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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D75 

RESPONSE D75- 1 

Please refer t o  responses to  master comments PD-4, regarding iow groundwater 

regarding groundwater mining, and PD-17 regarding the drought recowxy policy. 





Dr. Nancy Peterson Walter 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER D76 

RESPONSE D76-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D76-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9 and PD-I0 for a detailed discussion of 

the relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE D76-3 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D76-4 

Please refer to  response to master comment CL-3 regarding consultation with Indian tribes during 

preparation of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D76-5 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D76-6 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D76-7 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D76 

RESPONSE D76-8 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D76-9 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D76-10 

Please refer to responses to master comments CL-1 and CL-2 for discussion of archaeological 

impacts. 

RESPONSE D76-11 

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. 







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

LETTER 0-77 

Rt 2 Box 16A 
Bishop, CA 935 14 
January 27, 1991 

Dear Mr. John Davis: 

I have spent considerabie time reviewing the draft EIR on "Water from the 
Owens Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct" and submit the 
enclosed comments. My comments are broken into four sections: an overview, the 
draft EIR (Vol I), the Stipulation and Order (Vol 11-B), and The Green Book (Vol 
11-F). 

I look forward to my comments receiving careful review and anticipate the 
Final EIR will reflect this. Thank you for the opportunity for comment and for 
extension of the public comment period. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Jellison 





EIR entitled "Water fro111 the Owens Valley to 
Angeles A.queduct", S C H  #891)80705. 

In general, I was disappointed with the accuracy and production of the EIR. The draft is 
rife with errors, inconsistent terminology, internal inconsistencies between stated facts, mislabeied 
graphs, and other production flaws. While much of these are cosmetic a more serious 
shortcoming is the organization. To meet the goals of CEQA an EIR must be prepared in a 
way which allows the public to assess the environmental consequences of a proposed project. 
The organization, cross-referencing, lack of an index, inconsistent use of terms, and omission of 
important maps and surve data make this extremely difficult even to a scientist, as myself, 
experienced in reading EI & .  's Although these may not in themselves make the EIR legally 
inadequate, several important areas of omission do. 

This draft EIR is legally inadequate in three general areas: the pre-project description, 
the description and proposed mitigation for damaged which has already occurred, and the 

roposed mitigation for future affects. Given the major changes which are required to make this EIR legally adequate, a second public review period will be necessary. Comments to support 
this assertion are detailed below with references to relevant pages and paragraphs in the draft 
EIR. 

Vol I 

S -  Management types for A, B, and C are not based on dominant species (see Green 
Book). 

S-6,lIl: Agreement does not provide for avoiding significant decreases from 1981 - 1982 levels 

- (this is reference year for supplying irrigated lands). 

Summarv of im~act 

S-ll,lI2: There is no evidence to support the statement that vegetation had recovered to its 
greatest vigor since 1970. This is a rash assumption which hides the environmental impacts 
of the proposed project. The USGS study (Open file report 88-715) indicates there was a 
40% decline in evapotranspiration during 1970-1984 compared to 1963-1969. This would 

- certainly be accompanied by a significant decline in vegetation. 
S-ll,lI2: The Agreement cannot be considered a mitigation unless it is shown capable of 

avoiding described impacts of pumping. This has not been done. In fact, much evidence to 

- the contrary has accumulated. 
S - 4 :  The agreed "conservative management" indicated is not conservative at all and misleads 

people which only read the summary. The "Drought Recovery Policy" must be strengthened 
if it is to have any meaning at all. Wells must not be turned on until the soil moisture 
returns to that required by the vegetation mapped in 1984 - 1987. The "Drought Recovery 
Policy" must also remain in effect until the monitoring rogram is shown capable of 

- detecting a specified level of change and determining i ?. it is due to pumping. 
S-13,lI2: The analysis of grazing impacts associated with changes in water practicies is 

completely inadequate (see below). 



Areas of Controwrsy 
S-21: A primary area of controversy is the lack of a mandatory water conservation policy in Lr 

and the complete lack of any growth policy. Current and future growth in LA will 
completely use any water they successfully pump and transport from the Owens Valley, 
leaving them with the same shortages they face today. In the meantime they will have 
caused irreparable damage to the environment of the Owens Valley. 

A - 
S-21: The ability to revegetate areas which have suffered significant environmental affects due 

ing is unknown an area of controversy. 
ile it is true ind dent scientists have criticized the methods employed in the soi 

water budget, more seri nwrns were voiced and continue to be voiced about the abili 
of the monitoring program to even evaluate if the soil water budget is working. 

r?; area of controversy is re -project conditions. While severa; 
studies were cited (inciudi~ these were not included in the 
raises very serious concerns as to t of the whcie ETR since the best 

is eteiy unacceptabi 
P s aerial work 

bscures the changes in 
This is typical of the 

general obfuscation w effect of hiding the real 
environmental 

5-5,13: This definition 

losses due to ET. 

boutd net be allowed. 
osed project, this Eil 

6-20.6-21: The discussion of gr ental effects of having a surplu 
of cheap water on the environment in LA is inadequate. It is widely recognized that LA 
could not have grown to its current size without it's ertensive water gathering facilities. Its 
current size contributes to the extreme degradation of the environment in Southern 
California including one of the highest air pollution rates in the country. The continued 
availability of cheap water as a result of the past and ongoing water grab in the Owens 
Valley will only exacerbate these problems. 



6-21: Water conservation is not adequately addressed. Until LA implements a mandatory water 
conservation program and adopts a growth management plan, no environmental damage is 
acceptable in the Owens Valley. 

Water Resources 
- 
Introduction 

9-1: A definition of water resource and what would constitute a significant impact is necessary. 
This chapter describes gross changes in the water budget; (a 40% decline in ET), the 
disappearance of pristine springs, the reversal of underground flows, and deepening of the 
water table. Yet none of which are considered a significant effect. One begins to wonder 
what a significant effect would look like. 

9-1,113: The small amount of outflow is 10,000 ac-ft year. Since the groundwater mining 
definition extends back 20 years, this omission accumulates. The current definition allows a 
one-time bonus of 200,000 ac-ft to be mined and a yearly bonus of 10,000 ac-ft. - 

Impacts of the Project 

9-78,110: 109% a the long-term average is not a "very wet" period. - 
9-80: Table 9-11 includes subsurface outflow in it's budget. This must be included in the 
- definition of groundwater mining. 
9433,111: This is a prime example of how the environmental effects of an impact are minimized 

by referring it to another section. Dispersed springs in a desert area are an important and 
unique water resource, quite separate from the vegetation associated with these springs. 
Wildlife depend on these and a single conduit (the Lower Owens) cannot mitigate the 

- environmental impact of the loss of springs which were widely dispersed. 
943,112: Application of surface water to remaining natural springs is not acceptable. - 
9-80: A groundwater budget for the period 1984-1990 must be included to assess the probably 

impacts of the proposed project. - 
Vegetation 

Veeetation . Characteristics 

10-4: Line showing median is not placed properly at 3.3". - 
10-25,114: The fact that the plant community on a particular parcel is calculated to use less than 

average precipitation does not mean it does not depend on groundwater. Degraded shrub 
col-.-wities may still have deep root systems which indicate dependence on groundwater. 
Also t r~e  average precipitation occurs rather infrequently in the Owens Valley. A much 
more appropriate statistic of precipitation for classifying communities would be the median 
since this is the expected rainfall in any year. There are many parcels which contain 
dominant species which are typical of groundwater-dependent communities which due to 
severe pumping or grazing impact have been degraded to a point where it is calculated they 
use less than precipitation. In this manner, many areas which should be classified as type B 
may have been put in type k The extent to which this has been done must be documented. 
What percent of type A consists of communities in which the dominant species would 

- indicate groundwater dependence? 
10-25: It is inexcusable that LADWP has not provided the Water Department with the 1984- 

1987 vegetation inventory. This exhibits an extreme lack of poor faith on their part and/or 
the lack of will on the part of the Inyo County Water Department. There are many 



questions concerning this data which are critical to implementation of the Agreement as a 
mitigation which have not yet been answered. 

10-19: The plants and habitats of concern have been inadequately described. A quantitative i 28 

description of past, current, and possible future effects on these species and habitats is 
necessary to assess the project. 

29 
&-Project Setting 

10-27 There was a complete failure to document the loss of small dispersed sprin s along 
known existing fault lines. Discussion has been limited to the major springs. &nail 
dispersed springs are a valuable resource for wildlife in a desert region. 

10-33,110 All did not cease and all did not return. 

Imacts and Mitipation Measuzes 

10-28,ll4: Water also leaves as underflow as documented in all reports on the groundwater 
hydrology of the Owens Valley. 

10-48 The pre-project description is woefully inadequate. Table 10-1 describes the available 
31 

information on the vegetative pre-project conditions. Very little of this material was used. 
10-41,113: Aerial maps from 1973-1974 are discounted due to "their limited usefulness. The 

Jacques report (1990 is the best analysis done and has been arbitrarily discarded following 
pressure from LAD & . This analysis which examines 291 stereo pairs from 1968 and 1981 
concludes that 68% of the sites experienced a negative vegetation change. This report 
makes nine recommendations which would have aided in establishing a pre-project 
description including an analysis of the 1973-1974 photos. This blatant omission renders the 
entire EIR inadequate. An honest evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project have not yet been made. 32 

10-46,114: Griepentroe and Groeneveld conclude 25,000 acres affected adversely by groundwater 
pumping. Where-is this covered in specific impacts? All of this area must be addressed. 

10-47,110: A decrease of 40% in evapotranspiration is a significant impact. This must be 
33 

specifically addressed as an impact. 34 
10-47,lll: This is a gross understatement of Jacques findings. The EIR must include an 

summary of this critical study. 
*A color coded valley-wide map of areas adversely affected by pumping with acreages and 
affected springs, similar to the vegetation management maps, is a requirement for 
assessment of the impacts of the project; past, present, and future; and the appropriateness 
of proposed mitigation. 35 

10-51 (Impact 10-3) Shepherd and Birch Creek were altered. 36 
10-53 (Impact 10-7) There has been a significant impact on the vegetation surrounding these 

reservoirs. 
10-58 (Impact 10-12) The pro t implementation of mitigation outlined in the Agreement has 

37 

not been followed at Five dges. The lack of cooperation on LA'S part highlights the need , 
for strict procedures and possibly punitive damages. 

10-59,113: Revegetation of the Symmes-Shepherd wellfield is experimental. having not been 
accomplished in other areas. This highlights the questionable nature of requests for 
additional wells in areas which will affect the few remaining springs. 

10-62 (Impact 10-14) Springs and seeps provide unique habitat which is not appropriately 

of their environmental value. Also, riparian vegetation along the Lowers Owens cannot 

1 :: 
mitigated by the Lower Owens River. The dispersed nature of springs is a major component 

mitigate these unique and rare habitats often containing endangered species. 



*There has been no attempt to document the habitat loss for rare and endangered species 
associated with these springs. 
Where are no provisions for those areas that did not recover during the '82 runoff year, 
Laws, Fish Springs, and Blackrock 
*The mitigation efforts which involve applying water currently being conducted should he 

- modified to create more natural spring conditions. 
10-63 (Impact 10-15) Given the irreversible loss of spring habitats, the few remaining springs 

must be protected, most importantly Reinhackle. Any effect on this spring should be 
mitigated by avoidance of a decreased spring flow. Any decrease in flow should promptly 
shut off nearby wells. Surface application of water to this last remaining major spring is not 
acceptable given the other cumulative impacts in the valley due to groundwater pumping. 
No further environmental damage should be allowed to occur to this area. It must also be 

- protected from grazing. 
10-63 (Impact 10-16): Irrigated lands that have remained barren should be identified on maps. 

This would supply the necessary information for decisions regarding future potential impacts 
- and mitigation practices. 
10-65 (Impact 10-18): The Laws area has been heavily impacted. There has been no concerted 

effort to differentiate which impacts are due to which practices in this area. 
*This area includes very significant impacts due to water spreading and ground recharge. 
Since changes in groundwater recharge facilities and activities are part of this project, the 

- effects of the abandonment of previous recharge facilities must be assessed. 
10-67,113: It is stated "The primary cause of the loss or reduction of vegetation is, therefore, not 
- a result of the project." How much of the loss was due to increased pumping? 
10-68,111: The negative effects of cattle grazing which is mentioned here and in other parts of 
- the EIR is never adequately addressed. 
10-69 to 10-74: The Lower Owens River is specified as a catch all for mitigating adverse 

environmental impact (Impacts 10-17, 10-14, 10-20) throughout the valley. This is 
inappropriate and unacceptable especially given the fact that data are not provided to assess 
the impacts. If further mitigation is not proposed, the adverse environmental impacts of the 
project have not been reduced to less than significant and LA must under CEQA find the 
benefits of the project outweigh the negative environmental impacts. 
*It cannot be assumed the proposed agreement provides a valley-wide mitigation for the 
effects of groundwater pumping (Impacts 10-14, 10-18, 10-19,lO-20) since its methods are 
largely untested and the proposed monitoring may not even be able to detect if they are 
working. The goal of the agreement which is to avoid these negative impacts cannot be 

- assured with the current agreement (see comments on Agreement and Green Book). 
10-70,114: The drought policy as written is inadequate since the vegetation has already suffered a 

severe decline due to the combined effects of pumping and drought. This drought recovery 
policy only requires soil moisture to recover to the needs of the present vegetation. Internal 
memos of the Inyo County Water Department reveal analyses which indicate a major 
portion of the current decline is due to the effect of pumping. A further weakness is the 
lack of any specified recovery period and the inability of the current monitoring program to 
"evaluate the effectiveness of the existine well turn-offlturn-on ~rovision". This ~olicv must 
he revised to require soil moisture to rerurn to the needs of thk vegetation pre<ent &I 1984 - 
1987. This must be implemented until it is shown the monitoring program is able to detect 
change and attribute which is due to pumping. 



