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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USE OF THE EIR 

These Response to Comments and Revisions to the Draft EIR volumes, together with the Draft 

EIR and its appendices, constitute the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project 

known as Water from the Owens Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct. This is a 

program EIR. A program EIR addresses the environmental consequences of a plan or program. 

This EIR addresses the overall environmental consequences of increased water gathering since 1970 

on the Owens Valley environment, the installation of certain facilities, and actions identified in the 

Agreement on a Long-Term Groundwater Management Plan for Owens Valley and Inyo County 

(Agreement). However, certain actions under the Agreement, which have not yet been defined 

and will not be implemented at this stage of the project, will be addressed in future environmental 

review as allowed by CEQA. 

This EIR will be used for different purposes by Los Angeles, as lead agency, and Inyo County, as 

a responsible agency. In order for Los Angeles to comply with the informational requirements of 

CEQA as mandated by the Court of Appeal for the Third Appellate District, this EIR must 

examine the environmental effects of all water management practices and facilities that have been 

or will be implemented or constructed in Owens Valley to supply water to the secand aqueduct, 

including increased groundwater pumping. Inyo County, in its role as a responsible agency, will 

use the EIR to assist it in deciding whether to give final approval to the Agreement. In this way, 

the EIR fulfills the informational requirements of CEQG the Court, Inyo County, Los Angeles, 

LADWP, and the public. 



1. fntroduction 

The Draft EIR was published in September 1990 and circulated for review and comment by the 

public and interested parties, agencies, and organizations until January 28, 1991. Five public 

meetings were conducted by EIP Associates in the Owens Valley and les in December 

1990. All verbal corn nts received at the public meetings were tr a certified court 

reporter. Written comments on the Draft EIR were also received iates during the 

public review period. 

Written comments were fm 17 gov ent agencies, 20 or ons and institutions, 

and 95 individuals. e letters are divided into five categories: ate Agencies, h a 1  

Agencies, Organizations and Institutions, Individuals, and ihe transcripls of the public meetings. 

The interest of the general public in the project is reflected in the great number of cornmen& that 

were received on the Draft EIR. 

The Response to amments  document of this in respnsl: to verbal 

and written comments received during the public review 

for public review be August 1991 prior 

Both agencies wit1 review and consider the Fin 

Court orders, the Final EIR 

Third Appetiate District in Sacramento. 

Before approving the 

Angeles and Inyo Gou aeh must "certify" the Final EIR. Certification wmsists of two separate 

steps: Each agency's governing must conclude first, that the dwurnent h 

in compliance w CEQA, and second, that the body 

within the EIR 

After review and 

EIR. To do sa requires preparation of written findings by 

environmental effect idenri 

significant adve en6ronmental i 

project -- since inyo County can 



1. Introduction 

must be accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding and should indicate 

either 1) that mitigation measures to reduce adverse impacts to less than significant levels have 

been adopted, 2) that measures to mitigate specific effects are not within the jurisdiction of the 

agency making the finding; or 3) that specific economic, social, or other considerations make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identiGed in the Final EIR, but the project 

is acceptable because overriding wnsiderations indicate that the benefits of the project outweigh 

its advem effects. 

An additional requirement is that, when making findings, a monitoring program must be adopted 

and incorporated into the approved project for mitigation measures that reduce or avoid significant 

effects on the environment. This reporting or monitoring program would be designed to ensure 

CEQA compliance during project implementation. The reporting or monitoring program (Public 

Resources Code 21081.6) was added to CEQA in 1988 by Assembly Bill 3180 (Cortese). 

Once the Final EIR has been certified, the governing bodies will consider approval of the project. 

If, after consideration, each of the governing bodies (the Los Angeles Board of Water and Power 

Commissioners; the Los Angeles City Council; the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power; 

and the Inyo County Board of Supervisors) certiftes the EIR and approves the project, the 

necessary legal documents, including this EIR, will be filed with the appropriate courts. 

After certification of the Final EIR, Los Angeles and Inyo County must each file a Notice of 

Determination. The Notice of Determination is a formal legal notification of the approval of the 

Final EIR. The filing of this notice initiates a 3Way statute of limitations period for challenging 

approval of the Final EIR under CEQA. 

If the Court of Appeal for the Third Appellate District approves a request to discharge writ as 

satisfied, the environmental litigation between Inyo County and the City of Los Angeles, which 

commenced in 1972, will be resolved. If the Inyo County Superior Court approves a Stipulation 

and Order (setting forth the Agreement), that Court will enter an order withholding final judgment 

in the City of Los Angeles' legal challenge to the groundwater management ordinance adopted by 

Inyo County voters in 1980, and setting forth the provisions of the long-term groundwater 

management plan. 



Individual responses 

also refer the reader to a response to a master commen 

it may clarify where infomation requested in the 

Draft EIR. In some instances, co 

matters that do not pertain to the cantent of the D 
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In such instances, the comment is noted, and an explanatory response is provided indicating why 

the particular issue does not require further response. In all cases, a good faith effort has been 

made to respond to the questions or issues raised in each letter. 

The Appendices section contains 15 appendices, providing supporting information for responses in 

this document or in response to comments. A list of the appendices is presented in Table of 

Contents. 

If you feel that there are environmental concerns that have not been fully addressed by either this 

Response to Comments document or the September 1990 Draft EIR, please identify those wncerns 

when commenting on the Final EIR document, and submit those comments to EIP Associates at 

the address below. Such comments will be submitted to Los Angeles and Inyo County for 

consideration. 

Mr. John A. Davis, P.E. 
Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
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2. MASTER COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

2.1 PURPOSE OF MASTER COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter presents the master comments and responses. Since publication of the Draft EIR in 

September 1990, a great number of written and oral comments were received on the Draft EIR, 

Green Book, and Agreement. At the close of the comment period on January 28, 1991, EIP 

Associates and the Technical Group reviewed the written comments and oral testimony received 

during the public review period. The public's interest in the project is reflected in the great 

number of comments received. Those comments expressed frequently were identified as "master 

comments." An index to master comments is presented in Table 2-1. The master comments are 

organized to generally follow the order of the Draft EIR. Responses to the master comments are 

presented in Section 2.2. These responses are intended to be comprehensive and detailed. 

Readers are still encouraged to review individual letters of interest in Chapter 4, Letter Comments 

and Responses, for responses to individual comments. 

2.2 RESPONSES TO MASTER COMMENTS 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

COMMENT PD-I 

Some form of the project has been in operation for twenty years. This should make the EIR 

invalid. 

RESPONSE PD-I 

As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, and Chapter 2, History of Water Development in Owens 

Valley, the second Los Angeles Aqueduct began operation in June 1970. In November 1972, Inyo 

County filed a lawsuit claiming that Los Angela' operation in supplying the second aqueduct, 

including increased groundwater pumping, was harming the environment of the Owens Valley and 
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Some form of the project has ration for twenty years. This should 
make the EIR invalid. 
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Table 2-1 (Cont'd) 

Mining could still occur during a shorter time frame, especially during prolonged 
drought. 

The pumping on the Bishop Cone that would be allowed under the Agreement 
would be for export and thus in violation of the Hillside Decree. 

The Agreement lacks a comprehensive grazing management program that is 
subject to CEQA review. Not enough information is provided on the grazing 
management program described in the Draft EIR. 

The release of Los Angeles-owned lands for development would result in 
destruction of wetlands. 

Haiwee ReservoirDam should not be included in the EIR as a benefit to Inyo 
County because of seismic and safety problems. Haiwee ReservoirDam should 
be deleted from the Agreement. 

The Drought Recovery Policy should be strengthened to cause recovery of soil 
moisture to the estimated needs of the vegetation at the time it was inventoried 
between 1984 and 1987. 

How will significance be interpreted under the Agreement? The term significant 
should be clearly defined. 

ALTERNATIVES 

AL-1 The alternatives in the Draft EIR are not genuine, but are "variations on a 
theme" and thus do not meet CEQA 

AL-2 The analyses on desalination and wastewater reclamation are biased, and 
overstate the negative impacts associated with each, while underestimating 
benefits. These two measures alone could preclude any groundwater pumping 
in Owens Valley. 

AL-3 The alternatives analysis indicates that the additional water supplied by the 
project is only 42,000 acre-feet per year over pre-project levels, or six percent 
of Los Angela's supply. Los Angeles could certainly conserve six percent as 
a way of avoiding any further groundwater pumping in the Owens Valley. 

AL-4 The alternatives analysis should evaluate a pipeline from the northwest region 
to northern California as a potential new water supply. 
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Table 2-1 (Cont'd) 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES 

Pre-Project Conditions 

EA-1 The description of pre-project vegetation should be improved. It 
should include a pre-project vegetat ate of the number of acres 
of each vegetation type that 
descriptions of the pre-projecl conditiotrs o 
the pre-project aerial extent of all s 

Geology 

G-1 Verifl that subsidence has not oceuraed ue to groundwater 

G-2 of Owens Valley is not p . More information about 
tocene period needs to be i 

Water Resources 

The conclusion of "no significant impacts" on should be disputed, 
especially for private wells, springs, canals. Water has 
been lost from these facilities or na 

The water quality discussion is inadaqua provide enough 
information on pathogens, heavy metals ilutants. 

In-valley water uses versus export are not well due to commingling of 
water in the aqueduct system. 

Preserve Reinhackle Spring because it is the last of its kind in the Valley. 

Expand discussion on response of water levels to pumping to further 
demonstrate how quickly or siowly water ievels would return to pre-pumping 
levels. 

Vegetation 

VE- 1 The Agreement allows for changes from one vegetation community to another 
within a vegetation management r, such changes could, in fact, 
result in significant adverse impac r wildlife species. Within Type 
E management classification, n odd not be allowed to be 
converted to alfalfa. 
impacts. 
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Table 2-1 (Cont'd) 

Wildlife 

WL-1 

Portions of the analysis of vegetation impacts are site-specific, and some portions 
are not. Additional site-specific information is needed to better understand 
impacts on vegetation. 

Impacts of groundwater pumping are understated. The 1981 Inyo County report 
mapped 25,000 acres as being affected by groundwater pumping. Why the 
discrepancy in the Draft EIR? What happened since 1981? 

A decrease of 40,000 acre-feet per year in evapotranspiration referenced in the 
Draft EIR is a significant impact and must be specifically addressed in the Final 
EIR. 

Use the Jaques report on aerial photo interpretation for pre-project and 
vegetation impact analysis. 

Inventory and map rare plant species. The listing in the Draft EIR is 
incomplete. LADWP should have a management plan for rare and endangered 
plants. 

Description of secondary effects of saltcedar eradication/wntrol is inadequate. 
What happens to other vegetation when saltcedar is removed? 

The impact analysis in the Draft EIR did not include an area of approximately 
300 acres north of the Owens River near Laws that has been severely impacted 
by groundwater pumping since 1970. 

The listing of birds in the wildlife chapter is both inaccurate and incomplete. 
The listing of birds should be updated to reflect new names of some bird 
species, and to include the most recent data on bird sightings. 

Historical references pertaining to lesser wildlife abundance are not documented 
in the Draft EIR. 

The listing of animal species of special concern contained in Table 11-5 of the 
September 1990 Draft EIR is incomplete. Please refer to the listing provided 
by the California Department of Fish and Game. 

Past USGS and California Fish and Game reports (pre-1970) should be used to 
help establish pre-project conditions. 
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Table 2-1 (Cont'd) 

WL-5 The Draft EIR should have included a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) to 
quantify changes to wildlife habitat, and indirectly serve as estimate of change 
in wildlife populations. 

WL-6 Does the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power monitor wildlife on their 
lands. If so, how? 

E. Air Quality 

AQ-1 The Draft EIR should have included the Owens dry Lake dust problem as a 
cumulative air quality impact since this is the major source of PM-10 in Inyo 
County. 

Energy 

EN-1 The energy analysis is not detailed enough. What about energy savings if 
groundwater pumping were discontinued? 

Cultural Resources 

CL- 1 Impacts due to new wells and recharge basins or infiltration trenches are 
understated. More extensive archaeological resources exist than have been 
described in the Draft EIR. 

CL-2 The archaeological investigation of the Draft EIR should have included 
subsurface testing. Its omission makes the analysis in the Draft EIR inadequate. 

CL-3 Indian tribes should have been consulted during preparation of the Draft EIR 
to ascertain existence of unrecorded resources. Local cultural resources have 
been impacted by past water gathering activities, and will continue to be 
impacted by water gathering in the future. 

Ancillary Facilities 

AF-1 Analysis of ancillary facilities is not detailed enough and thus is inadequate. 
More information is needed on the precise location of new wells, and new or 
enlarged recharge basins. 

AF-2 No new wells should be drilled at or near Reinhackie Spring, Lone Pine Tree, 
and other sensitive areas. 
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Table 2-1 (Cont'd) 

MITIGATION 

MT- 1 

MT-2 

MT-3 

MT-4 

SUMMARY 

There have been problems with past mitigation effort by Los Angeles, and 
some of the efforts were not effective. 

Mitigations in the Green Book are experimental and thus not assured of 
mitigating effects on the environment. What happens if efforts are unsuccessful? 

Off-site compensatory mitigation must not be accepted when it has not been 
conclusively demonstrated that on-site, in-kind mitigation is infeasible. 

Mitigation programs should not be allowed to be discontinued upon mutual 
consent of Los Angeles and Inyo County, as provided in Section X 
Enhancementkfitigation Projects of the Agreement. 

All cumulative impacts, including those impacts associated with the first Los 
Angeles Aqueduct must be mitigated in this EIR. 

The description of Lower Owens River project is inadequate. It is not 
acceptable for impacts on springs, seeps, and wetlands due to the second 
aqueduct. It is not acceptable for impacts on springs, seeps, and wetlands due 
to the second aqueduct. 

How was it determined that a significant effect on the environment was reduced 
to a less than significant level through mitigation? 

The Draft EIR does not adequately discuss the alternatives to the mitigation 
measures identified for each significant effect of the project from 1970 to 1990 
and the reason for selecting a particular measure. 

S-1 The Draft EIR Summary makes it unclear whether, under the vegetation 
management goals of the Agreement, the 1984-87 period or the 1981-82 period 
serves as the base of comparison for determining decreases and changes in 
vegetation. 
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that the practice should be analyzed in an Environmental Impact Report (Em) in accordance with 

the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In 1973, the Third District 

Court of Appeal ruled that Los Angeles must prepare an EIR on a project of increased 

groundwater pumping, Accordingly, Los Angeles prepared two EIRs, one in 1976 and another in 

1979, hut the Court found both to be inadequate. 

In 1984, Inyo County and Los Angeles entered into a five-year interim agreement that suspended 

litigation and, through cooperative studies and development of a long-term groundwater 

management plan, sought a permanent resolution of the disputes between the parties. In approving 

this interim agreement, the Court said that its order to prepare an EIR could be fulfilled if the 

EIR is presented to the Court in conjunction with such a joint plan. Los hgeles and Inyo County 

have prepared a long-term groundwater management plan (Agreement). This EIR, which is 

presented in conjunction with the joint plan, represents a third effort to satisfy the information 

requirements of CEQA as required by the Court. Therefore, although the EIR is being prepared 

20 years after initial operation of the project, its preparation is in accordance with the orders of 

the Third Appellate Court, which has extended the time to prepare the EIR. 

COMMENT PD-2 

The complexity of the water system and the range of in-vailey uses makes it difficult to evaluate 

the impact analysis. 

RESPONSE PD-2 

Las Angeles and Inyo County acknowledge that the water system and range of in-valley uses are 

complex, therefore, the analysis of impacts of these elements is compiex. Every effort has been 

made to simplie the analysis. 

The exclusion of the Mono Basin and Owens Dry Lake from the makes the EIR invalid 

h a u s e  CEQA does not allow "piecemeal" projects. 
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RESPONSE PD-3 

Mono Basin 

The scope of this EIR was shaped in part by court decisions related to litigation between Inyo 

County and Los Angeles. As a result of court decisions, Los Angeles was specifically directed to 

prepare an EIR on the effects of groundwater pumping on the Owens Valley. This direction did 

not include the Mono Basin, located in Mono County. The project as defined concerns water 

gathering in the Owens Valley and, in particular, increased groundwater pumping by LADWP. The 

Mono Basin water supply to Los Angeles is not physically or technically related to water gathering 

in the Owens Valley. Water gathered in the Mono Basin passes through the Owens Valley in the 

Owens River and the Los Angeles Aqueduct. According to the terms of the Agreement, the 

amount of water Los Angeles may obtain in the Owens Valley will be determined by factors 

independent from Mono Basin water. The abundance or scarcity of water in the Mono Basin has 

no effect on the proposed project in the Owens Valley. 

As described in the Draft EIR in Chapter 1, Introduction, on page 1-5, paragraph 2, the effects 

of Los Angeles' water gathering activities in the Mono Basin are to be addressed in an EIR being 

prepared by the State Water Resources Control Board. 

Owens Dry Lake 

Owens Lake was dry by 1924 as a result of the operation of the first Los Angeles Aqueduct. The 

drying of Owens Lake predates the operation of the second Los Angeles Aqueduct by nearly 50 

years, and thus falls outside the scope of the project covered by this EIR, which evaluates the 

environmental impacts of water gathering since 1970. However, Owens Lake is discussed in the 

pre-project setting section, which this EIR uses to consider whether or not there are significant 

adverse impacts upon the environment caused by the project, and in the cumulative impact analysis. 

Please refer to response to master comment AQ-I regarding Owens Lake and cumulative impacts. 

Although it is concluded that the condition of Owens Dry Lake is not affected by the project, it 

should be emphasized that mitigation of the Owens Dry Lake dust problem is currently the subject 

of a separate multi-agency study headed by the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District, 

with financial support from the State Lands Commission and LADWP. 
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COMMENT PD-4 

The Agreement will exacerbate already dangerously low groundwater levels. No new wells should 

be allowed. 

RESPONSE PD-4 

Low Groundwater Levels 

During the first three years of the current prolonged drought, 

well field areas were lowered due to low runoff and groundwate However, during the 

1990-1991 runoff year, the annual pumping program develo County and LADWP 

restricted groundwater pumping to 89,500 acre-feet. As a result of this reduction i 

was an increase in groundwater tables in all well field areas. The annual pumpin 

current runoff year calk for the pumping of no more than 87, acre-feet of groundwater. With 

the continuation of reduced pumping, it is projected that groundwater tables in all well field areas 

will continue to rise during this runoff year. 

The Drought Recovery Policy adopted by the Inyo County/Los Angeies Sta 

for groundwater pumping during this drought and during a period of 

an environmenially conservative manner as was done in the 1 -91 and 1991-92 runoff years until 

there has been a substantial recovery in soil moisture and water table conditions in areas of Type 

B, C and D vegetation. The intent of this policy is to achieve the vegetation protection goals of 

the Agreement. Please see response to Master Comment PD-17 for additional discussion of the 

Drought Recovely Policy. 

New Wells 

Under the Agreement, LADWP will construct up to 15 new wells to Faciiitate rotational pumping, 

to increase operational flexibility and to replace existing wells, as dexr in Chapter 16, Ancillary 

Facilities, of the Draft EIR. The increased operational flexibility and rotational pumping will 

provide LADWP with pumping capability that can be "rotated" from one area to another. By 

having increased pumping capacity, demand can be met while minimizi 

impacts due to pumping. Any new wells ~0I IS t~c ted  by Los Angeles in 
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be constructed and operated so as not to cause significant decreases and/or changes in vegetation. 

The guidelines that will be followed in the siting, construction and operation of any new wells are 

described in Section VI of the Agreement (pages B-29 to B-34), in Section W.B of the Green 

Book (pages 97-100) and in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities, of the Draft EIR (pages 16-14 to 16- 

41). 

All of the provisions of the Drought Recovery Policy equally apply to all new wells and to existing 

wells in the Owens Valley. Also, all of the management provisions of the Agreement, including 

the following, apply to pumping from existing and new wells: 

o Under provisions of the Agreement, groundwater pumping will be managed so as to avoid 

significant decreases in the live cover of groundwater-dependent vegetation, to avoid a 

change in a significant amount of such vegetation from one management type to vegetation 

in another management type that precedes it alphabetically, and to avoid other significant 

effects on the environment. 

o In addition, the Agreement provides that long-term mining of groundwater will be avoided 

by managing groundwater pumping so that the total pumping from any well field over a 20- 

year period (the then current year plus the 19 previous years) does not exceed the total 

recharge to the same well field area over the same 20-year period. 

o Another goal of the Agreement is to manage groundwater pumping to avoid causing 

significant adverse impacts to private (non-Los Angela-owned) wells and to mitigate such 

impacts if any should occur. 

o Groundwater pumping will be managed to avoid reductions in spring flows that would cause 

significant decreases and changes in spring associated vegetation. (% response to comment 

PD-5.) Additionally, groundwater pumping from wells that affect flow from Reinhackle 

Spring will be managed so that flows from the spring will not be signiftcantly reduced 

compared to flows under prevailing natural conditions. (See response to comment WA- 

4.) As a result of this management, it is probable that no more than one of the three new 

wells identified on page 16-29 of the Draft EIR in the vicinity of Reinhackle Spring (ISB- 

4, 5 and 6) will be constructed as part of the project covered by this EIR. 
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a. temporarily supplying surface water or groundwater of a quality that would restore and 

sustain the vegetation until adequate spring £low resumes; 

b. revegetating the affected area if necessary. 

Concerning seeps, Section I.D.1 of the Green Book (page 31) provides: 

Certain vegetation of significant environmental value [is] not shown on the management maps 

because [it is] not the dominant species. This vegetation will be identijied by the Technical 

Group for monitoring putposes on overlays to the management maps. Areas of this vegetation 

include riparian vegetation dependent upon springs and flowing wells, stands of tree willows 

and cottonwoods, and areas with rare or endangered species. The monitoring sites will be 

located in areas where there is a potential for impact to such vegetation by groundwater 

pumping or changes in sutface water management practices (although certain areas of rare or 

endangered species will be monitored, these areas will not be public4 idettti@d on the 

management maps in the interest of protectkg such vegetation). 

If; through @Id observation, monitoring and other evaluations, it is determined that 

groundwater pumping or changes in surface water management practices [have] resulted in 

severe water deficit stress that could cause a signijicant decrease or change in this vegetation, 

the Technical Group will take such action as is feasible and necessary to prevent signifiant 

impacts and to reduce any impacts to a level that is not significant. 

Section I.D.2 (page 32) and Section LD.3 (page 33) of the Green Book describe. how this 

vegetation will be monitored and how mitigation plans will be developed for this vegetation, if 

necessary. 

COMMENT PD-6 

Unilateral well turn odoff by Los Angeles is not acceptable. 

RESPONSE PD-6 

Section V.C of the Agreement (pages B-26 and B-27) provides: 



In Section I of n this unilateral right 

so that it is on 
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within the entire area of the monitoring site must recover to the requisite degree before wells 

linked to the monitoring site may be turned on. 

COMMENT PD-7 

Monitoring under the Green Book should include other parties (and not exclusively LADW and 

Inyo County) such as the Farm Bureau, U.C. Cooperative Extension, Environmentalists, Technical 

Specialists, Indian tribes, and lessees. 

RESPONSE PD-7 

The Agreement and the Green Book provide that groundwater and vegetation monitoring will be 

jointly conducted by Inyo County and LADWP. Monitoring results will be a part of the summaries 

of Technical Group and Standing Committee meetings, which are available to the public. 

Los Angeles and Inyo County will adopt a mitigation monitoring program at the time of project 

approval, in accordance with AB3180 (Cortese) which was added to CEQA in 1988. The 

mitigation monitoring program will give the public the opportunity to observe the procedures 

proposed for monitoring existing and future mitigation projects. 

The Technical Group is responsible for implementation and monitoring of mitigation measures. 

(See Section LC.2.c, pages 30 and 31, of the Green Book) All reports of the Technical Group 

to the Standing Committee regarding the effectiveness of mitigation measures are part of the 

summaries of Standing Committee meetings and are available to the public. 

In addition, any members of the public or of any interested agency or organization may, upon 

request, observe any monitoring activity of the Technical Group or its staff. 

COMMENT PD-8 

Indian tribes are not parties to the Agreement and are not bound by its provisions. Tribal lands 

are not protected under the Agreement. 
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RESPONSE PD-8 

It is correct that l are neither parties to the nt nor bound by its provisions; 

however, it should stressed that if the Agreement is a t will not affect any legal rights 

or remedies now available to t oreover, its environmental rotection, private well 

protection, and other provisions will create the tribes may exercise. Under 

the water management goais of the Agree alley, including tribal 

lands, will receive a greater degree of envi rnent is approved. 

. However, if now or in the 

n or OK a resewation that is not 

being properly mitigated, it has the same recourse as ail other people under the Agreement to 

bring the matter to t attention of lus  Angel /or ihe tribe may employ 

any other available I ! right or remedy, inch 

ressed in the Draft EIR 

of Indian water rights in 

an attempt to narrow the 

RESPONSE PD- 

No significant effects of the 

Indian lands or water ri 

ame criteria were 
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Bishop and Lone Pine Reservations 

The project does not affect or alter Los Angeles' and LADWP's commitment to deliver water to 

these reservations, nor does it affect or alter their right to divert sudace water from streams 

running through these reservations. It should be noted that it is solely a decision of the reservation 

andlor its residents whether or not to make use of the available water for irrigation or other 

purposes. (See discussion below of a 1938 exchange agreement.) 

Groundwater pumping under the project from 1970 to 1990 has not significantly affected water 

tables under these reservations or vegetation dependent on groundwater under these reservations. 

No significant effects of the project on the environments of these reservations have been identified. 

Big Pine Reservation 

The project does not affect Los Angeles' and LADWP's commitment to deliver water to this 

reservation, nor does it aEEect or alter their right to divert surface water from streams running 

through the reservation. It should be noted that it is solely a decision of the reservation and/or 

its residents whether or not to make use of the available water for irrigation or other purposes. 

(See discussion below of a 1938 exchange agreement:) 

The information presented in Appendix A-2 indicates that water table declines in the Big Pine area 

of approximately five to ten feet, which occurred between 1971 and 1990, were due to drought and 

groundwater pumping under the project. However, the information presented also show the ten- 

foot drawdown contour of water tables for runoff and groundwater pumping conditions under the 

"worst case" scenario (conditions more severe than occurred between 1971 and 1990 in the Big Pine 

area) is located to the east of the Big Pine Reservation. Although water tables under this 

reservation have fluctuated due to drought and the project, no significant effects on the 

environment of the reservation attributable to groundwater pumping or surface water management 

by LADWP have been identified. 

It has been stated that there were cumulative effects of the project on this and other reservations. 

This issue is addressed in responses to comments AQ-I and MT-5. 
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Based on the infor ation presented in c master comments AQ- 

1 and MT-5, it is concluded that the project has not ificant effects o n  the 

environment of this reservation. 

Fort Independen= Rsefvation 

The project does not affect or alter the rights o f t  P its resiiients to  divert and 

use water from surface s 

expressed that groundwater 

The information 

niour of water tables 

ter levels in reservation wells, or  any other 

Although water tab es under this reservat 

significant effects on the environment of He Draft EIR. Subject 

to completion of analpi 
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Impacts to Indian Lands and Water Rights - Agreement (Post-1990) 

A primary goal of the Agreement is to manage groundwater pumping and surface water to avoid 

causing significant decreaxls and changes in vegetation from the conditions documented during 1984 

to 1987. Otber goals are to avoid any other significant effects on the environment of the Owens 

Valley and to avoid impacts to wells not owned by LADWP. These and all other protections of 

the Agreement are availabie to Indian lands and water rights to the same extent as they are 

available to other non-los Angeles-owned lands in the Owens Valley. In view of these protections, 

it is concluded that there will be no significant effects to Indian lands and water rights in the future 

under the Agreement. However, if now or in the future, a Tribe believes that a significant effect 

has occurred on or off a resewation that is not being properly mitigated, it has the same recourse 

as all other people under the Agreement to bring the matter to the attention of Los Angeles and 

the County, and/or the Tribe may employ any other available legal right or remedy, including 

CEQA. 

Alleged Misstatement of Indian Water Rights 

No attempt was made to misstate the amount or the type of Indian rights or to limit the a p e  of 

the project or the EIR through such misstatement. There may be a difference of opinion between 

Los Angeles and certain Indian tribes as to the amount andlor the type of Indian water rights. 

This EIR is not the appropriate forum in which to resolve such differences. 

However, in response to comments concerning water rights under a 1938 exchange agreement, Los 

Angeles believes that the 1938 agreement between the United States and Los Angeles and 

LADWP transferred water rights from the lands conveyed by the United States to the lands 

acquired from Los Angeles. Similarly, the water rights attached to the lands conveyed by Los 

Angeles were transferred to the lands it received from the United States. In furtherance of that 

transfer and for the several purposes recited in the exchange agreement, Los Angeles agreed to 

deliver in perpetuity to the United States quantified amounts of water by surface conveyance at 

the exterior boundaries of the lands acquired by the United States, for use on such lands. The 

United States was further permitted to divert surface water from streams running through said lands 

conveyed to the United States, provided that such amounts would be deducted from the surface 

deliveries Los Angela and LADWP were obligated to make. T h w  obligations of Los Angeles 
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of water are not a ent between Los 

Angels and Pnyo County. meet its obligations to deliver water to 

meal pursuant to the terms and 

conditions of said agreement. 

COMMENT PD-10 

No standard, other than that of CE significant effects on t environment can 

be im 

This comment is correct. cant eFfects of the project on the 

The Agreement calrs for future man 

rovisioris of the 

RESPONSE PD- I I 

The only element of the ialiy financially obligatd is the 

Lower 



2. Master Comments and Responses 

round flow in the approximately fifty miles of river channel that has been dry since operation of 

the first LAX Angeles Aqueduct began in 1913. This project eiement will result in the expansion 

of a warm water fishery, improved riparian habitat, enhanced recreational opportunities and 

associated increased tourist visitation. 

It is estimated that the construction of a pumping system from the river near Keeler Bridge to the 

Los Angeles Aqueduct, channel modifications, new release structures, and other work will cost 

approximately $7.5 million. h Angeles will fund the entire initial cost of the project. Inyo 

County, the State of California or other sources are required to repay Los Angeles for one-half 

of the construction costs, up to a not-to-exceed amount of $3.75 million. 

Inyo County and Los Angeles have been exploring the availability of funding for this project from 

other agencies, including the State Department of Fish and Game, the State Department of Water 

Resources, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and the U.S. Corps of Engineers, as well as from 

private groups such as Ducks Unlimited and f ~ h i n g  groups. Since this unique project will restore 

such a long reach of river and will create hundreds of acres of riparian habitat, and because it 

enjoys wide-spread support, it appears that funding for all or a significant portion of the County's 

share of the project cost can be obtained. 

In the event that lnyo County must repay any portion of the project's cost to Los Angeles, the 

repayment will be deducted at the rate of $300,000 per year out of the over $2 million per year 

that Los Angeles will provide to Inyo County under the Agreement. Inyo County will pay no 

interest on this sum. 

COMMENT PD-12 

How can the groundwater mining provision of the Agreement prevent groundwater mining w k n  

outflows from the system, such as evapotranspiration and underflow, are not quantified or 

apparently considered? The groundwater mining provision is also inadequate because the 20 year 

period is km long. Mining could still occur during a shorter time frame, especially during 

prolonged drought. 



Background 

The groundwater mini 
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Following the inwrporation of the additional provisions concerning groundwater mining into the 

, the United Sta te  Geological Survey (USGS) was asked to review it for technical 

accuracy and agreement with the USGS intepretation of the groundwater system. In a letter dated 

August 20, 1990 (attached as Appendix A-3), the USGS stated, "In summary, it appears that the 

discussion in the Green Book that addresses 'Determining the Existence of Groundwater Mining 

(Pg. 100-116)' is technicaity defensible and articulately presented." 

Evapotranspiration and Underflow 

In calculating pumping limits under the groundwater mining provisions, both recharge to and 

discharge from the valley aquifer system are considered. Recharge is defined as a series of 

components that add water to the aquifer system (percolation from precipitation, seepage from 

surface water bodies, groundwater underflow from adjacent areas, artificial recharge, and percolation 

from irrigation). Discharge is defined as water removed by groundwater pumping. 

Evapotranspiration losses, groundwater underflow to adjacent areas, and other natural discharges 

are not considered as components of discharge in the groundwater mining provisions. 

There is no reason to consider evapotranspiration as a component of discharge under the scenario 

described above because, in a well field area with no groundwater dependent vegetation, 

groundwater would not be removed from storage by evapotranspiration. Under a scenario where 

there was groundwater dependent vegetation in a well field area, the vegetation protection and 

other goals and management guidelines of the Agreement and Green Book would result in an 

avoidance of groundwater mining because of their inherent limitations on pumping. 

In regard to groundwater underflow, under a scenario of no groundwater dependent vegetation in 

a well field area and high rates of groundwater pumping, underflow would be greatly diminished 

due to the formation of large cones of depression, which would cause groundwater to flow toward 

the wells. In accordance with the provisions of the Green Book, the Technical Group will monitor 

water tables, groundwater pumping, and recharge. If, because of a combination of pumping and 

groundwater underRow, or because of any other factor or combination of factors, it is projected 

that long-term depletion of storage may occur, the Agreement allows for adjusting the amount of 

pumping to comply with the goal of avoiding groundwater mining. 
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Twenty-year Period 

The 20-year mesuring period for termining avoidance of groundwater mining was chosen 

because it allows for operational uctuations in groundwater levels through pumping and recharge, 

subject to the management constrain& of the soil m k t u r e  and vegetation protection provisions of 

the Agreement. If pumping were subject only to undwaier mining provisions (without regard 

to the other goals and management guidelines), groundwater tables could be lowered for periods 

r, even under such 

ndwater in storage would not occur 

t decreases and 

changes in vegetation from 

Groundwater naaaagemeni 

depletion of stora 

Under the Drought Recovery nse to master comment PD-17) adopted by the Inyo 

ndwater pumpin rought and during a 

period of recovery will 'be conducted in an environ taily conservative manner as was done in the 

1990-91 and 1991-92 runorl: years until there has a substantial recovery in soil moisture and 

water table conditions in areas of Type eration. Although the primary intent of 

this policy is to achieve the vegetation protectio reement, it will also result in the 

avoidance of groundwater mining during this prolonged drought. 

COMMENT PD-13 

The pumping on the Bishop Cone that would be allowed under the Agreement would be for 

export and thus in violation of the Hillside 

ater pumping on the 

strict adherence with the Hillside ment raises a legal, 

rather than an environmntal, question. 
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The Hillside Decree is a stipulated judgment agreed to by the parties to the lawsuit of Hillside 

Water Company v. the City of L. Angeles, 10 Cal. 2d 677. By this stipulation, the parties settled 

the lawsuit, and the City of Los Angela agreed that the Superior Court could enter a judgment 

prohibiting it from pumping, extracting, taking, or transporting out of the Bishop Cone area any 

subterranean water from beneath the Cone area. The judgement further provided, however, that 

it did not in any manner prevent Los Angela from, among other things, using existing drainage 

ditches to the full extent of their normal capacity, or from pumping groundwater as may be 

reasonably necessary for beneficial use on City lands located within the Bishop Cone, or of making 

beneficial use within the Cone of water underlying City lands as are enjoyed by other landowners. 

Under the Agreement, annual groundwater pumping by Los Angeles on the Bishop Cone cannot 

exceed annual water use on Los Angeles-owned lands on the Cone. From a water supply 

perspective, all wells on the Cone discharge water into ditches, canals, and other conveyance 

facilities. The beneficial uses of water on Los Angeles-owned lands on the Cone downstream of 

these wells is now, and will remain in the future, equal to or greater than the amount of 

groundwater pumped from the wells. Although the groundwater discharged from a well may be 

commingled in a conveyance facility with surface water, the beneficial uses of the water on the 

Cone downstream of the well will utilize all of the groundwater pumped upstream from the Cone. 

Therefore, current and proposed future pumping from the Bishop Cone is and will be in 

accordance with the Hillside Decree. 

Compliance with the Decree will be verified by Inyo County through an annual audit of all 

groundwater pumping by Los Angeles and all uses on Los Angeles-owned lands on the Bishop 

Cone. 

Some cornmentots have voiced an opinion that under the "Chandler Decree" of 1922, Los Angela 

is prohibited from exporting any water from Bishop Creek out of the Bishop area, and is required 

to divert and use such water on its lands on the Bishop Cone. Opinions on how a court would 

rule on this interpretation of the Chandler and Hillside Decrees have been prepared by Professor 

Joseph Sax of the University of California, an eminent authority on water law and the public trust 

doctrine, and by Inyo County's Special Legal Counsel, Antonio Rossmann. They have concluded 

that the Chandler Decree does not prohibit Los Angela from exporting the waters of %hop 

Creek from the Bishop Area, nor does it require Los Angela to divert and use such waters on its 
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lands on the Bishop Cone. They also conclude that the Agreement does not violate the Hillside 

Decree. These opinions are presented in Appendix A-4. 

COMMENT PD-14 

The Agreement lacks a comprehensive grazing management program that is subject to CEQA 

review. Not enough information is provided on the grazing management program described in the 

Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE PD-14 

This comment is correct that the Agreement does not contain any provisions for the management 

of grazing. This project does not propose any changes in the long-standing practices of LADWP 

to lease its lands for agriculture and livestock grazing purposes. LADWP's program to lease land 

for agriculture and livestock grazing has been the same since 1968, and there is no proposal to 

change the land leasing practices as they relate to livestock grazing. 

However, grazing management is addressed in the Draft EIR. In Chapter 17, CEQA 

Considerations, at page 17-5, the Draft EIR provides the following five-point program: 

o Mapping of all LADWP lands for documentation of the vegetation species present, percent 

cover, and percent composition. 

o Establishment of carrying capacity based on the above-noted vegetation documentation. 

o Documentation of livestock use on Ins Angeles lands in terms of lessee range practices. 

o Identification of problem areas and imbalances in either over- or  under-utilization. 

o Development, application and enforcement of appropriate range management practices. 

Additional information regarding the LAD anagement program is provided in 

Appendix B-I. 
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COMMENT PD-15 

The release of Los Angeles-owned lands for development would result in destruction of wetlands. 

RESPONSE PD-15 

Section XV.A (pages B-50 to £3-54) of the nt provides that geles will offer for sale 

75 acres within the general areas designated on m to the Agreement. 

Within the boundaries shown on these maps are several hundred acres adjacent to Owens Valley 

towns which are designated for urban expansion in Inyo County's General Plan. The 75 acres will 

be selected from among the several hundred acres designated on the maps. There are sufficient 

designated lands to allow selection of 75 acres that, if developed, would not result in the 

destruction of wetlands. Further, the reiease of the lands and any development wit1 be subject to 

public review through CEQA and all other applicable laws and must comply with Inyo County's 

General Plan. 

COMMENT PD-16 

Haiwee ReservoirDam should not be included in the EIR as a benefit to Inyo County because of 

seismic and safety problems. Haiwee ReservoirDam should be deleted from the Agreement. 

RESPONSE PD-16 

Although this element of the project may provide a benefit, it is emphasized that this benefit is 

not a mitigation for any adverse environmental effect of the project. The Agreement provides that 

LADWP will perform seismic studies to determine if South Haiwee Dam can be safely operated 

at reduced storage levels. If such operations are allowed, a recreation plan will 

the reservoir will be opened to the public. If operations at South Haiwee Dam cannot take place 

because of safety concerns, a recreation plan for North Haiwee Reservoir will be developed and 

will be implemented if feasible. If one of these reservoirs can be opened to the public, there will 

be a benefit in the form of increased recreational opportunities. 
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COMMENT PD-17 

The Drought Recovery Policy shou be strengtheraed lo ca of soil mokture to the 

estimated needs of the vegetation at the time it was k e n  

RESPONSE PD-17 

Cbnferning drought recovery, the Draft 

Rewgnizing the experimental nature of (he management and mitigation tzchniques, and 

under the severe conditions of the curren 

Inyo County to conservativeiy manage g o  

a period of recovery following the drough 

following policy will govern future groundwater pumping: 

"RecognLing the current &ended drought, the Standing Cornminee establkhes a policy for 

annual management of groundwater pumping 

that soil water within the rwting zone recover to a degree sufficknt 

protection goals of the Agreement are achieved To &is end, 

drought as well as the period of recovery, will be conduted in an envhmental& comewative 

manner, taking into consideration soil water, water la vegt-raiian concdirions. It is 

recognized that soil water in the rooting zone is m ished by precipitation and 

from the water table. Further, soil water, water 

monitored by the Technical Group to ensure at the goal of this policy is being achieved a 

for purposes of evaluating the efiectivemss of the wefl m-ofiltum-on provisiom.." 

The Standing Committee has adopt ht Recovery PoIicy 

concerning the establishment of annua 

"The pwpose of this clan'ficcation is to 

estabikhing annual p 
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Standing Committee will establish an an evaluation of current 

conditions, including soil moisture le e o/ water table recovery, soil 

type, vegetation conditiom, the to vegetahn recovery, and 

compiiance w& the goals o j  th 

reduced annual pumping p r o p  

soil moiFture condiriom.." 

COMMENT PD-18 

How will significance he interpreted under the ificant" should be clearly 

defined. 

RESPONSE PD-18 

In the original draft of the Agreement, "significant" was inciuded among the terms as defined under 

CEQA, however, in response to public comments requesting a more detailed definition of 

significance, the August 1989 draft was revised by the addition of Section N . B  (pages B-22 through 

B-24), regarding the determination of significance and significant effect on the environment. The 

guidelines for making this determination are found in the Green k, Section 1.C (pages 19 

through 27). However, should it he believed that a significant effect on the environment (as 

defined under CEQA) has or will occur due to the project, any person may bring the matter to 

the attention of Los Angeles or Inyo County andlor employ any other avaiiahle legal right or 

remedy, including CEQA. 

ALTERNATIVES 

COMMENT AL-1 

The alternatives in the Draft EIR are not genuine, but are "variations on a theme" and thus do 

not meet CEQA. 

RESPONSE AL-1 

The project alternatives are presented in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR. The ElR is being used 

differently by Los Angeles and Inyo County. Inyo County will use the EIR as an informational 

document to assist it in deciding whether or not to approve the Agreement. (Inyo County can only 
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approve or  disapprove the Agreement, which is one mject under review.) Ins 

Angeles will use the EIR to comply wi at& by the Thud 

District Court of Appeal. The alternatives analys the infomation ed 

by both groups of decision-makers. 

The alternatives anaIyzed in the Draft EIR rep range of potential actions and 

management practices in the Owens Valley that could likely fulfill some of the pro project 

objectives. In addition, discrete actions separate from I practices that could be 

Valley, such as w a r  

on, are discussed in detail 

context of meeting the objectives of the pro 

believes that wastewater reclamation, 

alternatives to the proposed project. 

6 represents the most feasible alterna 

e analyses on desalination and watewater reclamation are bi overstate the negative 

impacts associated with each, while underestimating benefits. These two measures alone codd 

precIude any groundwater pumping in 

No attempt has been made to establish 

reclamation as feasible alternatives to gro 

producing and delivering water from a desa 

nsive compared to conventional 

aration of the Draft E 

pertaining to desalination techno 

supply. Based on this information, it 

r acre-foot for water from 

Owens V a l l q  and 

) This analysis in& 
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not represent a stable, affordable iong-term source of water supply for Angeles, principally 

because of cost. Desalination appears to be more suited to shori-tern emergency use such as 

during drought periods. 

With respect to wastewater reclamation, the City of ly created Office of Water 

Reclamation was used as the primary source of data fo effects and costs of wide- 

scale use of reclaimed water within the Los Angeles region. To Chapter 6, ternatives to the 

Proposed Project, page 6-40, data pertaining to reclaimed water projects their estimated costs 

are presented. The data shows that costs could range from $500 to $900 per acre-foot of reclaimed 

water delivered, or roughly two to four times the cost of water purch from MWD, and six to 

eleven times the cost of water from the Owens Valley. Another limitation to the use of reclaimed 

water, California Department of Heaith S ~ M W  regulations, is discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives 

to the Proposed Project, page 6-37. 

Despite the economic and regulatory hurdles to be overcome, the goal of the Office of Water 

Reclamation, established in 1989, is to pursue all feasible water reclamation projects irrespective 

of the level of pumping in Owens Valley. Water reclamation, therefore, is not considered as an 

alternative. Since LADWP will be pursuing an aggressive reclamation program, any reduction or 

change in pumping levels and Los Angeles Aqueduct delivery to Los Angela will be offset by 

changes in MWD purchases. 

COMMENT AL-3 

The alternatives analysis indicates that the additional water supplied by the project i s  only 42,000 

acre-feet per year over pre-project levels, or six percent of Los les's supply. Los An 

wuld certainly conserve six percent as a way of avoiding any further groundwater pumping in the 

Owens Valley. 

RESPONSE AL-3 

As described in Chapter 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, page 6-5, the figure of 42,000 

acre-feet per year was derived for use in comparing the alternatives to the project. This figure 

does not necessarily represent the amount of additional water over pre-project levels that would 

be exported from Owens Valley in any one year. Actual export will vary depending on 
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environmental and hydrologic conditions. Therefore, in some years additional export could be 

substantially more than six percent of current Lor Angeles water use. 

Consewation efforts by Los Angels are described in Chapters 3 and 6 of the Draft EIR. Since 

the publication of the Draft EIR, Phase II of Lor Angeles's Emergency Water Conse~ation 

Ordinance was enacted effective March 1, 1991, which required a mandatory 10 percent reduction 

from 1986 usage. As of May 1, 1991, Phase III became effective, requiring a 15 percent reduction 

in water use. 

COMMENT AL-4 

The alternatives analysis should evaluate a pipeline from the northwest region to northern 

California as a potential new water supply. 

RESPONSE AL-4 

A pipeline from the northwest to California was not included in the analysis since no definitive 

description of such a system has been developed. To develop such a system in the absence of a 

project sponsor would be speculative and remote given the lack of federal or state funds for such 

major public works projects. The speculative nature of such a system does not allow comparison 

to more defined water supply alternatives that are presented in the Draft EIR. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES 

k Pre-Project Conditions 

COMMENT EA-1 

The description of pre-project vegetation conditions should be imp . It should include a 

pre-project vegetation map, an estimate of the number of acres of each vegetation that existed 

in the Owens Valley prior to 1970, descriptions of the rare plant and 

animal species, and the pre-project aerial extent of ail springs 
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RESPONSE EA-1 

In initially respondin to this comment, it rn 

EIR, no description of the pre-project ca 

valley floor existed. There was no ovegetati 

or inventories documenting t 

description of pre-project conditions. In 

was used, hut much of this information 

The information sources us in establishing a re-project vegetation conditions 

included: (1) reports and letters supplied by 

Department; (2) past environmental impact reports filed by the 

surveys conducted by EXP Associates personnel; ( 

knowledgeable residents; (5) aerial photographs taken in 1 

and library research at both the California Academy of Sciences, 

of California at Berkeley; (7) a vegetation cover map corn 

associated report; (8) a comparison of Owens Valley 

conducted by Ecosat Geobotanical Surveys, Inc.; and ( 

With regard to the 1973 vegetation cover map compi Earth Sat, Tnc., this map was In 

assessing the impacts to vegetation of the project 

vegetation maps developed during the 1984-87 vegetation inventory; however, the quantiq of data 

and the level of detail of the 1973 map limited its u~efulnm in accurately estahlihing pre-project 

conditions or evaluating vegetation chan 

During preparation of the Draft EIR, consideration was given to g interpretation of aerial 

photos of the Owens Valley taken in 1941 a 

conditions. Inyo County and W W P  had di 

pre-project vegetation conditions through such 

preparation of the Final EIR, two technical oto interpretation, Dr. 

Robert Colwell and Dr. Paul Tueller, were arding analysis of the 

available photos. Those experts suggested t 

cautioned that there are also certain limitati 



interpretability. (Letters regarding from Dr. Tuefler, Dr. 

Colwell and Mr. Dennis Jaques of presented in Appendix 

B-2.) Because of the differing conclusions of these n of existing air photos 

to develop a map of pre-project 

was not considered feasible to h vegetation Lype that 

existed in the Owens Valley prior to 1970 and such ation is wt presen 

However, Inyo County and LAD recognize that aeriai pho a valuable monitoring tool. 

To determine their utility in monitoring the vegetation of t I lq ,  a cooperative study 

will be undertaken by the County and the field of aerial photo 

interpretation. This study will analyze existing evaluation of the merits 

of using aerial photo analysis as an ongoing monitoring technique. 

Despite problems with establishing a pre-project desc+tion for groundwater de 

it was possible to establish a more accurate descri ihon for vegetation whose source of water supply 

was precipitation, the river or its tributaries, lakes and 

and irrigation, because relatively good records exist 

water supply sources. The description of this wgetation is presented 

of the Draft EIR. 

In response to public comments, a bette 

prepared. Aerial photos were used to p 

of the Owens Valley springs known to h 

These maps show the areal extent of s 

in Appendix A-I. 

special concern, typicaily Found at or a 

own to use spring 

to the request 

of rare plant and wildlife speci 

and animal species on its Ian 

occurrence of rare and endan 
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response, no survq~. or inventories of any kind were conducted 

possible to accurately describe the itions and occurrence of these species. 

B. Geology 

COMMENT G-1 

Verify that subsidence has not occurred due to grouadwater pumping. is hard to believe that 

groundwater pumping for over 20 years in Owens Valley has not m u 1  

RESPONSE G-1 

Ground subsidence is a phenomenon where the ground surface elevation is lowe 

tens of feet or as little as a few inches. Ground subsidence can occur regressively over time 

(usually years) as a result of pumping an aquifer that underlies relatively loose, unconsolidated soils. 

Ground subsidence has been observed in California in portions of the Central Valley and Santa 

Clara Valley. Man-made structures such as fences, roads, r poles, and sewer lines, water lines, 

drainage structures, and buildings are often affected by ground subsidence. 

Fine-grained alluvial aquifers containing groundwater under artesian pressure are known to be 

susceptible to ground subsidence as a result of groundwater extraction. Pumping induced release 

of artesian pressures, drawdown, causes compression of the aquifer and the adjacent and included 

silt and clay deposits. The extent of subsidence is dependent on t amount of drawdown and the 

thickness, elasticity, porosity, and compressibility of the fine-grained soils. Generally, the amount 

of subsidence caused by release of hydraulic pressure within thick of silt and clay is greater, 

than an equal drawdown within an aquifer having only thin lenses of silt and clay. In the Owens 

Valley, the upper alluvial fans contain mostly coarse-grained sediments that are not suxeptible to 

subsidence; however, the thick fluvial and lacustrine deposits underlying portions of the valley flwr 

contain substantial thicknesses of silt and clay that are susceptible. 

The LADWP well fields are consistently located along the western edge of the valley where the 

coarse-grained deposits offer excellent well yields. Aquifer drawdown in these areas and from the 

fractures and cavities within the volcanic deposits do not result in subsidence. However, those wells 

located further toward the valley Door have caused pressure reductions within fine-grained deposits. 
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In those areas, typified by artesian wells whose fliows have n intempted by groundwater 

pumping, the potential for subsidence ads&. 

During the preparation of the Draft EIR, several sources were consulted to determine whether 

ground subsidence has occurred in Owens Valley, and so, whether such ground subsidence is 

attributable to groundwater pumping. Technical data from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 

were examined along with field data provided by LAD . No evidence was found in the literature 

or in conversations with LADWP field personnel; no visual evidence of subsidence has been 

observed. 

Third order levels circuits were performed in the IndependenceManzanar well fields beginning in 

1931. Portions or all of the monuments were ~esurveyed eight additional times since 1931 -- the 

last being in 1983. 

After reviewing these findings and adjusting for different USC and USGS datums used, the 

conclusion is that the settlements observed are beyond the accuracy of the survey methods used 

but may be in the order of less than 0.1 foot (less than 1.20 inches). Since the areas susceptible 

to subsidence are located on the valley floor away from roads, utilities and structures that wuld 

be adversely affected, it is concluded that, even if some small amount of subsidence may have 

occurred, it is not considered to be a significant impact on the geology, soils, or seismicity of the 

Owens Valley. Further subsidence monitoring will be performed with global gositioning quipmenf 

and the first survey using this met will be completed 

COMMENT G-2 

Geology of Owens Valley is not properiy descri ore information a 

period needs to be inchided. 

The information contained in the Draft E was obtained fro 

such as the USGS Re water resources of 

ens Valley. The infomation presented i 

processes that formed the ns Valley, and correctly describes the main geo 
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make up the valley. Although the glaciers of the Pleis period had significant impacts on the 

landform in the upper elevations of the Sierra N ers nor their moraines 

extended onto the floor of the Owens Valley. atribution of water and sediment 

were only an extension of the geologically continuous processes described in the Draft ETR. 

Additional discussion of the Pieistocenc peri , wbJe informative, not affect the analysis or 

conclusions presented in t 

C. Water Resources 

COMMENT WA-1 

The conclusion of "no significant impacts" on water resources should be disputed, especially for 

private wells, springs, seeps, and abandoned canals. Water has been lost from these facilities or 

natural areas. 

RESPONSE WA-1 

1970 to 1990 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Significant Effects, a significant effect on water 

resources would normally occur if a project would substantially degrade water quality; contaminate 

a public water supply; substantially degrade or deplete groundwater resources; or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge. While each of these criteria is subject to some 

interpretation, it is concluded that LADWP's water gathering activities in the Owens Valley since 

1970 have not had a significant impact to water resources in that the viability of the water 

resources has not been threatened. Chapter 9, Water Resourw, in the Draft EIR acknowledges 

that an impact occurred at the Stewart Ranch near Big Pine, and the Vegetation and Wildlife 

chapters of the Draft EIR acknowledge that the changes in water availability from 1970 to 1990 

at some springs and formerly irrigated pastures have had a significant impact on the vegetation and 

wildlife that are dependent upon these water resources. These impacts are described in the 

appropriate impact sections of the Draft EIR. However, the concept of water resources in this 

EIR consists of all surface water and groundwater available in the Owens Valley. L a  Angeles' 

operations during the period of 1970 to 1990 have not affected total available water suppty in 

Owens Valley. 
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Agreement (Post 1990) 

Under the Agreement, groundwater pumping and surface water will be managed to avoid causing 

impacts to wells not owned by Los Angeles and to avoid groundwater mining. Another goal of the 

Agreement is to avoid causing significant decreases and changes in vegetation, including vegetation 

dependent on flows from springs. Given these protections, it has been concluded that there will 

be no significant impacts to Owens Valley water resources under the Agreement. 

The reader may refer to Section IILG (page B-15) of the Agreement and Section 1V.A (page 94) 

of the Green Book for a discussion of future protection of private wells. Management provisions 

for springs and seeps are discussed in master comments PD-5 and WA-4, and in the Green Book 

in Sections 1.C (pages 24 to 26) and IV.B (page 98). The groundwater mining provisions are 

discussed in the Agreement in Section 1II.B (page B-12), in the Green Book in Section IV.C (page 

100) and in response to master comment PD-12. 

COMMENT WA-2 

The water quality discussion is inadequate because it does not provide enough information on 

pathogens, heavy metals and other types of pollutants. 

RESPONSE WA-2 

It is believed that sufficient water quality data are included in the Draft EIR. The water quality 

discussion is presented in Chapter 9, Water Resources. Pre-1970 water quality conditions are 

discussed on pages 9-45 through 9-47, while water quality from 1970 to 1990 is discussed on pages 

9-84 through 9-87. There exists very little data regarding pre-1970 water quality because routine 

water quality analysis did not occur during this time; however, the surface water and groundwater 

were considered to be of excellent quality. More detailed water quality analyses were conducted 

by LADWP beginning in 1974. A summary of the results of this monitoring are presented in Table 

9-12; the reader is referred to USGS Open File Report 8&715 for additional detail. 
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COMMENT WA-3 

In-valley water uses versus export are not weU defined due to com ingling of water in the 

aqueduct system. 

RESPONSE WA-3 

It is acknowledged that the aqueduct system is complex and that discussion of the system o 

reflects this complexity. In Chapter 5, Proposed Project, Figures 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3 graphically depict 

sources of water, in-valley water management, and export to Los Angeles in thousands of acre- 

feet. For comparison, these water uses are further defined by time period (pre-project, 1970- 

1990, and 1990 onward under the Agreement); and by type of water year (average, dry and wet 

years). 

COMMENT WA-4 

Preserve Reinhackle Spring because it is the last of its kind in the Valley. 

RESPONSE WA-4 

At Reinhackle Spring groundwater pumping from wells that affect the spring flow will be managed 

so that flows from the spring will not be significantly reduced compared to flows under prevailing 

natural conditions. 

In addition, all of the provisions for protecting springs, described in master response PD-5 and 

contained in the Agreement and the Green Book, will be applied equally to Reinhackle Spring. 

COMMENT WA-5 

Expand discussion on response of water levels to pumping to further demonstrate how quickly or 

slowly water levels would return to pre-pumping levels. 

RESPONSE WA-5 

While it is difficult to generalize about the length of time necessary for the water level in a 

particular we11 to respond to cessation of pumping, the response. would be related to a number of 
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characteristics, mainly the transmissivity of the aquifer. Aquifers with transmissivities greater than 

100,000 gpdlft are generally considered to have good water yielding capabilities. Most of the 

production wells operated by LADWP have high transmissivities. Upon cessation of pumping, the 

drawdown in the immediate vicinity of the well would be eliminated fairly quickly, probably within 

one to two days, and the groundwater level would stabilize. 

Long-term regional water levels in an aquifer wouki be dependent upon the amount of recharge 

provided by the hydrologic cycle (i.e. wet, normal or  dry period) and aquifer losses (is.  pumping, 

ET, etc.). 

A recent nine-year simulation of dry, average and wet conditions performed by the U.S.G.S. 

(Danskin, 1991) indicated that the Owens Valley aquifer system requires several years to recover 

from increased pumpage during a drought, even when followed by average and above average 

runoff. However, according to Danskin (Danskin, 1991), during exceptionally high runoff years, 

such as 1969 and 1983, recharge may be so great as to cause complete recovery of shallow 

groundwater levels from any previous decline caused by pumping or drought. 

D. Vegetation 

COMMENT W-1 

The Agreement allows for changes from one vegetation community to another within a vegetation 

management type. However, such changes could, in fact, result in significant adverse impacts to 

plant and/or wildlife species. Within Type E management classification, native pasture should not 

be allowed to be converted to alfalfa. The Agreement should be modified to prevent these 

impacts. 

RESPONSE W-I 

It is difficult, if not impossible, to completely prevent changes in vegetation from occurring. Plants 

and plant communities are constantly changing as a result of natural and unnatural causes such as 

weather patterns, water regime, fire frequency, and grazing effects. It is not the intent of the 

Agreement to prevent natural changes in vegetation, but rather to avoid causing significant 

decreases and/or changes in vegetation from conditions documented in 1984 to 1987 due to 



aster Qmments a 

groundwater pumping or surface water managem information obtain 

from the 1984-87 vegetation inventory was * 

An explanation of how the 2,126 p a r d s  of 

mapped, and assigned 

the Green Book. A 

to determine the vegetation management 

Under the Agreement, groundwater and surface water will be managed to prevent a change from 

one management type to a management type that precedes it alphabetically (I.e., a change from 

Type B to Type A, or from Type C to Types B or A). Management Type D (riparian) would also 

not be allowed to change to Type E (irrigated land) or Tamarisk, see Green Book Section 1.4 

page 2. However, the Agreement does allow changes from one vegetation community to anotber 

within a management type. The mechanism behind community changes is still not well understood. 

These changes probably occur as a result of natural forces; they may also be driven by water 

management practices. It is thought that changes in vegetation communities within management 

types should not, however, result in substantial decreases in species diversity or vegetation cover. 

An example of a change in plant community that is not recognized as a change of management 

type is an increase in cover of shrubs within a vegetation cover dominated by grasses. A increase 

in shrubs would cause the vegetation community to be changed from a meadow to a "shrub- 

meadow" -- for example, from an alkali meadow lo a rabbitbrush meadow. Such a shift in species 

composition may be driven by extended periods of reduced precipitation, fire suppression, grazing 

effects, or changes in depth to water. Though a change of plan: community would have occurred, 

this change would not result in a change of management type since both alkali meadows and 

rabbitbrush meadows are classified as Type C vegetation. Therefore, such a change would not 

necessarily be considered a significant impact under the Agreement. 

Conversely, a change from a shrub meadow to a shrub cover (e.g., from rabbitbrush meadow to 

rabbitbrush scrub), would be a change not only of vegetation community but also of management 

type -- from Type C to Type B. This would be recognized as a significant impact under the 

Agreement because the change would involve a loss of vegetation cwer and an undesirable change 
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in species composition. Such downward changes of management type are to be avoided under the 

Agreement. 

As noted above, significant decreases in vegetation from conditions documented in 1984-87 are also 

to be avoided under the Agreement. If a change from one vegetation community to another within 

a management type caused by groundwater or surface water management results in a significant 

decrease in vegetation cover, the Technical Group would implement mitigation consistent with the 

procedures in the EIR and Green Book. 

The Agreement does allow conversion of irrigated mixed species meadows to cultivated alfalfa. 

This conversion is unlikely, however, because of limitations of soil fertility and drainage at many 

of the mixed species meadows. The purpose of the provision is to give Los Angeles and its lessees 

some flexibility in modifying management practices to meet variable economic conditions. 

Although change of vegetation communities within a management type is allowed in the 

Agreement, the degree of change that actually occurs and the environmental significance of a 

change may still be addressed by the Technical Group. The Technical Group will also address any 

significant decreases in vegetation cover resulting from such changes. Changes andlor decreases 

in vegetation will be evaluated and if significant adverse impacts are noted which can be attributed 

to groundwater pumping or another water management practice, the affected area will become a 

candidate for mitigation. 

COMMENT VE-2 

Portions of the analysis of vegetation impacts are site-specific and some portions are not. 

Additional site-specific information is needed to better understand impacts on vegetation. 

RESPONSE VE-2 

Significant impacts caused by both groundwater pumping and changes in surface water management 

between 1970 and 1990 that will receive on-site mitigation are described in Chapter 10, Vegetation, 

of the Draft EIR, and are listed below in Table VE-2 by impact number. These impact areas are 

shown in Appendix E. The reader may refer to the appropriate impact number in Chapter 10, 
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Vegetation, for a description of t e cause of these impacts. ( ese impact areas are also shown 

in Figures 10-8A through 10-8L of the D Signzcant impacts that will be mitigated 

through compensatory mitigation are descxi apter 10; compensatory mitigation measures 

(i.e., Klondike Lake and the existi rtions of the Lower Owens River Project). Genera!i 

pre-project and 1 

Impact No. 

10-11 

10-11 

10-11 

10-1 1 

10-1 1 

10-12 

10-13 

10-14 

10-16 

10-16 

10-16 

10-16 

10-16 

10-16 

10-18 

10-18 

10-18 

10-19 

10-19 

Acres - 
ndence Spring Fieid and 

Independence irrigated pasture 

ig Pine northeast irrigated pasture 

Shepherd Creek alfaifa fieid 

Taboose CreeMBlackmk area 

Five Bridges north of Bishop 

Within the SymmesBhepherd well field 

Seeley Springs, Nines Spring, and Little Blackrock Springs 

Independence pasture lands 

Van Norman and Richards Fields 

At Whitney Portal Road 

Field northeast of Lone Pine 

Lone Pine Woodlot 

Field southeast of Bishop 

In the Laws area 

LawdPoleta pasture area 

At the Laws Museum 

East of Big Pine 

East of Big Pine 

Impacts of groundwater pumping are understated. The 1981 Inyo County report mapped 25,000 

acres as being affected by groundwater pumping. Why the diirepancy in the Draft EIR? What 

happened since 1981? 



RESPONSE VE-3 

1970 to 1990 

The Owens Valley Water Management Report (1 proximately 25, 

experiencing vegetation change due to LAD 's water gathering practices since 1970. Three 

categories of effects to vegetation were identified.. slight to moderate (14 

(8,901 acres), and severe (2,326 acres). The reader may refer to the 

(pages 62 to 64) for a description of the methods used for identifying and 

classifying vegetation change in the report. Map 2 on page 63 of the report shows the locations 

of the identified areas. Some of the lands contained in these categories have experienced only 

subtle vegetation changes; other areas were estimated to contain less than 20 percent live wver 

of the total standing vegetation on the site. 

The areas identified in the Draft EIR as being significantly adversely affected by the project 

between 1970 and 1990 are shown in Table VE-2 in the response to master comment VE-2 and 

are depicted in Appendix E. Maps of several Owens Valley springs pre- and post-1970 are aim 

shown in Appendix A-1. 

In identifying the significant environmental effeets in the Owens Valley, the EIR authors corn 

a fist of all known areas of impacts. mi compilation was based on studies conducted by USGS 

and others, and other available data, including the 1981 report. (Inyo County 

comparison be made of aerial photography to document vegetation changes resulting from water 

management practices from 1970 to 1990. This comparison will be done as an lnyo 

County/LADWP cooperative study.) Based on the information at hand, the authors 

judgement to determine the cause of each effect and whether the effect couid be deem 

significant according to the criteria set forth in Chapter 10, Ve n, of the Draft EIR. 

effects determined to be caused by the project between 1970 an to be significant were 

identified in the Draft EIR and mitigation was prescri 

2. Master Comments and Responses 

Agreement (Post-1990) 

Under the Agreement, Inyo County and will carefully monitor the vegetation, soil water, 

and water levels in the Owens Valley in order to achieve the Agreement's environ 
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These goals require that surface water and groundwater to avoid significant decreases 

and changes in Owens Valley vegetation from condi~oos 

other significant environmental impacts. Draft EIR identifies no significant effects 

for the future under the 

A decrease of 40, in ihc: Draft ETW is a 

significant impact and in the Final EIR. 

RESPONSE VE-4 

Table 9-11 on page 9-80 of the Draft EIR shows the USGS groundwater budgets for both the 1963 

to 1969 and 1970 to 1984 periods. A comparison of these budgets shows that since 

evapotranspiration (ET) decreased by 40, acre-feet. This decrease represents an estimated 

average annual reduction in ET in the Owens Valley. 

If a comparison is made between the 40,000 acre-foot decrease in ET and the 25,000 acres 

estimated by Griepentrog and Groeneveld (1981) to have been affected by the project since 1970, 

the average per-acre decrease of ET would be about 1.6 acre-feet per acre -- a large decrease in 

ET. However, within the 25,000 acres estimated to be affected, a change in vegetation 

corresponding to such a large decrease in ET is not evident in aerial photography taken in I 

and 1981. Thii suggests that the area of affected vegetation noted by Griepentrog and Groeneveld 

is probably conservative and that more subtle decreases in vegetation cover and ET occurred over 

a larger area. Such subtle changes are difficult or impossible to detect on the small scale air 

photography that is available. 

In Chapter 10, Vegetation, at pages 10-47 and 10-49, a description is given of the criteria used in 

determining whether an identified impact was significant. These impacts account for a portion of 

the 40,000 acre-foot reduction in ET calculated by the USGS. As stated above, it is possible that 

the decrease in ET occurred over a much larger area than previously estimated. Given the subtlety 

of the associated vegetation changes, even a more detailed analysis of vegetation change, through 

a comparison of aerial photographs, may not account for the entire reduction in ET calculated by 

the USGS. 



COMMENT VE-5 

Use the Jaques report on aerial photo interpretation for pre- ation impact analysis. 

RESPONSE VE-5 

The report by Mr. Dennis Jaques was revi on of the Draft EIR. That 

report identified general locations around the va 

have occurred, as defined by a discernible change in. ve ity. The EIR team 

considered the main findings of the Jaques analyses in the Draft EIR; however, as Mr. Jaques 

acknowledged, the study did not specifically address effects of the second Los Angela Aqueduct, 

hut only addressed the observation that some vegetation changes had occurred. 

During the preparation of the Final EIR, two additional technical experts in the field of air photo 

interpretation, Dr. Paul Tueller and Dr. Robert Colwell, were contacted for an opinion regarding 

analysis of the photos available at the present time. ted that there are several 

benefits to such an analysis, but cautioned that there are also certain limitations that tend to reduce 

their interpretability, such as: (1) inadequate resolution; (2) the inadequate scale of the photos for 

accurate interpretation; (3) one set of photos is black and white, taken in Jdy  1 

other is color, taken in September 1981; and (4) Jaques noted, there were di 

of precipitation in the months preceding each se e letters received 

Dr. Tueller, and Dr. ColweU are presented in 

In summary, in addition to Mr. Jaques' report, t 

project setting and the impact analyses include: ( 

and the Inyo County Water Department; (2) pas 

of Los Angeies; (3) field surveys conducted by 

noted experts and knowledgeable residents; (5)  

1988; (6) herbarium and library research at iences, San Francisco, 

and the University of California at Berkeley; (7) a vegeiation cover map compiled in 1973 by 

Earth Sat, Inc., and associated report; and (8) sources of historical information. use of the 

information obtained from Dr. Tueiler, Dr. Catvleil, and for rbe reasons presented 
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on page 10-27 and 3 of the Draft EIR, an analysh of aerial was not the primary 

method of establishi 

However, aerial photos can be a valuabie monitori 

the vegetation of the 

County, together wit 

existing aerial photos as part of an evalua! 

ongoing monitoring technique. 

COMMENT VE-6 

Inventorjr and map rare plant species. The listing in the Draft EIR is incomplete. LAD 

have a management plan for rare and endangered plants. 

RESPONSE VE-6 

LADWP staff have collected and disseminated data pertainin to rare and endangered plants in 

the Owens Valley to responsible State and federal agencies since 1981, Prior to that time, little 

data existed on the occurrence of rare and endangered species on Los Angeles-owned lands. 

The listing of plant species of concern in Chapter 10, Vegetation, pages 10-19 to 10-23. of the 

September 194D Draft EIR was based on infomation from the California Native Plant Society and 

other sources, such as the California Natural Diversity Data Base. As a result of comments 

received on the Draft EIR, this information has been updated and is included in Appendix B-3. 

LADWP currently monitors a dozen species of sensitive plants known to occur on Los Angeles- 

owned lands as part of their ongoing vegetation and land management program. A program for 

monitoring and management of these species is described in the Green Sook, Section I.D (pages 

31-33). 

COMMENT VE-7 

Description of secondaq effects of saltcedar eradicationicontrol is inadequate. What happens to 

other vegetation when saltcedar is removed? 
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RESPONSE VE-7 

Saltcedar (Tamarix ramoissima) is a loosely branched shrub or small tree capable of growing to a 

height of 10 to 15 feet. Saltcedar is well adapted to survive in either very wet or dry conditions 

and can tolerate a wide range of saline and alkaline soils and water. It is a non-native 

phreatophyte (groundwater dependent) shrub that is capable of consuming large amounts of 

groundwater. Once established it can exist as a xerophyte and is therefore classified as a facultative 

phreatophyte. It grows rapidly and can crowd out native plank. Under favorable conditions, it 

can become an impenetrable thicket within a decade. Its small, scale-like Ieaves excrete absorbed 

salt, making the plant unpalatable to grazing livestock and resistant to foliar herbicides. 

In 1985, as part of the Inyo County-Los Angeles Agreement, a Saltcedar Control Study was added 

to the list of enhancement/mitigation projects. The study was conducted in 1986 through 1988 and 

its findings and recommendations were incorporated in the 1989 Los Angeles/Inyo County 

Agreement. The Agreement identifies the proposed saltcedar control program in Section XDI.A, 

Subsection A. - Saltcedar Control. Seven priority locations have been identified in the Agreement 

for implementation in the initial three (3) year program. It is stated in the Agreement (page B- 

42, line 20) that even after implementation of the control program, saltcedar may not be fully 

controlled in the Owens Valley. 

Impacts of this program, including secondary effects, will be the subject of future CEQA 

documentation to evaluate the methods of eradication and control of this species, including 

alternatives for planting and water management to prevent reestablishment of saltcedar and reduce 

the environmental effects of its removal. 

COMMENT VE-8 

The impact analysis in the Draft EIR did not include an area of approximately 300 acres north of 

the Owens River near Laws that has been severely impacted by groundwater pumping since 1970. 



The conditions o 

water and die-off of approxim 

of several factors 

effects, Inyo County's and n monitoring programs will be 

expanded to include a detailed hydrologic and vegetation analysis of this area. If it is found that 

the Lava study area was adversety affected by pumping, the Tec sical Group will develop and 

implement mitigation in accordance with the Agresmenr and Green h k .  

E. Wildlife 

COMMENT WL-1 

The listing of birds in the wildfife chapter is th inaccurate and incomplete. The listing of birds 

should be updated to reflect new names of same bird species, and to include the most recent data 

on bird sightings. 

RESPONSE WL-I 

In response to comments, supplemental data rtaining to wildlife has been prepared. A revised 

list of birds was prepared with the assistance of local bird experts and represents the most current 

listing of bird species for the h e n s  Valley and fnyo County. Please refer to Ap 

COMMENT WL-2 

Historical references pertaining to lesser wildlife abundance are not docu nted in the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE WG2 

The comment pertains to Chapter 11, Wildlife, Section 11.1, Background and Histo~y. In this 

section LADWP stated that newspaper reports and journals reporting the observations of early 

explorers suggest that there were probably fewer s Ies of wildlife found in abundance in Owens 

Valley. The principle sources for the statement are the Inyo Register and a report by Dr. 

Hoffman, naturalist with the Wheeler ition in 1871, as printed in the Inyo Independent. 

As cited on Page 11-4 of the Draft EIR, the Inyo Register of March 3, 1909 carried an article 

describing the recollections of a Valley pioneer as to conditions in the Valley in the years 1865 

through 1867. The article, under the caption *Pioneer Reminisces-An Old Timer Tells of 

Conditions Long Ago," reported on the wildlife of those days as follows: "There were few varieties 

of birds here at that time. Blackbirds were more plentiful than now, and much more of a nuisance. 

Ducks, meadowlarks, and jackrabbits were the principal game to be found. The Indians had 

regular rabbit hunts, catching them in nets which they made from milkweed fiber and about two 

feet high. The rains brought an army of ducks, mostly mallards. Civilization, settlement rather, 

reduced the number of coyotes and gave us quail and others of the feathered race. I remember 

hearing expressed many times the regret that no bees could be kept here, because of the iack of 

flowers." 

In 1871, portions of a report by Dr. Boffntan, a young surgeon and naturalist and member of a 

detachment of the Wheeler Expedition, under Lt. Lyle, camped near Camp Independence, were 

printed in the Inyo Independent of July 29, 1871. Dr. Hoffman was preparing a report on the 

geology, entomology, flora, and fauna of the region. We observed that the region ". . . is nearly 

destitute of trees and therefore birds are not very abundant. The only places where nests can be 

found are in the canyons and cliffs. Birds b in such places are nearly all raptorious." 

In December 1881, the Owens River Vaiiey Sporting Club was formed, with Charles Wonacott as 

president. Mr. Wonacott wrote to the itor of the independent j r 1% 1881) to say that 

the main object of the Club will be to unite s rtsmen in the County to secure the introduction 

of various kinds of fsh and game not found in the County. 
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Trees and large shrubs were ich later served as 

habitat, cover, and, in some cases, 

The number of bird species inhabiting any one area is used as a measure of wildlife abundance and 

diversity. Dr. A X  Fisher and his seven-man party recor observations of I37 species of birds 

during his expedition in Owens Valley in 1890191 (see "North American Fauna," No. 7, pp. 7-158, 

May 31, 1893). Observations were made in mber 189Q and each month from May 1891 

through September 1891, from Olancha to the head of the Owens River. Some of the 137 species 

were observed only at elevation. above the Valley o, many of the more common 

seen today, such as magpies, were absent from that list. 

Between February 1, 1974 and June I, October I, 1975 to 

Department of Fish and Game conduct field studies in the Valiey. Their observations, combined 

with observations of other qualifi bird-watchers; reviews of relevant literature; and intewiews with 

qualified persons were used to cornpile a bird list that was submitted to the partment of Water 

and Power in 1975. That Iist, considered io be representative of pre-project conditions (used in 

this Draft EIR, Appendix C), recorded 257 species. Again, some of those species were observed 

only at elevations above the Valley floor. 

Today, there are approximately 300 species of birds documented as occurring in Owens Valley, 

several being the first record for Inyo County obsetved in the past five or six years. 

In addition, cooperative wildlife programs implemented over the last 25 years have resulted in the 

improvement of fah and wildlife habitat, and in some cases, the reintroduction of native fah 
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species. A bibiio aphy of contemporary and historid references pertaining to wildlife in Owens 

Valley is presented in Appendix C-3. 

COM 3 

The listing of animal species of special concern contained in Table 11-5 of the September 1990 

Draft EIR is incomplete. lease refer to the listing provided by the California State Department 

of Fish and Game. 

RESPONSE WL-3 

e following species are added to the list of endangered, threatened, or species 

of special concern contained in Table 11-5: 

elican (Pelecanus erethrorhynchos) 
alacrocorax auritus) 

(Aceipiter usoperi) 
wk (Accipiter gentilis) 

Mountain Prover (Charadrius montanus) 
Long-billed Curlew (Nurnenius americanus) 

STATUS 

CSC 
CSC* 
CSC* 
CSC* 
CSC* 
CSC, 2* 
CSC* 
CSC, Fss* 
CSC* 
2* 
CSC* 
CSC 
ST* 
2' 
2* 
CSC* 
CSC* 
CSC* 
CSC* 
CSC* 
CSC* 
ST* 
CSC 
SE, FT 
CSC* 
CSC, 2 

FSS 
CSC 
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T L INTO ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING 
CATEGORIES: 

1) taxa considered rare or endangered under Section 15380 (d) of CEQA guidelines; 
2) taxa thought to be bioiogicaliy m e ,  very restricted in distribution, or declining throughout their 

range; 
3) populations in Chl ia that may be peripheral to the major portion of the taxon's range, but 

rh extirpation within California; 
4) taxa loosely associated with a habitat that is declining in California at an alarming rate (which 

may or may not include Owens Valley). 

BIRDS 

Western Grebe jAecbnnophorus occidentalis) 
Great Blue Heron (Ardea heralias)? 
Great Egret (Casmerodius albus)' 
Snowy Egret (Egretta thula)* 
Blackcrowned Night Neron (Nycticorax nycticorax)* 
Bufilehead (Bucephala albeola)* 
Black-shouldered Kite (Elanus caeruleus)* 
Caspian Tern (Sterna caspia)* 
Forster's Tern (Sterna forsterij* 

MAMMALS 

Pallid Bat (Antrozous pallidus) 

ADDITIONAL SPECIES LISTED ON NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY BLUE LIST, an 
"Early Warning System" for birds that have been reported in decline in some portion(s) of their 
range (not ne&&arily in California or specifically, &ens Valley): 

American Bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus) 
Canvasback (Aythya valisineria) 

-shouldered Hawk (Buteo lineatus) 
Black Tern (Chlidonias niger) 
Barn Owl (Tyto aiba) 
Common Nighthawk (Chordeiles minor) 
Bewick's Wren (Thryomanes bewickii) 

STATUS CODES 

SE Listed as Endangered by the State of California 
ST Listed as Threatened by the State of California 
CSC California Department of Fish and Game "Species of Special Concern" 
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as Endangered by the 
as Threatened by the 

FSS Federal (BLM and USFSf 
2 Category 2 Candidate for existing infomation indicates 

may warrant listing, but fo ogicaf information to support a 
proposed rule is lacking) 

I Denotes that status applies primarily to conditions in the species' breeding areas, 
nesting colonies or rookeries, or 

Source: Gatifornia Department of Fish and Game, Natural Diversity Data 

COMMENT m-4 

Past USGS and California Fish and Game reports (pre-1970) should to help establish pre- 

project conditions. 

RESPONSE WL-4 

LADWP is unaware of any USGS reports offering data on pre-project wildlife popuiations in 

Owens Valley. Likewise, with the exception of annual fsh planting rew, and periodic roadside 

counts of rabbits; quail and chukar brood aunts;  and an annual one-day mournin dove coo count 

in the Big Pine area; there are no Department of Fish and Game reports documenting pre-project 

conditions for the overail wildlife community on the Valley floor. 

As described in Chapter 11, Wildlife, Section 11.2 Pre-Project Setting, page 11-5, paragraph 5, data 

pertaining to wildlife conditions is limited by t e fact that no corn rehensive wildlife inventories 

were conducted by LAD or federal and State ldlife agencies during the 

The absence of definitive data, e.g., wiidfife censuses and inventories. for the pre-1970 period is 

the basis for the qualitative assumptions and assessments contain in the Draft ETR. 

e Draft EIR should a Habitat Evaluaiion 

to wildlife habitat, and indirectly serve as an 
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A Habitat Evaluation 

provide assessment of 

dam or building developmnt, 

measures. It is a complex p 

by use of mathematic 

and habitat among four indicators: spies-population; biologimt integrity; environmentat values; and 

habitat. The HEP is typically applied to site areas much smaller than Valley, such as 

20,000 acres or less. The Owens Valley floor totals a proximately 230 

normally conducted before a project gins, whereas some elements of this project have been in 

operation for 20 years. Performance of a HE e Draft EIR k thus not feasible. 

Does the Las Angeles Department of Water and Power monitor wildlife on their lands? If so, 

how? 

RESPONSE WL-6 

LADWP's Bishop Office has a staff of four biologists trained in both wildlife biology and botany, 

years experience in the ns Valley. To monitor wildlife pulations, periodic 

inventories are conducted through 100 miles of driven census routes to record all species observed. 

Wildlife species diversity counts are conducted at various sites on Los A n g e l e s a m d  lands (e.g. 

Tinemaha Reservoir, Wondike Lake, lower Owens River, and various ponds and springs). Journals 

and card files are also maintain wations of wildlife made d n g  routine daily 

activities. 

In addition, LADWP biologists conduct studies and prepare habitat, management plans, usually in 

cooperation with State and federal agencies, and participate with the State Department of Fish and 

Game in annual censuses of local deer herds, Tule elk herds, pheasant populations, and state- 

wide bald eagle and waterfowl surveys. Assistance is a h  provided to the State Department of Fish 

and Game, the U.S. Forest Senice, the US. Fish and Wiidlife Service, and federal Bureau of Land 

Management on peregrine falcon and ring-necked pheasant reintroductions, Owens pupfsh 
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sanctuaries, California bighorn shee antelope relocar th trout and warm water 

fshery studies and enhancement projects. 

E Air Quality 

CQMMEm AQ-1 

The Draft EIR should have included the as a cumulative air quality 

impact since this is the major source of 

RESPONSE AQ-1 

Atthough the project does not affect the mndition of , the iake is considered in 

evaluating whether the cumulative effect of dust ca the project, in combination with the 

dust from Owens ke, causes a potentiaily si nificant adverse irn 

Impacts to air quality caused by the project result 

and/or soil moisture. The sin le documented sou 

caused by the project has been mitigated (see pa 

EIR identifies other tential sources of dust fro 

measures to revegerate these areas. In addition, the goal of 

vegetation decline. Therefore, it is unii ly that the proj cause dust in 

quantities sufficient to be deemed significant. It a 

n or will be caused by the 

significant dust problem from Qwens 

to air quality follows. 

Pollution Control Di 

Quantitative data for 

However, b a d  on anecdotal and 

SOU~WS of bbwirt dust befo~e  the 

Big Pine to Lone Pine; the 
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enhancemenUmitigalion projects, 50 acres will be pian es and subsequently 

irrigated, and the remaining 300 acres will be revegetated with native vegetation. 

In addition, SiM acres in the Laws area are i d e n l 3 d  as hating a very low density of vegetation 

cover. Although the condition of this land is not necessarily the result of the prosect, the area will 

be considered by the Inyo C o u n t y b s  les Standing Committee for selective mitigation. 

One area of approximately 700 acres east of Independence was documented in 1982 as contributing 

to air quality standard violations, however, this condition has 

establishment of alfalfa and native pasture u r the Pndependence Pasture Lands and Springfield 

enhancementlmiiigation project (approximately 40 acres remain to 

described in Chapter 5, Proposed Project. No other sources in the Owens Valley are Iarge enough 

to either cause or contribute to violations. 

Since one of the primary goals of the Agreement is to avoid decreases in vegetation cover, 

vegetation damage and resulting impacts to air quality should Additionally, under 

the Agreement, those lands in the Owens Valley lrrigaied during runoff year or that 

have been irrigated since then will continu irrigated in the future. This GI1 

air quality impacts associated with abando cultural lands. f u m e  significant impacts to 

the vegetation or environment of the Owens Valley must iiigated by Lm Angeles. 

Thus, while the combined impacts of the p 

contributed to some extent to the &sting 

been and will be mitigated so that the efEec 

way to the already significant dust proble 

6. Energy 

The energy anaiysis is not deiaile 

were discontinued? 
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RESPONSE EN-1 

In Chapter 13, Energy, Table 13-1 snows bha r acre foot of energy is 

generated annually by waters flowing through 

as part of Los ties. On page 13-4, 

timates are given 

Angeles Aqueduct System. Compared to t 

increase in electrical rcent; this increae was 

offset by the electrical power consumed by t i wells. As stated in 

sentence 7, the amount of energy consumed 

per acre foot, or about 20, M W  annually. 

For the purposes of discussing energy consum tion patterns in Owens Valley, 220 KWH would be 

conserved for every acre foot of groundwater not pumped; however, as pointed out in paragraph 

2 on page 13-4. the resultant shortfall of a b u t  880 KWH r acre foot would have to be made 

up from other sources. This would most likely mean an increase in burning of fossil fuels such as 

coal or fuel oil, with their resultant environmental impacts. Energy resources wouid still be 

consumed on a large scale in the process of delivering water to Los Angles from another source 

such as the Metropolitan Water District. On page 13-5, aragraph 1, of the Draft EIR, an 

estimate is provided of the energy expenditure for water eiivered by MWD of from 2, 

per acre foot to 3,170 KWH per acre foot. 

H. Cultural Resources 

COMMENT CL-1 

Impacts due to new wells and recharge basins or infiltration trenches are understated. More 

extensive archaeotogical resources exist than have been described in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE CL-1 

The ana!ysis and evaluation of potential impacts to cultural resources presented in the Draft EIR 

are based on a review of data obtained from the Archaeological nformation Center at U.C. 

Riverside and site reconnaissance by a professional archaeologkt of the areas subject to disturbance 

due to proposed new facilities. This is standard practice for cultural resource assessments. As 
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described in Chapter 15, Cultural and Historical Resources, pa I, a record search 

of the entire proposed project area was u aken on Janua A1 known cultural 

resource sites and previous surveys within one mile of the 15 new weli loca?ions and two 

spreading basins were identified and plotted on m . This infomation indicated that a total of 

42 historic andlor prehistoric culturai sites are known to exist in the project area covered by the 

record search; of which five sites are located within one mile of a pro well or spreading basin, 

the remainder are located within one mile of a pro weU or spreading basin boundary. No 

known cultural resource sites coincide precisely with lacations of pro new welk or spreading 

basins. In addition to the above, the generat locations of pro ancillary facilities were surveyed 

on foot by the archaeologist. 

COMMENT CL-2 

The archaeological in~estigation of the Draft EIR should have included subsurface testing. Its 

omission makes the analysis in the Draft EIR inadequate. 

RESPONSE CL-2 

Subsurface testing for archaeological resources EIR wouid not 

warranted. A schedule for installation of new wells and 

or construction of new spreading basins; or construction of infiltration trenches) has not been 

established. The analysis in the Draft R states that five cultural resource site muid be impacted 

due to construction of new wells, and 37 0th 

well areas or boundaries of spreading 

facilities have yet to be recisely determi 

Draft EIR would not preciude t e need for additional testing when the final hations aF new 

facilities are established. it was concluded that the significa 

occur. Appropriate mili ation measures were develo 
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COMMENT CL-3 

odd have been consuited e Draft ;ETR to ascertain existence 

resources. k a i  cultural by past water gathering 

activities, and will continue to ering in the future. 

RESPONSE CL-3 

f: is acknowledged that local tribes were not mnsut during preparation of the Draft EIR. As 

described in response to comment CL-I above, the methodology used to identify known resources 

is a standard practice under CEQA i t  should be not at during the public review no 

additional sites were submitted by the local tribes to the authors of the Draft ETR for inclusion 

in this Final EIR. 

LADWP is unaware of any impacts to local cultural resources due to water gathering o 

or land management activities on Los Angeies-own lands during the period of 1970 to 1990. As 

for the Future, the mitigation measures contained in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities, at the top of 

page 16-14, would result in the evaluation and, if necessary, the recovery of any significant cultural 

resources due to new Facilities. Under the provision of the Agreement, no impacts to Indian lands 

will be allowed to occur (see Agreement Section IILH, Management Strategy). 

I. Ancillary Facilities 

COMMENT AF-1 

Analysis of ancillary facilities is not detailed enough and thus is inadequate. More information is 

needed on the precise location of new wells, and new or enlarged recharge basins. 

RESPQNSE AF-1 

At this stage of the project, all ancillary facilities that can be defined are described in the Draft 

EIR in Chapter 5, Proposed Project, and Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities. The intomation 

presented represents the latest concepts for location, design, and operation of proposed new wells 

and recharge facilities. This information and the subsequent impact analysis and description of 

mitigation measures are consistent with the level of detail and analysis required under CEQA for 
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a program EIR. The Draft EIR contains ma drav&ngs of we Iwations, and recharge 

facilities, respectively. 

In the case of proposed new wells, the Draft EIR contains detailed discussion of potential 

environmental effects, beginning on page 16-14. tions, prciduction rates, well dimensions, etc 

are fully described in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities. Beeailed diussion of the potential 

environmental effects of new wells begins on p 16-31 and addresses each environmental issue, 

e.g. geology, water resources, vegetation, elc. 

Information concerning the location, design, and operation of enlarged or new recharge facilities 

is also presented in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities, in rough 16-14. On pages 16- 

4 and 16-5, the locations and design features of both t iing spreading basins in Big 

Pine and the proposed new infiltration trenc in the Laws area are dexri tential impacts 

with these facilities are also described by environmental issue, and corresponding mitigation 

measures have been identified. 

No new wells should be drilled at or near Reinhackle Spring, Lone Pine Tree, and other sensitive 

areas. 

RESPONSE AF-2 

In the response to master comment WA-4, it is stated t at groundwater from wells that 

ow at Reinhackle Spring will OW from the spring will not be 

significantly reduced compared to flows under prevaiiiilg nai a result of this 

management, it is probable that no more than o 

near Reinhackle Spring and ideniiEied in Ch 

16-29) will be constructed as part of the 

In other spring areas, groundwater pumping 

reductions in spring 

vegetation. 
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In all other areas of the valley that mul g from new or existing wells, 

managed to woi ant decreases or changes in 

vegetation or other significant effects o r sensitive areas, 

Section 1.D.I of the Green nt of these areas. 

Section I.D.2 (page 32) and Section I.D.3 ( age 33) of the Green 

vegetation of significant environinentai value will ation plans will he 

developed for this vegetation, if necessary. 

MITIGATION 

COMMENT MT-1 

There have been problems with past mitigation efforts by Los Angelex, and some of the efforts 

were not effective. Many of the past projects appear to have to enhance, as 

opposed to mitigate, the effects of water gathering on the environment. 

RESPONSE MT-1 

For clarification, the two general types of projects implement during the period 1970 

to 1990 are described below. 

o Environmental projects implement betmen 1970 and 1984, mostly involving provision 

of water to ponds, sloughs, lakes, springs, and the lower Owens River for the pur of 

wildiife habitat and forage, fisheries, and public recreation. These projects are described 

in Chapter 5, Proposed Project, page 5-19 of the September 1990 Draft EIR. 

o Enhancementmitigation projects implemented between 1985 and 1990 by tADWP and 

Inyo County. These projects involved provision of water for recreation, revegetation (as 

mitigation for blowing dust), regreening of public parks and former irrigated pasture in and 

around towns, wildlife habitat in ponds, and the ns River Rewatering Project. 

In the case of many of these projects, their primary purpose was to enhance the environment of 

the Owens Valley; however, several projects also serve as mitigation of a signiftcant effect of the 

project from 1970 to 1990. Those projects that serve as mitigation are described in Chapter 7 of 
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the Draft EIR. None of the projects descri to enhance water gathering 

or export by Los Angela. 

In the case of the environmental projects, their pu rirnarii). to restore 

been affected due to water gathering. Areas in the valley were identi as having been adversely 

impacted due to water gathering. e areas may have exhibited tion decrease or  change, 

or reduction in wildlife using a particular habitat. 

provide a regular water supply to a variety of habitats, s 

ns River. Objectiws may have 

of impact that may have occurred, but the 

improve wildlife habitat and forage, fisheries, 

The enhancementimitigation projects were estabfis tsblic process inwlvin 

communitia in the valley. EnhancementlMitigaiion ects include reve tation of abandoned 

agricultural lands or lands that experienced ve 

of public parks, improved wildlife habitat; an 

each project specific goals an 

under CEQk After implements 

County reviewed each project for consisten 

areas are described in the Draft EIR je.g., 

made of *ether impacts have 

roject. 

Concerning problems with past 

T-2, which d i u ~ ~ e s  this issue. 

of the enhancementinritigation p 

from 1990 to I 
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Mitigations in the Green k are experimental an thus not assured of mitigating effects on the 

environment. What happens if efforts are unsuccessful? 

Mitigation of Significant Effects - Agreement 

A primary goal of the Agreement is to avoid causing significant decreases or changes in vegetation 

or other significant effects on the environment of the Owens Valley. Therefore, mitigation is not 

considered a primary management tool, but rather a secondary tool to be employed should impacts 

occur that are inconsistent with the goals of the Agreement. 

If impacts occur, Section I.C.2 (pages 28 to 31) of the Green Book describes the procedures to 

be employed in developing, implementing and reporting on mitigation, including revegetation. 

Pursuant to these procedures, the Technical Group must establish a mitigation goal for each 

impact, consider all options for achieving the goal and adopt a mitigation plan. The Technical 

Group must report at least once a year to the Standing Committee on the effectiveness of 

mitigation in achieving its goal. If a mitigation plan fails to substantially achieve its goals, the 

Technical Group is required to implement alternative, feasible mitigation, if any exists, that will 

achieve the goals. If no such alternative exists, a new mitigation goal is to be developed and 

implemented for the area and a report is to be made to the Standing Committee explaining the 

reasons for the change. 

The Technical Group must consider all feasible options of alternative mitigation if the 

recommended mitigation should fail to achieve its goals. If there are no identified acceptable or 

feasible mitigation options, and the described mitigation is unproven, then the Technical Group will 

make every reasonable effort to successfully implement the unproven mitigation. 

Mitigation of Signiftcant Effects - 1970 to 1990 

For each mitigation measure for a significant effect identified in the EIR which has not already 

been mitigated, the Technical Group will develop and implement a mitigation plan pursuant to the 

procedures of the Green Book described above. A mitigation plan and schedule for each 
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significant effect identified in the EIR will be developed not later than one year after final approval 

of this EIR. If the means of implementing a mitigation measure described in the EIR are 

unproven, the Technical Group will make every reasonable effort to successfully implement the 

mitigation measure. 

It must be noted that if, despite efforts to mitigate an impact, past or future, there is no feasible 

mitigation option, there will be an unmitigated, unavoidable significant effect on the environment. 

COMMENT MT-3 

Off-site compensatory mitigation must not be accepted when it has not been conclusively 

demonstrated that on-site, in-kind mitigation is infeasible. 

RESPONSE MT-3 

This comment expresses an opinion as to a desired policy, although implementation of the desired 

policy is not required by law. It should be noted that there is no legal requirement under CEQA 

that wmpensatory mitigation not be implemented unless it is conclusively demonstrated that on- 

site mitigation is infeasible. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15370) describe five kinds of 

mitigation measures as follows: 

a. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking certain action or parts of an action; 

b. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

implementation; 

c. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment; 

d. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 

during the life of the action, and; 

e. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments. 

The CEQA Guidelines do not establish any preference among the five types of mitigation, nor does 

CEQA require the selection of a particular type of mitigation. However, Section 1512Sfc) of the 
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Guidelines does require that, where several mitigation measures are available to mitigate an impact, 

each measure must be discussed and the basis for ecting a parlieutar measure must 

nomic, social or other considerations make infeasible any 

with a project without such 

mitigation if it finds that the benefits of a project outweigh its unmitigated adverse effects. 

Significant Effects - Agreement 

Section I.C.2 (pages 28 to 31) of the Green Book describes the procedures for developing, 

implementing and reporting on mitigation for any significant effects that might occur in the future. 

(See the response to master comment MT-2 for a description of ihese procedures.) Concerning 

compensatory mitigation, it should be noted that on page 28, the Green Book provides: 

Generally, compensatory mitigation (compensating for an impact to the environment by 

improving or enhancing an area located away from the affected area) would not be upreferred 

goal of a mitigation plan 

COMMENT MT-4 

Mitigation programs should not be allowed to be discontinued upon mutual consent of Los Angela 

and Inyo County, as provided in Section X, Enhancemenmitigation Projects, of the Agreement. 

RESPONSE MT-4 

Section X (page B-34) of the Agreement provides in pertinent part: 

All existing enhancement/mitigation projects will continue unless the Inyo County Board of 

Supervisors and the Department, acting through the Standing Committee, a p e s  to modifu or 

discontinue a project. Periodic evaluariom of the projecis shall be made by the Technical 

Group. 
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This provision of the Agreement gives WP and Inyo County the flexibility to modify or 

terminate enhancementimitigation projects as future conditions may warrant. However, no 

enhancementimitigation project which is an iden lnitigation measure for impacts of the project 

will be modified or discontinued except in full compliance with CEQA, and unless the Standing 

Committee finds that either: 

1. The enhancementimitigation project as modified will continue to reduce the identitied 

adverse effect of the project to a level which is less than significant; or 

2. A new mitigation measure will be implemented which will reduce the identified adverse 

effect of the project to a level which is less than significant. 

In its periodic evaluation of each enhancementimitigation project identified as a mitigation measure 

by this EIR, the Technical Group will report on the effectiveness of the measure in reducing an 

adverse effect of the project to a less than significant level. An evaluation of such 

enhancementimitigation projects will be made at least annually to the Standing Committee. 

COMMENT MT-5 

All cumulative impacts, including those impacts associated with the first Los Angeles Aqueduct 

must be mitigated in this EIR. 

RESPONSE MT-5 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130) uire that the cumulative impacts of a proposed action "shall 

be discussed when they are significant." Cumulative impacts are defined by the Guidelines as "two 

or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound 

or increase other environmental impacts." In a cumulative impact analysis the potential for 

cumulative effects becoming greater than the sum of various individual, Lsolated impacts is 

evaluated. CEQA Guidelines call for evaluatin the cumulative impacts of projects past, present, 

and anticipated, relevant to the 

Under CEQA, mitigation of a significant effect of b s  gels' water gathering activities to supply 

its first aqueduct is required only if an e f k t  of such activities, when combined with an effect of 

the project, causes a significant cumulative effect on the environment. Thus, under existing law, 
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a significant effect resulting from Los -project act i~t ies  alone, is not required to be 

mitigated. 

Cumulative Effects - 1970 to 1 

In evaluating the cumu?ativ 

a compilation was made of Valley. This mmpiiation 

best judgement of 

the authors. A determination was t 

were established: 1) effects caused by 

1970 and 1990, and 3) effects caused by pre-project activities that were potentially worsened by 

effects of the project from 19713 to 1990. Once the effects were so categorized, it was determined 

whether an effect in either category two or three was a significant effect on the environment. For 

all effects of the project (category two) that were determined to be significant, mitigation measures 

were identified and are described in the Draft EIR. 

Concerning the effects that were caused by pre-project activities, but which were potentially 

worsened by the effects of the project from 1970 to 1990, a determination was made whether 

activities under the project from 1970 to 1990 actually worsened the preexisting effect. In many 

cases, it was very difficult to make such a determination. For instance, in a rly vegetated field 

where irrigation was discontinued in the 1930s, it was difficult to determine whether it was the 

abandonment of imgation alone that resulted in the current p r  vegetation conditions or  whether 

groundwater pumping since 1970 aggravated the preekt ing  problem. In the instances where it 

was determined that it was probable that activities under the project from 1970 to 1990 worsened 

a pre-project effect to a level deemed significant, mitigation measures were identified. Examples 

are 640 acres in the Lam area (Impact 10-18) and 20 acres near Big Pine (Impact 10-19). 

Cumulative Effects - Agreement (Post-1990) 

A primary goal of the Agreement is to manage Future groundwater pumping and surface water to 

avoid causing significant decreases and changes in vegetation from that which existed in the 1984- 

87 period. Also, under the Agreement, lands currently irrigated will continue to be irrigated in the 

future. Should any significant effect to the Owens Valley environment occur in the future, it must 

be mitigated in accordance with procedures described in the Green Book. Therefore, it was 
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determined that activities under the Agreement, when combined with the pre-project and the 1970 

to 1990 effects of W W P ' s  activities, will not cause any significant effects to the environment. 

COMMENT MT-6 

The description of Lower Owens River Project is inadequate. The Lower Owens River Project 

only mitigates impacts of the first Los Angeles ueduct, and not the second aqueduct. It is not 

acceptable for impacts on springs, seeps, and wetlands due to the second aqueduct. 

RESPONSE MT-6 

A description of the proposed Lower Owens River Project is presented in Appendix C-2. 

Appendix C-2 contains information related to the project goals, components, operations, and 

management. As noted in Chapter 5, Proposed Project, page 5-22 of the September 1990 Draft 

EIR, the Lower Owens River Project will be the subject of a separate EIR, and it is in addition 

to the existing tower Owens River rewatering project described on page 5-21. 

The proposed Lower Owens River Project is consistent with mitigation concepts of CEQA. It is 

believed that the environmental benefits of the Lower Owens River Project will be substantial to 

vegetation, f i h  and wildlife in Owens Valley. It is acknowledged that the riparian habitat 

(including wetlands) created and enhanced by this project differs from that associated with springs 

and seeps on the valley floor; however, it is believed the environmental benefits associated with 

the project, in terms of new and healthier habitat, serves as mitigation of a compensatory nature 

for effects to spring and seeps caused by the project between 1970 and 1 

How was it determined that a significant effect on the environment was reduced to a less than 

significant level through mitigation? 

RESPONSE MT-7 

This comment relates to the analysis contained in the Draft aining to the identification 

and evaluation of significant impacts that occurred during th f 1970 to 1990. For each 

impacted area described in the Draft EIR, each potential impact is evaluated in the context of the 
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standard of significance re impact analysis. 

nvironmental an projects. Also refer 

to response to master co 

The mitigation measures identifie cts of the project to 

Owens Valley vegetali range of mitigation 

goals and from a ra goal. Please see 

response to master comment differing ideas on 

the type or the degree of mitig of the project, the selection 

of a mitigation measure in ma g from negotiation. 

COMMENT MT-8 

The Draft EIR does not adequately discuss the alternatives to the mitigation measures identified 

for each significant effect of the project From 1970 to 1 and the reason for selecting a particular 

measure. 

RESPONSE MT-8 

The mitigation measures identifi in the Draft EIR for the significant effects of the project to 

Owens Valley vegetation between 1970 and I. were selected from among a range of mitigation 

goals and from a range of management alternatives to achieve the chosen goal. Since Inyo County 

and LADWP often had differing ideas on the type or the degree of mitigation for an identified 

significant effect of the project, the selection of a mitigation measure in many instances was a 

compromise resulting from negotiation. Off-site mitigation of a com nsatory nature was an 

alternative in all of the instances discussed below. 

The options for mitigation of impacts to groundwater dependent vegetation due to groundwater 

pumping are: 

1. Manage groundwater pumping to allow water tables to return and be maintained at pre- 

project levels. Once water tabla are at this level, a) aliow the affected area to naturally 

revegetate, or b) restore the vegetation to its original composition and cover to the extent 

feasible through an active revegetation effort. The potential for success of such a 
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revegetation effort is unknown because, once impacted, it may not be possible to restore 

a site to its previous plant cover. 

2. Manage groundwater pumping in accordance with the goals of the Agreement, but supply 

surface water and/or pumped groundwater to the affected area. Once this has occurred, 

a) allow the area to naturally revegetate, or b) restore the vegetation to its natural 

composition and cover to the extent possible through an active revegetation effort. 

3. Manage groundwater pumping in accordance with the goals of the Agreement and establish 

an irrigated crop (i.e., pasture, alfalfa, or  other crop) supplied with surface water and/or 

pumped groundwater. 

4. Manage groundwater pumping in accordance with the goals of the Agreement and 

revegetate with species native to the Owens Valley that are not dependent on high 

groundwater levels and would require no irrigation once established. 

Mitigation alternative three was selected for impacts identified in the following areas: Independence 

Springfield, 30 acres east of Independence, 30 acres northeast of Big Pine, and the Shepherd Creek 

alfalfa field. 

Mitigation alternative two was selected for a total of 60 acres located in three areas east of the 

Symmes/Shepherd well field. Alternative four was selected for a total of 80 acres in the Ta 

CreekIHines Spring area. Approximately 300 acres in the Five Bridges area are being mitigated 

through a combination of alternatives one and two; that is, pumping has been discontinued in the 

area, surface water has been supplied to stimulate natural revegetation and active revegetation has 

occurred in a portion of the area. 

The options for mitigation of impacts to springs and seeps due to groundwater pumping are: 

1. Manage groundwater pumping to allow the flow at the affected spring or seep to resume. 

Once an adequate flow has resumed, a) allow the affected area to naturatly revegetate, or 

b) restore the vegetation to its original composition and cover to the extent feasible 

through an active revegetation effort. 

2. Manage groundwater pumping in accordance with the goals of the reement, replace the 

previous water resource with surface water and/or pumped groundwater and a) allow the 
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affected area to naturally revegetate, o rb )  restore the vegetation to its original composition 

ent feasible throu 

3. of the Agreement and 

iley that are not dependent on 

no irrigation once 

Mitigation alternative two was selected for miti ation of impacts at ig and Little Seeley springs, 

Hines Spring and Little lackrock Spring. Impacts to Fis Springs and Blackrock Spring will 

receive compensatory mitigation through the Lower Owens River Project. 

The options for mitigation of impacts due to abandonment of agriculture are: 

1. Reestablish a cultivated crop (i.e., pasture, alfalfa, or other crop) and irrigate with surface 

water or pumped groundwater. 

2. Revegetate with species native to the Owens Valley that are not dependant on high 

groundwater levels and would require no irrigation once established. 

Mitigation option one was selected for the Independence Pasture Lands, Van Norman Field, 

Richards Field, Lone Pine Woodlot, a seven-acre fieid along Whitney Portal Road and an 11- 

acre field east of Highway 395 in Lone Pine. proximately 120 acres near Bishop will be 

mitigated through alternative two. In addition, the loss of meadow and riparian vegetation that was 

supplied by tailwater from formerly irrigated lands will receive compensatory mitigation through the 

Lower Owens River Project. 

The options for mitigation of impacts caused by a cornhination of groundwater pumping, changes 

in surface water management, abandonment of agriculture, water spreading, and/or livestock grazing 

are: 

1. Discontinue the water andlor land management activities that caused the impact and either 

allow natural revegetation to occur or actively rehabilitate the site by planting native 

vegetation hut not necessarily to achieve the same cover or composition. 
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2. Continue the water and/or iand management activities that caused the impact, supply 

surface water or  pumped groundwater, and either allow natural revegetation to occur or 

actively rehabilitate the vegetation to its original cover. 

3. Continue the water andlor lnnd management activities that caused the impact, establish a 

cultivated crop (is., pasture, alfalfa, or other crop) and irrigate with surface water or 

pumped groundwater. 

4. Continue the water and/or land management activities that caused the impact and 

revegetate with species native to the Owens Valley that are not dependent on groundwater 

and would require no irrigation once established. 

