
 
Summary of Aquifer Science Hearing – Day 7 
Thursday May 30, 2013   9:00am – 4:45pm 
  
NM Water Service Corporation is withdrawing as a protestant and is working out the basis of that 
withdrawal in an agreement with Aquifer Science.   
This agreement is expected to be signed soon, but we do not know what the agreement covers.  
 
Hearing schedule may change for June 25-28.   
The schedule of witnesses for the 4 days of June hearing has not been clarified because of witness 
availability. 
 
Cross-examination of Reid Bandeen (hydrologist working with Bruce Frederick for the protestants).  
Bandeen’s testimony focused on the breadth of Bandeen’s hydrology expertise and the techniques he 
used in analyzing the Aquifer Science models.  
  
Direct testimony of Paul Davis (hydrologist working with Bruce Frederick for the protestants).   
Davis went into great detail using Aquifer Science exhibits to demonstrate inconsistencies in the Aquifer 
Science models.  He focused on their analysis of faults, some arbitrarily treated as impermeable and 
others not included in the model at all.  This inconsistent treatment is not supported by the geology or 
the well data available.  
  
Davis also demonstrated issues with the recharge model (how much rainwater gets back into the 
aquifer). For instance, the recharge model was not calibrated and showed extremely high recharge rates 
that were artificially reduced in one case, but left unchanged in other areas.  He also examined a report 
that Aquifer Science used to support their model of a 6 month recharge from rain water.  He discovered 
a serious calculation error that was previously not known to the original authors of the study.  The 
correction of this error resulted in much slower rates of recharge.   
  
Davis completed about 2/3 of his direct testimony today and will continue tomorrow, after which he will 
be cross-examined.     
 
Summary of Aquifer Science Hearing – Day 8 
Friday May 31, 2013   9:00am – 1:45pm 
 
PAUL DAVIS (hydrologist working with Bruce Frederick for the protestants) CONTINUED HIS DIRECT 
TESTIMONY, noting details in the implementation of the Aquifer Science groundwater model that would 
lead to erroneous underestimates of the effect of the requested pumping from the Aquifer Science 
wells. 
 
These details included such things as: 
*  inconsistent treatment of fault zones,  
*  problems in treating the amounts of recharge, both to the west and inside of the model boundary, 
*  treating the "deep" Madera formation as a barrier, 
*  hydrologic conductivity and alignment issues in various layers that would cause drawdown effects to 
be forced downward (away from existing wells), 
*  treating confined aquifers as unconfined, which would overestimate the storage values by a factor of 
1000, and  



* continuing to adjust the model even after it was being used for predictive simulations. 
 
Paul summarized his findings as providing reasons why the Aquifer Science DBS&A model should not be 
used by the Office of the State Engineer (OSE) to estimate the impact of the proposed pumping on 
existing wells.  He stressed that these comments also applied to the OSE Keyes model which had all of 
the same problems as the Aquifer Science DBS&A model, in fact being the DBS&A model obtained from 
Aquifer Science with only very small changes made to a single hydraulic parameter (viz., specific yield). 
 
THE CROSS EXAMINATION OF PAUL DAVIS was extremely short given the amount of material he 
presented and in comparison to cross examinations of other witness.  The point of greatest concern was 
an objection by the Aquifer Science team to testimony Paul gave in Day 7 where he identified an error in 
the computations made in a highly referenced paper by McCoy and Blanchard used in the Aquifer 
Science model for recharge analysis.  Since this information had not been presented in any of Paul's 
earlier materials and since this allegation was especially significant because it called the results of a 
highly referenced paper into question, it was disallowed as admissible material.   The OSE attorney 
subsequently argued that much material was being introduced by all presenters in PowerPoint 
presentations which were only described as "demonstrative exhibits" and not entered as formal 
exhibits.  The Hearing Examiner noted that the Hearing Unit keeps copies of everything that is 
presented, and requested everyone who used a PowerPoint presentation to make it available to all the 
other parties.   The remaining questions that were asked of Paul generally provided him with an 
opportunity to reveal even more problems with the Aquifer Science DBS&A model, and cross 
examination finished quite early -- Paul concluded his testimony a little after 1 PM.   
 
OTHER WITNESSES: 
*  The final Environmental Law Center witness, Reggie Fletcher, was not present as he had not been 
scheduled to speak until June 25. 
*  The Bernalillo County witness was still on sick leave.   
*  Pro Se protestant David Thompson was also absent due to illness.   
*  Pro Se protestant Bill Alzheimer, PhD Mechanical Engineering and former director at Sandia National 
Laboratories, presented well records that he had collected over thirty years and argued that the 
behavior of the water in his wells was not supported by the hydrogeological assumptions presented by 
the Aquifer Science team. 
* The OSE lawyer did not want to begin their case only to have it postponed until late June, so the 
meeting adjourned around 1:45 PM. 
 
 
  
  
 
 


