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LETTER D-1 

MR. AND MRS. FRANK L. PEDNEAU 
P.O. BOX 455 

LONE PINE, CA 93545 
(619) 876-5813 

October 10, 1990 

John Davis, Senior Vice President 
E I Associates 
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Public Notice By Inyo County in "Inyo Register" 
Bishop, California October 10, 1990 

Dear Sir: 

We strongly urge that the EIR and all agreements between 
Inyo County and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
be condensed into language that the average layman can 
understand, and be distributed to everyone who desires a copy. 

We know that public hearings will be held to discuss these 
matters, but from long experience we know that these meetings 
are frequently adversarial and rancorous. The result is that 
comparatively few subjects are satisfactorily resolved or 
understood. 

We further urge that all public affairs be discussed in 
public before action is taken. Secrecv in aovernment is the * - 

of a great deal of evil. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Payne Greg James 
Fifth District Supervisor Inyo County Water Director/ 
P.O. Box H County Counsel 
Lone Pine, CA 93545 163 May Street 

Bishop, CA 93514 
Editor: Inyo Register 
P.O. Box 787 
Bishop, CA 93514 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Dl  

RESPONSE Dl-l 

The suggestion contained in this comment is noteworthy and will be considered by Inyo County and 

LADWP. 





Letter D2 

Mrs. Jane A. Dieterich 





John Davis, Sen ior  Vice P re s iden t  
EIP Assoc ia tes  
150 Snear S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1500 
San ?rancisco,  C a l i f ,  94135 

Dear M r .  Davis: 

I b e l i e v e  the  E I R  r e p o r t  i s  no t  conc lus ive  enough a s  t o  what 
t h e  second aquaduct has  a l r e a d y  done t o  our  v a l l e y .  

My husband was born and r a i s e d  i n  t h i s  v a l l e y  i n  t h e  1920's  
t o  t h e  1940's .  As a  fami ly  we moved t o  t h e  v a l l e y  i n  1959, 
t o  l i v e  permanently. 

I have seen t h e  v a l l e y  d i s i n t e g r a t e  so v e r y  qu ick ly  i n  t h e  
l a s t  20 years .  Even i n  t h e  1970% when we s u f f e r e d  from 
seve re  drought,  our v a l l e y  was not  a  d u s t  bowl. The blowing 
d i r t  was no t  here .  We had winds, but  we were s t i l l  a b l e  t o  
s ee  our mountains. Zn t h e  s p r i n g  t h e r e  were swamps near  t h e  
r i v e r ,  We had a  f a v o r i t e  c a t  f i s h i n g  pond, by f i v e  br idges1 
we would c a r e f u l l y  l eave  t h e  road and make a  pa th  t o  our  
pond, being c a r e f u l  n o t  t o  s t e p  i n  t h e  swampy a r e a s .  Now 
t h e r e  i s  on ly  d r i e d  brush and our  c a t  f i s h  pond (which was 
so  b e a u t i f u l ,  with t h e  c a t  t a i l s  and t h e  o t t e r s  p l ay ing )  i s  
completely d r i e d  up, thanks  t o  excess ive  pumping i n  t h e  chalk  
b l u f f  a r e a s .  

Our homes p r i v a t e  wel l  has a l r e a d y  been dry ing  up. When we 
moved he re  i n  1964, t h e  water  t a b l e  was so  high,  t h e  t o p  of 
our  wel l  was one (1) f o o t  below t h e  s u r f a c e .  And i n  t h e  s p r i n g  
t h e  run-off i n  our d i t c h  was s o  h igh ,  t h e  water  r a n  underground 
and caused a r e a s  t o  swamp i n  our  immediate back yard.  We had 
t o  have wooden p a l l e t s  t o  pu t  hay on f o r  our  ho r se s ,  so  t h e  hay 
would no t  be ru ined  from t h e  wet e a r t h .  

I n  t h e  s p r i n g  of 1952 we had t o  have t h e  i n n e r  pipe  of our 
we l l  renewed and a t  t h a t  t ime t h e  water  l e v e l  of our  wel l  was 
f o u r  ( 4 )  f e e t  below t h e  su r f ace .  I n  February of t h i s  yea r ,  we 
a g a i n  r e q u i r e d  wel l  s e r v i c e  - t h e  i nne r  p ipe  was no t  long  enough, 
because t h e  water  l e v e l  had dropped t o  seventeen  f e e t ,  n ine  
inches  (17 '9") .  The man who d i d  t h e  work was a s  shocked a s  
we were a t  t h e  dramat ic  drop i n  t h e  l a s t  e i g h t  ( 8 )  years.)!! 



This dramatic drop cannct be blamed entirely on drought, we 
suffered severe drought in the 1 9 7 0 ' ~ ~  and the well dropped 
only three ( 3 )  feet. As a result of the deeper pipe in the 
well we are having to pay approximately $25.00 to $30.00 
a month more in electricity. I feel Los Angeles Dept. of 
Water & Power should be made to account for this. L 
I also have a lung problem, and when I leave this Valley, I 
am able to breathe much easier. I was a smoker and I quit 
four years ago. But each year my coughing and dry throat 
are gradually getting worse. 

We need some of our greenery back, something to hold down the 
dirt. We DO NOT NEED 15 NEW WELLS - if Los Angeles dries up 
their wells. well then thats lust too bad. Have sou ever 
heard of an-oil company that drkes up his wells and then goes 
to his neighbors and drills new wells? 

I don't mind sharing our water, but Los Angeles is GREEDY, they 
keep building and building without concern as to where their 
water supply will be coming from. Let them de-salt the ocean, 
as Santa Barbara is doing. All Los Angeles is trying to do 
I think, is to be sure & beat out San Francisco as the largest 
California City. That way they will be very powerful and run 
the entire state. 

f am enclosing two copies. - One a letter written to me from 
Duane Buchholz in 1987, he has attached a paper with the water 
levels at two locations in our valley, these levels go back 
to February 1981. The water is gradually not recharging. It 
would be interesting to know what the water levels are now in 
1990. My second enclosure are copies of a National Geographic 
story which was written in 1976 about the continuing rape of 
the Owens Valley. 

I am realistic, I do not expect the Valley to look like it 
did in 1959 when we returned. But I do feel the pumps 
should be made to shut dowb, until the valley floor is returned 
to green in the areas that are only slightly ruined now. We 
are not selfish people, we do not mind sharing any excess. But 
we also have a right to live. We are thankful to Los Angeles 
in that their property ownership has automatically forced a 
moratorium on the growth in the valley. But we would like them 
to know, we have a right to live not just exist in a moonscape 
crater, which I'm sure they would love. 

Someday Los Angeles will have to face the fact that they are 
the desert, and in order to exist and expand they must de-salt 
the ocean. So why not start now before they wipe out a lovely 
valley,*th wonjlwrful people. Thank You 

Several Enclosures 
CC to Inyo County Water Dept. 



TOM GRhl>!.l:Y Con!mhrr~on 

August 31, 1987 

Mrs. Jane A. Dieterich 
2690 Highland Drive 
Bishop, California 93514 

Dear Mrs. Dieterich: 

UNDERGROUND FLOW - BISHOP AREA 

In response to your letter of request dated August 17, 
1987 for a map showing the natural underground flow of water in 
Highland Drive area of Bishop, I regret to inform you that the 
Department of Water & Power has no maps for underground water 
movement in the Bishop area. We do however monitor several test- 
holes that measure ground water elevation in the Bishop area. 
I have included the monthly data for two of these that have 
proximity to Highland Drive for years 1981 to present. 

Sincerely, 

DUANE D. BUCHHOLZ " 
Northern District Engineer 

Los Angeles Aqueduct Division 

Enclosure 

I I I S c i r i h  Hwr Slrrrf. Lor i n r t d n .  ('alilornra ,L >loi lrne o d d r r w  Box i I I .  I.o\ Ani.rIr.bWOi1 
'r.,t..oili.n,. I L I : ~ ~  .%I I Y I  I ci i ! , i r .  nii,iir.r. liEir 



WATER LEVELS - WEST BISHOP 

3871 (East End Sunrise) 

DATE 

4-11-87 
10-15-86 
4-04-86 
2-10-86 
12-04-85 
10-10-85 
8-08-85 
6-05-85 
4-03-85 
2- -85 
12- -84 
10- -84 
8- -84 
6- -84 
4- -84 
2- -84 
12- -83 
10- -83 
8- -83 
6- -83 
4- -83 
2- -83 
12- -82 
10- -82 
8- -82 
6- -82 
4- -82 
2- -82 
12- -81 
10- -81 
8- -81 
6- -81 
4- -81 
2- -81 

389T (By L. Philips house Barlow) 

DATE 

4-11-87 
1-26-87 
12-26-86 
11-26-86 
10-27-86 
9-29-86 
8-29-86 
7-28-86 
6-27-86 
5-30-86 
4-28-86 
3-28-86 
2-28-86 
1-27-86 
12-27-85 
11-25-85 
10-28-85 
9-27-85 
8-30-85 
8-02-85 
7-01-85 
6-03-85 
5-02-85 
4-03-85 
2- -85 
12- -85 
10- -84 
8- -84 
6- -84 
4- -84 
2- -84 
12- -83 
10- -83 
8- -83 
6- -83 



SEE "SEARCH FOR T H E  GREAT APES"TUESDAY, JAN. 13, ON PBS TV 



In everlasting prayer, 
a three-inch clay figure of 
a worshipful chief (above) 
by Paiute sculptor Raymond 
Stone seems to symbolize 
the reverence for water in 
the Owens Valley. Residents 
protested vehemently when 
the Los Angeles Aqueduct 
(right), completed in 1913, 
began bearing most of the 
Owens River to that distant 
city. A decade later. amid 
a drought, sections of the 
222-mile conduit were 
sabotaged Controversy 
continues, but many in 
the valley now prize a 
way of life preserved by 
the city's thirst. 

California's 

The quiet, peaceful Owens Valley - 
did it win or lose in its 
water war with Los Angeles? 

I X THAT DEEP and disputed valley where greed for 
water has hmken men and molded California, we were 
returning to the primeval. Squatting on wintry earth in 
the blackness of a Paiute Indian sweat lodge, we sipped 

mountain water and ladled it upon hot lava rocks, Steam 
hissed up, pungent with herbs, and seized at our lungs. 

As the medicine man began to chant, the dark circle of 
Paiute worshipers erupted with soaring cries and guttural 
responses in a language almost lost. Wrapped in towels, we 
soon sat in the mud of our own sweat. Through us water 
was reentering the parched earth of the Owens Valley. 

This was the sacred sweat ceremony, a tribute of oneness 
with earth and water and the Great Spirit, to whom the 
Indians were praying for respite from pain and disease. We 
heard reverent praise of those Paiute subdeities, the eagle 
and buffalo, and a smoking pipe was passed. 

Just as it seemed we could endure the heat no longer, the 
Paiutes raised the flaps of our sweat lodge, a framework of 
saplings supporting a thick dome of tarpaulins. Blinking in 
the light, we sat and cooled. 

"Give your minds to the Great Spirit," the medicine man 
said quietly, "and you will breathe." 

Indian rituals are less bizarre than the intrigues of the 
white man in Owens Valley, a majestic mountain corridor 
on the sparsely settled, almost forgotten eastern side of Cali- 
fornia For more than eighty miles parallel ranges wall the 
valley. On the west is the stem and jagged escarpment of 
the Sierra Nevada To the east are the arid White and Inyo 
Mountains, crowned with bristlecone pines, most ancient 

By JUDITH and NEIL MORGAN 

Photographs by 
JODI COBB and GALEN ROWELL 



of all living things. At the valley's narrowest 
it is less than twenty miles across from one 
crest to another, with 14,000-foot peaks on 
both sides. 

On a fall day we looked down from near 
Mount Whitney to the valley floor two miles 
below. Beneath a sky of stained-glass blue, 
OwensValley seemed adesert (pages 104-105). 
Yet it is a bountiful water s o u r c e a n d  one of 
the most disputed on earth. The melted snow 
that cascades from the Sierra Nevada ends 
up 130 miles away in Los Angeles, which 
controls 99 percent of the valley's water, 
above and below ground. 

Water on wheels: Fred Zack shifts irriga- 
tion pipe (right) to soak alfalfaon the family 
ranch. Quiet, uncluttered vistas drew his 
father, Milton (above), and uncle, Morris, 
from city medical practices in 1965 to one of 
the few valley spreads with its own water. 
Much of the landonce used for produce fields 
and orchards has reverted to desert. Stock 
raising has declined as well, but remains an 
important part of the valley economy. 

"We are a colony of Los A n ~ e l e s , ~  a ranclrer 
told us. "Less than 2 percent of our valle, 
belongs to us. We pay rent to the Department 
of Water and Power, even for our stores and 
churches. There is more Los Angeles land 
here than down there in the city." 

hletropolis Quenches Its Thirst 

Early in this century rapidly expanding 
Los Angeles was faced with drought. In a 
daring solution, moving deviously but within 
the law, city agents bought Owens Valley 
land and water rights. By 1913 the city had 
built a 222-mile aqueduct northward across 
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the Mojave Desert to tap the Owens River 
near Independence (map, following page). 
Valley ranchers retained the right to divert 
upstream water for irrigation. 

During another drought cycle in the 1920's, 
the city began buying out valley settlers to ex- 
tend its rights far northward to the head- 
waters of the river. Bitterness and suspicion 
flared. The aqueduct was dynamited. Six 
months later, ranchers seized and held the 
aqueduct's control gates for five days. 

Bank credit became a critical fastor, as 
bankers outside the valley refused loans to 
deftant ranchers seeking to maintain their 

land. Mark and Wilfred Watterson, brothers 
who owned the local banks, became virtually 
the valley's sole creditors and led the fight 
against the city. But with an unexpected visit 
of a bank examiner one day in 1927, the 
Watterson banks collapsed. The brothers 
were convicted of embezzlement and sent to 
San Quentin prison. 

Ranchers who had sold out to the city and 
deposited the money with the Wattersons lost 
their windfalls; the others lost the will to fight 
on. Soon the city controlled virtually all water 
rights.Most ranchers sold their land,andmany 
left. Dairies, fields, and orchards withered. 103 



Magnet of open space attracts more peo- 
ple to Owens Valley each year. Droves of 
motorcyclists gather at Mammoth Lakes on 
the rugged western rim for annual races and 
stunting. Padded for protection, members of 
the "Old Timers" club rest between spills 
(below, right). 

A backpacking dog named Domino leads 
j a family of mountaineering novices and 

their Sierra Club instmctor through Echo 
Lake high country Sensitive to accusations 
of ,"water imperialism," Angelenos helped 
push for a paved highway beside the Sierra 
that opened the valley to pleasure-seekers. 

The scars of the 50-year-old water war are 
slow to heal. A new battle has broken out, 
this time in the courts. In litigation betwee. 
Xnyo County a rd  Los Angeles, the valie;- 
seeks to limit the city's pumping of un&. 
ground water to fill a second aqueduct. 

"Our people must have some control over 
their destiny," reasons Wilma Muth, an ur- 
bane woman who sen7es as Inyo County su- 
pervisor. Yet Los Angeles is the big landlord 
in t!e valley, and valley talk turns inevitably 
to the "City," the "Department," or even, a 
one bemused official put it, the "Kingdom oi 
Water and Power." 

The colonial relationship is schizophrenic. 
The city's tight but usually benevolent grip 
has retarded valley growth, leaving its scenic 
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glories relatively undisturbed. Sagebrush 
land owned by Los Angeles pushes up to the 
outer streets of every community. Tourism 
bas become the staple of the valley economy; 
service stations bring in twice as many dol- 
lars as cattle. But this only heightens colonial 
tensions. The valley provides Los Angeles 
with 80 percent of its water, and has become 
its playground as well. 

Valley Lives an Outdoor Life 

Inyo County, slightly larger than Vermont, 
encompasses Mount Whitney and Death Val- 
ley, the highest and lowest points of the con- 
tiguous 48 states. Most of its 17,000 people 
live in villages strung along Owens Valley 
from Lone Pine north to Bishop. Life is 

shaped by remoteness and by the outdoors. 
Leisure flows with the seasons, from trout 

fishing to river rafting, quail and chukar 
hunting, mountaineering, and skiing. It in- 
cludes pine nutting, which we learned with 
Genevieve and J. Emil Morhardt. 

A photographer who once traveled with 
Zane Grey, "him" Morhardt paints the 
valley in water colors, prospects its moun- 
tains, and writes much of its music and verse. 

The Morhardt nutting method is to spread 
a sheet beneath a pifion pine and shake 
the tree with a pole. We settled for a sticky 
handful of nuts, then went on with a picnic 
basket and a bottle of wine to a hideaway 
beside a creek that races off Mount Tom. him 
built a fire of willow branches, while Gen 107 



Island of shade spares a hitchhiker from 
heat waves at Bishop, Owens Valley's 
largest town. With the loss of water in the 
1920's, population waned and a third of the 
businesses folded. Townsmen received repa- 
rations from Los Anpeles, and when the 
flow of tourist dollars began in the late 
1930's, many expatriates returned, swelling 
Bishop's population to 11,MM today. 

Almost as many lived in the valley "town" 
of Manzanar, one of ten relocation centers 
established during World War 11. A monu- 
ment and barbed wire (left) mark the 
internment of some 10,WO Japanese- 
.Americans by their mistrustful government. 

created a centerpiece of dried wild iris pods. 
We made steak sandwiches with a local 

specialty: Sheepherder Bread, baked from a 
Basque recipe that requires long fermenta- 
tion and prolongs freshness. It is a distant 
runner-up to water and power as the valley's 
most renowned export. 

Aim sprawled beside the creek, radiating 
the joys of a man born to this setting. "My 
painting supports my prospecting," he said. 
"And we're lucky. Beyond that ridge we own 
half of an old Indian ranch with water. We 
could gmw everything we need." 

Gen had driven that week to Reno, 204 
miles north, to shop. "It's the nearest place 
for a lot of things," she said. "Of course, the 
Sears catalog is the really big store in Bishop." 

Valley neighbors team up for weekend trips 
to the Music Center in Los Angeles, or drive 
110 miles to play slot machines and have din- 
ner in Hawthorne, Nevada. 

Big Ears Listen to Space 

Such distances seem trivial to George A. 
Seielstad, the radio astronomer who super- 
vises three giant antennas that the California 
Institute of Technology placed in the valley 
near Big Pine. As Seielstad showed us around, 
he discussed the observatory's success in the 
"chase" for quasars. The antennas search 
space as distant as 10 billion light-years- 
almost, says Seielstad, "to the beginning of 
time." As they scan, these big ears loom above 
the valley like porcelain plates. They are here 
because mountain walls shield them from 
man-made radio signals. 

Seielstad settled in the valley in 1964. Ten 
years later he felt enough of a native to enter 
politics, and failed by only a small margin to 
become the first U. S. Congressman from 
Owens Valley. He shares his neighbors' skep- 
ticism of "the Department." 

"They have no reservation or hesitation 
concerning the complete destruction of a 
scenic resource," he said. 

Owens Valley farming has almost disap- 
peared, and ranching has waned. The city 
allots water for only 11,500 acres of alfalfa 
land and pasture in the entire valley. Among 
the few with their own land and water are the 
Zack brothers, Milton and Morris. They 
abandoned city medical practices ten years 
ago in early middle age to ranch 1,300 acres 
beside Willow Creek, nestling below 14,246- 
foot White Mountain Peak. 

One Sunday a t  the Zack ranch we watched 

CaliJornia's Parched Oasis 



sprinklers spray well water across alfalfa 
fields almost surrounded by sagebrush. 

"This land was mostly hmsh," Milton said. 
"We put 1,100 acres in alfalfa, and the price 
went up to $60 a ton. If haling wire hadn't 
tripled in price, we could have made good 
money. We won'tever get rich,hut we'll stay." 

"Why you?" we wondered. 
"This valley chooses its own people. I grew 

up in Los Angeles, and my wife came from 
Maryland. We have five children. We all saw 
this vallev and forgot everywhere else." 

Residents Fear for Environment 

Back in Bishop, where more than half 
the valley people live, we met another out- 
sider who became an insider. Frank Herbert 
Fowles 111, a Philadelphia-born attorney, 
came here nine years ago as district attorney. 

"That's over now," he said. We sat amid a 
jumble of files in hi new law office. "I'm stay- 
ing in Owens Valley because this is where I 
want to live. These are proud people, the 
best people I've ever known!' 

Fowfes filed the case against the city after 
Los Angeles had increased its pumping of un- 
derground water from six to 150 million gal- 
lons on an average day. Inyo County holds 
that this violates California's Environmental 
Quality Act, threatening frail plants and wild- 
life. The Department of Water and Power 
contends that its obligation, and the greater 
need, lies with Los Angeles. 

"We know all the denartment mvs bv their 
first names," Fowles told us. "?hiy're good 
guys. Their job is to take our water so Los 
Angeles can keep growing, and they do it 
supremely well. Our job is to keep our valley 
from drying up completely." 

On a bright Novemher morning we asked 
Col. Ray Waski,an Air Force pilot who retired 
in Bishop, to take us into the air to survey the 
battleground of this water war. For our guide 
we invited Russ Rawson, a six-foot-fiver who 
acts for the department as landlord to hun- 
dreds of valley agricultural tenants. 

We flew north over dry canyons, and about 
50 miles northwest of Bishop we circled the 
headwaters of the Owens River, 250 miles 

from Los Angeles. Then we flew south along 
the water that finds its way into the highballs 
of Hollywood stars and the sculptured foun- 
tains of Forest Lawn cemetery. In the Owens 
River Gorge it is a captive current, squeezing 
through tunnels and tumbling over turbines 
generating 105,M)O kilowatts. 

Like an indigo snake on a beige carpet, the 
river emerges near the head of Owens Valley 
to move placidly in its own channel for 40 
miles. Escorted by willows and cottonwoods, 
it drifts ~ a s t  Bishor, and Big Pine. 

Near independence it < nudged into a 
straighter, man-made canal and flows past 
the ghost camp of Manzanar (page 108). Here, 
10,000 Japanese-Americans were interned 
during World War 11 beneath mountains that 
made the elders homesick for Fujiyama It 
was once the largest, and much the saddest, 
town in the valley. 

The canal leads south by the eroded 
Alabama Hills, a favorite setting of film- 
makers. Close by is a 23-foot-high scarp, a 
vivid remnant of an 1872 earthquake more 
intense than the San Francisco quake of 
1906. Here beneath Mount Whitney, where 
hikers and packers sojourn, the river once 
disappeared into Owens Lake, a natural sump 
that is almost dry today. Bypassing the lake, 
the water submits to a series of engineering 
contortions. Two aqueducts, the second fin- 
ished in 1970, siphon its flow through the 
grim Mojave Desert in miles of airtight con- 
crete-and-steel tubes (page 99). . * 

Elevator for Glider Pilots 

Turning north again, Ray flew tight circles 
around the stone shelter atop Mount Whit- 
ney and skimmed the Paciftc Crest Trail, 
where almost a dozen peaks tower above 
14,000 feet. We studied the sky to no avail 
for lens-shaped clouds that portend the Sierra 
Wave, the utopia of glider pilots. A type of 
lee wave, it begins when wind speeding up 
the Sierra slope surges at the crest. Such 
waves have reached as high as 65,000 feet 
above Owens Valley; the world's soaring rec- 
ord of 46,267 feet was set near here in 1961. 

"All of a sudden your altimeter needle is 

Eyes bright as how light the face of Little Hummingbird, descendant of Owens Val- 
ley's first residents. IJuute Indians ikirm~~lied liercel) ~ 1 1 1 1  u.hitz settlers in the earl? 
:860's, but were rx~lerl to d rcsenxtluri 111 lli63 \Vorkinr: to reinstdl a sense uf vridr, the 
Bishop Indian Education Center has raked tribal empl&xnt and cut the scf;ool drop- 
out rate from 40 to 3 percent. c w  
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An informality nearly obsolete 
in large cities endures in small 
towns like Lone Pine, where hotel 
manager Mary Elizabeth Ward 
(abpve) interrupts midmorning 
chores to commune with a feline 
guest. Businesses now court cus- 
tomers from Los Angetes; in the 
bitter twenties, Angelenos visited 
here at their own risk. 

informality also reigns at a 
Deep Springs College class (left). 
The 24 enrollees, who rank aca- 
demically among the top one-half 
percent in the nation, raise their 
own food on the remote campus 
that doubles as a ranch. 

voice. "He brought the land up from sage- 
brush to support six of us. It was grub hoe 
and shovel that cleared the ranch, and Father 
dug every ditch by hand. We grew fruit and 
alfalfa and cattle and shipped out butter. I 
was in college at Berkeley in 1925 when 
Father sold. I stayed away and taught school 
and didn't come back for 33 years." 

"Why did you come back?" 
"For me the world begins and ends at the 

crest of the Sierra and there's only one side, 
this side. Here is home. Now, go sit over there." 

We moved to a couch facing a glass wall. 
Enid Larson opened the drapes, and an al- 
pine panorama filled the room. 

"Over there," she began, like a teacher at 
her blackboard, "the one with a V in it, that's 
Split Mountain, more than 14,OM) feet high. 
In front is my beloved Mount Tinemaha 
Then Middle Palisade, one of the southern- 
most glaciers in North America" 

She swept the drapes shut and said with 
intensity, "For two years after I came back, 
I couldn't pass our old ranch without crying. 
Now we fight the same old problem. The city 
built its damnable second aqueduct, and it's 
pumping underground water to fill it. They've 
dried every spring in the valley floor. They're 
destroying vegetation. There are rare species 
in this valley. Instead of fighting for a ranch, 
we're now fighting for the survival of plant 
and animal communities." 

Cattle Mixed With College Classes 

One of those rare species is a small black 
toad found in the marshes around Deep 
SpringsLake, an alkali smudge in amountain- 
rimmed desert basin. Its one oasis is Deep 
Springs College, where 24 bright and hardy 
young men divide their time between liberal 
arts studies and running a cattle r q c h  (left). 

The lonely road to Deep Springs over West- 
gard Pass writhes in a hundred dips, an as- 
phalt whip Railing at desert peaks. It is a 
route where the mail carrier remains a fron- 
tier hero as he rides his 3Wmile circuit 
through two states. At the pass we saw no 
trace of life between us and the cottonwoods 
that marked the campus ten miles away. 

Dr. Randall Reid, then head of the college, 
greeted us in Levis. We sat in rocking chairs 
in their stone bungalow as his wife, Earline, 
poured coffee a i d  he told bow Lucien Nunn, 
a Colorado power baron, bad endowed the 
school in 1917. The site was chosen for its 
isolation. Then Dr. Reid told us why he had 



rotating wildly," Waski said. "It's like some- 
body has grabbed you and is hoisting you 
straight up. The primary sensation is extreme 
smoothness. The danger is being lifted so 
high you run short of oxygen." 

Leaving the elusive Sierra Wave to heartier 
souls, we landed at Bishop and drove to the 
water department's valley office at Indepen- 
dence, Inyo County seat and a charming vil- 
lage of 1,000 where many of the 260 depart- 
ment employees make their homes. They take 
a lot of good-natured kidding from neighbors, 
we heard, who claim that Los Angeles pipes 
out water in one barrel and ships back smog 
in the other. 

At headquarters we talked to James F. 
Wickser, Northern District Engineer for the 
aqueduct "In the past 40 years we've sold 
off only about a hundred acres," Wickser said. 
"Most valley people would rather look out 
over pasturelands than condominiums. New- 
comers who charge us with 'rape, pillage, and 
hum' try my patience. It's more diicult to 
challenge the memory and the biases of those 
who lived through the trouble." 

Bitter Memories Still Haunt 

There still are a few who were in the val- 
ley in those turbulent days when Los Angeles 
first arrived. On an autumn Sunday when the 
creeks meandering out of the Sierra were 
serpentines of golden aspen and water birch, 
we drove to the village of Big Pine to see 
Enid Larson in her cottage on Flower Alley. 

"I have to go chipmunking soon," she 
warned us at the door. For 20 years she has 
studied the Merriam's chipmunk in nearby 
wilds. Her white hair cropped, she stood 
small but formidable. We got to the point. 

"By 1905 the die was cast," she said. "The 
city was buying water rights. The ranchers 
who imgated joined in a group called Asso- 
ciated Ditches. My father was secretary. They 
sought a compromise so there could be a dam 
to provide water both for the ranchers and 
for the people in Los Angeles. But the valley 
couldn't agree. So the city said, 'Very well, 
we won't build a dam. We'll buy out the 
ranches and take the water, take it all.' " 

Tears welled in her eyes. She pressed her 
forearm against her lips. 

"What did your father do?" 
"He knew what was coming. I was only 18. I 

pleaded with him to stay and fight But he sold 
out and left It broke his heart. It killed him." 

She turned away and fought to calm her 

Intent on salvation, a sparse congregation 
attends the Foursquare Indian Mission, as a 
youngster's interest drifts to paper aero- 
dynamics. One Bible reveals a concern for 
the spiritual welfare of Elvis Presley (right). 
Paiute traditionalists seek to preserve their 
own religion, based upon reverence for 
nature and sanctity of the land. 

One faction of the tribe hotly disputes an 
Indian Claims Commission award of 20 
million dollars for loss of their land, saying 
they never relinquished rights to it. But 
some had already sold their land to Los 
Angeles, and others, even among the tra- 
ditionalists, have filed for the per capita 
paymenrs. 

National Geographic, Janunry :976 



left a tenured faculty post at the University 
of Chicago to head a remote two-year college. 

"The contrast is like that between critic 
and actor," he said. "You can't deal with life 
by expressing an opinion. Students here must 
accept responsibility for our community." 

We soon saw what he meant. At the dairy 
barn Juan Ramon Resin* from Barcelona, 
Spain, was milking one of seven Holsteins. Six 
other students, raw from the cold desert wind, 
clattered up in an open truck after half a day 
of fence building. In the chicken barn the 
mood was funereal; a phone call had brought 
a poultry inspector's diagnosis that meant 
destruction of 2 0 0  diseased chickens. 

"We have 200  cattle and three cuttings of 
alfalfa each year," Dr. Reid told us. "With 
prices the way they are, I'm trying to find a 
way to feed the cattle to the alfalfa." 

He laughed when we asked about the black 
toad. "It's about an inch long. The students 
made it their mascot. We don't know which 
species is more endangered. Toads outnumber 
students four to one; lately the toads seem to 
get more funding." 

Paiute Customs Make a Comeback 

In the college library is a pipestone carv- 
ing by Raymond Stone, a Paiute Indian from 
the Big Pine reservation who has lectured at 
Deep Springs. We visited him at his home. 
Regarded by many Paiutes as their spokes- 
man, Stone works as a school janitor. At our 
urging he brought out his carvings of Indian 
figures, animals, and birds. 

"My father's grandfather was the last real 
Paiute chief," he said as we admired an eagle. 
"We lost our Indian ways for a while, hut 
some are coming back." He told us that the 
songs of the tribe's cry dance, the dance of 
burial, survive only with two or three older 
men. But young Indians want to learn. 

Earl Lent, a typographer at a Bishop pub- 
lishing house, has been a tribal official for 
more than 15 years. He took us to meet other 
Paiutes, and there was much talk of a power- 
ful medicine man due soon in the valley on 
his circuit. He bad (Continued on page 120) 

Sheep wrestler Oral Bryant throws one of 
his flock to check its teeth. Dental wear 
would mark it for slaughter, before weight 
10s begins. Ranchers argue that increased 
pumping of ground water by Los Angeles 
threatens the valley's already dry pastures. 

,w, co,. 



been invited by the local healer, who would 
help prepare for the religious ceremonies. 

"The medicine man comes to your house at 
night," Lent explained. "Eveq.thing must be 
dark. You sit very still as he talks and sings. 
He is the interpreter for the spirits, and you 
can sense their presence all around you. The 
ceremonies have worked. Our people have 
been healed." 

Old-timer Holds No Gmdges 

Back in 1866, when the last Paiute incident 
flared in the valley, a cattleman named 
Thomas Edwards laid out Independence as a 
town six blocks square. He named streets for 
Washington, Grant, Webster, Jackson, Clay, 
and Crockett. Then he named the main street 
for himself. There on Edwards Street, in his 
elm-shaded cottage, we found Ariie A. Brierly, 
91, who was born in the valley on his parents' 
ranch and served Inyo County as surveyor, 

undersheriff, assessor, and superintendent of 
schools. Now he runs 800 cattle on 15,000 
acres of scrubland leased from Los Angeles 
without water rights. We interrupted him as 
he read his new Scientific American. 

"No matter," he said. "Come sit." 
Wide suspenders supported snappy plaid 

trousers. He leaned on a gnarled sapling, and 
he looked like Dwight Eisenhower. He was 
not mad at anybody. 

"My mother was the first woman to home- 
stead in Inyo County," he said. "The city paid 
a fair price for our ranch, as it did for all the 
others. Course it didn't help when our banks 
went broke. That put an end to the scrap with 
the city. My mother was a character witness 
for the Wattersons, but the jury sent them to 
San Quentin anyhow. 

"Theirsister,MaryGorman, istheonly Wat- 
terson left. She comes into town sometimes, 
but we don't bring up the past. It's a wonder 

Narional Geographic, January 1976 



Water-war veteran Mrs. Mary 
Gorman, whose banker brothers, 
Mark and Wilfred Watterson, led 
the unsuccessful struggle against 
loss of the Owens River water in 
the 1920's. prunes ivy fringing her 
home near Independence (left). 

The city acquired its water 
legally, but resentments still seethe 
over its methods. In whirlwind 

land purchases, Los Angeles agents 
sometimes spread false rumors of 
mass sales to convince valley 
ranchers to pull out. 

A post-feud newcomer, 75-year- 
old George Totland (below) settled 
in the town of Lee Vi'ining in 1933. 
The lifetime bachelor and gold- 
miner hopes to marry, he says, 
when he can save enough money. 

somebody wasn't killed in all that racket." 
Arlie Brierly squinted and looked toward 

the highway. It was Sunday afternoon, and 
the cavalcade of skiers had begun, fromMam- 
moth Mountain back to Los Angeles. 

"One thing I know," he said without ran- 
cor. "There's too many people in California. 
Too many people wanting too many things. 
Sure are a lot of them drive past my door." 

heonly Wtt- 
1 sometimes, 
t's a wonder 

rannary 1976 

Skiers Crowd Mammoth Slopes 

After the first big snow last winter, we fol- 
lowed that ski traffic to Mammoth. At the 
foot of the slopes we found Dave McCoy, a 
square-jawed man with curly silver hair. He 
has built his life around this pumice moun- 
tain since 1936, when he surveyed snow- 
fall for the department. Lifts and runs he has 
laid out on U. S. Forest Service land serve as 
many as 18,000 skiers in a weekend (page 
1261, and have made him wealthy. 

California's Parched Omis 

We asked him to show us his mountain, 
and he whisked us in a gondola over a sea of 
skiers to the summit at 11,053 feet. Nearby, 
we watched as his avalanche patrol skied off 
and began setting dynamite charges. 

We looked along the jagged teeth of the 
Sierra. The Pacific Crest Trail led down 
through conifers to the south. To the north- 
west were the stiletto spires of the Minarets. 
The sleek array of basaltic columns called 
Devils Postpile lay below us to the west. 

"Mammoth stands by itself between these 
two low passes," McCoy said. "When a funnel 
of air tries to force its way past, it dumps 
blizzards of snow right here." 

The shadow of Mammoth is both real and 
symbolic. In 1972 the California Supreme 
Court issued its landmark Friends of Mam- 
moth ruling. It stopped a rising wall of con- 
dominiums and established for the first time 
in the Cnited States that citizens may halt 



private construction that has not received a 
proper environniental impact study. 

The case was supported by a group of dis- 
tant urban residents who feel ties with Owens 
Valley. U7e met some of them one afternoon 
at a mountain cabin below Wheeler Crest. 
They call themselves the Eastern Sierra 
Nevada Task Force of the Sierra Club. A 
number of local residents have joined as well. 

Sprawled on a knoll at i,000 feet, we 
looked down at volcanic tableland and the 
great rift of Owens Valley. Bishop was a 
stamp-size grid. At midafternoon, when 20- 
mile-long Sierra shadows tinted the valley 
floor pink, we moved inside to the wannth of 
a fire. Mike Weege, an airline employee from 

San Diego, presided from a tree-stump stool. 
"We recognize that Los Angeles is probably 

the savior of the valley," Weege told us. "Our 
goal is to preserve the valley as it is now." 

The Sierra Club is concerned about wilder- 
ness status for remote bristlecone pine areas 
of the Inyo National Forest because such 
designation might bring more visitors to 
those fragile sanctuaries. 

A narrow Forest Service road leads to the 
10,000-foot level and the Schulman Grove. 
On a November morning we went there in a 
four-wheel-drive vehicie to hike over un- 
tracked snow aiong the Methuselah Trail. 
Among these 4.000-year-old relics (opposite) 
we felt we were mingling with the writhing 





is processed, we descended toward a roar 
like an approaching subway train. 

Suddenly we came on a bizarre scene as 
full of potential terror as any James Bond 
torture. A grizzled man, spun within a web of 
ore dust, stood over a jaw crusher, its steel 
mouth the size of a small car. Chunks of 
stone, some as large as a boy, moved along a 
conveyor and dropped into the jaws. They 
ground inexorably back and forth, reducing 
boulders to pebbles. Beneath his ghostly cloak 
of dust the miner wore hard hat, respirator, 
and ear muffs. Buckled around his belt 
was a rope ensuring that he could not be- 
come his own victim. 

Mixed Feelings Toward Los Angeles 

Our stay in Owens Valley was at an end. 
But one strong link was missing. The Wat- 
terson brothers, long dead, had been at the 
vortex of the water war. Their fanatic zeal 
was legend. At 85, their sister Mary Gorman 
was aware of much of the conflict that 
brought ruin to many in the valley. 

So we checked out of our motel in Bishop 
and drove south to Oak Creek, near Inde- 
pendence, and Mary Gorman's lonely white 
cottage. A tautly elegant woman, Mrs. Gor- 
man led us into a snug Library, bright with 
afternoon sunlight and fragrant with well- 
read books. "I've lived in this house for 44 
years," she said amiably, "My husband is 
dead. I stay on alone with my cat. I hope my 
cat will outlive me." She was smiling, her 
eyes wrinkled into triangles. 

"Do you remember the valley as green?" 
"I should say it was. Now when I go to the 

market, it saddens me that everything we 
have has to be hauled into this rich valley." 

"How do you feel now about the city?" 
"It's too bad the way they acquired this 

valley," she said. "They were unscrupulous." 
"Your brothers," we said gently. "Were 

they unjustly convicted?" 
"No. They used very, very poor judgment. 

But the greater guilt was with the city of Los 
Angeles and those bankers and politicians 
who wanted the v~rley to fail." She was quiet 

for a long time. "But in a way--one way only 
-I'm grateful to Los Angeles. The valley I 
knew is lost, but at least this one is not clut- 
tered with people." 

City Prevails in Water War 

We remembered Robert Denton, a wise 
doctor in Bishop, who had told us that for all 
the wrong reasons, Los Angeles has done 
many of the right things in Owens Valley. 
High in a city office, we tried that thought on 
Duane Georgeson, engineer for the Los An- 
geles Aqueduct, who sits near the throne of 
the "Kingdom of Water and Power." Suave 
and only mildly defensive, he shrugged. 

"We've had some good luck in that val- 
ley," he said. "Many people recognize the 
wisdom of our policies, but energy is the real 
story now. That water flowsfrom OwensVal- 
ley by gravity. It takes fuel oil to pump all 
other water to Southern California But when 
we bring in Owens Valley water, we produce 
electricity equal to two million barrels of 

~ ~ 

oil a year." 
"Has Los Angeles treated the valley fairly?" 
"Look. The kind of thing that Los Angeles 

did 50 years ago couldn't have been done 
without hurtine some neoole. But the 'raoe' - . . 
of Owens Valley never happened. The ranch- 
ers were willing to sell." 

We asked Georgeson if the city felt pres- 
sure in the current court challenge by Inyo 
County. 

"With this emphasis on the environment," 
he conceded, "there is some short-term threat 
to our rights. But in the long term there is no 
alternative." 

His point was clear: Los Angeles won the 
water war long ago. The issues that remain 
involve the integrity of nature and the dig- 
nity of people. 

As we turned to leave his office, Georgeson 
spoke softly. 

"It's a wonderful valley, isn't it?' he said. 
We nodded, and drove home to La Jolla 

In our trunk was a clump of wild iris from 
the slopes of Mount Tom. In our he& there 
was more. U 

Dash of hurtling color, a skier descends the steep face of Mammoth Mountain, a lone 
peak jutting in a huge opening in the Sierra wall Weather systems funneling through the 
gap dump snowfalls so heaw that drifts once blocked the ski area's chair lifts. The resort 
represents a modern partnership between former antagonists: Runoff that once fed the 
valley now flows to I m  Angeles, while weekend skiers from the city return a flow of 
cash to the source of their water. 
G,LW eowcc. 



RESPONSE D2-1 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. N o  

response is required. 





Letter D3 

Larry & Ruth Blakely 





John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 941 05 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Following are some comments on the Draft E1R on water management in the 
Owens Valley, SCH #89080705. 

1) Be consistent in usage of plant names (e.g., Tamarixspp. is referred to as either salt 
cedar or tamarisk in different places in the documents); use scientific names 
throughout with common names in parentheses; provide a table of equivalencies 
between common names, scientific names, and species abbreviations. 

- 

2) The Tamarisk Scrub community (code #: 63810) is listed as one of the communities 
in the Type D vegetation classification. On page B-19 of the EIRvol. I1 it is stated 
that a "decrease in live salt cedar cover ... will not be consideredsignificant". Words 
should be added to the effect that a change from one of the other Type D 
communities to Tamarisk Scrub will be deemed significant and require mitigation, 
even though it would not represent a change in Type. 

- 
3 )  Incorporate a statement to the effect that the Technical Group should accept, 

consider, and, if worthy, act upcn input from private citizens or nor,-profit groups, 
which can clearly document changes to vegetation resulting from groundwater 
pumping or surface water management practices. 

LARRY & RUTH BLAKELY 

415 Sierra Grande, Rt. 1 
Bishop, CA 93514 

(619) 872-1890 

December 3, 1990 

Larry Blakely 

- Sage Sparrow Ranch 





RESPONSE D3-1 

In order to correct the inconsistency in the use of names, both scientific and common names are 

presented in Appendix B-4. Since the genus Tamarix is not a true cedar, the name saltcedar or 

salt-cedar is preferable. Because saltcedar is more commonly used, it replaces other spellings in 

the text. If a species has more than one commonly used and accepted common name, such as 

saltcedar and tamarisk, each is included in Appendix B-4 to this Response to Comments document. 

RESPONSE D3-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments VE-I, regarding vegetation changes allowed under 

the Agreement, and VE-7 regarding saltcedar control. 

RESPONSE D3-3 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter D4 

Postal Patron 





December 3 ,  1990 

To: John Davis of EIP Associate San Francisco CA: 

ens Valley, one sure way to increase 
water production & wate servation is agreesive Clou Seeding o f  the 
heavy cloud cover that gelrs Basin in Spr in  

Xuch of A p r i l ,  Hay 6 June f i n d s  r 
for much or all of daytime; 
You might say that the t h e  tine of year are close 
to the "threshold o rain". Howev ssiva cloud seeding at such 

cloud cover can pro eabie precipitation. 

Such rainfall, even if limited to 1116th of an inch per cloud seeding 
would allow lawn sprinklers to be shutd Most notably such water savings 
would occur at: Colleges, Schools, Park Caltrans. Through the use of 
Television Weather-Reporters eh Public can be informed of the cloud seeding 
and to refrain from watering la s. The water savin s would be immense. 
Also the rainfall would help charge the ground water basin too, 

The question arises, "Will it work?" ... Yes, it has worked. In the 
morning of 7/51 b (1986) measureable rainfall fell on the *A Basin, during 
time of such heavy cloud over. i believe that the heavy cloud cover as usual, 
was close to the "Thresho d of Rain", and all the Nitrates from the Fourth of July 
Fireworks, provided the Catalyist to yield Rain. 

Critics could argue, that we cannot have a Fireworks display every night 
the fog rolls in. response, it is unusal to have such cloud cover in July, 
and that"magic threshold of rain" would be higher in early July, than it vould 
be in May or even Mid-June. That i s  to sag, that the effort of cloud seeding 
requires less in May or Mid-June than in July. This is based on increasing 
temperatures of air, ground & aea in July as compared to earlier months. 

Certainly, it will take more then one helicopter to make the cloud seeding 
a success. Perhaps, two larg fixed wing airplanes, one o erating out of LAX 
and the other operating ouf of Van Nuys Airport could make several sorties 
per night, seeding the clouds with a inert catalyist, when weather conditions 
Warrant. Such cloud seeding might also bring relief to Santa Barbara's woes. 

Your Leadership is needed to make Spring Time Cloud Seeding over the 
LA Basin a success. At this time, I wish to remain anonomous. If you wish 
to contact me, write me at: Postal Patron, (H20),Box 101, Pasadena CA 91102 

To Spring Time Cloud Seeding, 





SPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LEmER 0 4  

RESPONSE D4-1 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 





Letter D5 

James E. Wines 





LETTER ID-5 

nr. John A. Davis 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, California 94105 

2348 Longview Drive 
Bishop, CA 93514 
December 3, 1990 

I - , . - -  $ ' ' T i  . ii 
'-.a- .-* - ._ .. 

DEC 5 IW 
EiF F+S::cc;;,'. T?.,:, 

SLh  :.r?;.li.;#s<:,> <-,,.I 

Dear Nr. Davis: 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report as submitted by EIP and Associates for 
the City of Los Angeles fails to properly address all the issues in the 
Owens Valley and is unacceptable without major revisions in some areas. 

These areas include but are not limited to the following: 
1 ' 

Surface Water Hanagement - Bishop Cone 

When discussing surface water management, the EIR fails to note an 
exception on the Bishop Cone, i..: The surface water on the Bishop 
Cone is controlled by the Bishop Creek Water Association. 

Hillside Decree - Bishop Cone - Pages S - 15 
When discussing proposed pumping on the Bishop Cone, it is emphasized 
that all pumping will be inaccordance with the Hillside Decree. The 
DEIR is erroneous in its interpretation of the Decree and also 
misstating one fact. 

Chandler Decree - Bishop Cone 
The provisions of the Hillside Decree are in direct relationship to 
those outlined in the Chandler Decree. 

Rewatering the Lower Owens River - Pages 5 - 22 

The Court requires an EIR for the whole of the Owens Valley - not one 
half now and the other half later. 

Recreational use - Haiwee Reservoir - Pages S - 27 

Further notes on the above items are outlined on the attached pages. 

Studies have been made and Los Angeles knows this project is not 
feasible without the construction of a new dam. This section should 
be eliminated from the EIR. 

E. Wines 

I: Inyo County Board of Supervismrs 
Inyo County Water Commissioner 
Sam Dean, Supervisor Elect 
Warren Alsup, Supervisor Elect 



1. Surface Water Uanagement - Bishop Cone 
The Landowners of the area, now referred to as the Bishop Cone, formed 
the Bishop Creek Water Association in 1905 to control and distribute on 
an equitable basis the waters of Bishop, Birch and UcGee Creeks among 
themselves for the purpose a£ irrigation, domestic use and the watering 
of livestock. In later years, due to diversions by the then Hillside 
Water Company for power generation, the flow of water became erratic and 
could not be depended upon for irrigation or other purposes. The 
landowners of the Cone then took the matter to Federal Court asserting 
their prior rights to the above stated waters. 

The U.S. District Court, Southern Division, of California, on April 14. 
1922 rendered a decision in favor of the landowners reaffirming their 
water rights and distribution of said water. The Court also specified a 
minimum flow of water that must be maintained during the irrigation 
season. 

2. Hillside Decree - Pumping on the Bishop Cone - Pages 5 - 15 
st- 

This section as stated is erroneous and does not conform to the Hillside 
Decree. 

The Hillside Decree states, "Los Angeles is not prohibited from pumping, 
extracting, taking, or using any such water as reasonably necessary for 
beneficial use of their lands located within said area (Bishop Conef. 

The Hillside Decree also states 'Los Angeles may take the artesian water 
that may rise to the surface of said area outside the casings of any of 
Los Angeles capped wells." The DEIR erroneously states *uncapped wells'. 

The Court when rendering the Hillside Decree and stZpulation of 
conditions recognized that periods of drought had occurred in the past 
and would again occur at some later point in time, and that the surface 
water allocated to them under the provisions of the Chandler Decree and 
administered by the Bishop Creek Water Association (Los Angeles is a 
member of the Association) would not be sufficent for the irrigation and 
watering of livestock on their lands and entered the exception that 
would permit Los Angeles to pump/extract water for the beneficial use of 
their lands on the Bishop Cone should the need arise. 

6 
'The Court did not grant Los Angeles the right to replace surface rater I granted to the Bishop Creek Water Association under the Chandler Decree 
C with ground water. To date no need exists for pumping on the Bishop Cone. In accordance 
with the Hillside Decree, any pumps presently operating on the Cone / should cease operation. Through faui- years of drought. the Bishop Creek 
Water Association has supplied water to Los Angeles for irrigation and 
stock watering on their lends on the Cone. 

Another year af drought may result in the need for pumping by Los 
elee to augment the decline in survace water supplied to them. 



Chandler Decree - Bishop Cone 
This topic is covered und@r  9 - Surface 

1 f3 
Rewatering the Lower Owens River - Pages 5 - 22 
The Court ordered an EI the Ovens Valley. How can an EIR be 
written that leaves out one very important segment. No time limit was 
set other than Los Angeles would commence construction within three 
years of the Court's approval of the agreement. Considering that the 
Court's approval is over a year away, the time it takes to write a DEIR, 
three years to commence construction, and construction time, it would 
seem that completion of this project is many years away. 

The present EIR must include this project and how the water will be 
obtained - diverted from the Aqueduct or new wells near Blackrock gate? I 
To insure completion in a timely manner, the Court's approval of the EIR 
should include thia project. 

Recreational Use - Wai ee Reservoir - Pages 5 - 27 
In the early 198O's, Los Angeles and the U.S. Forest Service agreed to a 
land exchange. The Forest Service was to receive land in the Santa 
Honica area of Los An eles. Loa Angeles would receive the land 
surrounding the Waiwee Reservoir. At the time of the proposed exchange, 
Los Angeles promoted thia to Inyo County on the basis that they would 
establish a recreational park in the area. After the exchange was 
consumated, the park project was:  dropped. Again this plum is being 
dangled before the people of Inyo County. Los Angeles knows that this 
project is not feasible without the expenditure of large sums (millions) 
to construct a new dam, - 
This section should be deleted from the EIR and any agreement. 





RESPONSES TO CO NTS 
LETTER D5 

RESPONSE D5-1 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 for a discussion of groundwater pumping on 

the Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE D5-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 for a discussion of groundwater pumping on 

the Bishop Cone; the relationship of the project to the Chandler Decree is discussed in Appendix 

A-4. 

RESPONSE D5-3 

The Lower Owens River Project is discussed in response to master comment MT-6. 

environmental review of the Lower Owens River Project is allowable under CEQA. 

RESPONSE D5-4 

A separate 

The feasibility of recreational use of Haiwee Reservoirs is still being investigated. There is 

currently no  evidence that a new dam is required to allow recreational use. See response to master 

comment PD-16. 

RESPONSE D5-5 

Groundwater pumping on the Bishop Cone will be in accordance with the Hillside Decree. Please 

see response to  master comment PD-13. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D5 

RESPONSE D5-6 

This comment raises an assertion of legai 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 D5-7 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 regarding groundwater pumping on the Bishop 

Cone. 

RESPONSE D5-8 

Please refer to response D5-3 above. 

RESPONSE D5-9 

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 D6 

Brent Patterson 





LETTER D-6 

December 5 ,  1990 

John Davls. Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street,  Su i te  l5OO 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

Dear M r .  Davis: 

I assume water d i ve r ted  out of Bishop Creel.:: f o r  i r r i g a t i o n .  
t h a t  l a t e r  re-enters Bishop Creek or other water system, which 
i n  t u r n  ends up i n  the  acqueduct, i s  counted as " i n  v a l l e y  
~ ~ s e " .  L.A. then may pump t h i s  amount. Please w r i t e  the  E I R  so 
t h a t  t h i s  "double d ipp ing"  i s  i n  no way allowed. 

For example, a  l a rge  amount of water i s  used f o r  i r r i g a t i o n  i n  
the  pasture land south of highway 395 and no r th  of t he  
fairgrounds. What i s  no t  used ( a l o t  i s  not  used) f o r  
i r r i g a t i o n  then dra ins  i n t o  a canal t ha t  d ra ins  no r t h  i n t o  
Wil l iams Creek. I s  t h i s  water t h a t  re-enters Wi l l iams Creek 
counted as " i n  va l l e y  use"? Another example i s  a  d i ve rs ion  o f f  
of Bishop Creek j u s t  no r th  of Isaac Walton park on West L ine  
S t .  There are probably 10 t o  20 d i f f e ren t  examples t h a t  could 
be l i s t e d .  Please donut a l low any jugg l i ng  of  the  s t a t i s t i c s  
so t h a t  "double d ipp ing"  i s  allowed. Also please don' t  r e f e r  
my concern t o  some other department or person. 

Than k-you, 

Brent Patterson 

Brent Patterson 
663 W. Pine St. 
Bishop, CA. 93514 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE2TER D6 

RESPONSE D6-1 

Please refer lo responses to master comments PD-2 and PD-13. 





Letter D7 

Melvin Shapiro 





LETTER 0-7 

JOHN D A V I S ,  SENIOR VICE P R E S I D E N T  
E I P  A S S O C I A T E S  
150  S P E A R  ST, SUITE 1500 
S A N  FRANCISCO,  C A .  94105 

E N C L O S E D  I S  A C O P Y  O F  P A G E  T H R E E  F R O M  T H E  2 APRIL  S T A N D I N G  
C O M M I T T E E  MEETING M I N U T E S .  IT W A S  M Y  U N D E R S T A N D I N G  T H A T  A L L  
P U B L I C  COMMENTS A T  T H A T  M E E T I N G  WOULD B E  A D D R E S S E D  BY  E I P  
A S S O C I A T E S  IN P R E P A R I N G  T H E  E I R .  H O W E V E R ,  T H E  F U L L  T R A N S C R I P T  O F  
T H E  M I N U T E S  M A K E S  NO R E F E R E N C E  TO MY U N D E R S T A N D I N G  OR 
M I S U M D E R S T A N D I N G .  BE T H A T  A S  IT M A Y .  

-1 ' 
THE I S S U E  IS T H E  G R O U N D W A T E R  P U M P I N G  v s  R E C H A R G E  A S  I L L U S T R A T E D  
IN T H E  A U G U S T  1, 1989  T E C H N I C A L  G R O U P  M E M O .  T H E  S A M E  I S S U E  IS 
I L L U S T R A T E D  O N  P A G E  1 7 0  O F  T H E  G R E E N  B O O K .  I C O U L D  N O T  FIND IT 
D I S C U S S E D  IN T H E  E I R .  BEING A N O N  T E C H N I C A L  P E R S O N ,  P E R H A P S  I 
M I S S E D  I T .  IF SO, P L E A S E  D I R E C T  ME T O  WHERE I T  I S .  

2 
IN ANY C A S E ,  P L E A S E  A D D R E S S  I N  T H E  N E X T  V E R S I O N  OF T H E  E I R  A  
B R O A D E R  E X P L A N A T I O N  O F  THIS I S S U E  A N D  ITS "S IGNIF ICANCE"  O R  
A B S E N C E  T H E R E O F .  IN MY O P I N I O N J  T H E  S U B J E C T  D E S E R V E S  A T  L E A S T  
H A L F  T H E  S P A C E  D E V O T E D  T O  T H E  BIRD C H A P T E R .  D O N ' T  M I S U N D E R S T A N D .  
I E N J O Y E D  THE  BIRD/WILDLIFE C H A P T E R  A N D  F O U N D  IT V E R Y  I N F O R M A T I V E  
A L T H O U G H  I'M NOT S U R E  WHAT I T  H A S  TO DO W I T H  E X P O R T I N G  WATER TO 
L o s  A N G E L E S .  

c c :  G R E G  JAMES 



P 4 G E  3 STANDING COMMITTEE MEETING A P R I L  2, 1990 

harder for desalination processes. Stated that in 1966, people 
could catch their limit of fish in Owens Valley in two hours. 
Now fish are scarce. Said she liked Rick's eyes. 

Beverly Brons: Commented on Dale Plumb's use of the term "Brown 
Book." Said she prefers "Black Book." 

Melvin Shapiro: Commented regarding the Technical Group August 1 
memo regarding defining groundwater mining, that pumping has not 
exceeded recharge over a twenty year period, that if it had not, 
why was it worse now, wants us to restore the past ten years, and 
feels the problems involving Inyo County and Mono Lake need to be 
addressed. 

I 
C 

Gerald Purdy: Likes the 1979 EIR, feels the pumps are causing 
the drought in Owens Valley, and wants water back to the state it 
was in 1970. 

Vernon Miller: Stated there are 360 acres in the Reservation 
close to well number 391, which is drying up the Reservation 
well. He wants the Reservation included in mitigation. 

Ken Birchim: Feels that DWP is doing damage to the Valley and 
that the EIR will not replace the groundwater ordinance. 

Mary DeDecker: Concerned about drought on the alluvial fans, 
where even the sage is dying. She said she has confidence in 
the Agreement. 

Vince Yoder: Support's Bob Jellison's flyer and the County's 
efforts to reach an acceptable agreement. He commended the 
efforts of the County. 

James Davis: (His card was called, but he did not respond.) 

Thaddeus Taylor: Stated that war is to achieve a more perfect 
peace, that the Agreement will not rectify all past ills, but 
will not allow further damage, that there is fear of over-pumping 
compounded by drought related problems, that we do live in a 
desert region, that going back to Court is not realistic, that 
conservation in Los Angeles is not the answer, that other re- 
sources need to sought by Los Angeles. 

Alfred Girard: Stated that he has four wells on his property -- 
three to supply rentals and one for his own -- which during 1974 
through 1989, had dropped from five to 12 feet. He feels the 
water is being taken by DWP and wants to know if this problem 
will be straightened out. 

Sydell Braverman: Resents the phrase "re-writing for the 
public," feels one writing is sufficient if reasonable language 
is used. She suggested that if technical language has to be used 
that we add a glossary. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D7 

RESPONSE D7-1 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12. 

RESPONSE D7-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12. 





Letter DS 

Don M. Deck 





LETTER D-8 



INYO COUNTY'S WATER FUTU 
Comments on the EIR and Long-term Wafer Agreement 

Prepared by the Owens Valley Committee, Toiyabe Chapter of Sierra Club, Eastern Sierra Audubon, 
Bristlecone Chapter of California Native Plant Society, and Friends of the lnyo. 

Introduction 
The draft Environmental Impact Report (Em) on 

Los Angeles' water gathering activities in the Owens 
Valley and t h e  Long-term Groundwater Management 
Agreement between Inyo and LA have been released and 
we are now i n  the public comment period. The above 
groups have supported Inyo County's efforts to negotiate 
an agreement which protects the Owens Valley while 
providing water for Los Angeles. 

Public meetings will be held the first two weeks of 
December and your written comments must be post- 
marked no later than January 4, 1991. An extension of 
the comment period is possible. It is imperat~e for the 
public to make informed and critical comments on the 
draft EIR as a means ofaffecting the final EIR. The fmal 
EIR, which will be released next year, must address all 
comments submitted during the comment period. A 
second draft may be prepared if major inadequacies are 
brought to light by the public. 

Ths draft EIR proposes mitigation for identified sig- 
nificant adverse environmental effects. Mitigation, 
under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), includes 1) avoiding an impact altogether, 2) 
minimizing a n  impact, 3) rectifjnng an impact through 
rehabilitation, 4) reducing or eliminating an impact, and 

ing substitute resources (compensatory mitiga- 
tion). 

Major Strengths of the Water Agreement 
Protects the valley's environment by preventing 
declines invegetation from the 1984-87 baseline con- 
dition 
Restores more than 50 miles of fishery and riparian 
habitat on the lower Owens River 
Gives Inyo County a voice in decisions affecting 
groundwater and surface water management 

0 Reaffirms the Hillside Decree which prevents the 
export of groundwater from the Bishop Cone 

8 Commits Los Angeles to continue to supply water to 
Indian lands and extends the protection of the Agree- 
ment to these lands 

0 Gives town water systems over to local control and 
thus allows low water rates in the future 

0 Provides funds to lnyo County to monitor the en- 
vironment and conduct further scientific studies 
Protects water quality and quantity in private wells 

8 Requires Los Angeles to maintain all ditches, canals, 
and presently irrigated lands 

e Has a clearly defined and expedited dispute resolu- 
tion procedure 

The EIR contains the Inyo/LA Long-term Manage- 
ment Agreement as a mitigation against Eurther environ- 
mental damage. Mitigation is used here in the sense of 
avoiding o r  reducing an impact. The Agreement is 
favorable to Inyo County in that it limits pumpingduectly, 
as based on the needs of the vegetation. However, there 
are several major weaknesses in the Agreement which 
must be addressed before it can fulfill its role in mitigating 
the affects of the proposed project. 

and Agreement consist of over 870 pages of 
cal material. The organizations above in- 

dude members with technical background, who have 
spent hundreds of hours rariewing the EIR and proposed 
Agreement. Here we List some positive points and what 

re the most serious shortcomings of the FIR, 
Book, and Agreement. We have tried to 

provide enough ackgmund for you to understand these 
vided references to relevant pages in 



Seven Major Weaknesses of the Proposed Water Agreement and Draft EIR 
- 1  

I .  Pre-project description of the environment 
The EIR contains an inadequate pre-project descrip- 

tion of the affected environment. An accurate descrip 
tion is required by CEQA to enable an assessment of the 
impacts ofthe project and decide on appropriate mitiga- 
tion. 1 

Data on wildlife, plants, springs, and the extent of 
wetlands are available for the pre-project period but were 
not used in the EIR. Without this information the full 
impacts of the project and an assessment of the proposed 
mitigations are not possible. 

This is important to deciding if any adverse impacts 
have not been mitigated to less than significant. If sig- 
nificant impacts remain, LA must make a finding of over- 
riding consideration which shows that the benefits of the 
project ounveigh the environmental damage. This find- 
ing must consider project alternatives, including water 
conservation in Lk 
Further info: EIR p. 1-7 

- 
I t .  Drought Recovery Policy 

The drought recovery policy must be changed to only 
allow pumping *the soil moisture recovers to that 
necessary to support the vegetation mapped during the 
1984. 1987 survey. Maintaining the 1984 - 1987 condi- 
tions is an overall goal of the Agreement - 

The current four-year drought and groundwater 
pumping has caused significant declines in livevegetation. 
In some areas leaf area has declined as much as 80%. 
While declines have also occurred in areas not affected 
by groundwater pumping, monitoring transects in 
pumped areas appear to have suffered more than areas 
not influenced by pumping. T h e  current drought 
recovery policy calls for pumping to be conducted in an 
"environmentally conservative manner". This policy 
should specifically allow pumping in an area only if the 
soil moisture exceeds that needed to support the vegeta- 
tion cover present in the 1984 - 1987 surveys. This 
strengthened policy should be implemented U v e g e t a -  
tion throughout the valley recovers from the drought. 
Then a comparison between control and pumping sites 
would allow an evaluation of the current well turn-off 
provisions. 
Further info: EIR p. 10-70 

Ill. Unilateral Action - 
The agreement provision which grants Los Angeles 

the unilateral authority to turn on a well for the pur- 
posesofincreasing the soil moisture is inconsistent with 
the goals oftheagreement. All decisions to turn on wells 
which have been shut off due to soil moisture deficits 
naustbe reached jointly by Inyo County and LA. 

Nearly all aspects of the agreement call for coopera-- 
Live management of water resources with joint monitor- 

ingand exchange of information between the two parties. 
An exception occurs when LA is given unilateral 
authority to turn on w e b  for the purpose of increasing 
the local soil moisture. This is completely unacceptable 
for several reasons. It has the potential to destroy the 
usefulness of monitoringsites, ofwhich there are current- 
ly only 34. It circumvents the need for agreement on this 
critical decision. It destrow the principle of cooperative 
and joint management with the associated safeguards 
which are contained throughout the agreement. 
Further info: EIX p. B-26, Green Book pp. 3-19 

fV. Safe Yield 
r limit on pumping based on "safe yield" 

should be enforced until a valley-mde monitoring pro- 
gram with the ability to detect a specified level of change 
(such as 10 - 20%) is fully implemented. "Safe yield", a j4 
discussed in the Green Book, should be based on the 
USGS water budget which includes the evapotranspira- 
tion necessary to maintain vegetation in the condition 
mapped during 1984 - 1987. 

The current well turn on/turn off provisions are based 
on calculating the water requirements of the vegetation 
for the following growing season and comparing this to 
the amount of available soil moisture. While this 
management concept is worthwhile, there are several 
untested assumptions and uncertainties involved in the 
measurements and methods employed. Until this 
method is well-tested over many years, it is imperative for 
Inyo County to maintain a valley-wide monitoring pro- 
gram which is capable of statistically detecting a 
reasonable level of change. Not only must the monitoring 
program be able to detect a specified change, it must also 
includeenough control sites tobe able to determine if the 
change was due to pumping. 

The Agreement proposes further studies to develop a 
moresensitive valley- wide monitoring program based on 
remotesensing. Since remote sensing capabilities are not 
yet established and the current management program is 
still experimental, it is necessary to establish an interim 
upper limit to pumping based on "safe yield". 

The water budgets determined by the USGS/WInyo 
hydrologists are among the best for any area in the West. 
In addition, the cooperative studies have determined 
evapotranspiration (evaporation and water used by 
plants) for the major plant communities. An estimate of 
"safe yield" can be made by subtracting the amount of 
subsurface outflows from the basin and the water re- 
quired by the vegetation from the total recharge. This is 
different than the "groundwater mining" clause since it 
takes into account the water needed by the plants. 

If over the next several years the current management 
provisions are shown to adequately protect the plants, 
then they can be used as a more accurate measure of safe 

For  more information contact: Robert Jellison (873-6445) o r  Michael P ra ther  (876-5807) 



yield. However, until a vallcy-wide monitoring program 7 Definition of Significance 
with a demonstrated ability to detect change is imple- "Significant" and "significant effect on the environ- 
mented, we cannot assess how well the current methods must be explicitly defined consistent with the 
are working. goals of the agreement. Any adverse environmental im- 
Further info: EIR p. B-33, Green Book pp. 48, 10-121 - pacts which are statistically measurable and due to 
V. Compensatory mitigation and the Lower pumping should be defined as "significant* unless both 
Owens River Project parties agree othenvise due to the limited extent, per- 

The few remaining natural springs must be fully Or magnitude of the 

protected in their natural state. If flows decline at  any The overall goal of the agreement is to "avoid certain 
of the remaining springs due to pumping, the adjacent described decreases and changes in vegetation and to 
wells must be shut off. cause no significant effect on the environment which - 

springs and seeps which often harbor rare and en- cannot he acceptably mitigatedwhile providing areliable 
dangered species form unique and rare hahitats S ~ P P ~ Y  of water for export." As currently written, a 

throughout the valley. An 80% decline in spring flow has decrease or change must be 1) measurable, 2) shown to 

occurred due to pumping. Some springs have stopped be caused by pumping, and 3) deemed significant based 

flowing completely. There is no appropriate compen- on a list of other considerations. The third requirement 

satory mitigation for this loss. Further degradation of the weakens the goals the agreement, since after a 

few remaining springs would be tragic and must not be decline due to pumping has been shown, "significance" 

allowed under any conditions. The EIR should include a must be argued. 

spring inventory and management plan. Further info: EIR pp. B-22J.3; Green Book pp. 19-30, 

The current agreement allows LA to mitigate further 8 V11. Grazing 
declines in spring flow by applying water at thespring site. The EIR must provide a discussion of the cumulative 
On-site mitigation withsupplied water cannot restore the impacts of livestock grazing which have occurred from 
unique communities often containing endangered 1970 to 1990 and those expected in the future. Since a 
species which occur at natural springs. - grazing management program is offered to avoid future 

~h~ draft EIR states that rewatering the L~~~~ signififant cumulative impacts, that program must be 

Owens River mitigates reduction in spring flow. The fully specified and open to public review as required by 

restoration of 50 miles of riparian habitat amounting to CEQA. Future changes to that program should be sub- 

about 3000 acres would he a significant beneficial mitiga- ject to public review under CEQA 

tion project. However, this is already offered as compen- 
I 

The EIR correctly recognizes that "vegetation is sub- 
satory mitigation for the loss of wetlands, marshes, and ject to the cumulative effects of water management and 
meadows in other areas of the valley. Only for these livestock grazing." However, it fails to provide any 
losses does the Lower Owens project provide ap- analysis of those cumulative impacts. Since the impact 
propriate mitigation. It does not mitigate the loss of analysis was not presented and the grazing management 
springs since these resources are of an entirely different program is only a very brief outline, we have no idea from 
nature. the EIR what the cumulative impacts of livestock grazing 

Turther info: EIR pp. 7-1 to 7-24 and 10-59 to 10-63 have been, what it is expected to be under the proposed 
agreement, and what effect W s  grazing management - - 
program will have. 
Further info: EIR pp. 17-4 thru 17-6. 

- 

Other areas of concern..... change resulting in loss of native vegetation and 

0 The EIR fails to describe the distribution and abun- declines in wildlife habitat. 

dance of plant species of concern in the pre-project The lands divested under the agreement for the 
period and to diiuss impacts to these plant species purposes of economic development must not in- 
which have occurred as a result of the pmjeet. This clude existing wetlands which are a habitat of con- 
analysis must be included in the final EIR. cern. 

0 The Agreement would allow inigated native pas- Water which flows through the fish hatcheries 
ture to be converted to alfalfa fields since they are should be allowed to flow through existing meadow 
both within the same plant management category. and wetland areas o r  be used to restore previous 
This change within category should not be allowed areas before it is captured in the aqueduct. 
since conversion to alfalfa is a major vegetative 



Seven changes needed in the proposed water Agreement and draft EiR 

The EIR contains an  inadequate pre-project description of the affected environment. An 
accurate description is required by CEQA to enable an assessment of the impacts of the 
project and decide on appropriate mitigation. 

0 "Significant" impact must be defined more explicitly in the Agreement. Any further 
decrease in live cover from the od which is both measurable and due 
to pumping must be considere e overall goals of the agreement. 

0 The drought recovery policy must be strengthened. Available soil moisture must be 
sufficient to meet the estimated needs of the vegetation as mapped in the 1984 - 1987 base 
period before any well can be turned back on for the duration of the drought recovery 
period. 

A valley-wide monitoring program capable of detecting a 10% change in vegetation must 
be established. Until such program is in place, pumping must be conducted in a conser- 
vative manner and an  upper limit put on pumping as determined by "safe yield" to insure 
the goals of the agreement are being met. 

Provisions which grant Los Angeles unilateral authority to turn pumps on must be 
deleted. These defeat the safeguards, spirit, and intent of the joint management proce- 
dures set forth and implemented by the Technical Group and Standing Committee. 

o Remaining springs, especially Reinhackle, must be preserved in their natural state. The 
loss of unique and rare desert spring habitats can never be appropriately mitigated and 
the agreement must fully protect the few remaining natural springs. 

Cumulative impacts of livestock grazing and water management must be discussed in the 
EIR Since a grazing management program is offered to avoid cumulative impacts, it must 
be fully specified and open to public review as required by CEQA. 

INYO COUNTY'S WATER FUTURE: Your comments on the draft EIR are urgently needed! 
The public comment period is the most critical part of the' CEQA process and your opportunity to provide 
invaluable input Two public hearings have been held and two more are planned, December 11th in Bishop and 
December 12th in Lone Pine. 

All comments must be  postmarked by January 4th. Please write now. 

Owens Valley Committee 
C3N M. PfSK 

P.O. Box 330 2" 5. Hi=( ST. $3 

Lone Pine, CA 93514 e P. 0. E 3:: 1 2 a  
LC.':f Pi:;, CA $3545 

Help Protect Our Valley 





FtESPONSES TO COM 
LEmER D8 

RESPONSE D8-1 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 for discussion of pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE DS-2 

The drought recovery policy has been clariticd in response to comments. Please refer to response 

to master comment PD-17. 

RESPONSE D8-3 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 for additional discussion of the issue pertaining 

to unilateral well turn-onloff. 

RESPONSE DS-4 

The issues of safe yield and groundwater mining are interrelated. Please refer to response to 

master comment PD-12. 

RESPONSE D8-5 

Springs and seeps are protected under the Agreement. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-5. 



Responses 10 Comments 
Letter D8 

RESPONSE D8-6 

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 he conducted. 

RESPONSE D8-7 

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 D8-8 

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 D9 

Alfred J. Giraud 









RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D9 

RESPONSE D9-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter Dl0 

Louis de Bottari 





LETTER D-10 

i ! iAVE A 1Hf :  E l l i  W i  T'fi IN'I'bJIIES'r. 'I'Hi:; 

TECHNIC:AL LJilCIJMEN'I' I N  WHicH ALL STATED 

'I'HACEABLE. I F IND I:? V%RY liUSIJEC'I' WHEN A 

L I K E  "BETTER. MUCH". OR STATEMENTS LIKE " PROBABLY NOT 1 

:iIGNIFICANT" OX ' LESS E X P E N S I V E  WHAT IS  LESS EXPENSIVE 7 T H I S  1 
DOCUMENT SHOULD REVIEWED BY THE AUTHORS AND ALL, SIICH STATEMENTS 

REMOVED AND UIJAN'TIFIEI!. I N  ADDITION '['HE 5A1'A THAI  IS  PRESENTED I N  

MANY CASES HAS LIIFFERENT FUTURE: TIME PERIODS SO THAT I T  IS VERY 

DIFFICULT '1.0 ASCEIUAIN EXACTLY WHAT WILL HE 'THE SHORTFALL OF 1 
WATER I N  LA I N  THE YEA13 2ULlj .  MY ASSESSMENT OF TIIE FROBLEM I S  1 
THAl LA WILL Nu1 HE ABLE 10 OLiIAIN THE NECESSARY WAlER FROM MWD 

SINCE MWLI I;; PR(>JEL'? 1NG A SHORTFALL OF 1 . 2 4  MILLION ACRE FEET.  I N  

AI)DITION 'THE AMUUM' OF WASTE WATER 'I'HAT 'THEY WILL RECLAIM WILL 

NOT SATISFY THE REQUIKEMEMS OF ALL THE GOLF COURSES, PARKS ANT' 

INDlJSTRIAL C I T E S .  

T H I S  IS THE DOCUMENT THAT IS TO BE USEL) A S  A PLANNING 'TOOL FOR 

THE FUTURE AND I DON'T  BELIEVE THAT THE YEAR 2 0 1 0  ( o n l y  l9year-s) i 
IS TOO FAR I N  THE FUTURE TO PLAN AND LET THE EVERYONE KNOW HOW I 
LAWPD WILL OBTAIN THE SIGNIFICANT SHORTFALL OF WATER. THE 

PROPOSED PROJECT TOTALLY IGNORES T H I S  PROBLElvl AND ATTEXPTS TO 

DRESS UP A FEW VERY NEAR TERM MITIGATION MEASURES THAT WILL NEVER I 
SURVIVE I N  THE YEAR 2 0 1 0  WHEN PEOPLE I N  LA NEED THE WATER FOR 1 
HEALTH REASONS. T H I S  PROPOSED PLAN MVST CLEARLY DESCRIBE I N  

DETAIL WHAT WILL HAPPEN I N  THE YEAR 2 0 1 0 .  THE PROPOSED BAND AID 

SOLUTION IS NOT A LONG TEKM F I X .  PUMPING ALL THE WATER OUT OF THE 

SIERRAS IS NOT A SOLUTION. 



SOLUTLON ?HAT WuI!LD MAKE LA IPJUEPENDENT OF DRY YEARS AND WOULD 

ENVIRONPIEN?' WOULD HE Ri.:'i'iJfiNF,D 'W A CiIIALITY ENJOYED BEFORE OWENS 

'r THF; S(?LiTION IS I'iESALl N IZATluN . 'TilE REPOHI' CLEARLY DOES NOT WANT 

/ TO SHOW HOW GOOL) TH1; 3OLIJIlON WUULP BE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT BOTH 

APPROACH ARE: 

I I-. MULTI INSTALLA? IONS W1I.L BE LESS EAR? H(IIJAKE SENSITIVE WHEN 

I COMPARED TO THE AVUEUlJCT SYSTEM WHICH CROSSES A FAULT 

I SEVERAL TIMES . 

POTENTIAL SABOTAGE OF THE WATER TRANSPORT SYSTEM BY 
CONTAMINATION IS ELIMINATED. 

j - COS'I' OF WATER TREATMEN?' IS REDUCED AND THE CONCERN ABOUT 
HARMFUL CHEMICALS AFTER CHLORINATION IS ELIMINATED. 

4- THE EVAPORATED LOSS IS GREATLY DlMINISHED. THE AMOUNT 
PRESENTLY LOST IN THE TRANSPORT SYSTEM DURING THE DRY 
YEARS IS NOT STATED IN THE EIR. I BELIEVE THAT THE 
PROPOSED WATER SAVING PROGRAN WILL BE EQUAL TO THE LOSS 
DUE TO EVAPORATION. 

THE COST AND ELECTRICAL POWER WAS OVERSTATED IN THE REPORT. USING 

I DATA OF A UNIT SIMILAR TO ONE I HAVE EXPERIENCE WITH, THE ACTUAL 

POWER TO DESALT ONE ACRE FOOT OF SEA WATER IS 9457 KWH AND TO 

REPLACE THE 100,000 ACRE FEET OF GROUND WATER THE POWER REQUIRED 

WOULD BE ABOUT 2.6% OF THE TOTAL POWER THAT LA IS PROJECTED TO 

USE IN THE YEAR 2010. THIS AMOUNT IS WITHIN ANT CREDIBLE ESTIMATE. 

THE COST OF PRODUCING THE 1 ACRE FOOT, USING 1990 DOLLARS AND THE 

I 



ELECTRICAL RATE THAT I FAY WOULD RE 0780/AF 

THE STATED COST IS ABOUT THE SAME AS THE PROJECTED RECYCLED WATER 

COST FOR IRRIGATION AND INDUSTRIAL USE. FOR THE SAME COST THEY 

CAN HAVE VERY GOOD DRINKING WATER. DRINKING WATER COST USING 

DESALINZATION WILL COST LESS THAN .3 OF A CENT. I REALIZE THAT 

THE OWENS WATER I S  ABOUT 0.1 OF THE ABOVE. THE IMPACT IS ON THE 

AGRICULTURE AND INDUSTRIAL USERS WHO USE 37% OF THE WATER. THE 

OWENS VALLEY ENVIRONMENT SHOULD NOT BE TRADED FOR THESE SPECIAL 

USERS. THE PROPOSED PROJECT RESTRICTS AGRICULTURE WHERE THE WATER 

IS FREE OR VERY INEXPENSIVE AND TRANSPORTS IT TO AN AREA THAT 

MOTHER NATURE NEVER PLANNED WOULD SUPPORT EXPANSIVE GREEN FIELDS. 