Mitigation alternative three was selected for approximately 140 acres in the Laws area, as well as 

for the Laws-Poleta Pasture Land project. This alternative will also be employed on 20 acres east 

of Big Pine. Mitigation alternative four was selected for 160 acres near Big Pine and the Inyo/Los 

Angeles Standing Committee will consider implementing this alternative on another 640 acres in 

the Laws area. The loss of marsh habitat in the Thibaut/Sawmill area will receive compensatory 

mitigation through the Lower Owens River Project. 

SUMMARY 

COMMENT S-1 

The Draft EIR Summary makes it unclear whether, under the vegetation management goals of the 

Agreement, the 1984-87 period or the 1981-82 period serves as the base OF comparison for 

determining decreases and changes in vegetation. 

RESPONSE S-I 

The vegetation conditions as inventoried between 1984 and 1987 serve as the base of comparison 

for determining decreases and changes in vegetation under the management goals of the 

Agreement. 

The confusion arises because the Agreement provides that lands owned by Los Angela that were 

irrigated in the 1981-82 runoff year or thereafter will continue to be Irrigated. To avoid this 
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confusion over these differing time periods, the second paragraph on page S-6 of the Draft EIR 

is revised to read as follows: 

The Agreement provides that land owned by Los Angeles that was supplied with water or 

irrigated in the 1981-82 runoff year or thereafter wiil continue to be supplied wifh water or 

inigated in the future. It also provides 

recreational uses and wildlife habitat that have been dependent on wafer supplied by Los 

Angeles in the 1981-82 mnog year or thereaper. 
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3.1 RCVISIONS TO THE AG 

Table of Contents: A revised Table of Contents to the Stipulation and Order is presented 

at the end of this chapter. 

Page B-3: line 1, add - Paul N. Bruce, County Counsel; delete - County Counsel after 

Gregory L. James; delete - Cosby after Antonio 

Page B-3: line 2, replace "Counsel" with "Counsels" 

Page B-9: line 2, replace "lease" with "least* 

Page B-11: line 11, replace "149,800" with "150,347" 

line 17, replace "10,900" with "10,390" 

line 26, replace '42,000" with "42,013" 

Page B-12: line 7, replace "5,000" with "5,580" 

line 13, replace "18,000" with "18,830" 

Page B-19: line 1, is revised to read: 

". . . in vegetation have occurred (see section N.B), provisions for . . ." 

Page B-30: line 7, sixth word, "an" is replaced with "and". 
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o Page B-45, line 18, to B-48, line 7, Sections D, are r e p i a d  with the text 

below: 

C. WAl'ER AND ENVlRONME A 

After the initial ayment, an annual 
each subsequent year. The amount of the first such 
hundred twenty thousand five hundred eighty dollars 
upward or downward in accordance gel=-Anaheim-Riverside All 
Urban Consumers Price Index or its successor. Each year thereafter, the amount 
of the annual payment shall be the amount of the previous year's payment 
adjusted in accordance with said consumer's price index The mavimum 
adjustment shall not exceed five ( 
be placed in trust by the Cou 
operation and maintenance of 
at anytime one million five hu 
is accumulated in the trust, th 
additional annual payment unii 
twenty thousand five hundred 
year. 

This annual fun te of a final decision 
by a court to disapp 
continue unless the lnyo &u 
that the program is to be reduced 

D. GENERAL FINANC 

of one million two 

After the initial cont 
by July 10th of each subsequent year. the first annual 
contribution payment sh 
hundred eighty-five doll 
formula for assessment 
Article XIII, Section I 



3. Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR 

the amount of the annual mntribution payment shall be the amount of the 
previous year's ayrnent adjusted in accordance with said formula. 

In the event that Los Angeles' existing geothermal leases in the Coso 
Geothermal are of Inyo County are developed in such a manner that the County 

interest taxes on such leases, such taxes received by the 
trnent for up to one-half of the total 
the County. Such credit shall only be 

are not subject to a claim for 
refund, legal challenges, or to refund for other reasons. 

ex annual contribution pa nts will be d h n t k u e d  as of the date of 
a final decision by a court to disapprove this Stipulation and Order. 

0 Page B-48: line 8, heading E is revised to read: 

E. Big Pine Ditch System 

D Page B-50: line 1, heading G is revised to read: 

F. Park and Environmental Assistance to City of Bishop 

0 Page B-50: line 17, is revised to read: 

". . . with the Los Angeles - Anaheim - Long Beach Ail Urban . . ." 

0 Page B-52: line 28 is revised to read: 

C. ADDITIONAL SALES 

0 Page B-53: line 18, heading C is revised to read: 

D. LANDS FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

o Page B-53: line 25, heading D is revised to read: 

E. WITHDRAWN LANDS 

0 Page B-55: line 7, section heading "XVIII." is revised to read "XVII." 

0 Page B-57: line 9, section heading XXI. is revised to read: 

XXI. NO EFFECT ON NON-PARTY LEGAL RIGHTS 
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o Page B-58: between lines I8 and 19 insert new heading: 

XXV. MODIFICATIONS 

0 Page B-59: between lines 5 and 6 insert new subheading: 

A. SUBJECT WIATfER 

o Page BdO: between lines 11 and 12 insert new subheading: 

B. TECHNICAL GROUP AND STANDING COMMI'IlTE 

o Page B-60, lines 12 through 14 are revised to read: 

Disputes between the parties arising out of this Stipulation and Order, the Green 
Book, or the EIR shall be submitted to the Technical Group and the Standing 
Committee for resolution as follows: 

o Page B-61: line 20, heading C is revised to read: 

C. MEDMrnONrnMPORARY ARBITRATION 

o Page B-62 line 21, heading D is revised to read: 

D. SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE 

o Page B-64: line 13, heading E is revised to read: 

E. EFFECT OF COURT RESOLUTION 

0 Page B64: line 21, heading XXVIII. is revised to read: 

XXVSI. INYO SUPERIOR COURT CASE NO. 12883 

o Page B-54. line 26, heading XXIX is revised to read: 

XXVIII. INYO SUPERIOR COURT CASE NO. 12908 

0 Page B-65: line 15, heading . is revised to read: 

Y OF JUDGMENT 
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0 Page B-65: line 18, heading XXXI. is revised to read: 

XXX. PARAGRAPH I-IEADINGS 

0 Page B-65: line 22, heading XX I. is revised to read: 

o Page B66: line 24, the authorizing signatures for Inyo County are revised to read as 

follows: 

Paul N. Bruce, County Counsel 
Gregory L. James, Special Counsel 

0 Page B-66: line 27, a new authorizing signature line is added to read: 

o Page B-67: line 1, an authorizing signature line is added to read: 

BY 
Gregory L. James 
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3.2 REVISIONS TO THE D E'LR 

LIST O F  FIGURES 

o Page vili: Figure 14-4 ti 

"Acres of irrigat 

SUMMARY 

o Page S-2: As given, the scale for Fi S-1 is not correct. A corrected Figure S-1 is 

presented in this chapter. 

o Page S-5: paragraph I is revised to read: 

A reduction in the amount of irrigated acreage of s Angelesswned land that was 
(from 21,800 acres of irrig ltural acreage prior to 

of irrigated agricultural acreage 2,600 acres irrigated 
as part of enhancementimitigation projects and land purchases by Los Angeles in 
the OlanchaiCartago area). 

o Page S-6: paragraph 2 is replaced with the following: 

The Agreement provides that land owned by Los Angeles that was supplied with 
-82 runoff year or thereafter will continue to be 
in the future. It ako provides that there will be no 
ecreationai uses and wildlife habitat that have .been 
by Los Angeles in the 1981-82 runoff year or 

thereafter. 

o Page S-11: first complete paragraph, second sentence is revis 

Measures to mitigate or mmpensate for the adverse effects have been developed 
ment and mitigation p ptemented by LADWP, 

provided for in ihe d mitigation measures 
ing up to approgmately 

o Page S-11: foilowing paragraph 2, insert paragrap 

In the original draft of the ent, "significant" was included among the terms 
mmenb requesting a 
ft was revised by the 
g the determination 
uideiines for making 
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this determination ar k, Section 1.C (pages 19 through 27). 
cant effect on the environment (as 

ue to the project, any person may bring 
the matter to t or lnyo County and/or employ any other 

0 Page S-17: footnote #I is revised to re 

rt from the Owens 
on Table S-1 above, differs 

CHAPTER 1. INTRODU 

Page 1-1: paragraph 4, last sentence is revised to read: 

". . . Inyo National Forest, except that the Inyo Mountains south of Pat Keyes 
Canyon is administered by the Bureau of Land Management." 

Page 1-2: As given, the scale for Figure 1-1 is not correct. A corrected Figure 1-1 is 

presented in this chapter, 

Page 1-6: last paragraph, second sentence is revised to read: 

The public review peri will he from September 28, 1990 to January 4, 1991. 

Page 1-7: paragraph 1, first sentence is revised to read: 

Public meetings in Inyo County on the Draft EIR will be held beginning in late 
November 1990. 

Page 1-8: paragraph 3, third sentence is revised to read: 

The filing of this notice initiates a 30-day statute of limitations period under CEQA 
for court challenges to the adequacy of the Final EIR. 

Page 1-8: paragraph 5 is replaced with the following: 

This Draft EIR is part of a multi-volume set of documents relating to the proposed 
plan. The first volume contains the Draft EIR. The Stipulation and Order, which 
sets forth the Agreement on a Long-Term Groundwater Management Plan for 
Owens Valley and Inyo County, and the Technical Appendices to the Draft EIR 
are contained in Volume Two. The Green Book is Volume Three. The Final EIR, 
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containing responses to comments 
contained in additional volumes. 
sections: 

CHAP'IER 2. HISTORY OF 

o Page 2-9: paragraph , third sentence is r to r e d  

acra  of l a d  in various locations 
throughout the Valley. 

o Page 2-9: foliowing paragraph 2, insert a r a p p h  below: 

Los Angeles believes that the 1938 agreement between the United States and Los 
ts from the lands co 
Biageles. Simiiarly, i 

attached to the lands conveyed by Los Angeies were transferred to the lank it 
received from the United States. In furtherance of that transfer and for the severai 
purposes recited in the exchange agreement, Angeks agreed to deliver in 
perpetuity to the United States quantified amou of water by surface conveyance 

the United States, for use on 
itted to divert surface water from 

o Page 2-18: paragraph 3, line 3, "VoirPlrirne One" k corrected lo read "Volu 

o Page 2-19: footnote #9, text is corrected to read ". . . Rossnann . . ." 

o Page 2-19: foatnote #13, t ". . . Rcssmann . . .* 

CHAPTER 3. WATER SUPPLY FOR LOS 

o Page 3-2: Table 3-1, 1 t line on year "1 
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o Page 3-14: Table 3-5 is revised as follows: 

TABLE 3-5 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES WATER SUPPLY SOURCES 

Groundwater from Los Angeles Basin 107, 20 87,400 15 
Purchases from MWD %,UX) 18 42,2 7 
Los Angels Aqueduct 334,3 62 446, - -  78 - - 
TOTAL 538,500 100 576,400 100 

Source: LADWP Statistical Reports 

Page 3-15: Table 3-6, second line of title is corrected to read "1970-1989" 

Page 3-22: paragraph 3 is revised to read: 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), formed in 1928, 
covers over 5,100 square miles of the coastal plain in Southern California, including 
portions of the counties of Los Angela, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San 
Diego and Ventura. M W s  purposes include development and sale of water at 
wholesale for municipal and domestic uses and purposes. It may sell surplus water 
for other beneficial purposes, including agriculture. There are 27 member agencies 
in Metropolitan, consisting of 14 cities, 12 municipal water districts, and one county 
water authority. The City of Los Angeles is one of these member agencies. 

Page 3-22: paragraph 4, last sentence is revised to read: 

MWD had 2,600,000 acre-feet of water available in 1990 resulting in a Los Angeles 
preferential right of about 600,000 AFY. 

Page 3-23: paragraph 2 is revised to read: 

The main sources of water supply available to the service area of MWD are: 
captured local surface flows; groundwater; imports via the Colorado River Aqueduct, 
the Los Angeles Aqueduct, and the State Water Project's California Aqueduct; and 
reclaimed water. The sources directly available to MWD are limited to the 
Colorado River and State Water Project (SWP) supplies and water made available 
through its h a 1  Projects Program. MWD is increasing its demand-reducing water 
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conservation measures by implementing Best Management Practices and 
Conservation Credit programs. Colorado River water is conveyed to Southern 
California by MWD's 242-mile long Colorado River Aqueduct. SWP water is 
conveyed from Northern to Southern California by means of the 444-mile long 
California Aqueduct. M W s  entitlement to water from the Colorado River totals 
1.212 million AFY and SWP totals 20115 million AFY. However, MWD's 
dependable supply from the Colorado River has .been limited to iess than 550, 
AFY since the Central Arizona Project began operatio rthermore, the SWP 
cannot yet deliver MWDS fuli entitlement. In 1990, imported a total of 
about 2.6 million AFY through these tw aqueducts. The projected future supply 
and demand in the MWD service area is shown in Table 3-7. 

o Page 3-25: both paragraphs under the heading M 's Colorado River Supply are revised 

to read: 

In accordance with a 1964 U.S. Supreme Court decree, the State of California 
(MWD, Native Americans, and several agriculturai water districts) is limited to an 
annual supply of 4.4 million acre-feet from the Colorado River unless surplus or 
unused Arizona and Nevada water is made available by the §ecretary of the interior. 
Agricultural agencies have priority to beneficial consumptive use of 3.85 million AFY 
less the amount of water made available by Imperial Irrigation District under the 
1988 Water Conservation Agreement and 1989 Approval Agreement with MWD. 

acre-feet must be subtracted for conveyance losses and for use of 
water by holders of present perfected rights, including Native Americans, leaving 
MWD with a dependable annual supply of 616,110 acre-feet in 1995. Use of 
additional present perfected rights may reduce dependable annual supply to 591,110 
AFY. 

Since the States of Arizona and Nevada have not yet taken their full 
apportionments, surplus and unused water has been available from the Colorado 
River for MWD since Central Arizona Project operation began. 
benefitted from these conditions during the recent drought and has diverted up to 
1.3 million AFY from the river. With continuing development of the Central 
Arizona Project, the supply available to MWD in 1991 is estimated to be 900,000 
acre-feet. As Arizona and Nevada take more of their apportionments, MWD may 
receive less Colorado River water. 

o Page 3-25: paragraph 3, under the heading 's State Water Project Supply, third and 

fourth sentences are revised to read: 

This entitlement was contracted to meet increasing water demands resulting from 
population growth, and to compensate for the impending loss of a major portion of 
M W s  Colorado River supply. SWP deliveries for calendar year 1990 were 1.4 
million acre-feet. 
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o Page 5-8: paragraph 4, second sentence is revised to read: 

For the average year scenario, runoff was assumed to be 310,000 AFY, the average 
runoff recorded to date, runoff years 1935-36 to 1988-89. 

o Pages 5-10 and 5-11: Figures 5-2 and 5-3 are replaced with new figures shown at the end 

of this chapter. 

o Page 5-13: Table 5-1, footnote #2, after the words "to date" add: 

"(i.e. runoff years 1935-36 to 1988-89)" 

o Page 5-16: following paragraph 4, insert paragraph below: 

Some people believe that under the "Chandler Decree" of 1922, Los Angeles is 
prohibited from exporting any water from Bishop Creek out of the Bishop area, and 
is required to divert and use such water on its lands on the Bishop Cone. Opinions 
on how a court would rule on this interpretation of the Chandler and Hillside 
Decrees have been prepared by Professor Joseph Sax of the University of California, 
an eminent authority on water law and the public trust doctrine, and by Inyo 
County's Special Legal Counsel, Antonio Rossmann. They have concluded that the 
Chandler Decree does not prohibit Los Angeles from exporting the waters of Bishop 
Creek from the Bishop Area, nor does it require Los Angeles to divert and use 
such waters on its lands on the Bishop Cone. They also conclude that the 
Agreement does not violate the Hillside Decree. These opinions are presented in 
Appendix A 4  to the Response to Comments document. 

o Page 5-18: paragraph 3, second line, "1984" is revised to read "1985." 

o Page 5-19: Table 5-2, in description of Klondike Lake, the word "permanent" is deleted. 

CHAPTER 6, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

o Page 6-5: paragraph 1, last sentence before parenthetical sentence, is revised to read: 

Runoff for the no project alternative in this chapter is assumed to be 310,000 AFY, 
or the average runoff recorded to date, runoff years 1935-36 to 1988-89. 

o Page 6-5: paragraph 4 (hulleted), first sentence is revised to read: 

Groundwater pumping would range from zero in wet years to as much as 142,600 
AFY in dry years (this is the actual amount pumped in calendar year 1931). 
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0 Page 5-27: paragra 1, last sentence, after r 

0 Page 6-31: para 

o Page 6-31: paragraph 2 is revise 

As other basin states take more of the water to which they are entitled, less water 
available for California. fn , the Central Arizona 

enced operations and u system operating criteria, the 
Secretary of the 1 rior annuaiiy dete bility of water. In the future, 
MWD will likely limited to 615,ll , plus an unknown amount of surplus 
and unused water in certain years unless it is successful in negotiating agreements 
with the other California agencies to make additional water available. M W  
expects to receive about acre-feet from the Colorado River in 1991. 

o Page 6-32: paragraph 3, last scntenee is r to read: 

If the SWRCB promuigates new standards for the Defta that are stricter than those 
in effect today, the S 's ability to deliver water south of the Delta eould be 
reduced. 

o Page 6-33: paragrapbs 1 through 3 are r to read: 

An agreement bemeen and the Irrigation District will improve 
Imperial's irrigation effic~ nd provid 0 acre-feet of water annually to 
MWD. Similarly, legislation authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to line portions 
of the All-American and Coachella canals in Imperial and Riverside counties has 
been enacted by Congress. Southern California water agencies would fund the cost 
of the lining projects and the conserved water would be made available in 
accordance with the existing priorities to use of Colorado River water in California. 

MWD and the f i n - E d i s o n  Water Storage District have developed a water storage 
project which, following necessary approvals, would allow some 02 's unneeded 
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supplies in wet years to he stored by Ai-vin-Edison in an underground aquifer in the 
southeastern corner of the San Joaquin Valley. In Hater dry p e r i d ,  M 
receive about 100,000 acre-feet annually of Arvin-Edison's surface supplies while the 
agricultural agency takes the stored groundwater to meet its needs. 

In 1981, MWD launched a local projects program aimed at increasing the use of 
reclaimed water in Southern California. Under th provides 
financial assistance to qualifying projects. As of E)ece projects totaling 
61,185 AFY had been approved and 10 others, expected to reuse 35,125 AFY, were 
under consideration. 

C W l ' E R  7, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASS MENT METHOD AND SUMMARY O F  
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

o Page 7-2: following paragraph 1, insert text below: 

It must he noted that prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR, no description of 
the pre-project conditions of groundwater dependent vegetation on the valley floor 
existed. There was no vegetation map of these conditions, nor were there any 
surveys or inventories documenting these vegetation conditions. Therefore, it was 
necessary to develop a description of pre-project conditions. In developing this 
description, the best available information was used, but much of this information 
was not produced until after 1970. 

The information sources used in establishing a description of pre-project vegetation 
conditions included: (1) reports and letters supplied by both LADWP and the Inyo 
County Water Department; (2) past environmental impact reports filed by the City 
of Los Angeles; (3) field surveys conducted by EIP Associates personnel; (4) 
conversations with noted experts and knowledgeable residents; (5) aerial photographs 
taken in 1968, 1973, 1981, and 1988; (6) herbarium and library research at both the 
California Academy of Sciences, San Francism, and the University of California at 
Berkeley; (7) a vegetation cover map compiled in 1993 by Earth Sat, Inc., and 
associated report; (8) a comparison of Owens Valley vegetation on 1968 and 1981 
air photos conducted by Ecosat Geobotanical Surveys, Inc.; and (9) sources of 
historical information. 

With regard to the 1993 vegetation cover map compiled by Earth Sat, Inc., this map 
was used in assessing the impacts to vegetation of the project from 1970 to 1990 
by comparing it with vegetation maps developed during the 1984-87 vegetation 
inventory; however, the quantity of data and the level of detail of the 1973 map 
limited its usefuiness in accurately establishing pre-project conditions or evaluating 
vegetation change. 

During preparation of the Draft EIR, consideration was given to using interpretation 
of aerial photos of the Owens Valley taken in 1941 and to prepare a map of 
pre-project vegetation conditions. Inyo County and LAD ad differing opinions 
on the feasibility of establishing pre-project vegetation conditions through such an 
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recognize that aerial photos can be a valuable 
ity in monitoring the vegetation of the 
undertaken by the Coun 
ai photo interpretation. 

of an evaluation of the merits of using aerial 
photo analysis as an ongoing monitoring technique. 

Despite problems with establishing a pre-project description for groundwater 
dependent vegetation, it was ible to establish a more accurate description for 
vegetation whose source of wa uppiy was precipitation, the river or i ts tributaries, 
lakes and ponds, canals and ditches, springs a ps, and irrigation, because 
relatively good records exist for the pre-project ncerning such water supply 
sources. The description of this vegetatipn is presented in Chapter 10, Vegetation, 
of the Draft EIR. 

aps show the areal extent of spring 
Led in Appendix A-1 

to the Response to Comments document. Also 1 is a list of plants, 
including species of special concern, springs, and a list 
of animal species of special concern spring habitats. 

With regard to the pre-projeet conditions of rare plant and wildlife species, in the 
began a program of monitoring plant and animal species on 
ns Valley. Prior to that time, little data existed on the 

occurrence of rare and endangered species on Los Angeles-owned lands. As stated 
earlier in this response, no surveys or inventories of any kind were conducted prior 
to 1970. Thus, it is not. possible to accurately describe the pre-project conditions 
and occurrence of these species. 
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o Page 7-2: following first paragraph under the heading I??GATION MEASURES, insert 

the text below: 

ignificant effects of 
were selected from 

on the type or the degree of mitiga~on for an identi t effect of the 
project, the selection oE a mitigation measure in many 
resulting from negotiation. 

The options for mitigation of impacts to groundwater dependent vegetation due to 
groundwater pumping are: 

1. Manage groundwater pumping to ailow water tables to return and be 
at pre-project levels. Once water tabies are at this lwel, a) ailow the affect 
area to naturally revegetate, or bf restore the vegetation to its original 
composition and cover to the excent feasible through an active revegetation 
effort. The potential for success of such a revegetation effort is unknown 
because, once impacted, it may not be possible to restore a site to its previous 
plant cover. 

2. Manage groundwater pumping in accordance with the goals of the Agreement, 
but supply surface water and/or pumped groundwater to the affected area. 
Once this has occurred, a) allow the area to naturaily revegetate, or b) restore 
the vegetation to its natural composition and cover to the extent possible 
through an active revegetation effort. 

3. Manage groundwater pu in accordance with the go& of the Agreement 
and establish an irrigat alfalfa, or other crop) supplied with 
surface water and/or 

4. Manage groundwater pumping in accordance with the goals of the Agreement 
and revegetate with species native to the Owens Valley that are not dependent 
on high groundwater levels and wouid require no irrigation once established. 

Mitigation alternative three was seles. identified in the following areas: 
Independence Springfield, 30 acres east ence, 30 acres northeast of Big 
Pine, and the Shepherd Creek alfalfa field. 

Mitigation alternative 
east of the SymmesiS 
of 80 acres in the Ta 
the Five Bridges area are being mitigated through a combination of alternatives one 
and two; that is, pumping has been discontinued in the area, surface water has been 
supplied to stimulate natural revegetation and active revegetation has occurred in 
a portion of the area. 
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The options for mitigation of impacts to springs and seeps due to groundwater 
pumping are: 

Manage groundwater pumping to allow the flow at the affected spring or seep 
to resume. Once an adequate tlow has resumed, a) allow the affected area to 
naturally revegetate, or b) restore the vegetation to its original composition and 
cover to the extent feasible through an active revegetation effort. 

Manage groundwater pumping in accordance with the goals of the Agreement, 
replace the previous water resource with surface water and/or pumped 
groundwater and a) allow the affected area to naturally revegetate, or b) restore 
the vegetation to its original composition and cover to the extent feasible 
through an active revegetation effort. 

Manage groundwater pumping in accordance with the goals of the Agreement 
and revegetate the area with species native to the Owens Valley that are not 
dependent on high groundwater levels or groundwater available at the ground 
surface and would require no irrigation once established. 

Mitigation alternative two was selected for mitigation of impacts at Big and Little 
Seeley springs, Hines Spring and Little Blackrock Spring. Impacts to Fish Springs 
and Blackrock Spring will receive compensatory mitigation through the Lower Owens 
River Project. 

The options for mitigation of impacts due to abandonment of agriculture are: 

1. Reestablish a cultivated crop (i.e., pasture, alfalfa, or other crop) and irrigate 
with surface water or pumped groundwater. 

2. Revegetate with species native to the Owens Valley that are not dependent on 
high groundwater levels and would require no irrigation once established. 

Mitigation option one was selected for the Independence Pasture Lands, Van 
Norman Field, Richards Field, Lone Pine Woodlot, a seven-acre field along Whitney 
Portal Road and an 11-acre Field east of Highway 395 in Lone Pine. Approximately 
120 acres near Bishop will be mitigated through alternative two. In addition, the 
loss of meadow and riparian vegetaf;on that w& supplied by tailwater from formerly 
irrigated lands will receive compensatory mitigation through the Lower Owens River 
Project. 

The options for mitigation of impacts caused by a combination of groundwater 
pumping, changes in surface water management, abandonment of agriculture, water 
spreading, andlor livestock grazing are: 

1. Discontinue the water andlor land management activities that caused the impact 
and either allow natural revegetation to occur or actively rehabilitate the site 
by planting native vegetation but not necessarily to achieve the same cover or 
composition. 
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mitigation plan pursuant to the procedures of the Green Book described above. 
A mitigation plan and schedule for each significant effect identified in the EIR will 
be developed not later than one year after final approval of this EIR. If the means 
of implementing a mitigation measure described in the EIR are unproven, the 
Technical Group will make every reasonable effort to successfully implement the 
mitigation measure. 

It must be noted that if, despite eEorts to mitigate an impact, past or future, there 
is no Feasible mitigation option, t re will be an unmitigated, unavoidable significant 
effect on the environment. 

No enhancemeni/mitigation project which is an identified mitigation measure for 
impacts of the project will be modified or discontinued except in full compliance 
with CEQA, and unless the Standing Committee finds that either: 

1. The enhancementimitigation project as modified will continue to reduce the 
identified adverse effect of the project to a level which is less than significant; 
or 

2. A new mitigation measure will be implemented which will reduce the identified 
adverse effect of the project to a level which is less than significant. 

In its periodic evaluation of each enhancementimitigation project identifed as a 
mitigation measure by this EIR, the Technical Group will report on the effectiveness 
of the measure in reducing an adverse effect of the project to a less than significant 
level. An evaluation of such enhancement/mitigation projects will be made at least 
annually to the Standing Committee. 

Monitoring and Reporting 

When making findings, a monitoring and reporting program must be adopted and 
incorporated into the approved project for all mitigation measures that reduce or 
avoid significant effects on the environment. This reporting or monitoring program 
must be designed to ensure CEQA compliance during project implementation. The 
reporting or monitoring program (Public Resources Code 21081.6) was added to 
CEQA in 1988 by Assembly Bill 3180 (Cortese). Mitigation monitoring and 
reporting programs will be adopted for the project upon adoption of findings by the 
lead agency, Los Angeles, and by the responsible agency, Inyo County, and thus are 
not contained in the EIR. 

Cumulative Effects - 1970 to 1990 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130) require that the cumulative impacts of a proposed 
action "shall be discussed when they are significant." Cumulative impacts ate def ied  
by the Guidelines as "two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts." In a cumulative impact analysis the potential for cumulative effects 
becoming greater than the sum of various individual, isolated impacts is evaluated. 
CEQA Guidelines call for evaluating the cumulative impacts of projects past, 
present, and anticipated, relevant to the proposed project. 
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o Page 7-12: Mitigation 
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be maintained. When it was determined in the late 1980s that groundwater pumping 
was affecting the flow from Reinhackle Spring, pumping from certain wells in the 
area was discontinued and the spring flow increased. No significant adverse impacts 
on vegetation in this area have resul from the reduced flow. At Reinhackle 
Spring groundwater pumping from w e b  that affect the spring flow will be managed 
so that flows from the spring will not be significantly reduced compared to flows 
under prevailing natural conditions. Xn addition, all of the provisions for protecting 
springs, described in Impact 10-15 on page 1063 and contained in the Agreement 
and the Green h k ,  will be applied equally to Reinhackle Spring. 

o Page 7-13: Impact 10-15 is replaced with: 

Under the provisions of the Agreement and the Green Book, spring flows and 
vegetation dependent upon such flows will be carefully monitored by the Technical 
Group. The Green Book contains procedures for determining the effects of 
groundwater pumping and surface water management practices on spring flow (pages 
24-26). Groundwater pumping from existing and new wells will be managed to avoid 
reductions in spring flows that would cause significant decreases or changes in spring 
associated vegetation. If despite such management, significant decreases in spring 
flows occur that could cause significant decreases or changes in vegetation dependent 
upon such flows, management of groundwater pumping from wells affecting flow 
from the spring will be modified so that adequate spring flow resumes to supply the 
vegetation. Also, the Technical Group would determine an appropriate course of 
action which might include: 

a. temporarily supplying surface water or groundwater of a quality that would 
restore and sustain the vegetation until adequate spring flow resumes; 

b. revegetating the affected area if necessary. 

Concerning seeps, Section I.D.1 of the Green Book (page 31) provides: 

Certain vegetation of significant environmental value [is] not shown on the 
management maps because [it is] not the dominant species. This vegetation will 
be identified by the Technical Group for monitoring purposes on overlays to 
the management maps. Areas of this vegetation include riparian vegetation 
dependent upon springs and flowing wells, stands of tree willows and 
cottonwoods, and areas with rare or endangered species. The monitoring sites 
will be located in areas where there is a potential for impact to such vegetation 
by groundwater pumping or changes in surface water management practices 
(although certain areas of rare or endangered species will be monitored, these 
areas will not be publicly identified on the management maps in the interest of 
protecting such vegetation). 

If, through field observation, monitoring, and other evaluations, it is determined 
that groundwater pumping or changes in surface water management practices 
[have] resulted in severe water deftcit stress that could cause a signifiint 
decrease or change in this vegetation, the Technical Group will take such action 
as is feasible and necessary to prevent significant impacts and to reduce any 
impacts to a level that is not significant. 



3. Revisions to the Agrwmenc and Draft EIR 

Section I.D.2 (page 32) and Section I.D.3 (page 33) of the Green Book describe 
how this vegetation will be monitored and how mitigation plans wilt be developed 
for this vegetation, if necessary. 

o Pages 7-16 to 7-17: first paragraph following Mitigation Measures 10-20 is replaced with: 

Portions of the Lower Owens River Project, including Thibaut Ponds, are in this 
area. Thus, portions of the impacted area wiIl be mitigated directly; however, for 
much of the impacted area, mitigation will be in the €om of corn nsatlon through 
the Lower Owens River Project's restoration of wetland, meadow, and riparian 
vegetation. 

0 Page 7-22: Mitigation Measure 16-11 is replaced with: 

At Reinhackle Spring groundwater pumping from wells that affect the spring flow 
will be managed so that flows from the spring will not be significantly reduced 
compared to flows under prevailing natural conditions. In addition, all of the 
provisions for protecting springs, described in Impact 10-15 on page 30-63 and 
contained in the Agreement and the Green Book, will be applied equally to 
Reinhackle Spring. 

CHAPTER 8, GEOLOGY, SOILS AND SEISMICITY 

0 Page 8-3: first incomplete paragraph, the clause "an delineates faults that have been 

identified with in the Valley" is deleted. 

0 Page 8-13: paragraphs 3 and 4 are replaced with the text below: 

Subsidence 

Ground subsidence is a phenomenon where the ground surface elevation is lowered 
as much as tens of feet or as little as a 
progressively over time (usually years) as a result o 
underlies relatively loose, unconsolidated soils. Groti dence has been 
observed in California in portions of the Central Val 
Man-made structures such as fences, roads, 
drainage structures, and buildings are ofte 

Fine-grained alluvial aquifers containing groun 
known to be susceptible to ground subsidence 
Pumping induced release of artesian pressures, 
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subsidence caused by release of hydraulic pressure within thick beds of silt and clay 
is greater, than an equal drawdown within an aquifer having only thin lenses of silt 
and clay. In the Owens Valley, the upper alluvial fans contain mostly warse- 
grained sediments that are not susceptible to subsidence; however, the thick fluvial 
and lacustrine deposits underlying portions of the valley floor contain substantial 
thicknesses of silt and clay that are susceptible. 

The LADWP well fields are consistently located along the western edge of the valley 
where the coarse-grained deposits offer excellent well yields. Aquifer drawdown in 
these areas and from the fractures and cavities within the volcanic deposits do not 
result in subsidence. However, those wells located further toward the valley floor 
have caused pressure reductions within tine-grained deposits. In those areas, typified 
by artesian wells whose flows have been interrupted by groundwater pumping, the 
potential for subsidence exists. 

During the preparation of the Draft EIR, several sources were consulted to 
determine whether ground subsidence has occurred in Owens Valley, and if so, 
whether such ground subsidence is attributable to groundwater pumping. Technical 
data from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) were examined along with field data 
provided by LADWP. No evidence was found in the literature or in conversations 
with LADWP field personnel; no visual evidence of subsidence has been observed. 

Third order levels circuits were performed in the IndependenceManzanar well fields 
beginning in 1931. Portions or all of the monuments were resurveyed eight 
additional times since 1931 -- the last being in 1983. 

After reviewing these Gndings and adjusting for different USC and USGS datums 
used, the conclusion is that the settlements observed are beyond the accuracy of the 
survey methods used but may be in the order of less than 0.1 foot (less than 1.20 
inches). Since the areas susceptible to subsidence are located on the valley floor 
away from roads, utilities and structures that could be adversely affected, it is 
concluded that, even if some smalI amount of subsidence may have occurred, it is 
not considered to be a significant impact on the geology, soils, or seismicity of the 
Owens Valley. Further subsidence monitoring will be performed with global 
positioning equipment, and the first survey using this method will be completed by 
May 15, 1991. 

CHAPTER 9, WATER RESOURCES 

o Page 9-7: Table 9-1, the units of measurement are in acre-feet per year. 

o Page 9-9: paragraph 3 (single sentence) is revised to read: 

Storage in Tinemaha Reservoir from 1945 to 1989 is depicted in Figure 9-3. 
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Page 9-11: Figure 9-3 is revised as shown at the end of this chapter. 

Page 9-12: paragraph 3 is revised to read: 

Outflow from the system includes in-valley uses and lases (natural groundwater 
recharge, artificial groundwater recharge, and uses on LADWP land), conveyance 
loss in creeks, operational spreading, transit losses, evaporation from Tinemaha 
Reservoir, and export to Los Angela (defined by inflow to Haiwee Reservoir). 

Page 9-15: Table 9-2 title is revised to read: 

PRE-PROJECT SURFACE WA'IER BUDGET 
(1,000's acre-feet) 

Page 9-15: Table 9-2, sixth line is revised to read: 

Conveyance Loss in Creeks 

Page 9-23: Table 9-3, second line of footnote #2, "minute" is raised to read "day". 

Page 9-35: Tahle 9-4, the correct values are 29524, 7747, 1466, 2072, 3332, 10038, and 608 

for years 1%6, 1971, 1976, 1980, 1983, 1984 and 1988, respectively. 

Page 9a0: Tahle 9-10, revisions and insertions as listed below: 

Location of Well Number 12N D is Independence Oak, not Big Pine. 
Location of Well Number 13N D is Big Pine, not Independence Oak  
Well Number 18N D in the Independence Oak well field should be inserted 
between We11 Number 13N D and Well Number 25N D. 
Production rate for Well Number 18N D should be indicated by two dashes. 
Location of Well Number 159 is Thibaut-Sawmill, not Taboose-Aberdeen. 
Location of Well Number 342 is Taboose-Aberdeen, not Big Pine. 

Page 9-79: paragraph 2, first sentence is revised to read: 

Figures 9-15 and 9-16 (shown previously) present annual data for individual springs 
and for the two recognized groups of flowing wells for the entire period of record. 

Page 9-83: paragraph under the heading Groundwater Pumping - Springs and Seeps - 
Agreement, is revised to read: 

Under the provisions of the Agreement and the Green Book, spring flows and 
vegetation dependent upon such flows will be carefully monitored by the Technical 
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Group. The Green Book contains procedures for determining the effects of 
groundwater pumping and surface water management practices on spring flow (pages 
24-26). Groundwater pumping from existing and new weUs will be managed to avoid 
reductions in spring flows that would cause significant decreases or changes in 
spring-associated vegetation. If, despite such management, significant decreases in 
spring flows occur that could cause signifkcant decreases or changes in vegetation 
dependent upon such flows, management of groundwater pumping from wells 
affecting flow from the spring will be mod- so that adequate spring flow resumes 
to supply the vegetation. Also, the Technical Group would determine an 
appropriate course of action which might include: 

a. temporarily supplying surface water or groundwater of a quality that would 
restore and sustain the vegetation until adequate spring flow resumes; 

b. revegetating the affected area if necessary. 

Concerning seeps, Section I.D.1 of the Green Book (page 31) provides: 

Certain vegetation of significant environmental value [is] not shown on the 
management maps because [it is] not the dominant species. This vegetation will 
be identified by the Technical Group for monitoring purposes on overlays to 
the management maps. Areas of this vegetation include riparian vegetation 
dependent upon springs and flowing wells, stands of tree willows and 
cottonwwds, and areas with rare or endangered species. The monitoring sites 
will be located in areas where there is a potential for impact to such vegetation 
by groundwater pumping or changes in surface water management practices 
(although certain areas of rare or endangered species will be monitored, these 
areas will not be publicly identified on the management m a p  in the interest of 
protecting such vegetation). 

If, through field observation, monitoring, and other evaluations, it is determined 
that groundwater pumping or changes in surface water management practices 
[have] resulted in severe water deficit stress that could cause a significant 
decrease or change in this vegetation, the Technical Group will take such action 
as is feasible and necessary to prevent significant impacts and to reduce any 
impacts to a level that is not significant. 

Section I.D.2 (page 32) and Section I.D.3 (page 33) of the Green Book describe 
how this vegetation will be monitored and how mitigation plans will be developed 
for this vegetation, if necessary. 

o Page 9-86: Table 9-12, the units are milligrams per liter (mg).  

o Page 9-88: footnote #2 is revised to read: 

Lopes, T. J. 1988. Hydrology and Water Budget of Owens Lake, California. 
41107, Water Resources Center, Desert Research Institute, University of Nevada, 
Reno. 
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CHAPTER 10, VEGETATION 

Page 10-3: paragraph 3, second sentence is revised to read: 

This high soil salinity occurs because evaporation causes groundwater-borne ions to 
concentrate in the upper reaches of the soil profile. 

Page 10-3: paragraph 4, text in third sentence is revised to read: 

"(mean January low, 21 degrees F)". 

Page 10-3: paragraph 5, third sentence is revised to read: 

Dotted and dashed lines represent mean (5.1 inches) and median (4.3 inches), 
respectively. 

Page 10-5: paragraph 3, second and third sentences are revised to read: 

The main indicator of the Mojavean region is creosote bush. Additional species 
include Mormon tea, spiny sage, cheesebush, and species of horsebush. Typical 
species of the Great Basin flora include big sage, hopsage, and winterfat. Scientific 
names for plants are provided immediately following their common name reference 
within the section describing plant communities, beginning on page 10-6 under the 
heading Vegetation Inventory. 

Page 10-7: paragraph 2, last sentence is revised to read: 

Figures 10-3A and 10-3B show typical scrub communities of the alluvial fans and 
valley bottom. 

Page 10-7: last sentence under the heading Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub is revised to read: 

It is the dominant plant community between 3,000 and 4,000 feet elevation in 
southern Owens Valley. 

Page 10-7: in the first sentence under the heading Mojave Mixed Woody Scrub, the species 

"bladderpod (Isomeris arborea ssp. arborea)" is removed. 

Page 10-11: in the second sentence under the heading Blackbush Scrub, the word 

"calcareous" is removed from the soil description for Blackbush Scrub. 
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o Page 10-11: the paragraph under the heading Rabbitbrush Scrub is revised to read: 

It occurs on a wide variety of soil types with various depths to water. 

o Page 10-11: in the first sentence under the heading Desert Saltbush Scrub is revised to 

read: 

This low, widely-spaced, small-leaved plant community is usually dominated by one 
or more species of saltbush (Atripler spp. including allscale, founving saltbush, 
shadscale, Pany salthush, etc.). 

o Page 10-12: in the first sentence under the heading Nevada Saltbush Scrub, the phrase 

". . . with total cover around 30 to 35 percent. . ." is deleted. 

o Page 10-15: the first bulleted paragraph is revised to read: 

Occurs in areas of standing, more or less permanent water, and differs from 
cismontane alkali marshes that have a longer growing season and warmer winter 
temperatures. The dominant vegetation consists of herbaceous plants, although 
shrubs may be found at the margins. Common species include yerba mama 
(Anemopsis califomica), saltgrass, sedges, rushes, cattails (Typhn spp.), and bulrushes 
(ScLpus spp.). 

o Page 10-15: paragraph 4, fourth sentence is revised to read: 

Figures 10-6A and 10-6B show representative riparian and bottomland habitat. 

o Page 10-19: in the first sentence under the heading Great Basin Riparian Scrub, "mountain 

willow, Salk commutata" is removed and replaced by "arroyo willow". The species Salk 

laswlepis is added to Appendix B-4 of plant names. 

o Page 10-20, last paragraph is replaced with the text below: 

In general, wetland habitats are habitats of concern in California. The various State 
and federal agencies have defined wetlands somewhat differently, but there are three 
elements common to all definitions. The Federal Manual for Identifying and 
Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands states: Wetlands poses three essential 
characteristics: (1) hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric soils, and (3) wetland 
hydrology, which is the driving force creating all wetlands.' These characteristics 
and their technical criteria for identification purpclses are described in the following 
sections. The three technical criteria specified are mandatory and must all be met 
for an area to be identified as wetland. Therefore, areas that meet these criteria 
are wetlands.' 
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The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) regulates the placement of fill in 
wetlands or waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
The building of roads, bridges, canals, or other structures that would place dredge 
materials or fill in water of the U.S. would require a Section 404 permit from the 
COE. 

In addition, the alteration or modification of creeks or streams would require 
authorization from the California Department of Fish and Game under Section 1601 
of the California Fish and Game Code. 

o Page 10-21: Listing of plant species is replaced by Appendix B-3 of this Final EIR. 

0 Page 10-24: Figure 10-7 is raised as shown at the end of this chapter. 

0 Page 10-33: paragraph 4, second sentence is revised to read: 

These lands are shown on Figures 10-8A to 10-8L. 

0 Page 10-36: Figure 10-8C, the notation beside the box of horizontal crosshatching is revised 

to read "Revegetation Surface Water Impacts." 

o Page 10-38: Figure 10-8E, the notation beside the box of horizontal crosshatching is revised 

to read "Revegetation Surface Water Impacts." 

o Page 10-47: Following paragraph 2, insert text below: 

Mr. Dennis Jaques' report identified general locations around the valley floor in 
which changes have occurred or may have occurred, as defined by a discernible 
change in vegetation type or density. The EIR team considered the main findings 
of the Jaques analyses; however, as Mr. Jaques acknowledged, the study did not 
specifically address effects of the second Los Angeles Aqueduct, hut only addressed 
the observation that some vegetation changes had occurred. 

Two additional technical experts in the field of air photo interpretation, Dr. Paul 
Tueller and Dr. Robert Colwell, were contacted for an opinion regarding analysis 
of the photos available at the present time. Those experts suggested that there are 
several benefits to such an analysis, but cautioned that there are also certain 
limitations that tend to reduce their interpretability, such as: (1) inadequate 
resolution; (2) the inadequate scale of the photos for accurate interpretation; (3) 
one set of photos is biack and white, taken in July 1968, while the other is color, 
taken in September 1981; and (4) as Mr. Jaques noted, there were differing amounts 
of precipitation in the months preceding each set of photos. The letters received 
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from Mr. Jaques, Dr. Tueller, and Dr. Colwell are presented in Appendix B-2 to 
the Response to Comments document. 

In summary, in addition to Mr. Jaques' report, the other information sources used 
in the pre-project setting and the impact analyses. include: (1) reports and letters 
supplied by both LADWP and the Inyo County Water Department; (2) past 
environmental impact reports fled by the City of Los Angeles; (3) field surveys 
conducted by EIP Associates personnel; (4) conversations with noted experts and 
knowledgeable residents; (5) aerial photographs taken in 1968,1973,1981, and 1988, 
(6) herbarium and library research at both the California Academy of Sciences, San 
Francisco, and the University of California at Berkeley; (7) a vegetation cover map 
compiled in 1973 by Earth Sat, Inc., and associated report; and (8) sources of 
historical information. Because of the information obtained from Dr. Tueller, Dr. 
Colwell, and Mr. Jaques, and for the reasons presented on page 10-27 and 10-28 
of the Draft EIR, an analysis of aerial photographs was not the primary method of 
establishing pre-project vegetation conditions. 

However, aerial photos can be a valuable monitoring tool. To determine their utility 
in monitoring the vegetation of the Owens Valley, a cooperative study will be 
undertaken by LADWP and Inyo County, together with experts in the field of aerial 
photo interpretation. This study will analyze existing aerial photos as part of an 
evaluation of the merits of using aerial photo analysis as an ongoing monitoring 
technique. 

o Page 10-55: last paragraph, first sentence is revised to read: 

The maps described above show that not all areas of the Valley floor have been 
affected, or have been identified as having a relatively high potential to be affected, 
by groundwater pumping. 

o Page 10-57: first paragraph, the last sentence is deleted. 

o Page 10-57: paragraph 2, second sentence is revised to read: 

These are only the areas that have the potential for adverse impact due to 
groundwater pumping. 

o Page 10-59: ftrst paragraph following Impact 10-13, text in last sentence is revised to read: 

". . . Figure 10-81." 

o Page 10-59: second paragraph following Mitigation Measures 10-13, text in last sentence is 

revised to read: 

". . . pages 10-71 through 10-74." 
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0 Page 10-61: paragraph 1, text in last sentence is r to read: 

". . . Figure 1Q-8H." 

0 Page 10-62: paragraph 4, last sentence is replaced with the fo1IaWing: 

At Reinhackle Spring groundwater pumping from wells that affec: the spring flow 
will be managed so that flows from the spring will not be significantly reduced 
compared to flows under prevailing natural usnditions. In addition, all of the 
provisions for protecting springs, desc act 10-15 on page 10-63 and 
contained in the Agreement and plied equally to 
Reinhackle Spring. 

0 Page 10-63: Impact 10-15 is replaced with: 

Under the provisions of the Agreement and the Green Book, spring flows and 
vegetation dependent upon such flows will be carefully monitored by the Technical 
Group. The Green Book contains p r determining the effects of 
groundwater pumping and surface water man practices on spring flow (pages 
24-26). Groundwater pumping from existing wells will be managed to avoid 
reductions in spring flows that would cause significant decreases or changes in 
spring-associated vegetation. If, despite such nagement, signiiicant decreases in 
spring flows occur that could cause significan ases or changes in vegetation 
dependent upon such flows, management of groundwater pumping from wells 
affecting flow from the spring will be modified so that ate spring flow resumes 
to supply the vegetation. Also, the Technical would determine an 
appropriate course of action which might include: 

a. temporarily supplying surface water or  groundwater of a qualiiy that would 
restore and sustain the vegetation until adequate spring Row resumes; 

b. revegetating the affected area if necessary. 

Concerning seeps, Section I.D.l of the Green Book (page 31) provides: 

Certain vegetation of significant environmental value [is] not shown on the 
management maps because [it is] not the domina 
will be identified by the Technical Group for rnonil 
to the management maps. Areas of this vegetation 
dependent upon springs and flowi 
cottonwoods, and areas with rare or  e 
will be located in areas where there b 
by groundwater pumping or changes 
(although certain areas of rare or endangered 
areas will not be publicly identifted o 
protecting such vegetation). 
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If, through field observation, monitoring, and other evaluations, it is determined 
that groundwater pumping or changes in surface water management practices 
[have] resulted in severe water deficit stress that could cause a signiftcant 
decrease or change in this vegetation, the Technical Group will take such action 
as is feasible and necessary to prevent significant impacts and to reduce any 
impacts to a level that is not significant. 

Section I.D.2 (page 32) and Section I.D.3 (page 33) of the Green Book describe 
how this vegetation will be monitored and how mitigation plans will be developed 
for this vegetation, if necessary. 

o Page 1063: first paragraph under the heading IRRIGATION 1970-90, last sentence is 

revised to read: 

The lands irrigated prior to and after 1970, are shown on Figures 10-8A through 
10-8L. 

0 Page 10-68: first paragraph following Mitigation Measures 10-19, last sentence is revised to 

read: 

These areas are shown on Figure 10-8E. 

0 Page 1068: last paragraph following Mitigation Measures 10-19, last sentence revised to 

read: 

This area is shown on Figure 10-8E 

0 Page 1069: first paragraph following Mitigation Measures 10-20, is replaced with: 

Portions of the Lower Owens River Project, including Thibaut Ponds, are in this 
area. Thus, portions of the impacted area will be mitigated directly; however, for 
much of the impacted area, mitigation will be in the form of compensation through 
the Lower Owens River Project's restoration of wetland, meadow, and riparian 
vegetation. 

o Page 10-70: Following paragraph 4, insert paragraph below: 

This policy is to provide guidance to the Standing Committee for establishing annual 
pumping programs during the current drought as well as during a period of recovery. 
It is intended that groundwater pumping will continue to be conducted in an 
environmentally conservative manner as was done during the 1990-91 and 1991-92 
runoff years until there has been a substantial recovery in soil moisture and water 
table conditions in areas of Types B, C, and D vegetation that have been affected 
by groundwater pumping. The Standing Committee will establish annual pumping 
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programs based on an evaluation of current conditions, including soil moisture level, 
water table depth, degree of water table recovery, soil type, vegetation conditions, 
the results of studies pertaining to vegetation recovery, and compliance with the 
goals of the Agreement. It is probabk that this policy will result in reduced annual 
pumping programs as compared to annual pumping programs based solely on soil 
moisture conditions. 

o Page 10-72: Following paragraph 1, insert paragraph below: 

In the original draft of the Agreement, "signilicant" was included among the terms 
as defined under CEQA; however, in response to public comments requesting a 
more detailed definition of significance, the August 1989 draft was revised by the 
addition of Section 1V.B (pages B-24), regarding the determination 
of significance and significant effect on the environment. The idelines for making 
this determination are found in the Green Book, Section 1.C (pages 19 through 27). 
However, should it be believed that a signikant effect on the environment (as 
defined under CEQA) has or will occur due to the project, any person may bring 
the matter to the attention of Los Angela or Inyo Couniy and/or employ any other 
available legal right or remedy, including GEQA. 

o Page 10-74: footnote #10 is revised to read: 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. 1990. Section If Green Book 
"Vegetation Inventory and Development of Vegetation anagement Maps." 

CHAPTER 11, WXLDLIFE 

o Page 11-4: paragraph 2, third sentence is revised to read: 

These surveys covered 75,000 acres a took place from Oc r 1973 to June 
1974, and again from late August 1975 to November 1975. 

o Page 11-5: paragraph 3, first sentence is revised to read: 

"Around the turn of the century, previously unrecorded s such as gadwall, and 
canvasback ducks began to appear in the Valley, . . ." 

o Page 116. Table 11-1, smallmouth bass, bullhead, and cutthroat trout are added; however, 

no definitive dates of introduction are available for these species. 
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Page 11-7: last paragraph, f is t  sentence is revised to read: 

These birds tend to prefer open water aquatic habitats and include loons, grebes, 
white pelican, double-crested cormorant, gulls, terns and 31 species of waterfowl 
(ducks, geese and swans). 

Page 11-8. paragraph 1, last sentence is deleted. 

Page 11-8: paragraph 2, last sentence is deleted. 

Page 11-8: paragraph 4, first sentence is revised to read: 

Eight species of gulls and five species of terns are known to occur in the Valley. 

Page 11-8: paragraph 4, second sentence is deleted. 

Page 11-8: paragraph 5, first sentence is revised to read: 

Thirty-one species of waterfowl . . ." 

Page 11-8: paragraph 5, fourth sentence is revised to read: 

The Tundra swan is fairly common in the winter, while the Canada, white-fronted, 
snow, and Ross' geese are common, rare, uncommon, and accidental migrants, 
respectively. 

Page 11-9: paragraph 4, second sentence is revised to read: 

"Of the 50 species . . ." 

Page 11-10: paragraph 1, second sentence is revised to read: 

Migrant species include the common egret, the fairly common snowy egret, and the 
uncommon green heron and blackcrowned night heron, or the rarely seen least 
bittern and cattle egret. 

Page 11-10: paragraph 2, third sentence is revised to read: 

The common gallinule is rare in the summer months, while the sandhi11 crane is a 
rare winter visitor. 
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Page 11-10: paragraph 3, first sentence is revised to read: 

"Of the 27 species . . ." 

Page 11-10: paragraph 3, fourth sentence is revised to read: 

The vast majority of the shorebirds are migrant species and are either uncommon 
or rare, but the populations of individual species may appear to be more abundant 
due to the numbers of various species seen together at any one time or  place. 

Page 11-10: paragraph 3, last two sentences are deleted. 

Page 11-11: paragraph 1, second sentence is revised to read: 

"Twenty species of hawk and hawk allitx . . ." 

Page 11-11: paragraph 3, first sentence is revised to read: 

Of the hawks, the red-tailed hawk and northern harrier are the most common year- 
long residents. 

Page 11-11: paragraph 3, third and fourth sentences are revised to read: 

The rough-legged hawk and sharp-shinned hawk may be common during the winter 
months, the ferruginous hawk may be an uncommon winter resident, the Swainson's 
hawk is a common summer resident, while the red-shouldered hawk is a rare 
migrant. The food preferences of these hawks are about evenly divided between 
small mammals, preferred by the red-tailed, red-shouldered, Swainson's, rough- 
legged, and ferruginous hawks, and small birds, preferred by the goshawk, sharp- 
shinned, Cooper's and marsh hawks. 

Page 11-11: paragraph 5, first sentence is revised to read: 

The osprey, or fish hawk, is a summer resident which Feeds entirely on fsh. 

Page 11-12: paragraph 2, fourth sentence is revised to read: 

The Merlin is an unwmmon winter resident and the American peregrine falcon is 
a rare winter visitor. 

Page 11-12: paragraph 3, third sentence is revised to read: 

Both of these species feed mostly on rcdents. The screech owl is found in riparian 
areas in the towns and in pinyonijuniper forests where it also consumes large 
amounts of insects. 
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o Page 11-12: paragraph 3, fifth sentence is revised to read: 

Other fairly wmmon owls are the barn owl and longeared owl, both year-long 
residents. The burrowing owl, whose numbers have declined in recent years, is 
found in open brushlands during the summer months. 

o Page 11-12: paragraph 3, last sentence is revised to read: 

The pygmy and saw-whet owls are rarely seen migrants which are summer breeders 
in wooded areas at higher elevations. 

o Page 11-13: top of page, add the following sentence to the end of the partial paragraph: 

Local birders report a decline in quail populations during the current drought, with 
brood sizes well below average. 

o Page 11-13: first complete paragraph, third sentence is revised to read: 

Its larger cousin, the white-winged dove, is accidental in this area. 

o Page 11-14: paragraph 3 is rensed to read: 

The roadrunner is a member of the cuckoo family and is a wmmon resident species 
that may be seen throughout the Valley. Roadrunners feed primarily upon lizards 
and insects associated with the alkali scrubland and semi-desert scrubland vegetation. 

o Page 11-14: paragraph 6 is revised to read: 

Hummingbirds, the smallest of the North American birds, feed on the nectar of both 
wild and cultivated plants and on insects. None of the six species of hummingbirds 
found in this area are year-long residents, and only the blackchinned and rufous 
hummingbirds are very common on the Valley floor. The Costa's hummingbird may 
occur locally but is rarely seen. The broad-tailed and calliope hummingbuds are 
usually found only at higher elevations but may pass through the Valley during 
migration. Anna's hummingbird is found at lower elevations. 

o Page 11-15: paragraph 1 is revised to read: 

The woodpecker family is represented in and around the Owens Valley by seven 
species of woodpeckers, three species of sapsuckers, and the red-shafted or  wmmon 
flicker. The flicker is a common, year-long resident of wooded areas and towns and 
obtains most of its food on the ground -- mainly ants and other terrestrial insects. 
The yellow-bellied sapsucker is a wmmon summer resident that feeds mainly on the 
wood, sap, and fleshy fruits of trees, while the Williamson's sapsucker is an 
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uncommon migrant found mostly at higher elevations and feecis mainly on insects. 
The acorn, Lewis', whiteheaded, hairy, downy, ladder-backed, and Nuttall's 
woodpeckers are resident species. The Lewis' and white-headed woodpeckers, 
however, are found mostly at higher elevations. The downy woodpecker occurs at 
lower elevations than the hairy woodpecker, although there is a slight overlap of 
ranges. Insects and the fruits of woody plants are preferred food of all species. 

o Page 11-15: paragraph 2 is revised to read: 

Seven species of flycatchers, none of which are resident species, may be found in 
wooded areas. As the name implies, flycatchers feed entirely on insects and spiders. 
The Black and Say's phoebes, the ash-throated flycatcher and the western kingbird, 
are wmmon on the Valley floor and feed mainly on insects but also consume fruits 
of woody plants. The eastern kingbird is an oddity, as it has been observed in the 
Owens Valley in summer months. It is considered a fall transient. Local birders 
have reported that a pair of eastern kingbirds may have nested at Tinemaha 
Reservoir. 

o Page 11-15: paragraph 4 is revised to read: 

Probably the most commonly seen birds in this area are the blackbilled magpie and 
the wmmon raven. These birds may be seen throughout the year, in most 
vegetation types, as well as in the towns where they are considered nuisances. The 
American Crow is a summer resident in valley towns. While insects are considered 
the favorite food item for these species, they are usually seen eating carrion (road- 
killed birds and mammals). 

o Page 11-16: first full paragraph, fourth and fifth sentences are revised to read: 

While the yellow-rumped warbler is a wmmon resident species, the others are 
either migrants or summer visitors. There are three warblers (the black and white, 
magnolia and black-throated green) along with the ovenbird, northern waterthrush, 
and American redstart, which are rare or accidental migrants here in the Valley. 

0 Page 11-16: paragraph 2, second sentence is revised to read: 

Meadowlarks are found throughout the year but the greatest numbers are found 
in October when all young are out of the nest. 

0 Page 11-16: paragraph 2, from the ninth sentence to the end of the paragraph is revised 

to read: 

Others such as the fox and white-throated sparrows frequent bushy areas, while still 
others prefer marshy habitat. The white-throated spa is a fall transient. The 
vesper, sage, Lincoln's, and song sparrows are permanent residents. The chipping 
sparrow leaves the Valley in the winter, and the whitecrowned sparrow leaves the 
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Valley in the summer. Six species are rummer residents, three are winter residents, 
and only the golden-crowned sparrow is considered a true migrant. Numerous other 
bird species have not been discussed but are known to occur in the VaUey, and are 
listed in Appendix C-1. 

o Page 11-29: Table 11-4 is revised with the following: 

TABLE 11-4 

SPECIES OBSERVED OR ADDED SINCE 1970 

Species 

Pacific loon (Gavia pacifica) 
Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) 
Oldsquaw (Clangula hyemalir) 
H d e d  merganser (Lophodytes cucullatus) 
Zone-tailed hawk (Buteo albonotatus) 
Sanderling (Calidris alba) 
Semipalmated Sandpiper (Calidris pusillus) 
Parasitic jaeger (Stercorarius parasiticus) 
Herring gull ( L a m  argentatus) 
Sabine's gull (Xema sabini) 
Common tern (Sterna hhndo)  
Chimney swift (Chaetura pelagica) 
Vermilion flycatcher (pVrocephalus rubinus) 
Verdin (Aur@am flnviceps) 
Catbird (Dumetella carolinensir) 
Townsend's solitaire (Myadestes towmendi) 
Palm warbler (Dendroica palmarum) 
Great-tailed grackle (Quircalus mexicanus) 
Summer tanager (Piranga rubra) 
Brown towhee (Pipilo fuscus) 
Harris' sparrow (Zomtrichia querula) 
Swamp sparrow (Melospiza georgiana) 
Spiny pocket mouse (Perognathus spinatus) 
Speckled rattlesnake (Crotalus mitchelli) 
Mojave rattlesnake (Crotalus scutulatus) 

Occurrence 

Accidental 
Rare 
Migrant 
Rare 
Uncommon 
Uncommon 

Uncommon 
Unwmmon 

Accidental 

Uncommon 

Rare 

Source: LADWP, Range and Wildlife Division, August 1990. 
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o Page 11-30: Table 11-5 is supplemented with the following list of endangered, threatened, 

or  speeies of special concern: 

SPECIES STATUS 

Owens Sucker (Catostomus fumeiventris) CSC 
Common Loon (Gana immer) CsC* 
American White Pelican (Pelecanus erethrorhynchos) CSC* 
Double-crested Cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus) CSC* 
Least Bittern (Ixobrychus exilis) CSC* 
White-faced Ibis (Pilegadis chihi) CSC, 2* 
Cooper's Hawk (Accipiter m p e r i )  CsC* 
Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentilii) CSC, FSS* 
Sharp-shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus) CSC* 
Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis) 2* 
Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus) CSC* 
Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) CSC 
Sandhill Crane (Grus canadensis) ST* 
Mountain Plover (Charadrius montanus) 2" 
Long-billed Curlew (Numenius americanus) 2* 
California Gull (Larus californicus) CSC* 
Short-eared Owl (Asio flammeus) CSC* 
Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) CSC* 
Black Swift (Cypseioides niger) CSC* 
Vermilion Flycatcher (Pyrocephalus rubinus) CSC* 
Purple Martin (Progne subis) CSC* 
Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia) ST* 
Le Conte's Thrasher (Toxostoma lewtntei) CsC 
Inyo California Towhee (Pipilo crissalis eremophilus) SE, FT 
Virginia's Warbler (Vermivera virginiae) CsC* 
Townsend's Western Big-eared Bat (Plecotus townsendii CsC, 2 

townsendii) 
Panamint Kangaroo Rat (Dipedomys panamintinus panamintinus) FsS 
American Badger (Taxidea taxus) CSC 

ADDITIONAL SPECIES THAT FALL INTO ONE OR MORE O F  THE FOLLOWING 
CATEGORIES: 

1) taxa considered rare or endangered under Section 15380 (d) of CEQA guidelines; 
2) taxa thought to be biologically rare, very restricted in distribution, or declining throughout their 

range; 
3) populations in California that may be peripheral to the major portion of the taxon's range, but 

which are threatened with extirpation within California; 
4) taxa loosely associated with a habitat that is declining in California at an alarming rate (which 

may or may not include Owens Valley). 
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BIRDS 

Western Grebe (Aechmophorus occidentaliq) 
Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias)" 
Great Egret (Casmerodius albus)* 
Snowy Egret (Egretta thula)' 
Blackcrowned Night Heron (Nycticorax nycticorax)* 
Bufflehead (Bucephala albeola)* 
Black-shouldered Kite (Elanus caeruleus)" 
Caspian Tern (Sterna caspia)* 
Forster's Tern (Sterna forsten)" 

MAMMALS 

Pallid Bat (Antrozous pallidus) 

ADDITIONAL SPECIES LISTED ON NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY BLUE LIST, an 
"Early Warning System" for birds that have been reported in decline in some portion(s) of their 
range (not necessarily in California or specifically, Owens Valley): 

American Bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus) 
Canvasback (Aythya valisineria) 
Red-shouldered Hawk (Buteo lineatus) 
Black Tern (Chlidonias niger) 
Barn Owl (Tyto alba) 
Common Nighthawk (Chordeiles minor) 
Bewick's Wren (Thiyomanes bewickii) 

STATUS CODES 

SE 
ST 
CSC 
FE 
FT 
FSS 
2 

Listed as Endangered by the State of California 
Listed as Threatened by the State of California 
California Department of Fish and Game "Species of Special Cancern" 
Listed as Endangered by the Federal Government 
Listed as Threatened by the Federal Government 
Federal (BLM and USFS) Sensitive Species 
Category 2 Candidate for Federal Siting (Tam which existing information indicates 
may warrant listing, but for which substantial biological information to support a 
proposed rule is lacking) 
Denotes that status applies primarily to conditions in the species' breeding areas, 
nesting colonies or rookeries, or wintering areas. 

Source: California Department of Fish and Game, Natural Diversity Data Base, 1990. 
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o Page 11-33: In the list following the first paragraph, the recommended numbers for tule 

elk herds are revised to read: 

Bishop 80-100 
Tinemaha 80-100 
Goodate 50- 70 
Independence , .. 60-80 
Lone Pine 60-80 
Mt. Whitney 40-60 

TOTAL 370-490 

o Page 1 1 4  paragraph 4, the parenthetical sentence is revised to read: 

(These projects are described in Chapter 5, Table 5-2.) 

CHAPTER 12, AIR QUALITY 

o Page 12-6. paragraph 1, second full sentence ("A list of TSP values . . .") is deleted. 

o Page 12-6: paragraph 2, seventh sentence is revised to read: 

This area is shown in Figure 12-2. 

CHAPTER 13, ENERGY 

o Page 13-3: paragraph 4, third sentence is revised to read: 

Approximately 2,000 KWH was consumed for each acre-foot delivered to Southern 
California. 

o Page 13-5: paragraph 2, first sentence is revised to read: 

In the future, the export of LADWP water will be governed by the terms of the 
Agreement. 

o Page 13-6: second paragraph following Impact 13-1, third sentence is revised to read: 

The estimated net energy balance for the second aqueduct was about 880 K W A F  
(1,100 minus 220 = 880 KWH per acre-foot pumped). 
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CHAPTER 14, LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

o Page 14-12: Figure 14-2, the source for this figure is corrected to read "California 

Employment Development Department". 

o Page 14-13: Figure 14-3, the north arrow and scale are deleted, and the source is corrected 

to read "State Board of Equalization". In addition, the legend is clarified to read: 

Solid square - Apparel & General 
Plus sign - Food & Liquor 
Asterisk - Drugs 
Open square - Eat & Drink 
X sign - Home & Building 
Diamond - Auto-related 
Triangle - Other Retail 

o Page 14-22: Figure 14-6, the north arrow and scale are deleted, and the source is corrected 

to read "State Board of Equalization". In addition the legend is clarified to read: 

Solid square - Apparel & General 
Plus sign - Food & Liquor 
Asterisk - Drugs 
Open square - Eat & Drink 
X sign - Home & Building 
Diamond - Auto-related 
Triangle - Other Retail 

CHAPTER 15, CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

o Page 15-3: paragraph 1, first sentence, "recovered" is replaced with "discovered." 

o Page 15-6: paragraph 3, second sentence, "south" is replaced with "north." 
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o Page 15-2 paragraph 1, second and third sentences are revised to read: 

Each of the proposed well location8 was surveyed for cultural resources. In 
addition, the general locations of the proposed recharge facilities were visited and 
examined by a qualified archaeologist. 

CHAPTER 16, ANCILLARY FACILITIES 

Page 16-9: First paragraph following Impact 16-1, second sentence, the word "form" is 

replaced with "from". 

Page 16-11: paragraph 2, first sentence is revised to read: 

". . . if the wind were blowing . . ." 

Page 16-12: paragraph 2 is revised to read: 

The record search of the Big Pine area indicated that sites CA-INY-1716, 
CA-INY-124 and CA-INY-1719, are located immediately adjacent to, but not within, 
the area. 

Page 16-26: Figure 16-9B is corrected to reflect - 3.5 miles to Independence, and - 7.7 miles 

to Lone Pine. 

Page 16-35: paragraph 2, Mitigation Measure 16-11, is replaced with: 

At Reinhackle Spring groundwater pumping from wells that affect the spring flow 
will be managed so that flows from the spring will not be significantly reduced 
compared to flows under prevailing natural conditions. In addition, all of the 
provisions for protecting springs, described in Impact 10-15 on page 10-63 and 
contained in the Agreement and the Green Bmk, will be applied equally to 
Reinhackle Spring." 

Page 16-36: Second paragraph following Impact 16-13, first sentence is revised to read: 

". . . if the wind were blowing . . ." 

Page 16-41: the following sentence is added to the end of paragraph 2: 

A map of the Bishop Cone is shown on Figure 16-12. 
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o Page 16-12: paragraph 3 (single sentence) is revised to read: 

Figure 16-12 shows the boundaries of the Bishop Cone. 

o Page 16-43: Following first paragraph under the heading Pumping and Water Use on the 

Bishop Cone After 1990, insert paragraph below: 

Some people believe that under the "Chandler Decree" of 1922, L m  Angeles is 
prohibited from exporting any water from Bishop Creek out of the Bishop area, and 
is required to divert and use such water on its lands on the Bishop Cone. Opinions 
on how a court would rule on this interpretation of the Chandler and Hillside 
Decrees have been prepared by Professor Joseph Sax of the University of California, 
an eminent authority on water law and the public trust doctrine, and by Inyo 
County's Special Legal Counsel, Antonio Rossmann. They have concluded that the 
Chandler Decree does not prohibit Lw Angeles from exporting the waters of Bishop 
Creek from the Bishop Area, nor does it require Los Angeles to divert and use such 
waters on its lands on the Bishop Cone. They also conclude that the Agreement 
does not violate the Hillside Decree. These opinions are presented in Appendix 
A-4 to the Response to Comments document. 

o Page 16-44: Following first paragraph, insert paragraph below: 

New wells on the Bishop Cone would be sited, and all wells would be operated to 
avoid aggravating the existing hydrocarbon pollution problem. The primary means 
of avoiding the problem would be through management of groundwater pumping 
based on actual and projected fluctuations in water tables. 

CHAPTER 17, CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

o Page 17-5: Following paragraph 4, insert text below: 

Air Quality 

Although the project does not affect the condition of Owens Dry Lake, the lake 
is considered in evaluating whether the cumulative effect of dust caused by the 
project, in combination with the dust from Owens Lake, causes a potentially 
~ i g ~ c a n t  adverse impact. 

Impacts to air quality caused by the project result from significant reductions in 
vegetation cover and/or soil moisture. The single documented source of blowing 
dust (Independence Springfield) caused by the project has been mitigated (see pages 
12-7 and 12-8 of the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR identifies other potential sources 
of dust from poorly vegetated areas and identifies mitigation measures to revegetate 
these areas. In addition, the goal of the Agreement is to avoid causing vegetation 
decline. Therefore, it is unlikely that the project has caused or will cause dust in 
quantities sufficient to be deemed significant. It also does not appear that the 
amount of any dust that has been or will be caused by the project adds in any 



3. Revisions to the and Draft EIR 

significant way to the already significant dust problem from Owens Lake. A 
discussion of the cumulative effects of the project to air quality follows. 

Except for short-term monitoring conducted by the California Air Resources Board 
in 1972, the air quality in the Owens Valley was not monitored until 1979, when 
Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) established 
monitoring sites throughout the valley. Quantitative data for pre-project air quality 
conditions are, therefore, not available. 

However, based on anecdotal and other information, the following areas have been 
identified as sources of blowing dust before the project was implemented: the area 
east of Owens River, from Big Pine to Lone Pine; the dry shoreiine of Tinemaha 
Reservoir when exposed due to low water levels; the spaway area on the east side 
of Tinemaha Darn; some poorly vegeta lands that were fo rly cultivated and 
irrigated, and Owens Dry Lake, which is the largest single source of dust in the 
Owens Valley. These sources of dust represent the ckground air quality for 
evaluation of the cumulative impacts of the project on air quality of the valley. 

Owens Lake began to shrink in the 1890s as a result of the diversion of the Owens 
River and its tributary streams for irrigation in the valley. By 
reduced from its original area of 110 square miles to a 
In 1913 Los Angeles diverted the entire flow of the river and its tributaries below 
the Intake Dam into the Los Angeles Aqueduct, and by 1924 Owens Lake was 
essentially dry. On windy days, large plumes of dust may be observed rising from 
the surface of the dry lake bed. 

Monitoring by GBUAPCD confirmed Owens Lak ominant cause of 
federal air quality standard exceedences in the valley. mateiy 90 percent 
of the federal exceedances are caused by the dry lake 
sources of blowing dust identified above contrib 
standards but do not individually cause violations. 
dust problem is currently the subject of a separate multi-agency study headed by 
GBUAPCD, with financial support from the State Lands ammission and LADWP. 

Impacts to air quality in the Owens Valley are described in Chapter 12, Air Quality, 
for the period 1970 to 1990 and For the future, under the Agreement. These 
impacts and prescribed mitigation measures are desc individually in Chapter 10, 
Vegetation. 

In Chapter 10, Vegetation, 1,015 acres are identified zs 
affected by increased groundwater pumping since 
of these acres have been mitigated through enha 

acres wiil be revegetated with vegetation n 
Approximately 1,W acres did not successfully revegetate after Los Angeles 
discontinued irrigation of approximately 10,a00 itional water for 
the second Los Angeles Aqueduct. Nine hu cres have been 
mitigated through on-site enhancemenffmimkig 
acres will be revegetated with native vegetation. 
are described in the Draft EIR as receivi 
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groundwater pumping and changes in surface water management and agricultural 
practices. Five hundred forty-one of these acres have been mitigated through 
enhancementhitigation projects, 50 acres will be planted with pasture grasses and 
subsequently irrigated, and the remaining 300 acres will be revegetated with native 
vegetation. 

In addition, 640 acres in the Laws area are identified as having a very low density 
of vegetation cover. Although the condition of this land is not necessarily the result 
of the project, the area will be considered by the Inyo C o u n t y b  Angeles Standing 
Committee for selective mitigation. 

One area of approximately 700 acres east of Independence was documented in 1982 
as contributing to air quality standard violations, however, this condition has been 
mitigated through the establishment of alfalfa and native pasture under the 
Independence Pasture Lands and Springfield enhancement/mitigation project 
(approximately 40 acres remain to be planted with native pasture) described in 
Chapter 5, Proposed Project. No other sources in the Owens Valley are large 
enough to either cause or contribute to violations. 

Since one of the primary goals of the Agreement is to avoid decreases in vegetation 
cover, vegetation damage and resulting impacts to air quality should be prevented. 
Additionally, under the Agreement, thaw lands in the Owens Valley 'higated during 
the 1981-82 runoff year or that have been irrigated since then will continue to be 
irrigated in the future. This will prevent adverse air quality impacts associated with 
abandoned agricultural lands. Any future significant impacts to the vegetation or 
environment of the Owens Valley must be promptly mitigated by Los Angeles. 

Thus, while the combined impacts of the project to air quality in the Owens Valley 
may have contributed to some extent to the existing violations caused by Owens 
Lake, these impacts have been and will be mitigated so that the effect of dust from 
the project will not add in any significant way to the already significant dust problem 
from Owens Dry Lake. 

o Page 17-6: following the fifth bulleted paragraph insert the following paragraph: 

Additional information regarding the LADWP grazing management program is 
provided in Appendix B-1 to the Response to Comments documents. 

o Page 17-7: hulleted paragraphs 1 and 2 under the heading, 17.6 RELATIONSHIP TO 

OTHER WATER SUPPLY PLANS, are revised to read: 

o San Francisco Bay-Sacramento Delta water quality and water rights hearings 
currently being held by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in 
Sacramento. The outcome of these hearings is to be water rights discussions 
which promulgates Delta water quality standards and other measures intended 
to protect all beneficial uses of Delta water, including in-stream uses and water 
to Delta exporters. 
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o Proposed expansion of the State Water Project (SWP) in the form of Delta 
water transfer improvements and constmction of Los Banos Grandes Reservoir 
and implementation of the Kern Water Bank by the California Department of 
Water Resources. 

o Page 17-11: paragraph 1, last sentence is revised to read: 

". . . protects instream uses will determine any loss of water available for other 
beneficial uses including export to the Central Valley and Southern California." 

o Page 17-11: last paragraph (which continues onto Page 17-12) is revised to read: 

On the other hand, agricultural water conservation and conjunctive use projects 
undertaken by MWD are projected by MWD to yield up to 200,000 acre-feet in a 
dry year to the MWD service area. With a preferential right to 26 percent of 
MWD supplies, LADWP could receive up to 53,000 acre-feet of water from MWD 
from these projects. 

CHAPTER 18, EIR AUTHORS, ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

o 18.1 Report Preparation 

LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
o Dennis C. Williams, Engineer-In-Charge, Aqueduct Division (Los Angeles) 
a Duane D. Buchholz., Assistant Engineer-in-Charge, Aqueduct Division (Bishop) 
o Robert G. Wilson, Northern District Engineer (Bishop) 
o Russell H. Rawson, Land and Resources Manager (Bishop) 
o Edward A. Schlotman, Assistant City Attorney 
o David E. Babb, Range and Wildlife Specialist, EIR Coordinator (Bishop) 
o Lloyd L. Anderson, Land and Water Use Engineer (Bishop) 
o Patti Novak, Botanist (Bishop) 
o Brian Titlemans, Wildlife Biologist (Bishop) 
o Donald G. McBride, Geohydrologist ( L a  Angeles) 
o Gene L. Coufal, Hydrologist (Las Angeles) 
o Cecila K. Trehuba, Hydrologist ( L a  Angeles) 
o Richard F. Harasick, Water Conservation 

INYO COUNTY WATER DEPARTMENT 

o Gregory L. James, Director 
o David P. Groeneveld, Ph.D., Plant Ecologist 
o William R. Hutchison, Hydrologist 
o Leah Kirk, Environmental Analyst 
o Thomas Griepentrog, Hydrologist 
o Paula J. Villa, Project Activities Coordinator 
o Antonio C. Rossmann, Special Counsel 
o C. Brent Wallace, County Administrator 



3. Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR 

CHAPTER 19, BIBLIOGRAPHY 

o The Bibliography chapter has been supplemented by Appendix C-3 to the Responses to 

Comments document. 

CHAPTER 20, GLOSSARY AND ABBREVIATIONS 

o The Glossary and Abbreviations chapter has been supplemented by Appendii D to the 

Responses to Comments document. 

APPENDIX A 

o There are no revisions to Appendix A. 

APPENDIX B 

o There revisions to Appendix B, Stipulation and Order for Judgment, are presented in 

Section 3.1 of this chapter. 

APPENDIX C 

o Revisions to Appendix C, Wildlife Habitat Table, are presented in Appendix C-4 to the 

Responses to Comments document. 

APPENDIX D 

o There are no revisions to Appendix D. 

APPENDIX E 

o Appendix El: A description and map of the Lower Owens River EnhancementlMitigation 

Project are presented in Appendix C-2 to the Responses to Comments document. The map 

of the Lone Pine Regreening Project on page E-24 is revised as shown at the end of this 

chapter. 



3 3  GRAPHICS AND OTHER REVISIONS 

3. Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR 

This section consists of a revised Table of Contents to the Stipulation and Order for Judgment, 

and various revised graphics described in Section 3.2 Revisions to the Draft EIR. This material 

is presented in the following pages. 



REVISED TABLE O F  CON'IENTS 

STIPULATION AND ORDER FOR JUDGMENT 

History and Preliminary Statement 

Agreement Between the County of Inyo and the City of Los Angeles and Its 
Department of Water and Power on a Long Term Groundwater Management 
Plan for Owens Valley and Inyo County 

Goals and Principles for Groundwater Management 

Management Areas 

Management Maps 

Management Strategy 

Overall Goal 

Groundwater Mining 

Definitions 

Monitoring 

Green Book 

Mitigation 

Private Wells 

Indian Lands 

Rare and Endangered Species 

Bishop Creek Water Association 

Vegetation Management Goals and Principles 

Vegetation Management 

Determination of "Significant" and "Significant 
Effect on the Environment" 



Revised Table of Contents 
Stipulation and Order for Judgment 

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

IX. 

X. 

XI. 

XII. 

XIII. 

XIV. 

XV. 

Groundwater Pumping Program 

aiance Projections 

Weli Turn Off Provisions 

Weif Turn On Provisions 

Operations Plan 

ells and Production Capacity 

aim Pumping on the Bishop Cone 

Groundwater Recharge Facilities 

Cooperative Studies 

EnhancementMitigation Projects 

Haiwee Reservoirs 

Financial Assistance 

Park Rehabilitation, Development, and 
Maintenance 

Water and Environmental Activities 

Generai Financial Assistance to the County 

Big Pine Ditch System 

Park and Environmental Assistance to the City of 
Bishop 

Release of City Owned Lands 

City of Bishop 



Revised Table of Contents 
Stipulation and Order for Judgment 

C. 

D. 

XVI. 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XIX 

XX 

XXI. 

XXII. 

XXIII. 

m. 

XXV. 

XXVI. 

XXVII. 

XXVIII. 

XXIX. 

XXX 

m. 

Lands for Public Purposes 

Withdrawn Lands 

Legislative Coordination 

Exchange of Information and Access 

Health and Safety Code Projects 

Lease Charges 

Hold Harmless 

No Effect on Non-Party Legal Rights 

No Effect on Existing Water Rights 

Future Aqueduct Capacity 

Acknowledgement of Water Supply Uncertainties 

Modifications 

Dispute Resolution 

Inyo Superior Court Case No. 12883 

Inyo Superior Court Case No. 12908 

Entry of Judgment 

Paragraph Headings 

Notices 

EXHIBIT A: Management Maps 

EXHIBIT B: Possible Land Divestments 

TECHNICAL APPENDIX: Green Book 
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,QUEDUCT OPERATIONS 1970- 1990 
Unit: Thousands of Acre-Feet 
See note 1 for further information 
Irrigatiwl, slakwaer, wildMe, reneation, and EIM 

' Includes uses an private lands, conveyance losses, 
recharge and evaporation. 

" Includes irngidion, stockwider, wildlile and recreation 
only. It E M  is included, pumped groundwater would 
inaease by ~roximate ly  33 .W AF in wet yean 
and up to 33.W AF in dry years. I 
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.QUEDUCT OPERATIONS 1970-1 990 FIGURE 5-2 

Unit: Thousands of Acre-Feet 
See note 1 for further information 
Inigation, stockwater, wildlife, reueation, and UM 
Includes uses on private lands. mnveyanca bsses. 
rochuge and evaporation. 
" lll~ludes irrigation, stackwater, wiidlile and rwealion 

only. If EM is induded, pumped groundwater would 
intxease by gpmximately 33.000AF in wet yean 
and up to 33.000 AF in dry years. 

'" Haiwee Reservoir inflow. 
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QUEDUCT OPERATIONS UNDER THE AGREEMENT FIGURE 5-3 

nit: Thousands of Acre-Feet From From 
same tun011 conditions as far Figure 5-2 assumed Long Mono 
ngation, stockwqler, wildfie, reaealon and WM. Valley Basin 
rissumes bng term average EM supply is 
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Figure 10-7 
Species Richness of Owens Valley Bascuiar Plants Versus their water 
Requirements (as evaportranspiratiin or ET). The numbers of species of 
each plant group wast detrmined by DcDccker (1988). Water Use for 
each plant group was determined as averages for Owens Valley plant 
communlies within each group. The water requirement for the groupings 
was calculated as described in the Green Book. 
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4. W'ITER COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 





4. LE'ITER COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 
Number Letter 

FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Death Valley National Monument 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
State of California, Office of Planning and Research 
State of California, Department of Fish and Game 
United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 
State of California, Department of Fish and Game 
State of California, Department of Fish and Game 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

County of Inyo, Supervisor 1st District 
Dudley Ridge Water District 
Fort Independence Reservation 
Coachella Valley Water District 
Inyo-Mono County Farm Bureau 
Inyo County Office of Education 
County of Inyo, Department of Health Services 
Counties of Inyo-Mono, Office of Agricultural Commissioner 
Inyo County Water Commissioner 
City of Bishop, Department of Public Services 
Fort Independence Reservation 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
Big Pine PaiuteiShoshone Band of Indians 

ORGANIZATIONS AND INSTITUTIONS 

League of Women Voters of the Eastern Sierra, Inc. 
California Native Plant Society, Bristlecone Chapter 
University of Southern California 
State Water Contractors 
Be1 Air Country Club 
Homeowners of Encino 



Letter 
Number 

C7 
C8 
C9 

C10 
C11 
C12 
C13 
C14 
C15 
C16 
C17 
C18 
C19 
a 0  
a1 

4. Letter Comments and Responses 

Letter - 
Northridge Chamber of Commerce 
West Hills Chamber of Commerce 
United Chamber of Commerce of the San Fernando Valley 
University of California Cooperative Extension, Inyo & Mono Counties 
California Native Plant Society, Bristlecone Chapter 
High Sierra Packer's Association, Eastern Unit 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Woodland Hills Chamber of Commerce 
California Cattlemen's Association 
California Indian Legal Services 
Inyo County Cattlemen's Association 
University of California Cooperative Extension, Inyo & Mono Counties 
Valley Industry and Commerce Association 
The Mono Lake Committee 
Audubon Society, Eastern Sierra Chapter 

INDMDUALS 

Mr. & Mrs. Frank L. Pedneau 
Mrs. Jane A. Dietrich 
Larry & Ruth Blakely 
Postal Patron 
James E. Wines 
Brent Patterson 
Melvin Shapiro 
Don M. Deck 
Alfred J. Giraud 
Louis de Bottari 
David L. Smith 
Eric Knudson, Fallbrook Mall 
Mark Bagley 
Rudy Garanchon, Price Pfister, Inc. 
Ken Rounds, Monarch Mirror Door Inc. 
David L Smith, Sierra Interests, Inc. 
Judy Wickman 
James A. Wooten 
James C. Kerr 
Judith Fraser 
Carla R. Scheidlinger 
Kathy Barnes 
Farhad Saadat, T iu rama  
William Schwartz 
Irene Cuffe, Cuffe Guest Ranch of Movie Fame 
Joseph E. Stapley 
Ken Birchim 



4. Letter Comments and Responses 

Letter 
Number 

D28 
D29 
D30 
D3 1 
D32 
D33 
D34 
D35 
D36 
D37 
D38 
D39 
D40 
D41 
D42 
D43 
D44 
D45 
D46 
D47 
D48 
D49 
D50 
D5 1 
D52 
D53 
D54 
D55 
0.56 
D57 
D58 
D59 
D60 
D61 
D62 
D63 
D64 
D65 
D66 
D67 
D68 
D69 
D70 
D71 
D72 
D73 

Letter - 
Manuel Hezekiah Katalbas, Sherman Oaks Galleria Management 
Alton L. Fink 
Martha S. Gilcbrist 
Corabelle L Albright 
Carolyn M. Owen 
Bob Hayner 
Fred Patterson 
Scott Hubhard 
Rob Wills, Miller and Wood Ranch Co. 
Gertrude Saxton 
Todd & Lori Tatum 
John S. Clough, Forest Lawn Memorial-Parks and Mortuaries 
Barbara Toth 
Business Pwple of San Fernando Valley 
Kenneth D. Miller, Miller Livestock Co. 
David E. Wood, Miller and Wood Ranch Co. 
Gerald E Curry, Treiman, Schiffman & Curry 
Stan Haye 
Ron L Yribarren 
Fred Camphausen 
Jo  k & Thomas S. Heindel 
Jeff Topp, Yribarren Ranch 
Jack Tatum 
Jeff Matteson 
John & Ros Gorham 
Derham Guiliani 
EH. & Katherine Henderson, Coach & Camper Service, Inc. 
William W. Hayes 
Scott Hetzler 
Bill & Barbara Manning 
David Oldenburg, Indian Creek Mutual Water Company 
Elizabeth G. Tenney 
Susan Zaffuto 
Norman L. & Mary C. Bird, Bird's Industrial Complex 
Mark Johns 
A1 Pelkey, Pacific Trade Center 
Jennifer Duncan 
Mark J. Lacey 
Jeanne Lopez 
Tom Noland, Spainhower Anchor Ranch 
Francis Pedneau 
Melinda Salmonds 
Jeanne Walter 
Joe Washington 
Los E. Wilson 
Mary DeDecker 



Letter 
Number 

D74 
D75 
D76 
D77 
D78 
D79 
D80 
D81 
D82 
D83 
D84 
D85 
D86 
D87 
D88 
D89 
D90 
D91 
D92 
093 
D94 
D95 
D% 
D97 
098 

4. Letter Comments and Responses 

Letter - 
Mrs. D. Hussey 
Brent Patterson 
Dr. Nancy Peterson Walter 
Robert Jellison 
Deanna Johnson 
Kathleen Landers 
Dan Beets 
Bud Cashbaugh, Cashbaugh Ranch 
Sylvia Colton 
Lana Johns 
Kathy Noland 
Derik Olson 
Pat Roberts 
John K. Smith 
Jim J. Tatum, Tatum Cattle and Hay Co. 
Stanley J. Trizinsky 
Richard Potashin 
Andrew Kirk 
Josephine Lijek 
Phyllis Mottola 
Myron E. Alexander 
Tom & Linda Lorenz 
Sharon Rose 
Mary DeDecker 
Irene Yamashita 

PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPTS 

December 4, 1990, Town Hall, Big Pine, California 
December 5, 1990, American Legion Hall, Independence, California 
December 11, 1990, Bishop High School Auditorium, Bishop, California 
December 12, 1990, Statham Hall, Lone Pine, California 
December 13, 1990, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
Los Angeles, California 



FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES 





Letter A1 

US. Department of the Interior, Death Valley National Monument 





LETTER A-1 

United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

DEATH VALLEY NATIONAL MONUMENT 
DEATH VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 92328 

IN REPLY REfWl TO: 

L7 6 

December 21, 1990 

John Davis,  S e n i o r  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  
EIP A s s o c i a t e s  
150 S ~ e a r  S t r e e t ,  S u i t 2  1500 
San F r a n c i s c o ,  Cai i f o r n i a  94105 

U e i r  Pi:. DzvLs: 

Cn h e h a l f  of  t h e  Na t iona l  Park S e r v i c e  and De3th Va l l ey  Na t iona l  
Monument, I would l i k e  t o  submit t h e  fo l lowing  comments on t h e  d r a f t  
Environmental  Impact Report  r e g a r d i n g  water g a t h e r i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  by 
Los Angeles i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y .  

Our pr imary coccern  i s  t h e  d e f i c i e n c y  i n  t h e  document conce rn ing  t h e  
1 

e f f e c t  of water  d i v e r s i o n  on regi.cna1 a i r  q u a l i t y ,  which a f f e c t s  a 
u n i t  o f  t h e  Na t iona l  Park System. Dive r s ion  of Owens Va l l ey  water by 
t h e  c i t y  of  Los Angeles h a s  r e s u l t e d  i n  r e g u l a r  i n c i d e n t s  of  a i r  
q u a l i t y  d e g r a d a t i o n  i n  t h e  Owens Va l l ey  and su r round ing  a r e a s .  Water 
d i v e r s i o n  h a s  reduced t h e  a r e a l  e x t e n t  of  wa te r  and v e g e t a t i o n  i n  t h e  
Owens Va l l ey ,  t h u s  expos ing  f ine -g ra ined  lakebed  sed iments  t o  t h e  
e f f e c t s  of  wind. A s  a  r e s u l t ,  winds a r e  more prone  t o  lift and 
t r a n s p o r t  l akebed  sed iments ,  and S I I C ~  scdixnents a r e  t r a n s p o r t e d  i n t o  
o t h e r  basir is ,  sue;;-i is Dea!:h :.;alley. T h e  17x2 sshou1.d a t t e m p t  t o  d e f i r e  
and m i t i q a t e  c h i s  icq;acc. 

Under t h s  provis j .ons  of  t h e  Clean A i r  kc?: of  1590, f e d e r a l  l a n d  
m.=inayelts have sr. a f f i l r m a t i i , ~  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  p r ~ t e c t  a i r  q u a l i c y  
r e l a t e d  va lur -s .  The t.x;nspcrt o f  a i r b o r n e  sed iments  from t h e  Owans 
Va l l ey  lakehed r e F r e s e n t s  a  human-caused impact on a Mat icna l  Park 
S e r v i c e  unir:, and, as such,  i t  can and should  be  mit igat .ed.  

Thank you f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  .comment on t h e  d r a f t  E I R .  P l e a s e  add 
t h e  N a t i a n i l  Park Serj . ice ,  Death Va l l ey  Na t iona l  Monument t o  y0c.r 
m a i l i n g  l i s t  f o r  a l l  i n f c r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  t h i s  matter.  

/ 
/ 

S i n c e r e l y ,  , 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER A1 

RESPONSE Al-1 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that Owens Dry Lake is a source of dust. Please refer to responses 

to master comments PD-3, related to project description, and AQ-1, pertaining to air quality. 





Letter A2 

U.S. Department of the Interfor, Buresu of Indian ARairs 





UNITED STATES 
ENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Sacramento Area Offke 
2800 Cottage Way 

Sacramento, California 95825 

Mr. John A. Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis; 

The following are the Bureau of Indian Affairs preliminary comments 
concerning the Dratt Environmental lmpact Report titled " Water 
From the Owens Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct." 

Acting on behalt ot the Owens Valley Tribes; Big Pine, Lone Pine, 
Yt. Independence, Bishop, and Benton, the Bureau of Indian Attairs 
has determined the referenced document to be incomplete, as well as 
insufticient, in terms os addressing impacts to Indian lands. The 
Bureau's comments on speciric sections of the EIH are as follows: 

1.) Section 2 " HISTORY OY WATER DEVELOPMENT" - 
This section merely brushes upon the history of Lndian Water nights 
in subsection 2-3 development of the valley. On page 2-7 there is 
a recognition that the original residents ot the Owens Valley were 
Paiute/Shoshone Indians. Further, on page 2-9 there is an 
incomplete and inaccurate description ot a 1939 land exchange which 
was negotiated between Los Angeles and the Bureau of Indian Aftairs 
on behalr or the Indians now located at the Bishop, Big Pine, and 
Lone Pine Reservations. Fort Independence Indian Reservation is 
only mentioned as not having participated in the land exchange and 
there is no mention of the Benton Paiute Indian Reservation. 

This EIR should have an indepth discussion of all tribal water 
rights affected by this proposed project, including appropriative, 
riparian, surface, groundwater, and reserved Indian water rights 
otf and on Reservations. Each of the Indian Tribes have water 
rights which will be affected by this project and the EIR fails to 
recognize or adequately address those established rights. Not only 
has the ELH failed to discuss the Indian rights, butthe preparers 
have failed to contact the Bureau of Indian Affairs or the affected 
Indians to discuss the impact of the proposed project upon the 
Reservations. 



2 . )  S e c t i o n  5 " P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t "  

The  p r e m i s e  t h a t  s e c t i o n  5 i s  b a s e d  upon i s  t h a t  Los  A n g e l e s  
owns a l l  t h e  w a t e r  i n  Owens v a l l e y .  T h i s  p r e m i s e  i s  i n c o r r e c t .  
T r i b a l  w a t e r  r i g h t s  a r e  b e i n g  e n t i r e l y  o v e r l o o k e d  u n d e r  t h i s  
p r e m i s e  a n d  m u s t  b e  a d d r e s s e d .  F u r t h e r ,  u s i n g  v e g e t a t i o n  a s  a n  
e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i n d i c a t o r  may b e  c o r r e c t  o n l y  i f  you own a l l  t h e  
w a t e r .  A s  a n  e x a m p l e ,  t h e  1939  l a n d  e x c h a n g e  a g r e e m e n t  s p e c i f i e d  
t h a t  " P r i m e  A g r i c u l t u r e  L a n d s "  w e r e  t o  b e  e x c h a n g e d  f o r  t h e  I n d i a n  
l a n d s  i n  1 9 3 9 ,  i t  i s  t h e  c o n t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  B u r e a u  o f  I n d i a n  
A f f a i r s ,  a n d  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  T r i b e s ,  t h a t  t h e  volume o f  w a t e r  
w h i c h  i s  t o  b e  pumped f r o m  t h e  v a l l e y  w i l l  a d v e r s e l y  i m p a c t  
a c c e s s i b l e  p l a n t  m o i s t u r e  t o  s u c h  a n  e x t e n t  a s  t o  a l l o w  f o r  t h e  
i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  i n v a d e r  p l a n t  s p e c i e s  t h a t  would  d e p r e c i a t e  t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  o f  t h e  " P r i m e  A g r i c u l t u r e "  l a n d s .  D e p r e c i a t i o n  o f  t h e  
a g r i c u l t u r e  l a n d s  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  a c t i o n s  o f  L o s  A n g e l e s  may 
c o n s t i t u t e  a  b r e a c h  o f  t h e  1939  e x c h a n g e  a g r e e m e n t .  T h e r e f o r e ,  i f  
v e g e t a t i o n  i s  t o  b e  u s e d  a s  t h e  i n d i c a t o r  f o r  pumping r a t e s  i n  t h e  
Owens V a l l e y ,  t h e  amoun t  a n d  t y p e  o f  v e g e t a t i o n  w h i c h  was f o u n d  on  
t h e  e x c h a n g e d  l a n d s  i n  1 9 3 9  s h o u l d  b e  u s e d  as t h e  b a s e l i n e  
i n d i c a t o r  f o r  t h e  e x c h a n g e d  l a n d s .  T h i s  o f  c o u r s e ,  would  n o t  
i n c l u d e  t h e  B e n t o n  o r  F t .  I n d e p e n d e n c e  I n d i a n s  whose r i g h t s  m u s t  
a l s o  b e  a d d r e s s e d .  

The  E I R  s h o u l d  b e  amended t o  r e f l e c t  t h a t  s u c h  i n d i c a t o r s  w i l l  b e  
u s e d .  - 

3 . )  S e c t i o n  7 ,  " I m p a c t  A s s e s s m e n t  Method a n d  Summary o f  I m p a c t s  a n d  
M i t i g a t i o n  M e a s u r e s " .  

I n d e p e n d e n t  o f  T r i b a l  a n d  B I A  i n p u t ,  I n y o  C o u n t y  a n d  t h e  C i t y  o f  
L o s  A n g e l e s  h a s  d r a f t e d  a  G r o u n d w a t e r  Management P l a n  a n d  t h e  
s u b s e q u e n t  E I R .  A s  a  c o n s e q u e n c e ,  t h e  d o c u m e n t  d o e s  n o t  a c c u r a t e l y  
d e s c r i b e  o r  r e f e r e n c e  I n d i a n  l a n d s  f r o m  t h e  t i m e  when t h e  
R e s e r v a t i o n s  w e r e  c r e a t e d .  A s  a  r e s u l t ,  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s  i n c o m p l e t e  
a s  i t  d o e s  n o t  e v a l u a t e  t h e  i m p a c t  on  I n d l a n  l a n d  a n d  w a t e r  r i g h t s  
i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y .  I t  i s  recommended t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  I n y o  C o u n t y  
a n d  t h e  C i t y  o f  L o s  A n g e l e s  work w i t h  e a c h  o f  t h e  a f f e c t e d  T r i b e s ,  
a n d  t h e  B I A ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  a c q u i r e  a n  a c c u r a t e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  i m p a c t s  
t o  t h e  l a n d  a n d  w a t e r  r i g h t s  i n  t h e  v a l l e y  i n  o r d e r  t o  e s t a b l i s h  
a n  a c c e p t a b l e  m i t i g a t i o n  p l a n .  



- S e c t i o n  Y " W a t e r  R e s o u r c e s " .  
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T h i s  s e c t l o n  I l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  t h e  g r o u n d w a t e r  t a b l e  i n  t h e  O w e n -  
V a l l e y  i s  h e l n y  i o w e r e d  d u e  t o  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  a n d / o r  i n c r e a s e d  
pumplny by  LAUWP. The pumping h a s  c a u s e d  s e v e r a l  w e l i s  t o  become 
d e p l e t e d  a n d / o r  t h e l r  r e c i ~ d r g e  c a p a h i l l t l e s  h a v e  b e e n  weakened t o  
s u c h  a n  e x t e n t  t h a t  11, h a s  a f t e c t e d  c r o p  p r o d u c t i o n .  
m l t i g a t l o n  p r o p o s e d  by LAUWP i n c l u d e s :  1. ) d r l l l l n g  new w e l i s  and  
2 .  ) dd]ustmelwL u t  l+ower b i l l s .  However ,  no  s p e c i t i c  m i t i g a t i o n  1s 
made t o r  1.r1cisan 1ditd a!1d w a t e r  r l y h t s .  M l t i g a t i o r i  o t  l n d l a n  
r e s o u r c e s  s h o u l d  t h e r e t o r e  b e  discussed. 

Yor d d d l t l o n a l  i n t o r m a t ~ o i ~ ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  M r .  P a t r i c k  Hemmy, A r e a  
N a t u r a l  K e s o u r c e s  U t t l c e r ,  a t  ( 9 1 6 )  Y i 8 - 4 / @ 3 .  

n c e r e l y ,  A 

/ A r e a  D i r e c t o r  
Y 





RESPONSE A2-1 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE A2-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

The statement that the premise of the project is that Los Angeles owns all the water in Owens 

Valley is incorrect. The basis for impacts and standards of significance are as described in the 

Draft EIR, and will remain unchanged in this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE A2-3 

It is believed that the analysis and evaluation of environmental impacts contained in the Draft EIR 

are accurate and reasonable. Please refer to response to master comment PD-10, pertaining to 

determination of significant effects on the environment, both on and off Indian lands. 

RESPONSE A2-4 

During the preparation of the Draft EIR, the public review period, and this Final EIR, no evidence 

was discovered or offered that substantiates the claim that Indian water resources (surface water 

or wells) or crop production have been significantly affected by the project (as defined by CEQA) 

and thus require consideration of mitigation. Please refer to response to master comment PD- 



Responses to Comments 
Letter A2 

10 for further discussion of provisions of the Agreement and/or other legal rights or remedies 

available to protect Indian water rights and water resources. 



Letter A3 

State of California, Office of Planning and Research 





LETTER A-3 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
14W TENTH STREET 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

<,_ .̂  -_  .,+, ij :.- f{z:, !,?.::.,! ' 

Jan 04, 1991 .. . . ,  , , . .  ~. ; r j  :: 
;, , , ,:;,,.: :; ;. :% 

JOHN A DAVIS 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES, DEPT. OF WATER & POWER 
C/O EIP ASSOC. 150 SPEAR ST. 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

Subject: INCREASED PUMPING OF THE OWENS VALLEY GROUND WATER BASIN 
SCH # 89080705 

Dear JOHN A DAVIS: - 
The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental document 
to selected state agencies for review. The review period is closed and 
none of the state agencies have comments. This letter acknowledges that 
you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

Please call John at (916) 445-0613 if you 
have any questions regarding the environmental review process. When 
contacting the Clearinghouse in this matter, please use the eight-digit 
State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly. 

- 
Sincerely, 

David C. Nunenkamp 
Deputy Director, Permit Assistance 





ON NTS 

RESPONSE A3-1 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 





Letter A4 

State of California, Department of Fish and Game 





LETTER A-4 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH A N D  G A M E  
Region 5 
330 Golden Shore, Suite 50 
Long Beach, California 90802 
(213) 590-5113 

January 28, 1991 

Mr. John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) entitled "Water from the Owens 
Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueductw. The proposed 
project consists of all water management practices and facilities 
that were implemented or constructed in Owens Valley to supply 
water to the second aqueduct which was completed in 1970. This 
document is identified as a program EIR even though a part of the 
project has been in operation since 1970. Elements of the 
proposed project addressed in this DEIR are: 

The Agreement between the County of Inyo (County) and the 
City of Los Angeles and its Department of Water and Power 
(DWP) on a Long Term Groundwater Management Plan for Owens 
Valley and Inyo County (Agreement) as required by the Courts 
to resolve ongoing litigation between the two parties. 

Increased export, beginning in 1970, of water from Owens 
Valley to Los Angeles from increased groundwater pumping, a 
reduction in the amount of irrigated acreage of DWP lands, 
and an increase in the amount of surface water diverted for 
export. 

New groundwater recharge facilities in the Laws and Big Pine 
areas. 

A continuation of environmental projects implemented by DWP 
between 1970 and 1984. 

A continuation of enhancement/mitigation projects 
implemented since 1985 by the County and DWP. 

The document also identifies the following elements of the 
proposed project that will not be implemented or constructed until 
after future environmental review as required by CEQA: 

(i) Implementation of the Lower Owens River Project. 

(ii) Provision of a supply of water and funding for water supply 
ditches in Big Pine. 
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(iii) Implementation of a salt cedar control program. 

(iv) Releases of Los Angeles owned land for public and private 
use. 

(v) Transfer of water systems owned by Los Angeles to Inyo 
County (or other public entity) in the towns of Lone Pine, 
Independence, Big Pine, and Laws. 

(vi) Rehabilitation and expansion of parks and campgrounds on Los 
Angeles owned lands that are leased and operated by Inyo 
County. 

(vii) Recreational use of South or North Haiwee Reservoir. 

Furthermore the proposed project as identified in the document 
includes only the facilities or practices for water gathering by 
DWP within Inyo County but the facilities or practices for water 
gathering by DWP in the Mono Basin or Long Valley of Mono County 
to supply water to the second aqueduct are excluded. Owens River 
extends beyond Inyo County boundaries, and the water gathering 
activities by DWP in both Inyo and Mono counties are inextricably 
Jinked, since the water from both sources is comingled for supply 
to the second aqueduct. Therefore, piecemealing the project in a 
Program EIR seems inappropriate and contrary to CEQA Guidelines. - 
The Owens Valley is the host for a myriad of fish and wildlife 
resources for which the DFG has concerns. Tule elk, mule deer, 
waterfowl, upland game birds and mammals, nongame species of birds 
and mammals including the state Endangered Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, state and federal Endangered Least Bell's Vireo and 
Southern bald eagle, federal candidate Western snowy plover, rare 
and endangered plant species such as Owens Valley checkerbloom, 
warm and cold water fisheries associated with the Owens River and 
cold water fisheries in the numerous tributaries to the Owens 
River. The Owens River Wild Trout Section which encompasses 16 
miles of the River from Pleasant Valley Dam downstream to Five 
Bridges is a designated Wild Trout stream and is one of 
California's most heavily utilized wild trout streams. These 
streams are not stocked by the DFG, but depend upon natural trout 
reproduction and habitat quality to maintain their fisheries. 
Springs and seeps in the Owens Valley contain two species of State 
and Federal listed endangered fish and provide critical islands of 
riparian habitat and water sources for many wildlife species in 
this arid region. These springs and seeps also contain salamanders 
and invertebrates, several of which are known only from the Owens 
Valley. Department owned facilities that are impacted include 
Black Rock and Fish Springs fish hatcheries. 

The DFG is also concerned with DWP practices in the Mono Basin and 
Long Valley due to valuable aquatic, riparian, and recreational 
resources which include; Crowley Lake and its tributaries, Hot 
Creek which is also a designated Wild Trout water, the upper Owens 
River, and the streams in the Mono Basin and Mono Lake. Wildlife 
resources at risk include sage grouse, mule deer, waterfowl, 
upland birds and mammals, nongame species such as gulls, terns, 
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and shorebirds, especially snowy plovers, which utilize Mono Lake 
and associated wetlands, state and federal Endangered Peregrine 
falcon and Southern bald eagle, and several species of rare and 
endangered plants. 

