant in terns of

uncertainty. So when you get a nodel result, how good
is that nmodel result? Conputation limtations are
i nherent in all nodels because nodels are
sinmplifications or approximtions of the real system
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. M. Deas, could you
pul | that m crophone just a touch closer?
VWhat's happening is you' re reading off the paper
and every tine you turn your head, the vol une goes down
and when you turn back into the mcrophone, it comes

back up.

MR. DEAS: Thanks.

The -- what can occur, though, is if you represent
something to sinplistically, it can cause additiona

uncertainty anong results and that should be taken into
account .
Such sinplifications do exist in LAAMP 3.3, and



they should be taken into account. These include G ant
Lake Reservoir operations, Long Valley Reservoir
operations, the Mono Basin nonthly export distribution
and the system advance subroutines nentioned before,
TOOMUCH and NOTENUF. These limtations do introduce
addi ti onal uncertainty in LAAMP 3.3 nodel results.

After attending the TAG neetings and revi ew ng
LAAMP from 2.2 up through 3.3 and applying it and in
light of limtations of conputer nodels in such

processes; that is, they're only supposed to be used as
a tool to help the decision nmaker, it's nmy opinion that
LAAMP 3.3 can be used in the general fashion for the
State Board presses. It does provide a neans for
si mpl e anal ysis for general approxi mations for
conpari son of alternatives.

The anal ysis of nonthly or annual operations is
not valid applications of the nodel, however, nor
shoul d cal cul ated val ues such as | ong-term averages be

used as specific actual nunmber. It nust be taken into
account that there is uncertainty.
Since M. Birm ngham has a appointnment, ['Il just

finish this up with the |ast two LAASM updat es

At the request of the State Board Staff, the
Department of Water and Power has updated the L.A.
nodel . The two nodifications include transition |ogic
in Upper Onens River maximumflow [imts. The
transition logic allows the user to export while nmoving
froma | ower | ake elevation to a higher elevation

The user can specify what exports are as per a
year type, and the Upper Owens River maximum flows can
now be entered on a nonthly basis. So you can specify
maxi mum flows for the 12 nonths of the year versus what
was a constant value for all 12 nonths of year

Thank you.
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM  Thank you very much, M. Deas.

M. Hasencanp, is it correct that you prepared for
presentation in this proceeding a docunent entitled
"Testimony of WIlliamJ. Hasencanp,"” which has now been
marked as an exhibit?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: Yes, it is.

MR, BIRM NGHAM  That, | would request be marked
next in order, L.A DW Exhibit 154.

(L. A, DW Exhibit No. 154 was
marked for identification.)

Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM Do you have a copy of L.A DW
Exhi bit 154 in front of you, M. Deas -- I'msorry,
M. Hasencanp?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: Yes, | do.
Q And is that testinony which you prepared for the
rebuttal portion of this proceedi ngs?
A Yes, it is.
Q Whul d you pl ease provide a brief oral sunmary of
the witten testinony that has been identified as
L. A. DWP Exhi bit 1547
A Yes. M. Deas is a little nore synpathetic to
your play tonight. Since I've been living out of a
suitcase for the last three nonths, I'ma little |ess



synpat heti c.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO | was wonderi ng when
it was going to start coming to the surface. Go for
it, Bill.

(Laughter.)

MR HASENCAMP:  Thank you.

The Los Angel es Departnent of Water and Power has
revised its managenent plan. It is very simlar to the
ori gi nal managenent plan, but there are a few
nmodi fications and the plan is a lot nore specific than
the original plan was. The plan was run with the LAASM
nodel , and the options were added that M. Deas
di scussed in his testinony.

The flows were revised to reflect all of the
rel eases. On the original managenent plan, we had the
m nimum flows that we felt were necessary. But we al so
put in the caveat that because of |ake |evel
requi renents, higher flows would be rel eased down the
creeks, and there was, quote, no guarantee of what any
of the nonthly flows would be.

So we incorporated higher flows into our nninmumns,
realizing that these flows were going to be goi ng down
the creeks anyway. The revised flows are included in
Table 1 of ny testinony and, unfortunately, ny
testi nony does not have page nunbers. But Table 1
lists the minimum flows for Lee Vining, Rush, \Walker,

and Par ker Creeks.

Q BY MR- BIRM NGHAM  Excuse nme, M. Hasencanp. |Is
that on the second page of L.A. DWP Exhibit 1547

A VR, HASENCAMP:  Yes.

Q Excuse ne for interrupting.

A Now, these flows do not take water out of G ant
Lake to augment the flows in Lower Rush Creek. One of
the main reasons for our recomrendation not to do that

i s because Grant Lake is a reservoir storage on the
aqueduct system and we would like to store water in
that reservoir and have it be used for the whole
aqueduct purpose and not have a caveat that, well, the
wat er may have to be rel eased for streamflows down the
Lower Rush Creek.

For exanple, if we convert water from Lee Vining
Creek when it's permssible, we mght want to store in
G ant Lake. But then if we store it in Gant Lake and
there's a requirenment that additional rel eases have to
be made, then Lee Vining Creek storage nmight end up
goi ng down Rush Creek rather than exported out of the
basin. And so we're living in -- using Grant Lake as
an effective storage reservoir for the entire system
Q M. Hasencanp, is there an exception or general
rule that waters in storage would not be used to
augnment the mninmum fl ows specified in the plan?

A VWl l, yes. | reconmended that certainly, if the
inflowin Upper Rush Creek mght drop for sone

unnatural reason, if Southern California Edison was to
shut off its operation for sone reason and the inflow

to Grant Lake was zero or close to zero, then that
woul d be a reason to augnent the flows. So | have



i ncluded a mninumof 25 cfs April to Septenber or 20
cfs Cctober to March as reasonabl e m ni muns where the
flows should be augnented, but those occur very rarely.

| also wanted to point out that although it's not
listed here, the total release of water to the Rush
Creek bottom ands is the sumof the Rush Creek
rel eases, \Wal ker Creek rel eases, and Parker Creek
rel eases and, of course, there's some transit | ost
al ong the way, but the releases is neasured as the sum
of those three.

Now, | -- the State Board Staff had asked nme to do
a conparison the last time |I testified, of the DFG
flows on both the inpaired and uninpaired runoff, and
I"ve included that in Table 6And | also did the sanme
analysis with the L.A DW flows, and they are in Table
7.

The DWP plan also calls for no appropriation of
wat er from Wl ker and Par ker Creeks. That's not
because the Departnent is not interested in the water

fromthose creeks, but it is because water is going to
be released into Mono Lake to maintain the given | evel.
And so we woul d use Wl ker and Parker for that purpose,
al so knowing that it flows into Rush Creek

In other words, rather than diverting the water
from Wal ker and Parker into Grant and releasing it
through Grant into Rush Creek, they flow directly into
Rush Creek.

Channel mai ntenance flows, table 2, which is on, |
bel i eve, page 3 of the testinobny, gives the
Departnment's channel reconmmendations for channe
mai nt enance flows in Lee Vining and Rush Creek. The
frequency is every other year, preferably every even
year, and if the odd year were a year which net the wet
year flushing flows, in other words, if it had a 250
cfs peak with an average of 150, 160 cfs for 10 days,
then that would cancel the need to flush in the odd
year -- in the even year, rather

So you still have the sanme nunber of these |arge
flow events, but there would not be a need to flush
t hree consecutive years. It would be every even year
but you may have one odd year and then skip one of the
even years.

The peak flows under the plan for the wet years,
used a return period of three years. On Rush Creek, we

do have 50 years of data for the Rush Creek and dam
site, but Lee Vining Creek is alittle nore limted, we
only have the official records back to 1973. So
there's a little nore uncertainty on what the actua
return period is on Lee Vining Creek than there is on
Rush Creek.

For the normal year flush, | used the 1.5 return
period, and for the dry year, | used a return of 1.1,
or a 90 percent exceedence.

| also included a secondary peak on here, and the
secondary peak serves to rewater the soil after the
initial flush has receded, and then it increases and
rewaters sone of the soil, and the flows increase 50
percent in the period before their final decrease back



to the base flow

And |'ve also listed on here the total duration of
the increased flow and, for exanple, for Rush Creek on
a wet year, it would be 28 days fromthe tine you begin
ranping to the time you end ranping.

I"'ve also listed on Table 2 the ranping criteria,
and | have -- this is a percent change from previous
day. So on Lee Vining Creek, there's a 30 percent
change fromthe previous day on the ascending |inb and
20 percent on the descending |inb.

The one exception is that if the change is |ess

than 10 cfs, then we would just go ahead and change the
10 cfs. And I've rounded all the figures to 5 cfs.
VWhen you start to get nore precise than 5 cfs on sone
of these flows, it's alittle too precise for this
system

So we have on Tables 3, 4, and 5, the ranping
schedule for these criteria, and Figures 1, 2, and 3
show what the hydrograph would |l ook like with these
types of flows for each of the years.

And for ny criteria, the wet year is defined as
runof f greater than 120 percent than normal and a dry
year as |less than 80 percent of normal. And a nornal
again, as | said, |I've witten in previous testinonies,
t he 50-year average, when we tal k about a runoff
forecast, we take a 50-year average and we update it
every five years.

So it's a 50-year noving average, and the current
average is based on the 1941 to 1990 data. And that is
consistent with the way that the Departnment of Water
Resources gives its percent of normal or its long-term
average runoff projections.

Now, | was going to use this board to make an
exanpl e of how we canme up with our flushing flows, if |
may, briefly.

MR, BIRM NGHAM  May we have this marked next in

order L.A DWP Exhibit 1557
(L. A DWP Exhibit No. 155 was
marked for identification.)

MR, HASENCAMP: 1'Il try to speak up, so | don't
need the m ke

If, for exanple, there was a flow of 8, 10, and 8
units, we can call it cfs, where it increased and
decreased, using M. Dodge's mathematics, he realizes
that the percent change is not the sane. Now, we have
2 cfs change on both days but, of course, the percent
change is not the sane.

On the one date, it's a 25 percent increase, but
on the second date, it's a 20 percent decrease. So
even though it's a constant symetrical hydrograph, the
change is quite a bit different.

And there's actually a fornula that you can use to
equate these two terns in a synmetrical hydrograph, and

that is -- I'lIl -- alittle bit of algebra
In order to equate these, the ascending rate would
have to equal one divided by the sumof -- or the

di fference of one mnus the descending rate, and that
whol e term m nus one. And that woul d nmake a perfectly



even hydrograph
Now, of course, if you use the sane ranping rates
on both sides and you went from8 cfs to 10 cfs, a 25

percent increase, but if you use a 25 percent decrease,
you woul d actually cone down to 7.5. So your rates,
t hen, woul d have a sharper decline and a slower incline
even though the ramping rates are the sane.

Now, in reality in the eastern Sierra, the
hydr ographs are not symetrical but they are skewed to

the right.
In ny previous testinony, | showed 1986, in ny
testinmony submitted | ast week. | don't know the

exhi bit nunmber. But 1986 is a good-I| ooki ng hydrograph
because it | ooks |ike you woul d expect a hydrograph to
| ook, and that woul d be sharper increase and a sl ower
decrease. |I'mnot the best artist, but this is a year
a typical year.

Now, if you want to have the descending | ess steep
than the ascending |inmb, then this formula woul d have
to be equal to or greater than. So I'lIl put a greater
than. So if the ascending rate is greater than this
formula, then you would m mc what the natura
hydr ograph would |1 ook |ike; a steeper rise and a sl ower
fall, which is typical of the eastern Sierra.

Now, the Departnent of Fish and Gane's
recomendati ons are uni formranping up and down and, in
fact, they produce the opposite effect. They would
have a slower rise -- of course, this is exaggerated --

and then a sharper descent. And that is the opposite
of what you would naturally see in the area.

Now, the way | devel oped the ranping requirenents
is 1 took the -- | want to point out that Lee Vining
Creek is nmuch nore natural because -- the flow is nuch
nore naturally because there's nuch | ess storage, so
the rises and falls on Lee Vining Creek are much higher
than on Rush Creek.

So on Lee Vining Creek, we are recomendi ng a 30
percent increase in ranping because that is the average
of the steepest part of this curve. It is a three- to
four-day average when the hydrograph is peaking. The
average over the 20 years of the steepest three to four
days here is 30 percent. So the streamis used to
seeing this 30 percent rise on the ascending |inmb, and
on Rush Creek, it's 20 percent.

Now, on the descending |inb for Lee Vining Creek
we have 20 percent and 15 percent, or 20 for Lee Vining
and 15 for Rush.

Q BY MR. BIRM NGHAM  Excuse nme, M. Hasencanp.

Bef ore you | eave the butcher paper, would you pl ease

mark that sheet as L. A DWP Exhibit 155. And for

pur poses of record, M. Hasencanp's previous rebutta

testinmony to which he referred is L.A. DW Exhibit 133.
Whul d you pl ease continue, M. Hasencanp?

Q BY MR HASENCAMP: Certainly.

MR. HERRERA: Before he does that, M. Birm ngham
your 20 m nutes has expired.

MR BIRMNGHAM | would make an application for



an additional 20 m nutes.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO G ven the conplexity

of this -- I"'mwaiting for M. Hasencanp to take out
Ms. Cahill's red pen.
MR BIRMNGHAM [|'mwaiting for Ms. Cahill to

take out her red pen.

MR, HASENCAMP: Now, al so on the hydrograph,
whi ch you see rises and then falls, if you | ook at a
singl e day, which you see typically is, this will be
12: 00 a.m and this is also here 12:00 a.m, and then
you see it rising, falling and rising. And so there's
a typical fluctuation where the peak flow occurs
typically about 3:00 a.m on the average, and the | ow
flow occurs about 3:00 p.m on the average. The

fluctuation without the -- throughout the day can
average --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL Pl ERO. Excuse ne.

MR, HASENCAMP: -- about 10 percent.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERG Is that right?
MR, HASENCAMP: No. That is correct because of
the tine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Peak flow at three in
t he norni ng?

MR, HASENCAMP: Because of the lag time. The snow
melt --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI EROC  Between snow nelt, the
flood flow arrives in the early norning because of the
time it takes to get down to the watershed?

VR, HASENCAMP: Yeah. You have a conbi nation of
it running all the way up from Ti oga Pass across
Ellery (phonetic) Lake, and if Ellery Lake is filling,
the whole reservoir rises a little bit, and then it
cones all the way down. So the net effect of the Ilag
time, and so you do see the highest flows --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  See that,

M. Birm nghan? You and | were both w ong.

MR BIRM NGHAM | | ooked and there were four
engi neers or hydrol ogists all nodding affirmatively in
response to your question; M. Hasencanp, M. Deas,
M. Coufal, and M. Vorster.

MR DODGE: We're all happy that Encycl opedi a
Britannica set didn't sell.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Ckay. Absolutely,

M. Dodge.

MR, HASENCAMP:  Now, in inplenmenting the flushing

flows, and just flows in general in the eastern

Sierras, flexibility is the key.

On Rush Creek it is fairly sinple. You have a
reservoir, so you rel ease Grant Lake outflow. You can
set it, and it will remain a fairly constant outfl ow,
and that flow will be released into Rush Creek.

On Lee Vining Creek, however, the systemis a | ot
different, and you can put together any plan you want,
but inplementing it is a different story.

Now, on Lee Vining Creek, as | said, much of the
year, the flows are relatively constant, and there's
not this diurnal swing. But during the peak tines,
that's when you see this diurnal sw ng.



So when we say we're setting a flow, we would go
out at 9:00 a.m, which is about in the nmddle of this
downward sl ope, and 9:00 a.m represents approxi mately
the daily average. So when we would set the fl ow down
Lower Lee Vining Creek at 9:00 a.m at, say, for
exanple, 50 cfs, the flows will fall alittle bit in
the afternoon and then rise again at night.

But 9:00 a.m seens to be about, or roughly 9:00
a.m, about the optinumtinme to set it if you want to
try to figure what the daily average is. But the
systemon Lee Vining Creek is not set up to just open
up a valve and have a constant flow go out as it is in
Grant Lake. So flexibility is the key.

Now, when you're coming to the flushing flows, you
have to tine it with a peak runoff. On Rush Creek, you
do not have to because you have a storage reservoir, so
you can rel ease flushing fl ows, and you have the
storage. So it's not a problem But on Lee Vining
Creek, you have to tinme it with the rise, the natura
rise.

And on figure -- Figure 4 in ny testinony shows
that typically the runoff can rise quickly but then
melt off again or die off, and then rise quickly and
di e off again.

So when you want to inplenent a ranping schedul e,
you have to be fairly certain that the rise that's
going up is going to sustain the amount of fl ushing
flow you want to release. So these first three rises
did not nmake it past 160 cfs, so if you were trying to
ranp in that period, you would be unsuccessful

Conversely, if you waited too late, if you waited
after June 10th, then you would not make it, either
because you' ve nmissed it.

So when these flushing -- we were about to
i mpl enent flushing flows, the L. A. DW hydrol ogist will
nmoni tor the snow nelt, we have snow sensors up on the
Lee Vining Creek drainage, nonitor the runoff, and keep
in contact with SE, and find out about their

operations.