I HAD A PROFESSOR WHO SAID-"WHEN YOU THINK YOU ARE BEATING MOTHER 

NATURE WATCH OUT--SHE HAS GOT YOU AND YOU DON'T KNOW IT." - 

TAKING THIS ONE STEP FURTHER. IF ALL THE WATER THAT IS PRESENTLY 

PLANNED TO BE EXPORTED FROM THE OWENS VALLEY WAS SUPPLIED BY THE 

OCEAN IT WOULD TAKE ABOUT 5.2% OF THE REQUIRED TOTAL ELECTRICAL 

POWER THAT IS PROJECTED BY LA IN THE YEAR 2010. THIS POWER CAN 

BE GENERATED BY A SOLAR FARM LOCATED IN THE DESERT THAT WOULD BE 

40 MILES SQUARE.. IT WOULD NOT BE NECESSARY TO BURN COAL AND 

POLLUTE THE ENVIRONMENT TO OBTAIN WATER. - 

THE COST OF PROCURING THE NUMBER OF UNITS NECESSARY TO REPLACE 

THE GROUND WATER FROM THE OWENS VALLEY WOULD BE LESS THAN $450 

PER LA PERSON AND TO REDUCE THE EXPORT TO ZERO THE COST PER 

PERSON IS LESS THAN $1000. THIS IS A SMALL COST TO IMPLEMENT A 

WATER SYSTEM THAT CAN GROW WITH THE cIn. 



IN SUMMARY APPROACHING THE 21ST CENTURY IT IS IN INCREDIBLE TO 

ME THAT ANYONE WOULD WANT TO CONTINUE TO SPEND FUNDS ON A WATER 

TRANSPORT SYSTEM DEVELOPED OVER 800 YEARS AGO. 
- 
THE EIR IS INADEQUATE AND REQUIRES A MUCH MORE DETAILED STUDY ON 

THE DESALINIZATION ALTERNATE BY A TECHNICAL GROUP WHO REALLY WANT 

THIS ALTERNATIVE TO BE CHOSEN BEFORE THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBMITTED. 

Louis de Bottari 
Walker Route Box 36 
Coleville. Ca 96107 



P O N S E S  TO C O M M E N T S  

RESPONSE DID-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE 010-2 

Comment noted; this document is not intended to provide comprehensive water supply planning 

for Los Angeles. Also, please refer to responses to master comments AL-1 and AL-2 for 

discussion of water supply issues. 

RESPONSE DIO-3 

Desalination is not a long-term solution to the water supply issues related to the project. Please 

refer to response to master comment AL-2. 

RESPONSE D10-4 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE D10-5 

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 Dl1 

David L. Smith 





LETTER D-11 
COMMENTS TO CHAPTER 14 - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
Overall the EIR and the accompanying Long Term Groundwater Management Plan 
seem to be a reasonable method of preventing bad effects on the vegetation. 
I will not comment on those aspects as I wish to concentrate on some 
equally important effects on us as human beings and on our families and 
livelihood. 

This chapter notes Los Angeles' land use polices and their restrictive 
effect on beneficial economic development in the Owens Valley. The 
preparers of the EIR were requested to include a variety to socio-economic 
matters in the draft and final documents. In my opinion they have not done 
a very good job. There appears to be a lack of awareness or sensitivity to 
the fact that the Owens Valley is more than a land area to be managed 
solely for water extraction. - 
There are people who live here who are also part of the natural 
environment. The social and economic consequenses of the second aqueduct 
have been continued restriction of agricultural land and continued 
restriction of the use of the surface of the land. The results of these 
restrictions have been fewer and lower paying jobs, outflow of locally 
earned dollars to larger urban areas which provide goods and services 
people cannot acquire locally, an economy which cannot yet support a full 
range of medical and educational services and a cadre of youth who cannot 
find careers or suitable jobs in the present local economy. 

To the extent that the second aqueduct exacerbates the effect of these land 
restrictions on the people and their local governments, a case can be made 
for inclusion of better mitigation measures than have been proposed in 
Chapter 14. That Chapter speciously argues that since Los Angeles .land 
release policies did not change in the period 1970-1990 no mitigation is 
required. We disagree. The Chapter is inadequate in that: 

- 
1. It fails to point out that the proposed 75 acre land release provisions 
of the LA/Inyo agreement are insufficient for Inyo to even comply with its 
own 1990 General Plan. The following residential land needs calculations, 
without even considering any needs for commercial purposes, or 26 acres 
planned for commercial release in Bishop, easily illustrate. 

General Plan Population 26,000 
Present Population <18.000> 
Anticipated Growth 8,000 
Percent of Population in owens Valley x 67% 
Planned Growth in Owens Valley 5,360 
Divided by Persons per Household 2.5 
Households added to fulfill General Plan 2,144 
Divided by Households per acre 4 
Added acreage needed close to towns 536 
Less: Land releases provided in Agreement < 75> 
(26 commercial acres not included) 
LAllD RELEASE INSUFFICIENCY 461 Acres 

To place this 461 acres in perspective compare it to 245,000 acres owned by 
cities (including Los Angeles) in Inyo County. It should be noted that 
additional land releases were identified in every community in the Owens 
Valley as important considerations in the long term agreement. Land 
releases have been addressed in the .agreement and should therefore be 
addressed with adequate mitigation measures in the EIR. 



- 
An extremely significant policy implication for Inyo County entering the 
Long Term Groundwater Management Plan agreement is that it effectively 
giving up its ability to plan and manage that portion of its land resources 
not subject to release to the private sector by the City of Los Angeles. 

This land, being close to towns and servable by existing urban utilities, 
is a resource essential to the economic and social well being of Inyo 
County. And to the people who form part of the natural environment in Inyo 
County. It has not been clear from public discussion that the Board of 
Supervisors wishes to place such a major constraint upon itself and future 
Boards in achieving the goals set forth in its own previously adopted 
General Plan. 

This analysis is not advocating rampant urban growth or any growth 
whatsoever beyond what local elected officials have already anticipating 
via prior General Plan adoption, The parties should seek a solution in 
which sufficient land releases urban use will be consistent with the 
previously adopted long term pl of land use for Inyo County. An obvious 
solution is to keep releases within the "sphere of influence" for urban 
development already defined in each California County by its Local Agency 

ation Comission. 
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alanced. Inyo should seek additional major financial 
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ible future effect of increasing the cost to Los 
a water conservation incentive. 



COMMENTS TO INYO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

ANALYSIS OF FINANCIAL ASPECTS AND LAND RELEASE ASPECTS 
INYO/LA PROPOSED WATER AGREEMENT - 

BASIS FOR THIS ANALYSIS 
Los Angeles owns the water rights under its lands but may not extract 
and export water in unlimited amounts without due consideration of all 
matters set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act. These 
matters include economic effects in addition to environmental effects. 
The agreement allows for increased groundwater pumping in return for 
preservation of vegetation found on the valley floor and mapped during 
the period 1983-1986. 

This analysis outlines the direct economic effects as stated in the 
agreement and discusses, without quantifying, major indirect effects. 
It attempts to answer the questions: Is there an imbalance to the 
agreement? Is it fair to the citizens of Inyo and LA? What are its 
implications, insofar as financial and land release effects are 
concerned, for persons living in Inyo County? 

Analysis in terms of economic values is warranted because most people 
understand dollars. Such an approach may help clarify the outcome of 
the negotiations from a perspective other than environmental. The 
value of that amount of water taken, which could not be taken in the 
absence of this asreement, must be estimated in order to provide a 
background for estimating the relative "fairness" of the agreement to 
the parties. 

Water is valued here at $230 per Acre Foot - the price currently paid 
by Los Angeles for Metropolitan Water District supplies. To be 
conservative, the value of electricity generated by this same water is 
ignored. A more detailed analysis should take this into account. 

Historically, Los Angeles has taken about 100,000 acre feet from Inyo 
County groundwater. The last two years' pumping have been 170,000 and 
175,000 acre feet respectively. Additional wells will be drilled and 
rotational pumping will be used to preserve vegetation and enhance 
aquifer yield. A net addition of 50,000 acre feet per year over the 
historic average of 100,000 acre feet appears to be a reasonable 
assumption. For purposes of analysis, the value of 50,000 net 
additional acre feet of water extracted per year is compared to what 
Inyo gets under the agreement. 

It is recognized that administration of the water agreement and future 
weather conditions could make this amount vary. And it is also 
recognized that Los Angeles' negotiators would not have agreed to the 
proposed settlement unless th.ey could improve aquifer yield. 



lows: 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
In simplified form, the financial equation can be stated as fol 

Value of net additional water extracted 
Less: < amounts paid to Invo > 
Equals: Net benefit of Agreement to Los Angeles. 

The additional water is then sold by Los Angeles to its water 
customers representing a net outflow of resources from Inyo County. 
Los Angeles then can recover costs, including any payments to Inyo, 
through charges to its ratepayers. 

Since Los Angeles cannot get the additional waters without due regard 
for the environment, it is logical that a price for them should be 
paid. The agreement only does this in small part. 

The citizens of Inyo should recognize the value of the additional 
resources being exported as "pricesw they are being asked to pay. Inyo 
citizens have no "ratepayers" to whom they can turn to recoup costs. 
The Inyo recourse is to be sure the agreement provides a fair and 
balanced reimbursement from the City of Los Angeles. 

On the water side of the equation the value of the water to Los 
Angeles is $11,500,000 each year this much is pumped. As the cost of 
an acre-foot of water rises in California, so will this value rise. 

Annual Benefit to Lcs Anqeles of 50.000 net added Acre Feet 

50,000 Acre feet x $230/AF = $11,500,000 

Annual Benefits to Invo County 

Water for Town Systems 
Salt Cedar Control 
Park operations 
Water & Environ. 
Bishop Park 
General Financial 

Total $ 2,270,000 

Imbalance ratio: $11.5 million = 5.07 
$ 2.27 million 

On this direct dollar comparison Invo aives UP five times more than it 
aets annually. There are one-time benefits which offset this imbalance 
but only in the first two to three years. After that the imbalance is 
perpetuated. In addition water could escalate in price faster than the 
5% annual inflator used to adjust Inyo benefits. This would widen the 
gap. 



There are also one-time benefits to consider. It appears that Inyo 
will receive the value of approximately one years worth of additional 
water extracted in the early two or three years of the agreement. 

one-Time Benefits to Invo County 

Lower Owens Project 
Salt Cedar Control 
County Parks 
Big Pine Well 
Big Pine Ditch 

$ 7,500,000 Plus future econ. ben. 
750,000 First three years 

2,000,000 10-yr. but spend early 
20,000 my est. 
100,000 

Total One-Time $10,370,000 

There are indirect benefits such as the value of taxes paid to Inyo as 
the result of additional "fisherman days" which will occur from the 
Lower Owens project. These may approach $300,000 annually. There will 
be short term one-time benefits as these projects are constructed. 
They are not estimated here. 

The agreement is not fairly balanced. Inyo should seek additional 
major financial concessions in the agreement to achieve a more 
equitable financial balance. This would have a possible future effect 
of increasing the cost to Los Angeles thereby adding a water 
conservation incentive yet still produce a fairly balanced outcome. 



DND RELEASES 
A viable land base is the underlying requirement for any economy to 
prosper. Land is the basis for new job creation. In Inyo, the land in 
private ownership is less than 1.8% of the land area. This has proved 
a blessing in preventing uncontrolled growth but has resulted in an 
economy with decreasing real wages and fewer good jobs. At hearings 
before the Inyo Water Commission the need for additional land was 
identified by every town in which hearings were held as a priority for 
the LA/Inyo negotiations. 

The agreement provides for release, through sale at auction or through 
direct sale to the County or the City of Bishop, a total of 101 acres 
of Los Angeles-owned land around towns in the Owens Valley. Los 
Angeles would be compensated, at fair market value for such land. 

Twenty-six acres are planned for a business park in Bishop. The 
balance of 75 acres presumably could be in a combination of uses. 
These limited releases should result in future, albeit indirect, Inyo 
benefits from increased numbers of jobs and increased population 
around towns. The benefits will flow from increased disposable income 
circulating in the local economy. 

Benefits are estimated at 10 jobs per acre in the proposed 26 acre 
business park; or 260 net new jobs at full build out. At 5 dwelling 
units per acre (assuming the balance is all residential) approximately 
800 persons (using household size of 2.1 persons) would be spread 
throughout valley towns. These benefits are non-commensurate with the 
amount of water being taken. They also stifle the accomplishment of 
the General Plans of the County of Inyo and the City of Bishop. 

There is no obligation for Los Angeles to release land beyond these 
parameters other than the present method of release based on "need". 
Or, on the unilateral determination of Los Anqeles to sell certain 
lands at auction. This is no different than present practice. By 
limiting land releases, the agreement tends to effectively stifle 
future benefits to Inyo from increased jobs. It also will stifle the 
opportunity to bolster population around towns where such would be 
desireable in providing both additional services and additional 
economic opportunity to Inyo citizens. 

It may also be argued that local citizens. actina throuah their local 
officials, should be provided with sufficient land opportunities 
around the towns of the Owens Valley to determine the development and 
use of previously LA-owned lands in ways to benefit the Inyo economy 
and Inyo citizens. 

The effects of this policy would be that land within areas now served 
by existing water systems could be precluded from producing future 
benefits to Inyo i e e d .  



Los Angeles officials have stated that they wish to prevent political 
problems associated with greater population in the Owens Valley and 
that their ownership of the surface use of the land is necessary to 
protect the water supply. 

There is no justifiable reason for such a political posture on the 
part of Los Angeles. Nor is it proper for Los Angeles to continue to 
stifle the economic health of the towns of the Owens Valley through 
its intransigence in making land available. Development could occur on 
land close to the towns without degrading the environment or 
threatening the quality of surface or underground water. Local 
authorities pre-zoned, and with the concurrence of DWP, annexed over 
400 acres to the City of Bishop in 1982. The City of Bishop General 
Plan clearly relies on substantial releases of Los Angeles owned land 
to accomplish its modest growth scenario. 

Other lands in county areas around the other towns could be modestly 
developed without harm to the environment. This would benefit Inyo 
county citizens by helping create jobs. One outcome would be to 
provide land for job creatron so that local youth do not have to leave 
their coliaunities to pursue careers. Another would be to provide land 
for the campus of a community college. 

It may be argued that Los Angeles' extraterritorial ownership of the 
land surfaces in the Owens Valley is no longer a viable, legal 
"municipal purpose". This is particularly true where the continued 
ownership is not necessary to protect the water supply. If continued 
ownership of the surface rights around the towns, in areas properly 
served by water systems and sanitary methods of waste disposal, is not 
a "municipal purpose", Los Angeles should be called on to divest 
itself of such land in an orderly manner. This should be consistent 
with the General Plans of local governments. To provide otherwise 
simply leaves Los Angeles with unwarranted, excessive control of the 
Owens Valley. 

Repectfully submitted, 
Dave Smith, Bishop 
5/3/89 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Dl1 

RESPONSE D l  1-1 

Comment noted. Economic effects of a proposed project, whatever their merits in and of 

themselves, are not required for discussion by CEQA except where they form a link in the causal 

chain of effects stemming from project actions. 

Comment noted; according to CEQA, no mitigation of pre-1970 water gathering activities is 

required. 

RESPONSE Dl 1-2 

Comment noted. The overall goal of the Agreement is the management of the water resources 

within Inyo County to avoid changes in vegetation while providing a reliable water supply to the 

City of Los Angeles. Provision of sufficient land for planned urban growth in Inyo County is not 

the primary objective of the Agreement. 

The Los Angeles-owned lands proposed for release under the Agreement were identified jointly 

between Los Angeles and Inyo County, and represent just one of several elements intended to 

directly benefit Inyo County. Several hundred acres are identified in the Agreement, of which 75 

acres will be selected. It was not necessarily intended that the proposed release of Los Angeles- 

owned lands would fully meet all of Inyo County's General Plan goals for housing. 

RESPONSE D l l - 3  

Comment noted. It is not clear from the comment what portion of the Agreement implies or 

connotes that Inyo County would give up its power to plan and manage lands over which it has 

jurisdiction. This is not part of the Agreement. 



RESPONSE Dl 1-4 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

Responses to Comments 
Letter Dl1 

RESPONSE Dl 1-5 

Comment noted. CEQA does not require an economic analysis of a proposed project. The 

economic calculation by the commentor is beyond the scope of the EIR. 

RESPONSE Dl 1-6 

Comment noted. Please see response to comment Dll-5 above. 

RESPONSE Dl  1-7 

Comment noted. Please see response to comment Dl14 above. 

RESPONSE Dll-8 

Comment noted. Please see response to comment Dll-2 above, 



Letter Dl2 

Eric budson, Fallbrook Mall 





LETTER D-12 

December 12, 1990 

Mr. John Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EP Associates 
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

On behalf of Fallbrook Mall and the West Hills community I attended 
a DWP meeting today concerning the above referenced subject. 
I am writing this letter because I am deeply concerned about 
the DEIR's potential impact on the Fallbrook Mall and the West 
Hills community. - 
If the L.A. County water supply is cut back to where water rationing 
would result, manv of our tenants would 40 broke. Since the mall - 
has no possible way to ration off water to tenants, the tenants 
would ultimately have to pay the fines. These fines, which were 
told to me to be in excess of 300% of the present cost of water, 
would place our tenants in terrible financial trouble. With the 
present conditions of the economy and retail sales falling, our 
tenants would be strapped and could possibly go out of business. 

With possible jobs and businesses at stake here at Fallbrook 
Mall, I am pleading that L.A. County's water supply does not get 
cut back. Please keep the growth and prosperity of the Fallbrook 
Mall and the West Hills community going. 

Sincerely, 

Eric Knudson 
Assitant Manager 

6633 FALLBROOK AVENUE. NO. 628 WEST HILLS CALIFORNIA 91307 . (818) 340.5871 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Dl2 

RESPONSE D12-1 

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 Dl3 

Mark Bagley 





LETTER D-13 

Mark Bagley 
P.O. Box 1431 

Bishop, CA 935 14 

Mr. John A. Davis 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis; 

December 13,1990 

I am writing to request that EIP, along with the Inyo County Board of Supervisors and the 
L.A. Department of Water and Power, extend the period for public comment on the Draft EIR and 
Water Agreement for 45 days, until February 18, 1991. This extra time will allow the public to 
give the EIR the careful consideration it deserves. 

As you know, this document is over 800 pages long, contains a lot of highly technical 
material, and is extremely important to the future of the Owens Valley. Because of long delays in 
gettmg the draft completed, the public review period has coincided with the November state and 
local elections, with the holidays, and with release of two other lenghtly draft environmental 
documents (the BLM Bishop Resource Management PlaniEIS and the Anheuser-Busch water 
supply EIWEA). Further, the public hearings have just now occurred, with less than a month to 
the end of the comment period, and Inyo County is planning workshops just before Christmas. I, 
and other people I know, need more time to properly study the documents and to write comments. 
The one or two week extension that was discussed at the recent Water Commission Meeting is just 
not going to be enough. 

Thank you for your consideration of this important issue. As you know, this request was 
also made to the Inyo Supervisors and the county will discuss it with you (or may have already). I 
hope you will work to get a substantial extension of the comment period. 

Sincerely, 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Dl3 

RESPONSE D13-1 

Comment noted; in response to public comment, the review period was extended by an additional 

24 days t o  January 28, 1991. 





Letter Dl4 

Rudy Garanchon, Price Pfister, Inc. 





LETTER 0.14 

PRICE PFISTER, INC. 

December 13, 1990 

Mr. John A. Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

We have received the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
proposed Inyo CountyILos Angeles Groundwater Management Plan. 
The DEIR titled "Water from the Owens Valley to Supply the 
Second Los Angeles Aqueduct: 1970 to 1990 and 1990 Onward, 
Pursuant to a Long-Term Groundwater Management plan': we believe 
is a reasonable and balanced plan. It addresses the environmental 
concerns of the residents of Inyo County and the needs of the 
30 million people in Southern California. 1' 
We operate a plant in the City of Los Angeles that employs 
1600 people. We use about 10 million cubic feet of water per 
year in our manufacturing operations. We have already implemented 
numerous water conservation measures to reduce our water usage. 
Any mandatory water usage cutbacks of significantly more than 
10 percent will result in lost jobs in our company. The recent 
overwhelming defeat of the "Big Green" initiative and other 
environmental initiatives in other states show that the extremist's 
cry for "Environment At Any Cost" is not acceptable. 

Very truly yours, 

&y knk 
Process Engineering Manager 

WKGOECKER COMPANY 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Dl4 

RESPONSE D14-1 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 





Letter Dl5 

Ken Rounds, Monarch Mirror Door Inc. 





LETTER D-15 

Mirror Door Co., Inc. 
21325 Superior Street 
Post Office Box 4118 

Chatswoiih California 91313-4118 
(818) 998-6444 

Outside California (800) 423-5233 
TWX 910-494-4822 

FAX (818) 88>8325 

1 3  December 1990 

E I P  A s s o c i a t e s  
1 5 0  S p e a r  S t . ,  S u i t e  I 5 0 0  
S a n  F r a n c l s r o ,  CA 94105 

A t  t e n t i o n :  Mr. J o h n  A .  D a v i s ,  P . E . ,  S e n i o r  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  

R e f e r e n c e :  l D E I R I  "Wate r  f r o m  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  t o  S u p p l y  t h p  
S e c o n d  Los 4 n g e l e s  A q u e d u c t "  

Dear M r .  Da\ . i s :  

P r o c e s s  water i s  a n  i n t e g r a l .  p a r t  o f  o u r  m a n u f a c t u r i n g  o p e r a t i o n s  
i n  C h a t s w o r t h .  Over  t h e  r e a r s  w e  h a v e  made a c o n c e r t e d  e f f o r t  t o  
r e c y c l e  a n d  r e u s e  o u r  x a t e r  w h e r e v e r  p o s s i b l e  a n d  are c o n t i n u i n g  
t o  d o  s o .  Not h a v i n g  a n  a d e q u a t e  s u p p l y  o f  p r o c e s s  w a t e r  would  
b e  d e t r i m e n t a l  t o  o u r  o p e r a t i o n s .  

W e  a r e  v e r y  c o n c e r n e d  by what  w e  h a x e  h e a r d  i n  t h e  news c o n c e r n -  
i n s  w a t e r  s u p p l i e s  f rom t,he C o l o r a d o  a n d  S t a t e  Water P r o j e c t .  

Our  company p r o v i d e s  j o b s  f o r  o v e r  300 p e o p l e  a t  t h e  C h a t s w o r t h  
f a c i l i t y  a n d  a l o s s  i n  w a t e r  s u p p l y  would  c u r t a j . 1  o u r  m a n u f a c t u r -  
i n g  o p e r a t i o n s .  W e  a r e  v e r y  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  o u r  f u t u r e  as w e  
d o n ' t  wan t  t o  l o s e  a n y  more o f  o u r  w a t e r  s u p p l y .  A p p r o v a l  o f  t h e  
E S R  i s  a s t ep  i n  t h e  r i g h t  d i r e c t i o n .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Ken d o u n d s  
Manager  o f  O p e r a t i o n s  





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Dl5 

RESPONSE D15-1 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

o f  the Draft EIR. Comment noted. N o  response is required. 





Letter Dl6 

David L. Smith, Sierra Interests, Inc. 





LETTER D-16 

173 Surnrnit Road, Bishop, CA 91514 

December 14, 1990 

Mr. John Davis 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 
San ~rancisco, CA 94105 

RE: Attached Comments - Draft EIR 
Water for the Owens Valley 

Dear Mr. Davis: - 
This is point out that the continuing practices of the LADWP 
relative to restrictive land use management practices have 
had and continue to have a cumulative imwact on those of us 
who continue to inhabit the Owens Valley. Please accept this 
letter as an extension of my earlier comments. 

As pointed out in the attached comments which were presented 
at the public meeting held December 11th we believe it 
impossible to define restrictive land use management 
practices as being outside the scope of mitigatable 
practices of the LADWP. 

The logic for this is that peowle are part of the natural 
environment and the restrictive practices which you have 
pointed out in Chapter 14 have severely impacted people by 
stultifying the local economy in the Owens Valley. It is 
your job in the EIR to define these practices and come up 
with reasonable mitigations. Please do so. 

For these reasons I find it impossible to accept your 
definition as quoted in The Water Reporter that "SOC~O- 
economic effects of the proposed project do not have to be 
included in an EIR unless they result in further effects on 
the natural environment." 

I recognize what a substantial assignment you have but feel 
it would be better to have socio-economic impacts fully 
considered in the EIR rather than have the court reject 
another EIR. - 
Ve tru y yours, JC Atm&- D 1 

REALTOR' 
Dave & Carolme Sm~th, Owners 



COMMENTS TO CHAPTER 14 - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IXPACT REPORT 
Overall the EIR and the accompanying Long Term Groundwater Management Plan 
seem to be a reasonable method of preventing bad effects on the vegetation. 
I will not comment on those aspects as I wish to concentrate on some 
equally important effects on us as human beings and on our families and 
livelihood. 

This chapter notes Los Angeles' land use polices and their restrictive 
effect on beneficial economic development in the Owens Valley. The 
preparers of the EIR were requested to include a variety to socio-economic 
matters in the draft and finaldocuments. In my opinion they have not done 
a very good job. There appears to be a lack of awareness or sensitivity to 
the fact that the Owens Valfe is more than a land area to be managed 
solely for water extraction. j.j- &+Q 7)" 
There are people who live here who are also part of the natural 
environment. The social and e onomic consequenses of the , second aqueduct 
have been continued ref taie ion of agricultural land and continued 
restriction of the use of the surface of the land. The results of these 
restrictions have been fewer and lower paying jobs, outflow of locally 
earned dollars to larger urban areas which provide goods and services 

uire locally, an economy which cannot yet support a full 
ucational services and a cadre 

x 
the these land 

restrictions on governments, a case can be made 
for inciusicn of better mitigation measures than have been proposed in 

Chapter speciously argues that since -Los Angeles land 
did not change in the period 1970-1990 no mitigation is 
gree. The Chapter is inadequate in that: 

1. It fails to oint out that the proposed 75 acre land release provisions 
of the U/Inyo agreement are insufficient for Inyo to even comply with its 
own 1990 General Plan. The following residential land needs calculations, 
without even considering any needs for commercial purposes, or 26 acres 
planned for commercial release in Bishop, easily illustrate. 

General Plan Po 26,000 
Present Population <18. 0002 
Anticipated Growth 8,000 
Percent of Population in Owens Valley x 67% 

ed Growth in Owens Valley 5,360 
ed by Persons per Household 2.5 
holds added to fulfill General Plan 2,144 

Divided by ouseholds per acre 4 
Added acrea e needed close to towns 536 
Less: Land eleases provided in Agreement < 75> 
(26 commercial acres not included) 

a HsurBxexeMcY 1 &eras 

To place this 461 acres in perspective compare it to 245,000 acres owned by 
cities (including Los Angeles) in Inyo County. It should be noted that 
additional land releases were identified in every community in the Owens 
Valley as important considerations in the long term agreement. Land 
releases have been addressed in the agreement and should therefore be 
addressed with adequate mitigation measures in the EIR. 



An extremely significant policy implication for Xnyo County entering the 
Long Term Groundwater Management Plan agreement is that it effectively 
giving up its ability to Ian and manage that portion sf its land resources 
not subject to release to the private sector by the Ci y of Los Angeles. 

This land, being close to towns and servable by existing urban utilities, 
is a resource essential to the economic and social well being of Inyo 
County. And to the people who form part of the natural environment in Inyo 
county. It that the Board of 
Supervisors itself ax3 %Cure 
Boards in a reviously adopted 

This analysis is not advocating rampant urban growth or any growth 
whatsoever beyond what local elected officials have already anticipating 
via prior General option. The parties should seek a solution in 
which sufficient land releases for urban use will be consistent with the 
previously adopted long term lans of land use for Inyo County. An obvious 
solution is to keep releases within the "sphere of influence" for urban 
developme~lt already defined in each California County by its Local Agency 
Formation Comission. 

p. possible mitisation measure is that the Los Anueles City charter be 

2. This Chapter is inadequate in that it fails to point out the economics 
of the proposed agreement and Long term groundwater management plan are 5 
to 1 in favor of Los Angeles. Since the agreement for a Long Term 
Groundwater Management Plan contains economic measures, the Environmental 
Impact report should show clearly who gives and who gets. 

4 h 4 
Anllual Benefits to Los Angeles are approximately $11.5 million. 

Annual Benefits to Inyo County are aproximately $2.27 million. .' kQ 
The methodology of these calculations has been previously reported. (Inyo 

y 23, 1989) 

It is important that such analysis not callously trade off dollars in 
exchange for water or a dried up valley. Rather, it is important that those 
making decisions on the basis of an environmental document be aware of the 
dollars involved. 

The agreement and therefore its accompanying Environmental Impact Report 
are not fairly balanced. Inyo should seek additional major financial 
concessions in the agreement to achieve a more equitable financial balance. 
This would have a possible future effect of increasing the cost to Los 
Angeles thereby adding a water conservation incentive. 

Bishop, 12/11/90 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Dl6 

RESPONSE D16-1 

Please see response to D11-1 in Letter Dll .  





Letter Dl7 

Judy Wickman 





LETTER D-17 

December 15, 1990 
Jahn Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street,Suite 1500 
SanFrancisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

I have several comments on your draft EIR on Los Angeles's 
water export from the Owens Valley. - 
First of all, while I agree that vegetation is an important 
and very visible standard by which to measure the impact of 
reduced water, I am also concerned about the wildlife of the 
valley, and not just the "huntable" type. Springs and free- 
flowing wells such as those near Keeler on the Owens Lake bed 
are critical to resident and migratory wildlife. The re- 
watering of the Lower Owens River is laudatory, but the restor- 
ation and preservation of the springs and seeps in the valley 
is necessary. - 
I feel the issue of air quality should be addressed. - 
Also, the EIR should take into account the effects of grazing 
on the vegetation and wildlife. - 
Alfalfa, while very pretty, uses a tremendous amount of water, 
and should not be in the same management category as native 
pasture. - 
Finally, why couldn't the water which flows through the fish 
hatcheries be allowed to flow freely through the valley floor 
to restore or create new wetlands before it is put into the 
aqueduct? 

Sincerely, . 

lckman 
S.R. Box 20 
Independence, CA 93526 





SPONSES TO COMMENTS 
R Dl7 

RESPONSE D17-1 

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5 regarding springs and seeps, 

and WA-4 regarding Reinhackle Spring. 

RESPONSE D17-2 

Air Quality is discussed in detail in Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR. Also please see response to 

master comment AQ-1. 

RESPONSE D17-3 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-14 for a discussion of grazing management. 

RESPONSE D17-4 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 

RESPONSE D17-5 

Please refer to response to master comment Cll-34. 





Letter Dl8 

James A. Wooten 





LETTER D-18 

D a t e :  December  1 5 ,  1 9 9 0  

To :  J o h n  D a v i s ,  S e n i o r  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  
E I P  A s s o c i a t e s  
1 5 0  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 ,  C A  9 4 1 0 5  

F r o m :  James A .  Wooten  
3 3 3  S i e r r a  S t . ,  Sp. 1 6  
B i s h o p ,  C A  9 3 5 1 4  
( 6 1 9 ) 8 7 2 - 2 8 2 0  

Re : A g r e e m e n t  b e t w e e n  t h e  C o u n t y  o f  I n y o  a n d  t h e  C i t y  o f  L o s  
A n g e l e s  and  i t s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  W a t e r  a n d  P o w e r  o n  a  l o n g  t e r m  
g r o u n d w a t e r  management  p l a n  f o r  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  a n d  I n y o  
C o u n t y .  

D e a r  M r .  D a v i s :  

The f o l l o w i n g  r e p r e s e n t s  my v i e w s  o n  t h e  a b o v e  a g r e e m e n t :  

a .  W h i l e  t h e  s t a t e d  g o a l  o f  t h e  a g r e e m e n t  " . . . . i s  t o  a v o i d  
l o n g  t e r m  g r o u n d w a t e r  m i n i n g  . . . . "  ( P a g e  4,  P a r a g r a p h  1 1 1 ,  [ b ] ) ,  a  
t w e n t y  y e a r  t e r m  ( t h e  c u r r e n t  y e a r  p l u s  t h e  1 9  p r e v i o u s  y e a r s )  i s  t o  
b e  u s e d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  l o n g  t e r m  g r o u n d w a t e r  m i n i n g  h a s  
o c c u r r e d  ( P a g e s  4 a n d  5 ,  P a r a g r a p h  [ b ] ) .  T h e  t o t a l  p u m p i n g  w h i c h  c a n  
o c c u r  f r o m  a  w e l l  f i e l d  i s  n o t  t o  e x c e e d  t h e  t o t a l  r e c h a r g e  t o  t h e  
same w e l l  f i e l d  o v e r  t h e  same t w e n t y  y e a r  p e r i o d .  

1 1  
T h e  p r o b l e m  w i t h  s u c h  a n  a p p r o a c h  i s  t h a t  s h o r t  t e r m  

g r o u n d w a t e r  m i n i n g  c o u l d  o c c u r .  The r e s u l t  c o u l d  b e  l o s s  o f  
v e g e t a t i o n  w i t h i n  a  s h o r t e r  p e r i o d ,  n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  t h e  w e l l  t u r n o f f  
p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  a g r e e m e n t .  

b .  T h e  LADWP s h a l l  b e  i n  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  m o n i t o r i n g  w e l l s  ( P a g e  
6 , - p a r a g r a p h  [ d l ) .  T h e  p r o v i s i o n s  f o r  C o u n t y  m o n i t o r i n g  ( a t  t h e  
f i r s t  f u l l  p a r a g r a p h  o f  P a g e  4 6 )  p r o v i d e s  t h e  C o u n t y  o n l y  s u c h  
a c c e s s  t o  LADWP's w e l l s  a n d  c o n v e y a n c e  s y s t e m  a s  i s  r e a s o n a b l y  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  c a r r y  o u t  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  l o n g  t e r m  a g r e e m e n t .  
I n  t h e  e v e n t  o f  d i s a g r e e m e n t ,  t h e  " d i s p u t e  r e s o l u t i o n "  s c e n a r i o  
s h a l l  r e s o l v e  t h e  p r o b l e m  ( P a g e  50 ,  P a r a g r a p h  [ m ] ) .  T h e  d i s p u t e  
r e s o l u t i o n  scheme i s  d i s c u s s e d  l a t e r .  

c .  T h e  " G r e e n  B o o k "  ( P a g e  6, P a r a g r a p h  [ e l )  s h a l l  b e  a  
" t e c h n i c a l  a p p e n d i x "  t o  t h e  L o n g  T e r m  a g r e e m e n t ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  E I R .  
T h e  A g r e e m e n t  s h a l l  p r o v i d e  f o r  m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  " G r e e n  B o o k . "  

1 2  
I n  t h e o r y ,  t h e  " G r e e n  Book ' '  i s  n o t  a  p o l i c y  s t a t e m e n t .  I t  i s  

t o  c o n t a i n  t h e  means  a n d  m e t h o d s  b y  w h i c h  t h e  s u b s t a n t i v e  p r o v i s i o n s  
o f  t h e  L o n g  T e r m  A g r e e m e n t  s h a l l  b e  i m p l e m e n t e d .  I n  p r a c t i c e  i t  
c o u l d  become t h e  v e h i c l e  b y  w h i c h  e n o r m o u s  s u b s t a n t i v e  c h a n g e s  o c c u r  
u n d e r  t h e  g u i s e  o f  t e c h n i c a l  amendments .  T h e  a m e n d m e n t s ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  
c o u l d  b e  " n e w  p r o j e c t s "  a s  d e f i n e d  b y  CEQA. T h e r e  l i k e l y  w o u l d  b e  



n o  new E I R  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e s e  " a m e n d m e n t s " . ]  - 
d .  T h e  a g r e e m e n t  u s e s  t h e  t e r m  " a t t r i b u t a b l e "  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  

c a u s a t i o n  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s .  The t e r m  i s  d e f i n e d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
f u l l  p a r a g r a p h  o f  P a g e  1 3 .  I m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  a  
p o t e n t i a l l y  u n r e a s o n a b l e  b u r d e n  o f  p r o o f  u p o n  a n y  p a r t y  c l a i m i n g  
LADWP's a c t i o n s  h a v e  r e s u l t e d  i n  a d v e r s e  e f f e c t s ,  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  u s e  
o f  t h e  " b u t  f o r "  t e s t .  I n  my o p i n i o n ,  t h e  b u r d e n  s h o u l d  b e  o n  t h e  
LADWP t o  p r o v e  i t s  w a t e r  g a t h e r i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  h a v e  n o  e f f e c t .  

L i f e l o n g  r e s i d e n t s  o f  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  s t a t e  t h e y  h a v e  
o b s e r v e d  v e g e t a t i o n  c h a n g e s  i n  a r e a s  i n f l u e n c e d  b y  LADWP's w e l l s .  
T h e  C o u n t y  h a s  r e l e a s e d  a  w r i t i n g  w h i c h  a c k n o w l e d g e s  t h o u s a n d s  o f  
a c r e s  o f  v e g e t a t i o n  a r e  u n d e r g o i n g  s e v e r e  s t r e s s .  I n  some a r e a s  
( s u c h  a s  " F i v e  B r i d g e s " ,  n e a r  L a w s )  t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  s p e c t a c u l a r  
v e g e t a t i o n  i m p a i r m e n t ,  a d m i t t e d l y  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  g r o u n d w a t e r  
p u m p i n g .  I n  o r d e r  t o  b e  s u f f i c i e n t ,  t h e  E I R  m u s t  make a  c o n c l u s i o n  
o n  w h e t h e r  g r o u n d w a t e r  p u m p i n g  a f f e c t s  s u r f a c e  v e g e t a t i o n .  - 

T h e  e n d  r e s u l t  i s  t h a t  g r o u n d w a t e r  p u m p i n g  s h a l l  c o n t i n u e  
u n t i l  a  d i r e c t  c a u s e  a n d  e f f e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  p r o v e n .  By t h e  t i m e  
s u c h  a  c o n c l u s i o n  i s  made,  l a r g e  a r e a s  o f  s u r f a c e  v e g e t a t i o n  c o u l d  
b e  p e r m a n e n t l y  i m p a i r e d .  I n  t h e  m e a n t i m e ,  LADWP may c o n t i n u e  t o  
pump. - 

e .  P a g e  1 7  p r o v i d e s  d i s p u t e  r e s o l u t i o n  f o r ,  among o t h e r  
s i t u a t i o n s ,  t h e  t u r n i n g  o n  o f  w e l l s  w h i c h  w e r e  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  t u r n e d  
o f f  ( d u e  t o  s o i l  w a t e r  l e v e l s  l e s s  t h a n  t h o s e  p r o j e c t e d  t o  b e  
n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  v e g e t a t i o n ' s  s u r v i v a l ) .  Page  4 8 ,  
P a r a g r a p h  X X I V  d i s c u s s e s  t h e  d i s p u t e  r e s o l u t i o n  s c e n a r i o .  P a g e s  4 9  
a n d  5 0  h a v e  a  " l a u n d r y  l i s t "  o f  m a t t e r s  s u b j e c t  t o  d i s p u t e  
r e s o l u t i o n  ( w h i c h  i n c l u d e :  w h e t h e r  v e g e t a t i o n  c h a n g e s  a r e  
" a t t r i b u t a b l e "  t o  g r o u n d w a t e r  p u m p i n g ;  w h e t h e r  t h e  pump t u r n - o f f  
t r i g g e r i n g  m e c h a n i s m  c a n  b e  m o d i f i e d ;  a n d  w h e t h e r  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  o r  
w a t e r  l e v e l s  i n  p r i v a t e  w e l l s  n o t  owned b y  t h e  LADWP h a v e  b e e n  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t e d  b y  LADWP's a c t i v i t i e s ) . 2  r T h e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  o b j e c t i o n a b l e  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  " d i s p u t e  
r e s o l u t i o n "  s c e n a r i o  i s  t h a t  a p p a r e n t l y  i f  m e d i a t i o n  i s  
u n s u c c e s s f u l ,  t h e n  t h e  i s s u e  may b e  s u b m i t t e d  " . . . . t o  a  
S u p e r i o r  C o u r t  j u d g e  f o r  a  d e c i s i o n  b y  way o f  e x p e d i t e d  d i s p u t e  
r e s o l u t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s . "  I c a n n o t  d e t e r m i n e  how t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  J u d g e  
s h a l l  b e  s e l e c t e d  a n d  w h e t h e r  a  r i g h t  o f  a p p e a l  e x i s t s .  I t  i s  

l ~ h e  a g r e e m e n t ,  a t  
E I R  t o  i n c l u d e  a n  a n a l y s  

Page  22 ,  p r o v i d e s  f o r  t h e  j o i n t l y  p r e p a r e d  
i s  o n  1 5  new w e l l s .  

2 ~ h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  
a  p r i v a t e  w e l l  h a v e  b e e n  

o f  w h e t h e r  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  o r  w a t e r  l e v e l s  i n  
e f f e c t e d  b y  t h e  LAOWP's p u m p i n g  i s  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  o b j e c t i o n a b l e ,  b a s i c a l l y  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  
t h e  LADWP t o  i n v o k e  c o l l a t e r a l  e s t o p p e l  c o n c e p t s  a r i s i n g  f r o m  t h e  
" d i s p u t e  r e s o l u t i o n  p r o c e s s "  a g a i n s t  t h e  p r i v a t e  w e l l  o w n e r .  



apparent that the Third District Court of Appeals will likely not be 
involved in future dispute resolution, even though a stipulated 
judgment shall be entered (and appellant court jurisdiction as to 
future disputes could be reserved). 

f. The agreement provides (at Pages 25-41) for economic benefits 
to-1nyo County, such as turn-over o f  town water systems (but not 
the sources of water for these systems), Salt Cedar control 
payments, Park rehabilitation, annual payment of $750,000.00, for 
use by the County for water and environmental activities, one 
million collars per year for the County's general fund, Lower Owens 
River pumpback system, financial assistance to the City of Bishop 
and release of small amounts of LADWP lands for sale to the public. 
It is my supposition that LADWP's payment of nearly two million 
dollars per year is the driving force behind the County's 
negotiation position - -  not the environment. 
q. Paragraph XVI, at Page 45, restrains the County to not 

participate in any legislation, administrative regulation, or 
litigation that would weaken or strengthen local or state authority 
to regulate groundwaters. As you are likely aware, a trial court 
has declared unconstitutional the voter-approved groundwater 
ordinance. That matter has not yet gone to final judgment. The 
effect o f  the Stipulated Judgment would be to let the trial court's 
ruling on Inyo's groundwater ordinance become final. I 

h. Paragraph XXV, Pages 50-51, seeks to comprehensively resolve 
a 1 7  litigation presently existing by entry o f  a stipulated judgment. -- 
The stipulated .judgment " . . . . will have no termination date and 
no termination by either party." 

The stipulated judgment is to have provisions that " . . . . 
the remedy available to the other party will be specific 
performance." 

1 8  
This provision conceivably could result in a situation in 

which groundwater mining occurs and vegetation (or other interests) 
are impaired. When called to task, all LADWP must then do is what 
was earlier promised (through specific performance). No damage for 
loss o f  vegetation (or impairment of other interests) shall be 
available. There is no compelling reason for such a provision. 

In conclusion, it seems the environmental issues are not 
adequately addressed. It also seems that non-environmental aspects 
regarding the scope and details o f  implementation (such as the 
dispute resolution scenario, perpetual stipulated judgment and no 
damages remedy) allow the LADWP to literally "buy out" o f  any 
significant, future judicial review. 

__I 

I trust you will take these comments under consideration and 
respond in writing. 

Cordially, A 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER Dl8 

RESPONSE D18-1 

Groundwater mining will not be allowed to occur under the Agreement. Please refer to response 

to master wmment PD-12 for additional discussion of groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D18-2 

It is unlikely that technical refinements under the Green Book will result in "new projects" to be 

implemented without CEQA review. To do so would be contrary to the provisions of the 

Agreement. 

RESPONSE D18-3 

Comment noted; the effects of groundwater pumping on vegetation are discussed in detail in 

Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR. In addition, please refer to responses to master comments PD-4, 

PD-6 PD-18, VE-3 and MT-7. 

RESPONSE D18-4 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment PD-7 regarding monitoring under the 

Green Bwk.  The concern expressed in this comment in addressed in the provisions of both the 

Agreement and Green Book. 

RESPONSE 018-5 

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 



Responses to Comments 
Letter Dl8 

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 018-6 

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 D18-7 

As stated in the Draft EIR, Chapter 1, page 1-8, if the Inyo County Superior Court approves the 

Agreement, that Court will enter an order withholding final judgement in Los Angeles' legal 

challenge to the groundwater management ordinance and setting forth the provisions of the 

Agreement. 

RESPONSE D18-8 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE D18-9 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Letter Dl9 

James C. Kerr 





LETTER Dm19 

,"he ?ubJ.;.ct i s  of .mch i n t e r e s t  t o  ne bu t  I am u n ~ . b l e  
t o  5e  :>re:ient ?t t h e  pub l i c  i l e e t i n ~  so  I a r  ' w i t i n 2  you 
i n s t e ~ ~  with  some of ny r e f l e c t i o n s .  

:ince t h e  e.irl:y 1920 's  I have been ?akin5 a l r ios t  annual 
t r i p  t o  t h e  ,:wens Val ley  a d  beyond. 

' - ;?resu?c t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  f e %  people ?ti11 
3 .  a i l v e  t h a t  saw t h i s  country  a s  I s w  i t  i n  t hose  Says. 

There -veer coun",ess r7ountain s t r e a . 3 ~  runnin5 tlirouzh 
b e a u t i f u l  r-3nch land  o u t l i n e u  by rows o f  s t a t e l y  popla r  
t r e e ? .  .? f i s h e r x a  coul~: s t o p  h i s  c?.r by t h e  s i i e  of  t h e  
ro.ir'. m"al.?ost ixae . j ; ia t ly  have enou,gh t r o u t  f o r  ciinxer 
,,rit'.out even ~ e t t i n y  h i s  f e e t  ~ e t .  

- :v?r t h e  ensu ins  y e a r s  i h m e  : i i tnsssei? t h e  ;ra?.u?l 
7 , . ..?,+ 3- l , iL ,  of t h i s  -ionf.erful country.  it i s  mly a me-?or;; noii 

-:.;l:t a 7 i t ; i  t;l,.t ;rc;llCchildre,n :,?il: never  s e e  it 2;- 1 ,. . . . 
21:: 7:: exyeyiencs t:12 t h r i l l  Z d x  v:hm t h e  s ~ o : ?  covere? . zouthsrn > i e r r a s  c m e  i n t o  vie;.!. 



Owens Val ley 

.?t t h a t  t i ~ e  t h e  waves fro?? it carne almost up t o  t h e  road toward 
3riSgepoi-t . 

Kee2less t o  say  a l l  t h i s  i s  zone now. So?ie of n a t u r e ' s  
x o s t  h e z u t i f u l  s c e n i c  country  has  been ravaged by t h e  l u s t  f o r  
.:;zter t o  quench t h e  t h i r s t  0;' ~ e o p l e  xore  t'nan 3CIC milesaviay. 

If it  ..vere n o t  fo-i. t h e  un- t i r ing  e f f o r t s  o f  a  few e n v i r o m e n t -  
consciou.s o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t h e  d m a z e  !would be 3uch worse. But %where 
does it s top?  

If t h e  3 e p a r t r ~ e n t  o f  . ; a t e r  and 2ower keeps up i t s  depreda t ions  
i n  t h i s  country  i t  r.iill r e v e r t  t o  t h e  d e s e r t  it was hundreds or" 
y e a r s  a:o. 

. inoarently . .~ t h e  d i r e  :?er i l  faced by t h i s  reg ion  has  becone 
obvious t o  eve?? t h e  n o s t  p e e d y  x in ions  o f  3::F otherwise  t h e  
:;ublio hearLng would n o t  be scheduled i n  t h e  f i rs t  p l ace .  Eut i s  
t h i s  forug l;ronisin:z anythinl: bu t  l i p  s e rv i ce?  It reamins t o  
be seein s o s s i b l y  bj my g r e a t  g randchi l6 ren .  ;it l e a s t  I ca-i tharlr 
t h e  Lord f o r  my n e ~ o r i e s .  - 

Very t r u l y  yours ,  



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE D19-1 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 





Letter D20 

Judith Eraser 





LETTER D-20 

December 21, 1990 

John Davis, Sr. Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis, 

I want to comment on the draft EIR on the water agreement 
between Inyo County and the City of Los Angeles. I have some 
serious concerns relating to mitigating past damage and 
preventing more. 

Definition of "significant impact" must include any 
measurable decrease in live cover from 1984-1987 levels. 
Soil moisture must be adequate to maintain 1984-87 levels of 
vegetation. The valley needs a comprehensive monitoring 
program to detect changes in vegetation of 10% or more needs 
to be in place before pumping can be increased. Permission 
to turn on pumps needs to be a joint decision of Inyo 
County/City of Los Angeles. If Los Angeles alone has 
authority to turn on pumps, the safeguards, spirit and intent 
of the Technical Group Standing Committee are defeated. 

Remaining springs need to be protected. Reinhackle, for 
example, must be fenced from cattle. 

Cumulative impacts of grazing and water management programs 
must be specified and subject to public review. 

Ecosats Geobotanical survey needs to be included as part of 
the EIR to insure an adequate description. 

Significance of impact of colonies of coliform and 
strepotococci bacteria needs to be addressed. Data on which 
decisions about this issue, as it relates to surface and 
groundwater quality are based, need to be public and may need 
public health agency input. 

On pp. 10-20 a more specific definition for wetlands is 
needed. 



/ How Diaz Creek is to be affected needs to be mentioned/ 
k p e c i f  ied. 

8 
What control will Inyo County have over pumping from the 
replacement wells to be completed in 1991 (pp 4-13)? 

I urge the use of aerial photos taken in 1968, 1973, 1981 and 
1990. 

I have a home in the Alabama Hills and therefore a vital 
interest in seeing Inyo County get a fair water agreement. I 
ask you to give serious consideration to making these issues 
clear in the EIR. 

With thanks, 

p e F - , ,  
dith Fraser 

381 Peralta Ave. 
Long Beach, CA 90803 



RESPONSE D20-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D20 

Please refer to Chapter 10, Vegetation, of the Draft EIR and responses to master comments PD-6, 

PD-17, and PD-18. 

RESPONSE D20-2 

Remaining springs and seeps are protected under the Agreement. See responses to master 

comments PD-5 and WA-4. 

RESPONSE D20-3 

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. 

RESPONSE D20-4 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-5 regarding the use of the report by Mr. Jaques. 

RESPONSE D20-5 

The  presence of coliform or  streptococci bacteria in 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. Also, please refer to response to 

master comment WA-2 for additional discussion on water quality. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D20 

RESPONSE D20-6 

Please see Letter A4, response to wmment A4-80 from the California Department of Fish and 

Game for a more detailed definition of wetlands. 

RESPONSE D20-7 

The intent of this comment is unclear. No actions are proposed for Diaz Creek. 

RESPONSE D20-8 

Inyo County will participate in site location, operational considerations, and monitoring. Please 

refer to responses to master comments PD-6, PD-7 and AF-2 for additional discussion of well turn 

onloff, monitoring, and new wells. 

RESPONSE D20-9 

Please refer to response to master wmment VE-5, for a discussion of the use of aerial 

photographs. 



Letter D21 

Carla R. Scheidlinger 





LETTER 0-21 

COMMENT ADDRESSING THE DRAFT EIR 
"WATER FROM THE OWENS VALLEY TO SUPPLY THE SECOND LO5 ANGELES 

AQUEDUCT 

1970 TO 1990 
1990 ONWARD, PURSUANT TO A LONG TERM GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN" 

I will discuss my comments to the EIR with reference to chapter and page, 
for your convenience. 

SUMMARY: 
Since many people will read only this portion of the entire document, i t  

is crucial that i t  be very clear. 
By major concern with this section is the description of the vegetation 

that will form the baseline for management. On pg. S-6, para. 1 says that the 
baseline is to be conditions from 1984-1987; paragraph 2 says that management 
will be for conditions existing during 1381-82. On pg. 5-11, paragraph 3, the 
management goal is 1982-1986. Consistancy is needed here. 

The scale for Figure S-1 must be wrong. 
The range for groundwater pumping during wet years stated on S-8, last 

paragraph, is very wide. A justification or explanation for this huge range 
should be given here. 

I don't understand the flrst sentence on 5-19: "Except for increased 
export from the Mono Basin...". Please clarify. 

The last paragraph on 5-21 implies that vegetation will return to the 
conditions found during the 1984-1987 vegetation survey. Although that. is a 
goal we would like to see met, the agreement does not at this time provlde the 
means to make this occur, unless the drought policy is considerably 
strengthened. We would lkie to see this happen; but until i t  does, i t  is 
misleading to suggest that the return to this vegetation state is currently 
provided for. 

CHAPTER 2: 
Did the population of Los Angeles really increase by 5 times in I 1  years 

as stated on Page 2-57 
The 6 decisions referred to on page 2-10 are very hard to sort out in the 

text. Please number them, or otherwise let the reader know what they are. 
The agreement in is Volume 2 of the EIR, not Vol. 1 as stated on pg. 2-18. 

CHAPTER 3: 
Table 3-1 shows an overall increase in per capita water use per day from 

the early 1980's. It makes i t  very difficult to believe that Los Angeles is 
making a very creditable effort to conserve any water at all. That no penalitef 
are exercised against users of excess water (pg. 3-6) confirms the conclusion 
that Los Angeles lacks the political will to enforce conservation. Of the 29 
years preceding 1990, Los Angeles residents used more water than during 1990 ir 
18 years, and used less in 1 1  years. This does not suggest that conservation 
during this drought period has been very impressive. 

Column 5 of Table 3-6 (Total water from all sources) should match column 2 
of Table 3-1, but i t  doesn't. Please clarify or correct. 



CHAPTER 4: - The diagrams on F i g u r e  4-1 a r e  n o t  a t  a l l  c l e a r .  Are t h e y  

maps? Elevations? What i s  t h e  s c a l e ?  C l a r i f y  o r  o m i t .  
F i g u r e  4-5 does n o t  agree w i t h  i t s  c a p t i o n .  I f  i t  i s  t h e  average o f  a l l  

years  s i n c e  1345, i n c l u d i n g  t h e  years  w i t h  pumping - 0,  t h a n  t h e  f i g u r e  f o r  t h e  
average would be much lower .  I f  you a r e  o n l y  c o u n t i n g  t h e  years  s i n c e  1959 t o  
c a l c u l a t e  t h e  average, you shou ld  say so. T h l s  i s  i n  f a c t  what you say f o r  t h e  
p o r t i o n  o f  the  g raph  i n  F i g u r e  4-8 t h a t  appears i n  4-5. 

There shou ld  be a  map, o r  a  s e r i e s  o f  them, t o  show t h e  l o c a t i o n  and t h e  
s i z e  o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  l i s t e d  on pg. 4-21 i n  Tab le  4-3. I t  shou ld  a l s o  be made 
c l e a r  which o f  them have any n a t u r a l  env i ronmenta l  v a l u e  ( s u c h  as t h e  n a t i v e  
p a s t u r e s )  and which a r e  s t r i c t l y  c o s m e t i c ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  o r  economic p r o j e c t s  
( s u c h  as t r e e  p l a n t i n g ,  M i l l p o n d ,  and a l f a l f a  f i e l d s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  - 
CHAPTER 5 :  

Since  t h i s  dea ls  w l t h  t h e  agreement, I w i l l  comment he re  o n l y  on p o i n t s  o f  
c l a r i t y  o r  c o r r e c t n e s s  i n  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n .  I w i l l  d e s c r i b e  areas i n  wh ich t h e  

11 
agreement i t s e l f  needs s t r e n g t h e n i n g  a t  t h e  end o f  t h l s  l e t t e r .  

The p r o j e c t s  l i s t e d  on page 5-2 a r e  a l l  Sub jec t  t o  t h e  acceptance o f  t h e  
agreement. Th is  shou ld  be made c l e a r .  A l s o ,  i f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  addressing 
c u m u l a t i v e  impacts ( t r a n s f e r  o f  water  sys tems)  a r e  t o  b e  s u b j e c t  t o  a  separa te  
CEQA r e v i e w ,  so t o o  s h o u l d  t h e  g r a z i n g  management. Un less i t  can b e  documented 
c o n v i n c i n g l y  t h a t  t h e  g r a z i n g  management program i s  i n  f a c t  a  c o n t i n u i n q  
p r o j e c t  ( w h i c h  we b e l i e v e  t h a t  i t  1s n o t ) ,  i t  w i l l  need CEQA rev iew.  I n  f a c t ,  
t h e  l e a s i n g  o f  t h e  DWP lands  shou ld  be s u b j e c t  t o  env i ronmenta l  r e v i e w  i n  the  
same way t h e  BLM lands have been determined t o  be .  P lease  address t h e  p r o p o s a l  

12 t h a t  each lease  shou ld  be c o n s i d e r e d  a  CEQA p r o j e c t .  
On page 5-3 ,  under  v e g e t a t i o n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  you say t h a t  t h e  v e g e t a t ~ o n  

types were based on dominant spec ies .  T h i s  1s no t  t r u e .  They were based on E/T 
va lues  ( a t  l e a s t  i n  t h e  case o f  Type A v e g e t a t i o n ) .  See pg. 44 o f  t h e  Green 
Book. Fur thermore,  t h e  acreages f o r  v e g e t a t i o n  t ypes  A and B r e p o r t e d  on 
p .  5-3 do not  agree w i t h  t h e  numbers i n  t h e  agreement on p .  8 - i i .  

I f  t h e  r a t e  o f  groundwater pumping i s  no t  expected t o  change s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
compared t o  t h e  p r e v i o u s  20 years  ( p g .  5-8 and 5 - i 4 ) ,  t h e n  we must expect  the  

a t e  o f  env i ronmenta l  damage exper ienced  d u r i n g  t h e  p a s t  20 years  t o  c o n t i n u e  
under  t h e  terms o f  t h e  agreement. I f  we a r e  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  agreement w i l l  
i ndeed p r o t e c t  t h e  v e g e t a t i o n ,  you must e x p l a i n  how t h i s  w i l l  happen if t h e  
pumping l e v e l s  a r e  no t  i n  p r a c t i c e  reduced. Tab le  5-1 suggests t h a t  water  

x p o r t  w i l l  i n  f a c t  d e c l i n e .  Reconc i l e  these 2 s ta tements .  
How were t h e  ranges o f  pumping under t h e  agreement c a l c u l a t e d ?  See t h e  

ange desc r ibed  on pg. 5-12. 
Under t h e  H i l l s i d e  Decree,  can LA pump e l l  27,000 AFY used on t h e  B lshop 

one, and then  e x p o r t  a l l  t h e  s u r f a c e  water  t h a t  they  must now be sp read ing?  If 
o ,  you shou ld  s t a t e  t h i s  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  o f  c l a r i t y .  

Aga in ,  t h e r e  shou ld  be maps p repared  f o r  t h e  s i z e  and l o c a t i o n  o f  a l l  
r o j e c t s  l i s t e d  i n  Tab les  5-2 and 5-3. Where maps c u r r e n t l y  e x i s t ,  they a r e  
nadequate due t o  poor  q u a l i t y  o f  r e p r o d u c t i o n .  

HAPTER 6 :  
Pg. 6-3 s t a t e s  t h a t  i t  i s  L A ' S  p o l i c y  t o  implement r a t i o n i n g  when 

necessary;  pg. 6-46 says t h a t  c o n s e r v a t i o n  measures assume no r a t i o n i n g .  I s  o r  
s  no t  LA w i l l l n g  t o  c o n s i d e r  mandatory r a t i o n i n g ?  

Why doesn ' t  LA have t o  m i t i g a t e  damages done t o  t h e  v e g e t a t i o n  d u r i n g  t h e  



1970 -1990 period under the No Project Alternative (pg. 6-6)? Don't these 
damages come under CEQA? 

Who believes that "permanent, rigid limits are not necessary to protect 
the valley's vegetationn (pg. 6-11)? Document the reasons for this ballef. The 
interim agreement has not done an especially good job, and tho techniques are 
asknowledged to be experimental (I.€+., open to revlsion and interpretation). 

The argument against Alternative 4 (pg. 6-13) is very weak. Keeping the 
water table at a high level would provide less ambiguous vegetation protection 
than that which we have under the agreement, and i t  would be a great deal less 
expensive to monitor. The only real argument against i t  is that i t  does not 
achieve LA's goals of exporting more water durlng dry years, Greater honesty 15 
needed in this paragraph. 

The statement on pg. 6-18 that the loss of 42,0@@ AFY under the No Project 
Alternative makes up 6.5% of LA'S water supply is astounding and revealing. If 
the percentage is so small, why on earth is consewation of that amount so 
d ~ f f ~ c u l t ?  Elsewhere (6-26) you say that conservation of 10% is a short-term 
goal of LA, by 1993: that is more than the 6.5% necessary to stop the 
add~tional pumplng in the Owens Valley! The entire remainder of this chapter 
sounds like a joke, because i t  is so greatly over-exaggerating the difficulty 
of conserving thls mere 6.5%. Why is there not yet another alternative 
described that would set about conserving this 42,000 AFY? The water 
conservation program discussion on pp. 6-21 to 6-26 should be aimed at meeting 
that 42,0@0 afy figure. In a system that has no penalties for overuse 
(pg. 6-22). and where no environmental costs have yet been figured into water 
pricing (pg. 6-25), i t  cannot be said that conservation measures are being at 
all effectively implemented. 

The section on environmental effects of water conservation (pg. 6-27) 
fails to take into account the very considerable beneficial environmental 
effects on the Owens Valley of conserving that 42,000 AFY. This is a major 
oversight that should be corrected. The environemntal effects of using MWD 
water on pg. 6-34 is misleading. You suggest that the water actually used by LA 
consumers will be of substandard quality! but what is really happening is that 
i t  will more to purify i t ,  Cost should not figure into thls 
analysis. Again, you say that the barrier to using reclaimed water is "high 
cost" (pg. 6-39). T h ~ s  is not an allowable excuse under CEQA. 

In summary, this entire chapter needs a much more realistic discussion of 
LA's alternatives for conserving 42,000 AFY of water. If conservation is to 
be considered a viable Alternative, you need a better discussion of why not. 

CHAPTER 8: 
Give a reference explaining why "subsidence is not expected to occur" 

(pg. 8-13). Also, for the statement that "scientific evidence lndlcates that 
water level fluctutetions.. . will not have any effect on earthquake . . .  risk" 

\ (pg. 8-15). 

CHAPTER 9: 
Table 9-2: are these figures averages/year? Same question for Table 

9-9. Please clarify. 
Table 9-4: Why were the springs listed here chosen? Fish Slough and Keough 

Hot Springs seem irrelevant. Where and what is Charlies' Butte Drain? It is not 
on the map on pg. 9-10. Where are data for Little Blackrock Springs, Hines 
Spring, and Reinhackle Springs? 

Same complaint for Figure 9-17 as for Fig. 4-5 (which is identical). 
There should be a graph like Figure 9-18 describing flow in the Lower 



Owens below the Intake (description on pg, 9-50). 
Table 9-10 should identify the wells that would be exempt from turnoff 

under the terms of the agreement. They are ( I  believe) 118, 330, 332, 341, 344, 
346, 351, 354, 356, and 357. This table should be cross-referenced to the maps 
on pp. E-11 to E-15 in Volume 2. 

Why are there no consequences associated with Impact 9-11 (pg. 9-63)? 
Reversal in direction of groundwater flow seems pretty significant. If i t  is 
not, explain why. 

What would a "significant impact of water resources" look like? You say 
that lowering of groundwater levels and elimination of spring flow is not 
significant (except as relates to vegetation). It is hard for me to imagine 
what would be more significant than this. Perhaps a paragraph explaining why 
water resources impacts are insignificant would make this whole chapter look 
less absurd. 

Why are the 1985-1530 data not included in Table 9-11. They should be. 
The data on E/T on pg. 9-77 show a 36% reduction in E/T from pre-project 

conditions. Why is this not addressed in the vegetation section? This seems a 
pretty good xndicator of pre-project vegetation state, and certainly specifies 
just how much vegetation has been lost since 1970. These data should definitely 
appear in Chapter 10. - 
CHAPTER 10: 

The precipitation median on pg. 10-3 does not agree with the line on the 
graph on 10-4. Which value is correct? 

What does "barren" mean on the top of pg. 10-7, as applied to 
miscellaneous lands? 

The vegetation community descrlptlons need to be more uniform. iatln names 
should either be used always or not at all. Soil and water descriptions are 
lacklng for Rabbitbrush scrub. (pg. I@-!! ) .  The so115 description is incorrect 
for desert greasewood scrub; it should be heavy, Fine-textured soils, poorly 
drained. Percent cover is given for only 1 community - Nevada saltbush. Include 
this information for other communities, or omit. Identify which vegetation 
classification applies to springs. It should probably be transmontane alkali 
marsh. 

The plants and habitats of concern section beginning on pa. 10-15 seems 
very inadequate. If populations of rare plants existed in pre-project tlmes 
(and they did) populations should be identifed, and described. Data were 
generated in quantity during the 1984-1987 surveys, and should certainly be 
included. Do you consider *wetland habitats" the single habitat of 
concern? This is naive, and inaccurate. There are many distinct wetland 
communities, which should be considered separately. 

I am concerned about the nature of the preproject description for the 
vegetation (10-27 to 16-33), Pg. 10-27, para. 2 states that no documentation 
exists for the vegetation conditions during the pre-project period, This is a 
misleading statement, given that citations are given for an analysis of aerial 
photographs from 1968, and for documents dated 1906 and 1912. The described 
difficulty in getting -total agreement" regarding the aerial photogrpahy 
analysis sounds very much like LA not liking the data and deciding to reject 
it. Since Jaques' report is a public document and many people have read i t ,  its 
conclusions, although controversial, should elther be d~scussed more 
thoroughly, or at least be taken up in Chapter 17 on CEQA considerations, where 
areas of controversy are discussed. 

Pg. 10-28 also asserts that surveys conducted last year by EIP staff were 
sufficient to assure them that there had been no complete loss of any 



vegetation type durlng 1970-1990. This conclusion requires support i f  it is to 
be believable. 

I would like to see a pre-project vegetation map prepared as best as can 
be managed. Los Angeles should not have to approve this map; your own estimates 
should stand alone here. At the very least, some more information should go 
into the maps on pp. 10-34 to 10-45, and these maps should be prepared in 
color. The locations for mitigatLon and revegetailon are very difficult to 
locate. Certain types of vegetation should be able to be mapped very 
unambiguousiy, such as wetlands. The preproject areal extent of all sprlngs, 
seeps, and marshes should be very simple to arrive at, from any sets of aerial 
photos you can acquire. In particular, i t  is very important to get a better 
proproject description of the Thibault-Sawmill area, which has apparently 
suffered one of the greatest drying impacts of anywhere in the 
valley. Compensatory mitigation is proposed for this area (discussed below), 
but estimate of total acreage of marshlands lost has been given. 

Page 10-32 states that decreases and changes in vegetation prior to 1970 
were limited in area. Give a cltation for how you know this. 

I would also like to address some of the proposed mitigations for 
vegetation described in Chapter 10. First, I would like i t  stated how 
"significance" was determined for each of the impacts, and how you can tell 
when impacts have been reduced to less than significant, besides the "best 
judgement of the authors". The list of factors on pg. 10-49 does not help 
much. What does location and use have to do with significance? Is proximity to 
a highway (1.e. highly visible) a criterion? How do you determine how permanent 
an impact is if it occured recently? How can you assess impacts on species and 
vegetation of concern i f  you don't know anything about their populations? 

I question the benefxcial value to vegetation of the projects listed on 
pg. 10-52. Farmer's Pond has water in it only sometimes, and cannot be said to 
have created a wetland vegetation. Mill Pond has no native vegetation 
whatsoever; i t  is strictly of recreational value. Calvert Slough was dry this 
autumn. The ponds at the fish hatcheries are not native vegetation. McNally 
Ponds have no wetland character at all. The Lower Owens River Project cannot be 
said to have been implemented. I question whether these projects are in fact of 
beneficial value to vegetation. 

It needs to be stated what vegetation, i f  any, will replace eradicated 
salt cedar. Thls species grows where water supplies are intermittant, in part 
because few other plants can tolerate such irregular water regimes. 

In the discussion of impacts to vegetation, you fail to state what type of 
vegetation was impacted, and how much. This omission occurs in impacts 10-11 
(where you give acreage, but not location or type), 16-12 (acreage but not 
type), 10-13 (same), 10-18 (neither acreage or type), 10-19 (same), and 10-20 
(no acreage, inadequate type description). We cannot adequately assess the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures i f  we do not know how much of what type 
was damaged! 

I am most concerned about the springs and seeps. Pg. 10-33 asserts that 
sprlngs that have previously ceased to flow eventually resumed flow once 
groundwater pumping ceased. If this is in fact the case (and i t  would appear 
that i t  has possibilities, as even Hines Spring resumed flow in 1986) then an 
obvious mitigation would be to reduce pumping until the springs' flow 
resumes. In fact, that is not what is proposed, on pg. 16-62, 

We are asked to accept mitigation in the form of fish hatcheries for Fish 
Springs and Big Blackrock Springs. This is definitely compensatory mitigation, 
and I for one question it. If the majority of Inyo County citizens find this 
acceptable, then so be it. But it sets a dangerous precedent for what we are 



willing to trade for our unique natural places, and we should not let this slip 
by unexamlned. Big Seely Springs has been mitigated by a cattle pond, which is 
currently dry. Although i t  has riparian vegetation, thzs is not the same as 
spring and seep vegetation, although i t  would be all considered Type 0 .  Little 
Blackrock Springs has been handled simliarly, in having a diversion from 
Division Creek spread to form a marsh and wetland. Again, the unique spring 
vegetation has been lost because the nature of the water and of its flow is 
very different in a pond supplied with surface water from a single point of 
entry. Similar mitigation is proposed as acceptatble for future drylng up of 
springs, such as Relnhackle. THe mitigation described on pg. 18-62 states that 
"elther groundwater will be managed to avoid causing a reduction In flow from 
the spring, or surface water will be suppl~ed to avoid causing decreases or 
changes in vegatatlcn." The second possibility is unacceptable. I t  is bad 
enough that some sprlngs have been dried up and then inappropriately 

I 1 m~tigated, It must not be allowed to happen in the future. I belleve that none of the springs described in this EIR have been 
acceptably mltlgated so far, and the impacts have not been reduced to less than 
signifloant levels. The only way to mitigate loss of a spring, is to bring it 
back, or to make a more serious attempt to mimic flow patterns and 
vegetatlon. One possrbillty would be to introduce a perforated pipe along the 
entire uphill edge of a previously existing springfield, and allow water to 
enter the region in a similar flow pattern to what nay have been natural. This 
would be a Far superior practice to the creation of marshes, streams, or other 

In a similar vein, I am concerned about all the things the Lower Owens 
lver is supposed to mitigate, It was my understanding the the Lower Owens 

River is a negotiated portlon of the agreement; that i t  was a desireable 
outcome for Inyo County and was not tied in any way to mitigation for damages 
other than to its own drying up. The EIR indicates that the foliow~ng impacts 
are to be mitigated by the Lower Owens River project: 

- loss of all unnamed springs and associated riparian and meadow 
vegetatlon. (Impact 18-14). It should be noted that riparian communities are 
acknowledged by vegetation experts to be distinct from those of wetiands such 
as springs and seeps. It may be appropriate to mitigate riparian losses w ~ t h  a 
feature such as the Lower Owens River, but not to mitigate springs and seeps 
this way. Acreage lost 1s unspecified. 

- ioss of meadow and rrparlan vegetat~on supplied by irrigat~on tailwater 
that has been discontinued. (Impact I@-17). Acreage lost IS unspecifled. 

-marsh vegetation in the Thlbault-Sawmlll areas. (Impact 1B-20). Acreage 
lost is unspecified. 

All of these habitats were scattered about the valley, providing a rich mosaic 
of wetland habitat in the otherwise dry conditions. To abandon this mosaic 
quallty in favor of a single corridor of wetland will not serve the same 

32 ecolo~lcal function as the smeller, more widely dispersed wetlands. 
I favor having a Lower Owens River project, but it should not be tied in 

any way to the mitigation of the above impacts. Furthermore, i f  you do persist 
in considering i t  as mitigation for anything at all, i t  will need to be 
described in a great deal more detail. As of now, there 1s only the broadest 
conceptual notion of what the project entails. It cannot properly be considered 
mitigation of anything unless it is much clearer what the project will actually 
accomplish. 



CHAPTER 1 1  : 
This is a very amateurish section. It is descriptive, qualitat~ve, and not 

very useful. It's hard to believe it is your best possible effort. The 
usefulness of the description of food webs is dubious. It is very unconvincing 
that wildlife diversity has dramatically increased with human populations, 
anecdotal reports not withstanding. 

Can you estimate populations numbers from the rabbits/mlle data reported 
on pg. 11-28? If not, it's not very useful. 

There should be similar data for the sensitive anlmal species as was 
requested for plant species. Just a list is not an adequate description of 
these species in a document such as this. 

The emphasis on tule elk is inappropriate. 
What factors make for rich wildlife but prohibit analysis of impacts? See 

pg. 11-38. 
The statement of impact 1 1 - 1  on pg. 11-39 is very weak. What does "can be 

presumed to be significant" mean? Presumed by whom7 Based on what? 
What kinds of "wet habitats" have been and wlll be created? It certainly 

cannot. be said that the %informals (which means interruptible and intermitant) 
water releases have *maintained rlparlan vegetation and aquatic habitat 
(warmwater fishery)" as stated on pg. 11-40. Such intermittant releases 
actually do more harm than good. If thls is the model for future mitigations, 
it needs much closer scrutiny. 

The touted "edge effect" that 1s supposed to increase the value of the 
Lower Owens River for wildlifewlll be effectual only i f  it 1s fenced against 
livestock (pg. 11-41). The paragraph that tells all the things that the Lower 
Owens River will make up for should be eliminated until such time as i t  is 
known just what the Lower Owens Rlver wlll consist of. 

How can you have eliminated a bibliography from this section??? 

CHAPTER 12: 
Where 1s Appendix E (see pg. l2-?)7 
What is an SIP (pg. l:-2)7 

CHAPTER 16: 
None of the new wells are a good idea at this time. THey should not even 

be drilled until the agreement is in effect for at least 5 years. The ISB wells 
cannot help impacting Reihhackle Sprlng; the mitigation should omit the 
provzsion that water can be provided to the spring in the event that it dries 
up. It may not dry up or experience reduced flows (pg. 16-35). The same should 
be said for impact 16-18, for flowlng wells on the Bishop Cone. They should not 
dry up or have reduced flows, period. 

The question of export from the Bishop Cone remains an area of great 
concern. The Hiilpiide Decree specifies that no groundwater is to be exported 
from the Bishop Cone. Somelahre along the legal line, it seems to have been 
determined that groundwater may be 'traded" for surface water; that is, surface 
and groundwater may be comingled and some accounting is done for determining 
that no & export take place. But the Hillside Decree specifically says "no 
export of groundwater". This needs to be clarified, and i t  should be described 
how the accounting decisions were arrived at. We believe that the Bishop Cone 
requires more stringent protection than the Hillside Decree if such comingling 
is indeed permitted under the provisions of the Decree. 

CHAPTER 17: 



(pg. 17-3). What about loss of springs and seeps? Grazing damage? Growth 
inducement in LA, which is surely irreversible? 

Comments on grazing management were made above. I reiterate that i f  you 
are going to use the words Hcontinue to be implemented" (pg. 17-5) you need to 

I 
gsve some quantitative indication that. they are being implemented at this 
txme.. The flrst 4 elemerts of the "management program" are informational 
only. The last one is the only one that says that anything will be done or 
enforced. Show what has already been accomplished. 

On pg. 1 7 - 1 3 i t  is stated that the ?384-1987 vegetation was the healthiest 
since 1978. How can you kncd this i f  there is no quantitative pre-project 
description? 

You gloss over the diffsculties of revegetation studies on 
pg. 17-13. These have not been tried elsewhere, and questions regarding success 
are not trivia!. This section needs to be expanded. 

There also exists quite a blt of controvery over the adequacy of the 
vegetation monitoring plan as i t  currently exists. If the data are not 
sufficient to detect some minlmum specified level of vegetation change or 
decrease, different provisions for mitigation wzli have to be made for future 
potential impacts. Such a change would require a different set of pump turn-off 
prov~sions, as discussed below. Until these are in place, potential damage to 
mitlgatio~ cannot be said to be mitigated by avosdance. You need to address 
this very specifically. 

i 
The provisions to assure long-term productivity don't make any sense 

(pg. 17-2). What is a "verification to an action"? What is the "unique wildlife 
- to - plant - to soil relationship" in the Owens Valley"? The groundwater 
mining provision is t,otally meaningless in conjunction with the vegetation 
monitoring, and should be omitted in the interests of honesty. Rewrite this 
entire page. 1 The discussion of "irretrievable comittments of resources" is inadequate 



APPENDIX H: The hgreemenl: 
"Significant impactx must be defined more explicitif. Any decrease in 

live cover from the 1964 - 1987 base period w h ~ c h  is both measdrable and 
attributable to groundwater pumping must @&tomaticallt be considered 
signif:cant. Thls means deleting llnes 8-29 of pg. 8-23, and ending the 
sentence on line 7 "the decrease, change or effect will be determined to be 
significant". 

A valley-wide moniioring program capable of detecting a specifled change 
in vegetztron must be established. Until such e program is in alace, en upper 
llmit. must be put on pumplng as determi-ed by "safe yield" to insure that the 
goals of the agreement are b s ~ n g  met. This means putting the ET numbers and th 
subsurface flow into the groundwater mining equations, and not allowing pumpin 
to exceed & recharge, not recharge. We have the data to make these 
calculations; we should have s management policy based on them, 

The drought recovery policy must be strengthened. Available sol1 moisture 
must be sufficient to meet the est~mated needs of the !984-1987 vegetation 
before any well can be turned on for the duration of the drought period. This 
policy should replace the one described on pg. 10-70. Again, the data erist to 
make the 5011 moisture estimates, and they should be used. 

Provisions which grant Los Angeles unilateral authority to turn on pumps 
must. be deleted (pg. 6-26). These defeat the intent of the joint management 
procedures set forth and implemented by the Technical Group and the Standing 
Committee. 

The composition of the Technical Group should be detailed, and 
qualifications for its members specifled. It, must be certain to remain a 
technical , and not a political body. 

There is also a potential problem w ~ t h  the well turnoff provisions and 
the committment to continue providing water for mitigation projects. I f  a well 
1s to be turned off due to a projected soil water deficit, and that well is th 
sole source of water for an important mitigation project (such as a spring 
rehabilitation), the Technical Groups would have to decide w h ~ c h  course of 
action to take. I believe this could be avolded by assuring that all mitigatio 
projects were supplied by surface water; or at the very least, could be 
converted to using surface water whenever necessary. 