These concerns are exeaplified by the tremendous recreational use 
of the area. In 1985 the visitor use on the Inyo National Forest 
exceeded that of Yellowstone, Canyon National 
Parks combined. The lands an t to the Forest, 
including DWP lan s, contribute to the en ous recreational use 
of the area. Some of the most heavily utilized ish and wildlife 
values in Long Valley are situated on DWP lands. 

The DFG has the statutory responsibility to preserve, protect, and 
manage fish and wildlife resources including their habitats, as 
stated in Fish and Game Code Section 711.7 (a): "The fish and 
wildlife resources are held in trust for the people of the state 
by and through the department"; Section 1802: "The department has 
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of 
fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for 
biologically sustainable populations of those speciesN; and 
Section 711.2 (a): "... wildlife means and includes all wild 
animals, birds, plants, fish, amphibians, and related ecological 
communities, including the habitat upon which the wildlife depends 
for its continued viability ...". It must be recognized that 
rivers are an integral system from their headwaters to their 
mouths and that once destroyed or greatly diminished in an 
ecological sense may never be restored. Therefore they deserve the 
highest degree of protection from the State as the public trustee. 

Furthermore, our authority to review and provide comments on the 
DEIR has been validated by the Court, which "...made clear that 
regardless of the agreement of the parties, it did not want to 
foreclose CEQA review of their product by other interested 
parties and ultimately the Court itself." (DEIR Page 2-17). 

The DWP and County also have a responsibility to protect the 
natural resources on the lands under their control. CEQA Section 
21000 (f) (g) declares that it is the policy of the state to: 
"require governmental agencies at all levels to develop standards 
and procedures necessary to protect environmental qualityw and 
"require governmental agencies at a11 levels to consider 
qualitative factors as well as economic and technical factors and 
long term benefits and costs, in addition to short term benefits 
and costs and to consider alternatives to proposed actions 
affecting the environment.'" 

The DFG has identified serious inadequacies in the DEIR in regard 
to project description, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, 
mitigation, and alternatives. The major deficiencies are noted 
here, with the specific comments in the attachment. Department 
concerns were identified in our letter of September 18, 1989 
(attached), and in our comments on the draft Agreement between DWP 
and the County. A thorough discussion of all of our concerns is 
necessary in order for the DEIR to be a full disclosure CEQA 
document. 



Mr. John Davis - 4 -  

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BOUNDARIES 

nle believe that given the project description the scope of the 
3ocument should be expanded to include the Mono Basin and Long 
rlalley. CEQA Guideline Section 15130(bJ(l)(A) requires the 
Lead Agency to discuss not only approved projects under 
:onstruction and approved related projects not yet under 
:onstruction, but also unapproved projects currently under 
3nvironmental review with related impacts or which result in 
significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project to 
supply water to the second aqueduct ignores the impacts 
essociated with water gathering activities in Mono County. We 
oelieve these impacts are significant and are currently 
snmitigated, and that the total water gathering activities to 
supply the second aqueduct are separate and divisible from the 
jonstruction of the aqueduct and are subject to CEQA. 
Therefore, the scope of the DEIR should be expanded pursuant 
to CEQA Guideline Section 15168 which states in part: 

A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series 
of actions that can be characterized as one large project 
and are related either geographically or as individual 
activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory 
or regulatory authority and having generally similar 
environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar 
ways. 

Therefore the scope should include all water gathering 
activities and operations in the Mono Basin and Long Valley to 
supply water for the second aqueduct, and an assessment of the 
impacts to fish and wildlife resources including habitats, and 
recreational use. - 
The activities currently being assessed by the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) under the supervision of the 
courts, utilize 1989 as the baseline for preproject 
conditions, and are concerned with the impacts of a potential 
reduction in Mono Basin water exports and the effects on 
downstream waters and resources. Whereas the impacts to 
natural resources resulting from water gathering activities to 
fill the second aqueduct resulted from the increase in 
diversions from the Mono Basin and increased groundwater 
pumping. Thus, these two projects (the SWRCB project and the 
DWP proposed project) are totally distinct and each requires 
separate analysis. This DEIR does not identify the impacts or 
mitigation associated with those activities in Mono County. 

within the stated scope of the project in Owens Valley 
the description of the project is incomplete. A more thorough 
disclosure of project facilities, their locations and 
operations is required. Surface water diversion facilities, 
quantities, and water rights must be identified. 
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Identification and quantification of all aquatic and wetland 
habitats is incomplete an must be expanded. A description of 
any changes in maintenance operations that resulted from or 
will result from implementation of the project must be 
discussed, 

2. ADVERSE IMPACTS TO BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Adverse impacts to fish and w i l  life resources wit 
Owens Valley are not fuiby disclose in the DEIR. These 
include: DFG Black Rock and Fish Springs hatcheries; springs, 
seeps, and ephemeral wetlands; Owens River geomorphology, 
water quality, fish habitat, and riparian values: fish and 
riparian habitats in the Owens River reservoirs and 
tributaries; fish losses in the Owens River tributaries that 
result from water spreading activities; fish entrained into 
the Los Angeles aqueduct that resulted from changes in water 
exports from the Owens Valley; impacts to wildlife species and 
riparian habitat as a result of fluctuating water levels in 
reservoirs; and impacts to many wildlife species are not 
disclosed. Additionally, the impacts to fish and wildlife 
resources that have occurred in Long Valley and the Mono Basir 
Must be discussed. The cumulative impacts that have occurred 
as a result of grazing practices since 1970 must be 
identified. 

3. MITIGATION MEASURES 

The mitigation for the proposed project is not adequately 
analyzed, described, or binding in this DEIR. Identified 
mitigation is not proven to be effective for the range of 
potential impacts. The Agreement is offered as the main 
mitigation element of the proposed project. The Agreement 
acknowledges the potential for negative impacts to vegetation 
as a result of groundwater pumping, but does not identify the 
specific measures to be implemented should adverse impacts 
occur. The mitigation is not fully described, and is unproven 
and speculative. Also, crucial determinations of potential 
negative impacts resulting from the project, i.e. the extent 
of vegetation change, the attributability to groundwater 
management or surface water management, the significance of 
the change, the need for mitigation, and the mitigation 
measures to be implemented, are all postponed to an 
undetermined date in the future. The determinations themselve~ 
will be made without adequate public review of the methods an< 
data used to make those determinations, which is contrary to 
the intent of CEQA, Section 21061 states that "The purpose of 
an EIR is to provide public agencies and the public in general 
with detailed information about the effect which a proposed 
project is likely to have on the environment, to list ways in 
which the significant effects of such a project might be 
minimized..." This DEIR does not provide us with the 



+ Mr. John Davis 
requisite information. Furthermore, all of the above 
determinations are subject to dispute resolution. This could 
conceivably result in significant, permanent negative impacts 
to vegetation and wildlife habitat continuing to occur as the 
parties involved dispute the existence and/or rectification of 
the impact. Finally, the Agreement pro-vides that water 
supplied to any enhancement/mitigation project initiated since 
1981-1982 may be reduced or eliminated at any time if approved 
by DWP and the County Board of Supervisors. This renders the 
proposed mitigation unreliable and uncertain. The DEIR is 
deficient in that it lacks acknowledgement of or a discussion 
of the potential impacts to resources should all water 
supplied to mitigation projects be discontinued. 

- 
The agreement also contains elements of mitigation including 
implementation of the Lower Owens River project which is the 
primary fish and wildlife mitigation feature for the project. 
However, the Lower Owens River project and other mitigation 
features are not fully described, and furthermore the 
mitigative features of the proposed Lower Owens River project 
are unproven. Additionally, as stated in the document, 
implementation of the Lower Owens River Project and other 
measures identified on page 1-5 will not occur until after 
subsequent review as required by CEQA. This is not consistent 
with CEQA Guideline 15165 which states in part: 

Where a phased project is to be undertaken and where the 
total undertaking comprises a project with significant 
environmental effect, the Lead Agency shall prepare a 
single program EIR for the ultimate project. 

Furthermore, DWP is not absolved from exercising their 
continuing duty to maintain flows necessary to keep fish in 
good condition in the Owens River downstream from the Los 
Angeles aqueduct intake dam pursuant to Fish & Game Code 
Section 5937. Therefore relying on the proposed Lower Owens 
River project as mitigation for project impacts is erroneous. 
The Department of Fish & Game is pursuing compliance of Fish & 
Game Code Section 5937 in the Lower Owens river and a report 
has been filed with the Lnyo County District Attorney's 
office. 

7 
In addition, a grazing management rogram is offered to avoid 
future significant cumulative impacts. However, the specifics 
of such a program are absent from the document. Such a 
program must be fully disclosed and analyzed in the DEIR. 1 Pursuant to Section 15378 of CEQA Guidelines a project is 
defined as "an activity involving the issuance to a person of 
a lease. ..by one or more public agencies". Therefore DWP 
grazing practices qualify as a project and should be evaluated 
and disclosed in this DEIR. 
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4. ALTERNATIVES - 
We believe a full range of alternatives has not been explored 
and alternatives are not analyzed adequately to allow a 
reasoned comparison between the alternatives. We believe that 
a synthesis of elements from several of the identified 
alternatives would lead to an environmentally acceptable 
alternative and accommodate t3.e needs of DWP. 

For example, with a minor modification to Alternative 2, which 
allows for exports o f  20,000 AFY over the proposed project, 
some irrigation and enhancenent/mitigation in Owens Valley 
could be realized and still meet or exceed the proposed 
project water export level. This would not only result in an 
environmentally superior alternative, energy consumption would 
be reduced substantially as a result of decreased pumping. 
Concomitant with the energy savings associated with the 
decreased pumping, power generation in the aqueduct facilities 
would equal or exceed the amount identified in the proposed 
project. The information provided in the DEIR suggests that 
energy consumption due to increased ground water pumping since 
1970 has increased approximately ten-fold. 

5. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The DFG finds the DEIR deficient pursuant to CEQA Guideline 
15130(b)(3) which states "An EIR shall examine reasonable 
options for mitigating or avoiding any significant cumulative 
effects of a proposed project". The DEIR states on page 17-5, 
"To prescribe mitigation to reduce all of the overall 
cumulative impacts of Los Angeles' activities in the Owens 
Valley is beyond the scope of this EIR..." This does not 
comply with the above guideline. Reasonable options to 
mitigate for past impacts should be provid-ed not only for the 
Owens Valley but for Long Valley and the Mono Basin as well. 

In addition to the deficiencies in the DEIR noted above, we have 
numerous concerns with the project as proposed. 

As stated above, the mitigation proposed for various impacts to 
vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries resources consists of the 
Agreement, the Lower Owens River Project, a salt cedar control 
program, a grazing management program, and other enhancement/ 
mitigation (E/M) projects completed during the last several years. 
These mitigation measures are unacceptable for a variety of 
reasons. First, with the exception of the previously completed E/M 
projects, specifics of all of the proposed mitigation are as yet 
undeveloped, untested, and unproven, and are subject to further 
CEQA review. The appropriateness of using such mitigation to 
offset impacts associated with this project must be evaluated in 
this document. This cannot be accomplished until specifics about 
each E/M project are known. Secondly, the Lower Owens River 
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Project is offered as the main mitigation for impacts to an 
unquantified number of springs, seeps, and other wetland areas in 
the valley. Mitigation of this type is known as out-of-kind, 
off-site mitigation, which is the least preferred type of 
mitigation. This type of mitigation is acceptable only when 
on-site, in-kind mitigation is impossible. The assumption inherent 
in the proposed mitigation is that on-site, in-kind mitigation for 
the loss of unique assemblages of species associated with springs 
and seeps in the valley is not possible. We do not believe the 
document fully supports this assumption. Third, and of most 
importance, all of the mitigation offered in the document is 
subject to substantial revision and, in the worst case, 
abandon-ment, if DWP and a majority of the County Board of 
Supervisors agree. In order to comply with CEQA Sections 21002, 
21081, the project must include a commitment by the project 
sponsors to carry out the mitigation for the life of the impacts 
associated with the proposed project. Otherwise, significant 
adverse impacts from the project could occur. ! 
We concur that the environmentally superior alternative is 
Alternative 1 or the "no project" alternative. Nowhere in the 
DEIR is this alternative identified as being infeasible. In fact 
several alternate sources of water for the City of Los Angeles are 
identified to offset any potential reductions in export of water 
from the Owens Valley. 

Further, it appears that Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are also 
Igenvironmentally superiorm1 to the proposed project. As the 
trustee agency for the fish and wildlife resources of California 
(Fish & Game Code Section 711.7) the DFG is obligated to recommend 
adoption of one of the environmentally superior alternatives over 
the proposed project. 

The DFG finds Alternatives 6 and 7 unacceptable as under these 
alternatives groundwater levels would not be protected. 
Vegetation dependent on groundwater would be eliminated from some 
parts of the Valley, causing significant adverse impacts to 
vegetation, air quality and wildlife habitat. 

We find Alternative 5 to be similar to the proposed project. As 
stated in the DEIR, all the impacts of the proposed project would 
occur under Alternative 5 and such impacts would be mitigated in 
the same manner. Thus we cannot concur with Alternative 5 for the 
same reasons as with the proposed project. 

egardless of the alternative selected or the project implemented, 
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires the Lead Agency to 
"Adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the 
project which it has adopted or made in condition of approval in 
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. 
The reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to assure 
compliance during project implementationw. 



Until an environmentally accegta le long term solution to water 
management is im lemented, the c f the "interim 
agreementu shoul be modified to egradation of 
these resources and roject irnpac ed to pre-1970 
levels. Current w a t  anagement practices in the Owens Valley 
and on Los Angeles ow lands in Mono County are responsible for 
continuing degradation to fis ife, and riparian resources, 
The DFG considers this situati e unacceptable. - 

e DFG finds e DEiR inade ate with regard to 
entification ternatives analysis, 
cumulative irn cation and analysis. 

Also, all operations and acti 3.y related and as part 
of the proposed project constitute violation of Fish and Game Cod1 
Section 5937 requiring the release of water below any dam to keep 
fish in good condition. The roject as proposed could result in 
significant adverse impacts t vegetation, wildlife, and fisherie: 
resources in both lnyo and Mono counties. We recommend that a 
revised DEIR be circulated for public review after removing the 
inadequacies and deficiencies identifie above and in the specifil 
comments attached. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft EIR. If you 
have any questions please contac me at 330 Golden Shore, Suite 
50, Long Beach, California 90802, telephone 213-590-5113. 

?/ ~~zh/+/ 
Fred A. Worthley J 
Regional ~anager 
Region 5 
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cc: State Clearinghouse (SCH 89080705) 
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ATTACHMENT 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Due to the length and complex nature of the DEIR, specific 
comments will be addressed by major sections within the document. 

COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 

I. WATER SUPPLY FOR LOS ANGELES 

This section should contain a discussion of mandatory rationing 
within DWP's service area. The discussion should include the 
rationale of why this is or is not a viable option for reducing 
water consumption in southern California and consequently, adverse 
impacts to Owens Valley, Long Valley, and Mono Basin ecosystems. 

j3 t 11. WATER MANAGEMENT IN OWENS VALLEY 

1. This section should contain a discussion of water conservation 
within the Owens Valley that will meet the objectives of DWP and 
enhance the environment. Special consideration should be given to 
irrigation practices, such as sprinklers, which could reduce the 
current 5 AF/acre allocation to irrigated lands. 

Water management activities in the Mono Basin and Long Valley 
should also be described particularly as they pertain to 

14 
irrigation of lands for grazing. 

I 111. PROPOSED PROJECT 

15 

1. The document states that it is impossible to accurately 
determine the actual amounts of surface and groundwater that are 
exported because all of the components of the supply are 
wcommingledw. We believe a more accurate description of the 
additional amount of groundwater and surface water that was made 
available for export since 1970 can and should be made. In 
particular, the sources of water that "formerly did not enter the 
aqueduct systemw should be identified and quantified. - 
2. An evaluation should be made of the cumulative impacts of the 
Los Angelesowned land that will be released for public and private 
use, particularly regarding increased water development and use, 
and growth inducing impacts. This feature of the proposed project 
is offered as a mitigation measure, in that it is an element of 
the Agreement, and the Agreement itself is proposed as a 
V?alley-wide mitigation measurew (Page 1069). The document should 
state that preliminary inspections by DFG and Army Corps of 
Engineers of the lands proposed for release indicate that the 
parcels contain wetland habitats and the potential for endangered 
plant species. 

L 
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3. An additional element which should be analyzed in the propose 
project is Itan increase in the amount of surface water diverted 
for any reason", not just the "increase in water diverted for 
export. " 
4. Habitat types to be monitored in the Agreement do not include 
surface waters. The vegetation classification on page 53 should 
be expanded to include aquatic habitats. A monitoring program 
should be developed for this additional habitat type. 

5. "Significant" impact must be defined more explicitly in the 
Agreement and throughout the document. We believe that any loss 
of wetland habitat, fish and wildlife or their habitat is 
significant. 

6. Goals for management of rare, threatened and endangered 
species should be more fully developed. The DWP lands in the 
Inyo/Mono region contain many unique habitats which support a 
variety of endemic, rare, and unique species. DWP, as a 
responsible public agency, should develop management plans for 
enhancement, preservation, and recovery, of the many valuable 
resources found on its landholdings. At a minimum, the proposed 
project should contain provisions for implementing any existing 
recovery plans for endangered species. The proposed goal of 
managing endangered species in a manner consistent with State and 
federal laws implies the minimum amount of attention required by 
law will be paid to only those species listed by the State or 
federal government. CEQA Guideline Section 15380 requires that an 
species meeting the criteria of endangered or threatened must be 
treated as such, even though it may not be formally listed. 

7. The proposed reduction of 2,000 AFY in the volumes of flowing 
wells and springs identified in the Proposed Project analysis in 
Table 5-1 result in an unacceptable loss of aquatic and riparian 
habitat and associated fish and wildlife. These losses are not 
adequately mitigated. The loss of numerous seeps and springs is 
identified as a significant adverse impact; the proposed project 
should result in no further loss of any surface seeps, springs, o 
artesian wells. 

8. Any potential impacts to artesian wells, springs, and seeps, 
due to proposed pumping on the Bishop Cone should be identified. 
This should include the identification and description of these 
surface waters, and a quantification of the losses of flow that 
could occur. 

9. The impacts of the reduction in amount of irrigated acreage o 
Los Angeles-owned land that took place from the mid-1960s to 1970 
should be analyzed. The impacts that resulted from tine increase 
in irrigated acreage after 1970 shoul be identified. Impacts of 
both actions should include adverse effects of modified land uses 
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resulting from the changes, particularly grazing impacts on fish 
and wildlife habitats on the lands in question and upon other 
lands which may have received modified management due to the 
actions. For example, were the same animal unit months present on 
livestock allotments following the reduction in irrigation? Did 
adverse impacts occur from increased livestock use such as, 
trampling and chiseling of stream banks, overutilization of 
forage, etc.? 

10. The impacts to aquatic habitats resulting from increased 
diversion of surface water for export should be thoroughly 
discussed. The sources, diversion points, and water right 
authorizing diversion of any such water should be identified in 
the document. - 
11. The sources, diversion points, and water right authorizing 
diversion of groundwater recharge facilities should be identified. 
Impacts to aquatic habitats resulting from recharge activities 
should be discussed in the document. 
- 
12. The "minimal" flows provided to the Lower Owens River since 
1975 described in Table 5-2 are not necessarily adequate to keep 
fish in good condition pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 
5937. There is neither justification for adequacy of the flows 
provided nor quantification of the potential mitigative value of 
such flows in comparison to the riverine and other aquatic 
habitats adversely impacted by the project. Justification of the 
35 to 50 cfs flows proposed in the Lower Owens River Project and 
how these flows will "keep fish in good conditionu should be 
provided. The need and adequacy of flushing flows in the Lower 
Owens River below the Aqueduct intake dam to "keep fish in good 
conditionw, to maintain channel competence, and to maintain 
riparian vegetation, should be discussed. The DFG strongly 
believes flow studies (IFIM) similar to those currently underway 
in the Mono Basin and the upper and Mmiddlell Owens River are 
required to determine flow schedules necessary to maintain viable 
fishery resources. - 
13. Potential impacts to fish and wildlife habitats resulting 
from the withdrawal of 6 cfs from a new well to supply Big Pine 
water supply ditches should be discussed. - 
14. The document should discuss the relative recreational and 
fish and wildlife values of North and South Haiwee Reservoirs 
including recreational constraints, impacts to threatened and 
endangered species such as the bald eagle, other wildlife species 
including waterfowl and shorebirds, impacts of reservoir 
management activities such as copper sulfate applications and 
water fluctuations on fish, wildlife, and riparian and wetland 
habitat, and the impacts of the existing aqueduct intake on North 
Haiwee Reservoir on fish. The DFG has concerns regarding the 
potential entrainment of fish into the unscreened aqueduct intake. 
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15. Table 5-2 lists Buckley Ponds and Saunders Pond as DWP 
environmental projects initiated from 1970 to 1984. The Buckley 
Ponds and Saunders Pond were in existence and provided with water 
as early as 1968. They therefore are part of the preproject 
conditions and should not be discontinued as environmental 
projects "implemented subsequent to 1970" as is proposed in 
Alternatives 1 and 2. The dates of construction and 
implementation of enhancement projects listed in Table 5-2 should 
be included. - 
16. A thorough description of operational changes implemented 
since 1970 is not provided. Changes in operation in the entire 
project area, including Long Valley, North and South Haiwee 
~eservoirs, and the Mono Basin, due to increased flows from the 
Mono Basin since 1970 which should be discussed include: 1) 
reservoir fluctuations in all project reservoirs, 2) the magnitude 
of the increase in flows in the Owens River from East Portal to 
the Aqueduct intake, 3) a comparison of any chemical applications 
(copper sulfate, etc.) applied to project waters with preproject 
applications, 4) changes in maintenance operations such as aquatic 
weed control activities in canals and ditches, 5) new facilities 
constructed such as the new aqueduct intake at North Haiwee 
Reservoir, and the aqueduct filtration plant completed in 1987, 6) 
any water diversion facilities in surface waters, 7) a description 
of the continued lining of the Aqueduct identifying the mileage 
and locations lined. The impacts to fish and wildlife and 
habitats associated with described changes in operations and 
facilities should be discussed in appropriate sections of the 
document. The Department has particular concerns with the effect 
of DWP's frequent copper sulfate applications to Tinemaha and 
Haiwee Reservoirs, and infrequent applications to Crowley and 
Pleasant Valley Reservoirs since 1970. The extent and magnitude 
of these applications should be discussed. The methods utilized 
to control aquatic weeds in canals and ditches should be discussed 
and any impacts identified; proposed changes in these pracrices 
and the associated impacts to fish and wildlife resources should 
also be identified. The document should also reflect that DFG Code 
Section 1601 requires notification by DWP for any maintenance 
activities proposed for waters containing public trust resources. 
The need for chemical applications in project waters to control 
taste and odor problems should be discussed in light of the 
existence of the new aqueduct filtration plant. - 
17. The management procedures on age 5-6 describe the processes 
by which the Technical and Standin ittees reach decisions and 
resolve disputes. This procedure circumvents the intent of CEQA, 
by eliminating the opportunity for public agency involvement on 
critical issues upon which the project is based. We propose that a 
more appropriate program for decision-making be the expansion of 
the Technical Group to include, at a minimum, DFG, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and selected members of the public. Fish and 
Game Code Section 711.7 states "The fish and wildlife resources 
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are held in trust for the people of the state by and through the 
departments*. Additionally, the DEIR, the Agreement, and the Green 
Book should contain measurable, quantifiable limits whereby 
automatic findings of significance will be reached. - 
18. We disagree with the assumption made in the DEIR that a 
conversion of irrigated lands to other irrigated lands is not 
significant. A conversion from irrigated pasture, which may 
provide some wildlife habitat, may be considered wetland habitat, 
and may contain endangered plant species, to alfalfa is most 
definitely significant. - 
19. Inconsistencies between the DEIR and the Agreement regarding 
acreages of classified vegetation types should be corrected. Also, 
the DEIR states that vegetation has been classified based on the 
dominant species, but the Agreement and Green Book state that the 
classification is based on evapotranspiration (ET) rates. This 
difference should be explained. 
- 
20. We have major concerns with the inclusion of lands provided 
with water for wildlife habitat, E/M projects, recreation uses, 
and pasture, being placed in the same category as alfalfa and 
livestock uses (Type E vegetation). The DEIR states that under the 
proposed project (Agreement), lands within the same classification 
may be converted to other vegetation types within the same 
classification. Under the proposed project, this would not be 
considered a significant change. This would allow any lands 
supplied with water for wildlife habitat or E/M projects to be 
converted to alfalfa production. We find this conversion to be an 
unacceptable change. The document is deficient in its lack of 
discussion of this possibility and the impacts to biological 
resources should this occur. - 
21. Similarly, the proposed project allows vegetation types to 
convert to types requiring more water (Type A, requiring the least 
water, may go to Type E, requiring the most water, but not 
vice-versa). This allows conversion of Types B, C ,  and D 
vegetation, all requiring high groundwater levels, and containing 
many native wetland and riparian habitats, to be converted to 
irrigated pasture, alfalfa production, or livestock production. 
The document should contain a discussion of impacts described in 
#20 above. - 
22. The document does not fully disclose information regarding 
areas that contain vegetation of significant environmental value. 
The DEIR should at least contain a description of those vegetation 
types and species which the Technical Group will classify as 
significant. Specific locations need not be provided on management 
maps, but they should be available to public agencies for 
adequate review of the proposed project. Once again, mitigation 
for impacts to these "significant resources1* is undetermined, 
undeveloped, not assured, and is subject to dispute resolution. 
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This leaves the future of these resources in question. 

23. One of the goals of the proposed project is to prevent 
long-term groundwater mining in the Owens Valley. The means by 
which this is to be achieved is to limit pumping from any well 
field over a 20-year period to that amount of water recharged to 
the same well field over the same period of time. However, the 
amount of pumping may be increased for other "relevantw reasons. 
These reasons should be listed. This clause means that under 
certain circumstances long-term groundwater mining will be 
allowed. This weakens the intent of the Agreement. The document 
should describe under what circumstances this would be allowed, 
and describe the potential impacts associated with its occurrence. 

24. We believe that implementation of the proposed Agreement coulc 
cause significant adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources 
in Inyo and Mono counties. Analysis and interpretation of 
monitoring results will occur without public review. 
Determinations of significant impacts will occur without public 
review. The need for and methods used to mitigate for significant 
impacts will be determined without public review. Approval of thi! 
DEIR allows a project to go forward, prior to impact analysis, 
findings of significance, the need for mitigation, and 
identification of appropriate mitigation measures. Furthermore, 
the proposed project will allow the above analyses to be conductec 
in-house by the project proponents without required public review 
All of the above analyses and findings are subject to dispute and 
arbitration. And finally, any mitigation measure, once 
implemented, may be terminated upon agreement of the project 
proponents. Therefore, the proposed project does not meet the 
requirements of CEQA which is intended to provide decision makers 
with sufficient information to make a well-informed choice. 

25. Under the proposed project, certain wells will be operated to 
provide water to E/M projects such as ponds and lakes. The 
document should state what will occur if such E/M wells are found 
to be causing drawdown of groundwater sufficient to cause impacts 
to the vegetation in the vicinity of the well. 

26. The DEIR should contain a discussion of the possibility of 
using groundwater recharge facilities as habitat improvement 
projects. For example, in previous wet years, water spread south 
of Black Rock ditch provided habitat for thousands of waterfowl. 
Waterfowl production in those years increased dramatically. This 
type of operation would benefit wildlife more than spreading wate: 
up higher on the alluvial fans where it would have less value for 
wildlife. We disagree with the statement in the DEIR that 
spreading on the Valley floor is non-beneficial, even though such 
spreading would be highly beneficial to fish and wildlife 
resources. 
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27. Tables 5-2 and 5-3 list environmental and E/M projects 
implemented since 1970. The document should describe past DWP 
maintenance of these projects and provide a discussion of the 
impacts of those activities on biological resources. For 
example, Calvert Slough has not had water provided to it in recent 
years, it is now dry. Water has not been continuously provided to 
the Lower Owens River Project, resulting in fish kills and 
reduction in wetland values. 

28. Specifics of the salt cedar control effort should be provided. 

IV. ALTERNATIVES 

1. In Alternative 1 those areas of the Owens Valley which would 
not revert to those conditions which existed in the preproject 
period should be identified and quantified. Mitigation to 
compensate in place, in kind for those areas should be identified. 

2. The document states that in order to lessen the impacts of 
Alternative 1, mitigation measures would have to be implemented, 
or, in order to avoid the impacts, the environmental and E/M 
projects would have to continue. However, it then goes on to state 
that discussion of mitigation associated with Alternative 1 is 
beyond the scope of the alternative. CEQA requires a discussion of 
the No Project alternative. CEQA Section 21002.l(b) also requires: 

"Each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant 
effects on the environment of projects it approves or 
carries out whenever it is feasible to do so." 

Therefore, if ~lternative 1 were chosen, mitigation measures would 
be required to reduce the impacts to a level of insignificance. 
They are therefore within the scope of the discussion. The same 
issue holds true for Alternative 2. Figure 61 and the text should 
be revised to show that E/M projects and environmental projects 
would continue under these alternatives. 

3. With Alternatives 1 and 2 Black Rock and Fish Springs 
hatcheries would be required to develop their own water supplies. 
Prior to the increased pumping to supply water to the second 
aqueduct, the springs at Fish Springs hatchery were only 
supplemented with pumping during low water years. The DEIR should 
present data on pumping at Fish Springs Hatchery and the wells in 
the Fish Springs-Big Pine area from 1960 to 1970. The 
relationship between pumping at Fish Springs hatchery and spring 
flows prior to increased water exports from the Owens Valley in 
1970 should be identified. Additionally, data showing 
relationships between increased pumping commencing in 1970 and the 
ground water levels at Fish Springs should be presented. 
Similarly, data on pumping at Black Rock hatchery, wells in the 
Black Rock area, and surface water distribution in the Black Rock 
area from 1965 to 1980 should be presented. An identification of 
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the relationship between pumping at Black Rock hatchery and spring 
flows prior to increased water exports from the Owens Valley in 
1970 is required. 

4. In Alternative 2 diversion points, quantities of water to be 
diverted, and the water rights for groundwater recharge should be 
identified. 

5. The environmental impacts associated with Alternative 2 are 
inadequately described. The 'ladverse impacts to vegetation, 
wildlife, recreation, and air qualitytt due to the reduction in 
irrigation of Los Angeles-owned lands should be identified and 
quantified. The gains in fish and wildlife, vegetation, and 
recreation values resulting from this alternative should be 
compared to the losses due to DWP environmental projects in a 
quantifiable manner. The impacts of continued livestock grazing 
and increased groundwater extraction on lands removed from 
irrigated agriculture between 1920 and 1970 should be discussed in 
relation to the slow rate of recovery of these lands to desirable 
vegetation. 

6. In Alternative 5 the goal to "cause no significant decease 
(sic) or change in vegetation" is ambiguous. The baseline date 
for comparison is omitted. This baseline date should be 1970 not 
1990. 

7. The environmental consequences of Alternative 5 states that 
this alternative would "protect the environment of the Valley." 
The degree of protection is not identified. A quantification of 
vegetation, surface waters, and wetlands which defines 
"protectionw should be provided. No goal for ttprotectiontv in 
comparison to preproject fish and wildlife, their habitats, and 
recreation is provided in the document. For all of the reasons 
discussed under "Proposed Projectw above, we believe selection of 
Alternative 5 would result in significant adverse impacts to 
natural resources. Selection of Alternatives 6 and 7 would also 
result in significant adverse impacts to biological resources. We 
would oppose selection of these alternatives. 

8. In Alternative 7 the Buckley Pond series should be identified 
as a continuing environmental project as it is a preproject 
feature . 
9. The alternatives analysis presented is incomplete because it 
does not contain quantification of critical vegetation types 
present in the valley prior to 1970, nor does it include a display 
of acreage of vegetation and habitat types expected as a result of 
implementation of any of the alternatives. We believe that 
adequate data exist to make a reasonable estimate of the acreage 
of each vegetation type present in the valley prior to 1970. This 
can be inferred from pre-project aerial photos. This same 
information,in addition to data gathered over the last 20 years, 
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could be used to generate estimates of the areal extent of 
vegetation types expected for each alternative. Similarly, this 
information can be used to generate estimates of wildlife 
populations based on Habitat Evaluation Procedures or an 
equivalent method. These estimates should also be displayed for 
each alternative. The alternatives analysis is also absent a 
discussion of the relative impacts of each alternative on rare and 
endangered species. 

10. Without a quantification of habitat types, specifically 
wetland acres, we are unable to determine if the project will 
result in the loss of wetland acres or habitat values. The State 
Legislature has recognized the importance of California's wetlands 
by passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 28 which declared the 
desire to increase wetland habitat acreage by 50% by the year 
2000. Therefore, the Fish and Game Commission has adopted its 
Wetlands Resources Policy which "...opposes...any development or 
conversion which would result in a reduction of wetland acreage or 
wetland habitat values. To that end, the Commission opposes 
wetland development proposals unless, at a minimum, project 
mitigation assures there will be "no net loss" of either wetland 
habitat values or acreage." 

11. The DEIR states that under the proposed project 42,000 AFY 
more of water will be pumped than under the No Project 
alternative. This represents 6.5% of Los Angeles' currently 
available water supply. The document also states a goal of 10% 
reduction in consumption from water conservation measures. It 
seems reasonable to assume that 6.5% of the water supply could be 
made up from a variety of other sources, such as conservation, 
reclamation and MWD supplies. The relative benefits of this water 
remaining in Owens Valley for wildlife, fisheries, recreation and 
other qualitative uses for California's residents over export of 
this amount of water to southern California should be explored. 
Water management practices affect habitat on well over 220,000 
acres, which is a conservative estimate based on the amount of 
habitat mapped for the project. That does not include Haiwee 
Reservoirs or any habitat in Long Valley or the Mono Basin. 

- 
12. In section 6.3.2 the statement "Additional water could be 
conserved if the existing water conservation program was expanded" 
should be quantified to describe how much water could be 
conserved. According to information presented in the document the 
amount of water export resulting from the proposed project over 
that of preproject conditions would increase Los Angeles' water 
supply by less than 6% in the year 2010. This amount of water 
could be replaced by an effective conservation program. - 
13. The document states on page 6-26 that "The goal of Los 
Angelesfs 1988 water conservation ordinance is to achieve a 10 
percent reduction in per capita water consumption by 1993." The 
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current level of conservation should be presented. Will the 10 
percent goal be achieved in 1993? 

14. We believe the environmental effects of water conservation i 
Los Angeles could be significant, not "minimal" as described on 
page 6-27. No justification is presented to support the minimal 
effects postulated. The information presented in Conclusions on 
page 6-26 identifies that "It is difficult to estimate the 
effectiveness of water conservation programs" and that "An 
expanded water conservation program would be expected to produce 
some incremental but presently unquantifiable benefit beyond that 
attainable with the existing programw. There appears to be no 
sound basis for the conclusion that the effects would be minimal. 

15. A thorough description of DWP water rights associated with 
any surface diversions should be presented. The locations of all 
surface diversions should be identified. 

V. WATER RESOURCES 

1. This section fails to acknowledge the effects of the increase 
flows in the Owens River from East Portal to the Aqueduct intake 
due to increased exports from the Mono Basin. Increased flows of 
up to 300 cfs over preproject flows have resulted in the Owens 
River adjusting to a new channel size. The increased flows, 
together with up to 400 cfs fluctuations in flow over relatively 
short periods of time and continuing livestock grazing, have 
resulted in significant bank erosion, loss of riparian vegetation 
and increased sedimentation. All of these have contributed to 
loss of undercut banks, important for fish cover, and degradation 
of trout spawning habitat. In the 1960's this portion of the 
river was far more narrow and consisted of almost continuous 
undercut banks. Increased erosion since 1970 has resulted in the 
widening and entrenchment of the river with the formation of 
vertical, raw banks providing essentially no trout cover. An 
attempt by the Department of Fish and Game to stabilize bank 
cutting in the Owens River Wild Trout section below Pleasant 
Valley Dam in the late 1970's failed because bank erosion was 
proceeding at such a great rate, upwards of 10 to 15 feet in two 
years, that willow plantings were unable to establish before bein 
sloughed into the river. Further evidence of this increased 
erosion is provided by bank riprapping projects conducted 
independently by the DFG and the County in order to stabilize 
riverbanks and allow riparian vegetation to reestablish. The 
County-operated campground at Pleasant Valley was experiencing 
loss of campsites due to severe bank erosion in the north channel 
of the river. Furthermore, the numerous vertical banks up to ten 
feet in height presented a safety risk to recreationists. 
Inspection of the Owens River from Five Bridges to Tinemaha 
Reservoir indicates that similar impacts have occurred in this 
reach of the river as well. As wild trout populations extend 
throughout the Owens River the habitat quality of the river is of 
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paramount importance in providing a recreational fishery for trout 
as well as other game fish species. The document should identify 
the changes in flow regime since 1970, identify the observed 
impacts due to these changes, and provide mitigation to eliminate 
or rectify these adverse impacts. 

2. The impacts of the reduction in water to the Owens Lake since 
1970 should be expanded to include loss of fish and wildlife 
habitat for both nongame and game species. For example, a 1978 
survey of nesting Western snowy plovers on Owens Lake documented 
499 adults and 35 broods (Page and Stenzel 1979). Feeding and 
brood-rearing are dependent on the springs, seeps, and creeks 
emptying into the margins of the lake. Surveys in 1988 documented 
194 adults and no broods (Page and Bruce 1989). 1990 surveys 
found 141 adults and 22 broods. The Owens River Delta and other 
wetlands associated with Owens Lake are important habitats for 
many wildlife species including waterfowl and shorebirds. 

3. Locations of any diversion points, quantities of water 
diverted, and water rights associated with diversions in the Owens 
River and tributary streams should be displayed. The 
quantification of stream lengths dewatered due to the project 
should be identified. The document should address the adverse 
impacts of such dewatering to fish, wildlife, and recreational 
resources. 

4. The "small lakes in the center of the Valley from east of 
Aberdeen to east of Independence1$ should be identified. Those 
which were permanent in nature should be identified in the 
pre-project description. The total acreages of such wetlands 
should be provided. The impacts of the project to these waters, 
and the fish and wildlife associated with them, should be 
identified in the document, and mitigation provided. Ponds such 
as Calvert Lake have essentially disappeared since 1970, resulting 
in the total loss of valuable fish, wildlife, and recreational 
resources. 

5. The loss of storage in all project reservoirs due to sediment 
deposition should be discussed. This should include estimates of 
sediment transport of and into the Owens River, the origin of the 
sediment, the effective life of the reservoirs before action to 
increase storage may be required, and the impacts of the proposed 
project on sedimentation. All currently available data on channel 
stability and erosion on stream reaches flowing across DWP 
property should be included in this analysis and discussion. We 
understand that an evaluation has been conducted by DWP staff and 
request this information be included in the DEIR. 

6. The operation of canals and ditches should be described 
including flow regimes, mechanical and chemical maintenance 
activities, and the fish, wildlife, and recreational values 
associated with those waters. The Bishop canal, McNally ditches, 
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and Big Pine canal can provide exceptional angling opportunities 
depending upon water management. Trout densities in the Bishop 
canal can approach those of Hot Creek, the region's premier wild 
trout stream, depending upon vegetative cover available for fish 
This aquatic vegetation is subject to complete mechanical remova 
at various times during the year to facilitate water transport, 
with devastating results to trout habitat. Chemical control of 
aquatic vegetation has been explored, although the long-term 
effects of chemicals is unknown. The value of these waters for 
fish, wildlife, and recreation should be addressed. Changes in 
management and operation due to the project should be identified 
in the document, impacts discussed, and appropriate mitigation 
offered. 

7. Figure 9-2 Lakes, Ponds, Reservoirs, Springs and Seeps of 
Owens Valley does not fully describe those habitats in the Owens 
Valley. The figure identifies 17 lakes, ponds, reservoirs, 
springs and seeps. The information should also be expanded to 
include artesian wells such as Well 368 and "Winterton Well" for 
example, which provide important fish and wildlife habitat. Bil 
Lake, Farmers Pond, and the Haiwee Reservoirs should be depicted 
Information on the numerous springs and seep areas not described 
in the document can be obtained from information available in DF 
files. The published paper entitled "Springsnails 
(Gastropoda:Hydrobiidae) of Owens and Amargosa River (Exclusive 
Ash Meadows) Drainages, Death Valley System, California-Nevada" 
Robert Hershler (Proc. Biol. Soc. Wash., 102(1), 1989, PP. 
176-248) describes Owens and Long Valley springs and the unique 
springsnail species associated with them. The report entitled 
"Status and Distribution of Speckled Dace (Rhinichthys osculusf 
the Owens River System Inyo and Mono Counties, Californian by 
Donald Sada, May 1989 describes the survey of 164 sites which 
could contain dace. The information in both reports should be 
incorporated into the document to describe preproject conditions 
project impacts, and cumulative impacts of past projects. These 
reports are available at the DFG office in Bishop, 407 W. Line 
St., Bishop, CA. 93514. 

8. The impacts to fish and wildlife resources of the greater 
fluctuations in Tinemaha Reservoir storage since 1970 depicted i 
Figure 9-3 should be described. Any preproject chemical treatme 
of the reservoir to reduce taste and odor problems should be 
described together with a description of the treatment activitie 
since 1970, and under the proposed project. The i 
wildlife and aquatic resources from such chemical treatments in 
the reservoir and in downstream waters should be identified and 
mitigation provided. 

9. On page 9-22 the statement "..in the areas where water was 
diverted on the alluvial fans and ponded behind dikes by LADWP, 
recharge was increased over natural levels" should be expanded to 
include the locations of such diversions, quantification of the 
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amounts diverted, and the water rights under which such diversions 
are authorized. The document should identify those reaches of 
streams which are impacted by such diversions and the magnitude of 
impacts to surface waters. Changes to recharge operations since 
1970 should be detailed and impacts disclosed. The cumulative 
impacts of such diversions on fish, wildlife, and recreational 
resources should be discussed. The Department has concerns that 
large numbers of fish are lost due to water spreading activities 
from unscreened diversions. - 
lo. The DFG believes that the loss of flows at Black Rock and 
Little Black Rock Springs and at Fish Springs are the result of 
increased groundwater extraction beginning in 1970. An analysis 
should be included in the DEIR to equate spring flows with 
groundwater management activities from the early to mid-1960s to 
the present. 
- 
11. The document fails to disclose DWP chemical applications, in 
particular copper sulfate, to project reservoirs to reduce taste 
and odor problems. The past, present, and proposed applications 
of chemicals should be discussed along with short-term and 
potential long-term impacts to fish, wildlife, and recreation. 
The continuing need for such treatments should be discussed in 
light of the existing aqueduct filtration plant. The document 
fails to disclose other water quality parameters which are 
important to fish and wildlife such as water temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, and nitrogen and sulfur compounds. The lack of 
adequate maintenance and flushing flows in the lower Owens River 
below the aqueduct intake have resulted in poor water quality. 
This is evidenced by the events that occurred in August 1989 when 
high flows in the lower Owens river resuspended oxygen demanding 
sediments with disastrous results to fish life. Further evidence 
of the lack of an appropriate flow regime for the lower Owens 
River was witnessed in the Fall of 1990 when extremely low flows 
resulted in severely depressed dissolved oxygen levels and the 
accompanying adverse impacts to fish. - 
12. In Impact 9-1 we disagree with the statement that " ..it is 
believed that increased flow rates have not resulted in a 
significant adverse impact in comparison to preproject condition." 
Previous comments have documented our ongoing concern with the 
degradation of aquatic habitat in the Owens River due to increase 
water export since 1970. We believe mitigation is required for 
these observed impacts. Even though flows will likely be reduced 
in the future, degradation due to the existing project has 
occurred and should be mitigated. - 
13. In Impact 9-2 we believe the specific source(s) of surface 
diversions that result in the stated "reduced operational 
spreading during high runoff periods1* should be described along 
with the quantities of surface water diverted. - 
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14. In Impact 9-2 it should be clarified that the 13,100 AFY 
average flow measured at Keeler Bridge included extremely wet 
years during which the aqueduct capacity was exceeded. Existing 
flow data should be utilized to graphically depict the flows at 
Keeler Bridge on an annual basis so that a reasoned comparison can 
be made between the preproject and project flow regimes. - 
15. In Impact 9-3 the "increased flow in Owens River between 1986 
and 1990" fails to disclose that the rewatering only involved a 
portion of the dewatered reach of river below the aqueduct intake. 
The miles of river left dewatered should be identified. It should 
be noted that those sections rewatered did not mitigate for those 
portions left dewatered and does not constitute "in kind, in 
place1* mitigation for loss of surface springs, other wetlands, and 
other adverse impacts resulting from the project. 

16. In Impact 9-5 any sections of the aqueduct that were lined 
since 1970 should be identified. Any such construction 
constitutes the lining of a "stream channelw and should be 
identified as such. The loss of such live channel requires 
mitigation. The document should identify the cumulative impacts 
of the dewatering of tributary streams resulting from past, 
present, and future projects, and provide mitigation to reduce or 
eliminate adverse impacts. 

17. In Impact 9-6 no recognition is made of the detrimental 
changes to lakes and ponds, such as Calvert Lake. We strongly 
disagree that "No significant impacts were caused by the changes 
in the ponds and lakes." 

18. In Impact 9-7 the results of the operation of Pleasant Valley 
and South Haiwee Reservoirs at reduced levels should be discussed. 
The document should disclose the environmental effects of any 
changes in operations to include the impacts on fish and wildlife 
resources, particularly the endangered bald eagle, of the 
dewatering of South Haiwee Reservoir. Additionally, it appears 
that dewatering has caused channel incising in the riparian 
habitat at the upper end of the reservoir which could, over time, 
cause water table levels to drop enough to cause a reduction in 
quantity or quality of the riparian habitat. Mitigation to redtice 
or eliminate adverse impacts should be provided. 

19. In Impact 9-13 we disagree that the loss of spring flows at 
Black Rock and Fish Springs hatcheries has had no significant 
impacts to water resources. The loss of spring flows has resulted 
in reduced water supplies and a lessened capacity for fish rearing 
at the hatcheries. The changes in spring flows at the hatcheries 
as a result of increased groundwater extraction since 1970 should 
be mitigated. - 
20. In Impact 9-16 the identified loss of springs, seeps, and 
flowing wells documents the direct impacts to these waters 
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resulting from project groundwater pumping in adjacent well 
fields. The information presented indicates that a cessation of 
pumping would restore spring flows in Black Rock and Fish Springs 
and eliminate the need to pump water for DFG hatchery operations. 
This is inconsistent with Impact 9-13 which places responsibility 
for the loss of spring flow in Black Rock and Fish Springs on 
hatchery pumping, Continuous hatchery pumping was required only 
as a result of cessation of flow of the two surface springs due to 
the project. The mitigation provided in the document for the loss 
of surface spring flows is not adequate. 

VI. VEGETATION - 
1. This section should identify those vegetation types which are 
considered wetland habitats. This is necessary to determine if a 
net loss in wetland habitat acreage will occur as a result of the 
proposed project. Based on information provided in the DEIR and 
in the Green Book, we have determined that the following 
vegetation types are indicative of wetland habitats: Alkali sink 
scrub, alkali meadow, alkali seep, rush/sedge meadow, rabbitbrush 
meadow, Nevada saltbush meadow, alkali playa, transmontane alkali 
marsh, transmontane freshwater marsh, cottonwood/willow riparian 
forest, Mojave riparian forest, and Great Basin riparian scrub. 
This is based on occurrence of wetland indicator species and on 
requirements for or tolerance of poorly drained, permanently moist 
soils. Based on information provided in the DEIR, it appears that 
no less than 84,000 acres of wetlands were mapped in the valley in 
the 1984-1987 mapping effort. This does not include open water 
habitats or native pasture which could also contain wetlands. It 
is unclear whether this includes vegetation associated with E/M 
projects. This should be clarified. This acreage figure should be 
compared to conditions prior to 1970 (which could be obtained from 
aerial photos), and projections made for the proposed project and 
for each alternative. A discussion of the impacts to wetland 
habitats as a result of cessation of water provided to E/M 
projects must be included. A commitment to maintain and possibly 
increase the amount of wetland habitats in the valley should be 
included as part of the project. 
- 
2 .  Rooted and nonrooted aquatic vegetation such as Nasturtium 
(Water Cress), Potamogeton (Pondweed), Ranunculus (Buttercup), 
Myriophyllum (Milfoil), Elodea (Waterweed), Carex (Sedge), 
Lemna(Duckweed), Azolla (Water Velvet), Juncus (Rush), and the 
algae Chara (Stonewort) are not considered. These vegetation 
species provide valuable habitat and food for fish and wildlife, 
and provide cover and substrate for food organisms utilized by 
vertebrate fish. In particular, watercress is indicative of water 
quality which is necessary for unique spring-restricted species 
such as the springsnail. This type of vegetation is likely more 
restricted in distribution than any other of the terrestrial and 
riparian types described. Aquatic vegetation should be included 
as a Wegetation management type." The probable preproject 
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distribution of this vegetation type should be compared to current 
distribution. Mitigation should be provided to protect, preserve, 
and restore this vegetation type. 

3. The DEIR should state sources of information used to determine 
locations of rare and endangered plants and habitats of special 
concern other than Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) and 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) records. NDDB records were 
never intended to be used as substitutes for field work. We are 
aware that DWP has extensive records on locations of rare plants. 
The document is vague in reporting available information on these 
species. Our intent here is to be assured that all available 
information regarding locations of rare and endangered plants and 
habitats has been compiled and will be used. This section should 
contain a discussion of the effects on these species of the 
proposed project. A discussion should also be included regarding 
impacts to these species and habitats should water supply to any 
E/M project be terminated. 

4. The document should discuss any state and federal agency's 
regulatory authority over wetlands. We disagree with the statement 
in the DEIR that for the purpose of the EIR, the definitions of 
wetlands are not required. Many of the proposed actions in the 
proposed project could involve permitting by the Army Corps of 
Engineers if dredged or fill material is placed in waters of the 
United States or their associated wetlands. This could involve 
construction of canals, ditches, roads, dikes, E/M projects, etc. 
Any project involving state or federal funding or permitting woulc 
be required to be in compliance with state and federal regulations 
and policies pertaining to wetlands. 

5. We disagree with the inclusion of desert sink scrub and alkal: 
playa in Type A vegetation, which is dependent for its water 
supply solely upon precipitation and runoff. According to the 
Green Book, Table II.C, both desert sink scrub and alkali playa 
are classified in Type A based on ET rates. As stated in the 
Natural Community classification used to classify vegetation 
(Cheatham and Haller 1975 as modified by DFG, NDDB), this 
vegetation type is found on soils often with a high water table 
and salt crust on the surface. Alkali playa is also found on 
poorly drained soils with high water table and salt crust. These 
vegetation types are considered wetland habitats. According to the 
provisions of the agreement, any Type A vegetation may be 
converted to any other vegetation in Types B, C, D, or E. This 
means that these two wetland habitat types could be converted to 
barren land (Type A), any scrub vegetation ty e (Types A or B) or 
irrigated agriculture, without being considered a significant 
impact. 

Desert sink scrub and alkali playa, while not extremely diverse 03 
productive vegetation types, nevert eless often support unique 
plant and animal species by virtue of the extreme fluctuations in 
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moisture, temperature, and salinity, to which they have adapted. 
Snowy plovers, for example, nest on alkali playas throughout the 
Great Basin. We consider the loss of any of these two habitat 
types significant. The DEIR should present a more thorough 
description of the importance of the wetland habitats identified 
in the document, and should discuss the potential impacts to these 
habitats as a result of implementation of the proposed project. - 
6. We disagree with the statement in the DEIR that vegetation in 
Types B and C have a relatively high tolerance for drought. All 
of the vegetation communities in Type C are considered wetland 
habitats, and all are found in areas with high soil moisture. 
Alkali seep in particular is found in permanently moist or wet 
soils. All of these vegetation types could be permanently affected 
by a prolonged drying of the soil. Once again, we are concerned 
that the proposed project allows for conversion of these wetland 
habitats to, at best, other wetland habitat communities, or, worse 
yet, to irrigated agriculture or other non-native vegetation 
types. Any loss of these wetland habitats is significant. The 
document should provide a discussion of these habitats and impacts 
to them as described in #5 above. - 
7. To summarize concerns discussed in #5 and #6 above, the 
proposed project could potentially result in the conversion, 
modification, or loss of 84,000 acres of wetlands. Unless the 
DEIR, the Agreement, and the Green Book are substantially modified 
to prevent losses of any wetland habitat, we cannot concur with 
the proposed project. - 
8. The DEIR describes several studies which have attempted to 
quantify vegetation changes as a result of water gathering 
activities since 1970. One study estimated that 25,000 acres of 
vegetation had been affected. The USGS study which found that ET 
from groundwater decreased by 40,000 AFY since 1970, should be 
converted, using Average ET displayed in Table 1I.C. of the Green 
Book, to vegetation acreage lost or affected. Also, any analysis 
of acreage of vegetation lost or affected contained in the Jacques 
report referred to on Page 10-47 should be included. This 
information is crucial in order to make a decision whether the 
proposed project is capable of mitigating adverse impacts to the 
environment as a result of water gathering activities by DWP since 
1970. - 
9. Impact 10-1 should discuss impacts to fish and wildlife 
resources as a result of unreliable water supplies in the Owens 
River during dry years. This section implies that water in the 
river has been continuous since implementation of the Lower Owens 
River Project. This section should also contain a discussion of 
any impacts to vegetation which have occurred as a result of 
pumping to supply E/M wells. 
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10. Impact 10-5 states that environmental projects implemented 
between 1970 and 1990 resulted in an increase of 491 acres of 
surface water and several hundred acres of associated riparian 
habitat. This is not substantiated elsewhere in the document. 
Additionally, the same section states that some of these projects 
involved restoration of lakes and ponds. These bodies of water 
cannot be counted as net benefits, since they probably existed 
prior to DWP activities. 

11. Mitigation Measure 10-6 offers a salt cedar eradication 
program will be "started". No commitment is made to actually 
eradicate salt cedar. This mitigation measure is inadequate as 
written. - 
12. The analysis of percentage of acreage which may have 
experienced impacts from pumping is misleading. First, 11,700 
acres are offered as the amount of vegetation which may have been 
affected. Yet elsewhere in the document estimates ranging from 
25,000 to over 40,000 acres are made. Second, this 11,700 acres 
is compared to total mapped acreage in the valley, revealing that 
5% of total valley vegetation may have been affected. Using these 
same figures, it would be more meaningful to show that 20% of 
vegetation which could be affected by groundwater pumping may have 
been altered (11,700 acres out of 58,000 acres). However, we 
believe that the acreage of vegetation which could be affected by 
pumping is actually closer to 84,000 acres. If 25,000-40,000 
acres of vegetation may have been affected, the percentage is 
closer to 30%-50%. - 
13. Where was the 1,015 acre figure in Impact 10-11 derived? 
Mitigation measure 10-11 offers only 80 acres of native vegetation 
as mitigation for loss of 655 acres of vegetation. The remaining 
575 acres will be alfalfa or pasture. We do not consider alfalfa 
or irrigated pasture to be mitigation for loss of native species. 
Furthermore, upland revegetation techniques in the Owens Valley 
are undeveloped and untested. - 
14. Impact 10-12 does not discuss the impacts to Owens Valley 
checkerbloom, Sidalcea covillei, a state Endangered species, which 
was affected. - 
15. We have numerous concerns with mitigation measure 10-14. DFG 
fish stocking efforts cannot even reasonably be expected to serve 
as mitigation for loss of Fish Springs and Big Blackrock Springs. 
The pond associated with DWP well 349 does not provide the same 
type of habitat as springflow. A research project at Hines Spring 
provides no assurance of success of the mitigation efforts and can 
therefore not be considered a valid mitigation measure. Pumping 
near Reinhackle Spring, and other spring and wetland habitats, 
should be off-limits, since it is already known that pumping can 
affect springflow. We have already discussed problems with using 
the Lower Owens River as mitigation for all wetland, wildlife and 
riparian impacts. - 
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16. Impact 10-15 does not address impacts to biological resources 
occurring from the period 1970-1984. Even assuming that the 
Agreement was capable of providing for long-term management of 
resources at the 1984-1987 level (which we dispute) that does not 
take into account impacts for the preceding 14 years. Once 
isolated populations of invertebrates, fish, or plant species are 
lost at a spring or seep, that population is gone forever. 
Reproductive capabilities of more mabile species that could have 
reproduced had conditions been favorable are lost (waterfowl for 
example). This DEIR completely ignores this point. - 
17. Impact 10-18 should be quantified. We also disagree with the 
statement on Page 10-67 that the cause of loss of vegetation is 
not the result of the project. Wildfire severity can be directly 
linked to water content of the plant, which could be attributed 
groundwater pumping. - 
18. On page 10-30, Tributary Streams, the identification of 
waters which were diverted prior to 1970 should include those in 
Mono County as well, including the Owens River Gorge. The 
cumulative impacts of these diverted reaches should be evaluated. 
In addition, waters which are only partially diverted, either in 
volume or temporally, should be identified, and impacts to fish, 
wildlife, and recreational resources discussed and mitigated. The 
actual mileage of all streams impacted should be identified rather 
than only expressing the value as a percentage. - 
19. The impacts of increased surface water diversions since 1970, 
wherever they might occur, on aquatic and riparian habitats to 
provide water to irrigated lands should be discussed. For 
example, projects which diverted portions of Shepherd and Sawmill 
Creeks should be described, adverse impacts to natural and 
recreational resources identified, and mitigation provided. - 
20. The document states that due to high runoff in the period 
1982-1986, vegetation recovered during that period to its greatest 
vigor since 1970. This is used as justification to manage 
vegetation for the 1984-1987 conditions. However, the document 
repeatedly states that not enough information is available to 
determine extent of vegetation prior to 1970. How can the 
determination be made that vegetation approximated 1970 conditions 
when 1970 conditions are unknown? - 
21. In Impact 10-5 the loss of aquatic vegetation from surface 
waters which were adversely impacted since 1970 is a significant 
adverse impact on vegetation which should be identified and 
mitigated. - 
22. In Impact 10-10 the means by which canal maintenance will be 
performed without "significant impacts to vegetation" should be 
identified. Mechanical and/or chemical control is currently 
practiced. Such practices have significant impacts on both rooted 
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aquatic vegetation and bankside vegetation. The use of chemicals 
has resulted in at least one fish kill incident which was 
prosecuted by the DFG. The means by which canals and ditches will 
be maintained while providing continued fish and wildlife habitat 
should be described. 

23. In Mitigation Measures 10-14 it is acknowledged that "..not 
all springs and associated riparian and meadow vegetation will 
receive on-site mitigation.." We believe that the proposed lower 
Owens Project is insufficient mitigation to compensate for the 
identified, and unidentified, losses of surface flow. Groundwater 
should be managed in a manner which restores those fish and 
wildlife habitats adversely impacted by increased water extractior 
from the Owens River drainage and the Mono Basin. The DFG 
disagrees with the statement that "No on-site mitigation will be 
implemented at Fish Springs and Big Blackrock Springs; however, 
the CDFG fish hatcheries at Black Rock and Fish Springs serve as 
mitigation of a compensatory nature by producing fish that are 
stocked throughout Inyo Countyoo. The loss of those springs shoulc 
be mitigated. The catchable trout program conducted by the DFG is 
no mitigation for the loss of spring flows due to increased 
groundwater extraction. 

24. In Impact 10-15 the few identified springs offered for 
mitigation monitoring are not adequate to compensate for the 
losses of spring flow resulting from the project. 

25. Regardless of the alternative selected the DFG believes that 
the drought recovery policy must be changed to only allow pumping 
after the soil moisture recovers to that necessary to support the 
vegetation that existed at least at the 1984-1987 conditions. 

VII . WILDLIFE 

1. An inordinate amount of basic biology is presented in this 
section which obscures the evaluation. An adequate evaluation for 
the DEIR should include a thorough description of the fish and 
wildlife resources in the entire project area, the use of existins 
information to identify and quantify preproject habitats, a 
complete description of the changes in those habitats with 
concomitant impacts to fish and wildlife habitats and populations 
since 1970, and mitigation to eliminate or reduce the adverse 
impacts. This section is deficient in identifying fish and 
wildlife habitats within the project area. This section should 
also contain a comparison of pre and post project wildlife 
populations utilizing a methodology such as the Habitat Evaluatior 
Procedure (HEP) or equivalent to relate habitats to animal 
populations. 

2. Figure 11-1 indicates that riparian vegetation is of paramount 
importance to animal species richness. Proposed mitigation should 
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therefore return riparian habitat values in the project area to as 
close as possible to preproject conditions. An analysis of this 
type should have been performed by animal species and habitat type 
to determine observed impacts to wildlife populations from adverse 
impacts to various habitat types. - 
3. The NDDB should also have been consulted for specific 
information regarding threatened and endangered animals and 
habitats. As stated earlier, such information is not meant to 
substitute for field surveys, but provides an indication of 
potential species and habitats. 
- 
4. The Preproject Setting and Present Setting sections are 
inadequate in their discussion of endangered species. These 
sections should include a discussion of all species listed on 
Table 11-5, plus Mohave ground squirrel and Least Bell's vireo. 
The Mohave ground squirrel is a state Threatened species which 
could be affected by ancillary facilities and aqueduct maintenance 
activities from Haiwee south. The Least Bell's vireo is a state 
and federal Endangered species which was observed in riparian 
habitat along the Owens River and its tributaries in the 1970's. 
This species has not been observed in recent years, however, no 
intense surveys for the species have been conducted. 
Table 11-5 should be corrected to show that California bighorn 
sheep are a state Threatened species. These sections should also 
contain discussions of critical seasonal habitats such as winter 
wintering areas, calving and fawning areas, roosting and nesting 
areas, migration corridors, etc. For example, Round Valley is a 
critical winter range for several thousand migratory mule deer of 
the Buttermilk and Sherwin Grade herds. The section on small 
animals should be revised to include a discussion of the 
importance of small mammals as prey for a variety of raptors and 
furbearers. 
- 
5. The discussion of tule elk should be updated. Tule elk in the 
valley have been managed according to Legislative mandate at a 
number not to exceed 490 animals since 197? Hunts were held in 
1989 and 1990. The Whitney herd should be added to Table 11-2, and 
the discussion on page 11-21 should be corrected to read that six 
herds inhabit the valley. - 
6. Table 11-6 should be updated to include data from the August 
1990 aerial survey: - 
7. The Present Setting section should contain a discussion of 
mule deer, and the importance of riparian habitat to the Owens 
Valley Deer Herd. The Monache, Goodale, Buttermilk, Sherwin 
Grade, Casa Diablo, and Mono Lake migratory deer herds also use 
DWP lands for important wintering, migratory and holding areas. 
- 
8. The statement on Page 11-36 that no adverse impact to the 
welfare of any endangered, threatened or fully protected species 
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is expected as a result of the project is unsubstantiated. At 
least one species, the Least Bell's vireo, has been completely 
omitted from the document, and this species, which is dependent on 
riparian habitat for nesting, may have been eliminated from the 
valley since the mid-1970's. Additionally, the uncertain, 
unbinding nature of the vegetation management principles and 
mitigation measures described in the Agreement leave the future of 
critical habitats for many of these species in question. The 
document is misleading in this regard. 

9. We disagree with the statement on Page 11-39 that impacts to 
wildlife due to the second barrel must be described collectively. 
Historical information on wildlife species (museum records, 
research reports, individual observations) could be combined with 
historical vegetation data (aerial photos) to make reasonable 
projections of habitat capability for various species. Population 
models have been developed for many species which can be used to 
predict effects of future projects; these could be used or 
developed for the purposes of this document. For example, the DFG 
has aerial waterfowl survey data from a series of wet years, these 
could be used to predict waterfowl habitat capability and 
production estimates for various surface water conditions. We 
believe the entire wildlife section should be rewritten to contain 
more quantitative information. 

lo. Mitigation measure 11-1 provides no assurance that impacts to 
wildlife populations will be fully mitigated. More quantifiable 
mitigation measures need to be developed. 

11. We disagree with the statement on Page 11-41 that the Lower 
Owens River project will provide benefits to wildlife that exceed 
the impact during the last two decades. This is unsubstantiated 
in the document. The document repeatedly asserts that it is 
impossible to determine preproject wildlife populations, and that 
it is impossible to quantify impacts to wildlife. How then can the 
assertion be made that benefits from implementation of a 
mitigation measure will exceed project impacts. Furthermore, the 
Lower Owens River Project does not mitigate for the impacts on 
springs. Habitat types along a river are very different from those 
found at springs. Springs host a completely different assemblage 
of invertebrates, plants, fish, and wildlife species than the 
riparian and marsh habitats along the river. And lastly, since 
none of the mitigation measures, including the Lower Owens River 
Project, are binding in perpetuity, their value as mitigation is 
questionable. 

12. Aquatic springsnails of the family Hydrobiidae of 
(Gastropoda) should be added to Appendix C. This list should be 
expanded to include species present in Mono Basin and Long Valley. 
A brine fly and brine shrimp still inhabit Gwens Lake. The lis 
apparently identifies the abundance and occurrence of species 
under postproject conditions. A similar list should be developed 
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utilizing a HEP or other related procedure to identify the 
preproject status of animal populations. Special Animals of 
California should also be identified. A checklist of all listed 
and sensitive species in California is attached with these 
comments and additional copies are available at the DFG1s Bishop 
Office at 407 W. Line St., Bishop, Calif. 93514. - 
13. Smallmouth bass, bullhead, and cutthroat trout should be 
added to Table 11-1 as introduced game species. - 
14. An inadequate description of fish resources is presented. A 
large data base exists which quantitatively describes the fish 
resources of project waters including canals and drains. These 
data should be included to document the rich and valuable 
fisheries resources which are at risk due to ongoing and potential 
project impacts. In addition creel survey data are available to 
document the use of various project waters by the public. This 
information should be included to document the recreational 
resource value of the project area. The DFG annually stocks 
nearly 3/4 million catchable trout in Inyo County alone. Another 
1.2 million are stocked in Mono County annually. The catchable 
trout program alone generates over 3 million angler hours each 
year in Inyo and Mono Counties. The recreational fisheries 
associated with Crowley lake are additional. Fish stocking 
information and the recreation supported by the stocking should be 
included in the DEIR to document the recreational values of 
project waters, All of the above information is available from the 
Bishop office of the DFG. - 
15. The importance of hunting, wildlife observation and 
photography has not been addressed. Tule elk, mule deer, quail, 
chukar, dove, waterfowl, and sage grouse hunting take place on DWP 
lands. Many recreationists come to the Owens Valley from southern 
California and elsewhere to observe and photograph these and other 
wildlife species. They purchase gasoline, food, lodging, and 
sporting goods from local merchants. Long-term data on upland game 
hunter days/county are available from DFG. - 
16. The document is deficient in its treatment of threatened and 
endangered fish. Agency Recovery Plan direction should be 
presented along with proposed commitments for implementation of 
recovery efforts and for actions to prevent the need for current 
special concern or candidate species to become listed. - 
17. The statement in section 11.3, Present Setting, on page 11-27 
"Overall, there is no significant difference between present 
wildlife populations in Owens Valley and preproject populations" 
is not supported in the document. The document does not describe 
the availability of preproject fish and wildlife information. If 
such quantitative information is available, it should be utilized. 
If not available a HEP or related procedure should be utilized to 
describe preproject resources. 
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18. Section 11.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, is deficient 
in the identification of impacts and proposed mitigation. This 
section should list as impacts many of the identified and observed 
impacts that are listed in Chapter 9, Water Resources. This 
section should identify the impacts to fish resources of altered 
Owens River flows, reduction in flows to Owens Lake, stream 
habitat altered due to aqueduct lining, loss of fish habitats in 
ponds and lakes, impacts due to surface diversions (including the 
loss of fish through unscreened diversions), increased 
fluctuations in groundwater levels and effects on surface waters, 
adverse impacts to DFG hatchery operations, adverse impacts to 
springs, seeps and flowing wells, impacts due to the application 
of chemicals to project reservoirs, mechanical and chemical 
applications for canal and ditch maintenance, and others 
previously mentioned. In addition, the extent of the impacts 
should be expanded to include Long Valley and Mono Basin waters. 
The Department believes the DWP-County Agreement does not 
adequately eliminate, reduce, or compensate for the variety and 
magnitude of adverse impacts as result of the project. - 
VIII. AIR QUALITY 

1. For all the reasons discussed in various sections above 
regarding the scope of this project, and cumulative impacts, we 
believe that impacts to Owens Lake and its natural resources 
should be included in this document. This section should describe 
the important wetland habitats remaining on the lake, and their 
importance to wildlife species such as shorebirds, waterfowl, and 
other water associated wildlife species. The discussion should 
include impacts to these species and habitats which could occur as 
a result of implementing the proposed "mitigation" for air quality 
standards on the lake. 

IX. ENERGY 

1. This section does not disclose the amount of energy required 
to pump preproject groundwater. This power use should be compared 
to the estimated energy use for the proposed project and the 
difference converted to barrels of oil and cost savings which 
would be realized by returning to pre-1970 pumping levels. 
Because the second aqueduct exists and can be filled with various 
water sources, the potential power generation from aqueduct 
facilities under each alternative should be presented. 

- 
X. LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVErXlPKENT 

1. This section should present information on the recreational 
use of Los Angeles lands and facilities by the public. The Bishop 
office of the DFG has information available, as does Los Angeles 
Department of Recreation and Parks, and Inyo County. The 
magnitude of recreational use in the area including Inyo National 
Forest and Bureau of Land Management lands should be presented. 
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2. This section should disclose the number of ranch lessees 
currently grazing IlWP lands, the number of animal unit months 
utilized and the gross value of ranching operations. Similar 
information should be provided for other land uses such as 
agriculture. This information should then be compared to gross 
income to the local economy which is attributable to recreation in 
the project area, including DWP lands and operations in the Mono 
Basin, Long Valley, and Owens Valley. 

XI. ANCILLARY FACILITIES 

1. Concerns regarding details of the water recharge operations 
have been expressed previously. However, further information 
should be provided to identify the source(s) and quantities of 
water to be utilized in the proposed improvements in the Laws and 
Big Pine areas. Impacts to aquatic and riparian resources from 
any increased diversions should be identified and mitigation 
provided. 

2. This section should describe the vegetation types in the 
immediate vicinity of proposed new well sites. We believe that 
restrictions should be placed on siting new wells in areas 
containing certain vegetation types which are sensitive to 
groundwater levels. 

- 
COMMENTS ON VOLUME I1 

1. Page B-18 is missing, rendering the document incomplete. - 
2. The agreement provision which grants Los Angeles the 
unilateral authority to turn on a well for the purposes of 
increasing the soil moisture appears to be inconsistent with the 
goals of the Agreement. This seems to contradict the spirit of 
cooperative management of water resources by the City of Los 
Angeles and the County. - 
3. Most of our concerns with the ability of the Agreement to 
provide protection to the valley's resources have been addressed 
in various sections above. However, to summarize, we believe the 
Agreement provides no assurance of protection from significant 
impacts for four main reasons. First, all of the decisions and 
findings which should be reviewed by the public pursuant to CEQA, 
are postponed until the future, with no public review required . 
We are asked to trust the project proponents in their 
determinations of significance, attributability to groundwater or 
surface water management practices, necessity for mitigation, 
development of the mitigation, and the implementation of 
mitigation measures. Each of these points is subject to dispute 
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resolution between the two parties to the Agreement. Secondly, thr 
mitigations proposed are experimental and as yet undeveloped. 
Third, once a mitigation measure is implemented, the Agreement 
provides no assurance that it will be maintained for the life of 
the project. Any mitigation project may be terminated if DWP and 
the County Board of Supervisors agree. And fourth, the Agreement 
allows conversion of wetland habitat types both to other wetland 
vegetation types, to native upland vegetation types, or to 
non-native or agricultural use. We cannot concur with a project 
which would allow this to take place. 

4. We believe the DEIR is deficient in its analysis of the 
Agreement, and the potential impacts of its implementation on 
biological resources. 

5. Lower Owens River: The DFG, through the Wildlife Conservation 
Board (WCB), is interested in funding habitat 
improvement/restoration work statewide. WCB funds are usually 
used for on the ground habitat work only. Funding for the 
construction or operation of the proposed pumpback station is not 
an appropriate use of WCB monies nor does the DFG believe that thr 
WCB should fund the mitigation obligations of the DWP. 

The 35 cfs given as the seasonal average flow for the Lower Owens 
River is arbitrarily conceived and does not necessarily relate to 
the needs of the recovering fishery. Long term flow schedules foi 
the River should be determined after the completion of an instreal 
flow study similar to those now occurring in the Mono Basin and 
Upper Owens River. Incorporating flow schedules into the 
management plan as needed to 'maintain a healthy and productive 
warm water fishery in the Lower Owens River' by January 1, 1992 
will necessitate the immediate implementation of instream flow 
studies. 

Our understanding of the proposed Lower Owens River Project 
includes creation of nearly 1,000 acres of wetlands at Black Rock 
and at the Owens Delta. These features of the project should be 
included in the Agreement as integral parts of the project. 

We believe that the Lower Owens River should be rewatered in its 
entirety. Furthermore, as stated earlier, DWP is not absolved 
from exercising their continuing duty to maintain flows necessary 
to keep fish in good condition in the Owens River downstream from 
the Los Angeles aqueduct intake dam pursuant to Fish & Game Code 
Section 5937. 

6. Page C-15 should be expanded to include salamanders under the 
Amphibians heading. 

7. Page C-18 should be expanded to include the Family Hydrobiidac 
under the Class Gastropoda. 
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COXHENTS ON THE GREEN BOOK 

137 r- 
The terms "significantw and lssignificant effect on the 

environment" must be explicitly defined. 1381: 
The determination of measurability depends on a number of 

factors indicating even a small documentable change. 
Clarification is needed on this issue. Does this imply a 
statistically significant measurable change is necessary to 

139 
trigger a determination of measurability? i 

"Safe yieldvs in the Owens valley is defined as the amount of 
groundwater that can be extracted without any adverse effect on 
the environment or other uses of groundwater. The DFG believes 
safe yield should be based on a water budget that includes 
maintenance of fish and wildlife habitats and recreational 
resources at the preproject level. 

140 
4. Generally, the policies and guidelines of the Green Book are 
too subjective and vague to provide the requisite level of 
protection the habitats in the Owens Valley deserve. 

L END OF COMMENTS 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER A4 

RESPONSE A4-1 

The proposed project is consistent with the requirements for content of program EIRs under 

CEQA Please refer to response to master comment PD-3, which addresses this issue. 

RESPONSE A4-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-3 which addresses the basis of exclusion of 

LADWP operations in Mono Basin from the project description. 

RESPONSE A4-3 

It is believed that the project description contained in the Draft EIR as represented by the 

description in Chapter 5, Proposed Project, and the text presented in the setting sections of 

Chapters 8 through 16 are adequate for the environmental review, and consistent with CEQA 

RESPONSE A4-4 

The findings of significance for vegetation and wildlife presented in the Draft EIR and, as clarified 

in this Final EIR, are based on the best available information, including data from the California 

Department of Fish and Game. There is no documented evidence that since 1970 the project has 

had any significant adverse effect on local fish and wildlife populations. No such evidence has been 

submitted by DFG or others during the public review period for the Draft EIR. Please refer to 

response to master comment PD-3 which addresses the exclusion of the Mono Basin from the 

project description. 
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Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE A4-5 

The contention that mitigation for the proposed project is not adequately analyzed, described, or 

binding is not substantiated. Mitigation measures are described for impacts which have occurred 

between 1970 and 1990, and those impacts which could occur under the Agreement. Please refer 

to responses to master comments MT-1 and MT-2, which address past mitigation efEorts; MT-4, 

which addresses the issue of continuation of mitigation projects contained in the Agreement; and 

MT-8, which addresses mitigation options. 

RESPONSE A4-6 

The Lower Owens River Project is acceptable mitigation. Please see response to master comment 

MT-6. Please refer to  response to master comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA, 

Appendix C-2 also presents a description of the goals and elements of the Lower Owens .River 

Project. As allowed under CEQA, upon finalization of the project description, a separate 

environmental review will be conducted. 

RESPONSE A4-7 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE A4-8 

This comment expresses a personal opinion concerning the content of the Draft EIR. Please 

refer to master comment AL-1. 
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RESPONSE A4-9 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3, relating to various forms of mitigation 

available under CEQA and MT-5, concerning mitigation guidelines for cumulative impacts under 

CEQA. 

RESPONSE A4-10 

A mitigation monitoring and reporting program will be adopted for the project at the appropriate 

time in the environmental review (upon adoption of findings by the lead agency), and thus is not 

contained in the Draft EIR. The remainder of this comment is an expression of opinion. The 

comment is noted; no further response is required. 

RESPONSE A4-11 

This comment is a summation of the comments presented in A4-1 through A4-10 above. Each 

comment has been responded to. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE A4-12 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 for an update on water conservation measures 

in Los Angeles. 

RESPONSE A4-13 

Please refer to the Agreement (page B21, lines 7 through I t ) ,  which states the policy for 

commitment of water for use in Owens Valley. Existing policies encourage more efficient use of 

irrigation supplies. These irrigation practices can be modified to promote more efficient use of 

water as long as the practice is consistent with the policy in the Agreement. 

Water management practices in Mono Basin and Long Valley are outside of the scope of this Draft 

EIR as described in response to master comment PD-3. 
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Chapter 5, Propose d Project, page 5-17, paragraph 
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4, first sentence, states that ". . . it is difficult 

to accurately quantify the amount of additional surface water diversions that are actually exported, 

because all of the components of supply are commingled in the aqueduct system." The actual 

amount of export varies depending on the type of hydrologic year. Figures 5-1, 5-2 and 5-3 

illustrate these relationships. Please refer to response to master comment WA-3 which discusses 

commingling of waters. 

RESPONSE A4-15 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 for a discussion of the release of Los Angeles- 

owned lands. 

RESPONSE A4-16 

Surface water which might be diverted "for any reason" other than export is already accounted for 

in Figures 5-1 through 5-3 in the components related to  "Water used on Los Angeles-owned land" 

and "Other Owens Valley Uses and Losses." No further distinction is required. 

RESPONSE A4-17 

Under the Agreement, Los Angeles-owned lands that are supplied with water (including recreation 

areas, wildlife habitats, and enhancement/mitigation projects) will be managed as Type E vegetation. 

Type E areas are to receive water so  that the water related uses of such lands that were made 

during the 1981-82 or  subsequent runoff years will continue to be made. (Submerged aquatic 

vegetation was not inventoried during the 1984-87 vegetation inventory and is not included in the 

Type E classification.) 

Riparian, marsh, meadow or any other vegetation surrounding or  emerging from these bodies of 

water were mapped as plant communities at the time of the vegetation inventory and classified as 

Type C, D, or  E vegetation accordingly. Under the Agreement, surface water will be managed to 

avoid causing significant decreases in live vegetation cover, to prevent a change from one 

management type to a management type that precedes it alphabetically, and to avoid other 

significant effects on the environment. If DFG believes that a change in LADWP's surface water 
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management has or will cause such a decrease or change in vegetation, or a significant effect on 

the environment, the issue can be brought to the attention of the Technical Group and/or any 

other available remedy pursued. 

Types C and D vegetation will be monitored as described in the Green Book, Section 1.B and 

Section 111. In addition, procedures for management and monitoring vegetation of significant 

environmental value are described in the Green Book Section I.D.1 (page 31). 

RESPONSE A4-18 

The criteria for identifying significant effects are described in the introductory statements in each 

environmental analysis section of Chapters 8 through 16 of the Draft EIR. The standards are 

based on CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G in CEQA, titled Significant Effects) unless indicated 

otherwise. The Agreement contains a detailed description of significant effects in Section 1V.B 

(pages B-22 through B-24). Please refer to response to master comment PD-18 regarding the use 

of the term "significant" in the Agreement. Also, see response to master comment MT-7. 

RESPONSE A4-19 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-6 for a detailed discussion of LADWP's on-going 

program for management of rare andlor endangered plant species on Los Angeles-owned lands. 

Management of wildlife species will continue to comply with State and federal laws. Also, please 

refer to master comment WL-6 concerning LADWP's program For monitoring wildlife. 

RESPONSE A4-20 

The estimates of water usage contained in Table 5-1 could vary as indicated in Footnote 1 at the 

bottom of Table 5-1. The actual amount of water from flowing wells and springs could vary in any 

one year depending on the amount of pumping. Under the provisions of the Agreement the 

vegetation and habitat of springs and seeps are protected as described in responses to master 

comments PD-5 and WA-4, pertaining to Reinhackle Spring. 
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RESPONSE A4-21 

For a detailed discussion of any proposed pumping on the Bishop Cone, please refer to response 

to master comment PD-13 and Appendix A-4, which contains legal interpretations of the Chandler 

and Hillside Decrees. 

RESPONSE A4-22 

The significant effects of changes in irrigated acreage between pre- and post-1970 are discussed in 

detail in Chapter 10, Vegetation, and Chapter 14, Land Use and Economic Development. As it 

relates to livestock production, it was concluded that a firm water supply contributed to a 

stabilization of production. Please refer to Chapter 17, CEQA Considerations, pages 17-5 and 17- 

6. Also see response to master comment PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for an elaboration on grazing 

management. 

RESPONSE A4-23 

Please refer to response A4-17 for a discussion of aquatic habitats. The facilities for surface water 

diversion, either for export of water or groundwater recharge, were built long before the 

construction of the second aqueduct, in some cases by entities other than the City of Los Angeles. 

No new diversion facilities were constructed in preparation for, or as part of, the second aqueduct. 

Also see discussion of water resource impacts 9-1 through 9-9 regarding surface water. 

RESPONSE A4-24 

Please see response to comment A4-23 above. 

RESPONSE A4-2.5 

Please refer to description of Lower Owens River Project in response to master comment MT- 

6. The future operation and expansion of the project will be the subject of a plan to be developed 

by LADWP, Inyo County and DFG. The legal issue raised in this comment is outside the scope 

of this EIR. 
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RESPONSE A4-26 

The new well referenced in this comment would be constructed after the community of Big Pine 

makes a decision on the Big Pine Ditch project. Should this well he constructed, it will be subject 

to management provisions described in the Agreement. Please see responses to master comments 

PD-4 and AF-2. 

RESPONSE A4-27 

There have been no changes in the operation of Haiwee Reservoir as part of the project. Please 

refer to response to master comment PD-16 for a discussion of Haiwee Reservoirs. If changes or 

new planning and design considerations are developed for North and South Haiwee Reservoirs, an 

appropriate environmental review will be conducted. 

RESPONSE A428 

The Buckley Ponds and Saunders Pond were in existence in some form prior to 1970; however, 

a habitat management plan providing a firm water supply was developed in 1975 to ensure viable 

fish and wildlife habitat, as described in Chapter 5, Proposed Project, Table 5-2. LADWP's water 

management activities during the period 1970 to 1990 at both the Buckley Ponds and Saunders 

Pond have been classified as environmental projects. This classification will continue. 

RESPONSE A4-29 

Chemical treatment practices discussed in this comment commenced prior to the start of this 

project and have not been altered as a result of the project. The legal issue raised is outside the 

scope of this EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-30 

The procedures under the Agreement and Green Book do not circumvent CEQA. Please refer 

to response to comment A4-17, and response to master comment PD-7 for a discussion of 

monitoring. 
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RESPONSE A4-31 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE A4-32 

Between the publication of the Agreement in 1989 and the Draft EIR in 1990, the acreages for 

vegetation types were refined. The numbers shown in the Draft EIR reflect the current numbers. 

The Agreement will be corrected. The classification of vegetation into management types (i.e. 

Types A, B, C, D or E) is based on ET. The classification of vegetation into vegetation 

communities is based on dominant species. 

RESPONSE A4-33 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 for an explanation of vegetation changes allowed 

under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE A4-34 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-I for an explanation of vegetation change allowed 

under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE A4-35 

The Draft EIR does disclose information on those vegetation types and species that the Technical 

Group will classify as significant. In Chapter 10, Vegetation, this information is provided on page 

10-19, "Plant and Habitats of Concern"; standards of significance are presented in pages 10-47 and 

10-49. The Owens Valley is a very large project area. To identify the parameters that will be 

evaluatedlmonitored at individual locations throughout the valley is not possible in the Draft EIR, 

and is not necessary to reach the conclusions of significance that are needed under CEQA The 

monitoring program of the Green Book is one of the most comprehensive in the State of 

Caiifornia. Please, also refer to response to master comment PD-7 for additional discussion of 

monitoring requirements under the Green Book. 
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RESPONSE A4-36 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE A4-37 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-7, pertaining to monitoring provided under the 

Green Book, and MT-4 regarding the continuance of mitigation measures of the Agreement. 

RESPONSE A4-38 

All wells, including E/M wells, will be managed in accordance with the Agreement and Green 

Book. Please refer to response to master comment MT-4 regarding continuance of EM projects. 

RESPONSE A4-39 

Basin recharge is the primary goal of the groundwater recharge facilities. The feasibility of using 

these facilities as a habitat improvement project is constrained by the fact that their use, by 

definition, will only occur during periods of sufficiently high runoff. This variability of use makes 

the feasibility of using groundwater recharge facilities as long-term wildlife habitat questionable. 

RESPONSE A4-40 

Calvert Slough is supplied by flow in Taboose Creek, and from two wells which pump into Taboose 

Creek. During the current drought, flows in Taboose Creek have been inadequate to supply 

Calvert Slough. In addition, operation of the two wells has been discontinued under the provisions 

of the Agreement to protect vegetation. Due to the precipitation in March 1991, some water has 

recently entered Calvert Slough from Taboose Creek. 

In 1986 water was supplied to the lower Owens River. With the onset of the drought, flows to 

the Lower Owens River Project were reduced as a result of certain EM wells being turned off 

in accordance with the Agreement to protect vegetation. Please see Annual Pumping Programs 

from 1987188 and 1991192 on file with LADWP and the Inyo County Water Department 

concerning the flow changes in the lower Owens River. 
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RESPONSE A4-41 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-7 for a discussion of saltcedar control. 

RESPONSES A4-42 THROUGH A4-48 

The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to provide a comparison of effects to that of the 

proposed project. This and subsequent comments pertaining to alternatives presumes that the 

scope of analysis of alternatives should equal or, in some cases, exceed that required for the 

proposed project. This is not the case. CEQA does not require mitigation for every possible 

hypothetical effect of alternatives. Should an alternative he chosen as the new proposed project, 

then a new environmental review would be required under CEQA, with an appropriate scope of 

analysis developed, and the requirement for identification of mitigation would apply. Please refer 

to response to master comment MT-3 for a discussion of mitigation requirements of CEQA. Also 

see responses to master comments AL-I through AL-4. 

RESPONSE A4-49 

Please see response to A4-28 above. 

RESPONSE A4-50 

Please refer to responses to comments EA-I (pre-project conditions) and WL-5 (HEP analysis). 

RESPONSE A4-51 

All groundwater-dependent vegetation is mapped and classified under the Agreement. The 

protection provisions of the Agreement apply to wetlands. Please refer to responses to EA-I, 

master comments (pre-project conditions), PD-5 (springs), and VE-5. 

RESPONSE A4-52 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 for an update on water conservation measures 

adopted by Los Angeles. 
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RESPONSE A4-53 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 for an update on water conservation measures 

adopted by Los Angeles. The recent ordinance requires specific reductions in use. 

RESPONSE A4-54 

Please refer to response to  master comment AL-3 for an update on  water conservation measures 

adopted by Los Angeles. 

RESPONSE A4-55 

The conclusion that environmental effects of expanded wnservation would be minimal pertain to 

long term water conservation and use. It is acknowledged that wnservation, particularly during 

short term droughts, could result in significant effects, both adverse and beneficial, in Los Angeles. 

Los Angeles is committed to implementing water wnservation measures required by law that may 

not be part of this project. 

RESPONSE A4-56 

This comment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself raise an environmental 

issue related to  the content of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-57 

The phenomenon of hank erosion and sediment transport is acknowledged in Chapter 9, Water 

Resources, pages 9-48 and 9-58. Little is known about this phenomenon. It will be the subject 

of future study as described in Section V, page 121, of the Green Book. Also, please refer to 

response to master comment PD-3 for discussion of Mono Basin. 
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RESPONSE A4-58 

This wmment draws a wnclusion of cause and effect wncerning wildlife populations in Owens 

Lake and water management activities. Owens Lake is not included in the project. Please refer 

to response to master wmment PD-3. As a result of a wurt  decision, LADWP is legally required 

to ensure that water is not discharged into Owens Dry Lake. Please refer to Chapter 9, Water 

Resources, page 9-53, Impact 9-4. 

RESPONSE A4-59 

Please see response A-4-23 above. The Draft EIR states in Chapter 9, Water Resources, page 9- 

53, Impact 9-5, that no stream channels were lined or diverted between 1970 and 1990. Also, 

please refer to response D77-35 in Letter D-77. 

RESPONSE A4-60 

Please see response to master comment MT-6 for a discussion of the Lower Owens River Project; 

and Figure C2-1 in Appendix C-2 for discussion of lakes in this region. Also, please see Chapter 

9, Water Resources, page 9-54, Impact 9-6, and response A4-40 above. 

RESPONSE A4-61 

Little is known about the phenomenon of sediment transport along the Owens River. It will be 

the subject of further study under Section V of the Green Book. No study on channel stability 

and erosion on stream reaches on DWP property has been completed. Please see response A4- 

57 above. 

RESPONSE A4-62 

Please refer to Chapter 9, Water Resources, page 9-56, Impact 9-8. The practices described in this 

comment are outside the project. 

RESPONSE A4-63 

Flows at artesian wells vary depending on pumping and wet and dry runoff conditions. The pre- 

project conditions are addressed in EA-1. See response to master comment WL-4. 
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RESPONSE A4-64 

This comment pertains to pre-project practices. No impacts to fish and wildlife resources as a 

result of the project are known to have occurred in Tinemaha Reservoir since 1970. There are 

no known studies that correlate fluctuating reservoir levels in Tinemaha with changes in fish 

populations. 

RESPONSE A4-65 

The groundwater recharge facilities referred to in this comment were constructed in the pre- 

project period. With the exception of the new facilities proposed as part of this project (see 

Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities), no change is proposed to recharge facilities or in their use. Also 

please refer to response A5-1 in Letter A5. 

RESPONSE A4-66 

Please see Chapter 9, Water Resources, page 9-73, Impact 9-13, for discussion of hatcheries; and 

page 10-32 regarding springs and seeps, and Impacts 10-14 and 10-15 (pages 10-59 through 10- 

63); and response to master comment PD-5. 

RESPONSE A4-67 

Chemical applications are not part of the proposed project. Please see response A4-29 above. 

RESPONSE A4-68 

Please see response to A4-40 above for discussion of the Lower Owens River Project 

RESPONSE A4-69 

Sources of diversion include aqueduct spiilgates and the intake. Data on surface water quantities 

diverted are available at LADWP's offices. 
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RESPONSE A4-70 

Comment noted. Please see Figure 9-1 in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR (page 9-4), which shows 

flows at Keeler Bridge. 

RESPONSE A4-71 

Impact 9-3 references Chapter 5 which describes the Lower Owens River Project (page 5-21). Also 

see response to master comment MT-6 and Appendix C-2. The miles of river left dewatered are 

not identified as mitigation. 

RESPONSE A4-72 

See Chapter 9, page 9-53, Impact 9-5. No stream channels were lined since 1970. Also, please 

refer to response D77-35 in Letter D-77. 

RESPONSE A4-73 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 

RESPONSE A4-74 

Please see response to comment A4-64. 

RESPONSE A4-75 

Please see response to master comment WA-I. The water supply to the hatcheries has exceeded 

historical spring flow, and has resulted in increased fish rearing capacity. 

RESPONSE A4-76 

As shown on Table 9-4, drought and groundwater pumping during the pre-project period caused 

fluctuations in flow at Fish Springs and Blackrock Springs. However, as stated in Impact 9-13, 

continuous pumping after 1970 from wells supplying the Fish Springs and Blackrock Fish Hatcheries 

has caused a cessation in flows from Fish Springs and Blackrock Springs. Without groundwater 

pumping to supply the hatcheries, flow from both springs would resume. Please see responses to 

master comments MT-3 and MT-8 regarding mitigation. 
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RESPONSE A4-77 

Current criteria for determination of wetlands do not support the estimate of 84,000 acres of 

wetlands. Please see responses to master comments VE-5, regarding use of aerial photography, and 

MT-4, regarding continuation of E/M projects. See response A417 above and response to master 

comment MT-6. 

RESPONSE A4-78 

Please see response A4-17 above. 

RESPONSE A4-79 

Maps of plant and animal species of concern are not typically included in public documents since 

these species are sometimes sought after by collectors. For instance, many species of Mariposa- 

lily are gathered by horticultural collectors for home gardens or resale. LADWP maintains a full 

inventoly and maps of all known populations of sensitive plant species and this information has 

been, and will continue to be supplied to the CNDDB and CNPS. Also, please refer to response 

to master comment VE-6 for additional discussion. 

RESPONSE A4-80 

The last paragraph on page 10-20 is replaced with the following paragraphs: 

"In general, wetland habitats are habitats of concern in California. The various State and 

federal agencies have defined wetlands somewhat differently, but there are three elements 

common to all definitions. The Federal Manual for Identifying and Delineating 

Jurisdictional Wetlands states 'Wetlands possess three essential characteristics: (1) 

hydrophytic vegetation, (2) hydric soils, and (3) wetland hydrology, which is the driving force 

creating all wetlands. These characteristics and their technical criteria for identification 

purposes are described in the following sections. The three technical criteria specified are 
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mandatory and must all be met for an area to be identified as wetland. Therefore, areas 

that meet these criteria are wetlands.' 

"The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) regulates the placement of fill in wetlands or 

waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The building of 

roads, bridges, canals, or other structures that would place dredge materials or fill in water 

of the U.S. would require a Section 404 permit from the COE. 

"In addition, the alteration or modification of creeks or streams would require authorization 

from the California Department of Fish and Game under Section 1601 of the California 

Fish and Game Code." 

There are no proposed actions in the project involving placement of dredged or fill materials in 

waters of the United States or associated wetlands. It is believed that there are no elements of 

the project subject to the above permitting process. 

RESPONSE A4-81 

Comment noted. The classification of vegetation into management types will be reviewed as part 

of a study under Section V of the Green Book. If necessary, refinement of classification would 

be made at that time. Also see response A4-17 for discussion of interpretation of the classification 

system. 

RESPONSE A4-82 

Comment noted. Please see response A4-81 above. 

Federal Interagency Committee for Wetland Delineation. 1989. Federal Manual for 
Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, U. S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and U. S. D. A. Soil 
Conservation Service, Washington, D. C. Cooperative technical publication. 76 pp. plus 
appendices. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter A4 

RESPONSE A4-83 

The statement regarding the drought tolerance of some Type C vegetation was meant to be 

relative. A number of species within these communities do tolerate longer dry periods than many 

other obligate wetland species. There is no question, however, that prolonged drought can have 

a serious impact on this vegetation. Although the Agreement does allow for conversion from Type 

C to Type D or E, this conversion is not desired, and with monitoring and management should not 

happen. Also, please refer to responses to master comments MT-I through MT-8 on mitigation, 

and VE-1 for allowable vegetation changes under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE A4-84 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE A4-85 

Please refer to responses to master comments VE-3, VE-4 and VE-5 for detailed discussion of the 

studies cited in this comment. 

RESPONSE A4-86 

Please see response A4-40 above. Impacts 10-11 through 10-20 in Chapter 10, Vegetation, discuss 

vegetation impacts due to pumping, including E N  wells, and due to surface water management. 

RESPONSE A447 

Of the water bodies described in Impact 10-5, and referenced in this comment, only Little 

Blackrock Springs pond is considered mitigation. Please see Chapter 10, Vegetation, page 10-62, 

Mitigation Measure 10-14. 

RESPONSE A448 

Saltcedar control is a part of the Agreement. If the Agreement is approved, a program for 

saltcedar control would be initiated as described in Section X1V.A (page B-40) of the Agreement. 

Also, please refer to response to master comment VE-7. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter A4 

RESPONSE A4-89 

Please refer to responses to master comments VE-3 and VE-4 for a discussion of the issue of 

acreage discrepancies of impacted vegetation. 

RESPONSE A4-90 

The 1,015 acres cited corresponds to Impacts 10-11, 10-12 and 10-13. Comment noted on alfalfa 

use as mitigation. 

RESPONSE A4-91 

The impact, if any, on Sidalcea population in the Five Bridges area is being investigated by the 

Technical Group. As part of the restoration of the Five Bridges area, described in Mitigation 

Measure 10-12 of the Draft EIR, the Technical Group will continue to monitor this species and 

its relationship to existing vegetation and land use practices, and whether any changes in the 

population are attributable to the project. 

RESPONSE A4-92 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3, MT-6 and MT-8 regarding mitigation, WA- 

4 regarding Reinhackle Spring, and PD-5 regarding protection of springs. 

RESPONSE A4-93 

In the absence of any data collected by IADWP or presented by Fish and Game, to speculate 

about impacts to invertebrate species would have very limited value to the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-94 

While fire was a factor in the vegetation loss near Five Bridges, it was not a major factor in the 

Laws area. The Draft EIR correctly points out that groundwater pumping was the primary factor 

behind vegetation loss. 



Rasponses to Comments 
Letter A4 

RESPONSE A4-95 

Mono Basin activities prior to 1970 are outside the scope of this EIR. Please refer to response 

to master comment PD-3 regarding the exclusion of Mono Basin from the EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-% 

In Chapter 9, Water Resources, page 9-53, Impact 9-5, the Draft EIR correctly states that between 

1970 and 1990 no stream channels were lined, or stream flow diverted into pipelines by LADWP. 

There was no increase in surface diversion since 1970, but a lesser diversion in those few locations 

where flood irrigation was replaced by sprinkler irrigation. Please refer to A4-23 for additional 

discussion of pre- and post-1970 diversions. Also, please see response D77-35 in Letter D-77. 

RESPONSE A4-97 

The comparison of vegetation between 1970 and the 1984-87 Inventory was made based on 

knowledge of LADW personnel and others who were in Owens Valley during those periods. This 

assessment is admittedly qualitative and not quantitative. The assumption that 1970 vegetation was 

probably of better health than subsequent years up to 1982 is consistent with the findings of 

significance in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-98 

Please see response A4-17 above regarding aquatic vegetation. 

RESPONSE A4-99 

Canal maintenance activities are not part of the proposed project and are not evaluated in this 

EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-100 

The issue of mitigation requirements under CEQA are discussed in detail in response to master 

comment MT-3. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter A4 

RESPONSE A4-101 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project. Comment noted. See responses 

to master comments PD-5 and WA-4. 

RESPONSE A4-102 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 for discussion of the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE A4-103 

The discussion of basic biology was taken directly from the Department of Fish and Game's 1974 

submittal for DWP's first project EIR. Pre-project wildlife information is not available and thus 

is not included in the Draft EIR. Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 regarding pre- 

project conditions. Finally, a HEP is not feasible for a study area such as the Owens Valley. 

Please refer to response to master comment WL-5 for a discussion on HEP. 

RESPONSE A4-104 

It is acknowledged that riparian habitat is of prime value. The Agreement does not alter this in 

any way. 

RESPONSE A4-105 

The CNDDB was consulted during preparation of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-106 

The corrections offered in this comment have been included in response to master comment WL-3 

and Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and the Draft EIR, of this document. Also see 

response A4-110 for discussion of the Least Bell's Vireo. It is acknowledged that the Mohave 

ground squirrel occurs in Inyo County; however it is not known to occur north of Haiwee 

Reservoirs. There are no ancillary facilities proposed in the Haiwee Reservoirs area. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter A4 

RESPONSE A4-107 

In Chapter 11, Wildlife, Table 11-2 and discussion on page 11-21 are part of Section 11.2, Pre- 

Project Setting; that is, prior to 1970. - The Whitney herd was not established until 1972. 

RESPONSE A4-108 

Table 11-6, as well as the entire chapter, was written and submitted for printing prior to the 

completion of the 1990 aerial census. 

RESPONSE A4-109 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE A4-110 

The population of Least Bell's Vireo has been known to be in decline state-wide since the 1930s. 

Although it was known to historically occur in Owens Valley, Death Valley and scattered oases, 

to our knowledge it has not been sighted in Owens Valley for 20 years. Goldwasser, in a 1977 

survey for the Least Bell's Vireo, did not find any individuals in Owens Valley (Goldwasser, et. al., 

American Birds 1980). Today it is found in 30 scattered locations, all in Southern California. It 

is believed that the decline of the Least Bell's Vireo parallel the population increase in the Brown- 

headed Cowbird. Other references include DFG, 1989 Annual Report on the Status of California's 

State Listed, Threatened & Endangered Animals, page 55; which acknowledges that the species is 

not found in Owens Valley. It is therefore not included on the list in Table 11-5. 

RESPONSE A4-111 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment EA-1. 

RESPONSE A4-112 

Additional mitigation measures, if required, would be developed by the Technical Group as 

described in Section I.C.2 of the Green Book. Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter A4 

RESPONSE A4-113 

The Lower Owens River Project is acceptable mitigation. Please see response to master comment 

MT-6. Please refer to response to master comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA; 

Appendix C-2 also presents a description of the goals and elements of the Lower Owens River 

Project. As allowed under CEQA, upon finalization of the project description, a separate 

environmental review will be conducted. 

RESPONSE A4-114 

Mono Basin and Long Va11ey are outside the scope of this EIR. Comment noted. Please see 

response to master comment PD-3. Regarding the use of HEP, please refer to response to master 

comment WL-5. 

RESPONSE A4-115 

Smallmouth bass, bullhead, and cutthroat trout are added to Table 11-1 in response to this 

comment. 

RESPONSE A4-116 

Fisheries development in Owens Valley and Eastern Sierra have a Long history dating hack to the 

late 1800s and continuing to the present. LADWP has cooperated closely with fisheries programs 

implemented by the State Department of Fish and Game in Owens Valley since the 1960s. Most 

important, LADWP provides the water necessary to supply local ponds and lakes. The program 

also consists of maintaining water supplies to local fish hatcheries, cooperation with State and 

federal agencies in habitat improvements for federally designated endangered fish species, such as 

the Owens Tui Chub (found in Mono County), and the Owens Pupfish. LADWP cooperated with 

State Department of Fish and Game in the development of the Owens Valley Fish Sanctuary in 

1969 and continues to supply water for its operation today. LADWP also provided land, water, 

and engineering design senices for the Warm Springs Pupfish sanctuaries in the iate 1960s. Also 

in the late 1960s, LADWP created warm water fisheries at Buckley Ponds and Lone Pine Pond. 

LADWP continues to cooperate with Fish and Game in programs involving reintroduction of 

endangered fish species in local lakes and ponds. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter A4 

LADWP and Inyo County also initiated rewatering of the lower Owens River in 1986 for 

enhancement of a warm water fishery. The Agreement element of the proposed project includes 

further development of the Lower Owens River Project. This involves increased rewatering of a 

56-mile stretch of the Owens River channel between Blackrock and Lone Pine, in addition to water 

releases into the river channel initiated in 1986. For a detailed description of the proposed further 

development of the Lower Owens River Project, please refer to Appendix C-2. 

RESPONSE A4-117 

Tourism and recreation are accurately described as important components of the regional economy 

in Chapter 14, Land Use and Economic Development of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-118 

Please see response to comment A4-116 above. 

RESPONSE A4-119 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1, pre-project conditions, and WL-5, the 

feasibility of HEP. 

RESPONSE A4-120 

It is believed that the impacts and mitigation measures are appropriately described in the Draft 

EIR, and in the responses to comments contained in this Final EIR. Mono Basin and Long Valley 

are outside the scope of this EIR. Please refer to response to master comment PD-3 regarding 

Mono Basin and Owens Lake. Also see responses to comments A4-62, A4-67, A4-72, A4-73 and 

A4-75. 

RESPONSE A4-121 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-I for discussion of Owens Dry Lake. 

RESPONSE A4-122 

Please refer to response to master comment EN-1 for discussion of energy. 
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RESPONSE A4-123 

The information presented in the Draft EIR is sufficient to establish the role and contribution 

recreation plays in the regional economy. 

RESPONSE A4-124 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LAE>WP's livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE A4-125 

LADWP will continue to use existing diversion facilities for groundwater recharge. Please see 

response to master comment AF-1 regarding ancillary facilities. 

RESPONSE A4-126 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-4 and AF-2 regarding new wells 

RESPONSE A4-127 

The missing information was a typographical error. The missing text is ". . . in vege-" that should 

be inserted at the top of page B-19. No other text was omitted. The Agreement text will be 

corrected. 

RESPONSE A4-128 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 for a discussion of issues of unilateral well turn 

odoff. 

RESPONSE A4-129 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 
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RESPONSE A4-130 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE A4-131 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE A4-132 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE A4-133 

The Lower Owens River Project is acceptable mitigation. Please see response to master wmment 

MT-6. Please refer to response to master comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA; 

Appendix C-2 also presents a description of the goals and elements of the Lower Owens River 

Project. As allowed under CEQA, upon finalization of the project description, a separate 

environmental review will be conducted. 

RESPONSE A4-134 

This comment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to the content of the Draft EIR. The wmment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some Iegal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE A4-135 

Comment noted. No further response is required, however, salamander species are not known to 

occur on the valley floor, and are believed to inhabit water courses in the mountains. Please see 

Letter CIS, Comment 14. For this reason, salamanders have not, been added to the Appendix. 

RESPONSE A4-136 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 
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RESPONSE A4-137 

The criteria for identifying significant effects are described in the introductory statements in each 

environmental analysis section of Chapters 8 through 16 of the Draft EIR. The standards are 

based on CEQA Guidelines (Appendi G in CEQA, titled Significant Effects) unless indicated 

otherwise. The Agreement contains a detailed description of significant effects in Section IV.B 

(pages B-22 through B-24). Please refer to response to master comment PD-18 regarding the use 

of the term "significant" in the Agreement. Also, see response to master comment MT-7. 

RESPONSE A4-138 

A determination of measurability will he made if any of the relevant factors considered indicate 

even a small documentable change in vegetation cover or composition has occurred. Also, see 

Section V.B (page 118), Further Studies, of the Green Book. 

RESPONSE A4-139 

Comment noted. The provision regarding groundwater mining is related to the concept of safe 

yield. Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE A4-140 

Comment noted. 
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United States Department of the Interlor, Bureau of Land Management 
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January 28, 1991 

John A. Davis 
ST. Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94205 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The staff of the Bishop Resource Area has reviewed the Green Book, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report and the Appendices related to the Long Term Nater 
Agreement between the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and the 
County of Inyo, Overall, we view the agreement as a positive step toward resource 
management in the Owens Valley. Through the comprehensive monitoring and mitigation 
program described, a process will be initiated which will begin to address critical 
resource issues in the Valley. Our specific comments are as follows: 

- 
Water Management in Owens Valley (Section 4 )  

1. On page 4-9 the statement " .  . . LADWPdeveloped groundwater recharge facilities 
and since the 1930's has regularly diverted and spread water to these facilities 
in above average runoff years" should be expanded to include the exact locations 
of the diversion structures (this would include a legal description to the 
quarter-quarter section and a map at 7.5 minute topographic scale depicting the 
sites), quantification of the amount of water diverted by year from a stream or 
other source, and the water rights under which the diversions are authorized. 
The document should also identify those stream reaches (including length of 
affected stream) which are subject to the diversions and the magnitude of change 
in surface water flow. This information should also be described by pear for 
the period of record prior to 1970 and the period after 1970. - 

Water Resources (Section 91 - Comments 1 & 2 are the same as Comment 1 above. 