Using all of the data, plus the historical records
that we have, then we would say, "This is probably a
good tine to start ranmping,” and to go up for this
peak.

But, unfortunately, no one can really predict if
it's going to be a true peak, and so there is always a
possibility of missing it. And that flexibility is the
key, that there's enough roomto try to make that, but
if sonme provision would occur, then you cannot.

Now, one of the benefits over the Departnent of
Wat er and Power's recommendati ons, over the Departnent
of Fish and Gane's recommendations, is that you ranp
much nore quickly so you can get to the peak earlier

The Departnent of Fish and Gane takes 12 days to
ranp from54 cfs to 160 cfs. So if you had a year
simlar to 1981, or many other years, this is a normal
year recomendation, you would have to know 12 days
ahead of time to neet this peak. And that's al nost
two weeks, and it's difficult to know two weeks ahead



of time when the peak's going to occur

Wth -- if L.A DW ranmps from35 cfs to 180 in
seven days, seven days, well, seven days certainly
isn't a guarantee to hit -- that you can hit that peak
It's nuch easier to forecast seven days than it is 12

days, al nost double the tinmne.

Al so, the DWP has a higher peak in normal years on
Lee Vining Creek, but it does not have the higher
sust ai ned fl ows.

Okay. 1'll briefly talk about the Mno Lake
| evel. Mono Lake level is very sinmlar to the previous
plan, that the April 1st |lake level is the level that
the Departnment plans to protect, and the Depart nment
managenent plan manages the 6377 | evel by April 1st.

Now, it is acknow edged that there's an actua
fluctuation of Mono Lake, and that Mno Lake will drop
and fall throughout the year up to a half a foot either
way in a normal year, and these are typical

But the -- but through the use of conputer nodels,
on April 1st and May 1st, the plan will be finalized to
det erm ne how nuch you can export and still keep Mno

Lake at the target level by April 21st. And obviously,
if there's very little runoff, then no water can be
exported out of the basin because by the foll ow ng
April 1st, you would not neet your target.

Conversely, if it was a very wet year or a year
significantly above your target, then the fish fl ow
woul d be the only governing rel ease, and then all of
t he additional water above fish flows could be exported
as long as the following April 1st would be above the

target.
VWhen we export out to the Upper Onens River, the
previous plan used 375 cfs as a maxi num The revised

pl an uses a maxi mum 300 cfs. And that is partly
because with | ower export nunbers conpared to historic,
the need for 375 is not as great.

Al so, the ranping rates recomended by Dr. Platts
are the 10 percent on the descending linb and 15
percent on the increasing linb. And this is nmeasured
at the Omens R ver bel ow East Portal

Now, obviously, natural rates m ght exceed these
rates. You mght have a greater than 10 -- | m ght
have -- 15 percent on the ascending |inb and 10 on the
descending linmb. | mght have transposed those. But
the natural rates mght be higher than that. If they
are, then the exports will remain constant, and you
woul dn't back off the exports to keep the ranping
consistent with the 15 percent, but just a natural rise
woul d occur.

There are sone difficulties involved, however,
with this -- the Onens River exports in that water is
split at Mono Gate One, and there's no real hard
controls to do that. So if you put sone water into
Rush Creek and sonme water through the tunnel, there's
not a sophisticated systemto do that.

So while Grant Lake outflowis fairly accurate
when you cone to the splitting, there needs to be sone



flexibility and sonme trial and error where you can get
a real accurate or a realistic split between the two
flows.

And one last thing is that Ctowey -- on this
point, is that Cowey will govern the ranping rates.
Qoviously, if Cowey is about to spill, public safety
is nmore inportant than the ranping rates on Upper Ownens
Ri ver. Hopefully, that situation woul dn't happen, but
if we had to reduce the flows faster than the 10
percent to minimze spills, that certainly is a
governi ng factor.

Now, the Departnent will put together a plan each
year and by May 1st, the plan will be final

Now, we ran this plan with the Los Angel es
aqueduct simulation nodel. You don't need a fancy
conputer nodel to run this plan. The plan says these
streans flows, these | ake |levels, these ranping rates
govern, you don't need a fancy nodel to do that.

But to find out what woul d be expected fromthis
plan, we did run the L. A. nodel. The reason we did not
use the LAAMP is because it is a little nore hard fast
and not as operationally realistic as our nodel is
because ours used nore of the actual operations.

And so the output of the nodel is on Table 8and
this has the exceedence tables that you woul d expect
for each of the creek releases in the Mdno Basin and
for several other paraneters that are inportant when
you |l ook at -- when you try to evaluate a plan

And under this revised plan, the average export
woul d be 44,500 acre-foot over the | ong term conpared
with a historic export of 91,000. So it would be Iess
than half of the water that the Department used to get
fromthe Mono Basin.

And that's all
Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM M. Hasencanp, Table 8 on Mno
Lake el evation indicates a nmaxi num | ake el evati on of
6385.8 feet; is that correct?

A BY MR HASENCAMP: Did you say .88?

Q No. 6385.8

A Yes.

Q Now, what woul d be the maxi mum | ake | evel bel ow
whi ch DWP proposes to maintain Mono Lake under their
managenent pl an?

A Vell, the April 1st level would be 6377, and there
woul d be sone fluctuations throughout the year, but
typically April 1st, 6377.

Q Under the L.A. nanagenent plan, what would be the
maxi mum | ake | evel --

A Ch, I'msorry.
Q -- that you propose to operate?
A Wll, that's a very difficult question because
this output is based on one set of hydrology. No one
knows what the future hydrology will be, and you could
run you could make up any hydrol ogy you want. So when
you |l ook at this type of output, the m ni mum and
maxi mum are certainly a little questionable, as with
any conputer nodel .

But based on the historic hydrol ogy and the



limtations of the nodel which have fixed operations,

t he maxi mum according to the nodel, is 6385.8, but, as
I"ve testified previously, there are things that you
could do to minimze that rise if that was sonething
that was not desired.

And, in fact, in our conputer run, there was
storage available at Ctowey. It only got up to about
170 in that year. There was storage available in
Grant. There was the reduced irrigation and irrigation
could be increased. There was -- the spreading did not
match the historical spreading, so if you wanted to --
there are places to put the water other than Mno Lake,
yes.

So | think you could nmanage it, again, based on
the historic hydrol ogy, closer to 6383 on this run

But it mght go much lower than that or -- it's hard to
say.
Q Based upon the historic hydrol ogy, DW woul d

propose to operate its systemso that Mono Lake woul d
not rise above the elevation 6383 feet?
A Yes.

MR BIRMNGHAM At this point, | would like to
switch gears and go into our surrebuttal case, and
will start with M. Coufal.

Q BY MR BIRMNGHAM M. Coufal, you haven't
appear ed here previously.

Sir, would you please tell the Board and the
Board's Staff a little bit about your educational and
wor k experience?

A BY MR COUFAL: kay. |'ve got a bachelor's
degree in civil engineering. A master's degree in
water resources. |'ma registered civil engineer
I'"ve been working for the Department for 17 years, 15
of those years have been in aqueduct division

I've worked on operations, water resource studies,
hydr ol ogy, worked in San Fernando Valley, Ownens Valley,
Mono Basin, doing various water resource-type studies,
nodel i ng of Mbno Lake. 1've worked in the various
aspects of the Omens Valley and studies of the
groundwat er basin with the U S.G S., devel opnent of the

agreement; co-authored the G een Book; devel opnent of
the Onens Valley EIR and various hydrol ogy portions of
t hat .

I worked in San Fernando Valley and acted as
assistant water master for the groundwater basin for
the San Fernando Vall ey.

Q You said that you co-authored the Green Book. |Is
that the book that M. Huchison referred to in his
testinmony earlier today?

A Yes, that's the book

Q Wbul d you descri be your responsibilities in the
preparati on of that docunent?

A Well, as Bill said, it's a living docunent. The
intent was to put down what we knew at that tine and to
use that as our guide for operating the wells and

nmoni toring vegetation in Oaens Valley.

A portion of the book is |ooking at the vegetation
and just the mechanisnms for nonitoring and neasuring



what the plants are doing. The other portion of book
is the hydrol ogy portion of it, and that's the portion
I worked with M. Huchison on; nonitoring, doing a

bal ance of hydrology in the Omens Vall ey and | ooki ng at
t he groundwat er m ning issue.

Q VWhat is the current status of the agreenent

bet ween I nyo County and the Departnent of Water and
Power ?

A I think, as M. Huchison said, we are waiting for
a response fromthe court. The agreenent is a part of

the Onens Valley EIR and we're waiting for sonething
fromthe court on that.

We are currently operating under a Statenent of
Intent which was signed by between the two parties to
act as if the -- as far as the nonitoring and punping
provi sion and agreenment go, to act accordingly.

Q Are you involved in the adm nistration of the
agreement between Inyo County and the Departnent of
Wat er and Power ?

A One of ny responsibilities, and I"mcurrently in
the Bishop office. One of ny responsibilities is to
overl ook the activities regarding the EIR and

rel ati onships within Inyo County.

Q VWhat is your current title with the Departnent of
Water and Power ?

A I"ma water works engineer, assistant to the
northern district engineer

Q You stated that you had a degree in civi

engi neering. Fromwhat institution did you obtain that
degree?

A | received ny bachelor's degree from Loyol a
Institute of Engineering in Los Angel es.

Q And you stated you had a master's in water
resources; is that correct?

A Yes. That's fromCalifornia State University of
Long Beach.

Q And when did you receive those degrees?

A Bachel or's degree in 1974 and master's degree in
1981.
Q Were you involved in nodeling efforts in the Mno

Basi n?

A Yes, that is correct.

Q Wbul d you briefly describe your nodeling visits in
t he Mono Basin?

A Basically, it was devel opnent of a water |evel
predi cti on nodel for Mono Lake. And what we --
basically, it was a physical systemregressi on nodel .
The -- it was used in the initial or in the beginning
portions of this process with the State Board, that was
one of the nodels, along with Peter Vorster's, that was
bei ng revi ewed and bei ng used for predictions early on
and that was |later replaced by the L.A simulation
nodel and M. Huchi son's nodel

Q So it was replaced by LAASM and by LAAMP?

A That's correct.

Q Have you reviewed the rebuttal testinony of Peter
Vor ster?



A Yes, | have.
Q Do you have a copy of that in front of you
M. Coufal ?
A Yes, | do.
Q I'd ask you to turn to page 10 of that testinony.
Now, on page 10 of M. Vorster's rebuttal testinony,
that page is entitled "Cpportunities to nmtigate the
reductions in Mono exports called for by the two water
managenment plans."

Are you famliar with that portion of
M. Vorster's testinony?
A Yes. | have reviewed it.
Q On page 10, M. Vorster apparently lists a nunber
of actions that could be taken. He |abels them
opportunities that could be pursued by the Departnment
of Water and Power to increase water exports fromthe
Onens Valley. Is that your understanding of his
testinony on page 107?
A Vll, it looks like -- yeah, it's opportunities to
mtigate reduction in Mono exports called for in the
wat er managenent pl ans.
Q Now, at the bottom of the page it says, "The
Department of Water and Power is currently pursuing
many, if not all, of these opportunities.” GCenerally,
is that a correct statenent?

A Yes, that is true.
Q I"d like to tal k about these opportunities that
M. Vorster outlines individually. The first one is,
"To increase the capacity to store runoff in the Onens
Val | ey ground water basin. The ability to later
extract water stored in the Omvens Vall ey groundwat er
basin is constrai ned but not excluded by the Inyo-Los
Angel es Groundwat er managenent agreenent.”

Has the Departnent of Water and Power | ooked at
i ncreasing the capacity to store runoff in the Onens
Val | ey groundwat er basin?

A Yes.
Q Wul d you tell us a little bit about that, please?
A Any di scussion on storing the groundwater in the
Onens Valley, | think, needs to be prefaced, you know,
with a little bit of history of what was going on there
and why.

The Inyo-L. A agreenent, that was -- one of the
mai n prem ses for that agreenent was the fact that

early on, a statenent was nmade that there was enough
water in the Omens Valley for both the needs of the
valley and for the Cty of Los Angel es.

And that was a basic preni se we were goi ng al ong
on, and that was early on, | nmentioned in the studies,
groundwat er studies, that were done by the US. GS. in

Ownes Valley. That was during the 1980s.

W learned a lot fromthat and, you know, they did
a groundwat er bal ance of the basin. The nodeling
effort used a base period 1970-1984 and what cane out
of the report was the fact that during that period of
time, the Gty of L.A had punped 95,000 acre-feet per
year on the average, and that was approxi mately 8,000
acre-feet on the average nore than what the recharge



was. And this is after the fact, you know, after the
statenment was nade and the prenise of the agreenent
that there was plenty of water.

And so as a result of that -- | should al so
mention that as part of negotiations with Inyo County,
there was an agreenment to put into operation various
enhancenent mitigation projects in the valley; that the
anmount of water needed for those projects was on the
order of 30,000 acre-feet. And they started in the
1986-87 period. So the intent was to provide water for
t hose projects wth groundwater.

So now here we are in |late 1980s, and we' ve got
previ ous comm tnents, previous punping that has
occurred in the valley of 95 000 acre-feet and an
addi tional commitnment of what was 90 to 30, 000
acre-feet. W say in the EIR based on what the past
practice was, that punping would be on the order of

105, 110,000 acre-feet per year on the long-term
basis. There is a deficit there, and that was

acknow edged at that time. And as a result, what you
have in the Omens Valley EIR are designs, prelimnary
designs or identification of spreading facilities in
the loss in Big Pine areas in the northern half of the
Onens Val | ey.

The practice of recharging the groundwater basin
has been going on for unpteen years, as long as the
city has been in the valley. But it wasn't until --
early on, it was a practice of really just getting rid
of water during high runoff years, acknow edgi ng yes,
it did go down to the groundwater basin and recharge,
but it was the practice of dealing with high runoff and
getting rid of it.

In the eighties, in development of US. GS
studies and the EIR it was realized, with the Geen
Book, that we woul d have to be nore accountable for our
punpi ng and what effect it had on the vegetation and
having to | ook at groundwater m ning and bal anci ng t hat
was goi ng on.

So as part of that, we identified spreading
facilities and, at this point in tine, we are willing
to and when and if the EIR gets approved, it will -- it
sets in notion the constructional facilities to be nore

efficient and nore efficient about getting that water
into the ground and being able to take credit for that
and bal anci ng that against the --

MR, HERRERA: M. Birm ngham vyour tinme has
el apsed.

MR BIRMNGHAM | petition for an additional 20
m nutes. The basis for my application is that we're
now presenting not only the direct rebuttal testinony,
but surrebuttal testinmony, which actually, in the
normal course, would cone at a |ater stage, but we're
presenting it now for purposes of conserving tinme. And
| suspect we'll be able to finish within the 20
m nut es.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERC. Okay. M. Birm ngham
I"mgoing to grant you the 20 m nutes, and at the end
of that 20 minutes, we'll break



Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM M. Coufal, if | understand
t he answer that you just gave ne, the Departnent of
Wat er and Power is considering |ooking at ways of

i ncreasing the capacity of the stored runoff in the
Onens Val | ey groundwat er basin, but that any increase
wi Il have the effect of returning or restoring the
historic |level of groundwater punping in the basin
itself; is that correct?

A BY MR COUFAL: Yeah. | think of it as really

keepi ng us whole in our ability to punp groundwater and
export it.

Q And that's because the -- prior to entry into the
agreement with Onmens and I nyo County, the Departnent of
Wat er and Power was pumnpi ng groundwater in excess of

t he recharge?

A That was occurring and has, in effect, created a
situation or a state that we were in in 1984 through
the eighties, and that is the condition that we are
bei ng nmeasured agai nst as far as vegetation and keeping
control of the punping to protect the vegetation that
exi sted at that tine.

Q Now, the second itemthat M. Vorster refers to is
i ncreasing surface water storage capacity along the Los
Angel es aqueduct system by increasing the hei ght of

exi sting danms or denonstrating to the satisfaction of
the California Division of Dam Safety that additiona
water can be stored in the existing reservoirs.

Has the Departnent of Water and Power consi dered
expandi ng the capacity of its reservoirs on the
aqueduct systen?

A Yeah. They're really four, four main dans,
reservoirs in the system You have Grant, Long Valley,
Ti nemaha, and Hai wee Reservoir, and each one, in sone
respect, has been | ooked at here. | should say, you

know, Grant has not, but Long Valley was tal ked about
earlier today, and it has been studied by the
Department and would, | think, provide -- it's a
project that woul d go ahead and have margi nal success
as far as | ooking at the cost of constructing the
facilities versus the increase yield there.

W were prepared to go ahead with that,
negoti ati ons and di scussi ons were going on. But due to
| ack of support or resistance fromkey people in Mno
County, we realized that it was an uphill battle. It
wasn't going to go unless we had their support. So
it's been tabled.

If you |l ook at sonme of our other reservoirs,

Ti nemaha, Tinemaha is currently being revi ewed because
of the design of the reservoirs and dans in the
southern half of the valley are hydrol ogy-filled dans
seismcally questioned, and so as a result of that,

we' re having to go back and | ook at those dams for, you
know, safety.