Wildlife 

Pre-project Setting 

11-30: A number of endangered and threatened species are present in the valley. The affects 
of the project on these species must be directly assessed including quantitative inventories. 

11-39 (Impact 11-1) This description must be expanded to allow an adequate analysis of the 
environmental affects of the proposed project. 
@The effects of the difference between a concentrated water resource (the Lower Owens) 
and dispersed water resources (natural springs) on the wildlife must be considered. 

11-42: This chapter contains no references or footnotes. Can this be possible? 
*This entire chapter is anecdotal, inaccurate, and inadequate. Since I am assured it will b 
rewritten and others have already commented extensively, I have limited my comments. 

Air Quality 
12-2: In general the number of stations at which air quality is monitored is inadequate, 

especially in the Laws region. 

Energy 
14-22: Please redo figures with inappropriate arrows and scales as in Figure 14-6. 

Land Use and Economic Development 
14-17: Impact 14-3 Changes in irrigation and cattle grazing have a significant effect on the 

environment. Since approval of grazing leases is a discretionary activi carried out by a 
public agency with significant environmental effects it is subject to CE 8 A considerations. 
general, the treatment of the effects of cattle grazing accompanying changes in surface wal 
management practices has been inadequate throughout the current EIR. 

14-24 Land releases which are part of the proposed Agreement and project which may have a 
significant effect on the environment must be considered in the vegetation and wildlife 
chapters. 

Ancillary Facilities 
16-1: The effects of the abandonment of pre-project spreading areas in favor of more efficien 

recharge facilities must he adequately addressed. The large areas pictured on 16-3 show 
significant impacts due to changes in spreading which have occurred since 1970. 

16-14 (Impacts 16-6 to 16-12). The A reement is proposed as a mitigation for the significant 
adverse impacts of all new wells. 8. Ince the ability of the Agreement to mitigate adverse 
impacts will not be known until after the current drought recovery period, no new wells 
should be drilled until that time. 
@The proposed new wells, ISB 3-4-5, will have a negative impact on the only remaining 
large natural spring, Reinhackle, and is unacceptable. 

16-41: Does the Hillside Decree allow water to be pumped from the cone an 
is not clear. if it prevents the export of pumped water off the cone, what relevant Water 
Law allows an amount equivalent to that entering the cone as surface flows to be pumped 
and exported? 

CEQA eomi&ratiom 
17-4: The discussion of growth inducement is incomplete and inadequate. Water availability 

does limit growth (e.g. Santa Barbara). The whole history of growth in LA was predicatec 
on obtaining cheap water. There is not free market competition for water between farme 



and cities and the statement that this has always been resolved in favor of cities is patently 
- false. If this was true, why do farmers pay $30 ac-ft while LA pays $210? 

17-5: The cumulative impacts of grazing are inadequately described. What is the actual 
substance of the LADW grazing plan which is to be continued? Are these available to the 
public? This EIR must present quantitative results of this grazing plan to enable assessment 

- of the entire project. 

- 17-13: What is the evidence that in 1984 the vegetation was in it's healthiest state since 1970? 
17-13: The Green Book has been offered as the methods with which the adverse impacts of 

pumping will be mitigated. Although these are flexible and can be changed if the goals are 
not being met, the proposed Agreement must be able to detect if the goals are being met. 
There has been no analysis put forward which would allow one to conclude the monitoring 
program in the proposed Agreement is capable of detecting whether the goals are being 
met. This is a very serious shortcoming of the entire project since this is the primary tool 
for mitigation. - 

Ell3 Authors, Org. and Persons Consulted 
18-1: The pre-project description was woefully inadequate and does not meet the requirements 

put forth by CEQA Given the difficulty of establishing the pre-project conditions in this 
particular case where the project has been conducted for nearly 20 years, a large effort 
should have been made to contact local biologists and/or scientists who previously conduc:eo 
research in the valley. The list of contacted persons indicates such effort was not made and 
when such people were contacted their information was by and large ignored. - 

Vol2 Appendix B The Agreement 

Goals and Principles for Groundwater Management 
B-9: The composition of the technical group and qualifications required of members should be 

specified. 
.Since the Technical Group makes many decision relating to implementation of the 
Agreement meetings must be public, a practice not followed over the past several years. - 

I. Management Areas 

A. Desienated htanagement Area 

B-Sr: The "worst-case" scenario should be based at least four or five consecutive dry years based 
on the current experience and historical records which indicate even worse droughts have 
occurred in the past. - 

E. Management Maps 
- 1 1 :  The arithmetic mean (average) is an inappropriate statistic to use for classification of 

plant communities since in years of very high precipitation much of the available water runs 
off rather than percolating into the soil. This statistic is thus artificially high relative to the 
plant's use of precipitation. The median would be a much more appropriate statistic. 

1 :  The description of how communities were classified is incomplete and inaccurate and 
obscures the fact that shrub-dominated or even grass-dominated communities which have 
been severely impacted were placed in Type A classification. 



EL Management Strategy - 
k Overall Goal 

B-12: The more thorough description of the "Overall Goal" in the Green Book (pg 1) should be 
included here. - 

B. Groundwater Mining 

B-12: This definition of groundwater mining is inaccurate and does not further the goals of the 
Agreement. As seen in Table 14 of the Green Book this definition would allow an 
additional 1,500,000 ac-ft to have been pumped over the last 20 years. Assuming a 20% 
porosity and an equal drawdown over the entire valley (200,000 acres), this would have 
resulted in an additional lowering of the water table of 38 feet over the entire valley. To 
ignore evapotranspiration and underflow out of the basin is inappropriate and hides the 
uselessness of this provision. 

B-12: The experience of mitigation at the Five Bridges impact area should give pause to the 
workability of the Agreement given the intransigence and uncooperativeness of LADWP. 
The persistent problem in acquiring the data from the baseline vegetation surveys (1984- 
1987) which the Water Department still does not have, the experience of handling (ignoring) 
aerial survey work, and general poor faith in notifying Inyo County Water Department of 
significant environmental activities call into question the entire joint management scheme. 
Based on past delays (20 years to prepare an EIR) and current cooperative attempts at 
mitigation, it may be necessary to include punitive or other special provisions for the 
continued violation of timetables and good faith. - 

IV. Vegetation Management Goals and Principles 

B-18: Type D should not be allowed to go to E. This is stated in the Green Book and should 
be included here. Also irrigated native pasture should not be converted to cultivated 
pasture without an analysis of the effects on wildlife. 

- 
B. Determination of Significant and Effect on Emrironment 

B-22: If a change from one classification to another or decrease in vegetation is measurable and 
determined to be caused by pumping then it should automatically be deemed significant 
unless othenvise agreed to be insignificant by both parties. The overall goal of the 
agreement is to prevent such changes due to pumping. Given the large significant impacts 
which have already occurred due to the project many of which have not been appropriately 
mitigated any further damage must be considered significant. If for reasons of limited 
spatial or temporal extent both sides agree it is not significant then no action would be 
required. 
.In practice, only very large changes are likely to be statistically measurable and able to be 
attributed to pumping. A 35% decline between 1989 - 1990 in well fields compared to a 2% 
increase in control sites was just statistically significant in one analysis of recent monitoring 
data (see Inyo Water Department memos from staff to Greg James date 812, 817, and 
8/12/90). 



- V. Groundwater Pumping Program 
A Water Balance Proiections 

B-24: The water balance should include one-half the median precipitation since this a much 
better statistic of the expected rainfall over the ensuing season. The use of an arithmetic 
mean (average) in this instance is statistically naive and overestimates the expected rainfall. 

- 
B. Well Turn Off Prwisions 

B-25: Well turn-off provisions should be considered on April 1st and October 1st. The current 
provision of July 1st is over half-way throu h the growing season. Desert plants will rapidly 8. drop their leaves during period of stress. ince the water balance used in the shut-off 
provisions utilize the current leaf area, this timing will lead to a rapid downward spiral of 
leaf area during periods of drought. This has been amply demonstrated over the past three 
years (see LADWP, 1 July 1990 Water Balance Sheets). 

- 
C Well Turn On Provisions 

B-26: If a well can be turned on as soon as the soil moisture returns to that required by the 
vegetation at the time the well was turned off, a long downward spiral of the vegetation will 
most likely occur as has been seen during the recent drought. A significant change which is 
attributable to pumping has been observed during this same period acting in accordance whli 
the provisions of the agreement. 
.An alternative which would assure the goals of the agreement are met would be to require 
the soil moisture is available which would sustain the vegetation present in 1984 - 1987 
before any well would be turned back on. However, this would eliminate much of LA'S 
ability to use the groundwater system to buffer the effects of climatic variation. 
.A compromise would be to place a cap on pum ing which would leave the amount of 
water needed by the 1984 - 1987 in the ground. f h  is could be a five or ten year average 
much like that used in groundwater mining provision. This would assure the goals of the 
agreement are met while still allowing LA to utilize the Owens Valley groundwater system to 
buffer variations in water supply due to climate. 

B-26: The provision which allows LA to unilaterally water the area of a monitoring site is 
unacceptable and would by itself render the whole Agreement meaningless. 
*There are only 34 site to monitor 220,000 acres. If a monitoring site is watered it destroys 
its usefulness as a monitoring site. The only time a monitoring site could be legitimately 
watered would be if the entire area associated with that monitoring site was first watered. 
This would most likely involve thousand's of acres. 

- 
VI, New Wells and Production Capacity 

B-29: There is very little evidence that the current monitoring and well management program 
is capable of mitigating the effects of pumping. Several studies and analysis have provided 
evidence to the contrary. The current monitoring pro ram may not even be able to assess 
whether the well turn on!off provisions are working. & rrent well turn on/off provisions 
have resulted in a significant decrease in leaf area in well fields relative to control sites. A 
recovery period from current drought conditions will be necessary to determine if 
modifications are required. It is premature to operate any new wells until the Agreement 
is shown to be an effective mitigation tool. 

- 



XW. Financial Assistance 
B-40: Money received from N W P  for monitorin and implementation of the Agreement 

should be so ear-marked. Successful meeting o f the goals of the agreement require an 
extensive and expensive monitoring program. The Agreement will not be able to mitigate 
the affects of groundwater pumping unless the County Water Department is adequately 
funded and given first priority to this county money. An annual accounting of funds receiv 
from LA and the activities on which they are spent should be part of the ongoing mitigatio 
required by CEQA. 

XV. Release of City owned h d s  
B-50: Release of lands should be consistent with the goals of the Agreement. This would 

preclude the transfer of significant wetlands for development purposes. 

XWL Exchange of Information and Access 
B-55: This is critical to the ability of the Agreement to mitigate the effects of groundwater 

pumping. During the past two years, Inyo County and LA have supposedly been operating 
under the terms of the Agreement. The exchange of information has not been "free" of 
timely. 

Vol II Appendix F The Green Book 

L Vegetation Management 

A. Manaeement Goals 

pl: This statement of the overall goal should be in the stipulated order (Agreement). 

1. Type A Vegetation 
p2: Median precipitation should be used 
p3: The stated general goal to not convert type D Vegetation to cultivated agriculture should b 

in the EIR and Agreement. 

B. Vegetation Monitor and Manage Practices 

1. 'Qpe A Vegetation 
p3: Many communities which were arbitrarily put into type A based on current cover (which 

may be greatly degraded) rather than community type may be partially dependent on 
groundwater. These must be monitored until it is determined they do are not affected by 
groundwater pumping. 

2 s B and C Vegetation 
$3: Short-term survival of individual plants is only part of the goal of the Agreement. This is 

long-term Agreement and seed production and recmitment is of equal concern to assure tl. 
long-term health of these communities. Most of the soil water balance calculations are 
based on absolute limiting moistures (the point at which the plant dies). This limit may be 
extremely inappropriate given we are interested in the long-term health of these 
communities. 

p4: Each well should be connected to more than one monitoring site. It is probably impossibl 
to show a change is measurable and attributable to pumping with a single monitoring site. 



pg8-10: Soil to plant water balance projection should be done prior to the growing season and 
pumping program projections. During a drought recovery this should be based on providing 
adequate soil moisture for the 1984 - 1987 vegetation baseline. 
*One-half of the annual precipitation added to the com uted plant-available soil water is 
inappropriate. The average precipitation graph in the 8 IR illustrates the median is below 
the mean. The median value should be used for the appropriate elevation of each 
monitoring site rather than including higher elevation precipitation values. The median 
value is a better estimate of expected rainfall during the coming season. 

pg 11: Specified wells are exempted from automatic turnoff not from linkage to vegetation 
monitoring site. 

pg 12: During the drought recovery it is imperative that wells not be turned on until the soil 
moisture is adequate to meet the needs of the vegetation as mapped in 1984 - 1987. 

pg 12: DWP should must not be allowed to unilaterally supply water to increase the available 
soil water in the area of a monitoring site. This would completely destroy the usefulness of 
a monitoring site (see discussion on corresponding section of Agreement). All decisions 
must go through the Technical Group. "In the area of a monitoring site' must be defined 
now or by the Tech Group in case by case basis. Monitoring sites should not be 
manipulated unilaterally. 