1. On page 9-24, the first paragraph, reference is made to construction of 
facilities between 1950 and 1968 by LADWP to enhance natural groundwater 
recharge in the Owens Valley. The statement ". . . facilities include 
structures to divert water out of vaaious streams. . ." should be specifically 
identified as to location, amount of water diverted annually, and water right 
authorizing diversion. 

2. On page 9-24, the first paragraph, reference is made to LADWP spreading 
facilities located in the Laws, Big Pine and Independence areas and their 
graphic representation in Appendix D. The maps of spreading locations in 
Appendix D are inadequate in their representation of surface water resources 



affected and the locations of the diversion structures. The following should 
be included as improved graphics in Appendix D: a smaller scale map (7.5 minute 
topographic scale) of diversion structures in the three areas, stream reaches 
affected, other surface water sources affected, and land ownership pattern. 

In Impact 9-5, page 9-53, the statement ". . . there will be no significant 
alteration of flow in the tributary streams" should he expanded to explain what 
changes in tributary stream flow are projected to occur under the Agreement. 
"Significant alteration" is not defined in the document. Does the equation for 
"Streams" on page 105 of the Green Book allow calculation of a significant 
change in tributary stream flow, and if so, how? If this equation does not 
ailow determination of a significant change in stream flow, then please provide 
the necessary equation. By implication of the above statement, some change in 
scream flow is projected, thus, we request the impacts to aquatic habitats 
resulting from recharge activities be discussed ii.e, the affects on fish and 
riparian vegetation when stream flow is removed in those water years which are 
> 101% of normal). - 

Ancillar~ Facilities (Section 16)  

On page 16-1, no discussion is given to water spreading activities in the 
Independence locations for the pre-project and 1970-1990 time period. 
Discussion should he given to chis area, particularly to those derails which 
have been expressed previously. 

On page 16-4, no reference is made to the specific operation of water spreadinp 
facilities in the Independence area for the post-1990 project time period. 
Please provide a discussion of projected water spreading operations for this 
time period. 

On page 16-4, no reference is made to whether new or improved recharge 
facilities are contemplated in the Independence spreading area. What is planned 
for this area regarding recharge facilities? 

We have no record of how any of the existing facilities in the Independence 
locations are authoxized on BLX land. The berms and dikes are not shown on our 
master title plats. Please provide us with this information so it can he added 
to our records. 

Some of the facilities west of Independence are within Wilderness Study Areas 
(WSAs). We cannot authorize any additional facilities in a WSA. 

The BLM requests the above information be provided for Seccions 4 ,  9, and 16 due to 
the potential impact to resources located on Bureau administered lands. 

Development of a Com~rehensive Water Conservation Education Program Tied to the 
Resources of the Owens Valley 

As described in Chapter 3, LADWP has made a committed effort towards the development 
of a water conservation program in the metropolitan area. The EIR states on page 3- 
11, "More than $8 million has been budgeted by LADWP for conservation activities 
during the 1990-91 fiscal year." For school age children LADWP has developed 
portable exhibits, films, workbooks, teacher's guides and other materials. 



A logical extension and enhancement of this program would be to expand the water 
conservation education program to include an on-site program in the Owens Valley. 
This would better acquaint students and teachers with the water source and how LADWP, 
Inyo County and the responsibie Federal and State agencies comprehensively manage the 
natural resources of the Owens Valley. The Inyo County Office of Education and the 
BLM have proposed a farsighted program to expand and develop the use of Camp Inyo - 
the Inyo County Environmental Education site, already owned by the Department for a 
water conservation education project. For your review we have included a draft issue 
paper devel~ped by various interested parties. 

In reviewing the long term water agreement, it would appear that the development of 
such a water conservation education program would be a positive mitigation which 
would benefit both local students and teachers, and students and teachers from the 
metropolitan area. The agreement as written would appear to allow for the 
development of such a program. Under the section Enhancement and Mitigation Projects 
it states, "New and presently undefined projects may be implemented if such projects 
are approved by the Standing Committee." 

At present the water conservation education project exists solely as a positive idea 
supported by the Inyo County Oftice of Education and the BLM. With this in mind, 
proponents of the program would be glad to brief the Board of Supervisors on the 
proposal and what the benefits would be to Inyo County and to the Los Angeles water 
user. 

In conclusion, we would like to see water spreading data clarified which would 
include location of diversion structures, amount of water diverted by year, affected 
stream reaches, an inpact analysis of aquatic habitat affected by water spreading 
diversion, and adoption of a water conservation education element for the Owens 
Valley. 

Sincerely, 

5 . 9 0  
, Michael A. Ferguson 

ti- Area Managex 
'nclosure: The Eastern Sierra Conservation Initiative 

cc: Inyo County Office of Education 
P.Q. Drawer G 
Independence, CA 93526-0607 

Inyo County Board of Supervisors 
168 N. Edwards 
Independence, CA 93526-0603 

John Graves 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Branch of Water Resources 
316 N. 26th. Federal Bldg. 
Billings, MT 59101 
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TITLE: Eastern S i e r r a  t ~ t  I 111i i i i r t ive  

OBJECTIVE: 1) To deb-clop conservatioit  educratioir c i i r r ic i t la  f o r  
secondary st.udenis arid t o  cor~duct  a s soc ia t ed  f i e l d  
s t u d i e s  i n  t h e  Owens Valley. 

2 )  To develop workshops t o  t r a i l )  teachers  i~r  
cortservatioii educat ion cur r jc r t la  r ~ l a t w l  t o  the  Owens 
Valley. The teachers  wo~iltl teach these  c u r r i c i t l ; ~  at  
t h e i r  s c l~oo l  s .  

BACKGROUND: The Eastern S i e r r a  region i s  r e c o g n i ~ e d  as  oiie of the  
most ur~ique a reas  i n  ttrc world. A lortd of irtaity 
c o i ~ t r a s t r ; ,  the  Eastern Siet.t.;i ranger: froiri ~ t ~ ( l g c ! r I  a~td 
lowerirtg q r a n i t i c  rnountailis l o  low spar::ely vrget.atetl 
d e s e r t  v a l l e y s .  I t s  natiir;rl f e a t u r e s  and sc:eiric 
beauty a t t r a c t  m i l l i o n s  of v i s i t o r s  y c n 1 . 1 ~ .  K~iown fo r  
i t s  many n a t u r a l  resources ,  t h e  a rea  s u s t a i n s  a 
d e s i r a b l e  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  f o r  l o c a l  res idcr r t s ,  and 
provides resource h e n s f i t s  t o  rrtilliotis of Los Aiicjelcs 
r e s i d e n t s .  

Typica l ly ,  the  use of t h e s ~  resources  e t t t a i l s  
consequences and envirot laental  changes t h a t  i s  o f t e n  
overlooked by the  user  o r  a rea  v i s i t o r .  Tltp i r ~ t e t ~ t  of  
t h i s  conservat ion edricat i o t ~  i t  i t  e i s  t o  i t r v r . c ~ ~ ~ ! : c ~  
both stnderrt:;' and u s e r s '  axarettess o f  these? t.esotirce 
va lues  and t o  conserve tile resources  f o r  f u t u r e  
gene ra t ions .  At p re sen t ,  hot 11 l o c a l  and out -of -area 
groups have esprcssed i n t c r e s t  t o  d e v ~ l o p  a 
comprehensive conserva t ion  d u c a t i o n  p r o g r m .  

PILOT PROGRAM 
PROPOSAL: !)uri t~g the  f i r s t  yea r ,  phase 1 of the  ronserva t ion  

educat ion program would begin with a p i l o t  progrant. 
I n  fo l lowi~ tg  yea r s ,  the  progrant would espatul arid reaelt 
l a r g e r  audiences a s  well a s  i n c l ~ ~ d e  ~1(11Iitiot1;~1 
conserva t ion  s u b j e c t s .  



2 .  e a c h  ~ ~ k : l o p  - 'Ilii s  proy rarii elerwnt 
n q n n t  : I i l  I t l ( ~ \ . e l ~ p r ~ ~ r t ~ t  f o ~  
S ~ ( ~ I I I ~ ; I I  v 1 I 3 ,  1 I I i t o  
i  111 ctw!;t mi t i>d1,11cr!: I I I V  ~ I I ~ V P  1 op<d  cur t r ~ i  i.11 I 'I 
a s  w e l l  a s  assoi:ialed f i e l d  s t u d i e s .  The 
teachers  would then iise tlri!; i i i fomat io t i  iu  
t h e i r  l o c a l  sclioolr;. Three o r  four  
workshops a r e  proposed t o  be conducted i n  
1991. Based on p re l io~ i .~ i a l~y  i n t e r e s t ,  the  
River!;ide ; i t i d  $a11 I l t ~ 1 ~ i i ~ 1 1 ~ 1  iw scl1001 
d i s t r i c t : ;  h ' i l l  proviite teachers  I the 
workstiops. 1 ,ogist ics  ntid funding w i l l  be 
provided by the  r e spec t ive  i:cl~ool 
d i s t r i v t s .  Local tc,ai.iiei. par t ic ipa t ior r  
w i  11 a l s o  he rticoi~i.ayrtl. 



PILOT PROGRAY SUPPORT Y!  i n : : :  

Rims Regional Ceiiter 

Inyo Corirrty Oi [ i c e  o f  Edncat ini~ l!al f - - t  i n ~ f -  i m i i i o i !  E i i v i  I-or~nicnt a 1  
I d .  i I I I i I I ;  I Inyo- 
1~'rIiiin:r , ~ r~ t l  ~ ~ r t  : ;orvices;  Coilsity 
w i l l  s e rve  a s  lead on c u r r i c u l a  
developnwnt , t wither workshops, and 
f i r l d  acaderiiy. 

Mono County O i f i c e  of Pdurntion County has esprcs:;ed dl.:: i r e  t o  support  
p r n g ~ ' m .  Cout r i  butetl support and 
r i  l o  lli! t le lor i~i i~rt~t l .  

Rivers ide  County Office of Will p a r t i c i p a t e  and b e u e f i t  froiit p i l o t  
Education teacher  workshop ~ i i d  i;iutlent f i e l d  

acadenly s e s s i o ~ ~ s .  

San Bernardino County Of f i ce  K i l l  p a r t i c i p a t e  and henof i t  f ron~  p i l o t  
of Education t cacher w o r k  autl st irdr!trt f i c ld  

l ~ c a d e ~ ~ ~ y  scs!; i O I I S  . 

Bureau of I m ~ d  Manageiwl~t 

As a funt! i t ~ g  chal lertge, t h e  ULM 
proposes t o  provide $ ' 3 O , O O O  t o  espaud 
the  conserva t ion  educat ion i n i t i a t i v e  
heyond t h e  f i r s t  phase. The Bureau 
i n v i t e s  o t h e r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  matrh i t s  
rant r i  11ut iotr. IMe t o  LAl)h7P ' s  
cotcirnits~ent t o  cotrserv;~ t ion edaea t i on ,  
i t  i s  proposed t h a t  they match t h i s  
Sl1111 . 

Los Angeles Department of Support and s e r v i c e  t o  be determit!ed. 
Water and Power 



h nonprof i t  educat ional  foundat ion would I I P  e s t  d b l  i s l ~ e d .  I t s  
purpose would he t o  promote reg ioiia 1 wat el. t : o ~ ~ s t ~ r v ~ ~ t  Lot$ 
i n i t i a t i v e s ,  ilevc:lo]) cotiinion arrd u i ~ i  f ied cdiicat io11;11 proqraitis l o r  
use regionwide, act a :  a  regional  clcarii iqhoiisc f o r  wat6.r 
conserva t ion  irlfotmat iou,  and lii'nn~otc. re::c~arrii a1111 t (:!:I i i l t j  of 
t i w  t 1~t~lt11e111~j  iv!; t i )  ntert r u t  I I W  w , i t  P I ,  I W I I : ; ~ ~ I ~ L , I ~  i i l u  ~ I P P ~ : : .  ' 1 ' 1 1  i !; 
multi-agency aiid corpora te  i p i r l  i o i ~ t ~ d ; ~ t  i o ~ r  would expal~il the  
e x i s t i n g  program beyorrcl i  ts e ~ t  i n f  l u ~ i i c e .  1i;lter 
conservat ion w i l l  hecoriie a  iiia jor  criviroiiit~ei~tal thetie ill tlit, 
soittl~wci:lt.rr~ I I '  I a t  i i r  1 hi. 1990':;. I a s  ~ i i d  j r ~ t -  
corpora t ions  and 11t~1iefac:tor~s have i~ic>t t lic I 1  I of 
conservati.oo needs in the  p a s t ,  i . e .  Chcvroo atld the  Yosetitit r, 
Fund, water conservat inti const i  t ~ i t  PS a  I I I ~  j01. euvi r r ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ e n t i i l  i s s u e  
we iriitst addre:;!:. 

3 )  Easter11 S ie r r a  Coiiservatiiln Ceritr,r - 

A n  educat ional  f a c i l i t y  of e sh ib i t r ; ,  ( l i sp l ays ,  itrtd progroi~is 
would he estahlisliccl i n  nislrop f o r  i : i s i t o r s  t o  1ra1r11 ahol~t  % < ? I  ~r 
conservat ion arid the  a r e a ' s  na tura l  r ~ s o u r c ( ~ ~ .  'The f ac'i l i ty 
wo111d COII!  sin Iwet i t ~ g  roottt:: a ~ ~ d  ~ I I  : i u t t  i t ~ I I ~ I I I I I  ~ U I .  r:ci~iiii~~t !;, 

cotrf erenr:es drtd ::y~npo!ji III I IS.  I t  wniilcl l o  : d!: t l ic!  
adni in is t ra t ive  lieadqnarter:: of t iir Faster11 S i e r r a  Conservat ~ ( J I I  

l t t  I F i 1 1 1 t  ion. ~ i r i  t I )  I 1 o ~ c  w e 1  I i r r c ' l  ltdr 

water cotrser-vdt iori, d n d  vt 1 1 ~ r  r e : ; o ~ r t ~   litca cat iv1ta1 pt~og~~atit!: ! : I I I . I I  
a s  Tread Liqlit ly,  wiltleruess c t l i ics  ( l e a v e  no t r a c e ) ,  h:tr~tel. 
s a f e t y ,  e t c .  Exist i  iig e ~ i v i r o ~ ~ n i r t r t a l  educat ion prvgran~s soc'lr a s  
Pro jec t  Wild, Accl i i~int izat ioir ,  NOLS, aiid Outward Boi~iid coiild use 
the  cen te r  as  a base of opei-ation. A pri imry t a r g e t  audience of 
the  f a c i l i t y  would be c h i l d r e n .  



PREPARER'S RACKGROUXDS 

Linda Keating - Linda is the director of the enviroi~morltal educiition prop,ram tor Inyo 
County Office of Education. She obtained a tencliiue creilential from U~iiversity of 
the Pacific and has taught second grade. Prior to this she was at1 environmcntal 
instructor in the costal redwood areas of San Mateo County. She is excited at the 
opportunity to expend environmental education in Inyo County. 

J-s - Jim is currentl>. a Bishop R.A./Recreation Specialist. He has over 12 
years of experience with the BLPI, working in the areas of enrironmental education and 
environmental coordination. Prior to this, he worked for the Sational Park Service 
and spent 2 1/2 years in the Peace Corps, working with Fl Salavdor's National Park 
Service. He has a BS in forestry from the University of Vermont. Hobbies include 
bicycling, skiing and exploring the Public Lands. He may be reached a 619-872-4881. 

Joe Pollini - Joe is the Bishop Resource Area Uilderness/Recreation Specialist. He 
brings to his job over 13 years of professional experience i n  recreation and 
wilderness management. Prior to his present position, Joe worked for the Young Adult 
Conservation Corps in the area of environmental  ducati ion. Joe has a BA in history 
from Loyola University and an MS from Southern Illinois Univeryity with an emphasis 
in recreation/environmental education. He enjoys outdoor activities - hiking, cross- 
country skiing, and biking. He may be reached at 619-872-4881. 





SPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER A5 

RESPONSE A5-1 

The surface water diversion structures used in water spreading that are referenced in Chapter 4, 

Water Management in the Owens Valley, page 4-9, were constructed from the turn of the century 

up to the 1960s. These structures have been utilized since their construction. The locations of 

water spreading practices have not changed under the project since 1970 and no changes are 

proposed as part of the Agreement in the future. These facilities pre-date the project and are not 

analyzed in the Draft EIR. The issue of water rights, diversions, and flow amounts related to water 

gathering in the pre-1970 period is outside the scope of this EIR. Since 1970, ail LADWP 

diversions have been performed with permits in accordance with applicable law. This information 

is available directly from LADWP. 

RESPONSE A5-2 

See response to comment A5-1 above. 

RESPONSE A5-3 

The maps and description of recharge facilities in the Draft EIR are representative of the general 

locations and scale of recharge operations. This information is available at LADWP offices. 

RESPONSE A5-4 

There are no proposed alterations in tributary stream flow under the proposed Agreement. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter A5 

RESPONSE A5-5 

Water spreading activities in the Independence area predates the project. No changes are 

proposed to spreading operations in the Independence area. This information has been provided 

to BLM in separate correspondence, independent of the EIR process. It is still available directly 

from LADWP if desired. 

RESPONSE A54 

The water conservation education program is a good concept, and Los Angeles and Inyo County 

would be pleased to meet with BLM and the County Superintendent to discuss it. Please also 

refer to response to master comment AL-3 for a discussion of water conservation by the City of 

Los Angeles. 

RESPONSE AS-7 

This comment summarizes concerns expressed in preceding comments. No further response is 

required. 



Letter A6 

State of California, Department of Fish and Game 





SPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LEVER A6 

This letter is a duplicate of Letter A-4, and was sent from a different office of the above agency. 

No further responses are required beyond those provided in Letter A-4. 





Letter A7 

State of California, Department of Fish and Game 





STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, G o n m r  

DEPARTMENT OF FIS 
330 Golden Shore, 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

February 28, 1 9 9 1  

Mr. John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
1 5 0  Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Please make the following corrections in our Attachment to 
letter dated January 28, 1 9 9 1  providing comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Water from the Owens Valley 
to Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct project. 1' 
Page 21, item 5, line 3: The year should be 1971.  I 
Page 21, Item 6, line 2: Add - Total elk - 358; bulls - 81; 

cows -237; calves - 40. 

The above information was inadvertently omitted. If you have 
any questions, please contact Ms. Denyse Racine. Wildlife 
Biologist at 4 0 1  West Line ~ o a d ,  Bishop; telephone: ( 6 1 9 )  
072-1171. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Worthley 
Regional Manager 
Region 5 

cc: State Clearinghouse (SCH 890807051 
Resources Agency 
ESD 
Ms. D. Racine 
Mr. D. Wong 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER A7 

RESPONSE A7-1 

The comments containing corrections in Letter A-4 have been incorporated. No further response 

is required. 





LOCAL AGENCIES 





Letter B1 

County of Iuyu, Supervisor 1st District 





318 Mr. TOM RD. 
BISHOP, CI 93514 

l i c y  d o e s  n o t  p r o t  

DROUGHT RECOVERY POLICY. 

+ h i s  Drought Recovery Po 
t h e  Owens Valley.  

LETTER B-1 
lhr-a 619--8734t3 

December 

e c t  t h e  v e g e t  

T h i s  Drought P o l i c y  o n l y  a d d r e s s e s  THIS drought .  ( T h i s  drounht  
i s  ment ioned  3 t imes.)  Lny p o i i c y  adop ted  IIUZI';  a d d r e s s  a l l  d r o u ~ h t  

i ' h c - ~ e r o r ,  t h e  grouric z a i e r  c a n  be pu!!!ped t o  a de? tn  beyond suf : ' i c ien t  
r e c o v e r y  t i n e  t a  p r o t e c t  t l i e  v e z e t r i t i o n  ,?hen t h s  s o i l . ? a i s t u i - c  i s  

n o  l o n g e r  adequa te  i n  t h e  r o o t i n g  zone. - 
... . .ou id  yoli e j t l a i n  !::hat r e p r e s e n t s  a ilrou;^nt? 13'; l e s s  t ! i m  normal 

r u c - o f f  o r  95 -: l e s s  t h a n  normal  run-of f. 

Co?y a t t a c h e d .  (10-73 i n  t h e  XIR) 



10. Vegetation 

As stated in Chapter 9 - Water Resources. because of an exlremely wet period between 1982 and 

1986, the water table recovered to pre-1970 levels in all areas of the Valley except around the Fish 

Springs and Blackrock fish hatcheries and in portions of the Laws area. During this same period, 

because of high runoff, precipitation and the restored water tables, vegetation recovered t o  its 

greatest vigor since 1970. Under the provisions of the Agreement, the goal is to manage 

groundwater and surface water to avoid significant decreases and changes from these vegetation 

conditions; therefore, these provisions of the Agreement are themselves a mitigation measure. 

It should be emphasized that under the Agreement, mitigation is not a primary goal, hut a 

secondary tool to be employed if the primary goals are not fully achieved. As identified in Section 

5 of the Green Book research and study will be conducted by Inyo County and LDs Angeles for 

the purposes of improving the exisling methods of managing Owens Valley's water resources and 

of improving upon existing mitigation techniques. Among the studies that will be conducted in the 

near future are those identified in Sections 5.k1, 5.B.1. 5.B.2, and 5.B.4 of the Green Book. To 

assist this study effort, a research facility will be constructed in Owens Valley as determined 

appropriate by the Standing Committee. 

Recognizing the experimental nature of some of the management and mitigation techniques, and 

under the severe conditions of the current drought, it has been agreed by LAPWP and Inyo 

County to conservatively manage groundwater pumping during this drought and during a period of 

recovery following the drought. LADWP and lnyo County have agreed that the following policy 

will govern fuiure groundwater pumping: - - 
"Recognizing the current extended drought, the Standing Committee establishes a policy lor 
annual management of groundwater pumping during this drought. The  goal of this policy 
is that soil water within the rooting zone recover to a degree sufficient so that thc 
vegetation protection goals of the Agreement are achieved. To this end, groundwater 
pumping during this drought, as well as the period of recovery, will be conducted in an 
environmentally conservative manner. taking into consideration soil water, water table, and 
vegetation conditions. It is recognized that soil water in the rooting zone is naturally 
replenished by precipitation and from the water table. Further. soil water, water tables, and 
vegetation conditions will be rnoni~ored by the Technical Group to ensure that the goal of 
this policy is being achieved and for purposes of evaluating the effectiveness of the existing 

I well turn-offlturn-on provisions." 



H. B. IRWIN 
SUPgSVISoa 1ST D W  

358 MI. TOM Ba 
BISHOP, C& 93514 

COUNTY OF f 

December 11, 1990 

T h i s  comment i s  i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  page 170 of t h e  Green Book pre- 

pared by B i l l  Hutchison, T h i s  i s  a l s o  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  Dra f t  E.Z.R. 

on page 5-5. 

T h i s  pumping t a b l e  cannot be used i n  t h e  Woens Valley. The average 

must be f i g u r e d  on an annual b a s i s  similar t o  t h e  one being used i n  
t h e  l i t i g a t i o n  between Inyo County and t h e  Las  Vegas Water D i s t r i c t ,  

Mr .  Hutchison 's  recommendation i s  not  benef ic ia l .  t o  Los Angeles o r  
f o r  t h e  Owens Val ley vegeta t ion.  For example: i f  we had 15 y e a r s  ( 

under average recharge,  and then  5 y e a r s  of  over  average recharge ,  

Los Angeles would not  be al lowed t o  pump f o r  expor t  even i f  t h e  

aqua fe r s  were f u l l .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  we had 15 y e a r s  o f  over  
average recharge  and then  5 y e a r s  of  drought as i s  now being exper- 
i enced ,  Los Angeles would be al lowed t o  pump f o r  expor t  r e g a r d l e s s  
of  t h e  cond i t i on  o f  t h e  vege ta t ion .  

M r .  Hutcheson's t a b l e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  21,564 a c r e  f e e t  o f  wate r  may 
be pumped i n  t h e  Laws wel l  f i e l d  i n  1990. We have in format ion  t h a t  

now shows t h e  water  t a b l e  t o  be below 100 f e e t ,  and a l l  t h e  vegeta- 
t i o n  i s  e i t h e r  dying o r  a l r e a d y  dead. Qk~unduwat 'er  min2ng must be 
monitored eacb yea r  r a t h e r  than  ove r  a l o n g  p e r i o d  g.f time. T h i s  - 
must cor rec ted .  

Capg at tache$.  

H. B. I rwin ,  Supe rv i so r  
HBI/ri 



T&le 14 - Sumnury Of Estinuted Recharge And Historical Pumping In Acre-Feet For WaUr Y u n  1969 Through 1990 

I WATWI I LAWS BISHOP 

4 la Fire Hdf of Wetar Y u r  1990 (On-Mar) 



COUNTY OF INYO 
BOARD OP SUPEBVIX~RS 

December 11, 1990 

THE WORD SIGN1 FICANT, 

T h i s  word can  be i n t e r p r e t e d  many ways by many people .  The  word 

s i g n i f i c a n t  i s  wide ly  u s e d  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  S.I.R., SreenBook,  and t h e  

Agreement. 

I would l i k e  t o  c a l l  y o u r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  page 7-19, p a r a g r a p h  14-1, 
1 

I t  s t a t e s  t i i r i t  L.1. r e h c e d  i t ' s  i r r i g a t e d  l a n d  w i t h i n  t h e  Owens 

V a l l e y  from 21,;LV a c r e s  t o  11,609 a c r e s  s i n c e  1173. Your D r a f t  
-, h . l . 3 .  l i z t s  t ! i i r  as l e s r  t h a n  s i ; : n i f i can t .  

1s 4 7 ;  r e d u c t i o n  c o n s i d s r e d  i n s i g n i f i c a n t ?  i 
h. 5. l r v i i n ,  S u p e r v i s o r  



358 MT, TOM Ba 
BISHOP, 0. 93Sl4 

December 11, 1950 

There  a r e  8 a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  D r a f t  Z.I.R. page 6-4. 

Cf t h o s e  3 a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  number 3 comes c l o s e s t  t o  s a t i s f y i n g  t h e  

L. A./Inyo Long Term ?later  Agreedent. r 
Although t h e  i n f o r n a t i o n  on a l t e r n a t i v e  ?3 i s  i n c o r r e c t  '/here i t  
s t a t e s  t h e r e  \.:ill be a d d i t i o n a l  ground n a t e r  pumping and a d d i t i o n a l  ..- 
x:..atar f o r  CiTort t 3  i,os .:,,n;elez, i f  a l t e r z a t e  ' 3  i s  adopted. 

.. - ... Z. I rwin ,  Supervisor  



358 MT. TOM ilp. 

BmiOP, 93914 

OUNTY OF ~N Y Q  
B o w  OF SUPEBVIX~RS 

December 11, 1940 

I f  you w i l l  no te  i n  t h e  E.I.R. Impact Hethods and Summary, Sec t ion  
7-15 ?i 17,  t h e  Lovier Owns  River  p r o j e c t  is  being used as compen- 

s a t i o n  f o r  many a r e a s  damaged throughout t h e  v a l l e y  caused by Los 

Angeles ;'dater & Power water  ga the r ing  a c t i v i t i e s  s i n c e  1970. 

I have served on t h e  n e g o t i a t i n g  committee r e p r e s e n t i n g  Inyo County 

and the  s u b j c t  of  t r a d i n g  t h e  lower Owens R ive r  p r o j e c t  f o r  o t h e r  
dar:!a;-ci a r c a s  v!ithin t he  Gwens J a l l e y  causcci by i o s  Angeles i).>'.P. 

:'!3;; never ciiscur;scd. 

You can v e r i f y  t h i s  s ta tement  by ob t a in ing  a  copy of t he  t apes  of 
a l l  those  m e e t i n ~ s .  

? h i s  r ~ s t  be c l a r i f i e i  t h a t  t h i s  mai te r  was never discussed a t  any 

o f  t h o s e  ncs t ings .  /'Jg 3A 
H. B. I rwin ,  Supervisor 





RESPONSES 'TO COMMENTS 
LE'lTER B l  

RESPONSE B1-1 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 for a detailed discussion of the drought 

recovery policy. 

RESPONSE B1-2 

The intent of the drought recovery policy is to protect vegetation; please refer to the policy in 

response to master comment PD-17. 

RESPONSE B1-3 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 for a description of the drought referenced in 

the drought recovery program. 

RESPONSE B1-4 

This comment relates to the issue c ~f groun lining, and the a1 dequacy of protections 

contained in the Agreement against such an occurrence. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-12 concerning groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE B1-5 

The comment is correct in that Impact 14-1, concerning land use, states that the reduction in 

irrigated acreage is less than significant from the perspective of land use and economic 

development. From an economic perspective, there were no significant effects due to the acreage 

reduction because the project resulted in firm deliveries of water to ranchers, which stabilized their 

production. However, it must be noted that in Chapter 10, Vegetation, Impacts 10-16 through 10- 



Responses to Comments 
Letter B1 

19 identify significant adverse impacts to vegetation as a result of the reduction in irrigated acreage 

and the mitigation to reduce these impacts to less than significant. 

RESPONSE B l d  

This comment expresses a personal opinion. No response is required. 

RESPONSE B1-7 

Please refer to master comment MT-3 for a description of mitigation available under CEQA. 

Comment noted regarding commentor's participation on the Inyo County negotiating committee. 



Letter B2 

Dudley Ridge Water District 





D atcrrai 

J O H N  H O W E  P a i s  i - i n r  

W i i L i A M  KLEPPER 
J O S E P H  C M A C I L V A I N E  
B R A D F O R U C  M U N S O N  
K E N N E T H  E Z E I D E R S  

DUDLEY RIDGE WATER DISTRICT 
LETTER B-2 507 

3636 N O R T H  F I R S T  S T R E E T  S U I T E  123 

F R E S N O  C A L i F O R N i A  93726 

C L A R E N C E  E M E R Z I A N  
i \ s sr i soa  ca.:rciaa i a r r s v a t a  

P H O N E  12091 226-2920 K E N N E T H  E L E I D E A S  

F A X  12091 226-3412 S ~ c a ~ l ~ a r  

December 11, 1990 

Mr. John Davis, Senior Vice-president 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco. California 94105 

SUBJECT: Draft EIR, SCH #89080705 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Our District delivers State Water Project (SWP) water to agricultural lands in Kings 
County; the SWP is our only water supply and our District is generally water deficient. 
As discussed in the Draft EIR prepared for LA Department of Water & Power and Inyo 
County, SWP contractors are subject to increasing water deficiencies. - 
Our District supports the proposed project and Draft EIR for the following reasons: 

The project is mutually acceptable to both LA Dept. of 
Water & Power and Inyo County. 
The project includes adequate environmental protection and 
considerations. 
The project increases the beneficial use of waters of the 
State. 
Without the project, demands on the SWP would be further 
increased, which wotild reduce allocations to SWP contractors 
throughout the State. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 

Very truly, 

Manager-Engineer 

CC: State Water Contractors 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER B2 

RESPONSE B2-1 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 





Letter B3 

Fort Independence Resewation 





LETTER B-3 

FORT INDEPENDENCE RESERVATION 

VERNON J .  MILLER. Chairman P.O. Box 67 
INDEPEM>ENCE. CA 93526 
(619) 878-2126 

1 ,  Vernon J .  i l e r  ' r r i t i a l  Cirairma~i of t h e  F o r t  lndependenca  
R e s e r v a t i o i i ,  a  F e d e r a l l y  r e c o g n i z e d  t r i b a l  government s t a t e  t i ie  
f o l l o w i n g :  

We p r o t e s t  t h i s  E .  I .. H ,  a s  it r e l a L e s  t o  t h e  C i t y  of Los Angeles  
Department  of  Water and  Power,  and t h e  County of  I n y o ,  as  t h e s e  
two e n t i t i e s  have  no j u r i s d i c t i o n  o v e r  e n t i t i e s  s u c h  as  o u r  
R e s e r v a t i o n .  The damage t o  a i r  and water qua1i t .y  i s  e f f e c t i n g  
and damaging to o u r  h e a l t h  and w e l l  be i t ig .  We a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  
t h e s e  c o n d i t i o n s  by i n c r e a s e d  pumping uf grourld water. e x t r a c t i o r r  
arid t h e  d y i n g  veget.atic?ri and b lowing  d u s t .  Our R e s e r v a t i o n  i s  
l o c a t e d  i n  -tile h e a r t  of t h e  Owens V a l l e y ,  2 m i l e s  n o r t h  of t h e  
town of Independence ,  C a l i f o r n i a .  -I1 
Damage h a s  o c c u r r e d  on and i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of  t h e  R e s e r v a t i o n .  
Lowering of d n m e s t i c  w a t e r  w e l l s  and pumps on t h e  R e s e r v a t i o n .  
I n c r e a s e d  pumping b i l l s ,  l o w e r i n g  of  pumps twice i n  p a s t  y e a r  h a s  
been a  f i n a n c i a l  burden  t o  t h e  t r i b e .  1 
The new m i t i g a t i o n  w e l l s ,  i n  t h e  agreement  between tiie C i t y  
Los Angles  and t h e  County of l n y o  a r e  v e r y  damaging t o  t h e  'Tr ibe .  1 3 
Have t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  of C:.  E . Q .  A. arid o t h e r  a g e n c i e s  f o r  t h e  
p r o t e c t i o n  of t h e  env i ronmen t  heen a d h e r e d  t o o ,  
b e i n g  a l lowed  t o  b e  ignoredc! 4 
The comple t e  d i s r e g a r d  f o r  f e d e r a l l y  r e c o g n i z e d  R e s e r v a t i o n s ,  t h e  
r i g h t  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  o r  have  a v o i c e  i n  t h i s  m a t t e r .  The E . I .  R .  
r e p o r t  on I n d i a n  Lands a r e  n o t  t . r u e .  The t r i b e s  do have w a t e r  
r i g h t s .  See  d e e d s  of  r e c o r d ,  1J.S. t o  C i t y  of Los Aiigeles .  

Water r i g h t s  f o r  I n d i a n s  under  W i n t e r ' s  D o c t r i n e  a r e  mics -.,ing 
o r  n o t  a d d r e s s e d .  

Water q u a n t i f i c a t i o n s  i n  terms of  s u r f a c e  and ground water 
a g a i n  n o t  a d d r e s s e d .  F o r t  Independence  Water R i g h t s  
Oak Creek  Decree of  1 9 2 3 ,  n o t  i d e n t i f i e d .  

i n  1 
I have  g i v e n  some r e c o r d s  of  f a c t  t o  P a u l a  V i l l a  a t  t h e  
December 4 ,  1990 meet ing  of t h e  Inyo  County Board of 
S u p e r v i s o r s  i n  Independence .  



uecember 1 2 ,  13% 
Page 2 

Mr. John Davis of t h e  f i r in  of G .  1. P .  a s s o c i a t e s  was c a l i e d  
sometime i n  t h e  p a s t  y e a r  and informed by rnysaif of  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  
w i t h  t r i b a l  governments  e s p e c i a l l y  under  ~ i t l e  2 5 ,  Code of 
F e d e r a l  i i e g u l a t i o n s .  'There a r e  o n l y  3 o r  4 p a r a g r a p h s  i n  t h e  
r e p o r t  r e l a t i n g  t o  I n d i a n s  and I n d i a n  Water E i g h t s .  

I f  t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  is i n c o r r e c t ,  p l e a s e  a d v i s e  n t e  s o  t h e r e  can  be 
n o  i i i i sunc ie r s t and in  of o u r  p r o t e s t  t o  t h i s  complex s i t u a t i o n .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

q e r n o r ~  J. M i l l e r  
T r i b a l  Chairman 
F o r t  Independence I n d i a n  R e s e v e r a t i o n  



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER B3 

RESPONSE B3-1 THROUGH RESPONSE B3-6 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 





Letter B4 

Coachella Valley Water District 





LETTER B.4 
*ATE4 

ESTABLISHED I N  I918 AS A PUBLIC AGENCY 

O ~ S T R I C ~  @ COACHELLA YALLEY WATER DISTRICT 
POST OFFICE BOX 1058. COACHELLA, CALIFORNIA 92236. TELEPHONE (619) 3982651 

DIRECTORS 
RAWONDR RUMMONDS.PRESIDEN1 
TELLiSCODEKAS,VlCEPFIESIOENT 
JOHN P RXELL 
DOROTHY M NICHOLS 
THEODORE J FISH 

December 17. 1990 

John Davis, senior vice president 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
S m  Franciso, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The Coachella Valley Water District supports the Los Angeles Department of Water & 
Power's draft EIR, Water from the Owens Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles 
Aqueduct, dated September 1990. 

1' 
The statewide ne~ative impact, which would result to both nature and people, by 
adopting the "no project" alternative would be an unacceptable environmental loss. 
With an incon~plete State Water Project trying to meet much of the needs of urban 
California, an average annual additional drain on the system of 42,000 acre-feet by the 
people of Los Angeles would be a difficult burden for the rest of the state's water users 
to bear. That will be required unless Owens Valley water is made available to the 
Second Los Angeles Aqueduct. 

We support the draft EIR and urge its acceptance. 

Yours very truly, I? 

I>CM 
cc: Dennis Williams, LADWP 

State Water Contractors 

Tom Levy 
General Manager-Chief 

TRUE CONSERVATION 
USE WATER WISELY 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER B4 

RESPONSE B4-1 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 





Letter B5 

Inyo-Mono County Farm Bureau 





INY 0-MONO 
County 
Pam 
Bureau 

January 14, 1990 

John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: Draft EIR of Inyo Co/L4M?m Lor 

Dear Mr Davis: 

LETTER B.5 

- 218 S. Main St. Suite Dl Bishop, CA 93514 

er Agreement Live ~g-Term Wat istock Grazing 

The agricultural economy represents a large portion of 
the private economic base of the Owens Valley. Livestock enterprises 
make up a considerable portion of this agricultural economy. This 
is a true economy, based upon the sale of goods and services and 
is not a product of governmental "transfer payments" or other non- 
productive elements. This economy, therefore, needs to be treated 
respectfully with a minimum of emotionalism. 

The grazing resource of the Valley has been historically 
well managed by LADWP. In fact, a survey of ranchers would indicate 
that their private lands are more efficiently and effectively managed 
than Federal Lands managed by the US Forest Service or the Bureau 
of Land Management. 

The Inyo County Board of Supervisors has also been on 
record for many years as saying that they have no expertise in the 
matter and no interest in the grazing management of the Valley. 

The Inyo-Mono County Farm Bureau opposes any inclusion 
of grazing management policies on privately held LADWP lands by the 
US Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, or Inyo County. 

We support the grazing section of the draft EIR (Chapter 
77, Page 6 )  which keeps grazing management under the exclusive control 
of the LUMP. 

1' 
We also recomnend that the local Farm Advisor be included 

in any technical meetings concerning livestock grazing (Chapter 5, 
Page 6 ) . 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER B5 

RESPONSE B5-1 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 for a description of monitoring provisions under 

the Green Book. 





Letter B6 

Inyo County Oflke of Education 





Ken Baker 
Counry Superintenden? of Schools 

January 23, 199 I 

Jeannene Graves 
Alicia J. James 
Catherine Lutze 

Emiiie Martin 
David Roberts 

.. ; 
* .. .~ ~.. 

! A i i  . r ,  ."., 
,., d ! :, :,j 

Gentlemen, - 
As expressed in the comments from the BLM, the lnyo County Off ice of  
Educatlon agrees on the use of environmental education as a means of 
mit igat ion. Current e f f o r t  i s  being placed in expanding the lnyo County 
Off ice of Education Environmental Education Program t o  reach high school 
students i n  the Los Angeles and Inlands area. This would be an excellent 
opportuntty fo r  the LADWP to  get involved, locally, tn ra is ing awareness 
of water related issues t o  the population it serves. 

The program i s  i n  i t s  i n i t i a l  stages. Presently, many local state and 
federal agencies have expressed interest i n  the project. With combined 
e f fo r t s  we could o f fe r  a qual i ty environmental education experience 
focusing on water use and management. 

We inv i te  you t o  part ic ipate wholeheartedly i n  th i s  project, and look 
forward t o  continued cooperative e f f o r t  w i t h  the LADWP. 1 
Sincerely, 

&- TL-k@L- 
Ken Baker, Superintendent 
lnyo County Of f ice of  Education 

dnda  Keatlng, Director \- 
/ 

lnyo County Environmental Education 
135 South Jackson Street P.O. Drawer G, Independence. CA 93526-0607 (619) 878-2426 Bristlecone Pines 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER B6 

RESPONSE B6-1 

The water conservation education program is a good concept, and Los Angeles and Inyo County 

would he pleased to meet with BLM and the County Superintendent to discuss it. Please also 

refer to response to master comment AL-3 for a discussion of water conservation by the City of 

LQS Angeles. 





Latter B7 

County of Inyo, Department of Health Services 





LETTER B.7 

ROBERT L. KENNEDY, R.S. 
Djrector, Environmental Health 

COUNTY O F  INYO 
DEPART MEN^^ OF HEALTIE SERVICES 

P. 0. DRAWER H 
LWFPENDF~CE. CALBORMA 93526 

Januarv  31. 1991 

(619) 878-2411 
Fax #(619) 878-2542 

E I P  A s s o c i a t e s  
150 Svea r  S t r e e t .  S u i t e  1500 
San F r a n c i s c o .  CA 94105 

Dear S i r s :  

T h i s  is a n  amendment  t o  t h e  le t ter  and comment summary s e n t  t o  
vou on J a n u a r v  2 8 .  1991.  P l e a s e  d i s c a r d  t h a t  i n f o r m a t i o n  d a t e d  
January 25. 1991.  and acceDt t h i s  as t h e  c o r r e c t  d o c u m e n t a t i o n .  

Very t r u l y  y o u r s .  

Robert  L .  iienneby 
Envi ronmenta l  H e a l t h  D i r e c t o r  

cc: Greg James. Inyo  County Water Department  



ROBERT L. KENNEDY, R.S. 
Director, Environmental Health 

COUNTY OF INYO 
DEPARTMIXI' OF H E A I . ~  SFXVICES 

P. 0. DRAWFII H 
L " ~ f ~ i x ~ t . l j ~ ~ .  CAL.~FMLUIA 93526 

January 25.  1991 

EIP 
1 5 0 
San 

Associates 
Spear Street. Suite 1500 
Francisco. CA 94105 

(619) 878-2411 
Fax #(619) 878-2542 

Dear Sirs: 

Enclosed are comments from the Invo Countv Environmental Health 
Services regarding the: 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 
"Water From The Owens Valley To Supply The Second 
Los Angeles Aqueduct." 
1970 - 1990 
1990 Onward. Pursuant To A Long-Term Groundwater 
Management Plan. 

Please note that Inyo County Environmental Health Services con- 
sists of three divisions and two of them Owens Valley Mosquito 
Abatement District (OVMAD), and Environmental Health (EH) have 
submitted their comments. 

OVMAD pages 1 to 8 
EH Pages 9 to 13 

If you have any questions. please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yours. 

/ .  '.*.:.~- 

Robert L. Kennedy 
Environmental ~ealth Director 

cc: Greg James. Inyo County Water Department 



OWENS VALLEY MOSQUITO CONTROL REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT 

I. OVMAD COMMENT SUMMARY 

11. HISTORY AND FUNCTION OF THE DISTRICT 2 

111. DISCUSSION OF PROJECT IMPACTS AND SUGGESTED 3 
ARATEMENT MEASURES 

A. Enhancement/Mitigation and LADWP 
Environmental Projects 

B. Groundwater Recharge Facilities and Improvements 4 

C. Rehabilitation & Expansion of Parks & Campgrounds 5 
1. Rehabilitation of Existing Facilities 5 
2. Expansion Facilities and Programs 6 

D. LADWP Flow Release Below Pleasant Valley Reservoir 7 

E. Lower Owens River Project 8 

IV. Environmental Health Comments On The DEIR 9 



The Owens Valley Mosquito batement District's (district) 
review of the Draft Environ entai Impact Report(DE1R) "Water 
from the Owens Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles 
Aqueduct" focuses on those projeets which have caused or may 
result in an increase i n  mosquito breeding sources within the 
boundaries of the district. epending on source proximity to 
population centers, certain of these projects have the poten- 
tial of creating varying degrees of public health and nuisance 
related impacts for which additional or alternative abatement 
measures may need to be developed. 

The district has identified five projects within the DEIR that 
it will comment on. Each has the potential of creating sig- 
nificant public health and nuisance related impacts for which 
economics; and environmentally acceptable abatement measures 
should be pu ot in order of importance they include, A) 
Enhancementi n and LADWP Environmental Projects B )  
Groundwater Recharge Facilities and improvements, c 1 
Rehabilitation and E x p a c s i o n  o f  Parks and Campgrounds D 1 
Water releases to the Owens River below Pleasant Valley Reser- 
voir. E) The Lower Owens i v e r  ProJect. 
- 
Recognizing the value and importance of these projects, the 
district wishes to make it perfectly clear that it is in no way 
opposed to nor does it wish to negatively influence the goals 
for which they were established. We do, however, foresee the 
need to become directly involved in a review of certain exit- 
ing projects and the planning and implementation of future 
proposed projects outlined in the DEIR. It is particularly im- 
portant that these existing and future water management 
projects do not adversely affect the districts present ability 
to provide an acceptable Level o service under current funding 
and operational constraints. Through this process the district, 
in cooperation with the Technical Advisory Committee and other 
public and private sector participants, would establish in- 
tegrated mosquito control measures that would effectively 
reduce or limit mosquito development while maintaining the in- 
tegrity required of the project. - 



11. 

HISTORY AND FUNCTION OF THE DISTRICT 

In November of 1984 voters of Inyo County overwhelmingly en- 
dorsed an advisory ballot measure calling for the formation of 
a mosquito abatement district whose boundaries included the 
Owens Valley. The need to create this district was founded on 
1) the existence of extensive, documented sources that had a 
long history of adult production, 2) the prevalence of species 
that were known vectors of mosquito-borne diseases, 3 )  finan- 
cial constraints which prevented the County from providing 
similar services through the general fund budget, 4 )  the need 
to provide services valley-wide and 5) a continued and impor- 
tant need to control mosquitoes in the Owens Valley. 

The district, which was officially established in March of 
1985, is governed by the Inyo County Board of Supervisors, who 
serve as the district's Board of Trustees. The Trustees exer- 
cise the powers of the district as set forth in provisions of 
the California Health and Safety Code and California Government 
Code. Presently the district operates as a special wing of the 
Inyo County Environmental Health Department and provides con- 
trol services within a 1700 square mile territory encompassing 
the Owens Valley, Round Valley and Bishop and Rock Creek 
Recreational areas. 

Through an integrated pest management program the district 
strives to control significant mosquito populations at levels 
considered acceptable from both a public health and 
pest/nuisance standpoint. Funding to support district opera- 
tions is provided through service charges that are established 
by the Board of Trustees and levied against developed and un- 
developed properties within the district boundaries. No alter- 
native sources of operating revenues are presently available to 
the district. 



DISCUSSION OF PROJECT IMPASTS A D SUGGESTED ABATEMENT MEASURES 

Between 1970 & 1990 ntl---ous s4 d u b  enhancenentfmitigation and en- 
vironmental projects were established throughout the Owens Val- 
ley. Over the past ? years the district has observed that many 
of these projects produce cr have the potential for producing 
large mosquito populations. * i h e  impacts associated with these 
projects are two fold. Some of these projects, by their nature, 
produce mosquLLe populations which cause public health and 
nuisance related impacts. These impacts in turn must be 
mitigated by the district within a set budget, As more of 
these projects come on line, i t  becomes exceedingly difficult 
to provide the level of eon l ro?  that the district constituents 
have come to expect. 

The district does not oppose nos does it wish to ne atively in- 
fluence existing or future prajects associated with either of 
these programs. We are concerned, however, that conventional 
mosquito control measures utilized in the past may Boon be ren- 
dered obsolete. As a r e s u i t  of skyrocketing chemical costs, 
insecticide resistance, label restrictions, withdrawal of in- 
secticides from the market and, growing public awareness about 
the effects insecticides may have on the environment , the 
district is faced with developing alternative control measures 
which will provide the level of cantrol desired. 

- 
Following is a list of Ghcse enhanoernent/mitigation and LADWP 
environmental projects that are known producers of large 
mosquito populations. On their own or in combination with 
other sources, each is capable of causing significant public 
health and nuisance related impacts. In consideration of the 
aforementioned financial, operational, and environmental con- 
straints, the district recommends that the following proposed 
mitigation measures be adopted for each project. 



LADYP ENVlRONHENTRL AND ENHANCEHENTINITIGATION PROJECT IHPACTS 1970 t o  1990 

P& 

Farmers Pond: 

Klondike Lake 

Calvert Slough 

Paoe Number I m ~ a c t  1s) and Coements Pro~osed H i t i o a t i o n  

5-19 This source i s  known t o  produce s ign i f i can t  I) LADYP t o  n o t l f y  d i s t r i c t  w i th in  2 

aosquito populations. These mosquitoes days of water releaser t o  pond. 

are known vectors of St. Louis, 2) LADYP, OVtlAD and other concerned 

Uestern Equine and Ca l i f u rn la  Encenhal i t is  Virus. agencies t o  discuss f e a s t b i l i t y  o f  

Lef t  uncontrol led a la rge percentage of hatched implementing water management 

adul ts  r i g r a t e  i n t o  the nar theaster ly  po r t l on  o f  or iented cont ro l  measurer. 

Bishop and Laws where they pose pub l i c  hea l th  3) I f  2 i s  not feasible, pursue fund- 

and nuisance re la ted  i rpacts .  i n q  t o  conduct research on best 

ava i lab le  a l te rns t t ve  treatment 

technology. 

4 )  Provide conventional treatment 

during in te r im  period. 

4-21 5-19 I n t e r r l t t e n t  f lood ing of surrounding wetlands 11 LADWP t o  n o t i f y  OVflIID wi th in  2 
and 5-20 

between Apr i l  and Nov. of ten r e s u l t  i n  s ign i f i can t  days of increasing in f l cws  t o  lake 

rosqui to  hatches. Nosquitoes 21 LADYP, OVHAD and other concerned 

breedinq i n  these sources are known vectors of agencles t o  discuss f e a s i b i l i t y  of 

St. Louis, Western Equine and Ca l i f o rn ia  Encepha- implementing water management 

l i t i s  Virus and Hafarla. Publ ic hea l th  and or lented cont ro l  ~easures. 

nuisance iapacts occur on-si te as wel l  as i n  the 31 I f  2 i s  not  fieasrble pursue funding 

northern por t ions o t  Big Pine where large n u h e r s  t o  conduct research on best 

r i g ra te .  Insect ic ides used i n  adu l t i c id ing  ava i lab le  a l te rna t i ve  treatment 

operations contact surface water used f o r  technology 

recreation. 4) Provide conven t ion~ l  treatment 

during i n t e r l l  period. 

5-19 The i ~ p a c t s ,  i f  any, tha t  t h i s  p r o ~ e c t  has i n  the I 1  D i s t r i c t  w i l l  conduct prel iminary 

Aberdeen area ore unknown a t  t h i s  t i l e .  Calvert  survey t o  determine extent of breed 

Slough sav serve as the pr ieary  breedinq s i t e  f o r  i n9  a c t i v i t y .  

&@holes f reeborn i i  i n fes ta t i ons  which occur i n  21 I f  necessary,distr ict  w i l l  pursue 

and around Aberdeen ea r l y  each spring. Anopheles funding t o  conduct research on best 

f reeborni t  1s the primary vector of  malaria i n  ava i lab le  a l te rna t i ve  treataent 

the Owens Vallev. technologv fo r  cont ro l  o f -  

A m h o l e s  f reeborn i i  i n  a pond 

environrent 



Lone Pine 4-21, 5-19 
Pond 

Diaz Lake 5-19 

The iroacts,  i f  inv,  that t h i s  p ro jec t  has i n  !J Distrtri u i i :  conduct urellainary sur- 

the Lone P:ne area are untnnun at this t i  

ac t iv i ty .  

? I  i f  nacessay district ur l i  pursue 

research ro best av~xiibi 

Significant hatcnes of 

occur fo!laning perrodir !lea 

riparian areas, flosquito spe 

i n  these sources are horn vectors 04 S t ,  Louis, 

Western Equ~ne and Cailiarnia incephai~lis Virus 

;an aaiar ia .  Public health h nuisance i 

occur on-site an0 i n  recreatton 

areas t o  the north and south. insecttrldes used 

i n  adulticiding operatrons contact surface rater 

used for recreatltn. 

source iioadlng. 

2 i  t!sir:ct a i l 1  con 

survey a w i n g  iiuadin 

!OP extent  a+ breedsnq a c t i v i t y .  

4 1  S i  2 is nu t  ieaslbie, pursue fundinq t o  

tcndu:t research on b 

5; P r o v i m  canveniionai ??eat 

:n:e!'tm DW13d. 



Impact 151 and Comments 

iaws-Pofeta 4-2t The impacts, 14 any, that t h i s  protect lay have 11 LRDYP t o  notify OYRAD mthln  2 days of 
Native 5-20 
Pasture Protect i n  the Laws or Northeast Bishop area are  flood i r r lqat ion releasas. 

unknown a t  t h i s  t i r e ,  21 Dlstr ic t  r i l l  conduct prelinrnary 

survey t o  deter l ine extent of brardlng 

act ivi ty .  

31 I f  necessary consider f e a s i b i l t t y  of 

i ao le~en t ing  water #anagelent o r ~ e n t e d  

control leasures. 

41 I f  2 is not feas ib le  purrue funding t o  

conduct research on best available 

a l ternat ive t r e a t m t  technology. 

5 )  Provide conventional t r ea t l en t  during 

i n t e r l a  period. 

Independence Pasture 4-21 1 To date t h i s  project has not resulted i n  the 11 Because of i t s  close proxi l l ty  t o  
Lands and Springfield 5-20 
Protects production of s ignif icant  mosquito pop- independence, the d i s t r i c t  r i l l  

ulations. This, most l ikely,  is a resu l t  of continue reekly surveillance a t  these 

i r r igat ion techniques currently practiced by the s i tes .  Deterioration of existing con- 

project lessee. Rosquitoes breedinq in these d i t ions  may warrant implrlentation of 

waters are  known vectors of St. Louis, Yestern al ternat ive control leasures. 

Equlne ana California Encephalitis Virus. 21 Heasures aired a t  e l i l i n r t i n g  t a i l r a t w  

pondinq alonq the 5 0 ~ t h ~ 1 5 t  edge of the 

project shouid be pursued. 

Richards and Van Norman 4-21 Intermittent flood i r r igat ion a t  the Richards and I )  LRDYP t o  continue i r r iga t ion  notiflca- 
Fields 

Van Norman f i e l d s  located alono the easter ly  edoe tion oroaram established in 1990. 

of Lone Plne has resulted in the iorrat ion of 21 LADWP. OVHRD and lessee t o  dlscuss 

numerous mosaui t~ breeding sources. f e r s l b i l i t y  of i r p l e ~ m t i n q  additional 

Species breeding withtn water ranagesent oriented control 

these sources a re  Known vectors of St. Louis, eeasures. 

Yestern Equine and Caliiornia Encephalitis Virus. 31 If 2 i s  not feasible, pursue funding 

Their close proximity t o  res ident ia l  areas. schools t o  Conduct research on best available 

and the proposea enhanceaent /~i t igat ion sports  a l ternat ive t rea t l en t  technology. 

complex o r o ~ e c t  aake these especiallv important 0 Provide conventtonal treateent i f  

t ro r  a control stmdpoint.  The project lessee 1s 2 or 3 are  not feasible. 

uorkinq cooperatively w i t h  the  d i s t r i c t  i n  an 

a t t e rp t  t o  i i m t  andlor reduce overall source 



Loner Owens River 3-21 Alternate fioodrnq and drying of ~osquito breeding 1 1  LROYP to notify OVilRD mtthln 2 days of 
Remstertnq Project 

sources along the lower Owens River fran Rorll to increaseo f low releases to Iorer river 

to Novesher results in the proauctlon at slgniii- section. 

cant rosaul to oop~idt ions. A larqe percentage 

ot hatched adults are capable of rigrating Into nearov 

population centers vhere they cause a slqnlflcant 

nuisance. Species orlglnatlnq tror tneae sources 

are known vectors of St, Lauls. Uestern Equlne dno 

ialltornla inceonalitls Virus. 



B. R R C H A R G E T I E S  
(pages 16-1 through 16-7 of DEIR) - 

The public health and nuisance related impacts, if any, as- 
sociated with past water releases at the Laws and Big Pine 
Groundwater Recharge Facilities are unknown at this time. To 
determine whether or not these releases will be of concern in 
the future, surveys will need to be conducted at each site. 
Each survey will evaluate the extent and importance of the 
mosquito problem by determining: 

a) The species of mosquito which occur in the area and 
the relative numbers of each species. 

b) The level of mosquito annoyance which occurs throughout 
the areas that are within flight range of the breeding sources. 

c) What human or animal populations are affected. 
d) The history of mosquito-borne diseases in the area. 
e) Environmental factors affecting the problem. 
f) What operations are necessary to eliminate the sources 

or control the mosquitoes. 
g) Estimated cost of the control program. 
Surveys would commence within three ( 3 )  days of initial 

water releases and continue, if necessary, throughout the 
flooding event. Should data collected as part of the survey 
substantiate the need for provision of control measures at 
either facility, the district will implement the following 
mitigation measures: 

1) Request notification from LADWP within two (2) days of 
recharge releases. 

2) Conduct meetings between LADWP and other concerned 
agencies to discuss feasibility of implementing water manage- 
ment oriented control measures. 

3) If #2  is not feasible pursue funding to conduct 
research on best available alternative control technology. 

4) Provide conventional treatment during interim period. 
Construction of infiltration trenches at the Laws site 

will significantly reduce the potential for breeding activities 
by eliminating surface flooding. 



C .  REHABILITATION AND -ION OF PARE AND " 

The d i s t r i c t  has  n o t  y e t  had t h e  oppor tun i ty  t o  review t h e  
"Parks  Master Plan"  which was r e c e n t l y  completed by t h e  Inyo 
County Parks  and Recreat ion Department. A s  such ,  i t - 6  comments 
w i l l  be l i m i t e d  t o  g e n e r a l  in format ion  presen ted  on pages 5-26 
and 5-27 of t h e  D E I R .  

P r i o r  t o  f i n a l i z a t i o n  of p l ans  f o r  t h e  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and ex- 
pansion of parks  and campgrounds i n  t h e  Owens Val ley and Bur- 
rounding a r e a  c o n s i d e r a t i o c  should be g iven  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  
h e a l t h  and nu isance  r e l a t e d  impacts t h a t  mosquitoes may have on 
f a c i l i t y  u s e r s  and t h e  r o l e  t h e  d i s t r i c t  w i l l  p lay  i n  p rov id ing  
c o n t r o l  r e l a t e d  s e r v i c e s .  

- 
1.  REHABILITATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES 

During t h e  s p r i n g  and summer mosquito i n f e s t a t i o n s  a t  P l e a s a n t  
Valley and Tinnemaha Campgrounds, cause  a g e n e r a l  nuisance 
and pose a p o t e n t i a l  h e a l t h  r i s k  t o  t h e  r e c r e a t i n g  p u b l i c .  Be-  
cause  of t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e i r  u se ,  t h e i r  i s o l a t e d  l o c a t i o n s  and 
t h e i r  proximity  t o  numerous and s i z a b l e  breeding sou rces ,  con- 
t r o l  s e r v i c e s  a t  t h i s  s i t e  have been l e s s  than  t h o s e  provided 
a t  o t h e r  park and r e c r e a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s .  

A s  mentioned p rev ious ly ,  d i s t r i c t  o p e r a t i o n s  a r e  supported en- 
t i r e l y  by s e r v i c e  charges  l e v i e d  a g a i n s t  i n - d i s t r i c t  p rope r ty  
owners. Cont ro l  e f f o r t s  a r e  consequent ly  focused i n  a r e a s  
where c o n t r i b u t o r s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  r ece ive  t h e  g r e a t e s t  o v e r a l l  
b e n e f i t .  A t  t h e s e  two campgrounds, u s e r s  a r e  almost  ex- 
c l u s i v e l y  v a c a t i o n e r s  t h a t  do no t  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  program. 
A s  such,  it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  j u s t i f y  c o n t r o l  expendi tures  a t  
t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s  when l i t t l e  o r  no d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  a r e  der ived  
by i n - d i s t r i c t  customers .  Other county park and campground 
si tes do no t  f a l l  i n t o  t h i s  ca tegory  f o r  one o r  bo th  of t h e  
fo l lowing  r ea sons .  11 They a r e  l oca t ed  i n  a r e a s  where con- 
t inuous  c o n t r o l  is a l r e a d y  provided ( i . e .  Baker Creek 
Campground). 2 )  They a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  u t i l i z e d  by i n  d i s t r i c t  
customers ( i . e .  I s a a c  Walton P a r k ) .  

Should an equ iva l en t  l e v e l  of  s e r v i c e  be d e s i r e d  a t  P l ea san t  
Valley Campground and Tinnemaha Campground revenues o t h e r  than  
t h o s e  genera ted  through t h e  c u r r e n t  s e r v i c e  charge program w i l l  
need t o  be provided.  



2. EXPANSION FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS 

Of all known mosquito breeding areas in the Owens Valley, those 
associated with river floodplain sources have the greatest 
potential for causing serious public health, nuisance and 
economic related impacts. Mosquitoes which breed in these 
sources hatch in large numbers and remain concentrated in the 
immediate vicinity for weeks at a time. During these infesta- 
tion periods it is difficult to enjoy any form of river 
oriented recreational activity. 

Resource limitations presently restrict district control ef- 
forts to strategic stretches of the river only. When left un- 
controlled, mosquitoes originating from sources within these 
sites migrate into nearby population centers. Sources in these 
areas are large, numerous and difficult to access by ground. 
Control operations are consequently time consuming, labor in- 
tensive and expensive. 

1 = 
New facilities and programs developed within or in close 
proximity to these breeding areas would be susceptible to sig- 
nificant mosquito infestations between May and November. During 
these events the recreating public would be exposed to the 
full force of their impacts. Of particular concern to the dis- 
trict is the potential for disease transmission in younger and 
older segments of the population. Species which breed in these 
sources are capable of transmitting a number of human diseases 
including St. Louis and California Encephalitis Virus. 
Vacationers from outside the area would be especially vul- 
nerable during these periods. 

Limiting these impacts to levels considered acceptable by 
public health standards will require a cooperative effort be- 
tween agencies participating in the planning process. 
feasible, control strategies including but not limited to , low 
impact site locating, creative water management and ecological 
control should be considered as viable alternatives to more 
costly conventional control programs. lf! 



Mosquito breeding i n  owens r i v e r  f l o o d p l a i n  sou rces  below 
P l e a s a n t  Val ley Reservoir  have h i s t o r i c a l l y  r e s u l t e d  i n  s e r i o u s  
p u b l i c  h e a l t h ,  nu isance  and economic r e l a t e d  impacts i n  t h e  
Owens Val ley a r e a .  

To address  t h e s e  impacts the d i s t r i c t  prepared a d r a f t  p l an  en- 
t i t l e d ,  "Mosquito Control  on t h e  Owens River"  ( p l a n ) ,  which was 
presen ted  be fo re  t h e  Technical  Advisory Committee i n  November 
of 1989. Since t h a t  t ime ,  extended drought  c o n d i t i o n s  and ex- 
p o r t  dec reases  from t h e  Mono Basin have r e s u l t e d  i n  a s i g -  
n i f i c a n t  reduc t ion  i n  flow r e l e a s e s  below P l e a s a n t  Val ley 
Reservoi r .  Consequently,  mosquito product ion i n  a s s o c i a t e d  
f l o o d p l a i n  sou rces  has been minor. During t h i s  pe r iod  d i s t r i c t  
resources  have been s u f f i c i e n t  t o  mainta in  an accep tab le  l e v e l  
of  c o n t r o l .  E f f o r t s  t o  implement a l t e r n a t i v e  c o n t r o l  measures, 
d i scussed  i n  t h e  p l a n ,  have t h e r e f o r e  been pu t  on ho ld .  - 
I n  a n t i c i p a t i o n  of an e v e n t u a l  r e t u r n  t o  more normal flow con- 
d i t i o n s  and t h e  mosquito breeding a c t i v i t y  which t y p i c a l l y  f o l -  
lows, a concer ted  e f f o r t  should be made i n  t h e  nea r  f u t u r e  t o  
develop and implement a t rea tment  program which meets,  w i th in  
r ea son ,  t h e  c r i t e r i a  set f o r t h  i n  t h e  a t t a c h e d  p l a n .  - 



MOSQUITO CONTROL ON THE OWENS R I V E R  

Mosquito breeding sources  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  f l oodp la in  a r e a s  ef 
t h e  Owens River  produce m i i i i o n s  of mosquitoes. A g r e a t  
percentage of t h e s e  popula t ions  pose a s i g n i f i c a n t  h e a l t h  t h r e a t  
t o  t h e  pub l i c  a t  l a r g e .  A s  we l l  a s  being p o t e n t i a l  vec tors  of  
d i eeaee ,  they  a l s o  se rve  t o  cause  i n t e n s e  annoyance and d i s t r e s s  
i n  both humans and animals.  The r e sou rces  needed t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  
c o n t r o l  t h e s e  popula t ions  a r e  no t  p r e s e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  tne 
Owens Valley Mosquito Abatement District (OVMAD).  

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) c o n t r o l l e d  
r e l e a s e s  i n t o  t h a t  s e c t i o n  of t h e  Owens River below Pleasan t  
Valley Reservoir  o f t e n  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  format ion  of s i g n i f i c a n t  
mosquito breed ing  sources .  The s i z e ,  number and v i a b i l i t y  of 
t h e s e  sources  is d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  volume of water 
r e l ea sed ,  t h e  season i n  which it is r e l e a s e d  and t h e  leng th  o f  
t ime f o r  which t h e  f lows a r e  maintained.  

The o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  "Owens River Mosquito Cont ro l  P lan"  w i l l  be 
t o  develop and implement a t r ea tmen t  program which meets a l l  o r  
most of t h e  fo l lowing  c r i t e r i a .  Not i n  o r d e r  of p r i o r i t y ,  they 
a r e  : 

-- Maximize use  of phys i ca l  and b i o l o g i c a l  c o n t r o l  
t e c h n i q c e ~  and p r a c t i c e s .  

-- L i m i t s  t h e  use  of p e s t i c i d e s  which are p o t e n t i a l l y  
harmful t o  t h e  Owens River Ecosystem. 

-- Preven t s  a s  much a s  p o s s i b l e  t h e  contaminat ion of t h e  
Owens River  a s  a d r ink ing  water  supply .  

-- Makes u s e  of those  l a r v a c i d i n g  and a d u l t i c i d i n g  m a t e r i a l s  
which a r e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  designed and l abe l ed  f o r  use i n  
t h e  f l o o d p l a i n  environment. 

-- L i m i t s  t r ea tmen t  t o  t hose  sou rces  which a r e  known t o  be 
w i th in  f l i g h t  range o f  popula t ion  c e n t e r s  o r  high use  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  a r eas .  

-- Cost  e f f e c t i v e .  

-- Manageable by d i s t r i c t  s t a f f  



-- Provides  f o r  an accep tab le  i n t e r i m  treazment program. 

-- Avoids d i s r u p t i o n  of ongoing t r ea tmen t  programs a t  o t h e r  
sources .  

Owens Valley Mosquito Abatement District (OVMAD) 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 

Inyo County Water Department ( ICWD)  

Univers i ty  of C a l i f o r n i a  ( U C )  

C a l i f o r n i a  Department of F i sh  and Game (CDFG)  

Inyo County A q r i c u l t u r a l  Commissioner ( I C A C )  

C a l i f o r n i a  Mosquito and Vector Cont ro l  Associa t ion (CMVCA) 



MOSQUITO CONTROL PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES FOR THE OWENS R I V E R  

Following is  a  b r i e f  overview of t h e  c o n t r o l  p lan  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
being considered f o r  implementation. Alone o r  i n  combination 
they  have t h e  p o t e n t i a l  of  e f f e c t i v e l y  r e s o l v i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  
h e a l t h  problems t h a t  a r i s e  fo l lowing  each r i v e r  f l ood ing  episode.  

We r e a l i z e  t h a t  they a r e  ove r s imp l i f i ed  i n  t h i s  p r e s e n t a t i o n  and 
t h a t  much a n a l y s i s  w i l l  be r a s u i r e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  determine t h e i r  
o v e r a l l  f e a s i b i l i t y .  

1. LADWP and o t h e r  concerned agenc ie s  t o  cons ider  t h e  
f e a e i b i l i t y  of r e v i s i n g  c u r r e n t  water  management s t r a t e g i e s .  
Program would l i m i t ,  t o  t h e  maximum e x t e n t  p o s s i b l e  t h e  formation 
of f loodpla in  sources  dur ing  t h e  mosquito development season 
( A p r i l  15 - November 1). 

2. LADWP and o t h e r  concerned agenc ies  t o  c o n s i d e r  f e a s i b i l i t y  
o f  cons t ruc t ing  berms o r  o t h e r  p h y s i c a l  b a r r i e r s  t o  p reven t  
c pillage onto any number of egg laden f l o o d p l a i n  sou rces .  

I. District i n  cooperat ion wi th  o t h e r  l o c a l  and s t a t e  agencies  
t o  determine f e a s i b i l i t y  of app ly ing ,  by a i r  o r  on f o o t  Bacillus 
thurenniensia l a r v a c i d i n g  g ranu le s .  Granules would be placed i n  
t hose  sources  which a r e  known t o  c o n t a i n  eggs and t h a t  a r e  w i th in  
f l i g h t  range of popula t ion  c e n t e r s  and/or  heav i ly  f requented  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  sites. Appl ica t ion  o f  t h e s e  g ranu le s  xsuld  be 
requi red  a f t e r  each f looding  ep isode .  

2 .  D i e t r i c t  i n  coopera t ion  with  o t h e r  l o c a l  and s t a t e  agenc ies  
t o  cons ider  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of  implementing a n  e c o l o g i c a l  c o n t r o l  
program. Ecolog ica l  c o n t r o l  i n  t h i s  c o n t e x t  is d e f i n e d  a s  t h e  
e x p l o i t a t i o n  of e c o l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t o  reduce t h e  populat ion 
~ i z e  o r  product ion r a t e  of a  d i s e a s e  v e c t o r  o r  pest organism. 

Larvaciding - 
-- District i n  coopera t ion  with  o t h e r  l o c a l  and s t a t e  agencies  

t o  determine f e a s i b i l i t y  of u t i l i z i n g  150 day t ime-released 
i n t e r n a l  growth r e g u l a t i n g  m a t e r i a l .  Based on pre-season 
water r e l e a s e  f o r e c a s t s ,  t h i s  m a t e r i a l  would be placed i n  



predetermined sources i n  advance of ant ic ipated spr ing  o r  
ea r ly  summer floods. Would require  only one appl icat ion p6r 
ceaccn. 

-- Dia t r i c t  i n  cooperation w i t h  o ther  l oca l  and s t a t e  agencies 
t o  determine the  applicability of Other chemical larvacidinn 
apenta which are  preeantly labeled f o r  use i n  the  f loodpla in  
anvironecnt . 

Adult Lciding - 
-- A program t o  improve o ld  and/or develop new access mads  

i n t o  adul t  harboring areas  w i l l  need t o  be implemented i f  
adul t ic id ing is t o  become the  primary mechanism f o r  
control l ing moaqultoes on t h e  r i v e r .  As wind d i r e c t i o n ,  
vegetation density and d i s tance  from the  t a rge t  a r ea  vary 
from treatment t o  treatment, roads on both s ides  of the 
r i v ~ r  w i l l  be r ewi red  t o  assure  t h a t  the applied mate r ia l  
w i l l  reach the harboring areas.  

-- D i s t r l c t  i n  cooperetion with o the r  ' local  and s t a t e  agcnciar 
t o  determine f e a s i b i l i t y  of applying adul t ic id lna  mats r ia l  
by a i r o r a f t .  

-- D i s t r i c t  i n  cooperation with l o c a l  and s t a t e  agencies t o  
datermine f eaa ib i l i t v  of applying adul t ic id ing mater ia ls  by 
boat.  



Pre fe r r ed  Plan f o r  t h e  Control  of  
on t h e  Owens River 

The following proposed p r e f e r a b l e  p l an  does no t  i nc lude  
prov is ions  f o r  t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  of phys i ca l  and/or a d u l t i c i d i n g  
c o n t r o l  measures. While t h e s e  c o n t r o l  measures a r e  n o t  
incorporated below, they ~ h o u l d  be considered i n  t h e  o v e r a l l  
t reatment  program. 

Plan Components: 

1. Determine f l i g h t  range and d i s p e r s i o n  p a t t e r n s  of A&sa 
melRnimon from its r i v e r  breeding sources .  Concentra te  e f f o r t s  
along s e c t i o n s  of r i v e r  t h a t  a r e  wi th in  c l o s e  proximity  t o  L a w s ,  
Bishop, Wilkerson Ranch and Big Pine.  Note: Determine same f o r  
Aberdeen, Independence and Lone Pine fo l lowing  implementation of 
proposed Lower Owens River P r o j e c t .  

Agencies involved: OVMAD, UC, CMVCA. 

2 .  Locate and map a l l  f l oodp la in  breed ing  a r e a s  which are 
wi th in  f l i g h t  range of populat ion c e n t e r s  l i s t e d  i n  #1. 

Agencies involved: OVMAD, UC, CMVCA 

3 .  Survey, map and f i e l d  i d e n t i f y  t h o s e  f l o o d p l a i n  s o u r c e s  
which are wi th in  f l i g h t  range of popula t ion  c e n t e r s  l i s t e d  i n  S1. 

Agencies involved:  OVMAD, LADWP. 

4 .  Es t ab l i sh  Owens River flow r a t e  moni tor ing s t a t i o n s  i n  
~ t r a t e g i c  l w a t i o n s  . 

Agencies involved: OVMAD, LADWP. 

5 .  Determine a t  what flow r a t e s  t h e  s u b j e c t  f l o o d p l a i n s  w i l l  
r e ce ive  f loodwater .  Determine s u r f a c e  a r e a  coveraae a t  d i f f e r e n t  
flow r a t e s .  Determine a t  what flow r a t e  t h e  sou rce  becomes a 
sroblem. 

Agencies involved:  OVMAD, LADWP, ICWD. 

6.  Develop a mapping Eyetern which shows source  l o c a t i o n s  and 
i n d i c a t e  on t h e s e  maps t h e  flow r a t e  a t  which t h e  source  w i l l  
begin t o  f i l l .  Source number on map t o  correspond with  f i e l d  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  t a g .  

Agencies involved: OVHAD, LADWP, ICWD. 



7 .  I n v e e t i g a t e  c o e t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of d i f f e r e n t  l a rvac id ing  
products  under d i f f e r e n t  flow e c e n a r i o s .  Determine most c o e t  
e f f e c t i v e  a p p l i c a t i o n  methods f o r  each  o f  t h e  above. 

Agencies involved:  OVMAD, UC, CMVCA, 

8 .  Determine environmental  impacts  a s s o c i a t e d  with t h e  s h o r t  
and/or long term a p p l i c a t i o n  of any and a l l  l a rvac id ing  m a t e r i a l s  
t o  be used. 

Agencies . involved:  OVMAD, UC, CMVCA, I C A C  

9 .  E s t a b l i s h  a  communication eyetem with  LADWP t h a t  w i l l :  

a .  p rov ide  f o r  e a r l y  f o r e c a s t  of a n t i c i p a t e d  sp r ing  and 
summer flow r e l e a s e s  and 

b. p rov ide  f o r  d a i l y ,  weekly o r  monthly updates on flow 
changes.  

Agencies involved: OVMAD, LADWP. 



E. LOWER RIVER PROJECT 

District comments on the Lower Owens River Project, if 
any, will be submitted following a review of the Environmental 
Impact Report to be prepared and circulated for public review 
at a later date. 

We would like to take this opportunity, however, to 
reiterate the need for district participation throughout the 
project planning process. In cooperation with the project's 
technical advisory staff, alternatives to conventional mosquito 
control measures can be evaluated for their possible inclusion 
in the projectcs water management scheme. 



ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH COMMENTS ON THE DEIR 

DEIR 16 ANCILLARY FACILITIES 
16.3 NEW WELLS 

Invo County Environmental Health fullv understands the benefits 
of these proposed wells and has no intention of opposing their 
creation. We feel that they all can be safely installed and 
operated if the following concerns are addressed and mitigated. 

On pages 16-31 it is stated that a goal of the Agreement is to 
manage groundwater pumping to avoid causing significant adverse 
impacts to private (non-Los Angeles owned) wells. Also on page 
16-32, Impact 16-6 " It is not expected that water quality or 
quantity in private wells on the Bishop Cone would be adversely 
impacted due to a lowering of the water table associated with 
pumping the new wells on the Cone." - 
The proposed mitigations 16-6 and 16-7 for both the Bishop Cone 
and Big Pine are solely concerned with monitoring groundwater 
level and not quality (Green Book Section 4). If a private we1l.s 
groundwater level is being affected by this project then it 
should be annually monitored for potential water quality changes 
(CCR, Title 22, California Domestic Water Quality and Monitoring 
Regulations). 

Most residential wells are not pumped at rates that normally will 
effect groundwater levels in neighboring wells. Therefore. we 
feel if any private wells are impacted then annual Title 22 
monitoring should be provided. 

L 
As far as the Bishop Cone we have more significant concerns 
beyond Title 22 analysis. The following will explain our atten- 
tion to the five wells in the Bishop Cone. 



The 5 new well sites in the Bishop area do raise some significant- 
concerns with this department. First, it should be stated that 
the shallow ground water quality in the City of Bishop is of 
questionable quality overall. Environmental Health has documen- 
tation from numerous monitoring wells and excavations of 
soil/ground water contamination from the following chemicals: 

1. Benzene 
2. Toluene 
3. Xylene 
4. Ethy lbenzene 
5. Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (as diesel) 
6. Trichloroethylene (TCE) 
7. Tetrachloroeth~lene (PCE) 

Our major concern is that these pollutants have not been ad- 
dressed regionally, but rather they have been observed on 
specific sites which are not representative of the entire City 
of Bishop as a whole. In addition, the outlying areas of Bishop 
(West Bishop, Lazy A, Dixon, Bishop Golf Course, Bishop Sunland 
Solid Waste Site, etc.) also have not been evaluated as a whole. 
Therefore this entire region could have unknown locations of or- 
ganic chemical contamination. originating from present and past 
petroleum service stations. commercial businesses using hazardous 
materials, agricultural uses of pesticides, septic tank and 
sewage systems, landfill operations, etc. Therefore, many areas 
within the City of Bishop, and outlying, have not been evaluated 
on their present state of ground water quality. The construction 
of these 5 new wells could initiate possible vertical migration 
of pollutants, and if pumped, the drawdown of the shallow ground 
water table could also have a dramatic effect on movement pol- 
lutants presently floating on top of, or already in mixture with 
the groundwater. 

This Department recommends that this potential impact be 
mitigated in the following manner: 

Evaluate regionally the extent horizontally and vertically of the 
known pollution plumes throughout the City limits of Bishop and 
any other associated areas concerning the five proposed well 
locations. This evaluation would look at the region as a whole 
and define the extent of any contamination (outline the plumes) 
in the shallow ground water and deeper water levels. Monitoring 
wells could be installed and soil/water samples pulled and 
analyzed for the previous stated pollutants. From this, a con- 
tour map showing degrees of contamination could be developed. 



With this evaluation. complete remedial actions could be in- 
itiated to reduce the extent of pollution and sites for the 5 new 

could be located so as to not impact groundwater quality. 

At such time that the locations and proposed pumping levels are 
established. a final evaluation of the drawdown's direct and in- 
direct impacts should be addressed. Will these newly established 
cones of depression allow pollutants to be drawn down into these 
wells. or other private and community wells? 

A Hydrologic Evaluation could be conducted on the proposed well 
sites and to existing wells to ascertain any well interference 
potential. ground water dxrectional flow, and velocity. and any 
other hydrological effect that may occur and be detrimental to 
water quality from the pumping. It has been a theoretical con- 
cern of this department that reduction of the hydrological pres- 
sure on the perched aquifer under Bishop. from drought or pump- 
ing, which would lower depth to groundwater, allows pollutants 
to move down into more permeable soil layers and, therefore. al- 
lows greater migration of these pollutants vertically and 
horizontally. 

If these new wells are evaluated as outlined previously and their 
sphere of impact is clearly determined and mitigated then this 
department would not have any further concerns with this project. 
Please note that there are many technical procedures available 
today and, therefore, what I have suggested may not be the only 
way to proceed in achieving the same conclusions. 



REHABILITATION AND EXPANSION OF PARKS AND CAMPGROUNDS ON LOS 
ANGELES-OWNED LANDS THAT ARE LEASED AND OPERATED BY THE COUNTY OF 
INYO. 

11. DEIR 5 PROPOSED PROJECT 
5.8 ELEMENTS SUBJECT TO FUTURE CEQA REVIEW 

Inyo County Environmental is in full support of the rehabilita- 
tion of existing parks and the expansion of new recreational 
facilities. Past experience involving drinking water, sewage 
disposal, and recreational health issues. have been profes- 
sionally addressed by Inyo County Building and Safety and Parks 
departments. I therefore feel very confident that these changes 
and renovations will be easily coordinated through our office as 
usual business. - 
However, I do have some specific concerns that I would like to 
raise at this time. First, the water system at Diaz Lake con- 
tains a main transmission line running from west to east under- 
neath the lake. Parts of this plastic IPVC) line are exposed at 
the ground surface along the west and east shorelines as well as 
in areas underwater along the lake bottom. The area exposed 
along the west shoreline is right in the middle of a beach that 
is heavily used by recreationists during the summer month. The 
potential degradation of the exposed sections of the pipeline by 
ultraviolet light. as well as that for vandalism in the beach 
areas and underwater poses a threat of the system7s capability to 
provide a continual supply of potable water. - 
Secondly. Diaz Lake has been a recreational center in Lone Pine 
for many years, attracting many people during the summer months 
and is widely used for swimming and aquatic activities. My of- 
fice has been called upon periodically to assess water quality 
complaints and public health concerns. Some of these complaints 
have ranged from cloudy - turbid waters, rashes on legs after 
swimming or wading, various degrees of health symptoms after 
swimming activities, and possible cases of Giardiasis. As of 
this date, no specific causative agent(s) for any of these 
symptoms or conditions has been isolated or confirmed in Diaz 
Lake. 

Relating to this, our concerns are basically two-fold: the issue 
of turbidity/water clarity and the fact that Diaz Lake is not a 
"flow-through" body-of-water. It has no outflow and there is no 
naturally or artificially induced turn-over as would be required 
in a commercial swimming pool. Regarding the first issue, it 
could probably be addressed by public notification and possible 
posting in multiple locations around the lake with proper warning 
messages. The second issue is much greater in magnitude because 



of the predetermined flow scheme of the lake. Without the 
processes of dilution or outflow. many types of microbiological 
contaminants from human (user) and associated animal sources are 
allowed to concentrate in Diaz Lake - particularly during the 
summer months. A possible solution would be to encourage dilu- 
tion and turnover in the lake by diverting volumes of water from 
the Los Angeles aqueduct into one end of the lake and returning 
equivalent volumes taken from the other end of the lake back to 
the aqueduct. This would involve the construction of a catch 
basin. pump. and return line to the aqueduct f the inflow 
mechanism already exists). 

Other possible solutions to this problem may also exist, and it 
would be the directim ~f the Inyo County Environmental Health 
Services to become involved and coordinated with the technical 

5 
group in whatever is necessary to reach the proper resolution. 

Another recreational facility of concern is Klondike. Klondike 
has a similar water clarity concern like Diaz. The posting of 
warning signs bringing attention to the clarity problem should be 
considered. However, unlike Diaz, Klondike is designed as a 
flow-through body of water with a naturally occurring turnover. 
There is no significant history of water quality complaints. The 
flow-through condition must be maintained. 1 Finally, regarding the expansion and renovation of parks and 
recreational facilities in general, these activities will involve 
expansions. improvements and modifications to the water systems 
and on-site sewage disposal facilities. Because of ever changing 
technologies, regulations, and the fact that environmental condi- 
tions may not always be ideal, any expansion or renovation of 
parks and/or recreational facilities should be discussed and 
reviewed by the Inyo County Environmental Health Services before 
ny plans are officially formulated and permits are issued. 



RESPONSE B7-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER B7 

LADWP routinely cooperates with the County of Inyo Department of Health Services and the 

Owens Valley Mosquito Abatement District on issues related to water management and mosquito 

control and public health. This process has been effective in minimizing potential public health 

problems associated with water management activities. The proposed Agreement will not change 

LADWP procedures involving notification of County agencies of water management activities, 

and/or coordination with County staff. In the future, these agencies will have the opportunity to 

provide input into the development and implementation of mitigation plans and future projects that 

could affect mosquito control or public health. 

RESPONSE B7-2 

The mitigation measures identified in this comment are worthwhile and will be considered in 

coordination with LADWP's cooperative activities with County agencies; however, they are not 

appropriate as mitigation measures under the project, as no finding of significant effect has been 

made. 

RESPONSE B7-3 

The suggestions provided in this comment are worthwhile and will be considered. As described 

above in response to comment B7-1, LADWP will continue to cooperate with the Owens Valley 

Mosquito Abatement District as needed. 

RESPONSE B7-4 

Please refer to  response to comment B7-1 above. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter B7 

RESPONSE B7-5 

Please refer to response to comment B7-1 above. 

RESPONSE B7-6 

Please refer to response to commeni B7-1 above. 

RESPONSE B7-7 

Please refer to response to comment B7-1 above. 

RESPONSE B7-8 

It is the goal of the Agreement to prevent changes in water quality in non-LADWP wells. Please 

refer to Section 1II.G oE the Agreement (page B-15); and Chapter 16, Impact and Mitigation 

Measure 16-6 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE B7-9 THROUGH RESPONSE B7-13 

The pollutants iisted and the potential for movement are valid concerns and arc noted. The 

Technical Group is aware of the pollution problem cited in this comment. The Agreement and 

Green Book contain provisions regarding the siting of new wells and management of groundwater 

pumping to avoid effects on water quality. Section 1V.B (page 97) of the Green Book sets forth 

the guidelines for siting and activating new wells. In view of the concerns expressed in this 

comment, new wells on the Bishop Cane would be sited, and all wells would be operated to avoid 

aggravating the existing pollution problem. The primary means of avoiding the problem would be 

through management of groundwater pumping based on actual and projected fluctuations in water 

tables. 

RESPONSE B7-i4 

The issue raised in this comment is not part of the project, but has been brought to the attention 

of the Inyo County Parks and Recreation Department. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter B7 

RESPONSE B7-15 

Please see response to comment B7-14 above. 

RESPONSE B7-16 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE B7-17 

Please see response to comment B7-1 above; as described in Chapter 5, Proposed Project, any 

expansion or rehabilitation of existing parks, including Diaz Lake, will be addressed in future 

environmental reviews as allowed under CEQA. 





Letter B8 

Counties of Inyo-Mono, Office of Agricultural Commissioner 





LETTER B-8 

DONALD R MUSE 
AGRICULTUWIL COMMISSIONER 

DIRECTOR OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES 

207 West South Street . Bishop . California . 93514 
Telephone (61 9) 873-7860 FAX (61 9) 872-1 61 0 

January  25,  1991 

E I P  A s s o c i a t e s  
150 Spear S t r e e t .  S u i t e  1500 
San F r a n c i s c o ,  CA 94105 

A t t n :  John D a v i s  
S e n i o r  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  

SUBJECT: D r a f t  Env i ronmen ta l  Impact R e p o r t ,  Los Angel e s  
Depar tment  o f  Water and Power and l n y o  County 

Dear M r .  Dav i s  : 

The f o l l o w i n g  c o m e n t s  a r e  s u b m i t t e d  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  D r a f t  
Env i ronmen ta l  Impact Repor t  (DElR) p r e s e n t e d  by  t h e  C i t y  o f  Los 
Ange les ,  Depar tment  o f  Water and Power (LADWP) and t h e  County  o f  
l nyo .  The p r i m a r y  emphasis w i l l  be on a g r i c u l t u r a l  l a n d  use .  

LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION 1970 - 1990 

l MPACT 

PAGE 14-17, SECTION 14-3 CHANGES IN IRRIGATION AND LEASING 
PRACTICES OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT HAD LITTLE EFFECET ON OVERALL 
LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION IN OWENS VALLEY. 

L i v e s t o c k  can  and has g r e a t l y  been a f f e c t e d  due t o  s e v e r a l  
v a r i a b i e s  i n c l u d i n g  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a v a i l a b l e  
i r r i g a t i o n .  

The a t t a c h e d  g raphs  d e p i c t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between v a l l e y  
p r e c i p i t a t i o n  and t o t a l  c a t t l e  numbers f rom 1964 t h r o u g h  1990. 
1990 i s  a  p r e l i m i n a r y  e s t i m a t e  u n t i l  I have comp le ted  a c t u a l  
t o t a l s  f o r  t h e  Annual Crop  R e p o r t .  T h i s  g raph  shows o n l y  an 
app rox ima te  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between w a t e r  and c a t t l e ,  however,  i f  
one i s  t o  draw any c o n c l u s i o n s  f r o m  t h i s  d a t a ,  i t  wou ld  be t h a t  
c a t t l e  p r o d u c t i o n  i n  l n y o  County  i s  dependent  on  t h e  n a t u r a l  
r e s o u r c e s  i n  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  an app rox ima te  d e l a y  o f  one year  
between i n c r e a s e s  and desc reases  i n  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  and c a t t l e  
numbers. - 
I n  t h e  p e r i o d  f r o m  1986 t o  t h e  p r e s e n t ,  an a b n o r m a l l y  l a r y e  
dec rease  i n  c a t t l e  numbers appears  due t o  ex tended  d r o u g h t  
c o n d i t i o n s  w i t h  " l a g  t i m e "  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e d u c t i o n s  expec ted .  
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EIP A s s o c i a t e s  
Page 3 
January  25,  1991 

Thank you f o r  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comnent on t h e  DEIR as  p r e p a r e d  
by E IP A s s o c i a t e s .  I t  s h o u l d  be n o t e d  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  o u r  o f f i c e  
d i d  p r o v i d e  c r o p  r e p o r t  s t a t i s t i c s  t o  t h e  DEIR, we wou ld  a l s o  be 
w i l l i n g  t o  f u r t h e r  a i d  i n  a  c o o p e r a t i v e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  i n d u s t r y  o f  i n y o  County .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

George L. M i l o v i c h  
Deputy D i r e c t o r  
t o  Donald R .  Muse 
A g r i c u l t u r a l  Comniss ioner  

GLM/r l c  
E n c l s .  









RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER BS 

RESPONSE B8-1 

Comments noted. 

THROUGH RESPONSE B8-5 

Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 





Letter B9 

Inyo County Water Commissioner 





LETTER B-9 

fiegr t-?r. Da,.:ii. - r f i ls  l e t t e r  i s  i n  re:;ponse t o  qxir tjratt. envii-onmental tfr ipact report  e n t i t l e d  
" '~$!aW f r ~ ? n i  !he i lwens  Va i leu  l o  SilppIf j  !tie Second Los &nqetes Ai jue~j?ict"  
!ha! yoi! ?resen!e13 f iere iri a number of town r:?eet.i{>qs - irt t h e  $wen:; 4.1- a,:,-.!, 1 ' 0  I , 1 

sa t  $.tit-iji.iqh a i l  [ t i  !he rnee!inys and noted $.hat. rilanq imp~:ift.ant. ommiss ions 
w e r e  noted by t.iie p&,?)c. Ho':;i;ever, the of-i im~ssiorrs are l n  !p i t -  f i l e s  afld i 
arn cert.ain yctiu 3111 I-es~toriil t o  t-hen!. 

Firs! o i  ill yoti ct:rrei.t.ly ;!ate (:In page 5-22 .  
"A proposed new errnhr~cceriieriti'ri~itt~~ation p r o j e c t  irtvt?lves increased -. 
re:;i~atering of a 5 5 - m i l e  :;trei.ch of the i13wer Owens ?i?er.  I 1-11s 
p r o j e c t  w o u l d  he i n  add i t i on  t o  t he  e x i s t i n g  l o w e r  Owens F!ver 
fewat.erirlq prc11ei.t.. The project.  wou ld  be jc i int lq t-itansqetd b!, Lnit;n'P, 
Itiytt Countu and the  Ca l i f o rn ia  Depar t r i~ent  of F ish  and Game. LADWF 
, ~ ~ o u l d  constr!rct, operate and rnalnta in t.he s14:;t.em. T h i s  pro jer- t  w i l l  be 
the subject. of a separate EIR." 

"The proposed p r o j e c t  w ~ t u l d  inc lude the  cons t ruc t ion  of a pump-back 
c;tat.iori fr13t-n t.he Owens R iver  near  Kegler  Br idge t.0 t.he Lo$ Anqeles 
Aqueduct t o  r e t u r n  the  w a t e r  t o  !.he aqueduct t h a t  had been d i v e r t d  t.o 
t he  r i v e r  channel, so a s t i b s t a n t i a l l ~  l a r q e r  f l o w  could be p laced i n  t he  
r i v e r  wit.hot.it r equ i r i ng  addit- ional @uund'imter p u r n p i n  i n  t he  Va l ley  t o  
make up f o r  t.he l o s s  and t o  prevent  excessive f l o w s  t t i rouyh t i l e  de l t a  
w a t e r f o % l  t inb i ta t  onto Owens. d ry  lake bed." 

The above s ta temen t  i s  esser t t ia l l y  cor rec t .  The L o w e r  Owens R iver  
r e w a t e r i n g  ivas  p a r t  of t he  agreement be tween the Coctnty and LADWP 
wjt i lOut atju $01-t of  a ~ r e e m e n i  ti-,at i t  :+ias a t rade  f o r  sfthe,- areas :+,fpt-e 



i awv lnni-inn fnr;iisrri trr ! a i r i i t -  in , - ror i inn t h i i  nnrtinn gf !rje E!R, a'?:! ; ~ p  
8 U"' '""'. . .I , '"( ' Y '  I I Y ,  l i  i u  ,,YI.+, .-..,, 8 L.+..,,,!, < # S , . ,  P.28 ..<.v,, " y 
l XI - yo on record  reqardirty t.iiis aspect. of  the Ayreernerit.. 

* 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER B9 

RESPONSE B9-1 AND RESPONSE 89-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3, MT-6 and MT-8 for discussion of mitigation 

under CEQA, and a description of the Lower Owens River Project; also please see Appendix C- 

2 for a description of the Lower Owens River Project. 





Letter B10 

City of Bishop, Department of Public Services 





LETTER B-10 

C I T Y  OF BISHOP 
P. 0. Box 1236 

377 Weit Lzne Street, Biihop, Calrfornia 93514 

CITY HALL (619)  873-5861 ' PUBLIC WORKS (619) 873-8458 

January 2 8 ,  1991 

E.I.P. Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

DRAFT EIR 
GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

This letter is being written in response to the recent request 
for written comments on the draft EIR on the Groundwater Management 
Plan. The City of Bishop is vitally interested in protecting our 
water supply for the City. Groundwater pumping on the Bishop Cone 
is of special interest because this is our primary source of water 
for City residents and businesses. Because of Bishop's reliance 
upon this source, we would appreciate that assurances are placed 
in the agreement that would protect and not adversely effect our 
ability to supply water now or in the future. 1' 
The City's water sources include three water wells ranging from 400 
feet to 600 feet deep. We are concerned that mining these deep 
aquifers may not be immediately obvious. We are also concerned that 
the proposed recharge will not recharge the deep groundwater aquifers 
that supply the City of Bishop. We feel that our wells should be a 
primary concern for protection under the agreement. 

In the future, the City of Bishop will need to replace existing wells 
and construct additional wells in order to supply its needs. The City 
of Bishop should have a proprietary right to the groundwater to supply 
our needs and those rights should not be effected by the proposed 
agreement and groundwater management plan. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Boyd 
Public Services Director 

CC: City Council 
Rick Pucci, City Administrator 





RESPONSE B10-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER B10 

The provisions of the Agreement specifically prohibit the impacting of private water supplies, 

including those of the City of Bishop. Please see responses B7-9 through B7-13 in Letter B-7 

regarding water quality in and around Bishop. Please refer to responses to master comments PD- 

4, PD-7 and AF-2. 





Letter B11 
- - - - - 

Fort Independence Resenation 





LETTER B-11 

FORT INDEPENDENCE RESERVATION 

VERNON J MILLER. Chairman 

January 28,  1991 

M r .  John A.  Davis P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
E.I.R. Associates 
150 w e a r  St. Suite 1500 
San Franciso, California 9 h 0 5  

P.O. Box 67 
LNDWENDENCE, CA 93526 
(619) 878-2126 

Dear M r .  Davis: 

Enclosed find reports  by qyself and our Attorney Hr. Robert 
Dellwo concerning the Ci ty  of L. A .  and Inyo County Water 
E. I. n. 

Me are faxing same t o  your of f ice  a s  of t h i s  date and these 
reports w i l l  be mailed t o  you today JanuaSy 20, 1991. 

Sinqerely, 

Tr ibal  Chairman 



FORT INDEPENDENCE RESERVATION 

'ERNON J. MILLER. Chainran P.O. Box 67 

L ,  Vernon J .  M i l l e r ,  T r i b a l  Chairman of t h e  F o r t  lndependencr ,  
K e s e r v a t i o n ,  a F e d e r a l i y  r e c o g n i z e d  t r i b a l  government s t a t e  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g :  

We p r o t e s t  t h i s  E . I .  K .  a s  it relates . to  t h e  C i t y  of LOS Angeles  
b e p a r t w e n t  of  Wacer and  Power,  and t h e  County of Inyo,  a s  t h e s e  
two e n t i t i e s  have  no j u r i s d i c t i o n  o v e r  e n t i t i e s  s u c h  a s  o u r  
R e s e r v a t i o n .  The damage t o  a i r  and w a t e r  q u a l i t y  i s  e f f e c t i n g  
and damaging t o  o u r  h e a l t h  and w e l l  b e i n g .  We a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  
t l ~ a s e  e u n d i t i o n s  by i n c r e a s e d  pumping of ground w a t e r  e x t r a c t i o n  
and t h e  d y i n g  v e g e t a t i o n  and Glowing d u s t .  u u r  R e s e r v a t i o n  is  
i o c a t e d  i n  t h e  h e a r t  o f  t h e  Owens V a l l e y ,  2 miles n o r t h  of t h e  
town of Independence ,  C a l i f o r n i a .  

Damage has o c c u r r e d  on and i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of  t h e  R e s e r v a t i o n .  
Lowering of d o m e s t i c  w a t e r  w e l l s  and pumps on t h e  K e s e r v a t i o n .  
I n c r e a s e d  pumping b i l l s ,  l o w e r i n g  of  pumps t w i c e  i n  p a s t  y e a r  h a s  
been a  f i n a n c i a l  burden  t o  t h e  t r i b e .  

'The new mi t iga-Lion  w e i l s ,  i n  t h e  agreement  between t h e  C i t y  of 
Lus Angles  and t h e  County of l n y o  a r e  v e r y  damaging t o  t h e  T r i b e .  

Have t h e  r equ l r e rnan t s  of C .E .Q .A.  and o t h e r  a g e n c i e s  f o r  t h e  
p r o t e c t i o n  of t h e  env i ronmen t  been a d h e r e d  t o o ,  o r  a r e  t h e y  
b e i n g  a l lowed  t o  be i g n o r e d ?  

The comple t e  d i s r e g a r d  f o r  f e d e r a l l y  r e c o g n i z e d  R e s e r v a t i o n s ,  t h e  
r i g h t  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  o r  have  a  v o i c e  i n  t h i s  m a t t e r .  The E.  I .  R .  
r e p o r t  o n  I n d i a n  Lands a r e  n o t  t r u e .  The t r i b e s  do have w a t e r  
r i g h t s .  See d e e d s  of  r e c o r d ,  U.S .  t o  C i t y  of i o s  Angeles .  

F$ 
Water r i g h t s  f o r  I n d i a n s  under  W i n t e r ' s  D o c t r i n e  a r e  m i s s i n g  
o r  n o t  a d d r e s s e d .  

Water q u a n t i f  i e a t i o r i s  i n  terms of  s u r f  a c e  and ground w a t e r  
a g a i n  n o t  a d d r e s s e d .  F o r t  Independence  Water R i g h t s  i ri 
Oak Creek  Decree of  1923,  n o t  i d e n t i f i e d .  - 
I have  g i v e n  some r e c o r d s  of f a c t  t o  P a u l a  Vil la  a t  t h e  
L~ecember. 4 ,  1990 meet ing  of  t h e  Inyo  County Board o  f  
S u p e r v i s o r s  i n  Independence .  
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Mr. J o h n  Davis of the f i r m  of E. I .  P .  & a s s o c i a t e s  was c a l l e d  
sometime i n  the p a s t  y e a r  and  informed by myself  of  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  
w i t h  t r i b a l  governments  e s p e c i a l l y  u n d e r  t i t l e  25,  Code of 
F e d e r a l  I Z e y ~ ~ l a t i o n s .  The re  are o n l y  3 o r  4 p a r a g r a p h s  i n  t h e  
r e p o r t  r e l a t i n g  t o  I n d i a n s  and I n d i a n  Water  R i g h t s .  

If  t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  is i n c o r r e c - t ,  p l e a s e  a d v i s e  me s o  t h e r e  c a n  be 
no m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of o u r  p r o t e s t  t o  t h i s  complex s i t u a t i o n .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Vernon J .  i i l l e r  
T r i b a l  Chairman 
F o r t  Independence  I n d i a n  R e s e v e r a t i o n  

SUPPLEMENT TO THE FOREGOING 

S i n c e  d e l i v e r i n g  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  on December 1 2 ,  1990 t h e  writer 
and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  o f  t h e  T r i b e  have  met w i t h  o t h e r  t r i b e s  of  
t h i s  V a l l e y  and p r i m a r i l y  w i t h  t h e  B ig  P i n e  R e s e r v a t i o n .  T h a t  
T r i b e  i s  p r e p a r i n g  a d e t a i l e d  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  E I R .  The F o r t  
Independence  R e s e r v a t i o n  h e r e b y  e n d o r s e s  and s ta tes  its agreemen t  
w i t h  t h e  m a t e r i a l s ,  d a t a  and p o s i t i o n s  t a k e n  i n  t h a t  B ig  P i n e  
T r i b a l  r e s p o n s e .  

T h i s  T r i b e  h a s  a d d i t i o n a l l y  employed a n  I n d i a n  Law and Water 
R i g h t s  s p e c i a l i s t ,  A t t o r n e y  R o b e r t  D. D e l l w o ,  250 L i n c o l n  X 
B u i l d i n g ,  818 W.  R i v e r s i d e ,  Spokane.  Washington 99201 t o  r e v i e w  
t h e  E I R  and p r e p a r e  a  f u r t h e r  F o r t  Independence  T r i b a l  Response.  
I t  f o l l o w s  h e r e i n  and is h e r e b y  a d o p t e d  by t h e  F o r t  Independence  
R e s e r v a t i o n  a s  a  p o r t i o n  o f  i t s  r e s p o n s e  to  t h e  EIR. 

& , &p-7 ; 
Vernon J .  Mx14/er 
T r i b a l  Chairman 
F o r t  Independence  R e s e r v a t i o n  



J a n u a r y  2 4 ,  1 9 9 1  

R E :  WATER FROM THE OWENS VALLEY TO SUPPLY THE SECOND LOS 
ANGELES AQUEDUCT 

MEMORANDUM TO ACCOMPAtqY E I R  RESPONSE 

FROM: FORT INDEPENDENCE RESERVATION 

By:  R o b e r t  D .  D e l l w o  
T r i b a l  A t t o r n e y  

T h e  f o l l o w i n q  memorandum i n  b e h a l f  o f  t h e  F o r t  I n d e p e n d e n c e  

R e s e r v a t i o n  is  d r a f t e d  t o  accompany t h e  r e s p o n s e  o f  V e r n o n  3 .  

Miller ,  T r i b a l  Cha i r r ran  d a t e d  December 1 2 ,  1990 .  T h e  w r i t e r  i s  

a n  a t t o r n e y  wno h a s  r e p r e s e n t e d  N o r t h w e s t e r n  T r i b e s  f o r  o v e r  

f o r t y  y e a r s .  He h a s  a  r e p u t a t i o n  a s  a  w a t e r  r ~ g h t s  l a w y e r  w i t h  

a n  a c c e p t e d  e x p e r t i s e  i n  t h e  h y f i r o q o l o g ~ c a l  s t a t u s ,  b a c k q r o u n d  

and  h i s t o r y  o f  v a r i o u s  h y d r o l o g i c a l  v a l l e y  c o m p l e x e s  s u c h  a s  t h e  

Owens V a l l e y .  [ S e e  a t t a c h e d  V i t a e ]  

GEOLOGIC HISTORY AND STATUS 

2 r 

T h e  d r a f t  E I R  r e v i e w s  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  t h e  g e o l o g i c a l  o r i g i n s  

and  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  Owens V a l l e y .  T h e  E I R  i s  most i n a d e q u a t e  a n d  

i n c o m p l e t e  i n  t h i s  s u b j e c t ,  I t  a l m o s t  i g n o r e s  t h e  g e o l o g i c a l  

h i s t o r y  and  b a c k g r o u n d  o f  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  and  d o e s  n o t  e v e n  

m e n t i o n  t h e  d o m i n a n t  q e o l o g i c a l  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  t h a t  d e t e r m i n e d  

t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  l a n d s c a p e ,  t h e  P l e i s t o c e n e  p e r i o d  w h i c h  

h a s  e x t e n d e d  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t h e  l a s t  2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  y e a r s .  

T h e  V a l l e y  i s  a p r o d u c t  o f  t h e  P l e i s t o c e n e .  W h i l e  too f a r  

s o u t h  t o  b e  c o v e r e d  by t h e  g r e a t  i c e  s h e e t s  o f  t h e  C o r d i l l e r a n  

and  L a u r e n t i d e  t h a t  c o v e r e d  a l l  o f  Canada a n d  much o f  A l a s k a ,  

r e a c h i n g  S o u t h  beyond t h e  4 5 t h  p a r a l l e l ,  i t  e x p e r i e n c e d  t h e  

r e p e t i t i o u s  wax ing  and  wan ing  e f f e c t s  o f  m a s s i v e  m o u n t a i n  



g l a c i e r s  wh ich ,  i n  synchrony  w i t h  t h e  P l e i s t o c e n e  r e p e a t e d l y  

moved o u t  o f  t h e  canyons o f  t h e  S i e r r a s  and t h e  I n o y o s  a n d ,  a t  

d i f f e r e n t  t i m e s ,  cove red  t h e  V a l l e y .  

The e f f e c t  o f  t h e s e  g l a c i a t i o n s  a r e  q u i t e  a p p a r e n t ;  t h e  

gouged canyons  w i t h  t h e i r  hang ing  v a l l e y s ,  t h e  s c a t t e r e d  

e r r a t i c s ,  t h e  i n t r u d i n g  g l a c i a l  m o r a i n s ,  some s o  o l d  t h a t  t h e y  

must have  been l e f t  by t h e  I l l i n o i s  g l a c i a t i o n s ,  o t h e r s  d u r i n g  

t h e  Wiscons in  g l a c i a t i o n s  and c e r t a i n l y  some a s  r e c e n t  a s  t h e  

l a s t  ma jo r  g l a c i a t i o n  which peaked a b o u t  18 ,000  y e a r s  ago .  