Ti nemaha, right now, is scheduled to be taken out
of service. W -- a response to State Dam Safety as to
what are we going to do with it; take it out of
service, or rebuild it constructively?

Ri ght now, we're looking at -- we're already



operating at a reduced |l evel, net reservoir. W're

| ooki ng at investing sonething on the order of $4.0
mllion to maintain that by buttressing so we can
operate that reservoir at a reduced |evel.

Sout h Hai wee was taken out of service for a nunber
of years there. W had the damm re-anal yzed to operate
at a lower level and were successful there and have
recently been granted perm ssion to operate at a | ower
| evel because of re-analysis.

To go back and try and, you know, construct these
danms in a seismcally sound way and restore the storage
that we had previously is going to cost -- | think the
estimate | heard for South Haiwee Damif we went to try
to reconstruct it would be on the order of 80 to $100
mllion

Yes, something can be done on these reservoirs but
-- you know, if you throw enough noney at it. So it's,
you know, it's a question of evaluating water |ost
versus the anmount of noney that you're willing to throw
at it.

Q One of the things that M. Vorster nentioned is
reducing transit |osses al ong the aqueduct system south
of the Onens Valley. Approximately what is the

percent age of |oss al ong the aqueduct systenf

A We're tal king sonething on the order of |ike

2 1/2 to 2 percent, and part of that loss is losses, in

a fair amount of reservoirs, fromareas that are
exposed. In the actual aqueduct itself, given the
travel distance, the percentage is really | ow.

W& do have a nmmi ntenance program The aqueduct
systemis patrolled on a regular basis to | ook for
| eaks and problenms on it. The aqueduct is shut down on
an annual basis to go back and refurbish areas that are
weak or if there may be a | eaky probl em

Right now, | think there's a project, it's like a
$1.2 mllion project, to realign and fix |l eaks on the
Ant el ope Siphon that is just being conpleted or has
been conpl et ed.
Q The second to the last itemthat M. Vorster lists
on page 10 of his testinobny is, "Integrating the
operations of Los Angel es aqueduct systemwi th the San
Fer nando groundwater basin and the Metropolitan Water
District supplies.”

I s the aqueduct systemcurrently integrated with
the San Fernando groundwater basin and the Metropolitan
Water District supply?

A Yeah. The operations and the systens are all tied
toget her. An aqueduct -- on an annual basis, an
aqueduct is neasured -- on an annual basis is part of
the Inyo-L. A agreenent. One of the -- in devel opi ng
an annual punping program one of the -- there are

several things that need to be | ooked at as part of
determ ni ng what the punping nunber is, and that
i ncl udes operation of the San Fernando groundwat er
basi n, includes | ooking at what MAD supply is and
avail ability.

On an annual basis, the people in our operations



group and aqueduct division sit in with people
operating who are in close ties with the Metropolitan
Water District, and they come up with a plan for
operations for that year. So they are all intertw ned
and considered in devel oping a plan on an annual basis.
Q Finally, M. Vorster states that one of the
opportunities avail able for the Departnent of Water and

Power is increasing the efficiency of the Mono Lake
Basin. Has the Departnent undertaken any programto

i ncrease the efficiency of irrigation within the

Mono- Onens Basin or basins?

A There have been a nunber of studies over the years
as to looking at that efficiency. The Departnent, as
part of its conversion over to a -- prior to 1970, the
EIR the way the irrigation was handl ed was a
feast-or-fam ne type operation. |If you had plenty of
runoff, the irrigators, the agricultural people would

get plenty of water. During dry years, it would be cut
of f and water would be sent south to the aqueduct.

As part of the diversion to the second aqueduct
project, there was a conmitnent nmade to irrigate
roughly 20,000 acres in the valley of the higher
quality prime irrigation |and.

One of the prograns that the Departnent had was
to, rather than to flood irrigate these |ands, they
went to approximately 3,000 prine acreage where alfalfa
was grown, went to and assisted the irrigators with
sprinkl er systenms, financing the paynment of the
sprinkler systenms, interest free, and allowing themto
pay it back on time to nake it feasible for that
conversion, because it was a nore efficient way of
irrigating. So, you know, that was a project that was
done.

W' ve | ooked as different type of crops. Alfalfa
seens to be the one that works the best in the valley
because of, you know, the various conditions that
you' ve got, the weather conditions, the soil types, you
know, it works the best. There have been efforts to
| ook at various other crops; carrots, garlic, things
like that, potatoes. But there's sone real concerns.

The City of L.A has the responsibility of taking
care of that watershed, maintaining not only the
quantity, but the quality. So there's sonme concerns
regardi ng other crops as far as having to put

pestici des, herbicides on them you know, dust problens
that you have with other types of crops.

There is sone question about what kind of gain
woul d be made if we did go to some kind of alternate
crop other than alfalfa because of the, you know, water
savings, and the feeling is that on that prinme |and,
there still wouldn't be a water savings because of the
type of soils there

Alot of this is prinme land. You' ve either got
real sandy soils or alkaline soils that -- and sandy
soils will, you know, | ose the water a | ot quicker
It's not available to the crops, or in the alkaline
situation. You' ve got to put the water down to flush.
So the feeling is there really would be m nimal gain by



| ooki ng at sonme alternate crops.
Q You stated earlier that the Departnment of Water

and Power is currently pursuing or considering all of
the opportunities listed by M. Vorster. |Is the
pursuit of these opportunities in any way dependent on
the -- on exports fromthe Mno Basin?

A No. You know, like I said, I think with the

realization, what we find in the EIRis the fact that
we really are | ooking at a cut -- because of the
Inyo-L. A. agreenent, we're | ooking at a cut of what

we' ve done in the past. So it's nore of just trying to

stay even and catch up as much as we can by recharge
and reducing | osses in the aqueduct system and t hat
type of thing.

Q M. Hasencanp, are you awake?

A BY MR HASENCAMP: Yes, | am

Q Are you famliar with the term "Mno Basin gains"

as it's used i n LAAMP?

A Yes, | am

Q VWhat are Mono Basin gains?

A Wl |, npbst areas have a transit |oss, but one of
the functions in the Mono Basin is the system seens to

have a transit gain. Ganted, sone of this gain is
gauging error, but some of it is precipitation that
falls on Grant Lake or sone other snow nelt into G ant
Lake. So the gain is the gain that occurs in the
conduit or in Grant Lake in the Mono Basin.

Q Now, M. Vorster's testinmony and, in fact, in the
LAAMP 3.3 nodel, is it assumed in the preparation of
that testinony and does that nodel assune that the Mno

Basin gain is constant?

A Yes, it does.

Q And is that an accurate assunption?

A Well, there are sone problenms with it.

Q Wbul d you please tell us what those probl ens are?
A Well, the gain is correlated, in a sense, to the

preci pitation and the runoff. And so what happens is

t he average gain over the 20 years, whatever the source
of it is, is about 4,000, 4100 acre-feet. But it is
not a constant gain. And, in fact, in 1976, it was not
a gain, but it was a loss, a |loss of 1900 acre-feet.
That was the driest precipitation year on record.

So what the LAAWP nodel does, is, it adds 4,000
acre-foot to the runoff of Rush Creek. But in reality,
you shoul d have subtracted 2,000 acre-foot. So the
LAAMP nodel adds 6,000 acre-foot to Rush Creek in one
of the driest years on record.

Now, the runoff in Rush Creek in 1976 was about
25,000 acre-foot. So the LAAMP nodel adds 25 percent
runof f of Rush Creek fromwhat was there in 1976.

Now, when you're |ooking at the unrestricted
hi storical case, the long term averages work out pretty
wel |l and, as Dr. Brown denonstrated, nuch of the
averages over the long term matched historical

But when you put in different operations, such as
t he Departnment of Fish and Gane recommended fl ows,

t hi ngs change. And there's not enough water to neet
the flows in 1976, and so this extra water, then, can



be exported or something done with it.
But it is fictitious water because it is not
really there. The LAAMP says it's there, but in

reality it's not there. So it nakes the drier years
not as critical in the LAAWP nodel. So you woul d
expect | ess export in the bottomline.
Q On page 6, paragraph 11, of M. Vorster's
testinmony he is describing one of Mono Lake water
managenent -- Mono Lake Conmittee managenent plans. He
says that in the period when the lake is initially
bet ween 6384 feet and 6390 feet, the diversion will be
limted to 10,000 acre-feet per year of avail able water
in all year types.

G ven what you know about the proposed plan that
M. Vorster has articulated in his rebuttal testinony,
do you think it's reasonable to expect the Departnent
to be able to export 10,000 acre-feet per year between
el evation 6384 feet and 6390, as described in paragraph
11?

A O course. The |ake elevation doesn't matter.

But can the Departnent or could -- is there flexibility
to get 10,000 out of the basin? And no, there's not.
Q I will anend ny question, M. Hasencanp, So you
can answer the question you asked. That woul d be fine.
A Yes. There's a nunber of tinmes when the

Departnment of Fish and Gane flows woul d take all or
much of the flow, and there's not 10,000 avail able for
export.

Now, with the LAAMP nodel average of gain, it
woul d al l ow you to get the 10,000 nore often. But if
you put the actual -- this gain or this loss termin
there, rather than the average, you would find in the
drier years, you could certainly not take 10, 000.

MR BIRMNGHAM | don't believe |I have any
further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
M. Birm ngham

Ladi es and gentlenen, we're going to take about a
ten-m nute break.

(A recess was taken at this tine.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Ladi es and gentl emnen,
this hearing will again conme to order.

After having given it serious consideration,

M. Dodge, you have sone overwhel m ng desire to have
this hearing go on tonight.

MR DODGE: No. No. | think late on Friday night
is not a good time for M. Vorster.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Is there a good tine
for M. Vorster?

MR, DODGE: We certainly hope so.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO W are not going to
take up Dr. Vorster. W're going to finish up with
this panel, and does that nmake you happy,

M. Birm nghanf?
MR BIRM NGHAM It nmakes ne very happy. Mre
importantly, it makes Ms. Birm ngham nore happy.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. |'mglad your wife is



goi ng to be happy.

MR BIRM NGHAM Wl |, she is. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Pl ease proceed,
Ms. Cahill.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON BY Ms. CAHI LL

Q Good afternoon. | think all of my questions are
for M. Hasencanp, so you other two can rel ax.
M. Hasencanp can probably relax as well.

M. Hasencanp, you indicated that you had run the
revi sed DWP managenent plan using both LAASM and LAAMP,
but the results you were presenting in your testinony
were all fromthe LAASMruns; is that right?

A BY MR HASENCAMP: No. | said that the managenent
pl an had been run, but |I was not the one who did the
runs nysel f.

Q Are the LAAWP runs of the nmanagenent plan

present ed anywhere?

A No, they are not.

Q And in order to conpare the L. A DW nanagenent
plan with the other alternatives, such as the DFG
reconmendati ons or the | ake [ evel alternatives,

woul dn't it be helpful to do an appl es-and-appl es
conpari son where we had the results fromthe LAAMP for
all of the proposal s?

A Yes. And as a matter of fact, we are planning on
doi ng both the other alternatives in the LAASM nodel
and then our alternative in the LAAVP nodel. It wasn't

avail able at this date due to the late tine we got the
LAAMP nodel, and now we're not sure which version of
t he LAAMP nodel even to use right now.

So our plan is to submt that pursuant to the
perm ssion of the State Board at a later date. And |
will be testifying on sonething else later, so |I can
present it at that tine.

Q So at this time, would you be able to tell ne what
| ake | evel ranges result when you run the L. A. DWP
managemnment plan on LAAMP?

A No, | cannot.

Q Wth regard to the flows in Table 1 in your
testinmony, is it nmy understanding that those would be
the input flows, the input mninmmflows, for the

L. A, DW, managenent plan?

MR, DODGE: (bjection. Calls for specul ation.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Sust ai ned.

VR DODGE: Just wanted to see if Ms. Cahill was
awake. You asked hi mwhether it was your

under st andi ng. How does he know what your
under standing is?
M5. CAHILL: Did |l say it was ny understandi ng?

Ch, I'msorry.
Q BY M5. CAHI LL: M. Hasencanp, are the flows
listed in Table 1 -- |I'm not awake -- of your

testinmony, the --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. It nust be Friday.
Q BY M5. CAHI LL: -- the minimumflows to be input
into whatever nodel is used to run the L.A DW
managenent pl an?
A BY MR, HASENCAMP: Yes, they are. Although, we



put a, as | said in our managenent plan, a
flowthrough condition. So pursuant to the adoption of
the Lee Vining and Rush Creek flows, then we're
recommendi ng Wal ker and Par ker Creek not be diverted
for export. So it would be just the entire fl ow down
the creek. | don't know if the LAAMP nodel can do that
or not.

Q And then with regard to rel eases from storage from
Grant Lake, you woul d not make rel eases from storage
unless flows in Rush Creek would otherw se fall bel ow
25 cfs, April through Septenber, or 20 cfs between

Cct ober through March; is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q So then can you tell nme on Table 8, there is a
mnimum-- a main mnimumof 20.6 cfs. Can you explain
how t hat comes to pass?

A Yes, | can. And that is that the nodel says that
you can put those flows down unless you' re at an

el evation, a storage at 11,000 at Grant Lake Reservoir.
So we are at the operational mninum and so, you know,
that governed in this case.

Q kay. Wth regard to your flushing flows as
presented on page 3 of your testinony, the peak flow on
Lee Vining Creek in wet years is now 250 cfs; is that
right?

A Yes. Yes, it is.

Q And in Rush Creek the peak flowin wet years is

al so 250 cfs?

A Yes, it is.

Q And what is the duration of the 250 cfs peak?

A Well, on Table 3, it has the flows, so the
duration woul d be 24 hours.

Q And what is the duration of flows above 200 cfs on
Rush Creek?

A In a wet year?
Q In a wet year.
A Wl |, for these maintenance flows, absent any

other releases, it would be three days.

Q And on Lee Vining, what is the nunber of days
above 2007

A Wth the sane prerequisite, three days.

Q And back to Rush. The nunber of days that the
flows are 160 or above?

A Fi ve days.

Q How did you determne this duration?
A The duration is based on the ranping rates. As
the ranping rates -- Table 3 shows the 10 cfs change

governs because that is the m ni mum change, and then on
Rush Creek, the 20 percent takes over, and, of course,
this is rounded off to the nearest five peaks at 250.
And just as natural hydrographs do, they don't
remain at a constant flow for a given period of tinmne.
Usual 'y, it peaks very quickly and goes back down. It
recedes. So the duration is strictly a function of the
peak and the ranping.
Q Isn't it true that in the wettest one-third of
years, actual flows on Rush Creek had an average of
over 50 days greater than 200 cfs?



A | do not know.

Q Are you confident that your recommended duration
m mcs the natural hydrograph in terns of duration?

A Wel |, obviously, if you don't divert any water,
then you will have exactly the natural hydrograph in a

creek. You will have the sane nunber of days above cfs
that naturally occur.

W're trying to allow for diversion of water, but,
at the sane tine, keep all of the characteristics of
the flow patterns in the stream So, of course, the
duration of the flows is |less than they woul d be
natural ly, otherw se you couldn't export anything.

Q Have your ranping -- have your flushing fl ow
recommendat i ons changed since you testified on Monday?
A That is -- | don't understand what Mnday is.

Q O since the last tinme you testified here?

A Last tine | testified on the fishery panel? Well

t hey' ve changed -- the reconmendati ons have changed
fromthe original managenent plan

Q And haven't they changed even since your nost
recent testinony?

A Well, the nost recent testinmony, | was testifying
on the original managenent plan, and | did not testify
on the flows that were in the process of being

devel oped. And so | -- nost of the questions asked, in
fact, were of the previous plan since that was the only
plan in the record. So that's what | was testifying
to. So that's what | was testifying to. So yes,

t hey' ve changed since the original plan

Q And if | were to ask you how we could cal cul ate

the duration of -- how you determ ned the proper
duration of the flushing flows you -- how did you do
it?

A Well, again, it's strictly a function of the

ranpi ng and the peak. On table -- or Figure 1, for
exanpl e, the peak was 250 cfs, the initial peak. So
the ranping, then, is defined by going fromthe 40 cfs
base flow to the 250 cfs, then going back down to 80,
up to 120, and then back down to 40. So it's based
strictly fromthe peaks and the ranping rates.

Q kay. So you chose -- | think you believe that in
order to determine a ranping rate, you took the
five-day -- basically, the steepest five-day average
goi ng up and going down; is that right?

A Yes. The average of the 20 years of record. 20
years i s what we had avail able on conmputer diskette and
that's also what | subnmitted earlier with a -- | forget

the exhibit nunber, but the daily flows. And yes, it
is the steepest increase for each year, the average of
t hose.

Q Rat her than the average increase going up and
goi ng down?
A Yes. For ramping rates. However, when you | ook

at the descending linb of this, while the steep part
here, of course, is the 15 percent, but if you take the

average of this top to this bottom if you say, "Wat
is the average descent of this hydrograph,” it is much



| ess than the 15 percent. | don't know what the
percentage is, but it is very easily calculated from
the table.

Q But the duration, in fact, you just sinply set the
peak for a one-day duration and then ranped up and
down; is that right?