Sincerely, , 

Carla R. Scheidl~nger 
393 Mt. Tom Rd. 
Bishop, C A  93514 
( 6 19 ) 873-8439 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D21 

RESPONSE D21-1 

Please refer to response to master comment S-1 regarding clarification of baseline for vegetation 

comparison. 

RESPONSE D21-2 

As given, the scale for Figure S. 

RESPONSE D21-3 

:t. The scr de is approximately 1 inch = 92 miles. 

Pumping levels during wet yean would vary depending on the hydrologic conditions encountered 

during previous years, and the amount of surface runoff available for export. 

RESPONSE D21-4 

Export of water from the Mono Basin is presently the subject of litigation, and an EIR is being 

prepared that addresses instream flow requirements and alternative lake levels. Increased exports 

from Mono Basin are unlikely, as export levels are expected to decrease in the future. 

RESPONSE D21-5 

For more information regarding the drought recovery policy, please refer to response to master 

comment PD-17. 

RESPONSE D21-6 

The population figures stated o n  page 2-5 are accurate. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D21 

RESPONSE D21-7 

The information requested is adequately presented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. Text correction 

is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D21-8 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. The response 

to master comment AL-3 updates Los Angeles' water conservation program. 

RESPONSE D21-9 

Table 3-1 shows population and water use in Los Angeles; Table 3-6 shows water sources to the 

City. The two columns noted are quite close, the difference reflects the fact that some "source" 

water is supplied but not "used" because it is stored in groundwater basins in Los Angeles for use 

in a subsequent year. 

RESPONSE D21-10 

The upper portion of Figure 4-1 is a profile of the aqueduct system from Tinemaha Reservoir to  

the Kern County line; the lower portion is a plan view of the same section. The vertical scale 

represents elevation for the profile. The horizontal scale has been deleted from the figure in 

Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

A minimal amount of groundwater pumping occurred prior to 1960. The average pumping level 

indicated on  Figure 4-5 is for the period 1960 to 1970. 

Descriptions are available at the Inyo County Water Department and LADWP offices. Comment 

noted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D21 

RESPONSE D21-11 

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 D21-12 

Between the publication c )f 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 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 D21-13 

The statements referenced on pages 5-8 and 5-14 of the Draft EIR do not need to he reconciled. 

Both statements make clear that no absolute projections can be made of future groundwater 

pumping. While it is not currently believed that average groundwater pumping in the future will 

be significantly less than during 1970-1990, the actual amount of groundwater to be pumped will 

be based on  the environmental goals of the Agreement. Please refer to responses to master 

comments PD-4, PD-5, and PD-6 for additional discussion of management of groundwater pumping. 

RESPONSE D21-14 

Pumping ranges are determined based on fluctuations in surface runoff levels, groundwater recharge 

volumes and in-valley uses, as well as the soil moisture and vegetation protection provisions of the 

Agreement and Green Book. Also, please see the explanation in Chapter 5, pages 5-12 through 

5-14 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D21-15 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 for a discussion of pumping on the Bishop 

Cone. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D21 

RESPONSE D21-16 

A summary description of the these projects is considered sufficient because each of these projects 

will be subject to  further CEQA review; detailed maps will be provided at that time. 

RESPONSE D21-17 

Los Angeles has imposed mandatory rationing since the Draft EIR was written. Please refer to 

response to  master comment AL-3 for more information. 

RESPONSE D21-18 

Generally, there are no significant impacts associated with a "no project" alternative, and therefore, 

no mitigation measures would be required. Since the project under review began in 1970 and 

significant impacts have already occurred, options for mitigating these impacts were discussed in 

Chapter 6, pages 6-7 and 6-8 of the Draft EIR. Also, please refer to response to A4-42 of Letter 

A-4. 

RESPONSE D21-19 

An adequate explanation was given in Chapter 6, page 6-11 of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D21-20 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D21-21 

For a discussion of the amount pumped under the No Project alternative and Los Angeles' 

conservation efforts, please refer to response to master comment AL-3. 

RESPONSE D21-22 

Comment noted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D21 

RESPONSE D21-23 

Please refer to response to master wmment G-1 regarding subsidence. 

RESPONSE D21-24 

The figures are annual averages for the time periods indicated; units are in thousands of 

acre-feet. 

Table 9-4 shows those Owens Valley springs that are gauged by LADWP. 

A minimal amount of groundwater pumping occurred prior to 1960. The average pumping 

level indicated on Figure 9-17 is for the period 1960 to 1970. 

Flows in the lower Owens River are measured at Keeler Bridge and shown in hydrograph 

form in Figure 9-1. 

Comment noted. Local reversal in groundwater gradient was not considered to have a 

significant effect on  the environment. Please refer to response to master comment WA-I. 

See response to  master wmment WA-I. 

The data presented in Table 9-11 was the most recent data available at the time of the 

computation of the groundwater budget. 

Piease refer to response to master comment VE-4. 

RESPONSE D21-25 

This comment actually contains several comments and each will be answered in a separate 

paragraph. 

(1) The median is 4.3 inches as indicated in Figure 10-1, the correction will be made in the 

text. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D21 

(2) Non-native and miscellaneous lands include urban areas, irrigated agriculture, bodies of 

water, and barren lands. For the most part, barren lands are the result of abandoned 

agricultural acreage that have not been revegetated either naturally or through restoration. 

(3) Both Scientific and common names have been placed in Appendix B-4. The following text 

correction is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft 

EIR. On  page 10-11 of the Draft EIR add to the description for Rabbitbrush Scrub: "It 

occurs on  a wide variety of soil types with various depths to water." 

The soils description for greasewoad scrub in the Draft EIR is correct. The information 

was derived from SCS soil survey work in the Owens Valley. 

The following text correction is included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and 

Draft EIR, for Nevada Saltbush scrub on page 10-12 of the Draft EIR: The phrase ". . . 
with total cover around 30 to 35 percent . . ." is deleted. 

In general, the vegetation associated with springs does not fall into a single vegetation 

community class. Also see Appendix A-l for a listing of vegetation species associated with 

springs. 

(4) Regarding plant species of concern, please see response to master comment VE-6 and note 

that LADWP maintains maps and descriptions for these species that are available to 

resource agencies and others with a legitimate need. This information is not usually 

included in public documents since some species are collected for their horticultural value. 

Please refer to response A 4 4 0  to the California Department of Fish and Game for a 

better definition of wetlands. 

( 5 )  For a more detailed account of the pre-project conditions, please refer to response to 

master comment EA-1, and VE-5. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D21 

(6) There is no documentation for this statement, but after field visits and conversatiofis with 

a number of knowledgeable people, it was concluded that no major plant community as 

defined by Holland, Cheatham and Haller, and others has been lost. It is true that there 

has been significant loss of vegetation around seeps and springs in the valley but that 

vegetation belonged to  communities still represented in the valley. 

RESPONSE D21-26 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and VE-2, and to Appendix A-1. The area 

of decreases and changes to  groundwater dependent vegetation limited to the area of effect of 

the well fields. Groundwater dependent vegetation located outside of well field areas should not 

be affected by groundwater pumping. 

RESPONSE D21-27 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-3 for a description of the method for identifying 

significant impacts and MT-7 for a discussion of mitigation. Comment pertaining to past E M  

projects is noted. Also, please refer to response to master comment VE-7 regarding saltcedar 

control. 

RESPONSE D21-28 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1, VE-2, VE-5, MT-3, and MT-8 and Appendix 

A-1. 

RESPONSE D21-29 

Please see responses to master comments PD-5 and WA-4 regarding the protections of springs, and 

MT-3 regarding compensatory mitigation. Also, please refer to response Cll-34 in Letter C11. 

RESPONSE D21-30 

Please see response D21-29 above. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D21 

RESPONSE D21-31 

The Lower Owens River Project is acceptable mitigation. Please see response to master comment 

MT-6. Ako, 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 D21-32 

Please refer to response to comment D21-31 above. 

RESPONSE D21-33 

Wildlife data has been updated in response to comments. Please see responses to master 

comments WL-I through WL-6; and Appendices C-1 through C-4. 

RESPONSE D21-34 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 

RESPONSE D21-35 

Comment noted. Thank you for your interest and participation in the EIR process. 

RESPONSE D21-36 

A bibliography has been included in Appendix C-3 of this Final EIR. 

Appendix E, referred to in Chapter 12, Air Quality, was deleted prior to publication of the Draft 

EIR. The report authors regret the error. 

SIP stands for State Implementation Plan. The U. S. Clean Air Act requires that each state draw 

up a plan for achieving and maintaining primary and secondary air quality standards. These plans 

have become known as SIPS. 
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RESPONSE D21-37 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-4, PD-5, PD-13, WA-4 and AF-2 

RESPONSE D21-38 

A more detailed discussion of pumping on the Bishop Cone and the commingling of water can be 

found in response to master comment PD-13. Also, please refer to Appendix A-4 for legal 

interpretations of the Chandler Decree. 

RESPONSE D21-39 

Comment noted. Please reCer to response to master comment PD-12. 

RESPONSE D21-40 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D21-41 

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 D21-42 

Please see response to comment A4-97 in Letter A-4. 

RESPONSE D21-43 

Please refer to response to master comments MT-1 concerning past efforts of mitigation and MT-2 

for a discussion of the experimental nature of the Green Book. 

RESPONSE D21-44 

Please refer to response D77-8 in Letter 0-77. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D21 

RESPONSE D21-45 

The  Agreement contains a detailed description of significant effects in Section 1V.B (pages B-22 

through B-24). Also, please refer to response to master comment PD-18. Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D21-46 

Please refer t o  response to master comment PD-17 regarding the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE D21-47 

Please refer t o  response to master comment PD-6 for a discussion of the issue of well turn onloff. 

RESPONSE D21-48 

Comment noted. Please see response to comment Cll-8 in Letter C11. 

RESPONSE D21-49 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-4 for a discussion of the continuance of mitigation 

projects. Also see response to comment A4-38 in Letter A4. 



Letter D22 

Kathy Barnes 





LETTER 0-22 

December 27, 1990 

Mr. John A. Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: DEIR: Water from the Owens Valley to Supply the Second 
Los Angeles Aqueduct. September 1990. 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Please consider the following questions, comments and concerns 
in completing the Final EIR. 

REF: Summary Chapter 
According to CEQA Sec. 15140, a summary of an EIR shall 

stress (1) major conclusions (2) areas of controversy and ( 3 )  
issues to be resolved (including choices among alternatives 
and how to mitigate significant effects). Generally it seems 
that all the required information is contained in the summary, 
however, it's organization is very confusing. The only area 
that is pretty straight forward is "areas of controversy". It 
is not clear what the major conclusions are or what issues are 
to be resolved. Is "mitigation measures will reduce the 
impacts associated with the project to a less than significant 
level" (S-20, 1st para) a major conclusion? Statements such 
as that are sprinkled throughout the summary making it hard to 
say exactly what are the major conclusions. The issues to be 
resolved, including choices among the alternatives, appears to 
be fairly clear. Where I get lost is how to mitigate the 
impacts. The water management agreement mitigates potential 
impacts yet it is part of the project. I think the summary 
could be better organized. The proposed project description 
should have come first....then alternatives....then a 
discussion of the impacts and mitigations. As presented, the 
proposed project description (S.4, pg. 5-4) is followed by a 
more in depth description of two elements in the proposed 
project and given equal emphasis as evidenced by their 
individual section #'s (S.5 & S.6) This is very poor 
organizing, in my opinion, since these two sections are really 
a continuation of "Proposed Project". Many people will only 



attempt to read the summary. I don't believe "an average 
member of the lay public" would get a clear picture of the 
three areas that CEQA requires to be included in a summary. - 

Due to the fact that the "Proposed Project" consists of 
practices that have been going on for 20 years and proposals 
that have yet to commence, I find the project description 
difficult. The 20 year impact of the "Proposed Project" and 
the mitigating agreement for those 20 years are all included 
in the "Proposed Project". The logical way to approach this 
set of circumstances would be to analyze the practices of the 
20 year management & facilities and then analyze the 
agreement. The project is outlined in such a way as to 
Intermix those elements that have already taken place with 
those that are to take place in the future. There appears to 
be a purposeful intermingling of mitigations and project. The 
consequence of the 20 year lapse in preparation of the EIR is 
an obstacle that cannot be overcome easily. Please divide 
these two areas of the project ( 2 0  years of management and the 
agreement) so that it is more understandable. 

REF: Chapter__& 
Conservation and Reclamation. 

The goal of tos Angeles to achieve a 10% reduction per 
capita in water consumption by 1993 seems very inadequate and 
a token effort at best. The idea of increased water costs 
should be further explored. In a basic "lifeline" type system 
where water rate costs increase with increase water usage the 
increased cost is bound to encourage conservation. It works 
similar in rationing situations where penalties are 
encountered where water use exceeds "lifeline". The DEIR 
seems inadequate in it's discussion of the real potential of 
conservation efforts...it more or less just addresses what 
LADWP is willing to do...not what is possible. I personally 
don't see why water shouldn't cost as much as energy or 
telephone costs (pg. 6 - 2 5 ) ,  after all we are dealing with a 
scarce resource. 

It is unclear to me what conservation measures have been 
undertaken for governmental agencies since they represent 10  
of the top 20 largest DWP water customers (per L.A. Times 
chart from DWP). I found the statistic on pg. 6-36 rather 
shocking . . .  60% ( 4 0 0 , 0 0 0  AFY) of water is discharged into the 
Pacific. I would think that much of the governmental uses of 
water (i.e. L.A. City Dept of Recreation, Caltrans, Cal. State 
University Campuses) would be for landscape vegetation. 
L.A,'s goal should be that the majority of water used by 
government in those circumstances should he reclaimed water. 
Government needs to set the example in conservative water use 
as well as use of reclaimed water. It seems self-defeating to 
"create" uses for reclaimed water (DEIR refers to these uses 
as "soft" uses). - 
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Pg. 6-42 to 6-44 
Desalination is not considered feasible due to high cost, 

high energy use and length of time to implement according to 
the DEIR. Here again, the DEIR more or less dismisses the 
potential of this supply. LADWP should be heavily supporting 
research in this field. As population grows in L.A., this 
source will have to be developed ... Owens Valley does not have 
an unlimited supply of water in any circumstance. Costs and 
energy use will be reduced as more research into this resource 
is done. Santa Barbara seems to have taken the responsible 
approach to water when it decided to invest in desalination. 
Taking water from one place to supply another just moves the 
problem around. The DEIR is emphasizing economic costs and 
ignoring environment&.c~&. Conservation, reclamation and 
desalination need to be presented as -I_ alternatives instead 
of being dismissed as economically infeasible. 

REF: Chapter 8 
Pg. 8-13 

I find it hard to believe that given studies over time, 
groundwater pumping would not eventually result in soil 
compaction. Given the continued seismic activity in the area, 
there is bound to be a settling process going on especially in 
areas where moisture is absent in the soil. It seems logical 
that space once occupied by water would be eliminated when 
moved by seismic activity. Over what period of time was 
ground subsidence tested? 

What about cones of depression? No mention is made of 
the potential for this occurring. If it happens, won't soil 
chemistry be changed in these areas where salts will be 
stranded in the upper portions of the soil thus changing the 
ability of vegetation to remain unchanged? Please address 
this potential impact. 

REF: Chapter 9 
Pg. 9-35 (Table 9 - 4 )  

I find this table deceiving. It is apparent that water 
management since 1970 has greatly effected spring flow. By 
including the outflow from Fish Sbugh and Keough Hot Springs, 
the picture doesn't look so grim. The unfortunate thing is 
that, theoretically, neither of those springs is effected by 
LADWP groundwater pumping, whereas, the rest of those listed 
have been drastically effected. The table should only include 
those springs effected by post 1970 groundwater management 
practices. ..namely, groundwater pumping. 

Pg. 9-50,  impact 9-2 
This impact states that there has been an average flow of 

the Owens River at Keeler Bridge of 13,100 AFY ( 1970 -86 ) .  An 
average figure of flow does not give a clear picture of flow 
in the river. Significant damage to vegetation and wildlife 
occur as a result of a range of flows. The range of flows 
would be very illuminating with regard to the management of 

Page 3 



the river. It may be a long time before the Lower Owens River 
Project is accomplished, therefore, it is important to have a 
clear picture of the management program for the lower Owens 
River and it's impacts. Please analyze pre-project and post- 
project management practices. - 
Pg. 9-54/55 impact 9-7 

It appears that there are some problems with LADWP 
reservoirs. These problems should be further clarified and 
the implications of the potential loss of storage facilities 
discussed. What happens if Tinemaha is reduced or removed? 
It would seem to me that not only will air quality, wildlife 
and vegetation be affected but water resources will be 
impacted. ..recharge in that area will be significantly 
altered. Are there plaris for other facilities to replace 
Tinemaha? Haiwee? Pleasant Valley? The DEIR should offer 
some assurances that long range plans for the management of 
these facilities are being considered. - 
Pg. 9-63 impact 9-10 

It is hard to believe that no subsidence has occurred 
between 1920 and 1990. In fact, this short paragraph doesn't 
really say that subsidence has not occurred, rather, it is 
"believed" that it has not occurred. Who "believes" this? 
Have tests been done? If subsidence has not occurred, why 
not? When groundwater is continually removed from the 
aquifer, it seems logical that in the long run some subsidence 
will occur. - 
Pg. 9-63/64 

The changing of groundwater flows seems to me a pretty 
significant impact in terms of water resources yet it is 
basically glossed over in the DEIR. I question the 
implications of a shift in groundwater flow direction such has 
occurred with recharge flows from Oak Creek. It would appear 
that in the long-term this shift would have an effect on the 
town of Independence as well as the Fort Independence 
Reservation area since Oak Creek recharge is no longer in that 
area. It appears that the shift happened relatively quickly. 
Is this shift considered to be permanent? Is this type of 
shift likely to happen in other areas? The potential for 
groundwater flow shifts and possible impacts should be 
addressed more thoroughly. - 
Pg. 9-83/84 

The statement that groundwater storage depletion in the 
Blackrock and Fish Springs areas is distinct from the concept 
of groundwater mining needs clarification. In what ways is 
this not groundwater mining? It appears that pumping in that 
area has resulted in a permanent drop in groundwater... . .  
additionally changes in recharge flow from Oak Creek have been 
effected. Are these indications of groundwater mining? Is it 
expected that over the 20 year period used for recharge 
calculations that this area will recover? - 
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Vadose system 
I was expecting a discussion of the vadose system since 

at the beginning of this section (pg. 9-2) it was included as 
one of the three systems included in water resources. Haven't 
significant impacts to the vadose system occurred? At the 
minimum there should be some discussion of this system. 

REF: Chapter 10 
Pg. 1 0 - 5 9 / 6 2  impact 10-14  

Many more springs, seeps and flowing wells have been 
impacted than those named in this section and should be 
included in this impact statement. Springs, seeps and flowing 
wells are an endangered geologic feature in the west and 
should be protected. Some of these unique features of the 
west have been the sole habitat for endangered plant and 
animal species. The value of keeping spring flow exceeds the 
value of mitigated ponds . . . ,  they are not an equable 
substitute. There are no substitutes for flowing water in an 
arid environment. 

The mitigation(s) proposed for springs, seeps and 
flowing wells are not adequate or acceptable (i.e. Two acres 
of restoration is not an adequate or acceptable mitigation at 
Hines Spring). The mitigations offered do not reduce the loss 
of these features to a less than significant level. The Lower 
Owens River Project is in no way an acceptable substitute for 
springs, seeps and flowing wells. The Lower Owens River 
Project is only an acceptable mitigation for impacts to the 
Lower Owens River. 

Pg. 10-60  Big & Little Seely Springs 
The mitigation for this site appears to be an either/or 

proposition.,.namely, when Big Seely Spring is flowing 
everyone is happy. . . .  when it is not, water is pumped for the 
cattle pond. The implication is that either the Spring or 
pond will be dry. This method of mitigation may work for some 
vegetation and wildlife (i.e. ducks) but will exclude species 
that rely on a firm water supply from a single point. A 
commitment to maintain spring flow would be the only 
acceptable mitigation. The application of surface water to a 
spring site is not an equivalent to the loss of spring flow. 

Pg 10-62  
It is unacceptable to me that no on-site mitigations will 

be implemented at Fish Springs and Big Blackrock Springs. 
Mitigations should take place at the site of impact. It is 
not appropriate to substitute the production of fish at the 
hatcheries for lost vegetation at the Spring sites. Concrete 
lined tanks do nothing in the way of proving wildlife 
habitat. I am concerned that the easy way out is being taken 
by accepting compensatory mitigations here. I'm not convinced 
that suppling non-native fish to streams in the county 
mitigates for the loss of natural springs. The implication 
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t here is that value is based on economics (the hatcheries are 
supplying recreational opportunities and drawing more people 
into the area)..*where are the facts to back up this 
implication? In the long term I believe that the preservation 
of the environment will prove to be of far greater value than 
the preservation of recreational fishing. One of the big 
problems with this DEIR is that it is apparent that LADWP (and 
EIP) are looking at value in terms of economics. Value needs 
to be viewed in broader terms. The value of flowing springs 
may not be measurable in terms of economics at present, but 
certainly they are of value in terms of our environment. - 
Pg. 10-63 Impact 10-15 

The springs and seeps referred to in this paragraph 
should be specifically identified in some portion of this 
document, perhaps in the Green Book. Are flowing wells 
included here? The artisans were flowing in the Independence 
area (next to the aqueduct) in 1 9 8 4 - 8 7 .  Will these be allowed 
to flow again? An impact that is not identified here related 
to flowing wells is the human use. Many of the people in the 
area used the artisans for drinking water. Usage goes back to 
the early 1900s when they were first drilled, Please include 
this human impact in the DEIR. - 
Rare & Endangered Plants 

The DEIR does not effectively describe rare and 
endangered plant populations or areas in which they occur. 
Neither does it describe impacts to these populations that 
have happened as a result of the project. Please address this 
area and indicate what the management plans are and how they 
will be implemented and monitored. - 
REF: Chapter 11 
Pg. 11-4 Background History 

I couldn't believe it when in the first paragraph of this 
section it is stated that in the early days there were very 
few species of wildlife found in any abundance and that 
species diversity has increased. It is apparent that 
selective research was done to make such a statement. There 
is no doubt that the arrival of the white man had an impact on 
the abundance of wildlife but the implication in this section 
is that there was never much here. This is simply not true. 
Early reports of wildlife from a game species point of view 
are apparently what was used as the source. Please do a 
better job on the wildlife chapter. - 
Pg. 11-40, Mitigation Measure 11-1, 

In the last paragraph (pg. 11-40) the implication is that 
LADWP has applied enough water in the lower Owens River to 
maintain riparian vegetation and aquatic habitat. This is 
really a false and misleading statement. What about this year 
when there is virtually no water in the river? What about a 
couple of summers ago when they turned the river off? What 
about the release last year of the entire flow of the aqueduct 
(an emergency or poor/no emergency management procedures)? In 

r all instances major die off of wildlife resulted. 
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Much value is placed on the Lower Owens River Project. 
On page 11-41, para. 2, it is stated that over 1,000 new acres 
of wetland will he created. My question is "new" relative to 
what? This area and more was wetland prior to 1900...so how 
is this new? Aren't we talking a degree of restoration, not 
"new"'? Finally, the last paragraph states that this (Lower 
Owens River Project! will provide benefits to wildlife that 
exceed the impact during the last two decades. Who is making 
this judgement'? I'm not convinced that the Lower Owens River 
Project is the panacea for impacts to vegetation, springs and 
wildlife since 1970. The irregular, intermittent flow in the 
Lower Owens River should he mitigated, Acceptable mitigation 
would include restoration of a firm adequate flow of water to 
maintain a permanent habitat for native vegetation, wildlife, 
and recreation. 

Pg. 10-54, Impact 10-10, C Pg. 11-42, Impact 11-2 
Under the agreement, LADWP will continue to operate 

canals and ditches as they have in the past except that 
vegetation along the canals/ditches will be maintained as 
documented during 1984-88 (pg.10-54, impact 10-10). This is 
one indication of a general lack of protection for wildlife. 
Obviously the practice of shutting the ditch/canal (or river) 
off for a few hours/days completely devastates aquatic life. 
Can't work take place on these water ways without shutting 
them off (i.e. short diversions in area where work is taking 
place)? There is something inherently wrong in shutting off a 
water way. There is something really wrong in the regular 
extermination of fish, frogs, etc. I am not impressed with 
the cursory treatment of impacts to wildlife in the DEIR. 
Counting wildlife (pg 11-42, impact 11-2) won't help declining 
populations. There should be a commitment in the agreement to 
maintain wildlife populations and provide/maintain habitats. 

Additionally Impacts to Wildlife 
What about impacts to wildlife in areas where springs, 

seeps and flowing wells have been dried up and streams have 
been diverted. Springs in particular have unique habitat and 
impacts have not been identified. 

REF: Chapter 12 
The area east of the river between Mazourka Canyon Rd. 

and Lone Pine has been identified as a source of PM-10. Why 
is this? There are no pumps there...Is this condition the 
result of grazing practices or a natural condition of the arid 
environment? The DEIR should offer some explanation for this 
condition and some indication as to whether conditions in that 
area will get worse. 
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REF: Chapter 15 
Pg. 15-5 

LADWP has been a terrible keeperlprotector of cultural 
resources, The site of the Japanese-American Relocation 
Center (Manzanar) is a case in point as are numerous Native 
American sites throughout the Valley. Mot only has it been 
standard operating procedure for DWP employees to help 
themselves to artifacts, hut nothing has been done to 
discourage the general public from doing the same. The site 
of Manzanar is consi nificant enough to be the focus 
of a bill introduced in Washington to take Manzanar into the 
National Park System yet no cultural assessment has been done, 
to my knowledge, on this or any other LADWP land, It would 
seem to me that as a public agency, they would have a 
responsibility to do this. Instead, Inyo County has lost 
uncountable cultural end historical resources because of a 
lack of policy and/or enforcement on LADWP's part. 
Significant impact to cultural resources have occurred and 
should be addressed in this D E I R .  

KEF: Ctiavter~lG 
Pg ,  16-28 

The last sentence on this page indicates that an 
inventory and classification of ve etation in the Lone Pine 
area has been completed, Did this inventory include the town 
itself? Many of the trees in town are groundwater dependent. 
Was this taken into consideration? 

Pg. 15-34 /35  Impacts 1 6 - 9 ,  16-10, 16-16 
The mitigations for these impacts are not acceptable. 

Under no circumstances should the flow of one of the few 
remaining springs ( einhacklel be reduced or allowed to dry 
up. The appi cation of water does not mitigate for the 
reduction or rying up of a seep or sprin . Water supplied at 
the surface w i l l  not result in the same habitat. The location 
of new pumps, particularly in the Big Pine and independence- 
Symmes-Bairs area do not seem appropriate. Any new wells 
should be located on the basis of environmenta.120ncerns not 
proximity to gathering facilities. 

REF: Chapter I 7  
Pa. 17-2/3 (Section 1 7 . 3 1  - 

This section appears to be totally inadequate and in 
some places doesn't even make sense. At the top of page 17-3 
the second para, beginning with "Primary" doesn't make sense. 
What does this refer to? Where are sewer improvements being 
made and what is meant by "infrastructure systems"? The last 
paragraph (~eginning with "The proposed project . . ." certainly 
does not b e g ~ n  to cover the significant irreversible 
environmental effects of the project, What about 
irretrievable commitments of resources related to water i.e. 
springs, air quality, etc,? 
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Pg. 17-4 (Section 17.51 
The cumulative impact of drying up springs, seeps, 

flowing wells and tail areas is not addressed in this DEIR nor 
suitable mitigation offered for this impact, These habitats 
are of special concern and significance in the Owens Valley 
since flowing water in an arid environment is unique and needs 
to be adequately accessed and mitigated. 

Pg. 17-5/6: Grazing 
The cursory treatment of grazing nacngement practices in 

the EIR is something that should be corrected. The DEIR 
acknowledges "It takes many years before desirable native 
vegetation becomes established particularly when livestock 
grazing is permitted."(pg. 6-47) Any analysis of vegetation 
change in Owens Valley comparing pre-project conditions with 
post-projects conditions has to take into account grazing 
information. The influence of grazing on vegetation cover and 
composition together with resulting areas of impact should be 
included in this DEIR. 

Page 14-17 (impact 14-4) indicates that under the terms of 
the agreement, grazing management policies will be enforced. 
What are LADWP's grazing management practices and what 
assurances do we have that they will be enforced in the future 
since the implication is that they have not been enforced in 
the past, I have been told that if LADWP required the same 
grazing management practices as the BLM and USFS then it would 
no longer be economically feasible to continue operating a 
grazing allotment. This implies that past grazing management 
on DWP lands is close to nonexistent. Given our climate 
together with groundwater pumping, I doubt if cattle grazing 
would be economically feasible if managed with the needs of 
vegetation in mind. One observation of past management 
practices is that lessees are allowed to burn areas of their 
range. The DEIR should include what part controlled burns 
play in (1) air quality (both in terms of the actual day of 
the burn and in the long term as the area awaits recovery of 
some sort of vegetation cover); (2) impacts to vegetation 
classifications as delineated in the agreement; and (3) 
planned mitigations when the controlled burn "accidently" goes 
out of control (as has bappened on a regular basis in the 
past). Additionally the locations and dates of all fires 
should be mapped, evaluated and related to impact on past 
vegetation abundance and composition. Protection for water 
sources (seeps, springs, flowing wells) as well as areas along 
the Owens River (i.e. fencing) is necessary to prevent further 
damage from grazing. Furthermore, since grazing impacts 
vegetation, it would seem appropriate that Inyo County monitor 
the management practices. 

The lack of an analysis of current and cumulative grazing 
management impacts in the DEIR is an omission that needs to be 
rectified. In my opinion, the document is incomplete without 
it. 
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REF: The Agreement (appendix B t  & Discussion of Agreement 
Chapter 5 

29 
mpacts to wildlife habitats. 

The primary goal on page B-21 ia reement) pertaining to 
avoidance of significant decreases in wildlife habitats needs 
more clarific tion and is generally not addressed in any other 
area in the a reement, The agreement/project is very weak in 
the area of i; ldiife habitat. Understandably, if vegetation 
dies, animals die,.,.is restoration of wildlife habitat going 
to take place? Turning a sprinkler on over stressed 
vegetation w i l l  alter wildlife habitat (as well as soil 

) structtire). Thc agreement and the EIR s h o u l d  clarify what are 
the management p l a n s  to achieve the stated primary goal 
concerning wildlife habitats. 

30 
uture Mitigation Measures, 

I urn concerned that the agreement doesnst stress that 
restoration of native vegetation is first priority, Only in 
usual circumstances should something ot er than restoration be 
an acceptable mitigation. I object to the concept of 
campensatin mitigation especially when related to vegetation 
destruction, Ail mitigation should take place at the site of 

Town Water Systems, 
The DElR does not estimate how muck of a reduction in 

cost water will be to the communities, I a very skeptical 
that in the long run the cost %ill be reduced. There have 
been and continue to be many leakage problems in 
Independence. If cost is examined in terms of on going 
maintenance to the system, I would he surprised if the County 
will be able t keep cost dawn. Equipment and manpower is not 
cheap, An exa ination of the system by an outside expert will 
take place at a specific point in time....I doubt if the 
weaknesses of numerous repairs to water mains will be 
reveled. Also a qualified licensed water treatment specialist 
will be required. There is no way that the County (or a water 
district) will ever have the resources available to DWP in 
operating town water systems. Water is DWP's business. 
Please give us a realistic cost estimate of operating these 
ystems so we can make an educated decision. 

ower Owens River Project 
We are being aske to accept a project (The Lower Owens 

River) that is very v gue end apparently only in the "concept" 
stage. There is just not enough information on the Project to 
commit to it at this time, For example: It is unclear to me 
why the county should pay for any part o f  this project. It is 
not clear enough what the county's lon -term financial 
commitment would be regarding the operation of the non- 
pumpback portion of the project. What does this entail? Who 
determines what needs to be done? fs the county contributing 



to something they have no control over? 35cfs of water down 
Owens River doesn't sound like much when there is 50cfs going 
through fish hatcheries. 1s 35cfs enough to maintain a 
fishery? How will vegetation and wildlife be managed? Will 
grazing continue? As indicated previously, the Project maybe 
an acceptable mitigation for the impacts to the Lower Owens 
River... given more details. It is definitely not an 
acceptable mitigation for loss of springs, etc. 

Water Diversions from enhancement/mitigation projects. 
The ability of LADWP and the County Board of Supervisors 

to alter the amount of water to enhancement/ mitigation 
projects seems to me to be a dangerous precedence to start. 
Owens Valley should not be required to make-up the consequence 
of drought. The enhancement/mitigation projects now and in 
the future are results of environmental impacts. Los Angeles 
should deal with water shortages at their end, otherwise, we 
will be in a potential situation wherein we will need the 
mitigations mitigated. 

The Standing Committee should not be able to negotiate 
the discontinuance of projects without an EIR or public 
hearings(5-18). The implication here is that the Standing 
Committee could shut-down any project at any time,..this, of 
course, would lead to complete disaster in a project such as 
the Lower Owens River. 

Well for Big Pine. 
Why can't the well for the Big Pine Ditch System be on 

the East side of town? The well for the Independence town 
water supply was put on the West side of town resulting in a 
reduced water table under the town itself. Most of the large 
trees in Independence have died as a result. 

GREEN BOOK 

pg. 3 
Type A vegetation monitoring should include some soil 

water potential monitoring. A periodic fly over may not 
indicate problems soon enough. A lesson should be learned at 
the Independence well field where Type A vegetation has died. 
The cone of depression has had impact on Type A vegetation. 
The ideal would be to monitor Type A vegetation using the same 
methods as others until a considerable history (20 yrs?) has 
been established to really say unequivocally that an area is 
not dependent on groundwater. 

Pg. 6/7 (Table 1.A) 
It seems a big mistake to me to only monitor production 

wells. I would like to see all well areas monitored. Draw 
down and associated vegetation impacts cadwill happen in 
areas of enhancement/mitigation wells as well as town wells. 
I personally would like to know if the well supplying 
Independence is effecting vegetation...to what extent, etc. 
Under the provisions of the agreement, E/M wells can be 
converted to production wells. It would seem to me a real 
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advantage to have monitorin data already being generated. In 
other words, all well areas should be monitored regardless as 
to whether they are exempt from turn off. Maybe impacts in 
the Five Bridges Road area could have been avoided if the E/M 
ell areas were aonitored. 

Pg. 1 2  (para, 2 )  
LADWP should not be able to manipulate "site". The 

Greenbook/A reement should reflect in all cases that the area 
which the s te represents is where any action is to take 
place.,.not merely at the monitoring "site". - 
Pg. 26-27  Determining Degree of Significance. 

This area of the green book carries many potential 
loopholes and depends to a considerable degree on 
interpretat ion and judge 

ti.) Size, Location use: Size compared to what? A 
spring generally covers a small area, therefore is it not 
"large" enough? L o c  tion-What does this mean? If the impact 
is in an area near t e highway then we fix it?...if not 
visible. . .forged it? Use-if only ducks/fish/birds and birders 
use an area is it. significant? 

(ii) Degree of decrease, change, etc.: Just what is a 
significant degree? 10%-50%-90%? Some guidelines should be 
established and included in the green book. The opportunity 
for endless discussion/ar&ument exists with a completely open 
ended statement l i k e  this. 

iiikj Permanency of decrease: Now does one prove that 
something is permanent? If the ve e~ation is dead that seems 
pretty permanent to me. Any decre sejchange should always he 
considered as permanent. 

(ivi The implication here is that vegetation is nearly 
gone. Theoretically changes/decreases in vegetation shouldn't 
reach this point ... should they? 

( v )  Cumu1aLive e fect: Here again is the idea of 
degree. Guidelines s ould be included. 

(vii Value of existing E/M:  Will LADWP point to the 
Lower Owens River Project as the "ultimate" in E/M value like 
they have implied in the DEIR? 

(vii) Effect on Human Health: What are they talking 
about? - 
Pg. 47 (cj 

This section should mentioned sprin s, seeps and flowing 
wells. - 
Pg. 81-82 Rooting for Soil Water Extraction. 

Will it be possib e for new plants to establish with 
limited groundwater? ill we have a static population wherein 
mature plants are the only individuals with a root system well 
enough developed to extract water from the soil? It seems 
possible to me that we might have plants dying of old age and 
no replacements. - 



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 E I R .  I f  
I  c a n  c l a r i f y  any o f  my comments, p l e a s e  f e e l  f r e e  t o  c o n t a c t  
me. 

S i n c e r e l y  y o u r s ,  

Kathy Barnes  
P . O .  Box 323 
Independence ,  CA 93526 
(phone :  619-878-2004) 

c c :  K e i t h  B r i g h t ,  Inyo  County S u p e r v i s o r ,  4 t h  D i s t r i c t  
Greg Jame, D i r e c t o r ,  Inyo  County Water Department  
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER D22 

RESPONSE D22-1 

The project covered in this EIR is an extremely complex one. Los Angela  and Inyo County 

endeavored to  organize data as simply as possible. Unfortunately, the document remains complex. 

RESPONSE D22-2 

The management practices under the project between 1970 and 1990 are not necessarily separate 

from the management that will occur under the Agreement. Some 1970-1990 practices may be 

discontinued, some may he modified, and others may continue. Therefore, it was not always 

possible to address the two time periods separately. The two time periods were discussed 

separately in all of the impact analysis sections of the Draft EIR. Also please refer to response 

to  master comment PD-I. 

RESPONSE D22-3 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 for a discussion of conservation and water supply 

issues. It should be noted that the Draft EIR includes data related to conservation measures that 

are feasible, as a means of relating conservation effects to water supply. To simply outline what 

measures are possible would be misleading if the political, economic, fiscal, and infrastructural 

constraints prohibit their implementation. 

RESPONSE D22-4 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-2 for additional discussion of desalination. The 

statement that the Draft EIR ignores environmental costs is unfounded. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D22 

RESPONSE D22-5 

Please refer to response to master comment G-1 for a discussion of subsidence. 

RESPONSE D22-6 

Table 9-4 of the Draft EIR was not intended to be deceiving. The spring flows shown are those 

which are gauged by LADWP. 

RESPONSE D22-7 

Annual flows in the Owens River at Keeler Bridge are shown in Chapter 9, Water Resources, in 

Figure 9-1. 

RESPONSE D22-8 

Please refer to responses to comments Cll-20 and C13-11. 

RESPONSE D22-9 

Please refer to response to master comment G-1 for a discussion of subsidence. 

RESPONSE D22-10 

The issue of significance of water resource impacts is discussed in response to master comment 

WA- 1. 

RESPONSE D22-11 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12, concerning groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D22-12 

Impacts resulting from reductions in soil water in the vadose zone are addressed in the impact 

analysis in Chapter 10, Vegetation. in the Draft EIR. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D22 

RESPONSE D22-13 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5 and WA-4 regarding the provisions of the 

Agreement to protect seeps and springs in the valley. 

RESPONSE D22-14 

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 D22-15 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D22-16 

Please refer to response to comment (211-34. 

RESPONSE D22-17 

Please refer to  responses to master comments PD-5 and WA-4, 

RESPONSE D22-18 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and VE-6 regarding plant species of concern. 

RESPONSE D22-19 

Please refer to response to master comment WL-2 for a discussion of historical references. 

RESPONSE D22-20 

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, 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D22 

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 D22-21 

No waterways subject to permit are shut off without a permit. Smaller irrigation ditches are at 

times shut off for maintenance. 

RESPONSE D22-22 

Wildlife impacts around springs are discussed in Chapter 11 of the Draft EIR 

RESPONSE D22-23 

The area identified in this comment was a source of blowing dust before the project was 

implemented. None of the elements of the project (LC., abandonment of irrigated lands, 

groundwater pumping, o r  changes in surface water management) have been, o r  will be, 

implemented in this area. 

RESPONSE D22-24 

It is not possible to evaluate the allegation that significant cultural resources impacts have occurred 

in the absence of any supporting evidence. 

RESPONSE D22-25 

The town was not inventoried. Please refer to responses to master comments WA-4 and AF-2 

regarding Reinhackle Spring and new wells in the Lone Pine area. Also, please refer to response 

to master comment PD-5, regarding spring protection. 

RESPONSE D22-26 

The reader mistakenly assumes the text describing CEQA guidelines pertains to an element of the 

proposed project. No sewer improvements are proposed in the project. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D22 

RESPONSE D22-27 

Please refer to  responses to master comments PD-5, MT-3, and MT-5. 

RESPONSE D22-28 

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 t A D W s  livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE D22-29 

There is no specific provision in the Agreement for wildlife management. Please refer to response 

to master comment WL-6 regarding LADWP's wildlife monitoring program. 

RESPONSE D22-30 

The Green Book Section I.C.2 (page 28) states that the preferred goal of a mitigation plan will 

he to "restore the same type of perennial vegetation cover in the affected area" and that 

compensatory mitigation would not be a preferred goal for mitigation. Please also see response 

to master comment MT-3 regarding compensatory mitigation. 

RESPONSE D22-31 

Please refer to  Chapter 17, CEQA Considerations, Page 17-7, paragraph 2, of the Draft EIR for 

a discussion of costs of town water systems. 

RESPONSE D22-32 

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. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D22 

RESPONSE D22-33 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-4 for discussion of continuation of mitigation. 

RESPONSE D22-34 

The location indicated for the Big Pine ditch system well was selected based on environmental, 

engineering, and well yield considerations. No change in location is proposed. 

RESPONSE D22-35 

In Section I.B.l of the Green Book it is stated that Type A vegetation will be monitored by remote 

sensing, visual, and other appropriate means. The technical Group is thus able to tailor the 

monitoring of Type A vegetation to the needs of specific areas. 

RESPONSE D22-36 

Enhancementimitigation wells are not exempt from the automatic turn-off provisions of the 

Agreement. In the Section LB (page 11) of the Green Book, exempt wells are defined as those 

wells which are the sole source of supply water for towns, irrigation, and fish hatcheries, or their 

operation does not affect areas with groundwater dependent vegetation. There is no plan at this 

time to include exempt wells in the vegetation monitoring program. 

RESPONSE D22-37 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 regarding the determination of the "area of the 

monitoring site." 

RESPONSE D22-38 

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. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D22 

RESPONSE D22-39 

Vegetation at the areas identified in the comment will be included in overlays for monitoring 

purposes under Section I.D.l (page 331) of the Green Book. 

RESPONSE D22-40 

The process of plant recruitment in the Owens Valley is not well understood, although it is thought 

that precipitation plays a major role in seedling germination and establishment. Plant recruitment 

is currently being evaluated through the monitoring program. It will also be the subject of further 

study under Section V.B.9 (page 121) of the Green Book. 





Letter D23 

Farhad Saadat, Tissurama 





LETTER Dm23 

December 27, 1990 
Our Ref;# 1482 

EIP Associates 
150 Spear St. #I500 
San Francisco, Ca 94105 

Attn: Mr. John Davis 

Dear John: 

At present we have over 240 employees and in near future 
we will have about 300 all together. Having such a big 
workforce and a lot of investment, we need a regular supply 
of water without i t  we will be out of business within 
hours. 

We have already reduced consumption of water by investing 
a lot of money in new technologies for dyeing and printing. 

Therefore, we strongly urge that the agreement between Qwens 
Valley and M.W.D. be kept intact. W e  highly appreciate your 
close attention to this matter. 

Sincerelv. 

President 

' E X T L I L E  DYEING, FINISHING & PRINTING * T L X  678954 T I S S U R A M A I D D D  * F A X  (71.71 3 h n - 7 8 4 1  





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D23 

RESPONSE D23-1 

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 D24 

William Schwartz 





LETTER D-24 December 27, 1990 

John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 

John Davis: 

This letter contain comments on the Inyo County EIR and Long-term Water Agreement. My 
following comments regard pointing out several weaknesses: 

1' 
1. The EIR contains an inadequate pre-project description of the affected environment. 

2 
2. The drought recovery policy must be changed to only allow pumping after the soil 
moisture recovers to that necessary to support the vegetation mapped during the 1984-1987 
survey. 

3 

3. The Agreement provision which allows unilateral authority to Los Angeles to turn on a 
well for the purpose of increasing soil moisture should be changed to jointly by lnyo County 
and Los Angeles. 

4. The few remaining natural springs must be fully protected in their natural state. 

5. The EIR must provide a discussion of the cumulative impacts of livestock grazing which 
have occurred from 1970 to 1990 and those expected in the future. 

6. The EIR fails to adequately address pre-project plant distribution and the impact on plants I 
as a result of the project. 

7. Irrigated native pasteur should not be allowed to become alfalfa fields as now stated in the 
Agreement, since it is a major vegetation change. 

8. Existing wetlands which are a habitat of concern should be excluded from lands divested 
for economic development under the Agreement; at present, under the Agreement, it appears 
they are included. 

I 
i9 

9. Before it is captured, water flowing through fish hatcheries should be permitted to irrigate 
existing meadows and wetlands, and to restore previous ones before being diverted to the 
aqueduct. 

Respectfully, 
1 

William Schwartz \J 
Box 101 
Keeler, CA 93530 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D24 

RESPONSE D24-1 

Please refer to  response to master comment EA-1 for a discussion of pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE D24-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 for a discussion of the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE D24-3 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 for a discussion of unilateral well turn onloff. 

RESPONSE D24-4 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5, and WA-4 for a discussion of spring and secp 

protections. 

RESPONSE D24-5 

Livestock grazing is not part of tho 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 D24-6 

See response to master comment EA-1, 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D24 

RESPONSE D24-7 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-I for a discussion of allowable vegetation 

conversion under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D24-8 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 for more discussion on release of Los Angeles- 

owned lands. 

RESPONSE D24-9 

Please refer to response to comment Cll-34 in Letter C-11. 



Letter D25 

Irene C u m  Cuffe Guest Ranch of Movie Fame 





LETTER D-25 

December 28,  ' 9 0  

M r .  John  A .  D a v i s ,  
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Impact  P r o t e c t i m  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  
1 5 0  S p e a r  S t . ,  S u i t e  1500, 
San F r a n c i s c o ,  C A .  94105. 

PROTESTING " * $ I P  A S S O C ~ ~ ,  C r  
F R  N!' $$0 C; 

Dear Mr. Davis :  Re: ENVIRONKENTZL I 3; RIPORT "F Dl*. t.k. 

I am e n c l o s i n g  a copy of t h e  5 page p r o t e s t  i e t t e r  of September  13, 1989  
which  I r e a d  and f f e s e n t e d  t o  r o u  t o  g o  on t h e  p u b l i c  r e c o r d s  and i n t o  
t h e  d r a f t  Env i ronmen ta l  Impact  n e p 3 r t .  I r e c a l l  that you s t a t e d  Y O U  
would send me a copy of t h a t  p r o t e s t  l e t t e r .  A s  I have n o t  r e c e i v e d  t h a t  
copy ,  I f e l t  t h a t  I s h o u l d  send you a  copy 3f '&at I p r e s e n t e d  a t  t h a t  
mee t ing  and you w i l l  r e c a l l  t h a t  t h e  p e o p l e  t h r c  a t t e v d e d  t h a t  m e e t i n g  
app lauded  .ne f x  my p r e s e n t l t i o n .  

I have a n  e n w m s u s  amount of e v i d e n c e  Qn t h i s  t o s i c  and d m  e n c l o s i n g  some 
of  t h e  e v i d e n c e  m a t e r i l l  a s  f311Oim: 

L e t t e r  of Feb .  17, ' 7 1  a d d r e s s e d  t o  O.M. LlBYd, A s s ' f .  C3un7e1, 
D e p t .  'dater anu Power,  L.4. 

Copy of D i v e r s i o n  and Use S tz t e inen t  45275 and S .  5275 d i v e r t e d  3552 
a c r e  f e e t ,  d a t e d  June 26, 1970 and f i l e u  3 g a i n  on Nov. 1 2 ,  1973  f o r  
372 a c r e  f e e t .  Y ~ u  w i l l  n o t i c e  by t h i s  f i g u r e  thlt I % c t u + l l y  
s topped  them from a p p r o p r i a t i q g  any  f u r t h e r .  

You w i l l  n o t e  from i n t e r v i e w  r e c o r d  of B u r e m  9f L m d  Minagement i n  
R i v e r s i d e ,  CA. d a t e d  11/1/71 t h s t  I v i g o r o u s l y  p r ? t e s t e d  a g a i n s t  
t h e  i s s u a n c e  of  t h e  R i g h t  of !fay 4235 a p p l i c a t i o n .  The i l l e g a l  
s t r u c t u r e s  were c o n s t r u c t e d  i n  Mty 1969 and I p r o t e s t e d  ? g z i q s t  them 
immedia t e ly .  

I a p p e w e d  on t e l e v i s i o n  f o r  3/4 f a n  h o u r  on KHJ w i t h  R e g i s  P h i l b e n  
and P a u l  Lane,  who w a s  i n  c h a r g e  a t  that t ime  uf t h e  L A .  i iqueduct .  
R e g i s  P h i l b e n  had c h a r g e  of t h e  mrograrn. ( 2 )  pages .  

Copy of l e t t e r  d a t e d  A p r i l  21 ,  1975 which I p r e s e n t e d  a t  t h e  p u b l i c  
h e a r i n g  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  p r 3 t e s t s  a g a i n s t  t h e  i n c r e a s e d  pu%!3lng, t h e  
s e c m d  a q u e d u c t ,  a g t i n s t  t h e  d i v e r s i o n  of t h e  c r e e k s  and t h e  e x p a r t  
of t h e  c r e e k  w?ters ,  e t c .  T h i s  i s  of r e c w d  i n  t h e  1976 Envi ron-  
m e n t a l  Impqct  R e p o r t  and which I d e f e a t e d .  

Copy of l e t t e r  d a t e d  Xsrch  1 2 ,  ' 7 5  p r e s e n t e d  z t  P u b l i c  H s z r i n c  h e l d  
iifarch 1 2 ,  '75 and which i s  of r e c o r  d&&tfe E n v i r o n m e n t ~ l  I$'3tx$ E I R ~ E  
r e p o r t r  w i t h  p e t i t i o n s  of p r o t e s t s  w f i l e d .  I d e f e a t 8  

Copy of l e t t e r  d a t e d  March 11, ' 8 7  a d d r e s s e d  t o  my f o r n e r  a t t o r n e y ,  
M r .  Thomas Richey where it s t a t e s  t h e  Depar tment  i s  w i l l i n i ;  t 3  
r e m w e  t h e  d i v e r s i o n  s t r u c t u r e ,  e t c .  w i t h  I n y o  County i n  j o i n t  c o n t r o :  
and e a c h  o f f e r i n :  $5,000.03, when t h e  damage i s  i n  t h e  m i l l i o n s .  

See  CODY of OLai r  T r u c k i n g  and C c n s t r u c t i o n  Q? 2/8/F)8. T h e i r  e s t i m a t e  
i s  11 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s .  4 n 3 t h e r  p a r t 7  s t ? t e d  100 m i l l i m  d o l l a r s .  



flr. John A ,  Davis, 
Environmental  Impaot ProteeClon S B O C ~ ~ ~ P O ~ ,  
150  Spes r  S t . ,  S u i t e  1500, 
San F m n c i s c o ,  CA. 94105 . 

eptember 13, 1959 

Dear M r .  D a v f s ?  
i .  

F'Z:IAGEGIENT PLAN, TO ol lowing r eaeons t  

a owner of about 
sak, non-navigable,  

b u t  they a re  bo 

I n  19143 we p u ~ c h o s  p i c t u r e  d i r e o t o r  
by t h e  name o f  Cla  of t h e  Keystone ' 
Cop% farnoua and h i  o t f o n  p i c t u r e  
s t a r s  end t h e  firs 

i 
'Mr. L e s l i e  E. Cu 

Cla rence  Badger a t  
a l s o  known 6s Famo 
t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  Hol e  8 motion n i c t u r e  

p r o J e o t i o n  d e p e r t  a t i o n a  t o  make 
motion p i o t u r e s ,  k ing  Lone Pine 

how t h e  name ' ' i 
a g r e a t  a e n t e r  f o  
Movie Plate oama t.er C la r a  Bow. 

Ularence B a d ~ 6 r  i n  1925 pu p r o p e r t  J from 
S a d i e  Weir, wh s t e n t e d  Land on 
Lone .'Pine C m  



September  13, 1989 
r .  John A .  Davis ,  EIP: 

I have a l r e a d y  s e n t  you a  l e t t e r  which was i n  answer t o  your  f i r s t  l e t t e r  
I r e c e i v e d  f rom you and s t a t e d  t h a t  my a t t o r n e y  was o n  v a c a t i o n  and I s t a t e d  
t o  you t h r t  I have  s law s u i t  i n  t h e  U .  S .  D i s t r i c t  Cour t  a p a l n s t  L. A .  D e p ' t .  
z f  Wnter nnd Power, I n y o  County and U,S.A; as  I have  been  f l o o d e d  111 t i m e s ,  
3 i 1 ~  ta t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Lone p i n e  Creek  i n  1969 w n s  d i v e r t e d  f rom i t s  n a t u r a l  
:hennel  i n t o  a n  a r t i f i c i a l  w a t e r  c o u r s e  which  t h e y  b u l l  dozed ,  b e i n g  of 
e n r t h  and c o n s t r u c t e d  a  c o n c r e t e  s p i l l w a y  and a  5 m i l e  d i v e r s i o n  c h a n n e l  
t o  t a k e  t h e  Lone P ine  Creek  f l o w  t o  a n  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  w a t e r  s h e d  i n t o  
IJocbnck Creek ,  u n d e r  t h e  g u i s e  of f l o o d  c o n t r o l  and ~ n t i c i p o t e d  f l p o d l n q ,  
o v e r  which t h e y  had no a u t h o r i t y  t o  do s o ,  Ao f l o o d i n g  o c c u r r e d  on my 
p r o r e r t y  i n  1969. I had t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  of  t h e  S l e r r a  C lub  a t  t h a t  t i m e ,  
a  M r .  L s r r y  Moss  and who l a t e r  became associated w i t h  t h e  s t a t e  Water  
Resources  i n  Sac ramen to .  I a l s o  had many c o n t a c t s  w i t h  Counse l  a u t h o r i t i e s .  
I am s u r e  you w i l l  f i n d  a l l  my c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  and my v i g o r o u s  f i g h t  a g a i n s t  
t h e  Dept .  of  Water  and Power a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e i r  f i l e  d e t i n g  back  t o  1970,  
~ n c !  a l s o  l e t t e r s  f rom t h e  Ecology Group and a  Mrs. F r a n c e s  Chitwood.  

@n Augusi; 20, 1989,  my a t t o r n e y ,  M t . .  Lawrence E. Ayres of  F resno ,  w r o t e  
you amd added f u r t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  a s  f o l l o w s :   ear Mr. Davis :  I r e p r e s e n t  
Nrs.  C u f f e  i n  : t h e  c a s e o f  C u f f e  v s .  U.S.A. e t  a 1  F e d e r a l  D i s t r i c t  C o u r t ,  
E a s t e r n  D i s t r i c t ,  Case No. CVF - b3 - 3t19 EDP." 

" p l e a s e  b e  a d v i s e d  t h a t  Mrs. Guffe  o b j e c t s  t o  any a c t i . v i t i e s  t h e t  r e s u l t  i n  
any  way i n  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  of t h e  f low of Lone P ine  Creek  above h e r  p r o p e r t y  
o r  o n . h e r  p r o p e r t y . "  . . ,  . .  . 

" I n  a d d i t l o n  , &s. C u f f e  o b j e c t s  t o  a G  pumping o r  o t h e r  
e x t r a c t i o n  t h e ~ t  i n  a n y  way i m p a c t s  h e r  w e l l s  l o c a t e d  on h e r  p r o p e r t y  s o u t h  
o f  t h e  Whi tney  P o r t a l  Road. FPs. Cuf fe  a l s o  o b j e e t s  t o  any changes  t o  t h e  
n a t u r a l  d r a i n a g e  on t h e  s o u t h  of th8 r o a d ,  1 n . t h e  p a s t ,  t h e  n a t u r a l  
d r a i n e p e  s e r v e d  t o  r e c h a r g e  h e r  w e l l s  on t h e  s o u t h  s i d e  o f  t h e  road" .  

" F i n a l l y ,  bps. Cuffe  h e r e b y  r e s s r v e s  a l l  of h e r  r i g h t s  t o  p r o t e c t  h e r  r i p a r i a n  
wp te r  ri&ts on a l l  o f  h e r  p r o p e r t y n .  . 

" P l e a s e  do n o t  h e s i t a t e  t o  c o n t a c t  me i f  you have a n y  q u e s t i o n s " .  

"Very ' t r u l y  y o u r s  ", 

i_ EA/ps 
c c :  Mrs. I r e n e  C u f f e "  

(S igned  "LAWRENCE E. AYRW". 

The f l o o d i n g s  t h a t  have  o c c u r r e d  on my p r o p e r t y  a r e  due  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h f l t  
Lone P i n e  Creek  i s  o u t  of  i t s  n a t u r a l  c h a n n e l .  The I n d i a n s  knew t h e t  
t h e  l a n d s  would a b s o r b  any  f l a s h  f l o o d  and I n e v e r  had a n y  f l o o d i n g  
p r e v i o u s  a s  f l o w  of a n y  k i n d  would be a b s o r b e d  i n t o  t h e  ground and would 
f e r t i l i z e  t h e  s o i l  and  make p l a n t s  grow. T h i s  i s  t h e  l a n d  o f  " L i t t l e  
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-4- Septamber 13, 1989 

Nr. John A .  Davis,  EIP.: 

"I t h e r e f o r e  looked forward t o  Lobor Day week end. I was v e r y  much s u r p r i s e d .  
t h a t  t h e  l e v e l  of  Lone Pine Creek was down by 6" t o  8"  on my a r r i v a l  a t  
6:00 P.M. on Fr iday ,  S e p t .  1." 

" A t  approx. 4:30 t o  5:00 A.M. S e p t .  2  t h e r e  was r o a r i n g  sound of  r u s h i n g  
wa te r .  I was a b l e  t o  s e e  t h a t  t h e  c reek  was r a  i n &  r a p i d l y .  By 7 A N t h e  
poo l s  were up t o  t h e  o l d  l e v e l  and t h e  sma l l  f a  s were runn ing  aga in ."  

"on Sunday Sep t .  3 n t  approx 4 P M I was s i t t i n e  b e s i d e  t h e  c r e e k  a t  my c a b i n  
and I n o t i c e d  t h e  water  l e v e l  was dropping,  w i t h i n  30 min, t h e  l e v e l  ha6 
dropped 4-6 i n .  I want i n  t h e  c a b i n  t o  shower beifore d i n n e r  and t h e r e  was no 
water ."  

"On t e l l i n g  W s .  Cuffe  of t h e  s i t u a t ' o n ,  we t o g e t h e r  checked t h e  pump. It 
was found n o t  working and t h e  wa te r  l o v e 1  was s o  low i n  t h e  r e s e r v o i r  t h e t  i s  
f e d  by t h e  c r e e k ,  t h a t  a i r  wao g e t t i n g  i n  t h e  l i n e  t o  t h e  pump making i t  
i n o p e r n b l e  . I '  

"Twice d u r i n g  Sundag n i t e  t h e r e  was a  r o e r  o f ~ ; u s h k n g .  water .  I went o u t  w i t h  
r fsq ,  l i g h t  and could p l a i n l y  s e e  t h e  water l e v e l  was r a i s i n & . "  

" ~ t  Day l i g h t  I went t o  check i f  t h e  water  l e v e l  i n  t h e  r e s e r v o i r  was enough 
t o  s t a r t  t h e  pump. The l e v e l  was up  somewhat b u t  n o t  a  f u l l  c a p a c i t y .  
It took me approx 1/2 hr t o  b leed  t h e  a i r  f rom t h e  l i n e  and g e t  t h e  pump 
going,  s o  I had water  i n  t h e  cabin ."  

I 
"It i s  my c o n v i c t i o n  t h e t  aoneone .on t h e  s t r eam above Cuf fe  r a n c h  has been 
d i v p r t i n g  wa te r  i n  t h o  c r e e k ,  lower ing  t h e  f low 30 t h a t  Cuffe  Ranch 1s n o t  

( r e c e i v i n g  enough w a t e r  t o  f u l l y  o p e r a t e  t h e  pump." 
I 

' " A l s o  I n o t i c e d  t h e t  t h e  f i s h  popu la t ion  i s  much s m a l l e r  i n  s i z e  and numbers. 
' P r e b a b l y  due t o  l a c k  of  oxygen i n  t h e  water  f rom f r q u e n t  d e c r e a s e  i n  t h e  f low 

i n  t h e  c reek ."  I .  
n Cuff0 Ranch b u s i n e s s  is  a p p a r e n t l y  wrecked from t h e  i n t e r r u p t i o n s  of w a t e r  
flow s o  t h a t  t h e r e  2.6 n o t  adequate  wa te r  f o r  t h e  cab'$-a, t o f q * t  end shower 
f a c i l i t i e s  b e i n g  n e c e s s a r y  t o  any bus iness  of  p u b l i c  s e r v f k e s -  

R e s p e c t f u l l y ,  

(:signed) D r .  Leroy R .  Brown." 

I 
4. On August 5 ,  1970 Mr. Dale T. Bertrand of  Hunt ington  Beach, C a l i f  

I s t a t e a  a s  fo l lowa :  
I "On August 1, 1970 I observed t h e  Lcne P ine  Creek wa te r  l e v e l  reduced 

t o  a n  a lmost  dry a t a t e " .  &. Beftrand and I were admir ing  t h e  c r e e k  

I a t  my Cuf fe  Guest Ranch, when I saw t h e  w a t e ~  aucked i n t o  t h e  Ground. 
Congressman Johnson knows of t h e  event  a s  I spoke  abou t  i t .  



John A .  Davis, = P I  

I s sue ,  d i r e c t i n g  c i t y  t o  prepare, c e r t i f y  and f i l e  ?%% en EIR, an6 f u r t h e r  d l r e o t i n p  c i t y ,  pending such 
f i c s t i o n  and f i l i d g  t o  fo r thwi th  i t s  undergraund 

water e x t r a c t i o n  In the  a f f ec t ed  a rea  to the  l e v e l  and f o r  tho period 
here in  above descr i l~ed ."  

n, J . , and J a n e ~ ,  J. concurred." 

On 29, 1973, t he  oplnfon was modifled t o  read a s  p r in ted  above. 

The ETR d i d  not  o l en r  a t  tha  Cleer inp ibuse . 
I VAS CO~WZNDZD BY TEE: INYO COUNTY B o , q a ~  OF SUPERVISORS 03 NOVEMBER 27, 
' 7 9  f o r  5S e f f o r t s  regarding t h e  PUMPI:~G OF TIIS m N S  'JAL.LEY Gil'JUNmATm 
PUMPING. 

I o s n  go on end on-- I a l s o  saw the  creek sucked i n t o  t h e  underground 
P.M. on Saturday, September 2nd, 1969, HY Pump w i l l  pump 

more and I h ~ ~ e  t o  bucket  t he  water and aannot t a b  any more guests* 
t w f l l  not  s t a r t  88 t h e r e  i s  not enough water i n  t h e  reservoir and 

t he  water f s  being pumped out  and sucks i n t o  the  ground. I heel' Pumps 
n l t e  and  whan I P,&- * .  9cr/alw 

- . -  9' *. 3m fs.fl %a. i%w, %+ru;r 93.54s (6f9j 876-4/6/ 
\ 



I!)A k'. CVFFL 
1776 N1 Sycamore S t .  k31S, 

Hollywood, Gal i f .  90028 
1 Phone (213) 876-0802 

February 17, 1371 

>r. 0. . Lloyd, Ass't. Counsel, 
Dept.  of Water and Powcr, 
111 N. Hope S t . ,  
Los A n q e l ~ s ,  C a l i f .  93012 

Dear Mr. Lloyd: 

When we met on December 31, '70, which appointment was made t h r u '  Ftayor Sam Yorty's o f f i c e ,  
you s t s t e d  t h a t  i f  Department of Bureau o f  Land Management revokes t h e i r  permit  t h e t  you 
would remove t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  above me on Lone P ine  Creek which i s  l o c ~ t e d  on BLM land ,  
which i s  being used un?er t h e  g u i s e  of f lood  c o n t r o l ,  as very seldom a  c r i t i c a l  f lood occurs  
an4 I have never  known o f  any, a s  Lone P ine  Creek a t  my p lace  stays i n  i t s  proper channel 
a t  a l l  t imes.  These peak flows whidl  have been d i v e r t e d  a r e  most e s s e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  washing 
away o f  t h e  s i l t  and t h e  replenishment of t h e  creek as o:h?rwise t h e  growth and t h e  t r e e s  
on both s i d e s  o f  t h e  banks of p r o p e r w  weal? d i e ,  bes ides  des t rgy ing  t h e  va lue  of  t h e  
proper ty  and t h e  scen ic  beauty of t h e  lend.  My p r i v a t e  p roper ty  r i g h t  i s  annexed t,o t h e  
s o i l  and i s  p ~ r t  and p a r c e l  of my land.  Th i s  i s  an a l l  y e a r  non-navigable creek feed ing  
from t h ?  g l a c i e r s  of  M t .  Whitney, i s  more t h m  a  1 4  mile  c r e e k  of which 3/4 of a mile  runs  
r i g h t  a long t h e  c e n t e r  o f  &v property.  

A p r i v a t e  prop ~ t y  r i g h t  cannot be  taken o r  damaged wi thout  j u s t  compensation. 

If flood damage does occur ,  it i s  n o t  due t o  heavy r a i n  o r  snow, b u t  i s  due t o  t h e  f a c t  
th* t  t r e e s  and growth have been removed and a man-made channel h a s  been made 3 mi les  below 
me so t h a t  t h e  c reek  rushes  t o  t h e  aqueduct, t h e r a f o r e ,  t h e  d i v e r s i o n  should be made on 
t h e  downstream p r o p e r t i e s  below me so t h a t  t h e  road which p a r a l l e l s  t h i s  man-made d i t c h  
downstream i s  ~TQ+,?C> ,C~ .  

I am p r o t e s t i n g  t h e  d i v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  3552 a c r e  f e e t  which was d i v e r t e d  i n  1363 by t h e  Dept. 
of Water and Pov~er and r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h i s  appropr ia t ion  be  cance l l ed  a s  t h e s e  w ~ t e r s  a x  
p e r t  and. p a r c e l  o f  t h e  r i p a r i a n  l a n d s  and f o r  t h e  r e p l ~ n i s h n e n t  of Lone Pine Creek, a s  
without t h e s e  waters ,  t h e  spin<? o f  Lone P ine  Creek i s  gone. 

Enclosed i s  t h e  s ta tement  o f  d ive r s io r j  which was f i l e d  wi th  t h e  St2.t.e Water Righst  Board 
on June 26, '70 under f lood  c o n t r o l  and spreading.  These watess were d i v e r t e d  f r o %  Lone 
P ine  Creek t h r u '  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  under f lood  c o n t r o l  and spreading.  

Enclosed is  a  copy of l e t t e r  da ted  Feb. 9, 171 nhich I received from U.S. Deyt. of I n t e r i o r ,  
Sacramento, C a l i f .  s t s t i n g  t h i % t  t h n  Ci ty  of  L.R. h a s  been informed thst t o  m a m t a n  ti;., 
d i t c h ,  t h y  must f i l e  forrral  q p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a  right-of-way c r  o t n - r  s u i t a b l e  ou thor rzn t ion .  

A b ?  enclosed i s  a  cornr of l e t t e r  dated Januwf 28, i71  from John K.  Smith, County Administra- 
t o r ,  s t a t i n g  tiant t h i s  d i v e r s i o n  s t r u c t u r e  s t r u c t u r e  i~ no longer  necessary  f o r  t h e  o p e r a t i o n s  

of t h e  C i t y  o f  Los Angeles, which proves t h a t  t h e s e  flows have been d i v e r t e d  under t h e  
g u i s e  of  f l o o d  c o n t r o l .  The County h a s  a l s o  asked f o r  my co-operat,ion i n  t h i s  mat ter .  

Enclosed i s  my r e p l y  t o  t h e  Inyo County B3. of Supervisors  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  t h a t  I o b j e c t  t h e  
proposal  providing f o r  j o i n t  C i ty  of L.A. and Inyo Comty Maintenance opera t ion,  to depr ive  
me of t h e  fu l l  flow and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Lone P i n e  Creek, a n  a l l  y e 2  running creek,  which 
feeds  from t h e  g l n c i e r s  of M t .  Whitney. 

I o b j e c t  t o  any r i g h t  of way, s p e c i a l  Land Use Permit, o r  any o t h e r  permits  o r  mnans whjoh 
w i l l  depr ive  me o f  my prop r t y  r i g h t  as a n  uppcr r i p a r i a n  onner. 

Awaiting t o  h*ar  frun you th- l t  t h i s  s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be  removed by t h e  Dept. ?f  Veter  and Po;,er 
and t h e  d i t c h  f i l l e d  i n ,  I am 
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APR 2 1 1975 

13r. Jim Wickser and Mr. b a n e  L. G.*rsoson 
b p a r t i ~ n t  water  and P w a r .  c i t y  o i  L.A., 
lndopendenco, C a l i f .  93526 

Dee Mr. Uicksor and Mr. Goor~oson:  

I ys h*r.r i th  p rosont i=  my P o t i t i o n s  e f  P r r t o s t s  con ta infn .  lOfL 
p r e t e s t a n t s ,  c.nsisting s f  79 pal;*s,pr.tewting t h e  second a q w d u c t ,  
~ h o  incroasod pumping, t h e  l w e r i n g  of  t h e  waror tabl*,  t h e  div.rsien 
r f  t h e  water  e f  t h e  crooks and i t s  oxport  af t h a  c reek  w a t e r  by t h o  
Ci ty  .I L.1 Ang.les. We pruto.ting th. changas .f p l a n t  l i f e ,  
rho do.truCt1.n of t h e  envir*nment and water  q u e l i t y  and t h e  turni lyi  
r f  the.. lands i n t o  barren lands. Als .  you w i l l  net. i n  my l a s t  
pretest .  t h a t  a i r  q u a l i t y ,  thud 8ssding, s t r u c t u r * s  and artificial 
water c.ursas and r i g h t s  *f ways a r e  being p r o t a ~ t o d  a s  w e l l  as div-  
mrsi.ns and use s ta tements  which v*m f i l o d  with t h e  S t a t e  Yat*r 
*ight. Beard and "0 a r e  r o q u e s t i n ~  t h a t  those  va t*rs  b. r e t u r n &  t o  
t h e  mtdr.1 channel  *f Lana P ine  Creek q$ any a t h a r  croaks,  r h i c h  
0.y h a w  been d iver tod ,  under th. g u i s e  of f b e d  c e n t r e l ,  o r  undor 
any *thes c.ntr.1 whst..svor. WB a r a  pr.tssting a n y t h i n s  whee#.sver 
t h a t  w i l l  a f f e c t  th. ec8hemy ~f Ovena Vallay, tlu*ugh t h o  a c t i v l t i o s  
af cha Dapartmant .f Waear and Pewsr, which wo a r e  p ra tes t i ly i .  

I am aba in  r o i t a r a t i n s ,  j u s t  a s  I hrv8 r*it.r.tcd - tim.. b.f.r., 
and et rho Public  Bearing h e l d  a t  tho  Dep.ttImnt .f d e a r  and Pw.r 

Building i n  L.8 Ang.oles, C a l i f e r n i a  s n  m r c h  19. 1975, es p.r r y  
Lortor e f ' h r c h  19, 1975 which I prasentod a t  this Public  k a r i n g  
m d  a. p.r .C l o t t a r  of h r c h  12, 1975 t o  Mr. Burton J. Oindlor ,  
P r w i d o n t  ef t h a  B*.rd .f Water and Power C*amiasi*n*rs. L.1 An&elrs ,  
Ca l i f* rn ia ,  r h e r o i n  I r ~ q u b ~ t * a  t h a t  t h i s  l a t t e r  b. a d o  p.rt of t h a  
Public  B u r i n g .  as w.11 a s  my 1 - t t e r s  t. you; t h a t  Lon* P ine  Crook 
he re tu rn& t. i t s  natur.1 channel,  t h s t  t h o  o b s t r u c t i o n  i f  Lone 
Pin. Croak b. r-vd,  t h a t  th. div.rsions b. dostr*yod, t h e  
s t r u c t u r e  roinovod and th- 5 mi lo  d i v e r s i o n  channel b. f i l l d  i n  and 
t h e  stetun.nts 15275 and S5275 f i l e d  wi th  t h e  t a  Watmr R i  
Baud b. r.liyash&. PI.... ma- t h i s  p a r t  0% t'i* r - c ~ r d  *PHI. 
I n  P r e t e s t  aCjaimt t h o  a c t i r i t i o s  o f  zho Ihpartmonc of Weter and 
l'w*r. I 1. 



D e w  M r .  Georgwion: 

mo1os.d &re the  f o l i a l n g  P.tltfona of P r o t e s t ,  r g l l n s t  the  m r Z r a W n U 1  
I n m a t  Report ou t l lned  and prwsant*d t o  tho Xnjo Domty Planning Coollsslm 
on Januarr 22nd. 1975. br the  Deixrto*nt  of Wstsr and P o w r .  O i t ~  of Lns 

W W ~ ~ 4 3 1 - 7 -  
* - P = f - b n d r o n * h r r u d . J - . * * .  

lra* hhnp . 1ebmbn d *. bd 

b. 1s 

1- N.. MI&. . nsu 
*ne Co4 714 - 87Mlbl 

ck nr. cruc, ACREU.I 1 . a ~  - M**h 2, 1975 

-2- 
O E I ~ U P P I ~  a t a t e  and n o t  na s r l i f i o l . 1  r a t o r  .aura* u d  m t r w t  

Ptnient OI Water and Power. City Of LOO k g e l 8 a  bla 

Petltlrm of P r o t e s t  tram the  Clt1z.n~ of Lone P l n r ,  C a l l f m i a ,  Lo 
Xnyo C w t , ,  protesting the s e o m d  aqueduot, the lnoreas*d p w p l n s .  
Lh. d i r e r n l o n  of the water of the aresks, and the  1Ln-LFonnanta]. 
lapPat Report out1ln.d ood p r e p F r d  b~ the D l p a r t m n t  of a t o r  and 
Bovor, aon te ln log  17 PPott.atrats.  

P e t l t l o a  of P r o t e s t  from t h e  D3.tlz.n~ of Lon. Pine, Gali i 'arnla ,  i n  
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C1TY A T T  R N E Y , ~ ~ \  
JAMES K. HAHN 

c m  nmr~rr  

March 11, 1987 

Thomas B. Richey, Esq. 
Crowe & Williams 
Attorney-at-Law 
2222 West Main Street 
Visalia, California 93291 

Re: Cuffe v. U.S.A., CV-F-83-389-EDP 

Dear Mr. Richey: 

As we discussed at our conference on Friday, March 6, 
1987 in Los Angeles, the undersigned, representing the Department 
of Water and Power and the United States, and Mr. Ronich, 
representing Inyo County, are willing to recommend a settlement of 
the above-referenced litigation along the following lines. 

The Department is willing to remove the diversion 
structure on the upper reaches of Lone Pine Creek and to reroute 
the stream back to its channel from the diversion structure. In 
addition, the Department and the County of Inyo both are willing 
to contribute appropriate manpower and material to perform limited 
construction/rearrangement work on Lone Pine Creek as it passes 
through Mrs. Cuffe's property. This portion of the proposal 
requires the parties to meet on the property and to mutually agree 
on the specific items of work to be accomplished. As we indicated 
at our meeting, the parties view this as a limited effort, not a 
reconstruction of the entire Creek. 

In the alternative, the Department and the County of 
Inyo are willing to proffer a cash settlement of up to $5,000 
each, for a total of $10,000, in lieu of performing the 
~onstruction/rearrangement work on the Creek as it passes through 
Mrs. Cuffefs property. In this way, she would be able to select 
her own contractor and proceed at her own pace. The removal of 
the diversion structure is, of course, included in this 
a1 ternative . 

Under either alternative, a complete settlement of the 
li-tigation, satisfactory to the defendants, is a condition of the 
offer. This would include appropriate provisions regarding future 
lawsuits. 



Thomas B. Richey, Esq. - 2 -  March 11, 1987 

This letter is merely a reiteration of what was 
presented at Friday's meeting. As indicated, please let us know 
its acceptability as soon as you have had a chance to confer with 
your client. We are keeping March 27 open to visit Mrs. Cuffe's 
property to determine the exact construction/rearrangement work, 
in the event Mrs, Cuffe opts for that alternative. 

Very truly yours, 

EAS : ci 

cc: Mr. Frank Ronich 
Mr. Edward R. Kandler 

JAMES K. HAHN, City Attorney 
EDWARD C. FARRELL, Chief 
Assistant City Attorney for Water 
and Power 

BY L;1 '-L Y' ( p  ~;i- 
EDWARD A. SCHLOTMAN 

Assistant City Attorney 
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Feb. 8,1998 

Irene Cuffe 
Cuffe Cuest Ranch 
Box 153 
Lone Pine Ca1.93515 

Re1 [.one Pine Creek water Courses 

Dear Mrs CuCfet 

This is only an estimate of costs to pt~t the areas in 
question back to their natural state as you have proposrcl. 
It  would be imposalblr for us to give a tfrm bid price w i l h -  
out a very detailed enqineers report shoving exaztly what. 
you want donerand aproval from all local agencies. From my 
prrl imanary exnmlnatlo~r you tind i~~dicntett you wolrld 1 1  kc t o  
hnvr. 

R I - Itcmove tlie cu1vc.t t nnd rnr tl~e~! I l 1 1  under the toatlw.i y 
wl~icl~ crosses Lone Pint. Crcck aprt>xlmently slx miles west 
of 1.onr Plne. 

8 2 -  Remove the concr*.tc f l o o d  rnntrol ntructure and art:.. 
ificial water course ntrd move tttc flow of l.onc Pino Crerk 
back to the south aproximontly 50 feet for a length of 200 
feet to its provlous n;iturnl path. 

#3- Flll to its natutsl state tltc flood control ctinnncl 
which runs to the north east toward lloghncd Creak tor 
aproxlmmntly 5 mllrn. 

R 4 -  Fill to a level state t6c area to the west property 
line oF Cuffe Ranch,and the culvert removed which crosses 
Uhit.ney Portal Road, and turns wat.r+r drainage back into 
Lone Plne Creek and onto Cuffe R~tich Property. 



Pbsl Omra Box 234 Blshnp. Cbllfotnls 93514 
2-3761. 872.1741 Moblltonc 873-0290 

Pacjr # 2 Lone Plne Crrf" Water Courses8 

# 5 - F L I I  and compact tlw nrnrlod aten by 1.onc Plne Crerk 
tivar wvot propn I on (:of lcr Itnrtch. 

# G- Clean an )re the rrcrrk wl Cuff@ Pancli property 
# 7- Restore LO I n e  Creek to its natural state and 

its natural cours o the weflt of Culfe Ranch for 
aproxlmently Lw hree mllrs. 
To procode an Iwr  we would naturally need aproval 

From all local cs and a detailed engineers report 
on this project. 