G l a c i a l  dams caused  l a k e s  t o  r i s e  and f a l l  w i t h  l a y e r s  o f  

impermeable  s e d i m e n t a t i o n  r e m a i n i n g .  A s  l a k e s  Lahon tan ,  Walker  

and B o n n e v i l l e  rose t o  q i g a n t i c  p r o p o r t i o n s ,  Owens Lake l i f t e d  

s e v e r a l  t i m e s  t o  e l e v a t i o n s  above  3790 and  e n l a r g e d  t o  200 t o  300 

s q u a r e  miles, s p i l l i n g  o v e r  i n t o  a d j a c e n t  v a l l e y s .  

With t h e  end ing  of t h e  P l e i s t o c e n e  and  sorre i n t e r v e n i n g  

g l a c i a t i o n s  t h a t  o c c u r r e d  a s  r e c e n t l y  a s  6 ,000  y e a r s  a g o ,  Owens 

Lake began t o  s h r i n k ,  l o s i n g  i t s  o v e r f l o w  o u t l e t s  a n d ,  a l o n g  w i t h  

Lahontan  and  B o n n e v i l l e  ( G r e a t  S a l t  Lake )  becowing a  b r a c k i s h  

s e a .  

The P l e i s t o c e n e  e r a  m o d i f i e d  t h e  v a l l e y  f l o o r  w i t h  s e d i -  

men ta ry ,  a l l u v i a l  d e p o s i t s  s u c h  a s  c l a y  s t r a t a  and l e n s e s  which 

a r e  q u i t e  impermeable ,  and a g g r e g a t e s  o f  g l a c i a l  l o e s s ,  v o l c a n i c  

a s h ,  g r a v e l  and  sand .  The h y d r a u l i c  mechanisms o f  t h e  V a l l e y  

were changed and became what t h e y  were b e f o r e  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  t h e  

DWP p r o j e c t s .  The E I R  is q u i t e  i n a d e q u a t e  and l a c k i n g  i n  i t s  

e x p l a n a t i o n  of  t h i s  g e o l o g i c a l - p l e i s t o c e n e  h i s t o r y  and i t s  

e f f e c t s .  
- 

THE COMING OF EARLY MAN (INDIANS) 

The coming of  man t o  N o r t h  America and  f i n a l l y  to  t h e  Owens 

V a l l e y  was i n  synchrony  w i t h  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  r e c e n t  P l e i s t o c e n e  

h i s t o r y ,  gove rned  by t h e  g l a c i a t i o n s  and  t h e i r  r e t r e a t s .  T h e r e  

i s  a  growing  consensus  amonq a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s  t h a t  d u r i n g  t h e  



d e g l a c i a t i v e  p e r i o d  o f  2 0 , 0 0 0  t o  3 0 , 8 0 0  y e a r s  a g o  t h e  FlacKenzie  

C o r r i d o r  j u s t  eas t  o f  t h e  Rocky M o u n t a i n s  o p e n e d  w i d e ,  man was 

i n  C e n t r a l  A l a s k a  a n d  worked h i s  way t h r o u g h  t h a t  c o r r i d o r  so 

t h a t  h e  a p p e a r e d  on wha t  was t o  become o u r  G r e a t  P l a i n s  a b o u t  

2 2 , 0 0 0  y e a r s  a g o ,  H e  was wel l  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  o u r  S o u t h w e s t  

d u r i n g  t h e  f r e e z e  o f  1 3 , 0 0 0  t o  2 0 , 0 0 0  y e a r s  a g o  and  r e a d y  to  move 

i n t o  t h e  N o r t h  a n d  N o r t h w e s t  a s  t h a t  g l a c i a t i v e  p e r i o d  b e g a n  t o  

end a b o u t  1 3 , 0 0 0  y e a r s  a g o ,  

D u r i n g  t h e  same per iod a d i f f e r e n t  E a s t e r n  A s i a t i c  r a c e  

moved s l o w l y  a r o u n d  t h e  c o n t i n e n t a l  s h e l f  o n  t h e  P a c i f i c  R i m  a n d  

a r r i v e d  i n  t h e  W e s t e r n  C a n a d a - P u g e t  Sound a r e a  a b o u t  1 3 , 0 0 0  y e a r s  

a g o .  I t  i s  p r o b a c i e  t h a t  o u r  S o u t h w e s t  p e o p l e ,  o f t e n  r e f e r r e d  t o  

a s  t h e  C l o v i s  p e o p l e ,  b e g a n  t o  move i n t o  t h e  a r e a  t h a t  i n c l u d e d  

t h e  Owens V a l l e y  a b o u t  1 2 , 0 0 0  y e a r s  a g o .  A l i t t l e  l a t e r ,  w i t h  

t h e  f u l l  r e t r e a t  o f  t h e  g l a c i e r s ,  N o r t h w e s t e r n  man i n c l u d i n g  t h e  

S h o s h o n e  p r e d e c e s s o r s  came i n  f r o m  t h e  Northwest e v e n t u a l l y  

c o n s t i t u t i n a  t h e  S h o s h o n e - P a i u t e s  who h a v e  i n h a b i t e d  t h e  V a l l e y  

e v e r  s i n c e .  

What t h e y  f o u n d  and  d e v e l o p e d  was a n  I n d i a n  w o n d e r l a n d .  A 

b e a u t i f u l l y  s i t u a t e d  v a l l e y  o f  l a k e s ,  s t r e a m s ,  s p r i n g s ,  f l o w i n g  

a r t e s i a n  wells o f  a l l  t y p e s .  a m a r v e l o u s  c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  f l o r a  a n d  

f a u n a ,  g i v i n g  t h e  e a r l y  I n d i a n  p e o p l e  e v e r y t h i n g  t h e y  n e e d e d .  

W h i l e  the V a l l e y  was d r y  w i t h  almost a l l  c l e a r ,  s u n n y  d a y s ,  i t  

was u n d e r l a i n  by t h a t  w o n d e r f u l  a q u i f e r  w h i c h ,  e v e n  on t h e  

h i g h e r  r i d g e s  a n d  u p p e r  f i e l d s ,  was close enough  t o  t h e  s u r f a c e  

f o r  t h e  roots  o f  t h e  n a t i v e  g r a s s e s  a n d  o t h e r  d r y  w e a t h e r  p l a n t s  

t o  r e a c h .  T h e r e  emerged a  b a l a n c e d ,  a d e q u a t e  s u b s i s t e n c e  

economy. F i s h  i n  t h e  streams a n d  l a k e s ,  h e r d s  o f  g r a z i n g  d e e r ,  

e l k  and  o t h e r  game,  l a r g e  f i e l d s  f o r  g a t h e r i n g  a l l  k i n d s  o f  

v e g e t a b l e s ,  f r u i t s  and  f i b e r s .  The  I n d i a n  economy a n d  c u l t u r e  

f l o u r i s h e d  a l o n g  w i t h  t h a t  o f  t h e i r  a d j o i n i n g  t r i b e s  i n  t h e  

L a h o n t a n ,  W a l k e r  a n d  B o n n e v i l l e  L a k e  r e g i o n s .  T h e y  had  c o n s t a n t  

r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  S o u t h w e s t  I n d i a n s  who were e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e i r  

h i s t o r i c  c u l t u r e s  t h a t  w e  r e a d  so much a b o u t  t o d a y .  
- 



COMING OF WHITE MAN 

W h i l e  t h e  EIR seems q u i t e  i n a d e q u a t e  i n  i t s  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  

t h e  e a r l y  h i s t o r y  o f  t h i s  r e g i o n ,  it d o e s  a  b e t t e r  j o b  o f  d e a l i n q  

w i t h  t h e  coming ( t h e  i n v a s i o n  o f )  t h e  w h i t e  man i n t o  t h e  Owens 

V a l l e y .  

Coming f i r s t  i n  a b o u t  1850  h e  r a p i d l y  t o o k  o v e r  t h e  V a l l e y  

so t h a t  by t h e  e a r l y  1 9 0 0 s  i t  was a f l o u r i s h i n g ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

communi ty ,  c a p i t a l i z i n g  o n  t h e  same c o m b i n a t i o n  t h e  I n d i a n s  h a d  

f o u n d .  T h e  d r y  climate w i t h  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  a q u i f e r ,  l a k e s ,  

s p r i n g s ,  s t r e a m s ,  e t c ,  a u g u r e d  wel l  f o r  a  p e r m a n e n t ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

economy. T h e  I n d i a n s  and  W h i t e s  f a r m e d  a n d  r a n c h e d  s i d e  by s i d e ,  

i n t e r m a r r y i n g  so t h a t  a l a r q e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  I n d i a n  p o p u l a t i o n  

became h a l f  b l o o d s .  T h e  b e q i n n i n g  o f  t h e  end  o f  a l l  t h i s  came i n  

1904 when t h e  Owens V a l l e y ,  i t s  s t r e a m s ,  l a k e s  and  a q u i f e r  was 

d i s c o v e r e d  b y  t h e  b u r g e o n i n g  metropolis known a s  L o s  A n g e l e s .  By 

1913  most o f  t h e  V a l l e y  w a t e r  b e g a n  t o  a r r i v e  i n  L o s  A n g e l e s  

t h r o u g h  i t s  f i r s t  a q u e d u c t .  L o s  A n g e l e s ,  w i t h o u t  a p p a r e n t  r i g h t ,  

d i v e r t e d  t h e  Owens r i v e r  a n d  by 1924 Owens L a k e  became t h e  d r y  

d e s e r t  i t  i s  t o d a y .  A s  L o s  A n g e l e s  moved i t s  o p e r a t i o n s  f u r t h e r  

a n d  f u r t h e r  n o r t h ,  a q u i r i n g  most o f  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o p e r t y ,  

t h e  d r a i n i n g  o f  t h e  a q u i f e r  i n c r e a s e d  a n d  t h e  w a t e r  t a b l e  

d r o p p e d .  T h e  end  r e s u l t  i s  o u t l i n e d  t h e  d r a f t  EIR-1990. T h e  

V a l l e y  became a  d e s e r t .  T h e  I n d i a n  people were wiped o u t  a s  a 

n a t i v e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  communi ty .  I n  t h e  o p i n i o n  o f  t h e  wr i te r ,  20 

y e a r s  f r o m  now a l l  t h e  Owens v a l l e y  w i l l  b e  i s  t h e  r o u t e  o f  t h e  

h ighway  f r o m  Reno a n d  B i s h o p  t o  L o s  A n g e l e s  w i t h  s c a t t e r e d  t o w n s  

s u s t a i n e d  by t h e  t o u r i s t ,  t r a v e l i n g  p u b l i c .  T h e  V a l l e y  w i l l  h a v e  

become a  n o n - p r o d u c t i v e  d e s e r t .  T h e  small  I n d i a n  r e s e r v a t i o n s  

a n d  t h e i r  people w i l l  h a v e  e s s e n t i a l l y  d i s a p p e a r e d .  



COMMENTARY ON DRAFT E I R  - 1990 

T h e r e  f o l l o w s  t h e  comments o f  t . h e  F o r t  I n d e p e n d e n c e  T r i b e  

( t h r o u a h  t h e  wr i t e r )  t o  t h e  d r a f t  E I R .  T h e  n u m b e r s  c o r r e s p o n d  t o  

p a g e  numbers .  - 
3-1 "The f i r s t  a q u d u c t  was p r i m a r i l y  f i l l e d  w i t h  s u r f a c e  

water d i v e r t e d  f rom t h e  Owens R i v e r  a n d  t h e  Mono B a s i n . "  T h i s  

means  t h a t  i n  1913  t h e  C i t y  o f  L o s  A n g e l e s ,  w i t h o u t  a p p a r e n t  

r i g h t ,  d i v e r t e d  t h e  Owens R i v e r  c u t t i n g  o f f  t h e  s o u r c e  o f  water 

t o  Owens L a k e ,  T h i s  l e a d  t o  t h e  l a k e  d r y i n g  u p  a n d  becoming a 

w h i t e ,  s a l t y  d e s e r t .  

5-8 .  T h e  p r o p o s e d  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  water t o  b e  e x p o r t e d  t o  

L o s  A n g e l e s  w i l l  b e  o b t a i n e d  by d i v e r t i n g  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  " t h a t  h a s  

b e e n  made a v a i l a b l e  by n r e d u c t i o n  i n  t h e  number o f  i r r i g a t e d  

acres owned by i o s  A n g e l e s  a n d  f r o m  s u r E a c e  water t h a t  f o r m e r l y  

d i d  n o t  e n t e r  t h e  a q u e d u c t  s y s t e m . "  T h i s  means  t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  

b e  a  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  i n c r e a s e  i n  n o n - i r r i g a t e d  l a n d  a n d  d e c r e a s e  i n  

t h e  small  f l o w i n g  s t r e a m s  t h a t  s t i l l  r e m a i n ,  T h e  h u m i d i t y  a n d  

g r e e n e r y  o f  t h e  V a l l e y  is  p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  r e d u c e d  w i t h  a n  

i n c r e a s e  i n  d r y n e s s  a n d  wind-blown p a r t i c u l a t e s .  - 
S-9 P r e s e n t l y  " e x p o r t e d "  is 130 ,000  AFY, With  t h e  i n c r e a s e  

i t  w i l l  b e  1 9 0 , 0 0 0  AFY. I f  o n e  a n a l y z e s  t h e s e  f i g u r e s  i t  becomes 

a p p a r e n t  t h a t  t h e  a n n u a l  e x p o r t  o f  water w i l l  b e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  

d o u b l e  t h e  s t a t e d  a m o u n t s .  T h e  v e r y  n e x t  p a g e  shows  t h a t  t h e  

c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  r u n o f f ,  f l o w i n g  w e l l s ,  a n d  pumped g r o u n d  water 

w i l l  b e  4 3 5 , 0 0 0  AFY. T h e  a m o u n t s  a l l o c a t e d  t o  o t h e r  u s e s ,  n o t  

t o  b e  e x p o r t e d ,  a r e  g r o s s l y  e x a g g e r a t e d ,  T h e  c a p a c i t y  o f  t h e  

a q u d u c t  s y s t e m  i s  s t a t e d  t o  b e  780 CFS or a b o u t  1500 a c r e  f e e t  a 

d a y  or  5 4 0 , 0 0 0  a c r e  f e e t  a y e a r .  - 
3 - 2 1  E f f e c t  o n  v e g e t a t i o n :  T h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  v e r y  much 

u n d e r s t a t e s  i t .  T h e  w a t e r  t a b l e  h a s  d r o p p e d  beyond t h e  r e a c h  o f  

t h e  d e e p e s t  t r e e ,  a l f a l f a  a n d  g r a s s  roots. On t h e  d r y  l a n d s  

most o f  wha t  i s  l e f t  i s  d e s e r t  b r u s h  a n d  d e a d  p l a n t s .  T h e s e  a r e  

t e m p o r a r i l y  h o l d i n g  t h e  s o i l .  T h e r e  is  no  w a t e r  f o r  new p l a n t s .  



I t  w i l l  t a k e  a b o u t  f i v e  y e a r s  f o r  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  s k e l e t a l  p l a n t s  

t o  c rumble ,  d e c a y  and d i s a p p e a r .  The t e r r a i n  w i l l  become more 

d e s e r t - l i k e  w i t h  a l l  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a  d e s e r t .  - 
S - 2 2  M i t i g a t i o n :  As i t  e x i s t s  i t  i s  j u s t  a  t o k e n  g e s t u r e .  

The w r i t e r  l ooked  a t  many s i t e s  and p r e d i c t s  t h e i r  f a i l u r e  t o  

accompl i sh  a n y  t h i n g  s u b s t a n t i a l .  
- 

A i r  Q u a l i t y :  t h e  Owens Lake s o d a  a s h  d u s t  p e r m e a t e s  

t h e  whole v a l l e y .  T h i s  i s  added t o  by t h e  i n c r e a s i n g  d u s t  blown 

from t h e  f o r m e r l y  p r o d u c t i v e ,  now bone-dry f i e l d s .  - 
1-1 The d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  V a l l e y  is Chamber o f  C o m m e r c e  

j a rgon :  "predominant  l a n d  uses i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  a r e  r e c r e -  

a t i o n  and r a n c h i n g . "  Both a r e  r a p i d l y  d i s a p p e a r i n g  a s  t h e  w a t e r  

i s  l o s t .  I t  i s  c o r r e c t  t o  s a y  " t h e r e  is v e r y  l i t t l e  deve lopment  

o u t s i d e  t h e  towns" and "Los Anqeles  owns v i r t u a l l y  a l l  o f  t h e  

l a n d  o u t s i d e  t h e  towns" and t h e  BLM beyond. Not  ment ioned  i s  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  Los Angeles  a c q u i r e d  a l l  o f  t h i s  l a n d  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  

r e s i d u a l  and r ema in ing  r i g h t s  o f  t h e  I n d i a n s  and  t h e i r  t r i b e s .  

The w r i t e r  is a  s p e c i a l i s t  i n  I n d i a n  law and knows t h a t  w i t h o u t  

l e g a l l y  approved  c e s s i o n s  f rom t h e  T r i b e s  t h e i r  r i g h t s  to a c c e s s ,  

h u n t i n g ,  f i s h i n g  and g a t h e r i n g  th rough  t h e  V a l l e y  r ema in .  The  

e x e r c i s e  of  t h e s e  r i g h t s  a r e  wiped o u t  b u t  "no  problem''  t h e  

t h i n g s  f o r  which t h e y  might  f i s h ,  g a t h e r  and h u n t  a r e  qone.  The  

w r i t e r  h a s  c a r e f u l l y  rev iewed t h e  l e g a l  h i s t o r y  of  t h i s  V a l l e y  

and o f  t h e  LADWP p r o j e c t s  and  c a n ' t  i d e n t i f y  what  n e c e s s a r y  l e g a l  

p r o c e s s  caused  t h e  loss by t h e  T r i b e s  of  t h e s e  r i g h t s  t o  t h e i r  

fo rmer  l a n d s  and o f  t h e i r  o w n e r s h i p  o f  t h e  bed o f  Owens Lake ,  now 

d r y .  - 
1-3 The s t a t i s t i c s  on  a q u e d u c t  c a p a c i t y :  O b v i o u s l y  

LADWP h a s  i ts  e y e s  on a l l  o f  t h e  w a t e r .  T h i s  i s  e v i d e n t  f o r  

example f rom t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  h a s  one  by o n e  e l i m i n a t e d  

e v e r y  s m a l l  l a n d  owner o r  lessee, i n c l u d i n g  t r i b a l  members. The  

I n d i a n s  h a v e  been  pushed o u t  o f  e v e r y  a c r e  Los  Ange le s  owns. 

T h e r e  is n o t  a  s i n g l e  I n d i a n  L e s s e e .  

- 



- 
Q u e r y :  What is t h e  s e n s e  o f  t h e  s e c o n d  a a u e d u c t  i f  L o s  

A n g e l e s  d o e s  n o t  i n t e n d  t o  u t i l i z e  i t s  c a p a c i t y ?  
- 

1-4 " I n c r e a s e d  e x p o r t  o f  water f r o m  Owens V a l l e y  to  L.A." 

Read t h e s e  t w o  p a g e s .  T h e  l i s t e d  g r o u n d  water r e c h a r g e  a n d  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p r o j e c t s  a n d  "enhance rnen t /mi t iga t ion  projects" a re  

l e g a l  euphemisms  - n o n e x i s t e n t  or i n e f f e c t i v e .  - 
2-3 C h r o n o l o g y  o f  Water D e v e l o p m e n t  I n  Owens V a l l e y :  A 

c o l d - b l o o d e d  s e q u e n c e  l e a d i n g  r a p i d l y  t o  a  t a k i n g  o f  a l l  t h e  

w a t e r  a n d  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  a V a l l e y .  Note t h a t  i n  t h i s  

s e q u e n c e  i t  m e n t i o n s  n o t h i n g  o f  I n d i a n s  a n d  t h e i r  r i g h t s  or  o f  

how t h e s e  r i g h t s  would t a k e n  o r  l o s t .  - 
2-5 T h e  S e c o n d  A q u e d u c t :  I t  is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  i n  

t h e  E I R  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  case o f  A r i z o n a  v ,  C a l i f o r n i a  no  

m e n t i o n  i s  made o f  t h e  f i n d i n g  by t h e  c o u r t  t h a t  t h e  v a r i o u s  

I n d i a n  t r i b e s  h a v e  p r i o r  a n d  p a r a m o u n t  r i g h t s  t o  t h e  waters o f  

t h e  C o l o r a d o  R i v e r  t h a t  c a n  b e  a v a n t i f i e d  t o  t h e  water n e e d e d  t o  

i r r i g a t e  t h e  i r r i u a b l e  a c r e s .  A l a w y e r  r e a d e r  of t h i s  commentary  

m i q h t  b e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  r e a d i n g  t h e  w r i t e r ' s  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h a t  

c a s e  i n  h i s  l a w  r e v i e w  a r t i c l e  e n t i t l e d  I n d i a n  W a t e r  R i g h t s  - T h e  

W i n t e r s  D o c t r i n e  U p d a t e d  (Gonzaga  Law Rev iew,  s p r i n g  1 9 7 1 ) .  I t  

u p h e l d  t h e  p r e f e r e n t i a l  p r i o r i t y  o f  t r i b a l - I n d i a n  w a t e r  r i g h t s  

o n  t h e  C o l o r a d o  a s  a g a i n s t  t h e  a p p o r t i o n m e n t  t h a t  was b e i n g  made 

b e t w e e n  t h e  s t a t e s .  Many o f  t h e  t e a c h i n g s  o f  t h a t  c a s e  a r e  

a p p l i c a b l e  t o  t h e  Owens V a l l e y .  - 
2-7 T h e  r i p a r i a n  d o c t r i n e  i s  a c c u r a t e l y  d e s c r i b e d .  T h e  

i m p l i c a t i o n  i s  t h a t  L o s  A n s e l e s  a c q u i r e d  a l l  t h e  r i p a r i a n  r i g h t s  

by  a c q u i r i n g  a l l  t h e  l a n d ,  T h i s  i s  n o t  a c c u r a t e .  T h e  V a l l e y  

i t s e l f ,  a s  a  honieland f o r  i t s  p e o p l e  and  t h e  T r i b e s ,  r e t a i n s  

b a s i c  r i p a r i a n  r i g h t s  so t h a t  t h e  s t r e a m s ,  l a k e s  a n d  g r o u n d w a t e r  

w i l l  n o t  b e  s o  u s e d  ( a n d  d i v e r t e d )  so a s  t o  harm ( e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  

a n d  q u a n t i t i v e l y :  t h a t  homeland .  T h e  F o r t  I n d e p e n d e n c e  Reser- 

v a t i o n  h a s .  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  i t s  W i n t e r s  R i g h t s ,  b a s i c  r i p a r i a n  

r i g h t s  t o  Oak C r e e k  t h a t  f l o w s  t h r o u g h  t h e  r e s e r v a t i o n .  T h e r e  is 

a  g r o w i n g  body o f  l a w  t h a t  r i p a r i a n  r i g h t s  i n c l u d e  g r o u n d  w a t e r s  



t h a t  e v e n t u a l l y  f e e d  s u r f a c e  streams. F o r  e x a m p l e ,  i n  W a s h i n g t o n  

S t a t e  p e r m i t t e d  pump i r r i g a t o r s  a r e  b e i n g  s h u t  down b e c a u s e  t h e i r  

u s e  o f  q r o u n d w a t e r  i s  d r y i n g  u p  i n t e r m i t t e n t  s p r i n g - f e e d  s u r f a c e  

s t r e a m s .  [ T h e  writer i s  a n  a t t o r n e y  i n  some o f  t h o s e  cases.)  

2-9 D e s c r i b e s  t h e  l a n d  e x c h a n g e  w i t h  t h e  " P a i u t e  and  

S h o s h o n e  I n d i a n s . "  N e g o t i a t i n g  o n l y  w i t h  t h e  B u r e a u  o f  I n d i a n  

A f f a i r s ,  t h e  e x c h a n q e s  t o o k  place and  - 
" g a v e  t o  L.A. t h e  w a t e r  r i g h t s  t h e  I n d i a n s  p o s s e s s e d ,  
a l o n g  w i t h  2 , 9 1 4  a c r e s  o f  l a n d  . . . t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  V a l l e y  ... I n  r e t u r n ,  LA. g a v e  t h e  I n d i a n s  1 , 3 9 2  a c r e s  o f  p r i m e  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  l a n d  f o r  r e s e r v a t i o n s  close t o  B i s h o p ,  
B i g  P i n e ,  a n d  Lone  P i n e .  ( F o r t  I n d e p e n d e n c e  c h o s e  n o t  
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  l a n d  e x c h a n g e . )  L o s  A n g e l e s  a l s o  
a g r e e d  to  s u p p l y  t h e  new r e s e r v a t i o n s  w i t h  o v e r  6 , 0 0 0  
a c r e - f e e t  o f  f i r m  w a t e r  a n n u a l l y  f o r  i r r i g a t i o n  a n d  
d o m e s t i c  purposes. " 

COMMENT: T h e  f o r e g o i n g  is  a  s i m p l i s t i c  d i s t o r t i o n .  Many 

u n r e s o l v e d  l e g a l  q u e s t i o n s  r e m a i n  i n c l u d i n g  w h e t h e r  t h e  B u r e a u  o f  

I n d i a n  A f f a i r s  had  a n y  a u t h o r i t y  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  t r i b e s  i n  t h e  

e x c h a n g e s .  I t  i s  t h e  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  t h e  w r i t e r  t h a t  LA. t o o k  

t h e  l a n d  w i t h o u t  t h e  I n d i a n  w a t e r  r i g h t s  a n d  t h a t  t h e y  s t i l l  

e x i s t .  [ t h e  r i a h t  to  a b o u t  3200  a c r e  f e e t  o f  water a y e a r  t o  

u t i l i z e  b e n e f i c i a l l y  some p l a c e ] .  H a v i n g  t o u r e d  a l l  t h e  reser- 

v a t i o n s  i t  seems a b s u r d  t o  u s e  t h e  n o m e n c l a t u r e  " g a v e  t h e  I n d i a n s  

1 , 3 9 2  acres o f  prime a g r i c u l t u r a l  l a n d . . . "  U n d o u b t e d l y  t h e s e  

r e s e r v a t i o n s  ( o t h e r  t h a n  F o r t  I n d e p e n d e n c e )  w i l l  f i l e  t h e i r  own 

r e s p o n s e  o r  commenta ry .  A s  f o r  F o r t  I n d e p e n d e n c e ,  i t s  r e t a i n e d  

water r i g h t s  a r e  b a d l y  i m p e r i l e d .  R e c e n t l y  LADWP t e r m i n a t e d  a  

f i n a l  l i n g e r i n g  l e a s e  w i t h  a  t r i b a l  member ( Dan Mi l l e r )  b e c a u s e  

h e  was a l l e g e d l y  m i s u s i n g  h i s  lease by t r a n s p o r t i n g  t o  i t  a 

p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  t r i b e ' s  w a t e r  f r o m  h i s  a d j o i n i n g  r e s e r v a t i o n .  

L.A. t h u s  g o t  r i d  o f  t h e  l a s t  r e m a i n i n g  I n d i a n  lessee. T h e  l e g a l  

f a c t  is  t h a t  h e  had  e v e r y  r i g h t  t o  u t i l i z e  a p o r t i o n  o f  h i s  

t r i b e ' s  water o n  h i s  n e a r b y  l e a s e d  L.A. l a n d .  



- 
3 - 2 1  D i s c u s s e s  t h e  N a t i o n a l  Audubon S o c i e t y  v .  LADWE c a s e  

a n d  s u b s e q u e n t  l i t i g a t i o n .  I t  is a p p a r e n t  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h i s  

l i t i g a t i o n  is c o m p l e t e d .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  case " T h e  c o u r t  o r d e r e d  a  

p u b l i c  t r u s t  b a l a n c i n ~  t r i a l ,  b a l a n c i n g  t h e  b e n e f i c i a l  u s e  o f  t h e  

w a t e r  by LA. w i t h  t h e  n e e d s  o f  t h e  l a k e . "  (Mono L a k e )  N o t  

m e n t i o n e d  i s  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  Owens L a k e  a n d  o t h e r  water 

b o d i e s .  I t  is a p p a r e n t  t h a t  t h e  t r i b e s  were [ a r e ]  n o t  

r e p r e s e n t e d  i n  a n y  o f  t h i s  l i t i g a t i o n .  I f  t h e y  were t h e  c o u r t s  

would  f i n d  t h a t  t h e i r  n e e d s  a n d  r i ~ h t s  a r e  immune t o  a n y  

- b a l a n c i n g  a g a i n s t  t h e  n e e d s  o f  L o s  A n q e l e s .  

4-1 WATER ANAGEMENT I N  OWENS VALLEY. Note t h a t  o n  p a g e  

4-5 i t  is i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  i n  w e t  y e a r s  a maximum o f  2 1 , 8 0 0  a c r e s  

o f  L.A. l a n d  was i r r i g a t e d  p r i o r  t o  t h e  s e c o n d  a q u e d u c t .  I n  d r y  

y e a r s  t h i s  i r r i g a t i o n  was t o t a l l y  c u t  o f f  " i f  L o s  A n g e l e s  

d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  t h e  w a t e r  was n e e d e d  f o r  e x p o r t . "  T h u s  t h e  

V a l l e y  s u r f a c e  was d e p r i v e d  o f  water ( i n  t h e  d r y  y e a r s )  when 

- n e e d e d  t h e  most. 
4-9 Wi th  t h e  s e c o n d  a q u e d u c t  t h e  number o f  acres 

c l a s s i f i e d  a s  i r r i g a t e d  leases is  r e d u c e d .  - 
4-10 An i n t e r e s t i n g  t a b l e  showing  t h e  u s e s  o f  w a t e r  by  t h e  

v a r i o u s  t o w n s  b e f o r e  and  a f t e r  1 9 7 0 .  T h e  d e c r e a s e  or d r o p  i n  u s e  

- i s  i n  t h e  r a n g e  o f  two t h i r d s .  

5 - 1  P r o p o s e d  P r o j e c t  - L i s t s  t h e  " i n c r e a s e d  e x p o r t "  w i l l  b e  

a c h i e v e d  p r i m a r i l y  f r o m  more pumping,  less i r r i g a t i n g  a n d  

i n c r e a s e d  w a t e r  d i v e r s i o n .  T h i s  i n c l u d e s ,  a s  r e l a t e d  a b o v e ,  t h e  

- e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  a l l  I n d i a n  leases  o f  L . A .  l a n d .  

5-5 G r o u n d w a t e r  M i n i n g .  T h e  p r e v e n t i o n  o f  g r o u n d w a t e r  

m i n i n g  is  l i s t e d  a s  a  g o a l  w i t h  a  p l a n  t h a t  " o v e r  a 2 0 - y e a r  

p e r i o d  ( T h e  t o t a l  pumping)  d o e s  n o t  e x c e e d  t h e  t o t a l  r e c h a r g e  of 

t h e  same w e l l  f i e i d  a r e a  o v e r  t h e  same p e r i o d . "  T h e  wri ter  i s  

s u r e  t h a t  a n y  i m p a r t i a l  t e s t i n g  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  wel l s  w i l l  

d i s c l o s e  a  s e r i o u s  d r o p  i n  g r o u n d  w a t e r .  On t h e  F o r t  I n d e p e n d -  

e n c e  R e s e r v a t i o n  d o m e s t i c  wel l  t h e  g r o u n d  w a t e r  l e v e l  h a s  d r o p p e d  

o v e r  40 f e e t .  What i s  p r o p o s e d  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  "20 y e a r  p e r i o d ? "  



I m p l i e d  i s  t h a t  LADWP h a s  20 y e a r s  t o  pump w i t h  s u b s e q u e n t  tests 

t o  s e e  what happened.  I n  a  s i m i l a r  a q u i f e r  on t h e  Spokane  

R e s e r v a t i o n  w i t h  a  s i m i l a r  p roblem t h e  c o u r t  h a s  a p p o i n t e d  a  

w a t e r  m a s t e r  t o  mon i to r  a l l  pumpage and d i v e r s i o n s .  The Water  

Mas te r  p r e d i c t s  t h e  a q u i f e r  l e v e l s  and t h e  e x p e c t e d  r a t e  of  

r e c h a r g e  and s e t s  a  y e a r l y  s c h e d u l e  o f  t i m e  and  l i m i t s  f o r  t h e  

pump i r r i g a t o r s .  

5-7 I n c r e a s e d  E x p o r t  o f  Water from Owens V a l l e y  to  L o s  

Anqe le s .  V e r i f i e s  what h a s  a l r e a d y  been d i s c u s s e d  and b r i n g s  OL 

a g a i n  t h e  " w e t  and d ry -yea r  s c e n a r i o s "  t h a t  a r e  j u s t  t h e  

o p p o s i t e  f rom what is u s u a l l y  e x p e c t e d  - i n c r e a s e d  pumpins f rom 

t h e  V a l l e y  i n  d r y  y e a r s . .  

5-17 Ground Water  Recha rge  Improvements .  S p r e a d i n g  a r e a !  

a r e  min imal .  I n s p e c t i o n  of  them r e v e a l s  a  " p u d d l i n g "  s e a l i n a  

e f f e c t  so t h a t  a c t u a l  s i n k i n q  i n t o  t h e  g round  i s  minimized.  Thc 

amount o f  w a t e r  f l o w i n g  i n t o  t h e  r e c h a r g e  a r e a s  i s  minimal .  Mos 

o f  t h e  r e c h a r q e  a r e a s  a r e  i n  t h e  "bot toms"  u n d e r l a i n  by imperm- 

e a b l e  s e d i m e n t a r y  c l a y  s t r a t a .  

5-24. R e l e a s e s  of  L . A .  Owned Land from P u b l i c  and P r i v a t e  

Use? I t  i s  n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  p roposed  r e l e a s e s  c o n s i s t  o n l y  o f  thc  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  s a l e  o f  75  a c r e s  p l u s  a n o t h e r  26 a c r e s  o f  

s u r p l u s  L A .  owned l a n d  w i t h i n  B i shop  C i t y  l i m i t s  - a  t i n y  

g e s t u r e .  

6-1 A l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  P roposed  P r o j e c t :  

Comment: The o n l y  a l t e r n a t i v e  a c c e p t a b l e  t o  t h e  F o r t  Independ-  

e n c e  R e s e r v a t i o n  is A l t e r n a t i v e  1 of  "No P r o j e c t "  which would 

" i n v o l v e  a  r e t u r n  t o  pre-1970 Owens V a l l e y  w a t e r  management 

p r a c t i c e s .  " 

6-47 The d i s c u s s i o n  o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  #2  "No i n c r e a s e d  pumpit 

- no i n - v a l l e y  i r r i g a t i o n "  b r i n q s  o u t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  " I t  i s  

a p p a r e n t  t h a t  much o f  t h e  t h o u s a n d s  of  a c r e s  o f  l a n d s  removed 

from i r r i g a t e d  a g r i c u l t u r e  between 1920 and 1970 have  n o t  

r e t u r n e d  to t h e i r  p r e - i r r i g a t i o n  c o n d i t i o n . "  T h i s  comment 



I h i g h l i g h t s  t h e  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h e  l a n d  w i l l  r e t u r n  i t s  

" p r e - i r r i g a t i o n  c o n d i t i o c "  as l o n g  as  t h e  l o w e r e d  w a t e r  t a b l e  

r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  L.A. pump a n d  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  d i v e r s i o n s  c o n t i n u e s .  

30 
COMMENT RE ALTERNATIVES: N o  w h e r e  i n  a n y  l i s t  o f  " a l t e r n a t i v e s "  

/ i s  t h e  o b v i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e  o f  t h e  t r a n s p o r t  o f  N o r t h w e s t  water 

L i n t o  S o u t h e r n  C a l i f o r n i a ,  T h a t  t h i s  is a f e a s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  

i s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  a t t a c h e d  memorandum. 

7-4 T a b l e  7-1 Summary o f  I n v i r o n m e n t a l  E f f e c t s :  

T h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s  i n  t h e  Summary o f  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  E f f e c t s  

a p p e a r  t o  b e  f a l l a c i o u s ,  i n c o m p l e t e  or i n a c c u r a t e .  Numbers a r e  

s e c t i o o n  numbers .  

8-1  Ground w a t e r  pumping a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  project  
h a s  n o t  a n d  w i l l  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  g r o u n d  s u b s i d e n c e .  
[Comment: n o t  t r u e ! ]  

9-4 "Flow : n t o  Owens L a k e  Was N o t  a n d  W i l l  N o t  b e  
S u b s t a n t i a l l y  Changed f r o m  P r e - P r o j e c t  C o n d i t i o n s  b y  
t h e  P r o j e c t . "  

T h i s  r e a s s u r i n g  comment i s  p o s s i b l e  o n l y  b e c a u s e ,  p r i o r  
t o  1 9 7 0 ,  Owens L a k e  was c o m p l e t e l y  d e s t r o y e d  by t h e  
d i v e r s i o n  o f  Owens R i v e r .  T h e  pre-project c o n d i t i o n  i s  
t h a t  i t  h a s  become a  windb lown,  d u s t y ,  s a l t  f l a t  a n d  
d e s e r t .  T h i s  c o n d i t i o n  w i l l ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  n o t  b e  
" c h a n g e d "  e x c e p t  t o  w o r s e n .  I t  w i l l  r e m a i n  a  d r y  
l a k e b e d  w i t h  i t s  windblown d u s t  f i l l i n g  t h e  v a l l e y .  

9-6 Be tween  1970 a n d  1990  t h e  project  r e s u l t e d  i n  
b e n e f i c i a l  c h a n g e s  t o  e x i s t i n g  l a k e s  a n d  p o n d s ,  a n d  t h e  
c r e a t i o n  o f  new l a k e s  a n d  p o n d s ,  w i t h  no  s i g n i f i c a n t  
i m p a c t  o n  water r e s o u r c e s .  

9-8 " F l o w s  i n  c e r t a i n  c a n a l s  a n d  d i t c h e s  s u p p l y i n g  
i r r i a a t e d  L o s  Angles-owned l a n d s  were i n c r e a s e d  a s  p a r t  
o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  w i t h  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  impact o n  w a t e r  
r e s o u r c e s . "  

9-11 " I n c r e a s e d  pumping b e t w e e n  1970 a n d  1990 c a u s e d  
a l t e r a t i o n s  o f  g r o u n d w a t e r  f l o w  p a t t e r n s  w i t h  n o  
s i g n i f i c a n t  impact o n  water r e s o u r c e s . "  



9-15 " T h e  i n c r e a s e d  f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  g r o u n d  w a t e r  
l e v e l s  o b s e r v e d  b e t w e e n  1970 and  1 9 9 0 ,  a n d  t h e  
e x t e n s i v e  drawdown o v e r  e x t e n d e d  p e r i o d s  o f  time, h a v e  
r e d u c e d  t h e  amount  o f  w a t e r  t h a t  moves f r o m  t h e  
g r o u n d w a t e r  s y s t e m  t o  t h e  v a d o s e  z o n e  as  compared t o  
pre-project c o n d i t i o n s .  T h i s  h a s  r e s u l t e d  i n  r e d u c e d  
e v a p o t r a n s p i r a t i o n ,  b u t  h a s  o t h e r w i s e  h a d  no  s i g n i f -  
i c a n t  i m p a c t  o n  w a t e r  r e s o u r c e s . "  

Comment: T h e  m i d d l e  p h r a s e  s h o u l d  b e  r e a d  t o  mean: 
' I . .  h a v e  r e d u c e d  t h e  amount  o f  water f r o m  t h e  l o w e r e d  
g r o u n d w a t e r  l e v e l s  t o  t h e  s u r f a c e  soi ls . . ."  ) 

10-11 t h r o u g h  10-13 

COMMENT: T h e s e  s e c t i o n s  v e r i f y  t h e  d i e - o f f  o f  vege-  
t a t i o n  o n  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1100 acres o f  l a n d  b e c a u s e  o f  
" i n c r e a s e d  g r o u n d w a t e r  pumping."  T h e  d i e - o f f  o c c u r r e d  
b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  d r o p  i n  g r o u n d w a t e r  l e v e l s  beyond t h e  
root z o n e .  Based  on t h e  writer 's  own e x p e r i e n c e  i n  
s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n s  r e v e g e t a t i o n  w i l l  n o t  h e  s u c c e s s f u l  
e x c e p t  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  r e l i a b l e  r e c u r r e n t  s u r f a c e  
i r r i a a t i o n .  LADWP d o e s  n o t  i n t e n d  t h i s .  

10-14 i n d i c a t e s  a  s i m i l a r  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  
a n d  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  v a r i o u s  s p r i n g s .  

10-16,  10-18,  10-19 a n d  10-20.  Same comment a s  t h a t  
made f o r  10-11 t h r o u g h  10-13.  Here i s  a n o t h e r  t h o u s a n d  
acres t h a t  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  s u c c e s s f u l l y  r e v e g e t a t e d  
T h e s e  a r e a s  h a v e  become t o t a l l y  b a r r e n  w i t h  b l o w i n g  
d u s t .  T h e r e  i s  n o  " n a t i v e  Owens V a l l e y  v e g e t a t i o n  n o t  
r e q u i r i n g  v e g e t a t i o n "  o t h e r  t h a n  v a r i o u s  s c r u b  
species t h a t  h a v e  l i t t l e  n u t r i t i o n a l  v a l u e .  - 
I t  i s  t h e  o p i n i o n  o f  t h e  wr i t e r ,  b a s e d  o n  y e a r s  o f  
e x p e r i e n c e  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h e s e  a r e a s  o f  v e g e t a t i o n  l o s t  
d u e  t o  d r o p  i n  g r o u n d  water a r e  r e m e d i a b l e  b y  a n y  
method  s u g g e s t e d  by DWP. - 
14-5  "Ranch leases i n  Owens V a l l e y  were m o d i f i e d  a s  a 
r e s u l t  o f  t h e  p ro jec t . "  T h e  wr i ter  o b s e r v e d  t h a t  most 
i f  n o t  a l l  o f  t h e  s m a l l - f a m i l y  f a r m - s i z e d  lessees were 
t e r m i n a t e d  or b o u q h t  o u t  a n d  t h e  v a r i o u s  leases 
c o n s o l i d a t e d  i n t o  t h e  h a n d s  o f  a  f e w  l a r g e - s c a l e  c a t t l e  
o p e r a t i o n s  w i t h  i n d i v i d u a l  leases o f  t h o u s a n d s  o f  
acres. R e c e n t l y  t h e  v e r y  l a s t  l ease  t o  a  t r i b a l  member 
was t e r m i n a t e d  o n  t h e  p r e t e x t  t h a t  h e  was v i o l a t i n g  t h e  
lease i n  t r a n s p o r t i n g  water t o  t h e  l a n d  f r o m  t h e  
r e s e r v a t i o n .  T h i s ,  as  e x p l a i n e d  a b o v e ,  was p e r f e c t l y  
l e g a l .  T h e  t r i b e  h a s  a  l e g a l  r i g h t  to  t r a n s p o r t  i t s  



w a t e r  t o  n e a r b y  a c r e a g e s  o p e r a t e d  by t r i b a l  members. I n  
a  few y e a r s  t h e r e  w i l l  b e  n o t  more t h a n  a  h a l f  dozen  
p r i n c i p a l  lessees i n  t h e  e n t i r e  Owens V a l l e y .  - 
16-7 "new w e l l s  i n  t h e  Big p i n e  a r e a  would l o w e r  
ground w a t e r  l e v e l s ,  and c o u l d  r e su l t  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  
i m p a c t s  t o  l o c a l  p r i v a t e  w e l l s . "  [Comment: b e c a u s e  
DWP owns a l m o s t  a l l  o f  t h e  l a n d  t h e r e  a r e  few p r i v a t e  
w e l l s  l e f t  t o  " impac t . "  What is impac ted  i s  t h e  
q roundwa te r  l e v e l  irt t h e  e n t i r e  v a l l e y  l e a d i n g  t o  
s e r i o u s  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  e f f e c t s .  

1 T h i s  same comment i s  made t o  16-11 and  16-12. 
I 

The Summary o f  Znv i ronmen ta l  E f f e c t s  r i v e t s  down t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e  e n t i r e  V a l l e y  i s  a l r e a d y  i n  a  s t a t e  o f  w a t e r  d e p l e t i o n  

and l o s s  o f  n a t u r a l  f l o r a  and f auna  and t h a t  t h e s e  v e r y  bad 

I .  include l a t e r a l l y  e x t e n s i v e  c l a y  l a y e r s ,  e t c . "  A l l  o f  t h e s e  

s u r f a c e  and  n e a r  s u r f a c e  c l a y  d e p o s i t s  and  s t r a t a  a r e  t h e  

s e d i m e n t s  of t h e  P l e i s t o c e n e  Lake t h a t  f i l l e d  t h e  v a l l e y  and a r e  

41 p r e - e x i s t i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  w i l l  be  f u r t h e r  e x a c e r b a t e d .  

The  Summary of Env i ronmen ta l  E f f e c t s  makes no  men t ion  

o f  e f f e c t s  on t r i b a l  and I n d i a n  i n t e r e s t s .  

8-1 Geology ,  S o i l s  and S e i s m i c i t y  

I t  s h o u l d  b e  o b v i o u s  t o  anyone such  a s  t h e  w r i t e r  w i t h  

knowledge and  e x p e r t i s e  a b o u t  t h e  P l e i s t o c e n e  e r a  ( t h e  l a s t  

2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0  y e a r s )  t h a t  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  is l a r g e l y  t h e  p r o d u c t  o f  

t h e  g l a c i a t i o n s  and i n t e r g l a c i a t i o n s  o f  t h a t  e r a  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

t h o s e  of  t h e  I l l i n o i s  and Wiscons in .  Undoubted ly  t h e  a l l u v i a l  

f a n s ,  t h e  gouged canyons ,  t h e  hanging  v a l l e y s ,  t h e  impermeable  421 
43 

s t r a t i f i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  f o r m e r  l a k e  b e d s ,  t h e  e v i d e n c e  of  o l d  

s h o r e l i n e s ,  t h e  i nnumerab le  e r r a t i c  r o c k s ,  t h e  c i r c l e s  o f  b l a c k  

r o c k s  dropped  by i c e b e r g s ,  i n  f a c t  p e r h a p s  t h e  upper  f i f t y  f e e t  

o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  Owens v a l l e y  a g g r e g a t e d  s o i l s  and  s t r a t a  a r e  t h e  

r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  P l e i s t o c e n e .  -- 
The p a r a g r a p h  m i d d l e  page  8-4 b e g i n s  a s  f o l l o w s :  "The 

l akebed  s e d i m e n t s  i n  t h e  s o u t h e r n  p a r t  o f  t h e  B i s h o p  B a s i n  



o f  r a t h e r  recent o r i g i n .  T h e s e  c l a y  l e n s e s  and s t r a t a ,  l y i n g  so 

c l o s e  t o  t h e  s u r f a c e ,  make d i f f i c u l t  s p r e a d i n g ,  r e c h a r g e  e f f o r t s  

i n e f f e c t i v e . .  The  r e l a t i v e l y  impermeable  c l a y  w i l l  ho ld  t h e  

s p r e a d i n g  w a t e r s  on t h e  s u r f a c e  s o  t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  h ave  l i t t l e  i f  

any  e f f e c t  i n  r e c h a r g i n g  t h e  d e e p e r  a q u i f e r .  - 
O n  page  8-8 t h e  d r a f t e r  s p e a k s  o f  a l l u v i a l  f a n  d e p o s i t s .  

T h e s e  r e s u l t e d  from t h e  goug ing  by t h e  mounta in  g l a c i e r s  and  were 

mod i f i ed  by o u t p o u r i n g s  o f  f l a s h  f l o o d s  and by be ing  cove red  by  

t h e  w a t e r s  of  t h e  l a k e  which i n t e r m i t t e n t l y  f i l l e d  t h e  v a l l e y .  - 
On p a g e  8-10 t h e  E I R  s p e a k s  o f  v o l c a n i c  d e p o s i t s  a s  b e i n g  

q u i t e  pe rmeab le  and of  t h e  t r a n s m i s s i o n  of  w a t e r  "between t h e  

pe rmeab le  v o l c a n i c  m a t e r i a l  and  t h e  less pe rmeab le  s i l t  and  

c l a y  ..." I n  t h e  Nor thwes t  r e s i d u a l  v o l c a n i c  a s h  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  

a u i t e  i m p e r n e a b l e .  - 
COMMENT: T h i s  writer i s  s u r p r i s e d  t h a t  t h e  d r a f t e r  o f  t h i s  

s e c t i o n  of  t h e  E I R  makes no men t ion  a t  a l l  o f  t h e  P l e i s t o c e n e ,  

g l a c i a l ,  i n t e r g l a c i a l  e r a  which c a r v e d  t h e  formed t h e  v i s i b l e  

O w e n s  V a l l e y .  T h i s  and o t h e r  o v e r s i g h t s  b r i n g s  i n t o  q u e s t i o n  t h e  

e x p e r t i s e  or s u p e r f i c i a l i t y  o f  t h e  h y d r o - q e o l o g i s t  and h i s  

v a r i o u s  f i n d i n g s .  - 
9-6 D i s c u s s i o n  o f  Owens Lake .  The d i s c u s s i o n  a v o i d s  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  t h e  d r y i n q  up o f  Owens Lake was c a u s e d  by t h e  d i v e r s i o n  

by DWP o f  Owens R i v e r  t o  L o s  Ange le s .  The  e f f e c t s  o f  d i v e r s i o n s  

up s t r e a m  were  min imal .  USGS b u l l e t i n  590 e n t i t l e d  " C o n t r i b u t i o n  

t o  Economic Geology ,"  c o p y r i g h t  1913,  d e s c r i b e d  t h e  l a k e  a t  t h a t  

t i m e  as c o m p r i s i n g  62 ,267  a c r e s  and 97.2 s q u a r e  m i l e s .  I t  had a 

maximum d e p t h  o f  29.6 f e e t  and a  s u r f a c e  e l e v a t i o n  of  3577. T h a t  

e l e v a t i o n  had d ropped  t w e n t y  f e e t  between 1872 and 1913 " b e c a u s e  

o f  i r r i g a t i o n . "  Dur ing  e a r l i e r  y e a r s  i n  t h e  mos t  r e c e n t  g l a c i a l  

epoch t h e  l a k e  cove red  240 s q u a r e  miles and t h e r e  a r e  h i g h  beach  

l i n e s  e v i d e n t  a t  t h e  3760 and  3790 l e v e l s .  The  w a t e r  was des -  

c r i b e d  a s  " d e n s e  b r i n e "  h e a v i l y  f i l l e d  w i t h  s a l t ,  s o d a ,  b o r a x ,  

p o t a s h  and o t h e r  m i n e r a l s .  I t  was a s  b r i n i s h  a s  t h e  G r e a t  S a l t  

Lake.  One writer e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  i f  a l l  o f  i t s  s a l t  were i n  o n e  



b l o c k  i t  would  c r e a t e  a  c u b e  a mile  s q u a r e  a n d  150 f e e t  h i g h .  

Wi th  Owens R i v e r  d i v e r t e d  t o  Los  A n g e l e s  i n  1 9 1 3  t h e  l a k e  

g r a d u a l l y  e v a p c r a t e d  i n t o  i t s  p r e s e n t  s a l t  f l a t s .  T h e  wri ter  

v i s i t e d  i t  o n  a  windy  d a y  a n d  v iewed  d u s t  ( s a l t )  storms moving 

across t h e  d r y  l a k e  bed f i l l i n g  t h e  a i r  w i t h  g r e y i s h ,  l u n g  a n d  

t h r o a t  i r r i t a t i n a  m a t e r i a l .  Some o f  t h e  s a l t  f l a t s  a re  b e i n g  

mined or p r o c e s s e d  c o m e r c i a l l y .  I t  i s  s e e n  t h a t ,  u n t i l  i t s  

d r y i n g ,  Owens L a k e  w a s  a s o u r c e  o f  w a t e r  v a p o r  and  h u m i d i t y  t o  

t h e  V a l l e y ,  i t  now h a s  t h e  o p p o s i t e  e f f e c t  a n d  o f t e n  f i l l s  t h e  

e n t i r e  v a l l e y  w i t h  i t s  d r y  b r i n i s h  d u s t .  - 
I n  t h i s  e n t i r e  E Z R  t h e  Owens L a k e  d e b a c l e  i s  i g n o r e d  as  

b e i n g  " p r e  1 9 7 0 "  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  n o t  r e l e v a n t .  N o t h i n g  was 

r e q u i r e d  o f  DWP t o  p r e v e n t  t h i s  d r y i n g  of t h e  l a k e  i n  1913-24.  

- S h o u l d  i t  b e  a l l o w e d  to  i g n o r e  i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  now? 

10-27 i t  i s  s t a t e d :  " I t  m u s t  b e  n o t e d  t h a t  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  

o f  g r o u n d w a t e r  d e p e n d e n t  v e g e t a t i o n  o n  t h e  V a l l e y  f l o o r  i n  t h e  

p r e - p r o j e c t  p e r i o d  i s  c o m p l i c a t e d  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  no  s u r v e y s  or 

i n v e n t o r i e s  e x i s t  t h a t  d o c u m e n t  t h e  v e g e t a t i o n  c o n d i t i o n s  d u r i n g  

t h i s  p e r i o d .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  p r e - p r o j e c t  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  b a s e d  

upon t h e  b e s t  a v a i l a b l e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n c l u d i n g  s e v e r a l  s t u d i e s  

c o n d u c t e d  a f t e r  1975 . "  T h i s  i s  a  r i d i c u l o u s  s t a t e m e n t .  DWP h a s  

o c c u p i e d  t h i s  v a l l e y  s i n c e  t h e  t u r n  o f  t h e  c e n t u r y  a n d  

c o n s t r u c t e d  i t s  f i r s t  a q u e d u c t  i n  1913.  I t s  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  

t h e  v a l l e y  m u s t  b e  v o l u m i n o u s .  T h e  wri ter  i n  a two-day v i s i t ,  

t a l k i n g  t o  s e v e r a l  o l d t i m e r s ,  v i s i t i n g  t h e  I n d e p e n d e n c e  museum 

a n d  j u s t  r e m e m b e r i n g  h i s  v i s i t  t o  t h e  v a l l e y  i n  1942 a s  a n  FBI 

a g e n t  had no  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  g a t h e r i n g  p r e - p r o j e c t  i n f o r m a t i o n .  

T h e r e  is c o p i o u s  pre-project l i t e r a t u r e  a b o u t  Owens V a l l e y .  

Mus t  o f  i t  i s  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  o f f i c e s  o f  IISGS. T h e  f o l l o w i n g  

a r e  e x a m p l e s :  

G e o l o g i c a l  S u r v e y  B u l l e t i n  1 0 6 1  e n t i t l e d  
C o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  G e n e r a l  G e o l o g y ,  1 9 5 6 ,  p a g e s  1 t o  1 3 .  

USGS P r o f e s s i o n a l  P a p e r  4 2 4 ,  1 9 6 1 ,  p a g e s  111, 1 2 2 ,  1 2 4 ,  238  



C o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  Economic  G e o l o g y ,  1 9 1 3  (USGS b u l l e t i n  
5 8 0 ) ,  p a g e s  2 5 2 ,  e t  s e q .  

USGS P r o f e s s i o n a l  P a p e r s  108-110,  1918  

USGS t i t l e  OFR 88-715 G e o l o g y  a n d  Water R e s o u r c e s  o f  
Owens V a l l e y ,  C a l i f o r n i a  (USGS S a c r a m e n t o )  - 
10-33 " I r r i g a t e d  A c r e a g e  C o n t i n u i n g  to  I n c r e a s e  t o  a Maximum 

o f  A p p r o x i m a t e l y  7 5 , 0 0 0  a c r e s  d u r i n g  t h e  mid to  l a t e  t w e n t i e s : "  

Between 1924  and  1935 L o s  A n g e l e s  p u r c h a s e d  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  

p r i v a t e  l a n d s  i n  t h e  v a l l e y .  A s  Los  A n g e l e s  removed l a n d s  f r o m  

i r r i g a t i o n ,  n o t  o n l y  were t h e  i r r i g a t e d  l a n d s  d r i e d  u p ,  b u t  less 

water was a v a i l a b l e  t o  s u p p o r t  v e g e t a t i o n  i n  a r e a s  down g r a d i e n t  

f rom t h e  f o r m e r l y  i r r i q a t e d  l a n d s . . .  

12-1  A i r  Q u a l i t y :  T h i s  b r i e f  s e c t i o n  o u t l i n e s  t h e  

d e t e r i o r a t i o n  o f  a i r  q u a l i t y  r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  t h e  DWP w a t e r  

d i v e r s i o n  o p e r a t i o n s .  Some o f  t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  as  f o l l o w s :  

12-2 "One Month a f t e r  t h e  EPA p r o m u l g a t e d  t h e  PMlO 
s t a n d a r d ,  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  b e t w e e n  T i n e m a h a  R e s e r v o i r  
a n d  Ha iwee  R e s e r v o i r  was d e s i g n a t e d  a s  a G r o u p  I 
n o n - a t t a i n m e n t  a r e a  f rom PMlO s t a n d a r d . "  

12-6 "PM10 m o n i t o r i n g  s i t es  i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  h a v e  
v e r i f i e d  & e n s  L a k e  a s  t h e  p r e d o m i n a n t  s o u r c e  o f  
f e d e r a l  PM 10 e x c e e d a n c e s . .  A c o n c e n t r a t i o n  o f  PMlO 
m e a s u r e d  n e a r  & e n s  L a k e  was t h e  h i g h e s t  m e a s u r e d  i n  
t h e  U.S ." [ I t  t h e n  l i s t s  o t h e r  Owens V a l l e y  S o u r c e s  
a l m o s t  a s  bad . ]  . . . . . .  
" F o r  e x a m p l e ,  a n  a r e a  e a s t  o f  I n d e p e n d e n c e  h a s  a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  d u s t  s o u r c e .  A p p r o x i m a t e l y  700  acres i n  a n  
a rea  known a s  t h e  I n d e p e n d e n c e  S p r i n g f i e l d  became 
b a r r e n  as a r e s u l t  o f  g r o u n d w a t e r  pumping to  s u p p l y  t h e  
s e c o n d  a q u d u c t .  " 

12-8 A p a r a g r a p h  sets o u t  t h e  p r o c e s s  i n v o l v i n g  t h e  
"Owens ( d r y )  L a k e  ( a n d  Owens V a l l e y )  d u s t  p r o b l e m "  i n  
e f f o r t s  t o  b r i n g  t h i s  D W  d o m i n a t e d  a r e a  i n t o  com- 
p l i a n c e  w i t h  s t a t e  a n d  f e d e r a l  r e g u l a t i o n s .  I t  a p p e a r s  
t o  b e  a n  i m p o s s i b l e  t a s k .  



12-10 " S i g n i f i c a n t  Impacts on A i r  q u a l i t y  r e s u l t i n g  
f r o m  g r o u n d w a t e r  pumping d u r i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  1970  t o  1990 
h a v e  o c c u r r e d  d u e  t o  v e g e t a t i o n  losses." 

12-12 " S i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t s  t o  a i r  q u a l i t y  h a v e  
r e s u l t e d  f r o m  t h e  a b a n d o n m e n t  o f  i r r i g a t e d  l a n d s  to 
s u p p l y  t h e  s e c o n d  a q u e d u c t  ." 

T h e s e  p a g e s  d o  n o t  r e q u i r e  a n y  f u r t h e r  comment. I t  i s  o b v i o u s  

t h a t  t o  a t t a i n  minimum a i r  q u a l i t y  s t a n d a r d s  n o t  o n l y  m u s t  L o s  

A n g e l e s  n o t  b e  a l l o w e d  t o  i n c r e a s e  pumping a n d  d i v e r s i o n s  b u t  i t  

mus t  h a v e  much o f  i t s  c u r r e n t  o p e r a t i o n  c u r t a i l e d .  - 
14-1.  LAND USE &VD ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

T h i s  most i n a d e q u a t e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  l a n d  u s e  economy o f  

t h e  V a l l e y  k e y s  i n t o  t h e  l a s t  few y e a r s ,  s k i p p i n g  o v e r  t h e  

V a l l e y ' s  e a r l i e r  h i s t o r y .  W h i l e  i t  r e c o g n i z e s  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  u s e  o f  t h e  V a l l e y  i t  t r a c e s  t h a t  u s e  t o  t h e  e a r l y  

1 8 6 0 s .  I g n o r e d  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  I n d i a n  t r i b e s  made t h i s  

v a l l e y  t h e i r  homeland f o r  t h o u s a n d s  o f  y e a r s .  D u r i n g  t h a t  

h i s t o r i c a l ,  a b o r i g i n a l  p e r i o d  t h e  V a l l e y  was i d e a l l y  s i t u a t e d  a s  

t o  c l i m a t e  a n d  q e o g r a p h y .  I n  r e c e n t  c e n t u r i e s  t h e  r a i n f a l l  

d r o p p e d  t o  t h e  s i x  t o  t e n  i n c h  p e r  y e a r  c a t e g o r y ,  b u t  t h e  water 

t a b l e ,  f e d  by t h e  S i e r r a s ,  was j u s t  b e l o w  t h e  s u r f a c e  or emerged 

i n t o  s t r e a m s  and  l a k e s .  T h e  V a l l e y  was a  b o u n t e o u s  g r a s s l a n d  

w i t h  t h e  n a t u r a l  f l o r a  a n d  f a u n a  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h e s e  p e o p l e .  

U n t i l  " p r o j e c t  times" t h e  l a t e r  V a l l e y ,  a f t e r  t h e  coming o f  t h e  

w h i t e  man,  was t h a t  o f  f a m i l y  f a r m s  w i t h  h a y ,  c a t t l e  a n d  g r a i n .  

T h a t  i s  a l l  g o n e  now. - 
T h e  DWP owns more t h a n  8 5 %  o f  t h e  l a n d .  W h i l e  i t  is s t i l l  

t o  some e x t e n t  c u l t i v a t e d  a n d  r a n g e d  i n  r a n c h  l e a s e s ,  t h e  small  

f a r m e r ,  f a m i l y  lessee a n d  l a n d o w n e r  h a s  b e e n  p h a s e d  o u t .  T h e  

leases a r e  i n  t h e  h a n d s  o f  t h r e e  o f  f o u r  l a r g e  e n t i t i e s ,  w i t h  

e a c h  l e a s i n g  t h o u s a n d s  o f  acres. 



W h e r e a s  i n  t h e  e a r l y  y e a r s ,  most o f  t h e  I n d i a n  f a m i l i e s  

f a r m e d ,  n o n e  d o  now. T h e  l a s t  I n d i a n  f a r m e r  ( l e s see )  t o  a  f e w  

DWP acres h a s  b e e n  t e r m i n a t e d .  

A s  o n e  d r i v e s  t h r o u g h  t h e  V a l l e y  i t  becomes o b v i o u s  t h a t  i t  

is i n  a  l a s t  t r a n s i t i o n  p e r i o d  - t o  m i n i m a l  r a n c h i n g  w i t h  t h e  

e n t i r e  v a l l e y  owned,  managed a n d  s u b o r d i n a t e d  to  t h e  w a t e r  n e e d s  

o f  L o s  A n g e l e s .  

Compare  t h e  r e c i t a l s  p a g e  14-7 ( p r e  1970  l e a s i n g  po l i c i e s )  

w i t h  p a q e  14-14 (pos t  1970  po l ic ies . )  P a g e  14-7 " P r i o r  to  1 9 6 8 ,  

LADW l e a s e d  1 9 2 , 0 0 0  acres f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p u r p o s e s . "  2 1 , 8 0 0  

a c r e s  was c l a s s i f i e d  a s  i r r i g a t e d .  P a g e  14-14 (pos t  1 9 7 0 )  T h e  

amount  o f  l a n d  l e a s e d  a n d  i r r i q a t e d  m a r k e d l y  r e d u c e d .  Note 

%e c h a r t s  p a g e s  14-12 (Employment  s t r u c t u r e  p r e - 1 9 7 0 )  a n d  

14-21 ( e m p l o y m e n t  s t r u c t u r e  1 9 7 1 - 8 8 ) .  Ag m i n i n g  employment ,  1 3 %  

p r e - 1 9 7 0 ,  d r o p p e d  t o  7% a f t e r  1 9 7 1 .  T h i s  f i g u r e  w i l l  u n d o u b t e d l y  

r e d u c e  t o  less t h a n  5 %  i n  t h e  n e x t  few y e a r s .  A 
15-1  CULTURAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

T h e  writer,  who q u a l i f i e s  a s  a n  I n d i a n - t r i b a l  h i s t o r i a n  a n d  

a n t h r o p o l o g i s t ,  f i n d s  t h i s  c h a p t e r  t h e  o n l y  o n e  t h a t  is w e l l  

d o n e .  I t  d e a l s  b r i e f l y  b u t  q u i t e  a d e q u a t e l y  w i t h  t h e  a b o r i g i n a l  

h i s t o r y  o f  t h e  o c c u p a t i o n  o f  t h e  v a l l e y  by t h e  S h o s h o n e - P a i u t e s  

and t h e i r  p r e d e c e s s o r s .  I t  d i s c l o s e s  a n  a d v a n c e d  I n d i a n  c u l t u r e  

and  economy b a d l y  i m p a c t e d  by t h e  N o n - I n d i a n  i n t r u s i o n s  b e g i n -  

n i n g  i n  a b o u t  1850 .  55 

T h i s  was t h e  homeland  o f  t h e  r e s i d e n t  I n d i a n  people. T h a t  7 
homeland is e x p e r i e n c i n g  i t s  f i n a l  d e s t r u c t i o n .  T h e  t r i b e s  h a v e  

b e e n  r e d u c e d  t o  s e v e r a l  v i l l a g e s  w i t h  p r a c t i c a l l y  no  a c c e s s  t o  or 

u s e  o f  t h e i r  f o r m e r  l a n d s .  

A l l  o f  t h i s  V a l l e y  was a b o r i g i n a l l y  owned b y  t h e  T r i b e s .  1 
T h e r e  is n o  r e c o r d  o f  a n y  c e s s i o n  or t r e a t y  e x t i n g u i s h i n g  t h a t  

t i t l e .  P r o b a b l y  t i t l e  t o  t h e  o p e n  l a n d s  was e x t i n g u i s h e d  by 

g o v e r n m e n t a l  l a n d  pol ic ies  a n d  p r o g r a m s  ( h o m e s t e a d i n g ,  s u p e r v i s e d  

s a l e s ,  s c h o o l  l a n d s ,  r a i l r o a d  l a n d s ,  m i n i n g  c l a i m s  a n d  leases) .  

T h i s  t y p e  o f  e x t i n g u i s h m e n t ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  e x t i n g u i s h m e n t  



r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  c e s s i o n s  a n d  t r e a t i e s ,  i s  i n c o m p l e t e .  T h e  T r i b e s  

s t i l l  r e t a i n  g e n e r a l  l a n d  r i g h t s  i n  t h e  V a l l e y ,  t h e  r i g h t s  o f  

a c c e s s .  h u n t i n g ,  f i s h i n g ,  q a t h e r i n g .  T h e  wr i t e r  h a s  b e e n  

e n g a g e d  i n  F e d e r a l  C o u r t  l i t i g a t i o n  f o r  4 0  y e a r s  b e a r i n g  o n  t h e  

n o n e x t i n g u i s h e d  t i t l e  o f  I n l a n d  E m p i r e  T r i b e s  to  t h e  b e d s  a n d  

b a n k s  o f  n a v i g a b l e  r i v e r s ,  streams a n d  l a k e s .  Owens L a k e  i s  

c l a s s i c .  A n a v i g a b l e  L a k e .  i t  was d e s t r o y e d  and  r e d u c e d  t o  a  

d e s e r t  by  LADWP d i v e r s i o n s .  I n  t h e  judgment  o f  t h e  wri ter  t h e  

T r i b e s  s t i l l  own t h e  l a k e  bed t h e r e  h a v i n g  b e e n  n o  e x t i n g u i s h -  

men t .  A l a k e  bed t h a t  h a s  become a d r y ,  d e s e r t  s a l t  f l a t .  

T h e  wri ter  n o t e s  t h e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  J a p a n e s e  War Relo- 

c a t i o n  C e n t e r  i n  t h e  V a l l e y  a n d  r e c a l l s  t h a t ,  a s  a  young FBI 

a g e n t  i n  1 9 4 2 ,  h e  d r o v e  t h r o u g h  t h e  V a l l e y  s t o p p i n g  t h e r e  f o r  a 

d a y  a s  p a r t  o f  a n  F B I  p r o g r a m  o f  i n t e r v i e w s  a n d  s e a r c h e s  o f  

J a p a n e s e  p e o p l e  w i t h i n  t h e  S a l t  L a k e  f i e l d  d i v i s i o n  o f  t h e  FBI 

( U t a h ,  Nevada and  t h i s  s t r i p  w i t h i n  C a l i f o r n i a ) .  
- 17-1  CEQUA CONSIDERATIONS 

T h i s  s e c t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  c a r e f u l l y  r e a d  b e c a u s e  i t  se ts  o u t  

many o f  t h e  a d v e r s e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t ( s )  upon Owens V a l l e y .  

I t  makes n o  m e n t i o n  o f  t h e  i m p a c t s  upon t h e  I n d i a n  v i l l a o e s  a n d  

r e s e r v a t i o n s  and  t h e i r  V a l l e y  l a n d  r i q h t s .  - 
17-12 A r e a s  o f  C o n t r o v e r s y  

W h i l e  t h e  T r i b e  a g r e e s  t h a t  e a c h  s t a t e d  a r e a  o f  c o n t r o v e r s y  

e x i s t s ,  i t  po in t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  many t h a t  a r e  n o t  l i s t e d .  

A g a i n  i t  is  n o t e d ,  ( b o t t o m  o f  p a q e  1 7 - 1 3 )  t h a t  t h e  E I R  a t t e m p t s  

t o  i g n o r e  t h e  d r y i n s  up  o f  Owens L a k e  t h a t  h a s  had  s u c h  a 

d e l e t e r i o u s  e f f e c t  upon t h e  V a l l e y  a i r ,  s t a t i n g  t h a t  " s i n c e  t h e  

d u s t  p r o b l e m  c a u s e d  by t h e  l a k e  is a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  p re -1970  w a t e r  

management p r a c t i c e s ,  i t  is  n o t  d e a l t  w i t h  i n  t h e  D r a f t  EIR ."  I t  

is e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  85% o f  t h e  bad e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  

p r o ] e c t ( s )  o c c u r r e d  p r i o r  t o  1970 a n d  c o n t i n u e  t o d a y .  F r o z e n  i n  

pre-time, LADWP d o e s  n o t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  i t  s h o u l d  b e  h e l d  

r e s p o n s i b l e  now f o r  t h e s e  p re -1970  e f f e c t s  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e y  

o b v i o u s l y  c o n t i n u e .  T h e  wr i ter  is t r y i n g  t o  t h i n k  o f  a n  a n a l o g y  



t h a t  w i l l  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h e  f a l l a c y  o f  t h i s  r e a s o n i n g .  L e t  u s  

a s s u m e  t h a t ,  i n s t e a d  o f  d r y i n g  u p  Owens R i v e r  and  Owens L a k e ,  

IADWP p e r m a n e n t l y  p o i s o n e d  them so t h a t  t h e  water  was no  l o n g e r  

p o t a b l e .  A new, p o s t - 1 9 7 0  p r o j e c t  would o c c u r  i n  w h i c h  " o n l y  a n  

a d d i t i o n a l  10% o f  p o i s o n i n g "  would o c c u r .  T h e  E I R  makes  m e n t i o n  

o f  t h i s  h u t  a v e r s  t h a t  t h e  p re -1970  p o i s o n i n g  ( c o n t i n u i n q  

t o d a y )  would  n o t  b e  d e a l t  w i t h .  I t  would seem, o n  t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  

t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  p o i s o n i n g  ( o n l y  1 0 % )  would b e  01 

top o f  t h e  e x i s t i n q  p o i s o n i n g  so t h a t  t h e  e x i s t i n g  p o i s o n i n g  

would h a v e  t o  b e  d e a l t  w i t h .  

L e t  u s  k e e p  i n  mind o n e  s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a t i s t i c :  5 0 0 , 0 0 0  a c r e  

' f e e t  o f  w a t e r  i s  i n v o l v e d .  P r i o r  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t s  a l l  o f  t h i s  

water s t a y e d  i n  t h e  v a l l e y  a n d ,  a f t e r  n o u r i s h i n g  i t s  f l o r a  a n d  

f a u n a ,  e v a p o r a t e d  and  b e n e f i c i a l l y  a f f e c t e d  t h e  v a l l e y  c l i m a t e ,  

i n c r e a s i n g  i t s  h u m i d i t y  a n d  r a i n f a l l .  T h e  c u m u l a t i v e  e f f e c t  o f  

t h e  p r o j e c t ( s )  h a s  b e e n  t o  t a k e  a l l  o f  t h i s  w a t e r  o u t  o f  t h e  

V a l l e y  so t h a t  n o t  o n l y  w i l l  l i t t l e  i f  a n y  o f  i t  b e n e f i t  t h e  

V a l l e y ,  b u t  n o n e  o f  i t  w i l l  b e  r e t u r n e d  t o  t h e  V a l l e y  as w a t e r  

v a p o r .  I n  i t s  p l a c e  w i l l  b e  t h e  b l o w i n g  d u s t .  

B-1 S t i p u l a t i o n  a n d  O r d e r  f o r  J u d q m e n t  

T h i s  p r o p o s e d  o r d e r  a n d  judgment  repeats  many o f  t h e  

f a l l a c i e s  o u t l i n e d  a b o v e  a n d  w i l l  n o t  b e  d i s c u s s e d  h e r e i n  i n  a n y  

d e t a i l .  What t h e  p a r t i e s  a n d  t h e  c o u r t  s h o u l d  k e e p  i n  mind i s  

t h a t  i t  w i l l  i n  n o  way b i n d  t h e  t r i b e s .  

A l l  o f  t h e  t r i b a l  r i g h t s  a r e  b r u s h e d  a s i d e  o n  p a g e  B-16 i n  

f i v e  l i n e s .  O b v i o u s l y  t h e  d r a f t e r s  o f  t h i s  d o c u m e n t  h a v e  n o t  t h  

s l i g h t e s t  l e g a l  a p p r e c i a t i o n  o f  t h e  b r e a d t h  and  s i q n i f i c a n c e  o f  

t h e  t r i b a l  l a n d  a n d  w a t e r  r i g h t s  i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y .  



CONCLUSION 

T h e  Owens V a l l e y  s t a n d s  u n i q u e l y  a s  a  b e a u t i f u l ,  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  b l e s s e d  v a l l e y  now d e s t r o y e d  a s  a  homeland f o r  

i t s  r e s i d e n t  p e o p l e  i n c l u d i n g  s e v e r a l  I n d i a n  T r i b e s .  Where e l se  

i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  h a s  t h i s  o c c u r r e d ?  

T h i n k  w h a t  t h i s  V a l l e y  would b e  i f  LADW h a d  n o t  t a k e n  i ts  

w a t e r  a n d  d r i e d  up i t s  streams a n d  l a k e s  - a  t h r i v i n g ,  r u r a l ,  

a a r i c u l t u r a l  communi ty .  w i t h o u t  t h e  wr i ter  d e s c r i b i n g  i t  i n  

d e t a i l  I am s u r e  t h e  r e a d e r  c a n  p a u s e  j u s t  a  moment a n d  e a s i l y  

c o n s t r u c t  a  m e n t a l  i m a g e  o f  w h a t  i t  would b e  l i k e  - f a r m s ,  

g r a z i n g  l i v e s t c c k ,  t h e  a a m e ,  c l e a n ,  f l o w i n g  streams and  l a k e s ,  

c l e a r  a i r ,  a  happy p e o p l e .  A l l  t h a t  is g o n e  -- t o  L o s  A n g e l e s .  

We now h a v e  i t s  f i n a l  d r a f t  EIR-1990 h e r a l d i n g  t h e  l a s t  b e l l  

t h a t  w i l l  t o l l  f o r  a l l  t h a t  i s  l e f t ,  

T h e  C o u r t  o f  Appeal h a s  f o u n d  e a r l i e r  E I R s  l e g a l l y  i n a d e -  

q u a t e .  T h e  c o u r t  s h o u l d  a l s o  f i n d  t h i s  c u r r e n t  d r a f t  r e p o r t  

i n a d e a u a t e  f o r  t h e  many r e a s o n s  s t a t e d  a b o v e .  T h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  n o  

l e g a l  s c e n a r i o  t h a t  w i l l  a l l o w  LADiiP t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  e x p o r t  o f  

w a t e r  f r o m  Owens V a l l e y .  On t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  t h a t  e x p o r t  s h o u l d  b e  

r e d u c e d  w i t h  o n - g o i n g  p r o w a m s  t o  remedy t h e  bad e f f e c t s  o f  

p r e v i o u s  projects .  

A s  o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  a t t a c h e d  memorandum, LADv@ s h o u l d  b e  

r e q u i r e d  t o  more f u l l y  i n v e s t i q a t e  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a n d  

o p t i o n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  o p t i o n  o f  t r a n s p o r t i n g  water f r o m  t h e  

N o r t h w e s t  e i t h e r  i n  a  s e a  l e v e l  d i v e r s i o n  f rom t h e  mouth o f  t h e  

C o l u m b i a  R i v e r  or a c r o s s  E a s t e r n  O r e g o n  a n d  Nevada f rom a  

l o g i c a l  p o i n t  on  t h e  lower Columbia  R i v e r .  

T r i b a l  A t t o r n e y  f c r  
F o r t  I n d e p e n d e n c e  R e s e r v a t i o n  
818 W .  R i v e r s i d e  S u i t e  2 5 0  
S p o k a n e ,  WA 9 9 2 0 1  
( 5 0 9 )  6 2 4 - 4 2 9 1  
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YE. LADWP EIR-90 
A l t e r n a t i v e  S o u r c e  o f  W a t e r  
C o l u m b i a  R i v e r  

T h e  E I R  d o e s  n o t  l i s t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  d i v e r s i o n  o f  
N o r t h w e s t  C o l u m b i a  R i v e r  water a s  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  a d d i t i o n a l  
Owens V a l l e y  water .  

T h e  wri ter  h a s  b e e n  a c t i v e  f o r  many y e a r s  i n  t h e  q e n e r a l  f i e l d  o f  
Co lumbia  R i v e r  power and  i r r i q a t i o n  d e v e l o p m e n t .  H e  s e r v e d  on a  
committee i n  t h e  1 9 6 0 s  t o  b l o c k  t h e  p l a n s  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  f o r  t h e  
d i v e r s i o n  o f  w a t e r  f rom t h e  u p p e r  S n a k e  R i v e r .  

I t  became a p p a r e n t  t h a t  i t  was f e a s i b l e  t o  t r a n s p o r t  t h e  u p p e r  
S n a k e  water. T h e  power costs  o f  i n i t i a l  pumping were more t h a n  
b a l a n c e d  by t h e  p r ~ d u c t i ~ n  o f  power o n  t h e  down g r a d e s .  T h e  
d e c l a r e d  r e a c t i o n  o f  t h e  N o r t h w e s t  p o w e r - i r r i g a t i o n  communi ty  h a s  
a l w a y s  b e e n  t h a t  C a l i f o r n i a  c a n  h a v e  a l l  t h e  C o l u m b i a  R i v e r  w a t e r  
i t  w a n t s  b u t  t h a t  i t  m u s t  t a k e  i t  f r o m  t h e  "mouth  o f  t h e  
C o l u m b i a . "  T h e  wr i t e r  h a s  n e v e r  s e e n  a  s t u d y  o f  s u c h  a  project  
d e t e r m i n i n g  w h e t h e r  i t  is  f e a s i b l e  t o  t r a n s p o r t  t h e  lower 
C o l u m b i a  R i v e r  w a t e r  i n  a  sea l e v e l ,  j u s t  b e l o w  s e a  l e v e l  o n  t h e  
c o n t i n e n t a l  s h e l f  or j u s t  a b o v e  s e a  l e v e l  a q u e d u c t  or  p i p e l i n e .  - 
R e l a t e d  t o  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  i s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t o  d i v e r t i n g  t h e  
water f r o m  a  lower Columbia  s t a t i o n  p e r h a p s  a t  A r l i n g t o n ,  O r e g o n ,  
u t i l i z i n g  w h a t  is d e s c r i b e d  a s  "dump power a n d  wa te r , " ,  pumping 
i t  i n t o  a  pump s t o r a q e  b a s i n  f o r  t r a n s p o r t  t o  L o s  A n g e l e s .  Pump 
s t o r a g e  p r o j e c t s  a r e  b e i n g  s e r i o u s l y  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  many locales.  
T h e  c o n c e p t  is t o  u t i l i z e  t h e  s u r p l u s  power d u r i n g  h i g h  f l o w  
s e a s o n s  t o  pump t h e  s u r p l u s  h i g h  w a t e r s  i n t o  s t o r a g e  b a s i n s  f o r  
summer t ime  i r r i g a t i o n  or power p r o d u c t i o n .  S u c h  a  project i s  
b e i n a  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  Omak L a k e  V a l l e y  w h i c h  is t r i b u t a r y  to  
C h i e f  J o s e p h  Dam on t h e  C o l u m b i a  a n d  i n  t h e  Hoodoo V a l l e y ,  n e a r  
t h e  P e n d  O r e i l l e  R i v e r  i n  I d a h o .  



T h e  wr i t e r  is a e n e r a l l y  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  t e r r a i n  and  g e o l o g y  i n  
E a s t e r n  O r e a o n  a n d  across Nevada  e i t h e r  t o  Mono L a k e  o r  t o  L a k e  
Mead b e h i n d  B o u l d e r  Dam. H y p o t h e s i z e d  h e r e  is  a  pump s t o r a q e  
p ro jec t ,  pumpinn i n t o  a s t o r a q e  b a s i n  p e r h a p s  i n  G i l l i a m  C o u n t y ,  
O r e g o n  a n d  t h e n c e  t h r o u q h  a  series o f  l i f t s  a n d  d r o p s  a c r o s s  
E a s t e r n  O r e g o n  i n t o  Nevada  a n d  t o  some d e s t i n a t i o n  s u c h  a s  Mono 
L a k e  or c r o s s i n g  t h e  w h o l e  s t a t e  o f  N e v a d a ,  i n t o  L a k e  Mead. I t  
would seem t h a t ,  a s  i n  t h e  p r o p o s e d  S n a k e  R i v e r  d i v e r s i o n ,  t h e  
e l e c t r i c  power  u s e  a n d  p r o d u c t i o n  would  b a l a n c e  t h e  costs o f  
pumping.  
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of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-13 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-14 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 
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RESPONSE Bll-15 

This wmment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the wntent of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-16 

This wmment raises an assertion of legal requirements. I t  does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to the wntent of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to  various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE Bll-17 

This wmment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to  the wntent of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE Bll-18 

This wmment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to the wntent of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE B11-19 

This wmment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to  the content of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 
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RESPONSE Bll-20 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-21 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bll-22 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bll-23 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-24 

This comment expresses an opinion o n  the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-25 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bl l-26 

The spreading areas used in the past, and proposed for use in the future, have been selected based 

on their percolation characteristics and proximity to LADWP facilities that allow for recharge. The 

bottom areas underlain by impermeable strata referenced in this comment are not used for 

groundwater recharge. Contrary to the comment, the amount of recharge in the spreading basins 

is not minimal, but can be significant depending on the extent of runoff. 
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RESPONSE Bll-27 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-28 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bll-29 

This statement is a personal opinion of the commentor. Natural revegetation does occur in the 

valley, but the process is a slow one characteristic of arid climates. This fact is presented in the 

Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE Bll-30 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-4 regarding a northwest pipeline. 

RESPONSE Bll-31 

Please refer to  response to  master comment G-1 regarding subsidence. 

RESPONSE Bll-32 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-3, regarding exclusion of Owens Dry Lake from 

the scope of this EIR. 

RESPONSE Bll-33 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bll-34 

Please refer to  responses to master comments MT-1 and MT-2 for a discussion of mitigation. 
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RESPONSE Bll-35 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bll-36 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-2 regarding revegetation. 

RESPONSE Bll -37 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-38 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-39 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-40 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE B11-41 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE Bl l-42 

Please refer to response to master comment G-2 regarding the Pleistocene period. 
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RESPONSE Bl l-43 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bll-44 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bll-45 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 

RESPONSE Bl l-46 

Please refer to response to master comment G-2 regarding the Pleistocene period. 

RESPONSE B11-47 

Please see response to master comment PD-3 for discussion on the exclusion of Owens Dry Lake 

from the scope of this EIR. Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-48 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE Bl l-49 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-I for a discussion of pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE Bll-50 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE B11-51 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3, concerning Owens Lake, and AQ-I for a 

discussion of air quality. 
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RESPONSE B11-52 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the wntent 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE B11-53 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE Bll-54 

This wmment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the wntent 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE B11-55 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE Bll-56 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE Bll-57 

Owens Dry Lake is outside the scope of this EIR. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-3. 

RESPONSE Bll-58 

This wmment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the wntent 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 
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RESPONSE Bll-59 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE Bll-60 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-4, regarding feasibility of a northwest pipeline 

water supply. 
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LETTER B-12 

FEB I 1991 

Mr. John A. Davis 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street 
san F ~ ~ ~ C ~ S C O ,  California 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Water from the 
Owens Vallev to Suaalv the Second Los Anqeles Aqueduct 

We have received the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (DWP) and County of Inyo Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the "Water from the Owens Valley to 
Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct," SCH #89080705 (Owens 
Valley). The project consists of all water management practices 
and facilities that have been implemented or constructed in the 
Owens Valley to supply water to the second aqueduct, completed 
in 1970, together with the projects and water management 
practices contained in the Agreement for Owens Valley and Inyo 
County. The comments herein represent Metropolitan's response 
as a potentially affected public agency. 

Sua~ort for Owens Vallev Project 

Metropolitan supports this proposed project in that it 
creates a firm water resource at a time of increasing demands 
and diminishing supplies. Metropolitan encourages 
implementation of this project to the greatest extent feasible. 
This project, in conjunction with other DWP projects and 
conservation efforts, will maintain the supply of water for the 
City of Los Angeles (City), and therefore renders the City less 
reliant upon Metropolitan for supplemental resources. The City 
should be aware that in Metropolitan's Regional Urban Water 
Management Plan, it is estimated that supplemental water 
supplies may fall one million acre-feet short of projected 
demands by 2010, absent development of new water sources. 

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE OWENS VALLEY EIR TEXT 

Metropolitan has reviewed your draft Owens Valley EIR 
and offers the following revisions and comments. 
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Water supply reliability is becoming a critical factor 
to the economy and environment of the State and Southern 
California. In 1990, both the State as a whole and Southern 
California are facing drastic shortages in water supply. These 
shortfalls may cause severe impacts to the State's people and 
economy. A recent study of the impacts of reduced water 
availability on Southern California industry showed that a 
15 percent reduction would cause the loss of $31 billion in 
gross regional product and 461,000 jobs. A 30 percent reduction 
in water availability would cause the loss of $64 billion gross 
regional product and 976,000 jobs. 

Accordingly, Metropolitan urges that the proposed 
project and/or agreement incorporate measures which augment 
water supply reliability. By the same reasoning, Metropolitan 
urges the City to select project alternatives which afford both 
environmental protection and mitigation and enhanced supply 
reliability. - 
Water Supplv and Demand for Southern California 

The draft EIR states that the City's population 
projections are based on a growth rate estimated by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG). Also, the text of 
the draft EIR (Section 6.3.1) mentions that the City does not 
have a specific growth management plan. If population 
projections used in the EIR are based upon SCAG's adopted Growth 
Management Plan, the text should state that while the City lacks 
a specific Growth Management Plan, it adheres to the SCAG 
regional plan. 

Metropolitan uses SCAG's population projections to 
estimate future water demands, including that for the City of 
Los Angeles. The demand projections in Table 3-3 of the EIR 
text appear low according to Metropolitan's forecasting 
methodology and SCAG's projections. The amount of conservation 
savings incorporated in Table 3-3 is unclear. Metropolitan's 
comparable population and demand projections are shown in 
attached Table 1 (Exhibit 1). 
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Metropolitan cannot determine from information 
contained in the draft EIR just how the City "informally 
estimatesn 10 to 15 percent of uncounted population (Table 3-1, 
Footnote No. 2). Metropolitan has conducted a study of population 
undercount which indicates an undercount of 200,000 to 327,000 in 
1980, representing 6 to 9 percent of the counted population. 

Additionally, Metropolitan has updated its water 
supply projections. The updated figures are published in 
Metropolitan's Regional Urban Water Management Plan, which was 
released in November 1990 and adopted by the Board of Directors 
in December 1990. The new supply data are shown in the attached 
Table 2 (Exhibit 2). Metropolitan also suggests that Footnote 
No. 3 read: 

"Demands are based on normal weather conditions. They 
may be lower during years of severe drought due to 
implementation of short-term mandatory water use 
measures and public awareness. Demand could be 6.5 
percent greater in years of below normal rainfall and 
higher temperatures." 

Water Conservation 

Metropolitan encourages agencies within its service area 
to implement water conservation measures and to discuss such 
measures in related environmental documents. As cyclical droughts 
and continuing growth intensify demands on the current water suppl~ 
system, conservation becomes increasingly essential. The Owens 
Valley EIR discussion of water conservation appears comprehensive. 
Metropolitan suggests, however, that a description and discussion 
of the state-wide urban water conservation Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) be included in the Final EIR. These BMPs could 
also be mentioned throughout the document, wherever conservation 
measures are discussed, (i.e., p. 6-33, paragraph 4). 

Metro~olitan Water SUDD~V Resources 

We have carefully reviewed the discussion of 
Metropolitan's water supply to Southern California and suggest 
that portions of the text be revised. Specifically, we request 
that page S-19 be replaced with the text in the attached 
Exhibit 3. This discussion ought to identify environmental 
trade-offs with other sources of replacement supplies, and 
discuss the effects of water shortages. Please also incorporate 
revisions to the section entitled l'PURCHASE OF WATER FROM MWD" 
(pp. 3-22 to 3-26) as shown in the attached Exhibit 4. 
Additionally, we suggest that you make the following corrections 
to Section 6.3.4, INCREASED PURCHASE OF WATER FROM METROPOLITAN 
WATER DISTRICT (MWD). The last sentence of page 6-28, 
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"Twenty-seven water agencies are members of MWD, including Los 
Angelesee, should be revised to read, Itsupplies from MWD are 
distributed by its twenty-seven member agencies, including the 
City of Los Angeles." - 

Further, the subsection entitled "MWD'S Colorado River 
Water" (pp. 6-29 to 6-31) should be revised as in the attached 
Exhibit 5. Subsection "MWDts State Water Project Watere' 
(pp. 6-31 to 6-32) should be replaced with the attached text 
Exhibit 6; while subsection "MWD's Other Water Su~olv Procrrams" 
(pp. 6-32 to 6-33) should be revised according to the attached 
Exhibit 7. Please end "Conclusions" (p. 6-33) with a sentence 
stating: "This alternative could result in greater shortfalls 
of supplies to the entire MWD service area and/or to other State 
project water contractors." Finally, Metropolitan suggests that 
Subsection 'eEnvironmental Effects" be reviewed for consistency 
with the Arvin-Edison Water Storage and Exchange Program 
Environmental Impact ~eport/~nvironmental Impact Statement 
(EIR/EIs), also prepared by EIP Associates. Your discussion of 
the environmental effects of increased SWP diversions, should be 
consistent with that presented in the Arvin-Edison EIR being 
prepared for Metropolitan, Arvin-Edison Water Storage District, 
and the Bureau of Reclamation. 
- 

Section 17.6, "RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER WATER SUPPLY 
PLANS," summarizes other California water supply actions that 
may affect or be affected by the proposed project. Please 
revise the discussion as shown in Exhibit 7. Metropolitan does 
not see how the Implementation of a 1988 Water Conservation 
Agreement between MWD and Imperial Irrigation District (IID) or 
the Arvin-Edison/MWD Water Storage and Exchange Agreement could 
affect the increased groundwater pumping plan. Metropolitan 
therefore suggests that paragraphs 1 and 2 of page 17-8 be 
deleted from the Final EIR. Furthermore, we suggest that the 
discussion of the Central Arizona Project (CAP) be deleted from 
this section. While a slower buildup of CAP deliveries could 
occur, it will require a decision of the Secretary of the 
Interior to make any unused water available to California. 
- 
Water Qualitv Issues 

Metropolitan notes mention of trihalomethane formation 
during chlorination on page 6-35 of the draft EIR. We suggest 
that the Final EIR also discuss the saltwater intrusion/bromide 
bromoform issue. Even with ozone treatment, brominated 
disinfection byproducts could cause concern in the future and 
necessitate the control of saltwater intrusion into the Delta, 
if the water is intended for potable use. 
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Points of Contact at Metro~olitan 

F E B  1 991 

If we can be of further assistance, please contact 
Dr. Roberta L. Soltz, Manager of Environmental Affairs, at 
(213) 250-6437. Any questions regarding Metropolitan supply and 
demand should be directed to Ms. Grace Chan at (213) 250-6798. 
Questions pertaining to Metropolitan's supply of State Water 
Project water should be directed to Mr. William Mancinelli at 
(213) 250-6809. Mr. Jan Matusak at (213) 250-6772 can answer 
any question regarding the Colorado River system. To discuss 
water conservation issues, contact Mr. Michael Moynahan at (213) 
250-6097. Lastly, please coordinate with Mr. Mark Beuhler at 
(213) 250-6647 regarding water quality issues. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your draft 
EIR. Metropolitan strongly encourages DWP to maintain its share 
of Owens Valley supplies to the greatest extent feasible. 

Very truly yours, 

Assistant ~e&ral Manager 
/ 

Attachments 

cc: Mr. Dennis Williams 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power 



Comments on Owens Valley DEIR 
Table 1: Projected Water Demands for City of Los Angeles 

Drdft Report, Municipal and Industrial Water Use in 
Metropolitan Water District Service Area: Interim Report No. 4, 
December 1990. 

Normal Year Water Demand, AFY 
Year Population(a) Existing (b) Existing Cons. 

(Millions) Conservation and BMPsfc) 

2010 1.85 832,446 730,568 (d) ............................................................ 
(a) Based on SCAG Growth Management Plan 
(b) Existing conservation include: 1981 plumbing code, and 

price changes from 1980 to 1990. 
( c )  BMPs, best management practices, include 1992 plumbing code, 

residential retrofit, home water audits, landscaping, 
government building retrofit, leak detection/repair, 
education, and future price changes. 

i d )  This projected water demands represents a per capita water use 
of 183  gpcd and estimated conservation savings of 120,600 AFY, 
or 13 percent of unrestricted water use. 



EXHIBIT 2 

Comments on Owens Valley DEIR 
T a b l e  2 :  MWD Projected Water Supply and Demand, AFY (Table 3-7)  

1995 2000 2010 

Average Dry Average Dry Average Dry 
Year Year Year Year Year Year 

MWD Supply 2,140,000 1 ,790 ,000  2,150,000 1 ,780 ,000  2 ,150 ,000  1 ,760 ,000  

emand for MWD 2,210,000 2 ,280 ,000  2 ,450 ,000  2 ,520 ,000  2,890,000 2,960,000 
Iroported Supplies 

otential Shortage ( 7 0 , 0 0 0 )  (490 ,000)  (300 ,000)  (740 ,000)  ( 7 4 0 , 0 0 0 ) ( 1 , 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 )  

Source: MWD, Nov. 1990 ,  Regional Urban Water Management Plan 



Replacement Text for page S-19 
Owens Valley Draft EIR 

EXHIBIT 3 

Although Los Angeles is entitled to a considerable portion of 
MWD8s water supply, it has rarely made large purchases of water 
from MWD because of the City's access to less expensive water 
from Inyo and Mono counties. Historically, large purchases have 
only been made in times of drought. If the proposed project was 
not implemented, Los Angeles would purchase more water from MWD 
on a routine basis, rather than as a drought reserve. 

MWD obtains its imported water supply from the Colorado River 
and the State Water Project (SWP). Its dependable supply of 
Colorado River water has declined as other states continue to 
develop and take their full apportionments of water. While DWR 
is currently developing several programs to increase the yield 
of the SWP, the yield developed by such programs will not be 
sufficient to meet projected demands. If Los Angeles begins to 
take more water from MWD on a routine basis, demand for SWP 
water will increase; thus increasing probabilities that supply 
deficiencies would be assessed to MWD and/or other SWP 
contractors. 

SWP supplies are diverted from the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta. The yield of the SWP is limited by the need to meet 
Delta water quality standards, by the capability to transfer 
water from the Sacramento River to SWP's Clifton Court Forebay 
in the southern part of the Delta, and by the absence of 
sufficient storage reservoirs north and south of the Delta. In 
an effort to increase SWP yield, DWR has released draft 
environmental documentation for its North Delta Program, South 
Delta Water Management Program, Los Banos Grandes, and Kern 
Water Bank Fan Element. In addition, DWR is pursuing various 
interim purchases to supplement SWP supplies. These efforts, 
however, will not produce sufficient yield to meet expected SWP 
contractor demands. It is anticipated that DWR will be 
required to assess deficiencies to SWP contractors. To the 
extent DWP increases its demands for MWD water, increased 
demands for SWP water, the size and frequency of SWP shortages 
will be increased. 

As noted earlier, CEQA Guidelines indicate that an EIR must 
identify an environmentally superior alternative. If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
Alternative, then the EIR must identify the environmentally 
superior option among the remaining alternatives. The following 
paragraphs discuss the environmentally superior alternative for 
the Owens Valley project. The analysis does not account for 
environmental effects in Los Angeles and elsewhere in the 
state. Neither does it take account of the economic and social 
effects of the alternatives. 

In general, as might be expected, alternatives that involve less 
groundwater pumping would reduce adverse effect on the Owens 
Valley environment. It is not clear is whether the proposed 



project fits within the range of alternatives. Implementation 
of Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, would allow the 
Valley environment to return to some semblance of the 1970 
condition. 



EXHIBIT 4 

3. Water Supply For Las Angeles 

In August 1989, Judge Finney issued a Preliminary Injunction requiring maintenance of t he  Mono 

Lake level at 6,377 feet. To comply, LADWP began releasing 100 cfs down Rush Creek and 20 

to 45 cfs down Lee  Vining Creek. A second hearing to consider the necessity of continuing the 

preliminary injunction began in June 1990. 

In February 1990, the Third District Court of Appeal ordered Los Angeles to reestablish and 

maintain the Fisheries that existed in the Mono Basin prior to the City's diversions. In response 

to that mandate, Judge Finney ordered the interim release of over 56,000 acre-feet per year down 

Lee  Vining, Parker, Walker, and Rush Creeks until the SWRCB can set permanent fish flow 

xleases. O n  June  14, 1990, Judge Finney entered a preliminary injunction requiring Los Angeles 

to maintain specified rates of flow in the four Mono Basin streams from which it diverts water. 

O n  June  19, 1990, Judge Finney staycd further action on the various lawsuits pending completion 

of the SWRCB's review or until September I,  1993, whichever is first. 

PURCHASE O F  WATER FROM MWD 

T n e  Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), formed in 1928, covers over 

square miles of the coastal plain in Southern California, including portions of the counties of Los 
inciude. 

Ange!es, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura. MWD's purposes - 
ment saieoF and p \ l r p O s  

develophand &water a t  whoiesale for municipal and domestic us$.It may scll surplus water for 

other beneficial purposes, including agriculture.-. There 

are 27 member agencies in Metropolitan, consisting of 14 cities, 12 municipal water disiricts, and ; I 
1 .  

o n e  county water authority. The City of Los Angeles is one  of these member agencies. 

Each member agency has preferential rights to a portion of MWD's water supply. Preferential 

rlghts under Section 135 of the Metropolitan Water District Act are determined by the total 

accumulation of amounts paid to MWD by the member agencies o n  tax assessments and otherwise 

toward the capital cost and operating expenses of MWD's works. The  amount expended by 

member agencies for purchase of water is not included in the determination. Each member 

agency's preferential rights are proportionate. The proportion is based on  the amount it  has paid 

compared t o  the total amount paid by all member agencies. As of June  30, 1989, Los Angeles has 
had 

preferential rights to about 26 percent of MWD's water supply. MU13 2,400,000 
b 



3. Water Supply For Los Angela 

Generally. thc  amount of water purchased from MWD by LADWP in any year is the difference 

between the  use in LOS h g e l e s  and the other sources of supply available to Los h g e l e s .  The  

amount ot' MWD water purchased by LADWP since the second aqueduct was constructed has 

PcrceflL of tilc City's entire water 
i% i,,~m',~g its by ; m p ~ h W ~  

=st ManOgement ffWWa 6nO ionserv 

The main sources of water supply available to the service area of MWD are: captured local surface 

Slate W;ltcr I ' r o ~ j ~ ~ t ' ~  Ca\irornia Aqueduct; and reclaimed water. ?he sources directly available to 

Northern to Southern California by means of the 444-mile, Ion California Aqueduct. MWD's 
+o+a\s 1.2l2miiltOn BFV 2.0115 

to water from the &)orado River- and SWP totais &?mi++ million AFX 
Wrthermore, r?WOi in 1990 

F w d h i .  S W ~  cannot yet deliver* ?UII entitlement. w, MWD imperg? total of  

Each of  th~..c two MWD water sources require energy for pumping to transport the water to 

Southern California. Each acre foot of water delivered from SWP to the M W D  service area 

an average of 3,000 kwh, and the Colorado River Aqueduct requires 2,000 kwh. The  

Ianuary 1, 1% population of the MWD service area is 14.9 million. It is expected to grow to 18.2 

mil1ion by 2010 based on projections by the Southern California Association of Governments and 

the Sari Diego Association of Governments. 

trowever, h w o . 3  &pendab\e sup t From ~e &\orado River ixs . been limited M \gs Man SO, $X w y  since tw cm+M\ w i z m  
W9ecs wg~n opmtiona. 3-23 



3. Water Supply For Los Angeles 

MWD'S Colorado River Supply 
I9bJ 

In accordance with aAU.S. Supreme Court decree, the State of CaliEornia (MWD, Native 
, ,. 

~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  and several agricultural water districts) is limited to an annua supply of 4.4 million acr 
u n i e s  sucptus or unoae6 firizcna orb ~ 4 o  w+er  i3 m8i 

feet from the Colorado Rive& Agricultural agencies have priority to~beneiicial consumptive use t W  %ref 

of 3.85 million AFY less the amount of water made available by Imperial Irrigation District under 
iq89 

j 

1988 2 thehWater Conservation Agreement andhpproval  Agreement with MWD. Another 0,000 acre- 

feet must be subtracted for conveyance losses and for use of water by holders of present perfected 
btb, l lo 

rights, including N tive Americans, leaving bfWD with a dependable annual supply of fi.ti;tee acre- 
use & presenr perfecmj 

feet in 1995. &Additional rights may reduce dependable annual supply to 

5 B l,i:!? MY. 

0rwS W d 4  t-i r 
Since the Sta taof  Arizona%$ not yet taken it*: [uli ap ort ionmen~surplus and unused wat,er has 

ve mnre emroi hrirano prodecr n. 
been available from the Colorado Rivcr for M W b !  Tne MWD has benefitte from these 

conditions during the recent drought and has diverted up lo 1.3 rniliion IVY from the river. With 

continuing development of the O n t r a l  .hzon; i  Projcc1,- 

ore of itstheir 

apportionment5 MWD receive Colorado River 

MWD's State Water Proiect Suppiy 

MRD's  second major supply of water is obtained under its contract with the State of California 

for service from the SWP. MWD's maximum annual entitlement under the contract is 2,011,500 

acre-feet. This entitlement was contracted kk-&-e&r to meet increasing water demands resulting 

from population growth, and to of  MWD'S 

Colorado River supply. SWP deliveries for 1.4 million acre- 

feet. 

Bonds to  construct the initial po:tion of the S'iW were authorized by the State's voters in 1960, 
"kiinq pace 

with constructionAin the 1960s and 1970s. The principal facilities of the SWP are Oroville 

Reservoir on the Feather River, San Luis Reservoir in the San Soaquin Valley, the California 

Aqueduct and the North and South Bay Aqueducts, and terminal reservoirs in southern California. 
s 



3. Water Supply For Los Angeles 

Water  from the S W P  serves municipal and industrial users in southern California, the San Francisco 

Bay Area, the Upper  Feather River area, and agricultural users in the San Joaquin Valley. Thirty 

water agencies a re  entitled to water from the SWP. MWD holds the largest contract for 

approximately 48 percent of the SWP's yield. 

T h e  S W P  is not completed. The State has contracts with public agencies, including MWD, for a 

total delivery of 4.2 million acre-feet. At present, the State has a dependable water supply of only 

about 2.3 million acre-feet, based on  the current system capacity. Consequently, the SWP cannot 

now meet its contractual commitment to deliver the amount of entitlement water requested by the 

cont rac :~m.  In order  to deliver more water south of the delta, new facilities will be needed. T h e  

new facilities could include a cross-delta transfer facility, and additional pumps and storage capacity. 
!s o s ( n 9  a sta ed pprbaeh %,? .new 

T h e  California Department of Water Resources t 
f a c i i i t i e t  e w m . e y  0.  aan-er 
z c * o n .  finnr. Tor omer fociiities ore Winy ~ e t o p d ,  bur none have 
wen oppcoved or Ou'\\t. 

T h e  amount of water that the SWP can deliver south of the delta may also be arieckd by the 

SWRCB's review of delta water quality standards. Diversion of water from the delta by the S W P  

and the federal Central Valley Project is limited by many factors, such as the need to meet water 

quality standards in the delta. The  SWRCB's delta hearings began in 1988 and are expected to 

conclude in 1991. If the SWRCB promulgates new standards requiring the release of more water 

to the western delta and San Francisco Bay, there could be a reduction in SWP's ability to deliver 

water south of the delta. MWD currently projects an overall shortfall in supply ranging from 

340,000 AFY to 780,000 AFY by the year 2000. 

3.5 WATER RECLAMATION 

Water that has been used once can be treated and used again. This practice is referred to as 

water reclamation. I n  Los Angeles about two-thirds of the water used by homes and businesses 

is discharged as  waste to the sewer system and ultimately the Pacific Ocean. If some of t h e  

wastewater is treated and reused, the need for other sources of water would be lessened; however, 

health, legal, cost and  public perception considerations have limited wastewater reuse in Los 

Angeles t o  date. 



EXHIBIT 5 

6. Alternatives To The Proposed Project 

preferential Rights and Water Sources 

~ l t h o u g h  the City of Los Angeles has a significant preferential right to MWD water, it has rarely 

relied heavily on  it as a water source except during droughts since the second Los Angeles 

Aqueduct was completed in 1970. Water from the other sources available to Los Angeles is less 

expensive and of better quality than MWD water. LADWP has consequently striven to limit 

purchase of MWD water unless necessary due to reductions in import from Inyo and Mono 

Counties. Table 6-3 shows annual purchases from M W D  by LADWP from 1963 to 1990. Los 

h g e l e s  has a preferential right to approximately 26 percent of MWD's water supply. This 

preferential right is based on the total amount of property taxes paid by Los Angeles to MWD 

since MWD's inception. 

T o  date ,MWD has not allocated water supply to its member agencies on the basis of preferential 

rights. Historically MWD nas had sufficient water available to meet all requests from member 

agencies. Some agencies have taken advantage of the water available and have consistently 

purchased more than their preferential right. and they have developed a dependence on  MWD 

water which exceeds their legal entitlement. Water demand within the MWD service area 

continues to increase while firm supplies are limited. When demand exceeds supply, MWD 

members who have come :o rely on surplus conditions may be restricted to only their preferential 

right. It is possible that such restrictions could lead to challenges to the present structure of 

preferential rights. 