A It was set to mimc what | see in the hydrographs.
And yes, there always is one day of peak flow It
doesn't rise to some flow and stay for any |ength of
time.

Q And did Dr. Beschta give you any information on
the duration the peak should | ast?

A Yes.
Q And did he tell you one day was an adequate peak?
A Yes. Well, he said that rather than a flat anount

of, for exanple, 160 cfs for 15 days, if you could

i ncrease the beginning of that hydrograph to a peak and
then, in other words, shift the water so it's steeper
in the front, and then it can cone down to a | ower

| evel and then go back up so you can rewet the banks
and then drop off again, that is nore desired as
opposed to a flat constant flow of, for exanple, 160
cfs.

Q You referred to the @ 3. Wen you | ooked at the
Q3 flow, were you using inpaired flows or natural
flows?
A | mpaired flows.
Q Isn'"t it true that Dr. Beschta indicated that it
woul d be nore realistic to set flushing fl ows based on
the natural flows?
MR BIRM NGHAM  (bjection. M sstates the
testi nmony.
MS. CAHILL: Let nme ask you, what is your
understanding that Dr. --
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Excuse ne, counsel or.
M5. CAHI LL: Yes. | will wthdraw the original
formul ati on.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Fi ne.
Q BY M5. CAHI LL: Is it your understandi ng that
Dr. Beschta testified that inpaired flows are a nore
meani ngful -- I'msorry, that natural flows are a nore
meani ngf ul measure of the appropriate flushing flow?
MR, BIRM NGHAM  (bj ection. Rel evance.
M5. CAHILL: | believe it's relevant because |
believe he testified he had input fromDr. Beschta.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Overrul ed.
M. Hasencanp, do you know the answer?
MR, BIRM NGHAM  Excuse me. May | speak to this?

I think it would be relevant if she asked M. Hasencanp
what he understands Dr. Beschta's position to be. The
guestion is: \What does he understand Dr. Beschta's
testi nony was?

M5. CAHILL: | will be happy to w thdraw the
guestion and reword it that way.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Fine.
Q BY M5. CAHI LL: M. Hasencanp, do you understand
it to be Dr. Beschta's position that natural flows are
a better neasure of the appropriate magnitude of



flushing flows?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: No, that's not ny
under st andi ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  \When does the pl ay
start, M. Birm nghanf

MR BIRMNGHAM Starts at -- would anybody like a
ticket?

(Laughter.)

Q BY M5. CAHILL: And in the -- given the historica
hydrograph, is a wet year duration of 250 cfs for one
day typical in Rush Creek?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: No, it is not.
Q You indicate that the Departnment of Water and
Power proposes to allow all Wal ker and Parker flows to
bypass the conduit. Does DWP al so support opening the

abandoned channel s on those streans and al |l owi ng wat er
to flowinto then?

A | said that the DWP woul d support the -- support
not appropriating water fromthose creeks pursuant to
the adoption of the other flows. It is not ny
understanding that the Departnment -- if | can have the
second half of the question again.

Q Does the Departnent support rewatering the
abandoned channel s on \Wal ker and Par ker ?

A No, they do not.

Q You also indicate that in terms of ranping, there
woul d be a m nimum fl ow change of 10 cfs. |Is this true
even if the beginning flowis as |ow as 40 cfs?

A Yes, it does.

Q And in that case, it would be a 25 percent

i ncrease?

A That's true.

Q Is it possible that there would be a tine that 20
cfs would be the starting fl ow and you woul d be ranpi ng
up from 20 cfs?

A I don't foresee that happening. | don't foresee a
ti me when that coul d happen

Q Wth regard to your year types, the wet years are
120 percent of average runoff; is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And is that approximately the wettest one-third of
t he years?

A | believe the wettest one-third of the years, it
woul d be cl oser to about 30 percent, but approxi mately
one-third, yes.

Q And with regard to the 80 percent of average
runof f that would be a dry year, is that approximtely
athird of the years?

A No. That's a little nore than a third.

Typically, in any distribution, you have -- in
hydrol ogi ¢ distribution, you have nore drier years and
few very wet years.

Q Is it correct that the L. A DW managenent plan
provides for rel ease of stored water from G ant Lake
when necessary to nake the required flushing flows on
Rush Creek?

A Yes. The recommendation is that it is very
difficult to predict the timng of the peak for the



runoff. And as on Lee Vining Creek, you have to get it
just right in some years, and it can be very

difficult. So on Rush Creek, rather than starting to
ranp up and ranp back down again and then ranp up as
the flows change, it would be nore efficient to do it
just one time and not consider the inflow for that

particul ar case.

Q I think you lost me. Were you tal king about Lee
Vi ni ng?

A Vel l, | was tal king about bot h.

Q The original question was rel ease of stored water
fromRush. 1Isn't it true that the managenent plan
provides that there will be, if necessary, release of
some stored water to nmeet the flushing requirements to

Rush Creek?
A Yes. The flows would try to increase as the
natural flows, but there m ght be a case where that
woul dn't happen. So that is the reconmendati on
Q And in that case, stored water would be rel eased
so you would make it up to 2507?
A Yes. Pursuant to the operational mnimal of
11, 000 acre-feet.
Q Were there any evaluation criteria used to
evaluate the water fow and wildlife values other than
fish associated with DW' s nanagenent plan?
A Well, the State Board worked with Jones and Stokes
to prepare the Draft Environmental |npact Report, and
our plan is simlar to the 6377 alternative and so,
certainly, we didn't need to prepare an EIR for this
when one has been done.

So our results are very simlar to the 6377
alternative when it cones to those types of things.

Q WAs any consideration given to duck habitat?

A Well, historically, there's -- we try to operate
Crow ey as we have historically and so, M. Tillemans
testified there is duck habitat tinme on C ow ey.

So certainly, that is the general reservoirs of
Crow ey and sone of the other areas provided water fow
habitat, so in that respect, yes.

Q Was there any consideration given to the Mono Lake
| evel that would be required to restore the type of
duck habitat that existed pre-diversion?

A No, there was none.

Q Wth regard to the Upper Onens River, you indicate
that the nonthly average maxi num flow in the Upper
Onens River is proposed to be 300 cfs; is that right?
A That is on a planning basis. Dr. Platts testified
t hat, dependi ng on how the system changes, that it

m ght be beneficial to have sonme flushing flows of

hi gher magnitude. And that is sort of an open-ended
guestion that can't be answered now, but for the

pl anni ng pur poses, we used 300 cfs.

Q In terns of this 300 cfs, would that be able --
does the L. A DWP managenent plan contenpl ate that
flows in the Upper Omens River could average 300 cfs in
any nonths of the year?

A Wel |, Table 8 shows the frequency distribution



and | want to point out that you had asked about this
last tine | testified, so part of this is as a result
of your question. This does show that we woul d have
the 300 cfs average on the absol ute maxi numthree

nmont hs, June, July, and August, in the Upper Onens.

But nost of the tinme, you know, the nedian condition
it's well below 200. And there's maybe a third of the
years where it's 200 or nore

Q Is there anything in the nodel that would |imt
the other nonths so that they wouldn't reach 3007

A Well, again, it's the plan and not the nodel. The
nmodel is just a way of denonstrating the plan. So the
plan is that we would operate in a way that is
consistent with this type of outflow. W store water
in Gant during the runoff season early. W release it
| ater when the runoff starts to wane as we export into
the Long Valley. And, of course, it typically dies off
later in the year, the runoff does, and so there's
not hi ng specific prohibiting that, but it just wouldn't
happen.

Q It's not likely that you would have a 300 cfs fl ow
i n Decenber, for exanple?

A No. No, it's not.

Q Because | think M. Del Piero will be disappointed
if he doesn't see sone nore red, |'mwondering if we

could put up the overhead projector.

Let me start by asking you, M. Hasencanp, with
regard to your table, Table 7, on Rush Creek, this
tabl e shows that --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC Wait. Wait. Wiit.

M5. CAHI LL: Ckay.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Ckay.

Q BY M5. CAHI LL: On Table 7 of your testinony, this
i ndi cates that on Rush Creek, the percentage of years
that the L. A, DWP recommended fl ows equal or exceed
historic inpaired flows is on average 6 percent; is
that correct?

A BY MR HASENCAMP: Yes, that's correct.

Q And so that neans that the L.A DW flows are
consistently | ower than the actual inpaired flows have
been?

A Yes.

Q And they would represent, then, the -- basically,
the dry year conditions; is that right, in al

l'i kel i hood?

A Well, this is not -- excuse ne. This does not

i ncl ude channel maintenance flow, and so what this

i ncludes is what minimumstreamflow is necessary so
that you can allocate water for other things. And if
you want to put this water in Mono Lake or you want to

export it or whatever, that's separate. So that is
what this shows is, yes, the flows would be nuch | ower
than they woul d be wi thout diversions.

Q Your fish flows are basically in the very | ow end
of the historic inpaired flow range; isn't that right?
A Except for the flushing flows, yes.

Q And | ooking now at this, which is a representation
of Table 8 fromyour testinony, |ooking at Rush Creek



is it true that those nonths that are outlined in red
are the nonths in which the average nmonthly flowis
equal to or less than your flow, your recomended fl ow?
A | don't understand.

Q Aren't the nonthly flows marked in red on the
overhead, the nonths in which the average nonthly fl ows
are equal to or less than your recomended fl ow?

A No, they are not.

Q Can you expl ain why not?

A Well, certainly. Table 1 has the m ni mum fl ows,
the recomended flows and -- for exanple, June, 35 cfs
on Lee Vining Creek. There's at least 35 in every
nmonth. So are you saying --

Q Wl |, these are the nonths, are they not, where
the flowis equal to or |ess than your flow?
A Vll, I"'msorry. | did not understand. Yes, that

appears to be the case.

Q So on Rush Creek in what appears to be sonewhat
nore than half of the nonths, the flows are held to no
nore than your recommended flow, isn't that right?
A Yes. That's a function of recommended fl ushing
flows on an every-other-year basis. So on the off
year, the flows would tend to be closer towards the
reconmended mininmuns in Table 1

MR, HERRERA: Excuse nme, Ms. Cahill, your 20
m nut es have expired.

MS. CAHI LL: M. Del Piero, | have not many nore
guestions. | would apply for an additional five
m nut es.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. G anted.
Q BY M5. CAHI LL: And on Lee Vining, are the nunbers
shown in red the nonths in which the flows are held to
no nore than your recomended flows?
A BY MR, HASENCAMP: Yes, it appears that way.
Q And that would be, it looks like it's
approxi mately 80 percent of the nmonths; is that right?
A That | ooks about right.
Q And according to your Table 7 on Lee Vining Creek
t he percentage of years in which your recomended fl ows
equal ed or exceeded historic flows, inpaired historic
flows, was only 10 percent; is that right?
A Yes, that's correct.

Q So on Lee Vining Creek, in approximtely 80
percent of the nonths, the flows that will result from
the L. A DWP managenent plan are flows that were
historically equal to about 10 percent of the inpaired
flows, or that historically equal the flows that
occurred historically 10 percent of the tinme?

A Yes.

Q Wth regard to the conbined fl ows of \al ker,

Par ker, and Rush Creek, | think you indicated that the
anount that actually reached the bottom ands woul d
depend on whether there were | osses and what the
magni t ude of what those losses is; is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct. There's usually | osses.

Q And so, in fact, the actual anpbunt that reaches
the bottom ands is likely to be somewhat | ess than the
nunber s?



A On an average basis, yes.

Q There is a reference somewhere in your testinony
to a dewatering of Rush Creek. Can you tell ne what

ci rcunmst ances you had in mnd when you referred to a
dewat eri ng of Rush Creek?

A Vell, it's difficult without knowi ng exactly where
it is, but -- and unfortunately, | didn't nunber the
pages. But | believe -- | believe that | was saying

that if, for sone reason, the inflow to G ant Lake was

extremely | ow because naybe Edi son had a breakdown of
their plant and they tenporarily had to shut off their
power and shut of the pen stocks and it were a dry
year, the flow mght not be there into the creek, into
the reservoir.

And so those are just sort of catch-all types of
things in case this thing happened. W don't want to
be too limted in our scope. That's part of the
flexibility of the plan.

Q |'ve been passed a note that indicated that | may
have m sspoken awhil e back when | said that the DWW
flows on Lee Vining were those that were -- | guess the

guestion was the DWP flows on Lee Vining were flows
whi ch were exceeded 90 percent of the tinme and the
converse would be then that they were there
approxi mately 10 percent of the time; is that correct?
MR BIRMNGHAM [|'mgoing to object --
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO I'msorry. | heard
I"mgoing to object, and that's all.
MR, BIRM NGHAM  (bjection. It's vague and
anbi guous.
Q BY M5. CAHILL: On Table 7 --
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Are you going to
wi t hdraw t he question?
M5. CAHI LL: 1'll withdraw the question. | think

what happened is | may have m xed up exceedence wth
current. | just wanted to clarify that.
Q BY M. CAHILL: On Table 7, the first colum would
show that the L. A. DWP reconmended fl ows were -- they
occurred 10 percent of the time, would that be correct?
A BY MR, HASENCAMP: They occurred 10 percent of the
time?

MR BIRM NGHAM  Just so the record is --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Sufficiently nuddl ed?
Is that the termyou' re |ooking for M. Birm nghan?

MR DODGE: It's already done.

MR BIRMNGHAM | believe that M. Hasencanp's
| ast statenent was a restatenent of her question, not
an answer.

THE WTNESS: Yes, that's true.

M5. CAHILL: Let me -- just one nore tine.
Q BY M5. CAHI LL: It appears from T Table 7 that 10
percent was the percent of the tine that L.A. DW
recommended fl ows equal or exceeded historic flows; is

that right?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: Yeah, that's right.
M5. CAHILL: | think for the clarity of the

record, 1'd like to mark the overhead as DFG Exhi bi t
186, and we will make copies for the parties with those



nunbers marked in red. And I think that concludes ny

guestions. Thank you.
(DFG Exhibit No. 186 was
marked for identification.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much.

M. Dodge, did you call hone?

MR DODGE: | didn't have tine.

CRCOSS- EXAM NATI ON BY MR, DODGE

Q M. Hasencanp, on surrebuttal, M. Birmngham
asked you about paragraph 11 of M. Vorster's
testinmony. Do you recall that?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: | recall sone questions. |
don't know if it was referring to paragraph 11
precisel y.
Q Wl |, M. Birm ngham asked you, in effect, whether
bet ween 60 -- when Mno Lake was between 6384 and 6390,
whet her it woul d necessarily be true that 10,000
acre-feet a year would be available for export. And
you said there was no guarantee of that, in effect;
isn'"t that right?
A Yes, that's correct.
Q And you don't read M. Vorster as saying there
woul d be that amount of water avail able, do you?
A Wel |, except for evaporation from G ant Lake, |
read that it would be fairly close.
Q Doesn't he say that during this interimperiod

when the | ake is between 6384 and 6390, the diversions
will be limted to 10,000 acre-feet per year of

avai |l abl e wat er?

A Yes.

Q That neans a cap, doesn't it?

A | suppose it does.

Q A maxi nrum of 10, 000 acre-feet?

A Yes, it probably does.

Q Now, M. Coufal, | just have a few questions for
you.
A

It's Coufal.

Q "Il try to get it right.

It sounds, between M. Vorster's witten testinony
and your rebuttal of that, that there's a really a bit
of a love fest here. | mean, you basically agree that
these are potential ways to increase water down the
aqueduct and that DWP is pursuing them correct?

MR BIRMNGHAM In fact, | will stipulate that
| ast night when M. Coufal and | were tal king, he said,
"Life would have been so nuch easier if we had just
hired M. Vorster."

MR HASENCAMP: He is here for who,

M. Birm nghanf?

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO | have no response to

that remark, M. Birm ngham You and M. Birm ngham

need to take your negotiations out of the hearing room

MR COUFAL: | think what he's identified here is
things that are being worked on, yes. These are areas
that, you know, we're down to, if you want to call it
that. |If there's going to be a way of maki ng water,
this is a good list right here.



Q BY MR DODGE: A good list of potential ways to

i ncrease the yield fromthe aqueduct?

A BY MR COUFAL: But in many cases, it's already
occurring, yes.

Q Now, neither you nor M. Vorster to date have
tried to quantify this potential for increase, and
want to see if you can do that at all. | want you to
take -- | appreciate your testinony about things that
have happened in the eighties, but I want you to start
t oday, January of 1994.

Is there any way that you can quantify the
potential for increase down the aqueduct fromthese
measures listed in paragraph 18 of M. Vorster's
testi mony?

A In sone of them you know, like A you know, 1've
just got to question how much you can really save, as
far as groundwater recharge. But as | say, that's a
practice that's been going on for years and water has
been recharged. How much you can increase that by is

basically the anobunt of water that would get over and
past the aqueduct that could be captured. How nuch
that would be, | really couldn't guess because it's,
you know, as far as an increase goes, because it's been
done in the past.

Q I"'minterested to the extent you can do it and
quantifying it in terms of thousands of acre-feet per
year ?