Total cost of toposcd work you wish done could 
excvnd cllven mtPPian dollars. Thank you for yaur con- 
sideration. 

Earl W. Clair 



RESPONSES TO CORIMENTS 
LETTER D25 

RESPONSE D25-1 

This letter contains facts and personal opinions unrelated to  the project or  content of the Draft 

EIR. The comments are noted; however, no further response is required. 





Letter D26 

Joseph E. Stapley 





LETTER D-26 

Dear M r .  Dav i s :  

I a!n 3 u b ! a i t t i r ~ g  my c c n ~ n ~ e r ~ t s  aor; t h e  D E I S  f : i r  t h e  LA Iiepar-tmer~t 
(of kiater And Power w a t e r  manegemelit p o l i c y  f o r  y o u r  
c o r i s i t j e r a t i o n .  1 r e g r e t  t h a t  t i m e  h a s  n o t  pc rmi t , t ed  a  
comple te  r e v i e w  of  t h e  document s i n c e  t h e r e  were a  g r z a t  many 
d e f i c i e n c i e s  found i n  a  q u i c k  run  t h r o u g h .  

There  a r e  p a r t s  of  t h e  document t h a t  a r e  v e r y  i m p r e s s i v e ,  and 
ycii a r e  t o  b e  complinient,ed on them. The g r e a t e s t  pr:okl.e!n 
t h a t  I s e e  i s  t h a t  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  g r o j e c t  does  n o t  
IIIR t,ch t h e  r e a s o n  f i o r  n e g a t i v e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t s .  T h i s  
h a s  l e d  t o  a  t o t a l  u n d e r e s t i a a t i u n  of  t h e  impac t s  a s s o c i a t e d  
w i t h  t.he e x p o r t  of  w a t e r .  

Thank you f o r  t h e  oppur 'uni ty of r e v i e w i n g  t h e  D r a f t  
Document. 

S t a r  Route  Box 
Big  P i n e ,  CA 93513 
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The f o l l o w i n g  a r e  comnecta on t h e  D r a f t  E I k  on Water  F r c a  
The Owens V a l l e y  To S u p p l y  The Second Los Ange les  Aqueduct .  

SUMMARY. AND CONCLUSZ3NB 

The t h j r d  a t t e m p t  by the Los Ange le s  Depar tment  of Water  and 
P.:wer t o  w r i t e  a n  a d e q u a t c  E I X  on w a t e r  e x p o r t  f rom t h e  Owens 
V a l l e y  i s  t o t a l l y  u n a c c e p t a b l e .  T h e  ma jo r  p o i n t s  of 
d e f i c i e n c y  a r e  l i s t e d  be low.  - 

i .  The d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  and t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  
,:,f what i m p a c t s  a r e ,  b o t h  seem t\> be  m i s u n d e r s t n o d  fr#-,rn 
t t e  s t a n d p o i n t  of  p ~ l t t i n g  t o g e t h e r  a p r o p e r  E I R .  
Nega t ive  i m p a c t s  t o  t h e  env i ronmen t  of  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  
a r e  t h e  res i i l r ,  of d e p r i v a t i o n  of t h e  mcst import;.t 
element.  i n  n a t u r e  f o r  t h e  s u s t e n a n c e  of l i f e ,  w a t e r .  
T?le  p u r p s s e  of a l l  envir'nnmerita.1 r e g u l a t i o n s  i.s t;? 
p r e s e r v e  and u p g r a d e  t h e  env i runmen t  . 



.3nd the d i v a  ~-.onri-ailrrice:-, .,f a n y t h i n g  exct-pr t.h+ 
,,- , . r-ro,ject," . T n  inany ,a re3s  sj:+ langi lage s.-~;.inc!:; l i k e  z . 1 ~  
V a l l e y  and t h e  r e s i d e n t z  a y e  u n d s r  t h r e a t  if t h e y  do n i t  
senclorse t h e  " F r o j e c t "  Many o f  t h e  ineascres  t h a t  arc? 
l i s t e d  a s  m i t i g a t i o n  a r e  n c t  m i t i g a t i o n  a t  a l l ,  hu-, a r r  
o n l y  a t t e m p t s  t o  buy o f f  w i t h o u t  t r u l y  m i t i g a t i o n  of t h e  
r e a l  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  damage. P l . n t i n g  wood lo t s  o f  a l f a l f a  
f i e l d s  w i l l  n o t ,  and can  n e v e r  m i t i g a t e  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  
o f  w e t l a n d s  o r  any o t h e r  n a t u r a l  h a b i t a t .  

6 .  There a r e  no  t r u e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t c  t h e  " p r o j e c t "  
i d e n t i f i e d  in the  document .  The " N o  P r o j e c t ,  
A l t e r n a t i v e "  d c c s  n o t  ineet the most l i b e r a l  d e f i n i t i o n  
of a  no a c t i o n  a l t e r n a t i v e .  This would r e q u i r e  a  r s t u r n  
t o  t h e  p r e - s e c o n d  b a r r e l  s o n d i t i c n ,  where no wat,cr <?ver  
t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  amount was exp, .>r ted.  The second b a r r e l  
would h a v e  t o  remain d r y .  411  o t h e r  " A l t e r n a t i v e s "  a r e  
x ie re ly  v a r i a t i o n s  o f  t h e  " P r o j e c t "  because  t h e y  a l l  set  
up i n c r e a s e d  e x p o r t  t h r ~ u g h  v a r i c i u s  means.  T o  meet a  
l o g i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  t h e  s t u d y  would h e  
r e q u i r e d  t o  e x p l o r e  a l t e r ~ a t i v e  s o u r c e s  of  w a t e r  i n  the 
same amount n s  i s  b e i n g  p r n p c s e d  f o r  5 x p o r t .  T h i s  i s  



l i k e  t e l l i n g  3 condemned man t h a t  i n  l i e u  of  e x e c u t i o n  
h c  c o u l d  choose  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  of t e i n g  k i l l e d .  - 
7 .  The b a s e l i n e  f o r  compar iscn  used  i n  t h e  documenc, 
c o n d i t i o n s  i n  1385, i s  an a f f r o n t  t o  t h e  i n t e n t  of  t h e  
e n t i r e  enviror imentnl  p r o t e c t i o n  p ~ l  i c y .  How can  anyone 
justify s e t t i n g  a  b a s e l i n e  15 y e a r s  a f t e r  t h e  f a c t ?  I f  
t h i s  i s  a  p r o p e r  u s e  of s e t t , i n g  b a s e l i n e s  t h e  a u t o  
~ a n u f a c t u r e r s  s h o u l d  be  p e r m i t t e d  t o  se t  e m i s s i o n  . . b a s e i l n e  s t a n d a r d s  e q u a l  t o  t h e  e m i s s i o n s  15 y e a r s  a f t e r  
t h e  laws were p a s s e d  r e q u i r i n g  r e d u c t i o n s .  O i l  
r e f i n e r i e s  and s tee l  n i l l s  s h o u l d  b e  p e r m i t t e d  t o  spend 
20 y e a r s  w r i t i n g  t5eLr p l a c s  f o r  compl i ance  w i t h  nsw 
e r iv f ronnen ta l  r e g u l a t i o n s  t h e n  set t h e i r  b a s e l i r i e s  a t  
t l -e  l e v e l  15 y e a r s  a f t e r  t h e  Law. C o a s t a l  development  
a g n n c i c s  s h o a l d  b e  p e r m i t t e d  :S y e a r s  of  a d d i t i o n a l  
d e v e i c p n e n i  p r i o r  t o  h a l t i n g  t h e i r  deve lopment s .  E t c .  - 
8. m, ~ n e  document t a k e s  g r e a t  p a i 3 s  t o  o u t l i n e  t h e  c o s t  
of  n o t  h a v i n g  t h a  p r o j e c t  as p r o p ~ s e d ~  h u t  n e v e r  even  
a t t e m p t s  t o  i 2 e n t i f y  t h e  v a l u e  (of t h e  V a l l e y  i n  i t s  
n a t u r e l  s t a t e .  N e i t h e r  dses t h e  document n c t e  t h a t  tke 
i n d i v i a i ~ e i  c o s t  t o  w a t e r  u s e r s  i c  t h e  s e r v i c e  a r e a  wiuld 
I> r3 s m a l l .  The o n l y  c o s t  Chat  i s  d,.xt:mented i s  t h e  
cumi l la t ive  c o s t  f o r  t h e  whole b a ; l  of wax. The 
i n d i v i d u n i  c o s t  p e r  hcus rhc l r !  ;;i;i::d ~ r o h a b l j r  b e  sir,l:!.l 
enough t o  nake it a t t r a c t i v e  t o  >save :he V a l l e y  by 
s p r e a d i n g  t h e  'L:urd.?n ov?F:r :I): l l i ; : > n ~  of 1.1 i e r s  i n  th? 
Los Angel-s area. 

- cl - Z.7F.r. t?,c,:igh t h e  ent !  r e  +i:.,n::..;lg <:,f the ~ a i - t e r c  - .  
3 . e r ? ~ , j c ? n t .  ,.>r. c;at..?r- i n  YC: : ;E~  f ~ r i r , ;  t he  ,&::ci!mint. 

- - ,- 13.t7., 7.0- -i.vc.r ; o z i  ~ D - e i . ~ > r ) ~ y : i , c  1 ~ s ~ , - . : ~  t53t :23ire oc~:::~.y.:-:j , 

i r !d  xil!. c.,ritifiue t , ~  ::;>;:r t... t:~,? e n t i r e  ~ . - ~ ; ~ c a i , ~  f i><>~ .  
of :h2 X s s t r r n  Sic!rra .  WFisi1 srresmcj a r ?  J ~ - i ~ , j  up, ~,;i-::~:] . . s n o w f . - i l l  IF; l,.?:,e 3i;d ii,gt;C, wh.:-:'; ~ 2 . e  , > f f ,  wt:*ji 
. : e 1 -  , t I l - 3 ~  t h e  t;,urisr.z .;l.,;. 
csae To t h e 2  a r e a  f o r  e v e r j ~ t h i n g  e , .ssnciatsd w i t h  the: , .  ~ , . .  r.::t:,lr?: l:,=a'i~,y, .d,')la:: i.5, ,jeFe:i,ieL-lT. G>r. ~ ~ ! - , e r ,  -.- w . . s 0 , : - ' ~ , *  _ . .- i. 

. , .  
:r-.,>::;* .3il5:j :;:~:,- <;l~)e i!;d.:.,' $ k j ~  .:,; *;  ,., , . . >,+ , . . . . ~ ? J -  .- .<, , ;, .- ., 62 w < : : :.,; j 1.~1 ... r 
.>'-,-I .... . ?it- < : .. -, . : .  ! : ,  ,3nci e;-;?s - *.; . , ->- , , , tb+ t,o!i!.ists sji l.:, 3 : - i :  ;;?far ,i!;d th i .y  21-e . t.F.e Very 2";p;e who ;.:\r-renT.~y ';-rl,vc t.>,e be!lef: $ ;f 

mi-:  . a:I;eap cI , san  ii;st;ar. - :.s an ir..-?- ,A,, : t h a t  thos-3 ~ 1 x 3  . . - ..- . ,  - L i e  i n  t h e  LA ace2  will s s f f i r  . - L - E ~ C ~ V ~  coi:sequ;n:;cs 
f , .>r  t z&ing  r!;e water  .:,r f ~ r  ;;ot t,:;iljp.g tile w a t e r .  - 



I: . . t : L . - -  - .- - t , l x  Los Angeles Department af Water and Pcwer has beec 
oper.3ting a second barrel of the aqueduct for 20 years 
without an adequat,e study 3f  impacts, and since in three 
t,ries thes have not been able to meet the requirements of - 
CEBA, and since it is obvious thax they have no inrerest in 
restoring the environment that has been destroyed by tkair 
actions, it is recommended that "hey be ordered to clcse the 
second barrel and revert to the a-~erage qcantity of water 
exported prior to that opening urxil an adequate dacui>enz is 
prepared and presented. 
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- 
7 t 1 . 6 ,  "It, d o e s  n o t  a d d r e s s  t h e  i m p a c t s  of a c t i o r s  . . : c + n ~ ~ i f i e d  i n  t b e  agreement  t h a t  h a v e  n o t  b e l n  w e l l  d e f i n e 3  
and wi l l .  n o t  b e  iitpierr,en<cd . . . . . . "  The omiss ion  of an?  
i n p a c t s  f rcm t h i s  documect must, be  c o n s i d e r e d  a  d e l i b e r a t e  
f r a g m e n t a t i o n  of  impac t - ,  w i t h  i a t e n %  t o  c r e a t e  an i l l u s i o n  
%>f l ower  o v e r h l l  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  damag<? t h a n  i s  ~ c c u r r i n , ~ .  - 
m, . n e  no p r o j e c t  urider Los Ange le s '  p o i n t  of v iew i s  n o t  a  no 

p r o  J e c t  a l t e r n a t i v e .  An h o c e s t  no prc, j e c t  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  a 
"NC A C T I O N "  s t r a t e g y  .an!. w v i ~ l d  involv ,?  r e s t o r i n g  a l l  e l e m e n t s  
,of t h e  V.a;iey, and t h e  w a t e r  e x p o r t  p o l i c y  to the s a m e  
, c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  e x i s t e d  p r i o r  t o  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of t h e  
7 .  -? n  r r .  The key p i c %  i n  t h i s  r e q u i r e m e n t  i s  t h a t  t h e  
maximum e x p o r t  voiutne cc;; lr l  n e v e r  exceed  t h e  maximum i n  tJha 
b e f o r e  c o n d i t i o n ,  and t,ha a v e r a g e  annua l  e x p o r t  q u a n t i t y  
would b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  n e v e r  exceed  t h e  b e f o r e  c o n d i t i o n .  - 
" - 3 :  T h i s  t a b l e  h a s  no v a l u e  i n  t h i s  r e s o r t  and s e r v e s  
o r l y  t o  c l o u d  t h e  i s s c e s  a t  h a n d .  Comparisons of w a t e r  us? 
a r e  o n l y  v a l i d  i f  a x y r i a d  of o t h e r  f a c t o r s  such  a s  t h e  
re: a t , i v e  h u x i d i t y ,  teiaper:aL,ure, E t c .  a r e  t h e  same.  T h e  
s r o s e n t a t i o n  of w z t e r  u s e  f i g u r e s  f u r  l o c a t i o n s  s u c h  a s  
Sacramento  and Phoen ix ,  where t,he a v e r a g e  tanpet -a t ,u re  i s  mal-iy 
d c g r e e s  h i g h e r  t h a n  t,l-:e Los Angelez b a z i n :  are one of tile 
many ex.ainiples of  c r e a t i . n g  f a l s e  i m p r e s s i o n s  t o  t h e  i i e t r i i n e s t  
of t h e  V a l l e y  and t o  the b e n e f l t  of Che DWF. - 
F' 4--15, " A l l  of t h e  components .>"wen.: V a l l e y  w a t e r  siip;>'y 
a r e  comniingied i n  t h e  a q u e d u c t  s y a t t a ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e r e  i s  nn 
9re.-, ,.-l_.c - way :o d.et , t rmi?e now muck of the pumpw? g ~ c , u n d w a t e r  

% . i s  u s e c  In t h e  V a l l e y  and how much i s  e x p o r t e j  t o  Los 
A z g e l e s . "  I n  t h i s  s z a t e m e n t  t h e  a u t h o r s  nf t h i s  3E:R have  
e x ~ r e c . s e d ,  i.1: v e r y  g..qd t e r n s ,  tile r e a s o n s  t h a t  t h i s  st,iidy i s  
~defi,cie:it i.n i t s  b a s i c  p r e m i s e ,  and t h e  re?tson t h a t  r,he si;;iiS:i. 
nu-+ be done st :  t h e  t o t a l  q i m n t i t . : ~  of wa t* r  e i p i ? r t e d  fr-om the; 
V a l l e y ,  elid t h e  r e a s o n  t h a t  t h e  .s iudy in:.$sr. nc\t b e  l i m i t e d  t ,  
grc:lndwater p!.:mping. The V a l '  e ,  :I- .-- ,,-s a ,::insed h y d r o l o g i c  

. 7  sys tem u n t i l  t h e  DWP foucd  a  way t o  t a k a  w a t e r  o u t  of t h a t  
s y s t e m .  P r i . ~ r  t.0 e x p o r t  e v e r y  dre-.p G _ F  wr,ter  t , l ~ a t  came i t ;+: i  

t h e  V a l l e y  was c(-nsumed w i t h i n  t h e  V a l l e y .  When t h e s e  tr!.it.i..s 
a r e  r e c o g n i z e d ,  t h e  b a s i c  of a n  h o r ~ e z z  e n v i r o i ~ x e t ~ t a l  s t u d y  
!nust. be  Chat e v z r y  d r o p  e x p o r t e d  from t,he V a l l e y  . I S U L ; ~ J  a - .  c e g a t i v e  impac t  b e o a . ~ s e  t h a t  w a t e r  w i u i d  n:>rmaizp be  
przv; a~,,.Lbg -1: '. nsur i s i i i can t  t c c  t h e  n a t u r 3 . l  env i ronmen t  of t h e  
Yal:.ey e c o l o g i c z i .  s y s t e m .  T h i s  b a s e  n;:.;::~ a l s o  r e ~ ! g n J  z-? t i l ax  
A _  -hose  i m p a c t s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  remcwal of waker f rcm t h e  

V a l l e y  env i ronmen t  i s  an ongo ing  p r o c e s s  t h a t  c o n t i n u e s  t o  
c a u s e  i m p a c t s ,  i n  t h e  same manner a s  a s o i h t i n g  i n d u s z r y  

. . i - o r , t i n ~ . e s  tc cawse ir?pacr;s oy <:c,ntin::ing t o  o p s r a t i ; .  - 
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FP 5-3 thru 5-5, Vegetation classifica'ion in this manner is 
OR, but: 1. Why are "WETLANDS" conveniently called something 
else? Cculd it be that calling them wesiandz could cause 
problems since they are specifically protected? It must be 
recognized that whether it is called riparian, or whether it 
is honestly designated wetlands, the elimination of these 
areas is also the elimination of habita?. for a large variety 
of animals, birds, and insects. 2. TY.e acreages noted here 
woilld be essentially useless in a true environmental study, 
since the frame of reference is an artificial date. If this 
information is to be meanicgf:~!., t,he information must, show . . trends fiver the years. this woulc i c :2 lude  acreages in 1313 ,  
again in 1 9 7 0 ,  and today, thereby establishing the scope :?f 
damage already done and the trend cc~f darnaga continuing. 
3 .  Under "Gther Vegerstion" ti?;; st itei-,en:, ,&out 
determination that pumping is tcaiirrii:g str+::s says not,i:ing 
~!n?~ess specific actioiis -ir- idcntif ieri. 

-. 
i: 5 -7_ 'Cessation of Fum3ing" if soil moistare f a l l  belaw - , 1~. . - t . r.-.,- c. 41.iired to keep plants alive it will normally be t o o  
Late to do anything about it. This statement, alluding to 
monitoring and stopping the pumps, is one that, in my 
estimation. purposefully creatxs a false impression by 
inferring that the mere act of stopping pumping will save 
vegetation that is under stress. Water does not flow tl~fough 
the subsurface in the same manner as it does on the surface. 
Many soils that support roots rely on capillary action to 
bring moisture in reach of plant. root system;. Under 6ry 
conditions this could take mnnt,hs. In addition, many soils 
in this valley have percolation rates in the inches per month 
range. If the water table is dropped several feet below the 
root zones of plants in a fairly dense soil, it could take 
several months far that water to work its way back to the 
area where it could noarish plants. In these cases there is 
no doubt that plants xill die before new water becomes 
available whether the pumping is st,apped or whether it i.5 
not. 

FF 6-1. 6-2, ' . CEQA requires th,& an EIR describe and 
evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives . . . "  This 
document does not do that.. Alt.ernative 1. "No Project" is 
not an alternative to the project, nor is it a no acti.on 
alternative since it increases export of water. Alternatives 
2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 are all v~~riations of the proposed project 
in t.hat the only differences ,:%re the quantizirs of addit.ions1 
water carried out of the Valley. Obtaining the equivalent of 
the increase for the second ba-crel from XWD would be an 
alternnt,ive. Desalinizatisn c!f sea cater in the same amount, 
would be an alt,ernative. Findicg new ways to take as nuch 
wat,er as is desired is n&, an altarnhtive. 



What t h i s  p a r a g r a p h  i s  s ~ ~ y i n g  i s  t h a t  t h e s e  
"enhancement/rnitigation s r ~ j e c t s "  w i l l  k ave  t h e  s a m e  n e g a t i v e  
e f f e c t s  on v c g e t a z i o n  w i t h i n  t h e  a r e a  of  i n f l u e n c e  c f  t h e  
w e l l s  t h a t  s u p p l y  them as t n e  r e g u l a r  w e l l s  b e i n g  p u x p e j  f o r  
w?.ter f i r  e x p a r t , .  The re  a r e  .3 nuxber  of p o i n t s  t h a t  make 
-,- , A L L ,  ; ,. an .?'iso:,ute fac t ,  % h a t  s h o i ~ i d  be  a d d r e s s e d  h e r e .  

1. Eef,? . r i  t h e  LA Aqueduct Zame i n r o  e x i s t e n c e ,  r.he 
V a l l e y  hzd no  o u t l e t  f c r  w a t e r .  e i t h e r  above ,  upon o r  
below t h e  s u r f a c e .  

c L .  I n  ISiS, b&;!re t,%e f i r s t  ;qiiei:;ct was i:.prn;d, 
e v e r y  iir,;p cf w a t e r  t h a z  e n t e r e d  t h e  V a l l e y  w a s  oonsi.~med 
r i g h t  h e r e  in t h e  V a l l e y .  AfLler t h e  i ipening ,  e v e r y  d r o p  
t h a t  was exp:>r ted  was d e n i e d  t o  t h e  V a l l e y  ecosys txm and 
ih b . , e r r f z r e  - c a u s e d  a n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t ,  even  t h o u g h  it was 

n c t  r e a d i i y  r e c o g n i z a h l a .  

- . I n  1 9 7 9 ,  e v e r y  l a k c ,  pcnd ,  and p l a y a  t h a t  h e l d  
enough w a t e r  t o  e v a p o r a t e  any s i g n i f i c a n t  amount had 
e i t h e r  d r i e d  up o r  had  been  empt i ed  by DWF. Thht meant 
t h a r  a l l  cf t h e  wat,er t h a t  was n o t  b e i n g  e x p o r t e d  was 
b e i n g  u t i l i z e d  by p l a n t s  and a n i m a l s .  The only way Ctc 
t a k e  any n a r e  w a t e r  s o u t h  a f t e r  I970 w a s  t o  r e d u c e  t h e  
a!j:i.i~;nt a v - 3 i l a b l e  t o  t h e  V a l l e y  ecosys t em.  

4. I n  1970 .  1985, o r  1990, t h e  same f a c t  h a s  e x i s t e d :  
I f  t h e r e  was any groundwater  i n  e x c e s s  of  t h e  needs  of 
t h e  e x i s t i n g  v e g e t a t i o n  it would a p p e a r  a s  a  s p r i n g  and 
wculd beccme : su r face  w a t e r  where it would e:nt.er t h e  
aqueduc t  sys t em and be t r a n s p i r t e d  a u t  o f  t h e  V a l l e y .  
On page 9-1 t h i s  s t z t e m e n t  i s  a f f i r n e d :  "The Owens 
V a l l e y  is a  c l o s e d  h y d r - > l o g i c  sys t em.  . . . a l l  w a t e r  
e n t e r i n g  t h e  V a l i e y  i s  e v e n t u a l l y  rronsumeii w i t h i n  i t s  
b o u n d a r i e s ,  e x c e p t  f o r  t h e  water e x p o r t e d  by LAYdP." 

5. Unless  DW? h a s  l e a r n e d  t o  m a n u f a c t u r e  w a t e r  f x - 9 ~ ~  
n o t h i n g ,  when w a t e r  i s  e x t r a c t e d  from t h e  gronnd f o r  any 
purpose, it r e d u c e s  t h e  annun+ a v n i l a b i e  f o r  cor . r impt lon  
ty p l a n t s  Ln t h e  a r e a  of i n f l - e n l a .  
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more years for water levels :o recover to noraal levels. 
This points up the fact that the grou~dwater monitoring plan 
is an exercise in deceptioc. If the level drops so far beLor 
, . ?,ne root zone that the soil drias out it could take years to 
bring it back where it would d.2 some good. In cases where 
pumping was taking place below ,a confining layer as in 
figures 9-13 and 9-14, t,he negative response could take year: 
to develop while the actual water level was lowering, then 
rewatering of the soil near the surfacz zculd take decades 
because of the absence of recharge above the confining layer. 
2nd the slow movement of water. through the confining layer. 

P 9-35, According to this table, the initiation of pumping 
dried up springs and reduced flow in o.thers tm the tune of 
over 25,000 acre feet 2er year. The EIR needs to make very 
clear how this drying of springs, and then the associated 
streambeds, affected vegetation, farming, ranching, 
streamflow, fishing, etc. before it can be considered 
complete. 

P 9-44. Working out. a groundwater budget is a step in the 
right direction, but a total wat,er bwdget is what is needed 
if the total impact picture is to be drawn. In any t.ype of 
analysis using this type of data one must remember that 
figures do not lie but liars figure. 

On this chart it is deceptive to make a claim that 2!>00 AFY 
from precipitation reached the groundwater t~able through 
direct percolation. Most of the soils in the Owens Valley, 
even on the alluvial f3rj5, will hold in excess of 67; moict~~r* 
before becoming sat,urst:d. T:iat wocld %earl that if we were 
t ,a  receive 1 inch of 'ain in a sing12 storm, an +xtrerne 
~-ir.ity in the &ens V,?iley, the 1 inch would .I,zilpn less i_lia' 
t.4- feet of scil, Tlli5 wc:,u1<j als*,) ::o:-:5ide:: :i?e er~?,ire 1 
of rainhli. tc pc?rco!.a?,e wit hi.^?, any evaporation. The upper. 
1 "  
L , ~  indies i.f soil in this valley is ~.isually bone dry, which 
limits the ahility of the soil to absorb moisture. It is my 
assertion that essentially no precipitation that falls on +h 
Valley floor ever reaches the water table. 

I also challenge conveyance losses to groundwater, listed at 
57,000 AFY. At least 502 of that amount is probably lost in 
the conveyance facility through evapotranspiration because o 
the "Wetlands" that border every stream and conveyance in th 
Valley. In reality, since 1970 and probably Long beforei 
evapotranspiration has changed enough with the availability 
~f subsurface moisture to keep the groundwater in balance at 
the best, and to lessen the reduction in groundwater st,orage 
at the worst. 

PP 9-54, 9-55, Reference to new ponds and wetlands that wil 
be "created" on these pages is nisinformation. In reality, 
before IWP there wers hun~dveds of ponds, lakes. and playas 
through~iut the Valley. As the quantity of water being 
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qi~estion here is: "where is the 1370 inventory?" Thaf is 
where the bssis for this document should be established. The 

is: "whel-e is the 3 .  next, q u e - + ;  L31.? inventory, and what kind 
of trends have been occurring since water export began?" 
There is no j~stificat~ion for presenting half of a picture in 
sc~,t.ing up the parameters far an EIR. - 
F i0-24, An interesting twist occurs in this figure. 
Si~dderrly, when data appears that could l e a d  to adverse 
rsactions by the uninformed reader, the reference changes 
from inches to centimeters. Is this a ploy to disguise the 
fact that riparian (WETLAND) vegetation requires in excess of 
40 in-ches of water per year? I also note that that dirt,y 
word "wetlands" does not appear on this chart. 
1 10-25, There is a very interesting statement on this pagz 
that explains a great deal in the so called water management' 
plan for the Valley: " .  . many species will tolerate 
considerable dry periods." This is very true, and is the 
m,ajor reason the green book plan t.3 monitor plants is all in 
DWPs favor. As plants are deprived of water they adapt by 
developing smaller and fewer leaves or stems. In this way 
they continue to live, hut only for a certain time until they 
either get enough water to regain tbLeir health or they become 
weakened and die of malnutrition or disease. Does the 
nmnitoring plan include checking the density of the 
vegetation in a given area, the size and density of leaves 
ard stems, and the growth rate (a function of the available 
nutrients for plant growth) of the individual plants? Once 
again, the only true statement in setting up a water budget 
f:ar vegetation in the Valley is t,o recognize that in 1970 
;very drop of water that was not exported was consvmed wi.thin 
t,he Valley and any increased export automatically inipacted 
the vegetation in a negative mancer. 

P 10-29, "These meanders at one time contained marsh and 
riparian vegetation. " The meanders referenced were WETLANDS 
that were eliminated by the export policies of DWF. How many 
acres were eliminated? The same question applies 'o ?ages 
10-30, and 10-31. Why does the document not quantify the 
loss of riparian vegetation, lakes, and streams? 

P 14-4, What a masterful use of extraneous information to 
clud an issue. Esseritially all of the economic deve! ipineilt 
wit,hin Inyo County is in the Ower-1s Vallay. Where i 5  t?-ie 
tab162 that gives quick and easy reference to the percentages 
if ?and in the Owens Valley owned by LADWP? - 
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take properties out of the envir:cnmental system, which 
impacts the areas used f?r this right of way. Habitat 
is lost, higher tax revenues are lost, private 
ownerships are lost,, and Etc. 

b. Taking water away from the natural environment 
destrcys, or damages the natural environment in much the 
same manner as industrial pollution 3amages the natural 
environment. In either case, by shatring down the 
industry or by stopping the water export,, the 
environmen+ would return to a more natural state. If 
industries are reql.xi.red to restore the environment 
toward a pre-act,ivity state, it is only logical that the 
LACWP should be required to restfore the Valley 
environment toward its pre-activity (naturalj state. 

c. When a sky scraper is ucc~nstructed and it ruins the 
view there is usually compensation involved ss a 
mitigation measure. In the Valley, the loss of trees 
and other vegetation is a definite loss of a view. 

d. As 'he water is taken out sf the Valley with the 
accompanying drying of streams and ponds the use of 
these recreational facilities is lost to recreational 
interests. When private concerns began cutting off 
beachfront recreational interests it did not take long 
for changes to bs made that restored t,hose rights. Why 
not the same here? 

e. Tn any case that one could cite, the environmental 
impacts associated with the industrial activity or other 
action would be reversed if that activity were 
discontinued. This is precisely true of the water 
export from the Owens Valley. If the export were 
discontinued the environmental impacts would be 
reversed. 

9 
2. Thousands of acres of wetlands have been lnst to 
channelization of streams draining of lakes and ponds, and 
lowering of water t,ables. The final document must show the 
number of acres originally in the Valley in 1913 and then 
plot a trend line to the present time. Since other agencies 
have been required to mitigatx the taking of wetlands by 
establishing new wet areas, double or more the size of the 
taking, this document must show how LADWF will restore at 
least as many wetlands as have been lost since 1373. - 
4. In 1913 the Owens Valley was a flyway and nesting ground 
fcsr millions of waterfowl.. As export policies diverted water 
away from the wetlands that served as nesting areas, the 
birds were forced to find new nesting grounds. During the 
periods of drying the chicks would have been unable to 
survive and the adults would h- dve abandcned them. The 
ievastation to waterfowl, even since the 1370 increase. woiild 
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L bLae L pi;l:;i>er of a s z - 6 2 ~  ti.a"e:.risr;.d 3977C, es-a!~ii& ,a trend 
- .  
~ l n e ,  and shox this i!npnct irL a manner t k ; a t  will pus the 
enviror:rjcnzal damage in :>roger pers2es ' iv i .  Any reference t,: 
*. . o n >  ,*fie L Z O , . ~  t~ 1967 inverkorjr  can Zn;? be t reaT,ed as ?ne stint 
i2n 3 gyapkL f&t i n d i c ; a t r -  -.> a' bn* trend in areas of each . " .  slassir:cati~n of vegetation. Ifi the absecce of t r < ? n d  .l.ic+j 

. > . . - .  for ~ c r e z g e s  if wl;L be imposslo,le tc ~ r a c s  the decilne of 
. . ,. . ,d,?,t?? i~.t,,3rls~",~~ ?,j;zes a y t < l  5p.e gl"*:>wt,h L;y #:i-D),Jgkt, ~ ~ , ~ < + : ~ : x y : ~ '  

types, I C ,  s;r:l;-t"\:l "I:.;% sege'-r;;sk, xc_s the 6cminant 
%Je~30?-i: --. - .  

. , y e  exosp: .,;*: a*;: jvisl  f a r l - ,  i:.: ~ 5 1 . ~  

Y 1~. - . e s . , , , ,  " d'tT:-. t,i)e tr:+I)d .' ' - . *,..JL~L! :.he3 
' ,  . . ?r , . : , f ' ; l~ '?I?  -,? <5e:,,;rmiri.r L T  t.k:a~ ;,>%::;- -r...i.:. 1.3 5 ~ g i i - c n r  

+ ;., ,,.. . , -- , - 
.,''L,~ ,&,& ?.',>:.:r -ax3,re a rea  of st.,:,r:: :nf:l2e7,<::e, wk:itcki wou~,i . ,. 

",qi , - - -  - . .. ,~. ...A ..e 3 gi-m?rel wea+,her change. t;i. if t?-!e i3uer:s V G l e y  1.:' 
, ' - .  . . '  in ths ce~ter of e decline area shaz w n m c z  j.na;cate a drxigl- . t  

--&A. ,, :,err. ini~ce,"~ w' i is ter  ex3or-t.  



CWFEIR 

r a i n f a l l  i n  t h e  Independecce  a r e a  se lms  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  
from t h e  g e n e r a l  C e n t r a l  S i e r r a  and E a s t e r n  S i e r r a  a r e a s .  An 
adequa te  s t u d y  o f  r a i n f a l l  t r e n d s  would i n c l u d e  dozens  of 
s t a t i o n s  from Oregon t o  Mexico and from t h e  P a c i f i c  Coas t  t o  
t h e  Rocky Mounta ins .  By u t i l i z i n g  a  l a r g e  number of s t a t i o n s  
1 L ~ X %  :I ., t h i s ,  the s t u d y  c o u l d  a s t n b ? i s h  and compare t r e n d s  i n  
the a r e a  of i n f l u e n c e  of t h e  w a t e r  expork  a s  w e l l  as o u t s i d e  
thlt a r e a .  

I f  t h e r e  i s  a  g e n e r a l  downward t r e n d  c e n t e r e d  a r o i ~ n d  t h e  
IT e . : < l L - ~  , l i ,  and moving Eas tward  w h i l e  t h a t  t r e n d  s o f t e n e d  a s  t h e  
!d i s t ance  Narti? o r  Sci l th  inc rcase i? ,  it would e s t a b l i s h  + h a t  
t , h i s  e x p o r t  p o l i c y  i s  h a v i n g  3 profound n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t  on 
t h e  V a l l e y .  If a l l  was t h e  same, i t  would i n d i c a t e  no 
n e a s u r a b l e  n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t .  A l :  of t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  would 
need t o  b e  tempered  wit ,h c c r r e c t i o r i  f a c t o r s  f o r  t h e  cloitd 
- ,.*+ding ., program t h a t  h a s  been under t aken  by LADWF. ( I t  i s  
r ~ o t e w o r t h y  t h a t  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  is  n o t  even  a l l u d e d  t.0 i n  t l i e  
D E I R . )  From a l l  a p p e a r a n c e s ,  c l o u d  s e e d i n g  h a s  become a  
imajsr under t , ak ing ,  even  i n  t h e  summer t h i s  past ,  s e a ~ c n .  

9. I t  is r e a d i l y  demons t rab le  t h r o u g h  t h e  u s e  of a  swamp 
:o*:aler t h a t  t h e  h e a t  of v a p o r i z a t i o n  of w a t e r  p r o v i d e s  
s!:',star!tial c o o l i n g  t o  l a r g e  a i r  mazses d u r i n g  t h e  S!.~cimer. 
I n  : j e i i ; n t i f i c  terms t,lie h e a t  of vapiirir;at.iar! i s  eqi!al t,cj 970 
Pr:iij.sh Tliennal U n i t s  p e -  pound of w a t e r .  P,.;i.i*?rc w a t e r  w.15  
%:;ported from t h e  V a l l e y ,  a l l .  of :,he w a t e r  e i l t .*r ing 'hi_. 
Va!ley from s n y  s o u r c e  was e v a p c r a t e d  o r  t r a n s p i r e d  ir.t,n the 
~>:.nc>sphere. T h i s  p r c c e s s  wo111d have  p u ~ v i d e d  ::ooli.ng +ts the 
V a l l e y .  The f i n a l  E I R  w i l l  n o t  he  .:smplete u n t i l  it co:lt.;.ins 
i rcument>at ion  of  t , he  e f f e c t .  rsf wati;~: e:a:port on th.3 
t e m p e r a t u r e  o f  t h e  Va:.ley. 
A r  ,zn aj(-l i n  b e g i n n i n g  t h i s  s t u d y  I o f f e r  ?,he f c l l n w i n g  
i n f o r m a t i o n :  

1 .  The C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  LAbrary,  Gov t .  Pub' A .I '*-., ..<dk i on 5 

S e c t i o n ,  Sac ramen to ,  C A ,  34237-OCQ?, h a s  cnmpt , e r i r ; ed  
i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  w i l l  p r o v i d e  d a t a  t o  e o t , a b l i s h  t r e n d s  
on t e m p e r a t u r e  a s  w e i i  a s  r a i n f a l l  f o r  sny wea the r  
s t . a t , l ' ~ n  l o c a t i o n  i n  t h e  Uni t ed  S t a t e s .  T h i s  i n f  orma+.i,zn 
can  be  p r i n t e d  f o r  a b o u t  $:5.00 pe r  s t ' a t i o n  .and w i l l  
g i v e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  irrf ,armation:  

a .  T o t a l  P r e c i p i t a t i o n  
b .  Mean S n o w f a l l  
c . Mean Tempera ture  
3 .  Mean Maximum and M?.ninl;m T e m p i ~ r i i t i i ~ e  
e. H i g h e s t  and Lowest Tempera ture  
f .  S t a t i c s  Index  and I i is tc jry 

7 . From "Cl ima t , i c  Summary O f  The Unit ,& S t a t e s "  (The 
same i n f o r m a t i o n  a s  n o t e d  above! t h e  f ~ l l o w i i - i g  
i r i for rna t ion  h a s  h e e n  t a k e n  t o  demons t , r a t e  t h e  need f o r  
t h i s  s t u d y .  



a. At Bishop Creek the mean zemperzture for 23. 
years prior to 1931 was 42.4 degrees. For 9 years 

. . after this dat-2 :t w a s  42.9, an increase of C.5 
degrees. 

,- mean fcr 40 year- before 195: h. At Sishop. tb- 
w a s  55.3 degrees while the next 10 y~3ar mean was 
56.2, an increase of 1.2 degrees 

.? . At Indepenti~?nce the mean temperature i-creased 
from 57.6 to 58.7, a 0 . 9  degree increase between 

. - 3 ,  the 33 yezr; befcre 1.3-L and the 16 year.5 after. 

d .  The higheel temperature ever recorded at 
Independence !>sfore 1921 was 106 degrees. betueen 
iB31 and 1922 Indspendence had s new high tha-k 
reached 109 degrees, a 3 degree increase. At both 
Bishop and Independence the highest ever S2fcre 
1962 was 199 degrees. Since 1970 bctt tvwns have 
see- many days well in excess of 169 degrees. 



DWPEIR 

I a r e a s  e a s t  of t h e  V a l l e y .  (FACT) The m i s s i n g  m o i s t u r e  
f r o =  a tmosphere  b e c a u s e  of  t h e  w a t e r  b e i n g  e x p o r t e d  
cou ld  have  a  profound e f f e c t  on t h e  e n t i r e  a r e a  between 
t h e  S i e r r a  Nevada Range and t h e  Rocky Mounta ins .  
( CONJECTURE ? 

c .  Cold f r o n t s ,  t h e  v e h i c l e  f o r  many w i n t e r  s t o r m s ,  
p i i l l  i n  a i r  from i n  f r o n t  of  t h a n  a s  t h e y  a p p r o a c h .  
T h i s  a i r  i s  c o o l e d  by t h e  c o l d  f r o n t  and  m ~ i s t u r u  
c o n t a i n e d  condenses  and f a l l s  a s  p r e c i p i t a t i o n ,  a d d i n g  
t o  t h e  n a t u r a l  mois t i s re  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t ~ h  t h e  f r c ~ n t .  
I FACT ) 

d .  Dur ing  t h e  p a s t  4 y t a r r  of d r o u g h t  t h e  w e a t h e r  
f i ) r c ~ c 3 s t , e r s ,  r e l y i n g  on p a s t  h i s t o r y  and  p resen t .  
c o n d i t i o n s ,  have  r e p e a t e d l y  f c ~ r e c a s t  heavy  sn t :~wfa l l s  
f  rom a p p r o a c h i n g  f r o n t a l  syst,ems and t h e  sy.;tt?m 1-ms 
p r t , t ~ r e d  o u t  bef o r e  r e a c h i n g  here. (FACT) 

5 .  The e x t r e m e l y  d r y  a i r  o v e r  t h e  Western  D e s e r t ,  
i n c l u d i n g  t h e  V a l l e y ?  h a s  knosked t h e  t e e t h  out o f  t h e  
a p p r o a c h i n g  s to rm and l e f t  it w i t h o u t  enough m o i s t u r e  t o  
s u s t a i n  t,he s t o r m  a s  s u c h .  (CONJECTURE) I f  t h e  " r i v e r  
of  moi s t  a i r "  from t h e  Owens V a l l e y  had  n o t  been 
d i v e r t e d  to LA, t h e  a p p r o a c h i n g  s t o r m  may have  been a b l e  
t o  m a i n t a i n  i t s  i n t e g r i t y .  (MORE CONJECTURE) 

f .  Dry a i r  i s  more d e n s e  t h a n  m o i s t  a i r ,  and t h e  
warmer t h e  a i r  t h e  more l i k e l y  f o r  h i g h  p r e s s u r e  i n  t h e  
wea the r  sys t em.  (FACT) 

g .  A h i g h  p r e s s u r e  b u b b l e  o v e r  Utah i s  a f r e q u e n t  p a r t  
of  t h e  Western w e a t h e r  sys t em i n  t h e  W i n t e r .  The d r y  
a i r  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  l o s t  m o i s t u r e  from t h e  Owens V a l l e y  
h a s  s t r e n g t h e n e d  t h i s  sys t em and it now d i v e r t s  more 
s t o r m s  t o  t h e  Nor th  of  u s  t h a n  e v e r  b e f o r e .  
(CONJECTURE) 

h .  The Owens V a l l e y  h a s  been  t h e  c o r e  and t h e  c e n t , e r  
of  t h e  c u r r e n t  drought , .  L o c a t i o n s  t o  t h e  Nor th  and t o  
t.he Sou th  a r e  c l o s e r  t o  no rmal ,  and t h e  f u r t h e r  from t h e  
V a l l e y  t h e  more normal  t h e y  a r e .  (FACT) 

i .  The Western S i e r r a ,  where o r o g r a p h i c  i n f l u e n c e s  
have  a p a r t  i n  p r e c i p i t a t i u n ,  h a s  n o t  had  s o  much 
d r o u g h t  a s  t h e  a r e a s  E a s t  of t h e  mount,ai.ns. F o r  
example ,  h i s t o r i c a l  s t o r m s  l a i d  down s o  much snow t h a t  
r a n c h e r s  were  r e q u i r e d  t o  mend f e c c e s ,  t h a t  had  &en 
c r u s h e d  by t h e  w e i g h t  of t h e  heavy snow, a l m o s t  ev*ry 
s p r i n g  u n t i l  r e c e n t l y .  Fo l lowing  t h e  i n c r e a s e d  e x p c r t  
o f  w a t e r ,  i n  t h e  7 0 s  2nd 80s  t h e  d z p t h  of  w i n z e r  snow 
eas'i, of t h e  S i e r r a  C r e s t  has wane.d u n t i l  thi.s a ~ r - m a l l y  
-3nnual need h a s  brccrne .?n i c z z s i o n a l  e v e n t .  (FACT: 



-.> i ,, . Ll.i, excended drought in parts of Africa has bee- 
ti+d directly to overgrazing the land area (removing 
vugefatinn) and causisg an increase ir~ tempersiure and a 
decrease ir: availeble air noiszure. Water expcrt from 
t h c  Owt-$n;s Valley ram,.>ves vegetation and decreases the 
i v i i . l s S i e  aj.r rncistur-e. (FACT) 

C - 2  ̂  ii. ,iic$ntists are finding that deforestation in Brazil 
is causing dramatic changes in weather patterns ir tl-'e 
direction of airflea. (FACT; 

". I; . r1;c d u s t  p r c l l e i n ~  t h ~ ? ,  i.ia,,:, resu:ze;i from the ax;s.:rt, of - .  i: dryi , f ig  up ,>f J?lk:<:,+" 

z u r a l  sastares. 2nd c ~ t h e r  

-..., c7 ..,c . . navi  t;,zt.i.,.::,?l , '--.-.;-..,: - - 

L .  - < L :  ,.,.> 18L.L <,L&\x:,L thei.1- ,32j,ic>i::+ in 
C ? S C  i'lf diist; or ~ii!::>ij. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LEmER D26 

RESPONSE D26-1 

Please refer to response to comment B13-31 in Letter B-13. 

RESPONSE D26-2 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE D26-3 

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 D26-4 

This comment expresses a pcrsonal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE D26-5 

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 D26-6 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D26 

RESPONSE D26-7 

lease refer to response B13-13 in Letter B-13. 

RESPONSE 026-8 

mment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D26-9 

Socioeconomic effects are addressed in Chapter 14, Land Use and Economic Development, in the 

Draft EIR. 

No evidence exists that supports the contention that groundwater pumping has altered the climate 

RESPONSE D26-13 

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 D26-12 

is comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relatc to the content 

of rhc Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE D26-13 

Please reEer to response to master comment VE-7 for a discussion of saltcedar control. 

PONSE 026-14 

is comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D26 

RESPONSE D26-15 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D26-16 

Table 3-2 in Chapter 3 is included in the Draft EIR to provide the reader with an overview of 

water usage per capita in other western cities. 

RESPONSE D26-17 

Please refer to response to master comment WA-3 regarding the commingling of water in the Los 

Angeies Aqueduct system. The remainder of this comment is noted. 

RESPONSE D26-18 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-1 for discussion of E/M projects. 

RESPONSE D26-19 

Please see response to comment A4-80 in Letter A-4. 

RESPONSE 026-20 

The contention that if soil moisture drops below preestablished thresholds that death of plants is 

inevitable is not founded. Please refer to responses to master comments PD-6 and WA-5 for 

discussion of this issue. 

RESPONSE D26-21 

The Draft EIR contains a wide range of alternatives consistent with CEQA. Please refer to 

response to master comment AL-1. 

RESPONSE D26-22 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D26 

RESPONSE D26-23 

Please refer to response to master comment WA-5 for discussion of water level response to 

pumping. 

RESPONSE D26-24 

Please see Chapter 10, Vegetation; Chapter 11, Wildlife; and Chapter 14, Land Use, for a 

discussion of the effects of the loss of spring flows. 

RESPONSE D26-25 

The groundwater budgets presented in the Draft E1R represent scientiEic data collected by several 

agencies such as the USGS. WP and Inyo County. They represent the best available data. 

No attempt was made to distinguish the various elements of conveyance iosses. The comment is 

noted. 

RESPONSE D26-26 

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 D26-27 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-I regarding pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE 026-28 

Figure 10-1 (Precipitation at Independence) was included to show the reader thc great variation 

in precipitation at a single station; it was not meant to be indicative of the entire vaiiey. Indeed, 

the section on Environment and its Effect on Owens Valley Vegetation in Chapter 10 makes clear 

the wide variation and fluctuation of precipitation patterns in the valley. Data for other stations 

are available if the writer wishes to construct similar graphs for other recording stations. 

Independence was chosen partly because it is the county seat and thus has ihe longest continuous 

rewrd for Owens Valley. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D26 

RESPONSE D26-29 

See Figure 9-16 (page 9-38) of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D26-30 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and VE-5. 

RESPONSE D26-31 

The authors regret the inconsistency in units of measurement. The conversion is: ten centimeters 

is slightly more than four inches. In any event, the graph in Figure 10-7 was intended to convey 

a trend, making the actual units used irrelevant. The goal of the Agreement and the Green Book 

is to allow some water for export while protecting the vegetation of the valley. 

RESPONSE D26-32 

The loss of this vegetation occurred between 1913 and 1970, before the project commenced. 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-I. 

RESPONSE 026-33 

Data from the 1968 Inyo County General Plan are reflected in Table 14-1; this shows Los Angeles 

owned about 245,000 acres in Inyo County which is over 90 percent of the valley floor. 

RESPONSE D26-34 

Socioeconomic effects are not considered environmental impacts under CEQA. 

RESPONSE D26-35 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D26 

RESPONSE D26-36 

The Draft EIR contains numerous conclusions that significant impacts have occurred since 1970. 

RESPONSE D26-37 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE D26-38 

Please see response 026-32 above. 

RESPONSE D26-39 

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 D26-40 

Please refer io response to master comment EA-1 for discussion of pre-project conditions. In 

addition, it would be impossible to quantify the vegetation data from Lee's 1912 report. The writer 

is correct in believing that trend lines on vegetation taken over long periods of time would be of 

great help in managing present day conditions. 

RESPONSE D26-31 

See Figure 9-16 (page 9-38) of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D26-42 

The contention that the consequences of reduced spring flow have been ignored is unfounded. 

Springs are addressed throughout the Draft EIR, and in responses to master comments PD-5 and 

WA-4. 



Responses to Comments 
Lstter D26 

RESPONSE D25-43 

This comment is addressed in response to comment D26-28 above. No f a the r  response is 

required. 

RFSPOXSE D25- 

This comment is addressed in response to cornrncnt D26-10 above. 

RESPONSE D26-45 

The drought that affects Inyo County airo affects the greater western region. The potential causes 

of drought have been the subject of much scieniific inquiry To date, groundwater pumptng in 

Owens Valley has not been identified as a potential factor. The rest of the comment is noted. 

RESPONSE D26-46 

The dust problem is acknowledged in the Draft EIR in Chapter 12, Air Quality. Please refer to 

responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-1 for additional discussion of this issue. 





Letter D27 

Ken Birchim 





LETTER D-27 

Ken Birchim 

Mt . 2, Box 157-A 
Bishop, CA. 93514 

(61??387-2447 

John Dauis, Senior Vice President 

EIP and Assoc, 

150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 

San Francisco, CA. 74105 

- 
Dear Sirs: 

I find the joint Environmental Impact Report between the Les Angeles Department 

of Water and Power (DWP) and Inro unacceptable. I t  is my understanding an EIR has 

to be completed and passed before a project is begun. In this case this was not 

done. 

In a Stipulation and Order from the Third Appellate Court Inro was ordered to 

allow DWP to increase groundwater pumping by three times during the worst drought 

in California history. This was agreed upon (a stipulation in legal terms is an 

agreement) by I ~ Y O  County Council Greg James and Inro Supervisors as a result of 

the inyo-Los Angeles agreement, without ordering Los Angeles to conserve water on a 

mandatory basis. 

While the exact damage to the Owens Valley has never been made readily 

available to the public during and after this unprecedented mining of the 

groundwater, Dk!P iInyo is dependent upon their figures:) measurements indicate the 



wate r  t a b l e  has dropped anywhere f rom 25 t o  over  100 f e e t  u a l l e y - w i d e .  

I t  i s  my c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  the DkiP has  n e a r l y  c m p l e t e d  the  scope of t h e i r  

p r o j e c t  b e f o r e  an accep tab le  EIR was comple ted.  

There has been no p roper  s u g g e s t i o n  of m i t i g a t i o n .  What i s  termed as 

m i t i g a t i o n ,  the  use o f  groundwater t o  m i t i g a t e  the d e p l e t i o n  o f  groundwater ,  I f i n d  

c o n t r a d i c t o r ? .  The o n l r  war t o  r e s t o r e  the  a q u i f e r  i s  th rough  a  p r o p e r  method o f  

s p r e a d i n g  s u r f a c e  w a t e r .  

The DldP.'s " F i n a l  EIRw s t a t e d  they i n t e n d e d  t o  i nc rease  the Owens V a l l e y ' s  

dependence on groundwater by about 80,000 a c r e  f e e t ,  t h i s  f r o m  an e s t i m a t e d  7,100 

ac re  f e e t  p r i o r ,  f o r  " i n - u a l l e y  use" ,  I f e e l  t h a t  twhen they  " reduced"  t h e i r  pumping 

l a s t  summer t o  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  80,000 ac re  f e e t ,  i t  i n d i c a t e d  the?  made g r e a t  s t r i d e s  

- toward c o m p l e t i o n  of the p r o j e c t  w i t h o u t  a  c o u r t  accepted EIR. 

I n r o ' s  16 c o n s u l t a n t s ,  I m i g h t  add, s t a t e d  t h a t  no more than 50,000 ac re  f e e t  

c o u l d  s a f e l y  be pumped from t h i s  v a l l e y  i n  t i m e s  of normal run -o f+ .  

I n y o ' s  Groundwater Ordinance was des igned  t o  p r o t e c t  the  env i ronment  f rom 

ouer-pumping i n  the  Owens V a l l e y ,  I t  was n o t  aimed a t  j u s t  the DWP b u t  a l l  

groundwater u s e r s .  Greg James, as a  p a r t  of h i s  n e g o t i a t i o n s  w i t h  the DWP, 

r e p r e s e n t i n g  I n v o  w i t h o u t  v o t e r  a p p r o v a l ,  agreed n o t  t o  f i l e  Judge T u r n e r ' s  

S u p e r i o r  Cour t  d e c i s i o n ,  f i n d i n g  the  o r d i n a n c e  " u n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l " .  Count? 

CounciL'Water D i r e c t o r  James t h e r e f o r e  d i d  n o t  have t o  appeal the  judgement. 

As a  r e s u l t  of t h i s  m a n i p u l a t i v e  a c t i o n  I n y o  l o s t  any o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  p r o t e c t  

i t s e l f  a g a i n s t  i n d i v i d u a l s  o r  companies who go i n t o  the wa te r  e x p o r t i n g  b u s i n e s s  o r  

groundwater u s e r s  i n  g e n e r a l .  

I n r o ' s  o r d i n a n c e  was a  separa te  l a w s u i t  f rom the  EIR case.  I n  o r d e r  f o r  t h i s  

agreement t o  be v a l i d  the  o rd inance  s h o u l d  be f i l e d  and appealed on i t s  own m e r i t ,  

separa te  f rom the  EIR. 



The DWP has p a i d  u t i l  i t y - r a t e  p r o p e r t y  taxes  i n  I n y o  s i n c e  t h e i r  a r r i v a l  he re .  

They have had the e n v i a b l e  p o s i t i o n  o f  owning and r e n t i n g  b u s i n e s s  p r o p e r t y  w i t h o u t  

p a y i n g  " l a n d l o r d - t y p e "  taxes.  T h e i r  a b i  1 i tr t o  c o n t r o l  t he  economy o f  t h i s  v a l l e y  

i s  l egendary .  I f e e l  t h i s  DEIR s h o u l d  have addressed the  C i t y  o f  Los A n g e l e s '  f a i r  

payment on t h e  p r o p e r t y  they  lease  (and  have leased:) wh ich  i s  n o t  a  p a r t  of t h e i r  1 * 
water./power g a t h e r i n g  p r a c t i c e s .  J 

The a b i l i t y  of the  DWP t o  p r e s s u r e  l e s s e e s  s h o u l d  be addressed. Bus inesses and 

r a n c h e r s  s h o u l d  have the a b i l i t y  t o  be c r i t i c a l  of DWP p r a c t i c e s  w i t h o u t  f e e l i n g  

t h r e a t e n e d .  - 
The dec is ion-maKing agency who p r e p a r e d  the  DEJR, s p e c i f i c a l l y  the  T e c h n i c a l  

Committee, met i n  s e c r e t .  T h e i r  a c t i o n s  were n o t  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  the p u b l i c .  

The p r e p a r a t i o n  of an EIR s h o u l d  be a  p u b l i c  endeavor f r o m  s t a r t  t o  f i n i s h .  The 

dec is ion -mak ing  of t h i s  DEIR was made i n  s e c r e c y .  Only a f t e r  i t s  c o m p l e t i o n  was i t  

made pub1 i c .  - 
The c o m p i l i n g  of an EIR th rough  comp l iance  o f  " e r s t w h i l e  a d v e r s a r i e s "  i s  

repugnant  i f  the  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  o f  those a d v e r s a r i e s  a re  exc luded ,  i n  t h i s  case the 

c i t i z e n s  o f  Los Angeles  and l n y o  c o u n t y .  

T h i s  EIR does n o t  address  the  prob lems wh ich  c o u l d  a r i s e  as  a  r e s u l t  of the 

Mono Lake d e c i s i o n  ( I n y o  b e i n g  downstream).  I t  s tands  t o  reason  the  DElH i s  t o o  

limited and s h o u l d  c o n s i d e r  the  " e n t i r e  bas in ' '  f rom n o r t h  o f  Mono Lake t o  the 

s o u t h e r n  e x t r e m i t i e s  of I n y o ,  i f  n o t  beyond. I t  does n o t  even encompass the  Laws 

a rea  o r  Owens Lake wh ich  a r e  w i t h o u t  doubt  a f f e c t e d  by the  DMP's groundwater m i n i n g  

and su r face  w a t e r  d i v e r s i o n s .  - 
The C a l i f o r n i a  Department of F i s h  and Game opera te  f i s h  h a t c h e r i e s  i n  l n r o  t h a t  

a re  dependent on e x t e n s i v e  groundwater  pumping. T h i s  dependence came about b r  t h e  

d e p l e t i o n  o f  n a t u r a l  s p r i n g s  by the  DWP's groundwater m i n i n g .  Less than a  t h i r d  o f  



these f i s h  a re  even p l a c e d  i n  I n y o ' s  s t reams and l a k e s ,  most  a r e  e x p o r t e d  o u t  of 

the  area.  

A l l  of t h i s  wa te r  goes d i r e c t l y  i n t o  the  i . A .  Aqueduct. I am opposed t o  t h i s  

and f e e l  a  meaningfu l  answer has t o  be found. The DWP and t h e  DFG have t o  p r o p e r l y  

m i t i g a t e  t h i s  prob lem.  

r I f e e l  the  c i t i z e n s  of Los Hnge les  and the  Owens V a l l e y  have n o t  r e c e i v e d  

p r o p e r  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n  the  e n t i r e  p rocedure .  B e g i n n i n g  w i t h  the  s e c r e t  

n e g o t t a t i o n s  w i t h  the  DWP p r i o r  t o  the enactment o f  the  agreement, the agreement 

I ~ t s e l f ,  wh lch  was drawn up i n  c l o s e d  sess ion ,  t o  the  r e s u l t a n t  s e c r e t  c o m p i l a t i o n  

I of the  d r a f t  EiR. If the  DEIR i s  accep ted  a l l  l i t i g a t i o n s  o r  prob lems t h a t  a r i s e  

w i l l  be r u l e d  on by the  v e r y  commi t tee t h a t  I and o t h e r s  d i s t r u s t .  L 
Proof of t h i s  d i s t r u s t  i s  the  "People who Love the  V a l l e y  P e t i t i o n "  wh ich  was 

c i r c u l a t e d  p r i o r  t o  the  1990 r u n - o f f  season. The 700 s i g n a t u r e s  on t h i s  p e t i t i o n  

were ga the red  i n  l e s s  than t h r e e  weeks. Enc losed  i s  a  copy of t h a t  p e t i t i o n .  

I don ' t  f e e l  I n y o  o r  i o s  Ange les  c i t i z e n s  w i l l  be f a i r l r  rep resen ted .  I am 

opposed t o  t h i s  p a r t  o i  t he  DEIR wh ich  p l a c e s  the  p r i v i l e g e  o f  dec is ion -mak ing  i n  

t h e  hands o f  t h i s  commi t tee.  

r A l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  the  p r o j e c t  have never been p r o p e r l y  addressed. DWP 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  s h o u l d  be honest  w i t h  t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s .  The v a s t  m a j o r i t y  of DWP 

I customers  have no i d e a  where t h e i r  d r i n K i n g  1.rater comes f rom.  

L 
i o s  Angeles  owes i t s  v e r y  e x i s t e n c e  t o  the  Owens V a l l e y .  The peop le  of t h a t  

c i t y  shou ld  he h o n o s t l y  t o l d  the  h i s t o r y  wh ich  has l e d  up t o  t h i s  l a w s u i t .  A  

monument s h o u l d  he e r e c t e d  a t  Los Angeles  C i t y  H a l l  and I n y o  i n  r e c o g n i t i o n  of t h e  

c o n t r i b u t i o n  of the  Owens V a l l e y ' s  wa te r  and power. I f e e l  a  p roper  e d u c a t i o n a l  

e f f o r t   would bear the  f r u i t  o f  c o n s e r v a t i o n  namely; acceptance of a  mandatory 

r a t i o n i n g  o f  wa te r  



I f e e l  i f  t h e  c i t i z e n s  o f  i o s  Angeies  knew t o  what e x t e n t  the  DWP has worked t o  

d e p l e t e  t h e i r  source o f  d r i n k i n g  wa te r  f o r  monetary  g a i n  they  w o u l d  comply w i t h  

mandatory c o n s e r v a t i o n  and see t o  i t  t h a t  t h e  peop le  who a r e  i n  charge of t h a t  

agency take b e t t e r  c a r e  i n  the  f u t u r e .  

The p r e s e n t  p o l i c i e s  of the  DWP a re  e x t e n s i o n s  of a  greedy few who a r e  now l o n g  

dead and b u r i e d .  I t ' s  t ime  they  come o u t  o f  the  c l o s e t .  The age of sec recy  and 

cover-up i s  o v e r .  - 
I n  summary, I can n o t  accept  the DEIR on s e v e r a l  grounds:  

1) The DEIR can n o t  be a  v a l i d  EIR because i t  was never comple ted w h i l e  the  

p r o j e c t  was on-go ing.  

2)  Counc i l  James' agreement n o t  t o  f i l e  Judge T u r n e r ' s  judgement wh ich  was 

o u t s i d e  the EIR case.  

3:lThe p u b l i c  was n o t  p r i v y  t o  on-go ing i n f o r m a t i o n  of the T e c h n i c a l  Committee. 

4 )  I t  does n o t  address  DWP's i n f l u e n c e  on I n r o ' s  economy p r o p e r l y .  

51 I t  does n o t  i n c l u d e  an e d u c a t i o n a l  emphasis wh ich  c o u l d  e f f e c t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  

t o  the p r o j e c t .  

6) I t  a l l o w s  f o r  commi t tee r e s o l u t i o n s  t h a t  c o u l d  be b i a s e d  i n  the  commi t tee ' s  

f a v o r .  

- .  
0 I t  i s  n o t  " b a s i n  !wide" the reby  l i m i t e d .  

8:) I t  has no p r o p e r  m i t i g a t i o n  o f  the  g roundwate r .  

9 )  I t  d i s r e g a r d s  the  c u m u l a t i v e  e f f e c t s  f rom the  l o s s  of v e g e t a t i o n  ~ ~ h i c h  

c r e a t s  h e a l t h  hazards  f rom b l o w i n g  d u s t  and l o n g  term e f f e c t s  on the weather  

p a t t e r n s .  

1 0 : j  1  am opposed t o  the  "Green BooK" w h i c h  i s  n o t  based on c o n c l u s i o n s  b u t  on 

on-go ing s t u d i e s  and t h e r e f o r e  m a n i p u l a t i v e  as  a  d e c i s i o n  maKing t o o l .  There i s  

much more i n v o l v e d  i n  t h i s  p r o j e c t  than i s  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h a t  document, t h e r e f o r e ,  I 



1 feel the emphasis on the Green Book is purposely misleading. 



mediately tenninab the services of Special 

process, with pmfensionals who have 
ng, air quality, and litigation; this process 

m a t  be ,made public. 
2. We demand the Inyo County Board of Supenisors, wing Special Counsel Greg James' replace- 

e Third Appanate Court to order DWP im- 
ng -4 water over alI Owens Valley ranches and 

basin. Surface water spreading is to con- 

oud to order im- 

County's Oroundwatsrr Management Ordinance and NLanagement Plan. 

ellate Court to order 

8. We damand the Inyo County Board of Supervisors hold a special meeting, in Bishop, a t  the 
Bishop Civic Auditorium, on or no later than April 10, to addrev these damanda. If  you fail to 
hold this meeting and comply with all these provisions, you give us no choice but to start mall 





RESPONSE D27-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D27 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-1 for a discussion of project operation during the 

period that the previous EIRs have been prepared. 

RESPONSE D27-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D27-3 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE D27-4 

Mono Basin facilities are not within the scope of this EIR. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-3. 

RESPONSE D27-5 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D27 

RESPONSE D27-6 

Please refer to responses to master comments AL-1, AL-2 and AL-3 for discussion of alternatives. 

In addition, Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, Water Supply for Los Angeles, discusses available 

supplies. 

RESPONSE D27-7 

Most of the issues in this comment are addressed in the preceding response above. For discussion 

of cumulative effects due to air quality, please refer to response to master comment MT-5. 

Opposition to the Green Book is noted; no response is required. 



Letter D28 

Manuel Hezekiah Katalbas, Sherman Oaks Galleria Management 





LETTER 0.28 

SHERMAN 

L' MANAGEMENT 

January 2 ,  1990 

John Davis 
EIP  Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, G A  94105 

Dear Z f r .  Davis: 

Our project is a multi-use property and we do use water as one of our 
basic needs in operations. We have initiated good water management 
through bathroom retrofits with water saving devices and using equipment 
in compliance with water conservation guidelines to help in the total 
picture of conserving water in Los Angeles. 

I am concerned with water reliability in Los Angeles. I do hope that you 
would carefully consider all the business as  well as  residential water 
requirements for our area in your deliberation. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

Sincerely, 

H Z E K I A H  KATALBAS 
Facilities P Janager 

ism -re eau*vad Suite 1485. ShemM Odra LXbmla BUM (818) 783-3550 





RESPONSE D28-1 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is rcquired. 





Letter D29 

Alton L. Fink 





i: I i o I?  I . .  .. F I ni 
' '  - -... : s i i i  ?7 E l a  r  L !:.u-i i . . i ,ne 

!3:!S.b#~;>., i:.;p: c?'?.:>t.q 
~.,. -. .I ~q!:? j . n .  y ...? . . . 

T h e  Ctisnij ier-  Decree, i -endet-ed in t he  E i s t r l c i  C o u r t  o-f t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  
~ n  a n d  -+or t i i e  So~.~t ihe: - r i  D : i r s t r - 1 : r t  o f  C a l l f r s i - n i a .  Nor-ti-iet-n D r v i s i o n ,  
E q u i t y ,  w a s  e r i lketed a ~ i d  r e c o r d e d  Jani .~i i t -y  3, 1.922. 

1' 
kiad y.oi.!i- st:<-f:f: s t u d i e d  t h i s  ? e d e r a : l  C o u r t  C ! i - c k r ,  t h e y  woiild h a v e  n o t e d  t h a t  
t h e  management  of s u r f a c e  w a t e r  o n  t h e  B i s h o p  C o n e  is c o n t r o l l e d  by t h e  
B i s h o p  C r e e k  Water A s s o c i a t i o n .  I r ;  a d d i t i o n ,  s a i d  su i - i - ace  i-iater is 
a l l o c a t e d  i'or i r r i g a t i o n ,  w a t e r i n g  l i v e s t o c k ,  a n d  d o m e s t i c  u s e .  Nowher-e is 
' t h e  'term " e x p o r t  " i n c l u d e d .  1 
T h e  k i r l l s i d e  Cerri-ee @;as r e n d e r e d  ri'i t h e  S u p e r i o r -  Coiir-t o f  t h e  S t a t e  o f  
C a l i f o i - n l a  i n  a n d  +or t h e  Coi!nty o f  i n y o ,  A u g u s t  26, 1.940. 

1 
Your s t a f f  a l s o  f a i l e d  t o  s t u d y  t h i s  document .  Had t h e y  s t u d i e d  i t ,  t h e y  
w o u l d  h a v e  n o t e d  t h a t  L o s  A n y e l e s  may piimp of- e x t t - a c t  g t -ound w a t e r ,  " when 
n e c e s s a r y  + o r  -t:he b e n e f i c i a l  i.!se o n  t h e i r  l a n d s  o n  t h e  Bl%hop  Clone " ?  

n o t  t o  r e p l a c e  t h e  surface w a t e r  a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e m  u n d e r  t h e  C h a n d l e r  
D e c r e e .  

" When n e c e s s a r y  " t -e.fet-s  t o  t h o s e  p e r r e d s  0 .F  t i m e  s i i c h  a s  w e  h a v e  b e e n  
e x p e t - i e n c i n y  i n  t h e  p a s t  -Four- y e a r s  of d r o u g h t .  'The H i l l s i d e  Decree p e r m i t s  
t h e  ILas F i n g e l e s  DWF' t o  a u y m e n t  - t h e  i l e c r - e a s e d  vuli inie o f  s u t - f a c ~ !  water- 
a v a i l a b l e .  

1 
T h e  i o s  A n g e l e s  DWF' car- ,not  i n s t a l l  a n y  a d d i t i o n a l  w e l l s ,  n o r  o p e r a t e  a n y  of 
t h e  p r e s e n t  n i n e  w e l l s ,  e x c e p t  a s  p r o v i d e d  i n  t h e  H i l l s i d e  D e c r e e .  

T h e  DEIF;: c a n  h a v e  o n l y  o n e  s t a t e m e n t  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  B i s h o p  Cone  : 
" T h e  area i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  known a s  t h e  B i s h o p  Cone ,  is e x c l u d e d  From 
t h i s  DEIR i n  t h a t  t w o  p r i o r  court r u l i n g s ,  F e d e r a l  a n d  State, h a v e  
e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  management  a n d  c o n t r o l  o v e r  s u r f a c e  a n d  g r o u n d  water u s e  o n  
t h e  B i s h o p  Cone." 1 
cc: I n y o  Couri ty  Supervisors 

I n y o  C o u n t y  Water C o m m i s s i o n e r  
, . 





RESPONSE D29-1 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 for discussion of groundwater pumping on the 

Bishop Cone. Please refer to Appendix A-4, which includes legal opinions on the Chandler and 

Hillside Decrees. 

RESPONSE D29-2 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment PD-13. 

RESPONSE D29-3 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment PD-13. 





Letter D30 

Martha S. Gilchrist 





ETTER D- 

. , . .  , , ., , , , ,. #~ .: 
, , : ,  
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851 Shahar Avenue 
R t .  2 #P9 
Lone Pine, CA 93545 
January 3, 1991 

John Davis, Senior Vice President  
E I P  Associates 
150 Spear S t .  S t e .  1500 
Fan Francisco, CA. 94105 

Re: COWMENTS ON DRAFT EBVIRONXENTAL 
IKPACT REPORT-WATER FROM OWENS 
VALLEY FOR SECOBD AQUEDUCT. 12/90 

Dear X r .  Davis: 

This Draf t  E I R  is a p o s i t i v e  s t e p  forward i n  t h e  f i n a l  phase of t h e  
Water Agreement between Inyo County and the  City of Los h g e l e s .  
Obviously many hours of research and profess ional  s t u d i e s  have pone i n t o  
t h i s  documnt which is well-organized i n  s p i t e  of its length .  

F ina l ly  the  cumulative impact of water export on the  vegetat ion of 
t h e  Owens Valley is being recognized and mi t iga t ion  proposed t o  
compensate f o r  past  damage and t o  prevent f u r t h e r  damage i n  the  fu tu re .  

However, I have major concerns i n  t h e  following a reas :  

1. The pre-project  desc r ip t ion  of the  environment is incomplete. For 
example, a e r i a l  photos taken p r i o r  and s ince  1970 were ava i l ab le  but not 
included. Also, t h e  1990 repor t  concerning these  photos by Dennis 
Jacques, which is a valuable da ta  base, was omitted. 

2 .  The inventory of r a r e  and endangered p l a n t s  is incomplete. Locations 
of s i t e s  of s p e c i f i c  p l a n t s  throughout t h e  va l laey  should have been 
mapped. They need t o  be i d e n t i f i e d ,  impacts e s t ab l i shed  and h a b i t a t s  
t h a t  remain need t o  be protec ted .  

3. Natural sp r ings  t h a t  a r e  still flowing must be protected and those 
t h a t  have been destroyed m u s t  be mit igated s a t i s f a c t o r i l y .  The Lower 
Owens River p ro jec t  does not compensate f o r  the  l o s s  of such r a r e  and 
unique h a b i t a t s  a s  na tu ra l  flowing sp r ings .  The EIR should include a 
spr ing  inventory taken dkuring a normal water year and a management 
plan. Reinhackle s p r i n g  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  must be protected i n  its natura l  
s t a t e  including fencing from the  impact of c a t t l e  grazing.  An a l t e r n a t e  
s i t e  should be developed which e l imina tes  the  proposed well near t h i s  
spr ing .  

4 .  Grazing Management - t h e  pre-project desc r ip t ion  does not include t h e  
cumulative impact of grazing.  An adequate grazing management plan needs 
t o  be wr i t t en  i n t o  t h e  EIR. 



I 5. The oft-used term "significant* needs to be more clearly defined. It is much too vague and open to uncertain interpretations. 
-. 

6 .  When pumps have been turned off because of effects on soil moisture, 
both Inyo County and LWP must decide jointly when they should be turned 
on based on a definite drought recovery policy. It should not be a 
unilateral decision as it is now. 

-- 
8. Water Resources - ip. 9-7) No mention of Diaz Creek was made. Further 
information should be developed in the final EIX on the significance of 
Diaz Creek to regional wildlife, area surface and water resources. - 
9. Water Resources (P. 9-84) - The EIR states "Surface waterquality was 
changed slightly between 1970 and 1990 as compared to pre-project 
conditions, with no significant impacts. Water quality was monitored by 
the USGS National Accounting Network (1974-1985). The numbers of fecal 
coliform bacteria and fecal streptococci bacteria increased steadily 
dkuring this period of measurement".Ko mitigation measures are required 
and under provisions oi the agreement "it is not expected that there 
will be any changes in surface or groundwater qualityu. On what data is 
this conclusion based? Are public health agencies involved in this 
study? This should be further explained. - 
10. Replacement wells (p. 4-13) - Six replacement wells have been 
constructed and six more will be completed in 1991. At present the 
pumping capacity is equal to the we:ls being replaced. In the future, 
larger pumps may be installed in these replacement wells to increase 
pumping capacity. This must be addressed in the agreement. -. 
1l.If monitoring is the basis for future water management and with- 
drawals, then monitoring must be long-term and verified by impartial. 
hydrologists and biologists before any change (increase) in withdrawals 
is allowed. Monitoring which indicates further decline in springs and 
other surface/groundwater resources should be basis for decreasing 
pumping rates. Viable long-term monitoring must be the essential element 
in the mnagement plan. - 
12. Due to the length of this EIR, the complexity and magnitude of the 
issues and large number of comments, there should be a final short 
public review to comments and responses. 

As a resident of Lone Pine and being a member of the California 
Sative Plant Society, Audubon Society, and the Owens Valley Committee, I 
have spent many hours studying this Draft EIR, attending field trips and 
workshops conducted by professionals. To the best of my ability I have 
reached the above conclusions. Thank you for your considerations of my 
comments. 

Very since%& 

&&ha S.  Gilchrist 



ONSES TO GO 
R D3 

RESPONSE D30-1 

Please refer to responses to master comments VE-5, regarding Mr. Jaques' report, and EA-1, for 

discussion of pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE D30-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and YE-6 for discussion of rare plants. 

RESPONSE D30-3 

Springs and seeps would be protected under the Agreement. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-5 regarding the protection of remaining springs and seeps; response to master 

comment MT-3, concerning compensatory mitigation; response to MT-6 regarding the Lower Owens 

River Project; and response to master comment WA-4 regarding Reinhacklc Spring. 

RESPONSE D30-4 

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 D30-5 

The criteria for identifymg 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 IV.B 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D30 

(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 D30-6 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 for a discussion on the issue of well turn onloff. 

RESPONSE D30-7 

Diaz Creek is not gauged at the base of the mountains. 

RESPONSE D30-8 

Please see response to comment Cll-24 in Letter C-11. Also please refer to response to master 

comment WA-2 for additional discussion of water quality. 

RESPONSE D30-9 

All groundwater pumping in the future would be subject to the provisions of the Agreement. 

Regardless of any future increase in groundwater pumping capacity LADWP would be required to 

adhere to the terms of the Agreement regarding environmental protection. All groundwater 

pumping will be subject to monitoring by Los Angeles and Inyo County under the Green Book. 

RESPONSE D30-10 

Monitoring will be conducted by LADWP and Inyo County with assistance from specialists as 

needed. Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 for additional discussion of monitoring. 

RESPONSE D30-11 

The Final EIR, Response to Comments Document, will be available for public review beginning 

in August 1991. 



Letter D31 

Corabelle I.. Albright 





CORABELLE I, ALBRIGHT 

25% WALNUT ST.. P. 0. sox 17s 
SIC? PINE. CA 95513 

Thn d r q f t  ZIX on Los in~:xl?s' x a t m  ?.;th-ring a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  Cwans Vall-y 
end t h e  Lon: T x r n  2rouzd.xitar 1-.ma-m?nt ;er$enent should includa r a s t o r n t i o n  
of a l l  v z p t . a t i o n  darna,:?d i n  t h s  m113y du3 t o  zround.,:ater puclptn? and chan3es i n  
surfficc m t e r  ~ t i n n p n m t  s inc-  1970. Dam@ could be docmnstcd s tudy of ?~_ri:il 
photog-srhs made from 1970 on an3 f ron  any o t h e r  a v a i l s b l -  records.  

Such r ? s t o r a t i o n  i s  not  zn i n r o s s i b i l l t y .  Los . !g?los has t h e  v h c l l  h c 9 i i  Oi)c?an 
a t  i t s  doorstep. Dasalir.iz.?tion t s c h n c l c ~ y  lxists a l b e i t  $ x ~ ? n 3 i v e .  3?v ' ? lop f s  
i n  Los in_-sl?s a r e  t h 3  on35 xho r x k e  p r o f i t  f r o n  u n l i ~ i t e d  ,-TO:-th 5n2 shcu_ld be 
w i l l i n g  t c  pay .hn teva r  t h s  cos t  may b- f o r  car ry iny  out  t h a t  pol lcy.  

No l o c a l i t y  h,zs a moral r i g h t  t o  d3crad.3 t h e  mvirotment  of m o t h e r  loc-l5.ty 
r ega rd le s s  cf  ?A? numbers of people l i v i n g  i n  e i t h e r  a rea .  