3. Type D Vegetation 
pg 14: This is not currently being done the Inyo County Water Department and may prove 

costly. If the funds provided by LADWP are not adequate to meet the monitoring needs of 
the Agreement than it cannot be offered as mitigation in the EIR. 

- 

C Impact Determination and Mitigation 

1. Determination of Significant Impacts 
pg 20-22: This three step determination of significance is not in accordance with the goals of the 

Agreement (see corresponding section on Agreement). 
pg 20: The monitoring program must be designed to detect a specified level of change. No 

analysis has been done to indicate what level of change the current monitoring program can 
detect. Until this is done, there can be no confidence in the ability of the Agreement to 
mitigate tbe impacts of groundwater pumping. 

pg 20. Given the very high variability between monitoring sites and parcels with the same soil. 
vegetation, and precipitation conditions, it will not be possible to use control sites to detect 
change. If it is maintained that this can be done, then it should be demonstrated now 
before we accept the Agreement. 

- 
pg 21. Comparison of recently deceased to live has not been demonstrated to be feasible in 

these communities. 
pg 21. Aerial photos were ignored in trying to establish the pre-project conditions due to strong 

objections from L A D W .  Evidence must be provided that this method will be acceptable in 
the future. 

pg 21. Comparison of data from randomly selected transects to the 1984 - 1987 inventory is the 
only acceptable method with wide applicability. No analysis of the inventory data has been 
done to indicate the inherent variability in this data and how many random transects are 
required to detect a specified level of change. LA has not even provided Inyo County with 
this data! This is unacceptable. 

pg 21. "Even a small documentable change" should be defined statistically. 



pg 23. Method ii. of Determining Attributability is the only method which can actually 
determine attributability in a quantitative unbiased fashion. I t  is imperative that immediate 
attention be given to analyzing the 1984 - 1987 inventory to see if suitable control parcels 
and impacted areas could be even potentially be identified and attributability shown. 
*The section on Determining Degree of Significance should be modified. The Agreement 
already asks Owens Valley residents to accept a 37% decline in evapotranspiration which 
will translate in decreased ground cover. Any further impacts should be considered 
significant. This is one of the weakest parts of the Agreement in terms of assuring the 
overall goals are met and the impacts of the proposed project mitigated (see discussion on 
corresponding section of Agreement). - 

D. Other Verretation 

1. Management 
pg 31: Areas and plant communities of concern which are smaller than a mappable unit must 

be inventoried. This has not been done and may prove costly hrining into question the 
adequacy of funding to implement the mitigation required of the Agreement. 

2 Monitoring 
pg 32. What are the state and federal guidelines for monitoring rare or endangered species? - 

11. Vegetation Inventory and Management Maps 

A. Inventom of Dominant Vegetation 

pg 37: This mapping should have been based on a random sampling technique which continues 
to a specified level of error. Immediate revisit and mapping of a subset of these parcels is 
required to determine the usefulness of this inventory for the purposes specified in the 
Agreement. - 

B. Proiectinn - ET from Dominant Vegetation 

pg 39. Mean and median precipitation for each quad should be included in an appendix. - 
c veeetation Management Maps and Goals 

pg 43: There are no goals given in this section. 
pg 45: There is a strong bias toward classifying previously damaged communities which belong 

in Type B as Type A. How much of this occurred? An acreage figure should be provided. - 
III. Vegetation Monitoring 

D. Proiectine Transpiration Through the Growing Season 

pg 55: The use of unit-leaf-area transpiration rates collected under normal conditions may not 
be much of a safeguard considering absolute limiting water potentials (point of plant death) 
was used throughout the analysis. 

pg 55: Polynomial curves are probably inappropriate since most physiological responses of the 
lants are tied to day length and temperature both of which are more accurately represented L y a sme curve. 



pg 55: What is the error associated with parameters estimated from the polynomial fits? This is 
very important in assessing whether the water balance method can provide reasonable 

- results. 
pg 58: How good is the fit of leaf out to a normal curve? To assume the timing of leaf out is 

similar under drought and wet conditions may be questionable. What is the error associated 
with using a normal curve to describe this process which exhibits much variation. - 

$3. Annual Biomass Measurements 

pg 59: The location of these sites should be include on a valley map. 
pg 59: These sites must be fenced from grazing to be useful. - 
F. Soil Water Measurements 

pg 61: At least two sites are required to determine error and do any statistical analysis 
whatsoever. 

pg 6.5: This screening method of psychrometer data is inappropriate and statistically naive. It 
will unnecessarily discard much data resulting in a decrease in the accuracy of the statistic. 

pg 80: The use of absolute limiting water potentials rather than a more conservative value 
highlights the uncertainty associated with the current management proposal and the need for 
an adequate monitoring program capable of detecting change and attributing it to pumping. 
While a plant may not actually die before the water potential decline below this level, 
growth, maintenance, and reproduction may be greatly reduced and result in long-term 
declines in the community. - 

pg 88: Initial analyses of this method indicate there is no correlation between changes in plant 
leaf area and the estimated ratio of available to needed moisture (see Inyo Water 
Department Staff memos to Greg James & David Groeneveld; 8/2, 817, 8/12). While there 
are a number of possible explanations, this should direct serious analysis to the errors and 
assumptions involved in this method. An analysis of uncertainty propagation involved in the 
calculations should be made to determine if this method is even theoretically useful. This 
demonstrates again that the proposed mitigation in the Agreement is experimental and there 
is an absolute need for a monitoring program which can both detect change and attribute it 
to pumping. 

IV. Hydrologic Management 

C Detedniw the Mtencx of Groundwater Mining 

pg 100-112: This definition of groundwater mining is not consistent with the goals of the 
agreement (see discussion of relevant section of Agreement). 

pg 110: Here the underflow into the aquifer is considered while the underflow out of the 
aquifer is ignored. 



V. Further Studies 

pg 117: These projects must be done before we know if the Agreement can even theoretically 
provide mitigation for the impacts due to pumping. If the monitoring program cannot even 
establish if the current provisions are working, appropriate changes to the Green Book 
following the drought recovery period will not be able to be made. 

B. Studies 

pg 118: Study #1 must be extended to include an analysis of the propagation of error in the 
estimates of soil water moisture and estimated evapotranspiration. This should be done 
soon to determine if the current method can even potentially provide useful information. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER D77 

RESPONSE D77-1 

This is correct, management categories were based primarily on  ET. The classification of 

vegetation into communities was based on dominant species. It is also correct that the 1981-1982 

baseline refers to Type E vegetation and this is clear in the Agreement. Please refer to response 

to master comment S-1 for a discussion of vegetation baseline conditions. 

RESPONSE D77-2 

Although the statement is not supported by quantitative data, the EIR authors are unaware of any 

other period since 1970 when the vegetation was of greater vigor. For a discussion of the 

reduction of EIT cited in USGS Open File Report 88-715, please refer to response to master 

comment VE-4. 

RESPONSE D77-3 

The goal of the Agreement is to prevent significant changes in vegetation through a monitoring 

program. Mitigation measures are provided in the event that unforseen, significant changes take 

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

RESPONSE D77-4 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 regarding the drought recovery policy now in 

effect. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-5 

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 D77-6 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 for a discussion of conservation efforts by the 

City of Los Angeles. 

RESPONSE D77-7 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-2 for further information regarding the mitigation 

plans of the Green Book. 

RESPONSE D77-8 

During the 1991-92 runoff year the monitoring program has been greatly expanded to better 

evaluate the impacts of groundwater pumping during this drought. Also, please refer to response 

to  master comment PD-17 regarding the drought recovely policy. 

RESPONSE D77-9 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 for a discussion of pre-project conditions, and 

VE-5 regarding the Jaques report. 

RESPONSE D77-10 

Data for Inyo County and Mono County were not separately compiled prior to 1968, this is why 

the data for Inyo and Mono Counties are combined. 

RESPONSE D77-11 

The citation in this comment of the worst-case condition assumed in the model is accurate; 

however, the assertion that the worst-case condition has occurred as postulated in the model during 

the fourth year of the drought is incorrect. Because runoff and precipitation was greater, and 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

pumping was less than the worst-case condition in each year of the current drought, it is believed 

that the worst-case scenario used in the model is still valid. 

RESPONSE D77-12 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 regarding the conversion of native pasture to 

alfalfa. 

RESPONSE D77-13 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1 and VE-5 regarding pre-project conditions. 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5 and WA-4 for a discussion of vegetation 

dependent on springs. Also see response A4-79 in Letter A-4. 

RESPONSE D77-14 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of the groundwater mining 

provision of the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D77-15 

Comment noted; however, it is inaccurate. 

RESPONSE D77-16 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 regarding the release of Los Angeles-owned 

lands and wetlands. 

RESPONSE D77-17 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D77-18 

For a discussion of conservation efforts by the City of Los Angeles, please refer to response to 

master comment AL-3. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-19 

The term "water resources* includes the surface waters and groundwater of the Owens Valley. 

Standards of significance for water resources are presented on page 9-48. See also response to 

master comment WA-1. Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 regarding the 

groundwater mining provision of the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D77-20 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D77-21 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 regarding the groundwater mining provision of 

the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D77-22 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3 and MT-6 for a discussion of mitigation under 

CEQA and the Lower Owens River Project. 

RESPONSE D77-23 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5 and WA-4 regarding protection of springs in 

general and Reinhackle Spring in particular. 

RESPONSE D77-24 

Comment noted. The data presented in Table 9-11 in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR, was the most 

recent data available at the time of the computation of the groundwater budget. 

RESPONSE D77-25 

The median for Figure 10-1 is actually 4.3 inches. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-26 

Comment noted. Under Section XXV of the Agreement (page B-58, line 19) and Section V.A, 

Further Studies, of the Green Book, the vegetation classification and maps may be revised as 

needed. Also, please see response to comment A4-81 in Letter A-4. 

RESPONSE D77-27 

The vegetation study referenced in this comment is available for review at the offices of LADWP 

and the Inyo County Water Department. 

RESPONSE D77-28 

Please see response D77-13 above. 

RESPONSE D77-29 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 regarding the pre-project 

description, and Appendix A-1 regarding springs. 

RESPONSE D77-30 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D77-31 

For a discussion of the pre-project description, please refer to response to master comment EA- 

1; and for a discussion of the Jaques report refer to response to master comment VE-5. 

RESPONSE D77-32 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-3 for a discussion of past and present vegetation 

analyses. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-33 

Please refer to  response to master comment VE-4 for a d i i w i o n  of the decrease in E T  as 

described in the USGS Open File Report. 

RESPONSE D77-34 

Please refer to  response to master comment VE-5 regarding the Jaques report and VE-2 for 

further description of impacts. 

RESPONSE D77-35 

Please see response D57-12 in Letter D-57. As part of the Shepherd Creek E/M project, an 

existing irrigation supply ditch was converted into a pipe by the lessee. This pipe was used in 1986. 

RESPONSE D77-36 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D77-37 

The statement concerning mitigation measure 10-12 in the Draft EIR is correct; however, the 

mitigation plan is now complete. The remainder of the comment expresses a personal opinion not 

concurred with by the EIR authors. 

RESPONSE D77-38 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5, AF-2, MT-1 and MT-2 regarding revegetation. 

RESPONSE D77-39 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-3, mitigation under CEQA. Other responses 

related to this comment can be found by reviewing the following master comments: PD-5 and WA- 

4 on the protection of seeps and springs and VE-6 on rare and endangered plant species. Also 

see Appendix A-1. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-40 

Please refer to response 

ing other springs. 

E S P O N S E  D77-41 

to master comment WA-4 regarding Reinhat :kle Spring and PD- 

Please see response to master comment VE-2 and associated map. 

RESPONSE D77-42 

Impacts to vegetation in the Laws area are due to a number of factors, including grazing, tire, past 

agricultural uses, and water spreading activities. It would be difficult, if not impossible, to separate 

out any of these factors and the associated vegetation response. The expansion of recharge 

facilities is addressed in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D77-43 

Many of the vegetation changes on these acres in the Laws area occurred before commencement 

of the project became an issue. As described in response to comment D77-42, other factors are 

important in the loss of vegetation at Laws. Lowered groundwater levels may have slowed recovery 

of the area. 

RESPONSE D77-44 

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

For a discussion of mitigation under CEQA please see response to master comment MT-3. For 

a discussion of the Lower Owens River project please see response to master comment MT-6. 