A Yeah. As far as runoff goes and how nuch water's
avail able to recharge, that's a variable. | nean, you
can go through and | ook at sonme averages and | ook at
what, you know, what's available in certain periods of
time and try to come up with some nunbers.

Q Let met give you -- let me ask you, | appreciate
this is difficult, but stare into your crystal ball and
| ooking at the sumtotal of all of these five nmeasures
listed in M. Vorster's paragraph 18, and let's go out
16 years to 2010.

Now, would it be a reasonable goal to increase the

yield in the aqueduct fromthese five neasures by 11.4
t housand acre-feet per year?
A How much nmoney do | have? You | ook at dans and
rai sing dans and that type of thing, you know, it's --
| want to say, too --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC Wait. Wait. Wiit,

gentlemen. M. Coufal needs additional information

Q BY MR DODGE: | understand. Wuld it be an

achi evabl e goal, sir, putting aside noney, and we'l|l
get to that in a second.

A BY MR COUFAL: Like | said, if you had unlimted
funds and you coul d raise political cooperation, you
could raise Long Vall ey Dam sure.

Q Do you have any idea in your mnd as to how nuch
money it would take to increase the yield of the
aqueduct by 2010 by 11.4 acre-feet per year?

A I couldn't tell you. | think you need to
renenber, too, that we're [ ooking at not just naking up
11, 000 or sone water from Mono Basin, we're also
dealing with in-values in the Omvens Vall eys and naking



up for coomitnments that the Gty of L.A has nmade with
Inyo County as far as punping and nmaintai ning
vegetation. There's a commtnent there. There's
enhancenent nitigation projects that take water. That
was not part of our operation before 1986.

Q M. Hasencanp, | have a few questions for you
Page 2 of your testinony, if you could put it in front
of you.

The first main paragraph you talk about, "These
flows no | onger represent the m nimum necessary flows
to keep fish in good condition." Do you see that, sir?

A BY MR HASENCAMP: | see that.

Q VWhat you're saying there, of course, is the Table
1 flowincludes sonething in excess as what you regard
as necessary to keep fish in good condition, correct?

A VWat -- | was basing that on Dr. Hardy's
testi nmony.
Q | was going to ask you that question. What flows

do you believe are necessary to keep fish in good
condi tion?

A Well, Dr. Hardy was recommendi ng that 25 on Rush
Creek in the Qctober through March period, and 33 in
the April through Septenber period for Rush Creek, and
20 Cct ober through March on Lee Vining Creek, and 27
April through Septenber on Lee Vining.

Q So the flows necessary to keep fish in good
condition are those recommended by Dr. Hardy, right?
A Yes.

Q But isn't it true that the those fl ows are higher
than DWP had initially put in its managenent plan?

A Yes, they are.

Q In fact, you had Rush Creek at approximately 20 to
30 cfs initially, right?

A Yes.

Q And Lee Vining at 15 to 25, right?

A Yes.

Q And when you wote the initial nmanagenent plan

Dr. Hardy was al ready your consultant, wasn't he?
A Yes, he was.

Q But the basis for the change was the recent
testinmony by Dr. Hardy?

A Wll, it was that and also, Dr. Hardy testified
that the Cctober-through-March period, that these were
the -- in the Tennant nethod, kept -- was equivalent to
the excellent [ evel and not just the good | evel

anynore.

So, in effect, the COctober through March are a
little higher on the Tennant nethod scal e than the
April through Septenmber. And so you could argue on
that case that Cctober through March are nore than
required to keep fish in good condition
Q Let me followup on page 3 of your testinony.
Just a couple of questions that follow up on
Ms. Cahill's questions.

Let's take Rush Creek, the primary peak flow, wet
year, 250 cfs. Do you see that, sir?

A Yes, | do.
Q Now, that was based on the Q3; is that right?
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A Approxi mately, yes.
Q My information is that the @3 would yield a peak
flowof a little over 280 cfs. AmI| m ssing sonething

her e?

A Wl |, sounds |ike you are.

Q You think it's 2507?

A Yes.

Q kay.

A There's different assunptions that go into any

anal ysis, and | don't know what assunptions you had in
your anal ysis.
Q | thought the @3 was just a nathenmatica
conputation; is that not so?
A That is, but what nunmbers do you use for your
mat hemati cal conputation, that's the question. Do you
use -- what tinme period? | nean, there's a |lot of
ot hers besides just a nmathemati cal .
Q And the duration of this 250 cfs was one day; is
that right?
A That's correct.
Q Am 1 msrenenbering? Did Dr. Platts indicate a
t hree-day durati on was appropriate?
A | don't know that Dr. Platts testified on Lee
Vi ni ng and Rush Creek flushing flows, and | don't
recall that testinony.
Q Have any of your consultants ever advised you that
three days of a peak flow is a good nunber?

| don't believe so

A

Q You told Ms. Cahill, I think, that the peak fl ow
in a naturally regul ated system sonetinmes | asts one
day; is that right?

A Yes, | think that's what | told her.

Q But it sometinmes |asts several days, doesn't it?
A No, | don't believe so

Q And in a close range? | nean, I'mnot talking
about the exact nunber of cfs.

A It certainly can be a few days where it's cl ose,
and it can also be less than -- |less than one day where

it's close, or where it peaks.
1993 was a wet year?
No, it was not.
125 percent of normal, wasn't it?
No, it was not.
VWhat was it?
MR, BIRM NGHAM  (bj ection. Anbi guous.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO The question that's
been asked was: "Wat was it?" How is that anbi guous?
MR, BIRM NGHAM He's aski ng what percentage of
normal it was, and "it" is anbiguous. Rush Creek or
Lee Vining watershed; which is it? Wuat's "it"?
MR, DODGE: Thank you. And I'll rephrase the
guesti on.
Q BY MR- DODGE: The 1993 Rush Creek watershed, was

O>0 >0

that a wet year, sir?

A MR, HASENCAMP: Well, the year type is based on
the overall ©Mno Basin runoff, so the overall Mbno
Basin runoff, of course -- we are in the 1993 runoff



year, so we don't know exactly what the runoff is going
to be until April 1st, which is still -- it's over two
nmont hs away. And the latest projection, which was nade
on 11 -- Novenber 23rd, is that the runoff -- the
current runoff year is 119 percent of normal. So it
could still be a wet year if we got sone heavy rainfal
and our projections were off.

Q How about the Rush Creek runoff? Wat projections
were on that?

A I don't have that but, again, the year type is
defined as the total Mno Basin runoff. And | don't
know what - -

Q Do you recall that, in July of 1993, that there
was -- in terns of inflow fromRush Creek into G ant
Lake, that there were nine consecutive days that --
where the inflow was within 10 percent?

A 10 percent of what?

Q Each ot her?

A | don't follow

Q Wl |, my understanding is that for nine days in a
rowin July, the inflowinto Gant Lake from Rush Creek

was between 360 cfs and 390 cfs. Does that sound about
right to you?

A Vll, | have the record. | can quickly --
Q Well, let ne ask you a hypothetical question
A kay.

Q W'l try to cut through this. Assuming that's
true, you would agree with ne that the peak flow | asted
substantially nore than one day in 1993, wouldn't you?
A However you define peak. You know, a -- if you
define peak as within 10 percent of the peak, then
woul d say the peak lasted as long as you say it is, if
that's how you define peak

Q But you're -- in Rush Creek on the ascending |inb,
you' re going at what percentage again, sir?
A The maxi mumis 20 percent.

Q 20 percent. So that if you -- the top is 250
then the top mnus one day is what, 2007

A Actual ly, the way the schedule ranps it up, it's
actual ly 215.

Q 2157

A Yes.

Q And then on the down side, you got 15 percent on
t he way down?

A Yes.

Q But you would agree with ne that if you applied

your system for nine days, that you would have
substantial differences from250 cfs in terns of day
one and day nine, right?

A Certainly.

Q Certainly. It would be a nmuch different order of
magni t ude t han between 360 and 390 cfs?
A Yes.

Q Now, Ms. Cahill stole ny thunder in re-asking the
guestions | asked you before about reopening the
tributaries to Parker and Wal ker Creek. You said
that's still not your recomendation; is that right?
A No. That's not my reconmendati on



Q That's not part of the Departnent's plan?
A I["mnot involved in the Departnent's plan for
stream restoration.

Q | see. You're not taking a position one way or
t he other?

A Wl l, | am personally.

Q kay. And the position is?

A Well, that we do not reopen the distributary
channel s.

Q And you do understand that at peak flows, the
exi sting single channel that was created in 1990 wil|l
not hold those peak flows, correct?

A I don't have an understanding on that.

Q Do you have an understanding as to why the
Department is opposed to reopening the distributary
channel s?

A The "Departnent” mneani ng?

Q The Departnent of Water and Power ?

A You're assuming that -- I'mnot aware of the
Department's position.

Q Who should | ask about that?
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Except you're not
under oath, M. Birm ngham
MR BIRM NGHAM Then | can al nost guarantee --
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  And I'mafraid if he
starts cross-exam ning you, not only will you m ss your
play, | may not get out of here until tonorrow norning.
MR BIRMNGHAM That's an issue that will be
addressed at sone point in argument.
Q BY MR- DODGE: The answer is: You don't know.
And | won't berate you any nore, Sir.
A MR, HASENCAMP:  You can ask ne next time | come
back. And by then, I will have an answer.
MR BIRM NGHAM He still won't know
MR, DODGE: Maybe you'll have the right answer.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERG If you have to
determne there is an answer.
Q BY MR- DODCGE: Your |ake |evel recommendation is

still 6377 feet, right?

A BY MR, HASENCAMP: The April 1st level, target

| evel ?

Q Yes. Basically, the same as it was before?

A Very simlar.

Q So you and | can agree to disagree on the sanme
basis as we did before and not ask too many questions
about that?

A | can't agree with that.

Q The page --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Wait. Wait. Wit.
Shall | have the record read back on that, on that
guestion and the response? No? Let's nove on

MR DODGE: | just meant to say there's not nuch
new here, and | didn't want to ask hi manynore
guestions on it and just try to nove ahead.

Q BY MR DODGE: If 6377 feet is a crunmy |ake |eve
el evation for either re-establishing the fisheries or
for protecting public trust values in Mno Lake, then
this managenent plan, at least in terns of |ake |evel



el evation, isn't worth nuch.

MR, BIRM NGHAM  (bj ection. Argunentative.

MR DODGE: | wthdraw the question.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. | thought you were
going to argue it was anbi guous because he hadn't

defined what "crummy" was.
Q BY MR DODGE: Page 8 of your testinony, sir.

A If you could --
Q It starts, "Inplenment of Upper Omnens River flow
criteria.” Do you see that, sir?

A Yes, | do.

Q And under the first paragraph, the | ast sentence
"The flow of water entering the Mono Crater tunne
grows as streaminflow enters the tunnel before

reaching the Oens River." Now, is that what's
referred to as tunnel make, sir?

A Yeah. | was referring to that as tunnel make,
yes

Q That, on an average, is how much acre-feet per

A | think it's around 11 or 1200.

Q 11 or 12,0007

A Thousand, yes.

Q 11 or 12,0007

A 11 or 12,000, yes.

Q So for the past four years when diversions have
been stopped, that's basically what goes into the Upper
Onens River, the tunnel make; is that right?

A Wth a few exceptions, that is, as to the upper

it adds to the flow depth, yes.

Q And the next paragraph you tal k about splitting
the flowinto 240 cfs flows as a challenge. That's
wi th the existing equipnent, right, sir?

A Yes.

Q Isn't that fairly antiquated equi pnent?

A It seenms to have worked well over the |last 50
years.

Q But there is equi pnent on the market that woul d
make that |ess of a challenge, isn't that so?

A Vll, if you have infinite funds, you can do

anyt hi ng you want.

Q Now, down at the bottom you say, "Crow ey has
never spilled,"” and you tal k about a public safety
risk. Can you el aborate on that?

A On the --
Q Public safety risk?
A Yes. There's a -- with any significant spill,

there's the pen stocks in the gorge, damage can get
caused to those. These flows conme down into the living
quarters that are in the rocky gorge area. And the
safety of the dam if there were to be spills, that's
anot her issue and there are a | ot of problens.

If people are down in the gorge fishing, it's a
popul ar fishing spot, and a sudden flow bring all this
debris, there's no place to run down in the gorge.

Q As a result of that, DWP has been very careful not
to have Crow ey spill; isn't that right?



A Yes.

Q And one thing you do in order to make sure Crow ey
does not spill is to limt exports fromthe Mno Basin
in wet years; is that right?

A It's a combination of reducing the storage ahead
of time. You |look at the snow pack in a wet year, you
bring Crow ey down, you hold water in Grant before
bringing it through the tunnel. So there's a whole
conbination of things. It's not just sinply let's
reduce the Mono Basin export.

Q One of the things you do is reduce Mono Lake
export; is that right?

A Yes.

Q For exanple, in 1983, that was one thing you did
to avoid having Gtow ey spill; is that right?

A That's certainly true.

Q And isn't it true that during very wet years, that

Los Angel es has tended to export very little Mono Basin
wat er ?

A I would disagree with that statenent.
Q Wiy woul d you di sagree?
A Well, there's so many other factors that you're

not | ooking at.

If you take 1978, for exanple, was a very wet
year. And that was the year that nost of the water was
exported out of the Mono Basin. That is the record
year, so if there's roomfor it in wet years, we wll

take -- refill the systemand, in fact, the wet -- nost
exports occur in the wettest year in 1978.

Q My last line of questions, sir, and this is
actually, the -- not usually this candid, but we've
been around so long together that 1'll just cone out

and say this is really the only place that we had sone
trouble with your testinony.

You and | don't agree as to what appropriate |ake
level is or appropriate streamflows are, but we
under st and each other on those issues.

Now, on this Mono Basin irrigation is an area
where we really don't understand your testinony. Your
witten testinony says, "If it is desired to limt the
rise of Mono Lake, historical irrigations areas may be
used in order to reduce or delay the rise of the |ake."

Do you see that, sir?

A And what page are you referring to?

Q The next page, "Ceneral Operational Criteria, Mno
Basin Irrigation."

A Yes, | see that.

Q Now, have you quantified that as to how Mono Basin

irrigation might limt the rise of Mono Lake?
A Well, historically we irrigated 9,000. And

sonetines it was up to 10, 11,000. |If you increase
your irrigation in a very wet year by 8,000, for
exanpl e, acre-feet, that water -- granted, sone of it
wi |l evaporate, sone of it will get in groundwater and

make it to Mono Lake, but it is not an instantaneous
thing. So if you renmove 8,000 in a very wet year, for
exanpl e, nost of that will not make it to the | ake.

Q kay. So you're --



A Ri ght away.

Q So you're saying, at least in the short-term you
can keep 8,000 acre-feet fromgoing to Mono Lake?

A Yeah. O nmaybe nore, but in a very short-term
It is not a normal practice. That would be in a 1983
event, if there was concern about a very rapid | ake

| evel rise, they're saying the plan does not preclude
the use of these historical irrigation. But that is
not somet hing that woul d happen on a regul ar basis.

Q But 8,000 acre-feet is only going to be a couple
of inches in Mno Lake, isn't it?

A Well, there's 8,000 acre-feet there. There's
10,000 acre-feet at Crowley. There's 10,000 acre-feet
spreading. There's sone nore bringing the reservoirs
down earlier. It's just a comnbination of everything.

| did not put this in there to say 8,000 is certainly
sufficient to do those things, but | put it in there to
show that it is not necessary to seal those irrigation
di versi ons of f because there m ght be use for them

Q Far be it for me to argue with you, M. Hasencanp,
as you know, but it's under Mono Basin irrigation, and
that, you've told us, is about 8,000 acre-feet

potential. And that is, at best, a couple inches in
Mono Basin, isn't it?
A It depends on what |evel. Maybe M. Deas has a

better answer.

A BY MR DEAS: Just a little insight because | have
to stay awake. It might be just a couple inches, 6375.
It might be a quarter foot.

Q Quarter of a foot is three inches.

A Maybe four inches.

Q But in terns of on Table 8M. Hasencanp, where you
had t he maxi mum el evati on under your plan at 6385.8
feet -- do you recall that?

A BY MR HASENCAMP: Yes, | recall that.

Q Ckay. Now, that -- and then you told

M. Birm nghamthat we were going to potentially get
this down to 6383 feet. We're certainly not going to
do that by irrigation in the Mono Basin, are we?

A As | said, that was one portion of a larger plan

and | was not intending that that al one would suffice.
That is part of a larger plan.
Q In fact, at existing Mono Lake el evations, three
feet -- excuse me. Let ne restate that question

At approxi mately 6385 feet versus -- excuse ne,
6386 feet versus 6383 feet, |I'mtalking about that
range of Mono Lake el evations, you would be tal king
about a reduction of flows into Mono Lake of
approxi mately 150,000 acre-feet, wouldn't you?
A Well, this is not a -- this is a cunmulative
inmpact. It's not all of a sudden it gets to a certain
| evel and then take 150,000 out. So | don't know -- |
don't know what figure -- | don't know if 150,000 is
right.
Q Sound about right? Just answer slowy, and
M. Deas will do the calcul ati ons.

MR, DEAS: Wiat do you -- |I'msorry.