MWD obtains its water from the Colorado River and from tne State Water Project (SWP). 

Because of the relative costs of pumprng Colorado River and SWP water. MWD has taken as much 

water from the former source as possible. In the future i t  is expec:ed that MWD will obtain less 

water from the Colorado River and will therefore have to rely more heavily on the SWP. 

.MWD's Colorado River Water 

Use of waters of  the Colorado River Basin are managed and apportioned among the states that 

the river passes through, in accordance with a body of interstate compacts, legislation, contracts, 

court decrees and an international treaty known collectively as the "Law of the River." Under the 

terms of the Law of the River, California is entitled to use of 4.4 million .4FY of Colorado River 

water and one-half of any surplus water that may be available from the river. Use of water in 
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California by holders of present perfected rights, including Native Americans is about 30,000 AFY. 

Agricultural users in the Imperial, Palo Verde, Yuma and Coachella valleys have a priority to a 

beneficial consumptive use of 3.85 million AFY of California's 3.4 million AFY apportionment, less 
1988 

the amount of a e r  made available by Imperial Irrigation District under ah ater Conservation &h i h e w  use 8 
Agreement andhApproval Agreement with MWD. M W D  hasApriority to!550,000 AFY, plus an 

additional 662,000 AFY of any water available for California. Under the operating criteria, prior 

to 1985, M W D  was assured of sufticient water to satisfy its full entitlement. Thus, M W D  could 

count o n  a Colorado River supply of 1,212,000 AFY. 

likely 
As other  basin states take more of the water to which they are entitled, less water wiltbe available 

for California. In December 1985, the Central Arizona Project commenced operations and under 
r e s e f v p i f ~ >  , , 

the  peratcng crlterla, the Secretary of the Interior annually determines the availability of 
6ib 

water. In the future, M W D  will likely he limited to Sh5,110 A M ,  lus an unknown amount of 
O I g O W  

surplus and unused water in certain year% MWD expects to recei&900,000 acre-feet from the 
1 ... 

Colorado River in i t  is successful in negotiating agreements wiih-ihZ'j 
___I--- --I- _ - .. J 

other  Callforma agencies to make additional water available. L_.-:.: _--.4--J 

M W D  is pursuing a number of measures that would increase the amount of Colorado River water 

available to it in the future. A program was recently implemented in which M W D  is funding a 

number of water conservation projects within the Imperial Irrigation District, and is receiving the 

conserved water. This program and other programs that may be implemented would partially offset 

the loss of water from the Colorado River. Consequently, M W D  will need to rely more heavily 

o n  Sta te  Water Project water in the f u ~ u r e  as its Colorado River supply declines. 

MWD's State  Water Project Water 

T h e  SWP, as originally conceived and approved by the Legislature and the voters, is to ultimately 

deliver a firm yield of approximately 1.2 million AFY. Existing SWP facilities. however, are capable 

of delivering a firm yield of only 2.3 million AFY. This is substantially less than the 1990 demand 

for S W P  of 3.1 million AF. MWD's entitlement to SWP yield amounts to approximately 1.1 

million AFY. 
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The SWP, as planned, is to ultimately deliver a firm yield of 
approximatley 4.1 million AFY by 1990 and 4.2 million AFY by the 
year 2000. Existing SWP facilities, however, are capable of 
delivering a firm yield of only 2.3 million AFY. This is 
substantially less than the 1990 demand for SWP water of 3.3 
million AF or the projected year 2000 demand of 4.1 million AF. 
MWD's 2.01 million AF entitlement entitles it to approximately 
48% of the available supply once the SWP contract's initial 
agricultural shortage provisions have been implemented. 

With only existing facilities, the firm yield of the SWP would 
be expected to gradually decrease to approximately 2.2 million 
AFY in 2000 as upstream development reduces the amount of water 
available for export by the project. The 1959 Burns-Porter Act 
identifies facilities which would improve the conveyance of 
water through the Delta and thus increase the project yield. 
DWR has recently proposed the North Delta Program and the South 
Delta Water Management Program, to partially meet this 
commitment. The Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Impact Statements (EIR/EIS) for these programs indicate an 
increase 200 AF. 

In order to store additional water south of the Delta, DWR has 
proposed the construction of the Los Banos Grandes Reservoir and 
implementation of Kern Water Bank. In 1984, the California 
Legislature authorized feasibility and planning studies for a 
Los Banos Grandes Reservoir. If constructed, the reservoir 
would provide additional storage south of the Sacramento/San 
Joaquin Delta. DWR states in the Los Banos Grandes Facilities 
EIR that such a surface water reservoir would increase the 
project yield by up to 260,000 AFY. DWR1s Kern Water Bank-Kern 
Water River Fan Element EIR states that the Kern River Fan 
Element would increase dependable supplies by approximately 
70,000 AFY. 

Other projects for increasing the yield of the SWP are under 
study by the DWR. These include the possible use of interim CVP 
water, Delta Water Transfer facilities and local elements of the 
Kern Water Bank groundwater storage facility in the San Joaquin 
Valley. 

The amount of water that the SWP can deliver south of the Delta 
may also be affected in the future by the State Water Resources 
Control Boards1 (SWRCB) review of Delta water quality 
standards. Diversion of water from the Delta by the SWP and the 
CVP is strongly influenced by the need to meet water quality 
standards in the Delta. The SWRCB's Delta hearings began in 
1987 and are expected to conclude in 1992. If the SWRCB 
promulgates new standards for the Delta that are stricter than 
those in effect today, the SWP1s ability to deliver water south 
of the Delta could be reduced. 
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With only existing facilities, the firm yield of the SWP would gradually decrease t o  approximately 

2.2 million AFY in 2000 as upstream development reduces the amount of surplus water available 

for export by the project. In 1984, the California Legislature authorized feasibility and planning 

studies for a Los Banos Grandes Reservoir. If constructed, the reservoir would provide additional 

storage south of the Sacramentoisan Joaquin Delta sufficient to increase the firm yield of the S W P  

by u p  to 275,000 AFY. Also, in 1986, an agreement was reached between the California 

Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the United States Bureau of Reclamation, operator 

of t he  Federal Central Valley Project (CVP), to provi$e for further coordinated operation of the 

S W P  and C W .  The  Coordinated Operation Agreement, as i t  is known, improves the efficiency 

with which project water releases necessary to meet Delta water quality standards are made. This 

is accornplislied by providing for further coordinated management of the two prqects .  T h e  

Coordinated Operation Agreement, has increased the firm yield of the SWP by an additional 

200.000 AFY. 

Other projects for increasing the yield of the SWP arc under study by DWR. These include 

possible use of interim surplus CVP water, construction of Los Vaqueros Reservoir south of the 

Delta and construction of the Kcrn River Bank groundwater storagc lacility in the San Joaquin 

Valley. 

T h e  amount of water that the SWP can delivcr south of the Delta may also be affected in the 

future by the Srate Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB) review o l  Delta water quality 

standards. Diversion of water from the Delta by the SWP and the CVP is strongly influenced by 

the need to meet water quality standards in the Delta. The  SWRCB's Delta hearings began in 

1985 and are expected to conclude in 1991. If the SWRCB promulgates new standards for the 

delta that are stricter than those in effect today. T h e  SWP's ability to deliver water south of the 

Delta could be reduced. 

MWD's Other  Water Supply Programs 

M W D  has developed several new and innovative water storage, transfer, reclamation, and 

conservation programs in the recent years to supplement its conventional water sources and to 

stretch existing supplies. Some of these are described below. 
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Irrigation District will improve Imperial's irrigation 
I ieqi3\afion i 

of  w.ater annually to MWD. ) ~ ~ i m i l a & ~  - 
tO line wrtions 

All-American and Coachella canals in Im erial and Riverside 
water ogencres w e d  fund ?w cost o~ 

counties by Congress. Southern C a l i f o r n i a ~  the linin&- 
p2yx3s a d  +he conS?rWd WUld be mode avai\ah\e in 

accordance with  the % i s t i 9  priorities to US cf @\or& Rivet  wafer in 
Ca\iforriia. 

MWL) and the b i n - E d i s o n  Water Storage District developed a water storage project which, 
wowid h a v e  

following necessary approvals, .wtH allow some of MWD's unneeded supplies in wet years to be 

stored by h i n - E d i s o n  in an underground aquifer in the southeastern corner of the San Joaquin 
wuld î . 

Valley. In iaier dry periods, lvlWD receive about 100,000 acre-feet annually of Arvin-Edison's \ 
takes i 

surface suppiies while the agricultural agency- the stored groundwater to meet its needs. 

f 

In 19.31, MWD launched a local projectt program aimed at mcreavng the ute of reclaimed water 

in Southern California. Under this program. MWD rovides linancial assistance to qualifying 
tecernber 23 gi , la4 

projects. As of .ktmek 1990. j2f projects totaIing-H+W AFT had been approved and 9 others, 
35 b7.5 

expected to reuse 3&k%t AFY were under consideration. 
$ 

M W D  also provides financial assistance io memher agencies who impicment programs to pronote 
:... water consewation primarily through Citure moditication (low-now shower heads, etc.). This 

program, called the Water Conservation Credits Program, provides $154 per AF or up to 50 

percent oE the projected cost, whichever is iess, toward the implementation of approved water 

conservation measures by MWD agencies or subagencies. Adopted in September. 19%. [he 

program is projected to provide water savings through conservation oi' up to 250,000 AFY by the 

year 2010. 

Conclusions 

Despite uncertainties with respect to the issue of preferential rights and to MWD's share of 

Colorado River and SWP water, i t  is clear that Los Angeles could rely on MWD more heavily as 

a water source than i t  has in the past. Use O F  additional MWD water wouid thus be an optiona! 

replacement source of water for Los Angeles if an alternative were to be adopted that would 

Provide LADWP with less water from the Owens Valley than it  would receive under the proposed 

project 
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supply treated groundwater to each of the town water systems up to certain specified amounts a, 

no cost. A t  the end of the fifth year, the systems will be transferred to Inyo County (or  to another 

public entity), but LADWP will permanently supply untreated groundwater t o  each town system 

up to certain specified amounts at no cost. T h e  transfer of the town water systems is more fully 

described in Chapter 5, Project Description. 

The provision of groundwater at no cost to each of the town water systems will allow Inyo County 

(or another public entity) to have the option of maintaining water rates a t  a level substantially 

below the rates that would have to he charged if all of the costs of pumping groundwater and of 

maintaining the well equipment were to be passed along to the users. T h e  rates could also be 

substantially less than the rates that would be charged by Los Angeles i f  the systems were to 

remain in the control of Los Angeles. The transfer of the town water systems thus will mitigate 

for the long-term reduction in water available in the soil in these towns since residents will have 

the option of supplying water to vegetation in the towns at a lower cost than if  the systems 

remained under the ownership and operation of Los hngeles. 

17.6 RELATlONSIIlP TO OTIIER WATER SUI'I'LY PLANS 

Table 17-1 summarizes other  water supply actions in California, the outcomes o l  which could 

affect and/or he affected by the increased groundwater pumping plan evaluated in this report. 

These actions include: 
and water r~ghis 

0 San Francisco Bay-Sacramento Delta water q u a 1 i t y f i ~  hearings currently being 
held by the State Water  Resources C+m?LE&oar&$igRCB) in Sacramento. T h e  outcome 
of these hearines is to be a water which oromuleates Delta water 

w w 

quality s tandardyntended to protect all beneficial uses ot Delta water, including in-stream 
-;d cnec /uses and water to Delta exporters. 

E l t o  wate r  trortsfec 
0 Proposed expanskon of the State Water Project (SWP) in the  form of  

,mprwerrprrts and construction of Los Banos Grandes Reservoir,,by the California 
Department of Water Resources. ard imp\emPsrtation oF tk ern Water Mnh 

0 Revision o f  LADWP's water rights licenses in Mono Basin by SWRCB. This revision 
involves the establishment and maintenance of instream flow standards in the Mono  Lake  
tributaries from which LADWP dlverts water, and the establishment and maintenance of 
water elevation standards and salinity standards in Mono Lake to prov~de appropriate 
protection for public trust resources and beneficial uses of Mono Lake. 
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Implementation of a 1 89 water conservation agreement between Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern Ca l! Yornia and Imperial Irrigation District (IID). This action involves 
Metropolitan paying for  concrete lining of earthen canals owned by IID, as  well as new 
storage facilities for water that is conserved. In return, M W D  will receive a minimum of 
100,000 acre-feet o f  water from I ID  annually, and more in wetter years. 

-? 
Proposed water storage and exchange agreement between M W D  and h i n - E d i s o n  Water 
Storage District (A-E) near Bakersfield. As with the I I D  "water trading" agreement, MWD i 
will pay costs of  improving spreading basins For b i n - E d i s o n  (A-E) for storage of surplus ' 
wet year water exported through the Friant-Kern and Cross-Valley canals. A-E obtains ', 

stabilized groundwater supplies consistently and Mctropolitan receives a minimum of 100,G@ ." 
acre-feet of water during dry years stored in A-E's aquifers. 

Central Arizona Project. 

'AII of these action& affect future of water supply planning for Los Angeles. T h e  Mctropolitan 1 Water District (MWD)  is currently short of water supply, although M W D  stands to have gicater 
/ access to water supplies as a result of expansion of the cross-Delta channels and construction of 
I 

i the Los Banos Grandes Reservoir. Since LADWP is a member agency OF the 'MWD, i t  will have 

access to significant amounts of the "new" watcr supplies created through the conservation-for- 

water-trade agreements M W D  has undertaken with IID and h i n - E d i s o n ,  possibly as much as SO 

percent of the increment conserved in the Imperial Irrigation District, or  some 80,000 acre-feet.' --._ /- 

LADWP stands to lose water from the water rights decision in the .Mono Basin. LADWP is the 

predominant diverter of water in the Mono Basin, and its rights will be limited to the point where 

they are  consistent with public trust goals, instrcam uses (e.g., lish and other aquatic forms of life) 

and salinity standards in the Mono Basin. It is unknown at this time how much warer LADWP 

will lose as a result oE this decision. 

T h e  outcome of the Bay-Delta hearings before the SWRCB is unknown. T h e  hearings were 

begun a t  the direction of  t he  State Third District Court of Appeal in early 1987 in the wake of 

the "Racanelli Decision" which required the SWRCB to re-evaluate its 1978 Water Right Decision 

1485 for the Delta and Suisun Marsh. The  Court specifically required the SWRCB to review water 

quality standards and water rights licenses from a "global perspective" which incorporated the water 

needs oE instream uses into its interpretation of beneficial uses. T h e  degree to which water quality 
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standards implemented by the new Bay-Delta water rights decision to b e  issued by the  SWRCB 
an 

protects instream uses will determine& loss of water available for other  beneficial uses including 

export to the Central Valley and Southern California. 

T h e  Central Arizona Project is increasing its use of water from the Colorado River. When ~ r i z o n a -  

use reaches its full entitlement, MWD, which wholesales water from the Colorado River, will see  

its entitlement decline by about 60 percent, from 1.3 million acre-feet in 1989 to about 470,000. 

LADWP is entitled to about 26 percent of MWD's total supply, s o  the  effect of  the Central 

Arizona Project on  Los Angeies' water supply outlook will be substantial. - ..~  - 

LADWP will continu% its water conservation programs outlined in Chapter 3, Water  Supply for TLus 

Angeles. LADWP believes that these programs will simply delay the arrival of increased demand 

associated with population growth. The  population has been growing at a rate  of 38,000 per year; 

theieSore, a 10 percent reduction in use due to conservation would occur in 10 years: Since Los 

Angeles envisions implementing new conservation programs determined to be  feasible, even if the 

proposed project is implemented, conservation is not viewed as a true alternative to replace water 

from Owens Valley. Eflorts to replace potable water with reclaimed wastewater will continue but 

again are not expected to be sufficient to make up shortfalls in the next several decades. If the 

regulatory climate changes so that reclaimed wastewater can be injected into groundwater basins 

used lor drinking water supplies, the potential for reclamation would be improved. 

Evaluation of the cumulative impact of these actions in combination with the  proposed project 

evaluated in this report is complicated and fraught with uncertainty. In instances such as the Bay- 

Delta hearings and the Mono Basin water rights case for LADWP, rights t o  water have yet to be  

defined, which makes quantification of cumulative impacts impossible. In a qualitative sense, 

however, both instances involve establishing or modifying water quality standards to provide 

increased protection for instream uses. This means that it is likely that less water will be  available 

in the future for export to Los Angeles from the Delta and the Mono  Basin. 

On the other hand, agricultural water conservation and conjunctive use projects undertaken by 
UP 

MWD are  projected by M W D  to yield q w e & A  200,000 acre-feet in a dry year t o  t he  M W D  
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service area. With  a preferential right to 26 percent of  M W D  supplies, L A D W P  could receive 

53,000 acre-feet of water from MWD from these projects. 

To meet  projected demand requirements of Los Angeles' growing population, LADWP looks to 

Owens Valley and MWD as the primary means for increasing water supply to Los Angeles, as 

compared t o  its pre-1970 water supply. LADWP's control of water rights in Owens Valley makes 

the Valley's water  resources the most stable source of supply for the City outside the Los Angeles 

Basin. T h e  quality of water from the Los Angeles Aqueduct is better than water from either the 

State Water  Project o r  the Colorado River. It is a!so less expensive on  a cost per unit of  

production basis and generates electricity for i o s  iingeles residents, whereas t h e  other two projects 

consume more energy than they produce. 

A qualitative balance of water supply gains and losses from the cumulative evaluation o f  water 

supply actions in the California water system suggests that cumulative changes will he neutral, that 

is that gains from consewation, reclamation and conjunctive use will be ba!anced by iossss to 

instream uses o r  other  beneficial uses in the Say-De!ta hearings. Water supply gains will likely be 
. . 

offset by losses resulting from more restrictti~e wawr quality standards L r  pro:ri:ion ot tnsii-ism 

uses in the Bay-De!ta estuarj  and Mono Basin. 

17.5 ARE4S OF CONTROVERSY 

Tne  primary impact of the prilposed projccr is on the vegetation of the Owens Valley. While there 

are many anecdotal accounts of how the vegetarion has changed since 1950, :here is !ittie 

quantitative data. Between 1920 and 1970, chanzes in the Valley's vegetation were laige!y the 

result of surface water management practices and changes ir. agricultural land use. In 1970, whcr. 

groundwater pumping was increased, a new [actor entered the equation. Experrs dii'i'er regarding 

the interpre:ation of existing data, including aerial photographs, to determine the cause and extent 
. . of some vegetation changes. However, ail known areas of signiiicant impact have been iaen:ified 

in this Draft EIR and will be mitigated through direct o r  compensatory mitiga:ion. 

Some Owens Valley residents believe that the Valley should be restored to conditions that existed 

prior to operat ion of the second aqueduct in 1970 or  prior to the operaiion of the first aqueduct 

in i913. Inyo County and LADWP have agieed that a final court judgement will be entered that 
I 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER B12 

RESPONSE BIZ-1 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 

RESPONSE BIZ-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE BIZ-3 

Comment noted. The estimate of uncounted population presented in Table 3-1 is for illustrative 

purposes and was based on the best information available at the time. 

RESPONSE B12-4 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE BIZ-5 

Final state-wide BMPs are not yet available at the time of preparation of this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE 812-6 

Text corrections are noted and many are included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and 

Draft EIR. 
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Letter 812 

RESPONSE B12-7 

Text corrections are noted and many are included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and 

Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE B12-8 

Text corrections are noted and many are included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and 

Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE B12-9 

Comment noted. 
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Big Pine PaiuteIShoshone Band of Indians 





LETTER 8-13 

COMMENTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

CONCERNING WATER FROM THE OWENS VALLEY TO SUPPLY 

THE SECOND M S  ANGELES AQUEDUCT 

1970 to 1990 

1990 Onward, pursuant to a Long Term Groundwater Management 

Plan 

submitted on behalf of the Big Pine Paiute/Bhoshone Band of 

fndians, Big Pine, CA. 





These comments are submitted by the Big Pine Paiute/Shoshone 

Tribe without prejudice to the right of the ribe to challenge 

the final EIR and the Long Term Groundwater Management Agreement 

in any appropriate forum pursuant to federal, state or tribal 

law. In addition, these comments should not be construed as a 

waiver of the Tribe's right to demand the preparation of an En- 

vironmental Impact Statement (*EISS') which may be required by the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 ("NEPAw), 42 U.S.C. 

554321, et sea., and implementing regulations. 

It appears that this particular EIR is being prepared be- 

cause the earlier reports were deemed inadequate by the Third 

District Appellate Court. One of the areas of contention is the 

actual description of the proposed project. As stated in County 

of Invo v. Citv of Los Anqeles (1981) 124 CA3d 1, at 9: 

A s  we have said [ajn accurate stable and 
finite project description is the sine qua non 
of an informative and legally sufficient EIR. 

In this EIR the LADWP has described the project in broad 

terms : 

The proposed project analyzed in this EIR con- 
sists of water management practices and 
facilities that were implemented or con- 
structed in the Owens Valley to supply water 
to the second aqueduct which was completed in 
1970, together with the project and water 
management practices contained in the agree- 
ment for Owens Valley and Inyo County. 

r [Emphasis added.] 

I Unfortunately the LADWP has attempted to narrow the scope of the 



project and this EIR by misstating the amount and types of water 

rights held by the Owens Valley tribes and the federal govern- 

ment. These misstatements are the basis for the City's failure 

to conduct any analysis whatsoever concerning the effects the 

project and agreement will have on Indian lands and water rights. 

In addition, CEQA clearly requires a mitigation analysis which 

considers avoiding impacts entirely, limiting impacts, rectifying 

impacts and compensating for impacts. This analysis is also 

missing from this EIR. 

This is not the first time LADWP has attempted to avoid 

mitigating the impacts of this project. As noted by the Court in 

Countv of Invo v. Citv of Los Anqeles, supra at p. 9, 

An EIR mav not define a purpose for a project 
and then remove from consideration those mat- 
ters necessary to the assessment whether the 
purpose can be achieved. 
[Emphasis added.] 

By misstating the types and amounts of water rights held by the 

tribes, the EIR has violated the Court's prohibition described 

above. 

It must also be noted that the implication that any effects 

on Indian lands and water rights will be mitigated pursuant to 

the Long Term Groundwater Management Agreement is disingenuous 

and simply wrong. Neither the ZADWP nor Inyo County has con- 

tacted any of the tribes seeking input regarding the needs of the 

various tribes or comments about the various sections of the 

agreement. Neither the tribes nor the federal government have 

been asked to be a party to the agreement, and without the con- 

sent of these entities the City and County have no jurisdiction 



to enforce the agreement against them, In other words, the 

agreement will not mitigate the effects DWPns water gathering 

activities may have on the Owens Valiey Indian tribes and canno 

therefore be considered as a Valley-wide mitigation measure, - 
The County of Inyo and have a choice to make, They 

must either amend the current agreement and EIR to s 

exclude Indian tribes, Lands and water rights or the 

quest the involvement of the five Wens Valley Tribes and the 

federal government as full partners in the development of a work- 

able project and agreement that truly protects the environment of 

all the Owens Valley and guarantees the legal zights of all the 

parties. The decision undoubtedly rests with Inyo County and 

LADWP. Regardless of the decision reached, the present proposed 

EIR is clearly inadequate because it fails to contain a complete 

analysis of the effects the proposed project and agreement will 

have on Indian lands and water rights and fails to provide a com- 

plete mitigation analysis of these effects. 
- 

While the Big Pine Tribe is willing to discuss the issues 

raised in this comment with the LADWP and County of Inyo, it 

should be recognized however that the Tribe will not allow either 

the County or LADWP to make unilateral decisions concerning 

tribal water rights and the reservation environment. 

On Behalf of the-. Biq Pine 
Tribal Council 



I. COMMENTS CONCERNING THE AGREEME 

Y OF IPIYO AND THE CITY OF LOB ANGELES 

AND ITS DEPAR 

LONO TERM GRO 

OWENS VALLEY AND INYO COUNTY. 

1. Section I (Management Areas) fails to mention whether 

Indian reservation lands and off-reservation lands containing In 

dian water rights are included in these management areas. 

Clearly they should not be included since the tribes and the 

United States are not parties to the agreement and the County an 

City have no jurisdiction over these lands and water rights, 

Since neither the County, the City of Los Angeles, nor the Tech- 

nical Group has jurisdiction over these lands and water rights 

the agreement should specifically exclude these lands and water 

rights unless and until the tribes and federal government become 

parties to the agreement. 

2. The agreement mentions vegetation studies and inven- 

tories conducted between 1984 and 1987 (Section II, Management 

Maps). The agreement fails to specifically state whether Indian 

lands and off-reservation lands containing Indian water rights 

were included in these studies. If they were not, the types and 

amounts of vegetation listed in the agreement are inaccurate. 

In addition, CEQA uidelines (Guidelines Section 15150, 

Subd. (b)) clearly require this vegetation study be available at 

a public place or building. At a minimum the EIR must state 

where the incorporated documents will be available for inspectio 



and at the very least the documents must be available at the lo- 

cal LADWP office. 

In fact (see, Declaration of Jennifer Duncan) the vegetation 

study is not a report readily available to the public and no 
I 
single document exists t at can be reviewed by the public. Since 

I 
' this study is the cornerstone of the proposed rotational pumping 
I 
plan, the Tribe finds it unbelievable that this "reportw is not 

available. LADWPts failure to comply with these CEQA guidelines 

1 renders the proposed EIR inadequate on its face. 

3. The overall goal of the management strategy (111, 

Management Strategy), which is "the managing of water resources 

within Inyo County to avoid certain described decreases and 

changes in vegetation and to cause no significant effect on the 

environment which cannot be acceptably mitigated while providing 

a reliable supply of water for export to Los Angeles and for use 

in Inyo County", directly conflicts and interferes with the terms 

of the 1939 Land Exchange Agreement between the City of Los An- 

geles and the United States Government. 

The City of Los Angeles agreed to provide prime agricultural 

lands to the various tribes and it appears that the use of 

vegetation as an indicator for pumping rates would allow the 

degradation of the quality of these prime agricultural lands. It 

should also be recognized that the use of vegetation study con- 

ducted during 1984-1987 as the baseline indicator would not be 

accurate for the Benton or Fort Independence Tribes (tribes not 

subject to the Land Exchange Agreement) if the studies did not 

include those lands. 



- 
4. While the stated goal of the groundwater mining section 

of the agreement is to avoid long-term groundwater mining 

(Management Strategy, B. Groundwater Mining), the definition of 

groundwater mining seems to allow for short-term groundwater min- 

ing which may affect reservation lands and off-reservation Indian 

water rights. Neither the agreement nor the proposed EIR address 

this issue. It should also be noted that this definition of 

groundwater mining is not applicable to the Indian water rights 

on- and off-reservation. 

Since short term groundwater mining and the effect this may 

have on Indian lands and water rights is not even mentioned, it 

is also obvious this EIR fails to discuss any proposed mitigation 

of these possible effects. 

5. Part 111, Section D. Monitoring, fails to even mention 

tribal lands and water rights on and off the reservations. The 

language in the agreement seems to imply that all reservation 

lands and tribal water rights will be protected through monitor- 

ing conducted by the Technical Group. The Technical Group has no 

jurisdiction over these Indian land and water rights. If LADWP 

and the County choose to involve the various tribes and federal 

government in the monitoring process, then the tribes and federal 

government must become parties to the agreement. If LADWP and 

the County choose not to include the tribes and the federal 

government, then the agreement should specifically state that In- 

dian lands and water rights are not being monitored and protected 

in this agreement. 
- 

6. Even though no monitoring has occurred on the Big Pine 



Reservation, the Tribe has conducted a survey of the vegetation 

adjacent to the Reservation and reviewed data to determine the 

nearest monitoring locations. A survey of the vegetation off, 

but adjacent to, the Reservation reveals that areas that receive 

surface application o waeer jsach as thcse to the east of the 

Big Pine Canal) have dense and vigorous vegetation, but areas not 

receiving such surface water resemble the derelict Reservation 

land. There are 5 LADWP pumps and 2 monitoring stations within 

1.5 miles of the Big Pine Resenation - pumps 378, 389 and 210 to 
the north of the Reservation and pump 220 to the south. Monitor- 

ing site BPI, with its test well, is about 1/4 mile to the north 

of the northeast corner of the Reservation. Site BP2, with a 

test well, is about 1.5 miles SE of the southeast corner of the 

Reservation. All these pumps have been shut off due to projected 

soil moisture deficits. The data (LADWP January, 1991) report 

soil moisture measurements on both monitoring sites to be zero or 

negligible. The required plant moisture (an indication of amount 

of live plant cover) at BPI declined by 90% since monitoring of 

it began in 1989, from 9.4 cm. of water to 0.9 cm. At BP2, re- 

quired moisture was 13.4 cm. of water in 1987, and is not 6.7 cm. 

These data indicate a decline in live cover, or at least in 

leaf area index, on 2 sites in close proximity to the Reserva- 

tion. Although the vegetation at these monitoring sites was 

mapped as Type B (BP2) and Type C (BPI), the current moisture re- 

quirement on both sites is well below that required by Types B 

and C vegetation (Green Book, at 44). This would suggest that a 

conversion from Type B and C vegetation to Type A has occurred 
I 
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according to the description of the methods used to determine 

vegetation type based on moisture requirement (ET) (at 10-25). 

The Tribe notes there are acknowledged impacts to areas ad- 

jacent to the Reservation, and areas east of the Reservation are 

included in a proposed re-vegetation project (see, 10-57 - 10-68 
and Big Pine Regreening mapped on E-20). It is suggested that 

similar impacts were suffered on Reservation lands immediately 

adjacent to these impact areas. No monitoring or mitigation of 

these on-reservation impacts has been discussed in this EIR. 

7. The agreement once again fails to address Indian lands 

and water rights in subpart F. Mitigation. The agreement should 

specifically exclude the tribes and federal government from the 

mitigation process or include the tribes and federal government 

once they have agreed to become parties to the agreement. 

Whether the tribes and federal government become parties to 

the agreement or not, LADWP must mitigate the effects the 

proposed project and agreement may have on the tribes. The 

agreement specifies that changes or declines in vegetation, even 

if they are measurable and attributable to water management prac 

tices, must also be determined to be significant before a mitiga 

tion plan is required. "Significant" is then defined using cer- 

tain criteria listed in the agreement. Since the Tribe is not a 

party to the agreement, the definition of "significant" used in 

the agreement is not applicable, nor is it acceptable to the 

Tribe. 

Evidently recognizing its failure to conduct studies on the 

Reservation, LADWP has attempted to avoid the mitigation analysi 



required by California Administrative Code 515270 by simply 

misstating who holds title to certain water rights claimed by the 

Tribe. - 
8. The Private Wells section of the agreement (subpart G.) 

fails to specifically mention the effects of DWP pumping on In- 

dian water rights on- and off-reservation, nor does the agreement 

clearly spell out how private wells will be protected. It must 

be specifically stated that Indian water rights are not subject 

to determinations made by the Technical Group unless and until 

the tribes and United States government become parties to the 

agreement and have representation on the Technical Group com- 

mittee. In addition, the LADWP must determine the impacts of 

LADWP pumping and provide the required mitigation analysis pur- 

suant to California Administrative Code 515270, regardless of 

tribal involvement in the agreement. 
- 

9. Subpart H. Indian Lands, is totally inadequate. The im- 

plication made in this subpart is that the only water the tribes 

have a right to receive is the 4 acre feet per acre supplied by 

LADWP pursuant to the 1939 Land Exchange. This is disingenuous 

and simply wrong. As previously stated, and recognized by the 

United States government, the tribes have appropriative, 

riparian, surface, groundwater, and reserved Indian water rights 

on and off the various Owens Valley Tribal Reservations. These 

rights have yet to be quantified. 

This subpart should be rewritten to make clear that the 

County and LADWP have chosen not to include the tribes and the 

federal government as parties to the agreement, and the agreement 



has no effect on the tribes1 water rights. It is also suggested 

the tribes' water rights off-reservation be specifically men- 

tioned and recognized by LADWP. In the alternative, the agree- 

ment can be modified to include the tribes and the federal 

government as parties, if so desired by LADWP, Inyo County, Owens 

Valley Tribes, and the federal government. - 
10. The Enhancement/Mitigation Projects, subpart X. of 

Proiects and Other Provisions, fails to discuss any proposed 

projects on Indian lands or any projects designed to protect the 

tribes' off-reservation water rights. Once again, the agreement 

should specifically state whether tribal lands and water rights 

are to be included in additional proposed mitigation projects. 

If the County and IADWP choose to include these lands, the tribes 

and the federal government must be made parties to the agreement 

and be represented on the Standing Committee and Technical Group. 

This section clearly points out the failure of the County 

and City to consider the effects on Indian lands and water rights 

and what actions are necessary to mitigate those effects. It 

should also be noted that the EIR does not contain any analysis 

of the impact the proposed enhancement/mitigation projects may 

have on Indian lands and water rights. The mitigation analysis 

of these effects is also missing. - 
11. The General Assistance to the County, subpart D. of Sec- 

tion XIV Financial Assistance, states that mone 

provided to Inyo County to assist the County in providing serv- 

ices to its citizens. It is assumed these payments are being 

made in recognition of the negative effects the LADWP1s water 



gathering practices have had on economic development within the 

County. If this is the case, the mitigation of these negative 

impacts must include financial assistance to the five tribal 

governments who are also experiencing revenue shortfalls because 

of limited economic developnent opportunities. Payments to Inyo 

County do not mitigate the financial impact of LADWPfs water 

gathering activities on the various Owens Valley reservations. 

12. At Section XV, Release of Citv-Owned Lands, the City 

agrees to provide for the release of certain lands near towns in 

the County. The reason stated for this release is it will 

provide "for the future orderly development of towns within the 

CountyB*. The agreement fails to recognize that land is also 

desperately needed by the Owens Valley tribes to allow for 

"orderly development". 

The Native American is the most stable and fastest growing 

segment of the population in Inyo County. In order to develop 

ttorderlyw housing and economic development plans, LADWP should 

agree to release lands surrounding the Owens Valley reservations 

to the Tribes. 

The release of lands to the County and City of Bishop does 

not mitigate the negative effects of the City's water gathering 

activities that have inhibited orderly growth and planning on the 

Owens Valley reservations. This proposed release of lands to the 

County of Inyo and City of Bishop may also have impacts on the 

various tribes. These impacts have not been analyzed nor has a 

mitigation analysis of these impacts been included in the EIR. - 
13. The Tribe suggests Section XXI, No Effect on Non-Party 



Leqal Riqhts, be amended to specificaiiy mention Indian tribes 

and the federal government. 

14. The Tribe requests that Section XXII, No Effect on Ex- 

istinq Water Riqhts, specifically mention the water rights of th 

tribes on and off the reservation and include recognition by 

LADWP that the tribes own off-reservation water rights pursuant 

to the 1939 Land Exchange Agreement. 

15. The Dispute Resolution section should specifically men 

tion that the tribes and federal government are not required to 

follow the dispute resolution process in order to vindicate thei 

legal rights unless and until they become parties to the agree- 

ment. 

The Tribe would also point out that the process seems to a1 

low specific performance as the only remedy for violations of th 

agreement. The Tribe suggests the process include the awarding 

of damages as an additional remedy in order to encourage com- 

pliance with the provisions of the agreement and orders made 

during the dispute resolution process. 

11. COMMENTS CONCERElING THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

CONSISTING OF ALL WATER MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

AND PACILITIES TEAT WERE IMPLEMENTED OR COI- 

STRUCTED IN THE OWENS VALLEY TO SUPPLY WATER 

TO THE SECOND AQUEDUCT ICE WAS COMPLETED IN 

1970. 

A. Chapter 1. Sununary 

1. At page 5-6 it i s  stated that, "The vegetation condi- 

tions documented during the 1984-87 vegetation inventory serve as 
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the base for comparison for determining whether decreases and 

changes have occurred". However, the next paragraph states, 

*'that groundwater pumping and surface water management would be 

conducted in a manner that would avoid significant decreases and 

changes in vegetation from conditions that existed during the 

1981-82 runoff year or significant decreases in water-dependent 

recreational uses and wildlife habitat". - 
If the vegetation study was not conducted until 1984, it 

does not seem appropriate to use 1981 as the base year for deter- 

mining the decreases or changes in vegetation. In other words, 

no data seems to be available to determine what the vegetation 

was like in 1981; therefore the Technical Group has no base data 

to determine significant decreases or changes. This needs to be 

more clearly explained in either the summary or vegetation chap- 

ter of the EIR. It must also be noted that the 1981-82 runoff 

year followed an extremely dry period occurring in the late 

1970's. Since vegetation recovers slowly after experiencing 

severe stress, the 1981-82 runoff year is simply not appropriate 

for use as a base index year. See also, page 10-28, 11 which 

states that the 1981 runoff year was slightly below normal with 

approximately half the normal water released from the aqueduct. 

The water tables were also described as lower than normal 

As previously stated, the Tribe is also concerned about the 

apparent lack of a vegetation study that can be reviewed by the 

public. The failure to make this study available at the local 

LADWP office renders the EIR inadequate and out of compliance 

with CEQA guidelines. The EIR cannot incorporate a report by 



reference when the report is not made available for review. 

B. Chapter 2. History of Water Develoement in owens valley 

1. The statements made at page 2-9 concerning the water 

rights owned by the United States and held in trust for the 

benefit of the Owens Valley Indians are wrong. Contrary to the 

assertion that the Land Exchange "gave Los Angeles the water 

rights the Indians possessed", the Land Exchange specifically 

states no water rights were traded by either party involved in 

the exchange. Therefore, the United States government owns un- 

quantified water rights held in trust for the Owens Valley In- 

dians on the 2,914 acres of land traded to the City of Los An- 

geles. This includes, but is not limited to, appropriative, 

riparian, surface, groundwater, and reserved Indian water right. 

It should also be noted the Big Pine Tribe has 2 domestic wells 

located on the reservation. The other Owens Valley tribes also 

have domestic wells and unquantified water rights off their 

reservations. 

One of the major shortcomings of the proposed project, the 

long-term water agreement, and the proposed EIR is the as sump ti^ 

there are no significant water rights holders in the Valley oth~ 

than the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. The Big Pi 

Tribe disputes this assumption and points to its water rights 

held on the 2,914 acres off-reservation and its water rights he 

on the reservation as evidence that Owens Valley tribes also ow: 

significant water rights. 

The Tribe believes strongly that the effects of the City 

water gathering activities and the long-term water agreement on 



these water rights have been completely ignored in the proposed 

EIR. Failure to include an analysis of these impacts and effects 

leaves the proposed EIR incomplete and out of compliance with 

CEQA requirements. 
- 

2. ~t page 2- tire ELR specifically states, "From 1930 on- 

ward management policies of Los Angeles limited economic growth 

and population expansion in Owens Valley". This limiting of 

economic growth and population expansion is clearly part of the 

cumulative effect of the City's water gathering practices. These 

limitations have had drastic effects on the Big Pine Tribe which 

have not been mitigated or addressed in this proposed EIR. - 
C. Chapter 3. Water Suw~ly in Los Anaeles 

1. Section 3.3 of this chapter discusses the various water 

conservation programs and practices developed by the Department 

of Water and Power. The Tribe suggests that Inyo County consider 

the development of similar programs in Inyo County. If it is 

possible to measure the amount of water saved in Inyo County, it 

is suggested this amount of water be used to expand the enhance- 

ment/mitigation program in the Valley. 
- 
D. Chapter 5. pro~osed Proiect 

1. In reviewing the proposed project section of the EIR, it 

is clear the parties have chosen to implement a rotational pump- 

ing plan based on the assumption the City of Los Angeles owns all 

the water rights in the Owens Valley. As previously stated, the 

Big Pine Tribe disputes this notion and points to the 1939 Land 

Exchange which clearly recognizes that the Owens Valley tribes 

retain water rights on the lands traded to the City of Los An- 



geles. 

In addition, the use of vegetation as a baseline indicator 

of environmental degradation directly conflicts and interferes 

with the terms of the 1939 Land Exchange. The City of Los An- 

geles agreed to provide prime agricultural lands to the tribes 

and it appears the use of vegetation as an indicator for pumping 

rates would allow the degradation of the quality of these prime 

agricultural lands since the vegetation would be measured agains. 

the vegetation present during the 1984-87 LADWP study rather tha, 

1939 when the Land Exchange was signed. 

While the Benton Tribe and the Fort Independence Tribe were 

not part of the Land Exchange, the use of the 1984-87 study woull 

not be accurate or applicable to the vegetation on these reserva 

tions unless the study specifically included these reservations 

and the Tribes were actual parties to the agreement. 

Since the basic assumption behind the proposed project and 

the long-term groundwater management agreement is incorrect, the 

Tribe questions whether the project and agreement are workable 

without input from the Owens Valley tribes and the United States 

government. The Big Pine Tribe will not allow the City of Los 

Angeles and Inyo County to unilaterally develop plans and 

programs affecting the Tribe's water rights and reservation en- 

vironment. However the Tribe would consider the possibility of 

joining the County and City as an equal partner in the Long-Term 

Water Management Agreement as long as the Tribe's concerns and 

rights are addressed and recognized in an amended agreement. 

2. At page 5-3 it is stated that the management areas are 



defined as a result of estimating the areas affected as a result 

of pumping under "worst case"conditions. "Worst case" condi- 

tions are defined as maximum pumping in three consecutive criti- 

cally dry years. Page 9-73 defines the critically dry year as 

the 1977-1978 runoff year, However, page 10-55, jl states that 

in 1990 the groundwater levels were near the lowest levels ob- 

served during the drought of the mid-1970's. As we are currently 

experiencing a fourth year of drought following already critical 

conditions, perhaps the use of "worst caseN conditions should be 

redefined as more severe than three consecutive critically dry 

years definition used in the groundwater model for the EIR. - 
3. Page 5-5, s2 states that areas of riparian vegetation 

such as those dependent on springs and flowing wells are to be 

identified for monitoring purposes. Page 10-63 continues by 

stating that the vegetation near springs and seeps will be main- 

tained at the approximate conditions of 1984-1987. 

In general, and specifically for the Big Pine area, pumping 

increased dramatically for the period beginning after 1970. One 

effect of this increase in pumping was reducing the flow from the 

nearby Fish Springs from an average of about 15,000 AFY to zero. 

Even if the period of 1981-82 of 1984-87 is used for reference, a 

significant impact would have already occurred to the vegetation 

(and to the water table) by the reference period. This is high- 

lighted on page 10-49 which states that even if the water manage- 

ment were to revert to pre-project operations, the affected 

vegetation could require a time period of many decades to return 

to pre-1970 conditions. 



- 
The impacts to the vegetation dependent on springs and flow- 

ing wells should be compared to conditions existing prior to com- 

mencement of any pumping in the area. Likewise, all other areas 

of significant environmental value that existed prior to pumping 

should be monitored for changes that have occurred or may occur 

after pumping. - 
4. At page 5-5, the EIR defines groundwater mining in terms 

of a management goal/rnethod. This definition is not applicable 

to Indian lands and water rights, including the Tribe's water 

rights on the lands traded to LADWP in the 1939 Land Exchange. 

Due to the scattered nature of these traded lands within the 

various management areas, the Tribe questions whether this 

management method is in reality workable. The Tribe at this time 

will not agree to subject its lands and water rights to this 

management method concerning groundwater mining. - 
The Tribe would note however that this definition does not 

prohibit extraction of groundwater and subsequent lowering of the 

groundwater table for extended periods. Particularly with wells 

into deep, confined aquifers, pumpage effects on vegetation may 

not be apparent until long after pumping begins. This would al- 

low continued pumping from the deep aquifer since vegetation ef- 

fects would not limit pumping. Also, the original volumes of 

water in excess of recharge removed prior to 1970 are not ad- 

dressed by the EIR. An extended dry period, during which 

groundwater pumpage is highest and recharge is lowest would cause 

permanent damage to vegetation. Historic trends show long ex- 

tended dry periods. Recurrence of such periods would kill plants 



dependent on groundwater. The 20-year period should therefore be 

reduced to a 5-7 year period. 
- 

Since the first twenty year period has already elapsed, the 

limitation on withdrawal not exceeding recharge for a twenty-year 

period will provide a volume balance only within the increased 

pumping stage of the project. Significant damages have occurred 

due to the increase in pumping after 1970 and the subsequent 

lowering of the water table. Additionally it should be clearly 

stated whether the twenty-year volume balance of the criterion 

for limiting vegetation damage has priority for determining 

whether a particular water level is permissible. 

5. At page 5-6, the management procedures for the project 

are discussed. The Tribe notes the Inyo County/Los Angeles 

Standing Committee and the "Technical Group" have no jurisdiction 

over the Tribefs water rights or reservation, therefore the Tribe 

is not subject to the Technical Group's determinations of sig- 

nificant adverse changes or monitoring practices. 

6. At page 5-14 it is stated: 

The agreement provides that in the future, 
groundwater pumping will be managed to avoid 
significant decreases or changes in vegetation 
attributed to groundwater pumping, other sig- 
nificant environmental effects, groundwater 
mining and significant adverse effects on 
water quality and water quantity in all wells 
not owned by Los Angeles. These arovisions 
aaalv to Indian lands in the Owens Vallev. 

The underlined statement is false. No provision of the 

agreement is binding or applicable to Indian lands and water 

rights since the County of Inyo and the City of Los Angeles have 

no jurisdiction over the Owens Valley tribes. The Big Pine Tribe 



will not allow the County or the City to interfere with or supe 

sede the Tribe's right to protect its reservation environment a 

water rights. 

9. At 5-18, the EIR discusses the various enhancement and 

mitigation projects implemented between 1984 and 1990. The Tri 

has never been contacted concerning the need for these types of 

projects, even though the agreement implies the enhancement/ 

mitigation projects mitigate the various environmental problems 

on the reservation caused by the City's water gathering ac- 

tivities, i.e., the cumulative impacts of blowing dust. The 

Tribe questions how LADWP can develop a proper enhancement/ 

mitigation plan when it has failed to adequately analyze the im 

pacts of its activities on Indian lands and water rights. This 

analytical flaw places the sufficiency of this mitigation plan 

serious doubt. 

The Big Pine Tribe would like to suggest the County and Ci 

work with the Tribe to develop a project that mitigates the 

damage done to the Big Pine Reservation that resulted from the 

flooding of Big Pine Creek in 1982. 

E. Chapter 

1. At page 9-58 the number of LhDWI? wells is listed and 

described. tllDWP states there are 55 domestic ells located on 

various LADidP leases and these wells pump a minimal amount of 

water annually and are unmeasure ig Pine Tribe has 2 

domestic wells an it is the Tribe" understanding that other 

reservations also have omestic wells. Are these wells include 

in the LADWP figures? If not, t is should be explained. 



The Tribe also questions the author's self-serving statement 

that these wells have an insignificant impact. it would seem the 

cumulative impact of 15 unmeasured wells pumping groundwater may 

have a significant impact, depending on the location of the 

1 wells. 
L 

2. At page 9-63, it is claimed that between 1982 and 1986 

the groundwater table recovered to pre-1970 conditions in most 

areas of the Valley, with certain exceptions such as the Fish 

Springs and Blackrock Springs areas. It was previously stated at 

page S-11 that during this period the vegetation recovered to its 

greatest vigor since 1970. 

These statements are the basis for the establishment of a 

reference period for vegetation monitoring. The Tribe would note 

that these conditions are comparable to the conditions prior 
I9 I / to pumping or even prior to 1970 (e, pages S-21, 22). There- 

I fore the EIR has not accurately described the pre-project condi- 
Ltions of the Valley's vegetation. 

3. At page 9-77 it is stated that an impact of increased 

fluctuations and extended drawdown of the groundwater table (as 

experienced since commencement of increased pumping since 1970) 

is decreased evapotranspiration (ET) from vegetation. On page 

9-78 one of the expectations of the long-term agreement is that 
40 

would not change from the 1970-1990 period. The Tribe notes 

that this result maintains a condition which is inferior to the 

pre-project or re-pumping conditions. The decreased ET after 

pumping is indicative of a decreased level of vegetation. This 

/ is contrary to and contradicts the goal of the agreement that 
v 
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significant decreases in vegetation from the pre-project period 

are to be avoided. 

4. At pages 9-77-78, the mitigation of increased fluctua- 

tion of groundwater levels an the extensive drawdown of 

groundwater is discussed. Noticeably absent is any discussion 

concerning the effect groundwater pumping has had on the Tribe's 

off-reservation water rights and the domestic wells located on 

the reservation. The cumulative effects on these water rights 

must be analyzed, monitored and mitigated. 

5. At page 9-78, it is implied that the agreement will be 

used to "manage roundwater pumping to avoid causing significant 

impacts on private (now Los Aniqeles-owned) wells, and to mitigat 

any significant impactsw and that this agreement goal will 

mitigate damage to Indian lands and water rights. Once again it 

must be mentioned that the County and City do not have the 

authority to unilaterally determine what can be considered sig- 

nificant changes or impacts on reservation Lands and Indian wate 

rights. This must be specifically stated and discussed in the 

EIR. 

F. Chapter 1 

1. The Tribe questions w ether the Owens Valley tribes' 

lands, including the Benton Reservation, were art of the LADWP 

vegetation study conducted from 1984 through 1987. The Tribe 

also questions whether t e lands traded to LADWP in the 1939 Lan' 

Exchange were included in the study. The Tribe requests an 

answer to these estions. If these lands were inventoried, the 

Tribe requests the inventories be made available for study by tht 



I Tribe's botanist. 
L The Tribe has had a preliminary vegetation study conducted 

which reveals the current state of vegetation on the Big Pine 

Reservation is very grim. Only a fraction of the land is ir- 

rigated and there is not a functioning mechanism in place for the 

delivery of irrigation water to a majority of the parcels. Even 

on homesites the land around the dwellings is frequently barren 

of even grass. On unoccupied and unirrigated land the vegetation 

cover is very sparse. A field survey of the Reservation revealed 

that the majority of such sites support meager populations of 

rabbitbrush, occasional individuals of Nevada saltbrush and 

fourwing saltbush, with ample representation of Russian thistle 

and basia. Vacant lots in the southern extension of the Reserva- 

tion have many dead shrubs, mostly rabbitbrush and big sagebrush. 

Live cover seldom, if ever, exceeds about 5%. Where trees are 

present, they are mostly elms and black locust. On the western 

portion of the Reservation most of the trees are dead. This 

vegetation is characteristic of abandoned agricultural land with 

a water table that has fallen precipitously. The effects of the 

1982 flood are also much in evidence. The removal of topsoil may 

have contributed to the lack of revegetation on the abandoned 

croplands and on the flood site. 

A comparison of aerial photos from 1968 and 1990 reveals 

substantial changes in the vegetation of the Reservation, mostly 

involving the number of trees and the amount of irrigated land. 

In 1968 trees were in evidence at the north ends of Block 16, 17, 

14, 15, 10, 11, and 12, and south ends of Blocks 6 and 7. Cur- 



The EIR in its present form fails to address the vegetation 

of the Reservation and fails to analyze the impacts LADWP water 

gathering activities may have had an the Reservation. It should 

also be recognized that neither LADWP nor Inyo County has ever 

discussed the need for mitigation with the Big Pine Tribal Coun- 

cil. 

2. At page 10-25, 4 describes Type A vegetation as that 

having an ET equal or less than the average annual precipitation 

It is stated these vegetation co unities should not be affected 

by groundwater pu since they survive entirely on available 

precipitation. T Tribe questions the accuracy of this descrip. 

tion because it is no strictly true that vegetation having ET 

equal to or less than average annual precipitation is not depend. 

ent on groundwater con itions. Only a ortion of the precipita- 

tion that occurs in the area is available for use of ET by the 

rently a few live elm trees are left at Blocks 7, 16 and 17; 

Blocks 12 and 15 have more dense stands of elms as well. The 

ones present in 1968 appear to be gone from Block 6, 10, and 11. 

The little stand of locust in Block 18 is mostly dead. As 

regards irrigated land, t e photos reveai approximately 216 ir- 

rigated parcels in 1968 (108 acres, if the average parcel size is 

1/2 acre). In 1990, irrigated land has declined to 62 parcels, 

or 31 acres. This decline is attributed by the residents to the 

delivery system which is in poor repair, and to the 1982 flood 

which removed topsoil from a little more than half the Reserva- 

tion. In addition, areas of the Reservation that are now mostly 

bare ground (Blocks 16-21) appear to have been grassland in 1968. 
44 



plants. For instance, high intensity thunderstorms during the 

summer result in high runoff, contributing little water for plant 

use. Depending on the root depth of the plants and depth to the 

water table, groundwater may be used by the vegetation. The 

Tribe requests the Ty efinition be reviewed and 

further revise 

3. The Tribe requests a more in-depth analysis be provided 

in the EIR concerning justification for the use of the 1984-87 

vegetation study to describe the condition of the vegetation of 

the Owens Valley pre-1970 (pp. 10-33, 10-47). The Tribe would 

again point out that the use of a 1984-87 vegetation study as a 

baseline indicator directly conflicts with the LADWP's obligation 

to the Tribe to maintain the reservation as prime agricultural 

land. 

4. It is recognized at page 10-69 that "decreases and 

changes in Owens Valley vegetation have occurred since operations 

to supply the second aqueduct commencedvt. However the next 

statement, "the Agreement itself serves as a Valley-wide mitiga- 

tion measurew, is misleading and inaccurate. The agreement does 

not mitigate the decrease and changes in vegetation on the 

various Owens Valley Indian reservations since neither the City 

nor the County has jurisdiction to do so. This section should be 

redrafted to state Indian lands are not covered by the agreement, 

so the agreement itself cannot be considered a Valley-wide 

mitigation measure. 

5. At page 10-70, it is stated the LADWP and Inyo County 

have developed a policy that will govern future groundwater pump- 



ing. Once again, this policy was adopted without consultation 

with the Owens Valley tribes, and the Big Pine Tribe will not be 

bound by this policy in exercising its rights to pump groundwater 

on and off the reservation. This policy must be redrafted to 

specifically exclude the di Pine Tribe and all the other Owens 

Valley tribes concerning their right to extract groundwater. 

6. Pages 10-71 - 7-0-74 discuss the impacts of the long-term 
groundwater management agreement post-1990. This section demon- 

strates the lack of involvement by the Owens Valley tribes (Big 

Pine Tribe) and the federal government in developing policies to 

manage the groundwater in Owens Valley: 

Representatives of L3LDWP and Inyo County Water 
Department will play key roles in the im- 
plementation of the groundwater management 
plan. The Inyo County/Los Angeles Standing 
Committee and the Xnyo/Los Angeles Technical 
Group will continue to represent the parties 
in implementing the goals and procedures of 
the Agreement. 

Once again this section of the EIR is based on the misguided 

assumption that Big Pine and the other Owens Valley tribes have 

no water rights in the Valley. As previously stated, this as- 

sumption is wrong (=, Section I. herein). This section 

must be amended to state the Big Pine Tribe's water rights on and 

off the rese aticn are not subject to or affected by the agree- 

ment. It should also be noted specifically that the tribes are 

not bound by, nor do they recognize, the use of vegetation as a 

baseline indicator of reasonable groundwater pumping by LnDWP. 

The Tribe urqes the County and City to consider contacting 

the Owens Valley tribes and the fe era1 government to discuss 



their participation as parties in the groundwater management 

plan. It does not appear that the present plan is workable 

without the tribes' cooperation in light of the tribes' water 

rights off-reservation, which include groundwater. 

7. A review of the " E I R  Authors and ersons Consuitedm sec- 

tion of the EIR shows that the Army Corps of Engineers have not 

been contacted or consulted concerning the effect the proposed 

project and agreement may have on any wetlands located within the 

proposed project area. A permit commonly referred to as a 

"Section 404 permit'bust be acquired by the Corps of Engineers 

when a project im2acts a wetland area. There appear to be wet- 

lands within the project area, yet there is no indication that 

LADWP has complied with the Federal Clean Water Act by contacting 

the Corps of Engineers and obtaining the required permit. The 

Tribe requests this issue be addressed in the EIR. - 
G .  Chapter 13.  Eneruy 

At page 13-5, the EIR states, "In the future, the export of 

Owens Valley water will be governed by the terms of the 

Agreementvt. This statement is simply inaccurate. The Big Pine 

Tribe is not subject to the terms of the agreement and neither 

Inyo County nor the City of Los Angeles has the authority to 

regulate the export of water owned by the Big Pine Tribe. This 

sentence should therefore be amended to specifically exclude the 

export of water owned by Owens Valley tribes. 

H. Chapter 14 .  Land U s e  and Economic D8velOVHIent 

1. It is recognized by the authors of the EIR at page 14-6 

that, ' I .  . . because of Los Angeles' land ownership, it exports 



not only water from the Valley, but also restricts development in 

the Valley, thereby effectively 'importing' economic development 

constraintsm. In the absence of Los Angeles' prevalence in land 

ownership, such constraints would not exist." 

In discussing the effects these economic constraints have 

had on residents of the Valley and Inyo County, the EIR com- 

pletely ignores the effects on the Owens Valley tribes, including 

Big Pine. The various policies and practices of the LADWP that 

have inhibited economic growth on the reservations is not dis- 

cussed in the pre-project setting section of this chapter, and it 

is equally clear that the mitigation of the impacts of these 

policies on the tribes has not been addressed in this EIR or the 

long-term groundwater management agreement. 

The Big Pine Tribe suggests the authors of this EIR contact 

the various tribes and tribal entities and include in this chap- 

ter a discussion of the economic development problems experienced 

by the tribes resulting from the water gathering activities of 

LADWP. It is further suggested that if the County and LADWP 

decide to seek participation from the tribes in developing a more 

workable and comprehensive long-term groundwater management 

agreement, the land needs of the Tribe/tribes should be addressed 

in that amended agreement. 

I. Chapter 15. Cultural and Historical Resources 

As was discussed at pages 2-7 and 15-1 of the Draft EIR, the 

Paiute/Shoshone of the Owens Valley region engaged in irrigation 

to enhance the productivity of various plant species used for 

food. Although some of the major food plants were not dependent 



upon irrigation for their survival, they certainly required a wet 

or moist soil in which to grow. In addition to the estimated 

7000 acres irrigated by the Indians, there were many more 

thousands of acres of wetlands that provided habitat for plant 

species of traditional importance to the Paiute and Shoshones. 

Prior to 1970, much of the area between the Owens River and the 

alluvial fans of the Sierra in the Thibault-Sawmill region were 

wetlands. The Independence Springfield was an extensive wetland 

area. Inflow to the Owens River below the aqueduct intake caused 

by springs, flowing wells, irrigation tailwater, and a generally 

higher water table provided wetland habitat in the delta region. 

A survey of 51 plant species identified as important for 

sources for the Paiute/Shoshone of the Owens Valley in Steward 

(1938) and Lawton. et al. (1976) reveals that 23 of the species 

(45%) are restricted to wet habitats (Muniz, 1973). Such 

habitats are described as "moist places or meadows", "wet or damp 

places1*, Itdamp cultivated groundn, stspringy places", t*moist 

banksst, "wet lowlands1*, or 'dampish placestt. Of the 15 species 

identified by these sources as used for medicinal purposes, 4 of 

them (27%) are restricted to similar habitats. Only 4 fiber 

plants were listed by the above sources, but one of them - the 
tule - also requires wetlands. 

The EIR fails to adequately inventory these wet places and 

therefore cannot fully disclose or mitigate the loss of wet 

places and plant species that constitute cultural resources for 

the Native Americans in the Valley. Failure to include this 

analysis renders the EIR inadequate. 



1. At page 15-5, the authors describe the tribes in the 

Owens Valley as the Owens Valley Paiute-Shoshone Band of Indian 

This is inaccurate and simply shows that the authors failed to 

contact the various tribes in the Valley to discuss their con- 

cerns and history. The tribes in the Owens Valley are five 

separate and distinct, federally recognized tribes. It is sug- 

gested that each tribe be contacted directly to discuss its his 

tory and obtain its actual name. 

2. At page 15-6, the authors state: 

Between 1970 and 1990, no impacts to cultural 
of historical resources occurred as a result 
of water management practices. 

But in Chapter 16, page 16-12, it is stated that: 

Spreading of excess surface water has occurred 
intermittently since the 1930's and . . . 
evidence of flood is apparent . . .. It is 
possible that in the 16 years since the site 
(CA-INY-1716) was recorded, surface water 
spreading and natural erosion in the area have 
exposed additional artifacts. 

This apparent contradiction must be explained and, since impact 

to cultural resources have admittedly occurred, the scope of 

these impacts must be considered. 

3. Page 15-7 states: 

The project area was examined from February 
5-8, 1990. . .. In addition, all of the 
prouosed spreadlnq around locations were 
visited and examined. Chapter 16, Ancillary 
Facilities. contains a detailed descriution of 
the field evaluation. 

.. 
[Emphasis added.] 

However, the detailed description of the field evaluation at pa 

16-12 demonstrates that, "no attempt was made to survey the en- 

tire preliminary recharge site basinw, and that, "the northern 



portion of the proposed ground was not examined on foot". 

The Tribe requests an explanation of these contradictory and 

internally inconsistent statements. Also, the described ar- 

chaeological survey technique does not reflect the proper proce- 

dure for a final cultural resources evaluation for a project of 

this magnitude. Complete coverage (every acre by foot) of all 

proposed project areas must be done for the most accurate evalua- 

tion of the cultural resource potential. Survey by automobile is 

not acceptable. 

4. At page 15-7 it is stated that, ItThe project area was 

examined from February 5-8 in 1990". 

This statement contradicts the information provided to Jan 

Shannon, Tribal Anthropologist, on January 25, 1991 by David Babb 

of LADWP. Mr. Babb stated the archaeologist only spent two days 

in the field examining the project area. The Tribe requests an 

explanation concerning this discrepancy. 

5. The report prepared by LADWP describing the methods and 

findings of the archaeological reconnaissance was not available 

for examination by the Tribe. The Tribe renews its request for a 

copy of this report and will provide further comment upon review 

of this report. 
- 
J. Chapter 16. Ancillanr Facilities 

1. Figure 16-1 and page 16-2 shows the use of spreader 

dikes for facilitating recharge into the aquifer. These dikes 

appear to be the primary recharge method near Big Pine. Unfor- 

tunately, the EIR fails to adequately analyze the effectiveness 

of surface application of water to recharge the aquifer. This 



analysis must be included due to the integral use of recharge to 

enhance aquifer recovery after groundwater depletion during dry 

periods and pumping. 

In addition, the effect this practice may have on vegetatio 

must be more carefully analyzed and fully discussed. If water i 

spread on the same area often enough, and if it remains on the 

surface long enough, it will kill shrubs and grasses not adapted 

to inundation (the roots suffocate). Intermittent water spread- 

ing will not allow for the development of a wetland vegetation 

either, and the result will be no vegetation at all except for 

may be saltcedar. The McNally Pond area near Laws shows this ef 

fect. Water is spread there in the fall only for waterfowl 

habitat, and was not spread at all this year due to drought. Th 

area has very sparse and depauperate vegetation. 

Page 16-4, I Big Pine, states that, "Construction of the 

four new ditches will result in minor vegetation removal and 

disturbancesm. There is no discussion on this page or on pages 

16-12/16-13, Cultural Resources Impacts, of the effect of this 

surface and subsurface disturbance on known or potential cultura 

resources. There is only one mention on page 16-12: 

Construction of proposed recharge projects 
could disturb subsurface archaeological 
resources, with possible significant impact. 

The potential impact on cultural resources should be discussed 

for all proposed surface and subsurface disturbance. 

The proposed mitigation for the spreading areas near Big 

Pine and Laws is not acceptable as outlined on page 16-14. It 

was noted previously (page 16-12) that accelerated erosion cause 



i 

by surface spreading in the last 16 years has impacted one site 

(CA Iny 1716). The potential clearly exists to impact other 

sites, including those sites not yet found. Therefore, a com- 

plete archaeological reconnaissance must be conducted throughout 

the entire project area, the entire spreading area, not just the 

locations of the proposed facilities, and all of the sites 

evaluated for significance. 

2. There appears to be no proposed mitigation for the known 

sites in the spreading areas. Mitigation should be proposed ac- 

cording to California Public Resources Code 521083.2, which 

states that the lead agency must determine whether an ar- 

chaeological site is *uniquevp or "nonunique". Should a site be 

determined Q8uniquew, ". . . the environmental impact report shall 
address the issue of those resourcesn. It is not apparent that a 

determination of uniqueness has been made in the environmental 

impact report, and there is no discussion of the proposed han- 

dling of the "uniqueM cultural resources. Furthermore, an 

evaluation cannot yet be made as a complete survey of the area 

has not been done to locate the known sites. The foregoing re- 

quirements are in addition to those otherwise imposed by state or 

federal law. 

Of particular interest, which has not been mentioned in this 

EIR, are the mitigation requirements discussed in the County of 

Inyo Ordinance No. 245. This Ordinance, at Section IV, states: 

No plan shall be sufficient and no plan shall 
be approved by the Commission (County of Inyo 
Planning Commission) unless the plan, in addi- 
tion to proposed preservation, protection, or 
relocation measures, shall propose reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed project or action 



that do not require significant disturbance of 
the features or sites. 

According to this Ordinance, the mitigation proposed in this EIR 

is not sufficient. 

In addition, County of Inyo Ordinance No. 245, Section V, 

states: 

If in the course of a project or action com- 
menced . . . an archaeologist, paleontologist, 
or historical or a Native California Indian 
burial site is discovered, the person respon- 
sible for the project shall notify the County 
of Inyo Planning Commission of the existence 
of the feature or site, and . . . if any 
damage to the feature or site is contemplated 
allow the Commission a reasonable time . . . 
to relocate the feature. 

The EIR fails to even discuss the requirements of the County Or- 

dinance and proposes no plan of mitigation. - 
3. It should also be recognized there appears to be no 

prospective mitigation proposed with respect to the known and 

potential archaeological sites. Such mitigation is required by 

Public Resources Code 521083.2. The only mitigation proposed is 

ad hoc mitigation for sites accidentally discovered during con- 

struction, pursuant to 36 C.F.R. 800.11. Detailed, prospective 

mitigation is required in addition to ad hoc mitigation for ac- 

cidental discovery. The actions described at page 7-20, Ar- 

chaeology, must be undertaken. - 
4. The map on page 16-26 states the Manzanar Airport is 35 

miles from Independence and 77 miles from Lone Pine. These dis- 

tances are not accurate and should be corrected. - 
5. The discussion in the EIR concerning the construction 

and operation of an additional 15 new wells to increase LADWP1s 



operational flexibility and facilitate rotational pumping com- 

pletely ignores the effect these wells may have on the water 

rights owned by the Big Pine Tribe and the other Owens Valley 

tribes. In particular, the Big Pine Tribe is concerned about the 

impact on its domestic wells and the increased pumping costs that 

might be incurred as the groundwater table is lowered under the 

reservation. Once again the author of the EIR fail to include 

any mitigation analysis of the impacts that may occur on the 

water rights held by the tribes as a result of the construction 

and operation of these wells. L 
The EIR also fails to point out the Big Pine Tribe is not a 

party to the long-term groundwater management agreement and is, 

therefore, not subject to the mitigation process in terms of 

determining what is significant change or impact to vegetation. 

The tribes suggest additional language specifically stating the 

agreement is not binding on the tribes and the federal govern- 

ment, and mitigation to tribally-owned lands will not occur pur- 

suant to the procedures outlined in the agreement. 

63 r 6. In pages 16-37 through 16-40, no discussion was made 

1 concerning the more subtle impacts on cultural resources from the 
groundwater pumping wells. For example, groundwater pumping has 

caused the loss of vegetation in locations outside of the wells 

themselves. Without the vegetative cover acres of land are ex- 

posed to wind erosion. This type of erosion has an adverse ef- 

fect on archaeological sites in that artifacts are exposed and 

are able to be transported away from the sites, which ruins the 

context of these artifacts. Wind erosion also causes the 



stratigraphy of archaeological sites to collapse. This element 

of groundwater pumping must be addressed. 

7. At page 16-37 it is stated: 

Construction of two new wells in the Law area 
would have no significant adverse impacts on 
subsurface archaeological resources. 

And, 

Construction of the five new wells in the 
Bishop area would have no significant adverse 
impacts on subsurface archaeological 
resources. 

These statements cannot be valid unless some subsurface testing 

was done to determine that no cultural resources were present. 

The only examination described in this report is surface survey. 

The Tribe requests an explanation for the failure of the ar- 

chaeologist to conduct subsurface testing. - 
Pages 16-25 and 16-29 describe the location of the proposed 

well ISB-4. Pages 16-28 and 16-30 describe the location of the 

new well in Lone Pine, LP1. According to the physical descrip- 

tions and the maps in the EIR, and upon examination in the field, 

it appears that these proposed well sites are on land managed by 

the Bureau of Land Management. If these wells are in fact lo- 

cated on federal land, then federal laws govern this land and 

mitigation should be proposed according to these laws. The NEPA, 

or the National Environmental Quality Improvement Act of 1970 (40 

C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508), the Archaeological Resources Protection 

Act of 1979 (Title 16 U.S,C. §490), and 36 C.F.R. Part 296 should 

be implemented in the proposed mitigation for cultural resources 

located on these well sites. 40 C.F.R. Part 1505 states: 



State whether all practicable means to avoid 
or minimize environmental harm from the alter- 
native selected have been adopted, and if not 
why they were not. A monitoring and enforce- 
ment program shall be adopted and summarized 
where applicable for any mitigation. 

Title 16 U.S.C. S470ee(a) states: 

No person may excavate, remove, damage or 
otherwise alter or deface any archaeological 
resource located on public lands or Indian 
lands unless such activity is pursuant to a 
permit issued under section 470cc of this 
title. 

36 C.F.R Part 296.4(a), 

No person may excavate, remove, damage or 
otherwise alter, deface any archaeological 
resource located on public lands or Indian 
lands unless such activity is pursuant to a 
permit issued under Part 296.8 or exempted by 
296.5(b) of this Part. 

The EIR fails to mention the construction of access roads to 

the proposed well sites which in some cases will be needed for 

the well construction (wells ISB-1, ISB-5, BP-1, L-1 and L-2 

specifically). Therefore, there is no discussion of the impacts 

of these roads on cultural resources, or the mitigation for known 

and potential cultural resources. These issues must be ad- 

dressed. - 
Upon field checking the locations of the proposed wells, it 

is apparent that one well site, BP-1, is clearly occupied by a 

prehistoric site with bedrock mortars, milling slicks, grinding 

stones, ceramics and obsidian flakes. This area must be further 

analyzed pursuant to the statutes previously cited. - 
K. Chapter 17 .  CEOA Considerations 

1. The Big Pine Tribe disagrees with the statements in the 



EIR that the cumulative effects of the City's water management 

practices are beyond the scope of this report. As noted at page 

17-4, "CEQA guidelines call for evaluating the cumulative impacts 

of projects past, present, and anticipated, relevant to the 

proposed project". 

The Tribe believes the increase in dust generated by the 

proposed project, e.g., the clearing of land for increased 

spreading and recharge areas, coupled with the dust generated by 

the drying up of Owens Lake is a cumulative impact that must be 

addressed in the present EIR. The fact that separate entities 

may be studying the dust problem (or have distinct obligations 

with respect to air pollution) cannot be used as a rationale for 

omitting a comprehensive study concerning dust impacts. - 
L. Comments Concerning the Oreen Book 

1. The soil-to-plant water balance projections described in 

the Green Book on pages 9 and 10 for the October 1 projection in- 

clude 50% of the precipitation to be added to the plant-available 

soil moisture. This amount becomes 30% of precipitation if the 

runoff for the current and previous years is less than 75% of 

average, and 40% of the precipitation if runoff is less than 70% 

of average. 

The Tribe notes there does not appear to be a pattern to 

these adjustments to the amount of precipitation. An explanation 

concerning the justification for these presented trends is re- 

quested. It is also suggested it be stated more clearly in the 

"pump turn off provisions section" that if the projected avail- 

able water is less than the necessary water requirement, the 



pumps will be turned off. 

2. On page 12 it is stated that if no significant change in 

vegetation has occurred and a well has been turned off because of 

a projected deficit, the well may be turned on to supply water to 

the monitoring site. It is also stated that if a decrease in 

vegetation has occurred, the well may be turned on to mitigate 

the impacts. 

It is unclear to the Tribe why water would be supplied to 

the monitoring site from a well to which it is linked. Although 

this would increase the water supply to the vegetation within the 

monitoring site, it would ignore the surrounding area for which 

the monitoring site is an indicator. In addition, the pumping of 

additional groundwater will only exacerbate the original cause of 

the impacts. Due to inefficiencies in the process of application 

of the water, some of the applied water will not return to the 

groundwater or be used by the vegetation. Page 9-74 of the EIR 

identifies one example of the operation of enhancement/mitigation 

wells in the Big Pine area contributing to an adverse impact due 

to a lowered groundwater level. Measures should be outlined to 

alleviate the depleted groundwater table, and regular operation 

of the well should not be permitted until the cause of the im- 

pacts has been corrected. 

On page 16 of the Green Book, a similar mitigation plan is 

recommended for relieving projected stress on Type D vegetation. 

The above comments are equally applicable to this plan. 

3. Page 98 of the Green Book describes the method used to 

determine areas with the greatest potential for experiencing ad- 
1 



verse vegetation effects due to groundwater pumping. This is 

defined as the "worst casem pumping scenario described above 

resulting in a predicted drawdown of 10 feet or greater. The 

10-foot drawdown criterion is based on the range of root depths 

for two general types of vegetation typical for the area. 

However, depending on the level of groundwater prior to pumping 

and the actual type of vegetation present at any site, a drawdown 

of significantly less than 10 feet could result in damage to 

vegetation. The Tribe suggests monitoring efforts should be much 

more extensive than those defined within the 10-foot drawdown 

area. In addition, the accuracy of the model' used for the draw- 

down prediction should be taken in to consideration when desig- 

nating certain areas as potentially affected by groundwater pump- 

ing. - 
CONCLUSION 

The proposed EIR and the Long Term Groundwater Management 

Agreement do not discuss the impacts on the Owens Valley Tribes. 

By failing to discuss these impacts, LADWP has attempted to avoid 

mitigating the effects of its water gathering activities on In- 

dian lands and water rights. 

Contrary to the implications in the EIR, these impacts are 

significant and be mitigated. This mitigation must include 

at a minimum consultation with the tribes, development of 

monitoring and other mitigation plans paid for by LADWP, reim- 

bursement to the tribes for the limiting of their economic 

development and a release of land adjacent to the reservations 

for "orderly developmentm. Without the inclusion of the impacts 



t on Indian lands and water rights and the development of an ac- 
( ceptable mitigation plan, the Tribe strongly believes the 

/ proposed EIR is inadequate and does not comply with the require- 

F s  of CEQA. 





DECLARATION OF JENNIFER DUNCAN 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF INYO ) 

I, JENNIFER DUNCAN, declare: 

1. I am a resident of the county and state noted above. 

2. I had a telephone conversation with Sally Manning, 

Vegetation Specialist, Inyo County Water Department 

(sgDepartment"), on Thursday, January 24, 1991, at about 1:50 P.M. 

3. I asked for a copy of the 1984-87 Vegetative Study 

referred to in the draft EIR and Green Book. 

4. Ms. Manning responded to my request with some hesita- 

tion, stating [the Department] has the maps which area in the 

Stipulation and Order and part of the Agreement; has guides to 

the maps and "hard copy datan. 

5. I participated in a discussion with Ms. Manning in order 

to understand what is meant by "hard copy dataw 

6. Ms. Manning basically stated the Department did not have 

copies of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power's (LADWP) 

field notes which give the specific details regarding the vegeta- 

tive inventory; LADWP went to certain parcels, ran transects, 

brought in sheets and tallied up for average vegetation coverage 

of each species. 

7. Per Ms. Manning, LADWP inventory results were then en- 

tered into the Department's computer; the computer print-out 

fills a 3-ring binder. This information is a parcel-by-parcel 

summary of the vegetation inventoried between 1984-87. 



come 

CILS 

them 

true 

8. Ms. Manning indicated that to copy this study would be a 

horrendous task, however California Indian Legal Services is wel- 

to come over and look at it. Ms. Manning then stated if 

wanted a copy of this study she could call LADWP and ask 

to print it out. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is 

and correct and that this Declaration was executed this 24th 

day of January, 1991 at Bishop, California. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER B13 

RESPONSE B13-1 THROUGH RESPONSE B13-3 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE B13-4 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-8 regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to the 

Agreement. 

RESPONSE B13-5 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-6 

The vegetation study referenced in this comment is available for review at the offices of LADWP 

and the Inyo County Water Department. 

RESPONSE B13-7 

Please see response B13-6. 

RESPONSE B13-8 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter B13 

RESPONSE B13-9 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-10 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE B13-11 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-12 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-13 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-14 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-15 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-16 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter B13 

RESPONSE B13-17 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-18 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-19 

The assumption in this comment is noted but is incorrect. See response to master comment PD- 

11 for discussion of Inyo County's financial participation in the Agreement; also see Section XIV 

of the Agreement (pages B-40 through B-50). 

RESPONSE B13-20 

In the Agreement, Los Angela agrees to offer for sale, either at public auction or to the County 

for public purposes, 75 acres (see Section XV, pages B-50 through B-53). Therefore, these lands 

would be released to the public as well as Inyo County. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-15 for discussion of release of Los Angeles-owned lands. 

RESPONSE B13-21 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-22 

Please refer to response to master comment S-l for discussion of base year determination. Also, 

see response B13-6 regarding the availability of the vegetation study. 

RESPONSE B13-23 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 
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RESPONSE B13-24 

Please refer to response t o  master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-25 

Comment noted, however, Los Angela  land ownership has not constrained development of tribal 

lands. 

RESPONSE B13-26 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE B13-27 

The  assumption of this comment is noted but is incorrect. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-28 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-29 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-8 regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to the 

Agreement. 

RESPONSE B13-30 

The  citation in this comment of the worst-case condition assumed in the model is accurate; 

however, the  assertion that the  model's worst-case condition has occurred during the fourth year 

of the current drought is incorrect. Because actual runoff and precipitation were greater and 

pumping was less in each year of the current drought than the assumed worst-case condition, it is 

believed that the worst-case scenario used in the model is still valid. 
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RESPONSE B13-31 

The 1984-1987 inventory serves as the vegetation baseline for purposes of management under the 

Agreement. 1970 generally serves as the baseline of the pre-project conditions for the project 

under CEQA. For a discussion of impacts under CEQA see Chapter 10, Vegetation, of the Draft 

EIR. The impact to Fish Springs is described in Impacts 9-13 and 10-14 in the Draft EIR. Also 

see response A4-76 in Letter A4, and Appendix A-1 regarding spring impacts. 

RESPONSE B13-32 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and VE-5 for a discussion of pre-project 

conditions. Also see Appendix A-1 regarding springs and responses to master comments PD-5, VE- 

6, WA-4 and AF-2. 

RESPONSE B13-33 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-34 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE B13-35 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE B13-36 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-10, for a discussion of application of CEQA to Indian Lands. 
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RESPONSE B13-37 

See response to master comment MT-1 for discussion of public review of E/M projects; concerning 

blowing dust, see response to master comment AQ-1; regarding impacts to Indian lands and water 

rights, see PD-9. The suggested mitigation due to flooding of Big Pine Creek in 1982 is noted, 

but is not related to the project. 

RESPONSE B13-38 

The Big Pine Tribe wells are not included in Table 9-10. Comment noted on pumping of 

unmeasured wells. 

RESPONSE B13-39 

1984-1987 serves as the vegetation base for management under the Agreement. Please refer to 

response to master comment EA-1 regarding pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE B13-40 THROUGH RESPONSE B13-42 

A primary goal of the Agreement is to manage groundwater and surface water to avoid causing 

significant vegetation decreases and changes from conditions documented during the 1984-1987 

vegetation inventory -- not to avoid such decreases and changes from pre-1970 conditions. 

However, signiticant adverse impacts of the project since 1970 are identified and mitigation is 

described in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE B13-43 

The 1984-1987 vegetation inventory did not include Indian lands; see response to master comment 

PD-9. Depending on location, some of the exchange lands may have been inventoried. Regarding 

the availability of the inventory, see response to B136. 

RESPONSE B13-44 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 
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RESPONSE B13-45 

Comment noted. Under Section XXV of the Agreement (page B-58, line 19) and Section V, 

Further Studies, of the Green Book (page 117), the vegetation classification and maps may be 

revised as needed. Also please see response A4-81 in Letter A-4. 

RESPONSE B13-46 

The statement that the 1984-1987 vegetation inventory is used to describe pre-1970 conditions is 

incorrect. Please see responses B13-31 and B13-40. 

RESPONSE B13-47 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to 

the Agreement, and PD-9, regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-48 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-8 regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to the 

Agreement. 

RESPONSE B13-49 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE B13-50 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-8 regarding the relationship of 

Indian tribes to the Agreement. 

RESPONSE B13-51 

No actions in the proposed project involve placement of dredged or fill materials in waters of the 

United States or associated wetlands. See response to A4-80 in Letter A4. 
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RESPONSE B13-52 

This comment is correct. Page 13-5 second paragraph, first sentence, is revised to read: "In the 

future, the export of LADWP water will he governed by the terms of the Agreement." 

RESPONSE B13-53 

The issue of economic development on tribal land is addressed. See response B13-25 above. 

RESPONSE B13-54A 

Plant species identified in this comment are noted; however, no specific locations of these species 

are provided in the comment relative to inventory and management data contained in the Draft 

EIR. Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 regarding pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE B13-54B 

Comment noted. The EIR authors regret any error in descriptions of the names of Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE B13-55 

No contradiction exists h e w n  the text cited from the Draft EIR on pages 15-6 and 16-12. The 

statement of no impacts on page 15-6 is accurate in that no cultural resources were uncovered as 

a result of LADWP operations, such as drilling of wells or spreading operations during the period 

of 1970 to 1990. The text on page 16-12 relates to Impact 16-5, which states that construction of 

proposed recharge project could disturb subsurface archaeology resources with possible significant 

impacts. The potential for impacts is further illustrated by the text cited on page 16-12, which 

indicates the possibility that some resources exist in the vicinity of Site CA-INY-1716. In view of 

this information, appropriate mitigation measures (16-5(a) and 16-5(b)) were developed. 

RESPONSE B13-56 

On page 15-7, paragraph 1, second sentence, the word "general" should he inserted hefore 

"locations", reflecting the fact that the locations considered for the new recharge facilities proposed 

under the Agreement are not precisely defined. Please refer to response to master comment CL- 

1 for a detailed discussion of the survey methodology used by the archaeologist. The statement 
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of February 5-8, 1990 is correct. The report from the archaeologist is available for review at 

LADWP offrees; however, any maps or other description of cultural resource sites should be 

obtained from the Archaeological Information Center at U.C. Riverside. The Big Pine Tribe has 

been referred to this source. 

RESPONSE B13-57 

As noted in Chapter 10, Vegetation, page 10-66, paragraph 1, sentence 3, it is acknowledged that 

surface water spreading could result in vegetation decrease or change. This impact is also 

addressed in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities, page 16-9, Impact 16-1 of the Draft EIR. If it is 

determined that significant impacts have occurred, they would be mitigated in accordance with the 

Agreement and Green Book as shown in Mitigation Measure 16-1. 

RESPONSE B13-58 

The comment is noted. All elements of proposed new recharge facilities, including four new 

ditches in the Big Pine spreading area, are included in the CEQA review in this EIR, and 

Mitigation Measures 16-5(a) and 16-5(b) in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities, of the Draft EIR would 

be implemented if any significant impacts occur. As stated in the Draft EIR, these facilities were 

compared against known sites. No impacts are anticipated. 

RESPONSE B13-59 

The mitigation measures 16-5(a) and 16-5(b) on page 16-14 are consistent with applicable laws. 

All applicable laws, ordinances and regulations will be wmplied with prior to commencement of 

this element of the project. 

RESPONSE B13-60 

The statement in the Draft EIR, in Chapter 16, page 16-12, regarding location of Site CA-INY- 

1716 is in error. Sites CA-INY-1716 and CA-INY-1719 are adjacent to, but not within, the Big 

Pine spreading area. The EIR authors regret this error. This correction is included in Chapter 

3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. As stated in Mitigation Measures 16-5(a) and 16- 

5(b), should previously unrecorded sites be discovered, they would be mitigated in accordance with 

applicable laws. 
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RESPONSE B13-61 

Comment noted. Figure 16-9B is corrected to reRect 3.5 - miles to Independence, and 7.7 - miles to 

Lone Pine. This correction is shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Revisions to the Agreement 

and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE B13-62 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE B13-63 

This comment addresses future effects under the Agreement. The primary goal of the Agreement 

is to avoid vegetation decrease and change, and thus indirectly minimize the potential for wind 

erosion. 

RESPONSE B13-64 

Comment noted. Wells ISB-4 and LP-1 are not located on federal land, and no wells are proposed 

for federal land. Significant effects, if any, of construction of access roads would be mitigated as 

described in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities, page 16-14, mitigations 16-5(a) and 16-5(b); and page 

16-40, mitigations 16-16(a) and 16-16(b) of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE B13-65 

The exact location of the alleged prehistoric cultural site referenced in this comment is not 

provided, making the evaluation of this comment difficult. In Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities, page 

16-38, the survey coverage of well BP-1 (10 acres, shown in Table 16-3) and results are shown. 

No evidence of prehistoric cultural resources was discovered. A previously unknown cultural site 

was found (WS-2) and was determined to be insignificant. 

RESPONSE B13-66 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-1 regarding Owens Lake and 

cumulative air quality impacts. 
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RESPONSE B13-67 

Comment noted. The Green Book procedures were developed by the Technical Group based on 

the best available information at the time. These procedures can be refined as needed as 

additional information is collected, analyzed and evaluated. Regarding pump turn off, the 

Agreement, Section V.B (page B-25, lines 11-16), clearly states the provisions for well turn off. 

Concerning well turn on, see response to master comment PD-6. Regarding a depleted 

groundwater table, see responses to master comments PD-4 and PD-17. Regarding monitoring, 

evaluation of the Green Book procedures will be refined on an ongoing basis. For example, the 

monitoring program was greatly expanded for 1991-92, both within and outside the 10-foot 

drawdown zone. 

RESPONSE B13-68 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-10 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 
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LETTER C-1 

league of women voters of !he eastern sierra, inc. - box 1496 - bishop, California 93514 

December 9, 1990 

John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 
San Francisco CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The 1,eague of Women Voters of the Eastern Sierra has the following comments, questions, and 
suggestions for the DEIR and Agreement: - 

The Groundwater Management Report issued by the County in 1981 listed about 25,000 
acres of vegetation as damaged by pumping or surface water management changes. This 
DEIR (SCH #89080705) mitigates only about 2,500 acres, which it refers to as "all 
significant damage". The EIR should justify the insignificance of the remaining 90% of 
damaged areas by showing what is considered significant and why. Will "significant" be 
interpreted this same way under the Agreement? If not, the Agreement should have some 
more quantitative definition. - 
Since the calculation of soil moisture done on October 1 adds in a specified proportion of 
the average ann~ial precipitation, the vegetation could actually lack sufficient water to get 
it through the next growing season in a drought year. We suggest an earlier evaluation of 
soil moisture and automatic well turn off after winters with less than average precipitation 
- perhaps June 1. 

In order to recover to the 1984-1987 vegetation levels after the present drought, we suggest 
a drought policy that will maintain the soil moisture at the amount that would have been 
used by the vegetation as it was in 1984-1987 until there is full recovery of the vegetation 
to its 1984-1987 levels. 

- 
The EIR should allow for mitigation of areas damaged since 1970 that are discovered after 
this process has concluded. For example, if a new study of the pre-1970 aerial photos 
showed clearly that damage had occurred due to groundwater pumping or changes in 
surface water management, the damaged area shall be mitigated. - 
The EIR should be consistent in its definition of the Owens Valley. Maps in the EIR show 
the Owens Valley reaching into Mono County and Nevada, but references in the text are 
clearly to that part of the Owens River Basin contained in Inyo County. - 
The Agreement should specify that the wells exempt from the automatic turn offs should 



be used only for the purposes which made them exempt. Pumping should not be increased 
to exceed the levels required for those uses under any circumstances. 

It is not completely clear if the well turn off procedure is subject to Dispute Resolution. On 
page B-25 after the description of well turn off on line 16, the sentence "This well turn off 
is not subject to dispute resolution" should be added. Otherwise, the list of procedures 
subject to dispute resolution on pages B-59 and B-60 might be interpreted to include well 
turn off. 

On page B-33, lines 15-18, the County is bound to agree to reasonable ground water 
banking facilities. Why is this topic singled out? It is appropriate to subject this to dispute 
resolution like almost everything else. 

On page 44 of the Green Book, Tamarisk Scrub (salt cedar) should not be listed as a Type 
D, or any type of vegetation to be protected, since actually the intent is to eradicate it. No 
otherType Dvegetationshould be allowed to go tosalt cedarwithout that being considered 
a significant change. 

While we recognize that some of the already damaged areas may have to be mitigated 
elsewhere (instead of on site), we would like the Agreement to insist that all future damage 
must be prevented or mitigated on site. The difficulty of on-site mitigation will be an 
incentive for the prevention of damage. 

The Green Book and the EIRvegetationchapter and tables should use the scientific names 
of plants everywhere with a consistent common name in parentheses. There is no 
consistency at present. 

The EIR should include an index and a glossary of abbreviations. 

There appear to be no monitoring sites listed on the Bishop Cone. 

The League of Women Voters supports all reasonable water conservation measures in Los 
Angeles and the Owens Valley. 

President 
LWV of Eastern Sierra. 



league of women voters of the eastern sierra.inc. - box 1496 - bishop, california 93514 

EIR ERRATA 

General -- 

The maps in App. E3 of the EIR vol. 11 do not show all of the wells listed in the GB in Table 1.A on p. 6, 
and in the EIR vol. L in Table 9-10, p. 9-60, Note that wells and monitoring sites shown on the color maps 
appended to the Stipulation (EIR vol. I f )  are hard or impossible to find due to poor legibility in those 
reduced maps. 

Green Book 

p. 46; 3rd paragraph refers to Table l.C.2. Can't find it; must mean Table LA, p. 6 

p. 83; Figure IlI.G.4.a: The units for root density are not given; should be. 

p. 1.13: Just below middle, in specics list: S. erigua (not S. &qua). Same error 7th line from bottom; and 
on page 145, on 2nd line from top and also 2nd line from bottom, and on p 146, middlc, in species list. 

EIR Vol. I 

p 5-7; 5th line under "Cessation ..." : footnote 6? 

p. 6-32; last 2 sentences of 3rd paragraph should be joined. 

p. 10-3, 10-4; is the median rainfall 4.3as on the graph, or 3 .3  as in the text? 

p. 10-5; middle paragraph: specify the location where scientific names of plants are given. 

p. 15-6; 3rd paragraph, 3rd line: should b e a h  of Bishop Airport. 

p. 15-7; 1st line: "Each of ... well i o c a t i o n s m ~ s  surveyed ..." 

p. 6'); 4th paragraph, 2nd line: "convey the waterknm from the culverts" 

p. 16-11; 2nd paragraph, 3rd line: "if the windwaswere blowing" 

p. 16-36,3rd paragraph, 2nd line: "if the windwaswere blowing" 

p. 16-37; Land Use & Cultural Resources should be larger type to conform to previous pages. 

EIR Vol. It 

B-2: Table of Contents; page numbers are not correct;  also,^ through= are not listed.. 

B-9: Line 2: -rather than lease. 

8-18: missing page 

B-30: line 7: a d  instead of an 





RESPONSE C1-1 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-3 for a discussion on the issue of acreage 

discrepancy. The criteria for identifying significant effects is described in the introductory 

statements of each environmental analysis section of Chapters 8 through 16 of the Draft EIR. The  

standards are based on CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G in CEQA, titled Significant Effects) unless 

indicated otherwise. Please refer to response to master comment PD-18 regarding the 

interpretation of "Significant" under the agreement. 

RESPONSE C1-2 

Decisions to turn wells o n  and off are subject to the provisions of the Green Book, Section I.B.2. 

Under this section, wells that are not required to he turned off automatically under the provisions 

may he  turned off if the Technical Group determines that such action would assist in achieving the 

goals of the Agreement. This was implemented in runoff years 1990-91 and 1991-92, when wells 

were turned off that otherwise could be pumped. Provisions for updating the Green Book and 

refinement of procedures are provided in the Agreement, Section XXV (page B-58, line 19). 

RESPONSE C1-3 

The drought recovery policy is described in response to master comment PD-17. 

RESPONSE C1-4 

If in the future, it is determined that an area has been significantly affected since 1970, mitigative 

actions would be implemented under the Agreement. 
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RESPONSE C1-5 

The study area for the EIR covers the Owens Valley portion of Inyo County. Please refer to 

master comment PD-3. The provisions of the Agreement apply to all of Inyo County. 

RESPONSE C1-6 

Comment noted. Except for wells which are exempt because their operation does not affect 

groundwater dependent vegetation, exempt wells will he used only for the purposes which made 

them exempt. 

RESPONSE C1-7 

As provided in Section V.B, page B-25 of the Agreement, the turn off of wells is not subject to 

dispute resolution. In Section XXVI, A 9  provides resolution of disputes as to whether welts 

should be turned on. 

RESPONSE C1-8 

The citation of the text in the Agreement is noted; however under Section XXVI. A13, page B- 

60 of the Agreement, this matter is subject to dispute resolution. It should be noted that any new 

groundwater banking facilities not included in this EIR would be subject to CEQA review. 

RESPONSE C1-9 

Section 1V.G page B-19, line 10 states that a decrease of saltcedar vegetation in Type D 

classification will generally not be considered significant. Please refer to response to master 

comment VE-7 for additional discussion of saltcedar control. 

RESPONSE Cl-10 

The Green Book contains rigorous site-specific monitoring and mitigation requirements designed 

to protect the environment. Also please see responses to master comments MT-3 and MT-8. 
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RESPONSE C1-3 1 

A new appendix (B-4) has been prepared for this Final EIR that includes both scientific and 

common names for plants found in Owens Valley. 

RESPONSE Cl-12 

A glossary of abbreviations has been prepared and is included as Appendix I) of this Final EIR. 

RESPONSE C1-I3 

It is stated in the Green Book (Table LA, pages 6 and 7) that monitoring sites will be established 

on the Bishop Cone. The Technical Group is currently working on the establishment of such sites. 

Sec response to master comment PD-13 regarding management of groundwater pumping on the 

Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE C1-14 

The report authors thank the Lcague for corrections submitted as an attachment to their letter. 

The corrections offered for the EIR have been incorporated and included in Chapter 3, Revisions 

to the Agreement and Draft EIR. Those corrections for the Green Book will be submitted to the 

Standing Committee along with other modifications at the appropriate time. 





Letter C2 

California Native Plant Society, Bristlecone Chapter 





C o m m e n t s  t o  b e  ? l a d e  a t  t h e  DEIR H e a r i n g  

o n  Dec. 1 2  i n  L o n e  P i n e  

T h i s  d r a f t  F I R  a n d  i t s  t w o  a p p e n d i c e s  h a v e  s o m e  m a j o r  

s t r e n g t h s  a n d  for t h i s  w c  a r e  s u p p o r t i v e .  I L  h a s ,  n o w e v e r ,  

e ,.. 
s o m e  q l a r i n g  w e k k n e s s e s  a n d  t h s e  m u s t  b e  s t r e n i t h e n e d  b e f o r e  * ;> 

t h e  A g r e e m e n t  c a n  s e t  t h e  s t a g e  p r o p e r l y  f o r  t h e  l o n g - t e r m  

p r o t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  O w e n s  V a l l e y ,  

F i r s t ,  t h e  t o w n  o f  L o n e  P i n e  was r e p o r t e d l y  n a m e d  a f t e r  

a s i n g l e  l a r g e  p i n e  w h i c h  g r e w  w e s t  o f  t o w n  s e v e r a l  h u n d r c d  

f e e t  a b o v e  t h e  a q u a d u c t .  T h i s  w a s  m o s t  l i k e l y  a h y b r i d  P o n -  

d e r o s a  P i n e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  now ? r o w i n g  a l o n g  o t h e r  O w e n s  

V e l l e y  c r e e k s  s u c h  a s  I n d e p e n d e n c e ,  S o u t h  F o r k  o f  O a k  C r e e k ,  

R i g  P i n e ,  B i s h o p  a n d  L o w e r  R o c k  C r e e k .  T h e y  a r e  r e m n a n t s  o f  

a p r e s u m e d  o n c e  l a r g e r  f o r e s t  o f  P o n d e r o s a  P i n e  w h i c h  r r e w  

a l o n g  t h e  l o w e r  s l o p e s  o f  t h e  S i e r r a  w h e n  t h e  a r e a  w a s  m u c h  

w e t t e r  m a n y  t h o u s a n d s  o f  y e a r s  a g o .  

h y o u n g  y e l l o w  p i n e ,  p r e s u m a b l y  a P o n d e r o s a  P i n e  s i n c e  

t h e  o t h e r  y e l l o w  p i n e s  i n  t h e  a r e a  a r e  a l l  J e f f r e y  P i n e  a n d  

g r o w  a b o v e  7500  f e e t  o r  s o  f a r  u p  t h e  S i e r r a  s l o p e s ,  a y o u n g  

y e l l o w  p i n e  g r o w s  j u s t  w e s t  o f  t h e  a q u a d u c t  a n d  L o n e  P i n e  n o w  
F ~ / e ? 7  

h a s  a r e p l a c e m e n t  f o r  i t s  o n c e  u n i q u e , , t r e e  now l o n g  g o n e .  
1 1  

T h i s  t r e e ,  a b o u t  2 0  f e e t  h i g h ,  i s ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h r e a t e n e d  b y  l 
a p r o p o s e d  n e w  pump  a s  i n d i c a t e d  i n  C h a p t e r  1 6  a n d  a s  s h o w n  1 
o n  F i g u r e  16-11 o n  p a g e  3-6-30 .  T h i s  pump c o u l d  c a u s e  t h e  I 
t r e e ' s  d e m i s e  i f  t h e  g r o u n d w a t e r  t a b l e  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e -  I 
d u c e d .  I t  i s  e x p e c t e d  t h a t  e v e n t u a l l y  t h i s  t r e e ,  i f  u n d i s -  I 
t u r b e r l ,  w i l l  g e t  a h u n d r e d  f e e t  t a l l  w i t h  a 3 '  b a s e .  D r y i n g  I 



of a large tree cannot be quickly reversed. By the time it is 

visible it is too late and permanent damage can occur. Even 

though it is located near a small ditch carrying water towards 

Lone Pine, this ditch in itself would not be enough for a large 

mature tree with a widely spread root system. If most of the 

roots die the tree would die too 

This pump must be sited so as to make absolutely certain 

that no harm comes to this natural, unique Lone Pine tree. - 
Another point that I wish to make is in regard to one of 

the few remaining springs in the Valley. It is called Reinhackle 

Spring and is sited about 3/4 mile northeast of the Alabama Gates. 

There are other natural springs and seeps in the Valley but none 

such as this. After four years of drought it is still flowing 

at an estimated13 cfs. It has a large pond and marchy seep area 

in connection with it which houses sora and Virginia rails even 

as I speak. Three snipe were there a week ago when I visited. 

The flow from this spring provides dozens of acres of pasture 

irrigation and wet meadows. It supports a large growth of wil- 

low and cottonwood -- shade and shelter for the valley's elk. 
2 r  

I All springs are important in the desert and this one is 

especially important because it is a remnant of what was once 

commom in the Valley. Yet it is threatened by the proposed in- 

stallation of three new pumps as shown in Figure 16-9A on page 

16-25. To have this spring dry up, even temporarily, duo to 

pumping is unacceptable and yet this is considered to be quite 

likely by hydrologist Bill Hutchinson as cited on page 16-35. 

These pumps must be located to reduce this likelyhood to near 

zero. Springs provide a special wetland habitat which cannot 



b e  m i t i g a t e & d e q u a t e l y .  R e d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  f  lox; f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  I 
p e r i o d s  o r  f r e q u e n t  p a r t i a l  r e d u c t i o n  w i l l  p e r m a n e n t l y  a l t e r  I 
t h e  h a b i t a t  a n d  i t s  v a l u e  a n d  c a n n o t  b e  r e p l a c e d  o n c e  a f f e c t e d .  1 

1 c o u l d  g o  o n  a n d  o n  b u t  t h e r e  i s n ' t  t i a e  n o w .  Y y  o r g a n -  

i z a t i o n  w i l l  s u 5 m i t  l e n g t h y  d e t a i l e d  c o m m e n t s .  We w i l l  c e r t a i " ? ?  

s t r d n g l y  e m p h a s i z e  t h e  n e e d  f o r  a m a n a g e d  g r a z i n g  p r o g r a m  w h i c h  

m u s t  c o n s i d e r  t h e  c u ! n m u ! a t i v e  i m n a c t s  o f  g r a z i n o  a n d  wa te r  man-  

a g e m e n t .  W h a t ' s  t h e  v a l u e  t o  t h e  w e l . f a r e  o f  t h e  v e g e t a t i o n  i n  

a t t e m p t i n g  t o  b r i n g  a b o u t  i t s  r e c o v e r y  f r o m  o v e r - p u m p i n g  i f  i t  

i s  s u b j e c t e d  t o  c o n c e n t r a t e d  g r a z i n g  p r e s s u r e s ?  T h e  g r a z i n g  

m a n a g e m e n t  p r o g r a m  m u s t  b e  f u l l y  a n a l y z e d  a n d  t h e  i s s u a n c e  o f  

g r a z i n s  p e r m i t s  he s u b j e c t  t o  CECA r e v i e w  h y  t h e  p u b l i c .  

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  u s  w i t h  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  m a k e  

p r e l i m i n a r y  c o m m e n t s  u p o n  t h e s e  i m p o r t a n t  d o c u m e n t s .  

V i n c e n t  Y o d e r ,  P r e s i d e n t  

B r i s t l e c o n e  C h a p t e r  

C a l i f o r n i a  N a t i v e  P l a n t  S o c i e t y  





RESPONSE (2-1 

The location of the yellow pine tree cited in this comment is stated to be near a ditch, indicating 

that the water table is probably not sustaining the tree, and that the tree is more dependent on 

the surface water in the ditch. Thc depth to water in this area is relatively deep (25 to 40 feet). 

It is unlikely that operation of proposed well LP-1 would affect this tree. Please refer to response 

to master comment AF-2 for additional discussion of pumping near sensitive areas. 

RESPONSE C2-2 

Please refer to the responses to master comments WA-4 and AF-2 regarding the . protection 

Reinhackle Spring, and PD-5 for discussion of spring and seep protection under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE C2-3 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing management 

program. 





Letter C3 

University of Southern California 





LETTER C-3 

December 13, 1990 

(2131 224-7483 

NEW PHONE ( 2 1 3 )  3 4 2 - 2 0 7 7  
NEW FAX ( 213 )  5 4 2 - 3 0 4 3  

Donald G. McBride 
Sr. Water Works Engineer 
Department of Water & Power 
City of Los Angeles 
111 North Hope Street, Room 1466 
P.O. BOX 111 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 

Dear Mr. McBride: 

Thank you for the opportunity to attend the recent orientation 
about the Draft EIR for the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct from the 
Owens Valley. The potential for a serious drought in Southern 
California is a matter of grave concern. 

At the Health Sciences Campus of the University of Southern 
California, we have instituted strict water conservation measures 
but, of course, an adequate supply of water is essential to the 
operation of a major medical treatment and research facility. A 
threat to our water supply is a threat to our survival. 

In addition to concerns about this facility, my involvement with 
the Lincoln Heights Chamber of Commerce and the Enterprise Zone in 
the area has made me aware of the difficulty of maintaining a 
thriving economic environment in the surrounding community. 
serious shortage of water combined with other environmental 
constraints could spell the end of thousands of jobs in our 
community. 

I encourage ysu to p i r s u e  ysur effzrts zs cc~plctc the Wens Valley 
project. The conditions spelled out in the draft EIR seem fair to 
all concerned. 

n C. Hisserich, Dr.P.H. 
ociate Vice President, Health Affairs u cc: Fred Herrera 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LEmER C3 

RESPONSE C3-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter C4 

State Water Contractors 





LETTER 6.4 
7 

state water Directors 

c,in,on M i h ,  P,es.dent 
Sen Lsin Obirpe Coun:). FCBWCD 
Ronald R. Esau. Vjce President contractors saws m r a  vanei water omtnct 
Dartd 8. mu. Secweiy i i i i i w e r  
Solsno caoniy wa!w Agency 
Thoma* N. Clark 
Kern Cssin!y haler Agency 

555 Capliol Mall, Suite 725 . Sacramento. CA 95814 1916) 447-7357 Duane L. Ggl.geaon 
George R &urnit, General Manager FAX 447-2734 ~ e ! ~ o ~ ~ h l a i i  wale, D,N~,c: 

O l  souinern 2dMoio;i 

December 21.19 

Mr. John Davis 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

Thonaa R. Hurlbun 
T i m e  Lakc Bas,,. Cla!er Sloiaga iirtim 
nomas E. Levy 
C3lcnelie Vrlioi Watni D<a(n;t 
Robe* C. Sagahorn 
castarc i ~ l k i .  water ilgency 
Wallace G. Spinarski 
A-Wore YaiMpEari XI:? Walcr Agency 

Dear Mr. Davis: - 

The State Water Contractors supports the Los Angeles Department of Water & Power's draft 
EIR, "Water from the Owens Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct", dated 
September 1990. 

The State Water Contractors represents 28 of the 30 public agencies that have contracted 
with the State for water from the State Water Project. 

The draft EIR demonstrates that the proposed project to annually pump an average of 42,000 
acre-feet of water from the Owens Valley Ground Water Basin can be implemented without 
an  adverse effect on the valley environment. The environment in other parts of the State 
would be positively effected. 

If this water cannot be obtained from the Owens Valley, it will increase the demand on the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, which will increase their demand on the 
State Water Project. The capability of the State Water Project is now stressed to the limit 
and increased demands will worsen the situation. The primary adverse environmental effects 
of not implementing the proposed Owens Valley Project would show up  in the Sacramento- 
San Joaquin Delta where the State Water Project pumps art. located. 

With a prolonged drought facing California, it  is of utmost importance from a statewide 
perspective to fully utilize all viable water sources. The proposed pfqject in Owens Valley is . . 

an excellent example of a project that should be implemented. J 
Sincerely, 

c e o r g g  Baumli 
Genera Manager 

c: Member Agencies 
Dennis Williams, LADWP 





RESPONSE CI-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter C5 

Be1 Air Country Club 





LETTER C-5 

December 31, 1990 

John Davis, Senior V.P. 
EIP Assoc. 
150 Spear Street 
Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 7' 
On behalf of Bel-Air Country Club, we emplore INYO as fellow 
Californians to unite and agree to the DEIR for the INYO/Los 
Angeles Groundwater Pumping Agreement. 

This agreement is vital to life and business in California which 
includes Inyo County. We have done and continue to do our 
part of the bargain. INYO, please do yours by affirming this 
agreement. 

/ 
J 

Golf Course Superintendent 
Bel-Air Country Club 





SPONSES TO COM 
LETTER C5 

RESPONSE C5. 

Comment noted. 

.1 

No further response is required. 





Letter C6 

Homeowners of Encino 





LETTER C-6 

Homeowners 

* Serving the Homeowners of Enclno GERALO A. SILVER 
R..M.nl 
PO BOX 280205 
ENCINO, CA 91425 
Photl. (818)990-2757 

Mr. John Davis, Sen. VP 
EIP Assoc. 

