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EXHIBIT “A” 

Table 1 
Comparison of Expert’s Theoretical Depths1 (feet) 

In Natural (nat.) and Not Natural (not nat.) Conditions of the River 
Segments2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Gage3 Virden York Clifton Clifton Bonita 
Ck Solomon Ashurst Calva Coolidge 

Dam Kelvin Below 
Kelvin Olberg Above Salt 

Confluence Laveen Buckeye Dome Yuma 

ASLD4 
0.9 

(not nat.) 
-- 

1.0 
(not nat.) 

1.0 
(not nat.) 

-- 
1.3 

(not nat.) 
-- 

< 0.5 
(not nat.) 

2.7 
(not nat. 
mean)5 

1.3 
(not nat.) 

-- 1.5-2.0 
(nat.)6 -- 2.5-3.0 

(nat.)7 
1.0-3.0 
(nat.)8 

2.5-3.0 
(nat.)9 -- 

Burtell10 (nat) <1.7-1.8 <1.6 <2.0 <2.0 1.1-2.5 <2.0 <2.0 <1.8 <1.8-2.0 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Gookin11 (nat) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.55 
(error) -- 0.74 

(error) -- -- -- -- 

Hjalmarson12 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 2.5-3.0 -- -- 2.5-3.0 

Summary of 
Opinions13 0.9-1.8 1.6 1.0-2.0 1.0-2.0 1.1-2.5 1.3-2.0 <2.0 0.5-1.8 1.8-2.7 1.3 0.55 

(error) 1.5-2.0 0.74 
(error) 2.5-3.0 1.0-3.0 2.5-3.0 2.5-3.0 

 
 

                                                 
1 These are just theoretical depths and should be used in conjunction with historical and modern accounts of the river. 
2 Segmentation based on ASLD segments. 
3 At some locations actual USGS gages exist, at other locations, experts used gage data from a different location to estimate that specific location’s depth.  
4 Where indicated “not nat.” ASLD’s hydraulic depths are based on flows from post-statehood gage readings, when the river was largely depleted and was not in its ordinary and natural condition; ordinary and natural 
condition depths would be deeper.  X020-79, PPT 136, 143-151.  
5 ASLD did not calculate a median flow, but did calculate a mean flow. X020-79, PPT 146 (Fuller). This would be slightly higher than an expected median in depleted, not ordinary and natural conditions. 
6 ASLD did not calculate a median flow rate at Olberg but did calculate depths based on various flows.  X020-79, PPT 148 (Fuller). Olberg is nearby Gookin’s “Below Kelvin” location, and as Gookin was the only expert to 
calculate median flow in that area, Gookin’s median flow rate was used with ASLD’s corresponding depth range. X009 ( “Summary” table). 
7 ASLD did not calculate a median flow at this location, but did calculate depths based on various flows. X020-79, PPT 149 (Fuller). Hjalmarson was the only expert to calculate median flow in the area of Laveen (below the 
Salt River confluence).  023, p. 12 (Hjalmarson 2002 Rpt.).  His flow rate was used with ASLD’s corresponding depth range. 
8 ASLD did not calculate a median flow at this location, but did calculate depths based on various flows. X020-79, PPT 150 (Fuller). The entire range calculated is listed.  
9 ASLD did not calculate a median flow at this location, but did calculate depths based on various flows. X020-79, PPT 151 (Fuller). Hjalmarson was the only expert to calculate median flow in the area of Dome (Yuma).  
023, p. 12 (Hjalmarson 2002 Rpt.).  His flow rate was used with ASLD’s corresponding depth range. 
10 Burtell’s hydraulic depths are reconstructed maximum mean depths for the natural condition of the river.  X008-2, p. 17, Table 10 (Burtell Decl.). 
11 Gookin reconstructed natural depths. X009 ( “Summary” table). Gookin admitted that he miscalculated depths. Tr. 6/18/14, pp. 763-766 (Gookin).  ASLD’s expert Jon Fuller testified that Gookin’s depths were low due to 
the use of an incorrect n-value of 0.02 instead of 0.035, a 75% percent difference.  Tr. 6/17/14, pp 507-509 (Fuller).  Robert Mussetter, an expert for the proponents of non-navigability, also testified that Gookin’s depths are 
low based on an incorrect n-value. Tr. 8/19/14, pp. 1743-1745 (Mussetter).  
12 Hjalmarson reconstructed depths at two points: just below the confluence with the Salt (ASLD’s Laveen) and at the mouth of the Gila (ASLD’s Yuma).  023, p. 12 (Hjalmarson 2002 Rpt.). 
13 This summary does not necessarily reflect comparable depths because some depths are for the not natural condition of the river and some depths are for natural reconstructed depths. 
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