Sincerely yours,  , . ,. 

, I  , i 
/ {CL: , 'L l ( . i i+  / /Z- 





RESPONSE D31-1 

Effects on vegetation and prescribed mitigation are discussed in detail in Chapter 10 of the Draft 

EIR. Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5 regarding spring prorection; VE-5 

regarding aerial photo interpretation; and MT-7 concerning mitigation of significant impacts. 





Letter D32 

Carolyn M. Owen 





John Davis, Senior Vice Presf 
HIP Associates 
150 Spear St. Ste. 1500 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

Re: DRAFT S 
VALLEY 

Dear Xr .  Davis: 

As a resident of Lone Pine and a senbar of the 
Plant Society, Audubon Society and Sierra Club, I am very concerned 
about the environmental impact of additional water to be drawn fromthe 
Owens Valley for the Second Aqueduct. 

1 applaud the fact that the cumlati ct of mter export on 
the vegetation of the Owens Valley is bei ized and &tigation 
has been proposed to comrpensate for past and to prevent further 
damage in the future. 

However, I haw najor concerns in the followi 

1. The pre-project description of the enviro-nt te incomplete. For 
exanple, aerial photos taken prior and since 1970 were available but not 
included. Also, the 1990 report concerning t 
Jacques, which is a valuable data base, was oattad. 

2. The inventory of rare and endangered plants is incontplete. Locations 
of sites of specific plants throughout the valley should have been 
mapped. They need to be identified, irpacts esstablishe and habitats 
that remain need to be protected. 

3. Batural springs that are still flowing must be protectad and those 
that have been destroyed must be mitigated satisfactorily. The Lowr 
Owens River project does not campensate for the 1 of such rare and 
unique habitats as natural flowing springs. The BIB should include a 
spring inventory taken during a nornal water year and a management plan. 
Reinhackle spring in particular mst be protdcted in its natural state 
including fencing from the impact of cattle grazing. An alteraate site 
should be developed which eliminates the proposed -11 Dear this spring. 

4. Vhen pumps have been turned off because of effects on mil misture, 
both Inyo County and DWP mat decide jointly when they should be turned 
on based on a definite drought recovery policy. Xt should not be ar 
unilateral decision as it is now. 



5 .  Grazing IIanagemnt - the  pre-project description does not include 
the cululative impnct of grazing. An adequate grazing ranagement plan 
needs t o  be writ ten in to  the BIB. 

6. Vater Resources - (p. 9-7) 80 saention of Diaz Creek s nade. Further 
information should d i n  the f ina l  61 on the significance of 
Dinz Creek t o  regional wildl i fe ,  area surface and water resources. 

7 .  Replacement w e l l  eplacaraent wells 
constructed and si etsd i n  1991. b t  
pumping capacity 1 
larger pumps may be ins ta l led  in  these 1s t o  increase 
pumping capacity. This must addressed i n  the agreemnt. 

8. If monitoring is the basis for  future  water mnagelant and with- 
drawals, then mni tor ing  must be l o  term and ver i f ied by i v r t i a l  
hydrologists and biologis ts  before any change (increase) i n  withdrawals 
is allowed. h n i t o r i n g  which indicates fur ther  decline In springs and 
other surfacelgroundwater resources should be basis f o r  decreasing 
pumping rates .  Viable long-term monitoring aust  be the  esgcntial  element 
i n  the mnagesaent plan. 
- 

After considerable study and discuss to^ with other concerned local 
c i t izens,  I offer  these reco ndations t o  you, and sha l l  appreciate 
your serious consideration of t he i r  merit and irple 



SPONSES TO COMhlENTS 

RESPONSE D32-1 

Please see responses to comments D30-1, D30-2, D30-3, D30-4, D30-6, D30-7, D30-9, and D30- 

10 in Letter D-30. 





Letter D33 
- -- 

Bob Hayner 







tll or ,,w pol.tlon of the  c a m e  d a s c r i a d  ; w o p ~ i  L;. I 11- Lo sli-n and uxucuLe dubb8 thenfor 

.n irer om indlqldual  rime, and t o  convuy oy 8uc:l doid O r  deed8 a 1 p6rTeot 4114 rbsol,,r( 

; i t l a  t hepe :~  t o  ttio pua i inas r  thoreoi., md  111th tile rli:tlt L9 Use :he P~~ooueds  lir..hg lrn 

,ucll r r l e  o r  s a l e s  to h e r  own we, wlt.rout any l i n h l l l t y  f o r  :lor o r  lwr  u u t a t e  to scow ' 
- 

;b.refor. I n  CsSe o r  nuch m r a o a t l o n  b e l w  made, ?: et18ll be mods ~ n d  c m  only be a d ,  &, 

~ l t i n g ,  d u u  ~cknowlodged and !aoordod. 

In lit1a.8 Yhemof, s a i d  p w t y  of tho f l r a t  p a r t  hns hc r sun to  net her hand the dq 

ind year  flrst above r r l t t e n .  ~0114:. Godlove 

hr ta8 24th day of Yubrunry 1353 before  no tb unierr ; l t ;~md 8 :;otnry Putrilc m1 tor 

the s d d  County and S t a t e ,  per8onr.lly a p p o m d  L.111 N. Oodlove bourn to nu t o  be tho pna 

r W e  num i n  .ub.cslbsd t o  the  r i t h l n  lnd t r u ~ n t  ~ n d  acioror1edi:ed t o  no t t i n t  e b  aXe0Ut.d 

tfa a u a .  

I n  l l t rrns .ihemof, I have kernunto s e t  ny :land and aP . lxed  .T o f f l c i a l  neml t h e  dW *d 

yew i n  thle o e r t l f l c a t o  f i r n t  n b o n  wr1::en. 

( S W )  Uuy ?. Tlnder  

: totwy Publlc In and f o r  t m  s a i d  Catn ty  and Stat*. 

P l b d  f o r  Record a t t h e  mquea t  oP Olmn  Tlnder  

6 minutes p a s t  9 o'oloek A. LI. P l b  27, 1250 

dB6 Pee 61.80 Rlohnrd Y. w l e r  Reoordsr 

0s l i o l l l e  F r i e s  DepuSy nocorder' 

An r c t  t o  provlde Tor tho tudvoy  ol. :lw publ lc  londa i n  Cnli:o~nln, t h e  crmtitY: of prsrr++" 

r lchta .  t he ru in  and I'm o the r  purposes, n~; invrd  :.:nrc:l t . l l r d ,  ol".r"en h u d r o d  UUJ flit7'(" 

t he r e  8 ~ s  .:rents1 t o  :ha . . t ab  o r  Cal1fornl0,  t ~ i u  Olxtotlnth pnii t u r t j - r i x t y  sectlu:" of 

each t omnh l?  i n  s a i d  stcite and lanrls ~ o l e c t e d  i n  l ~ e l t  thoroo:. milor  tho prosis ion* or  asid 

Act 8110 a133 under t he  provislona or nutsaqum,>t hc ta  c ~ ~ ~ . , . ~ ~ ~  of , I  ilnltod ~ t " ~ * ' ~  

and w ~ e ~ e 8 ,  tho LOrluL*ture 001. tho S t a t e  of Cal:fot-:da hpa proa.iod Tar t he  s s l o  end 

COIIveUIOe 01 88ld land0 'I:, 8tn:uten enacted ''ma tin, t o  t l :oi  mr: vtloreoo. i t  *PP'~' 1 

the  ~ * l ' t k f l o ' ~ ' J  0: flub .i. Rttrram, Lxocctivo of f lcop  o r  tito S:nte Lmn $8 C O m l s O i O n  , 

la521 188uod i n  aocordnnco a l t h  t h s  pmr la1 ,~na  low, ~~~~l~ d a t e  ur. ~ I e t  d w  of Dd**I 
1942 t h n t  MO t n c t .  of land iromirial t a r  dencrib04 nlVe ..oOn duly rind p r o p c r l ~  iorfi:*d '' 
**ordenor wlth l a= ,  Lhat t he  h r r  11. relr. t lon :iroruto b..,. L~~~ oornpl ied with. thn: pe'I 

I 



niit l iorimd q ths SLeto, :he rli:h'r Lo d r l i l  i m  urd o r t r s o :  Duoh d*po*lt. OI OlA RTd ~ U I  

OF na, MXI to prospot for, mine uvl rom?o s ~ e i l  dop0cltm of cthnr mlnod* S A ~  bUld LPI. 

z ,  and t o  weum utd  use so -h 01' tho surrw, or ssld lmd. ew mlk nqululrd tb.nfr, 



-- , g. s t  ~..~i.nd. eh.t wr.\unt to t~ p r o ~ l * l m u  aC 3-atl .m -1MI of th. c i r f l  Cod. .) st.$. o r  ~ . l i ro rn%. ,  tw rcllo.ln: officor. of t h e  D*pnrtsunt o r  8 . k ~  Ponr, 
,i.., o.,,..r~ w u p c  m d  c h h f  M&lnWr .  C I I I . ~  h l r o t r l c - 1  i n p i ~ e r  n* o . ~ ~ ~ , ~  

m~g.r, ch1.r &@nr r r  o r  m t w  XorY8 end Dopnit7 nenor.1 t.l*nrrer, A * a l a t t n t  m1.f bbtN,e, 

&,,&,,.r, mb h..L.turt C h h r  & n f , t r n ~ r  d a s t e r  rorxs, be end t ; ~  a n  :x*rsby g.r.w)J 
,,,t-..d .. qwite er ..ld h p m t m * n t  wxl of the C l h  01 LO* *nC*i.@, s l n r n l c t p ~ l  eorw,:l. 

j to mj deed or ,:rat, wid t u  t- n c o n f * t i m  t b r u * r ,  m b r a u 7  . com.yr:,rr of 

.,ch mah ooru.nt s!s11 k o r l d ~ n c g d  by th. n r l t t o n  8ao*pt*ne* o f  o w  o r  tho a r o n r l l ~  

.ti..bd t o  d*rd or R-t, toR*ther .Ith r o e l t i f l u d  c o w  of ttlls U S ~ l U t l o n .  

I w n b  o e r t l q  wt :he ror.goiw 1. a P u l l ,  t ~ o  Mln e o r n o t  row or i iwolut l ro  lo. 

8~ .dawd. b, tw  ~ o u d  ar h t w  and ?mrw Corml**tawrs  OC t M  C i t y  o r  Lo* Anr.1.t a t  it, 

wtltq b.14 b r o h  22. 1B4J. J080ph L. I l l l l w m  8.erutar). 

Zb. att.eMd o ~ v o , . ~ .  In tm.iruy .cc*pt.d :&la  1b:h d q  oC F.bmlry 10.4 under t i *  

C d l r o r u l a  Ce4. oE Cf.vll Trwdun olnlav  a l l e n  upon tho p n m r l  of l and  o i t u o t s  In  th* 

covntr of Inro, e t a -  rS C.l:rornl., and upon t he  b u i i d t n ~ *  s i t l u t *  tmmm, rlltoh l a r d  $1 

deesrtbed a#  io110.a. t e r i t l  h o t  po, tla, o r  h o t i o n  0 ,  T o s n ~ n l p  7 south Rmr* 33 M * b  

and 0-17 d*rorib.d 0 .  Lot 8 ,  ilork P o r  the S i r m n  . rmo t ,  t b  .din.. o r  s.ld prnl**r 

b d n e  O O F M I .  O r  bl*rr .  m d  C M ~ D  Y t z w t s  i n  th. m l d  31.- r r r o t .  

Said l l e n  1. o h h d  fer 1" a o r d  ..mt.i.l.l i.dm1uh.d i n  tru roculni: of t he  hisIl*lN, 

on sold  prwminea at :ha n q u u s t  ei' Oeorc* L. #OM Jr., ior O,,J ,..n.d in t a l e  o o n c : m t l m  0' 

work o r  iwror* .mnt  or  e*:o bul1Jlnc. b.:..rn :,I., :, Dacsnhor 104a mrl :I* LarJ d'V 

of Duo*zwr 1940. 

?ht t'M maul% duo ol*lm*nt sild unpal,! on secmnt al. ..id oon t r ao t ,  8rt.r doduct!W 

811; )u.t orodl t4  end o:'T*.tS, 1. t:u r u  of h n o  ' i tmund end jsvun:y-?lns d o l l i r *  (*'71'w'' 

b t  owrue -. no* 3r.. 1. t h  m p r l t d  nn.7 OI. ; r i d  ~ . ~ i l ~ l r i . *  snli pi.umlu.s. D*Wd 
O S W  d q  01 Parmaw7 1930. 

'1. 00," 
11. uovrr 

bt.t. oC C.llfocn1. 



140031 
I 
i 

4 6 1 

i 

a--err 3~ T v 
279 7Cdc 

,/- 
- - 2 ,-J 

(40.831 

UPPER 
I 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D33 

RESPONSE D33-I 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-16. 





Letter DM 

Fred Patterson 





LETTER D-34 

January 7, 1990 
767 Rome Drive 
Bishop, California 93514 

Mr. John Davis, Senior Vice President 
E.I.P. Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

I atLc;:dcd Lhe Bishop hearing concerning the 1 3 . 1 . K .  for the Owens 
Valley Long Term Groundwater Management Plan. 1 am commenting 
in this letter instead of an oral comment at the meeting. 

The "Hillside Decree" prohibits the LADWP from exporting groundwater 
from the "Blshop Cone". The E.I.R. "Agreement" states that groundwater 
pumping by the LADWP shall be in strict adherence to this decree. 

-7 

However, the agreement then stipulates that the water used on 
Los Angeles owned lands on the Cone shall be the amount supplied 
to those lands less any return flow to the sueduct system. There --- 
are two problems resulting from this section of the agreement. 
1) Groundwater is being exported from the Cone as stated in the 
above part of the agreement, "less any return flow to the aqueduct 
system". The Hillside Decree prohibits exporting groundwater 
from the Cone. Therefore, no groundwater should be exported for 
any reason. 2 )  Except in a-few isolated instances, there is no 
way to measure the amount of water used on City of Los Angeles 
lands on the Cone and no way to measure the amount returning to 
the aqueduct system even though this latter activity is illegal. 

Several new irrigation ditches within the Cone have been dug, 
and at least one multi-acre field h a ?  hecn cleared, nlanted and 
newly irrigated during the past two years (even though these have 
been drought years). Most of the water in these ditches flows 
back into the aqueduct system unmeasured. Therefore, the LADWP 
could claim that all of the water flowing in ditches across irrigated 
land (unmeasured) is used on the land instead of flowing into 
the aqueduct (unmeasured). 

Recommendations 
1. No groundwater can be ex~orted from the Cone as is stated in 
the decree 
2. If the County of Inyo and the LADWP refuse to obey the dictates 
of the court decree in the agreement, then Inyo County must receive 
just compensation in water from other sources. Furthermore, all 
water on the Cone from in-valley use must be measured at the point 
it enters the land for use on the land and at the point it leaves 
the land to enter the aqueduct system. The results of such measuring 
devices must be regularly recorded by Inyo County personnel. 



j 3. Ko new irrigating ditches can be dug where the water originates 
from a source other than a presently used ditch (which would 
further invalidate the Hillside Decree). 
4. All replacement wells must have the same capacity as those 
wells they replace. 



RESPONSE D34-1 

Please refer to response to master comii.int PD-13 for discussion of groundwater pumping on ihc 

Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE D34-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 for discussion of groundwaicr pumping on the 

ishop Cone. 

RESPONSE 034-3 

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 rcsponie is requircd. 

RESPONSE D34-4 

Comment noted. No further response is requircd 





Letter D35 

Scott Hubbard 





Coments of S c o t t  Hubbard on t h e  
Draft  Envi romenta l  impact Rewrt for - 

1.0s h q e l e s ' s  Waber Gatherinq i n  t k e  Omes Valley and - 
t h e  7-onq-tern Groundwater Manaqement Aqreenent - 

Eased on t h e  s t a t e d  purpose of t h e  10s Angeles/O.dens 'I:alley Water 
Agreemerit, " t o  cause no s i g n j f i c a n t  e f f ec t .  on the env i roment  which 
cannot 'ue acceptably mit igated while providing a reliab1.e supply of 
mter f o r  e x p r t " , ?  firicl t h e  fo l loxing  inadequacies i n  Cle d r a f t  
E. I .R.  

1. The base l ine  period f o r  t h e  asrecment cnrrent1.y covers  only 
1984-1987. it shoule include tile e a r l i e s t  a v a i l a b l e  d a t a ,  from 
'kforc. water errart began if poss ib le .  

2 .  Accurate inventory da ta  on w i l d i i f e ,  p l a n t s ,  sp r ings  and wetiands 
is a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  cu r ren t  base l ine  period and should be included 
i n  t h e  f i n a l  E.1 .R.  

3.  During drought periods pmping should only be allowed a f t e r  s o i l  
moisture has recovered from drought inpact  o r  it can ke proven t h a t  
pumping w i l l  no t  i n t e n s i f y  t h e  impact of t h e  &ought. 

4. kn in ter im upper l i m i t  f o r  punping should k! ostai-,?ished t o  k i n  
effect unt5.l u n c e r t a i n t i e s  in proposed measurement and methods of 
mnagement can 'be el iminated.  I suggest  t h e  previously cour t -se t  
maximum l i m i t .  Thorough valley-wi& monitoring should & es tak l i shed  
t o  v e r i f y  t h e  accuracy (showing changes of 1C%) of proposed monitoring 
&fore  t h e  l i m i t  should ke removed. 

5. %e f i n a l  E . I . 2 .  needs t o  include an i rven to ry  of t h e  
emulative inpact  of graz ing  a n  water export  a c t i v i t i e s .  

< o. The f i n a l  E.I.R. should ine lcde  a more d e t a i l e d  graz inq  
managerent plan. 

7. A l l  remaining Patura l  springsneec' t o  be pro tec t& from f u r t h e r  
dec l ine  i n  florr and re s to red  t o  previous flow i f  this can ire 
es tab l i shed .  

8. Hazardous wind-born a i r  po l lu t ion  caused by water expart needs t o  
be addressed i n  t h e  f i n a l  E . I .R .  

Tnank you f o r  t h e  oppor tuni ty  t o  c o m e n t .  

S incere ly ,  

Sco t t  Hubbarc! 





RESPONSE 035-1 

Plcase see response to comment B13-31 in *Letter -23. Also please refer to response to master 

cornmcnt EA-I for discussion of pro-projcct conditions. 

RESPONSE D35-2 

T'ne bcsi avaiiabie date for vcgctation is discussed in detail in Chapter 10; wildiik is discussed in 

detail in Chapter 11 of the Draft EIR. Picasc r d c r  to rcsponscs tci master sommcnts EA-I, YE- 

RESPONSE D35-3 

Pkasi: r ek r  to respume to nastrr cc;rnmc?t PD-17 for diwmion of the drought rccovcry polity. 

RESPONSE D35-4 

icasc rcfcr to rcsponsc to rnasicr ciirnrncni PD-17, regarding drought recove.). polity. 

RESPONSE D35-5 

* - Cumuiative effects are discussed in C apter I I ,  GEQA Considerations. and in response to master 

comrncni MT-5. 



Rcsponscs to Camrncnts 
Letter D35 

RESPONSE 035-6 

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 graring management 

program. 

RESPONSE D35-7 

Springs would be protected under the Agreement. Please refer to responses to master comments 

PD-5 and WA-4. 

RESPONSE D35-S 

Air quality impacts are discussed in detail i n  Ch:spter 12, Air Quality, of ths Draft EIR; and further 

discussed in response to masicr comment AQ-1. 



Letter D36 

Rob Willis, Miller and Wood Ranch Co. 





Rob W i l l  i s ,  Manager 
M i i i e r  and Wood Ranch Co. 
Route  2 ,  3902 No, S i e r r a  Highway 
B i s h o p ,  CA 93514 

Janua ry  8 ,  1991 

E IP  k s s o c , a t e s  
150 Spear S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1500 
3 a G  F r e c c i s c o ,  CA 94105 

A t r 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  

RE:  Env i  ronmenta  i Impact  
R e p o r t  - Ground,watsr 
Agreement f o r  LADWP 
and l n v o  County  

Dear M r .  D a v i s :  

e n t s  are i n  response  t o  t h e  d r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  impac t  
R e p o r t  (E l i ? )  p r e p a r e d  by  the  C i t y  o f  i o s  Ange ies .  Depar tment  o f  
Water and Power (LADWP) and l n y o  County  w i t h  a s s i s t a n c e  p r o v i d e d  
b y  your  company. 

Wood Ranch C o .  leases l and  d e s i g n a t e d  as g r a z i n g  l a n d  
f rom the LADWP i n  t h e  Owens Vailey and Long V a l l e y  a r e a s ,  

We ish  t o  e x p r e s s  o u r  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  d r a f t  £ IF?  as  i t  s t a n d s .  

We 60, however ,  have same conce rns  w i t h  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and 
a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  c e r t -  . - i n  p o r t i o n s  o f  the p r o j e c r  p i a n ,  a s  d t s c u s s e a  

I n  S e c t i o n  5 ,  Page 6 ,  Volume 1 ,  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  p l a n  i s  
d i s c u s s e d .  The f i r s t  p a r a g r a p h  s t a t e s  t h a t  a  " t e c h n i c a l  g r o u p "  
compr i sed  o f  l n y o  County  and LADWP p e r s o n n e l  w o u l d  d e t e r m i n e  
where s i g n i f i c a n t  adve rse  impac ts  were  o c c u r i n g  and what  r e m e d i a l  
a c t i o n  must  be t a k e n .  

We f e e l  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  when a r a n c h  l e a s e  i s  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h i s  t y p e  
o f  d i s c u s s i o n  and d e t e r m i n a t i o n ,  t h e  County  s i d e  o f  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  
g r o u p  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  s t a f f  members f r o m  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  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n / F a r m  A d v i s o r ' s  o f f i c e  and t h e  
A g r l c u i t u r a l  C o m n i s s i o n e r ' s  o f f i c e .  W h i l e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  
p a r t i c i p a t i n g  as  an a c t i v e  member o f  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  g roup ,  i t  
Fil?RiJld disu be manda to ry  f o r  t h e  r a n c h  leasee involvee ta be 
p r e ~ t 3 n t  a t  t h e  m e e t i n g s  and have a v o i c e  i n  t h i s  m a t t e r  i f  he /she  
S O  w i s h e s .  



A l s o ,  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  t i m e  t h e r e  i s  no one i n  t h e  C o u n t y ' s  
t e c h n i c a l  g r o u p  q u a l i f i e d  t o  e v a l u a t e  l a n d  u r i l i z e d  i n  
a g r i c u l t u r e  and no one f r o m  t h e  two d i f f e r e n t  County  a g r i c u l t u r e  
d e p a r t m e n t s  ( U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  and 
Inyo/Mono C o u n t i e s '  A g r i c u l t u r a l  C o m i s s i o n e r )  has been asked t o  

As a  l e a s e e ,  M i l l e r  and Wood has  e x p e r i e n c e  d i r e c t  f r u s t r a t i o n  
c o n c e r n i n g  t h i s  p r o b l e m  i . e .  t h e  5 B r i d g e s  b u r n  a r e a ,  w h i c h  i s  a  
p o r t i o n  o f  o u r  l e a s e .  We have neve r  been c o n s u l t e d  o r  even 
c o n t a c t e d  i n d i r e c t l y  f o r  i n p u t  a t  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  m e e t i n g s  
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  l a n d  we tease  and spend t i m e ,  e f f o r t  and money i n  
t r y i n g  t o  m a i n t a i n .  

I n  S e c t i o n  1 7 ,  Page 5 .  Volume 1 ,  t h e  EIR s t a t e s  t h a t  g r a z i n g  
management i s  n o t  a  p a r t  o f  t h e  p roposed  p r o j e c t  and t h a t  i s  
e x a c t l y  as  i t  s h o u l d  r e m a i n  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  
- 
W h i l e  g r a z i n g  management c a n  c e r t a i n l y  e f f e c t  v e g e t a t i o n ,  g r a z i n g  
i n t e n s i t y  i s  d i r e c t l y  c o n t r o l l e d  by t h e  amount o f  v e g e t a t i o n ,  

w h i c h  i s  d e t e r m i n e d  by  w a t e r  management end n a t u r a l  p r e c i p i t a -  
t i o n .  No i n t e l l i g e n t  r a n c h e r  i s  g o i n g  t o  o v e r g r a z e  on a  
p e r s i s t e n t  b a s i s  f o r  t h e  s i m p l e  r e a s o n  t h a t  he w o u l d  e x p e r i e n c e  a  
c o n t i n u i n g  d e c r e a s e  i n  t h e  l a n d ' s  c a r r y i n g  c a p a c i t y .  T h e r e f o r e ,  
w a t e r  management s h o u l d  r e m a i n  t h e  t o t a l  f o c u s  o f  t h e  p l a n  and 
g r a z i n g  s h o u l d  n o t  be d i r e c t l y  addressed.  - 
I n  S e c t i o n  1 7 ,  Page 6 ,  Volume 1 ,  t h e  c u r r e n t  5 - p o i n t  G r a z i n g  P l a n  
employed by t h e  LADWP i s  d e l i n e a t e d .  T h i s  p l a n  has worked 
s u c c e s s f u l l y  f o r  many y e a r s  and i s  f a r  s u p e r i o r  t o  g r a z i n g  p l a n s  
u t i l i z e d  by t h e  U.S.  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  and t h e  Bureau o f  Land 
Management. As c a t t l e  r a n c h e r s ,  we a r e  c o n s t a n t l y  i n t e r - a c t ! n g  
w i t h  t hese  two gove rnmen ta l  a g e n c i e s  and f i n d  them i n c r e a s i n g l y  
bogged down w i t h  " r e d  t a p e "  and p o o r l y  q u a l i f i e d  p e r s o n n e l .  

The c u r r e n t  LADWP g r a z i n g  p l a n  does  a  f a r  more e q u i t a b l e  and 
e f f i c i e n t  j o b  o f  g r a z i n g  management f o r  a l l  p a r t i e s  i n v o l v e d  and 
embraces m u l t i p l e  use ,  as  i t  s h o u i d  be.  

Thank you f o r  an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c o m e n t  on t h e  d r a f t  
E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Impact  R e p o r t  a s  p r e p a r e d  f o r  l n y o  County  and t h e  
Los Ange ies  Depar tment  o f  Water and Power. 

Rob Wi l  I  i s  
Manager 
M i l l e r  and Wood Ranch Co. 



RESPONSE D36-1 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 for discussion of monitoring provisions under 

the Green Book. 

RESPONSE D36-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required 

















NTS 

RESPONSE D37-1 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-3 for discussion of mitigation under CEQA. 

RESPONSE D37-2 

T h i s  comment expresses a personal opinion unrclatcd to thc conkcnt of the Draft EiR. No 

response is required. 





Letter D38 

Todd & Lori Tatum 





January 10, 1991 

Er. John Davis, Senior Vice Presid-ent 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, California 94135 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Subject: Public Comment on EIR for Long-Tern Gronndwater 
Nanagement Agreement 

I am a lifeti~e resident of Bishop and feel this groundwater 
agreement is the most important m.iLestone in the history of 
the Owens Valley. 1 am in full support of the work of SIP 
associates in getting the ETR passed through the court system 
as swiftly as possible, there has been ensugh environfiental 
detainments. 

My main area of comment and concern is in reference to EIR 
pp. 3 7 - 4  thru 17-5 entitled Livestock Grazing. This should 
be a water related issue not a grazing issue, and should only 
briefly be mentioned enough to satisfy CEQA. The current 
drought has reduced livestock grazing as much as 5 0 %  in some 
areas. Livestock grazing has not adversiy impacted vegetation 
from 1970 to 1990 nor will it in the f-ture if left alone. 
This subject should be n.anaged entirely between the landlord 
and the lessee. 

Sincerely yours, 





RESPONSE D38-1 

Livestock grazing h not part of the propovcd projjcct. lease r d c r  to rcsponsc to master comment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for addihnai discussion <if LADWP's iivcstixk grazing management 

program. 





Letter D39 

John S. Clough, Forest Lawn Memorial-Parks and Mortuaries 





COUNCii OF REGENTS 

January 11, 1990 

EIP Asswiates 
150 Spa r  Street,  Suite 1500 
San FTancisco, California 91405 

Subject: Waft Envicormntal Impact R e p r t  (DEIR) ,  Inyo County/ 
tos Afigeles Groundwater Managmnt Plan 

ter contains our c ts on the &-aft Enviromntal  
I )  for the I n  ur?ty/los Pqeles  Gro-imdwater 

agesen- Plan. W e  also provided oral testimony a t  "Le &c 
.Wgeles public meeting concerning the X I R .  

F o ~ s t  Law Memarial-Park Assmiation owns operates 
of b s  hge les  -&A& contain substantial 

irrigated land. 

in the City of Mgeles, Forest Lam 
is v i ta l ly  concern t a n  adequate sqqply of this f in i te  
resource k: Cityy. An adeguate hater supply is 
v i t a l  t o  s u s t a h  human l i f e  and t o  maintain and p m t e  the econenic 
lives of the mny industries businesses in the C i t y  of Los 
Angeles. 

The D E I R  M i c a t e s  %at tne propxed project is &I equitable 
plan tbt continues t o  water to  the City of Los Angeles, 
substantially neefits Inyo Comty, arad pmtects the soace area's 
e n v k o m n t  by establishing objective -rating cr i ter ia  and 
controls. 

Lawn sincerely s the District Court of Appd 
DEZR. Forest L is q n d i n g  substantial resources 

bat irrigatlcm water is applied without waste a t  our 
fac i l i t i es ,  Ev-xy b i g a t i o n  system is tested for uniformity of 
distribution and re-desiged and re-built ,  i f  necessary, t o  optimize 



dist r ibut ion.  I r r igat ion system controls a re  being automated. I r r iga t ion  
irecpency and application the length is determined by a computer program 
tha t  uses man: factaos, including d is t r ibu t ion  uniformity, crop factors ,  
eL,amtr-ans~iration r a t e s  (from CIXS weather s ta t ion  information), and 
sysrcm pxecipitiition ra tes .  h e  m c n t  3f applied i r r iga t ion  :n"ier is 
carpared weekly with the programed amunt t o  ver i fy  actual  performance. 

I n  addition t o  pdrming projects such a s  the subject of the DEIR, 
s u ~ s t a n t i a l  water r a s e  Lechnkpes a re  being used and are  planned i n  the 
City of Los Ange;el.es and by Fcrest Lawn t o  increase the amount of available 
p t a b l e  water. Forest Latm is i.nvohred i n  cooperative projects with the 
City of i o s  Angeies t o  del iver  and i;se reclaimed wastegater fo r  i r r iga t ion  
p w p s e s  a t  our cemeteries. Wr.en conpleted, these projects w i l l  decrease 
the dernar,c? fo r  a l i k e  aiioiint of p3table water. 

1 
I ?'kc pre.;cfir i r o i q k t  j.s unaerscorjng i n  c5ireryone's m?ng the i ~ r i : a i n c e  

cf w t a b l e  waxer  an^ its limited ava i lab i l i ty .  Sorest Lawn is working 
d i l igent ly  with the City of Los .kgeles t o  conserve t h i s  f i n i t e  resource. 
'The acceptance of the DEIR is accion corrplimeritary t o  these objectives. 
Maintaining adeguiite supplies of water to the City of Los Angeles is 

1 essent ia l  t o  :he "utme of our area,  and the iiveiyhood of its ci t izens.  
L 

Very tA?ily yoicrs, 

John 5. Clough 
Vlce President 



RESPONSE Dig-1 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the contcnt 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. Nc3 rcspnse is required. 





Letter D40 

Barbara Toth 





J o h n  D a v i s ,  S e n i o r  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  
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 i e  1500  
San F r a n c i s c o ,  C a l i f o r n i a  94105  

S u b j e c t :  Los Ange!es D e p a r t m e n t  F F  W a t e r  and  P o w e r ' s  G 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 ,  " W a t e r  f r o m  t h e  Owens 
V a l l e y  t o  S u p p l y  T h e  S e c o n d  Los A n g e l e s  A q u e d u c t :  
1970 t o  1990 and 1990 Onward ,  P u r s u a n t  t o  a  Long- 
Term G r o u n d w a t e r  Management  P l a n "  

Dear  S i r :  

The  f o l l o w i n g  comments  a r e  d i r e c t e d  t o w a r d  t h e  c o n t r u c t i o n  o f  
f i v e  new w e l l s  t o  be  pumped w i t h l n  +he a i s h o p  Cone ,  w h i c h  h a s  
been  d e s c r i b e d  i n  volume I o f  t h e  E I R .  I t  i s  s t a t e d  o n  p a g e s  
5 - 1 5  and 5 - 1 6  o f  t h e  EIR t h a t  L A D W P  w i l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  i r r i g a t e  
i t s  l a n d s  on t h e  B i s h o p  Cone t h a t  w e r e  i r r i g a t e d  i n  1 9 8 1 - 1 9 8 2 ,  
and  a n y  o t h e r  o f  i t s  l a n d s  on t h e  Cone t h a t  h a v e  been  i r r i g a t e d  
s i n c e  1 9 8 1 - 1 9 8 2 .  The E I R  f u r t h e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  LADW? h a s  a n n u -  
a l l y  p r o v i d e d  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  27,OCO a c r e  f e e t  o f  w a t e r  t o  i t s  
l a n d s  on t h e  Cone d u r i n g  t h o s e  y e a r s ,  w h i l e  e x t r a c t i n g  an a n n -  
u a l  amount  o f  1 1 , 5 0 0  a c r e  f e e t  f r o m  pumped a n d  f l o w i n g  w e l i s  
on t h e  Cone .  The p r o p o s e d  new we l l s  w o u l d  i n c r e a s e  t h e  t o t a l  
pumping c a p a c i t y  on t h e  Gone by 7 2 %  t o  3 2 , 0 0 0  a c r e  f e e t  p e r  
y e a r .  T h i s  i s  a  more t h a n  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e  f r o m  t h e  f o r -  
mer amoun t  o f  jl,i00 a c r .  f e e t  p e r  y e a r  b e i n g  p i i m p e d .  Kv 
q u e s t i o n  i s ,  why an a d d i t i o n a l  a m o u n t ,  significantly m o r e ,  o f  
pumping i s  p r o p o s e d  f o r  t h e  B i s h o p  Cone when i t  i s  n o t  n e e d e d ,  

p r a c t i c e s  u s i n g  s u r f a c e  w a t e r s  w i t h i n  t h e  Cone b e i n g  p r o p o s e d  
by LADWP? I f  s o ,  why w a s n ' t  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  
EIR? I f  a n y  d i v e r s i o n  o f  s u r f a c e  w a f e r s  c u r r e n t l y  b e i n g  u s e d  

and  c a n n o t  be  e x p o r t e d ?  i s  some k i n d  o f  c h a n g e  i n  i r r i g a t i o n  

f o r  i r r i g a t i o n  on t h e  B i s h o p  Cone by LADWP w i l l  t a k e  p l a c e  u n -  
d e r  t h e  p r o p o s e d  a g r e e m e n t ,  a  c o m p l e t e  and  d e t a i l e d  e x p l a n a t i o n  
mus t  be p r o v i d e d  i n  t h e  f i n a l  E I R ,  a n d  a l s o  t o  me a t  my r e q u e s t .  
I f  no s u r f a c e  w a t e r s  d i v e r s i o n  w i l l  t a k e  p l a c e ,  p l e a s e  e x p l a i n  
why t h e  7 2 %  i n c r e a s e  i n  pumping on t h e  Cone i s  b e i n g  p r o p o s e d  
i n  t h e  EIR. I wou ld  a l s o  l i k e  t o  know how t h i s  i n c r e a s e d  wa- 
t e r  s u p p l y  wou ld  be  u s e d ,  w h e r e  i t  wou ld  b e  u s e d ,  and  w h e r e  
i t  w i l l  go a f t e r  u s e .  I 



2 
u r t h e r ,  I b e l i e v e  t h e r e  w i l l  be  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t  on t h e  

B i s h o p  Cone d u e  t o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  i n c r e a s e d  pumping a m o u n t ,  and  
i t h i n k  i t  i s  a  m i s q u o t e  t o  s t a t e  i n  t h e  E I R  on p a g e  1 6 - 3 3  t h a t  
new pumping w e l l s  i n  t h e  f i v e  a r e a s  ( B i s h o p ,  Laws,  B ig  P i n e ,  I n -  
d e p e n d e n c e  and  Lone F i n e )  w i l l  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t .  

1 i t  wou ld  be i m p o s s i b l e  n o t  t o  h a v e  s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t  w i t h  t h e  
i i n c r e a s e d  amoun t  o f  g r o u n d t v a t e r  e x t r a c t j o n  t h a t  wou ld  t a k e  p l a c e  
I i n  t h e s e  a r e a s ,  b e s i d e s  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t  t o  p r i v a t e  a n d  
/ communi ty  w e l l s .  I r e q u e s t  t h a t  you c h a n g e  y o u r  s t a t e m e n t  t o  
1 " s i g n i f f c a n t  i m p a c t "  o v e r  c u r r e n t  i o i i d i t i o n s  i n  t h e s e  a r e a s .  
c- 
i The E l R  p l a i i l l y  s t a t e s  t h e  amoun t  o f  g r o u n d  w a t e r  pumping w i l l  
j i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  w i t h  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o -  
/ p o s e d  w a t e r  a g r e e m e n t .  I would  l i k e  t o  r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  
I E I R  be  d e v e l o p e d  t o  i n c l u d e  no i n c r e a s e d  g r o u n d w a t e r  e x t r a c t i o n  
i by L A D i . j P ,  a n d  i n c l u d e  m a n d a t o r y  c o n s e r v a t i o n  m e a s u r e s  and  c o n -  

t r o l l e d  g r o w t h  i n  t h e  Los A n y e l e s  a r e a ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  b a l a n c e  t h e  
need  f o r  water  and  to p r o v i d e  more a d e q u a t e  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  
' n c r e a s i n g 7 y  fragile e n v i r o n m e n t  o f  t h e  Owens Ya1 ;ey .  

1 k ; i l l  l o o k  f c r w a r d  t o  h e a r i n g  f rom you r e g a r d i n g  my comments  
a b o u t  y o u r  E I R .  Thank you f o r  ~ O J P  t i m e .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  / 

B a r b a r a  T c t h  



RESPONSE D40-! 

For a detailed discussion of groundwater pumping on the Bishop Cone, please refer to response 

to master comment PD-13 and Appendix A-4 for legal opinions of the Hillside and Chandler 

Decrees. 

RESPONSE D40-2 

The pumping that would occur under the Agreement would be managed lo avoid a significant 

impact to vegetation. Please refer ti> response to master comment PD-4 regarding new wcils. 

RESPONSE D40-3 

The increase in groundwater pumping rckrenced in this comment is an increase over pre-197% 

average pumping levels of approximately 10,00(3 acre feet per year. Proposed average annual 

groundwater pumping will be similar to 1370-1990 ievels and will be constrained by the 

environmental protection provisions of the Agreement. See last paragraph on page 6-3 of the 

Draft EIR. See also Chapter 9, Water Resourccs page 9-84, paragraph 3 in thc Draft EIR. Water 

conservation in Los Angeles is addressed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, and an update on i o s  

Angeles' mandatory conservation measures is discussed in response to master comment AL-3. 





Letter D41 

Business People of Sau Fernando Valley 





Mr. John A. Davis, P. E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The large business community of s Afigeles require a supply of water in 
order to produce goods and services to support. !iforniaZs economy. That water supply 
must he reliable in order for businesses to justify selecting s Angeles for their facility 
and for making an investment in property and equipment. - 1 L 

We understand from ?he Owens Valley umping EIR that ?he "Proposed 
Project" could provide 42,000 acre-feet per year of groundwater. e also understand, i 

however, that if pumping must be reduced in the future for environmentai reasons that 1 
the 42,000 AF/year of export would be reduced but that the water applied for irrigation 1 
of Owens Valley alfalfa would not be reduced., We believe this is unfair to the business 
community of h s  Angeles and suggest that the water fur alfalfa should be reduced before 

I 
1 

export is reduced. 1 
_-1 

San Fernando Vailey 
(See Attached) 









T h i s  ccrnmcni cxprcsses an opinion on thc mcriis of ihc project and d o e  not icia:c to the conicn: 

of the Draft EIR. Cornrncni noted. No response is rcquircd. 





Kenneth D. Miller, Miller Livestock Co. 





January Id, 1931 

EIP Associates 
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 
San Francisco, Ca. 34105 

Attn: John Davis 
Senior Vice President 

RE: Environmental Impact Report 
Groundwater agreement for LADWP and Inyo County 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

These are comments in response to the draft environmental 
impact report (EIRI prepared by your compsny For the city 
of Los Angeles, Department of water (LADWP) and Inyo County. 
I lease grazing land from the LAOWP in the Owens Valley and 
Long Valley areas. 

In section 17, Page 5, volume 1 ,  the EIR states that grazing 
management is not a part of the proposed project. This is 
the way it should remain. The ourpose of the ETA is to 
delineate a plan For groundwater pumping. Inyo County has 
no business whatsoever becoming involved in qrazing lease 
agreements between LADWP end ranchers who depend on those 
leases For the stability of their business o~eration. 

In section 17, page 5 ,  volume 1 ,  the current 5-point grazing 
plan in use by the LADWP is delineated. This plan has worked 
for both ranchers and the LAOWP For many years, and until 
the past 4-year drought the Owens Valley vegetation was in as 
good e condition as could be expected for an area that 
averages less than 6 inches of precipitation and receives 
very limited irrigation. 

Comparison to U.S. Forest Service and ELM grezing plans does 
not apply, as LADWP grazing lands consist primarily OF sub- 
irrigated river bottom and cattle receive considerable 
supplementation during the winter season. 

O F F I C E  8051589-2555 



Most forest service and ELM grounds are brush land and the 
grazing plans do not take into account supplementation of 
livestock by ranchers. - 
In section 5 ,  page 6, volume 1 ,  administration of the plan 
is discussed. The first paragraph states that a "technical 
grouprt comprised of Inyo County and LADWP personnel would 
determine where significant adverse impacts were occurring 
due to Dumping and/or water management and what steps would 
be taken to mitigate the damage. 

In cases involving grazing leases, the rancher should be 
invited to participate in these meetings. Secondly, 
county personnel should consist of at lease one individual 
who is qualified to evaluate agricultural ground and who 
understands livestock and grazing. Due to personal 
experience with the present "technical group", I know that 
the county has no one on the group so qualified. 

My lease encompasses the "5-bridges burn" area near Bishop. 
Neither my ranch manager, my partner, or myself have been 
allowed to participate in technical group meetings 
concerning this area. As a result, unqualified county 
personnel have prevailed in curtailing livestock grazing 
over a large area, where the most that was necessary would 
have been non-use of the burn itself until it had received 
enough time and rainfall to re-vegetate. This course of 
action has significantly affected our livestock operation 
at a cost to us that was unnecessary. - 
As a general agreement, I support the implementation of the 
draft EIR. I wish to express however, that inyo county 
and the general public should concern themselves with a pumping 
agreement. The public has no right to intervene between the 
LADWP and its' grazing leases. The leases are private 
agreements between orivate parties and should not be subject 
to public control. 

Sincerely, 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER D42 

RESPONSE D42-1 

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 042-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required 

RESPONSE D42-3 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D42-4 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment PD-14 regarding livestock grazing 

management. 





Letter D43 

David E Wood, Miller and Wood Ranch Co. 





LETTER 0-43 

J a n u a r y  14 ,  1991 

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  1500 
San F r a n c i s c o ,  C A  94105 

A t t n :  J o h n  D a v i s  
S e n i o r  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  

R E  : 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  
G r o u n d w a t e r  A g r e e m e n t  f o r  
LADWP and I n y o  C o u n t y  

Dear  M r .  D a v i s :  

These comments a r e  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  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  ( E I R )  p r e p a r e d  b y  t h e  C i t y  o f  Los  A n g e l e s ,  
D e p a r t m e n t  o f  W a t e r  a n d  Power (LADWP) a n d  I n y o  C o u n t y  w i t h  
a s s i s t a n c e  p r o v i d e d  b y  y o u r  company. 

I l e a s e  g r a z i n g  l a n d  f r o m  t h e  LADWP i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  
and  Long V a l l e y  a r e a s  and  am a  U.S. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  a n d  
BLM p e r m i t t e e  o n  l a n d  a d j o i n i n g  t h o s e  l e a s e s .  

W h i l e  I s u p p o r t  t h e  d r a f t  t I R  i n  g e n e r a l ,  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
o f  t h e  p l a n  i s  l e f t  much t o o  open  w h e r e  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g  
i s  c o n c e r n e d .  - 

I n  S e c t i o n  5, Page 6 ,  Volume I, a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  o f  t h e  p l a n  
i s  d i s c u s s e d .  The f i r s t  p a r a g r a p h  s t a t e s  t h a t  a  " t e c h n i c a l  
g r o u p "  c o m p r i s e d  o f  I n y o  C o u n t y  a n d  LADWP p e r s o n n e l  w o u l d  
d e t e r m i n e  where  s i g n i f i c a n t  a d v e r s e  i m p a c t s  w e r e  o c c u r r f n g  
due t o  pump ing  a n d / o r  w a t e r  management ,  a n d  w h a t  r e m e d i a l  
a c t i o n  m u s t  b e  t a k e n .  

Where t h e r e  a r e  r a n c h  l e a s e s  i n v o l v e d ,  c o u n t y  p e r s o n n e l  
s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  someone q u a l i f i e d  t o  e v a l u a t e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
g r o u n d  and  t h e  r a n c h  l e a s e e  s h o u l d  be  i n v i t e d  t o  t e c h n i c a l  
m e e t i n g s  and  h a v e  an a c t i v e  v o i c e .  

The p r e s e n t  I n y o  C o u n t y  p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  " t e c h n i c a l  g r o u p "  
c o n t a i n s  a b s o l u t e l y  n o  one c a p a b l e  o r  q u a l i f i e d  t o  e v a l u a t e  
a n y  t y p e  o f  g r a z i n g  l a n d ,  much l e s s  d e c i d e  how t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  
if any damage has  o c c u r r e d .  

My l e a s e  has  a l r e a d y  been i n v o l v e d  i n  " t e c h n i c a  
c o n t r o l  due  t o  o v e r  pump ing  i n  t h e  f i v e - b r i d g e s  

1  g r o u p "  
a r e a  o f  



r B i s h o p .  My r a n c h  manager  has  b e e n  g i v e n  n o  c h a n c e  t o  
a d d r e s s  t h e  " t e c h n i c a l  g r o u p "  and  c o u n t y  p e r s o n n e l  h a v e  
h a d  an u n n e c e s s a r y  a d v e r s e  i m p a c t  o n  my b u s i n e s s  due t o  
t h e i r  l a c k  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  common s e n s e .  

I n  S e c t i o n  17 ,  Page 5 ,  Volume 1 ,  t h e  d r a f t  E IR s t a t e s  t h a t  
g r a z i n g  management  i s  n o t  a  p a r t  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t .  
T h a t  i s  e x a c t l y  as  i t  s h o u l d  r e m a i n .  G r a z i n g  on  LADWP 
g r o u n d  i s  a  b u s i n e s s  a g r e e m e n t  b e t w e e n  r a n c h e r s  and  LADWP. 
N e i t h e r  I n y o  C o u n t y  o r  anyone  e l s e  has  t h e  r i g h t  t o  
d i c t a t e  how LA o r  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  r a n c h e r s  manage g r a z i n g  

2 
o n  t h e s e  1  e a s e s .  

I n  S e c t i o n  1 7 ,  Page 6 ,  Volume 1 ,  t h e  c u r r e n t  5 - p o i n t  
G r a z i n g  P l a n  e m p l o y e d  b y  t h e  LADWP i s  d e l i n e a t e d .  T h i s  
p l a n  has  w o r k e d  s u c c e s s f u l l y  f o r  many y e a r s .  

T h e r e  has  been  t a l k  o f  f o r c i n g  r e p l a c e m e n t  o f  t h i s  p l a n  b y  
one s i m i l a r  t o F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  o r  BLM p l a n s .  T h i s  w o u l d  be  
p r e p o s t e r o u s .  F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  g r o u n d  u n d e r  
g r a z i n g  l e a s e s  f r o m  LADWP i s  much d i f f e r e n t  i n  n a t u r e  t h a n  
t h e  n o r m a l l y  d e s e r t  b r u s h  c o u n t r y  g r a z e d  b y  g o v e r n m e n t  
p e r m i t t e e s .  S e c o n d l y ,  LADWP l a n d  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  p r i v a t e  
g r o u n d  l e a s e d  on a  p r i v a t e  b a s i s  a n d  t h e  p u b l i c  has  no  
b u s i n e s s  d i c t a t i n g  g r a z i n g  p r a c t i c e s .  

Thank y o u  f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  o f  c o m m e n t i n g  o n  t h e  d r a f t  
E I R  as p r e p a r e d  f o r  I n y o  C o u n t y  a n d  t h e  Los  A n g e l e s  D e p t .  
o f  W a t e r  a n d  Power .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  
/" 



RESPONSE D43-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D43 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 for discussion of monitoring 

under the Green Book, and PD-14 for discussion of livestock gra~ing management. 

RESPONSE D43-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D43-3 

Comment noted. There is no proposal to change the current LADWP grazing program. Please 

refer to response to master comment PD-14 regarding livestock grazing management. 





Letter D44 

Gerald E. Curry, Treimau, Schiffman & Curry 





T R E I M A N ,  S C H I F F M C N  S C U R R Y  

January 15, 1991 

Mr. John A. Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Groundwater Pumping in the Owens Valley 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

We have reviewed the Draft EIR and the Agreement between 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 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 protection and water for Los Angeles. However, a 
reliable water supply is critical to business and industry in Los 
Angeles. 

One area of the agreement of particular concern is the provision 
that the use of irrigation water on 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 quantity and reliability of water supply for Los Angeles. We 
urge you to keep both in mind when the final selection is made. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 

GEC : cmh / 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D44 

RESPONSE D44-1 

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 D45 

Stan Haye 





LETTER D-45 

I really apologize for these comments - the water agreement and the 
draft EIR are so long, and the issue so complex, I can't even hardly get 
started. However, I support the agreement, and the EIR, and what I hear 
from the Board of Supervisors is encouraging; they seem to be going in 
the right direction. 

Some strengths of the agreement, that ought to be retained, and improved 
if possible: 

An innovative plan, based on actual physical measurements, to prevent 
declines in vegetation from the 1984 - 1987 baseline conditions. 

A plan to turn off wells if the vegetation is not being protected, 
giving Inyo County a voice in this decision, and clearly defined and 
expedited dispute resolution procedures. 

Restores the lower Owens River. 

Reaffirms the Hillside Decree and gives protection for Indian lands 
water supplies. 

Provides funds so that Inyo County can independently gather scientific 
facts and fully participate in groundwater management. 

Some weaknesses of the agreement, that need to be addressed: 
1 

One very major shortcoming in the EIR is that there is little or no 
discussion of the cumulative impacts of livestock grazing. Since 
grazing may be a major contributor to vegetation changes in composition 
and amount, and to dust, grazing needs a very through discussion. Also, 
alfalfa, grown for livestock, is one of the highest water use crops. 
Consideration should be given to replacing alfalfa with a crop that uses 
much less water. Even subdividing the alfalfa fields and building 
houses would use less water than alfalfa. Ranching is not a very 
important part of the economy, nationally or even locally, and should 
not be given special protection. 

Provisions which give the DWP unilateral authority to turn on pumps must 
be deleted. This kind of authority smacks of the old (and new?) 
dictatorial DWP, and is totally in opposition to the spirit and intent 
of the Agreement and the safeguards provided by the Technical Group and 
Standing Committee. 

Irrigated native pasture should not be allowed to be converted to 
alfalfa. For one thing, as stated above, alfalfa takes too much water. 

No land should be divested for any use unless a firm source of water for 
the development is identified. This source should not be groundvater, 
since it is already fully committed and overdrawn. The only source of 
water for new development can be from reduction in the amount exported, i4 



I hope that these, and other matters, will be corrected in the final EIR 
and Agreement. Persevere. 

, 
i 

5 

, 

Stan Haye 
P. 0. Drawer W 
Independence, Ca 93526 

4 
or savings in valley use, such as converting alfalfa to less water 
intensive crops. There is no water to soare - how can land possibly be 
sold for development given this constraint? - 
"Significant" impact must be better defined in the Agreement. This 
definition must specify that any measurable decrease in ground cover in 
the base period, due to pumping, must be considered significant, and be 
required to be dealt with. A valley wide monitoring program, capable of 
detecting these changes, must be established. Until the safe yield in 
compliance with the Agreement is determined, pumping should be 
conservative, not to the max. - 
A better pre project description needs to be included in the EIR. This 
is the foundation of the entire document. There is more information 
available than was included in the draft EIR, and a information 
available should be included and given its proper evaluation, whether or 
not it is detrimental to the position of the DWP or County. The EIR 
must be factual, not political. - 
The lower Owens River project, although beneficial in itself as stated 
above, should & be considered as mitlgation for other, totally 
unrelated, damage done by pumping. Rewatering the river is simply 
reclamation of damage done, and only that. I have a problem with the 
whole concept of mitigation - what should be done is reclamation of 
damaged areas, not spurious "mitigation" in totally unrelated areas, and 
of totally different types of damage. As an example, how can 
reestablishment of a riparian area "mitigate" for the loss of natural 
springs and the natural meadows associated with them? - 
Since there can be no mitigation for thier loss, the few remaining 
springs, especially Reinhackle, must be oreserved in their natural 
$tate. unimaaired. This means no wells drilled above Reinhackle, or 
near any other of the few remaining springs. I remember, 20 years ago, 
when the artesian well near the Aqueduct on Nazourka Canyon Road was 
still flowing with the best water in the Valley. For me, this will be 
the acid test of the Agreement - when that well flows again, then all is 
well (no pun intended). - 



RESPONSES TO COMM 
LETTER D45 

RESPONSE D45-1 

Comment noted; 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 D45-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 regarding the issue of unilateral well turnioff. 

RESPONSE D45-3 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-I regarding allowable vegetation changes under 

the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D45-4 

The release of Los Angeles-owned lands under the Agreement would be consistent with local 

general plans for development. Water supply would be one of several issues evaluated in a 

separate CEQA review. Please refer to response to master comment PD-15. 

RESPONSE D45-5 

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 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D45 

(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 D45-6 

Please refer to response to comment EA-1 for discussion of pre-project conditions and VE-5 

concerning aerial photos. 

RESPONSE D45-7 

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 D45-8 

Springs and seeps would be protected under the Agreement. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-5 regarding the protection of remaining springs and seeps; and WA-4 regarding 

protection of Reinhackle Spring. 



Letter D46 

Ron L. Yribarren 





LETTER 

P.O. Box 177, Uishop, f A 0:15i 3 
tilR-X7:1-fi20 I 

January 17,1991 

Mr. Davis, 

I have lived in the Owens Valley on a ranch with my family for 

the past eighteen years and in reading the EIR report I would 

like to make a few comments. - 
First in section 17-5 it is stated that grazing management is not 

a part of the proposed project. I think that the majority of the 

ranchers in this area know that if it is a dry year or years that 

they need to decrease their herd so as not to over graze the 

land especially in the recent years with so many people being 

against the cattle buisness. 

I would like to see the grazing management kept to a minimum and 

all the people concerned work together to reach a happy medium. 

Second, in section 5-6 a technical group was brought up to make 

decisions concerning water, soil and vegetation changes. If there 

is Lo be such a group I would like to see the Farm Advisor in our 

area include',: in this group and also a rancher that leases from 

DWP . 
Thank you for your concideration in these matters, 

R s n  L. Yribarren 

Bishop, Calif 93515 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER D46 

RESPONSE D46-1 

Comment noted. 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 D47 

FFed Camphausen 





Green Book: a Tech Review 
Fred ("Campy") Camphausen, 2765 Sierra Vista %'a): Bishop CA 935 11, (619) 872-2338 

The management goals are well stated in the draft EIR but the technical followthrough 
described within the Green Book 

network mncept is proposed. The 

This investigator is a resident of Inyo County, a physicist wbo beHeves that a water agreement 
should he signed hetween LADWP and Inyo. It should he the very best agreement that can he obtained. 
both technically and Bsutlly. I examined the Green Book bu y the contained references to 
verify the accuracy of their citation or their validatity within work. 

I. VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 

[Reference: Green Book p. I ]  
The overall goal of managing the water resources 
within Inyo Countg is to avoid certain described 
decreases and  changes in vegetation and  to 
cause no significant effect on the environment 
which cannot be acceptably mitigated ... . 

lnyo County officials have stated that the 
term signYicant can be interpreted without 
further definition in the language of legal pro- 
ceedings. However, from a scientific viewpoint. 
this notion is not sustained. 

Tolerable plant loss might be zero on a 
property which is privately owned, close to zero 
for a crust\i, long-timc Owcns Valley resident, or. 
somewhat greater in the case of a land manager 
having fiscal a s  well a s  property maintenance 
responsibilities. 

Volume I pp. 10-49 and 10-73 summarize 
several of t h e  factors used for determining 
vegetation impact significance, but  these arc 
incomplete. A ranking of the  key tasks  in 
determining impact significance begins with the 
earliest planning phase and continues through 
the formulation a mitigation plan: 

(a) research and document, within a condiiional 
mitigation plan, s~ecie-swecific environmenttal 
risk-matrices of Gater, soil, and  atmospheric 
condit~ons versus growth time of year, 

(b) establish thresholds of unacceptable loss 
density per specie and location prior tb a n  actual 
impact event, 

(c) establish a unified, Valley-wide monitoring 
network to collect data used for ore-event water 
resource management and post-.event scenario 
reconstruction, 

(d) dcvclop and per~odically update measures of 
cffcctivcncss (MOEs) to be sought for the selected 
mitlgatlon response in case of a n  lmpact event, 

(e) accept and agree that a long tinrc period may 
follow a n  initially undetected impact evcnt 
during which its significance and attributabiliiy 
may later bc recognized. 

(0 detect posslblc vegctatlon change, 

(g) measure specie loss densities and extent, 

(h) reconstruct environmental scenario leading 
to irnpact event and revise risk matrices for each 
affected specie if required, 

(i) imniediatcly terminate pumping and/or s w -  
face water management procedures suspected of 
participating in the impact event, and  assure 
that monitoring is vigilantly maintained within 
other similar rcsourcc management arcas, 

(j) formulate a mltigatlon plan based upon 
pre11ously establtshcd response plans la) through 
(e) along with current impcrat~ves (g) through (1) 

Among these. items (a), (b), (dl, ( ) and lh) nre 
quantifiable criteria which the 2 grcement has  
resisted putting numbers to, axid would become 
the minimum set used to quantify thc term 
signiJicant. 

Volume I estimates that Owcns Valley has  
suffered a five percent vegetation loss during 
reccnt drought periods. This estimate may 
suggest that, under ideal conditions perhaps, a 
five percent change is measurable. If this is true, 
five percent may well serve a s  a candidate loss 
threshold to use as a basis for mitigation action. 

The planning criteria of vegetation change 
thresholds and measures of effectiveness to he 
sought in a mitigation action for each vegetation 
type should be quantified and stated within a 
conditional mitigation plan before any vegetation 
impad has actually cnxurmd. 



If a vegetation change occurs, postevent 
specie-specific vegetation loss densities and 
mnld ambient conditions should be convolved 
with the above determinations for the final 

of the conditional mitigation plan. 

Management Type B Vegetation 

In the quotation from p. 1 given above, 
acceptablu miticrated mieht lead to rhe untrue 
iniefenccihat. Cn the speafic case of $;pe B vege- 
tation, proven and effective methods of mitiea- 
tion exist. Previous use of the same mitigath 
techniques that are described in the Grccn Book 
has had a relatively poor record of succcss when 
applied ro the very important Management type B 
vegetation within Owens Valley. 

The a t i v e  practkahility of mitiga 
ant vegetation classes shou 9" d be 

[Reference: Green Book p. 41 
The soil water monitoring sites have been chosen 
to provide advance warning of plant water deficit 
in the area of injluence from the linked wells. ... 
hydrologic analyses will be used to determine 
what land areas lie within the potential zone of 
influence from either individual wells or well 
fields. 

D~scussion of data within the Green Book 
has the dual purpose of defining the data config- 
uration planned under the future A reement. 
while also presentisle twentv vears o f data on 
Owens Valiky recharge, pumph , and ground- 
watcr flow. Conceptual shortfa f 1s continue to 
yield sub-optimum management information. 
The planned configuration is troubled bv data 
production limitations at many of the markorin 
sites. These deficiency areas constitute the bul i? 
of discussion uithin this paper and are briefly 
summarized below. 

Depth to water (DTW) should be the 
primary measurement variable for responsive and 
accurate detection of changing water availability. 
Soil moisture monitoring, as currently config- 
ured, is costly and labor intensive, yields largely 
sterile and unproductive data, and involves time 
delays which may be critical in detecting im- 
pending vegetation changes. Soil moisture is 
useful as an analytical variable for understand- 
ing vegetation needs, but its role is secondary to 
DTW as a management variable for providing an 
advanced warning function within a Valley-wide 
setting. These and other concerns are discussed 
within the analyses of the later VEGETATION 
MMGEMENT section. 

There are too few diversely and remotely 
locatrd illoniroring sttcs ablv 10 s r a t ~ s t r c d l ~  
corlfirln r?sorrrcc a1111 soil moislurc status. 111 1 1 1 ~  
dcs~gti of the proposrd soil moisture site. a single 
mc3s11rrmcnt slrrllg, IS cqriippcd wrth Irlply rc- 
dundanr sensors lor data i~dclit\: t-lowcvrr. lo\\. 
confidence will result as  such data does not 

this paper presents design elements for a simpli- 
fied svstem to measure field-averaged soil mois- 
ture by way of a distributed gensor array. 
Monitored vegetation and  DTW s t a tus  are  
included within the site data ensemble. 

The backbone function of a data acquisi- 
tion system is to accurately and rapidly convert 
field measurements into management insight. 
Within the HYDROLOGIC MANAGEMENT sec- 
tion of this paper it is shown that comparisons 
made between measured water levels and levels 
predicted by current groundwater flow simulation 
cannot possibly agree for important coverage 
areas of the Owens Valley. The recharge data, 
used both to formulate the recharge models (the 

dependin'g on these data, are infl6ential in 
setting future pumping levels. 

Contrary to a statement in the Green 
Book, calculation of recharge by LADWPIInyo is 
not a detailed and rigorous exercise. While 
sizeable errors are known to be present within the 
recharge equations, even these would pass un- 
noticed when the results are utilized within an 
insensitive 20-year moving average decision tool. 
No advantage is seen in applying the 20-year 
moving average to set pumping goals. A modern 
interpretation of Owens Valley recharge data, 
along with pumping decisions extending back to 
1971, reveals that overdraft has been inadequatly 
contained. 

Conservative water resource management 
requires analysis and simulation capchilities 
which are not vet in ulannine. Water resource 
management tdols thai are d&cribed within the 
Green Book arc underdeveloped and, in part ill 
chosen, particularly when input with demon- 
strablv "cooked data, and these tools would 
place a t  risk the vegetation within Owens Valley 

[Reference; Green Book p. 201 
... A sianificant decrease or chancre or other siq- 
niftcani ejfct on the environment" will be mitiga- 
ted if it is measurable, attributable to qroundwater 

or surface water managemt?nt practices, 
and sign@cant. 



The word significant redundantly appears 
in the above, and the last one probably should be 
removed. 

Delayed Vegetation Impact 

A vegetation change may not be noticed 
immediately. Its discovery could occur when new 
imagery or vegetation measurement data are 
compared with data recorded previously. Vegeta- 
tion impacts are usually cumulative and may 
slowly unfold, but still would be measurable, 
significant, and attributable, even after consider- 
able time has passed. 

The EIR and Agreement should address a 
mitigation pmtoool to be followed when the detec- 
tion5f vegGtations changes is delayed. 

New Growth-Available Soil Water 

[Reference: Green Book p. 91 
.... the plant-required water will be compared to 
the plant-available soil water ... . 

No consideration is given to critical water 
needs of new vegetation, in which additional 
moisture is required within the near surface 
nutrient zone for the survival of delicate new or 
o&p&g plants. Water needs of new growth is 
typically inconsistent with the moisture to be 
maintained at  the deeper root zones of mature 
plants, in terms of the criteria: 

(a) supplied amount, 

(b) availability durations and times of year, 

(c) moisture distribution with depth in soil 

Unless mitigated by the chance intervention of 
rainfall or artificial mitigation effort, the success 
of the proposed management plan per Section 111 
%ill be uncertain at  best, but probably debilitating 
to vegetation over the long term. 

Vegetation Parameters 

(b) ycar-to-year variations in climate and rain- 
fall, both localized and Valley-uide. 

lc) human intervention, including well field opcr- 
ation changes and mitigation efforts. 

I t  is common practice among orchardists 
to set their tree maintenance schedules by the 
occurrence of a specific event. such as bud break, 
and to not adhere to a specific month and day. 

Further studies should he performed to 
wnflnn the validity of the late June timing of the 
vegetation and soil surveys. 

Mitigation 

[Refercncc: Green Book p. 131 
... the need and value of the mitigation is greater 
than the impacts ... and that any such impacts 
will be avoided ... 

Thc wltten usc of impacts. both as a cer- 
tain outcome and a s  a forbidden one, is either 
circular or self-contradictory, 

[Referencc: Green Book p. 3 1) 
If no such [mitigation] alternative exists. a new 
mitigation goal will be developed and irnplemen- 
ted for the affected area. 

Developing a new mitigation goal when 
no mitigation alternative exists appears to he 
logically inconsistent 

[Referencc: Green Book PI! 12 and 161 
If a significant vegetation decrease and /o r  
change has occurred, and a well has been turned 
oft; the well may be turned on by DWJ? neces- 
sary, to supply water to avoid additional decreas- 
es or changes, andlor to supply water to mitigate 
such impacts. 

The above statement contains a n  inad- 
vertant administrative inconsistency. The DWP 
should be replaced by Technical Group. 

[Reference: Green Book pp. 8-91 [Reference: Green Book p. 291 
SOU-to-plant water balance projections for July 1 Generally. compensatory mitigation ... would not 
will be based on the soil water and leaf area moni- be a preferred goal o j a  mitigation plan. 
toring data collected during late June of that 
year. Compensatory mitigation includes trading 

across specie lines, a deplorable mitl ation prac- 2 The use of a precisely defined seasonal tice which LADWP/Inyo has resort to in miti- 
period for measuring vegetation parameters is not gating Management type B vegetation losses. 
consistent with the plant growth factors of: 

Losses to management type B vegetation 
(a) specie-specific variations in the time periods reported on in Volume I appear to have not been 
of seasonal climax of growth and dormancy, mitigated succegsfully. Plots formerly containing 

this  vegetation type were traded in specie, 



usually to lnlgated woodlots, alfalfa, or native 
pastures. In most of the cases reported on in 
Volume I, pumping or surface water management 
contributed to the vegetation impacts. 

Any reference to a need for mitigation as 
an aftermath of continued water extracrion h m  
a location should be made in the context that a 
catastrophe has occurred. one which may not 
respond to mitigation efforts. and one in which 
derkctive water &source management has played 
a key role. 

iRefercnce: Green Book p. 301 
Surface water application to repair, rehabilitate. 
and/or restore the impacts will be considered as  
an alternative. 

Mitigating impacts via water extracted 
from the soil beneath the impacted area is an  
example of an unstable control system inviting 
incipient to runaway: 

(a) evaporative losses. 

(b) increased water level depth, 

(c) inappropriate sol1 water distrtbut~on in depth, 

(dl inordinate electrical energy expenditures. 

(el disturbances to future interpretation of on. 
going soil moisture monitoring data. 

These, and other disappointments, may occur 
during a time frame which is least favorable to 
maintaining a stable surface water and pumping 
management plan. Note is made of the example 
of incomplete mitigation in the Five Bridges area. 
The Green Book suggests that second thoughts 
would now be given to continued pumping for 
water application if a potential exists for further 
adverse ericironmental impacts. 

Water spreading over a damaged site 
should be the very last resort, and one which 
would be rendered almost totallv unnecessarv 
through exercise of conscwat ive .~tat~n-sase  
yield water resource management. 

11. EmTION INVENTORY 

Rlvately Owned and Indian Reservation Lands 

[Reference: Green Book p. 341 
The dominant vegetation of a total of 227,160 
acres of Los Angeles-owned land in Owens Valley 
was inuentoried and mapped by LADWP between 
1984 and 1987. 

Evidently, no Inventory has been made of 
vegctarlon on prwatcly owned and Indian lands 

lyin wthm or adjacent to Los Angeles-owned 
lanis.  The Agreement provides mitigation to 
correct LADWP impacts to privately owned water 
wells but no protection or mitigation i s  planned 
for privately owned trees and shrubs. 

The Agreement and the Green Book are 
unresponsive concerning possible vegetation 

on private and Indian lands in 
%pac&-WP well field and surfaoe water 
management areas. 

A n  inventory should be made of vegeta- 
tion types existing on adjacent and enclosed 
private and Indian lands to guide water resource 
management efforts toward safeguarding this 
vegetation. 

Vegetation Stress on the Whop Cone 

The water table of the Bishop cone is 
believed to have declined over the past several 
years: 

(a) a ten-foot drop in the water table occurred 
between the installation of gasoline tanks at the 
Manor Market on West line Street in 1972 and 
their removal and replacement in 1990. 

(b) a stand of Lombardy trees located in the 
vicinity of Reata and Watterson Roads are dead, 

(c) several acres of black locust trees located 
immediately east across State Route 395 from the 
Bishop Golf Course are dying, 

(d) replacement of a 50-foot well by a 100-foot 
well was needed in 1987 on my property located 
on west Sierra Vista Way, 

(e) 6 Poplar, Lombardy, and Cottonwood trees 
were recently lost at the above property and loss 
is pending for several other trees. 

The observations given above strongly 
suggest, but do not prove, that a general lowering 
of the water table on the Bishop cone has already 
occurred. If the water table has indeed declined, 
this would be due to a combination of: 

(a) a recent string of dry years, 

(b) water extraction by privately owned wells, 

(c) water extraction by LADWP wells for irrigating 
alfalfa leases, 

(dl eleven uncapped LADWP artesian wells which 
have been freely flouing into the Owens River 
since the 1920s decade. 

Most of the suspected water table decline 
would bc from cause (a). Some responsibility 



should be apportioned between causes (b) and (c). 
Cause (d) would be controversial if an evaluator 
were to assert that water withdrawn from the 
aquifer cannot deplete that part of the aquifer 
above the point of withdrawal. This assertion 
relates to the discussion in the section marked 
Remote Monitoring Data Base below, and would 
be false. A leaking aantfer 1s depleted evcmhere 
within its conneGiviiy. 

Many deep rooting, mature trees are 
sustained by a water level which has formerly 
been as shallow as three feet. The current water 
table is lower than three feet and, on my prop- 
erty, is ten feet. An added ten feet of water table 
change, as  examined by the Bishop vegetation 
management map in Volume 11, would be suf- 
ficient to kill a portion of those trees which are 
now under stress. Such vegetation changes 
would impact property values, probably to a 
greater degree than would occur from damage to 
water wells. 

There is no evidence that LADW/Invo 
intend to preserve deep rooting mature treks 
growing on privately owned and Indian reserva- 
tion Lands located on the Bishop cone. 

There is no discussion within the Green 
Book of protective measures or mitigation to be 
considered if LADWPIInvo water extraction 

111. VEGrnrnION MONITORING 

Remote Monitoring Data Base 

[Reference: Green Book p. 461 
Monitoring intensity will be greatest within well 
f ~ l d s  and will lessen with distance away from the 
pumping wells. 

In several remote areas of the Valley, 
periodic visual surveys are the only planned data 
collection effort. Remote water table drawdown 
due to pumping is less pronounced than that 
occurrin closer to the well fields, but vegetation 
may sti 8 be placed at risk in the event of a 
gradual, unexpected water table decline. 

It turns out that, in a steady state fluid 
flow within homogeneous, retarding media, the 
pressure at any point will be less than that of the 
static case. This means that operating a pump 
anywhere within a basin will, to a varying degree 
and beginning at appropriately differing times, 
reduce the water table at all locations which are 
in communication with the pump. Technically, 
vegetation impacts can occur due to a lowered 
water table ultimately at great distances from 
major pumping areas. Areas within an aquifer 
that are "uphill" from a well field are susceptible 
to the effects of pumping-induced depletion also. 

Changes occurring at a remote water table 
due to pumping are seldom rapid and may initial- 
ly pass uimoticed. The water level would con- 
tinue LO decline for a time after the extraction has 
ceased. Following discovery, the timing and the 
extent of maximum drop would be difficult to 
predict. Restoration of the original water table 
level could require scveral recharge seasons. 

fields. 

Psydhrometry in Water Resource Management 

Vegetation management is discussed 
within the Green Book and Volume I has having 
the dual vegetation and soil moisture monitoring 
goals of: 

(a) detecting watcr management-caused problems 
before impacts occur, 

(b) determinin whether a vegetation decrease, 
change, or ot er environmental effect has  
occurred. 

a 
To accomplish these goals, the proposed 

project soil moisture measurement is via utiliza- 
tion of psychrometers to project soil-to-plant 
water balance at key points within the mana e 
ment areas. More emphasis appears to %e 
devoted to soil moisture meas-urement data than 
to water tevel data. 

It should be understood by all evaluators 
that the use of psychrometry for valley-wide 
water lpsoun% management has never been done 
before. It is an experimental and qualified ap- 
proach, except within relatively less significant 
and smaller applications. 

Prior actual use of psychrometers has 
been limited to the relatively restricted purposes 
of basic studies, watering system control a t  
nurseries, and, notably since the 1940s. on some 
irrigated farms in the California Central Valley 

[Reference: Green Book p. 631 
Water potential rneasur&nents are being taken at  
one representative location within the soil of 
each monitoring site. 

A farmer knows that subsurface water 
content may vary by a factor of two over a ten- 
foot horizontal distance. Interpretation of data 
obtained from a single implanted sensor string 



would be hampered by doubts that the data are 
truly representative of the measurement field. 

Soil hhom-&ties modifv the soil m& 
ture distribution i<both plan and depth. invali 
dating the soil water calculations obtained from a 
s i n P t ~ m ~ ~ e n t  s3trlnn of distributed sensors. 
~h:ther any chosen loca?ion within s monitor- 
ing site is representative of the site as a whole 
w&ld not known unless additional measure- 
ments are made at other locations within the 

The customarv method used for estab- 
lishing a useful analytical profile within an  
inhomogeneous field is to compute the average of 
several-measurement strings within an Gray 
consisting of similar strin s placed at widely dis- 
tributed locations within tae field. 

Depth to Water Parameter is Primary 

The best measurement parameter for 
monitoring plant communities within a valley- 
wide svstcm would be one that most closelv 
satisfie; hoth operational and analytical goals. 
From a vegetation point of view, the fundamental 
parameter relates to moisture reaching the root 
structure. Although soil moisture is useful as  an 
analytical vartablg for understanding vegetation 
nccds, its role should bc secondary to DTW as  a 
water extraction management variable. 

Sorl moisture is not a fundamental para- 
in the views of the water resouroe adminis- 

trator and the water commission having over- 
sight responsibility. Soil moisture is a phenom- 
enon which varies spatially and temporally 
under influences which are not under system 
Mntn,l. 

(a) moisture distributions are specific and fre- 
quentlv unioue, with strone location de~endence 
&cause of the intervening variables of geologic 
blocking structures, leakage, and evaporation 
which ifiterrelate in complc% ways. 

(b) steadv state DTW dictates a steadv state soil 

time delay 

(cl DTW is easy to measure in real time; soil 
moisture measurements are expensive, labor 
intensive, and cannot be performed in real time. 

(dl by real-time monitoring of DTW, pumping 
wells can be phased in and out of service quickly 
and efficiently, hopefully before a major change in 
soil moisture distribution can occur, 

(el experiments conducted within water manage- 
ment areas may correlate soil moisture distribu- 

tions with associated water table levels, and 
ultimately to vegetation health. 

The draft EIR and the Green Book recog- 
nize the primacy of water table levels in its many 
references to data originating with well reports 
and the assertion of the availability of approx- 
imately 700 DTW measurement-capable wells. 

In contrast with the above, the manage- 
ment of water extraction using soil moisture as  
the fundamental variable may suffer from: 

(a) fewer than 30 monitoring sites available for 
projecting soil-to-plant moisture balance. 

(b) degraded interpretation of measurement data 
due to soil inhomogeneities, which would limit 
confidence in extrapolating data over the area of 
the site, 

(c) time delays which may be critical in predicting 
vegetation changes, 

(d) loss of oversight by the water commission or 
other intcrestcd parties who may be unable to 
receive commonly understood data concerning 
underground water change, 

(c) fiscal implications of the data collection and 
analysis effort, which implicitly include: 

. fabrication, calibration, and installation 

ed trar;sducer failure rate, 

expanded staffing by technician-level 
personnel to accomplish the proposed routine 
data collection program at the intervals of once 
each month, 

. cost burden, which is apparently un- 
realized in the Agreement, will likely be adjudged 
excessive at a future time of water sufficiency. 
possibly leading to effort cutback or abandon- 
men t . 

The manual tasks of measuring and 
analyzing data, which arc triply redundant as  an 
error detection scheme, are mundane and repeti- 
tive, and would not be helpful to the performing 
technician in terms of his or her career satis- 
faction and development. 

Historical vegetation changes occurring 
near monitodug sites with available DTW rrcords 
confirm that frequently measured DTW and 
ambient weather conditions furnish the earliest 
warning of possible vegetation damage. 

The Proposed Project should establish 
depth to water as the fundamental measured 
parameter for early detection of vegetation 



changes and for water ~ e 8 0 ~ r ~ e  management and during its fail to Los Angeles. The ZADU7P/Iny0 
analysis. position is that enere  considerations are exclud- 

able from  he EIR since the electrical budget is net 
negative. Accordingly, this would not be a CEQA 

[Reference: Green Book p. 83 FIGURE fII.G.4.aj consideration. 

A Logarithmic Scale legend is missing for A scientist's notion is that relevant fac- 
the root density axis (example: Log Root Dens- tors should be exposed to aid proper judgment. 
ity). This notion may differ from the legal viewpoint 

that silcnr-. mav he k e ~ t  for those factors not ....., ~ . -  ~~ 

technically ~ ~ ' C E Q A  considerations. 
N: HYDROLKXXC MANAGEMENT 

If it Is the intent ofLADWP/lnyo to sup- 
Rivately Owned and Indian Reservation Lands undwater to imlgate leased Bishop 

nds in order to export imlgation 
[Reference: Green Book DU. 94-951 tail water alone with the saved =off from flow- 
Hydrologic analyses 'hil l  be-conducted to ingstre , t&s intent should be stated within 
determine whether the lowerinq of the water level the EIR 
in a private well is attributa6le" to groundwater 
pumping by LADWI? 

A s  discussed within Section I1 above, 
groundwater levels on the Bishop Cone are 
probably in decline. Mature, deep-rooting trees 
have succumbed to this water table drop. 
Significant additional pumping, whether from 
locations above or below the private residential 
and Indian reservation lands, will impact trecs 
located thereon. 