MR BIRMNGHAM |If M. Deas has the answer,



per haps M. Deas coul d answer.

MR DEAS: | wasn't listening. |'msorry.

MR, HASENCAMP: | really don't know.
Q BY MR DODGE: In fact, M. Hasencanp, in a very
wet year, there occurs -- sonetinmes there are wet years

when Los Angeles sinply can't take the water all the
way down the aqueduct to Los Angeles; isn't that a

fact, the Mono Basin water?

A BY MR HASENCAMP: |'m not sure | understand.

Q You physically cannot carry all the water

avail able to you in the aqueduct?

A Al'l the Mo Basin water?

Q Vell, let me try to back up and approach it froma
di fferent angle.

Isn't it true, occasionally, in very wet years,
that Los Angeles elects not to take Mono Basin water
because it has all the water it can handle in the
aqueduct downstream from Mono Basi n?

A Did | say not take any water or limts the
water -- anount of water it takes?

Q Let's take the latter, first.

A Yes. There's been a nunber of years during the

unrestricted period where all the water was not taken
Q And that's because of the downstream availability
of the water and the capacity of the aqueduct?

A Partly.

Q And it's also true that, occasionally, Los Angel es
[imts the anount of water, Mno Basin water, taken due
to a fear of Crowl ey comng up too far and possibly
spilling, correct?

A Yes.

Q So woul d you agree with nme that in a hypothetica

wet year, there's no guarantee that you could drain off

Mono Basin water and, therefore, as Mono Lake was

approaching its maxi nrum under your managenent plan

6385.8, in fact, keep it to 63837

A I would disagree with you. W're -- if a

hypot heti cal wet year differed fromthe historic

hydr ol ogy cane al ong, put the hypothetical on the

hi stori c hydrol ogy, we've shown in the nodel that you

could do things differently on a one-time, short-term

basis. And so | would disagree with the statenent.
MR, HERRERA: Excuse nme, M. Dodge.

VMR DODGE: That's all | have.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
M. Dodge.

Ms. Koehler? Co ahead, Ms. Koehler.

M5. KCEHLER  Thanks.

Good afternoon. | conme to you with good news and
bad news, primarily. The bad news is that M. Vorster
wi I I not being making his debut appearance as | had
prom sed you this norning. | have acquiesced to w ser
heads of ny coll eagues, and we will save M. Vorster's
appearance for his testinony.

The good news that ny col |l eagues have al so asked
all the questions on ny list, so |l will be very brief.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON BY Ms. KOEHLER



Q M. Deas, | have just a few questions for you
You have testified that LAAMP version 3.3 can be used
generally to conpare alternatives; isn't that right?
A BY MR DEAS: Yes.

Q I just want to clarify. Do you nmean by this that
LAAMP 3.3 can be used to conpare the water supply

i npacts of the Draft Environnental |npact Report
alternatives?

A Yes, with an expl anation just quickly. As I
mentioned in ny oral sunmary, conputer nodels have
uncertainties. |If that is properly accounted for, if
careful use of the tool is used, then that can occur
Q | don't want to bel abor the point. [|'mjust
trying to understand what you're recomendi ng.

VWhat we're doing -- what | understand is being
done with this particular tool is the generation of
proj ecti ons about water supply inpacts given a set of
i nput assunptions. |Is that what you mean when you say
the uncertainties should be accounted for?

A Yes. There's uncertainties, but if you have one
alternative that says you get to take X, alternative B
says you take Y, the difference is 30,000, people tend
to latch on to that and say, "That's what it is." It
may be plus or mnus 10,000. W don't know. W need
to account for that.

Q So accounting for the uncertainties inherent in
any water supply inpact estimate tool, you think LAAWP
3.3 is a tool appropriate for this Board to use in
estimating water supply inpacts and the alternatives
under consideration in this proceedi ng?
A Yes.
Q Thank you

Now, you've also testified that you have revised
LAASM is that correct?
A Yes.
Q Can new LAASM now nodel the different water supply
i npacts to the Departnment of Water and Power of the
alternative |ake levels in the DEIR?

A I"msorry. Can you repeat that?

Q Can new LAASM now nodel the different water supply
impacts to L. A that are of the lake |evel alternatives
in the Draft Environnental |npact Report?

A Yes. There are sone minor differences, but we can
force it to be close

Q There are nminor differences with what?
A For instance, transition triggers in LAAWP
That's a different operational thing for Mono Lake than

we have in our nodel
Q Ckay. So when you say there are differences, you
mean there are differences in the way LAAVP and LAASM

nodel those waters supply inpacts?

A Yes.

Q Can new LAAMP' s nodel export from Mono Basin, when
the | ake level falls belowthe target level, first of

all, during the transition period to the target --
MR, BIRM NGHAM  Excuse me, you asked new LAAMP?
MS. KOEHLER: |'msorry. | nmeant new LAASM
MR, DEAS: Can you repeat the question?



Q BY M5. KCEHLER: Sure. Can new LAASM as revised
by you, can it now nodel exports fromthe Mono Basin
when the | ake level falls belowthe target |evel, and
I"masking you, first of all, during transition period?
A BY MR DEAS: |'m confused because you say "falls
bel ow the target level during the transition.™
Transition's not to a target |evel.
Q Right. But at tinmes, you won't -- there will be
tinmes, won't there, when the | ake level is below the
target, I'msorry, for a particular year in your
managenent pl an?
A If you're transitioning, you' re going up to a
| evel .

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIEROC.  Wait. Wait.

Ms. Koehl er, you need to restate your question
because | don't understand the question. And if |

don't understand the question, | won't understand the
answer .
M5. KOEHLER: Perhaps it's a nore technical point
than I think we need to dwell on, so I'Il withdraw it.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. |'mrelieved.
M5. KOEHLER: Then | have chosen wi sely.
Q BY M5. KOEHLER M. Hasencanp, | have just a

coupl e questions about LAASM for you. I'mstill a
little confused about the role of LAASMin this
pr oceedi ng.

Is it your testinony that you use LAASM i nstead of
LAAMP to simulate the water inpacts of L.A's water
managenent pl an?

A BY MR. HASENCAMP:  Yes.

Q And you testified in your witten statenent that,
| believe, you chose LAASM i nstead of LAAMP 3.3 for
this purpose because it is your view that LAASM better
represents the L. A aqueduct systemthan LAAVP 3. 3.
Have | got that right?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q | believe you told Ms. Cahill that you are using
LAASM at this -- now to anal yze the water supply

i npacts under DEIR alternatives; is that right, but
that has not yet -- well, I'Il just leave it at that.
A Coul d you please restate it?

Q Are you now anal yzing the water supply inpacts of

alternatives in the Draft Environnental |npact Report
using the LAASM the revised LAASW?
A Yes, to the extent we can. There's -- it's not an
exact match, but we're trying to approxi mate.
Q And | believe you told Ms. Cahill that you are
attenpting -- you will be attenpting to conpare the
results of LAAMP 3.3 and new LAASMwith regard to those
waters supply inmpacts; is that right?
A Yes.
Q Then is it --
MR BIRM NGHAM  Excuse ne. There was not a
ver bal response to that |ast question
VR, HASENCAMP:  Yes.
MR BIRMNGHAM If there was, | didn't hear it.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  You can start
ext endi ng your answers, M. Hasencanp, and | et



M. Birm ngham sweat there for a while.

Q BY M5. KOEHLER Do you have an opinion today as
to whether or not the Board should use LAASM r at her
than LAAMP 3.3 to evaluate the water supply inpacts of
the lake level alternatives in the DEIR?

A Yes, | do.

Q And can you share that view with us?

A Vll, | think that -- my viewis that the LAAW
nodel is just recently been conpleted. And | don't

t hi nk anyone knows, has tested it enough to know if
there are any errors that mght pop up or any

i nconsistencies. But if time permts, and I'mnot -- |
don't know the Board's schedule, but if time permts, |
think that, assum ng that things work out okay, that

t he LAAMP nodel should be used because it has been
devel oped by the Board and circul ated anong all the
parties.

Q In your view, then, for what purpose should the
Board use the LAASM nodel in this proceeding, if any?
A Wl |, the LAASM nodel has al ready been

i nstrunmental because in conparing the two versions, we
found that the -- we never would have found the error
in the transition gain in the Ti nemaha- Hai wee |ikely

wi t hout the LAASM nodel

And to the extent that there is another nodel to
conpare it with, if you just have one nodel on its own,
it's sort of scary if, when you | ook at sonme of the
outputs. But if you have another one that confirms it,
| feel nmuch nore confortable.

So the extent that the Board has two tools, |
would -- that is the way | would reconmended t he Board
use t he LAASM nodel
Q Sois it fair to characterize your testinony that
you' re recommendi ng that the Board use LAASM as a kind

of check on the outputs provided by LAAMP 3.3 or
what ever the LAAWVP version is ultimtely nanmed?
A Yes.
Q kay. I'mturning to the | ast page of your
witten testinony. You state that the State Board
could review L. A DW' s hydrol ogic basis on a nonthly
basis and coul d provide i nput each year in L.A. DW's
Mono Basi n pl an.

Coul d you explain for us what -- exactly what
you' re recommendi ng here. | was confused by this
par agr aph
A And where is the paragraph again, page 127
Q | believe this was the last -- yeah, page 12 and
13.
A Yes. Well, the Departnent of Water and Power
woul d put together a plan for the year. This plan is
based on, you know, the permits and the licenses as far
as these streamflows, these channel maintenance fl ows,
this lake level. And then the Departnent, who has the
-- not only the experience in this Mno Basin, but also
knows the demand for water downstream would then
submit the plan to the State Board early in the runoff
year. And then at the end of the year, submt all the
data for verification.
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Q | see. So is it your recomendation that the

Board essentially approve this plan?

A Wl |, provide input. Certainly, they m ght have
some input into the process. But | think that if the
permts were specific enough with, you know, these fish
flows and the [ake level and if we can denonstrate that
we conplied with the pernmit, then there shouldn't be --
| don't foresee any problens.

Q So, it's not your reconmendation that the Board
approve or disapprove of the plan?

A Well, certainly to the extent that the Board can
approve that the conditions are nmet or that the
requirenents are nmet, to that extent, they should
approve it.

Q Then am | characterizing your testinony correctly,
are you reconmendi ng that guidelines for the Mono Basin
pl an be included in whatever |icense anmendnent results
eventually fromthis proceedi ngs?

A Wel |, guidelines as far as streamfl ows and, you
know, |ake levels. But as far as export and the need
for water, there has to be enough flexibility to all ow
for these types of decisions to be nade, because only
the DWP knows what the demand or the need for water is
downstream And so the decision on whether to export
on a wet year or not, all those types of decisions need
to be made on a macro scale, not a mcro scale.

Q Turning to sonme of the other issues in your
managenent plan. | believe you testified for ny
col | eague, M. Roos-Collins, previously, that it is
possi bl e for Los Angeles to change the outfl ow from
Grant Lake on a daily basis.

MR, BIRM NGHAM  (bj ection. Asked and answered.

M5. KOEHLER: | don't believe that's correct. |
haven't asked --

MR, BIRM NGHAM  She prefaced her question by
stating M. Roos-Collins asked this question on behal f
of Cal Trout earlier, and he answered it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. Well, I'mgoing to
overrule it. | think it's foundational for the bal ance
of the questions she's going to ask. So inasmuch as
we' re changi ng the subject --

M. Hasencanp, do you understand the question

sir?
MR, HASENCAMP: Yes, | recall.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Do you have an answer?
MR, HASENCAMP: Yes. Yes, they could.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Wy don't you proceed?
Q BY M5. KOEHLER  On page 5 of your testinony, you

indicate that in cases when runoff into G ant Reservoir
is lower than the mnimnumrel ease into Rush Creek, the
operator will adjust Gant Lake outflow to equal inflow

into Rush Creek, and that that will be done on a

bi -weekly basis; is that correct?

A BY MR. HASENCAMP:  Yes.

Q And can you tell us why you chose bi-weekly as
opposed to on a daily basis?

A Well, the records of the Rush Creek damsite



station, when you say inflow equals outflow, we're

tal king daily average inflow versus daily average
outflow, and the record has to -- you have to | ook at
the takes every day before you actually take that data
and can work it up.

So it's much nore efficient if the data is worked
up for a several -day period, rather than constantly
adjusting up and down, because it's inpossible to do it
i nst ant aneousl y.

Q But don't you say just a few lines down in your
testinmony that you only need four days to make this
adj ust nent ?

A That you only need three or four days to make this
adj ust nent ?

Q Ri ght .

A Were does it --

Q Well, let me go back.

You said you needed a few days, and that's why you
set it on a bi-weekly basis.

VWhat |'m asking you is: Wiy do you need to wait
two weeks, when you say here that you' re averagi ng over
three or four days?

A Bi -weekly is defined as either once in two weeks
or twice in a week, so in this definition, I"'musing it
as tw ce a week.

Q Ch, | see. Thank you for clarifying that.

In this situation we've just discussed, the
hypot hetical is that the runoff into Grant Lake is
[ ower than the mininumrel ease into Lower Rush Creek.

I"mgoing to ask you a hypot hetical about a period
when there are large fluctuations in flow, specifically
during snow nelt periods. And let's say that you have
a situation where you nust release all of the flowinto
Grant Lake, you know, based on the parameters in your
managenent plan, in order to maintain the target |ake
| evel .

Are you with ne?

A VWi ch | ake are you referring to?

Q Mono Lake.

A kay.

Q How frequently in that situation will you adjust
the inflow into Rush Creek?

A W woul dn't adjust it at all in this case, because
it would just be flow through addition. Yes -- | nean,

that's a different situation.
Q Ckay. Thank you.

Is it correct that Los Angeles can renotely
retrieve real-time data from Lee Vining Creek regarding
stream | evel s?

A Regardi ng stream - -
Q Level s.
A Stream fl ow, yes.

Q Stream fl ow.  Ckay.

Can the same capability be established on Rush
Creek?
A It can.
Q And can that capability be established on Rush
Creek for both inflow and outfl ow?



A Yes.

M5. KOEHLER:  Thank you. That concl udes ny
guesti ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
Ms. Koehl er.

Ms. Scoonover ?

M5. SCOONOVER: | have no questions for this
Wi t ness.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERG  All right. M. Frink?

MR FRINK:  Yes.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON BY THE STAFF

Q BY MR FRINK M. Hasencanp, | have a few
guestions. First, | wanted to clarify sonme questions
that were raised by M. Birm ngham regardi ng the
nodi fied version of LAAWP 3.3, and that has been
referred to here alternatively as LAAMP 3.31 or LAAMP
3. 3A

Did you speak with M. Satkowski |ast week and ask
what version of the LAAMP nodel Dr. Brown would be
using in preparing the exhibits and testinony for the
hearing? Do you recall speaking to M. Satkowski about
t hat ?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: It's been a | ong week. |
recall getting a message on ny voice mail from
M. Satkowski. | don't recall speaking to himdirectly
about this.
Q And was this nessage about the LAAVP nodel and
whi ch version would be used in preparing exhibits?
A Yes, it was.
Q And what did the nmessage i nformyou of at that
time?
A That LAAMP 3.3 woul d be used.
Q Ckay. So you were aware that there was a
nodi ficati on of the LAAMP nodel that had been nade if
anyone was interested in using it; is that correct?
A Well, there were several nodifications. | guess

t he question was whether we were going to use the 3.2
version or the 3.3 version, and there was a little
uncertainty. And then by the phone call or the phone
message, |, at that point, knew that Dr. Brown was
going to use 3. 3.
Q And were you aware that M. Vorster had identified
anot her error that had been corrected in what has now
been identified as the LAAMP 3. 31 nodel ?
A Yes. | got a voice mail from M. Vorster, but the
voice mail is limted to two mnutes, so | only got the
first two mnutes of his nessage.
(Laughter.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. M. Hasencanp, so you
under st ood the nessage to be from M. Vorster?

MR, HASENCAMP: Yes. My voice mail has a warning.
It says, "Two minutes,"” before the nessage starts.
Q BY MR FRINK: And he did get through the hello in
that time period; is that correct?

After getting that nmessage, did you ever request a
copy of the nodified version of the LAAMP nodel ?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: Well, the nmessage, from what |
heard of it, was that -- not that he would necessarily



be using a different version, but that he found a
problem that M. Huchi son was worki ng on a new
version; and that it was unclear exactly what was goi ng

to happen at that point, but that M. Vorster was
| ooki ng at these nodels.

MR DODGE: | object to this line of questioning
There's no serious suggestion that Los Angel es has not
been given full access to everything, and there's no
serious suggestion that they don't have tinme to dea
with 3.3 or 3.3A

Wy don't we get on with the nerits?

MR FRINK: | would agree entirely, but | believe
there may have been such a suggestion. |If
M. Birm ngham woul d stipulate that he intended no such
suggestion, 1'd be happy to nove on

MR BIRMNGHAM | intended no such suggestion.

MR FRINK: Ckay. Thank you.

MR BIRMNGHAM | think we can all agree that the

Staff of the Board and representatives of DW and
M. Vorster all worked very, very hard in trying to
devel op a nodel that everyone now agrees can be used
for the purposes discussed. And | think, as everybody
has said, Dr. Smth said it today, the Staff is to be
comended.