Enclosed is our response to the Draft EIR on the Inyo/LA DPW 
project. Please review these comments in preparing the 
Final EIR. 

Please send us a copy of the Final EIR, when completed. Also 
add our name to your mailing list for future project comments. 
Thank you, 

President 





HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO 
GERALD A. SILVER, PRESIDENT 
P. 0. BOX 260205 
ENCINO, CA 91426-0205 
(818) 990-2757 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, DEPT. OF WATER & POWER 

AND COUNTY OF INYO 

WATER FROM THE OWENS VALLEY TO SUPPLY THE 

SECOND LOS ANGELES AQUEDUCT, 1970 TO 1990, 1990 ONWARD 

HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO ) RESPONSE TO 
) 
) DRAFT 

LA DEPT. OF WATER & POWER 
) 
) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
f 

AND COUNTY OF INYO ) REPORT (DEIR) 
) 

EIP Assoc./John Davis, V.P. ) SEPTEMBER 1990 
f 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) 

(CEQA, SEC. 21000 et. seq. and GUIDELINES SEC. 15087) 

RESPONSE to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for a 

project known as: 

INYO COUNTY/LOS ANGELES COUNTY GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The joint project applicants are: 

City of Los Angeles, Department of Water & Power and 

the County of Inyo 

The proposed project affects transportation, earth, air, water, 

plant life, population, energy, utilities, land use, and other 

environmental elements in Encino, and the Los Angeles area. 

This document contains our response to the scope and content of the 



draft environmental information which is germane to your environmental 

evaluation of this project. 

HOMEOWNERS OF ENCINO, INC. 

This Response is filed by the Homeowners of Encino, a California 

non-profit corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of 

the State of California. Homeowners of Encino is a public benefit 

association organized for the purpose of promoting social welfare. 

This corporation seeks to protect the residential character of its 

neighborhoods and to enhance the quality of life for its members and 

the community. Many of its members reside within the region of 

the proposed project, and will be heavily impacted by it. 

11. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

This project involves the increased export of water from Owens 

Valley to Los Angeles. It also involves increased pumping of 

groundwater for export, operation of wells, future construction of 15 

new wells, a reduction in the amount of irrigated acreage of Los 

Angeles owned lands, an increase in the amount of surface water 

diverted for export, and the implementation of a Long-Term Groundwater 

Management Plan (Agreement). 

The project will affect 4.2 million people living in Los Angeles 

City and County and residents in Inyo County. The project considers 

various alternatives to providing this expanded water export to Los 

Angeles. The project will effect soils and geology, plant life, 

noise, land use, population, housing, transportation and circulation, 

community services and facilities, aesthetics, recreation, and 



cultural resources. The expansion of water export will have both 

primary and secondary impacts. 

111. 

GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

The DEIR raises numerous issues of concern to us. These include 

the direct major negative environmental impacts, secondary impacts, 

air quality impacts, and growth inducing impacts of an expanded water 

system for the City of Los Angeles. We believe every effort should be 

made to maintain the present water supply to Los Angeles, but not 

expand the export of water to Los Angeles. Therefore, we support the 

No Project Alternative, since it would provide the most 

environmentally sound alternative. 

Based upon the DEIR, it appears that Alternative 1, No Project 

is the most environmentally effective choice and would force growth 

management on the City and County of Los Angeles. Alternative 1 would 

require taking full advantage of the system's water conservation and 

reclamation. While we support water reclamation, it is turning out to 

be an impractical concept for a system this size. At present there is 

very little demand for the huge amount of water being reclaimed by the 

system, and there is no reason to believe that this will change. As 

it is now, 95 percent of the water from the Tillman "reclamation" 

plant is flushed down the L. A. River and out to sea. 

We never the less prefer a No Project Alternative 1, with strong 

qualifications and growth control limits. We do not accept the 

consultants "inevitable growth" argument on page S-14 that if 

additional water export to Los Angeles is curtailed, growth 

will still occur. The best way to make that prophecy come true 



is to implement Alternative 3, (Water Management by Maintaining Water 

Tables) and continually increasing water exported to Los Angeles. We 

do not favor the other alternatives, which in effect increase water 

export at a high cost to other communities and biota. 

Expanding the supply of water to Los Angeles, while depleting the 

water table elsewhere will create an environmental nightmare. The 

DEIR outlines only a few of the negative effects on air quality, 

and utilities. The report overlooks the gross secondary impacts and 

negative effects on air quality in the Los Angeles region. 

The DEIR should stress the enormously high price that will be 

paid to increase water export to Los Angeles. It will mean a huge 

population increase, logically followed by changes in transportation, 

such as diamond lanes, light rail, conversion of 40 percent of 

passenger vehicles, 70 percent of the trucks, and 100 percent of the 

buses to methanol. Streets will have to be widened, vanpools forced 

on businesses, parking and auto use restrictions, and the shutting off 

of aircraft APU units while sitting on the runway. 

The approval of this project will result in a greatly expanded 

water system which will support an expanded population with virtually 

none of the effective mitigation measures in place. 

We feel that no additional water should be exported to Los 

Angeles, until an effective growth management plan is implemented. No 

capacity should be added to the water service area until proven and 

effective air quality and other mitigation measures are in place. No 

water system expansion that should be considered until the secondary 

traffic, sewage and air quality impacts have been successfully 

mitigated. 



The DEIR should place the financial investment of system 

expansion in perspective. The DEIR proposes an increase in the amount 

of water to be pumped and transferred by the system. At the same 

time, water charges are expected to increase in the next five years. 

r What this means is that the ordinary householder will be paying twice 
as much for his or her water supply in order to provide for the 

"inevitable" expansion anticipated by the consultant. The DEIR should 

be revised to show the marginal costs of each additional gallon of 

L water that is exported as the system expands. 
We believe the present water supply system should be refined and 

improved, but the Lead Agency must tread carefully before granting any 

system expansion beyond the present supply. 

IV. 

ADEQUACY OF THE DEIR 

We believe that the proposed project will have significant 

impacts on the environment that have not been fully addressed in the 

Draft EIR. It will have a significant impact on air quality, 

water, natural resources, population, noise, geology, energy, and 

population growth. 

We ask that you revise your findings, and prepare a Final EIR, 

based upon a more thorough analysis of the No Project alternative. It 

should address the following environmental concerns which we believe 

have been overlooked or inadequately dealt with in your Draft EIR: 

v. 

IMPACTS ON EARTH 

This project will result in disruptions, displacements, 

compaction and overcovering of soil due to expanded water supply 

lines. The Final EIR should specify what grading will be done, 

5 



and provide a time line indicating the starting and ending dates of 

all grading and construction activities. Haul routes should be 

described, and mitigation proposed for dealing with the traffic 

congestion created by the hauling of large amounts of soil on city 

streets to dumpsites. 

The information presented in the DEIR should be sufficient to 

allow for a clear understanding of the geologic hazards and their 

impacts. The DEIR should present a comprehensive summary of known 

geologic and seismic hazards near water supply lines. 

VI. 

AIR IMPACTS 

The DEIR did not fully consider the primary air impacts. 

A project of this size will have a deteriorating effect on air quality 

in the region, which includes localities that do not meet Federal and 

State air quality standards. The construction of the project will 

generate Carbon Monoxide, Nitrous Oxide, Ozone and particulate matter, 

making it more difficult to attain the required air standards in the 

region. 

Please identify in the Final EIR the specific increases of air 

pollutants generated by this project, and the cumulative impacts on 

the air quality in the region. Your assessment should show how this 

project, when taken together with all other proposed projects in the 

area will impact air quality. It should show threshold levels of 

significance for each type of air emission. - 
The City of Los Angeles and the EPA have entered into an Consent 

Decree regarding growth within the Hyperion Service Area. They have 

agreed that growth within the area will not result in air emission 



increases, nor impede the region's progress toward National Ambient - 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) attainment. Your Final EIR should show 

that all primary and secondary air impacts have been reduced to 

insignificance, in order to comply with the City of Los Angeles and 

EPA agreement. Anything short of this is a breach of the terms of the 

Federal consent decree, and actionable, with the possibility of 

substantial fines being imposed against the City. 

Also address the air impacts at both the local level, and within 

the region. Explain how these impacts will be fully mitigated. 

Specifically, quantify all related vehicular air emissions, and 

include the factors, formulas and computations used to arrive at these 

impacts, and their mitigations. Provide an appendix with all 

necessary and supporting documentation, including the paper trail that 

will allow concerned citizens, or decision makers to trace your steps, 

and your conclusions with regard to air impacts. 

Please explain in the Final EIR what effects diesel fumes, 

gasoline powered equipment fumes and construction odors will have upon 

those with respiratory problems, or the aged living nearby. Also 

discuss the impact on local flora and fauna, giving specific effects 

upon plant and animal life, as a result of the additional air 

degradation that may be caused by the project. - 
The EPA has stressed the importance of secondary air impact 

analysis. The Final EIR should assess the secondary air impacts that 

will result from this project and please provide adequate mitigations 

for these air impacts. - 
Please see that the Final EIR conforms to the Air Quality 

Handbook for Preparing Environmental Impact Reports, revised, 

available from the South Coast Air Quality Management District. Also 



Your Final EIR must also conform to the State of California Air 

Resources Board guidelines. Please see that short-term, long-term, 

local scale analysis, corridor analysis, hazardous pollutant analysis 

and cumulative impact analysis aspect of this project are addressed 

more fully. Specifically see that it conforms to the Guidelines for 

Air Quality Impact Assessments: General Development and Transportatio 

Proiects, Report No. RP-83-002, available from the State Air Resource 

Boara. 

VII. 

LONG TERM WATER IMPACTS 

The project is located in a permanent drought area. The long 

term water impacts from this project have not been fully addressed. 

Identify source of water, how it will be used in the project, and how 

the removal of water from the aquifers will be replaced. Fully 

explain the long tern quantitative impacts on the local and regional 

water supply, as a result of this project. Estimate water consumptio 

both during and after construction. Provide a detailed list of 

I mitigations to reduce the consumption of water to insignificance. 

I 
Please also provide nitigations for dealing with secondary water 

impacts. The growth sustained by a project of this size will consume 

1 large amounts of fresh water, which are in short supply in the region 

1 Include the factors, formulas and computations used to arrive at thes 

I impacts, and their mitigations. Provide an appendix with all 

I 
necessary and supporting documentation, including the paper trail tha 

please fully comply with the Guidance for Implementation of Conformity 

Procedures, available from the Southern California Association of 

Governments. 

n 

e 

t 



will allow concerned citizens, or decision makers to trace your steps, 

and your conclusions with regard to water impacts. 

VIII. 

IMPACT UPON ANIMAL AND PLANT LIFE 

A project of this size will have a detrimental effect upon the 

flora and fauna in the project area. The area is a natural habitat 

for birds and other animals. It will not be possible to construct the 

project, without a serious impact on the local biota. Provide a 

detailed assessment of impacts on both plant and animal life as a 

result of the project. Also provide detailed mitigations to reduce 

these potential impacts to insignificance. 

IX. 

NOISE IMPACTS 

A substantial amount of noise will be generated by the proposed 

project during construction. The movement of heavy vehicles, trucks, 

compressors and construction equipment will create severe noise 

problems. Show how it will be possible to expand water export, 

install additional water supply lines, including removal of many 

cubic yards of soil without creating severe noise impacts. Noise must 

be reduced to insignificance. 

The Final EIR should explain the effects of noise levels 

on local residents and construction workers, during construction, and 

the impact on the emotional and physiological well being of people 

living nearby. Please explain in detail the effects of specific 

pieces of construction equipment, the noise levels, dBA, frequency and 

duration of sound that people will be exposed to. Also explain the 

impact of sustained noise upon the aged or those who are ill and may 

reside near the construction site. The Final EIR should 



provide mitigation measures that will reduce the noise created by this 

project to insignificance. - 
X. 

LIGHT AND GLARE IMPACTS 

Light and glare was not adequately assessed in the Draft EIR. 

Residents living near the construction site will be subjected to light 

and glare. Added water capacity means more buildings will be 

constructed and this must be mitigated in the Final EIR. The 

construction project will result in altered shade and shadow 

conditions which should also be mitigated to insignificance in the 

Final EIR. 

XI. 

CHANGES IN POPULATION 

Changes in population will occur if this project is approved. 

will alter the distribution, density and growth rate in the region. 

Providing more water capacity will mean more buildings, jobs and 

employment in this region will make it more difficult to achieve a 

balance between the environment and the population. It may cause 

greater population density in a region already without adequate 

infrastructure. We do not agree with your assessment that the job 

housing balance in the region will become more favorable by expanding 

the water export to Los Angeles. 

In your Final EIR, please show how the project adheres to the 

job/housing balance. Provide a detailed assessment of the growth and 

job impacts. What kinds and types of jobs will be created, as a 

result of more water. Analyze the effects on unemployment on 

individuals with various jobs skills. Also explore what housing is 



available to accommodate any increase in direct and indirect 

employment. How does this project conforms to the Regional Housing 

Needs Assessment. Provide a detailed list of mitigation measures to 

deal with any job/housing imbalance created by the project. 

XII. 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Transportation and traffic circulation will be negatively 

impacted by the proposed project. There are numerous E and F level 

intersections in the region. The construction of this project and 

removal of large amount of soil over city streets will impede traffic 

and circulation and make gridlock worse. The Final EIR should explain 

how the E and F level, gridlocked intersections in the area will be 

mitigated to insignificance. 

Because of the project's magnitude and the substantial secondary 

impacts, the proposed project will generate significant traffic 

congestion problems. Traffic congestion resulting from the expansion 

of freeways and access roads, lane closures, detours, slow moving 

construction vehicles and equipment, project personnel commutes, etc. 

significantly increase traffic and mobile-source air emissions. 

Please provide detailed maps in the Final EIR which will show how 

the project will mitigate traffic in the area, including the number of 

lanes of traffic that will be lost due to the movement of heavy 

equipment to and from the site during construction. 

Please consult with the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District and obtain a table of Potential Mitigation Measures. This 

table includes numerous incentives, controls and procedures which 

should be considered for inclusion in the Final EIR. 

Since the project has corridor level transportation impacts, what 



are the long term impacts? Estimate the number of trips generated, 

and provide documentation on the assumptions. How will the project 

affect public transportation in the region, and locally? What will 

the impact be on nearby freeways and will it encourage the need to 

double deck freeways. 

This project will have a mutual impact on other projects in the 

area. Explain in the Final EIR the interactive impacts on the 

existing circulation system, on ATSAC, and the secondary highways. 

Explain thoroughly how you arrive at trip generation rates, trip 

distributions, time of day analysis, effects on A.M. and P.M. traffic 

conditions, etc. 

The Final EIR should deal with the phasing issue comprehensively. 

What will be the incremental impacts on traffic, and if phased, how 

will the infrastructure be phased in so that all mitigations are in 

place to prevent increases in traffic or a degradation of circulation? 

Include the factors, formulas and computations used to arrive at 

these impacts, and their mitigations. Provide an appendix with all 

necessary and supporting documentation, including the paper trail that 

will allow concerned citizens, or decision makers to trace your steps, 

and your conclusions with regard to traffic impacts. 

XIII. 

PUBLIC SERVICE IMPACTS 

The Final EIR should fully address impact on public services. 

Police and fire services are inadequate to meet the present community 

needs. This project will generate additional demands that the City 

systems cannot handle. The Final EIR should show how the applicant 

intends to mitigate the drain on local public services. It should 



present a detailed explanation of the degraded response times to 

police, fire and paramedic services. ~t should present specific 

mitigations and funding mechanism that show how the applicant will 

offset the deteriorated public service response capability. 

The Final EIR should also analyze police services and crime rates 

in the area, and the impact of this project on these rates. Include 

average response times, and show the number of officers deployed in 

the area, and the impact on current levels of staffing. 

XIV. 

IMPACT ON ENERGY AND UTILITIES 

Utilities will be impacted by the proposed project. The Lead 

Agency is, or should be, aware of the limits on solid waste disposal 

Large amount of soil will have to be trucked to a dumpsite as the 

project proceeds, making landfill disposal problems worse. 

The Final EIR should quantify the impact that this project will 

have on the capacity and exhaustion of local landfills, both during 

and after construction. Specifically how many cubic yards of soil 

will be trucked to landfills, and how much solid waste will be 

exported, and to which sites? Show haul routes and the time of day 

when city streets will be used for this purpose. 

The Final EIR should analyze the availability of hydraulic 

capacity for the anticipated flow in the local and interceptor sewers 

serving the proposed project area. The quantity and quality of 

wastewater to be discharged to the sewer system should be thoroughly 

analyzed. The supply of water cannot be evaluated in a vacuum which 

ignores the sewage and water disposal issue. 

Include the factors, formulas and computations used to arrive at 

these impacts, and their mitigations. Provide an appendix with all 



necessary and supporting documentation, including the paper trail that 

will allow concerned citizens, or decision makers to trace your steps, 

and your conclusions with regard to energy, sewage and utility 

impacts. - 
xv . 

AESTHETIC IMPACTS 

This project will result in aesthetically offensive sites to 

public view. The project will have a direct impact on aesthetics and 

once the added water capacity is available, more buildings will be 

built. Explain how this project will impact the ambiance and 

habitability of the community. What impact will this project have on 

the other business establishments, access to businesses and the 

present viewscape? What impact will it have on the marketability of 

homes nearby? 

XVI . 
GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

The Final EIR should discuss properly the growth inducing impacts 

of the project and the environmental effects, and must be adequate. 

Please include a detailed forecast of growth for each phase of the 

project. What will be the cumulative impacts of growth in the region? 

How is this related to the Growth Management Plan forecast, at the 

expected date of project or phase completion? 

In Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. of San Francisco, Inc. v. 

Regents of the University of California (88 Daily Journal D.A.R. 

1 5 0 3 7 ) ,  the California Supreme Courts laid down clear guidelines and 

requirements for the preparation of an environmental document. 

Specifically the Supreme Court stated that "an EIR must include an 



analysis of the 

actions if: (1) 

initial project 

environmental effects of future expansion or other 

it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the 

; and (2) the future expansion or action will be 

significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the 

initial project or its environmental effects." 

Please be sure the Final EIR properly addresses and mitigates 

growth inducing impacts which will have individually limited, but 

cumulatively considerable impact. A Final EIR must be prepared which 

gives thoughtful discussion to dealing with short-term versus long- 

term effects. - 
XVI I 

SELECTION OF LEAST DESTRUCTIVE ALTERNATIVE 

THAT IS FEASIBLE FOR THE APPLICANT 

Section 21002 of the Public Resources Code (CEQA) forbids 

agencies from approving projects with significant adverse impacts when 

feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can 

substantially lessen such impacts. (Citizens for Quality Growth v. 

City of Mount Shasta, 3rd Dist. 1988, 198 Cal.App.3d 433.) 

In order to approve the proposed project, the Lead Agency must 

make findings on each significant impact identified in the Final 

EIR. The project can only be approved if economic, social, or other 

conditions make unfeasible mitigation measures identified in the 

Final EIR. (Guidelines, Sec. 15091.) 

The State Guidelines, Sec. 15364, defines "feasible" to mean 

"capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 

reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

environmental, legal, social and technological factors." The 

applicant cannot make a showing that No Project and preferred 



alternative is unfeasible because "what is required is evidence that 

the additional cost or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as 

to render it impractical to proceed with the project." (Citizens of 

Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta I) 2nd District 1988, 

197 Cal.App.3d 1167.) 

The Lead Agency is therefore required under law to approve the 

environmentally least destructive alternative, since it satisfies the 

feasibility standard of the CEQA requirements. In selecting this 

alternative, the Lead Agency is also supporting "the view that 

environmental values are to be assigned greater weight than the needs 

of economic growth . . .  The act thus requires decision-makers to assign 
greater priority to environmental than to economic needs." (San 

Francisco Ecology Center v .  City and County of San Francisco (1st Dis. 

1974) 48 Cal.App.3d 584, 590-591) 

XVIII. 

NO STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

SHOULD BE ISSUED BY THE LEAD AGENCY 

We ask that the Lead Agency prepare a Final EIR that interprets 

CEQA to afford the fullest possible protection for the environment 

within the reasonable scope of the statutory language. (Friends of 

Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal.3d. 247) 

After circulating and certifying the Final EIR, we ask the Lead 1 
Agency select the least environmentally destructive alternative, and I 
not issue a statement of overriding considerations. 

XIX. 

We appreciate your allowing us the opportunity to comment on the 

Draft EIR. We look forward to receiving a detailed and comprehensive 



Final EIR, fully in compliance with CEQA, State and local Guidelines. 

Executed at Encino, California on December 31, 1990 by Gerald A. 

GERALD A. SILVER 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER C6 

RESPONSE 05-1 

Analysis of socioeconomic costs is not required by CEQA 

RESPONSE C6-2 

No expanded water supply lines are proposed as part of this project; any subsequent construction 

activities would be subject to CEQA review. 

RESPONSE C6-3 

Air quality is discussed in Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR. Also, please refer to response to master 

comment AQ-1 for discussion of cumulative air quality impacts and MT-5 concerning cumulative 

effects. 

RESPONSE C6-4 

This comment alludes to air quality issues at Owens Dry Lake. Please refer to responses to master 

comments PD-3 and AQ-1 for discussion of this issue. 

RESPONSE C6-5 

Air quality is discussed in Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR. No secondary air quality impacts have 

been identified for the study area within Owens Valley. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C6 

RESPONSE C6-6 

The analysis requested is beyond the scope of this EIR. The comment identifies general 

development and transportation project analyses that do not apply to the proposed project. 

RESPONSE C6-7 

Water resources are discussed in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR. Owens Valley is not wnsidered a 

"permanent drought area." The issues of groundwater and water supply are addressed in Chapter 

3, Water Supply for Los Angeles. 

RESPONSE 05-8 

Vegetation impacts are discussed in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR; effects on wildlife are discussed 

in Chapter 11. 

RESPONSE C6-9 

No significant effects on ambient noise levels are anticipated as a result of project implementation. 

Noise was not considered as a relevant issue during project swping. 

RESPONSE 05-10 

No significant effects on light and glare are anticipated as a result of project implementation. Light 

and glare were not considered as relevant issues during project swping. 

RESPONSE 05-11  

Land Use and Economic Development are discussed in Chapter 14 of the Draft EIR. No changes 

in population wilt occur in the Owens Valley region as a result of the project. 

RESPONSE (26-12 

No significant effects on traffic patterns or volumes in Owens Valley region are anticipated as a 

result of project impiementation. Traffic was not wnsidered a relevant issue during project 

scoping. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C6 

RESPONSE C6-13 

No significant effects on  public services in the Owens Valley region are anticipated as a result of 

project implementation. Public services effects were not considered relevant issues during project 

scoping. 

RESPONSE C6-14 

Energy is discussed in Chapter 13 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE C6-15 

No significant effects on aesthetics are anticipated as a result of project implementation. Aesthetics 

effects were not considered relevant issues during project scoping. 

RESPONSE C6-16 

Growth and cumulative impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR in Chapter 17, CEQA 

Considerations. 

RESPONSE (3-17 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter C7 

Northridge Chamber of Commerce 





LETTER C-7 
. , 
. . 

$1 ; .. 
$ ;,,N # .- 

chamber Of Commerce 
Accredited by the United States Chamber since 1975 

An Address f'ou Wrli TO Have 

January 9, 199i 

Mr. John Davis, Senior V.P. 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 1 
On behalf of the 630 members of the Northridge Chamber of 
Commerce and it's Board of Directors, I would like to iet you 
know that you have the support of our membership for the Inyo/Los 
Angeles Groundwater Management Plan agreement as expressed in the 
draft Environmental Impact Xeport. 

We believe this is a good agreement for both sides and fairly 
addresses the environmental issues of the Owens Valley as well as 
the need for water in the City of Los Angeles. 

Member of the Board of Directors and 
Chairman Planning & Zoning 

cc: Mr. Joseph Roy 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER C7 

RESPONSE 0 - 1  

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 





Letter C8 

West Hills Chamber of Commerce 





LETTER C-8 

January 14 , 1991 

Mr. John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: - 
We are concerned business people and residents of West Hills 
in the San Fernando Valley. We support the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Water & Power and County of Inyo water agreement 
as proposed. This agreement in its current form is vital to 
the welfare of our community. Reduction in our water availability 
would place a severe burden on our business and family life. 

Very truly yours, - 

s R ,I,L 
i, 
. .- - 77.1-4. 

West Hills Resident 



Mr. John Davis, Senior 
E I P  Associates 
January 14 , 1991 
Page 2 

Vice President 

West Nills Resident 

Financial Network Investment 

Century 2 1  Victory Realty 

A. v . P :/~anagek' 
Valley Federal Saving & Loan 

West Hilis Chamber of Commerce 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LElTER C8 

RESPONSE C8-1 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 





Letter C9 

United Chamber of Commerce of the San Fernando Valley 





LETTER C.9 

UNITED CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE 
OF THE SAN FERNANDO VALLEY 

11550 lnd~an H~lls Road, Suite 281, M~ss~on H~lls, CA 91345 * '- " - - * 

EXECUTIVE 
OFFICERS 
1990.1991 

DAYLE M. BAILEY 
President 

DON WHITEMORE 
EXBCYIIW~ v m  ~ r e s t d e n t  

JOHN WLPIN 
m e  Prestdenr Nortarest 

BUD BROWN 
vice Pieridsnl Northeast 

TERRI ASANOVICH 
Vice President. Southwe61 

HARRYMYERS 
vice ~ i e s i d e n f  Southeast 

JOHN KELLY 
cntei ~ , n s n c a '  olticer 

AL SOSS 
A S S Z S I O I  Finance Olficrr 

BERNARD BERMAN 
corpoiate Seciefsr, 

January 21, 1991 

Mr. John A. Davis, P.E., 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Re: RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN LONG-TERM WATER MANAGEMENT 
AGREEMENT WITH INYO COUNTY 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

MELINDA THOMAS 
CorreSponding secremy 

PAST PRESIDENTS 

For your information, the United Chambers of Commerce of the 
San Fernando Valley, at our January 14, 1991 Board meeting, 

onoliio v m e n l  Beitolio, 1989 1990 
passed the attached position regarding the long-term water 

Me, 1988:989 management agreement with Inyo County. 
~ a u  d Miller 1987 1988 
Jerry Hays 1986 1987 

Dav,d~M,,ier1985t98S If YOU have any questions regarding our position, please feel 
MuriayFinh1g8a1985 free to contact me at (818) 363-8776. 

Rose Golawa*er 1983 1984 
John Steel 1982 1963 

Arthur S Pfeffeirnan 1961 1982 Sincerely, 
sai Buccieri 1979 1921 
John BowleS 1977 1979 / ?  - 
MEMBER CHAMBERS 

Aileta 
Calabasiis 

canoga park David R. Miller 
Cnal~worlh Legislative Chairman 

EncinO 
Grsnada Hills 
M8ssion nilis 

Norinridge 
D M /  jaa 

PeCoima 
$an ~~~~~~d~ Enclosure 
Sherman Oaks 

stud,o city As stated above 

west W,i iS 

Woodland * '!s 

PATRONS 
Deaaimea! of water and Power 

Mea Wiison and Associates Reaitors 
Premier Bank 

Southerr Cai;tornts Gas Carnoany 



UNITED CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE 
OF THE SAN FERNANDO VALLEY 

11550 lnd~an Hills Road, Suite 281, Mission Hills, CA 91345 
(818) 365-4674 

EXECUTIVE 
OFFICERS 
1980.1991 

DAYLE M BAILEY 
PreSdeof 

DON WUITTEMORE 
E"~cu,#YB vice PCe8tdi 1 ,  

JOHN HALPIN 
Vice PreslOenl. Noimwasl  

BUD BROWN 
Vice Presldenf Norinees - 

TERRl ASANOVICH 
Y m  Pmtdenl Soulhwest 

HARRY MYERS 
m e  Presiaenf Soumeas1 

JOHN KELLY 
Chle, Finsnciai ori4cer 

BERNARD BERMAN 
coiporaie SeCreRiy 

MELINDA THOMAS 
coiiesilonding Secreiary 

PAST PRESIDENTS 
onofrto vinceni eer!oi,n 1989-?' 

Me1 Wllson 1988-1889 
David MMei 1987 1988 

~ o s e  Go1dwa:er 1983-19811 
John Steei 1982.5983 

~ r i h ~ r  s P!ef!eiman 1981.198 
sai eucciera 19791981 
John Bowies 3977.1979 

MEMBER CHAMBERS 
Aileta 

Caiabasas 
Canoga Par% 
cratwortn 

Encinv 

WATER PIANAGEMENT AGREEMENT WITH INYO COUNTY 

Ve, the United Chambers of Commerce of the San Fernando 
Jalley, recommend that the City consider the following 
xoposed changes in the long-term water management agreement 
rith Inyo County: 

ODelete the requirements for automatic well turn-off; 

"Provide for a firm minimum amount of increased export 
resulting from the proposed project of at least 42,000 
acre-feet per year; 

'Delete the provision which requires approval of the 
Inyo County Board of Supervisors before water applied 
to City-owned lands can be reduced during dry years; 

'Provide sufficient flexibility in the agreement to 
allow a future reduction in total irrigated acreage 
of City-owned lands; and 

'Evaluate the benefits associated with the water 
supplied for environmental and enhancement mitaga- 
tion projects and modify or delete existing projects 
which do not provide commensurate environmental 
benefits. 

Tamara Position passed 1/14/91 
Unwer~al City:No Hollywood 

Greater Van Nuys Area 
west Ha:!. 

Woodcaw H;lis 

PATRONS 
~ecar:ment of wa:e: and Power 

M ~ I  wtlsor and Asn0oa:es Reallois 
p.enier Bani 

Souihern Cs1,lain.a Gas Company 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER C9 

RESPONSE C9-1 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 





Letter C10 

University of Celifomia Cooperative Extension, Inyo & Mono Counties 





207 WEST SOUTH ST 
TELEPWONE 873.5891 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

INYO & MONO COUNTIES 
January 23, 1991 

Mr. John Davis 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

Dear ?lr. Davis: 

These comnents are in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report !DEIR) 
prepared for the City of ios Angeies Department of Water & Power (LADWP) and 
Inyo County with your firm's assistance. My comments will be directed at EIR 
areas which zay impact agricultural production systems on LADWP lands. - 
g .  5-5 :Tanagepent Procedures, and 
p. 10-71 thrcugh 10-74 sectlon tltled Impacts of the Agreement (Post-1990) 

These sections define the Technical Group's makeup, and outline the 
protocol that will be used by the Group to monitor and mitigate veoetation 
changes that nay occur at some future point. While the Technical Group has 
members fror both L A D W  and the lnyo Water Department who have backgrouniis in 
3lanr ecology, borany, etc., the Group lacks extensive knowledge and under- 
standing of agricultural production systems in the Owens Valley. The makeup 
of the Technical Group or of its subcommittees that may one day be working on 
AiIY project affecting an agricultural lease, should be expanded to include the 
affecred irssee, as well as one or more other qualified persons of their 
choice, fartiliar with agricultural production systems (for example, a Certi- 
fied Range Cons9tmt). This would ensure that the Technical Group :mild 
consider the secondary impacrs to livestock or crop production of projects. 
Tq date, this ?:<change of inforsation has not occurred sufficiently, despite 
the broad co=-er.r thar agricuiture will continue to be an approved land use, 
and this lack of >mderstanding is a grave concern among serthers of the ranch- 
In? conmunlty. - 
p. 14-17 section 1 4 - 3  under Livestock Production, 1970-1990 

Nowhere have I seen any economic analyses that would support this state- 
?ent! While li:.estock n!>m&n~ may appear to have stabilized during 1970-1'190, 
this is due to igrvzr~a~sei ot~_tl_ays by livestock producers for winter feed and 
sc;?l?rentation. This increased cost of production has significantly affected 
the economics of live~tock prodt!ction in the Owens Valley, and is a direct 
irgact of reductions in irrigated pasture lands. While a consistent water 



LADUP-County of Inyo DEIR Comments 2 

s:~ipply on a smaller land area has been a realized improvement over pre-1970 
irrigation supplies, there UAS a significant economic cost of the proposed 
prcject that has been absorbed by the ranchers, in the form of increased 
winrer feealng costs. This economic cost has not been adequately recognized 
in the EIR. In addition, ranchers continue .- . -. to adjust livestock nucbers as 
weather and ~ e e d  suppiies dictate. For example, nearly all area ranchers have 
reduced livestock nuzhers 30-50% during the current drought. This has oc- 
curre6 despire expansion of the length of the winter fee2ing season and feder- 
ai drozgbt aid assistince. - 
p. 17-5 !under Land Xanag~ent section, "Vegetation is subject to the cumulative 
inpacts of water management and livesrock grazing." 

I support the continuation of LRDWP's present grazing management pro- 
gram, as it is reasonably flexible and allows the lessees to make proactive 
manaqement decisions based on their production needs, including seeding, 
fertilization, and other means of vegetation improvement. It should be recog- 
nlzed that crop and iivestock production are BOTH affected by water manage- 
ment, and that livestock production in particular is a secondary factor in 
vigor of Owens Valley vegetation. That concept is not clearly expressed in 
this section, and in fact, livestock grazing could be perceived as less than 
fiverable dus to the wording of this particular statement. Significant por- 
tions of tte Owens Vailey are not grazed during the growing season, and are 
def5srsd ires:ed) unr;l the dormnt season, which is beneficial to the vegeta- 
e Lion. Livestocji grazing also contributes significantly to hazardous fuels 

rsduc:~an, !ihicb is an Lzportant concern in the Valley, especially around 
residential areas. - 
p. 13-3 qader Organizations and Persons Consulted 

T t  should be brought to your attention that Ms. Robin Conkiin's t i ~ l e  1s 
char 3f Office Xanager, NOT the ;onmissioner of the Inyo/Mono County Deparc- 
:%en? of Agriculture. T ?  was also interesting to note that your office did not 
conr?cr our ~ f f r c e  dur:ng preparation of the DEIR. Perhaps we would have been 
of assisrance in ycus prepararion of comments related to agriculture in Inyo 
and licno COI;:~? ies . 

- 
-1. ,..an:.: yea fcr the c?portw~ity to ca!?ment on the DEIR. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE C10-1 

Please refer t o  response to master comment PD-7 for discussion of monitoring provisions of the 

Green Book. 

RESPONSE ClO-2 

Comment noted. Livestock grazing management/production are not elements of the project. The 

Draft EIR accurately describes the trends in livestock production between 1970 and 1990. 

RESPONSE C10-3 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C10-4 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter C11 

California Native Plant Society, Bristlecone Chapter 





BRISTLECONE CHAPTER 

LETTER C-11 
DEDICATED TO THE PRESERVATION 

OF THE CALIFORNIA NATIVE FLORA 

P.O. Box 330 

Lone Pine CA, 93545 

January 24, 1991 

In re: 89080705 

Mr. John A. Davis, P.E. 

Senior Vice-president, EIP Associates 

150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 

San Francisco CA, 94105 

Dear Wr. Davls: 

This communication represents the combined results of the review by 

the Bristlecone Chapter of the California Native Plant Society of the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report for the long term groundwater management plan 

for the City of Losangeles in the Owens Valley as issued in September 1990. 

Although the Water Agreement contains many beneficial provisions for 

the Owens Valley it also has several important deficiencies, such as: an 

over-emphasis of the Lower Owens River Project; the need for presentation 

and analysis of a grazing program; the need for quantification of the term 
11 significant" as it applies to changes from past conditions and future ac- 

tions; the need to eliminate the provision in Which the City unilaterally 

can turn on pumps to increase soil moisture; the need for better pre- 

project description of the Valley's environment; and the need to use tem- 

porarily the concept of "safe Yield" for pumping. Each of these subjects 

will be discussed further in the section of this report in which it is ap- 

plicable. 

We realize, of course, that the subject of this DEIR is extremely com- 

plex, but this does not relieve the City of the responsibility to prepare 

a thorough analysis and discussion of the pre-project conditions, the effects 

of the City's program between 1970 and 1990, and the effects of the Plan 

when placed into operation. We will show that new information must be added 

and that this will require a new public review period in which to evaluate 

the new information not previously included in this DEIR. 

We $will comment first upon the DEIR, then the Agreement, and finally 

upon the  r re en Rook", with wrap-up conclusions and recommendations at the 
end. 



VOLIME I 

Certain aspects of the Summary are deficient hut this is to be expected 

when the DEIR itself is incomplete. 

We would point out that on page S-6, second paragraph, you say that 
0 .....g roundwater pumping and surface water management would be conducted 

in a manner that would avoid significant decreases and changes in vegeta- 

tion from conditions that existed during the 1981-1982 runoff year.....". 

However, on page S-11 you state that "Because of an extremely wet period 

hetween 1982 and 1986, the water table recovered to pre-1970 levels in most 

areas of the Valley. During this same period, because of high runoff, pre- 

cipitation and the restored water levels, vegetation recovered to its great- 

est vigor since 1970. Under the provisions of the Agreement, the goal is 

to manage groundwater and surface water to avoid significant decreases and 

changes from these vegetative conditions; ....." Actually, on pages A-20 
and B-21 the Agreement uses the 1981-1982 runoff year only in discussing 

the maintenance of Type E Vesetation on Los Angeles-owned lands supplied 

with water. The statement on page 5-6 needs to be clarified. See also your 

last sentence on page S-21. 

On page S-13 you state: "To prescribe mitigation to reduce all of the 

overall cumulative impacts of Los Angeles' activities in the Owens Valley 

is beyond the scope of the EIR; ....." We would stress that - all of the iden- 

tifiable cumulative impacts must, at the least, be discussed even if miti- 

gation is not possible. If not, explain why all cumulative impacts are be- 

yond the scope of the EIR. 

Comments about the Alternative Flatrix are covered in the Chapter 6 

discussion. 

- 
1. INTRODIJCTIOh' 

Page 1-1. Your last sentence should add: "except for the Inyo Floun- 

tains approximately south of the Pat Keyes Trail which area is managed en- 

- tirely by the Bureau of Land Management." 
Page 1-8, Article 1.6, 1st paragraph needs to be rewritten! There are 

other references to this incorrect volume citation such as on page 1-9, 

"Chapter 5", on page 2-18, Article 2.6, etc. - 



4. WATER blANAGENWT I N  OwEXS VALLFX . 
Figure 4-3, page 4-7. This graph is confusing. It does not represent 

the conditions in Owens Valley. Redo and leave Mono County out. - 
Table 4-1, paze 4-10. Please explain why the town's water "use" began 

to make such a dramatic drop (75% to SO%) about 1976. 

Figures 4-6 and 4-10, pages 4-12 and 4-19, respectively, do not agree 

for the 1967-1969 years. Did you leave out the 1967 year from Figure 4-10? 
- 

5. PROPOSED PROJFCT. 

Page 5-5. Types B,C, and D Vegetation. We would consider a change 

from a mixed grass community to a pure salt grass community to be adversely 

significant and unacceptable. 

Page 5-5, Type E Vegetation. A change from irrigated pasture to alfal- 

fa production would not be an acceptable change. Alfalfa is a sterile mono- 

culture whereas pasture is a multi-species culture, particularly if it is 

"native" pasture. This must be set up as an exception to your allowable 

conversion. Alfal-fa to native pasture is, of course, acceptable! 

Page 5.6. PIANAGEMENT PROCEDURES. Some statement needs to be added to 

assure that members of the Technical Group are actually technically qual- 

ified in some way to adepuately perform their tasks. 

Page 5-15, Groundwater pumping on the Bishop Cone. Discussion of this 

the amount of water needed to avoid signifficant decreases and changes in 

vegetation and recreational uses and wildlife habitats on such irrigated 

acreage? 

In Table 5-3, pages 5-20 and 5-21. You do not list the Wood Lots as 

El?! projects. Why? 

Page 5-24, RELEASES OF LOS ANGELES-OEtNED LAND FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 

USE. These lands must not be "wetlands", pastures, or lands used for 

mitigation. Wetlands are special in this arid region and should not be 

converted to commercial, residential, or other uses that destroy its wet- 

land characteristics. 

subject will he given in Chapter 16. 

Page 5-17, 1st full paragraph. What are your baseline data that guides 1 



6. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT. 

F i g u r e  6-1 on page 6-4 is incomple te .  It needs  t o  i n c l u d e  F i n a n c i a l  

A s s i s t a n c e ,  A d d i t i o n a l  S t u d i e s ,  Lower Owens R i v e r  P r o j e c t ,  and t h e  Lone P i n e  

R e c r e a t i o n a l  Area. Also ,  w e  would e x p e c t  t h a t  t h e  C i t y  would still want t o  

g e t  r i d  o f  t h e  l o c a l  town w a t e r  s u p p l y  sys tems  i n  any a l t e r n a t i v e ,  h o p e f u l l y  

under t h e  same terms as i n  t h e  Agreement. L Page 6-16. S e c t i o n  6.2.6 ALTERNATIVE 6. Under Environmental  E f f e c t s ,  

you might c i t e  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  i n c r e a s e d  l i t i g a t i o n  i f  t h i s  A l t e r n a t i v e  

was s e l e c t e d .  

Page 6-17. S e c t i o n  6.2.7 AIdTTESNATIVE 7 .  Under Environmental  E f f e c t s ,  

same comment. 

l3  r Page 6-17. S e c t i o n  6 .2 .8  IMPLICATIONS etc. S t a t e  which f o u r  a l t e r -  

n a t i v e s  would i n c r e a s e  water t o  Los Angeles ( 2 , 5 , 6 , 7 )  and which would de- 

c r e a s e  wa te r  t o  Los Angeles ( 1 , 3 , 4 ) .  Then,  i n  t h e  n e x t  pa ragraph ,  t h e  f i r s t  

s e n t e n c e  d o e s n ' t  make s e n s e .  Delete t h e  f i r s t  c l a u s e  and i n s e r t  " four"  

" a l t e r n a t i v e s " .  

Page 6-21. S e c t i o n  6 .3 .2 .  Bottom of page,  l a s t  l i n e  e n d s  w i t h  ..... 
1, s t r u c t u r e ;  and" And what?! 

Page 6-28. S e c t i o n  6.3.3.  Environmental  E f f e c t s .  How can  you pre-  

sume no s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  i f  t h e  e f f e c t s  of f u r t h e r  Los Angeles R iver  

b r o u n d w a t e r  development a r e  unknown? ! 

Page 6-44. Water t r a n s f e r s  s h o u l d  be a l l  c a p i t a l s  and c a l l e d  S e c t i o n  

6.3.8 (See  page 6-20]. 

Page 6-45. S e c t i o n  6.3.8 s h o u l d  be numbered 6 .3 .9 .  

Page 6-48. S e c t i o n  6.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY-SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

S i n c e  A l t e r n a t i v e  3  i s  t h e  env i ronmenta l ly  s u p e r i o r  one ,  o u r  o rgan i -  

z a t i o n  would recommend its a d o p t i o n .  

7. ENVIRONkIENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMEXT EIETHOD AND SWARY OF IEIPACTS AND "IITI- 

GATION MEASURES 

Beginning on page 7-4 t o  7-24. Adding below t h e  Impact Number t h e  

page upon which each  impact is d i s c u s s e d  would be h e l p f u l ,  such as below 

8-1 add 8-13; below 8-2 add 8-15; below 9-1 add 9-48, etc. 



5 

9. WATER RESOURCES. 15 

Page 9-7. Table 9-1. What are the units of discharge, acre feet per 

year or what? 16 
Page 9-15. Table 9-2. Are these figures annual average or yearly 

total, or what? 

Page 9-22. Groundwater Movement and Groundwater Levels. Interesting 

to hear that a model can produce satisfactory results from inadequate 

field data! 

Page 4-21. Tahle 9-3. The column heading for "Transmissivity" shows 

"(gp4/ft)" - whereas note 2 indicates that values are given in "gallons per 

minute". 

~t Storativity" is indicated as being dimensionless, but Note 3 indi- 

cates that storativity is the volume of water. Volume usually is express- 

ible in some unit of measure. 

Page 9-35. Table 9-4. Please show figures for the flow of Reinhackle 

Spring. 

Page 9-55. Last sentence in top paragraph. If Tinemaha Reservoire is 

removed from service, wouldn't you need another settling basin? 

Page 9-57. Table 9-9. Are these figures yearly averages or what? 

Page 9-61. Table 9-10. Why aren't pumps 224 (Fish Springs) and 339 

(Rlaclcrock) included? 

Page 9-80. Table 9-11. Why no figures since 1984? Also, *here does 
I t  Conveyance Gain" come from? 

Page 9-87. Water Quality -- Agreement. The statement above reads 
1, The number of colonies of both coliform and streptococci bacterial (sic) 

increased steadily during the period of measurement." And yet you say that 

for Mitigation Measures 9-18 None Required. A proper mitigation measure 

for this condition would be to eliminate cattle grazing in the vicinity of 

flowing or ponded water! Since no standard exists for strepticocci, it 

could reach unsatisfactory levels without our knowing it. Better be safe 

than sorry. 



25 
rl0. VEGETATION. 

Page 10-3. Fourth paragraph, line 4. I'm sure that you need to in- 

sert "mean" before the word "January" in (January low, 21 degrees F.). 

In the last paragraph, the figure for the "median" should be - 4.3 in- 

ches to agree with the dashed line in Figure 10-1. Also, since the median 

is half-way between the maximum and minimum values, your figure of 4.3 

does not appear to be large enough. 

Page 10-14. Under Grasslands & Meadows. "Rabbithrush Meadow" and 

Nevada Saltbush Eleadow" appear to be scruhlands in which rabbitbrush and 

Nevada saltbush have taken over old abandoned farmlands or overgrazed pas- 

tures and this should be noted in their descriptions. Application of wa- 

ter and reduced grazing pressure might help bring them back to grassy mea- 

dows if the shrubs were removed. - 
Page 10-19. Plants - and Habitats of Concern. Nowhere in this Chpter is 

there a description of the distribution and abundance of species of concern, 

only a listing. There also is not a discussion which specifically covers 

the effects of the project upon these species. This data must he added 

and fully developed to make this EIR complete. These species should be 

monitored and protected (by reduced grazing pressure, irrigation, and/or 

fencing where feasible). 

Page 10-27. Pre-Project Environmental Setting. 2nd paragraph. The 

statement that no surveys or inventories exist that document the ground- 

water dependent vegetation in the pre-project period, but that relatively 

good records exist in the bajadas and wet areas is highly suspect. Is 

the information for groundwater-dependent vegetation too embarrasing to 

Los Angeles to puhlish it and use it in this ETR? We find this omission 

to be unsatisfactory and a deficiency which should be corrected by the 

addition of this information to complete the data set. 

Page 10-27 and 28. In the 3rd paragraph, (3) and in the 2nd para- 

graph it is noted that EIP conducted field surveys. liowever, on page 10- 

47 it is stated in the end of the next to the last paragraph that EIP made 

no field surveys! 

Page 10-33. Top paragraph. The flow in Hines Spring certainly did 

resume when pumping ceased. 

Page 10-47. 2nd paragraph. The same general comments apply to the 

1970-1990 period as to the pre-project period as noted for page 10-27, 2nd 

paragraph. 



7  

31 
Page 10-53. Impact 10-8. It is unders tood  t h a t  t h e  document which 

r e c o r d s  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of  l a n d s  between t h e  ELM and Los Angeles mandates 

t h a t  t h e  p u b l i c  will be provided a c c e s s  t o  t h e  r e s e r v i o r  a r e a s ,  n o t  

Page 10-57. Groundwater Pumping -- Lowering of  Water Tab le  1970-1990. 

1015 a c r e s ,  abou t  1 .6  s q u r e  miles, is a p i t i f u l l y  s m a l l  f i g u r e .  Did t h e  

County s t a f f  a g r e e  w i t h  t h i s  f i g u r e ?  33 
Page 10-59. Impact 10-13. Map showing t h e  3 a c r e s  t o  be m i t i g a t e d  is 

on F i g u r e  10-81, n o t  10-SF. 

Page 10-59. Groundwater Pumping -- Lowering of  Water T a b l e  -- Agree- 

ment. Your r e f e r e n c e  t o  "pages 10-64" does  n o t  seem t o  a p p l y .  - 
Pages 10-60 and 61. Fish S p r i n g s  and - and t i t t l e  Blackrock S p r i n g s .  

The a r e a s  t h a t  used t o  be  f e d  by t h e s e  s p r i n g s  h a s  s u f f e r e d  from pumping t o  

supp ly  t h e  f i s h  h a t c h e r i e s  w i t h  a  r e l i a b l e  s o u r c e  of water. We u r g e  t h a t  

t h e  runof f  from both  h a t c h e r i e s  be sp read  t o  t h e  a d j a c e n t  lower l a n d s  t o  

s i m u l a t e  t h e  supp ly  t h e s e  s p r i n g s  used t o  g i v e  them. S i n c e  you a r e  n o t  

pumping a t  t h e s e  two l o c a t i o n s  f o r  e x p o r t  b u t  r a t h e r  f o r  i n - v a l l e y  u s e s  

some good t o  t h e  a r e a s  shou ld  be r e a l i z e d  b e f o r e  t h e  wa te r  r u n s  i n t o  t h e  

r i v e r  ( f i s h  S p r i n g s )  o r  i n t o  t h e  aqueduct  (Black Rock) f o r  e v e n t u a l  u s e  o u t -  

s i d e  t h e  Va l l ey .  

Page 10-61. Top of  page.  Map showing Hines  s p r i n g  area is on F i g u r e  

10-8H, n o t  10-SG. 

Page 10-62. H i t i g a t i o n  Measures. R a i s i n g  f i s h  is no m i t i g a t i o n  f o r  

l o s s  of many a c r e s  of  v e g e t a t i o n !  Some of  t h e s e  f i s h  are even t a k e n  o u t  

of  t h e  V a l l e y ,  and t h a t ' s  c e r t a i n l y  no m i t i g a t i o n  f o r  u s .  

Hines  S p r i n g  s h o u l d  be r e s t o r e d  i n  and f o r  i t s  own r i g h t .  I n  g e n e r a l ,  

s u p p l y i n g  s u r f a c e  wa te r  t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  a former  s p r i n g  w i l l  never  re-es- 

t a b l i s h  t h e  s p r i n g  nor  i ts  o r i g i n a l  v a l u e .  I f  you r u n  a pump a t  Hines S p r i r  

i t  permanently e l i m i n a t e s  t h e  s p r i n g .  The water t a b l e  shou ld  be a l lowed  

t o  rise t o  t h e  p o i n t  where i t  w i l l  f low n a t u r a l l y  a g a i n .  Then t h e  n a t i v e  

s p e c i e s  n a t u r a l l y  o c c i r r i n g  w i l l  e v e n t u a l l y  r e t u r n .  

Page 10-64. ) l i t i g a t i o n  Measures 10-17. To s a y  t h a t  t h e  Lower Owens 

R i v e r  P r o j e c t  m i t i g a t e s  t h e s e  abandoned a c r e s  is d M g i n g  t h e  i s s u e .  F i r s t ,  

t h e s e  a r e a s  s h o u l d  have s t a n d i n g  i n  t h e i r  own r i g h t .  They were once w e t  

meadows and p a s t u r e s  and t h e y  cou ld  be a g a i n  i f  t h e  C i t y  s u p p l i e d  them w i t h  

wa te r .  Second, t h e  Lower Owens R i v e r  P r o j e c t  was conceived t o  be a bene- 

f i c i a l  p r o j e c t  f o r  i ts  own r e a s o n s ,  n o t  as a p o t e n t i a l  f o r  m i t i g a t i o n  of a l :  

t h e  V a l l e y s '  ills. To s a y  s o  is t o  p e r v e r t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  i s s u e  of  t h e  pro- 



ject and to denegrate the importance of the areas that should be restored 

for their own sake. - 
Page 10-69. Hitigation Measures 10-20. Same comments as above in 

reference to the Lower Owens River Project. 

Overall Valley-wide 'litigation. It is rediculous to as- 

sert that the Agreement itself is a mitigation -- for what specifically. 
Only actions are mitigation, and for specific wrongs to specific sites. 

Quit patting yourself on the back! - 

11. WILDLIFE. 

The general anecdotal discussions are dismal -- totally unscientific, 
and with - much information not necessary to an EIR, although fun to read. 

To see a good wildlife report see the Anheuser Rug) Cabin Bar DEIR. - 
Page 11-4. INTRODUCTION. Third line in 2nd paragraph, ..... October 

(whet year) to June 1074.. . . . - 
Page 21-15. Top paragraph. The Acorn Woodpecker seems to be at least 

a summer resident in Oak Creek at the Fish Hatchery. Nuttall's woodpecker 

is commonly seen and is a year-round resident around Lone Pine. Sext to 

last paragraph should mention that the American Crow is a summer resident 

in the Valley towns. - 
Page 11-15. 2nd paragraph. Permanent residents usually means year- 

round. If so, most of the listed species are summer residents only. - 
Page 11-16. Mammals. Why mention Perissodactyla? Vhy not also say 

that you are not discussing cattle too? - 
Page 11-71. 2nd paragraph. Rear were also a nuisance in Lone Pine 

recently. 

Page 11-32. Under Songbirds. Since the Yellow-billed cuckoo is listed 

as an endangered species and it has been known to breed on Big Pine and Lone 

Pine Creeks, any riparian burning in creeks with dense willow and cottonwood 461- . - 
I forest community must cease to protect the breeding habitat of this nearly -- 

47 t extinct species. Page 11-41. 4th paragraph. Here we go again allocating mitigation 

to the Lower Owens River Project when restored wetlands, ponds, springs, 

etc. would do much more to create good wildlife habitat than the single 

L River Project which was originally proposed only as a fishing enhancement. 



13. ENERGY. 

Page 13-6. Energy Production -- Due to Pumping -- 1970-1990. In the 

1st paragraph under Impact 13-1, the third sentence reads, in part: 
tt Water pumped from this region, along with some surface water diversions, 

1, 
flows only through the second Los Angeles Aqueduct,. . . . . . Isn't modern 

water engineering amazing! How can the City in all of its technical glory 

keep separated in the aqueduct and in the Haiwee Xeserviors a of the 
waters carried in the 2nd aqueduct?! 

14. LAND USE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT. 

Page 14-3. Under Ranch Leases. It is noted that the City leases land 

only to non-polluting users, and yet seems to consider livestock leases to 

be within this parameter. However, in many parts of the State, ranchers 

must dike land areas in which cattle gather so that runoff from areas where 

cattle gather will be collected so that it can be treated before it is re- 

leased into the general environment. Needless to say, there are many in- 

stances in which considerable pollution from livestock is entering the City's 

water supply (Giardia too). On pages 9-84 and 9-87 you discuss WATER QUAL- 

ITY and cite bacterial contamination. It is suspected that contamination of 

stream water by livestock was one of the reasons town water supplies were 

gradually changed to pumped sources. Cattle have a way of standing in the 

water supply when they drink and defecating into otherwise clear streams. 

Maybe it's time to clean up your act and keep cattle out of your water 

source which you praise as being so pure! 

Farther along in the same paragraph (Ranch Leases) you mention that 
1, ..... and off-road vehicles are prohibited (except on existing roads and 
trails.)" This provision certainly must not be being enforced as motor 

bikes are seen all over the Valley without apparent restriction. In a large 

area southwest of Independence motor bikes are used almost daily with much 

noise and dust polution to nearby residents. In the Alabama Hills, motor 

bikes and off-road vehicles have made a road through the willows in Ruiz 

Creek -- ahsolute devastation -- and have scarred creek banks and adjacent 
hillsides. These roads and trails were not there 10 years ago. It does 

little good for you toannounce that you have a policy if you don't enforce it - 
In the last paragraph, page 14-3, you mention "controlled burning". 

This is a joke. Nearly every controlled burn conducted in the Valley on 



City lands gets out of control. Several have been just north of Indepen- 

dence, one on Lone Pine Creek, and the worst burned about a thousand acres 

of beautiful riparian forest and wetlands on Hogback Creek. This area 

could well have been a nesting site for the endangered Yellow-billed cuckoo 

as it frequents dense riparian woodland habitat and has been reported in 

the Valley (page 11-32). Also the lessee has completely devastated the 

confluence area of the north and south forks of Lubken Creek. Repeated 

burning and brush cutting has altered an extensive riparian area to what 

he intends to alter to a wet meadow. This should be stopped so that the 

area can return to its natural state, riparian wood- and brushlands. We 

know that ranching is an important activity on City lands in the Valley, 

but there are other values that are also important and ranching shouldn't 

completely dominate the environment particularly on public lands on which 

/ the governmental agency, the City in this instance, has a responsibity to 

care for all aspects of the ecology. - 
Page 14-4. Table 14-1. Land ownership would be far more meaningful 

if you used the Owens River watershed as the base instead of the entire 

County. Please generate another supplemental Table. Then the City owner- 

ship would be a large percentage instead of only 3.8%. This DEIR should 

relate to the subject area of impact not the entire County. The percentages 

in the entire County are irrelevant. - 
Page 14-5. Commercial Leases. If you are sensitive to the economic 

stability and well-being of this Valley you should make commercial leases 

for at least 15 years so as to encourage better investments. We agree 

with your statement dn the next page that says "Los Angeles land ownership 

and management practices serve to restrict development in the Owens Valley 
11 ..... . For shame! 

52 r Pare 14-8. Table 14-2. Same general comment as for Table 14-1. These 

acreages and percentages are very misleading. Also, the "Vacant Land Area" 

s mostly, if not all, "used" by the BLFI. 

Page 14-9. Figure 14-1. Why is Mono County included? This DEIR is 

about the Owens River watershed, not Mono County. Please supply a supple- 

mental Figure to reflect this change. 

Page 14-11. Table 14-3. Same comment as for Tables 14-1 and -2. 

Page 14-12. Figure 14-2. Same comment as for Figure 14-1. 



Page 14-13. Figure 14-3. Again use only Owens River watershed area. 

Also, what does the top line connecting diamonds represent, and why the 

drop by 1970 when the other lines do not drop as much if at all? 

Page 14-16. Figure 14-4. Again why include Mono County? 

Page 14-18. Ranch Leases -- 1970 to 1990. Impact 14-5. In the 2nd 

paragraph it is noted that the terms of the ranchers' leases were reduced 

from 5 to 1, 2, and 3 years. Why was this? What did the ranchers do that 

was so wrong? Did you use this as a threat to the ranchers to make them 
,, behave"?! You say as a response to Inyo County's litigation filed against 

the City, but the ranchers didn't file the action! Just mean petulance on 

the City's part. 

Mitigation Measure. 14-5. If you want to atone for this make the 

leases 10 - 15 years. And the ranchers may feel that they have more of a 

stake in the well-being of the forage. 

Under Ranch Leases - Agreement. Increase the lease period to 10 - 15 
years. 

Under Commercial Leases -- Agreement. Increase the period to 10 - 15 
years. 

Page 14-21. Figure 14-5. Same comment as for Figure 14-4. 

Page 14-22. Figure 14-6. Same comment as for Figure 14-3. 

Page 14-23. Table 14-4. Here is a good table. Thank you. 

15. CULTURAL - AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES. 

Page 15-3. PREHISTORY. 2nd line. How were petroglyphs "recovered"? 

Or is this supposed to be "discovered"? 

16. ANCILLIARY FACILITIES. 

Page 16-18. Under Bishop Area. Last sentence, 1st paragraph indicates 

that new (as well as old) wells are to be located near creeks and ditches. 

Of course! All the better to conduct the pumped water directly into the 

aqueduct.!! 

Page 16-35. Under Impact 16-12. The last sentence states that: "The 

nearest groundwater-dependent vegetation to this site is over one mile away" 

This is not true. Within a few hundred feet of the new well site are Water 

birch, Coffeeberry, Willows, Cottonwood, a Yellow pine, and some Black lo- 

cust. 



- 
Page 16-41. S e c t i o n  16.4. GROUNDWATER PUMPING ON THE BISHOP CONE. 

T h i s  e n t i r e  s e c t i o n  seems t o  avo id  t h e  admiss ion  t h a t  molPcules  of  pumped 

wa te r  do g e t  i n t o  t h e  aqueduct  i n  s p i t e  of  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  "Los Angeles is 

prec luded  from e x p o r t i n g  groundwater from ..... t h e  Bishop Cone"." We re- 

a l i z e  t h a t  one c o u l d  adop t  a  s c e n a r i o  t h a t ,  i n  a w e t  y e a t ,  no groundwater 

would be pumped and t h e  Bishop Cone would r e c e i v e  wa te r  o n l y  from Bishop 

Creek and t h a t  any e x c e s s  would run i n t o  t h e  aqueduct .  Then i n  a  moderate 

yea r  some groundwater would be pumped t o  make up f o r  a  dec reased  Bishop 

Creek and still runof f  would g e t  i n t o  t h e  aqueduct .  I f  i n  s u c c e s s i v e  d ry  

y e a r s ,  such  as now, more wa te r  h a s  t o  be pumped t o  s u p p l y  t h e  Bishop Cone 

w i t h  t h e  p roper  amount t o  a d e q u a t e l y  supp ly  '0s Angeles-owned l a n d s ,  still 

some which is e x c e s s  t o  t h e  needs  g e t s  i n t o  t h e  aqueduct .  A c t u a l l y  t h e  more - 
pumped t h e  more s t a y s  i n  Bishop Creek,  a l l  t h e  b e t t e r  f o r  t h e  r i p a r i a n  veg- 

e t a t i o n  and f i s h ,  b u t  f i n a l l y  it becomes u n d e s i r e a b l e  t o  pump more when 

pumping b e g i n s  t o  a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t  v e g e t a t i o n  and p r i v a t e  wells n e a r  t h e  

C i t y  w e l l s .  

But nowhere i n  a l l  t h e  C i t y ' s  d i s c u s s i o n  i s  t h i s  whole s u b j e c t  openly  

covered s o  t h a t  everyone f u l l y  u n d e r s t a n d s  what t h e  C i t y  is do ing ,  what t h e  

t r u e  o b j e c t i v e s  are, how t h e  water ba lance  e x i s t s ,  and t h a t  t h e  C i t y  does  

i n  f a c t  e x p o r t  pumped groundwater.  Your v e i l e d  d i s c u s s i o n  c a u s e s  u s  t o  be 

s u s p e c t  o f  o t h e r  p a r t s  of  t h e  DEIR i n  which good f a i t h  f u l l  d i s c l o s u r e  is 

imper&ive s o  t h a t  t h e  p u b l i c  can  r e a l l y  r e l y  upon your document t o  " l ay  

it  a l l  o u t  on t h e  t a b l e " .  

- 
17 .  CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

Page 17-2. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONIfENTAL EFFECTS. 

Add t h e  f o l l o w i n g  t o  t h i s  s e c t i o n :  

I. Vege ta t ion  is u n l i k e l y  e v e r  t o  r e t u r n  t o  t h e  p re -p ro jec t  c o n d i t i o n .  

2. Economic development normal t o  o t h e r  a r e a s  is n o t  l i k e l y  e v e r  t o  

occur  due t o  t h e  V a l l e y ' s  committment t o  wa te r  s t o r a g e  and d e l i v e r y  t o  L.A. 

3 .  The e n t i r e  v a l l e y  i s  l i k e l y  committed f o r e v e r  t o  r anch ing  and r e -  

l a t e d  a g r i c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  

4 .  The Owens Lake is u n l i k e l y  e v e r  t o  ho ld  s i g n i f i c a n t  amounts of  

wa te r  f o r  long .  - 



We would like to take this opportunity to offer an observation which 

puts the City in good standing with thoselrrho enjoy the Valley's undevel- 

opedcondition. If it were not for the City's water gathering activities 

this past 75 years it is quite likely that this area would be heavily de- 

veloped and all privately owned (except possibly for the bajadas). We 

appreciate the extent to which it is a "wild" area and, although not pris- 

tine, is better environmentally than the San Joaquin Valley. - 
Page 17-5 and 6. Under Land Management. It is disclosed that the 

City has a'brazing managament program." The five elements listed at the 

top of page 17-6 are impressive. We would add three more: 

o The issuance of new or renewed grazing permits will be subject to 

the CEQA process with full public participation. 

o Grazing leases shall be for a period of at least 10 years. 

o The City, as a public agency, recognizes its legal obligation to 

fulfill its responsibilities to provide full environmental review of all 

its land uses, especially the heavily impacting use of grazing. An EIR 

will be prepared to explain and justify the entire general program. 

The City's lands are not "private" as its signs proclaim but public -- 
the City is a governmental agency and fully obligated to comply with State 

environmental law in this regard. - 

VOLUME I1 

Page A-10. Line 22. What is the purpose of this paragraph? Is it 

an escape clause for inaction? This needs to be rewritten and expanded. 

Page R-17,18. Line 28. Something needs to be added between the last 

word in line 28 "changes" and the next part-word "tation" in line 1, 

probably "in vege-". 

Page B-19. Lines 6-10. A change from mixed meadow grassland to a 

salt-grass meadow would be considered a significant and adverse. 

Line 23. 12 months is too long. Six months should be 

plenty, particularly if you have to go through a dispute resolution time 

frame too. 

Page A-20.21. Line 28 to land 2. We would consider a change from ir 

rigated pasture to alfalfa monoculture to be significant and adverse. 



Page B-21. Lines 15-18. Doesn't the Standing Committee need to get 

involved here as in the next paragraph? 

Page R-26. Last paragraph. The provision that the City can unilater- 

ally turn a pump hack on (or do anything else) is unacceptable. It is com- 

pletely inconsistant with the goals of the Agreement which advocate coop- 

erative management by both parties with the built-in safeguards this pro- 

vides. Unilaterally watering a monitoring site could destroy its integ- 

rity and usefullness. This provision must be deleted from the Agreement 

and proposed project in any form. 

Page B-28. Line 19. This unilateral revision and implementation leaves 

the County out of the picture. Consultation with the County would be better 

and changes such as in 5 should also receive County's approval, not just 

the opportunity to comment before implementation. 

Page R-39. For the County to contribute any funds towards the con- 

struction, operation, or maintenance of a pumpback station is totally un- 

acceptable. The Owens River is essentially dry solely because of the City's 

water gathering activities -- the County had absolutely nothing to do with 
the River's present condition. Since by a previous court order the City 

must not allow water to run into the lakebed, the pumpback should be en- 

tirely the City's obligation. 

Page B-48. - E. Then on 

Page R-50. - G. Where is Section - F? Also, Park and Environmental As- 

sistance to City of Bishop should be capital letters. 

Page R-50. RELEASE - OF CITY-OWNED - LANDS. No wetlands, meadows, or pas- 

tures should be released for commercial or residential development. These 

lands are unique in a desert environment. Plenty of already disturbed, drv 

or filled lands are available for release. 

Page B-58,59. Line 27. Change (Section I) to (Section 11, Article I). 

Line 28. Change (Section 11) to (Section 11, Article 11). 

Line 1. Change (Section V.C) to (Section 11, Article V - R ) .  

Page 61. Line 24. Who is "either party?" Ambiguous -- needs clari- 
fication. 

The Titles of Sections XXI, XXVIII, XXIX, XXX, XXXI, and XXXII should 

all be in capitol letters. 



THE GREEN BOOK 

Page -i- Fourth line from top. The quotation comes from Section 

1II.E. of the Agreement, not Section I.E. 

Page -ii- We cannot find the quotation at the bottom of the page. 

Page -1- I. VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 1st paragraph. Does the Standing 

Committee review and approve determinations, decisions or actions of the 

Technical Group? 

Page -19- Top paragraph. Don't the Technical Group and the Standing 

Committee play any part in this decision to reduce irrigation water? 

Page -14- 3. Type D Vegetation. All riparian burning must stop so 

that your monitoring procedures can be effective. How can you determine 

water deficiency if the vegetation is all chewed off? 

Page -24- Suharticle V. Riparian burning and overgrazing must stop. 

Page -28- Middle of the 1st paragraph. 12 months is too long. Six 

months would be better. 

Page -29- 2nd paragraph. Compensatory mitigation is unacceptable. 

Mitigation to be meaningful must be at the site which has been adversely 

affected. Under subsection b., who pays for the consultant? 

Page -46- 3rd paragraph. Can't find l.C.2. Do you mean Table 1.A 

on page -6-? 

Page -77- G. Projecting Seasonal Water Balance for Plant Available 

Soil Water and Transpiration Requirements. Until all these highly tech- 

nical procedures are tested and proven over several years of use perhaps 

it would be well to rely on "safe yield" as a backup! We so recommend. 

FINAL COMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The "no action" alternative required be analyzed by CEQA is, in this 

case, the "No Project" Alternative which means analyzing the environmental 

conditions which existed prior to the operation of the 2nd barrel. As 

stated elsewhere, this is very poorly done with virtually no documentation 

of those conditions and the assertion that scientific evaluation of what 

documentation there is is interpreted differently by qualified scientists. 

This appears to be used as an excuse to offer virtually nothing of real 



value and to sidestep what information is available because it would be 

too damaging to the City and require too much mitigation. - 
The other alternatives offered are not really alternatives to the water 

gathering and transmission process; they are only variations of the pro- 

posed project. True alternatives would present and analyze & detail the 
advantages and disadvantages of other sources of water, such as desalin- 

ization, reclaimation, conservation, no growth, etc. These are touched 

upon but not analyzed. This Chapter is inadequate. - 
The mitigation proposals do not really correct the overall environ- 

mental damage to the Valley. Alfalfa fields, woodlots, selling land to the 

County and Bishop, Lone Pine Sports Complex, Eastern California Museum, etc. 

may be compensatory mitigation but they do little, if anything, to correct 

the basic damage of drying the Valley. The City, by this document, does 

not intend to rewater the Valley to the 1970 conditions but only promises 

that it won't get worse than it was in 1984-1987 after the damage was done. 

This is not truly mitigation and the City can only absolve itself of censure 

for presenting another inadequate EIR by preparing a statement of overriding 

considerations in which the City clearly identifies the damages which it 

does not intend to correct and therein supports its non-action. It is in- 

conceivable that the County could otherwise let the City get away with 

ruining the Valley and not requi-re it to correct the deficiencies as any 

other corporation or business that has offended the environment would have 

to do. This correction would include restoration of dried up springs and 

wetlands, rewatering dried up creeks and the River, restoration of meadows 

- and wet pastures, small lakes, ponds, and seeps, etc., etc. 
In many places it is stated that loss of riparian areas, meadows, me- 

anders, lakes, ponds, etc. has occurred and yet there are few figures to 

show the actual acreage. Not presenting the actual figures makes it easier 

for the public to accept rewatering the Lower Owens River as an overall 

mitigation for the loss of all the little sites throughout the Valley. This 

is misleading and deceptive and must be corrected. We must have these fig- 

ures to get a true picture of what needs to be done or what we have actually 

lost. The Lower Owens River Project can't mitigate for all the Valley's 

losses and never was originally intended to do so when first suggested as 

a project. 



- 
No where in the DEIR is rewatering the Owens River Gorge mentioned 

as a mitigation project. Since it is within the shed of the Owens River it 

would he proper to include it. This needs to be added in the final EIR. - 
?luch has been made of the severe dust problem created when South winds 

blow over the dried up Owens Lake bed and this is not to be minimized. But 

those of us i n  the South end 01 t h e  $'alley are also suljjeetrd t o  a severe 

dust problem from North winds. The land is so bare and dry that the wind 

whips dust off the ground i.nte the air where it is transported for many 

miles. In Chapter 12, Air Quality, a pitifully small number of acres will 

be treated to restore vegetation but tens of thousands of acres remain with 

no comment at all about the problem or its overall resolution. Rewatering 

and meaningful reduction in grazing pressure would help considerably. 

This subject needs to be added to this Chapter to complete the proposed 

action to mitigate the widespread Valley dust problem. - 
If a1.l of the individual comments and general comments and suggestions 

are followed there will be enough new data and information not previously 

presented to the public that it is clear that another period of public re- 

view of the new data will be necessery. This entire DEIR would not have to 

be reissued hut only the new information and significant revisions. This 

could probably be done, reviewed, and the final EIR published so that it 

could have the 30-day legal review period and still make the court date of 

Septenber 28. If not, another extension may be necessary. - 
We appreciate your having provided us with the opportunity to review 

and comment upon this DEIX and the time extention within which to do so. 

We look forward to the next review with considerable interest. 

'Ld+ 
Vincent Yod ,Conservation Chair 

Bristlecone Chapter 

California Native Plant Society 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Cf 1 

RESPONSE Cl l -1  

Please refer to  response to master comment S-1 regarding the base of comparison. 

RESPONSE (211-2 

Many of the impacts to the environment in Owens Valley are the result of the construction and 

operation of the first aqueduct, and are therefore beyond the scope of this Draft EIR. For 

additional discussion of direct and cumulative impacts, please refer to response to master comment 

MT-5. 

RESPONSE C l l -3  

Page 1-1, the last sentence, has been changed to read, ". . . Inyo National Forest, except that the 

Inyo Mountains south of Pat Keyes Canyon is administered by the Bureau of Land Management." 

Text wrrection is included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE C l l -4  

Text correction is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE C l l -5  

Water meters were installed in various Owens Valley communities between 1976 and 1979. 

Metering contributed to a reduction in water use. The data point for 1967 was inadvertently 

omitted from Figure 4-10; however, this does not alter the trend of the curve. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C11 

RESPONSE C l l -6  

Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 for more discussion of allowable vegetation 

changes under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE C11-7 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 regarding the conversion of irrigated pasture to 

alfalfa. 

RESPONSE C11-8 

Members of the Technical Group include technical staff from LADWP and the lnyo County 

Water Department. For a description of the Technical Group see Section 11, pages B-8 and B- 

9 of the Agreement. A wide range of technical disciplines is represented in the Technical Group 

including botany; hydrology; plant ecology; range, fish and wildlife management; and civil 

engineering. The technical requirements for the Technical Group may vary depending on  the 

issues to be considered; expertise would be supplemented as needed. Also, please refer to 

response to master comment PD-7. 

RESPONSE C l l -9  

The statement pertaining to lands supplied with water can be clarified by referring to the 

Agreement, Section IV.A, page B-20, beginning on line 20; and in particular on line 7 of page B- 

21. 

RESPONSE Cll-10 

The report authors regret the inadvertent omission of wood lots from the list of E/M projects in 

Table 5-3. 

RESPONSE C11-11 

For a discussion of the release of Los Angeles-owned lands, please refer to response to master 

comment PD-15. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter Cil  

RESPONSE Cll-12 

Comment noted; however, the Lower Owens River Project is addressed in the individual discussions 

of the alternatives. 

RESPONSE Cll-13 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-14 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-15 

The units are in acre-feet per year. 

RESPONSE Cll-16 

These figures are annual average for the period shown. 

RESPONSE Cll-17 

The units shown in the wlumn heading (gpd/ft) are wrrect. The time period mentioned in 

Footnote 2 should be "day," not "minute." 

RESPONSE Cll-18 

Units of storativity are volume per unit area per unit change in head; or, volume per volume, which 

is dimensionless as long as consistent units are applied. 

RESPONSE Cll-19 

Flow data for Reinhackle Spring are available for review at LADWP's Bishop office. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C11 

RESPONSE C11-20 

Tinemaha Reservoir serves as a seasonal storage reservoir and not a settling basin. The 

implications on  the overall Los Angeles aqueduct system from the removal of Tinemaha Reservoir 

are unknown at this time, and would be the subject of future study. 

RESPONSE Cll-21 

The figures presented are averages for the time period indicated, in thousands of acre-feet. 

RESPONSE Cl l-22 

Well numbers 224 and 339 are deep observation wells and are not pump-equipped. 

RESPONSE Cll-23 

The groundwater budget data presented in Table 9-11 was prepared by USGS, and was the most 

recent computation of a groundwater budget by USGS. A conveyance gain results from 

groundwater inflow to a canal or ditch. 

RESPONSE Cl l-24 

The presence of coliform or  streptococci bacteria in Los Angeles' raw water supplies in the levels 

measured do  not constitute a significant threat to public health because conventional water 

treatment processes are effective in removing pathogens from the water supply; therefore, no 

mitigation is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-25 

The text in paragraph 4, page 10-3, is corrected to read "(mean January low, 21 degrees F)". In 

the last paragraph, page 10-3, the statement is corrected to read "median (4.3 inches),". The 

median is not the half-way point on the graph, it represents the figure that has an equal number 

of observations above and below it. In this case the median of 4.3 inches means that haif the years 

recorded greater than 4.3 inches and half recorded less than 4.3 inches. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C11 

RESPONSE Cll-26 

Please refer to the responses to master comments VE-6 concerning plant species of concern and 

PD-5 concerning habitats of concern, primarily seeps, and springs. 

RESPONSE Cll-27 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-I concerning pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE Cll-28 

EIP personnel made several field visits to Owens Valley during the preparation of the Draft EIR. 

These surveys were intended to acquaint the writers with the vegetation of the valley. The 

sentence on page 10-47 does not state that EIP made no field surveys, it says that no original 

scientific field studies (by EIP personnel) were done as part of the EIR, and this is true. 

RESPONSE Cll-29 

A small flow was observed at Hines Spring at various periods during the 1960s and 1980s. 

RESPONSE Cll-30 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-1. 

RESPONSE Cl l-31 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-32 

Please refer to responses to master comments VE-2, VE-3 and MT-8. 

RESPONSE Cll-33 

This is correct, the reference to Figure 10-8F on page 10-59 is changed to read "Figure 10-8I". 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C11 

RESPONSE Cll-34 

The water provided from the hatchery is commingled with other water and is used both for in- 

valley uses and export to Los Angeles. Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3 and 

MT-8 for a discussion of mitigation measures. Los Angeles has not agreed to implement the 

suggested mitigation. 

RESPONSE C11-35 

This is correct, the reference on  page 10-61 to Figure 10-8G is changed to read "Figure 10-8H. 

RESPONSE Cll-36 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment MT-3 for an elaboration of the 

various types of mitigation allowed under CEQA. 

RESPONSE C11-37 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll -38 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-3 for a discussion of mitigation allowed under 

CEQA, and response to master comment MT-6 regarding the Lower Owens River Project. 

RESPONSE Cll-39 

Please refer to response to comment (211-38 above. 

RESPONSE (211-40 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-41 

The Cabin Bar EIR covers a small area and a project that has yet to be implemented; therefore, 

it should be in a different format than this EIR. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C11 

RESPONSES Cll-42 to Cll-44 

Text corrections are noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft 

EIR. 

RESPONSE Cll-45 

Comment noted. Perissodactyla was mentioned to indicate that there is an eighth order of 

mammals in the valley. 

RESPONSE C11-46 

Comment noted. Riparian burning in creeks with dense willow and cottonwood forest is not an 

approved LADWP policy. 

RESPONSE Cll-47 

The Lower Owens River Project is acceptable mitigation. See response to master comment MT- 

6. Also see response to master comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA, Appendix 

C-2 also presents a description of the goals and elements of the Lower Owens River Project. As 

ailowed under CEQA, upon finalization of the project description, a separate environmental review 

will be conducted. 

RESPONSE Cll-48 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-49 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-50 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C11 

RESPONSE Cll -51 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cl l -52  

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll -53 

Data for Inyo County alone were not available prior to  1968, this is why the data for Inyo and 

Mono Counties are combined in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE Cll-54 

Data for Inyo and Mono Counties were combined prior to 1968 and not available separately. 

The diamonds in the legends of Figures 14-3 and 14-6 pertain to auto-related sales. Text 

correction is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE Cll-55 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C11-56 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C11-57 

No changes are proposed in LADWP's lease program (agricultural o r  commercial) as part of the 

proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment PD-14 for a discussion of LADWP 

land management practices. Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cl l-58 

No changes are proposed in LADWP's lease program (agricultural or commercial) as part of the 

proposed project. Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C11 

RESPONSE Cll -59 

Correct. Chapter 15, page 15-3, second line "recovered" is changed to "discovered. 

RESPONSE C11-66 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll -61 

The species cited in this comment are riparian (typically found along a watercourse) and not 

groundwater dependent. The statement in Chapter 16, page 16-35, under Impact 16-12 of the 

Draft EIR is correct. Also see response C2-1 in letter C-2. 

RESPONSE Cll-62 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 regarding groundwater pumping on the Bishop 

Cone; and WA-3 for a discussion of commingling of water in the aqueduct system. 

RESPONSE Cll-63 

This comment is a personal opinion. Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-64 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE Cll-65 

This comment expresses personal opinions on the merits of the project and does not relate to  the 

content of the Draft EIR. Comments noted. Regarding vegetation change refer to response to 

master comments PD-6 and VE-1; regarding County funds please see response to master comment 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C11 

PD-11; and for discussion of release of Los Angela-owned land please refer to response to master 

comment PD-15. 

RESPONSE C11-66 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE Cll-67 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-I for discussion of alternatives. 

RESPONSE Cll-68 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-1, pertaining to adequacy of past mitigation, 

MT-3 for discussion pertaining to mitigation under CEQA, and MT-8 for discussion of mitigation 

options. 

RESPONSE Cll-69 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1, pertaining to pre-project conditions; MT-3, 

related to mitigation under CEQA, and MT-6 for a discussion of the Lower Owens River Project. 

RESPONSE Cll-70 

Since publication of the Draft EIR in September 1990, a malfunction in the Los Angeles aqueduct 

system occurred. Los Angeles, in coordination with State Fish and Game, has initiated rewatering 

of the Owens River Gorge below the Upper Gorge powerhouse. 

RESPONSE Cll-71 

Please refer to response to master comment AQ-1 for discussion of Owens Dry Lake. Livestock 

grazing is not part of the project. See response to master comment PD-14. 

RESPONSE C11-72 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Letter C12 

High Sierra Packer's Assodation, Eastern Unit 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER C12 

RESPONSE C12-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter C13 

Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 





LETTER C.13 

Drawer D 
Lone Pine, CA 93545 
Jan. 24, 1991 

;on~ Davis. Senior Vice President 
- T D  r.. bsociates 
:53 Spear St.. Suite 1500 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis, 

The To~yaoe Chapter of the Sierra Club has studied the Draft 
S~v:ronmenta! Impact Report for the Inyo County/Los Angeles Long 
Term Groundwater Management Plan and submits the enclosed 
coxmenis. 

. . we :ook forward to our comments receiving careful review and we 
anricipate the Final EIR will show the necessary corrections and 
soaii!ons. For the Sierra Club to fully support the Final EIR and 
Agreement substantive changes must occur. 

Thanryou for the opportunity to comment and for the extension of 
the comment period. 

Micnae! Pratner 
Chair- Toiyabe Chapter 
Sierra Club 

!AS VEGAS GROUP 
P 0 Box 19777 To explore enjoy. and proten the wtld plocea of the e a n h  . . 
L-,s Veqas Nevada 891 19 

GREAT BASIN GROUP 
P.O. Box 8096  

Reno.Nevada89507 



The Toiya~e Chapter of the Sierra Club wishes to make the 
following comments regarding the Inyo County/Los Angeles Long 
Term Groundwater Management Plan Draft EIR. 

-SUMMARY: 
Areas of Controversy 

The DEIR is inadequate in that water conservation 
calling for manadatory rationing immediately in Los Angeles was 
demanded by large numbers Of the public during the public 
involvement periods and this demand is not mentioned in this 
sect ion of the Summary. Los Angeles is seeking to expand its 
water gathering and yet has only voluntary conservation at the 
present time. - 

Revegetation success is a major concern with the 
puDlic. In addition, the numbers of acres to be revegetated is 
questioned by many in the pub1 ic:' Lt ttle discussion of either of 
these points is provided that allows the reader to understand the 
concerns raised by the public. What will happen If revegetation 
is unsuccessful? Why Is only a fraction of the damaged vegetation 
area receiving treatment? - 

No mention is shown of agency and government 
controversy raised during review. Were there no controversial 
issues rasied by CADFG. Mono County, APCD. LRWQCB etc.? 

Los Angeles's water gathering operation includes both Inyo 
ana Mono County. Many in the public demanded that Inyo's portion 
of the operation cannot be separated from what happens in Mono 
County. No mention of this important Gestion appears in the DlER 
Summary. - 
CHAPTER 4 

p4-7 This graphic should display ONLY Inyo County's 
irrigated acres that have been lqst. Monb County has been 
excluded from the DEIR. The reader must be able to clearly see 
that nearly 50% of Inyo County's irrigated acres have been lost 
since 1970. Current irrigated acreage is about 1/7 of that which 
existed in the 1920's. 

p4-10 No explanation is given for the dramatic decline 
in water use in the towns beginning around 1975-76. p5 

p5-3 The 1984-87 inventory of vegetation was taxonomic 
or categorical and not qualitative. Detecting change without 
quantitative baseline data is a weakness. Sientiflcally, how can 
change be detected? 

p5-4 The worst-case condition should be changed t o  5 or 
more year as a result of the lesson learned from the current 
drought . 

p5-4 Much of the Lower Owens River riparian vegetation 
is suppiled 5y springs and seeps. This area is labled Type E, or 
Blue on the maps meanlng it is SUPPI ied water. Greater protection 
wouio result from Type D designation and would result in a more 

5 orrect Iaoiing. 
p5-5 Change within type can be significant to sensitive 

o l E c r  :no 3nim31 s~ecies--for example change from seage marsh to 



salt marsh or change from alt cedar to riparian, 
must be suplimented wi th  m rotection in order 
sianificant impacts. 

p5-5 Type E vegetation-- Conversion of native or 
irrigated pasture to alfalfa would result in a ignificant loss 
of wi!dlife. T ted within Type E. 

tiuon is not mentioned 
in the Agreemen ntory of this 
vegetation must project analysis 
and not occur i scribes. Without these 
critically important areas known the DElR Is inadequate. 

chery we1 is should NOT be exempt from 
o alternatives are offered to the 

continuous pumping with its proven significant impacts on the 
environment i.e. loss of egetation, and change in groundwater 
flov at Oak Creek due to lackrodk HAtchery. The 40,000 AF pumped 
per year for hatcheries represents nearly 50% of the In-valley 
pumped water use. Since 85% of the trout from Fish Springs goes 
to Mono County, these hatcheri s are NOT mitigations for Inyo 
County . 

p5-18 Environmental Projects--These projects appear 
discretionary and should be put under the joint management of the 
Technical Committee thus assuring their continuation. Some of 
these projects such as Calvert Slough etc. currently have no 
water in them and are virtuaily dead blologlcafly. 

p5-18,4 --*... non-benificIa1 use* An analysis of the 
environmental benlflts should be done and balanced against the 
impacts. 

p5-19 MI1 l Pond-- is 1s NOT an environmental project. 
It 13 a recreational pro.iect. 

Klondlke Lake-- This lake has little benifit for 
nesting due to the disturbance by boaters. 

Calvert Slough-- Current 1 y dry and represent lng 
no real wildllfe value. 

Little Blackrock Spring-- Overgrown and not 
providing surface(pond) water as it did before It was destroyed. 
This site and others are examples of the Inadequacy of relying on 
the application of surface water to correct for pumping damage. 

Diaz Lake-- Primarily a winter and mlgraton 
area-little use for water birds for breeding. 

p5-23 The Lower Owens River Project should also provide 
for public participation In Its deslgn and management. This 
should include, but not be limited to Ducks Unlimited, the Owens 
Val ley Warm Water Fishery Association, the Eastern Slerra Audubon 
Society, the California Native Plant Society and Slerra Club. 

p5-24 Regarding salt cedar removal site prloritles-- 
Sites along the shores of Owens lake such as Ash Creek, 
Cottonwood Creek. Bartlett Spring etc. should be added because of 
their value as wlldllfe habitat and the fact that salt cedar 
invaded these sltes due to water releases from the aqueduct 
system. 

p5-24 Releases of Land-- In an agreement with the 
expressed goal of prohibiting any damage to vegetation NO wetland 
:surface or sub-irrigated) areas should be released as a part of 
this sareement. Certainlv there are alternate "dry-ands that 



can be substituted. 
p5-27 Recreational Use--North and South Haiwee 

Reserviors should be opened for fishing use with no power boats 
allowed. South Haiwee should be walk-in only since it receives a 
nuge use by waterfowl in migration and winter. No hunting should 
be allowed since there are no sanctuaries of any kind in the 
Owens Valley. - 
CHAPTER 6 

p6-18 Implications of Owens Valley Alternatives--Increased 
export from the Owens Valley in the 1970's has been 42,000AF 
which represents 6.5% of Los Angeles's water demand. Even the 
worst voluntary conservation compliance by users in Los Angeles 
has saved that amount of water. Electricity generating capacity 
losses could be offset by the recent announcement by MJP 
Comissioner Michael Gage that D@ wi l l be constructing a new 
geothermal unit at Coso. Mr. Gage's press release further states 
that the city currently has excess electrical generating 
capacity. 

No alternative exists within the DEIR that would provide 
for the agreement with its environmental protections and benifits 
and yet no increased water export equal to the 6.5% mentioned on 
p6-18. Future electrical generating revenues from the new Coso 
geothermal plant could purchase MWD water. Water need would be 
reduced through conservation and existing Los Angeles policy 
while revenue increases from Coso geothermal would offset 
electrical revenue losses resulting from less water being 
exported from the Owens Valley. 

1 

1 CHPPTLR pi-?. 9-16-- Mitigation Measures- V o  mitIgatlon 
measures are required for impact6,to water resources:' 
This implies the authors put no value on water? Why have there 
been such disagreements over the worth of water in the past? 
- 

p7-8, lo-!-- Impacts and mitigation- Vegetation has 
been severely altered by water management practices of the city. 
Feast or famlne water regimes since 1970 have significantly 
impacted riparian vegetation. 

p7-9, 10-7-- Fluctuations in storage volumes HAVE 
significantly impacted vegetation by ailwing the invasion of 
salt ceaar and not allowing stable native vegetation 
colonization. 

p7-ll and 7-12 As a mitigation for the destruction of 
the largest springs in the valley by the fish hatchery pumps. the 
hatchery tailwater should be used as flow-through systems of 
created wetlands and ponds. Fish in trade for wetland loss is not 
adequate compensation in kind and no longer agrees with the goals 

the Water Management Plan's spirit and intent. 
The Lower Owens Rlver cannot be used sa a *catch 

ail" compensation for loss of springs. wells and wetlands. The 
Lower Owens River must serve as mitigation for the loss of the 
river itself. Using it to compensate for diverse marshes. seeps. 
springs. ponds and !.rells is insufficient. The river becomes a 
nirrm green iine in piace of a varied vetland habitat system. 



-- PAGE 4 -- 
Re-water Tuiare Swamp east of Thibaut and other areas in 
audition, PLUS develop the Lower Owens River. 

Reinhackle Spring represents the last natural 
large spring in the entire southern Owens Valley. It must be 
protected from pumping pressure. New wells that could even 
POSSIBLY impact Reinhackle nust not e dri1 ied, T e provision to 
provide surface water in the event of impacts on the spring due 
to pumping must 5e struck from the DEIR and Agreement. Seely 
Sprlna is already a hole in the ground with a pump pouring water 
into it; Seely is no longer a natural spring. Reinhackle 
represents the natural heritage of the Owens Valley. Wlth the 
Inaependence springfield already destroyed and many of the wells 
and seeps south of it reduced significantly in flow, Reinhackle 
is a spot where citizens can see a natural spring flowing from 
the ground. It cannot be mitigated or compensated for so it must 
remain in its present state. 

p7-17. 11-2-- Plans for monltofing and inventorying 
wildlife are not defined in the slightest way in the DEIR. What 
methods to date have been used and what 1s the data? The DEIR anc 
Aareement contain much in mgardS to vegetation monitoring and 
specific..future study. however there is an absence of similar 
comitment to wildlife values. 

p7-22. 16-11-- Strike, "or provide water to avoid such 
decreases or changes.' As stated above. Reinhackie Spring must 
never be allowed to become and artificially sustained system. It 
represents the last in the string of springs and flowing wells 
that extends to the north. Enhancing the wildlife values of 
Reinhackle Spring must be a mitigation. The spring represents a 
minute piece of the Owens Valley water heritage. Allowlng the 
possiblity of surface water to keep the vegetation alive still 
results in the death of the natural spring. 

CHAPTER 9 
p9-5.3 References to Pleasant Valley Reservior and Dan 

are 1953. 1954 and 1956. These dates should be in agreement with 
each other. 

p9-35 Hatchery groundwater losses and resultant sprlng 
loss have been significant. The hatcheries should not be used as 
mitlaatlon since the hatcheries were already in existence when 
the impacts occurred. Most of the fish are exported to Mono 
County.. The annual pumplng for the hatcheries represents nearly 
50% of the In-valley pumping. Aadltlonal mltlgation is necessary 

Hatchery tal lwater should be used to develop marshes 
and ponds for wllaiife in a "flow-throughu system that allows thl 
water to then enter the aqueduct. These 20-30 acre wetlands woull 
compensate. in part, for the hundreds of acres lost from 
groundwater pumping at the hatcheries and elsewhere in the Owens 
Valley as well as the loss of wetlands due to irrigation stoppagl 
and reduction in operational spreading. The Lower Owens River 
compensates in quantity, but not necessarily quallty. Much of thl 
diverslty and mosaic of wetlands have been lost with a resultant 
loss of wildlife. 

pQ-52 The Lower Owens River project in not clearly 
aefinea in s u m  a manner that the reader can compare the 
comensatory nltiaation with the impacts of water gathering. 
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Where were the wetlands (natural and manmade) that have been 
lost? What plant species predominated there? What wildlife 
species depended on the habitat? The Lower Owens River project 
is a narrow green line and cannot replace diversity and the 
mosaic of wetlands that existed before. 

In addition, where are the ponds? What water regime will 
the project be provided with? What public participation will take 
place in planning the project and its management? - 

p-54.9-6 Operational spreading during above average 
rainfall years created seasonal wetlands of considerable size 
where many waterfowl of diverse species nested. Because of the 
reduction of operational spreading, these natural wetlands will 
be lost. Artificial replacment does not guarantee reduction of 
significant impact or compensation for loss. 

The Lower Owens River project must be expanded to create 
more permanent as well as seasonal wetlands. The Lower Owens 
River is an obligation due Inyo County separate from the water 
agreement and this DEIR. Existing California Fish and Game Codes 
require water must continue below diversions for maintenance of 
fisheries. The main stem of the Owens River is required to be 
provided.with water. It cannot be counted as a mitigation. Only 
wetland habitat separate from the main stem must be included as 
- mitigation for loss of wetlands due to water gathering. 

p?-58 Pumping 
V M  wells are exempt from shutoff. Impacts of the 

E/M pumping should be clearly explained. The average cfs for the 
E/M wells is 15 while the average cfs for productlon wells is 
around 6. The reader must be able to evaluate the impacts in 
order to determine if the W M  projects do lessen lmpacts or 
compensate for losses. 

p9-83 Groundwater Pumping- Surface water should NOT be 
applied to mitigate Impacts to e;r/lsting wetlands if this will 
lead to a permanent use of surface water and therefore create an 
artificially maintained environment. Pumping should first cease 
or be reduced rather than al lowing the option of providing 
surface water. 
- 
CHAPTER 10 VEGETATION 

P-3, last paragraph- 'median of 3.3 inches does not 
aaree with Figure 10-1 on pl0-4. 

p10-21 Fish Slough Milk Vetch- Grazlng, off-road- 
vehicles, burning and water gathering have impacted the 
population also. - 

p10-36 Type E- Irrigated lands classIfIcation is 
unclear. Do some of these lands receive surface water? Do these 
- lands recieve water on a regular or Irregular basis? 

pl0-28.2 'There have been instances where habitat or 
veaetation has been altered at site specifc site...* This is 
possibly true. however extremely misleading. The *site-specific" 
locations were often complex and diverse springs and wetlands 
that contained the most varied and rlch wildllfe and plant 
srrec ies. Even compensating with greater quant i ty(dcres) is not 
sufficient mltigatlon. Equal quality must be offered. - 

~10-41 The expansive seasonal pond system in the Tulare 
, Swamp area mulct be aaaeo to the Lower Owens River project. This 
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wetland serves as a major ~ a t  rociuction area in wet years 
and little effort besides the of water is needed to 
restore it. 

Calvert Slough is a Los Angeles Environmental 
Project and yet has been dried up. This and other projects 

ranteed water. 

eh on Hogback Creek burned 
several years ago because of a D W  grazlng leasee. Thls area must 
be restored since the range practices of the City of Los Angeles 
resultesd in the loss. This was the one of only 2 sites in the 
Owens Val ley where the Yellow-billed Cuckoo was found during 
surveys in the late 1970's. 

p10-45 The Edward's Field should be enlarged to its 
tradition1 area to the north. In addition, the most southerly 
portion of the Edward's Field adjacent to Lone Pine Park should 
be carefulluy managed as a wildlife area where vegetation (trees 
and shrubs) are not removed. Thls site is possibly the richest 
riparian site currently found in the Lone Pine area. 

Irr!gation should be restored to the area imedlately 
south of.Hlghway 136 as it goes east from Hlghway 395. This field 
provides for grazlng and has rich wildllfe value during seasonal 
spreading, 

Little Dtaz Lake imedlately east of Dlaz Lake (across 
Highway 395 must be guaranteed seasonal water during spring and 
fall migration. Little shorebird habitat exists anywhere in the 
Owens Valley. It provldes resting. feeding and nesting areas for 
many waterfowl and shorebirds. 

p10-49 'the permanancy of the decrease, change or 
effectn This is unnecessary since if any of these occur pumping 
must cease or be reduced or water management altered. 

p10-51 Owens Rlver-Agreement 
Beyond the maln &em, significant mitigatlon is 

necessary to compensate for wetland losses. However, little 
discription of the project is provided resulting in an inability 
of the reader to Judge whether ;he compensation is adequate. What 
kinds of habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds is provided? Is it 
significant? What monitoring will take place to evaluate lf the 
mitigation is viable? Much expansion beyond the main stem of the 
Lower !&ens River is necessary and a description of the projects 
must be provided for the public. 

pi0-52 Mill Pond Is a recreation swimming pond and not 
a wildlife pond. Klondike Lake, due to intense boating use is not 
quality wildlife water and should be Judged as such. It does 
receive some use for resting during winter and migration. 

p10-52 Salt Cedar- Releases of water onto Owens Lake 
during wet yearXs has resulted in Salt Cedar spreading at Ash 
Creek, Carroll Creek and Cottonwood Creek. These areas should 
also become part of the eradication plan. 

p10-53 South Haiwee should become a non-hunting, 
walk-in refuge. North Haiwee should become a fishing and 
non-boat area. 

p10-57.4 *...approxiamtel~ five percent of the overall 
area MAY have experienced impacts ..." Elsewhere in the aocument 
the vord DID is usea instead of MAY. 
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- pl0-58 Mitigation Measure- %ADWE) and lnyo County are 
developing ..." In fact DWP has unilaterally cut down many of the 
dead willows and spread water with no Initial notification of 
Inyo County. This type of unilateral action has occurred 
 regular!^ and should be corrected by LAW stating in the 
Agreement that it wll I without fall notlfy the Inyo County water 
Department of significant actions that it will be undertaking. 
Furthermore. LADWP must state for the public that it will fully 
comply with CEQA regarding mazing, mitigation, and other such 

- actions similar to the Billie Lake work east of Independence. 
p10-62 Big and Little SeeIy Spring- This spring is of 

little use to migrating shorebirds and water fowl due its size. 
haoisif e w e  and general manmade nature. Little thought has gone 
into fhe design of a truly sisnlflcant habitat. What monltorlng 
has Desn done t o  demonstrate Its efffectiveness? 

The Hines Spring pro.ieet should be enlarged to 40 acres 
i n  orasr to Provide a habl tat. that has value for wi ldl ife and is 
large enough to study. Little can be gained from artificially 
created sites of such inadequate size. 

Reinhackle Spring must be left as an wintact' 
mitigation. It represents a natural water heritage that in nearly 
extinct from the Owens Valley or has been replaced by artificial 
environments. No new wells should be placed near it and no 
surface water should be provied that would begin the slow slide 
- toward death of the native apring. 

p10-64. 10-17 Mitigation Measures- Replacing the 
widespread meadow and riparian vegetation that previously existed 
with the narrow green line of the Lower Owens River is inadequate 
compensation. Wetland habitats like these support 90% of the 
wildlife in the valley. Also wetland habitats vary and must be 
studied in further detail. Comparisons must be made between what 
has oeen lost and what is propos,e,d as cdmpensation. - 

p10-70, para. 2- '~mong.the studies that will be 
conducted in the near future ...* The Green Book on pi17 para. 2 
states. "This section lists the studies and projects that will be 
conducted or are being considered...*. No where does it state 
WHICH of the studies WILL be conducted and which ones SHOULD be 
conducted. The public cannot respond to this. 

p10-72. para. 3 The third step of 'degree of 
significance" must be dropped because it opposes the goals of the 
Agreement which state that steps to protect the vegetatlon will 
begin inmediately after steps 1. and 2. 

p10-74.6- ?..surface water appl Icatlon..: Application 
of surface water in such a manner as to create a permanent 
artificial envirionment is not acceptable as compensation for the 
damage to a presently existing and naturally occurring wetland 
habitat. - 
CHAPTER 11 WILDLiFE 

As written this chapter is totally Inadequate. From the 
initial clalm of lack of ability to describe the pre-project to 
&pendix C species 1 ists the reader is denied the 'accurate 
information that would enable a clear analysis of wildlife. The 
DEIR for the Ca~in Bar Ranch property should be used as a model. , M? C3ments Will Stress main!? avian species. however paralle!~ 



Can oe drawn to otner groups such as mama! s. 
pll-4 Background and History- Newspapers anb journais 

are cireo for aata and only the Wheeler Expedition of 1871 as a 
scientific citation.(No reference of current journals. otner 19th 
century ana early 20th century surveys and none with modern 
orni:noioaists or oirdwatchinp enthusiasts i.e. Grinneli and 
... X '  lier (1944). A.K. ?isher (Coviile Expedition 1893:. museum 
coiiections and local Auauoon Society memers.) 

pll-5.para. 3- it can safely oe assumed that these 
Species of aucks didn't *appear1' around the turn of the cencury, 
out have oeen here for thousanas of years. 

pll-2. 11.2 ?re-proiect Setting- Using LAD%? and iny0 
County records of land use which include irrigation, ponds, 
marshes. ditches etc. the past can accurately be re-created based 
on the use of similar haoitat by species today. With the 
historical record that LADWP prides itself on and that everyone 
Knows exists the pre-project setting can inded be aescribed. 

p!!-7, para. 2 Populations of currenr Dirds in relation 
to type of habitat and size of habitat can be used to define the 
perceniage loss of indiviauals and species since the pre-proiect 
:ime. Many of the sensitive species listed iater in the DEIR are 
habitat-oblipates, that is aepenaent on wetianos. Since weiands 
are :he primary habitats that have been lost. descriptions of the 
aegree of loss can be wrltten. 

As a generic comment, the wonderful. but often 
inaccurate natural history descriptions of bird species have 
questionable vaiue in the DEIR unless this information is helpful 
in understanding impacts from pre-pro.iect until the present. In 
orher words which species are dependent on specific habitats for 
feeding. nesting. resting, migration, wintering etc. 

The status (occurrance) of many of the species of birds 
is filled with inaccuracies: 

pll-8,para. 1- The common loon is not a game bird a: ail. 
pll-10 The white-faced ibis is a regular fall and spring 

migrant in the valley and in historic times probably existed in 
greater numbers due the larger areas of wetlands. 

- 1 1  The red-shouldered hawk is uncommon and winters in 
the valiey. It is an indicator of healthy riparian condition and 
could oecome a nester if the valley is restored to the proper 
condition. 

pil-15 Nutall's woodpecker is a common resident bird in 
riparian areas. The acorn woodpecker has a small resident 
population at the Mt. Whitney Fish Hatchery. 

pll-16 Yellow-rumped warblers are migrants and winter 
residents in the valley. They are not residents. The vesper, 
cnippi ng, whi te-crowned and Lincoln's sparrows are not permanent 
residents of the valley. 

Eastern Sierra Auduaon Society was not contacted for input 
into the DEIR. 

pll-27. 11.3 Present Setting- "...no significant 
difference between present wildliiepo~ulations in the Owens 
valley and ?re-proiect populations" This contadicts Sec. 11-2 
which states that there in insufficient data to describe the 
?re-project. How can this comparison be mede by the author. The 
DEIR further claims that "...the lack of quantitative data for 
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~re-project populations or habitat requirements prevents detailed 
comparisons." This is an excuse to keep from doing the work 
necessary. Certainly the habitat requirements would be the same 
and population can be accurately estimated. No attempt to do this 

pll-29 Table 11-4 Too many inaccuracies to list. Please 
contact Tom and Jo Heindel. Box 400, Big Pine CA 93513 for expert 

pll-30 Snowy Plover- This species is a candidate for 
Federal listing and nests on Owens Lake. Has the Point Reyes Bird 
Observatory been contacted for data regarding this species? Are 

LADWP actions, i.e. water releases? 
species on this page are riparian obligates 

ana should be listed as such. Since the most critical habitat in 
the DEIR is wetland habitats special categories should be shown 
with their representative wildlife species. This portrayal more 

the impacts both past and future. 



p-11-32, Songbirds- The yell~~-billed cuckoo site at 
Moffitt Ranch was burned in the early 1980's by a LADWP leasee. 
The value of this mature riparian habitat for the cuckoo may have 
been lost. The grazing practices of the LADW have caused 
significant impacts on ies  throughout 
the valley. What restor affltt Ranch 
property to assist in the recovery billed cuckoo, 
one of the rarest birds in Ca!if or 1 ng has taken 
place on non-game species other s data must be 
made available for the pubilc. 

pll-39 Impact '...no census data exists...to conclude 
the magnitude of the change ..." This ducks the responsibility and 
possibility of defining the wildlife impacts of past and future 
practice by the LADWP. Land use patterns from the past such as 
irrigated acres, ditches, sumps, swamps, canals and other wetland 
habitats can be estimated. Using?nodern studies of species use of 
those habitats an estimate of wildlife impacts can be arrived at. 
For example if 75% of the mature riparian along canals, ditches 
and ponds has been lost then 75% of habitat-obligate species will 
halve beer! eliminated from the valley. 

In addition, this 'lack of dataW points out the 
management of wildlife values by the LADWP. No programs of 
rescoration, censusing and monitoring are part of their 
management practices other than those dealing with large 
mmals(elk), some gamebirds(waterfow1 and upland species) and 
raptors. No non-game management program appears in place. No 
where in the document are the management practices of the LADWP 
displayed. What evaluation and moni toring takes place where and 
when and by whom? The reader must know this to have confidence in 
the project proponet's claims and promises in the DEIR. 

pll-41.para.2 *...as wildlife habitat, are expected to 
surpass in qua1 i ty the effected ,yet areas.. .' How is this 
comparison of the compensation arrived at scientically? What 
studies have been done? How can the reader know if this claim is 
indeed true or not? 

.para. 4 The Lower Owens River is to mltigate for 
reduction of wildlife populations that "mayu have occurred within 
we1 l fields and for the impacts to springs. WI th such a 
tremendous number of impacts being mitigated for by the Lower 
Owens River Project. how can the reader conclude that the 
mitigation is true compensation wlthout a more specific 
description of the project? What types of habitats have been 
impacted and in what quantity? What types of habitats will be 
created and in what quantity? Creatlon of a thln green line to 
compensate for the "web" of wetlands does not seem adequate. 
Certainly a spring environment cannot be mitigated at all by the 
creation of an artificial environment: remaining natural springs 
MUST be left intact as mitigations themselves. They are all that 
remains of the Owens Valley natural water heritage. 

pll-42 'LRDWP would continue to conduct its program of 
on-going wildlife inventories, monthly wildlife censuses, raptor 
surveys. habitat assessments. breeding bird surveys and other 
eco!ogical studies.' Where is the data and methodology of these 
activities so the reader can see if the pre-prodect description 
is inceea impossioie and juage the history of management 
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effectiveness by the LADWP in terms of wildlife? What 
inventories, where. how, by whom, what data? What wildlife 
censuses. where, how, by whom, what data? Repeat the same 
questions for the other surveys, assessment and ecological 
studies. - 

Additionai wildlife comments: 
1. What monitoring is planned for the 

- enhancement/mitigation projects? 2. None of the WM projects proposed are that 
benificial to shorebiras, particularly migrants (peeps etc.). 
These species need mudflats with rich invertebrate food systems 
Therefore the LADWP should work as quickly as possible to see 
that the Keeler artesian well capping and wetland development 
project that it Is a party to is.completed. This development will 
maintain and possibly enhance habitat for thousands of migrating 
shoceairds. None of the proposed EYM projects even approaches the 

- importance of the Keeier artesian well effort. 
3. An off-site mitigation for the loss of 

shorebird /waterfowl habitat should be the acquisition of the 
Clasped Hands property ( 3 9  acres) in Cartago. This area is 
critical habitat for the candidate species snowy plover as well 
- as other species of migrating birds. 