Aso , response to D77-3 a 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-46 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 for more information regarding the current 

drought recovery policy. The monitoring program was greatly expanded during the 1991-92 runoff 

year. 

RESPONSE D77-47 

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to master comments WL-5 and EA-1, and to Appendix 

C-3 to this Response to Comments document. 

RESPONSE D77-48 

Comment noted. You may wish to contact the Great Basin APCD with these concerns. 

RESPONSE D77-49 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D77-50 

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. Also please refer to response to master comment PD-17 for a discussion of the drought 

recovery policy and PD-15 regarding release of Los Angeles-owned lands. 

RESPONSE D77-51 

Please refer to response B13-57 in Letter B-13; Please refer to response to master comment PD- 

4 and AF-2 regarding new wells and WA-4 concerning Reinhackle Spring. Also see response to 

master comment PD-13. 

RESPONSE D77-52 

Comment noted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-53 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-14 regarding grazing management. 

RESPONSE D77-54 

Please see response D77-2 above. 

RESPONSE D77-55 

For a discussion of the role of the Green Book and the Agreement, please refer to response to 

master comment MT-2. The monitoring program was greatly expanded during the 1991-92 runoff 

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

RESPONSE D77-56 

For more discussion of the pre-project description, please refer to response to master comment 

EA-1. 

RESPONSE D77-57 

Please see response C l l - 8  in Letter C-11 concerning the Technical Group. 

RESPONSE D77-58 

Please see response Bl3-30 in Letter B-13 regarding the worst case scenario. 

RESPONSE D77-59 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project. Comment noted. Please refer 

to Green Book Section V.A. The first project identified in this section is the analysis and 

refinement of the Vegetation Map data base. 

RESPONSE D77-60 

Comment noted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-61 

Please refer to response to master wmment PD-12 regarding groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D77-62 

Please refer to  077-37 above. 

RESPONSE 077-63 

Please refer to response to master wmment VE-1 for a discussion of vegetation changes allowed 

by the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D77-64 

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 D77-65 

This comment expresses an opinion on the merits of the project. Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D77-66 

Please refer to response C1-2 in Letter C-I. 

RESPONSE D77-67 

Comment noted. Please reCer to response to master wmment PD-6 regarding unilateral well turn 

onloff, and PD-17 regarding the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE D77-68 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-4 regarding groundwater levels, PD-17 regarding 

the drought recovery policy, and AF-2 regarding new wells. Also during the 1991-92 runoff year, 

the monitoring program has been greatly expanded to better evaluate the impacts of groundwater 

pumping during the drought. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-69 

Please refer to the Agreement, Section XWC, providing funding to Inyo County for water and 

environmental activities. The annual funding will be placed in trust by Inyo County and be used 

only for purposes of operation and maintenance of water and environmentally related activities. 

RESPONSE D77-70 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 for a discussion of the release of City-owned 

lands. 

RESPONSE D77-71 

Comment noted, no response required. 

RESPONSE D77-72 

Comment noted. Please refer to response VE-1 regarding allowable vegetation changes under the 

Agreement. 

RESPONSE D77-73 

Please see response D77-59 above. 

RESPONSE D77-74 

The issues raised in this wmment will be addressed. Please see response D22-40 in Letter D22. 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 regarding unilateral well turn onloff, and PD- 

17 for a discussion of the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE D77-75 

The Technical Group is currently developing better techniques for monitoring of Type D 

vegetation. As part of this effort, a cooperative study involving Desert Research Institute is being 

conducted. 



RESPONSE D77-76 

Please see response to  D77-64 above. 

RESPONSE D77-77 

Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

Please refer to responses to  master comments VE-5 regarding aerial photo interpretation; EA-1 

regarding pre-project conditions. An analysis of the vegetation transect data is being conducted 

by the Technical Group and others, and all necessary data has been provided by LADWP. 

RESPONSE D77-78 

As previously stated, the monitoring program has been expanded. Please refer to response to 

master comment VE-4 for a discussion of the decline in ET. 

RESPONSE D77-79 

The inventory requested will be conducted and initial steps have been taken. 

RESPONSE D77-80 

This comment expresses an opinion. Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D77-81 

The information requested is available at the Inyo County Water Department. 

RESPONSE D77-82 

Comment noted. Please see response above concerning revision of vegetation maps. 

RESPONSE D77-83 and D77-84 

The issues raised in this comment are being and will be evaluated in current and future studies. 

RESPONSE D77-85 

This comment expresses a personal opinion. Comment noted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D77 

RESPONSE D77-86 and 077-87 

Techniques for soil water measurement are currently being evaluated by the Technical Group and 

others. 

RESPONSE D77-88 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 regarding groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D77-89 

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

RESPONSE D77-90 

Comment noted. 





Letter D78 

Deanaa Johnson-Lauria 





LETTER 0-78 

Deanna Johnson-Lauria, M.A.. M.F.C.C. 

MI\RRIAGE. FAMILY, CHILD COUNSELOR 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D78 

RESPONSE D78-1 

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

RESPONSE D78-2 

Please refer to response to master wmment PD-7 regarding monitoring under the Green Book. 

RESPONSE D78-3 

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 LADWPS livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE D78-4 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-8 for alternatives to mitigation. 

RESPONSE D78-5 

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

RESPONSE D78-6 

Please refer to response to master wmment VE-I regarding allowable vegetation changes under 

the Agreement, and a discussion of alfalfa and its relationship to natural vegetation. 





Kathleen Lsndry 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D79 

RESPONSE D79-1 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 regarding monitoring under the Green Book, 

and Appendix B-1 for a description of LADWP's grazing management program. 





Lutter D80 

Dan Beets 
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LETTER D-80 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

ition of vegetation baseline data compiled from 
rith both CEQA and the requirements of the Thirc I Appellate 

Court to develop a pre-project description (1970). The Court directed 
DWP to prepare an EIR in 1973 which resulted in two inadequate documents 
in 1976 and 1979. It appears that a report prepared in June of 1990 for 
EIP Associates by Ecosat Geobotanical Surveys utilized aerial photo 
interpretation to compare vegetation changes from 1968 to 1981 at 101 
individual sites in various locations throughout the valley, yet other 
than cursory reference to the study, little of this information has been 
incorporated into the Draft EIR. Where the Draft EIR identifies some 
11,000 acres (approximately 5% of the area under the purview of the 
agreement) the Ecosat Geobotanical study reveals 68 of the 101 sites (67%) 
have suffered significant vegetation loss. Moreover, the report concluded 
24 (24%) of the sites had complete vegetation loss or were subject to 
total transformation to lesser water dependent flora. While the report 
allows that factors other than groundwater depletion may have impacted 
the sites, the large percentage of sites subject to significant adverse 
change suggests the impact assessment in the Draft EIR may have greatly 
understated the effects of groundwater pumping since 1970 and casts 
serious doubt on the validity of the 1984 to 1987 vegetation inventory 
as being representative of pre-project conditions. The Ecosat 
Geobotanical report should at least illuminate the need for more 
extensive investigation to accurately determine pre-project conditions. 

A number of "environmental projects" were implemented by DWP from 
1970 to 1984. It is unclear whether the Draft EIR considers them to be 
"mitigation projects". If they are, then the EIR should specifically 
identify them as such and describe the environmental impact for which 
they are mitigating. 

Further analysis of Alternative 3 should be presented in the EIR. How 
is the increase in water export of 5,000 AFY derived? In accordance 
with Alternative 3 additional wells could be developed (i.e. Lone Pine) 
in order to increase water export. Alternative 3 projects many benefits 
to both DWP and Inyo County including the following: 

A) Meets the overall management goal of the Agreement. 
B) Allows DWP to increase groundwater export (5,000AFY) and provides 

for the installation of additional wells and well fields. 
C )  Would eliminate theoretical and untested monitoring and mitigation 

measures. 
D )  Would eliminate the concern of diminished groundwater tables lacking 

the ability to recharge in sufficient time to sustain resident 
vegetation communities. 

E) Would eliminate the need for perpetual monitoring and evaluation of 
soil moisture profiles and vegetation density. 

F) Would eliminate groundwater mining. 
G) Would eliminate the possibility of adverse impacts to private wells. 
H )  Would eliminate the ambiguous determination of significant impacts 

consisting of: 
a) determining measureability 



b) ascertaining attributability 
C) determining the( redundant) degree of significance 
d) and the additional elimination of the development of theoretical 

mitigation measures proposed by the Technical Committee. 
- 
The Lower Owens River Project is described as mitigation of a compensatory 
nature. why then should Inyo County be responsible for one half of the cost 
3f the pump-back facility at the Keeler Bridge? - 
Given the demonstrated evidence and common acceptance of groundwater 
levels necessary to maintain categorical species of vegetation dependent 
dpon groundwater subvention (types B,C,D), why does the agreement 
xopose theoretical soil moisture profiles to monitor and sustain such 
flora when maintenance of groundwater tables at corresponding rooting 
zones will ensure the survival of these plant communities? If the intent 
of the project is to maximize groundwater extraction for export based 
Jpon estimating the most extreme threshold of plant survival, the EIR 
should disclose this intent. 
- 
The conspicuous failure to incorporate any conservation measures to 
reduce the consumption of water in the City of Los Angeles, in 
combination with the proposed, as yet, untested and theoretical 
nonitoring methodology and mitigation measures, presents a serious 
shortcoming in the discussion of alternatives other than Alternative 3 
and evades the implementation of any proven methods to avoid significant 
adverse environmental impacts (i.e., recharge of groundwater tables to 
all root zones). - 
In the event Inyo County elects not to participate in the Water Agreement 
and the City of Los Angeles chooses to proceed with the project to the 
Third Appelleate Court alone, the provisions of Public Resources Code 
21081.6 should be included in the EIR. This statute mandates the 
inclusion of proposed monitoring methodology for both the detection of 
significant adverse environmental impacts and the subsequent efficacy 
of any mitigation for any such impacts. - 
I would appreciate your consideration of the foregoing concerns and 
anxiously await the response to all comments pertinent to this project 

Dan Beets 
Rte. 1 Box 49 
Crowley Lake, California - 93546 
Phone f 619 ) 935-4379 



I i , . , . . . > - .  
COMMENTS ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

ON THE SECOND AQUEDUCT AND THE GROUNDWATER AGREEMENT "'4!>~ 7 $ j c ? :  
. . 

Many of the following comments on the Draft EIR may seem to be 
nit-picking however the over-all appearance and internal 
structure of such an important document can reflect on the 
information contained therein. 

The comments are referenced by page and paragraph with the first 
paragraph not being the first complete paragraph on the page. 

Pages i thru v. Table of Contents. It appears that the text and 
the format of the text were amended extensively without revising 
the Table of Contents to reflect the changes. Many sections are 
not reflected within the Table of Contents specifically those 
sections located on the following pages: 

Page iii. Page 9-88 should be 9-87. 

Page iv. Section 11.1 should be "Introd~ction'~ and the other 
sections in Chapter 11 be renumbered from 11.2 to 11.5. 

Page iv. Page 13-5 should be deleted. 

Pzge iv. Section 16.3 should be "Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures for Groundwater Recharge Facilities. 

Page iv. Section 16.3 should be renumbered to 16.4. 

Page iv. Section 16.5 should be added to read "Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures for New Wells" 

Page iv. Section 16.4 should be renumbered to 16.6. 

Page iv. Section 16.7 should be added to read "Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures for Groundwater Pumping on the Bishop Cone". 

Page x. Table 14-3 should read "1960 - 1990". 
Page S-1. Paragraph 4 .  *300,00OW should read 't350,000w. 

Page S-3. Paragraph 1. "200,000" should read w220,000". 

Page S-3. Paragraph 2. Delete "Third District". 

Page 5-4. Paragraph 2. The County of Inyo will also utilize the 
EIR i;l order to determine if the environmental impacts resulting 



from the second aqueduct are adequately addressed. If Inyo 
County determines that the impacts are adequately addressed then 
the pending CEQA lawsuit against LADWP would have to be 
terminated. The determination of the adequacy of the EIR will be 
made by Inyo County whether or not the Agreement is signed. - 
Page 5-5. Paragraph 1. "2,600 acres* conflicts with the "2,000 
acrest1 on Page 5-16. - 
Page 5-5. Paragraph 5. The term "enhancement project* should be 
deleted from the EIR and all projects deemed to be "enhancement 
projects" should be eliminated from the EIR. They have no 
relevance to the EIR unless they are in-fact "mitigation 
projects" resulting from the impacts associated with the second 
aqueduct. As an example of the inappropriateness of the term 
"enhancement project" please refer to the first paragraph on Page 
S-11 in which measures to mitigate for the adverse effects 
include enhancement projects. Mitigation requires "mitigation 
projects" not "enhancement projectsw. - 
Page 5-6. Paragraph 1 and 2. If the EIR has been written as if 
it was prepared by LADWP in 1969 why are the vegetation 
conditions as of 1984-1987? Also, the Agreement calls for 
avoidance of significant changes in the vegetation from 
conditions that existed in 1981-1982. It is confusing when 
vegetation conditions of 1969; 1981-1982; and 1984-1987 are used. 
No single vegetation condition base-line is established. Only a 
pre-project (1969) description would meet the requirements of 
CEQA. The two previous LADWP draft EIRs were to address the pre- 
project environment. It is not proper for the two Lead Agencies 
(Inyo County and LADWP) to agree on something other than the pre- 
project environment. - 
Page S-6. Paragraph 3. The State of California also has a 
classification of "threatened". The Federal Government only has 
classifications of endangered and threatened. - 
Page S-7. Paragraph 1. Why would not remedial actions also 
include changes in surface water management practices if t h ~ t  was 
the reason for the adverse impact to the vegetation? - 
Page S-7. Paragraph 5. Are there are actually spreading are% 
in Big Pine and Laws or are they simply unused canals? When was 
the last time water was "spread1' in the Big Pine area? What is 
meant by "the construction of improved or enlarged recharge 
facilities at the existing Big Pine and Laws spreading areas1'? - 
Page S-8. Paragraph 3. 3rd Sentence doesn't make sense. 