MR FRINK: Ckay. | appreciate that.
Q BY MR FRINK: On page 11 of your testinony,
M. Hasencanp, you state that the LAAMP 3.3 nodel was
used to sinulate the DW nmanagenent plan, but that the

results of that sinulation were not shown in your
testi nmony.

Do you recall how the LAAMP 3.3 results and the
nodi fied LAASMresults for sinulation of the DW
managenent plan conpared with each other?

A BY MR, HASENCAMP: Coul d you just point out the

page?
Q Page 11 of your testinony which --
A That's all | needed.

Yes, it does not say that 3.3 -- oh, I'msorry.
That is not the diversion that we had initially
sinmulated. So, | don't know.

Q Ckay. Then the statement that the plan was al so
simul ated using version 3.3 of the LAAVP nodel

subm tted by Jones and Stokes on January 26, 1994, is
that statenent incorrect?

A Wll, | did not do the sinulations.

Q Did sonmeone working for the Department of Water
and Power do that sinulation?

Yes, but | don't know what the results are.

You didn't see the results then?

No.

Did you see those results, M. Deas?

BY MR DEAS: No, | did not.

M. Coufal, | believe you stated in your testinony

OPO0>0P

that Owens Val | ey groundwat er punpi ng exceeded
groundwat er recharge for a period ending sone tinme in
t he 1980s.

Do you recall that statement?



A BY MR COUFAL: Yes. | think what | was referring
tois out of this report here. It's the "US.GS
Wat er Supply Paper, 227B, Geol ogy Water Resource in the
Onens Valley." That's where the statenent canme from
It's a period from1970 to 1984. U S. GS. did a
bal ance of the groundwater system and during that
period, their studies revealed a water deficit in
storage and water bal ance of approximately 8, 000
acre-feet for that 1970-84 period.
Q In doing that water balance, is it your
understanding that U.S.G S. | ooked at other factors
beyond j ust groundwater recharge and punpi ng?
A Yes. It was a total balance of the groundwater
flow system So it took into account all of the
recharge and all the discharge. Discharge was --
i ncl uded groundwat er punping, springs flows, under
flow, that type of thing.
Q | spoke with M. Huchison at the break, and he
gave nme a copy of the G een Book that showed fromthe
peri od of 1970 through 1989, that actually the
groundwat er recharge exceeded the anount of punping

overall in the Ovens Valley. It wasn't |ooking at the
entire water balance, but it focused just on the
groundwat er recharge punpi ng nunbers.

Whul d you have any reason to di spute that
concl usi on?

A No. That's exactly what it is. |It's a conparison
of what the recharge is in the area agai nst the punping
in that area.

MR FRINK: That's all ny questions. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. M. Sat kowski ?

Q BY MR, SATKOABKI: Yes. | have quite |I few
clarification questions.

First, M. Deas, in the testinony on page 3, third
par agraph, line 3, in discussing the LAAMP nodel, you
state that, "An analysis of the nonthly and annua
operations is not a valid application of a nodel, nor
shoul d nodel - cal cul ated averages be used as precise
val ues. "

Are you saying here that the nodels should not be
used on a nonthly basis?

A BY MR DEAS: Yes.

Q Nor should it be used on an annual basis?

A For operations, yes.

Q For operations. But for EIR planning purposes and
for this water rights decision, it is okay to use it on

a nonthly and annual basis?

A I'd be careful on the monthly basis. |If you | ook
at -- | don't know the exhibit that Russ Brown
presented, but if you go through all those graphs,
you'll see on a nonthly basis, sonme of those things

don't fit very well at all.

But | think both M. Huchison and Dr. Brown were
correct in that you could use it as a start in terns of
pl anni ng, but in terns of operations, no.

Q Thank you

M. Hasencanp, on your Exhibit 155, which was up

on the butcher block paper -- could you maybe turn that



over for us? | just wanted to clarify the equation

You have the ascending rate equal s the one over,
i n parentheses, one mnus the descending rate, paren
m nus one

I's the minus one at the end included in the
denom nator, or should it be outside the fraction?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: Cutside the fraction
Q On page 2 of your --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIEROC: | knew that,
M. Sat kowski .

(Laughter.)

MR, SATKOWSKI: | knew that, too, but I just

wanted to make sure the record got that clear

Q BY MR SATKOMSKI: On page 2 of your testinony you
show Tabl e 1, which are the recommended stream fl ows
for the various streans in Mno Basin.

Just to nmake it clear, are these reconmendati ons
nmont hly averages or dailies?
A BY MR, HASENCAMP: They're actually instantaneous,
except in Lee Vining Creek. When the daily fluctuation
is such, then they're dailies.
Q In the colum -- you have two col ums here, Wal ker
Creek and Parker Creek, are these reconmendati ons
different than in your previous managenent plan?
A No, they are not.
Q Down at the bottom of the page, the last ful
par agraph, you state that, "In general, the L. A
Department of Water and Power plan does not take water
out of Grant Lake Reservoir to augnment mininumflows in
Rush Creek. The exception to that criterion is that if
the runoff drops below 25 cfs April through Septenber,
or bel ow 20 cfs between Cctober through March, the L. A
Department of Water and Power plan provides that water
will be taken out of storage to mmintain these
m ni muns. "

VWhat is the basis for the 25 cfs value and 20 cfs
val ue stated in this sentence?
A Those are close to the historical m ninuns of

record, and so -- for that period, and so those are
equivalent to nore or less the driest that the runoff
woul d be naturally.
Q Ckay. Going on to page 3, Table 2, | wasn't quite
sure as to the basis for these values on Table 2, and
didn't see it in the witten testinony.

Coul d you briefly explain where you obtained these
fl ow reconmendati ons?
A Anything in particular? | said sone things. Was
t here sonething that you wanted ne to el aborate on

particul arly?
Q Vll, let's start fromthe top
A kay.

Q Let's start with Rush Creek. The wet year primary
peak flow of 250 cfs.

A Yes.

Q Where did that value cone fronf?

A That is the return period of one in three years,

or the approximate Q3 as --

Q And why did you use a Q3 return period?



A Well, a wet year is about a one-in-three return
period, and so it approxi mates what the | ower boundary
of the wet year flows would be naturally.

Q In the normal year for Rush Creek, | think that
you said the return period was 1.5; is that correct?

A Yes, | did.
Q And why did you use that val ue?
A Simlarly, the 1.5 is on the |lower end of a normnal
year and what a normal year would typically receive
So that is, again, close to a peak of the |ower end of
the normal year's natural flow, if that nakes sense.
Q So the secondary peak flow for Rush Creek is
listed as 120 cfs. What was the basis for that val ue?
A It was upon discussion with Dr. Beschta and that
he wanted to see a second peak in there that rewatered
sone of the soil and the size of the creek

And so if there's -- we increased the flow by
about 50 percent fromthe trough, fromthe mddl e of
the trough, and the trough is 80 cfs. And so he
t hought a 50 percent increase fromthe 80 cfs would be
sufficient. So it's based on the hydrol ogy, really, of
t he typi cal hydrograph
Q | see. Now, going down to total duration of
increased flow for Rush Creek in a wet year, it's 28
days. Were did that value cone fronf?
A That's based on the peak and ranping rates. So
gi ven these peaks listed above and the ranping rates
listed below, the tables, Table 3, 4, and 5, show that
you woul d have to increase the fl ow above the base for
t hat nunmber of days for each of the year tines.

Q And when you did your analysis for @3, did you
use uninpaired flows or inpaired flows?
A Uni nmpai red fl ows, uninpaired peak flows that
occurred between April and July. CQccasionally, there
woul d be a peak flow that occurred in Cctober or
Septenber, and that has to do with either Edison -- a
sudden rel ease or a sudden thunderstorm or sonething
el se. Since that is not what we would be fl ushing,
that was not used in the analysis.
Q | see. Down at the bottom of the page, in the
par agraph down at the bottom of the page, first
sentence, it says, "Between May and July of even
nunbered years,” and it goes on to tal k about channe
mai nt enance fl ows.

Do you nean May and July inclusive? That's My
t hrough Jul y?
A No. It means either May, June, or July.
Typically, this would occur in June, but it depends on
when the natural peak is occurring. So these flows
woul d be released in concert with the natural rise in
i ncrease as nmuch to that extent as possible.

MR BIRMNGHAM | think that M. Hasencanp
m sunder st ood the question, because |I think that he
answered no, and then proceeded to answer the question
affirmatively. So | think he may have m sunder st ood

VR, SATKOWEKI :  Yes, he did
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Excuse ne,



M. Hasencanp. Did you m sunderstand the question?

VR HASENCAMP: Well, | don't understand if |
m sunderstood it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC  Wuld you like to have
your answer read back to you and al so the question?

MR, HASENCAMP: The question -- if the question
can be read back.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC:  Ms. Muel ler, would you
be ki nd enough to do that?

(Whereupon the record was read as requested.)

MR, HASENCAMP:  Thank you. Yes, | do.

MR BIRM NGHAM  Excuse ne. You have to wait
until she's back on the record.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO M. Hasencanp, do you
want to give your answer again?

MR, HASENCAMP: Yes, that's true.
Q BY MR SATKOWBKI :  Thank you

Down at the very bottom of that same page, which
is page 3, it says that, "Wth the one exception to the
rel ease frequency is that if, during the odd year
bet ween channel flushes, the flow of Rush Creek peaks
at 250 cfs and averages at l|least 160 cfs for 15 days,
and the lower, and the -- " excuse ne, "And the flowin

Lower Lee Vining Creek peaks at 250 cfs and averages at
| east 150 cfs for 15 days, then the required channe
mai nt enance flow for that year will not occur.”

I"mnot sure | understand what the basis is for
the 160 cfs and the 150 cfs nentioned in that sentence?
A BY MR, HASENCAMP: Well, that's roughly the
average of these flows. W're trying to say that if a
flow of this volume -- obviously, it's not going to
mmc exactly what is nmentioned here in Table 2, but if
a flow equal s the sane peak and has a vol unme equal to
this anount, which is close to what is |isted here,
it's alittle nore, in fact.

Then, in that case, there will be no need to
rel ease these high flows again the next year, because
t he purpose has been served. And it is not necessary
to flush the streamevery year
Q Ckay. | think | understand that. Thank you

Going on to page 4, in the third full paragraph
you di scuss the May 1 forecast. And you said that,
"For the purposes of determ ning year types, the May 1
forecast will be used.”

How woul d you suggest that the Board handle fl ow
standards that may start in April versus May of a
certain year type?

A Well, certainly a forecast is issued in April, and

that could be a prelimnary year type. One of the
functions of the April runoff is that it is inversely
correlated to the total runoff.

So in the wetter years, the April flows tend to be
lower, and in the drier years, they tend to be higher
because the snow nelt is nelting earlier, so you get
runoff earlier.

So | would recommend not having any -- just having
it the same April for each year type, because there's
no correlation that that would support higher flows in



April of the year

Q Have the same April flow for all year types?
A Yes. And then you wouldn't have that problem
Q But if there were different April flows for

different years types?
A Yes. Then you could go by the prelimnary Apri
flow type.
Q Thank you

Earlier you were discussing the Mono Basin gains,
and | believe you stated that the LAAMP nodel uses a
constant average gain of about 4,000 acre-feet; is that
correct?
A Yes. Well, close to that. It mght be between 4
and 5, 000.
Q VWhat does LAASM use for the gains in the Mno

Basi n?

A It uses a regression analysis which includes a
runof f and precipitation and is correlated nmuch better
to the historical than the average.

Q Do you recommend that LAAMP be nodified to include
t hat regression?

A I would reconmmend that either LAAVP use the
regression, or LAAWP use the historical record as
historical input. And since the latter would probably
be nore effective in LAAMP, because it is solely
dependent on historical record, so I would recomend
using the historical record.

Q Did you make this recommendati on that you just

tal ked about during any of the TAG neetings that we had
dealing with the LAAVP nodel ?

A Yes, | did.

Q Do you recall what the date of that recommendation
was?

A No, | do not.

Q kay. One last question. On page 12 of your
testinmony, at the top of the page, you discuss a mgjor
di fference between LAASM and LAAMP, and you state that
one of the major differences is in the nodeling of the
reservoir storage, and that LAASM allows the user to
specify nmonthly storages for nine different types of

runof f years.

Wbul d you recommend that LAAMP be nodified to
performthe nodeling of reservoir storages in the sanme
manner as LAASM?

A LAAMP cannot do it in that version. There's
fundanental differences between the nodels, and it --
they're just different. So you cannot incorporate the
LAASM |l ogic into the LAAMP wi thout major revisions to

t he code.

Q But would there be a way to nodify LAAMP to

i ncorporate these reservoir targets?

A M. Deas will answer that.

A BY MR DEAS: | think Bill just answered it. When
you start the nodel, you sit down and nmake a concept,
and you build up fromthere. And by sw tching over and
using the nine year types in this reservoirs, like it's
used in LAASM you have to cut into the origina
concept. Then you're sacrificing potentially other



parts of nodels. I1t's kind of apples and oranges.
There m ght be sone way to bandage it together, but I
don't know. It's not the best way to go, it seens like
ri ght now

MR, SATKOWSKI :  Thank you very much. Those are
all the questions | have for now

HEARI NG OFFI CER del PIERO Al right. Let's take

a ten-mnute break.
(A recess was taken at this tine.)
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL Pl ERO. Okay. Ladies and
gentlenmen, this hearing will again conme to order.
VWhen last we left, M. Smith was on and,
gentl emen, where did M. Canaday go? W lost him
MR, BIRM NGHAM  Does that mean he's waiving his
rights to ask questions?
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Go ahead, M. Smth.
MR SMTH Unfortunately, | can't.

MR HASENCAMP: | have two clarifications. | have
been inforned that I may have m sspoken twice in the
last half hour. | wanted to see if I could clarify

t hat .

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  The hour is grow ng
| ate and some of us are suffering from fatigue,
M. Hasencanp.

MR, HASENCAMP: The one was to M. Satkowski's
guesti on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC.  Was that the yes
answer or the no answer?

MR, HASENCAMP: It was the inpaired answer. |
believe that | said the basis was on uninpaired flow,
and | nmeant inpaired flow for devel opi ng flushing
flows.

And the second clarification is that -- to
Ms. Koehler's cross-exam nation, and | believe she was
tal king about in a wet-year condition, the flow
rel eases from Gant Lake, and | think it would be
operated in a flowthrough condition. But I
m sunderstood. | neant that the rel eases would be
managed dependi ng on the desired reservoir storage
| evel s for Grant Lake Reservoir.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Ckay.

MR HASENCAMP:  Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Those clarifications
are now on the record.

M. Herrera, do you have any questions?

MR HERRERA: No, | do not.

MR BIRMNGHAM ['Il conduct ny redirect.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL Pl ERO: Ckay. Wy don't you
go ahead and do that?

VWere did M. Canaday go?

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Ckay. Fine. Everyone
shoul d assune that M Canaday does have questions, and

we'll just --
MR, BIRM NGHAM M. Canaday said he did have
guesti ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO We'l| just continue on
and attenpt to get as nuch done as possible while he is



absent.
REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON BY MR Bl RM NGHAM

Q M. Deas, | have one question.
And Ms. Koehler, please don't object, because it's
conpound.

Los Angel es Departnent of Water and Power Exhi bit
150, a docunent entitled "Los Angel es Aqueduct
Si nul ati on Model User's Guide, Release 1.2," L.A
Department of Water and Power Exhibit 149, a docunent
entitled "L. A DWP/ Mono Lake Managenent Pl an Drought
Anal ysi s," and Los Angel es Departnment of Water and
Power Exhibit 151-A, a docunent entitled "Mdification
to LAASM Version 1.1."

Are these documents you and M. Hasencanp prepared
in connection with the subm ssion of your surrebuttal
testi mony?

A BY MR DEAS: Yes, with the help from Staff.

MR BIRMNGHAM That's it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO  Thank you,

M. Birm ngham

Ms. Cahill?

MR BIRM NGHAM  Excuse ne.

MR VALENTI NE: One nore.

MR BIRMNGHAM | do have. M. Valentine was
correct.

Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM  Exhi bit 152, M. --

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO: M. Deas, | want you
to understand. Now that you've had two questions,
they're going to start asking a whol e bunch.

Q BY MR BIRM NGHAM Los Angel es Departnent of

Wat er and Power Exhibit 152 is a conmputer di sk on which
there is a computer file | abeled "LAASM 1.2 nodel ."

Was that a conputer disk submitted in connection with
your testinony?

A BY MR DEAS: Yes.

VMR BIRMNGHAM M. Del Piero, we submitted one
copy of that disk to the State Board, and we subm tted
one copy of it to the Mono Lake Committee for
M. Vorster's use. W have not submitted it to any of
the other parties. As we did with the original LAASM
we will nake a copy of that disk available to any party
that requests it.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. M. Vorster did, in
fact, have access to it?

MR BIRMNGHAM Yes. It was served to the Mno
Lake Conmittee/ National Audubon Society by Express Mil
on --

MR DODGE: | got it yesterday in my office and
after a careful analysis of it, extensive anal ysis of
it, I handed it over to M. Vorster.