4. Reinhackle Spring has a freshwater snail that 
is new to science. The following researcher should be contacted 
for information on snails in the valley wetlands: 

Dr. Robert Hershler 
Dept. of Vertebrate Zoology,NHB Stop 118 
National Museum of Natural History 
SmithsonIan Instirution 

- Washington, DC 20560 

CHAPTER 16 ANCILLARY FACILITIES 
P16-1 Groundwater Recharge Facilities- How will 

existing management practices change as a result of the new 
faci!ities? Will less water be spread in wet habitats and will 
less reach the river? What efect wlil the recharge projects have 
on groundwater pumping and export? The DEIR should display 
existing recharge capacities and actual recharge that has 
occurred due to spreading. at effect has recharge had on water 
esport? What are the beniflts of expansion versus any 
environmentai impacts? 

pt6-14 New Wells- The DEIR must explain what 
"operational flexibility" Is as well as how rotational pumping 
will be conducted. Rotationai pumping must be evaluated and the 
benifits and impacts discussed. 

Additional new well comments: 
1. How were the new well sites selected? 
2. How will they be operated and what 

environmental effects are expected? 
5. What monitoring Plan will be used to see that 

the goals of the Agreement are met? 
4. New *well construction should be indefinitely 

aeiayea until the Agreement and the Green Book methodolgy has 
\o~efi fieia tested. No demonstrated "need" has been shown for the 
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new wells at present. Certainly the controversy over th 
being located in the remaining wet habitats is reason for 
caution. The nconservative" approach to water ma 
the drought should be extended to these new well 
should be located where they are projected to ca 
reduction in any remaining s rings- for ex 
Sprins. 

p16-35 Mitigation 16-11- The phrase, " 
to avoid such decreases or changes."rnust be deleted. Reinhackle 
Spring, as discussed earlier represents the last large natural 
spring in the Owens Valley. It is an example of our water 
heritage. NO impacts are acceptable and NO mitigation is 
adequate. Reinhackle Spring should itself be a mitigation. 

p16-35 Impact 16-12- ',..nearest groundwater-dependent 
vegetation is over one mile away," After the experience at Five 
Bridges where vegetatlon was kill'ed on the OTHER side of the 
&ens River from the pump, no vegetation should be considered 
"safe" without evidence that this indeed is the case. Near the 
newly proposed Lone Pine well are significant stands of riparian 
vegetation that may be impacted. 

CSAPTER 17 CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
p17-5 Land Hanagement- "...the following grazlng 

management program will c~ntlnue...~ What is the grazing program 
of the LADWP? What is its methodology? How many leases are there 
and where are they? What is the condition, trend and utillzatlon 
of the range? How is the range monitored? What are its standards 
and its guidlines? What are the fees charged to leasees? What are 
the operating plans for each lease? 

CEQA requires that the public be involved in 
the LADWP grazing process and that CEQA compl lance, 1 .e. 
documents, be prepared for range.,actlvitles. In order for the 
pub1 lc to be informed enough to judge the adequacy of range 
pro.iects in the DEIR and in the future, the above questions must 
be answered. 

p17-12,17-7 Areas of Controversy- Two areas of 
controversy were omitted for the DEIR. 

I. The lack of effectlve water conservation by the 
LADWP and its use as a viable alternative to wcunctwater pumping 
and export. 

2. Grazing practices by the LADWP. The lack of 
pualic knowledge of the program and their Inability to 
participate in It. 

The following are comments on the Green Book: 
p7 para 2, The word *mayn should be changed to Xwilln. 
p12 para 1 Any rewatering of a monitoring site by the 

LADWP would destroy the value of the site for monitoring. 'Phis 
should NOT occur. 

para 2 Supplying water to a natural .wetland site 
should not lead to its transforming it into a permanently 
artificial wetland. Pumping must cease or be reduced before 
ccnsiaerina the application of surface water. 

pi6 i i  Water must not be applied to any natural 



wetlands in such a manner as to render it a permanently dependent 
artificial environment. 

pi6 i i  Same comment as above. 
p26 c This section should be eilminated since If the 

change is measureable and attributable then pumps should be shut 
off. This section contradicts the goals of the agreement and is 
wholly unnecessary for the above reasons. - 

p44 Under the Agreement change is allowed within types 
of vegetation. However, NONE of the Type D communities should be 
allowed to convert into Tamarisk Scrub. In addition, within Type 
E. no native community or irrigated pasture should be allowed to 
convert to alfalfa or other exotic commercial crop. 

pi00 d No additional wells should be drilled until it 
has been demonstrated that there are no impacts associated with 
existing well management. This entire Section B. has no mitigaton 
for impacts associated with new w+lls. As a conservative policy, 
NO new wells should be constructed at all until it is proven in 
the field that the goals of the Agreement are being met using the 
methodology in the Green Book. 

p115 para 2 The estimation of runoff could be 
inaccurate for areas of the valley depending on the condition of 
the snowpack in specific locations along the Sierra. Snowpack may 
below normal at the south end of the valley compared to the north 
and therefore reductions in pumping would be necessary. 

p117 Projects- Which projects WILL be and which SHOULD 
be conducted? This is unclear. 

'I- 
The followtng are cormnents on the Agreement: 

B-9 Technical Group representatives should be qualified 
for the position and issues involved in by the committee. 

B-10.13 noutside the Owens Valley" must be more 
defined. 

5-19 No conversion to alfalfa or similar crop should be 
allowed within Type E. 

B-26.22 The uniiatera! rewatering of a monitoring site 
by the LADWP will invalidate soil water balance protections in 
the Agreement. 

B-28.26 inyo County must have a voice beyond mere 
consultation in any modification of the pumping program. 

8-41 Add the ens Lake shores to the salt cedar 
eradication program. Valuable wetlands have been Impacted by 
these water-wast ing species. 

- 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER C13 

RESPONSE C13-1 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 for an update on water conservation efforts by 

Los Angeles. 

RESPONSE C13-2 

For a discussion of revegetation please refer to the response to master comment MT-2. Also, 

the response to master comment VE-3 presents a discussion concerning the estimated acreage that 

requires revegetation. 

RESPONSE C13-3 

A number of comments to the Draft EIR have been received from State, federal, and other 

agencies. These are included in the List of Letters under Sections A and B. Issues raised by these 

agencies are similar to those raised by other organizations. Responses to them form part of the 

Final EIR. The response to master comment PD-3 discusses the exclusion of Mono Basin as part 

of this EIR. 

RESPONSE C13-4 

Data for Inyo County alone were not available prior to 1968, this is why the data for Inyo and 

Mono Counties are combined in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE C13-5 

The 1984-87 inventory was based on transect data done by LADWP personnel. As indicated in 

the Green Book, data gathered include the percent live cover and the percent composition for each 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C13 

species in a given parcel. Community names were then given to each parcel, parcels were 

subsequently assigned to a management category. Parcels would he constantly monitored for 

change through both field surveys and aerial photography as provided under the Green Book. 

The Agreement is the result of negotiations between Los Angeles and Inyo County. In  recognition 

of the current drought, the Standing Committee has formulated a drought recovery policy. Please 

refer to the response to master comment PD-17 for a discussion of this policy; and also see 

response B13-30 in Letter B-13 regarding the worst case condition. 

The final part of this comment concerns the management category for the Lower Owens River. 

The management maps were based on the 1981-87 inventory and reflected conditions at that time. 

These maps will be updated in the future as more information is gathered by Los Angeles and Inyo 

County, as provided under the Green Book, Section V.A 1, page 117: also see the Agreement, 

Section XXV, page B-58, line 19. 

RESPONSE C13-6 

For a discussion of vegetation changes allowed under the Agreement please refer to response to 

master comment VE-1. This response also discusses the potential conversion of other vegetation 

to alfalfa. Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 regarding pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE C13-7 

Hatchery wells are exempt from well turn off under the Agreement and will continue to be exempt 

in the foreseeable future. Many of the environmental projects implemented from 1970 to 1984 are 

the result of public meetings and were not necessarily intended to be in-kind, on-site mitigation. 

In accordance with the Agreement, the environmental projects will be continued. See the Draft 

EIR, Chapter 5, page 5-18. Concerning Calvert Slough, see response A4-40 in Letter A-4. Please 

refer to response to master comment MT-I for more discussion of this issue. For an elaboration 

of the concept of mitigation under CEQA please refer to response to master comment MT-3; and 

MT-6 for discussion of the Lower Owens River Project. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C13 

RESPONSE C13-8 

This comment has sever; al unrelated parts. Regarding saltcedar, please rc :fer to response to master 

comment VE-7 for more information on the proposed saltcedar control program. The sites 

identified in this comment will be considered for saltcedar control. 

Development on wetlands are subject to a number of laws and policies such as the California Fish 

and Game W e  and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-15 for more discussion of the release of LA-owned lands. 

Finally, please refer to response to master comment PD-16 regarding the recreational uses of the 

Haiwee Reservoirs. Final recreation uses have not yet been fully determined at the Haiwee 

Reservoirs. 

RESPONSE C13-9 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 for an update on conservation efforts by Los 

Angeles. 

RESPONSE C13-10 

Please see response to master comment WA-1 for a discussion on how water resource impacts were  

evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE C13-11 

Although the constant flow through the Owens River, north of the intake may have had some 

effect on erosion levels, downcutting, and riparian vegetation, it is believed that these impacts have 

not been significant as described in the Draft EIR (on pages 10-49 and 10-50). Riparian losses 

have occurred in the Owens River below the intake, but this was the result of the first Los Angeles 

aqueduct. 

Impacts 9-7 and 10-7 shown in the Draft EIR are correct and consistent with each other. T h e r e  

have been no changes in operations at Tinemaha Reservoir due to the project which could result 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C13 

in significant vegetation impacts. Regarding saltcedar control, please refer to response to master 

comment VE-7. 

Regarding the use of hatchery water, please see response Cll-34 in Letter C-11. 

RESPONSE C13-12 

Please refer to responses to  master comments MT-3 for a description of mitigations under CEQA, 

and MT-6 which provides a more detailed description of the Lower Owens River Project. 

RESPONSE C13-13 

Comment noted. Please see response to master comment WA-4 regarding protection of 

Reinhackle Spring; and WA-5 for a discussion of water level response to pumping pressure. Seeps 

and springs will be protected; please see response to master comment PD-5 regarding seeps and 

springs in general. 

RESPONSE C13-14 

LADWP is committed to the preservation and enhancement of wildlife habitat. Please refer to 

responses to master comments EA-1, WL-2, WL-4, and WL-6. 

RESPONSE C13-15 

Please see response to master comment WA-4 regarding pumping in the area of Reinhackle Spring. 

RESPONSE '33-16 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C13-17 

See response Cll-34 to Letter C-11. 
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RESPONSE C13-18 

A description of the Lower Owens River Project is provided in MT-6 and Appendix C-2. 

Considerable work remains to develop baseline data of the type requested in this comment. Such 

data will be generated prior to implementation of the Lower Owens River Project. 

RESPONSE C13-19 

Operational spreading occurs when sufficient runoff allows. Please refer to response to master 

comment MT-6 for additional discussion of the Lower Owens River Project. This comment raises 

an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental issue related to the 

content of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability of some legal issues 

to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a number of arenas other 

than this EIR. 

RESPONSE C13-20 

There are four E/M wells exempt from turn off. It should be noted that during the 1991/92 runoff 

year, several EM wells have been turned off in accordance with the Agreement. Please refer to 

response to master comment PD-5 regarding mitigation of springs, and the requirement for water 

quality. 

RESPONSE C13-21 

The median is actually 4.3 inches, please refer to response to comment C11-25 in Letter C11. 

Regarding Fish Slough Milk Vetch, comment is noted. 

RESPONSE C13-22 

Type E lands consists of vegetation primarily dependent on supplied surface water and includes 

alfalfa, pasture, recreation uses, wildlife areas, and enhancementlmitigation projects. The policy 

is intended to supply these lands with surface water on a regular o r  seasonal basis; however, there 

are some areas that would not receive surface water depending on flows in creeks. These are areas 

not supplied by groundwater. 
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RESPONSE C13-23 

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to master comment MT-3 which discusses the types 

of mitigation called for under CEQA. 

RESPONSE C13-24 

Comment noted. The Lower Owens River Project is in its formative stages. Please see Response 

C13-18 above. 

RESPONSE C13-25 

Please see response A4-40 in Letter A-4 regarding Calvert Slough. 

RESPONSE C13-26 

This comment has several unrelated parts, mostly expressing personal opinions. These comments 

are noted. 

RESPONSE C13-27 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C13-28 

The Lower Owens River Project is acceptable mitigation. See response to comment MT-6. Also 

please refer to response to master comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA, Appendix 

C-2 also presents a description of the goals and elements of the Lower Owens River Project. As 

allowed under CEQA, upon finalization of the project description, a separate environmental review 

will be conducted. 

RESPONSE C13-29 

This comment has several parts. Each is noted and no further response is necessary. Comments 

regarding saltcedar control and Haiwee Reservoir uses are noteworthy and will be considered. 
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RESPONSE C13-30 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C13-31 

Comment noted. For discussion of LADWP's grazing management program, please see response 

to master comment PD-14. 

RESPONSE C13-32 

This comment has several parts. Please refer to response to master comment WA-4 regarding the 

preservation of Reinhackle Spring. The other comments are noted and no further response is 

necessary. 

RESPONSE C13-33 

For a discussion of mitigation under CEQA please refer to response to master comment MT-3, and 

to  MT-6 for discussion of the Lower Owens River Project. 

RESPONSE C13-34 

This comment has several unrelated parts. The Green Book clearly outlines a series of projects 

and studies that will be conducted in the coming years. While not all studies may be started at the 

same time, many are now underway and it is expected that others will begin soon. The Technical 

Group is in the process of developing a schedule for these studies. The public will have access 

to this information and can supply comments and suggestions through the Inyo County Water 

Department and IADWP. 

Regarding the comment pertaining to "degree of significance," the comment is noted. No further 

response is required. 

Concerning surface water application, see response to master comment PD-5. 
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That parts of the Wildlife chapter are problematic is acknowledged. Please refer to responses to 

master comments EA-1 and WL-I through WL-6 for revisions to this chapter. 

RESPONSE C13-36 

Regarding page 11-5, the statement was to convey the fact that valley residents reported seeing 

some species that had not been observed since the settlement of the valley, or that some were now 

a common sight when only rarely seen in previous years (e.g., the Inyo Register, November 29, 

1900 reported that "canvasback ducks seen frequently this season were heretofore almost unknown 

in these parts"). Additional information regarding historical references has been provided. Please 

refer to response to  master comment WL-2. 

RESPONSE C13-37 

The comment is essentially correct in that pre-project wildlife habitat could be qualitatively 

described -- but no quantification of wildlife populations are possible due to absence of such data. 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 for a discussion or  pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE C13-38 

The potential for effects on wildlife and plant species in wetland habitats is acknowledged. Please 

refer to response A4-17 in Letter A-4 regarding aquatic habitats, and Appendix A-1 regarding 

effects on  selected springs in the valley; also see Appendix C-4 for information on habitat 

preferences of wildlife species. 

RESPONSE C13-39 

The  listing of birds has been updated and mrrected or revised in response to public comment. 

Please refer to response to master comment WL-1 and Appendix C-1. 

RESPONSE C13-40 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 for a discussion of pre-project conditions in 

general, and the qualitative nature of the analysis of wildlife impacts in particular. 
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RESPONSE C13-41 

Tables and lists of birds and other animals have been corrected and updated. See Appendices 

C-1 and C-4, and response to master comment WL-I. 

RESPONSE C13-42 

The Point Reyes Bird Observatory has been contacted regarding the Snowy Plover. No impacts 

to Snowy Plover nesting areas are anticipated due t o  the proposed project. 

RESPONSE C13-43 

Comment noted. Please refer to Table Al-2 in Appendix A-1 for endangered, threatened or fully 

protected species typically found in riparian habitats, also see Appendix C-4 for information on 

habitat preferences of wildlife species. 

RESPONSE C13-44 

Comment noted. The  burn at Moffitt Ranch was an isolated incident and is outside the s w p e  of 

the project. LADWP seasonal censuses of wildlife species typically include all species observed 

along established routes (see master comment WL-6). This data is available for public review at 

LADWP's Bishop office. The Department of Fish and Game also possesses pertinent information 

on wildlife of interest. 

RESPONSE C13-45 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 for a discussion of pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE C13-46 

Comment noted. The EIR authors believe that a regular supply of water would be more beneficial 

in creating viable habitat. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE (213-47 

For a discussion of mitigation under CEQA please refer to response to master comment MT-3, 

and to MT-6 for a discussion of the Lower Owens River Project. Los Angeles and Inyo County 

agree that springs and seeps should be afforded special protection. Please refer to response to 

master comment PD-5 and WA-4. 

RESPONSE C13-48 

Wildlife data are available for review at LADWP's Bishop office. 

RESPONSE C13-49 

No specific wildlife monitoring program for E/M projects is planned at this time. Please refer to 

response to master comment WL-6 regarding LADWP wildlife monitoring program. 

RESPONSE C13-50 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE (213-51 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C13-52 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C13-53 

Please refer to response to master comment AF-1 for a discussion of recharge facilities. 

RESPONSE C13-54 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-4 regarding new well operation and selection, and 

WA-4 regarding Reinhackle Spring. 
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RESPONSE C13-55 

Please refer to response to ma5ter comment WA-4 regarding Reinhackle Spring and provisions for 

its protection, and PD-5 regarding protections to springs under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE C13-56 

Please see response to master comment AF-2 regarding new wells in the Lone Pine area. The 

comment regarding the effects observed at Five Bridges is noted. 

RESPONSE C13-57 

For a discussion of LADKT grazing program please refer to response to master comment PD- 

14. Grazing management is not part of the project. 

RESPONSE C13-58 

Comment noted. Conservation is addressed in response to master comment AL-3, and grazing is 

addressed in response to master comment PD-14. 

RESPONSE (213-59 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-5, PD-6, and WA-4 for 

additional discussion. 

RESPONSE C13-60 

Regarding the potential conversion of other plant communities to alfalfa and other changes allowed 

under the Agreement, please refer to response to master comment VE-1. Also see responses to 

master comments PD-4 and AF-2 regarding new wells. Comment noted regarding runoff and 

snowpack 

RESPONSE C13-61 

Comment noted. These issues have been addressed in previous responses in this letter. 
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January 25, 1991 

Mr. John A. Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice PrssiGent 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear M r .  David: 

Groundwater Pum~ina in the Owens Valley 

We have reviewed the Draft EIR and the Agreement be- 
tween the City of Los Angeles and the County of Inyo 
for a long-term groundwater management plan for the 
Owens Valley. One area of concern is that it appears 1 
Los Angeles will be giving up substantial control over 
its water operations in the Owens Valley which will 
have the effect of reducing the reliability of water 
supply for Los Angeles. We recognize the agreement 
seeks to strike a balance between environmental protec- 
tion and water for Los Angeles. However, a reliable 
water supply is critical to business and industry in 
Los Angeles. 

2 

" B e  C%a,,tler- - @&&" 
Serving the Community Since 1942 

One area of the agreement of particular concern is the 
prm-ision that tk~: US& of irricjati.cn water cn Los 
Angeles-owned lands can only be reduced in dry years if 
such reduction is approved by the Inyo County Board Of 
Supervisors. This could result in a situation during a 
drought where people and businesses in Los Angeles are 
required to ration water while full irrigation is 
provided to City lands in the Owens Valley. Typically 
in California, agricultural water uses are reduced 
before municipal uses are reduced. This issue warrants 
further consideration and possible modification. 

- 



The proposed project in the Draft EIR appears 
reasonable, but it results in only a moderate increase 
in water supply compared to the no-project alternative, 
To be of benefit to the business and industry community 
in Los Angeles, a project would increase both the quan- 
tity and reliability of water supply for Los Angeles. 
We urge you to keep both in mind when the final selec- 
tion is made. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
EIR. 

s$ncerely yours, 
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REiSPONSE C14-1 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE C14-2 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 
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January 28, 1991 

n Davis, Senior Vice 
E I P  Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The California Cattlemen" Association appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR September, 1990, ""Water 

The California Cattlemen's Association is a trade association 
representing all facets of the beef cattle industry. We currently 
represent 3200 members holding 70 percent of the cattle raised in 
the state of California. 

in reviewing the document we find a reference to livestock 
grazing in Section 17, page 17-5 under the heading of Land 
Manaaement. This section continues on page 17-6. seeing no new 
discretionary action being taken in this EIR and noting that the 
current system has been in practice for 20 years, we recognize that 
there is nothing discretionary to be addressed. Given the 
aforementioned, we fully support the Draft EIR, September, 1990 and 
urge that the section be incorporated, in its 
entirety in the Final EIR. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to coment on this 
important document. We fully supprt  the existing Draft EIR, 

Sincerely, 

Fohn 6. Braly, #+ 
Executive Vice President 

LESS DUTHRlE 
PRESIDENT TREASURER J A W  WIELOW @ATl ECHEVERMA 

PORTERVIUE QliRDY SECOND VICE PRESIDENT -"tova .. ZWC" 
.s*=. rm 

SECOND ViCE PRESIDENT 
SUSANVILLE LEBEC 

S N  8 W N  LLOW ROM)NER 
FIRST ViCE PRESIDENT 

JGM L BMLY 
FEEDER COUNCIL CHAIRMAN EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 

HW J. "UW BYRWE ROSB JENIONS 
WRAMENTO CWWCILLA SACRAMENTO SECOND VICE PRESIDENT FEEDER COUNCIL VICE CHAIRMAN 

lULEW(E ELCWTRO 





RESPONSE G15-2 

Th is  comment expresses an opinion an  the merits of r e project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft ETR. Comment noted. Ne response is required. 
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CALIFORNIA INDIAN LEGAL SERVICES 
POS OFFICE BOX 993 

B m P .  CAUFORNIA 93515 

TELEPHONE ($19) 873.3581 

28 January 1991 

John A. Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The following comments are submitted on behalf of the Bishop 
Paiute/Shoshone Tribe. 

1. The Tribal Council asks that the comments submitted by 
the Big Pine Paiute/Shoshone Tribe be incorporated by reference 
and considered a part of the comments made in this letter. 

2. The Bishop Tribe has historically irrigated crops in the 
Bishop Creek drainage area since prehistoric times. The EIR 
fails to adequately discuss these practices. 

3. The Bishop Tribe has survived on a small reservation 
which has a land base that is inadequate for our present and fu- 
ture needs. The EIR fails to discuss the impacts of the LADWP 
water gathering activities on the Tribe's ability to acquire more 
land for housing and economic development. 

Sincerely, 

On Behalf of the Bishop 
Paiute/Shoshone Band of 
Indians 
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RESPONSE C16-1 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9, PD-10 for a detailed discussion of the 

relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. Also please see responses 

to Letter B-13. 





Letter C17 

Inyo County Cattlemen's Association 





LETTER C-17 

lnyo County Cat t lemen's  A s s o c i a t i o n  
Gary Giacomin i ,  P res iden t  
100 Warm Spr ings  Road 
Bishop,  CA 93514 

January 28, 1991 

EIP Assoc ia tes  
150 Spear S t r e e t .  S u i t e  1600 
San Franc isco ,  CA 94106 

A t t n :  John Dav is  
Senior  V ice  P res iden t  

Sub jec t :  D r a f t  Environmental  Impact Repor t  f o r  Los Angeles Department 
o f  Water and Power and lnyo County 

Dear M r .  Dav is :  

The lnyo County Ca t t lemen 's  A s s o c i a t i o n  a p p r e c i a t e s  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  
comnent on the D r a f t  Environmental  Repor t  (DEIR) your group has 
prepared f o r  the  Los Angeles Department o f  Water and Power on t h e  
Owens V a l l e y  Water Agreement. 

1 1  
On pages 17-5 and 17-6 t h e  DElR makas i t  obv ious  t h a t  " g r a z i n g  
management i s  n o t  a  p a r t  o f  the  proposed p r o j e c t " .  We f u l l y  suppor t  
t h i s  s ta tement  and s tand  s t r o n g l y  opposed t o  any e f f o r t s  t o  t h e  
c o n t r a r y .  Groups o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  t h a t  a r e  concerned about  g r a z i n g  must 
r e a l i z e  i t s  absou lu te  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  v e g e t a t i o n .  I f ,  as the  
p r o j e c t  proposes, t h e  v e g e t a t i o n  i s  p r o t e c t e d  f rom t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  a l l  
water  management a c t i v i t i e s ,  you w i l l  have achieved what i s  needed f o r  
t h e  environmental  h e a l t h  o f  t h e  Owens V a l l e y .  The f o u r t h  sentence on 
page 17-5 "LAND MANAGEMENT" shou ld  read " v e g e t a t i o n  and l i v e s t o c k  
g r a z i n g  a re  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  cumu la t i ve  e f f e c t s  o f  water  management 
a c t i v i t i e s " .  - 
I t  should  be noted t h a t  t h e  g r a z i n g  management p l a n  o u t l i n e d  on page 
17-6 has been i n  p l a c e  f o r  20 years .  The d e t r i m e n t a l  e f f e c t s  on 
v e g e t a t i o n  observed on t h e  v a l l e y  f l o o r  a r e  f rom drough t  and a  few 
water  management m is takes  ( i . e .  F i v e  B r i d g e s ) ,  n o t  f rom g raz lng .  To 
suggest  o therw ise  i s  er roneous.  i n  s h o r t ,  we agree w i t h  the  DElR 
word ing t h a t  leaves t h e  l and /g raz ing  management d e c i s i o n s  i n  t h e  hands 
o f  LADWP. - 
Page 5-6 desc r i bes  t h e  make-up o f  the  LADWP/Inyo County Technica l  
Group. We reques t  t h a t  whenever t h i s  group makas d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  
r e l a t e  i n  any way t o  g r a z i n g  ( i . e .  m i t i g a t i o n ) ,  t h a t  t h e  County Water 
Department be r e q u i r e d  t o  i nc l ude  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  
Cooperat ive  Ex tens ion ' s  Farm Adv iso r  as one o f  t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  
The Farm Adv isor  would lend i n v a l u a b l e  g raz ing ,  v e g e t a t i o n ,  and 
l i v e s t o c k  e x p e r t i s e  t 0 . a  group s o r e l y  i n  need o f  i t .  
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E I P  Associates 
January 2 8 ,  1991 
Page 2 

We support f u l l y  the e f f o r t s  t o  reach a water accord between LADWP and 
lnyo County. We hope the Environmental Impact Report document s t a y s  
w i t h i n  the o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t s  o f  t h a t  undertak ing:  To manage water  
ga ther ing  a c t i v i t i e s .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Gary Giacomini 
President  
lnyo County Cat t lemen 's  Associat ion 
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Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-14 for discussion of livestock 

grazing management. 

RESPONSE C17-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C17-3 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 for additional discussion of 

monitoring provisions of the Green Book. 
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LETTER C-18 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
~a#%&'%. C9!#8Es 

Nr. John A. Davis. P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street. Suite lJOO 
Sen Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Hz. Davis: 

The following are my comments to the Draft Environmental. Impact Report. Water 
From the Owens Valley S U D D ~ ~  the Second Loa, Anseles Aaueduct. SCH - 
lV89080705. 

Hy comments are restricted to Chapter 11. Wildlife. and Appendix C. Wildlife 
Habitat Table. 

On  age 11-1 it is stated, "Vegetation and water evailab~lzty deteraine the 
quality of the habitat svailable for animals." "...Therefore, wetter hebiteta 
tend to support many more species at greater densities." On page 11-40. in 
discussing Nitigation neesure 11-1. it is stated. "...therefore. water ranage- 
menr ro creara wei hsbieeib w i i l  be uop3 to rltiqste the significsnt adverse 
impacts of the pro>ect." 

I have some concerns about this concept. Wetter habitats may support more 
apeciea and more numbers of anirsls, but they also support different species. 
Past water releases have created Tararisk problems and have altered environ- 
mental conditions for the species in place in those areas. The Yucca night 
lizard. Xantusie vioilis. may reach the northern limits of its range in the 
Ovens Valley, near Independence. Naking habitets wetter in that area ray 
eliminate this apecies from the northern range of its habitat. Thia is only 
one example of many that could be offered to show adverse effects of edding 
water to previously dry hebltats. In this arid climate, adding water can be 
devastating to many species of plants and animals. 

The bullfrog. R f ?  cateabieana. should be added to Table 11-1. paae 11-6. 
This apecies was introduced into California between 1905 and 1915 (Bury d 
Whelm 1984). Renge extensions of this species should be considered anytime 
that sreaa of permanent water are added in the Ovens Vslley. Thia species can 
be detrimental to a number of native apecies of fish. amphibians, and birds 
because of the wide variety of prey species that it will consume. The intro- 
duction of the bullfrq has resulted in the extirpation of the red-legged 
frog. Rana eurora. over much of its range in the San Joaquin Valley of Cali- 



fornia (Woyle 1973). The bullfrog is often the dominant species in aquatic 
habitats (Bury b Whelan 1984). 

In the discussion of the ring-necked pheasant on page 11-13, it is stated that 
large numbers of birds are released annually by the Rainbow Club and the De- 
partment of Fish & Game. To my knowledge. this practice was discontinued a 
number of years ago. Despite that, smell remnant populations persist north of 
Blshop, including Round Valley. 

On page 11-15 it is stated thst the blackbilled magpie and the common raven 
are considered nuiaences in the towns of the Owens Valley. This office re- 
ceives a number of vertebrate complaint calls each year. We have not received 
a single complaint about either of theae species since I was assigned here in 
October, 1978. 1 doubt thst they are causing significant problems to the town 
residents. - 
On page 11-16. "myrtle warble" should read "myrtle warbler". - 
On page 11-20, ueasels and minks are anthropomorphically referred to a8 "vi- 
cious predators". This aeema to be inappropriate for this type of scientific 
document. - 
On page 11-22. it is stated that the last Tule Elk hunt took place in 1969. 
Tule Elk hunts occurred in the Owens Valley in 1989 and 1990. This ommission 
is partially corrected on page 11-36. - 
I believe it is incorrect to state that there ia little carryover of rainbow 
trout. as is stated on page 11-22. At least in the Owens River. csrryover 
seems to be significant. - 
On page 11-25, it is stated that thirty species of reptiles occur in the 
Valley. On page 11-27 it is stated that 32 species occur on City of Los An- 
gelea-owned lands in the Valley. 
- 
On page 11-25. it is stated that "The California and Great Basin spadefoot 
toads are nocturnal". Are you referring to the California Toad here? If so. 
this sentence is unclear to me. - 
On page 11-40. line 10. reference is made to "(Heindel. 1990)". This cita- 
tion does not appear in the Bibliography. 

Appendix C.  Wildlife Habitat Table contains an excessive number of typographi- 
cal errors in the animal lists. In addition. a number of common and scientific 
neaes are improperly applied or obsolete. I have enclosed copies of some of 
the pages with some of the errors noted. I am sure thet there are additional 
errors that I have not caught. This section needs to be reviewed carefully by 
biologists familier with the taxonomy of each vertebrate group. If the sub- 
specific names are soing to be included in the Reptiles and Amphibians Sec- 
tions, then they ahould be included for all texa. In a document of this sort, 
I am not sure that subspecies is necessary. In the sections on reptiles and 
amphibians. I have also included records of new species that are not already 
noted in the EIR, but that occur here. - 
Recently, salamanders have been discovered in Sierra canyons feedins into the 
Owns Valley. The Inyo Mountains Salamander. Batrachoaeus c-, is also 



found in the Inyo Mountains. As salamanders are especially sensitive to water 
manipulation. the State of California, Department of Fish 6 Cane. should be 
contacted to determine if there are potential problems with salamanders here. -I i5 
In revieuing the section on reptiles and amphibians I used Standard Common and 
Current Scientific Nones for North American Amphibians a& Reptiles (Second 
Edition), by Joseph T. Collins et el, published by the Society for the Study 
of Amphibians end Reptiles (SSAR). The Third Edition has just been released 
end may be obtained by sending a check for $5.00 node out to SSAR end sending 
the order to Douolas H. Taylor. Departnent of Zooloqy, niami University, 
Oxford, Ohio 45056. - 
I eppreclete the opportunity to comment on the content of this EIR. If my 
comments are unclear, or if you wish to contact me, please feel free to do so. 

County Director 6 4-H Advisor 

Encl . 
cc: Inyo County Board of Supervisors 
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BIRDS 

Gaviiformes 

C a n m  imn (Gmio immn) 

Eared grebe (Podiccps nigicdlis) 
Pied-billed grebe (Podilymbw podiceps) 
Western grebe (Aechrnophanu occidenrolir) 

Great blue heron (Anfro hemidrs) htr-,A ,&-: 
Green heron ( ~ ~ r r a i d ~ ~ @ + )  F+lJ~-: 

7' Blacksrowed nq&hcmn ( prtcwnr "ycrrcomr) -"-- 
w American bifn (Bordqw kntiginostu) 

Least bittern ( ~ r o 6 ~ c h r u  ailis) T. A&*- 
d 

C O'.,G..ii..,?.l- 

Anseriformes 

91- o& 

G\,'JCJ i e ~ r - a n : .  

Mallard ( A m  pla 
Gadwall ( A n m e )  S++~ZV.:. 
Pintail (Anas muto) 
Green-winged teal (Anas cncca) 
Blue-kngcd teal (Anns ducors) 
Cinnamon teal ( A m  cpnopem) 
Europcan widgeon (Anas pcnrlopc) 

Habitat = 

FC, m 

FC, m 
FC. m 

FC, WmW 
C. m 
R, m 
R, m 
4 m  
C, yl. B 
FC, YI, B 
C m  
C, m 
U, m 
C, sr, B 
R. m 



BIRDS (Coatinued) 

American widgeon (has amuicnna) 
Nothem shovler (has ctypeu) 
Wood dub; (Ah s p m w )  
Redhead (A* MUni,rn) 
Ring-mcted duck (A* cdktrir) 

. . ,  . 
canmar pldenye (&e& chg"Ja) 
BufIlehead (Bucephoro &cola) 
Surf rotcr (MeInniaa plspicillmo) 
Ruddy dudr (Oryum j l ~ ~ l c c n r i r )  
Common mergamcr (Mngur me-) 
Red-brcaued merganser (Mngur semuor) 

Foods (in decreasing 
order of mponanoc) 



Habitat 
X Y E  

BlRDS (Conlinucd) 

G ~ i f o n n c ~  

Sandhill m m  (Gm canademu) 
Virginia rail (R& limicolo) 
.%a ( P m ~ a  C L M ~ ~ M )  
Yellow rail (Cofwnicop novebomcemir) 
Common gallinul llint&~ cl~loropu) 0 Amerim can  tic wnericana) y ,,, ; r-<, 

-- 
Charadriifamu 

Semi-pabnatcd plover (Chwulriu wnip l lMNI )  
Snowy plover (Chnmdn'w nlouwin'n~~) 
Killdecr (Chnmdrw vocifmu) 
Mountain p b c r  (Chamrtrmu tnomnnc) 
Black-bellied p l m r  (Squnmrbfo sgrmtomln) 
Common Mipe (Cqplla gnuinago) 
Long-biW curkw ( N m n i w  m i a n # )  
Whimbrel ( N m n i w  phacopu) 
Marbled guhmt ( f i n m a  fcdm) 
Spolted sandpiper (Acrinu manclon'a) 
Solitary sandpiper (Trinfa sotifaria) 

Dunlin (Calicinj alpinn) 
h g - b i l k d  dowitcher -(Limndmnlu scobpeur) 
Wwem sandpiper (Cnlidnt mormri) 
Baird's sandpiper (Catidrir bnirdi) 
American avocet ( R e c ~ ~ ~ ~ r o s n n  ,ymrncma) 
B!ack-mckd stilt ~(,whto~u? V ? ~ Y  .cnv1 J' 

Wilm's phalarope (Stcgnnopu m'color) 
Nonhem phalarope ( I d i p s  lobanu) 
Califwnia gull ( h u  cnlifomictu) 
Ring-billed gull ( b  dclen~amntis) 
Bonapane's gull ( b  plliladelphio) 
Sabim's gull (Xcina sabini) 
Foster's tem (Sterna forsteri) 

Abundance k 
Occurrence 

R, m 
R, m 
c, yl, B 
R, m 
A, m 
F C  yl, B 
R, m 
R, m 
R, m 
C. sr, B 
U, m 
U, m 
U, m 
h m  
U, m 
R, m 
R, m 
U, m 
U, m 
U, m 
C, sr, B 
F C  ar, B 
C sr, B 
U, m 
c, sr. B 
U. m 
R, m 
4 m  
U. m 

Foods (in decreasing 
a d c r  of importanal 



BIRDS (Continued) 

Sage sparrow (Amphisp'zi be.@) 
D a r k q d  junco (junco frvcmolis) 

Oregon junco (Junco mg~ur) 
Chipping sparrow (SpizIlo pauerinn) 
Brewer's sparrow (SpizIlo bmum') 
Blackchinned spanow (SpPzrIlo nhogulnrir) 
Harra' sparnm (Zonorrichio gum&) 
Whiteaomed sparrow (Zonomchio inrcopluys) 
Goldenaomed spanow (Zononichia iri~4p~Uo) 
White-thmated sparrow (Zonom'chio aloicouir) 
Fox sparrow (PcuscmUo itioco) 
Linmln's sparrow (Mclospiur tincohii) 
Song sparrow (Mr&s#m meMia) 
Lapland longspur (CnlcmMiu ropponictu) 

MAMMALS 

Habitat 

BE 
Abundance & 
Occurrence 



MAMMALS (Continued) 

Big brown bat (Epuicw fimw) 
Haary bat (biunrr  cinemu) 
s p ~ t c d  bat (EudmM t?lm&o) 
Western bigcared bat ( P k m u  m ~ e n d i )  
Pallid bat ( A N ~ I M U  pdi&) 
Mndcan freclail bat (Tadmido bmi t i c~ i r )  

Carnimxa 

Black tmr  (Umu Mvricmw) 
Raamn (Pmyan &or) 
R~ngtail cat (&us- omuur) 
Long-taikd -1 (Musela /murra) 
M~nk (Mw~ela viron) 
Badger (T&o rmolr) 
Slrlpd skunk (Mephifir mephifir) 
SpOltcd skunk (Sp'rogak prtoriut) 
CoyMe (Canis htmns) 
ffit [car (i 'ulps macNnis) 
Gray fox ( U m y a  cinmomgmruiu) :\~eraoxY?c&.u5 

C)  Mountain lion (Fe& concolor) 
I 
C 
N 

bbcat (Lym 4 0 )  

Rodcntia - 
Whitetail antelope squiml (Ammo~pm~phi l~u irucurur) 
Townscnd ground squiml (SpmMphiilw rowsedi) 
Californta ground squiml ( S v @ i l w  bcechyi) 
bast chipmunk (Eurm'm  minim^^) 
Mcrriarn chipnunk<Euumim mmrmmni) 
V a l e  prkc t  gopher (Ihananyr bortue) 
lrllk pocket mouse (Pmgmrhur longimembris) 
h g t a i l  pocket mouw (Prrognahur f ~ r m ~ s w )  
Great W i n  pocket mouse (Pnoguuhw ~nu r )  

Canyon m s e  (Pmrmyscw nininu) 
Brush mouse (Prromyrw bqki) 
Pinyon mouse (Prromyrcus mi) 
Deer moose (Pmunyrcw maniculorus) 
Wcstem h a m i  mouse (Rcirhrodoncomys mrgalonr) 
Southern 

-. 

Abundanac & 
Occurrence 

Foods (in decreasing 
order of impManat 



Habitat Abundance & 
Occurrence 

Foatc (in dmcacing 
order of impatam) 

MAMMALS (Continued) 

Panamint kangaroo rat (Dipodomyr e) 
Mmiam kangaroo rat (DipodomVr mmiomi) 
Ortat Basin kangaroo rat (Drpnionryf micmp) 
Dcscn kangaroo rat (DipodomVr desmi) 
Pale kangaroo mouse (Micmfipidops pdM.w) 
Sagcbrush vok (Logunu ounam) 
Meadcw vole (Minotos cafifmicur) 
Mountain vole (Mirroros ~ O N M I U )  
Long-tailed vole (Micmtos lonpica~cd~u) 
House mouse 
Daen wmdnt (Ncotome pido) -I------- 

Bushy-mil woodra e o t a o  c i n n n )  

Tuk elk ( C m  nmnodes) 
Mule deer (Odocoi*w kmimw) 
w n  bighorn sheep (OVU cmndcnsu e m )  
California bighorn sheep (Ovir conndcnric cnlifomiaaa) 

Gekkmidae 

Daen banded gedro (Cdron)a tm'cgnnu Voriegonu) 

Desen iguana (Dipsmamu d m d u  d m d b )  
Chuckwalb (Soum~l t r r  dxsur) 
W a r d  lirard (Cmfu&$ cdlarir) 
Limpard lizard (Cmrllph wistizcnii) 5rkm~.d .  a. 

'..--- y- 



Habiuc 
?Ye!-? 

REPTILES (Continual) 

Daen night l i r d  (XM1Wio vlgi[ir v i e )  - F 

Gilbert's slunk IEwn+cu nilbmil C.F " -.- 
T e i i i  - ~ . T Z ~  t I h & o q a f a &  *,,v \,L~\, 

b*db & e m :  . _*i>&,,, ':,, ,, cblu 
0I .C U FT 'n Qj4 -  

0 
I Gnat Basin whiptail (C-dophaur trgnr) 4 3" C.D.E,F 

Pacific rubber bos (Chminn borm botuu) C 

Abundance k Fmds (in dewawing 
Occurrence order of importance) 



Habitat 
ZYE 

C* 
California redaided ganer snake - F 0 2.4 L, 9 , ~  

., 
B.CG 

G - c v n A  Sr  ',.Ce F 
yy p-. t -, \ ,+ ter,+yX CE,F 

Vlpridac +232.&&?. 

AMPHIBIANS 

Pclobatidae 

Great Basin spadefm tcad (Scqphiopu Luamonranw) 

Mountain yellow-legged frog ( R m  mwcaw) Mo+ \ ,bi\ ., ;A m r a %  Fi 51 K C* 
Lcsnrrd frog ( R w  PiPiCN) c.~Cu I L k B G D  
Bullfrog (RW c a f e s k i m )  k B  

FISHES 

Rainbow trout (SlJlno gubdmd) 
e m  tmut (solno murat 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER C18 

RESPONSE C18-1 

This comment is actually an introductory statement. No response is necessaty. 

RESPONSE '218-2 

The saltcedar problem in Owens Valley is acknowledged and discussed in Chapter 10, Vegetation, 

of the Draft EIR. Further discussion of saltcedar control can be found in response to master 

comment VE-7. 

The second part of this comment concerns the fact that not all species thrive in wetland conditions 

and may actually be harmed by them. Wetland creation, restoration, o r  enhancement projects 

considered in the proposed project would take place at sites that were previously wet since those 

places would be easier to restore to earlier conditions. In any case, any impacts to such sites 

would be assessed prior to any creation/restoration efforts. 

RESPONSE C18-3 

This amphibian has been added to the revised list of animals found in Appendix C-4 to  this 

Response to  Comments document. 

RESPONSE C18-4 

Comment is correct and noted. Text on page 1 i ': pertaining to the ring-necked pheasant relates 

to  pre-project conditions. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C18 

RESPONSE C I S 5  

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C18-6 

The text on  page 11-16 has been changed to read "Yellow-rumped warbler". 

RESPONSE CIS-7 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C18-8 

Comment noted. See response CIS-4 above. 

RESPONSE CIS-9 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 

RESPONSE CIS-10 

The estimate of 30 reptile species is a reflection of pre-project conditions. Since 1970, two species 

of rattlesnake have been added to the list as shown in Table 11-4 bringing the total to 32 for the 

years 1970 to 1990. It is also recognized that there is a difference between not occurring and 

being unreported. 

RESPONSE ClS-11 

While the California toad is not strictly nocturnal, it is often very active on warm nights at lower 

elevations. It does tend to he  diurnal at higher elevations. 

RESPONSE CIS-12 

This reference has been added to the Bibliography contained in Appendix C-3 to this Response 

to Comments document. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C18 

RESPONSE Cl8-13 

Changes have been made to the list of animals and a corrected, updated version is found in 

Appendix C-4 to this Response to Comments document. 

RESPONSE C18-14 

Comment noted, no  response necessary. The Inyo Mountains are not part of the valley floor. 

RESPONSE C18-1.5 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. NO 

response is required. 





Letter C19 

Valley Industry and Commerce Association 





OFFICERS 
Chb- the B o ~ d  

JAMES W. GOURLEY 
W h r m  Gllfomi. G.3 Cornpa:, 

P..'idmt 
BONNY ?dMHESON 

via Udr.Prau 

JIM HESCOX 
MCA lkvrbpmnt Co. 

Ch.1- EduaNon Fovndttlm 
DAVID W FlXWhC 

m d g  k I n p l b  

EXECUTIVE C O h M l l E E  

T n - ~ S a v t s a . I n . .  
ROD SPACKMAN 

January 28, 1991 

Mr. John Davis 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

This letter is to express a concern of the Valley 
Industry and Commerce Association's Water Committee 
regarding the draft Environmental Impact Report 
entitled "Water from the Owens Valley to Supply the 
Second Los Angeles Aqueduct." It states, on page 5- 
12, that based on an assumed long term pumping rate of 
110,000 acre feet per year, the additional water 
available for export is estimated to be only about 
42,000 acre feet compared to the ''no project" 
alternative. - 
If environmental protection provisions result in lower 
long term pumping rates, it appears that any reduction 
will directly reduce exports rather than the level of 
water used on City owned lands in the Owens Valley. 

We are of the opinion that the City of Los Angeles 
should request a change in the proposed agreement to 
assure that the water available for export is not 
diminished. Any reduction in pumping should be made 
9- r h.. "i 2 czrro-sp~r.cting r?c?:ztior. ir, -.rater .rr& 2:: C i t w  A 

lands in the Owens Valley. It is difficult to justify 
irrigating alfalfa on portions of City owned lands 
when the municipal and industrial water needs of the 
City are faced with an uncertain and possibly 
inadequate quality water supply. - 

B I 
SXEVEVALENZIANO 

mght F n n k  F.uI*nrI*nr l b i k  S 
GEORGE WE[N 

b & t d y ~ .  *bI0 
&&#all lntammo 

21800 Oxnard St., Suite 470 . Woodland Hills, California 91367 . (818) 888-2228 FAX (818) 716-2780 

Sewing Northern Los Angela and Eastern Venhua Gunties 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER C19 

RESPONSE C19-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C19-2 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 





Letter C20 

The Mono Lake Committee 





LETTER 6-20 

THEMONO LAKECOMMITTEE 
1355 Westwood Blvd Swte 6 

Lee V~n~ng, 2fC A 93541 Los Angeles, CA 90024 
(61 9) 647-6595 (21 3) 477-8229 

January 27, 1931 

John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis, 

The Mono Lake Committee (MLC) has reviewed the 1330 draft 
EIR (DEIR) entitled "Water from the Owens Valley to Supply the 
Second Los Angeles Aqueduct." 

The MLC supports the efforts by Inyo County and the City of 
Los Angeles and its Department of Water and Power (DWP) to reach 
a fair and practical agreement on the long term management of 
groundwater pumping in the Owens Valley. It is our hope that an 
agreement can be reached that protects and enhances the Eastern 
Sierra environment while providing for the real water needs of 
Los Angeles. 

However, the MLC has identified three areas of major concern 
with regard to the DEIR that will be detailed below: - 
I) "The projectf' as it is currently defined in the DEIR may be 
based on an unsubstantiated premise that the Mono Basin EIR, now 
being prepared under the direction of the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB), will adequately assess and mitigate the 
impacts to Mono County of increased surface diversions from the 
Mono Basin into the 2nd barrel of the aqueduct. - 

We do not disagree with the approach of separation of 
responsibility between the two documents to define appropriate 
environmental standards for each geographical area. However, we 
are concerned that the failure of the Mono Basin EIR to produce 
the results expected could undermine the EIR process for the 
Owens Valley. - 
11) We are concerned that the description of *spre-project" 
conditions in the Owens Valley and the disclosure of significant 
cumulative impacts in the Owens Valley is insufficient to 
adequately assess and provide mitigation for the operation of the 
2nd barrel of the aqueduct. - 
111) We are concerned that the description of alternative water 
supplies available to Los Angeles in the DEIR is deficient, 
preventing an accurate analysis of the feasibility of an 



environmentally superior alternative. L 
DISCUSSION 

I. A kev element of the wroiect description in the Owens DEIR is: 

"All water management practices and facilities that were 
implemented or constructed in Owens Valley to supply water to the 
second barrel of the aqueduct, including an increase in the 
amount of surface water diverted for export" (p.S-5). 

The action that has essentially driven preparation of this 
and previous EIR1s is the construction of the 2nd barrel of the 
aqueduct in 1470, an the resultant impacts from increased 
diversions of ground and surface waters to fill the second 
aqueduct. The water sources for the 2nd aqueduct included 
increased surface water diversions from the Mono Basin. In 
rejecting the second EIR in 1981, the Court found that: 

"An EIR may not define a purpose for a project and then 
remove from consideration those matters necessary to the 
assessment of whether the purpose can be achieved. Since the 
FEIR removes the availability of surface water from examination 
it fails the legal duty and the mandate of this court to provide 
an informed and accurate analvsis of the project and its 
impa~ts.~? (County of Invo v. Citv of Los Anaeles (3d Dist. 1981) 
124 Cai.App.3d 1, 7-53.)'' 

5 r-- 
However, the draft 1990 Owens EIR states it will not address 

the impacts of increased surface water diversions from completion 
of the 2nd barrel of the aqueduct on the Mono Basin and Long 
Valley, saying that "Water gathering by LADWP in Mono County is 
currently subject to litigationw (p.1-5), and that these 
activities will be addressed in the Mono Basin SFIRCB EIR. 

L As the Mono Lake Committee became aware of the separate 
scope of two EIRs, we accepted that each document would define 
the impacts to the two geographical areas separately as well as 
define appropriate mitigation for those impacts. Part of the 
reasoning for this was expressed in a letter by Tony Rossmann to 
the SWRCB on their "Notice of Preparations1 (NOP) of a Mono Basin 
EIR (2-6-90) : 

"In assessing the impacts of any proposed Board action 
on Los Angeles' overall water supply, the Board will necessarily 
be required to make the best possible assessment of Owens Valley 
water availability to Los Angeles. But the Board must carefully 
accept as a given that Owens Valley exports will be governed by 
constraints necessary to protect the environment there, just as 
Inyo County and Los Angeles in their agreements and proposed EIR 
have assumed and will assume that decreases in Mono Basin exports 
may be necessary for protection of that basin, and that such 



decreases will not influence the management of Owens Valley 
resources." 

While this separation of analyses is theoretically 
expedient, it does not reflect the realit of the scope of the 
two EIR's as is currentlv being defined: 

It is unsupported that the Mono Basin EIR will adequately 
evaluate and mitigate the impacts to Mono County of increased 
surface diversions from the Mono Basin into the 2nd barrel of the 
aqueduct. This is because the planning documents for the Mono 
Basin EIR have thus far not appropriately defined the baseline 
conditions from which to evaluate project impacts and prescribe 
appropriate mitigations. 

The MLC has repeatedly requested a clarification of this 
issue in our comments on the "Scope" and '*NOPW of a Mono Basin 
EIR and on the "Revised Workplansis of the SWRCB contractor. 
(Please see attached SWRCB documents and letters from MLC/Audubon 
to the SWRCB). The NOP defines the slprojectsl as setting stream 
flow and lake level standards (pg.4), and is thus focussed on the 
impacts of the reduction in surface water diversions from the 
Mono Basin (and not the impacts from increased diversions since 
1941 or 1970) on Mono Basin and downstream waters and resources. 

The NOP and revised workplans go on to state that project 
"alternativess1 will be compared to historic pre-diversion 
conditions. However, it is unclear whether a distinction will be 
made between pre- and post-1970 conditions. Furthermore, the 
proposed EIR falls short of using pre-1941 or pre-1970 conditions 
as a baseline from which to measure appropriate mitigations. In 
fact, the revised workplans ( w a .  5-6) define mitiqation around an 
Auaust, 1989 baseline. 

Racanelli (182 Cal.App.3d 82) requires a consideration of a 
"without projects1 scenario as one defined historic or "natural " 
conditions, even if other projects already affecting the 
environment are in place. Even if "upstream" projects evolved 
out of separate decisions, conditions prior to their enactment 
must be described and their impacts to the whole must be 
considered in a cumulative analysis. 

In addition, the SWRCB EIR's fishery studies now cover not 
only streams tributary to Mono Lake, but also reach down into 
southern Mono and northern Inyo counties with stream, riparian, 
fishery and land management studies in the Upper and Middle Owens 
River and Crowley Reservoir. The MLC supported the inclusion of 
the Upper Owens River and Crowley Reservoir as part of the 
environment affected by DWP's Mono Basin water export management. 
However, we again question whether the use of 1989 as a baseline 
is appropriate to determine mitigation measures. While the above 



mentioned studies will attempt to describe historic conditions, 
their emphasis will be to describe existinq habitat conditions 
and streamflow needs. Therefore, the assertion that the impacts 
to all of Mono County will be addressed in the Mono Basin EIR is 
premature. 

We wonder whether the SWRCB and Inyo County have coordinated 
their processes of defining the geographical areas to be assessed 
in their respective work plans. We find it curious that after 
either agency seemingly had defined a separation of scopes, that 
the Mono Basin EIR studies reach down into the Middle Owens River 
(from Pleasant Valley to Tinnemaha reservoirs) in Inyo County. 
Yet this section of the Owens River is a focus of analysis in the 
Owens DEIR. Is the Mono Basin EIRJs focus on the Middle Owens 
consistent with the stated goals of the Owens DEIR? 

8 [  
Furthermore, the Mono Basin EIR has failed thus far to 

characterize the "no projectw alternative as the water flows 
which meet the conditions of Fish and Game Code section 5937. We 
do not know if the illegality of surface water diversions in 
violation of 5937 will be properly characterized, (which were 
facilitated and increased by completion of the second barrel of 
the aqueduct in 1970) so that a proper "balancingw of the true 
costs vs. benefits to the City of Los Angeles can be made. 
(Please see our letters to SWRCB of 10-25-89, pg.14; 3-15-90, 
pg.2-3, 5; 11-20-90, pg.5, 7-9.) 

In sum, it appears clear that the 3rd District Court in its 
rejection of the 1978 Owens EIR, dictated that somebody must 
address the impacts from increased surface water diversions into 
the 2nd barrel, from Mono Basin south. While we concur that the 9. 
Mono Basin EIR cduld accompXish this task f ~ r  Mono County, it 
does not appear that the outcome intended by the court will be 
the result. This raises substantial problems for everyone. L 
11. We Believe that the DEIR is Deficient in its Description of 
"Pre-Proiect" Conditions, and Does Not Adequately Analyze and 
Mitiqate for Cumulative Impacts Within the Defined ScoDe of the 
Proi ect . 

We are concerned that an accurate discussion of significant 
and cumulative impacts is precluded by insufficient pre-project 
descriptions of the environment. In several instances, the DEIR 
asserts that sufficient data does not exist to afford an accurate 
evaluation of pre-project conditions (see pages 9-50, 10-28, 10- 
50, 11-5, 11-27, 11-39). 

11 
With regards to pre-project descriptions of vegetation and 

wildlife, we note that aerial photos were used for "some findings 
in this analysis" (p.10-28), but that "aerial photos alone are 
not adequate to base 
vegetation changes." 

conclusions regarding cauke and effect 
However, we wonder if the use of aerial 



photos was too readily dismissed. Aerial photos could be used 
along with proven wildlife habitat evaluation methodology to 
assess the availability of habitat that existed prior to the 
project, from which conclusions regarding wildlife population 
levels can be derived. In the Mono Basin EIR, extensive study o: 
aerial photos is being completed to document historic conditions 
and to assess changes that have occurred as a result of DWP's 
water diversions. The Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) is an 
example of methodology that can be used to relate habitats to 
animal populations. 

However, with respect to the lower Owens River, the DEIR 
concludes, despite a claimed lack of sufficient data on pre- 
project conditions, that significant impacts to the environment 
have not occurred and therefore need not be mitigated for (p.9- 
50, 10-50). Isn't it premature to conclude that significant 
impacts have not occurred, without adequate data to make this 
assertion? Moreover, it is difficult for the public and other 
agencies to assess cumulative changes that have occurred without 
an accurate description of pre-project conditions. 

With respect to post-project conditions, the DEIR 
acknowledges that there have been adverse impacts since 1940 fro! 
using the Owens River like a pipeline to convey fluctuating and 
destructively large amounts of aqueduct water (p.9-5, 9-6). 
However, the DEIR claims that insufficient evidence exists to 
conclude that there have been impacts to the Owens Valley since 
1970 from increased surface water diversions to supply the 2nd 
aqueduct. 

We know, for instance, that on the upper Owens River, there 
is evidence that since 1970, the increased flows and dramatic 
fluctuations in amount of water diverted southward have resulted 
in severe bank erosion, loss of undercut banks and riparian 
habitat, increased sedimentation, and overall loss of the superb 
fish habitat that once existed along this stretch of the river. 
DFG has documented similar impacts on the middle and lower Owens 
River. Yet the DEIR states (p.9-50, 10-50) that, despite 
documentation to the contrary, I1insufficient informationw is 
available to document such impacts. The DEIR goes on to conclud 
(p.9-50, 10-50) that: 

Itit is believed that increased flow rates have not resulted 
in a significant adverse impact in comparison to pre-project 
conditions. $1 

The DEIR further concludes on page 10-50 that: 

"Flow releases to the Owens River has resulted in a 
beneficial impact to riparian vegetation and wildlife, as 
compared to pre-project conditions." 



We question how the DEIR can make suc conclusions that no 
adverse impacts, and even beneflcieri im ave occurred, based 

"insufficient informationw and -t an adepuate analysis of 
the existing data. Lon 

In the discussion of cumulative im acts, as required by 
CEQA, the DEiR (p.17-5) states that: 

19Cumulative let are discussed in 
the pre project settin PS 8 through 16." 

This relegation o lative impacts to 
various chapters by definition 
analysis of the cumulative impa 
the environment. Furthermore, discussion of c 
on each of the affected resources in the cha 
obscured by such a scattered treatment, 

15 

apters 8 through 
fic mitigation 
cts . However, 
ts are perhaps 

L 

A cumulative analysis which understates information 
concerning the severity and signi cumulative impacts 
"impedes meaningful public discus 
decisionmaker's perspective concernin 
consequences of a project, the ne tion measures, 
and the appropriateness of projec 
Preserve the Oiai, supra, 176 Cal 
the importance to any EIR of an a 
of cumulative impacts cannot be o 

r The "agreement" lists as the 
mitigation feature for the project ntation of a "Lower 
Owens River project." Given the c 
restoration project to the evaluation 
mitigation, we wonder why the Lower 
more fully described. 

17 
Furthermore, the DEIR should a edge that there are non- 

discretionary legal requirements un e l k h  and Game Codes 
which mandate that DWP maintain flows Reeessary to keep fish in 



good condition in the Owens River downstream from the Los Angeles 
Aqueduct intake dam. Any additional mitigation as part of the 
proposed Lower Owens River project should be viewed as above and 
beyond these legally mandated flow requirements. 

IV. WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES 

The draft EIR is fails to present a comprehensive disclosure 
of the alternative water supplies available to the City of Los 
Angeles. Without such a discussion it is impossible for the 
public to evaluate whether the environmental standards or 
mitigations proposed for continued groundwater pumping under the 
"agreementm are appropriate given the choices the City has to 
provide for its real water needs. 

The following is a discussion of why the EIR's chapters on 
the availability of water to the City through water conservation 
and water reclamation is insufficient and, in some cases, 
inaccurate. 

3.3 WATER CONSERVATION 

The DWP list of water conservation programs (table 3-4) is 
comprehensive, yet there is no indication of the level of 
enforcement, effectiveness or commitment to imolementation of any 
of these programs in the Draft EIR. In order for these programs 
to work, they must first contain mechanisms for implementation. 
The programs must then be carried out and monitored for their 
success. In the Draft EIR, one would expect to see not only a 
list of water conservation programs but also plans for 
effectively bringing the goals of the programs to fruition. 
Listing programs is not the same as implementing them. 

An example of a program which was listed in the Draft EIR 
but was not actually enforced is DWP1s audit. We know from a & 
Anqeles Times article, dated April 22, 1990, that DWP's audit of 
its 250 largest users was neither monitored nor enforced. Many 
large water users did not respond to DWPfs surveys. In the 
surveys which were actually returned, many estimates were 
drastically incomplete or inaccurate. Again, in order to 
evaluate DWP's water conservation program, the enforcement 
mechanisms and their effectiveness must be revealed. 

In the description of the 1988 Water Conservation Ordinance 
to Reduce Sewer Flows (p. 3-6), the Draft EIR summarizes the 
ordinance's main requirements. Unfortunately, neither DWP nor 
the City of Los Angeles has any idea of the extent of the 
compliance. 

It is interesting to note that during the last drought (1977- 
7 8 ) ,  the people of Los Angeles reduced their water consumption by 



19%. During the current drought, entation of the 
1988 Conservation Ordinance and th additional 

conservation programs, r s Angeles could 
barely maintain a 10% reduction. g the Fall of 
1990, conservation efforts hovered 

On pages 3-8, the Draft EIR states that free conservation 
kits were mailed to 1.25 million customers and that 1.3 million 
low-flow shower heads were dis is does not 
necessarily mean the kits were i d used. According to 
a Los Anqeles Times arti anuary 4, 1991, DWP customers 
have failed for the thir 0n th  to reach the 10% 
reduction in water use r ase I of the Emergency Water 
Conservation Ordinance. Conse n has hovere between 5 and 
7%. In contrast, water conservation efforts in San Jose, San 
Francisco, and the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBHUD) 
service areas range from a 15-25% reduction in water use. 

On page 3-8, a is described. 
Although the progra 0, the retrofit 
proposal continues to languish the 'tcis AngePes City Council's 
Budget and Finance Committee. To date, no action has been taken. 

The section on (pp, 3-8 to 3-9) fails to 
include information otiations now being 
conducted between la including DWP) and 
environmentalists o 21 : I*, part of the 

I Bay/Delta hearings con Resources Control 
Board. In the Memoran er agencies would 
commit to implementing all conservation measures which are 
economically feasible and socially acceptable. Included in the 
BMP's wiil be specific instructions as to what constitutes 
acceptable implementation. Potent a i  implementation for water 
conservation could be substantiall 
implementation instructions and by listed in the 
future. 

22 
The Draft EIR also fails to take into account the potential 

water savings brought about by Enacted in lg90, AB 325 
established a task force to dev modal landsca~e ordinance 
for all local water agencies. s from the task force could 
dramatically alter Los Angeles' nt ordinance, which now only 
applies to new construction. A more c ensive LOS Angeles 
City ordinance is still in the draftin 

23 
Page 3-11 focuses on 

comparison to San Jose and 
District (EBMUD), Los Ange 
the water efficiency of its commercial and industrial users. In. 
1988, EBMUD requested its industrial customers to reduce water 
use 9% from 1986 levels, Customers a c t u a l l y .  cut back consumption 
by 29%. In i989, EBMOD requested an industrial cut back of 5%. 



The result was a 26% reduction. A 

In San Jose, 15 diverse companies were targeted, rangin 
from electronics manufacturing and metal finishing to paper and 
food processing. Combined water consumption of these 15 
companies was reduced to more than 1 billion gallons per year by 
conservation measures alone, at an annual savings of $2 million, 

Looking at DWP8s $8 million allocation for water 
conservation (p. 3-11), the Draft EIR fails to compare this 
figure with other pertinent information. For instance, the $8 
million figure does not take into account the fact that DWP 
benefits from the Metro~olitan Water Districtfs Conservation 
Credits Proaram and its Local Projects funding. According to 
MWD's 1990 Regional Urban Water Management Plan, DWP received 
$190,000 last year from the Conservation Credits Program alone. 

We are curious whether this EIR adopts LADWP1s position 
(expressed most recently by Tom Birmingham for DWP in Eldorado 
Superior Court, 1-17-91) that water conservation is only a means 
of "managing water demand" [EIR 3-40) and cannot be viewed as a 
replacement water source for the City? The EIR claims that "by 
increasing the efficiency of water use, the need for new source 
development is reduced or delayed." (EIR 3-4, 6-21, emphasis 
ours.) However, logic would dictate that if Los Angeles doesn't 
use the water, it doesn't need to take it. 

Finally, we incorporate by reference the Decennial SUrvey 
of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power conducted by 
Richard Metzler and Associates in March, 1990. We have enclosed 
a number of pages from the survey which point out the 
ineffectiveness of DWP at implementing and monitoring 
conservation programs (see pages 115, 119-120, 154-155, 264). 

6.3 ALTERNATIVE WATER SUPPLIES FOR M S  ANGELES 

Conservation 

According to the Draft EIR, "(a)t present, Zos Angeles does 
not have a specific qrowth manaaement plan" (p.6-20). However, 
it does indicate that the City could institute one in the future, 
and the EIR states, "Los Angeles could choose to limit growth to 
halt water demand." In the past, Los Angeles has allowed massive 
growth to take place, with scant regard for infrastructure needs. 
The most recent example is the Porter Ranch development, one of 
the largest developments in Los Angeles history. It will include 
3,395 homes and 6 million square feet of commercial space. It is 
curious that Los Angeles would permit such a project if, indeed, 
the city felt its water supply was insufficient. 

Page 6-21 details what the Draft EIR terms "a comprehensive 
water conservation program." However, as in earlier sections, 



the DEIR fails to include any information as to monitorinq, 
enforcement, or the effectiveness of current programs. Nor does 
the list of potential new programs contain any guidelines as to 
how success rates will be measured. Listing programs is not the 
same as thoroughly implementing them. 

On page 6-25, we are surprised to read that the home water 
audit was discontinued "due to lack of interestm. However, it 
has been reinstated during the current drought cycle. To what 
extent has it been reactivated? Will home and commercial water 
audits be conducted when the drought ends? In Santa Barbara, 
Ventura, and San Luis Obispo counties, audit programs have been 
highly successful. In some cases, audit programs have reduced a 
home8s consumption by 50%. 

Also on page 6-25, the Draft EIR ignores the most important 
reason for implementing an increasing block sate structure. 
Under DWP's current uniform block rate, the pricing structure can 

27 r act as a disincentive to water conservation. Presently, when DWP 
customers conserve in large numbers, DWP raises water rates to 
cover fixed coscs and to maintain a favorable bond rating. As a 
result, widesprea savings by customers lead to increases in 
their water bills An increasing block rate, already enacted by 
35% of the agencies in MWD's service area, rewards conservation 
and penalizes waste. The Draft EIR is also inaccurate when it 
implies that the city of Tuscon, Arizona may end its increasing 
block structure (p.6-25). 

Landscape Controls (p. 6-26): The Draft EIR is correct in 
stating that a comprehensive landscape ordinance would be 
steffective in reducing total water demands8. By December, 1992, 
all cities and counties, including Los Angeles, will be required 
under AB 325 to enact water efficient landscape ordinances. 
Landscape controls are also included in the list of measurable 
BMPs, which then DWP will agree to enact under the BMP Memorandum 
of Understanding. 

28 I- The Draft EIR is inaccurate in stating that the 
environmental effects of water conservation programs in Los 

' Angeles would be negligible. There are direct benefits to Los 
Angeles: the Los Angeles Water Conservation Sewer Flow Ordinance 
of 1988 was originally designed to help ease the burden on the 
Byperion Sewer Treatment Facility, then at full capacity, and to 
protect the Santa Monica Bay from further degradation. 

29 
Finally, the conclusion of the water conservation section 

incorrectly states that an expanded water conservation program is 
"~nquantifiable'~. Given the BMP negotiation process now underway 
is designed -co make reliable estimates for water conservarrion 
programs, given the measurable results of other municipalities' 
water conservation programs and given the failure of this 
document to objectively evaluate the City9s efforts to implement, 



enforce and monitor water conservation programs, this conclusion 
is insupportable and pre-mature. 

Increased Use of Los Anseles River Groundwater Basin I 
The yield of the groundwater basin (p.6-27) will increase in 

the future if any of the programs mentioned are implemented 
including groundwater clean-up. An estimate of the increased 
yield, and its potential as a replacement source of water, should 
be included in the final EIR. 

Increased Purchase of Water From the Metrooolitan Water District - 
The table on Metropolitan Water District (MWD) purchases by 

LADWP (Table 6-3) should be updated through 1990. 

In the discussion of other water supply programs, the EIR 
should mention the MWD seasonal storage program, which LADWP has 
relied upon, and which will help to stretch existing supplies. 

We take issue with the statement that increased use of MWD 
water by LADWP would "aggravate" local water supplies and have 
adverse impacts on other southern California communities that 
depend on MWD. In actuality, reduced MWD supplies to other 
member agencies will lead to more efficient use of local 
(southern California) supplies because it will induce, for 
example, greater use of reclaimed water, and more efficient water 
use through conservation. By decreasing the use of imported 
water supply and increasing the use of local supplies a member 
agency will be less vulnerable to interruptions or reductions in 
the imported supply. MWD member agencies will eventually have 
greater reliability if they use local supplies more efficiently. 

- 
Water Reclamation 

The section on reclamation in the Draft EIR (p.6-36 - 6-42) 
begins with regurgitating outdated information on the barriers to 
water reclamation. However, on page 6-38, the Draft EIR 
acknowledges that the City of Los Angeles has ambitious water 
reclamation goals which the City Council and the DWP Commission 
have embraced. - 

In the discussions of the costs of reclaimed water, the 
Draft EIR fails to take into account a number of factors which 
reduce these costs. For example, MWD already offers a $154 
credit for each acre-foot of water saved by approved projects. 
Reclamation projects are ideal for such credits. In addition, 
$60 million is currently available to Los Angeles through AB 444 
monies which, to date, Los Angeles has shown little willingness 



to pursue. 
- 

Table 6-4 on page 6-40 paints a misleading picture of water 
reclamation potential in Los Angeles. Many more projects are not 
only possible but are being planned. The most promising is the 
West Basin Project, planned for 70,000 acre-feet per year with 
the potential to expand an additional 30,000 acre-feet per year. 
The Draft EIR does not specifically mention plans to use 
reclaimed water in new developments, either. Both the Porter 
Ranch development in the San Fernando Valley and the Playa Vista 
development in West Los Angeles will be required to install dual 
plumbing systems. 

The Draft EIR does not even mention the potential for 
reclaimed water use for industrial purposes within wastewater 
treatment facilities themselves. In Los Angeles, both Hyperion 
and the Terminal Island sewer facilities could use reclaimed 
water. 

The realistic potential for water reclamation has been 
greatly underestimated by the Draft EIR. According to the 
California State Water Resources Control Board (June 1990) report 
on water reclamation, the County Sanitation District of Los 
Angeles is the largest developer of reclaimed water use with 
eight plants and deliveries of 534,728 acre-feet total. This 
belies the Draft EIR1s claim that the use of reclaimed water is 
more severely limited by the Los Angeles County Health Department 
than health departments in other parts of California. The Water 
Board report also finds that the City of Los Angeles does not 
even rank in the top twelve agencies using reclaimed water. - 

In contrast, the Irvine Ranch Water District, Orange County, 
and the San Diego-Water Authority are aggressively pursuing 
reclamation projects. Irvine already has seven buildings under 
construction requiring dual plumbing. 

The Long Beach water reclamation program ha+ more than 20 
waste reuse sites that receive 3 million gallons of reclaimed 
water per day, mostly for irrigation. 

Orange County Water District's Water Factory 21 pumps highly 
treated, reclaimed wastewater underground for seawater intrusion 
barriers. 

Monterey, CA has plans underway to reclaim 30 million 
gallons perday for irrigation of crops. 

According to US Water News, dated May 1990, "With the recent 
completion of major distribution networks serving Long Beach, 
Cerritos, and Lakewood, the districts have in operation a vast 
reuse network serving over 66 million gallons per day of 
reclaimed water to over 140 sites throughout L o s  Angeles County." 



The Draft EIR does not even list the reclamation projects 
which are in conceptual, planning, or operational stage within 
Los Angeles. A copy of such projects is listed in the City of 
Los Angeles Office of Reclamation newsletter, dated December 
1990. 

We incorporate by reference the Decennial Survey of the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power conducted by Richard 
Metzler and Associates in March, 1990, which concludes that the 
DWP is "overly conservative in evaluating the economic 
feasibility of reclamation projects and is not sufficiently 
aggressive in seeking new potential candidate projects" (p.264- 
265). 

Finally, we dispute the Draft EIR's claim that water 
reclamation would have minimal effects of the Los Angeles 
environment. The consequences would be substantial and they 
would be beneficial. Santa Monica Bay, a rehabilitated Los 
Angeles River, and the Sepulveda Basin would all benefit. The 
Draft EIR has minimized the benefits of reclamation and has 
greatly exaggerated the barriers to reclamation. 

Water Transfers 

In this section (p.6-44), there should be a discussion of 
dry year options for water marketing. 

Other Alternatives 

An alternative not discussed is increasing the efficiency c 
Los Angeles Aqueduct operations. An example is to increase the 
capture of wet year runoff in order to reduce the spills on the 
Owens Valley floor and Owens Lake; these uncontrolled spills car 
cause a negative impact on the environment by promoting salt- 
crust formation. It is also our understanding that DWP is 
researching the potential use of wet year runoff for groundwater 
recharge in volcanic tableland areas and/or to increase the 
capacity of aqueduct reservoirs, thus ensuring greater dry year 
supplies. 

COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS 

We wonder why a cost-benefit analysis of the impacts to tt 
Owens Valley from implementation of the project has not been 
undertaken. Such an analysis would need to take into account tt 
alternative water sources available to the City as well as 
savings achieved by DWP through its illegal diversions from Monc 
Basin streams. DWP has benefitted not only from the water 
diverted, but also from the hydroelectric power generated as a 
result of these diversions. A cost-benefit analysis would also 



need to consider the potentially adverse impacts of increased 
surface water diversions from the Mono Basin after 1970 on the 
middle and lower Owens River. 

39 r Absent full disclosure of pre-1970 conditions and the 
impacts of increased surface water diversions into the 2nd barrel 
of the aqueduct, absent complete discussion of alternative water 
supplies and their true cost to LA, absent a cost/benefit 
analysis --how can the public know if appropriate environmental 
standards have been set or whether an environmentally superior 
alternative has been adequately considered? 

In closing, we hope that these comments will contribute in a 
constructive manner to the successful development of a water 
management program for the Owens Valley. Please contact us if we 
can offer further clarification of our comments or if there are 
any other issues you wish to discuss. 

Sincerely, 

Ilene Mandelbaum 
Associate Director 

Sally Miller 
Eastern Sierra Representative 

Enclosures: 

1 - 10-25-89: MLC and Audubon on the Scope of The Mono Lake 
Basin Workplan 

2 - 01/04/90: SWRCB1s Notice of Preparation of EIR for Review of 
Mono Lake Basin Water Rights 

3 - 03/15/90: MLC and Audubon's Comments on Notice of Preparation 
of EIR, sent to SWRCB 

4 - 09/14/90: "Revised Work Plans for Preparation of EIR for 
Amendment of Appropriative Water Rights for Water Diversions 
in the Mono Lake Basinw 

5 - 11/20/90: Memo to SWRCB from MLC: Comments on the Revised 
Work Plans for Mono Basin EIR 

6 - 01/11/91: MLC's Comments on the Draft Urban Water Management 
Draft Plan for 1990 

7 - 03/90: City of Los Angeles Board of Water and Power 
Commissioners "Decennial Survey of the DWP* 



Enclosures: 

1 - 10-25-89: MLC and Audubon on the Scope of The Mono Lake 
Basin Workplan 

2 - 01/04/90: SWRCBrs Notice of Preparation of EIR for Review of 
Mono Lake Basin Water Rights 

3 - 03/15/90: MLC and Audubon's Comments on Notice of Preparation 
of EIR, sent to SWRCB 

4 - 09/14/90: "Revised Work Plans for Preparation of EIR for 
Amendment of Appropriative Water Rights for Water Diversions 
in the Mono Lake Basin" 

5 - 11/20/90: Memo to SWRCB from MLC: Comments on the Revised 
Work Plans for Mono Basin EIR 

6 - 01/1/91: MLC's Comments on the Draft Urban Water Management 
Draft Plan for 1990 

7 - 03/90: City of Los Angeles Board of Water and Power 
Commissioners "Decennial Survey of the DWPn 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER C20 

RESPONSE C20-1 

Please refer to response to master wmment PD-3 for discussion of the relationship of the Mono 

Basin to the proposed project. 

RESPONSE C20-2 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-3 for discussion of the 

relationship of the Mono Basin to the proposed project. 

RESPONSE (20-3 

Please refer to responses to master wmments EA-I and MT-5 for a discussion of pre-project and 

cumulative impacts issues. 

RESPONSE (20-4 

Los Angeles obtains water from a number of sources, as described in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. 

Other sources of water such as tankcring, desalination, and importation from distant sources would 

have considerable environmental impacts and economic costs associated with their development and 

implementation, as discussed in Chapter 6. Also, please refer to responses to master comments 

AL-1, AL-2 and AL-3. 

RESPONSE C20-5 

Please refer to  response to master wmment PD-3. 



Letter C20 

RESPONSE C20-6 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-3. 

RESPONSE (20-7 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE C20-8 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-3 

RESPONSE C20-9 

This comment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to  the content of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE C20-10 

Comment noted; please refer to responses to master comments PD-I, EA-1 and MT-5 for 

discussion of pre-project and cumulative impacts issues. 

RESPONSE (20-1 1 

Comment noted; please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and VE-5 for a discussion 

of aerial photo interpretation; also see WL-5 regarding HEP. 

RESPONSE (20-12 

The page citations in this comment are unclear and unspecific. The Draft EIR contains numerous 

conclusions of significant impacts (see Chapter 10, Vegetation); also see responses to master 

comments WA-1, VE-2 and VE-3. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C20 

RESPONSE (20-13 

The data availability related to stream bank erosion is extremely limited and subject to 

interpretation by experts. It is not sufficient to conclude that significant adverse effects have 

occurred. See response to comment A4-57. 

RESPONSE (20-14 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and MT-7. 

RESPONSE C20-15 

Comment noted; the quote from CEQA regarding cumulative impacts is normally interpreted to 

refer to a number of individual projects that, taken together, have a significant cumulative impact. 

RESPONSE (20-16 

Please refer to  response to master comment MT-6 and Appendix C-2 for additional information 

on the Lower Owens River Project. 

RESPONSE C20-17 

This comment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to the content of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE C20-18 

See response to comment (20-4. Alternative water supplies for Los Angeles are discussed 

adequately in Chapters 3 and 6 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE CZO-19 

Conservation efforts by Los Angeles are described in Chapters 3 and 6 of the Draft EIR; see also 

response to master comment AL-3 for an update on conservation efforts by Los Angeles. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter CLO 

RESPONSE (20-20 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE (20-21 

Comment noted. Please refer to response B12-5 in Letter B-12. 

RESPONSE C20-22 

Comment noted. No response required. 

RESPONSE (20-23 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE (20-24 

Comment noted. No further response is requireu. 

RESPONSE C20-25 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 regarding conservation. 

RESPONSE (220-26 

Comment noted regarding reinstatement of home audits. Continuance of the home audit program 

beyond the current drought is unknown at this time. 

RESPONSE (20-27 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE C20-28 

Comment noted. Page 6-27, paragraph 1, last sentence, insert after the word effects ". . . and there 

may be direct benefits to Los Angeies such as improved water quality in Santa Monica Bay due 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C20 

to reduced flow at the Hyperion Sewer Treatment Facility; and there may be some modest energy 

savings as a result of the reductions in hot water use." 

RESPONSE C20-29 

Comment noted. Please see response B12-5 in Letter B-12. 

RESPONSE (20-30 

The Draft EIR accurately points out the limitations of expanded groundwater extraction in the Los 

Angeles River Groundwater Basin on pages 6-27 and 6-28 in Chapter 6. Estimates of increased 

yield, if any, are impossible to project at this time. 

RESPONSE (20-31 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE (20-32 

Comment noted. No further response required. 

RESPONSE C20-33 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-2 regarding wastewater reclamation. 

RESPONSE (20-34 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE (20-35 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment AL-2. 

RESPONSE (20-36 

The meaning and intent of this comment is unclear. Water transfers are generally discussed in 

Chapter 6, Alternatives, pages 6-44 and 6-45. 



Responses to Comments 
Later CLO 

RESPONSE C20-37 

The increased efficiency of aqueduct operations is a continuing effort by LADWP. The range of 

alternatives contained in the Draft EIR are considered to be most representative of alternative 

actions available to LADWP. 

RESPONSE C20-38 

Cost-benefit analyses are not typically performed under CEQA 

RESPONSE 0 - 3 9  

This comment summarizes issues addressed previously in this letter, 



Letter C21 

Audubon Society, Eastern Sierra Chapter 





LETTER C-21 

J a n u a r y  22, 1 9 9 1  

E a s t e r n  S i e r r a  AuduSon S o c i e t y  
P.O. Box  6 2 4  
B i s h o p ,  CA 9 3 5 1 5  

M r .  J o h n  D a v i s  
E I P  A s s o c i a t e s  
150  S p e a r  S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1 5 0 0  
San F r a n c i s c o  CA 9 4 1 0 5  

Re: D r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  R e p o r t  - WATER FROM THE OWENS 
VALLEY TO SUPPLY THE SECOND LOS ANGELES AQUEDUCT 

D e a r  M r .  Dav  i s ; 

A f t e r  r e v i e w i n g  t h e  D r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  R e p o r t ,  t h e  
E a s t e r n  S i e r r a  A u d u b o n  S o c i e t y  h a s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  comments :  - 
I . ECONOMIC DE'JELOPMENT - AGREEMENT 

T h e  D r a f t  E I R  s t a t e s  1 0 1  a c r e s  a d j a c e n t  t o  or w i t h i n  
t h e  Owens V a l  1 e y  t o w n s  a r e  t o  b e  r e l e a s e d  t h r o u g h  s a l e  t o  
a d d  t o  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  l a n d  f o r  d e v e l o p m e n t  t o  h e l p  t h e  l o c a l  
e c o n o m i e s  ( P a g e  1 4 - 2 4 ) .  Non  of t h e  l a n d  r e l e a s e d  s h o u l d  
d e c r e a s e  t h e  v a l l e y ' s  w e t l a n d  or meadows ( w e t  o r  d ry )  i n  a n y  
way .  

The  s p e c i f i c  i d e n t i f i e d  n e e d s  t h a t  t h e  C i t y  o f  Los 
A n c e l e s  i s  w i l l  i na  t o  r e l e a s e  a d d i t i o n a l  l a n d s  f o r  s h o u l d  b e  - 
i d e n t i f i e d .  

I I . PRE-PROJECT DESCRI P T l  ON 

T h e  D r a f t  E I R  l a c k s  a  c l e a r  p r e - p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  v e g e t a t i o n  a n d  w i l d l i f e .  A s  a  r e s u l t  i t  i s  
i m p o s s i b l e  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  t r u e  n a t u r e  a n d  e x t e n t  of t h e  
i m p a c t s  r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  t h e  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t .  T h i s ,  i n  t u r n ,  

m a k e s  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  m i t i g a t i o n  m e a n i n g l e s s .  W i t h o u t  a  c l e a r  
p r e - p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  a  d e t a i l e d  d i s c u s s i o n  of i m p a c t s ,  
a n d  a n  i m p a r t i a l  e v a l u a t i o n  of p r o p o s e d  a n d  e x i s t i n g  
m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s ,  t h e  DE IR  f a i l s  t o  m e e t  CEQA 
r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  p u b l i c  d i s c l o s u r e .  

F u r t h e r ,  I n y o  C o u n t y  m u s t  u s e  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  
c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  DEIR i n  d e c i d i n g  w h e t h e r  t o  e n t e r  i n t o  a  
l o n g - t e r m  a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  Los A n g e l e s ,  b a s e d  o n  t h e  
i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  t h e  DEIR.  W i  t h o u t  a n  a d e q u a t e  p r e - p r o j e c t  



d e s c r i p t i o n  and d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  o f  impac ts  and m i t i g a t i o n ,  
t h e  c o u n t y  c a n n o t  make an i n f o r m e d  d e c i s i o n .  - 
111. DESCRIPTION OF lMPACTS 

A.  The q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i t a t i v e  e f f e c t s  on 
w i l d l i f e  f r o m  t h e  l o s s  o f  s p r i n g s ,  seeps, a r e a s  r e c e i v i n g  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  t a i  l w a t e r ,  and marsh lands  on w i  l d l  i f e  a r e  n o t  
c l e a r l y  p o r t r a y e d  i n  t he  DEIR. These a r e a s  p r o v i d e d  
i m p o r t a n t  h a b i t a t  f o r  many w i l d l i f e  spec ies .  The 
s u p e r f i c i a l  assessment g i v e n  t o  t hese  impac ts  c u r r e n t l y  
l e a d s  t o  t h e  u n c o n v i n c i n g  c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  t he  e f f e c t s  t o  
w i  l d l  i f e  were n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  B e t t e r  s u p p o r t i n g  
i n f o r m a t i o n  s h o u l d  be p r o v i d e d .  
- 

6. I m p a c t s  t o  a q u a t i c  v e g e t a t i o n  a r e  n o t  d i s c u s s e d  
i n  t h e  DEIR. i n  f a c t ,  a q u a t i c  v e g e t a t i o n  i s  n o t  even 
m e n t i o n e d  i n  e i  t h e r  t h e  l o n g - t e r m  agreement o r  t h e  DEIR. 
The Agreement 's  management scheme s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  a q u a t i c  
v e g e t a t i o n  and  the  DEIR s h o u l d  d e s c r i b e  the  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  
p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t  an t h i s  v e g e t a t i o n .  - 
I V .  EVALUATION OF MITIGATION 

A.  The DEIR s h o u l d  e l u c i d a t e  t he  d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  t o  
I n y o ' s  w i  l d l  i f e  and n a t i v e  p l a n t  s p e c i e s  of  t he  p r o p o s e d  and 
e x t a n t  m i t i g a t i o n  p r o j e c t s .  I t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  d e t e r m i n e  
whe the r  t h e  i m p a c t s  i d e n t i f i e d  as  s i g n i f i c a n t  have been o r  
w i l l  be r e d u c e d  t o  l e s s  than  s i g n i f i c a n t  w i t h o u t  a  d e t a i l e d  
a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f  m i  t i g a t  i o n  measures.  

5 
B. F i s h  h a t c h e r i e s  do n o t  mi t i g a t e  f o r  i m p a c t s  a t  

F i s h  Spr i  n g s  and B l  a c k r o c k  Spr i  ngs .  These h a t c h e r  i  e s  were 
a l r e a d y  f u n c t i o n i n g  when the  i m p a c t s  t o  these  a r e a s  
o c c u r r e d ;  i n  f a c t  t h e  i m p a c t s  were due i n  p a r t  t o  s u p p l y i n g  
w a t e r  t o  t h e  h a t c h e r i e s .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  t he  f i s h  grown i n  t he  
h a t c h e r i e s  ( t h e  p u r p o r t e d  mi t i g a t  i o n )  a re  p l a n t e d  p a r t l y  i n  
I n y o  c o u n t y  and p a r t l y  o u t s i d e  I n y o  County,  w h i l e  t h e  
i m p a c t s  a r e  l o c a l  i z e d .  

More a p p r o p r i a t e  m i t i g a t i o n  f o r  the  l o s s  of  F i s h  and 
B l a c k r o c K  S p r i n g s  w o u l d  i n c l u d e  e s t a b l  i s h i n g  h a b i  t a t s  
s i m i  t a r  t o  t h e  s p r i n g s  and w e t l a n d s  t h a t  o r i g i n a l  l y  e x i s t e d  
t h e r e .  The Water  f l o w i n g  t h r o u g h  the  F i s h  H a t c h e r i e s  s h o u l d  
be uz.ed t o  supp l  Y the5.e r e e s t a b l  i shed w e t l a n d s  b e f o r e  
e n t e r i n g  t h e  aqueduct  . 

''< 

i.: 



F i n a l l y ,  i m p a c t s  d u e  to t h e  p u m p i n g  c i f  w a t e r  f o r  t h e  
f i s h  h a t c h e r i e s  c a u l  d b e  r e d u c e d  by r e c y c l  i n g  m o r e  of t h e  
h a t c h e r y  p r o c e 5 . s  w a t e r .  - 

C. M a n y  o f  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  a n d  m i  t i g a t i o n  p r o j e c t s  
a r e  s u p p l  i e d  w i t h  w a t e r  f o r  o n l y  p a r t  o f  t h e  y e a r ,  a n d  a r e  
d ry  f o r  t h e  r e m a i n d e r  o f  t h e  y e a r ' ;  du r ing  d ry  y e a r s  t h e  
w a t e r  s u p p l y  m a y  b e  r e d u c e d  or e l i m i n a t e d .  T h e  D E I R  s h o u l d  
d i s c u s s  how t h i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w a t e r  s u p p l y  e f f e c t s  w i  l d 1  i f %  
and v e g e t a t i o n  a n d  w e t l a n d  e c o i o g r  i n  g e n e r a : .  

T h e  D E I R  -itsouid 1  i s t  w h i c h  p r o j e c t s  w i  1 1  r e c e i v e  
p e r m a n e n t  w a t e r  s u p p i  i e s  a n d  w h i c h  w i  1 1  b e  w a t e r e d  o n l y  
i n t e r m i  t t e n t l y .  

T h e  i n c o n s i  s t e n t  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  m a n a g e m e n t  o f  e x i s t i n g  
m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  i s  a p p a r e n t l y  d u e  t o  t h e  + a c t  t h a t  a l l  
w a t e r  s u p p l i e d  t o  t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  i s  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  s u p p l i e d  
by or  r e p l a c e d  by p u m p e d  g r o u n d  w a t e r .  Th i s  ground w a t e r  
s u p p l y  i s  p u m p e d  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  ground w a t e r  e x p o r t e d  t o  Lus 
k n g e l e s  or  u s e d  w i  t h i n  t h e  V a l  l e y  f o r  n u n - m i  t i g a t  ion  
p u r p o s e s .  - 

We m a y  a s s u m e  t h a t  w h e n  ground w a t e r  m u s t  b e  c o n s e r v e d  
t o  p r o t e c t  v e g e t a t i o n  i n  t h e  w e l l  f i e l d s ,  t h e  s u p p l i e s  t o  
m i t i g a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  a r e  t h e  f i r s t  t o  b e  r e d u c e d .  If L o s  
A n g e l e s  a n d  I n y o  C o u n t y  c o m m i t  t o  m i t i g a t i n g  a n  i m p a c t ,  a  
f i r m  s u p p l y  o f  w a t e r  should b e  cornmi t t e d  t o  K e e p  t h e  p r o j e c t  
v i a b l e .  If t h a t  m e a n s  Los A n g e l e s  e x p o r t s  l e s s  g r o u n d  w a t e r  
o r  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  + r a m  t h e  u a l l e y ,  so b e  i t .  - 
V.  M I T I G A T I O N  SUGGESTIONS: 

A .  T h e  p r o p o s e d  t w o  a c r e  m i t i g a t i o n  p r o j e c t  a t  H i n e s  
S p r i n g  i s  i n a d e q u a t e  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  e x t e n t  of t h e  l o s t  
m a r s h  and r i p a r i a n  a r e a .  M o r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  w o u l d  b e  t w e n t y  
t o  t h i r t y  a c r e s .  - 

5. A  p e r m a n e n t  s u p p l y  of w a t e r  f o r  t h e  O w e n s  R i v e r  
D e l t a  should b e  g u a r a n t e e d  i n  t h e  D E I R .  - 

C. T h e  a r e a  l o c a l l y  k n o w n  as t h e  " K e e l e r  A r t e s i a n s "  
should b e  a d o p t e d  as a m i  t i g a t i o n  p r o j e c t .  T h e  w e l l  t h e r e  
s u p p l i e s  a  v a s t  p o n d  a n d  m u d  f l a t  h a b i t a t ,  bu t  m a y  b e  s e a l e d  
d u e  t o  t h e  p r o x  i m i  t y  of a n  a b a n d o n e d  h e a p  c o n t a i n i n g  
f l u o r i d e ,  t h u s  t h r e a t e n i n g  t h e  s e a s o n a l  home o f  thousands of 
d u c K s  and s h o r e b i r d s .  If a d o p t e d  as a  m i t i g a t i o n  p r o j e c t ,  
LADWP a n d  I n y o  C o u n t y  c o u l d  c o o r d i n a t e  w i t h  t h e  D e p t .  of 



F i s h  and Game and t h e  Lahonton  Water D i s t r i c t  t o  move e i t h e r  
t he  t o x i c  heap o r  t h e  we1 1 ,  t o  assu re  a  w a t e r  s u p p l y  t o  t h i s  

m i g r a t o r y  b i r d  h a b i t a t .  

D. Some of t h e  w e t l a n d  m i t i g a t i o n  p r o j e c t s  s h o u l d  be 
c l o s e d  t o  h u n t i n g  and g r a z i n g  as  permanent s c i e n t i f i c  

GRAZING MANAGEMENT 

S i g n i f i c a n t  o v e r  g r a z i n g  i s  now o c c u r r i n g  on DWP l a n d s .  
Resource damage i s  e x c e s s i v e .  G r a z i n g  management s h o u l d  be 
p a r t  of  t h e  o v e r a l l  p l a n  because abuse f r o m  poo r  g r a z i n g  
p o l i c i e s  has  j u s t  a s  s e r i o u s  an impact  on v e g e t a t i o n  as  
g round  w a t e r  pumping. G r a z i n g  on DWP 1 and i n  t h e  Owens 
V a l l e y  s h o u l d  be s u b m i t t e d  t o  a  CEBA r e v i e w  w i t h  f u l l  p u b l i c  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  The DEIR must a n a l y z e  t h e  c u m u l a t i v e  impac ts  
o f  1 i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g  u  i s-a-v i s  expanded pumping and 
r e d u c t  i o n s  i n  s u r f a c e  i r r i g a t i o n .  

The g r a z i n g  management p rogram o f f e r e d  must  be more 
f u l l y  d e s c r i b e d  and made a v a i l a b l e  f o r  p u b l i c  r e v i e w  t o  
a v o i d  f u t u r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  c u m u l a t i v e  i m p a c t s  and e f f e c t s .  
Any f u t u r e  changes t o  t h a t  p rogram s h o u l d  a l s o  be s u b j e c t  t o  
pub1 i c  r e v i e w .  The re  s h o u l d  be some method p r o v i d e d  t o  
assu re  t h a t  t h e  p o l  i c i e s  a r e  b e i n g  implemented and t h a t  
v e g e t a t i o n  i s  n o t  l o s t  due t o  ove r  g r a z i n g .  - 
V I I .  ROTATIOMAL PUMPING 

The DEIR s t a t e s  (page 15-14) t h a t  t h e  pu rpose  of  t he  
p roposed  new we1 1 s i s  t o  " i n c r e a s e  LADWP's o p e r a t i o n a l  
f l e x i b i l i t y  and t o  f a c i l i t a t e  r o t a t i o n a l  pumping. ' '  The DEIR 
s h o u l d  e x p l a i n  what  i s  meant by  " o p e r a t i o n a l  f l e x i b i  1 i t y , "  
d e s c r i b e  how and why LADWP p roposes  t o  p r a c t i c e  " r o t a t i o n a l  
pumping,"  and enumerate t he  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  b e n e f i t s  of  these  
p r a c t i c e r .  t o  t h e  Owens Vat l e y .  

New w e l l  l o c a t i o n s  were s e l e c t e d  so t h a t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
w o u l d  have a  " m i n i m a l  e f f e c t  on the  s u r f a c e  v e g e t a t i o n  and 
t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t . "  The mare i m p o r t a n t  c a n s i  d e r a t  i o n  o f  t he  
e f f e c t s  of  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t he  new w e l l s  i s  n o t  m e n t i o n e d  
a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s .  What c r i  t e r i a  d i d  LADWP 
use i n  s e l e c t i n g  t h e  new we\ 1  s i t e s ?  

The DElR s h o u l d  d e s c r i b e  t h e  moni t o r  i n g  p l a n  propoz.ed 
f o r  each new we1 1 t o  ensu re  t he  new we1 1 s  w i  1 1  be o p e r a t e d  
i n  conformance w i t h  t h e  g o a l s  o f  t he  Agreement.  



V I I I .  EFFECTS OF B I G  PINE AND LAWS SPREADING AREAS 

The  D E I R  s h o u l d  d e r c r i b r  t h e  p r o j e c t e d  i n c r e a s e  i n  
r e c h a r g e  c a p a c i  t y  r e s u !  t i n g  f r o m  e x p a n s i  an o f  t h e  B i  g P i n e  
a n d  Laws  s p r e a d i n g  a r e a s  a n d  s h o u l d  d i s c u s s  t h e  p l a n n e d  u s e  
o f  a n d  p r o j e c t e d  r e c h a r g e  f r o m  t h e s e  9 a c i l  i t i e s .  Mow w i l l  
e x i s t i n g  p r a c t i c e s  change  as a r e s u l  t o$ t h e  a  d e d  r e c h a r g e  
c a p a c i  t y ?  Wi 7 1 l e s s  w a t e r  f l o w  t o  t h e  Owens R i v e r  o r  o t h e r  
a r e a s  o f  t h e  v a l l e y  i n  w e t  yea rs '?  What e f f e c t  w i l l  t h e  
a d d i  t i o n a l  r e c h a r g e  h a v e  on g r o u n d  w a t e r  p u m p i n g  i n  t h e  
a f f e c t e d  a r e a ?  What eifect on a q u e d u c t  e x p o r t ?  

On J a n u a r y  15, 1991! d u s t  f r o m  t h e  B i g  P i n e  s p r e a d i n g  
a r e a  w a s  b ? o w i n g  o v e r  H i g h w a y  395, s u b s t a n t i a l  l y  r e d u c i n g  
v i s i b i  l i  t y  o v e r  t h e  s t r e t c h  a+ t h e  h i g h w a y  r u n n i n g  p a r a 1  l e l  
t o  t h e  s p r e a d i n g  a r e a .  The D E l R  s t a t e s  t h a t  a i r  q u a l i t y  
" c o u l d  be  a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t e d "  d u r i n g  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  t h e  
a d d i  t i a n a l  f a c i  i i t y ;  h o w e v e r ,  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t  i s  
e x p e c t e d  t o  r e s u l t  f r o m  o p e r a t i o n ,  E x p a n s i o n  o f  t h e  B i g  
P i n e  f a c i l i t y  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  t h e  s p r e a d i n g  a r e a  b y  t h e  15 
a c r e s ,  The D E I R  s h o u l d  e x p l a i n  w h e t h e r  t h i s  w i  1 1  f u r t h e r  
i n c r e a s e  t h e  amount  oC dust t h a t  c o u l d  b l o w  o v e r  t h e  
a d j a c e n t  h i ghway , 

I X .  FLUCTUATIONS I N  RESERVO1 R LEVELS 

Pages  7-8 a n d  9 o i  t h e  DEIR s t a t e :  " R e s e r v o i r  l e v e l s  
v a r i e d  sl i g h t l y  due t o  o p e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  s e c o n d  a q u e d u c t ,  
w i t h  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t  o n  w a t e r  r e s o u r c e s .  The  c h a n g e s  
a n d  f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  s t o r a g e  v o l u m e s  h a v e  h a d  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  
i m p a c t  on  u e g e t a t i o n . "  

I n  r e a l  i  t y  f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  t h e  w a t e r  l e v e l  a t  T 
i ? e s e P x ~ o i r  h a v e  h a d  t h e  f o l  l o w i n g  i m p a c t s :  

i nemaha 

A .  V e u e t a t i o n  - h i a h  w a t e r  l e v e l s  d r o w n  n a t i v e  - - 
v e g e t a t i o n  i n  a  b a n d  s u r r o u n d i n g  t h e  r e s e r v o  
w a t e r  l e v e l s  e n c o u r a g e  s p r e a d i n g  o f  Tarnar isK 

t i r ;  f l u c t u a t i n g  

8 .  A i r  Qua1 i  t y  - l o w  w a t e r  l e v e l s  r e a u  
d u = t  f r o m  t h e  l a k e  m a r g i n s .  

C. W i  l d l  i i e  - f l u c t u a t i n g  w a t e r  l e v e t s  d u r i n g  t h e  
s p r i n g  i n u n d a t e  n e s t i n g  a r e a s ,  o r  1  eave  u n p r o t e c  t e d  n e s t i n g  
a r e a s  t h a t  r e q u i r e  w a t e r  f o r  p r o t e c t i o n .  

T h e s e  i m p a c t s  s h o u l d  be  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  D E l H  a n d ,  i f  
f o u n d  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  s h o u l d  be  m i t i g a t e d .  



X . AGREEMENT CONS1 DERATI ONS - 
A.  A g r e e m e n t ,  Page 8-50. P r e s e r v a t i o n  o f  w e t l a n d s  i s  

a  n a t i o n a l  p r i o r i t y  f o r  t h e  A u d u b o n  S o c i e t y .  E s p e c i a l l y  i n  
a n  a r e a  s u c h  a s  t h e  Owens V a l l e y ,  w h e r e  w e t l a n d s  a r e  s c a r c e ,  
i t i s  n e c e s s a r y  t h a t  n o  w e t l a n d s  o r  meadows b e  i n c l u d e d  i n  
t h e  a c r e a g e  d i v e s t e d  u n d e r  t h e  A g r e e m e n t .  

8. A g r e e m e n t ,  Page B-41. T h e  f l o o d  p l a i n s  o f  A s h  a n d  
C o t t o n w o o d  C r e e k s ,  s o u t h  o f  L o n e  P i n e ,  a r e  v a l u a b l e  w i l d l i f e  
h a b i t a t  a r e a s  e a s t  o f  t h e  a q u e d u c t ,  w h i c h  w o u l d  g r e a t l y  
b e n e f  i t by T a m a r i s k  r e m o v a l  . A c c o r d i  n g 1  Y ,  t h e s e  a r e a s  
s h o u l  d b e  i n c l u d e d  a s  h i g h  p r i o r  i t i e s  i n  t h e  T a m a r i s k  
e r - a d i c a t  i a n  p r o g r a m .  - 
X I .  DROUGHT RECOVERY POLICY 

We s u p p o r t  t h e  c o n c e p t  o f  t h e  d r o u g h t  r e c o v e r y  p o l  i C Y  

a d o p t e d  by Los k n g e l e s  a n d  I n y o  C o u n t y .  G i v e n  t h e  
e x p e r i m e n t a l  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  management  p r o p o s e d  i n  t h e  
A g r e e m e n t  a n d  t h e  e x t e n d e d  d r o u g h t ,  i t  i s  o f  t h e  u t m o s t  
i m p o r t a n c e  t h a t  g r o u n d  w a t e r  p u m p i n g  b e  managed  i n  a n  
" e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  c o n s e r v a t i v e  m a n n e r . "  

We recommend ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  t h e  p o l  i c y  e x p l  i c i  t l y  
d e s c r i b e  t h e  management  o b j e c t i v e s  a n d  m e t h o d s  i n c l u d e d  i n  
t h e  a b o v e  q u o t e d  c o n c e p t .  T h e  p o l  i c y  s h o u l d  h a v e  a s  i t s  
g o a l  t h e  r e c o v e r y  o f  t h e  v a l l e y ' s  v e g e t a t i o n  t o  1984-87 
c o n d i t i o n s ,  o r  t h e  " b a s e  l i n e "  c o n d i t i o n .  T h e  t e r m  o f  t h e  
p o l  i c y  s h o u l d  b e  t h e  l e n g t h  o f  t i m e  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  
v e g e t a t i o n  t o  r e c o v e r  a n d  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  
managemen t  t e c h n i q u e s  t o  b e  e v a l u a t e d .  

S y l v i a  Co t  ton, P r e s i d e n t  
E a s t e r n  S i e r r a  A u d u b o n  Sac i e t y  



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER C21 

RESPONSE C21-1 

Please see response to master comment PD-15 regarding this issue. 

RESPONSE C21-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1, for discussion of pre-project issues, and MT- 

7 and MT-8 regarding mitigation measures. 

RESPONSE (21-3 

Please refer to responses to master comments WL-1 through WL-4; also refer to Appendices A- 

1 and C-4. 

RESPONSE C21-4 

Please see response A4-17 in Lctter A-4. 

RESPONSE C21-5 

Comment noted. For a more detailed discussion of the mitigation of significant effects, please refer 

to responses to master comments WL-6, MT-1, MT-2, MT-3, MT-5 and MT-7. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter CZ1 

RESPONSE (21-6 

For a discussion of mitigation projects implemented between 1970 and 1990, and generally available 

under CEQA, please refer to responses to master comments MT-1 and MT-3. Also see responses 

to comments A4-76 and Cll-34 regarding the Fish Springs and Blackrock Hatcheries. 

RESPONSE C21-7 

Please refer to response to  comment C13-22 in Letter C-13 concerning the water supply 

commitment to mitigation measures and response to master comment MT-4 for discussion of 

continuation of mitigation projects. 

RESPONSE C21-8 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-4, PD-17 and MT-4. 

RESPONSE (21-9 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE (21-10 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-6 regarding the Lower Owens River Project. 

RESPONSE C21-11 

The suggestion in this comment is noted and may be considered by the Technical Group. 

RESPONSE (21-12 

This suggestion is noted and may be considered by the Technical Group. 

RESPONSE '21-13 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing management 

program. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter C21 

RESPONSE C21-14 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-4 for an explanation of rotational pumping, 

RESPONSE C21-15 

Because of the annual variability of runoff, the potential increase in recharge capacity from new 

and enlarged facilities cannot be estimated at this time. New and enlarged facilities will improve 

efficiency of recharge but may or may not affect in-valley uses or export, depending on runoff. 

Actual capacities of the planned facilities in Laws and Big Pine have not yet been established. 

RESPONSE (21-16 

Expansion of the Big Pine spreading area will not result in increased blowing dust, compared to 

existing conditions. 

RESPONSES C21-17 THROUGH (21-20 

There have been no changes in operations at Tinemaha Reservoir due to the project which could 

result in significant vegetation impacts. Please refer to response to master comment VE-7 for a 

discussion of saltcedar control. Also please refer to response to comment A4-64. 

RESPONSE C21-21 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 regarding the release of Los Angeles-owned 

lands. The flood plains of Ash and Cottonwood Creeks, south of Lone Pine, will be considered 

by the Technical Group for inclusion in ihe saltcedar control program under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE C21-22 

For more information on the drought recovery policy, please refer to response to master comment 

PD-17. 
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