The p r o m  additional pumping on the 
Bishop Cone will likely damage deep rooting 
mature trees on privately owned and Indian 
lands on the Bishop Cone, in addition to the 
damage occurring to watw wells. 

Rationale for Development of the Bishop Cone 

Plans by LADWPIInyo to expand water 
extraction from the Bishop Cone may be in 
sn port of "the letter but not the intent" of the A eDeme. 

Apparently, LADWPIInyo have identified 
for diversion some of the water flowing within 
streams and ditches which is currently used to 
flood-irrigate leased grazing lauds. Pastures 
would be supplied with pumped groundwat~r. as  
leased crop lands are currently, with the resulting 
tail water also eventually flowin into the aque- 
ducts and ultimately to Los Augekes. 

In the 1940 Hillside Decree, the idea had 
not yet occurred of an eventual second aqueduct 
leading to Los Angeles, much less that water 
would rationally be pumped out of the ground 
adjacent to running creeks merely to irrigate 
stock land. 

The electrical power expended for pumping 
the Bishop Cone, on the order of 115 MWHIAF, 
would be more than offset by anticipated addi- 
tional power generated by the pumped water 

If the above intent is aflimmd, the Hillside. 
be examined to determine whether 

the additional water extracted for this purpose 
was foreseen by that Deu'ee. 

It should further be determined whether 
this extraction falls within the CEQA consider 
ations of signifiant enuimnmentd effects as  
these pertain to water level changes 
mature trees on privately owned and Indian 
reservation lands, and growth-inducing inplontr 
of the proposed action as applying to the Los 
Aageles basin. 

Fkdmge Model Simplidty 

[Reference: Green Book p. 1141 
... the calculation of recharge is a detailed and 
rigorous exercise. 

Thc underground recharge model is used 
to analyze recharge and pumping effects on the 
watcr table. It is an extremely simple model (see 
Demoimtration 1 below). 

Simplicity in a model often represents 
eleganm, but sometimes it only means that the 
answers it provides will be mtrustworthy. 

Demonstration 1 :  Show underlying symplicity of re. 
charge model used in green book. 

Express recharge components in terms of 
year-dependent variables and year-independent con- 
stants (the subscript i is suppressed on the recharge 
components and constants k): 

Streams: Rs = kl*ROj - k2 
UIMS: Rm = kg*ROj 
Canals: Rc = kq*SGDi, j 
GWR: R~ = kg*LADWPj, j Note 1 



Indian iands: Ri = kg*LADWPi< j 
Underfiow: Ru = k7 
irrigliivestock: RL = k~ 

Precip: Rp = Kg 
LakeiReservoir: RI. = kl 0 

Totai recharge from the above sources during year j 
is given as a generai summation: 

where: 
Knj = constants which are independent of year 

RO, = ratio of annuai Valley-wide runoff to long 
term average Valiey-wide runoff for year j 

S a i ,  j = discharge at spiiigate I in year j 
LADWPi, j = totai water aiiocation for recharge 

area i during year j 

The above cquation is the formula for the 
recharge model used in Ow-ens Valley Only three 
variables require annual measurement; the four 
constants comprise parameters which have been 
measured only once or with values which are 
averaged or merely assumed. 

Contrary to the uotation of p. 114 given 
above. calculation of rec 7 3  arge by LADWPIInyo is 
not a detailed and r%on,us &&. 

ns are Critical 

[Reference: Green Book p. 1041 
Eight sources are considered when calculating re- 
charge in the Owens b'attey. These are: streams, 
ungaged intermountain slopes, canals, ground- 
water recharge, underflow, irrigation and live- 
stock, precipitation, and lakes and reservoirs. 

According to Table 13 in Appendix B of the 
Green Book, covering the 1989 water year, 
streams and canals were the dominant recharge 
sources while that from lakes and reservoirs was 
almost i norable. Streams and canals were 
responsib e for two-thirds of the total recharge in 
1989. 

r one-third of the computed annual 
m9wge. now values a m  postdated but have not 
heen measured. For the remaining two-thirds of 
the computed annual recha e, only three 
variables are measured, one or each water 
z3ouxce. 

13 

One of the measured variables, the Valley- 
wide run-off parameter RO, is the independent 
variable used in the  recharge models (the 
"re ession equations)". The Green Book (page 

that further study may identify 
distribution of percent average 

runor .  

Regional Runoff Correctfon Fact01 

In the foregoing it was noted that the 
regression equations used in estimating future 
groundwater recharge depend on the annual 
percent average Valleywide runoff parameter RO. 
Any errors in measuring RO would lead to scale 
errors in calculating what the future pumping 
limits should be. Because of regional differences 
in runoff for any year, a single-valued RO 
introduced to eac region's regression equation 
will introduce two error sources: 

la) measurement error in RO, as  described above, 

(b) error due to regional variances from the VaI- 
ley-wide avcragc used to define RO. 

Demonsiration 2 given below is a summaT of 
two changes which have been made to refine the 
expression for stream recharge: a correction to 
include stream length within the evaporation 
loss parameter SET, and inclusion of the regional 
runoff factor ROE 

Demonstration 2: rewrite the stream recharge for- 
mula (Green Book p. 105 eq. (1)) to include regional 
runoff and evaporation corrections; give an example 
of the use of the revised formula and compare resuits 
with values caiculated in the Green Book. 

Correcting stream recharge formula and 
using physical notation: 

where: 

L = stream iength 
AL = increase in stream iength 
r = current year valley-wide runoff 
r, = average annual valley-wide runoff 
f = correction for specific runoff area 
& = stream ioss to infiitration 
k = unit stream evaporation 



In Green Book format, with tabuiated values 
and units for each stream and year as given in Tabie 
1 (runoff area factor to be supplied): 

Rs = (1 t SRA t SRB)(724*BOM*ROF*SRR 
- 1 . 3 5 * ~ ~ * 1 0 * 3 )  

where: 

SFtA = fractionai stream length increase above 
station 
SRB = fractional stream length increase below 

station 
BOM = average flow at base of mountain station 
ROF = runoff factor corrected for specific runoff 

region 
SRR = ratio of stream loss to BOM 
SL = stream length 

Consider the use of Rs in a specific example. 
"A recent year established the foiiowing: Sierra 
snow pack is 55% of normai in the northern part of 
the Sierra (affecting Laws and Bishop areas) while it 
is 70% of normai in the southern part (independence 
and Lone Pine areas)." 

Data: RO = 0.64 (GB App. B Table 2) 
ROF (north) = 0.55 
ROF (south) = 0.70 

Other parameter values are obtained from the tables 
of Appendix B. 

Only streams, intermountain slopes, and 
groundwater recharge components are affected by 
ROF. Assume further that the ROFs for the snow pack 
in the White and inyo Mountains compare with those 
for the Sierra. Compute northern area recharge and 
compare with Green Book values: 

Corrected Green Book 
Stream totals 10927 12711 
UMS totals 2369 2756 
GWR totals 6495  7558  

- - 
Subtotal: 19791 23025 

Error: 16.3% 

The evaporation correction had very small 
affect on this result (except for Rawson Creek, SRA 
and SRB were zero), thus, the dominant error i s  

caused by delta ROF, which differs from the v a l ~ e  
given ir, the Green Book by 16.4%. 

The example within the above demonstra- 
tion is rcaiistic. It refers to water year 1989. 

Because of the single error introduced by 
not quantif*g the regional basis for recharge 

e Bishop-Laws well field 8rem 
pump 15% above the intended 
them part of Owens Valley. the 

were set 9% lower than intended. 

forRechageModels 

Figure 1 at the end of this paper presents 
bar graphs showing estimated recharge and 
historic pumping within four watcr manage-ment 
areas. The solid recharge bars are paired with 
crosshatched pumping bars for ease of inter- 
comparison. Note that the bar graphs portray the 
large overdrafts occurring during 1987-89 and 
earlier periods. 

The Green Book has not furnished the 
error limits with any of its data; these errors are 
presumed to have been ignored. Well field pump- 
ing levels would be set toe high if the recharge 
equations contain a significant positive error. 

Errors found in a cursory examination of 
the equation for stream recharge include: 

(a) use of long-term average rather than annual- 
ly gaged stream flow values, 

(b) acceptance of Valley-wide vice region-specific 
runoff, 

(c) inability to quantify snow melt annual cany- 
over, 

(d) inability to input annual and regional varia- 
tions in evapotranspiration, 

(e) misuse of evaporation term (see Demonstra- 
tion 2 above), 

(f) assumed constant widths of stream vegetation 
zones, ve etation fractional areas within these 3 zones, an annual evaporation within vegetation 
zones, which are also erroneously taken to be the 
same for all streams, 

(g) measurement errors for average flow, stream 
lengths, and delta stream lengths, 

(h) assumed ratio of stream loss to average flow. 

Analogous error sources may be derived for the 
remaining recharge components. 



Decimal values for the input parameters 
of the Appendix B tables are retained for compu- 
tation, but suggest levels of precision which do 
not exist for these parameters. 

Error limits should be furnished for the 
measured values of input variables used within 
the recharge equations. Postulated values for 
unmeasud vdables should include reasonable 
analytical range Units. An ermr budget compiling 
the& errors f6r each d a m e  mmGnent should 

Sensitivity analyses should compute best. 
worst, and most probahle case rechaae scenarios 
within a current water year error bu&et. Pump- 
ing limits should be set which rationally empha- 
size the scenario mnditfons trending toward the 
worst case. 

Synthesized Rechage Data 

Synthesized data are data which are cal- 
culated rather than measured. They may also be 
data that are falsified, either to convincingly sup- 
part an analysis conclusion, or to yield a differ- 
ent analysis conclusion than would otherwise be 
obtained. Synthesized data of the first kind, i.e., 
calculated data, are not what we are concerned 
with here. 

A college professor's leading indication 
that a physics student has falsified results from a 
lab experiment is that the "curve-fit is too good": 
i.e., the individual data points all fall nicely along 
a piecewise regular response curve for the phys- 
ical system being examin&. The student should 
normally be aware that errors are present in any 
experiment, and the small number of individual 
measurements will scatter data about, but very 
rarely precisely along, a curve. 

The Independence-Symmes-Bairs area re- 
charge raph of Figure 5 in Appendix B is the 
clue. $ his figure is reproduced in this paper as  
Figure 2. This particular well field area appears to 
have received the primary and, perhaps, initial 
synthesis interest. The recharge data tracks the 
runoff factor linearly over a broad annual runoff 
range, which is mildly surprising. (This linearity 
stems from further analysis deficiencies: ignoring 
annual runoff carryover and albedo-dependent 
variations in net evaporation and sublimation 
between "wet" and "dry" years, along with other 
d world features.) However, the data points fall 
almost entirely along the line, which is very 
surprising. This phenomenon is repeated almost 
a s  impressively in the rechar e graphs for 
Taboose-Thkbaut. Lone Pine, and %shop. Figures 
3 - 5. 

It is recalled that the plotted values are 
not obsenrcd data as indicated on the published 

figures, but calculated values. The regression 
equation curves represent a best fit of the plotted 
data using first or second degree polynomial 
approximations. 

Back-calculation was most likely made 
using altered values for the individual recharge 
source components until their plotted points 
aligned with a reasonable looking curve. This 
can be accomplished to almost any desired degree 
of precision via numerical optimization routine 
on a computer. The resultin data are then 
approximated by a polynomial w g, ich becomes the 
regression equation for the particular recharge 
area considered. When this synthesis is complet- 
ed, it is vev difficult to reconstruct the particular 
selected variables thus altered. 

Demonstration 3: analyze the effects of altered data 
andlor calculation errors on the recharge values for 
a candidate well field area. 

Figure 6 depicts the effect on recharge for  
the Bishop well field area of ten and 25 percent 
limiting errors included with the runoff in the re- 
charge equation. Considering separately both fixed 
and random errors of a modest ten percent value, the 
following interpretations are allowed: 

(a) If a plus ten percent error is included in the value 
for runoff (the measurement of RO is 10 percent too 
high), and the runoff is near normal for those years, 
then the calculated recharge will amount to about 
3000 acre-feet more than actually occurred, I f  the 
runoff is about 200 percent of normal, the calculated 
amount will be 7000 acre-feet too high. 

(b) I f  the runoff contains a normally distributed 
error of ten percent three sigma, then the most 
probable runoff is the same as the original value, but 
could be as much as 3000 acre-feet in error either on 
the high or low side, in the case of a near normal 
runoff year, If the runoff is 200 percent of normal, 
the calculated amount could be 6000 acre-feet above 
or 7000 acre-feet below the actual. 

Figure 7 portrays $he effect on the Bishop 
well field area recharge produced by ten and 25 
percent limiting errors contained within the measured 
and assumed values for non-runoff components of the 
recharge equation. This figure allows ths following 
interpretations: 

(a) If a plus ten percent error is contained within all 
measured and caiculated values other than RO, then 
the calculated recharge will amount to about 4000 
acre-feet more than actually occurred during a 



normal runoff year. If RO is 200 percent of normal, C3rec sk to injury the 
the calculated amount wili be 7005 acre-fee! too Y 

high. 

lbl if the non-runoff variables are assumed or ~, 
measured with normaliy distributed errors of ten [Reference: Green Book p. 1151 
percent three sigma, then :he calculated probable The actual pumping from the previous 19 1 / 2  

years is then subtracted from the 20-year re- runoff will be the same as the original value. but  charge to arrive al thepumping limltfor the next 
could be almost 5000 acre-feet in error on the high , j ,  - - 
or low side, for a normai runoff year. if the runoff 1s 
200 percent of normai, !he calculated amount could 
be 8000 acre-feet eitier above or below the actuai. 

The foregoing analysis reveals calculated 
recharge crrors ranging variously between five 
and ten percent resulting from the assumed ten 
percent input errors. Much larger errors for the 
input parameters are anticipated, and these are 
exercised within highlv idealized recharge models. 
Probable errors a s  large a s  100 arc 
anticipated, and data points would then cover 
the majority of the areas enclosed by Figures 6 or 
7. 

Examhation of the several known error 

Recharge ModePo and en?. 

ns of data from both 
imulation would not yield 

t within impartant areas of 
nservative water resource 

management would require analysis and sirnula- 
tion capabilities which are not yet in being. In 
summary. water resource management using the 
tooh that are proposd m(i decdbed nr1'.+1 the 

The 20-year moving average does not 
appear to be ideal for assisting quantitative 
pumping decisions. A moving average is a pro- 
portions-: control system which, for long dura- 
tions, has high stability but ve~y low gain. It is 
analogous to a eonimittce of decision makers 
which takes action, not decisively by majority 
vote, but mcasured action which is proportional 
to the number of votes cast. 

Figure 8 of this paper exhibits the charac- 
teristic lack of timeliness and response built into 
the moving avcrage taken over actual 20-year 
Owens Valley data. A second, somewhat artificial 
demonstration to illustrate an extreme example, 
is provided as Figure 9. Note in the figure that an 
"error" of 25 percent has been introduced. The 
moving average smcars this error into such a 
small effcct as to be barely perceptible. 

Demonstration 4: compare 20-year moving average 
of Owens Valiey recharge with 20-year raw average 
in terms of percentage differences. 

See Table ? of this paper, "Owens Vly 20-Yr 
MA Data". 

Reference to the last column of Table 1 
discioses the percentage difference between the 20- 
year moving average and ?he raw average of Owens 
Valley recharge from 1970 through 1989. The larg- 
est difference occurs in 1984, and is only minus four 
percent, T h i s  is weli within the anticipated errors 
contained within the data. In 1984, recharge declined 
32 percent from the prior year. 

It was noted earlier that the recharge 
equations contain sizeable errors. However, 
these would pass unnoticed when used with the 
insensitive 20-year moving average model. NO 
advantage is seen in applying the 20-year moving 
average model to set pumping gods. Replacing 
the twenty-year moving average with a twenty- 
vear simple average would have minimum effect 
bn the calcufation of pumping limits. 

e 20-year moving average model is 
incepable of the decisiveness needed to adjust 



pumping limits to realities in being within the 
Owens Valiey setting. 

A n  example of a currcnt reality is the 
extended drought period, which has now called 
for abandonment of the proposed method in favor 
of a pumping halt. 

PHILOSOPHY m ReCOMmmATIoNs 

The fundamental area of concern is data 
adequacy; how data is economically obtained 
and how data is used multi-dimensionally for 
early detection of out-of-tolerance soil and vege- 
tation conditions, whiie also supplying guidance 
for resource management and analysis. 

The Agreanent, and the Green Book on p. 
20. assert that the determination of vegetation 
impact depends upon observing effects which 
have already begun to make ve etation look 
unhealthy, if not totally dead. I f the resource 
management program is unable to detect an 
impending vegetation change prior to this sad 
outcome, and all the while mitigation remains as 
uncertain as it has been in the past, then much 
of the acquired data is not productive. the oals 
are not met, and the pmpsed project wou d be 
unwarranted. 

"f 
Historicallq: the LADWPIInyo resource 

management has taken a "hands on" approach 
for looking at and solving problems. In those 
instances wherein vegetation had been given 
priority, a certain water yield penalty was 
accepted and this manual approach worked quite 
well. New on the scene (since the early 1980s, 
perhaps) has been a growing acceptance by 
LADWPIInyo of "science", along with its certain 
mysticisms. This late-stage conversion is reflec- 
ted in the technically weak concepts within the 
Grecn Book's data production and analysis corc. 

Thls investigator's study of the Green 
Book has led to the opinion that the formulators 
have not enjoyed the appredation that technical 
matmity brings of the dif3cultJ.m in transforming 
a small scale, "brassboard" concept into a broad. 
SdfaltiacaIty basaiprolpam. 

The focus of this investigator's analysis 
has been COW& ihe goal of management-to-safe- 
yieid. This calls for a water extraction program 
that detects and remedies vegetation impacts 
truly m e  they occur, by accessing the earliest 
data uredictinE the im~acts. There are onlv two 
corpdrate andzoliecci& actions open to selection 
for this goal: 

[a) abandon the defective methodolo ies sup- 
portin the proposed project as being elplessly 2 beyon effective and economical repair, 

8' 

(b) repair the defective methodologies. 

With the first choice, prudenee could call 
for a return to practices which forego high water 
export in favor of gradually restoring the water 
level cushion needed to handle an extended 
drought. This would be to '3ust say no" to an  
unproven endeavor. and select procedures that 
will return the Valley to the expectation of water 
levels existing prior to 1970. 

The second choice promises that much 
work would have to bc done if the Grecn Book's 
data production and analysis concepts are to be 
modified for proper functioning with the same 
safe yield goal. These concepts interpret early 
detection of vegetation impact as  being on a one- 
month data cycle followed by a one-year reaction. 

It i s  inconceivable that LADWP/Inyo 
would step backward in time. This investigator 
does not intend to scuttle these concepts, but 
they need to be revised upward in capability while 
downward in data cost. 

Vegetation Impact Dedsion Paths 

Current protocol for finding whether an 
cffect on the environment is measurable, attribut- 
able to groundwater pumping or surface water 
management, and significant, is in accordance 
with the summary given below: 

Measurabie Vegetation Change? 
--> no, then do nothing. 
--> yes, it's measurable, and when com- 
pared with another similar area: 

Is There Any Difference? 
--> no, then do nothing. 
--> yes, it's attributable, and after intro- 
ducing various criteria: 

Has There Been a Significan! Change? 
--> no, then do nothing. 
--> yes, it's significant, and it calls for a 
mitigation plan. 

These decision paths implicitly harbor a 
failure to address the situation of a generalized 
drought affecting vegetation everywhere. At this 
time, water shortages within the LADWP revenue 
areas may encourage their continued water 
extraction from Owens Valley. If groundwater 
pumping were to continue, then this pumpin 
must accrue a certain level of responsibility for a fi 
vegetation impacts. Both management areas and 
others set aside as control areas would possibly 
be impacted, and after a time, it would be difficult 
to identify water policy as  being a significant 
factor. 



An elaboration on the foregoing decision 
pathway would be in better keeping with the 
vegetation-safe yield goal: 

Is There Any Difference? 
--> yes, it's attributable, go to Significance 
--> no. but is this because: 

Both Areas are impacted by a Drought? 
--> no, so do nothing. 
--> yes, both areas are damaged, but did 

LADWP Continue Pumping During this Drought? 
--> no, so now do nothing. 
--> yes, so LADWP pumping is partially 
responsible for the impacts. Now go to 
Significance, Mitigation Plans, etc. 

Multifunction Data Network 

A "straw man" data acquisition network is 
proposed which is based in part upon the 
proposed LADWP/Inyo project. The proposed 
implementation is extended technically to bring it 
within shouting distance of the current state of- 
the art. 

The envisioned unified data network 
would manage the water extraction within a 
basin while providing backup verification of soil 
moisture adequacy. The network will comprise 
about 70 active, frequently reporting DTW sites 
along with 30 or more co-located soil moisture 
sites and up to 30 co-located sites for ve ctation 
monitoring. The key word here is co- f ocated. 
with emphasis placed on collectin three kinds of 
data on a regular, variably schedu k ed basis. 

Psychrometric soil moisture measurement 
data are collected on an optimized schedule 
determined by site-specific soil moisture depth 
distribution vs. precipitation and DTW fluctua- 
tions, Frequent analyses of valley-wide flow 
patterns utilize real-time DTW data exercised 
within an improved flow model and simulation. 
with DTW mean value, statistical, and periodicity 
elements used in the analyses. A future goal will 
be the development of site-specific and time-of- 
year-specific DTW vs. soil moisture vs. vegeta- 
tion response matrices. 

DTW Sites 

The 70 DTW sites would be apportioned 
within four generic systems approximately as  
follows: 

(a1 an array of 20 weLlfeld sites apportioned two 
to five per water management area as  they are 
currently, which will anticipate rapid and large 
DTW response to changes in well field pumping, 
and at least several are instrumented for inter- 

rogative data telemetry with a daily data collec- 
tion rotation. 

(b) a second array of at least 24 boundary sites 
which arc located at  angular intervals in the 
vicinity of the two- to three-month response 
mareins of the well fields. such that their 

(c) an ad hoc complemenl of paired research sites 
with each pair positioned within a high-interest 
vegetation zone, within a single drainage basin, 
roughly perpendicular to a presumed DTW con- 
tour, orrc to three miles apart, and with same 
pairs instrumented for interrogative data tele- 
metry; twice-monthly or more frequent data col- 
lection, 

(d) a fourth cornplement of control sites which 
are diversely located and capable of supplying 
manually acquired DTW data from valley areas 
which are currently unreported: twice monthly 
data collection. 

Shallow and deep DTW data are collected 
manually in general. but with the phased imple- 
mentation at several wells for interrogated data 
relay via real-time transmission to the water 
management facility. When a DTW site is instru- 
mented for telemetry, then the associated soil 
moisture site will also relay its data via use of a 
commutator. The vegetation parameter data are 
collected at co-located monitoring sites via best 
available means for the specific species and 
location. 

Soil Moisture Sites 

Approximately 30  psychrometric soil 
moisture monitoring sites are located along with 
shallow or deep DTW sites. These sites are con- 
figured differently than those described following 
page 63 within the Green Book. Each sensor 
string measures nominally two soil levels vice 
four, with individual sensors placed at  one meter 
and three meters depth. The two-meter spacing 
allows scalar data to be taken of moisture depth 
profiles which are idealized analytically. En- 
hanced statistical confidence is gained by emplac- 
ing several additional sensor strings within the 
local field. 

The tvuical site will com~rise four stan- 
dard sensoi;trings which arc emplaced at con- 
sidered, but not necessarilv random or otherwise 
regulated locat~ons. The distances between the 
sensor strings may be set as  small as  ten meters 
or a s  large as  100 meters, depending upon 
knowledge accumulated for t he  particular 
measurement field. The strings arc suitably 
identified and marked for correlating their data 
with ground location. 



A research sensor string constructed with 
five tran-ducers spaced at one-meter increments 
will mcasure depth distributions within locations 
where additional data are desired. A research 
string may be emplaccd along with standard 
strings within a designated new moisture site to 
gather initial, detailed depth data. In some 
instances, a location may be chosen which is 
distant from any DTW site. 

When associated with a DTW site, data 
rotation will be the same as  that of the DTW site. 
If the DTW site is instrumented for interrogative 
data tclemetry, a commutator will poll each 
moisture transducer located at  that site. Inde- 
pendent research string data is collected at nomi- 
nal twice monthly intervals, but may be at varied 
time intervals as conditions warrant. 

Individual vice triply redundant trans- 
ducers are employed for each strin Data rcdun- 
dancy introduces unapprcciate8 sterile data. 
which are of value only for failure detection. 
Individual transducer failures are tolerated and a 
site remains operative until up to half of the 
measurements obtained at a soil moisture site are 
deemed invalid. Thus, a single measurement at a 
particular string yields useful information as  long 
as  other nearby strings are operative. 

A matrix is given below which reflects the 
permissible transducer casualties for a four-string 
site. String identifications are arbitrary. At least 
one string must remain fully operative. Addi- 
tional transducer casualties within any column 
would signal a data sburdown for the site. 

Failed Sensor Combinations for Site Shutdown 
String 1 

UP& X X X X 
Lower X X X X 

String 2 
Upper 
Lower 

String 3 
Upper 
Lower 

Strine 4 
UP+ 
Lower 

Presumed in the table is that failures are cumu- 
lative and that depth distributions have been 
determined from prior successful operation of at 
least three strings at the site. 

A pmtocol for replacing inoperative sensor 
strings may be that such replacement can be 
delayed during normal precipitation years until 
the above matrix decrees data shutdown. In a 
more sensitive year, the strings would be replaced 
individually upon either single- or double sensor 
failure. Abandonment of any sensor string shall 

require that the string be physically removed from 
the soil. 

It was noted above that an idealijsation of 
the moisture depth distributions is used. Data 
taken from a two-transducer string can scale an 
idealized moisture distribution at  any previously 
studied site and still provide effective warning of 
moisture deficit. The measured distribution may 
be related empirically to the actual plant-avail- 
able soil water content. 

The approximately thirty moisture sites 
may be either increased or decreased in number in 
response to successful and economical operating 
experience. 

Veectation Sites 

Vegetation monitoring sites shall normal- 
ly be associated with soil moisture sites and are 
co-located, except when an ad hoe location is 
selected for special study. Vegetation site design 
has not been studied. 

Data Tclcmctry 

Design of the data transmission system 
will require a post-mounted telemetry pack and 
omnidirectional antenna a t  each telemetry 
equipped site. A single repeatcr which will be 
line-of-sight to the water management facility 
may be sited at approximately 6,000 feet in the 
Inyo Mountains, perhaps in the vicinity of the 
mad west of Hunter Mountain. 
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FIGURE 2. IN -SYM-BAIRS AREA RECHARGE 
RECHARGE = 34763'RO t 3473.6 
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FIGURE 4. LONE PINE AREA RECHARGE 
RECHARGE = 11 0.06*RO t 3491.4 

PERCENT RUNOFF BASED ON WATER YEAR (RO) 

FIGURE 5. BISHOP AREA RECHARGE 
RECHARGE = 22777 t 158.24*RO + 0.50158*RO**2 
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PERCENT RUNOFF BASED ON WATER YEAR (RO) 

FIGURE 7. BISHOP AREA RECHARGE VARIATION 
Rch t 25% + 10% 
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FIGURE 8. TYPICAL OWENS VALLEY YEARLY 
RECHARGE AND 20-YEAR MOVING AVERAGE 
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FIGURE 9. CONTROL SYSTEM ERROR 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER D47 

RESPONSE D47-1 

Los Angeles and Inyo County thank the author of this unsolicited submittal Greenbook: A 

Technical Review. It is acknowledged that there may be more than one theoretical approach to 

monitoring of vegetation and groundwater components in the Valley, and that there may be 

opportunity to refine some technical procedures that are presented in the Green Book. As a 

result, this submittal will be retained as a technical reference by the Technical Group; however, no 

substantive alterations to Green Book will he implemented at this time in response to comments 

contained in this submittal (Letter D-47). This does not preclude possible refinements to 

procedures in the Green Book along the lines proposed in some elements of Letter D-47; however, 

such refinements would occur as described in page ii and Section V, Further Studies, of the Green 

Book. 





Letter D48 

Jo A. & Thomas S. Heindel 





LETTER D-48 

Ny husband spoi::e d n r i n g  t h e  comment. p e r i o d  a t  B i g  F i n e  but as 5 
rnint!.tes i r -  t o n  shw- t  t o  cnver- t h e  many o r n i t h o l o g i c a l  e r r o r s  I'm 
w r i t i n g  t o  c o r r e c i  those o i  which we a r e  aware. If t h e r e  were 
o n l y  a few t h i s  wouldr \ t  be necessary b u t  t.o i g n o r e  them i c -  t o  
a1 ].ow th in i  documwit.. t:o s tand as correc:t and p robab ly  r e f  er-ericed t o  
i n  t h e  fut-ur-e a n d  we c a n ' t  a i l o w  t h a t .  Yoc!r- response t h a t  CESiA 
doesn ' t r e q ! . ~ l f ?  i n  c k p t k l  rc?seilr c:h i 5 u r i d e r ~ ~ t a n d a b l  e  but. whoever.. 
was h i r e d  1acrl: :ri i  c?,./el-t a r-c..!c!in!ent:ary ~6,nderstanding o f  c u r r e n t  
taxonomy, s t a t i t s  arid c l i r t v i  t.,t.~.t~c:in, and f a i l e d  t o  per fo rm even a 
pe r f  i i n c t w y  1. i t t ? r a t r r r e  searcih. When m y  husband began h i s  comment 
he pre-fat:-ec! i t .  w i t h  t h e  o p e n i n g  t h a t  e v e r y t h i n g  he w a s  go ing l o  
say d e a l t  w i t h  t h e  orn l . tho logy sec t i on .  L a t e r  he s t a t e d  t h a t  
t h e r e  was no t : i ib i . iography. Tlic? gent.leman seated nex t  t o  yu3.i 
npei-1ec.l up trh!:? doci.!mer-ill and stiowc-.rf yoc! t h a t  t h e r e  was, i n  f a c t -  a 
b i b 1  iograpt iy .  'Yen., tlirr!:;? i s  on!::% t ~ i t  r io t  one i t e m  i s  an 
urni.irhi-ll~-lgirral referenc:e which is t.he ar-ea t o  which my husb_i-rld 
l i m i t e d  t i j . n i ? , ~ i l f .  

F' ag e  lit at. ~!tlir?n t Commcn t. 
1 1 - 4  " h i s t o r i c  dat,\. . .not  See GRINNELL & MILLER 1944 

a v a i l a b l e "  

Nn r e c o r d  ever pub l i shed .  See 
AtlE:F(ICI',N BIRDS & nAKF:L ' I  I & LIIJNbJ 



i.1.-7 "1  spp loor!"  

11-7 " 3  spp grebes"  

11-7 " 1 sp cr-ested cur-mor-ant" 

11 -8 "rial! impo r t an t  aa garni. 
b i r d s .  . .no 1mport:itince 
27% game b i r d % ' '  

I.l..-fi " 4  spp ci+: gnl.1.- and a t  
l e a s t  :3 spp o f  t e r n s "  

I. l b E l  " w h i l e  t h e  Chnada, wh i te -  
f r o n t e d s  snow, % Ross'  
geese are c:ommon, r a r e ,  
and a c c i d e n i a l  m i  cjrariksl 
r e s p e c t i v e 1  \"' 

r e f  1ec.t.s economic d i v i s i o n 5  no t  
einvironmental  or- sc je r i i r i f  i c  
c: :ateqor ies 

b spp grebes 

o m i t  word " c r e s t e d "  as thet-e a r e  
m a n y  cormorants  on1 y one o f  wrhj ch  
i s  c r e s t e d  

31  spp wa te r fow l  

The E i n  E I R  s tands  f o r  e n v i r o n -  
mental. n o t  ecanomi c a l  . 

t h i s  c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  what was 
j u s t  s a i d  on p 11-7 

4 b l l d ~ i  anci :3 s t a t u s e s ,  
how a r e  these  matched LIP 
" respeCt j .  

a!.! =- 7 JFP. 

green r i i g h t  herons a r e  r iot  





1 1--1- " whi. t w w i  ng rd  dove an 
acc:iderit:al. migrant." 

1, 1 1 ,:; " -74 , spp. . . remair idw 

a r e  n i ig ra to ry  spp" 

I !  --I<? "no t  Lcncommcm. ., =road--.  
truni-ier- perched atop 
te lephone p a l e "  

1 1  "a!:~!:r~-i waadpecker an 
acc i  den{-a1 m i  g r a n t "  

ser- lous p o p u l a t i o n  d e c l i n e  as 
cjt-c.~!ght corttj.n~ces. Brood s i z e  

-,-- -a y r s  ago i a r  above t o d a y ' s  

migrant  i m p l i e s  a  range no,-tti o+ 
here-- ther-e i s  none. 

T o t a l l y  wrong and we d o n ' t  have 
t h e  t ime  t o  gn throcsgti and c lean 
i t up. 

If "nc?f: ~4.ncornmon" can mean never- 
seeri then  OK b u t  a l l  t h e  ot-ni t t i -  
o l o g i s t s  we've asked say they 'ue 
never seen nor- read  o.f roaci-- 
runners  perch ing  on t op  o f  te1.e-- 
phone pol. er!. Thl  r, stictement r:!ocls 
n o t  belong i n  an E I R .  

5i:I-?!:ii. of d i e t  are inseit . ;  

The author(s: !  i s  n o t  i a m i l i d r  
t.he statt.. is o f  s a p s ~ ( c l : : e r ~ ~  S e e  
GARRETT & D t i ! W ,  Ar~lEl;.:~cAr.i Err?os, 
-l-tiE hut::: 



11-ITS "eastern l.:: ingbird I z s  an 
oddii:.vW 

1.1-16 "ye1 loru-rumped, or. 
m y r t l e  warbler i s  common 
r e s i d e n t  spec ies"  

d o w n v  wondpecker- I. r. a t  I nwer 
e l e v a t i o n s  thai? hair-)r though 
t h e r e  i s  vet-y $ > l i g h t  over lap  

wrong--5 i n  1 1 / 2  h r s  i s  no t  r a r e  

Rlincteer~ 5:pp f 1  ycatchers .  I t s  
ot!vioc!ci by  t h i s  and t h e  s ta t~?mer i t  
tt$;!,t . f o l l ows  that t h e  a~!t:iior-is! 
d i d  n o t  t ake  o r  + a i l e d  t o  pass 
t : i rni thol.ogy 1A.  A l l  genera i n  
t h e  f a m i l y  Tyrannidae a re  C l y -  
ca tchers .  

bbs te rn  i:: ingbi.rd i s  even more 
c::olnmon than t h e  csh- throated 

May have nested a t  l innemaha 
(See GilFIRET'T Z: DLJNN) - -cons i  dered 
a i : a l l  t r a n s i e n t  

wrong- see E : I H I i S  CIF NORTH /.+MtlR-- 
I C A  by Nat .  Geo. Soc ie t y  p . 2 7 6  

m y r t l e  warb ler  i s  t h e  n o r t h e r n  
arid easterr? form t h a t  i s  here  
i.!r~c:ommonl y  i n  w i n t e r  

rirr r eco rds  f o r  these i n  t h e  
v a l  ley 

t h e  ovcnbi  r d ,  w a t ~ v t h r u s h  and 
r e d s t a r t  helong t n  t h e  same 
r-ubf ami l y F'arctl i nae ar7d there--  
< o r e  are war-biers n o t  "cous ins"  

greatest .  ncrmbers a r e  ~n October 
w h e n  a i  1 young a re  OL!.~. 0.f nes t .  



and eat-1 y siiiiimet- " 

11--16 " f  0,- 81 whi t e - t h roa te i j  
snarrnws. . . " 

11-16 "chipping sparrow.. .  
a permanent r e s i d e n t "  

1 1 - io  "wti i  te-crowned sparrow . . .a  permanent r e s i d e n t "  

11-29 "Brown p e l  i c a n  , Roseate 
s p o o n b i l l "  

i 1-2s "Har row 's  goldeneye, 
F a r u l a  w r r b l e r ,  
McCoun ' s  l o n g r p u r "  

11-29 "Greater  scaup" 

11.--29 "Gray-headed junco" 

11-27 " P e l i c a n u s , H e u c e p h ~  
p a r u s i  t i c u s ,  Vermi 11 i o n .  
Fr-ocephalus, Pumetel l  a, 
Myradestes" 

I n  s e r i o u s  d e c l i n e  

whi t e - t h r o a t e d  sparrow is a f a1 1  
t r a n s i e n t  and s h o u l d n ' t  be i n -  
c luded  as  a  common1 y  seen b i r d  

l eaves  t h e  v a l  l e v  i n  w i n t e r  

l eaves  v a l l e y  i n  summer 

no p u b l i s h e d  r e c o r d s  f o r  I nyo  
coun ty  

no p u b l i r h e d  r e c o r d s  f a r  Owens. 
Val 1  ev 

many r e c o r d s  p r i o t -  t o  1970 

h a s n ' t  been cons ide red  a 
separa te  spec ies  f o r  a  decade 
See GARRETT & DUNN 

a1 l misspe l  1  i n g s  

1 :-29 "Sander1 ing. .  .Semi palmated p u t  i n  d i i i e r e n t  genus a  
Sandp iper "  decade agn !Cal i d r i s j  

T b z  b i r d  I. i s t  i n  Appendix C r - e i l e c t s  a  l a c k  o f  knowledge o f  
cc t r rent  o r n i t h o l o g i c a l  p r a c t i c e .  I t  doesn ' t  f o l l o w  t h e  p roper  
r ' d..onomi.c - ~ .  order- which made work ing w i t h  i t  p r a c t i c a l  l y  imposs ib le .  

The nomenc la ture  used 1s  l ong  o u t  o f  da te .  Huth o f  t hese  e r r o r s  
a r e  e a s i l y  c o r r e c t e d  hv u s i n g  and f o l l o w i n g  THE AOU CHECt:-LIST OF 



I T  I 1  i 1 I .  , fii: ii p c j  . 1, 1 : )  T h e r e  ai-E t? i rdr: 1 i 5i:e~i  th<+i:, 
iia;rc: r le$\c?r i:ir:i~n reaoi-di--:I j i ;  Inyi:: c.o~!.nty w l t i l e  !:,ti-ic?rr, i v h l i i i  h a v e  
bPi>iI i:2!.ii!:li:::.heil .a$ io!.inci 1.n the i Jwrni .  V r i i i e y .  are  nc,? j r ? c l c ! n e d .  "Shc 
)4& , s p ~ : I  :I. 3 I v.j wsj. FA ;.I 1 r:+!:. t- e.f :I e:!::.?:. %;:I. c~pr~, ;  ~ s d i  t l  nq. 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER D48 

RESPONSE D48-1 

The authors wish to  thank the commentors for the information provided. In response to this 

comment, text corrections have been made in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft 

EIR, and the List of Birds has been updated and is presented in Appendix C-1 to this Response 

to Comments document. 

RESPONSE D48-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D48-3 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter D49 

Jeff Topp, Yribamn Ranch 





LETTER D-49 

January 18, 1991 

Dear Mr. Davis, 

I regards to the Enviromental Impact Report concerning the 

Owens Valley, I would like to comment on section 5-6 Management 

Procedures and 17-5 Management Plan. 

In section 5-6 a technical group was talked abou' making 

decisions concerning water, soil and vegetation changes. The 

technical group is comprised of I n y u  County dnd the Los Angeies 

staff. Shouldn't this include the Farm advisor and a DWP lease 

holder? I think that the rancher and the Farm Advisor are a big 

part of the Owens Va:ley and should be involved in these studies 

to the fullest. 

In section 17-5 it is stated that grazing management is not a part 

of the proposed project. These ranchers have managed their 

cattle for generations and in my opinion, don't need anyone 

telling them how to run their herds now. These ranchers know 

when it is a wet or dry year and they know when vegetation is 

abundant or scarce. So lets try and keep the grazing managent 

to a minimum, and keep working together to please everyone 

this concerns. - 

Sin~ere~ly, 

f i k ; ~ ~  eff Topp 

Foreman, Yribarren Ranch 

P.O. Box 477 

Bishop, CAlif 93515 





RESPONSES TO COM 
LETTER D49 

RESPONSE 049-1 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment PD-7 regarding monitoring under the 

Green Book. 

RESPONSE D39-2 

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 D50 

Jack Tatum 





LETTER D-50 

January 19, 1991 

John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, California 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Subject: Comments on EIR, Inyo County 

First I will introduce myself and my qualifications. I am a 
third generation native of the Bishop area and third generation 
in ranching and agriculture in the Owens Valley. My father (now 
deceased) and I have been DWP leasees since the mid 1930's in 
Round Valley in the north to the Aberdeen, Independence area in 
south Owens Valley. 

I will make my comments in four parts. My first comment will be 
that I support and endorse this EIR completely and feel it is a 
strong, well written documcnt and especially good for Inyo County. 
My criticism is that nud3x oae, no one in the Owens Valley knows 
the vegetation and environment better than I and a few of my fellow 
ranchers who work within that environment seven days a week, year 
end and year out and have the only investment in the environment 
in the valley. We are also the only protectors and green keepers 
in the valley since we are the major water users. I have dealt 
with and have paid rent on this land to DWP for over 50 years and 
will be here, hopefully, a few more. In my opinion it is sad and 
wrong that in the writing of this document not one of the ranchers -- 
or leasees were consulted for input referring to Chapter 18 (Authors 
and Persons Consulted). 

My second comment deals with Chapter 10 (Vegetation in the Owens 
Valley). No one knows the vegetation better than the individual 
rancher or farmer on hFs particular area or ranch in the Owens 
Valley since he makes his livelihood from that vegetation or lack 
of. I feel very strongly that as a part of the final ELR any and 
all impacts or mitigation procedures should include the rancher 
himself along with Supervisors, Standing Committee members or 
DWP sta-ff. Neither agency or department has anyone qualified in 
range management or agricultural practices. Unfortunately Inyo 
County does not even use or consult with their own department in 
agriculture referring to the Farm Advisory office, Agriculture 
Commissions office and staff, who we use frequently. They 
should be utilized. 
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Page 2 

xy third comment deals with Chapter 17-6 (Land Management). I 
would recommend that the system we now have on livestock grazing 
has work very well for ALL of my life with no significant problems 
on the environment. I think it should be left as is without 
changes. 

-- 
My fourth comment is on Mitigation, Chapter 10. Since no one in 
the Inyo or DWP staff knows how to, or is capable of actual water 
spreading to mitigate damaged areas the rancher and green keepers 
himcclf .5\011ld he a pri.me Dark. of the enaine~rinq and ieve!n?rnent. 
of a mitigation project on his ranch and lease. DWP nor the 
County knows where all the old ditches and headgates were prior 
to the second aqueduct. When this happened most of the damage to 
the vegetation occurred. These 20,000 or so acres should be 
mitigated as in prior to the second aqueduct years by the process 
used then. Flooding and spreading excess water on above or 
normal years just during the peak of the runoff, May and part of 
June through July 1st cutoff. Under normal circumstances this 
will raise the water table back to the rootzone and restore 
vegetation to the impacted areas that were permanently dried up 
to fill the second aqueduct in 1970. - 
Nothing can be done during a devastating drought we are now in. 
It is the worst of times to do an Environmental Impact Report 
on the Owens Valley. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your document. 

Sincerely yours, 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D50 

RESPONSE D50-1 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment PD-7 regarding monitoring and PD- 

14 regarding livestock grazing management. LADWP will continue to include lessees in grazing 

management. 

RESPONSE D50-2 

Comment noted. Mitigation efforts will include lessees in the planning and implementation phases. 





Letter D51 

Jeff Matteson 





LETTER 0.51 

Mr. John Davis 
Senior Vice President 
E.P.I. Associates 
150 Spear St. Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Jan. 20, 1991 

Dear Sir: 

This letter is in response to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, the Green Book and the proposed agreement between 
the Los Angles Department of Water and Power and Inyo 
County. 

Before I ask my specific questions I would like to state 
that I am not satisfied with these documents. The documents 
are vague and lack definition and detail. I am specifically 
dissatisfied with the lack of definitive protection of the 
enviroment of Inyo County and the lack of water conservation 
by the city of Los Angeles NOT included in these documents. 

Why would the feeding of the Owens River be by well? 

What would happen if said well ran dry? (no provision) 

Why not use the well as an auxilliary source of water 
for dry years? 

Why not use aqueduct water to feed the Owens River 
during normal and heavy runoff years? 

Why does the county and L.A.D.W.P. have the power to 
shut down the lower Owens projecct at any time? 

Why does the county and L.A.D.W.P. have the right to 
abandon any project at any time? 

Why does the county have to come up with 3 million 
dollars for the pumpback station, when L.A. will be 
the beneficiary of the water? 

Why is there nothing in these documents to stop the 
ground water pumping during normal and heavy runoff 
years? 

Why are there no written specific water conservation 
measures for drought conditions? 

10. Why are there no written provisions for recharging the 
wells and ground water tables during normal and heavy 
runoff years? 

Page - 1 



1 11. In reference to the Draft Environmental Impact Report Fiqure S-2: We already have a mitigation project for 
so many cfs to be put in the lower Owens river in 
exchange for new and now existing wells....so how can 
#2 on the bottom even exist? It is my claim that if 
item #2 is to become law then these wells must be 
abandoned. 

12. If the lower Owens river project is to become a reality, 
why is there no specifics on who will make the 
environmental decisions? 

L 
In closing I would like to say that it is ashame that the 
Lower Owens River Project is an exchange for all of the 
other environmental destruction within our valley. 

Sincerely, 

P.O. Box 273 
Lone Pine, CA 93545 

Page - 2 



RESPONSES TO GOhlMENTS 
LETTER D51 

RESPONSE D51-1 

Items 1 through 7 critique various elements of the project -- no response is required. Groundwater 

pumping would be governed by the specific environmental protection criteria in the Agreement and 

Green Book. Please refer to responses to master comments AL-3, regarding an update on 

conservation efforts by Los Angeles, and PD-17 for discussion of the drought recovery policy. 

Recharge of the groundwater basin normally occurs in normal, above normal, and wet years. Please 

refer to responses to master comments MT-6 and PD-11 regarding the Lower Owens River Project. 

As allowed by CEQA, upon finalization of the project description, a separate environmental review 

will he conducted. 





Letter D52 

John & Ros Gorham 





LETTER D-52 

COMMENTS ON THE EIR, PRPOSED AGREEMENT AND GREENBOOK 

from 

John and Ros Gorham 

P.O. Box 637 

Big Pine, CA 93513 

Dated: 1/21/91 

Mailed: 1/22/91 to Mr. John A. Davis, P.E. 

EIP Associates 

150 Spear St., Suite 1500 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Copy to: Inyo County Water Department 



COMMENTS ON THE EIR & AGREEMENT 

IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES 

This chapter in the EIR is for the most part a list of less 

than significant impacts on the environment of the Owens Valley, 

from LADWP's point of view. Many Owens Valley residents view them 

as significant and that they require mitigation. - 
8-1. LADWP is lowering water levels in the Valley groundwater 

table so how can they unequivically state that subsidence won't 

occur? In the EIR geology section, the valley floor substructure 

is describedas a series of overlapping clay, sand, gravel and 

volcanics formations. In the area of some wells, such as Well #224 

near Fish Springs (see EIR, pr 9-75 graph) water tables have fallen 

substantially. At well #224, water the water level has dropped 80' 

since 1930. By the deep pumping of a confined aquifer, consolidation 

of the aquifer and aquitard can cause subsidence. This could be 
a 

avoided by establishinghbaseline water table which may not be exceeded. 

9-10. This section should say: no DETECTABLE loss of ground- 

water storage capacity has occurred due to subsidence. - 
9-12. Increased pumping between 1970 and 1990 caused greater 

fluctuations in groundwater levels with SIGNIFICANT impact. As a 

result of increased groundwater pumping, all major flowing springs 

in the Owens Valley dried up with the exception of Reinhackle Spring. 

Calvert Slough dried up and BC&D vegetation was killed throughout 

the Valley. Water levels at Fish Springs well #224 have fallen 80' 

since 1930. At Blackrock Spring well #339, water levels have fallen 

34' since 1980. (see pg 9-75 & 9-76, EIR). Mitigation canonly be 

accomplished by letting the water tables recover in order for these 

areas to return to their natural states. - 
9-1,. SIGNIFICANT impacts have occurred at Fish Springs in that 

the natural spring has been dried up, natural vegetation killed, t h e  

water table lowered to 80' so far and an unsightly and expensive fish 

hatchery erected in its place. The fish hatcheries at Fish Springs 

and Black Rock should be relocated to areas that utilize surface 
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water from streams rather than pumping expensive ground water. 

9-16. Increased pumping caused the cessation of flow in all the 

major springs in the Valley save one, Reinhackle Spring. A proposed 

new production well is to be located nearby. This should not be 

allowed to happen. Further, the other dried up springs must not be 

mitigated with pumped surface water. This will only aggravate the 

problem of decreased natural spring flow. This is SIGNIFICANT and 

should be mitigated by allowing the closed aquifers to recover so 

that natural spring flow may resume. If the old spring vents have 

become plugged, new onesmay be drilled. Also, no production wells 

should be located and pumped within the projected cone of depression 

of said wells. 

9-17. Reduction in vegetation resulting from increased ground- 

water pumping and reduced recharge is SIGNIFICANT and should be 

mitigated. Depletion of groundwater storage as a response to high 

and continuous pumping at Blackrock Fish Hatchery, Fish Springs and 

Laws is synonymous with short term groundwater mining. 

10-7. Fluctuations in levels of Tinnemaha Reservoir can cause 

a significant impact in air quality. Exposure of lake bottom soil 

fines can cause degradation of air quality when winds transport 

the soil particles up and down the valley. 

10-11. Compensatory mitigation or the planting of irrigated 

pasture or alfalfa as on site mitigation is not good mitigation for 

the die off of vegetation due to groundwater pumping. Irrigated 
uses 

agric~lture~many times the amount of water as native vegetation.(see 

Greenbook, pg 148). Revegetation with native vegetation should be 

implemented with water tables restored to the rooting zones. 

10-14. The CDFG fish hatcheries at Blackrock and Fish Springs 

are not acceptable mitigation for drying up the springs at those 

locations. We trade a beautiful, natural ecosystem for a collection 

of buildings and tanks with pumped water. These two fish hatcheries 

should be closed and relocated on flowing streams and the springs 

allowed to recover to their natural state. 

10-15. By 1984-87, most springs were already dry. Under the 
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Agreement, LADWP must only maintain that vegetation which was present 

at that time. All springs must be restored to their pre-1970 state 

by allowing groundwater levels to recover. This section has 

significant impact. 

The EIR states that the area of Big and Little Seely Springs 

is presently being mitigated by pumping well#349 into a pond of 

approximately 1 acre in size with riparian vegetation establishing 

itself around the pond. When I visited the area in November, 1990, 

the well was turned off, the pond was dry and the riparian vegetation 

was dead or dying. This is not mitigation. - 
10-16. This area should be mitigated by replanting native 

vegetation, not alfalfa or irrigated pasture which are water intensive 

uses. - 
10-19. The Big Pine well field needs additional mitigation in 

the area of well #218 and well #206. Dead locust trees as well as 

areas of B and C vegetation are present. Revegetation is needed 

and restoration of the water table to the rooting zone. 

The pre-project description of the Vegetation Section should 

include the ECOSAT Geobotanical Surveys Inc. report of 6-8-90 

concerning the Field and Aerial Photo Interpretation of Owens Valley 

vegetation. This report has many pertinant facts and figures which 

are not inluded in the EIR or Agreement. - 
16-1. All recharge facilities should be of the buried trench 

type to eliminate the dust from dry recharge basins and to sharply 

reduce evaporation from the basins. 
- 
WATER RESOURCES 

Pg 9-42, Vadose zone. The EIR states that no quantitative 

water budget is possible for pre-1970 because of a complete lack of 

data. Surely LADWP kept records of well water levels in those days 

and could thereforeinterpolate data for the vadose zone. 

The last paragraph of this section, pg 9-45 is very much to the 

point. It says groundwater pumping that causes lowering of the 
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water table can remove an adequate supply of water to the rooting 

zone. Obviously, the deeper the water table, the less water can be 

drawn into the roots by various plants. A maximum depth to water 

table should be established for all BCD vegetation. Under the present 

Agreement, water tables can be pumped below the critical zone for 

an indeterminate length of time while providing surface or 

compensatory mitigation. This is not the goal of the Agreement 

and is not acceptable. 

GREEN BOOK 

We must define the word "significant" in terms of a minimum 

percent loss of vegetation or a minimum measured vertical fall of 

water tables, regardless of the cause of the significant change, man 

caused or drought caused. Otherwise, Owens Valley vegetation and 

underground water resources will not be protected fully. 

On pg 5-3 of the EIR,  66% of the mapped area (227,200 acres) 

is shown to be type A vegetation. The vegetation surveys to determine 

the percentages of ABCDE vegetation were conducted by LADWP in 

1984-1987. Since type A vegetation are presumed to not depend on 

the water table for survival, they are exempted from monitoring 

and mitigation. The more plants classified as type A, the less to 

manage and mitigate. Why should we trust these percentages? Inyo 

County should independently determine these percentages. Also, do 

these percentages include the Indian reservations? Overpumping 

outside the borders of the reservation can affect water tables and 

vegetation within the reservation. 

Since 668, 149,925 acres of type A vegetation will not be 

monitore r mitigated, that leaves 34%, comprised of type B 5%, "ft 
type C 19%, type D 2% and type E 8%. This last type E is 

predominantly irrigated land, 18172 acres. What remains to be 

monitored/mitigated is approximately 58,000 acres out of 227,000 

of BC and D vegetation. Of these 58,000 acres, there may areas 

where on site mitigation may judged as impractical and be mitigated 
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offsite (in the Lower Owens River, for instance). This leaves 

substantially less that 58,000 acres to be mitigated, and these in 

sometimes widely separated pieces. Under the Agreement as now written, 

LADWP could pump at a high rate under the type A vegetation lands 

and unmitigable sites as long as they didn't exceed the hypothetical 

long term 20 year recharge rate (in which no plant evapotranspiration 

use figures occur). This kind of pumping could eventually impact 

the entire valley over time. 

The Agreement is based on a concept of the Owens Valley as a 

big reservoir of undergro nd water to be utilized for the use of 

LADWP, the principle overlying land owner. LADWP has stated that it 

intends to extract, over a 20 year period, no more water than is 

recharged back into the reservoir. However, inside the 20 year 

time frame, they may exceed or fall below this 20 year figure. 

If there is a drought or shortfall in supply to LA, the pumping may 

far exceed the 20 year figure, causing water tables to drop far 

below the rooting zones of BC and D vegetation. The EIR states that 

studies of groundwater dependent vegetation suggest that water tables 

may decline below the rooting zone of such vegetation for from one 

to several years (pg 6-11). I do not believe that statement! 
Type A vegetation can exist for years with no groundwater in the 

rooting zone but not BC and D vegetation. Also, LADWP is counting on 

some big winters in between the little ones to recharge the ground- 

water they overpumped. What if those winters fail to materialize? 

Will LADWP pay us back? HA! The intent is clearly there in the 

Agreement to permit LADWP to groundwater mine over the short term. 

One of the stated goals of the Agreement is to avoid long term ground- 

water mining in the Owens Valley (pg 812 Agreement). This statement 

should be changed to "short term and long term groundwater mining:' 

And to go on, "managing annual groundwater pumpin* so that the total 

pumping from any well field over a 2 year period does not exceed 

the total recharge minus vegetative evapotranspirational use to the 

same well field area over the same 2 year period." - 
An important and large component of water use that has not been 

included in the groundwater mining definition and recharge and 
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pumping calculations is evapotranspiration by overlying soil/vegetation 

throughout the Valley. Types ABCD and E vegetation and different soils 

use varying quantities of groundwater during ET (see Greenbook, 

pg 148 for sample) and this quantity of gromdwater used must be sub- 

tracted from the recharge figures before pumping limits can be estab- 

lished. The graph on pg 170 of the Greenbook is therefore very inac- 

curate and should be recalculated. These figures are the foundation of 

the pumping estimates for each year and are totally wrong. In the years 

1969 to 1990, this graph shows recharge exceeding pumping by 

1,541,234 acre ft of water. This is incorrect. The Owens Valley 

has not had the benefit of such recharge. - 
Using the Greenbook, pg 148 as a random sample, Rush/Sedge 

Meadow uses approximately 1.19 acft per acre/year; alkali meadow uses 

approximately 1.43 acft per acre/year; cotton/willow riparian 

uses approximately 3.64 acft per acre/year; irrigated agriculture 

uses approximately 3.22 acft per acre/year. From these random samples 

of ET figures, one can readily see that the groundwater useage 

must add up to a considerable sum for the entire valley. Even using 

a conservative average ET use for 77,000 acres of BCD and E types 
of vegetation of 1.50 acft per acre/year, this still adds up to 

115,500 acft per year ET use or 2,310,000 acft per 20 years. 

Comparing this figure with the previous figure of surplus (from the 

graph on pg 170) of 1,541,234, one can calculate a deficit of 768,766 

acft for 20 years or 38438 acft per year of overdraft. 

These figures do not take into account valley wide ET loss of 

type A vegetation. The per acre per year figure however small would 

add up to a considerable sum as type A vegetation constitutes 66% 

of the total mapped vegetation. There are also vast acreages of BLM 

and Forest Sevice lands on the alluvial fans to be considered. - 
The Agreement places strong reliance on vegetative monitoring 

which depends upon some unproven, experimental methodology and 

techniques. Present proposed strategy of vegetative management 

will allow water tables to be lowered below the rooting zone for an 

unspecified length of time while the plants are being monitored for 

signs of stress. When the limiting soil water content is reached 
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for the particular species concerned, the well or wells will be 

turned off. Howver, if water tables do not recover in time to prevent 

vegetation die off due to lack of water, mitigation will be effected 

from the surface, ie irrigation to restore soil moisture, if possible. 

This will be almost inevitable in some areas of slow recharge or 

perhaps in a drought. In thrs scenario, plants will be kept in a 

perpetual state of stress while LADWP is utilizing every bit of 

groundwater that normally would keep a plant healthy. 

The safeguarding of vegetation is one of the main goals of the 

Agreement as is the prevention of groundwater mining. Both of these 

goals can be attained by the detailed and careful measurement of 

groundwater levels In a scientifically designed grid of monitoring 

wells on the valley floor. In the BCD vegetation zones, a maximum 

depth to groundwater should be established, ie that depth to ground- 

water below which a specific species cannot obtain sufficient soil 

water. Pumps should be shut off when groundwater is projected to 

reach or has reached this level, regardless of the cause of the 

decline in the water table. Under areas of A vegetation, a pre- 

1970 depth to groundwater must be established and baseline water 

tables created to prevent overpumping of these areas. - 
On pg 102 of the Greenbook is stated that many of the definitions 

groundwater mining include the use of actual groundwater level data. 

"While it is not explicitly stated in the proposed agreement, the 

monitoring and interpretation of groundwater level data in all wells 

is an important aspect of protection of vegetation and the groundwater 

resource." If the proposed agreement does not explicitly state 

this, then it should so state and also suggest implementtion of 

the aforementioned plan. 

Greenbook, pg 12 and Agreement, pg B26, well turn on and turn 

off. A well that has been turned off because of a projected soil 

water deficit may be turned on by DWP to increase the available soil 

water in the monitoring site. This statement should be changed. A 

well that has been turned off, as above, should remain off until 

the soil moisture is restored to the rooting zone by the water table. - 
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Also, the Technical Group should make any decisions regarding well 

turn on and turn off, not DWP. Last, a well or wells causing a soil 

water deficit or drop in the water table should not be allowed to 

mitigate their own impacts. Surface water should be diverted to the 

site to restore soil moisture until the water table can recover. 

Only when the water table has recovered to the rooting zone of the 

particular species may the pump or pumps be turned back on. 

Pre-project water tables were measured as far back as 1912 and 

1921 by Lee (1912) and Conkling (1921). They documented the shallow 

depths to groundwater which occurred throughout the valley at those 

times. They found that depth to groundwater on the valley floor 

(northern and southern valley) as measured for the BCD vegetation 

communities varied from 1.19 meters (3.9 feet) to 2.26 meters 

(7.4 feet). Type A vegetation which was found mostly on alluvial 

fans depth to water table was approximately 51 feet. 

Pg 11, Greenbook. Exempt wells. Well #354 in Laws is named 

as exempt from turn on and turn off provisions. Why? 

Well #I18 at Tinnemaha Reservoir is also named as exempt from 

turn on and turn off provision. Why? 

Well #237? on Dixon Lane is located very close to a residential 

area and residents are complaining of a lowering water table caused 

by the pumping of this production well, necessitating the drilling 

of new, deeper domestic wells in the neighborhood. Any DWP productio 

wells located near residential areas using wells for domestic water 

supply should be shut down permanently. 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D52 

RESPONSE D52-1 

Please refer to response to master comment G-1 for a discussion of subsidence. 

RESPONSE D52-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3, MT-5, MT-7, and MT-8 for a discussion of 

mitigation. 

RESPONSE D52-3 

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 D52-4 

Reinhackle Spring would he protected under the Agreement; please refer to response to master 

comments WA-4 and PD-5. 

RESPONSE D52-5 

Significant impacts to vegetation arc discussed in Chapter 10, Vegetation, of the Draft EIR. See 

also response to master comment WA-1. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D52 

RESPONSE D52-6 

Comment noted. There have been no changes in operations at Tinemaha Reservoir due to the 

project which could have resulted in significant air quality impacts. Please also see response to 

comment A4-64. 

RESPONSE D.52-7 

Revegetation would be conducted as described in response to master comment MT-2. AIso please 

refer to response to master comment MT-3 regarding compensatory mitigation and to response to 

comment D22-30 in Letter D-22. 

RESPONSE D52-8 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project and does not relate to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. Please see response to comment Cll-34. 

RESPONSE D52-9 

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5, WA-4 and MT-3 

RESPONSE D52-10 

Comment noted. Please see response to master comment MT-8 concerning options for mitigation. 

RESPONSE D52-11 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-5 and Appendix B-2 for a discussion of aerial 

photo interpretation. Also see responses to master comments VE-2 and VE-3. 

RESPONSE D52-12 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D52 

RESPONSE D52-13 

While records do  exist for the amounts of water pumped and exported, adequate records do  not 

exist for other portions of the water budget; however, an estimate was made based on the 

interpolation of existing data, and is presented in Chapter 9, Water Resources, Tables 9-2 and 9- 

6 of the Draft EIR. Comment regarding page 9-45 is noted. 

RESPONSE D52-14 

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 D52-15 

Comment noted. Please see response to comment B13-43 in Letter B-13 regarding Indian lands. 

RESPONSE D52-16 

This comment contains speculation of possible outcomes of groundwater pumping. Please refer 

to response to  master comment PD-12 regarding groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D52-17 

Comment noted; the Agreement prohibits long-term groundwater mining. Please refer to responses 

to master comments PD-4 and PD-12 for additional discussion of lowered water levels and 

groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D52-18 

Evapotranspiration by different vegetation types has been taken into account in the determination 

of a groundwater budget (see Table 9-11) in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR; and description of how 

vegetation management categories were established can be found in Chapter 5, pages 5-3 through 



Responses to Commenrs 
Letter 052 

5-5 of the Draft EIR. Concerning Table 14 (page 170) of the Green Book, please see Appendix 

A-3. 

RESPONSE D52-19 

Evapotranspiration has been estimated at 72,000 AF/year for the 1970-1984 period (see Table 9- 

11) in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D52-20 

The experimental aspects of the Green Book are acknowledged. Please refer to response to 

master wmment PD-17. 

RESPONSE D52-21 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D52-22 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D52-23 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 regarding the issuc of unilateral well turn onioff. 

RESPONSE D52-24 

The Technical Group would participate in well turn onloff decisions as described in response to 

master wmment PD-6. 

RESPONSE D52-25 

Comment noted; these sources were cited in the preparation of Chapter 9, Water Resources, of 

the Draft EIR. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D52 

RESPONSE D52-26 

Well #354 is the sole source of supply for the Town of Laws. Operation of well #I18 does not 

impact areas with groundwater-dependent vegetation. 

RESPONSE D52-27 

The Agreement prohibits adverse effects to private wells of the type described in this comment. 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-4. 





Letter D53 

Derham Guiliani 





LETTER 0.53 
Perham G i u l i a n i  
PC Box 265  
a i g  P i n e ,  CA 93513 

Dea r  S i r s :  

My cements on  t i i ?  d r a f t  E I R  a r e  ?iucP. b r i e f e r  t h a n  I ' d  ha71 e  
wanted .  W i  t h  5 o t h e r  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  documents  t c  go t h r o u g h  w i  tn 
s i m i l s r  d e a d l i n e  d ? t e s ,  t h e ? €  was o n l y  t i m e  t c  l o o k  o v e r  s few 
i t e m s  o f  s p e c f a 1  i n t e r e s t  t o  me. Ncr was t h e r e  t i m e  t o  v i s i t  
more t h a n  1 o r  2 o f  t h e  n snv  s i t e s  r e f e r r e d  t o .  

A few o f  t n e  g e n e r a l  p rob lems  L found i n  r e s d i n g  t h e  EIiI: 

I' I .  Words w i t h  no r e s l  d e f i n i t ? c n  s r e  used r e u e ? t ~ d l y :  r e s s o n -  
I' tl 11 a b l e " ,  i i i i c s n t  m l n ~ m q l " ,  s c c e p t s b l g "  , e t c ,  e t c .  

t l  2 .  Runeff  v03r"  n e e d s  t o  3 e  d e f i n e d .  I t n i n k  i t  mesns t h a t ,  
*I f o r  exsmulc ,  r u n o f f  y e 3 r  1970"  i s  t h e  u e r i o d  from Aur!l 

1969  t o  Msrch 1 9 7 0 ,  snd so  t h e  u r e c l p i t ? t i c n  t k 7 t  caus?d  
i t  f e l l  d u r i n g  t h e  1968-69 o c r i o d .  B u t  I am n o t  c e r t a i n ,  

It s n d  I c a n ' t  g e t  k s t e r  y e s r "  t o  f i t  i n t o  t h i s  z e s n i n g f u l l y .  

3. I found a  tendenc-I  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  docu!nent t o  u s e  unde r -  
~ t ? t e . n e n t  I n  3 wsv  t h s t  m?de e n v i r o n m e n t z l  d m s g e  d u e  t o  
DWP ? c t i v i t i e s  s e a ?  l e s s  s e v e r e  t h s n  i t  a c t u a l l v  was. 

4 .  P a n e  1-9  1s c c n f ~ ~ i n g  qs t o  k h i c h  I s  Volume Cne ?n6 Volume 
Two ( 5 t h  v a r s g r s p h j .  The V O ~ I I I P . ~ ~  3 r e  l a b e l e d  O D D O S ~  t e  t o  
t h t e  I t h i n k .  S a n e  on  Pg.2-18. 

5.  T h e r e  i s  s tendenc-r  t h r c u g h c u t  t h e  E I 2  t o  e l i ? i i n s t e  o r  
i g n o r e  s u e c i f i c  f e 3 t u r f s  k:r u s i n g  a v e r s ~ e s  o r  o v e r 3 1 1  
c o n s l d  e r s  t i o n s .  

6 .  hiany undocumentet? e t s t e x e r i t s ,  s u c h  a s  t h a t  on  IPg.9-50 ( " I t  
1s believed th3 t . .  . " I  ? r e  p r e E e n t .  

7. T h e r e  7 r e  nqnv e r r o r s  I n  t h e  TablLes. C f  t h e  T a b l e s  i n  
Volume I t h ? t  c c n t s i n e d  some c h e c k 3 b l e  p a r t s ,  I c h o s e  s 
d o z e n  3 t  rl,ndo?n--snd found 7 w i t h  e r r o r s .  The e r r o r s  hqd 
. n?gn i tudes  o f  u p  t o  o v e r  209%. How msny e r r o r s  s r e  p r e s e n t  
I n  t h c  l a r g e r  number of  T a b l e s  w i t h  no c r o s s c h e c k i n g  
v o r t i o n z  ( s u c h  a e  when T o t a l s  s r e  g ~ e n ) ?  B ~ c s u s e  o f  t h i s  
I cou ld  n e t  r s l y  on t h e  T a b l e ?  when s t t e x o t i n g  t o  a n a l y z e  
s t a t e m e n t s  made I n  t h e  t e x t .  I h7d e s p e c l s l l g  wanted t o  
r e v i  ew Tab1 e  9-4 c o n c e r n i n g  s p r i n g  f l o h .  



L 
8. O t h e r  e r r o r s  w e r e  a l s o  p r e s e n t .  A few s r e i  

11 11 11 I t  a4 2g.B-16 i I should  t h i n k  a  shou ld  b e  changed t o  no 
s t  l ! n e  21 .  

b )  Pg.2-18 i s  m i s s i n g  and was n o t  axcng  t h e  e r r a t a  s h e e t s .  
c )  W . .opendiu E:  I s  s o a g e  E-6 m i r s i n c ?  ?;c msp o f  d i v e r t e d  

~ t r e s q s  nort'n o f  Gooda le  Creek  i s  g i v e n .  
d )  P5.E-24: I s e e  n o t h i n g  t r . d i c 3 t e d  on t h e  map o f  Lone  P i n e  

Regreen ing .  
e )  P5.E-3 t o o ;  I t  s a y s  f a u l t s  3 r e  i r . d i c ? t d  i n  F ig .8-1  b u t  

I d c n ' t  s e e  them. 
It I t  

f )  B ~ . 1 0 - 5 9  n e a r  t o p :  F i g u r e  1 0 - 8 ~ "  s h c u l d  r e a d  E i s u r e  
13-81". - 

E 9 .  I fcund t h e  w c r d i n e  o f t e n  u n c l e a r  i n  s t a t e m e n t s  s b o u t  
t h e  B i shop  Cone. - 

It 
10. An e x s c t  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  " w a t e r  r e s o u r c e s  i s  needed .  Some 

o o r t i o n s  o f  tine EIR r e f e r  t o  s p r i n g s  a s  n o t  b e i n g  w a t e r  
r e e o u r c e s  y e t  o t h e r s  t n d i c ?  t e  t h a  t t h e y  a r e .  - 

As 3 b i o l o g i c a l  f i e 1 3  w o r k e r  and s m s t e ~ r  e n t o m o l o g i c a l  r e s e a r c h e r  
I am e s o e c l s l l v  ccnce rned  s h u t  t h e  e f f  e d t s  c n  c e r t a i n  r e s t r i c t e d  
h ? b i  t s ts  s u c h  a s  s p r i n g s  snd s e e p s .  h few o f  t h e  c c n d e r n n  snd 
a u ~ s t i o n s  I h ? v e  a r e  ss f o l l o w s ;  

1. % e r e  i s  t c c  much e q u s t l n ~  q u a n t i  t l t i v  e w ;  t h  q a z l i t a t i - g e  
chsngez  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  EIR. The S o u t h e r n  Cwens R i v e r  Bro- 
J e c t ,  f o r  exsma7e,  I s  s q - g e ~ t e a  a s  m l t l g ~ t i o n  f o r  a  h o ~ t  
o f  i m o a c t s  o f  a  k ind  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  f r c x  t h e  t v p e  t h e  
o r o l e c t  would c r e a t e .  The r i p s r i a n  v e & e t a t i o n  b e s i d e  
s u r i n g s  h 3 s  l i t t l e  r e l ? t i c n  t o  wha t  i s  t h e  w a t e r  ( s c u ? t i c  
i n ~ ~ c t s ,  c r u s t a c e a n s ,  e t c ,  2nd such  t h i n g s  s s  a l g s e  snd 
w s t e r c r e s s ,  none  o f  -dhB&h i s  ment tcned  anywhere i n  t h e  
EIR). The only mean ing fu l  7 i i t i g s t l c n  t o  t h e  l o s s  o f  1969  
s p r l n e s  3 rd  s e e p s  i s  t h e  cc ' i lp le te  p r o t e c t i o n  i n  the!r  
n q t u r a l  s t s t e  o f  t h e  v e r y  few r e m a l n i ~ g  s o r t n g s  and Peens 
( i n c 1 ) ~ d ~ r . g  f e n c i n g  o f  t he ! r  soGrceE s g s i n s t  c s t t l e ) .  The 
e n r e s d t n g  o f  w s t f r  t o  t h e e e  w t l l  not p r e s e r v e  t h e  o r e ~ n i s r l s  
u n f q u e  t c  t h s t  h a b i t s t  b u t  w i l l  change  i t  t o  a n o t h e r  f a r  
l e s s  d i v e r s e  h s b i t s t  (3s ~ 3 s  d e s c r i b e d  f a i r l y  \ + e l l  i n  t h e  
d t s c u s s t o n  o f  t h e  d ? v e r s ! o n  d i t c h  t o  t h e  pond a t  L t t t l e  
B l ? c k r o c k  S n r i n g ;  . 
R e t n h q c k l c  S o r i n g  h s s  9 p c p u l ~ t t c n  c f  s r e c e n t l y  d e s c r i b e d  
w a t e r  s n s t l  i n  i t ,  ?rid o t h e r  a q u z t i c  oorgor, is ' i ls  a s  v e t  
u n s  t u d l  cd s r e  p r c b s h l - r  t k e r e - - t h e  3 p r c p o s e d  new pumos 
shou1C n c t  b e  p l s c e d  t k e r e .  (The document s c t u s l l y  s t - i t e s  

I1 t h ? t  d e s t r u c t i v e  pumps w ? l l  b e  used  t o  m i t i a ? t e t '  t h e  
I dqmage t h e v  s r e  c a u s i n g . ) .  Kcw t h i s  spr l ing i s n d  ? c c u o l e  

o f  c t h e r ~  f u r t h e r  t c  t h e  n c r t h )  3 r e  h s n d l e d  w i l l  d e t e r m i n e  
f o r  me : u f t  how ' i le3ntngful  t h e  d ~ r e e - ; e n t  i s .  

Not  a e n t i o n e d  i n  t h e  EIX I s  t h e  f l c t  t h s t  t h e  c u - , u l ~ t i v e  



XXXBX e f f e c t  o f  t h e  l o p s  o f  z s i n g l e  o n e  o f  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  
s u r l n c s  would b e  s  v e r y  e i g n f f ' i c a n t  i a p s c t  now t h ? t  o v e r  
93$ o f  t h e  o re -1973  s o r l n g s  h w e  Seen  d e s t r o y ~ d .  

11 2. The d c c u s e n t  s t l t e e  t h s t  nc e i & m l f l c s n t  a d v e r s e  imu3ct.s 
w e r e  c 3 u ~ e d  F3v t h e  ~ h ( i 3 n ~ e s  I n  t h e  ponds  and l s k e s " ,  y e t  
t h e  t o t a l  d e e t r u c t i o n  o f  3 6 - 3 c r e  pond ( t h e  o n l y  n s t u r s l  
pond f n  t h e  e n t j r e  31'51) w 3 s  c s r t ? l n l y  3 s i g n i f i c m t  i m p a c t .  
C r e s t i o n  o f  ~ s . n m 3 d e  nonds  I n  no way compensa t e s  f o r  t h e  l o s e .  

3 ,  X c ~ t  of  t n e  m i t l g q t l c n  f c r  l o s s  o f  v e g e t 3 t i o n  o f  Types B ,  
C ,  2nd D i n v o l v e  sart.sd;ling o f  w s t e r  b h i c h  c r e a t e s  a Type E 
s l t u q t i o n .  I d o  n o t  c a l l  t n s t  m e a n i n e f u l  m i t i g a t i o n .  

4.  None o f  t h e  r ed  s r e l e  on t h e  a s p 8  i n  Appendix B ,  d l w i c t i n g  
t h e  Tvoe D v e c e t 3 t l o n  h s s  3 m o n i t o r i n g  s i  t e  i n  I t .  And t h e r e  
? r e  v q e t  l r e o s  w l t h  i ~ o l s t e d  i m p o r t a n t  v e g e t a t i o n  t v o e s  
t h 3 t  h3ve  n r  mcn!tor ing s l t e  even though w e l l s  a r e  n e a r b y .  
K c s t  s r w s  l i s t e d  9s Tope E v e ~ e t s t l o n  c o n t a i n  manv o t h e r  
p l 3 n t   specie^ 3nd s m a l l  ~ 3 t c h e e  of Type B ,  C ,  m d  D snd 
I found no men t ion  o f  t h i s  on msns o r  t e x t .  

5. TCle ~ ~ o ~ o R I c ? ~  rev iew (Ch3n.e)  1 s  f ~ ~ ~ l l f n t .  1 Wish t h e  
w l l d l l f e  s e c t i c n  h?d been  d c n e  i n  3 e i a i l s r  s t y l e .  Some 
m s m m ? l s  l i s t e d  do  n o t  ccclur h e r e ,  qnd s e v e r a l  t h q t  i r e  
n o t  do .  S e v e r s 1  more r e p t i l e s  c o u l d  h ? v n  b e e n  ment ioned .  
Nsnv,  m n v  n o r e  g rouoe  o f  i r v e r t e h r q t e s  e x i s t  h e r e ;  f o r  
exsmple :  o n l v  1 5  o u t  o f  3 t  l e l e t  38 f s m i l i e s  o f  C o l e o p t e r a  
3 r e  l i s t e d ,  2 o u t  of  9  f ? r " . l i ~ ~  o f  b u t t e r f l i e s  2nd m c t h e ,  
5 o u t  o f  o v e r  25 f a ~ ? l ? e s  o f  H e m i p t e r a ,  t h e  f s m i l v  o f  
s p r ? n f , u n i i l e  (neb  s o e c l e s  r e c s n t l v  d e s c r i b e d  from t:he 
s r e 3 )  i e  n o t  p r i ' s e n t .  

I wculd need 3 l o t  a c r e  t t a e  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  many a d d i t l o n q l  
c c n c e r n s  I h a v e .  Thank vou f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comment on  

. ,  . , ;  t h i s  E I R .  

S i n c e r e l v ,  





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D53 

RESPONSE D53-1 

Most of the items in this comment are expressions of personal opinion. No response is required. 

The errors indicated in Item 4 and 8 of this comment are noted. Text in the Agreement on line 

21 is correct; page B-18 has been corrected (see Chapter 3. Revisions); pagination for Appendix 

E is incorrect as noted: a correct figure for the Lone Pine Regreening project is presented at the 

back of Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR; text corrections in items (e) and 

( f )  of this comment are noted. 

RESPONSE D53-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13, regarding the Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE D53-3 

The term "water resources" includes the surface waters and groundwater of the Owens Valley. 

RESPONSE D53-4 

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. Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5 and 

WA-4. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D53 

RESPONSE D53-5 

Please refer to response to master comment WA-4 for discussion of Reinhackle Spring. 

RESPONSE D53-6 

Springs and seeps would be protected under the Agreement. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-5. 

RESPONSE D53-7 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D53-8 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3 and MT-8. Also please refer to response to 

comment D22-30 in Letter D-22. 

RESPONSE D53-9 

See response to comment D77-75. 