16 
S-9. Paragraph I. Why would not the range of dry year 

pumping be from zero AFY to 240,000 AFY? Do the in-valley and 
enhancement/mitigation wrojects use 70,000 AFY? Figure 4-2 
indicates 40,000 AFY in a typical dry year. 



Page 5-9. Paragraph 5. "Re-vegetation of certain areas with 
native vegetation in order to mitigate the adverse impacts 
between 1970 to 1990 should not be required by the Agreement 
(which may not be signed). LADWP should be required to mitigate 
these adverse impacts through the CEQA process and not through 
the Agreement. 

Page 5-11. Paragraph 3. Sentences 2 and 3 should be a separate 
paragraph. They do not belong in this paragraph. 

1 18 
Page 5-11. Paragraph 4. A research facility has not been proposed 
by LADWP or the County in either the EIR for the second aqueduct 
or in the Agreement. What will be Inyo County's obligation 
toward this facility? 

Page 5-12. Paragraph 2. No evidence has ever been provided that 
LADWP land management activities have prevented uncontrolled 
urban growth. This statement is an assumption not based upon 
evidence. 

Page 5-13. Paragraph 2. There has never been a grazing management 
program implemented by LADWP. This section is erroneous. It is 
suggested that LADWP, in conjunction with BLM, establish a joint 
program initiating an animal unit month (AUM) study of LADWP 
lands and manage them accordingly. 

Page 5-13. Paragraph 3. 2nd and 3rd sentences refer to what? 
Difficult to see what point is trying to be made. -, 21 
Page S-15. Paragraph 3. Figure 5-2 is a matrix which appears to 
be highly bias and slanted. This matrix is to provide a reader a 
summary of the advantages and disadvantages of the project. The 
Y axis of this matrix is a combination of beneficial and adverse 
impacts and is slanted to direct the reader to the assumption 
that Alternative 8 (Agreement) is the best alternative. 

There are only 3 negative impacts vs. 12 positive impacts listed 
in the matrix. Why not add some of the following "positive 
impacts" to the Y axis: 

Decreased groundwater pumping. 
Decrease export of water to L.A. 
No adverse impacts resulting . from increased groundwater 
pumping. 
Maintenance of existing flora. 
Maintenance of existing fauna. 
Nu impacts to rare, threaten or endangered species. 
No increase in pumping on the Bishop Cone 
Continued restricted population growth. 

Page S-18. Paragraph 1. How can the proposed project increase 
export from the Owens Valley by only 42,000 AFY when the second 
aqueduct has a capacity of 220,000 AFY? According to Table S-1, 
LADWP has increased groundwater pumping from an average of 10,000 
AFY to 105,000 APY. - 



Page S-20. Paragraph 3. One must realize that if another 
alternative is selected that alternative would also be subject to 
CEQA review and appropriate mitigation measures adopted. If 
Alternative 2 is selected then LADWP would, no doubt, mitigate 
the adverse environmental impacts by a re-vegetation program 
attempting to re-establish the native vegetation on previously 
irrigated lands. Except for a major reduction in the 
agricultural economy of the Owens Valley this could be a 
desirable alternative. Discontinuing the mitigation projects 
would not occur if the nitigation is to correct the impacts 
resulting from water management activities since 1970. 

Page S-21. Paragraph 4. By agreeing to utilize the status of the 
vegetation during the years of 1984-1987 disregards any 
vegetation impacts which occurred from 1970 to 1984. The primary 
basis of the environmental protection is through the observed and 
potential changes in the vegetation. Using the status of the 
Valley's vegetation in 1984-1987 as a base-line does not describe 
the pre-project conditions but the pre-project condition (1970) 
plus 14 years. L 
Page 1-6. Paragraph 3. Same comment as on Page 5-4. 

26 
1-8. Paragraph 5. Needs to be re-written. First is second; 

econd is first; three is two; and four is three. 
27 

3-14. '*662,2001' should read '*666, 800". 
28 

3-23. Paragraph 1. "600,000" should read "624,000". 

Page 3-27. Paragraph 2. What is the justification to discharge 
tertiary water into the Los Angeles River? It seems that this 
water (62,700 AFY) could all be utilized for landscaping or 
industrial uses. 

30 
4-16. Paragraph 5. What environmental projects were 

implemented by LADWP between 1970 and 1984? Table 4-3 only shows 
"enhancement/mitigation projects from 1986 to the present. 

31 
Page 4-21. Table 4-3 should be re-titled "Enhancement/Mitigation 
Projects Implemented or Committed to Between 1986 and 1990". 

32 
Page 5-5. Paragraph 2. Why is Type E Vegetation conditions based Epon the 1981-82 run-off year while the other vegetation types 
are based upon the years 1984 - 1987? 

33 
5-5. Paragraph 3. Plants. may also be classified as 

"Threatened" as well as rare and endangered. A definition of 
**severe stressn is needed. 

Page 5-15. Paragraph 4. Why are the years 1981-82 used? The Pre- 
project is the year 1970. 



Page 5-18. Paragraph 3. 1984 and 1985 should read 1986. 

Page 5-19. Table 5-2: Are these new projects since 1970 or 
continued activities by LADWP? Isnl*t the County paying for the 
water by allowing LADWP to pump for export the amount that goes 
into Diaz Lake? - 
Where these environmental projects initiated by LADWP on its own 
or forced to in order to mitigate environmental impacts due to 
roundwater pumping lie. Little Blackrock Spring & Seely Spring)? - 
Bow can the Klondike Lake environmental project description say 
"water provided for permanent wildlife habitat aream when the 
same project is described as "Previously, the lake, located north 
of ~ i g  Pine, had been filled with water only during above-normal 
ater run-off years" (Table 5-3)? - 
Page 5-20. Table 5-3 should read "1986 to 1990". - 
Page 5-22. Paragraph 3. Why wouldnl't water releases for the 
Lower Owens River Project be made at the Aqueduct Intake? - 
Page 6-4. Same comment as on Page 5-16 PLUS: 

"Why wouldnmt Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 provide environmental 
protection similar to the Environmental Goals of the Agreement? 
It is true that LADWP may pump from pre-1970 constructed wells 
during dry periods in order to keep the first aqueduct full but 
uring periods of wet years increase groundwater recharge would 
take place as the first aqueduct and existing storage capacity 
would be full. - 
Why would LADWP terminate "LADWP Environmental Projectsw under 
Alternatives 1 and 2? They were implemented without being 
compelled to do so. Additionally, were any of these projects 
undertaken PRIOR to the project (pre-1970)? - 
Why wouldnitt LADWP initiate a salt cedar control program under 
all the alternatives? It is entirely in their interest to 
control this high water-usi~g species. Elimination of salt cedar 
in the Owens Valley would have wide-spread community support. - 
Page 6-6. Paragraph 1. Is it true that there was no groundwater 
pumping for in-valley uses prior to 1970 such as on irrigated 
lands? 

Page 6-6. Paragraph 2. Why would LADWP be restricted to pump 
solely from pre-1970 wells and post-1970 replacement, wells? 
WDWP has the water rights and would not be restricted- from 
drilling new wells. Why would LADWP abandon all 
enhancement/mitigation wells? Wouldnmt some of the 
enhancement/mitigation projects continue in order to mitigate 
post-1970 environmental damage? - 
Page 6-6. Paragraph 4. Why would LADWP discontinue all - 



enhancement/mitigation projects as well as LADWP environmental 
projects? It seems many would continue in order to mitigate 
post-1970 environmental damage. In addition, many of the LADWP 
environmental projects were initiated not as a result of the 
current Inyo County-LADWP litigation. Would LADWP really let the 
xisting wocdlots die? From a PR standpoint I think not. 

47 
age 6-6. Paragraph 5. It is not clear why LADWP would not 
perate these wells since all the water ends up in the aqueduct. 

48 
ge 6-6. Paragraph 6. Wouldn't Inyo County or the courts force 
DWP to mitigate post-1970 environmental impacts since they were 
reated rsillegallyw (without CEQA disclosure and mitigation)? 

49 
Page 6-6. Paragraph 9. hiy would LADWP be forced to expand 
irrigated lands back to 21,800 acres. Even without the 2nd 
Aqueduct couldn't LADWP reduce the amount of irrigated lands in 
order to provide a more dependable water supply to the 1st 
queduct and not ba subject to CEQA? 

50 
age 6-7. Paragraphs 2 and 4. Same comments as on Page 6-6, 
Paragraph 5. 

51 
age 6-7. Paragraph 5. In the previous pages of the EIR it is 
stated that they would be discontinued. Now it is stated that 
some would not. It is not beyond the scope of the No Project 
lternative and should be addressed. 

Page 6-8. Paragraph 6. Same comment as on Page 6-6, Paragraph 2. 

Page 6-8. Paragraph 9. Same comment as on Page 6-6, Paragraph 4. 

Page 6-8. Paragraph 10. Same comment as on Pg. 6-6, Paragraph 5. 

Page 6-8. Paragraph 11. Same comment as on Pg. 6-6, Paragraph 6. 
52 

age 6-9. Paragraph 2 and 3. The listed adverse impacts should 
quantified rather than a general statement. 

53 
ge 6-10. Paragraph 8. This indicates that pre-1970 groundwater 

dependent vegetation conditions are known. Why are 1984-87 and 
981-82 conditions used in the EIR as the "baseline"? 

54 
age 6-11. Paragraph 1. Cite what studies t'suggest" that water 
tables can decline below the rooting zone for several years with 
o adverse impact. 

55 
age 6-14. Paragraph 6. Why wouldn't the salt cedar control 
ogram be implemented. Is the program cost effective or not? 

56 
ge 6-36. Paragraph I. If 100,000 AFY were replaced with SWP 

vater an increase of only 317 million Kwh would be required not 
403 million Kwh. 

57 
age 6-44. Section should read "6.3.8 WATER TRANSFERS" 



Page 6.45. Section "6.3.81* should read "6.3.9". . . 
Page 7-4. Section 9-5. Wasn't Goodale Creek put in a pipeline in 
the early 1980 to provide water to Blackrock Hatchery? 

Page 7-6. Section 9-14. LADWP pumping also caused lowering of 
the water table between Washington Street and the Big Pine Canal 
killing cottonwood trees and stresqng adjacent locust trees 
(some to death). 

Page 7-7. Section 9-16. How can a "significant reductions" 
flow of springs, seeps and flowing wells be identified as LS? 

62 
Page 7-8. Section 10-3. Wasn't Goodale Creek put in a pipeline in 
the early 1980 to provide water to Blackrock Hatchery? 