(Laughter.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Was that with your
left hand or right hand?

MR, DODGE: Right wist.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Right wist. GCkay.

Thank you very much, M. Birm ngham for that
clarification.

Ms. Cahill.



RECROSS EXAM NATI ON BY Ms. CAHI LL
Q M. Hasencanp, | have either one question, or one
qguestion with sonme foll ow up questions.
The figures on Figure 8 that are the output of
LAASM runs of L.A. DW nanagenent plans, do those
figures include the flushing flows?

A BY MR HASENCAMP: | believe it is Table 8.
Q Yes. Table 8, thank you
A And these are the nonthly averages, so they do

i ncl ude the average nonthly values of the flushing
flows, yes.
Q Thank you

And | would also at this tinme nove admi ssion of
DFG Exhi bits 185 and 186, which can be known by a
short hand ni cknane of the Cahill red-ink special
exhi bits.

MR BIRM NGHAM No obj ecti on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERG  Thank you. No
obj ecti on.
(DFG Exhi bits Nos. 185 and 186
were admitted i nto evidence.)
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Ms. Scoonover rai sed
an issue in ny mnd, and | better point out for the
record why | have no idea. | got A's in calculus. It
was mat h anal ysis beyond that | really had difficulty
with.
Pl ease proceed, M. Dodge, so | stop ranbling.
(Laughter.)
RECROSS EXAM NATI ON BY MR DODGE
Q M. Hasencanp, you and | tal ked about the
recomended flushing flows in wet years for Rush Creek
and do you recall that your revised recomendati on was
250 cfs? Do you recall that?
A BY MR. HASENCAMP: For a wet year, yes.
Q Now, ny question is, what was the conparable
figure in your initial DW nanagenent plan?
A The Septenber -- the one that was submitted in
Sept enmber ?
Q Yes, sir.
A VWhat was the wet year flushing flow?
Q Yes, sir.
A It was 150 cfs for 15 days with a ranping rate of

25 percent changed fromthe previous day.

Q So the 150 cfs would be the top; is that right?
A Yes.

Q And ranmping off 10 percent off that?

A 25 percent.

Q 25 percent for 15 days?

A No. The 15 days woul d be at 160.

Q 1507

A 150. And then the ramping is on either side.

Q So in that recommendati on, you had the high water
if you will, was 150 cfs, but it was kept there for 15
days?

A Yes.

Q On this one, it's 250 cfs, but it's kept there for
one day?
A But it was kept at 250 for one day but, again, the



period of increased flowis simlar.
Q My question is: \What caused the change?
A Well, again, as | think | said earlier,
Dr. Beschta saw the original version and wanted to nake
some suggestions to it. And he said that, along with
t he natural hydrographs, that you don't see a flow that
i ncreases, remains flat, and decreases.

He said if you could make a hi gher peak sooner,
and then it doesn't necessarily have to stay high for

as long. He'd rather see a higher initial peak, then
it could drop back off. Then he would Iike to see a
secondary peak, if that was practical, and | worked out
this to show hima way that that could be done. Then
it drops back down.

Q If I recall your initial testinony, sir, when you
were first here, you told us that your recomended
flushing flows were based, in part, on advice from

Dr. Beschta, correct?

A | testified on advice fromDr. Orton. He was ny
mai n contact for flushing flows, and Dr. Orton is in
contact with Dr. Beschta.

Q But in terns of your initial flushing flow
recomendati ons, the Departnment of \Water and Power,
whet her it through Dr. Orton or fromyou, had input
fromDr. Beschta; isn't that true?

A Yes, there was sone i nput fromboth of these.
VMR DODGE: That's all | have.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
M. Dodge.
M5. KOEHLER: | have no questi ons.
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Ms. Scoonover ?
M5. SCOONOVER: | have no questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO: M. Frink?
MR FRINK: No questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. M. Sat kowski ?

MR, SATKOWSKI :  No questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. M. Snith?

MR SMTH No, sir.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. M. Herrera?

MR HERRERA: No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. M. Canaday, wel come
back.

MR, CANADAY: | do have some questi ons.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. | know you do, sir.
Pl ease proceed.

CROSS- EXAM NATI ON BY THE STAFF ( CONTI NUED)
Q BY MR, CANADAY: M. Deas, you cautioned us
earlier about the use of the LAAMP nodel and that the
LAAMP nodel [ike -- the LAASM nodel |ike the LAAVP
nmodel is a nmonthly nodel; is that correct?
A BY MR DEAS: Yes.
Q And so the sane cautions that you brought our
attention to on LAAMP, at least to a certain degree,
t hose sanme kinds of cautions or limtations on the
day-to-day operations in an aqueduct system woul d al so
be valid for the LAASM nodel ?
A O course.
Q The rest of my questions -- well, | have one for
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M. Coufal. You talked earlier about the irrigation in

the Onens Valley, and the inplenmentation for irrigation
was enhanced by using sprinklers for alfalfa; is that
correct?

A BY MR COUFAL: Yes.

Q Has a siml|ar analysis been done in the Upper
Onens for the pasture irrigation in Pleasant Valley?

A In Pleasant Valley?

Q O in Long Valley, I'"'msorry, in Long Valley?

A VWen | was referring to, like, the alfalfa, that's
mainly in the northern half of the Oaens Valley.

That's where you would grow it. You wouldn't have them
up in Long Valley just because of different conditions,
the el evation, tenperature.

Q I wasn't referring to the crop, but the nethod of
application of water. And so --

A The use of sprinklers up there?

Q Yes.

A The only place it's really used is on the crops.
It's not used for any type of pasture application

Q And the reason why that would be so is it would be
the econonmic return for the investrment of irrigation

is that correct, of, say, a permanent set or renovable
set of sprinklers for pasture for grazing, the economc
return, the cost benefit is not there?

A That's probably the case.

Q M. Hasencanmp, | want to -- | have a |line of
guestions nmore on the inplenentation of the managenent
pl an, or a managenent plan, whatever this Board will
deci de, rather than discussing nunbers with you.

In reviewi ng your testinmony in the area of
i npl enentati on of your plan, | refer you to the first
area would be in the Upper Omens River criteria. [|I'm
not sure what page nunmber that is.
A BY MR HASENCAMP: | have it.

Q And it's the bottom paragraph of that page. And
there's a statenment in your testinony that says, "Once
t he vegetati on has becone better established al ong the
Upper Owens River, the plan recommends exam ni ng
feature flows of up to 375 cfs. This plan should be
done upon the anal ysis of recommendation of riparian
systens experts."

VWho did you have in mind, or does the Departnent
have in mnd for those experts? Do you have any

particul ar peopl e?

A No. | had no one in mnd when |I nade that

ref erence

Q Do you see a need to coordinate with the State
Board on this particular el enent?

A Vwell, | think that --

Q Rat her than an independent decision by the

Depart ment ?

A Yes. Well, | can see that if -- yes.

Q And it wouldn't be unreasonable to allow private
| andowners on the Upper Onens River to be part of that
anal ysis and reconmendation as well?

A No, it would not be unreasonabl e.



Q I'"d like to take you to general operations
criteria again, I'mnot sure what page it is, again, on
the Mono Basin irrigation. Have you found that page?
A Yes, | have.
Q And it's in the second paragraph. Again, it's
referring -- you were questioned earlier about the use
of irrigation to help limt the rise of Mono Lake if it
was desirable to reduce the delay, and it's wise to
protect certain resources.

Now, who do you believe is responsible for making
that decision in your plan? Wen you devel oped the
pl an, what sort of decision step did you anticipate
for maki ng that decision?
A On whether to irrigate?

Q Yes.

A Wl |, the Departnent of Water and Power.

Q Is that a decision step that you think the Board
ought to be involved in as well in naking that
deci si on?

A Vll, | think that the Departnent of Water and

Power is planning to reduce irrigation to this extent.
Now, if the DWP wants to increase its irrigation from
its own supply, | think that that should be at the

di scretion of the DWP.

Q | wasn't referring to general irrigation use

This is nore |like an energency case where the
Department woul d make a decision that they were going
to apply additional water for the sole purposes of
reduci ng the fluctuation of the |ake as you identify in
your plan here.

A Il think I see. Well, if youtie it into what is
t he goal of your | ake plan then, to that extent, yes.
Q So the Board should be part of the inplenentation
of that?

A Wel |, the Board is obviously going to determne
the lake level. And so, to the extent that this
affects the | ake level, then the Board should be

i nvol ved.

Q On the sane page under G ant Lake Reservoir
operations. It would be the second paragraph fromthe
bottom Your testinony discusses that if on energency
-- if emergency conditions warranted, the reservoir,
Grant Reservoir, could be | owered on a tenporary
basis. And you testified that you -- this flexibility

i s needed.

Agai n, who did you have in mnd that woul d make
that determination, and then how woul d the Board be
i nf orned?

MR, Bl RM NGHAM  (bj ection. Conpound.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO Make it two questions.
Q BY MR. CANADAY: In the reduction of -- under
energency conditions, of tenporarily lowering the
reservoir below the 11,000 foot normal mni mum who
woul d nmake that decision?
A BY MR HASENCAMP: The DWP
Q Is it your opinion that that's a decision that
shoul d be involved in the State Water Resources Control
Boar d?



MR BIRMNGHAM ['mgoing to object to the
guestion on the grounds it calls for a |l ega
conclusion. Actually, a nunber of M. Canaday's
guestions thus far about the extent to which the Board
shoul d be involved in the inplenmentation plan have
called for a |l egal conclusion

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Ms. Mueller, would you
read the question back, please?

(Whereupon the record was read was requested.)

MR, DODGE: | think the question just asks himto
expl ain what their managenent proposal is, not only in

terns of what should be done, but who should be
involved in the decision. | think it's a fair
guesti on.
MR BIRMNGHAM [|If M. Canaday's is asking --
HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Excuse nme. |'m goi ng
to overrule the objection with this caveat. The record

is already clear that M. Hasencanp is not here in his
capacity as anyone who has expertise in terns of water
law, so the only capacity in which you can answer is in
the capacity to which you have been qualified as an
expert.

M. Hasencanp, do you understand the question?

MR HASENCAMP:  Yes, | do.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC. Did you have an
opi nion or answer to the question?

MR HASENCAMP:  Yes, | do.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL Pl ERC. Go ahead.

MR, HASENCAMP: | think the Board should not be
i nvol ved in that decision
Q BY MR CANADAY: |'d like you to turn to the next
page that's referring to Cow ey Lake nmanagenent, and
so | understand how the plan -- or what the inference
of the plan -- it's in the second paragraph. And your
testimony says that, "If there are shortages of water
in Los Angel es, however, the reservoir will be drawn

down to accommodate the demand for water. This would
occur in nost serious droughts.™

So | understand the operations plan, ny question
to you is, the reservoir, Crow ey Lake, will be drawn
down prior to any reduction in irrigation either from
the Onens Valley or the Long Valley?
A MR, HASENCAMP: Coul d you pl ease repeat the

guestion?
Q The question is: |If a decision is nmade by the
Departnent, or the plan identifies a decision that

there are shortages in water in Los Angeles, Crow ey
Lake will be drawn down to accommodate that denmand for
wat er .

My question to you is: Does this mean that
Crow ey Reservoir will be drawn down prior to any
reductions in irrigation use of water in the Onens or
Long Val | ey?
A I don't think there's any exclusive -- it doesn't
say one way or the other, and M. Coufal would be nore
qualified to talk about the irrigation requirenents
fromthe Ovens Vall ey, so maybe he can answer that
portion of question.



HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERC M. Coufal.
MR COUFAL: If | could just add, | don't think
it's just a this-or-that type of decision. If we're in

a situation where water is short, you' ve got runoff
that's very low, it's going to be a conbination. Along
with cutbacks in irrigation, reduction of storage in
Crow ey, you're going to see nmandatory rationing in
L.A It's going to be a nunber of things.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Excuse ne,

M. Canaday. | want to followup on that. By what
criteria is the decision ultimtely nade?

MR, COUFAL: There's no hard and fast rule. It's
Depart ment managenent maki ng a decision. The
recomendation is going to conme fromstaff. Departnment
managenent i s going to nake a decision, "This is what
we want to do."

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  What criteria does
staff use to nake the recommendation as to
prioritization and conmtnment of water?

MR, COUFAL: Again, there's no hard and fast -- |
mean, it's just |ooking at the picture, the integration
of what's the runoff conditions in the Oanens Valley?
VWhat the situation is with the San Fernando groundwater
basi n? What MAD, the availability there? It's al
part of picture that's |ooked at, and a decision is
made.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO. But that's --

MR, COUFAL: G oundwater punpi ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  The question is
related to irrigation in the Onens or Long Valley for
t he drawdown of the Crow ey Lake, not the rest of the
ext raneous issues you just referred to.

Are there definitive criteria by which
prioritization is achieved, or is it made sone other
way ?

MR, COUFAL: There is no magical -- runoff is X
percent, so we're going reduce Crow ey down the X
acre-feet. There is no criteria. |It's past practice
and j udgnent .

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. Okay. Thank you.

M. Canaday, why don't you proceed?
Q BY MR CANADAY: The purpose of mnmy questions,
M. Hasencanp, is that -- and I'Il refer to your
summary and concl usi on paragraphs as it relates to the
L. A, managenment plan, and I'll quote you, is that,
"Wth experienced operators at the gates of the
facilities and proper planning from hydrol ogists, a
pl an can be followed to the extent that it reasonably
can.

The L.A. DWP plan follows or allows -- "
me. Let nme repeat this.

"The L.A. DWP plan allows for the experience of
L.A. DW, staff to determ ne an annual operation plan

excuse

that was acceptable to the Water Board."

And by that |last sentence, it tells me that you're
suggesting, on an annual basis, there needs to be sone
oversi ght on the devel opment of the plan, particularly



some of these very specific operational criteria.

Do you disagree with that?

A BY MR, HASENCAMP: |t depends on what specific
operational criteria you're referring to. The plan
just a general operation is fornulated in the beginning
of the runoff year, and if there's sufficient
flexibility, the plan is followed pretty much.

Now, then, if there's, obviously, a change in
hydrol ogy conditions, in the fall -- it's updated
occasionally, but I think if a plan is formulated in
t he begi nning of the year, that is sufficient.

You said -- did you say about annual -- I'm
t hr ough.
MR, CANADAY: That's all | have.

MR BIRMNGHAM M. Del Piero, M. Canaday's
cross-exam nation has just raised a couple issues |I'd
like to address. Three questions maxi mum

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO.  Ckay.

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON BY MR Bl RM NGHAM
Q M. Coufal, does the Departnent of Water and Power
inits leases with individuals that operate in the

val l ey, Long Valley, do those |eases provide for a
reduction in irrigation during short water years?

A BY MR COUFAL: Wth the Inyo-L.A agreenent,
there is criteria that's in there now that says
basically, we, in the Oaens Valley, have comitnent to
mai ntain the 1981-82 uses. There is a provision to cut
back on those uses if it's agreed to by the standing
conmittee menbers, representatives fromlnyo County and
Los Angel es.

Q Now, M. Hasencanp, there have been a coupl e of
guesti ons about the conclusion of your testinony where
there was the discussion of the submttal to the State
Board of an annual plan.

Is it correct that what you neant by that
testinmony is that at the begi nning of each runoff year
or in May, a plan would be submitted to the State Board
concerning the Departnent of Water and Power's
operation for that year?
A BY MR, HASENCAMP: Yes. On a runoff year
Q And then for the conclusion of runoff year, the
Department of Water and Power would submit data to the
state so that the State Board coul d determ ne
conpliance with that, then?
A Yes, that's correct.

MR BIRM NGHAM | have no further questions.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Thank you very much,
M. Birm ngham

Anyone el se, based on M. Canaday's | ast
guestions, have any others? Don't all junp up at once.

Ladi es and gentl emen, we have -- when's our next
heari ng day?

MR, CANADAY: It's next Thursday, M. Del Piero.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PI ERO. 28t h.

VR, CANADAY: No, it would be the 3rd.

HEARI NG OFFI CER DEL PIERO  Hal f-day session,
that's next Wednesday? Dr. Stine on behalf of The
Nat i onal Audubon Society and the Comm ttee, Mno Lake



Committee, and M. Roos on behalf of Los Angel es
Department of Water and Power.

And then we will have a hearing on the day of the
4th, full day, and it's scheduled for a | ate evening.
We're going to try vigorously to try and get that done,
so a certain friend of mne can attend a -- it's
sticking in nmy throat, a Bulls gane.

Nonet hel ess, we will try to do our very best to
nmove it along expeditiously. In the neantine, folks,
we will see you next week.

MR, CANADAY: M. Del Piero, several points of
busi ness.

W will have to store your exhibits so -- and on

anot her topic, for those of you that are going to
attend the services tonorrow for Ms. Anglin, if you
need a map, | have maps here, and you can see ne about
that, and I will provide those to you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER del PIERO Ladies and gentl emnen,
this hearing is in adjournment. W will see you next
week.

(Wher eupon the proceedi ngs were
adjourned at 5:20 p.m)
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