RESPONSE D53-10 

Comment noted. Wildlife tables have been updated and included in Appendices C-l and C-4 to 

the Response to Comments document. 



Letter D54 

E.A. & Kathryn A. Henderson, Coach & Camper Senice, Inc. 





LETTER 0-54 
(619) 872-4921 

Coach & Camper Service, Inc. 
1 1 0  MANDICH ST. 

BiSHOP. CALIFORNIA 93514 

January 21, 1991 

. , 1: & r 3 c t : i i ~  ;re;? i c c > n t i f ' i r : :  ; s  i ; ? v i n r  h ~ t i t e t  ; . l t i r ; t i o n  a n d / o r  
6 e 3 1 : t i c n  d u e  L 3  , ? r o u n d  w 3 t e r  $ u n p i n & ? ,  s!:oulC n o t  be  ~ i t i ~ ~ t , e d  
b y  r e  c u r  r u i .  C l 1  h s t 2 : a t  r i s t o r n t i o n  s h o u l : ?  
t e  a c c o r : , p L i s k e d  with s u r f a c e  w a t e r ,  a n d  t h e  p r ? c t i c e  o f  p u v p i n p  2 s  

i-,cr! l c e r . e n t ,  Sc e l  i . - i r : ; i t ~ d .  T h i s  b o u i 2 r e d u c c  t h e  t o t a l  z m c c n t  c f  
, - + c -  &.i c ir . . : v a i l a b l c  f c r  e x p o r t ,  b u t  t h e  p r e s e n t  s y s t e m  j u s t  b o r r o w s  " f r - o r  
P c - t t -  : c  c a y  P;c!.'!, s r , C  p u t s  p r e s s u r e  or, z c c t h c r  a r c ?  f r c x  g r o u n d  w e t  
p u : ? c i r . i .  If s ~ r f , ? c e  w a t e r  i s  u s e d  f o r  : : a t i t z t  r e s t o r a t i o n ,  i t  u o u l d  
l i k e l y  ? r i . s u i t  ir, c 3 r . c f u !  r v c n i t c r i n ;  t o  c l i r i n ? t r  b z . b i t ; :  d e p i e t i c n .  





RESPONSE D54-I 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D54 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D54-2 

There exists considerable evidence that spreading surface water recharges the groundwater basin. 

This practice has been implemented by LADWP and other water agencies throughout the country 

for many years with demonstrable results. 





Letter D55 

William W. Hayes 





LETTER D-55 

r. jbhn A. % v i s  -.-. 
L i r  k s soc ia t e s  
151  Spear :it. ,  m i t o  1503 
;tn Francisco,  CA 5 i i l O T  

v;. <> r. ... I, d r i i f t  ::I! ? o i l s  t o  convir!cc ::;e t i ie t  t l i c  i.n.-ln:;o a. i~ ree~ : l en t .  
wi1.l l i n i t  _.round wt:=:r : inp in ; :  t,o :: l e v e l  lcsc. +hsn tkt c c t  i.n i ' r o j ec t  
J t e r n ~ t i v e  ,/'7 i 3 3 . 1  i;ot?i iquoduct s )  . 

k C . . i  o f f i c e r  s tops  E 1::otcrist f o r  speeding. &fore  u c i t e t i o n  
.::;y be i s m e d ,  t h e  o f r i c e r  an6 t h e  r x t o r i s t  rmst agree cn both b h t  t h e  
speed li-iit i s  mri i f  it, he; keen excee i ie .  '!?,i.s i s  exac t ly  t h e  problem 
t h a t  t h e  EII i  k c s  not otldres?ei. 

An -;.ree:i.ent r u s t  be base,' on s p e c i f i c ,  v e r i f i a b l e ,  end n o n - e m e r h e n t a l  
1i::its such ;s rosy tx provided i n  i r o j e c t  A l t e r c a t i v e s  $5 mi?. #L. The 
-. .,reposed i - r o j e c t  me.  t h e  Al tkrna t ives  sho.ild be reviewed k,y l e p a l  e m e r t s ,  
end t h e i r  f i n d i n g s  should be v a r t  of t h e  XIX. 

i l l i  . .  iiayes u 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D55 

RESPONSE D55-1 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment PD-6, regarding well turdoff; and 

PD-7 regarding monitoring provisions under the Green Book. 





Letter D56 

Scott Hetzter 





Scott Betzler 
P.O. Box 1 144 
Bishop, Ch 935 15 
Jan, 2 2 ,  1991 

Mr. John A ,  Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1 S O U  
San Francisco, CA 94 105 

Dear Mr. Davis, 

Here are some coruments 1 have on the DEIR for "Water from the 
Owens Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct". 

( 1  In chapter 0 ,  you state that flow in the Owens River between 
Pleasant Valley and the Intake will be less than it was from 1970- 1990, yet 
you say that this will not affect riparian vegetation. It appears that some 
areas near Laws have experienced some die-off. How do you account for thi: 
apparent lass of willows and grasses? If it is not due to changes in river 
flows, is it due to pumping in the Laws areal Perhaps there are other areas 
along the Owens River that were mapped during the vegetation inventory 
when river flows were high. How can we be sure that this vegetation will 
not be lost? 

12) Your handling of the "plant species of concern" is inadequate. 
They are listed and we are told what their legal status is, but nothing is 
presented on the pre-project and interim status of the various populations. 
Without this baseline information, we have no assurance that they will be 
properly inventoried and managed in the future. It is not clear whether the 
project will affect these plants in some way. 

(31 The Lower Owens River Project is proposed as compensatory 
mitigation for innumerable pumping-caused habitat alterations. I do not 
agree that this project can replace the various wetlands and other habitats 
we have lost. Each of the impacts which are being mitigated by this project 
should be re-evaluated and proper mitigation must be proposed. It is a 
crime that springs such as Big and Little Seeley, Hines, and Rig and Little 
Blackrock have been dried up due to increased pumping, and I believe every 
effort should be made to restore natural flows in them. 



- 
r 4 i tjew wells in the Independence-Symmes-firs area will likely dry 

up Reinhackle Spring, if past performance is any indication of DWP's 
pumping. This cannot be allowed, since this is essentially the only remaining 
natural spring on the valley floor. Providing water after the spring has been 
dried up cannot replace this unique community. 

- 
( 5 )  The policy for management during the current drought is quoted 

in chapter 10. It does not give a clear description of how the valley will be 
managed and should be re-worded to guarantee that the vegetation of the 
vallev will be protected from further pumping. 

L 
Thank you for your attention to my comments. I look forward to the 

f~na l  Environmental Impact Report. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Hetzler - 



RESPONSE D.56-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D56 

A number of factors are involved in vegetation changes in the Laws area, including grazing, fire, 

water spreading, and past agricultural uses. For a specific discussion of the Laws area, please see 

response to master comment VE-8. Vegetation loss in the Five Bridges area was due directly to 

pumping from an E&M well agreed upon by both the County and LADWP. It is the purpose of 

the Agreement and the Green Book to protect the vegetation of the Valley and to prevent the 

losses such as occurred in the Five Bridges area. It is felt that the provisions of the Agreement 

and the procedures in the Green Book provide monitors with the tools needed to protect Valley 

vegetation. Also, please refer to response to master comment PD-4 regarding provisions for 

installation of new wells. The Technical Group along with scientific assistance from others is 

currently developing better methods to monitor Type D vegetation. 

RESPONSE D.56-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and VE-6 regarding pre-project conditions and 

plant species of concern. 

RESPONSE D.56-3 

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. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D56 

RESPONSE D56-4 

Reinhackle Spring would be protected under the Agreement. Please refer to response to master 

comment WA-4. 

RESPONSE D56-5 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 regarding the drought recovery policy. 



Letter D57 
-- - 

Bill & Barbara Manning 





LETTER 0-57 

Bill & Barbara Manning 
P.O. Box 513 
Big Pine, C A  93513 
January 22, 1991 

Mr. John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
1 5 0  Spear Street, Suite 1 5 0 0  
San Francisco, CA 9 4 1 0 5  

Dear Sir: 

Attached for y o u r  consideration are our comments on the 
draft EIR and attendant documents. 

Bill & Barbara Manning 

cc: Inyo County Board of Supervisors - Mr. Robert Campbell 
Inyo County Water Commission - Mr. Harry Holgate 
Inyo County Water Department - Mr. Greg James 
Inyo County C.A.O. - Mr. C. Brent Wallace 
LADWP - Mr. Duane Bucholtz 

Attachment 
Attachment 
Attachment 
Attachment 

I . . . Comments on Vol. I 1  
I1 . . . Comments on Vol. I 
111 . . . Comments on the Green Book 
IV . . . Map o f  t h e  Bishop cone 



ATTACHMENT I 

Major concerns about the agreement as presented in Volume I1 -- Appendices 
Environmental Impact Report 

Prepared by Bill and Barbara Manning, January 22, 1991 (2 pages) 

The plan for groundwater management as presented in the Green Book is grand in 
theory but is based on a very limited data base. The hoped for results may or 

may not be attained, but until such results are observed and documented and are 

acceptable to the public, we must proceed with caution. 

We would suggest that the following be incorporated into the agreement: A 

yearly status report discussing accomplishments, problems, etc. will be prepared 

by the Inyo County Water Department. This report will be open for public review 

and approval. 

No new wells should be drilled in areas already heavily impacted by groundwater 

pumping, namely Laws, Big Pine and the area south and east of Independence 

stretching to the Alabama Gate. It is suggested that new wells operated under 

the terms of the agreement could possibly be drilled in Round Valley and 

Pleasant Valley. 

The Lower Owens River Valley Project must not be allowed to be a coverup for all 

damage done to the valley -- notably seeps and springs that have been completely 
dried up due to pumping. If the Lower Owens River Project is to proceed, it 

must stand on its own merit. 

More mitigation should be undertaken in the areas of dried up springs. As an 

example, Weil 349 (Ref. Figure 10-4) currently pumps into a pond at Seely Springs 

and then empties into the aqueduct. An 8" pipe could easily be run from this 

well North and West of Charlie's Butte which would empty into what is called 

Little Seely Springs -- this water would then run directly into the aqueduct 
(about !/4 mile). Losses would only be those associated with evaporation and 

percolating, and a great waterfowl habitat would be provided. 



Also, having vis i ted the dried u p  Fish Springs and Fish Springs Ponds, the 

following recommendation i s  offered: Discharge water from the hatchery should 

be returned t o  Fish Springs Pond from which i t  would then flow down i t s  

abandoned natural channel t o  the Big Pine Canal. All t h i s  water could then and 

should be used t o  i r r i ga t e  the Fish Springs a l f a l f a  f i e l d s  and/or spread in the 

badly impacted area surrounding the  hatchery. 

5. During several f i e ld  t r i p s  t o  most par t s  of the valley f l oo r ,  the e f fec t  of 

overgrazing i s  evident. A grazing control plan (s imilar  t o  those attendant t o  

Forest Service and BLM lands) must be prepared and effected.  This can be done 

with l i t t l e  or no economic harm t o  the  lessees ,  b u t  would require s t r i c t e r  

vigilance and planning on t h e i r  part .  As an o f f s e t ,  the  DWP should extend 

grazing permits t o  10 years which should provide the  lessees  more management 

f l e x i b i l i t y .  

6. As part of the agreement, LADWP must accept the responsibi l i ty  fo r  

revegetation of burned-over areas such as those in the  v ic in i ty  of Aberdeen. 

This i s  common practice in Southern California.  



ATTACHMENT I1 

Detail  Comments on t h e  Draf t  Environmental Impact Report 

Submitted by Bill and Barbara Manning, January 22, 1991 ( 4  paages) 

Chapter 2 - History of Water Development i n  t h e  Owens Valley 

1. Population c h a r t s  from 1900 through 2020 ( p r o j e c t e d )  should be shown f o r  

Los Angeles and Inyo Counties.  

2. Table 2-1 -- The Los Angeles Tax Case and the Superior  Court ru l ing  on t h e  

Groundwater Management Ordinance should be included. 

3. Page 2-10 -- "The s i x  dec i s ions  emanating e t c . "  should be numerically 

i d e n t i f i e d .  

4. Page 2-18 -- The agreement i s  Vol. I I .  

5. Page 2-7 -- Indians were hunters?  What did they hunt? See pp 11-14 t h a t  

s t a t e s ,  "There were very few spec ie s ,  e t c . "  
- 
Chaoter 3 - Water Supply f o r  Los Anoeies 

1. The da ta  on Tables 3-1, 3-5 and 3-6 does not c o r r e l a t e .  Error i n  

a r i thme t i c?  

2. Page 3-5, Table 3-3 -- See comment No.1, Chapter 2. 

3. Page 3-7 -- 'rlhen i t  r a i n s  in  Los Angeles, vas t  amounts of water run i n t o  t h e  

ocean. Why i s  t h e r e  no e f f o r t  d i r ec t ed  toward salvaging t h i s  a s se t ?  

4. Page 3-25 -- Why i s  no e f f o r t  projected toward reduct ion of 80,000 AF 

conveyance l o s s ?  

- 
Chapter 4 - Water Manaqement i n  Owens Valley 

1. Page 4-3, Fig. 4-1 -- I s  the  s c a l e  in  the  cen te r  miles? 

2 .  Figure 4-3 -- If Mono County i s  t o  be included,  i t  should be separated ou t .  

3. Figure 4-5 -- I s  t h e  average (25,600 A F )  t h e  average of years  when pumping 

was above O? 

4. Data on Fig. 4-6 and 4-10 does not c o r r e l a t e .  

5. Maps should be presented t o  show loca t ion  of mi t iga t ion  p ro jec t s .  
- 



11.2 

Chapter 5 - Proposed Projec t  
General comment -- E f f o r t s  should be made t o  r ewr i t e  t h i s  chapter  in  such i 

way as  t o  make i t  more e a s i l y  understandable. 

Figures 5-2, 5-3 and 4-9 a re  very d i f f i c u l t  t o  i n t e r p r e t  and c o r r e l a t e .  

There must be a b e t t e r  way t o  present  t hese  da ta .  

Table 5-1 -- Are these  t r u e  averages? Break down o the r  Owens Valley uses 

and l o s s e s .  

Page 5-14 -- Text of Paragraph, "Wells constructed and operated p r io r  t o  

l97OU, needs c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  

Page 5-15 -- Break down how 27,000 AF i s  used and descr ibe  how i t  b e n e f i t s  

t h e  Bishop Cone. 

Table 5-2 -- The p ro jec t  l i s t e d  a s  Seely Springs should be L i t t l e  Seely 

Springs -- Big Seely Springs and Char l i e ' s  Butte seep has had no 

mi t iga t ion .  

The t a b l e  presented on p p  9-35 (Table 9-4) showing t h e  ex tent  of damage 

t o  t h e  va l ley  spr ings  s ince  1970 should a l s o  be shown and discussed here. 

Chapter 6 - Alterna t ives  t o  t h e  Proposed Projec t  

1 .  This i s  a d i f f i c u l t  chapter  t o  analyze and understand. I t  should be 

r ewr i t t en  f o r  s i m p l i c i t y  and c l a r i t y .  

2. Table 6-1 should add a column showing water f o r  export  f o r  each 

a1 t e r n a t i v e .  

3. Page 6-40, Table 6-4 -- This c h a r t  shows no i n t e n t  t o  salvage run-off 

rainwater  in  t h e  Los Angeles bas in .  See Comment 3 ,  Chapter 3. 

Chapter 7 - Impact Assessment Method and Summary 

1. Table 7-1, Item 9-5. -- Not t r u e .  Tinnemaha Creek has been d iver ted  i n t o  

10" pipe below t h e  confluence of Birch and Tinnemaha. This was done about 

1985 and water i s  being used t o  i r r i g a t e  Fish Springs a l f a l f a  f i e l d s .  

Chapter 8 - Geoloqy, S o i l s  and Seismic i ty  

1. This chapter  have a l i s t  of d e f i n i t i o n s  t h a t  t hose  not having a Ph.D 

can understand. 



11.3 

Chapter 9 - Water Resources 
When was Tinnemaha ReservoirIDam really constructed? Pp 10-29 says 1928, 

pp 99 says 1969, Graph 1969 leans toward 1945. 

Page 9-12, "Runoff occurs naturally etc.". -- Not true. Pp 9-9 states that 

between 1913 and 1970, portions of Goodale, Sawmill, Thibaut and Division 

Creeks have been deviated into lined channels or pipelines. Also see 

Comment 1, Chapter 7. 

Table 9-2 -- Show breakdown of uses and losses. 
Fig. 9-7 -- Can approximate depths be estimated and shown? 
Table 9-11 -- Show 1985 - 1990 data. 
Figs. 9-10, 9-24, 9-25, 9-28 -- Simplify these charts by showing depth of 
water table instead of altitude. 

Page 9-53 -- Not true! See comment re Table 7-1, Item 9-5. 

If Tinnemaha Reservoir is reduced in size or dried up, DWP must describe 

how the dry lake bed will be mitigated -- this is in truth a small version 
of Owens Lake. 

Chapter 10 - Veqetation 
1. General -- This entire chapter ignores pre-project data that is readily 

available (i.e. aerial photos 1968). Further, it ignores the Jaques 

Report. 

2. The maps in this chapter are so small and of such poor quality as to not be 

understandable. (Same for Green Book maps) 

Chapter 11 - Wildlife 
1. General -- The statement on Page 11-4, "Few species of wildlife were found 

in abundance", throws doubt as to the credibility of the entire chapter. 

2. Here, as in Chapter 10, pre-project data has been ignored. 

Chapter 12 - Air Quality 
No comment. 

Chapter 13 - Enerqy 
No comment. 



Chapter 14 - Land Use and Economic Development 

1. Page 14-2 -- Use 1990 census da ta .  

2. Figure 14-1 -- Separate Mono County out o r  d e l e t e  i t .  

3. Figures 14-3 and 14-4 -- Should use 1990 census da ta .  

4. Figure 14-2 and 14-5 -- What i s  FIRE TCV in hole? 

5. Figures 14-3 and 14-6 -- What i s  included in t h e  l i n e  indicated thus 0 ? 

Why a sca le  of miles on t h i s  graph? 

6. Page 14-24 -- Maps of proper t ies  t o  be released should be included in EIR 

as  well as the agreement (Vol. 11). 

Chapter 16 - Ancillary F a c i l i t i e s  

1. Page 16-4 -- New wells .  I f  new wells a re  t o  be d r i l l e d ,  they should not be 

in Laws, Big Pine or Reinhackle Springs. 

2 .  Page 16-21 -- Please d iscuss  how increased pumping bene f i t s  the  Bishop 

Cone. 

3. Page 16-32 -- Sta tes  t h a t  new wells have been d r i l l e d  on the Bishop Cone. 

Cite  the  authori ty f o r  these  ac t ions .  

4. Page 16-3 -- Protection f o r  t h e  Reinhackle Springs area must be more 

c1 earl  y defined. 

5.  General comment: In t h e  e n t i r e  document the re  i s  no map showing the  ex tent  

of the  Bishop Cone/Hillside Decree area.  Such a map i s  included (prepared 

by the  Inyo County Water Department) f o r  inclusion in the  EIR. 

Chapter 17 - CEQUA Considerations 

1. Page 17-2 -- This page should be rewri t ten f o r  c l a r i t y .  
2. Page 17-5 -- A schedule f o r  t h e  preparation of t h e  grazing plan, including 

time f o r  public review, should be included. The Agency/s preparing the  

plan should be iden t i f i ed .  

3 .  Page i7-11 -- This page s t a t e s  t h a t  Los Angeles wi l l  grow, but goes on t o  

s t a t e  t h a t  l e s s  water wi l l  be ava i lab le  from Mono Lake and the  Delta. I t  

a l s o  presents a pess imis t ic  outlook on any bene f i t s  t h a t  might be derived 

from conservation, reclamation o r  desa l in iza t ion .  Where i s  the  water t o  

sus t a in  growth coming from? 

Chapter 18  - EIR Authors, Orqanizations and Persons Contacted 

No comment. 

Chapter 19 - Biblioqraphy 

1. Must be expanded t o  include a l l  words and terms not r ead i ly  understood by 

t h e  average reader.  



ATTACHMENT 111 

Comments on the Green Book 

Prepared by Bill and Barbara Manning, January 22, 1991 (1 page) 

The maps in this volume are very small. Maps 11nx17" would be easier to follow. 



conducted by me WL. 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D57 

RESPONSE D57-1 

This suggestion is noteworthy and may he adopted by the Inyo County Water Dept. The Technical 

Group already reports regularly to the Standing Committee, and will continue to do so in the 

future. 

RESPONSE D57-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-4 and AF-2 regarding new wells and effects on 

water levels. Comment regarding Round Valley and Pleasant Valley is noted. 

RESPONSE D57-3 

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 D57-4 

Comment concerning Seeley Springs is noted. Regarding Fish Springs, please see response to 

comment Cll-34 in letter C11. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D57 

RESPONSE D57-5 

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 D57-6 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE D57-7 

The population information presented in the Draft EIR is adequate. 

The cases referenced are available at the Inyo County Water Department and LADWP 

offices. 

The information presented is adequately presented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. 

Text correction is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft 

EIR. The Agreement is in Volume I1 (page 2-18). 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D57-8 

(1) Please refer to response to D21-9 in letter D-21. Text correction is noted, and included 

in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

(2) Comment noted. 

(3) Please refer to Chapter 3, page 3-16 of the Draft EIR. 

(4) Please refer to the correction to page 3-25 in Letter B-12. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D57 

RESPONSE D57-9 

(1) The horizontal scale is in 100s of feet. 

(2) Data for Inyo County alone were not available prior to 1968; that is why the data for Inyo 

and Mono Counties are combined. 

(3) The average pumping level from 1960 to 1970 was 25,600 AFY, with a range from zero to 

110,000 AFY. 

(4) The data point was inadvertently omitted from Figure 4-10; however, this does not alter 

the trend of the curve. 

(5) Please refer to response 021-10 in Letter D-21 

RESPONSE D57-10 

No specific suggestion is made. Comment noted. 

No specific suggestion is made. Comment noted. 

Please see Figure 5-1 and Footnote 3 of Table 5-1 in the Draft EIR. 

No specific suggestion is made. Comment noted. 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13. Also, please see Section 16.4 (pages 

16-41 through 16-43) of Chapter 16 in the Draft EIR. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 



RESPONSE D57-11 

(1) No specific suggestion is made. Comment noted. 

Responses to Camments 
Letter DS7 

(2) An estimate of water export under each alternative is given in the discussion of each 

alternative. 

(3) Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D57-12 

The comment is correct in that a 10" pipe was installed. However, it was not installed by LADWP 

or  under LADWP permit. The pipe was installed by a LADWP lessee. 

RESPONSE 057-13 

Comment noted. The EIR authors regret the need to use technical language. 

RESPONSE D57-14 

(1) Text correction is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft 

EIR. Paragraph 3 (single sentence) on page 9-9 is revised to read: "Storage in Tinernaha 

Reservoir from 1945 to 1989 is depicted in Figure 9-3." 

Tinernaha Dam was constructed in 1923. 

(2) Comment noted. The EIR authors acknowledge the existence of reservoirs on Bishop 

Creek and Owens River. 

(3) See response D57-10(3) above. 

(4) Figure 9-7 is an idealized, conceptualized illustration of the Owens Valley and no scale is 

provided. It is meant to illustrate concepts described in the text. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D57 

The data presented in Table 9-11 was prepared by USGS and was the most recent data 

available at the time of the computation of the groundwater budget. 

These graphs would be  essentially the same if the data were plotted against depth to water; 

the report authors chose to plot the data against elevation. 

See response to master comment D57-12, 

Please see response to Cl l -20 in Letter C-11. 

RESPONSE D57-15 

(1) Please refer to response to master comment EA-I. The Jaques report is cited in the Draft 

EIR. In addition, please reler to response to master comment VE-5 for more on this 

report. 

(2) Larger scale project maps, soils maps, and vegetation maps are available from LADWP. 

It is diKicult to reduce most of these and still be able to resolve sufficient detail to be 

useful. They are available on request. 

RESPONSE D57-16 

(1) Please refer to response to master comment WL-2. 

(2) Please refer to response to master comment EA-1. 

RESPONSE D57-17 

(1) 1990 census data were not available during preparation of this EIR. 

(2) Please see response to D57-9(2) above. 

(3) See #I above. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D57 

"FIRE" stands for "Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate." TCU" stands for Transportation, 

Communication, and Utilities. 

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. 

Please see Appendix B of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D57-18 

(1) Please refer to response to master comment AF-2 and WA-4. 

(2) No such statement was made on page 16-21 of the Draft EIR. 

(3) The "new wells" referenced on page 16-32 are those proposed in the EIR. 

(4) Please refer to response to master comment WA-4. 

( 5 )  A map of the Bishop Cone has been included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement 

and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D57-19 

(1) No specific suggestions are made. Comment noted. 

(2) 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. 

(3) Please see Chapter 6, page 6-46, paragraph 1, of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D57-20 

Comment noted. 



Letter D58 

David Oldenburg, Indian Creek Mutual Water Company 





LETTER 0.58 

INDIAN CREEK HUTUAL WATER COMPANY 
3035 MORNINGSIDE DRIVE, BISHOP, CA. 

John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
1 5 0  Spear Street, Suite 1 5 0 0  
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

January 22, 1 9 9 1  

re: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power's Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, "Water From the Owens Valley to 
Supply The Second Los Angeles Aqueduct: 1 9 7 0  to 1 9 9 0  and 1990  
Onward, Pursuant to a Long-Term Groundwater Management Plan" 

Dear Sir: 

We! the board members of the Indian Creek Mutual Water Company, a prlvate utility, have strong reservations about the proposal to 
construct five new wells to extract up to 13,400 AF/yr of 
additional water from the Bishop Cone area of the Owens Valley. 

It appears to us that the "Long Term Water Management Plan" has 
been developed with the main objective being to sustain the 
vegetation in the Owens Valley. As board members of a public 
water company with the responsibility to provide water for 204 
service connections, we are more concerned with protection of the 
groundwater resource to sustain our four production wells. 

We are concerned that the five DWP wells proposed on the Bishop 
Cone would affect the water table and as a result adversely affect 
our wells requiring pumping from deeper levels, and/or reducing 
the capacity of our wells, and/or requiring new replacement wells, 
and/or changing the water quality. 

The recharge areas will be around Laws and south of Big Pine. Our 
wells are up on the Bishop Cone about 2.5  miles west of the valley 
floor, so the artificial recharge areas would appear to only 
benefit the DWP pumping areas on the valley flsor, b ~ t  not our 
wells. 

We believe that the definition of "private" wells should not lump 
all non DWP wells together. Water company wells that pump 
thousands of gallons/day are much different than a small private 
well serving, for example, one dwelling. Adverse impacts such as 
lowering the water table would certainly be more significant to a 
local public water system well serving 600 or 700  people than it 
would to an individual domestic well. 

In addition we are concerned about the definition of a 
"significant impactw. Who determines what a "significant impact" 
is? How great a degree of change must take place for an impact tc 
become "significantv compared to "non-significant"? What if we 
happen to disagree with the determining party? Who will be our 
arbitrator? We are skeptical about the level of "trust" between 
the "impactor" and the "impacted". How can "significant impact" 



to public water system wells be measured without locating 
monitoring wells close to each production well? What assurances 
will we have that the monitoring wells would be measuring the same 
strata that our wells are pumping from? What if a "significant 
impact" is predicted such as declining groundwater levels, would 
the DWP wells be temporarily shut down? In such case there may 
subsequently be a time lag before groundwater levels recover, and 
in the interim period our wells could nevertheless be affected. 

The mitigation measures discuss deepening wells and lowering pump 
settings. The characteristics of larger production type wells are 
not amenable to such oversimplified "fixit" measures. Potential 
problems could include one or more of the following: Location of 
well screens not uniform throughout well casing thereby reducing 
the flexibility for changing the pump setting; affinity for sand 
in newly developed strata; difficulty in gravel packing the 
deepened portion; deepening may require smaller casing; 
disruption of well service during modification; potential for 
change in water quality; probable reduced production capacity; 
increased pumping costs; and additional series of water quality 
analyses to monitor any changes in water quality. 

Who is going to monitor our wells? Will it be the County Water 
Department, or DWP, or will we have to be burdened with the extra 
time and expense ourselves? - 
In summary we object to any additional pumping on the Bishop Cone 
because we don't want the groundwater resource to be jeopardized. 
We are skeptical of the monitoring and mitigation procedures. 
They would entail time, effort, expense and inconvenience thus 
making it more difficult for us to insure a dependable water 
supply to our 204 shareholders. We do not desire to be burdened 
with more problems in addition to the normal ones we already have. 
We do not wish to be confronted with any impacts that could 
adversely affect our water quality or quantity in any way, as we 
are mandated to insure a safe, dependable water supply to our 204 
shareholders pursuant to all of the regulatory requirements of the 
State of California. Our position as water company Board members 
is that we do not want any artificial disruption of the Bishop 
Cone groundwater resource that is now available for domestic water 
supply. 

Very Truly Yours, 

David Oldenb~rg~ ~res&nt 

& &/k 
Barbara Toth, Board Member 

Jim Pursell, Board Member 

Luis Elias, Vice President 

Don Buser, Board Member 



RESPONSES TO COM 
LETTER D58 

RESPONSE D58-1 

Please see responses to master comments PD-4, PD-12, PD-13 and WA-5. 

RESPONSE 058-2 

Comment noted. Groundwater pumping on the Bishop Cone would be in accordance with the 

Hillside Decree. Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 regarding pumping on the 

Bishop Cone. Please see also responses to comments contained in letter B-7. 

RESPONSE D58-3 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D58-4 

Comment noted. Management of groundwater pumping will consider the various types and uses 

of private wells. 

RESPONSE D58-5 

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 PD-4. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D58 

RESPONSE D.586 

Comment noted; please refer to responses to master comments PD-7 regarding monitoring 

and PD-4 regarding new wells. 



Letter D59 

Elizabeth G. Tenney 





LETTER 0.59 

2825 i intferwood Lane 
Bishop, CA 9 8 3 5  14 
January 22, 1991 

As a h o r t i c u l t u r i s t ,  j un io r  h igh  school sc ience teacher and 
res ident  of Bishop who i s  very  concerned about the Owens Val ley 
o f  the future, I have some ser ious reserva t ions  about some o f  the 
lifnyuage and in ten t  of the E IR  and Long-term Water Agreement. 

I ) A t  every pub1 i c  hear ing i n  the val ley, the impreciseness and 
ambigu i ty  o f  " s i gn i f i can t '  and " s i gn i f i can t  e f f e c t  on the  environ- 
ment"  was questioned, y e t  t h i s  language s t i l l  remains. By the 
t i m e  a ' s ign i f i can t  adverse e f f e c t '  on the va l ley ' s  vegeta t ion 
(which, by the way, was  no t  adeauatelv descr ibed i n  the pre-  
p r o j e c t  desc r ip t ion  o f  the a f f ec ted  environment)  i s  noted, 
m i t i g a t i n g  measures w i l l  be too late.  Rather than t r y i n g  t o  gauge 
" s l yn i l i can t '  envi ronmental  impact,  pumping should no t  be 
pe rm i t t ed  u n t i l  s o i l  mo i s tu re  recovers  t o  l eve l s  t h a t  w i l l  support 
the na t i ve  vege ta t ion  t h a t  was so c a r e f u l l y  mapped f r o m  1984- 
1987. There i s  a common misconcept ion t h a t  r o o t s  w i l l  "grow 
toward  water" .  Roots grow where w a t e r  is and i f  the w a t e r  
leve l  drops 'selow the r o o t  zone, the p l a n t  w i l l  die, no m a t t e r  how 
d e e ~ i y  rooted o r  drought to le ran t  the p l an t  may be. ,%aa? give 
ow va//e,v a c h c e  to recover fm the damage o f  this 

A \ 
it A r e r j j  i eu i t i r na te  Quest ion f rom e i t h e r  Owens Val ley  
resfdents cr any o b j e c t i v e  observer is, before  any more w a t e r  i s  
Ptimned out  af our  va l ley ,  whyhast?Y more been done to 
i;;r;irs@/tv@ w @ k e ~ h i o s  Angeles? DWP's o f f  i ce  bu i ld ing  alone 
wastes huge q u a n t i t i e s  o f  w a t e r  i n  founta ins  and unrepaired 



3 i ouii:;nr is the mitin intlwlry .if the taslerr'i Sierra and the 
Owon<; Va!lcy w ~ i h  most  Inurrlrls !:otri;ng f rom i;ouUltern Cali -- 
fornia. Asmore q~"oundwaberfspu~e~ vecjc?lation d:e:i or 
I X !  g i v c n  a ~tiaiicyr? i t r  recovc?r !:'om i h e  drorrgttt m b  sfirlngs arc  
briiid up, what il t,+~m be hi?t~ f0r ~ # U ~ C I S ~ S ' ~ S  t0 visit 7 i 0 

ask lioutherri Cairtorn:a r c ~ ~ t j e n l r :  t o  conserve watcr  In order : t iat 
the Owt?n:r Valley and f a s t e rn  Sierr:+ can continue to  !)e a 
r;fv;irablrt piace lor- tfv'ir outdoor r rcreat lon bn!!sn'! seem an rintlilr 
brirrlrn 

- 
4 )  ! i ::? riir iriidei':;idltr$if)y Lilai. one inrpoi'tarii aspect o f  dci:i:,iu!i-- 
i i i i ik irig f i f t j d i  ding p u m ~ i n g  tlas tieen i e f  t t o  1 0s hn!jii-ii:s 
trnii,?teraily wf t l lou t  the consent of lnyo County .  The acjreemc'nt 
pr'nv!r,ion t.hat gives !.A the soie at~ttbority t o  turn on a w e l l  for 
the purpose:;  of increasing soil moisture i s  FriqhLening and 
c-ontpietely unacceptable. Why has t h i s  partl(:t~'lar r r l t i c a i  
di.cr:;ion W o n  ieli. in [ A ' s  hands alone'? ine whoie purpose of l h l s  

be r@ac&edjc?int/y by /nyc, County and L us Ange/es. 
Otherwise carefully worked out safeguards a r e  circumvented and 
the  principle of cooperative and joint management i s  destroyed. 

Please take into consideration these very real concerns 

Yours truly, 

Elizabeth G Tenne 



RESPONSE D59-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER D59 

The criteria for identif$ng 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. Also 

please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and PD-17. 

RESPONSE D59-2 

Water conservation in Los Angeles was addressed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. Also please 

refer to response to master comment AL-3 regarding water conservation efforts in Los Angeles. 

RESPONSE D59-3 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE D59-4 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 regarding the issue of unilateral well turn onloff. 





Letter D60 

Susan Zaffuto 





SUSAN ZAFFUTO 
P.C. BOX 1204 

LONE PINE, CALIFORKLA 93545 

JANUARY 22, 1991 

MR. 2 O i i N  A. DAViS, P.E. 
SEE:OR VICE PRESIDENT 
I P iiSSOCIATES 
150 SPEAR STKCI3, SUITE 1500 
SnI; FIIhNCISCO, CALAIFORNIA 941 05 

SCHJECT: Comments on the draft environmental impact report for the 
20 year old project of increased groundwater pumping in the Owens 
Valley by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power entitled: 

"WATER PROM THE DWENS VALLEY TO SUPPLY THE SECOND LOS 
iANGELES AQUEDUCT--1970 TO 1990--1990 ONWARD, PURSUANT 
TO A LONG TERM GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN" 

The third attempt by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
to comply with the court's orders and with the requirements of the 
Caiifornia Environmental Quality Act to produce an adequate envi- 
ronmental impact report on its 20+ year old project of increased 
groundwater pumping in the Owens Valley is not acceptable because 
of s-bstantial areas in which it fails to meet CEQA requirements. 

The lacs of good faith demonstrated by the city of Los Angeles and 
the county of Inyo reflected in this EIR by its disregard for the 
orders of the court; E I R  Appendices Volume, page A-7: "The Court's 
order requires the EIR to use pre-second Los Angeles Aqueduct con- 
ditions for water supply and use and for the no-project alternative 
2s noted herin.", an+ the requirements of the California Environ- 
mental Quality Act; Section 15142: "An EIR must include a descrip- 
tion of the environment in the vicinity of the project, as it exists 
hefore the commencement of the project, from both a local and reg- 
ional perspective.", make one k#onae! :: it udi!re truly prepared with 
a view to adequacy, or if it ii. ;L:,:_ arictrier' ('~1,-;ying tactic: to pro- 
vide Los Angeles with more time to continue xiti1 irs project of in- 
creased groundwater extraction and avoid responsibi?iky fox the 
consequent environmental devastation. 

The Draft EIR fails to give a pre-project description as required 
by CEQA; therefore, the EXR is inadequate. 

-7 1 
Los Angeles has put forward this very obvious attempt to avoid 
responsibility for the impacts of its project by its switch from 
using measurements of the actual water tables as they existed in 
1970 to that of focusing the entire base of environmental damage 
assessment on its 1984-1987 Veqetation Inventory. 



The Inyo County and Los Angeles water controversy has become a 
matter of historical reality. Devastation to Inyo County's 
environment is well documented in numerous publications, news- 
paper articles, theses, and scientific studies. Los Angeles 
cannot rewrite history, especially of the past 20 years, no mat- 
ter how many millions they spend in the attempt. 

This tactic was recognized in 1978 as reflected in a Los Angeies 
Times story on December 17, entitled: "Water Table Crucial to 
Owens Environment", by Robert A. Jones. 

%"&thing is more crucial to the Owens Valley environment than the 
underground water table that supports the valley's plant life and, 
indirect.ly, one of the richest wildlife populations in the state." 

"The contrast between the departmenr's vision and the visions of 
its critics is stark. Philip Williams, a hydrology consultant 
for Inyo County, maintains that water tables already have dropped 
about six feet, further than the DWP has predicted for the next 
decade. " 

"Ultimately, he says, the affected area of the valley floor could 
be zwice as large as that projected by the department, and the 
impact likely will be for more severe. In the course of being 
drained, he says, some aquifers--water-bearing layers of rock, 
sand, or gravel--could forever lose their capacity to store water 
should the pumping program be stopped in the future." 

@~ronicall~, the points of difference lie not so much in the valley's 
gresent condition but in the state of the water tables before tne 
program began. The differences are crucial for they establish 
points of departure from which the fall of water tables will be 
measured." 

/I Inyo County's Williams claims that almost all of the calculations 
by t h e  DWP amount to an elaborate sleight-of-hand. The major de- 
clines in shallow xater tables occurred before 1974, not afterward, 
he says. The DWP, by claiming that 1974 levels roughly represent - 
the pre-project condition, manages to avoid records of its own 
wells indicating substantial drops in the first three years follow- 
ing the beginning of pumping in 1970, he maintains." 
([!ere is seer. another example of DWP changing the "fact#as they 
go alona . j 

"In fact, DWP records indicate that the department itself used 
water levels similar to Williams' ic the preparation of its first 
envircnmental impact report in i975. "he areas of high ground- 
water as evaluated by Mr. Lee and Mr. Conkling represent a con- 
dition wherein the basin is full and overflowing. It is estimated 
that the groundwater conditions as of 1970 were simiiar and the 
effect on high groundwater areas due to pumping would be from this 
pcint in time,' the 1976 reportstated." 



"DWF's Georgeson concedes that the department now has retreated 
fro3 that position lqely because of the department's present 
conxention that 1970 water tables were unusually high." 

"The year 1970 still represents the baseline, he says, but the 
department no longer uses specific water levels from any given 
year as a point of departure. Rather, it now uses the density 
of vegetation groupings to extrapolate water levels and 'normal' 
conditions existing before pumping began." 

i t  T i ,  1 : 7ps  h L  has referred to the departme~t's position as a retreat 
i n t c  what. he calls 'total ambiguity.' Without a specific des- 
cription of pre-project conditions, he says, no one can deter- 
mine the accuracy of the departnent's environmental forcast." 

(L.A. Tirces, December 17, 1978) 

Los Rngcles position today is that they cannot accurately assess 
the pre-project condition, for various reasons; yet, in 1970 they 
had been in the business of exporting water from the Owens Valley 
for 57 years! - 
Cn page 6-10 sf the EIR, Los Angeles acknowledges that a differ- 
ence exisrs in vegetative quality between its 1984 Vegetation 
Inventory and 1970: "Over time, depending on precipitation levels 
vegetation conditions would return to those documented in the 1 9 8 4 -  
1 9 8 7  Vegetation Inventory, but probably not all groundwater depen- 
dent ---- veoetation would recover to pre-1970 condition." Another 
discrepancy exists at page 17-13 of the EIR, in which Los Rngeies 
refers to the years 1984-1987 as being "...a series of wet years 
which resulted in the healthiest vegetal cover since 1970." Also, we 
are now entering a fifth year of drought; would that hot make 1987 
a drought year? - 
The switching of damage assessment bases through the costly tactic 
developed of using the Vegetation Inventory rather than ex1 
records of the pre-project condition is an inescapable barrier to 
the adequacy of the proposed EIR. Used throughout as the base 
for assessment and .~Ftigation, it is not in cor.pliance with CEQA. 

ios Angeles must use vegetative levels and water levels that ex- 
isted prc-project in 1970 as the beginning point of any environmental 
damage assessment in order to have a legally adequate EIX 

The circumstances leading to the preparation of this EIR and the - 
cooperative interactions of Inyo County and the City of Los Anqeles 
are another area of major controversy, and one that is not even 
mentioned in the Chapter 17, CEQA Considerations, 17-7, Areas of 
controversy. 



Any action taken which overturns the will of the people expressed 
in an legitimate election is subject to serious consideration. 
:'he Owens Valley Inyo County Groundwater Management Ordinance, 
Chapter 7 . 0 1  of the Inyo County Code, and Inyo County Ordinance 
# 3 9 5 ,  was approved by a mandate of 76% of the voters. Challenged 
by Los Angeles, the ordinance was held to be "unconstitutional" 
by ,Judge Turner in inyo County Superior Court on July 13,  1983. 

The judgement in this case; # 1 2 9 0 8 ,  however, has never been entered. 
The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power entered into secret 
negotiations with Inyo County representatives, a great deal of 
money has been paid Inyo County, and the two players in this scen- 
ario have returned to court time after time to plead that the 
Judgement on the groundwater ordinance case not be entered. 
This has ieft the issue of constitutionality unresolved and other 
important matters unaddressed. 

A specific accounting of all sums of money paid, or other consider- 
ations made, to Inyo County by the Los Xngeles Department of Water 
and Power, their intended purposes, as well as an exact depicting 
of all negotiations that occurred between the parties from the 
time the groundwater ordinance case;#l2908, was initiated,and 
April, 1 9 8 4 ,  must be included in the EIR. 

In his ruli-ng on the groundwater ordinance case,#12908, Judge 
Turner states on page two, line 12, of that document, "Audubon 
concerns itself with 'navigable waters' such as Mono Lake and the 
effect upon uses protected by the public trust of diverting its 
input water. Our ease does not involve navigable waters." 

Judge Turner is apparently oblivious to the fact that in Inyo 
County, both the Owens River and the Owens Lake were navigable 
waters from time immemorial before actions by Los Angeles, in- 
cluding actions during the last 20 years, dried them up, Aside 
from violating the public trust, the devastation of these bodies 
of water also has had major impacts on riparian and lakeshore 
vegetation; wildlife habitats; animals, birds and fish; tourism; 
the economies of valley communities; quality of life; and the 
public health and srfety. 

The creation of the inyo County Groundwater Ordinance was a result 
of an overwhelming vote of the people, which bas never been over- 
turned by a vote of the people. It is my opinion that the county's 
position in preventing the judgement in the case from being made 
official is based totally on financial and other considerations 
tc :nyo Coanty by Los Angeles, as partially illustrated in the 
EIR atXIV. Financial assistance, Voluae 11, of the Draft Stipulation 
and Order ior Judqement, beginning at page B-40. 



Dn page three of his ruling, Judge Turner refers to the state's 
water resources and offers the following conclusion: "The state 
clearly has preempted the field." If this is true, please explain 
how Lbc City of Lcs Angcles and Inyo County can legally proceed 
with the proposed project of increased groundwater pumping, or 
an;; groundwater pumping, as the field is preempted by the state. 
but if, as seems more likely, this is not a conclusion that would 
pro\,e valid, as demonstrated by other unchallenged governmental 
entities operating within the state which do regulate their ground- 
water, then the basic premise of Judge Turner's unentered judgement 
is incorrect, and the will of the people of Inyo County is being 
outraqcously thwarted. 

Because thls is an ongoing area of considerable controversy in the 
Owens Valley, the EIR must provide a forthright description of all 
the events and circumstances involved. Also, it should include an 
evaluation, legally, on the actions by two government bodies, actinp 
in concert, to prevent a legal judgement being entered. - 
An additional area of grave concern the EIR fails to deal with 
is the Owens Lake and the asbestos-like, toxic dust from Owens 
Lake which impacts the entire valley and beyond due to the actions 
of the Los Rngeles Department of Water and Power. In Various 
ulaces the EIR states that it is "bevond the scoDe of this EIR" 
to deal with this impact of its project, as per page 17-5  of the 
EIR. 

CEQR, Section 2 1 0 0 0 ,  (d) states: "The capacity of the environment 
is limited, and it is the intent of the Legislature that the govern- 
ment of the state take immediate steps to identify ahy critical 
thresholds for the health and safety of the people of the state 
and t.ske all coordinated actions necessary to prevent such thres- 
holds being reached." Also, CEQA 2 1 0 0 2 . 1  id), "A public agency 
functionins as a lead aaencv shall have res~onsibilitv for con- . > . & 

si2e1ring the effects, both individual and collective, of 9 1  
activities involved in a project." In light of these require- 
ments, and the fact that this is such a major health hazard, 
how can the EIR be valid without specific description of these 
impacts resulting from Owens Lake dust which may be found through- 
out the Owens Valley and beyond? 

On the June 19, 1990, NBC Today Show,there was a discussion of 
Owcns Lake hazards featuring Dr. Tom Cahill and his researcher; 
Tom. gill, from the Crocker Nuclear Laboratory at the University 
of California at Davis; Ms. Ellen Hardebeck; the head of the 
Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District; Dr. Otto 
Rhaabe; an air toxicologist from the University of Southern 
California, and an Owens Valley resident who suffers severe 
breathing problems. The following excerpts provide a view of how 
serious a problem the Owens Lake dust is. 



Dr. Cahill: "When the wind gets strong, particles of sand will 
b3unce along the lake bed, and they'll upbraid it, chipping off 
i i t t l e  fine particles. First, there's one, then two, then four, 
then eight, then 16, and almost the whole lake bed just takes off." 

"We took samples near Owens Lake and near Mono Lake at the same 
time. We found, first of all, the total amount of dirt in the air 
was extraordinarily high, the highest in California. If you were 
in ~1 factory, you'd have to wear a mask in a storm like that," 

Jack Riley; local resident from Keeler: "I have a bad breathing 
problem. I'm on oxygen most of the time, and there's three or 
four of us in town here that are. The doctors have diagnosed mine 
as mostly the bronchial tubes. They just spasm and cut my air off." 

Deborah Norville; Commentator: "And back in the lab, Cahill and 
Gill were baffled. The dust was a lot more danyerous than they'd 
expected." 

Dr. Cahill: "We found the dust levels were very, very high, but the 
composition was very strange, very unlike other parts of California. 
But our technique looked at everything. I mean, if it's there, we'll 
see it. And lo and behold, we saw arsenic in sample after sample in 
the air and in the dust." 
Norville: Cahill knew that with arsenic comes lung cancer,and he 
Turned to toxicologist Otto Rhaabe for an anaiysis of the risk." 

Dr. Rhaabe: The maximum permissible risk for the public air wlth 
reqard to cancer induction should probably be no more than one in 
a million for a lifetime exposure. In this case, we found that 
tne leveis were about 100 times that." 

Dr. Cahill: "The amount of dust that you move from the lake can be 
hundreds of tons, and it's then dusted around the surrounding arra 
on vegetation and every surface. And we've seen evidence that, in 
fact, there is a secondary arsenic source now which comes from the 
fact historically that it's been blowing around the basin for 30 
years or so. We have pictures of dust storms from Owens Lake above 
14,000 feet in elev'xtion, puttinq alkalirs dust up in the Wnite -. 
Mointain ~ o r G t  in the Sierras." -- 

Dr. Hardebeck; GBUAPCD: "And they go 150 miles downwind. Th 
vel to Lancaster, at one point have traveied to San Bernardin 
we feel affect the health of approxinately 40,000 people*" 

(Copy of this NBC video segment and transcripr available on request.! 

The California Air Resources Board identified the Owens Lake as a 
mir;ot Spot emitter" for Inorganic Arsenic in its report 1990 identifyin 
Arsenic as a toxic air pollutant. It further identified the heavy 
metals, Lead, Mercury and Selenium in the Owens Lake dust. 



Numerous doctors, including lnyo County's former chief health 
rfiicer, have expressed grave concern about the valley-wide ef- 
fects of the Owens Lake dust. As well as Arsenic, Lead, Mercury 
and Selenium, the dust contains a lethal assortment of chemicals 
and metals from mining wastes, some of it dumped on Los Angeles' 
lands; while permitted at the time, one site is now classified 
a "toxic pit site'' under EPA regulations, also, there is sodium, 
alurnins~, silicon, sulphur, chlorine, potassium, calcium, iron and 
high concentrations of sulfate and carbonate radicals and fluorides. 

A report compiled for the China Lake Naval Weapons Center located 
near Ridgecrest, California, states: "...medical problems are 
aggra-ated by the (Owens Dry Lake) dust. Patients at the Ridge- 
crest. medical complex who suffer from emphysema, asthma and chronic 
bronchitis are subject to increased morbidity. Hospitalization 
of these patients with bronchial spasm and related pulmonary pro- 
blems increases during dust episodes." 

Ridgecrest is approximately 80 miles south of the Owens Lake. 60 
miles north, though, there is a similar story. Dr. Gilbert Rod- 
riques, M.D.; formerly of the Bishop area and a specialist at that 
tize in respiratory patient care at Northern Inyo Hospital, said 
the following: "Half of all patients admitted to intensive care 
at Northern Inyo Hospital have lung related problems, and 60% to 
708 of all patients admitted for routine surgery have moderate to 
moderately severe lung disease. Respiratory related illnesses are 
overwhelming the medical resources of this community. The dust 
from Owens Dry Lake is a tremendous threat to an already compromised 
long patient, and those suffering from emphysema grow much worse 
in Owens Valley." 

Inyo County officials refuse to deal effectively with the dust prob- 
lem even as far as issuing guidelines to the County Health Depart- 
ment for the public's health and safety. Los Angeles refuses to 
acknowledge responsibility for this grave problem of their making, 
and the people in Owens Valley bear the brunt of this negligence. 
Please explain how this current EIR can be legally valid without 
addressing in explicit detail the impacts, culmularively and spe- 
cifically, of the project on air quality throughout the Owens 
Valley and all other areas impacted by Owens Valley dust. 1 

i 

Aside from the major considerations of failure to use the pre- 
project description of 1970 as its base of environmental damage 
assessment; the omission of the controversy and relevant material 
pertaining to the Inyo County Groundwater Ordinance, court case 
12908, leading to the preparation of this EIR; and the failure to 
discuss impacts of Owens Lake dust, there are unacceptable areas 
in other portions of the EIR, Volumes I and 11. 



~ h c  agreement itself is unacceptable because it is vague, poorly 
written, and open-ended. It offers no assurance of environmental 
~@tection to the Owens Valley, and relies solely on the "good faith" 
of the parties; notably absent in Los Angeles' past dealings with 
Inyo. 

Page B-i2, B. GROUNDWATER MINING. This section is inadequate be- 
cause 20 years is too long a period. This must be assessed on a 
cearly basis; Also unacceptable because of the statement at line 
2 ,  that "The Technical Group may increase the annual pumping from 
a well field area above this amount if a recharge program for that 
area is implemented or for other relevant reasons that are consistent 
with these goals and principles." 

Page B-15, E. GREEN BOOK. This entire section is unacceptable 
because it depends exclusively on the 1 9 8 4 - 1 9 8 7  Vegetation In- 
ventories as its base--also, because the section is speculative, 
unproven, and experimental. 

Section XII. LOWER OWENS RIVER. The County of Inyo should not 
be obiigated in any way to restore an area of Los Angeles' greatest 
impacts to the environment. The proposed pumpback station discussed 
in this section is the real reason behind any proposed mitigation 
by Los Angeles because it allows the pumping of a water supply 
heretofor unavailable to them. 

Page B-40, A. SALT CEDAR CONTROL. This portion is offensive be- 
cause it is a further attempt to destroy all vegetation in the 
Owens Valley. We wouldn't have a "Salt Cedar probiem" if our en- 
vironment had not been so seriously impaired. As a valid wazer 
conservation measure, I wouid like to suggest that Los Angeles 
determine to remove all "non-native vegetation" from within the 
borders of their councy. 

Section XX. HOLD HARMLESS. this section is unacceptable for many 
reasons, chief of them being that this document does not provide 
a valid pre-project description of environmental damages due to 
the project, therefore, it is unknown to the residents of the county 
just kow severe some of the effects may be over time: This is par- 
ticuiariiy true of the impacts of the Owens Lake and dust effects 
to human health and safety throughout the Owens Vailey. 

Section XXII. NO EFFECT ON EXISTING HATER RIGHTS. This section 
is untruthfui. The riqhts of private water riqht holders have 
already been affected by the actions of Los hngeles by the drawing 
down of water tables to levels whicn result in higher levels of 
salts, metals, chemicals and radon gas, This agreement offers 
sucn hater rights holders no additional protection. 



, . . i . ~ i .  ion XXIV ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF WATER SUPPLY UNCERTAINTIES 
i ' hc  nmsc unacceptable part of the entire agreement is included heri 
beginning at line 19 on page B-58 through line 4 on page B-59. 
r n 3 .  1111s segnezt gives the parties the right to change any aspect of 
cie Green aook at wili and invalidates any prior concept of en- 
vironmental protection for the Owens Valley previously discussed. 

in Vol.ume 11, the EIR, there are untruthful statements of fact. ,. , ~sapter Seven, IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHOD AND SUMMARY, on page 7-4, 
item 8 - 1 :  "Groundwater pumping associated with the project has 
not and will not result in ground subsidence: In Los Angeles" 
previous EIR they have said that subsidence has occurred in the 
Owens Valley as the direct result of their groundwater pumping. 
Suddenly now, it hasn't. 

 chap^ er Seven, page 7-4, item 9-5: "Between 1970 and 1990, no 
stream channels were lined, or the stream flow diverted into 
pipelines by LADWP! I have an Utility Encroachment Permit 
Application and related documents signed by Los Angeles Depart- 
men: of Water and Power's Duane Euchholz,in which the plan to 
"install approximately 12,000 feet of 30" diameter plastic pipe 
in an existing man-made ditch ... The ditch, which is east of 
Highway 395, ... After flowing about one half mile down Division 
Creek, the water is taken through a pipeline into the Black 
Sock Rearing Ponds for fish rearing purposes. It then flows into 
the Los Angeles Aqueduct." 

The dates on these documentsare April, 1978. This project did 
result in the iining of a stream channel and the pip'ing of its 
water. This may be seen south of Tinnemaha, just north of the 
Blackrock facility. 

On page 7-4 of the Z I R ,  item 8-2, please explain how it is known 
that floctuations in water levels wil not and have not resulted 
in "significant" increased seismic activity, especially in view 
3f the fact that major earthquake faults occur throughout the 
va.Liey. 

Pagc 7-4, item 9-3. How can thls statement be true when the 
lower Cwens Rrver was completely dry in large part in September 
of 1990? 

Page 7-5, items 9-10, 9-11, 9-12, and 9-13. Explain the means 
of determining the basis of these statements and what the term 
significant means here. It does not meet CEQA's definition 
as far as I can determine. 

As with Volume 11, the Volume I, EIR is inadequate throughout 
because of a failure to use pre-project conditions as required 
by CEQA. 



Page 16-35 of the EIR. The proposed new well in the Lone Pine area 
would further draw down already lowered water tables and devastate 
the environment. With an increased capacity to the well field of ,,. 

478, no vegetative life seems likely to survive. 

Historically, this area had a very high water table; whereas now, 
, ,. 

water is not encountered until over 40' in places, Never has 
the depth to water been "normally greater than 20'" until after i 

the beginning of the project in 1970. 

The current Lone Pine well is set up to provide great quantities 
of water to the aqueduct. It has no resevoir, holding tank, or 
aeration. The Owens Valley has very high groundwater radon levels, 
said to be between 2,000 to 8,750 pico curies per liter in a 1988 
Cal~ifornia Department of Health Services report by RPI International. 
The current well operation for tbe town of Lone line exposes the 
population to hazardous levels of radon through their water supply. 

The Federal Environmental Protection Agency is expected to set a 
standard for radon in groundwater in February, 1991,;of 300 pico 
curies per liter, which will place our water out of compliance 
substantially. The new Lone Pine wel1,proposed will add to this 
problem by dropping the depth to water, increasing radon levels. 

Throughout the Owens Valley it is a matter of concern that dramatic- 
ally lowered water tables are severely impacting water quality by 
increased risks of contamination, added salts and higher radon gas. 

Snyo County cannot forever be held accountable for the major part of 
Los Angeles water needs when it is their stated policy they will 
not limit growth in any way, The policy of transporting Lnyo Connty's 
water to Los Angeles has gotten far out of hand. It is not ethical 
or reasonable to take water from one arid region to another with the 
result being utter devastation in the former and a semi-tropical 
environment in the latter. Ail parties must act responsibly to make 
the best use of California" svLaal water resources without destroy- 
ing environments which belong to all the state's people, 
CEQA Sections: 21000, a,b,c,d,q; 2 1 0 0 1  a,b,c and f. 

12 
One Einal comment: A11 ~~itigation as currently implemented or pro- 
posed has a fatal flaw. It requires the use of pumped groundwater, 
from existing welk or more usually, from the instal.lation of new 
ones. This is totally unacceptable. The problem in the Owens Valley 
is too much groundwater being pnmped from all areas. The mitigaticns 
cannot ever succeed by pumping more and inore groundwater. Pumping . . must be sharply curtailed to allow environrnenral recovery, and m r i -  

@ation projects should be supplied with surface water only. 

Thank you for the opportunity zo comment on this Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. Please add my name to your mailing list to receive 
any relevant public corespccdence, 1 will hope to see a much changed 
document next June with accurate utilization of the true pre-project 
condition as of 1970. 

SSAN ZAFF 



RESPONSE Dm-] 

lease refer to response to master comment EA-I. Also see response to comment B13-46 in 

RESPONSE D60-2 

The citations from the Draft EIR are accurate. Comment noted; no further rcsponw is required. 

RESPONSE D60-3 

T h i s  wrnment raises an assertion of legal requirements. I t  docs not itself, raise an environmentni 

issue related to  the content o f  the Draft EIR. The comment i s  noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may he tested in a 

number of arenas othcr than this EIR. 

Please refcr to reqmnses to  master comments PO-3 and AQ-I rcgdrding Owens (Dry) Lake. 

e issue of air quality impacts due to Owens Dry Lake are described in Chapter 12, Air Quality, 

in the Draft EIR. Aso, please refer is responses to master comments PD-5 and AQ-1 regarding 

Owens (Dry) Lake. 



Responses to Comments 
Lettcr D60 

RESPONSE 0-60-6 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-1 regarding Owens (Dry) Lake. 

RESPONSE DM-7 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining. 

-87 vegetation inventory is the b a e  for managemcnt under ihe Agreemeni 

Comment noted. Also, please refer to response to master comment PD-I I for a discussion 

of inyo County's involvement in the Lower Ownes River Project. 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

The Green Book Section IV. A, beginning at,page 94, describes the monitoring procedures 

to protect private wells. 

The provision of the Agreement cited in this comment allows for improvements in 

management and monitoring methods as understanding of the Owcns Valley environment 

increases. 

RESPONSE D60-8 

?ease refer to response to master comment G-! rcgarding subsidence 

RESPONSE Dm-9 

The citation of the DraCt EIR text pertains to stream channels; the item described in this comment 

pertains to a man-made diich. The iwo systems are not cquivalent. The pipe referenced was 

indeed instailed, however, i t  was a Department of Fish and Game project. 



Reqmn\cs io Comments 
b t t e i  DM) 

RESPONSE Dm-10 

Current scientific evidcnce indicates that the sources of earthquakes are driven by global forccs 

such as upward movement of molten magma horn the inncr core of the earth; and other lorccs 

relared to piate tectonics. No evidence as Linked groundwater pumping iz localized incrensc in 

seismic activity. 

RESPONSE 060-1 1 

Please refer to Chapter 4, Water Management in Owens Valley, Figure 4-7 of the Draft EIR for 

annual releases into the lower Owens River. Total annual flows were increased compared to pre- 

project conditions. Further re-watering of the lowcr Owens River is proposed as part of the 

project. 

Standards of significance for water resources are presented on page 9-48, 

Piease refer to response to master comment WA-I regarding the significance of water resources 

impacts, and PD-18 concerning significance. 

RESPONSE D60-12 

lk:: use of pumped roundwater is only one Corm of mitigaiion described in the Draft EIR and 

Othcr forms BE mitigation are described in Section LC of the Grccn Book. Piease 

nse to master comment PD-17 for a discussion of the drought iecovery policy. 





Letter D61 

Norman I.. & Mary C. Bird, Bird's Industrial Complex 





3okr Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spar Street, Suite 1508 
San Francisco, California 94105 

January 23, 199: 

The task of xriting a letter in the midst of the war in the Persian Gulf seems rather 
insignificant; however, it is still a vital issue to those of us who have lived in this 
valley for many years. We are winning to have another year of drought. Meanwhile we 
%at& as many of our trees and vegetation die. Reading all of your carefully prepared 
docments indicates an interest of coming to some kind-of logical terms to protect this 
talley: however the pumping goes on and theres even provisions for new wells, etc. The 
whole problem is we need less pumping. Il.rere must be a slow-down of Water pumping until 
our land has a chance to recover. This is especially difficult during a drought without 
ariderground pumping. Eventually the moisture has to return to the root-zone! 
Earlier last year, Torn Bradley, mayor of Los Angeies, tried to start a prcqram of ration- 
ing water 'mcaase of the drought. Mr. Bradley was imediately 'shot out of the saddle' 
by one of the Department of Water and Power's higher managemtent personnel. His reply in 
the Los Angeles Times newspaper is still as abrasive today as it -was the day he made it. 
He said that the Depart~nt of Water and Power was in the business of selling water and 
not in the conservation business. This man has put in a different position the next week 
for obvious reasons. Today we read in the L.A. Times that D.W.P. is scrambling to find 
a way 50 ration water and to enforce it. Unfortunately this problem wasn't tackled almost 
a year ago when M T .  Bradley tried to do it; if so, perhaps by now all these cpestions 
would have an answer. 
in 1984, my husband and I purchased Groprty at Ia-~s, which in turn has been develoyd 
into Birdis Industrial Complex, lalow that the mter table has keen lo-dered since war 
- ~?=A.L -7  3 was drilled jn  Dctaber of 1985. Tine water system provided at Laws has not good 
for drinking or making roffee, so we drilled a well deep enough in order to get better 
cpality water. Naturally, we've read in the 'Green 3ook' the procedures a private -re11 
cmer nsst go though to dete-mine if your well is being effected by water punping by 
3.Vi~P. lie only problem that we can see is thathniti;.atlo~'&~ould be too time consuming. 
If a poblem should develop in the future we would have too many b1usinesses depnding 
on us for goo3 water. Ne'd probably just have to go ahead and do something; such as, 
drill another Tell or clrop t h ~  pup even lower. 

1 1  Yesterday we met ,di'& Xandy Jackson, hydrologist, for the Water Department. iJe could not I 

find our private well located on any charts or maps used. F i r .  Jacksw looked through 
many various documents and it was never forad. It's as if we don't exist. We tio'illd very 
much appreciate our well being added to all information przpared for this long-term water 
agreement. We really appreciated all the time Mr. Jackson gave to us in answering our 1 
questions. He advised us to keep accurate records and readings of our wel1,which we will 
do in the future. 

hother item of concern in the EIR and Green Rook is the idea of letting Lns Angeles have 
unilateral authority for the purpose of increasing the soil moisture. That is contradic- 
tory and lmacceptable. In order to have any kind of an agreement it take more than one 
party. That's the reason for having this agreement. If only one person has all the rights 
of a decision then there is no agreement,and hard to conceive anyone trying to include 
such an item in this agreement. In any case, all the pumps would have to run if it's to 
increase the soil moistnre since this valley is in short supply. A 1 



How much has our water table been lowered over the years? We know first-hand since we're 
involved in the construction business. In the past years our business had to p~archase 
water pumps whenever digging. We've installed many uxd?ergro*md gas storage tanks for ser- 
vice stations throughout the valley. Our son imuld have to sleep on the job site so that 
he could jump-up and refill +Ale fuel tanks when a pump stopped or else the holes would 
promptly fill back up with kater. This process is now a thing of the past. 

Another concern is the proposal of putting three new wells in the Independence Symes-Bair I- area, which.isshokn on page 16-25 in tne EIR documents. This idea of waiting 6 ;nos. before 
I drilling another well does not seen like enough time, Could not find how much water is expcted to ke taken out while this well is running at full capacity. The only way to / determine if these three wells wj.11 effect tne fieinhackle Spring is the barage has 
all ready been done, then it's too late. How deep are these wells suppsed to k? Perhaps 
we're not very smart but it seems to us Vtat if a well has to be shut off inecause it's 
doing too much damage and we go drsll another wel.1 we're just spreading tkis ciamagi-. a l l  
over the valley eventually. I 
The State of California sounds as if it's starting to have water shortages through-out 
the state. Inyo County is being o~eIWhelmed by different businesses wanted to get water 
from this valley. It's time to look elsewhere or at least attempt to find a way to recycle 
your waste water. This step is going to have to be addressed sooner or later. Meanwhile 
there are other areas to vatch; such as, sprinkler systems not being allowed to run even 
when its raining, cctting back on length of tine, etc. %is  household cut our sgrin!clers 
dom half this past sumrer, nor did i*-e ?+ash down the drive-my or spray the cob-webs off 
the side of our home. There's no reason everyone can't do this regardless of where they 
live. Inyo citizens recwizs that our tater is cheaper; however it's timefor t'hc 
Department of Water and Power to let up on any mre undergromd pumping. Our county is 
is showing serious scars from givhg up too much. Perhaps the 'best remedy is to try to 
wear our shoes acd put yourself i n  our place. 

Ln closing we imuld. like to tnank.you for yzur time and all the effort that has gom into i 
trying to reach a long-te-m water agreemnt. We do feel that this is the 'hest approach if 
both parties can come to terns. i*!e realize tnat there havs ken many long hours spent 
our County Officials, personnel from the Department of Water and Poyer, and the EIP Asso- 
ciates. We have high hopes t'nat something positive will result from all of this work. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

RESPONSE D61-1 

Gomment noted. Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response 

to master comment PD-24 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock 

gra~ing management program. 

RESPONSE D61-2 

Please refer to response to master comment P I X  regarding thc issue of well turn onioff. 

RESPONSE D61-3 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-4, AF-2 and WA-4 regarding new wells and 

Reinhackle Spring. 





Letter D62 

Mark Johns 





LETTE 2 

i dm ti?@ mana~inq - - partner' of a famr iv owned ij'w'F r'artch iease in  rrw t;.ici 

Pine at-ea Our- iease Includes about 20000 acres, o i  wil icti I i r : r i ?  ;ic,i~e5 ;ti-+ 

irr'iaateil a i ia l fa,  Mv comments w i  i i be concerneu w i tti the iar i~i  use ant3 
yil;iriu - eiement.s of ' the EIR. 

- 
Chaoter 1 7 nut i ines a grazing management program that has heen !n use 
since tne coml;ietlon of the second aqueduct. Grazlng i s  a histor-iuai use 
u i  land i n  the valley. The cumulative e f fec t  of water Gathering ria5 an 
~ri-ioacr on Ilvesrock grazlnn. The grazing manaqemettt plan ipg 17-5; I 7-rl) 
bas been i n  use slnce the compietion of the seconu aqueduct and i.rnar;r. the 
aar'eernent. The five points adequately govern livestock crrazln!j In trre 
v a i l e y  Grazing oractices are a resul t  of water gathering. A11 endarigcii-el-I 
plants identif ied have been protected from grazing by fences p u t  ut) tw 
D ' d F  and iessees. Monl torings p lots  of  vegetation have been establ 1st-ieo 
ttirougnout the vallev, Lessees have cooperated w l t h  OW? to  insiit-r 
or-orectiori or vailey veyetat!on. - 

!+iuCi? i!i :.be nalur'ai envlr'onr-~ient or' the valley is  a resiu! t or riji?rriiii i l 
uraciices. Veuetatlon, trees, native pastures, green a i fa l f  a ileicrs dr'e :.mi i 
o r  the vaiiev because of stable ranch leases Ranch ieases rriust o r  
proi i tabie fbr us to  maintain our business. Freedom to o~>ei-atr. and t l i r  

abr 1 i t y  to adaot to crianqlng economic and environr~ientai conot trctns, are 
nciixisai-v for  us to maintam our ranch leases. The AQreernenr. wnicri 
a i iows for- conversron of i r r igated lands i rom one rrrigated use t o  arioi.nrr-. 
1s an important concept ipgs.5- 1 7- 1 7). W i  thout such fr'eedorn, m i m e s  
imses would iose economic v iab i l i t y  





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D62 

RESPONSE D62-1 

Comment noted. 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 o f  LADWP's livestock 

grazing management program. 

RESPONSE D62-2 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment VE-I regarding allowable vegetation 

changes under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D62-3 

Comment noted; please refer to response to master comment PD-7 regarding monitoring under 

the Green Book. 





Letter D63 

A1 Pelkey, Pacific Trade Center 





3r. john Davis 
E.I.P. Associates 
150 Spear St. Suite 500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Jan. 23, 1991 

Dear Mr. Davis: Re: Origjnal. Draft RLR 

Being a great advocate of water conservation I feel it 
necessary to write this letter. 3ostiy because I have to 
admit my ignorance in what is being done by Owens Valley to 
help to eliminate the adverse impact on the water users of 
Southern California. 

I know it is of the utmost importance that we of the 
Southern California area cut back our water usage. I, as a 
Building Engineer, have implemented the use of water jags in 
each of my toilet tanks. I have also cut Sack my grounds 
watering to less than half, and I've noticed no adverse 
affect 'bus far. Evon in my ??o?e -sage 1 h2vc installed 
water saving shower heads and cut back on lawn watering. T 
am also willing to promote the implementation of these 
practices to all who will hear me. A question I have, is, 
do the Owens Valley farmers have this same sense of 
obligation to cut back on their water wastage? 

I know the farmers need to irrigate in order for us te 
be able to receive the commodities provided to us in our 
area. But on the same token if Southern Californians have 
to ration to the tune of losing the aesthetic quaiities of 
our homes and parks could this not create a pandemonium and 
an exodus that might have an impact upon the purchase of tie 
commodities? This is, of course a hypothetical situation. 

My main concern is - are we all working as hard as 
possible so that it is as fair to us as it is to t5e Owens 
Valley? It is my understanding that a significact amount of 
control of it's water resources is being taken away from the 
city of L . 4 .  It is hard for me to understand why 
represenatives of a few thousand should have so much more 
control over water than representatives of millions of 
people in Southern California. 

I urge you, and I am sure it is the hope of all 
Southern Californians, that you would accept the original 
Draft E.I.R. as it is written. It would certainly restore 
my faith in the fairness needed to settle the control over 
water operations in the Owens Valley. 

Sincerely, 

A1 Pelkey 
7 neer Building Engl 

Pacific Trade Ctr. 
255 W. 5th Street 
San Pedro, CA 90731 





RESPONSE D63-I 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the projcct and docs not reiatc to the content 

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 





Letter D64 

Jennifer Duncan 





ETT 

25 January 1991 

John A. Davis, P.E. 
Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Draft EIR - Water From the Owens Valley to Supply the 
Second Los Angeles Aqueduct" 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The enclosed is ray comments concerning the above-noted document 
(herein "DEIRW) . 
My comments are based on my paraprofessional work on this issue 
since 1986 within California Indian Legal Services and my own 
research efforts. I have resided at Independence since 1975 and 
have observed negative changes to the trees, plants, wildlife, 
climate and air quality. In sum, this DEIR is incomplete based 
on the enclosed comments and observations. 

Respectfully submitted, 
_..-------. 

J&NIFER D$CAN, C. L. A. 
0. Box ,181 

fndependence, CA 93526 



COHMENTS TO DEIR 

Chapters 1 - 9 
' . Inadequate Project Description 

I The DEIR states at Vol. I, p. 1-7, that this report deals 

1 with the Owens Valley within Inyo County. According to Inyo 

1 Countyls objections in the 1970's. LADWP failed to describe the 
I "whole project". I believe this is still the case. Impact to 

1 Mono County, excluding Mono Lake, are to be addressed, i. e. , 
I Chalfant Valley, Pleasant Valley, Round Valley, etc. 

* t2 . U.S./Indian Land Trade 

I The DEIR states at p. 2-9, "The Land Exchange gave to L.A. 

I the water rights the Indians possessed along with 2,914 Acres". 
I Remarkably wrong. Of the 3200 acres held in trust for the 

1 Indians traded to the City, no water rights (nor surface mineral 
kights) were transferred. The Indians retain those rights. 

3. Climatic Trends not Discussed 

The DEIR states at p. 3-1, "Thus weather contributes to the 

year-to-year variation in water use". This sentence alludes to 

the fishermen and skiiers' reliance on water use in their respec- 

tive sports. 

I propose that in the water cycle weather is an indicator of 

I "water usew. That is, if there is a lowering of the groundwater 

1 table and a subsequent ability of plant roots to draw up water, 
/ there is a lessening of moisture released into the atmosphere 
I 
through the plants. A reduction in the atmospheric moisture con- 

tent likewise reduces the probability of rain. This could be a 



significant impact on the entire Valley's water cycle. There- I 
I 

fore, an entire study chapter should be devnted to climate pat- I 
I terns in the Valley since 1930. The "as above, so below" maxim 1 

applies, but in reverse. 

4 .  Case Citation 

At p. 3-21, DEIR should include the full citation for case I 
I 

referred to, namely, National Audubon Societv v. Los Anqeles CWP, / 
(5/18/79). 

5 .  Page 4-11, Figure 

The graph showing "Owens Valley Groundwater Pumping 1945- i 
1970" does not reflect statements on p. 4-9. However it may be / 
there was groundwater pumping outside the Owens Valley [see, Cum- 

ment #1 above) which might explain discrepancies. 

My recommendation would be to have the graph align with the 

statements. Example: "There was no Owens Valley groundwater 

pumping for export from 1945 to 1960. In 1951, due to drought, 

110,000 AFY was pumped, followed in 1953 with no groundwater 

being pumped for export". I disagree with the sentence stating, 

". . . and the early 1960% when pumped groundwater averaged ap- 

proximately 69,000 AFY". There is a difference between one year 

at 110,000 AFY and the next at 10,000 AFY. 

6. Water Use in Owens Valley Towns 

At. p.4-10, Table 4-1, a footnote explaining the remarkable 1 

decline of water use in Owens Valley towns beginning in 1976 
I 
I 

should be given. If my memory serves me, I believe the City took 

Owens Valley water users off the "flat ratevs7.00 per 
! 

household) and installed water meters which jumped the cost of i 



use of water. Some residents had bills of $loo+. Most people, 

unable to afford this increase, quit watering vegetable gardens. 

This decline is notable and worthy of some explanation. 

7 .  Page 4-13 

I believe the reduction of irrigated acreage from 21,800 to 

11,600 was a significant impact. About 50% of irrigated lands 

were abandoned and have not fared well. 

8. Aqueduct operations (Revised), Figures 4-9, p. 4-17 

This chart has three sections, each illustrating 1970-1990 

aqueduct operations for average years - typical dry year and 
typical wet year. After careful analysis, I state the following: 

A. The "typical dry years" shows 1972, 1976, 1977 as the 

years used. Why not include the current drought years of 1987, 

1988 and 1989? In a comprehensive analysis a broader coverage of 

any data is much more likely to demonstrate a more accurate 

description of the issue. Thus, I reco%mend the current drought 

years mentioned above be included in the typical dry year com- 

putations. 

Upon careful review I determined this chart reveals some in- 

teresting facts. Looking at the "average years of 1970-71 to 

1989-90, there is a 38% increase in the amount of Haiwee Reser- 

voir inflow or Valley water gathering results compared to pre- 

project. Next, the "typical dry year" scenario also has in- 

creased by 21% compared to pre-project. Finally, the "typical 

wet year" (using 1978, 1980, 1982, 1983, 1986) shows an increase 

of 53% in the amount of inflow at Haiwee Reservoir. I recommend 

a description of these comparisons of "pre-projectw and -1970-90" 



figures be included immediately following Figure 4-53. 

5. The Figure 4-9 shows "Springs and   lowing Wells" ffigurl 

for each of the 1970-90 average, typical dry and typical wet 

years. Again, comparisons should be illustrated in a se 

document as follows: 

- Average Springs and Flowing Wells outflow during 1970-90 
dropped to 39% of the pre-project levels - a decline of 61%. 

- "Typical dry year", the outflow from springs and flowing 
wells dropped to 33% of the pre-project levels, a decline of 67: 

- Typical wet year, the outflow from springs and flowing 
wells also dropped to 33% of the pre-project le.V@ls, a decline I 

67%. 

C. Analysis of the pumped groundwater for 1970-90 further 

shows interesting facts which should be illustrate separately: 

Compared to the pre-project period the p ed groundwater, 

- In an average year (1970-90) groundwater punping incream 
1'050% (from 10,000AFY to 105,000AFY) 

- In an average dry year (1970-90) groundwater pumping in- 
creased 410% 

- In an average wet year (1970-90) groundwater pumping in- 
creased 5,000% (from 1,000AFY to 50,000AFY) 

. Page 4-16, 1 2  

All of the components of Owens Valley water 

supply are commingled in the aqueduct system; 

therefore, there is no cecise way to deter- 

mine how much of the pumped groundwater is 

used in the Valley and how much is exported to 



Los Angeles. 

This statement gives rise to very serious concerns regard- 

ing the entire DEIR. It is my belief the City has pumped 

groundwater primarily for export, as this was the goal of con- 

structing the 1970 second barrel to the aqueduct. To make the 

above statement clearly destroys any reliance one may have on any 

figures (including Figure 4-9) or facts pertaining to the 

measurement of the pumped groundwater. Further, the account- 

ability rests with LADWP who must reconcile all the effects of 

the increased groundwater pumping with its own measuring devices. 

Then the following paragraph contrarily states with cer- 

tainty, 

Total export to Los Angeles for the entire 

period (1945-1989) is presented in Figure 

4-10. 