63 
Page 7-8. Section 10-5. Riparian area and lake near the 5- 
Bridges gravel quarry was destroyed. 

Page 7-11. Section 10-12. See above comment. - 
Page 7-11. Section 10-14. Explain how the fish hatcheries are 
"mitigation of a compensatory nature" for the adverse impacts to 
the vegetation. - 
Page 9-12. Paragraph 3. and Page 9-15. Explain 'Ipumping loss in 
creeks". - 
Page 9-36. The totals for the years 1966, 1971, 1976, 1980, 
1983, 1984 and 1988 are not correct. - 
Page 9-54. Paragraph 2. The environmental projects by LADWP 
between 1970 and 1984 are not part of this project unless they 
were mitigation measures implemented by W W P  for the impacts 
resulting from increased groundwater pumping. - 
Page 10-3. Paragraph 3. Should evapotranspiration be 
evaporation? - 
Page 10-7. Paragraph 2. Figure 10-3 should be Figures 10-3A and 
10-3B. - 
Page 10-15. Paragraph 4. Figure 10-6 should be Figures 10-6A 
and 10-6B. - 
Page 10-31. Paragraph 1. LADWP also constructed dikes south and 
west of Independence in 1979 or 1980. 
. . 
gage 10-33. Paragraph 5. Figure 10-8A-L should be Figures '10-8~ 
to L. - 
Page 10-47. Paragraph 3. Does this mean that vegetative changes 
which did occur between 1970 and 1984 are to be totally ignored 
as impacts - in the EIR? Approximately 25,000 acres of vegetation 



have been impacted to some'-degree from 1920 to 1990. These areas 
need to be identified and the degree of impact addressed. - 
Page 10-50. Paragraph 1. If insufficient information is available 
then how can one believe that increased flow rates have not 
resulted in a significant adverse impact? These two sentences 
appear to be contradictory. - 
Page 10-52. Paragraph 3. Were these LADWP environmental projects 
directly associated with the Project? Were not these ponds in 
existence prior to 19701 If so, is the figure of r91 additional 
acres of surface water created still correct? - 
Page 10-52. Paragraph 6. Are the dikes south and west of 
Independence which were constructed in 1978-79 of any value 
today? They appear to be unusable but are readily visible from 
Highway 395. 
- 
Page 10-57. Paragraph 1. Why is the 10 foot draw-down figure 
used? Would not a 5 or a 7 foot draw-down adversely affect some 
vegetation communities? - 
Page 10-57. Paragraph 1. Does this 5% figure (11,000 acres) 
contradict the 25,000 acres identified by Mr. Griepentrog and 
Groeneveld in the 4th paragraph of Page 10-46 or is the 11,000 
acres only a portion of the 25,000 acres? If so, where are the 
other 14,000 acres located and what was the cause of the impact 
to these 14,000 acres? - 
Page 10-58. Paragraph 4. Figure 10-8A fails to show the loss of 
riparian vegetation adjacent to the pond located north of the two 
wells in the Five bridges area. The pond was dried-up by the 
wells and adjacent vegetation died. The pond was part of a 
wildlife area required by Inyo County for an existing aggregate 
mining operation. - 
Additionally, the surface flow from Fish Slough has been 
declining significantly since the 1930's (60% to 70%) reduction). 
Has this reduction been attributed to groundwater pumping in the 
Five Bridges/Laws area? What impact to the surface flow from 
Fish Slough occurred during the period the two Five Bridges wells 
were in operation? - 
Will the Five Bridges pumps be allowed to be re-opened without 
addressing the impact to the wildlife pond and will water 
continue to be spread over the 300 acres? - 
Page 10-59. Paragraph 2. Figure 10-8F should be Figure 10-81. 

- .  
Page 10-59. Paragraph 2. There has recently been an area of 
deflation (dust generation area) located prinarily in Section 26, 
T9S., R34E, MDB & M. Since some of this area contains Type B 
vegetation and is located approximately 2 miles east of LADWP 
pumps along HiiHighway 395 (including the two new E/M wells at 
the end of Steward Lane - one mile away) has it been determined 



if these wells have impacted this Type B vegetation resulting 
this area of deflation? 

in] 

84 
Page 10-59. Paragraph 3. Will mitigation also include 
maintaining the water table at the "rooting zonen to insure 
survival of the re-vegetated plants? 

Page 10-59. Paragraph 5. Pages 10-64 should read pages 10-71 to 
10-74. A 86 
Page 10-62. Paragraph 1. The CDFG fish hatcheries cannot be 
considered as a mitigation measure due to impacts from 
groundwater pumping since 1970. The hatcheries pre-date the 
Project. 

87 
Page 10-62. Paragraph 5. If the Lower Owens River Project is 
considered a mitigation project of a compensatory nature one must 
identify those impacted areas which it is to compensate for. 

88 
Page 10-63. Paragraph 3. Figures 8A-8L should read Figures 10-8A 
to 10-8L. 

89 
Page 10-64. Paragraph 6. Same comment as Page 10-62. Paragraph 
5. 

90 
Page 10-67. Paragraph 4. If the primary cause of the loss or 
reduction of vegetation is not a result of the Project then 
please explain the statement that "the observed lowering of the 
groundwater table to the existing 30 to 35 foot level is well 
below the root systems of the grass and shrub species, and 
probably induced the loss of vegetation in each of the areas of 
concern" so stated on Page 10-66. 

changes east bf Big Pine. 

Page 10-68. Paragraph 3. 

Page 10-68. Paragraph 5 .  

Page 10-68. Paragraph 5. 

Page 10-68. Paragraph 2. Identify the possible "surface water 
manasement" uractices which may have caused the vegetation 

Figure 10-8D should read Figure 10-BE. --I 93 
Is 20 acres or 120 acres correct? -1 94 
Figure 10-8D should read Figure 10-8E. I 

95 
Page 10-69. Paragraph 3. If the on-going elimination of the 
meadow and marsh vegetation between the aqueduct and the Owens 
River east of the Thibaut-Sawmill Well Field is to be 
"compensatedw by the Lower Owens River Project what will be the 
future be for the area? 

96 
Page 12-5. Cite source of the map. 

97 
Page 13-3. Paragraph 4 .  KWH/AF should read KWH. 

98 
Page 13-6. Paragraph 3. The third KWH/AF should read KWH. 



99 r 
Page 14-13. What is the symbol for "Eat & Drinkw and for "Home & 

bldg"? 

Page 14-22. Same comment as above. 

Page 16-9. Paragraph 1. There appears to have been a significant 
reduction of vegetation in the Big Pine spreading area in the 
last few years. Has this been evaluated? Can it be attributed 
to the management of the water spreading area? 

Page 16-10. Paragraph 1. With the new spreading areas how will 
affect areas which will no longer receive the surplus water? 

102 
Page 17-13. Paragraph 1. If data regarding the Owens Valley 
vegetation in 1970 is lacking or not agreed upon how can one 
state that the vegetation during 1984-1987 was the healthiest 
since 1970? 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER D80 

RESPONSE D80-1 

Please refer to response to comment B13-46 and responses to master comments EA-1 regarding 

pre-project conditions. VE-3 regarding vegetation impacts, and VE-5 regarding interpretation of 

aerial photographs. 

RESPONSE D80-2 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-1 for a discussion of past mitigation projects. 

RESPONSE D80-3 

Comment noted. Further analysis of Alternative 3 along the lines offered in this comment would 

not change the results of the alternatives analysis presented in Chapter 6, Alternatives, in the 

Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-4 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-6 regarding the Lower Owens River Project, and 

PD-11 for a discussion of Inyo County's financial participation in the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D80-5 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 regarding drought recovery. 

RESPONSE D80-6 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 regarding water conservation and MT-2 

concerning mitigation measures. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter DgO 

RESPONSE D80-7 

Comment noted. See response to comment A4-10. 

RESPONSE D80-8 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D80-9 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D80-10 

The language on page 5-16 of the Draft EIR is correct. The text on page S-5 is appropriately 

revised and is reflected in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-11 

Comment noted. See response to master comment MT-1. The term enhancement is retained for 

use in the Draft EEIR because these are specific project elements undertaken jointly by Los Angeles 

and Inyo County. For more discussion on types of mitigation allowed under CEQA, please refer 

to response to master comments MT-2, MT-3, and MT-4. 

RESPONSE D80-12 

Please refer to response to comment 813-46 and response to master comment S-1 for a discussion 

of different baseline conditions for vegetation that are used in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-13 

Rare or endangered was used here to mean any species of concern or special status species rather 

than species that occur on State or federal lists. 
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RESPONSE D80-14 

The Agreement and the Green Book recognize the need to manage all water gathering practices, 

including surface water management practices, to reduce impacts on the environment. See also 

response to master comment MT-2. Changes in surface water management practices could be a 

part of a mitigation measure. 

RESPONSE D80-15 

There are existing spreading areas in both the Laws and Big Pine areas. Water was last spread 

in Big Pine in 1986. Please refer to the description of new recharge facilities beginning on page 

16-1 in Chapter 16, Ancillary Facilities in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-16 

Please see explanation in Section 5.4 beginning on page 5-7 of the Draft EIR. EIM project use 

is approximately 33,000 AFY. 

RESPONSE D80-17 

See discussion of Mitigation of Significant Effects - 1970-1990 in response to master comment 

MT-2. See also response to master comment MT-4. 

RESPONSE D80-18 

Please see last sentence of second paragraph of page 10-70 of the Draft EIR. LADWP has the 

financial responsibility for construction of this facility. 

RESPONSE D80-19 

Comment noted. Since most of the land outside of the towns and reservations in the Owens 

Valley is owned by the City of Los Angeles, urbanization is very limited. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D80 

RESPONSE D80-20 

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 D80-21 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE D80-22 

Comment noted, no response required. 

RESPONSE D80-23 

As explained in Section 6.2, beginning on page 6-5 of the Draft EIR, while groundwater pumping 

under the project will increase by 100,000 AFY, because of a resulting decrease of spring flow and 

the addition of EM and environmental projects, and other factors, annual export is estimated to 

increase by only 42,000 AFY. 

RESPONSE D80-24 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE D80-25 

The assertion in this comment that the vegetation impact analysis in the Draft EIR disregards the 

1970 to 1984 is incorrect. See response to comment B13-46 and response to master comments S-1 

and VE-2. For a discussion of the pre-project conditions, please refer to response to master 

comment EA-I. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D80 

RESPONSE D80-26 

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

Report. 

RESPONSE D80-27 

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

Report. 

RESPONSE D80-28 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D80-29 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-2. 

RESPONSE D80-30 

See Table 5-2 in Chapter 5, Proposed Project of the Draft ElR for a listing of environmental 

projects implemented by LADWP. 

RESPONSE D80-31 

Table 4-3 in Chapter 4, Water Management in the Owens Valley, in the Draft EIR remains as 

titled. 

RESPONSE D80-32 

Please refer to response to master comment S-1 for a discussion of vegetation baseline conditions. 

RESPONSE D80-33 

The use of the words "rare and endangered" is meant to include all plant species of concern rather 

than those specifically designated on state or federal lists. The designation "rare and endangered" 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D80 

includes species on California Native Plant Society 1 through 4 and species referred to in 

other environmental documents. 

Stress is often defined as any environmental factor that restricts growth and reproduction of an 

organism or population. While severe stress is probably not quantifiable in this situation, it is 

defined as stress that could cause a significant decrease or change in this vegetation. See response 

to master comment PD-5. 

RESPONSE D80-34 

Please refer to response to comment B13-46 and response to master comment S-1 for a discussion 

of vegetation baseline conditions. 

RESPONSE D80-35 

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

Report. 

RESPONSE D80-36 

The projects listed in Table 5-2 were instituted between 1970 and 1984. Inyo County pumps water 

to supply Diaz Lake. 

RESPONSE D80-37 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-1 regarding environmental projects. 

RESPONSE D80-38 

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

Report. 

RESPONSE D80-39 

Comment noted. The title is correct. 



Responses to Comments 
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RESPONSE DS0-40 

Please refer to Appendix C-2 for a description of the Lower Owens River project. 

RESPONSE D80-41 

In lieu of the Agreement, the alternatives developed would be at the discretion of Los Angeles. 

The alternatives presented in Chapter 6, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, in the Draft EIR 

reflect this fact. As stated in Chapter 6, page 6-5, paragraph 2, the No Project alternative would 

involve a return to pre-1970 Owens Valley water management practices. Prior to 1970, nearly all 

of the water exported from the Owens Valley came from surface supplies, springs, and flowing 

wells. Only during dry years did pumped groundwater contribute significantly to export. The 

remainder of this comment is noted. 

RESPONSE D80-42 

See response to D80-41 above. 

RESPONSE D80-43 

See response to D80-41 above. 

RESPONSE D80-44 

Yes. The First bullet item on page 6-6 is accurate. 

RESPONSE D80-45 

See response to D80-41 above. 

RESPONSE D80-46 

See response to D80-41 above and last paragraph on page 6-7 of the Draft EIR. 
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RESPONSE D80-47 

Operation of wells to  supply fish hatcheries would not be consistent with the parameters stated for 

the No Project Alternative. 

RESPONSE D80-48 

This wmment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to the content of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arenas other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-49 

Comment noted. See response to D80-41 above. 

RESPONSE D80-50 

See response to D80-47 above. 

RESPONSE D80-51 

Page 6-7, paragraph 5 in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR, correctly points out what mitigation would 

be required if the No Project Alternative were implemented. 

RESPONSE D80-52 

The impacts described are general and pertain to the hypothetical conditions described in 

Alternative 2. Quantification is not warranted or possible. 

RESPONSE DM-53 

This wmment is unclear. Please refer to response to comment B13-46 and response to master 

wmment S-1 for a discussion of baseline vegetation conditions. 
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RESPONSE D80-54 

The statement stated in paragraph 1, page 6-11 in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR is intended to be 

general in nature and is appropriately qualified. The source of this information is Chapter 10, 

page 10-74, item 7. 

RESPONSE DSO-55 

In lieu of the Agreement, implementation of improvements contained in the Agreement, if any, 

would be at the discretion of Los Angeles. The saltcedar control program has yet to  be 

implemented; thus no data is available as to its cost effectiveness; 

RESPONSE D80-56 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D80-57 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D80-58 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D80-59 

The pipeline which is the subject of this comment was a California Department of Fish and Game 

project. 

RESPONSE D80-60 

The allegation of impact in this comment is unsubstantiated. Comment is noted. 

RESPONSE D80-61 

See response to master comment WA-1. 
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RESPONSE D8062 

See response to comment DsO-58. 

RESPONSE D80-63 

See Impact 10-12, Chapter 10, Vegetation, on page 10-58 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-64 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3, MT-6, MT-7 and MT-8. 

