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eceived: by arl-img-5.compuserve.com (8.6.10/5.950515)
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Cc:Pete. Chadwick <chadwick@sonnet.com>,

L "    Jim White <103~63.2257@CompuServe.COM>
ub~ect: Mokelumne River assumptions

Message-Id: <961D28231346_103063.2257_IHB99-1@CompuServe.COM>
~Content-Length: 1628

Status: O ¯

~S
ick:

everal weeks ago we were discussing the operations modelling assumptions CALFED
should use for the Existing Conditions and No Action alternative. The table you

~str~buted showed the.EBMUD Lower Mokelumne River Management Plan (LMRMP) for
isting.Conditions and a new agreement between DFG and EBMUD for No Action.

~ased on the advice of staff and management at Region 2, my recommendation is
~hat you use the LM~MP flows for both E.C and NAA. For the time being actual

operations ~re carried out pursuant to the LMRMP, with some adjustments on’a

l
year by year basis when there is available water supply. Obviousl~ there is no
way to modeiannually-negotiated deviations from flows in the plan~

~s you know the DFG has its own Lower Mokelumne River Fisheries Management Plan
~which formed the basis of ourtestimony in hearing before State Water.a 9he

Resources Control Board. To ~ate the SWRCB has not c~me forward with a decision
on the Mokelumne River. My view is that by agreeing to use of the LMRMP for

I modelling puproses, we are not making any judgement about.whether DFG’s or
EBMUD’~ plan’is more appropriate. That is for the SWRCB to decide.

~With regard to using the "new proposed flows pursuant to agreement being
Inegotia~ed’~ for theNo Action’al~ernative, those negotiations have been       .

discontinued and no agreement has been reached.    Hence, there is no basis for
assuming any specific flow standards for the future different from those which

J are currently being used.

Sorry for the delay in providing this clarification. If you have any questions,

~please ~all or write.

Thanks
Jim W.
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