Perhaps the author intended some other meaning which would regain 

confidence in the City's knowing how much groundwater is pumped 

for export. 
- 
lo. Page 4-16, 13 

This paragraph is woefully lacking in detailed analysis 

regarding the City's management practices and the effects of such 

practices. Please refer to the preceding items, especially #8 

for recommendations. - 
LB. Envircrunental and Enhancement/Mitigation acts, Page 

4-16, Section 4.5 

The explanation of these projects states: 

a) "Between 1970 to 1985, LADWP implemented certain environ- 



mental projects. 

b) "Between 1985 and 1990, Los Angeles and lnyo County . . . 
implemented . . . enhancement/mitigation (E/M) projects . . . 
designed to enhance the Valley's environment or to lessen or 

mitigate adverse environmental changes in the Valley . . .". 
Comment: If a project is for mitigation, so name it - 

"Mitigation Project" and not allow LADWP to go elsewhere in the 

Valley to pump "replacement waters'" If the LADWP caused a 

problem it must e mitigated at its expense. I propose whatever 

amount of water is used on the mitigation project, an equal 

amount should be deducted from the allowable rate of pumping th? 

year. 

Next, if an "enhancementw project is planned, before its in 

plementation each community should have an opportunity to revie% 

the proposed enhancement project and submit a community written 

response (e.g., civic clubs). Further, full disclosure of the 

cause or justification for such project, costs, and amount of 

pumping should be included in an open forum. The Water Comis- 

sion may be the instigating public review agency provided ade- 

quate notice is given to the adjacent community for such 

projects. 

12. Chapter 5, Proposed Project, at 5-3 

"Type A Vegetation" - the text states "These communities 
should not be affected by groundwater pumping or changes in sur- 

face water management practices, . . .". 
Comment: Various plant specialists have indicated that 

I 
LADWP's practice of "surface flooding" an area where plants are 

I 



impacted, followed by a drying up of the same area (for whatever 

reason) jeopardizes the plants' survival because of the two ex- 

tremes. Therefore changes in surface water management - had a 
significant impact and this statement is wrong. - 
13. Management Goals of the Agreement, at 5-4 

As stated in 12. above, surface management does affect 

vegetation in Type A. 

Overall, I questions the method of vegetation monitoring 

since it is of an experimental nature. I am not opposed to set- 

ting precedents, however the Inyo County Water Department 

("Department") has not developed a hard data base from the 1 9 8 4 -  

8 7  inventories and surveys. Further, the Department has failed 

to apply the proposed vegetation monitoring with the 1984 -87  

data. We now have an opportune chance to test this new theory/ 

approach prior to signing an agreement. 

Next point, I disagree with the allowance of changes occur- 

ring within a certain plant community. For instance, Type E 

vegetation found near natural springs could be allowed to change 

from tules and water cress to willows which are found near 

creeks. Seemingly leaving room for a natural springfield to be 

devastated, then to be transformed into a creek with the water 

being controlled by LADWP. I surmise there is a wealth of 

studies somewhere which reveals the impacts to ecosystems when 

such are changed from a marsh to a creek. 

14. Groundwater Mining, at 5-5 

I propose some attention be given to "short-term groundwater 

mining* (i.e., 5-year periods). 
- 

7 



15. cessation of Pumping, at 5-7 

The text refers to a footnote # 6  which is not found. 

16. Page 5-8  and Figure 5 - 2 ,  at 5-10 

As stated in 8. above, the data used for the "typical dry 

year" for 1970-90 does not include this recent drought (198'7-89) 

which could have significance in the computation. 

17. Page 5 - 8 ,  33 

"Based on the fact that runoff during 1970-90 period was 

above normal [by 1%] and the assumption that long-term future 

pumping will be in the range of the 1970-90 average pumping, it 

was estimated that 15,000 AFY of water would flow from wells and 

springs. " 
I am opposed to the assumptions in this statement, but vehe 

mently opposed for the apparent acceptance of the natural wells 

and springs flow reduced by 67% from pre-project levels (44,000 

AFY) to 15,000 AFY! I am not convinced by the data provided that 

the Valley's natural springs are not more important to the 

Valley's flora. 

I believe, and the USFS topographical maps show, many more 

springs and natural wells were in the Valley pre-1970. The in- 

sinuance that this reduction to 15,000 AFY would be acceptable i 

just not true from my standpoint. The loss of Hines Springs nea 

Poverty Hills and the fact that LADWP was fully aware of its 

water gathering activities and the impact of those activities 

leaves now only a graveyard in place of the once flourishing hug 

cottonwood trees and lush plant life - which still existed in th 
early 1970's. Apparently an attempt to "mitigate" the damage to 



this area is planned, but not much hope is given to re- 

establishing the natural flows. Finally the Reinhackle Springs 

area is an excellent example of one of the Valley's larger 

natural springs located northeast of the Alabama Gates near Lone 

Pine. All steps should be taken to protect and preserve this 

surviving natural springs and its delicate ecosystem. The 

proposed 3 new wells near Reinhackle Springs must not be allowed! 

History shows LADWP places its pumping wells adjacent to high 

water table areas and we have lost many such natural flows be- 

cause of this practice. I urge new sites far from Reinhackle 

Springs be sought or, better yet, eliminate these 3 new wells al- 

together. - 
18. Indian Lands in the Owens Valley, at 5-14 

The DEIR fails to document any data pertaining to: 

- Contacting Indian tribes; 
- Including Indian tribal governments; 
- Using available Indian water studies (1976) from each 

Owens Valley Reservation. 

Based on these inadequacies this DEIR has to take steps to rec- 

tify these inadequacies, either by fully including or fully ex- 

cluding the Owens Valley tribes. If the latter is applied, a 

separate EIR will be necessary by WDWP regarding the impacts of 

its water gathering activities in the Owens Valley to all tribal 

lands and tribal waters. - 
19. Hillside Decree, at 5-15 

I recommend a copy of the court Order be included in the Ap- 

pendix. - 



20. Enhancement and Mitigation Projects, at 5-5  

Please see 11. above. 

21. Releases of Los Angeles-o 

Use, at 5-24 

1 am in full support of L A D W  owning up to its respon- 

sibility to release lands in the Valley. However, I object to 

the one-time 101 acres released approach. 1 recommend each of 

the Valley's four communities receive an annual land release com- 

mensurate with a reasonable growth rate and a "banking" of 

released lands be established, The one-time approach will only 

serve as a boost very temporary in nature. For better under- 

standing of this recommendation 1 set out the following example: 

LADWP releases to each community 15 acres of 

land beginning January, 1992 for a grant total 

of 60 acres (excluding the 26 acres in the 

Bishop area). Each January following, LIlDWP 

releases an additional 5 acres to each town 

unless the town still has 10 acres which have 

not been sold or used. Upon notification by 

the towns to LADWP of sale of said lands 

bringing the total land release town total 

below 10 acres, LADWP would release on the 

following January a sum of land bringing the 

respective town totals to not more than 10 

acres available for public or private use. 

The above method allows for continued growth potential to each 

community within specified limits. This would be economically 



I 

1 
beneficial to each community and long-term potential growth would 

be addressed. 

22. Chapter 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

A general comment to this chapter is it appears to discuss 

the reasonable alternatives to the project. I prefer Alternative 

3 of all the options. 
- 
23. Chapter 7, Impact Assessment 

I question generally the methodology for determining impacts 

to the various aspects. I specifically find faulty classifica- 

tions as "less than significant impact" to 9-14, 9-16, and 10-15. 

Impact No. 10-12, the Five Bridges Road area, is correctly stated 

as "significantN; however I questions the adequacy of the mitiga- 

tion steps planned since the date of impact (May, 1988). Fur- 

ther, all impacts to natural springs (10-14) are aptly clas- 

sified; however, I recommend more energetic mitigation steps be 

taken to rectify damage. More important, the entire last sen- 

tence of the paragraph should be eliminated. A replacement sen- 

tence should state that the Reinhackle Springs will be preserved 

and protected, that it will be established as an ongoing example 

of natural springs with no changes allowed to its ecosystem (see 

earlier comment). 

I disagree with the "compensatory" mitigation proposed via 

the Lower Owens River Project. Each mitigation site should be 

treated separately and adequately. (s, earlier comments 

regarding enhancement/mitigation projects.) 

I am opposed to Impact Item Nos. 16-7 through 16-19, 

specifically the mitigation measures as not sufficient. Espe- 



cially Item No. 16-11 which states the "new wells" in the 

Independence/Symmes/Bairs area may reduce or eliminate the flow 

from Reinhackle Springs and impact the vegetation dependent upon 

flow from the spring - "significant" - the mitigation measure 
proposed is exceedingly insufficient. 1 believe this natural 

spring should be preserved, not just for plantlife, but also for 

animal/wildlife and unseen benefits to this Valley (see, earlier 

comments). - 

24. Chapter 8, at 8-8, Geology 

In describing the Alabama Hills, the authors failed to men- 

tion several springs (Reinhackle for one) and marsh areas, as 

similarly stated in previous two paragraphs. - 

25. Chapter 9, Water Resources 

Previous comments pertaining to this chapter incorporated 

generally here. 

At page 9-35, Table 9-4, errors in the "total" column appea 

for the years 1966, 1971, 1976, 1980, 1983, 1984, 1988. - 

26. Pages 9-35, 9-36, Table 9-4, Owens Valley Spring Flows in 

~cre-Feet 

Further statements or analysis should adjoin this Table, 

e.g., an average flow for 1935-1969, or 35 year average, is 

35,657 AFU compared to the average flow during this project 

(1970-89) of 8,950 AFY. The project flow declined to 25% of the 

pre-project flow from these springs. I believe this gives rise 

to closer scrutiny of the changes in the Valley's natural flows. 

29. Pages 9-50 through 9-87 

Restate previous comments here relating to methodology, im- 



pact classification and mitigation measures, or lack thereof. 
- 
28. Various Comments 

I oppose the proposed return of the town water systems. For 

Independence, a common sight is an LADWP truck working on a sewer 

problem on a weekly (or so) basis. The town has inadequate ex- 

pertise or staff to meet the needs of this old sewer system. Let 

the sewer system remain with LADWP who has the staff and exper- 

tise to maintain it. 

The vegetation study performed for 1984-87 by LADWP has not 

been made accessible to the public for review. The basis of the 

results in the inventory, i.e., field notes, is also unavailable. 

Since the Greenbook and the DEIR rely heavily on that body of 

data, LADWP has failed to provide this important data to the 

public for review. 
- 
Conclusion 

THe great expense of the DEIR process in both resources 

(natural and monetary) and man hours unfortunately falls short of 

adequately describing the impacts to the Owens Valley area by 

LADWP increased water gathering activities since 1970. The ear- 

lier EIRs failed to describe the "whole project" and feasible al- 

ternatives; this present EIR fails to describe the cumulative im- 

pacts and combined effects in relation to the "whole projectw. 



RESPONSES 0 COMMENTS 
LETTER D64 

RESPONSE D64-1 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-3 for a discussion of the scopc of the project 

description. 

RESPONSE D64-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-9 for a discussion of alleged misstalement of 

Indian water rights. 

RESPONSE D64-3 

While the loss of Owens Lake in the 1920s has probably resulted in decreased humidity levels in 

the Valley, atmospheric moisture in the Owens Valley primarily results from storms moving east 

off of the Pacific Ocean and, during summer months, from the south east. authors are 

unaware of any studies supporting this theory with regard to the .Owens Valley. 

Comment noted. The full citation is National Audubon Society v. Superior Court, 33 c.3d 419; 189 

Cal. Rptr. 346. 

RESPONSE D64-5 

Comment noted; while it is true that citing average values can mask highly fluctuating data, the 

annual data are presented in Figure 4-5 in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR to demonstrate the 

variability in pumping quantities. Averages are useful, however, to understand trends over a longer 

term. 



Responses to Comments 
Lctter D64 

RESPONSE D64-6 

Water meters were installed in various communiiies between 1976 and 1979. Metering contributed 

to a reduction in the use of water. The dala point For 1967 was inadvertently omitted from Figure 

4-10; however, this does not alter the trend of the curve. 

RESPONSE 064-7 

Please refer to response Bi-5 in Letter B-1 

RESPONSE DM-8 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE DM-9 

Comment noted, no response necessary. 

RESPONSE D64-10 

a m m c n t  noted; groundwater pumping has increased since 1970 and tlows from springs and ilowing 

wells have decreased. 

RESPONSE D64-? 1 

e years used represent typical dry year operations. Please refer to responses to master 

comments PD-2 and WA-3. 

RESPONSE Dh4-I? 

03mmcnt noted, no response necessary. 

RESPONSE DH-I 3 

Please r ek r  to response to master cornmcfit MT-4. Also, refer to response A438 in Letter A- 

4. 



Kcsponscs to Comments 
Lcitcr DM 

RESPONSE D64-14 

All E M  projects have been subject to CEQA review. Also, please refer to master comment PD- 

7 for further discussion of reviewing procedures for mitigation measures. 

RESPONSE D64-15 

The text of the Draft EIR cited in this comment is accurate. 

It is true that some Type A vegetation may be affected by water spreading practices. Most of 

these activities take place in areas that are already disturbed. 

RESPONSE D64-16 

During the 1991-92 runoff year the monitoring program was greatly expanded. Please refer to 

response to master comment PD-17. 

RESPONSE I)&-17 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5, WA-4 and VE-I. Also, please refer to 

response A4-17 in Letter A-4. 

RESPONSE Dm-18 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 regarding groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D(i3-19 

Text correction is noted. and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

Footnote #6, page 5-7 is deleted. 

RESPONSE D64-20 

Please see 064-11 above. 



Responses to Comnicnts 
Letter D64 

RESPONSE 064-21 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-5 regarding protection of remaining springs, WA- 

4 regarding protection of Reinhackle Spring, and EA-1 concerning pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE D64-22 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-8 and PD-9. 

RESPONSE D64-23 

Copies of the Hillside Decree are available at the lnyo County Water Department. 

RESPONSE D64-24 

Comment noted. No further response is required 

RESPONSE D64-25 

Please refer to response to master comment WA-1 regarding conclusion o f  "no significant impacts" 

on  water resources; WA-4, protection for Reinhackle Spring, text correction is noted. and included 

in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and DraEt EIR; MT-3, mitigaticm requirements under 

CEQA; and MT-5, MT-6, MT-7, and MT-8. 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 presenis a description 

of the goals and elements of the Lower Owens River Project. A% allowed under CEQA, upon 

finalization of the project description, a separate environmental review wi!! be conducted. 

RESPONSE D64-26 

prings are discussed in Chapter 9, Water Resources, and Chapter 10. Vegetation, of the Draft 

EIR. 



RESPONSE DM-27 

Comment noted: the correct values should be 29524, 7747, 14 

years 1966, 1971, 1976, 1980, 1983, 1984 and 19a ,  respectively. The report duthors regret thcse 

errors. Text correction is no:ed, and inciudcd in Chapter 3, Revisions to ihc Agrecmcnt and Draft 

EIR. 

RESPONSE DM-28 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE DM-29 

Gomment noted. 

RESPONSE D64-30 

Concerning ihe town water systems, comment n o i ~ d .  Goncerning thc vegetation inventory, see 

response to B13-6 in Lctter 8-13. 





Letter D65 

Mark J. Lacey 





January 25, 2991 

John Davis, Senior V P 
EIP Associates 
15C Speer St Suite 1503 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

To Whom it May Concern, 
- 

The intent of this letter is to bring forth the facts and advantages 
to grazing of DWP lands in inyo County A question has been 
raised as to the content of this EIR concerning grazzng 
management. I think the answer tc~ that lies in the title of this 
EIR. The titie is This 
plan is concerned with groundwater -management. We already 
have land and grazing management on the D'HP lands. The DWP 
employs both a Botanist and a Biologist to monitor forage and 
wildlife on their iands 

Let me continue by saying that grazing is the most efficient use of 
the renewable resource most abundant on DWF iand. That 
resource is grass. The grasses we have in the Owens Valley are 
very low on the paiatability scale compared to other areas of 
California. If  these grasses are not continuaily harvested they 
mature and become even less palatable and Livestock won't utilize 
them as efficiently. Furthermore, let me say that the stockwater 
and small amounts of irrigation water guaranteed our leases is 
what provides the few green areas and keeps the trees alive in 
Inyo County during these drouthy years. If  we didn't need water 
from the aqueduct for our cattle to drink do you think the DWF 
soukd just turn it out? Not likeiy. 

In addition to the positive impacts that we have on the 
environment we also have a great economic impact on inyo 
County in an area scant on resources other than tourism; 
Agriculture is one the largest industries. I don't think due weight 
has been given this subject. People are asking what the 
c~lmuiative impacts of grazing are  on this water plan. I ask what 



t are the curna!ative Impacts of this plan or, grazing and agrxzitura 
in Inyc county 

in closing I would like to say that the erivironmentai and 
economic importance of grazing and agriculture in Inyo C o u ~ t y  
should be addressed. This p!an could severeiy impact this industry 
and have a detrimental effect on the county 

I 
Sincerely, ; _j' 

/ 

Mark J Lacey 



RESPONSE D65-1 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer t o  response to master commcnr 

PD-14 and Appendix 3-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing rnanrigcmcnt 

program. 





Letter D66 

Jeanne Lopez 





p.3, eox 212 
XEELER, CA 93539 

January 25, 1991 

JOHN DAVIS, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT 
EIP ASSOCIATES 
150 SPEAR, SUITE 1500 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

Re: Draft EIR - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
and Inyo County 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

I have the following comments regarding the Draft EIR 
proposed by the 50s Angeles Department of Water and Power 
regarding their water gathering activities in Inyo County: 

First, my husband and I are homeowners in Keeler, which 
is situated at the edge of the Owens Dry Lake. I strongly objec 
to the fact that your DEIR does not address mitigation measures 
for the draining and drying up of the Owens Lake, which releases 
clouds of sodium sulfate and other harmful PE-10 particulate 
matter, polluting the air with dust storms for a surrounding 
250 mile radius, LADWP has lowered the water tables in the Owens 
Valley to the point that this 100 square mile lake, which had 
water in it far thousands of years, is now a barren disaster 
area. The Lake dried up sometime in the I 40's, but in former 
times, steam boats plied its waters from Keeler, transporting 
silver ore from nearby Cerro Gordo mines, Long-time Keeler 
residents can remember when the lake had water in it, which 
actsd like a "natural air conditioner". In contrast, three 
years ago, a portion of the "Star Wars" film was mzde on the 
Owens Dry Lake near Keeler, because it looked so much like e, 
or somewhere in outer space! Needless to say, property values 
and indeed the very quality of life in Keeler have been 
devastated. The Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control 
District has amassed data about the air pollution in Keeler, 
which is the worst in the United States for deadly PM-l0 airborn 
particles, able to be absorbed by lung tissue because of their 
small size. It is unconscionable that mitigation of this 
health hazard is not addressed adequately in your DEIR. It 
is a glaring example of the damage done to the Owens Valley 
by LADWP's groundwater pumping, 

Secondly, I wish to request that the technical report 
submitted to your organization by Ecosat Geobotanical Surveys 



of North Vancouver, B-C, , entitled: "Survey of Vegetation, Owens 
Valley, California, Results of Field S Aerial Photo 
Interpretation Following 17 Years of Water Management Activities" 
dated June 8, 1990, be included in its entirety in your DEIR. 
I have these coments about the technical re 

1") In section 1.0, "Introduction", paragraph three, mention 
is made of "unpublished range surveys by the City of ios Angeies, 
Dept. of Water and Power 1990", This survey information should 
be included in the EIR, 

2) Further in the same section, the author states that 
"yet grasslands have developed in the bottomlands of the Owens 
Valley. Grasslands can exist in desert environments i f  moisture 
is available from sources other than annual preci 
These vegetation types are supplied with the water they need 
to survive by tine abundant runoff from the Sierra Bevada 
mountains, This water historically reached these grasslands 
an3 shrublands through direct runoff and surface spreading or 
through high roundwater levels,,,," The author further states 
on page 3 tha the shallow depths to groundwater (L.e, at the 
surface to depths of 244cm)  were documented by Lee (1912) and 
Conkiinq (1921) "which occurred throughout rno t of the Valley 
bottomlands at those times", PLeasa assure t at the Owens 
Valley's resources are protected or restored o their historical 
values, not some more "convenient" (to Lss Angeles) arbitrary 
figure taken from data after groundwater pumping lowered the 
water tables and everted the runoff,  

) In Section 2,2, Results, page 7, the report states 

monitored experienced negative vegetation loss) 24 sites 
experienced a complete boss of vegetation or change to another 
vegetation type; 75 sites experienced major negative vegetation 
loss. During the 55 yea eriod from 1912 to 3.968, Loss of 
vegetation occurred on 3 of a l l  sites (55)and g a i n  on 30% 
1 4 4 1 ,  Clearly, there wa balance during the 56 year period, 
that is not reflected in e radicel negative changes which 
occurred fron 1958 to 1981 (after the seccrd barrel of the 
aqueduct was put into service), 

) Sane report, page 18: "~rouoOwater pumping activity 
has changed significantly from 19 8 to 1981, Data show that 
groundwater pumping averaged LZ,12c,f,s, during 1359-1870 and 

i ti-- 140,87c,f,s, during 1971-1939,,, breen Bookw- , , , ," Again, the 
DEIR should accurately reflect the graunduster pumping figures, 
their changes, and the resulting drawdown and its effects, 

5 i t i  Same report, page 23: . , , A  number of sites south of 
Independence and est of the kqaedu@z also shokkaci no significant 
change from 1968 o 1991, These sites,,, occur on coarser -. textured soils above the 'J;i-iey battomlands where shrubs (big 



sagebrush, Nevada saltbush, and others not dependent upon 
groundwater for survival) occurred in 1968,'' Therefore, they 
would not indicate changes as much as the more dependent types 

a n t  of vegetation, and the fact that they showed no signifi- 
change should be factored into the percentages of negative change 
which did occur, 

6 )  Same report, age 25: ",,.the grcmndwater supply serves 
as a buffer to those plant species requiring its availabiliey 
during years of very Low precipitation," Pumping the groundwater 
therefore alters the ecological balance negatively in ways not 
immediately apparent, that is, the removal of the Suffer destroys 
plant species which depend upon it for survival. 

7) Same report, page 2 7 :  Recommendations: Item 4.3: 
"Interpretation of the 1988 aerial photography shouLd be 
conducted for all available areas of coverage to establish the 
nature and extent of vegetation changes from 1968 to 1988 
throughout the entire Valley." Item 4 - 8 :  "Satellite data should 
be utilized from 1972 to present for several purposes: L) 
Location and mapping of ail fires; 21 location of actual surface 
water patterns; 33 mappin plant biomass annually," All 
the recommendations contained in this report should be 
implemented to obtain an objective assessment of damage/change. 

I object to the fact that this DEIR is being conducted 
after the "project'9as been in operation for some 20 years. 
Bow can it hope to comply with requirements for an EIR when 
it obviously will tend to deal with skewed data, not undertaken 
in an objective, orderly EIR process? There is no clear 
definition of the "proj ect". 

The DEIR is one of the most difficult, complex and confusing 
pieces of environmental assessment reading ever to come my 
way. One of its basic flaws is that it lacks protections for 
the Owens Valley which are enforceable, There is too much time 
between recording possible negative impacts, getting them through 
the environmental process, and taking action as outlined in 
the DEIR,  The negative impacts may well take their course 
irrevocably before they are addressed, Also, the Board of 
Supervisors can stop some or all of the mitigation projects 
at any time; for example, the Lower Owens River mitigation 
project. This does not provide adequate protection for the 
small amount of mitigation implemented, 

There is a theory that "it takes water to get water", or 
that moisture must be present on the ground to attract rainfall. 
If that is the case, we may already be is a worst case scenario, 
which may come to a disastrous concLusfon in the near future. 
If the Ecosat report mentioned above is correct, there is very 
little, if s, time left to correct the overpumping of 
groundwater and abuses by LADWP in the Owens Valley, because 



the damages are multiplying rapidly and t ere is finally an 
area of "no return", 

I object to the evaluation of damages in the Owens 
Valley being converted into doliars of Cost to Lcs Angeles, 
The rate of exchange does not seem a 
makes untold millions off the water 
Owens Valley. All we are asking is 
a dust bowl. Surely we have rights, also, And some things 
are worth more than money, The future population of California 
and the United States will lose a recious asset if it loses 
the grandeur and scenic value o e Owens Valley, It deserves 
to be preserved. - 

Finally, there must be measures enforced in Los Angeles 
to increase use of reclaimed water; to stop wastage of water, 
perhaps by mandatory water rationing; desalinization of seawater 
should be implemented, and there should be a growth moratorium 
until these vital water issues can be addressed, Water is the 
one commodity which no-one can do i t h o u t ,  Los Arqeles and 
the Owens Valley inhabit a desert environment, Let's face facts 
and stop the abuse, 

L 
Thank you very much for your attem2ts to address these 

concerns. 

cc: Inyo Co-nty Eaard of Supervisors 

Los Angeies City Cenncil 

- ' 
Senatcr 511: Leonard 

Senator 'vhn Seynodr 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LEVER D66 

RESPONSE DG-1  

Please refer to responses to master comments FD-3 and AQ-I regarding Owens (Dry) Lake and 

the issue of air quality. 

RESPONSE D6h-2 

Please refer to response to master comment VE- 5 regarding the use of the Jaques report, and 

Appendix B-2 for additional information regarding aerial photo intcrprctation. A copy of the 

report is available at the Inyo County Water Department. 

RESPONSE D66-3 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-1 regarding the issue of project 

operation since 1970. 

RESPONSE D46-4 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-2, regarding the complexity of the aqueduct 

system: P3-4, regarding low groundwater levels; PD-5, regarding protection of springs and seeps; 

PD-7, regarding monitoring under the Green Book; PD-12, regarding groundwater mining; and 

MT-I through MT-8 regarding mitigation. 

RESPONSE DG-5  

Please refer to responses to master comments AL-2 and AL-3 regarding desalination, reclamation 

and conservation. 





Letter D67 

Tom Noland, Spainhower Anchor Ranch 
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LONE PINE, CALIFORNIA 93545 

Phone: (714; 876 ~ 3 6  6 



NTS 

RESPONSE D67-I 

This comment expresses a personal opinion that two individual ranches experienced economic 

effects from reclassification of irrigated land. Thc comment is noted. Sce response to comment 

B1-5. 

RESPONSE D67-2 

No significant adverse impacts of pumping in thc Lone Pine area under thc project are identified 

in thc Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D67-3 

This field was dried at the request o f  lessee and the watcr was used on the Richards field. 

RESPONSE D67-4 

Hydrologic analysis does not indicate that operation of the two LADWP town wells or the EiM 

well in the Lone Pine area has resulted in the impacts identified. 

RESPONSE 067-5 

Comment noted. Modification or reduction in the degree of liucstock grazing (as described in 

Appendix 3-1) could be employed to proteci vegetation. 





Letter D68 

Francis Pedneau 





LETTER Dm68 

FRAHCIS PEDNEAU 
P.O. BOX 667 

Lone Pine, CA 93545 
(619)876-5663 

January 25, 1991 

JOHN DAVIS, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT 
ESP ASSOCIA'TES 
150 SPEAR ST., SUITE 1500 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

Re: Draft EIR Owens Valley, Inyo County 

Dear Sir: 

I am a lifelong resident of the Owens Valley. I was born 
in Lone Pine in 1938 and have hunted, fished, and hiked 
throughout the entire Owens Valley for the last 45+ years. 
I have witnessed the degradation of our Valley and its 
environment over these years that, in my opinion, is a direct 
result of the water gathering and exporting practices of the 
LADWP. 

Why should the people (taxpayers) of Inyo County be required 
to pay for any mitigation measures that LADWP will be required 
to implement as per DEIR, Greenbook, Agreement? LADWP is the 
cause of the problems. They should be required to pay for the 
solution. 

A technical report entitled: 

Survey of Vegetation 
Owens Valley, California 

Results of Field and Aerial Photo Interpretation 
Following 17 years of 

Water Management activities 

was submitted to you by: Ecosat Geobotanical Surveys, Inc. 
4455 Ruskin Place 
North Vancouver, B.C. 

1 ' 
Why wasn't this report addressed more in depth in your DEIR? I 

Speaking of the Lower Owens 
You don't define it or detail it 

River Project: 
in any of your 

2 
The Lower Owens River Project should stand alone as a 

mitigation measure. It should not be a catch-all mitigation 
project for all of the other damaged areas in the Valley. 

what is it? 
publications. 1' 



There are currently several larye development projects 
in various stayes of planniny/construction in the Los Anyeles 
area. One in particular, the Porter Ranch Project, is yoiny 
to require yreat amounts of water. Where is this water yoiny 
to coine from? iiow do the developers address this in their 
project EIR? Maybe they don't have to submit one. 

Why doesn't your DEIR detail water conservation and 
reclamation measures to be implemented by T,ADWP? Why don't 
you address alternative water sources more in depth? 
Desalinization is one. But that would cost more. What do these 
iieople (T,ADWP) think the cost to our environment is yoiny to 

, be? 

Why isn't the Department of Fish and Game Code Section 
# 5937 addressed? The deyradation of wildlife, fish in 
particular, which has occurred by the diversion of Owens Valley 
streams has literally decimated the local fish population, 
killing millions of fish duriny incidents of drying up or 
fioodiny of creekbeds and portions of the T,ower Owens River. 

According to your DEIK, upper or lower Haiwee Reservoirs 
will be opened to recreation. The people of the State of 
California have had the right to fish the waters of upper Haiwee 
Reservoir according to a Grand Deed that was recorded by Inyo 
County Recorder Richard F ,  Oyler on Feb. 27, 1950. LADWP has 
never made thi.s information available to the public. 
Approximately 10 years ago, T,ADWP was involved in a land trade 
with the Bureau f Land Management and possibly other yovernmental 
ayencies. The BLM was yoiny to trade some of their land around 
Haiwee Reservoir to the LADWP for LADWP land elsewhere. One 
of the BLM conditions of the trade was that the TdADWP obtain 
approval of the trade from the Inyo County Board of Supervisors. 
The Board of Supervisors gave their approval, with one condition: 
that LADWP agree to open Haiwee Reservoir to recreation. LADWP 
agreed. The land trade took place. LADWP yot what they wanted 
and the people of Inyo County were left with the dirty end of 
the stick again. But, as history has shown, this is typical 
of how the LADWP goes about the business of "qreening" the desert 
of Southern California. So why should Haiwee Reservoir be an 
identified mitigation project? We the people already have the 
riyht to fish there and LADWP has promised to open it to 
recreation. 

According to your document, after water is restored to 
the Lower Owens River, at some point in the future the water 
can be turned off. This is unacceptable. 

Why can't the tailwater from Blackrock and Fish Springs 
Hatcheries be used for enhancement and mitigation projects before 
it is put into the aqueduct? 



Does t h e  T,ADWP h a v e  d d i s a s t e r  p l a n ?  So t h a t  -a r e p e a t  
o f  t h e  Auyus t ,  1 9 8 9  f i s h  k i l l  on t h e  T,ower Owens R i v e r  d o e s n ' t  
h a p ~ e n  a g a i n .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  
/I 

< 

FRANCIS PEDNEAU 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'M'ER D68 

RESPONSE D68-I 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-5 regarding the Jaques report, and Appendix B- 

2 for discussion of aerial photo interpretation. 

RESPONSE D6X-2 

Piease refer to  response to  master comment MT-6 regarding the Lower Owens River project; and 

Appendix C-2 for a description of the goals and elements of the project. 

RESPONSE D68-3 

The Porter Ranch development in Los Angeles is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR. The issue 

of water supply is addressed in the CEQA review for that project. 

RESPONSE D68-4 

Water conservation measures are described in Chapter 3, pages 3-6 through 3-12 of the Draft EIR. 

Also, please refer to responses to master comments AL-2 and AL-3 regarding desalination, 

rcclamativn and conservaiion. 

RESPONSE D6X-5 

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. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D68 

RESPONSE D68-6 

Please refer to response to  master comment PD-16 regarding Haiwee Reservoir. 

RESPONSE D68-7 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-4, regarding the continuation of mitigation, and 

MT-6 regarding the Lower Owens River project. 

RESPONSE D68-8 

See response to comment Cll-34. 

RESPONSE D68-9 

LADWP's disaster plan calls for release of water from waste gates in an emergency. 



Letter D69 

Melinda Salmonds 





ETTER D-69 

MELINDA §ALMONDS 
P.O. BOX 42 

CLANCHA, CA 93549 
(619)764-2337 

January 25, 1991 

JOHN DAVIS, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT 
EIP ASSOCIATES 
150 SPEAR ST., SUITE 1500 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

Re: Comments Regarding the DEIR On Los Angeles's 
Owens Valley Project 

Sir: 

In reviewing the DEIR between LADWP and Inyo County, I 
have a much clearer picture of the problems we are facing. 
If you take a step back, and cut it to the quick, Los Angeles 
gets everything it wants, and gives almost nothing to Inyo 
County. 

They will have 15 new wells, approximately 42,000 AFY more 
water, and get out of mitigating the largest environmental 
disaster in the United States, the Owens (Dry) Lake. 

What does Owens Valley get? We get 15 new wells, lose 
more water and are stuck with an agreement that may or may not 
work. In your Summary (S-11) you recognize the experimental 
nature of the agreement, yet you still recommend this as the 
best protection for both parties. How can this be, if it fails? 
Is Los Angeles hurt? No. Is the Owens Valley hurt? Yes. 
Because there will be 15 new wells out there. Also, the 
Agreement does not totally mitigate the devastation created 
by groundwater pumping in the Valley. 

The Lower Owens River Project is being used to mitigate 
all areas, in a trade-off. I totally disagree with this, as 
the Lower Owens River should come under the auspices of the 
Department of Fish and Game. I disagree with the pumpback 
station, as that water should be turned out onto the Owens Lake 
and channeled to the areas where the dust blows. LADWP's other 
mitigation projects (the fish hatcheries, spreading areas, 
alfalfa fields, etc.) should not be allowed to feed back into 
the aqueduct, but spread on the surface, possibly restoring 
some vegetation. 

As to the rest of the Valley's devastation, the best way 
to mitigate would be to bring the water tables back to the root 
zone, to relieve the stress caused by pumping and drought. 



L Then and only then should the experiment of rotation - soil monitoring be implemented. 

The section on wildlife in the DEIR is totally inadequate 
and should be addressed more thoroughly. 

Also, since Olancha/Cartago are part of the basin and Los 
Angeles owns a lot of property here, we should be included in 
the DEIR, if only as a comparison to the rest of the Valley, 
as none of our water has yet been pumped for export. Your report 
should also include the "Survey of Vegetation on Owens Valley" 
done by Ecosat Geobotanical Surveys, Inc., 1990. 

Finally, I would like to comment on L.A.'s water 
conservation efforts, and their excuses for not doing more. - 

I'll begin with retrofitting plumbing. Their percentages 
are based on certifications of compliance given to homeowners 
by plumbers doing the work. It is my understanding that a great 
many of these certificates are merely signed-off, without these 
kits actually being installed. Therefore, there are probably 
not as many as shown in the DEIR. There should be strict 
enforcement provisions for contractors. 

The voluntary 10% rationing implemented by LADWP last spring 
was successful for only a few months, then failed in September, 
yet LADWP has done nothing to correct this. MWD is implementing 
mandatory rationing Feb. 1, 1991; Los Anqeles has yet to do 
this. Instead, they have petitioned the courts to resume water 
diversions from Mono Lake. 

The water reclamation facilities will not be completed 
soon enough to make any difference, given the continuing growth 
of the area. 

It is becoming more apparent as each day passes that 
Seawater Desalination is the most reliable form of water delivery 
to Southern California. In figuring the cost of desalination, 
was the cost of finding, treating and delivering water from 
new sources averaged in? If desalination is not a viable 
solution, why then is MWD constructing a pilot plant to serve 
Southern California because of long-term needs for additional 
water resources? (L.A. Times, 7/12/90.) Also, I object to 
financial considerations taking precedence over environmental 
concerns. 

Now, to the section dealing with growth limitations: Los 
Angeles will not impose any limitations on growth for one reason: 
Money. They have the Porter Ranch Development, Plaza Vista, 
the Marina Triangle, the UCLA expansion and on January 18, 1991 
approved the Farmer's Market Plan. This calls for 700,000 sq. 
ft. of shops, dept. stores, restaurants, housing and millions 



of gallons of water used daily for all these projects. It is 
also ridiculous to state that limiting growth in Los Angeles 
would cause undue growth in outside communities, because that 
is already occurring and will continue. Estimated State 
population will be 40 million by the year 2010, unless something 
is done. The Los Virgines Water District in San Fernando Valley 
is refusing to accept new customers, due to water shortages, 
and I'm sure more would follow if Los Angeles led the way. 
This lack of a policy regarding growth is also seriously 
affecting the entire water conservation effort among the citizens 
of L.A. Over the past year there have been many letters to 
the L.A. Times alluding to this. Their main theme seems to 
be "why should we cut back 10% when hundreds more come into 
the area using up the 10% we saved?" This reflects the attitude 
of many people and they have a right to feel that way, because 
it's true. - 

In closing, I must state that this DEIR is inadequate and 
the proposed agreement is too experimental in nature for the 
long-term protection of the Owens Valley. 

MELINDA SALMONDS 

cc: Senator Bill Leonard 
400 N. Mountain Ave, Suite 109 
Upland, CA 91786 

Assemblyman Phil Wyman 
540 Perdew, Rm. A-1 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 

Representative William Thomas 
4100 Truxtun Ave., Rm. 220 
Bakersfield, CA 93309 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D69 

RESPONSE D69-I 

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 or the goals and elements of the Lower Owens River 

Project. As allowed under CEQA, upon finalization of the project description, a separate 

environmental review wiil he conducted. 

RESPONSE D69-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 concerning the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE D69-3 

Please refer to rcsponse to master comment AL-3 for an update on water conservation efforts in 

Los Angeles. 

RESPONSE D69-4 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-2 regarding water reclamation. 

RESPONSE D69-5 

An overview of the environmental efCects of desalination is presented in Chapter 6, Alternatives, 

of the Draft EIR. Please refer to response to master comment AL-2 regarding desalination. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D69 

RESPONSE D69-6 

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 D70 

Jeanne Walter 





LETTER Dm70 

Jeanne Walter 
Post Office Box 253 
Bishop, CA 93515 

(619) 873-4755 

January 25, 1 W  

John Davis 
E I P  P.ssoscictes 
150 Spear S t ,  
San Frcncisco, Ca, 941 05 

Dear Mr, Davis, 

I om takina th i s  o~por tuni ty  to comnent on the draf t  E I F  

on water mnntigment i n  the Wens Valley, While i t  is otivious thot 
a great deal of effort  and research has gone into the dccument, 
I feel that them tire ti few areas that must be changed or i t  wi l l  

te unacceptable t c  those of us who l ive i n  the Cwsns Valley nnc! 
want i t  to survive, 

Sianificant areas of land (en, Law) is, heevl8v lmpccted by 

pumpin4 and yet is not included i n  the E I E ,  I n  conjunction witl- 

this, there is an inadequate we-proj ect description of the areas 
affected, without this mitigation is inadequate. Fizes of parshes 
and ~eadows needs to be defined, 

1 2  
Drought policy needs to  be strengthened i n  support of the 

valley and should include policy for future droughts, I f  potential 
impacts a re  unclear or uncertain, no fncreased purn~ing or  water 
transport should be allowed, Possibe mitigation does not repair 
the damage or ~ a k e  i t  "0.K.". We already know that some areas a re  
not amenable to mitisation, 

Any ambiguous words such as  "significant" must be e x p l c l t l ~  
1 

defined, Statefcents need to  be auantif led, 
P.ny and a l l  provisions which grant Los Anseles unilateral  

authority to  turn pumps on must be deleted, If  they a re  golns to  1' 



be al lowed t o  do t h a t  i t  hardly sems t h a t  we need an as rement ,  

It f a c t  i t  n:akes i t  ciV: non-agreement, s ince no asrearlent i s  

necessary, 

t i n t i1  we have ( i f  we ever have) a means o f  adeauately mor i t o r i ng  

Cumage, pum~inci should only be ailobled i n  the most conservat ive 

manner, 

Remaining spr ings should remain i n  t h e i r  nc tu ra l  s ta te ,  

Cumulctive i m ~ a c t s  of n i l  U.DWF a c t i v i t y  i n  the Owens Va l ley  

needs t o  cddressed, t h i s  includes leases f o r  grazing, mining, e tc ,  

Los Angeles a l t e rna t i ves  f o r  water need t o  explored i r n  a 

p r a c t i c a l  long-range mctnner, not  j u s t  the  most f i s c a l l ~  o r  

po l  i t i c a l  l y  expedient manner, 

r Kat ive  Emerican t r e a t i e s  and r i g h t s  have not  been ac'dressed. 

b e s e r v a t i o n s  make up c s i n n i f i c a n t  p o r t i o n  o f  the Owsos Va l ley .  

I doubt t h a t  any o f  my concerns a r e  new t o  you, I on ly  hope 

t h a t  they w i l l  r e i n fo r ce  the  need t o  amend the E I R ,  Our cu r ren t  . 
water shortage should a lso  w a n t i f y  the  importance c f  th$s EIR 

iri shapina the f u t u r e  f o r  a l l  o f  us, Los Anseles h i s t o r y  i n  cur  

area mckes cnyth ins less than c t r u e l ~  ac'eauate EIR urucceptable, 

I do not  envy ycu the task, and c a n  only hope t h a t  ycu 

and your orconizat ior i  a re  capable o f  a c c ~ ~ ~ l i s h i n c  i t .  

~anne' ' t4q1 t e r  
\ 



WSPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D70 

RESPONSE D70-I 

A number of factors are involved with the loss of vegetation in the Laws area, including grazing, 

fire, water spreading, and pas1 agricultural use. A site in the Laws area is addressed in response 

to master comment VE-8; also see response EA-1 for a discussion of pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE D70-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 regarding the drought recovely policy. 

RESPONSE D70-3 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 regarding the issue of unilateral well turn ontoff. 

RESPONSE D70-4 

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 D71 

Joe Washington 

















RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D71 

RESPONSE D71-1 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-1 through MT-8, regarding mitigation; MT-6 and 

Appendix C-2, regarding the Lower Owens River project; and PD-16 regarding Haiwee Reservoir. 

RESPONSE D71-2 

Please see responsc to comment Cll-20 in Letter C-11. 

RESPONSE D71-3 

See response to comment Cll-34 and response to master comment MT-3 

RESPONSE D71-4 

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 D71-5 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-I for a discussion of pre-project conditions, 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D71 

RESPONSE D71-6 

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 3-24), 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 D71-7 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-6 regarding the issue of well turn onloff and PD- 

17 concerning the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE D71-8 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 regarding allowable vegetation changes under 

the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D71-9 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 regarding the release of Los Angeles-owned 

lands. 

RESPONSE D71-10 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D71-11 

Comment noted. Conservation efforts by Los Angeles are described in detail in Chapter 3, pages 

3-6 through 3-12 of the Draft EIR. Also, please refer to responses to master comments AL-2 and 

AL-3 regarding desalination, reclamation and conservation. 



Letter D72 

Lois E. Wilson 





. ,.,. A. , . d i i s o n  
-. r." 3ox 5'7 

:,me P i n e ,  A .  :15L5 
;an:!ary 2 j, 199' 

I have l i s t e d  o n l y  rcy .iagor c o n c e r n s  and commen~s or. i h n  T;raft is3H f i r  
t h e  15?70 F r o j e s t ,  of ' d a t e r  G a t h e r i n g  i \ i t i v i t i i . s  of i.0:; Angeles AM? ir! t l ic  
:wens ' J a i l e y  and t h e  Long 'Perin G r o ~ n d w a t e r  Nar;a@rnent Agreement. I hav? 
l i s t e d  them by o r d e r  of p r i o r i t y  t o  me: 

.:?iapter !2 A i r  Qua1.iiy 
1 

12.1 A i r  q u a l i t y  i n  t h e  Ciwens V a l l e y  is - n o t  g e n e r a l l y  e x c e l i e n t .  Therc  
Are s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e s  i n  r e s p i r a t r i r y  d i s t r e s s  syndrome a.mI v a r i m s  
o t h e r  s o r t s  o f  respiratory problems,  I a m  one o f  t h e  peop le  who have  
developed c h r o n i c  s i m s i t i s  and  b r o n c h i t i s  myse l f .  D e l i b e r a t e  : ; t tempts 
t o  remove y b r e a t o p h y t s  by de-water ing  h a s  exposed  nuoh more b a r r e n  l a n d  
h e r e  t h a n  h a s  been r e p o r t e d  i n  t h i s  d r a f t  E I 3 .  Kow h a s  +.he c o n c l u s i o n  
3ci.n ; a r r ived  a t  that a i r  q u a l i t y  i s  g e n e r a l l y  e x c e l l e z t ?  The n e x t  
s e n t e n c e  s t a t e s ;  "d.:ring p e r i o d s  of h i g h  wind, : h s t , i n  l a r g e  q u 3 n t i t j . e ~  
can be p r e g e n t  i n  t h e  air". Bow many d a y s  a r e  windy i n  the? Owens ValLey? 
( h i g h  winds ) .  i i e c e n t l y  I r e a d  a r e p o r t  t h a t  i n  June of  1973 U:: &%is 
s t n d i e d  a i r  q u a l i t y  i n  Owens V a l l e y  f o r  17 weeks and  r e p o r t e d  9 d u s t  s t o r m s  
d u r i n g  t h a t  t ime.  A s  a r e s i d e n t  n e r e  1 would l i k e  t o  r e p o r t  t h a t  dust.  
s t o r m s  have s t e a d i l y  i n c r e a s e d  i n  s e v e r i t y .  Couid t h i s  be  a t t r i b u t e d  
t o  h e  i n c r e a s e  of  b a r r e n  l a n d ?  'what i s  t h e  v e l o c i t y  of  t h e  wind i n  
,.. uwens Va l l ey?  I have  h e a r d  be tween 2 3  t o  60 XPii winds a r e  no t  u m s u a l .  

dhy h a s  Appendix k: been l e f t  o u t  o f  t h i s  d r a f t ?  I 
Wny has SIP  no t  been  inc luded '?  

4 2  
Regard ing  v i o l a t i o n s  of S t a t e  and  F e d e r a l  s t a n d a r d s  o f  PM-10 
Page 12-2 
Page 12-1: Tab le  12-2 s t a t e s :  R+?O w i t h  SO may produce a c u t e  i l l n e s s ,  2 
y e t  we know we have  PK-13 w i t h  SO2. What 1s t h e  p l a n  t o  m i t i g a t e  t h i s ?  
Page 12-6 shows more v i o l a i i o n  o f  F e d e r a l  and  S t a t e  s t a n d a r d s .  
Page 12-8 s a y s  m i t i g a t i o n  a c t i o n s  t o  c o n t r o l  PY-10 a r e  o u t s i d e  t h e  scope  
o f  t h i s  S I R .  Is t h i s  a n o t h e r  p o l i t i c a l  move as was t h e  p a s s i n g  o f  SB-270 
i n  1983? 
Page 12-10 and  12-11; Impact  12-1 i s  s e r i o u s l y  minimized 
Page 12-11 and  12 12-7 f l l 0 t g a t i o n  Measures:  
How many a c r e s  have Seen a f f e c t e d  by g roundwate r  pumping and  how many 
by  s u r f a c e  d i v e r s i o n s ?  



:{ow can we know what t h e  p ro jec t  causes when t h e  impact is intermingled? 
iiow do they p lan  t o  water  t h e  revegeta ted  a rea?  By more pumping? If 
t h i s  is so, doesn ' t  it merely add t o  t h e  problem? Mining is occuring and 
recnarge is not t ak ing  p lace  adequately i n  t h i s  v a l l e y ,  what i s  t h e  plan 
when subsidence occures a s  has a l r eady  been repor ted  by DWP i n  t h e i r  1975 
ZIR? 
- 

Page 12-12 12-2 Impact 
2egarding t h e  s tatement  "If the  goals  of the  agreement a r e  achieved... 
damage and r e s u l t i n g  s i g n f i c a n t  a i r  q u a i i t y  impacts....would be avoided. 
9~ r e q u i r ~ d  monitoring devices  f a i l e d  i n  t h e  pas t  as repor t ed  i n  a  memo 
from the  inyo County Water Department i n  Apr i l  1990. Miat a r e  t h e  p lans  
i f  t h e  goals  a r e  not  achieved? - 

.lo 
,&& 21000 (d )  seems t o  be v i o l a t e d  i n  air q u a l i t y .  

Since we a r e  b a s i c a l l y  d i scuss ing  human l i f e  here  which is  be in  se r ious ly  8 jeopardized by t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  how can mi t iga t ion  a c t i o n s  be ou t s lde  t n e  
scope of t h i s  SIX? - 

-- - ?age 9-48 'dater 3escurces  "3aca;i:;e t h i ;  i s  a :>nique r ; ~ ' i  i n  thas  i t  
descr ibes  a  pro>ect  t h a t  begs aore  zhan 20 years  ago".... is poor reason 
tc; re:.ie.a* 312 t'rois mit ight ior .  t o  red-ce the inpa,:ts by .?orsidering 2-11 
-----,,+ l.,,l..vs dc::cribea a s  : e s s  tha? s i , : i :X ian t  xnLess ~ x p i i c L C I y  iden ' i i ied . . - .  
.?  s;snr:r.:ant. Iiow does t h i s  reasoning comply with X : 3 7  Smuldn ' t  -. 

a l l  i n p c t s  be mi t iga ted?  - 
?.? >age 9-3 is misleading. water not exported i s  eventua l ly  
z'msumed? I s n ' t  t h i s  i ncons i s t en t  with t h e  eco log ica l  cycle  of evaporat ion 
and prec p i t a t i o n ?  Rere i n  the  Owens Valley with t h e  c losed  bas in  t h e  
water nere is e i t h e r  s t o r e d  i n  t h e  undergound bas in ,  evaporated 4- sane 
consumed. - 
"is d r a f t  ZlR i s  i n a d e w a t e  t o  s a t i s f y  CLQA l a w  i n  t h e  fol lowing a reas :  

I Chapter 6 "No Pro jec t "  i s  not  adequately covered. 

I it does not opera te  from 1970 Pre-project  base. 

1 Bo conclusion has been made a s  t o  t h e  cause of dead and dying vegeta t ion .  

Cumulative e f f e c t  i s  not adequately addressed. 

I The scope of t h e  p r o j e c t  is narrowed down. 

1 Mit iga t i sn  t r ades  o f f  one impact f o r  another  i n  d i f f e r e n t  a r e a s  and i n  

i soze ciises simply monetary gain.  

The burden of proving W3W a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  causing adverse  e f f e c t s  i s  
being placed on t h e  p a r t y  s u f f e r i n g  from t h e  e f f e c t s  - t h e  burden of 

s h m i d  be on D1dP t o  prove t h e i r  a c t i o n s  a r e  XOT causing these  e f f e c t s .  

Page 2  of 5 



m e  Agreement which i s  pa r t  of t h i s  E I R  i s  d e s t m c t i v e  f o r  Inyo County f o r  
t h e  fol lowing reasons:  

t h e  Dispute r e s o l u t i o n  by " spec i f i c  performance" l e a v e s  Inyo County i n  a  
very compromised shakey position; 

B-5 Case 12908 should be f i l e d  and appealed by Inyo Countj,. 

3-5 s e s ~ l t  of Case 12083 order ing  Bounty t o  prepare a  l e g a l l y  s u f f i c i e n t  
S I X :  County d i d  not  adopt i t s  own EIX, t h u s  d q r i v i n g  t h e  people of lnyo 
County t h e i r  c 3 n s t i t u t i o n a l  r i g h t s  t o  enforce an ordinance mandated by 76% 
of t h e  v o t e r s  t o  p ro tec t  t h e i r  own r i g h t  t o  l i f e  l i b e r t y  and t h e  p u r s u i t  
of happiness...... Is t h i s  a t r a d e  f o r  monetary gain? 

B-8 l i n e  10-14 Is t h i s  t rue?  Has been approved? 

B-10 l i n e  4 monitoring has a l r eady  f a i l e d ,  what i s  t h e  a l t e r n a t e  plan? 

B-12 I11 B l i n e  2 5  "&at i s  t h e  p lan  t o  s t o p  shor t  t e n  mining? &at  is 
t h e  plan t o  s t o p  subsidence and vege ta t ion  l o s s  on shor t  term bas i s?  It 
doesn ' t  t ake  19 - 20 years  t o  k i l l  p l a n t ,  an ina l  and human l i f e !  

B-14 Monitoring- Too much judgement is l e f t  t o  a  handful of appointed 
people. Also, how c o n t r o l l e d  a r e  t h e  s i t e s ?  "Leave t h e  d r i v i n g  t o  us?" 
We t h e  people have not  been a b l e  t o  ge t  s t r igh t fo rwar?  answers dur ing  the  
pas t  20 years .  We have had too  many c losed  meetings, few publ ic  meetings, 
which have been scheduled a t  c o n f l i c t i n g  t imes and of ten  d i s t a n c e s  t h a t  
make i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a t t end .  

B-16- l i n e  16 Indian  Lands 
These people a r e  a l r eady  having t roub le  g e t t i n g  t h e i r  en t i t l emen t  and 
t h e i r  l and  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  Loce Pine has  ve ry  s i g n i f i c a n t  adverse e f f e c t s .  

l i n e  22 - !?any spec ie s  a r e  a l r eady  gone. 

B-17 l i n e  10 "should" should be change? t o  s ince  i t  has a l r e a d y  
happened due t o  no a v a i l a b l e  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  and de-watering p r a c t i c e s .  

l i n e  26 - tnese  have a l r eady  f a i l e d  and causea much des t ruc t ion .  

B-10 i s  blank how can we comxient on i t ?  

33-22 - 29 i s  ano the r  case of having t o  depend on one o r  two i n d i v i d u a l s  
t o  decide how much death is s i g n i f i c a n t  - t h i s  is unthinkable t o  me. 

B-29 l i n e  6 ;Je a r e  a l r eady  being mined. ' h y  do we need a d d i t i o n a l  wel l s?  
What good i s  it t o  r ~ t a t e  when recharge is not occuring? 

B-52 This i s  a pe r fec t  example of how 3SiP can ge t  around Zourt 3 r d c r s  
and continue with t h e i r  own plan. 

B-33 & 54 Is it poss ib l e  f o r  a s lxdy  t o  be onbiased and not  have a  
c o n f l i c t  us ing  IINP funding? 



3-54 '*at good i s  a water  system if you do not  own t h e  water  r i g h t s ?  

B-37 l i n e  17 should be changed from 500 a c r e  f e e t  t o  .68 o r  l e s s  than  
1 c f s  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  next page 3-58 where t h e  water  is measured i n  
c f s  l i n e  7 and 11. It is misleading not t o  do so. 

3-38 l i n e  5 Is t h i s  another  means of pumping a d d i t i o n a l  up t o  36,500 AM 
of water  from Keeler  Bridge t o  t h e  aqueduct? I f  so ,  has it been included 
i n  t h e  t o t a l  AF of water  t o  be exported? Is it considered j u s t  in-val ley 
use? I would l i k e  t o  have t h i s  explained more c l e a r l y .  

3-39 l i n e  5 What kind of chemicals a r e  t o  be sprayed f o r  k i l l i n g  t h e  
p l a n t s ?  

B-39 Bow is t h e  non-pumpback separated? 

3-59 l i n e  23 i s  ambiguous - what is t h e  detemini;ng f a c t o r ?  3:'75 mi l l i on  
i s  a l o t  of money. More explanat ion  is needed here. 

B-40 l i n e  5 & 6 I understand Haiwee Dam has a l r e a d y  been determined 
unsafe t o  opera te .  Why is it even being mentioned here? It looks  l i k e  
dangling a  p iece  of candy i n  a c h i l d s  face .  

l i n e  15 " i f  it i s  f e a s i b l e  t o  do so." 'Why don ' t  t hey  ju s t  l eave  out t h i s  
p a r t  i f  they  a l r eady  know tney cannot do i t ?  

8-40 l i n e  21 S a l t  Cedar Control  - This i s  one of t h e  most r epu l s ive  p a r t s  
of t h e  Agreement t o  me, To th ink  t h a t  my own County Government is going 
t o  send its own people out  t o  k i l l  t h e  only t h i n g  l e f t  t h a t  can l i v e  on 
i t s  own he re  then t o  accept  money f o  doing the  job seems the  f i n a l  blow. 
Tee s a l t  cedar  i s  a t  l e a s t  green azd  provides some s h e l t e r  t o  wild 
i::hals d i d  b i r d s .  %lt ::edar i z  t h i s  ;.indy a r e s  prayrid?s exoelli?nt 
win3 break. I would l i k e  t o  see if it could be p lanted  around t h e  shore 
s f  t h e  Cwens C q  rake f o r  d w t  con t ro l .  

Yne in-Tal ley Uses a r e t o a  intermingled with su r face  water ,  pumped water  
and the  u l t imate .  flow i n t c  t h e  aqueduct - it i s  impossible f o r  
anyone t o  kncw how much water  i s  exparte*. I tihink %e measaring ?evict. 
:> m x e r  t;l? -dater being expsrted should be at  ;Iaiws whir;? the  f r i c ~ k e  

Z r a r e ,  ,, c;? ;kc 2 ipe l ine  is .  The "unty, LAY67 aanc4.~t:ie~i.r,~~;:i j o i n t l y  xiii;i:or :l;i 
suport  and t i e  r t .ports  should be publ ic  knowledge. - 
'or ' - :, - sake ,of time 1 w i l l  simply commnt on p a r t i c u l a r l y  objec t ionable  
i t e m  throughout the  r e m i n d e r  of my comments on t h e  Agreement b:i page and 
l i n e :  

?age 3-50 l i n e  3 & 5 
l i n e  20 & 21 - why? 

8-51 l i n e  14 & 15 - more wel l s !  

5-32 l i n e  1C & 24 - 22 P r e t t y  do1iotful f o r  Inyo 
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in :he past. 
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RESPONSE D72-1 

RESPONSES TO CO 
LETTER D72 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-1 regarding Owens Lake and air 

quality issues. 

RESPONSE D72-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D72-3 

Please see Chapter 10, Vegetation, of the Draft EIR For acreages iden t ikd  as being signiticantly 

affected. Also, please refer to response to master comment AQ-I regarding air cilality impacts. 

RESPONSE D72-4 

Please refer to response to comment MT-2 regarding revegetation. 

RESPONSE D72-5 

Comment noted. The Water Department has not slated the monitoring has faiied in the past. 

RESPONSE D72-6 

Owens Dry Lake is outside the scope of this EIR. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-3 for discussion of Owens Lake. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D72 

RESPONSE D72-7 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-1, regarding operation of the project since 1970; 

and MT-3 for discussion of mitigation under CEQA 

RESPONSE D72-8 

In this sense, the term "consumed" includes evaporation, evapotranspiration, and recharge of 

groundwater because these are the fates of surface water entering the Valley. The normal fate 

of surface water is to flow to the ocean, and this does not occur -in Owens Valley. 

RESPONSE D72-9 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-1, PD-3, EA-1, AL-1, MT-3 and MT-5 for 

discussion of project operation since 1970; exclusion of Owens Dry Lake from the EIR; pre- 

project conditions; discussion of alternatives; description of mitigation under CEQA, and cumulative 

impacts, respectively. 

RESPONSE D72-10 

This comment -xpresses 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 D72-11 

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 D72-12 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Letter D73 

Mary DeDecker 





P 0 Box 506 
tn&pen&nce, C4 93526 

Phone (619) 878-2389 

January 26, 199 1 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

This is my response io your draft EIR on the groundwater man ment plan for Owens Valley 

R ~ p o n s m  to !he St~mmary: 
Fi rst  paragraph: The peapie of Gwens Valley were Told by the DWP that the proposed 

s m n d  aqueduct would take only "surplus waier". They were not warned that surplus i n  the 
eyes of Los Angeles would mean drying up springs and mpsanddra in  wetlands, a l l  cr i t ical 
habitats i n  the environment of Owens Valley. 

I t  was the d i m e r ) ,  that this was m u r r i n g  that brought on thesuit filed i n  1972. 

Page 5, last item of agreement: The word, "enhancement", should bestricken from the term 
"enhancement/mitigationnn throughout this agreement, it is a deceptive term which would 
substitute purely m m e t i c  p r o j ~ t s  for t h w  of any value for mitigation. I t  helps the DWP 
image, at the expense of true mitigation which would be of value to Owens Valley. 

- 
P ~ g e  6: The word, "signlfimnt", is tw, vague a term for such a s r i o u s  determination. I t  could 
allow irreparable da tation. Even though this may satisfy the legal requirements 
un&r CEM, i t  i s  not ihf: pspie of Owens Valley. Therefore i t  daes not belong i n  

terprelziion can oe given for that word i t  should be stricken 
from any use i n  the EIR. 

pendent on springs ands flowing wells should be clearly 
houidshow which of t h m  have bbeen dried up since 

1981 -82. 

There h a  not been sensiitlve man ment to protwt  rare or  endanger& species , this 
resulting i n  serious impwtson fworable s i t s .  it is necessary here for theDWP to agree not to 
take steps to o p p w  the listing of any species. I n  1990 i t  prevented the listing of orycttts 
nev&ns& an enikngerd specm w on!y murence  in California is on Los Angeies owned 
land i n  Owens Valley. This wfs in  3p ion lo a rmmmendat ion  by botanical authorities of the 
Department of Fish and Game and ih  farnia Native Plant Society (CNPS). A plant i s  not 
protected by law unless i t  IS on r federal l ist. There is a long backlog, however, of 
plants which have Den r m m m  isting. The federal ~ n c i e s  respect this and protect 
any specrs ]istea CNPS as b i n g  seriopusiy ra re  o r  endangered. - 
Page 7: i t  was on the water spr ing areas that a virtual population explosion of tamarisk 
m u r r e d  i n  the wet year of 1968-69. This was caused by surface disturbance of soil combined 
with unusually moist mnditions. The agrEmeni should xklrtiss this problem and give amrance 
that recharm facilities would not i n c r m  the tamarisk orobiem. I t  could be controiled then 
with l i t t le  Gforf,. - 
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Pages 22-23: 1 agree that the issue of the dust problem on Owens Lake should not be a subject 
of the water agreement nor of this EIR. 

Comments on 10, Yegetat ion. 

Page 5: Creawte Bush should be shown as a dominant species of the Mojavean flora. It is the 
chief indicator species. 

Blackbufh, in  Owens Valley, usually m u r s  with Great Basin species. 

( Page 6: The common rush in native pastures is Ju~cusCa/tiics 

Page 7 : Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub. The presently m p t e d  name for crmute bush is L8frm 
trr&~fais! I t  is dominant in southern Owens Valley only. 

t-lojwe MtxM WWauly Scrub. ladderpod dm not m u r  in Owens Valley. I t  would be 
best riot to show a subspecies for JLtshua trm. I t  isQubtful that Ssp. herbgrtiioccurs its far 
north as Owens Valley. 

r 
aye 1 1 : Blackbush Scrub is not limited to calcareaus soils. In Owens Valley i t  is more often on 

granitic soils. What Q you mean by ". . dominated by a single specles of saltbush"? That would 

Desert Slnk Scrub. Parry saltbush could be included here. 
3 

Page 14: I resent the use of "Rabbitbrush Meadow'' in this EIR.lt is actually a dying meadow, 
one which is becoming tm dry to support grass. Rabbitbrush is an invader which, in  this case, 
is taking over the meadow. I f  thedrying trend continues, the rabbitbrush, ta, wi l l  die. 

The -ame might be said of Nevsda Saltbush Meadow, although 
that murencp. is less common. The Nevada saltbush is usually established before the grass. 

3 
age 15: Transmontane Alkali Marsh. 

The cattail here would be Typb8abminpnsis 

Page 19: Great Basin Ripariam Scrub. 
I doubt that &/~;Vn?mmufafa m u r s  anywhere in Owens Valley. Perhaps i t  is confused 

with Sa/rk /as~biepr& - 
Pages 20-23. 

Plants of concern are listed. Referenw to my former statement concerning endansred 
plants is made here. I would insist that the DWP follow the same procedureas do the fedtiral 
agencles in recogntzlng the validity of CNPSclesignatlons. CNPS ratfngsare shownon page 20. 1 
w i l l  discuss the plants listed herein, along with giving theCNPS ratings for each. The first 
frgure shows :hedt?greeof rarity, the m n d  figure refers toendangerment, and the thirdone to 
distribution . She higher the number, the moreserious is its situatlon. 

Ame/&?efutdhees/s ssp. mi//X This is not llsted in  the CNPS R/E inventory. I doubt that i t 
w u r s  on the f lw r  of Owens Valley, although i t  is found in the bordering mountains. 

,4sfrgt?/us~@ywi var. (3-2- 1 ) 
Rare in Owens Valley, i ts habitat similar to that of L ~ ~ ~ c f ~ ~ s ~ j :  This may be its most 
southerly site. 

/ Astrtydus /ent~@iimus var . ptxti,ens~k ( 3-3- 3) 
This is  one that I dimered. It is extremely rare, but should be reasanably secure, at least that 
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p8ft of tM pcpuistlsn wlifiin &! 8xt;liwre at Fish Slough; 1 &ubl inat pupftsh recwery work 
hedany imp& on it. Any plants outside theexclcsure would be subject to trampling bycettle. 

&/Us r~tii:u/ata Not I isied Sy GNPS. 
Any remaining plants of this species are on private property in tho ttcm of Incbpendence 

&r&i~ntbus rammus oi ifst& by CNPS. 
The name in the EIR is ln  error. An exmptionally fine population of thisspecies grew in the 
black rock area around Little Black Rock Spring until 1974. It was completely destroyed 
when the Dept, of Fish and Fame b pumplngat B l a c k  Rmk Sprlngs. Itsgrowth hablt wasso 
vigorous that Dr .  Larry tieckard, the authority on the @nus , first thought it might be a new 
species. Upon studying i t  he decidal i t  was only an unusual form of the species ramrrus I t  is a 
Great Basin species, unusual in California. 

Erii$pnum ampu//mum. ( 1 - 2 - 2 
I t  seems to favor roadsides where it receives a l i t t le extra moisture. 

Fimbrr$&/isspsdii ( 2-2- 1 ) 
This species is protected where i t  occurs at Fish Slough. Otherwise, i t  would be threatened by 
any impact on warm or hot springs. 

In Owens W!W i t  is known Only in thestabiliir?d %nd dunes north of Big Fine. The plar: is a 
tiny tuft about 1 inch hiah. It probably depends on Dreci~jtation and mav not apoear at all in  

Orjct~ nc?v~ns& 3 3- 3 - 2 1 
This small annual grows Ln koSlt, sandy soil and is very vulnerable to trampling by 
livestack. I t  should have bmn listed by the state, but politiml pressures prevented it. 

7i& (2-2-11 
area as well as on the south fork of Oak Creek. 
to be trampling by livestock i n  watering placzs. 

Sb&I(m ~zwi/tr?i ( 2- 3 - 3 ) 
An OwensValley endemic which was formerly abundant on the bottomlandsof the Owens River 
and in moist or springy places. The moist habitats that it rtquircs are relentlessly being dried. 
Remnants of its former populations slrll exist, but the species is heTded for extinction u n l m  a 
serious effort is made to provide reliable habitats. 
The same might be said of ~ / r x : h o r f u s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f u s  

Tbe&palium crispurn (Not listed by CNPS.) 
This was ocxasional in central Owens Valley out from independence. The plants are scarce now, 
and those which are founds are small and weak. 

ibe/vpafium fhf@rib/ium ssp. mmp/an~Ium. (Not listed by CMPS). 
This is another victim of pumping at Black Rcck Springs. An exceptionally fine population 
existedat Little B!& Rmk Springs until wipalou: by pumping. There was an abundance of the 
plants 4 to 8 feet tail, This species is not known elsewhere in  thevalley. 
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I its sheitered site on Hogback Creek was &stroyed by deliberate burning several years ago. The 
cattleman lessee torchal every clump of wowth there, includina tall trees which harbored the 
rare yellow-billedcuckoo. I t  wasoneof &ens Valley's finest &t habitats, unfortunately on Los 
Angeles owned land. I am st i l l  bitter about i ts destruction. - 
Pages 32-33. The most tragic losses in  thedryingof Owens Valley have b e n  those of the 
major springs, namely, Fish Springs, Big and Little %ly Springs, Blackrock and Little 
Blackrock Springs. Llttle Blackrock Springs was the most fabulouscombinatlon of habitatsof 
them all. The blundering in  its mismanagement is unforgivable. I wonder i f  any mitigation 
measures for them wl l l  show any more sensitivity. We must not allow any more springs to be 
Imt. They are extremely valuable centers of llfe. - 

47-48. 1 am at a loss to know why the report of Dennis Jacqumand his photqraphic 
record have not been glven adepuate recognition. Dennis and I shared field work in the study of 
1974 . I found his observations reliable and his conclusions sound. They should be valuable in 
fil l ing in the missing period now. Why are they not being used? I reviewed hisaerlal photos 
recently afid find them well worthwhlle. - 
Page 72. See my mmments above on "Slgniffcimt". 

Qmmentson Volune If: 

-7: Project location. I t  says here that Owens Valley is 5 TO 30 miles In width. The summary 
s i t  is 6 to 15 m i l ~ w i d e .  
hop is a city, not one of the towns. 

8-9: Nocriter 'a isshown for selection of representatives to the technical committee. I t  should 
be specified that members of that committee must have expertise in an appropriate field. 

1 8 -  10 C. How wi l l  ~signifieant"amounts or chanps bedetermlned? 

I 8- 10 D. Thisstatement should be clarifiedand rewritten 

12 €.I[-B Too many uses are caverered in Type E Classification. 
This should be broken down to show which uses are environmentally desirable and which would 
have a negative effect. As i t  is  now i t  m l d  allow all the water quota to go to some use other than 
for environmental benefits. - 
B- 12-Ill-A. Line 20. -An adequate supply' should replace "a reliable suppe". 

II 8- 12- 13. The possibility of long periods of drouth should be addressed here. 

Ill-C-5. Pi@ B- 14. This Isentirely unmptable to the peopleof Owens Valley. Mitigation 
must occur at the site of impactand be an honest effort to mitfgate the problem. 

Page 8- 14,iine 24. i t  must beclearly shown that inyoCounty wi l l  participate in  the 
monitoring. 

Page 8 -  f 5 -E. Sfgnlfimnt effasts must be avoided. Any developing impacts 
must be recognized in the early s t w a n d  not allowed to develoo to a significant lwei. This 
entlre pro& is too slow. 

- 

P a ~ p  B - 16. I. Nn seriously mnsistent effort has been wident toward the protection of rare 
and/or anangered species. see my earlier statement on the subject. t 
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- 

& $  6- ! 1 i i 3- 2 if?% ??Mi31~4/ fat)#) c@mfi~iifljtt& ::houJd be nam& here. Chailp 
wjihit~ a Type caul 

- 
, i l n s  15- 18: Standing an with ihm making 
sion to redurn or eliminate a water suppi)'. - 
- D. it should b e n  clear that this is in lieu of taxes an not just a handout. - 
-D. I objec? to submlttln a claim for rwlu t lon  lo the same superior court j u  

mnsi&r him a bi party. It would p l m  us at t 
us in that me. doubtful that he has chanipx! his 

- 

1 am r>3!d that the Wens River proj*@$. is int !.he drying of various 
wetlands and sprl hat is unreasonab!e and eni e. The watering of Owens 
River is to miligate the taking of water from ?he river a irst diverted into the 

ueduct. Nothing can make up for the loss rs, but i t is t ime  to 
ring i t  beck to life without any strinrgi at! - 

nd the EIR that grazing has  had a %riotis impat  on the 
no: have lo be the 

prevent !he %?inus nd i t  would benefit the mitierne 
that nqotiartons b ard a rm!i;tion lo this pro 

n no ionwr be ignor 

S. 

Last O f  ail i wouldcomment that toomany of themapsare in urate or  confusing. Good maps 
would have bmn a great help in interpreting the EiR.  

- 
Yours sinmre!y, 

Mary DeDecker 
Botanist 





RESPONSE D73-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D73 

Not all of the E M  projects implemented between 1984 and 1990 were mitigation measures for 

adverse impacts (is., Klondike Lake, Lone Pine Riparian Park, Eastern California Museum). Thus 

the designation enhancement/mitigation is appropriate. Please refer to response to master comment 

MT-1 regarding further discussion of E M  projects. Concerning those specific projects identified 

as mitigation for significant adverse impacts of the project since 1970, see response to master 

comment MT-4. 

RESPONSE D73-2 

The criteria for identieing 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 D?3-3 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 regarding pre-project conditions. Also, please 

refer to response to master comment PD-5 and WA-4 regarding seeps and springs in Owens 

Valley, Appendix A-1 for spring locations, and the vegetation management maps attached to the 

Agreement for locations of Types D and E vegetation. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D73 

RESPONSE D73-4 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-6 regarding plant species of concern. The 

comment regarding Oryctes nevadensis is noted. 

RESPONSE D73-5 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-7 regarding saltcedar control. 

RESPONSE D73-6 

This comment contains a number of parts. 

Page 10-5, paragraph 3, sentence 2 is corrected to read "The main indicator of the Mojavean 

region is creosote bush. Additional species include Mormon tea, spiny sage, cheesebush, and 

species of horsebush." 

The comment is noted and accepted. However, scientific names from the text are placed in 

Appendix B-4 along with associated common names. 

Comment noted and accepted. This is reflected in Appendix B-4 giving scientific and common 

names. The last sentence under the description of Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub on page 10-7 is 

changed to read "It is the dominant plant community between 3,000 and 4,000 feet elevation in 

southern Owens Valley." 

Bladderpod is removed from the description of Mojave Mixed Woody Scrub on page 10-7. In 

Appendix B-4 of scientific and common names, no subspecies is used for the Joshua tree. 

RESPONSE D73-7 

The word "calcareous" is removed from the soil description for Blackhush Scrub on page 10-11. 

The first sentence under Desert Saltbush Scrub is changed to read ". . . usually dominated by one 

or more species of saltbush." Under the description of Desert Saltbush Scrub the list of species 

of Atripla spp. is changed to include Parry saltbush. 



Rcsponsestro Comments 
Letter D73 

RESPONSE D73-8 

Comment noted. It is recognized that rabbitbrush is often associated with disturbance of various 

kinds. The names of the plant communities have been used in the Agreement and the Green 

Book as well as in the Draft EIR. For the sake of consistency, they are maintained. 

RESPONSE D73-9 

This species of cattail is added to Appcndix B-4 containing scientific and common names. 

Mountain willow, Salk commutata, is removed from the description of Great Basin Riparian Scrub 

on page 10-19 and replaced hy arroyo willow. The species Salk lasiolepk is added to Appendix 

B-4 of plant names. 

RESPONSE D73-10 

The list of Plant Species of Concern beginning on page 10-20 of the Draft EIR has been updated 

to incorporate most of the comments addressed here, and is p!aced in Appendix B-3 to this Final 

EIR. 

RESPONSE D73-11 

The value of seeps and springs is acknowledged. Please refer to responses to master comments 

PD-5, regarding this issue in general, and WA-4 regarding protection of Reinhackle Spring in 

particular. 

RESPONSE D73-12 

Please see response to master comment VE-5 regarding the report prepared by Mr. laques, and 

Appendix B-2 regarding interpretation of aerial photos. 

RESPONSE D73-13 

This inconsistency is likely the result of the fact that several authors were involved in writing the 

Draft EIR and differing opinions exist on what constitutes Owens Valley. It is not seen as a 

serious flaw. It is also acknowledged that Bishop is a city and not a town. 



Responses to Comments 
k t t e r  D73 

RESPONSE D73-14 

Please refer to response (211-8 of letter C11. Please refer to response to master comment PD- 

18 regarding the  use of the term significant in the Agreement. T h e  remaining comments are noted 

and will be considered. 

RESPONSE D73-15 

The comment regarding the phrasing "An adequate supply . . ." is noted. The overall goal of 

managing resources within Inyo County is clarified on page 1 of the Green Book, which states that 

"groundwater pumping and changes in surface water management practices will be managed with 

the goal of avoiding significant decreases and changes in Owens Valley vegetation from conditions 

documented in 19% to 1987, and of avoiding other signilkant environmental impacts." Please refer 

to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining provision of the 

Agreement. For a discussion of the drought recovery policy, please refer to response to master 

comment PD-17. 

RESPONSE 373-16 

For a discussion of mitigation allowed under CEQA please refer t o  r s p o n s e  to master comment 

MT-3. The Technical Group contains representatives of Inyo County, ensuring that Inyo County 

will participate in all monitoring. 

RESPONSE 073-17 

Comment noted. The goal of the Agreement and the monitoring system is to ensure that there 

are no significant effects, decreases or changes to vegetation. Please refer to response to master 

comment MT-2 for a discussion of mitigation under the Green Book 

RESPONSE D73-18 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-6 regarding rare and endangered plant species. 



Responses to Comments 
Lettcr D73 

RESPONSE D73-19 

Please see the Agreement, pages B-11 and B-12, for a general description of the vegetation 

communities contained within each management type and Seiiion 11 of the Green Book, beginning 

at page 34, for a description of the 1984-87 vegetation inventory and vegetation maps. Under 

Section XXV of the Agreement (page B-58, line 19) and Section V (pagc 118) of the Green Book 

the vegetation classification and management maps may he revised as appropriate. 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 for allowable vegetation changes under the 

Agreement. 

RESPONSE D73-20 

Please see Green Book Section I.C.2 (page 28) which provides that the Technical Group is not 

precluded from implementing any necessary interim mitigation measures during the period while 

a mitigation plan is being developed. 

RESPONSE D73-21 

Perennial cover varies at different locations of the valley and it is assumed th it the restored 

vegetation would be the same as the original vegetation. See also Section LC.2.a (page 28) of the 

Green Book which states that if there is a significant decline of perennial vegetation cover, the 

preferred goal of a mitigation plan would be to restore the same type of perennial vegetation 

cover. 

RESPONSE D73-22 

Without question, the Technical Group and Standing Committee will he involved in making this 

type of decision. 

RESPONSE 073-23 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D73 

RESPONSE D73-24 

The judge in question has retired. Section XXV1.D of the Agreement (page B-64. line 3) provides 

that, in the event the judge presiding over the case ceases to act, "the Chair of the Judicial Council 

shall be requested to assign a successor judge from a neutral County." Both parties have the right 

to challenge the assignment. Judge John P. Moran of Tulare County has been assigned by the 

Judicial Council to replace Judge Turner. 

RESPONSE D73-25 

The Lower Owens River Project is acceptable mitigation. Please see response to master commcnt 

MT-6. Please refer to response to master commcnt 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 D73-26 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-14 and Apr.sndix B-I for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE D73-27 

Comment noted. Some new maps have been provided in the Final EIR. The EIR authors regret 

any inconvenience. 



Letter D74 

Mrs. D. IIussey 





















SPONSES TO COMiCI 
R D7 

RESPONSE D74-1 

Please refer to response to masicr comment PD-17 regarding the drought rcwvcry policy. 

RESPONSE D74-2 

Please refer to  responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-I regarding Owens (Dry) t ake .  

RESPONSE D74-3 

Please refer to response to master comment PP-7 regarding monitoring provisions under the Green 

Book. 
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