RESPONSE D80-65 

Creeks tend to be areas of groundwater recharge as water percolates from the creek to the 

groundwater system. On page 9-12, third paragraph, first sentence, "pumping loss" is replaced with 

"conveyance loss." Also, in Table 9-2 "pumping loss" is replaced with "conveyance loss." Text 

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

RESPONSE D80-66 

Comment noted; the correct values should be 29524, 7747, 1466, 2072, 3332, 10038, and 608 for 

years 1966, 1971, 1976, 1980, 1983, 1984 and 1988, respectively. The report authors regret these 

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

EIR Report. 

RESPONSE D80-67 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-I regarding environmental projects. 

RESPONSE D80-68 

This is correct. Sentence 2, paragraph 3, page 10-3 is revised to read " . . . salinity occurs because 

evaporation causes . . ." Text correction is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the 

Agreement and Draft EIR Report. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D80 

RESPONSE D80-69 

The last sentence of paragraph 2 page 10-7 is revised to read "Figures 10-3A and 10-3B show 

typical scrub communities of the alluvial fans and valley bottom." Text correction is noted, and 

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

RESPONSE D80-70 

The fourth sentence of paragraph 4, page 10-15 is revised to read "Figures 10-6A and 10-6B show 

representative riparian and bottomland habitat." Text correction is noted, and included in Chapter 

3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-71 

Comment noted. These dikes were constructed during the pre-project period. 

RESPONSE D80-72 

The second sentence of paragraph 4, page 10-33 is revised to read "These lands are shown on 

Figures 10-8A to 10-8L." Text correction is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the 

Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-73 

See response to D80-25 above. Also please refer to response to master comment VE-3 for a 

discussion of the acreage impacted by groundwater pumping. 

RESPONSE D80-74 

Little is known about the phenomenon of sediment transport in the Owens River. The statement 

in the Draft EIR that is referenced in this comment reflects the best judgement of LADWP 

personnel who have been responsible for maintaining the aqueduct system. Sediment transport is 

identified for future study under the Green Book. 
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RESPONSE Dm-75 

The information contained in Chapter 10, Vegetation, page 10-52, paragraph 3 in the Draft EIR 

is accurate. 

RESPONSE D80-76 

Yes. The dikes cited in this comment are still of value in L4DWP's water spreading program. 

They have not been utilized, however, in the last five years due to drought. These dikes were 

constructed during the pre-project period. 

RESPONSE Dm-77 

Please refer to response to Comment D91-7 for a discussion of the 10-foot drawdown contour. 

The 10-foot contour is a conservative approach to management based on soils and known rooting 

depths of groundwaterdependent vegetation. Also, see revisions to text of third paragraph of page 

10-55 and first and second paragraphs of page 10-57 of the Draft EIR, shown in Chapter 3, 

Revisions to  the Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D80-78 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-3. 

RESPONSE D80-79 

Comment noted. The pond referenced in ihis comment now has water in it 

no significant impacts to vegetation dependent on this pond. 

RESPONSE DM-80 

there have been 

There is no evidence to indicate that rke Row ai Fish Slough has bbecn rcduced due to groundwater 

pumping under the project. 

RESPONSE 080-81 

The Technical Group has developed a mitigation action plan and schedule for the Five Bridges 

area; it is attached as Appendix B-5. 
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RESPONSE 080.82 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D80-83 

There is no evidence to indicate that pumping of wells identified in this comment has affected 

Type B vegetation. 

RESPONSE Dm-84 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-2 regarding mitigation. 

RESPONSE Dm-85 

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

RESPONSE DEW-% 

The supply of water to the fish hatcheries was increased as a result of the project. See response 

to comments A4-74 and A4-75, and response to master comment MT-3. 

RESPONSE Dm-87 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-6 regarding Lower Owens River. 

RESPONSE D80-88 

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

RESPONSE Dm-89 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-3 and MT-6 regarding the Lower Owens River 

Project. 
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RESPONSE D80-90 

Vegetation loss in the Laws area is likely due to several factors, including grazing, fire, past 

agricultural uses, and water spreading. Groundwater pumping may have added to the impacts to 

already stressed vegetation and probably slowed or  prevented revegetation in this area. It would 

be difficult to single out one factor as the main cause of vegetation loss, but the other factors 

appear to predominate as causes in the Laws area. 

RESPONSE D80-91 

A reduction o r  elimination of irrigation contributed to vegetation change east of Big Pine. 

RESPONSE Dm-92 

Text correction is noted and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to ihe Agreement and Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE DSO-93 

Correct figure is "20 acres". 

RESPONSE D80-94 

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

Report. The last sentence of paragraph 3, page 10-65, is changed to read, "These areas are shown 

on  Figure 10-8E." 

RESPONSE D80-95 

See correction to ianguagz of the first paragraph following Mitigation Measure 10-20 on page 

10-69, shown in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft EIR. Areas not suhject to 

direct mitigation will remain in their current condition. 

RESPONSE Dm-96 

The Great Basin Unified Air Poilution Control District is the source of Figure 12-1. 
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RESPONSE D80-97 

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

RESPONSE D80-98 

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

RESPONSE D80-99 

The diamonds in the Legends of Figures 14-3 and 14-6 pertain to auto-related sales. Text 

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

RESPONSE D80-100 

There is no evidence that the vegetation described in this comment has declined as a result of 

water spreading. 

RESPONSE D80-101 

See second paragraph on page 16-7 of the Draft EIR 

RESPONSE D80-102 

See response to comments A4-97 and D77-2. 
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Bud Cashbaugh, Cashbaugh Ranch 





LETTER 0-81 

Bud Cashbaugh 
Cashbaugh Ranch 
601 S i e r r a  S t r e e t  
B i s h o p ,  C a l i f o r n i a  93514 

January  28, 1991 

E I P  A s s o c i a t e s  
150 Spear S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1500 
San F r a n c i s c o ,  C a l i f o r n i a  94105 

A t t n :  John D a v ~ s  
S e n l o r  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  

RE: D r a f t  E n v ~ r o n m e n t a l  Impact  
R e p o r t  f o r  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  

Dear M r .  D a v i s :  

I w o u l d  l i k e  t o  t a k e  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comment on t h e  D r a f t  E n v i r o n -  
men ta l  Impact R e ~ 0 r t  (DEIR) p r e p a r e d  by your  f i r m  f o r  t h e  Owens 
V a l l e y .  B e f o r e  I  comnent on s p e c i f i c  a r e a s  o f  t h e  DEIR, I  w o u l d  l i k e  
t o  say  I  s u p p o r t  f u l l y  t h e  DEIR document and r e a l i z e  t h e  impor tance  o f  
a  w a t e r  management agreement between l n y o  County  and Los Ange les  
Depar tment  o f  Water and Power (LADWP). 

1 1 
On page 5-6,  t h e  c o m p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  l n y o  County /Los  Ange les  T e c h n i c a l  
Group i s  d i s c u s s e d .  I t  i s  my c o n c e r n  t h a t  a t  many t i m e s  t h i s  g r o u p  
w i l l  be mak ing  d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  w i l l  e f f e c t  g r a z i n g  ( i . e .  F i v e  B r i d g e s  
M i t i g a t i o n  P r o j e c t ) ,  y e t  t h e  g r o u p  has no r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  f r o m  t h e  
a g r i c u l t u r a l  communi ty .  The l n y o  Water Depar tment  s h o u l d  be r e q u i r e d  
t o  have a  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  f r om t h e  A g r i c u l t u r a l  C o m i s s i o n e r ' s  o f f i c e  
o r  t h e  Farm A d v i s o r  i n v o l v e d  i n  any m i t i g a t i o n  d e c i s i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  
g r a z  i  ng .  I  wou ld  a l s o  r e q u e s t  t h e  l essee  o f  t h e  a f f e c t e d  p r o p e r t y  be 
i n v o l v e d  i n  any d e c i s i o n  o f  t h e  T e c h n i c a l  Group.  - 
On page 17-6 you l i s t  t h e  LADWP F i v e  P o i n t  G r a z i n g  Management Program. 
I t  s h o u l d  be p o i n t e d  o u t  t h a t  t h i s  p rogram has been i n  e f f e c t  s i n c e  
t h e  second b a r r e l .  I t  i s  n o t  o n l y  some th ing  i n t e n d e d  t o  a v o i d  f u t u r e  
impac ts ,  b u t  has a v o i d e d  them f o r  t h e  l a s t  20 y e a r s .  D u r i n g  t h a t  20 
y e a r  span,  I  have worked under  t h i s  LADWP s y s t e m  and s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  
under  b o t h  Bureau o f  Land Management and t h e  U S .  F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  
sys tems and f i n d  t h i s  s y s t e m  v a s t l y  s u p e r i o r  i n  b o t h  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and 
e f f i c i e n c y .  - 
I n  s h o r t ,  I  s u p p o r t  pages 17-5 and 17-6 as  w r i t t e n  and oppose any 
changes a t t e m p t i n g  t o  make g r a z i n g  an i ssue  i n  your  document .  
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i hope you r  f i n a l  Env i ronmenra l  Impact R e p o r t  r e r n a ~ n s  c l o s e l y  a l o n g  
t h e  l i n e s  o f  your  D r a f t .  H o p e f u l l y  t hese  conments w i l l  h e l p  t o  accom- 
p l i s h  t h e  goa l  needed f o r  a l l  Owns V a l l e y  r e s i d e n t s  - A Water 
Agreement .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Bud Cashbaugh 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER D81 

RESPONSE D81-1 

Please refer to response to  master comment PD-7 regarding monitoring under the Green Book. 

RESPONSE D81-2 

Comment noted. Please refer to Appendix B-1 for an expanded description of the LADWP 

grazing management program. 





Letter DS2 

Sylvia Colton 





LETTER 0-82 

John Davis 
Senior Vice President 
E.I.P. Associa~es 
150 Spear Street, Ste. 1500 
San Franci-co, CA 94105 

Water from the Owens Valley to supply the second Los Angeles Aqueduct. 

First of all I would like to comment on the "greater" need concept. The 
City of Los Angeles has been unwilling to limit its population regardless 
of its inability to meet water, sewage and air quality standards or needs. 
As the population has grown so has the pressure to continue the fantasy 
that Southern California is supposed to be a verdant, tropical giant sized 
putting green. The Colorado River, the Mono Basin and the Owens Valley 
have been elected to maintain this never quenched thirst. Common sense 
tells one this is sooner or later unrealistic and unattainable. Greater 
want is a more honest term. 1' 
A major utility such as Los Angeles Dept. of Water and Power should have 
long ago begun designing and implementing desalinization system for Los 
Angeles. The frequently heard excuse that the technology is experimental 
is ludicrous. Israel and Saudi Arabia are employing desalinization on 
huge scales. If Los Angeles was Lincoln, Nebraska it would be unrealistic 
but is not. There is an alternative to sucking the Owens Valley dry (or 
drierland it lies in a vast blue space west of Los Angeles. - 
The other alternative to abusive drainage of the Owens Valley is to serious 
instigation of water rationing and its continued maintenance. Short term 
restrictions do not change peoples habits, their landscaping schemes or 
developers fantasies. 

I am very concerned with the Dept of Water & Power's continued insistence 
on being in the beef business. The grazing practices could hardly be 
called management. The continued impact on already damaged lands has un- 
necessarily aggravated and desmayed residents and visitors to the Owens 
Valley. The leasees have continued grazing long after the drought deepened. 
Numerous and large areas are denuded of various grasses and the soil is 
eroding away from brush. The churned soils easily blow and contribute to 
the existing problems of air quality. The grazing is gratuitous and the 
impact to natural vegetation is long term if not permanent. The banks of 
the rivers are trashed by broken trees, brush and cow dung because leasees 
can not be bothered with watering troughs and tanks. Fish Slough contains 
the last remaining free flowing spring in a unique desert oasis. The upper 
spring is repeatedly breached by leasees cows and if it does ever rain will 
be poluted by near by horse corral manure. The desert pupfish sanctuary are 
nearby Dept of Water & Power as just another pasture and opportunity to make 
a buck. - 
The entire valley has been promoted by Dept of Water & power well as local 
residents as a paradise for walking, fishing and camping. Pleasant Valley 
is an example here is a beautiful area flanked by volanic bluffs and a mean- 
dering river with touted fishing possibilities. But when you get there and 



approacn the River, the ground is barely covered wtih stubby grass and 
liberally dotted with manure piles. Tnis scene is repeated all up and 
down the valley. 

I don't think the valley car, any longer suppport domestic grazing, wild- 
life habital and the pumping anticipated. The Dept of Water & Power 
policy of cutting down trees is deplorable. The 100s of habital to birds 
is obvious. The Dept of Water & Power does not plant and mintain trees. 

6 It does promote tree destruction. 

Another concern of mine is the maintenance of ponds and canals. The 
ponds are capriciously manipulated regardless of wildlife needs particularly 
nesting ones. The canals are filled and emptied with no concern for wild- 
life. When the canals are draged tne mud and vegetation dumped to the 
sides with no spreading. These piles are very solid and slow to vegetate, 
long lasting and not a rational aspect of valley terrain. 5l 
I have hopes that the integrity of various parties to the agreemen: will be 
maintained. I think the Dept of Water & Power could do alot if they managed 
these uniq4e and beloved lands witin thoughtful and sensitive practices. Sc 
far it has been heavy handed, arrogrant and environmentally unsound. 























RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER DS2 

RESPONSE D82-1 

Please refer to response to  master comment AL-2 regarding desalination. 

RESPONSE D82-2 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3 regarding water conservation. 

RESPONSE D82-3 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master wmment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE D82-4 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE D82-5 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE D82-6 

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

response is required. 





Letter D83 

Lana Johns 





LETTER D-83 

. .  , , . 
John Davis 3 

k i p  A.ssoclares 
i 50  Spear Street, 5uit.e i 500 
sari Frartcisco. Ca 341 05  

iomrrcents coricer-nlnq the Drair. EIH for the Swer~s baiiev water 
.4t3reeriieitl: - 

Hlstorlcai iv agriculture nas neen important t o  the uwerts vaiiey, ?IS w r i i  

as the entlre state of Caitfornla. Agriculture has shi f ted in the vai i rv i i r  

malniy cat t le  and ait 'alfa production, of which I am Involved ici r~ott-~ P i m v  

OeOple in  th is  valley feel tne economic stability of livestocrc / i r ~ d t ~ i ' i o i - ~  
aoes not directly af fect  them however, the aesthetic quailtv or me 
valiey they i w e  in  i s  greatly increased because of our irrlgat'lon and 
arazln~l  w practices We are the caretakers of the iana fo r  the Cirv or i o s  
Arlgeles CIWF. The pastures are green because we irr igate them we 
coouerate w i t h  DLVP in  their- vegetative piot  studles and the urotectron of  
endangered vegerat Ion. 

Four J Catt ie established and rnaintatns !at their- owrt exnensei the aitalT% 
on cne Tuie Elk Field located on US. Mwy 395 anu Tinnemana Heset-voir- 6% - one of i-AbLVP's environrnent.al arojects I he a l i a i fa  ~ i e i m  ii")<:ar,~(j w ! ~ r r i  
of 6ia Pine are home for  tne Tlnnemaha, Fish Surinds. - and hoodair 7uie 

T .  Elk  herris They iir.eraiiy 00 not leave our i le lgs  year' r ( 1~n0  I rx? rw I ~ e ~ w i  
are also home for many rn l i~ratory and native animais ano ort.iJs i r l  
aitditlrjri ro r~r-uvlding excellent w i l d l i f e  riabitate, airaira also cart i i r o v i i ~ e  

s tabi l i ty  to  eroslve sol i  that causes dust probieins in  the area 

-. 
L3e are an Integral Dart o i  the envlronnient of the Owens vaiiev i Tie 
pr-oposed agreement Insures the ranches normal irri y a t ~ o n  except l n  i;lsrc, 
of woionged drought conditions, I t  also states "converslort of cuir.!vat.ea 
land Worn one irrigated use t o  another would not ~e considered a sign o i  
vegetative change". This 1s an Important statement fo r  the der'inllioc! 01 



I !  0 i t  t i  1 .  r e  r 1 i s  i l i j  , i t  * 

<,navtW i 7 ,  the  acJrerii'iec11. SuaOortS a contrnuence or rrtr ixazirrcj 
nsana~ement. orijqr.an-I T.ria! Lk[iVY'F riaS I ~ Y I ~ I ~ ~ I ? c ? ~ I T . ~ ? C ~  I arn %il l  ee!iirili 
that t h l s  grazlri i j  pr-owai'ri i:trovlues adequate protect  ictri i w  tne vwjeI.ai boii 

rii the vai iey - 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER D83 

RESPONSE D83-1 

This comment expresses a 

response is required. 

personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft 





Letter DM 

Kathy Noland 





5 i ~ a i c u ~  LETTER D-84 





















ONSES TO 
LETTER D84 

RESPONSE DM-1 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE DM-2 

See response to comment D67- 

RESPONSE 084-3 

d response to master comment PD-13 regarding pi rivate wells. 

Comment noted. See response to master comment WA-2. 

RESPONSE DM-4 

Please refer to response to master comment WA-I regarding significant effects on water resources. 

RESPONSE DM-5 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-3. 

RESPONSE DM-6 

The revegetation o f  some areas of the Valley woul, th difficult an, 4 costly. It is not r 'imply 

a matter of adding water. As can he seen in many places, the addition of water to barren soil 

often results in an explosion of Russian thistle, an undesirable, weedy plant. For additional 

discussion of this issue please refer to response to master comment MT-2. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D84 

RESPONSE DM-7 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE DM-8 

Comment noted. See page 16-28 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE DM-9 

There is no ten-foot drawdown boundary for the Lone Pine area. Recharge to the area far 

exceeds pumping and drawdown of ten feet or greater is not expected to occur. 

RESPONSE DM-10 

There is no evidence to indicate that irrigation in the Lone Pine area is less effective because of 

groundwater pumping. 

RESPONSE DM-1 1 

Please refer to responses to master comments AF-2, regarding wells in the Lone Pine area, and 

PD-4 regarding operation of new wells. 

RESPONSE DM-12 

Comment noted. No further response is required 

RESPONSE DM-13 

The management maps were based on the 1984-87 inventory and reflect conditions at that time. 

These maps will be updated in the future as more information is gathered by Los Angeles and Inyo 

County, as provided under the Green Book, Section V.& page 117. Also see ihe Agreement, 

Section XXV, page B-58, line 19. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D84 

RESPONSE DM-14 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE DM-15 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE DM-16 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE DS4-17 

Comment noted. A goal of the Agreement is to avoid impacts attributable to groundwater 

pumping. including indirect impacts. 

RESPONSE DM-18 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-5 regarding the protection of remaining springs 

and seeps under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE DM-19 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 for a discussion of monitoring under the 

Agreement. 

RESPONSE D84-20 

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to master comments AL-2 and AL-3 regarding water 

reclamation and conservation. 



RESPONSE D84-21 

Responses to Comments 
Letter DM 

While the current drought is affecting much of the western U.S., whether the drought is "centered" 

in the Owens Valley is sspeculative. The precipitation that falls in the Sierra Nevada results from 

storms moving east from the Pacific Ocean; the winter storms (or iack there00 are influenced by 

large high-pressure systems centered over the Pacific and by the jet stream. 



Letter D85 

Derik Olson 





ETTER D-85 

John Davis, Senior Vice Pres. 
E.I.P. Associates 
150 spear St. suite 1500 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

Derik Olson 
Rt 2 Box 14M 
Bishop, CA. 93514 

Jan. 28, 1991 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

Enclosed are my comments on the draft EIR: Water From the Owens 
Valley To Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct. The complexity 
of this document required much more time than I could devote to 
accurately comment on the contents, consequently my suggestions 
are brief and the packet is tardy. Please accept my apologies. 

Derik Olson 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT E.I.R. 

SUMMARY: 
p. s-6: 1st paragraph does not agree with 2nd pargraph. The vege- 
tation inventory of 1984-87 is correct, not 1981-82. 

p. 55-6: how is the last sentence, par. 2, connected with the 
1981-82 runoff year? In other words, why the use of "thus"? 

p. s-8 (2nd par.): how is the projected figure of 110,000 AFjyear 
of average pumping under the Agreement derived considering that 
the average pumping from 1970 to 1990 included several extremely 
high pumping amounts, and no results from studies coEparing 
pumping to environmental effects were available until after 1980? 
It is apparent that lower than average pumping rates will have to 
be implemented to uphold the goals of the Agreement. 

s-8 and s-9: why is the minimum amount of pumping in a dry 
year almost twice that of minimum pumping in a wet year, espe- 
cially when it is stated that a dry year could be preceeded by 
several dry years? 
- 
p. s-12 (par. 2): the last sentence is incorrect in that it as- 
sumes uncontrolled urban development w a d  have occured. 
- 
p. s-12 (par. 4): the Lower Owens River project should not be 
considered as mitigation for overall impacts of LA'S water gath- 
ering activities since 1913. It should only be mitigation for 
itself: the drying up of 50 miles of river. 
- 
p. s-13 (par. 3 - Town Water Systems): how is it known that the 
amount of water available in the soil to supply vegetation was 
reduced in the towns of Laws, Independence, and Lone Pine? Please 
document sources. - 
p. s-19 (par. 4): where is it "noted earlier" that CEQA guide- 
lines indicate that an EIR must identify an environmentally 
superior alternative? 
- 
p: s-20 (par. 1): who is it that believes the mitigation measures 
~1.11 reduce impacts to less than significant and why? 



CHAP. 1 - INTRODUCTION 
p. 1-1 (par. 2) : why is Laws omitted? 

CHAP. 3 - WATER SUPPLY FOR LOS ANGELES 
p. 3-10 {par. 2): why were water audits and consultations fox 
commercial and industrial users discontinued after 1987? 

CHAP. 5 - PROPOSED PROJECT 
p. 5-12 (par. 3): the second sentence should be omitted or ar  
estimate should be given using existing data. 

p. 5-17 (par. 4): increased surface water diversions could b e  
allocated totally to increased export, but they could not be 
allocated totally to use in the Owens Valley. This statement 
should be omitted or re-written. 

p. 5-19 (Table 5-2): Seely Spring Environmental Project should be 
noted as intermittent since the pond is dry periodically. 

p. 5-20 (Table 5-3): it should be noted which projects are inter- 
mittent, such as Mc Nally Ponds. 

CHAP. 7 - SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
p. 7-23 (line 16-17): how can you state positively that increased 
pumping on the Bishop Cone will not result in significant impacts 
to the quality or quantity of water in private wells? 

CHAP. 9 - WATER RESOURCES 
p.1 (par. 3): the amount of subsurface outflow (as listed in the 
table on p. 9-80) is not a '*small amount". It is 10,000 acre 
feet. This paragraph needs to be corrected. 



p. 9-3 (par. 2): please include flowing wells. 
- 
p. 9-6 (par. 1): all water that reaches Owens Lake does not 
always evaporate. There were several high water years between 
1924 and 1984 that caused partial filling of the lake. 
- 
p. 9-52 (impact 9-3): in 1989 increased flow in the Lower Owens 
river was allegedly responsible for killing 200,000 fish. This is 
a significant impact and must be addressed. - 
p. 9-63 & 9-64: a lowered groundwater level and changes in 
groundwater flow a- significant iw~pacts, contrary to your state- 
ment that they arc not. These impacts result in increased pumping 
capacity to handle the increase in lift, which means more energy 
consumption. This should be noted. 
- 
p. 9-84 (last par.): water quality measurements are based on 
1974-1985 tests with no pre-project chemical constituent levels 
shown. Because of this your Impact 9-18 is incorrectly stated. 

CHAP 12 - AIR QUALITY 
Air quality in the Owens Valley is impacted by areas denuded of 
vegetation due to fire, to which LADWP is directly or indirectly 
responsible. This should be addressed. 

p. 12-9 (par. 3): are the monitoring sites established by GBUAPCD 
in 1979 the same as those shown on Fig. 12-1 (dated 1988)? - 

CHAP. 16 - ANCILLARY FACILITIES 
p. 16-2 (Fig. 16-1): "Stewart Lane" is spelled "Steward Lane". 

(also p. 16-22, Fig. 16-7) 

p. 16-3 (Fig. 16-21: where are the 18 trenches and diversion 
structures described on p. 16-5, par. 3? 

p. 16-20 (Fig. 16-6): "South India Ditch" should be "South Indian 
Ditchf'. 



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

RESPONSE D85-1 

Comment noted. This correction is reflected in Chapter 3, Revisions to the Agreement and Draft 

EIR. 

RESPONSE D85-2 

Please see response D85-1. 

RESPONSE D85-3 

The figure of' 110,000 AFY was used for the purposes of comparison and analysis in the Draft EIR. 

It was not meant to  be an absolute projection. Actual groundwater pumping will depend on 

environmental and hydrologic conditions. 

RESPONSE D85-4 

In dry years, there is lcss surface water available to meet demands; thus, a greater reliance on  

groundwater is necessary. In wet years, less groundwater pumping is necessary and the aquifers 

have a chance to recharge. 

RESPONSE D85-5 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D85 

RESPONSE D85-6 

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 Guideiines (Appendix G in C E Q k  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 D85-7 

See page 17-6 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph. 

RESPONSE D85-8 

The text referenced was moved to the summary from page 6-46 of the Draft EIR. The EIR 

authors appologize for the error. 

RESPONSE D8.5-9 

The preparers of the Draft EIR made conclusions of significance. It is suggested that the Draft 

EIR be reviewed for this information. Piease refer to response to master comment MT-7. 

RESPONSE D8.5-10 

The five towns listed are commonly considered the towns in Owens Valley. The Laws community 

is included in the area surrounding Bishop. 

RESPONSE D8.5-11 

It was discontinued because of Lack of public interest and may be recommenced in the future 

RESPONSE B85- 12 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter DS5 

RESPONSE D85-13 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE 085-14 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE 085-15 

Please refer to response to comment C13-22 in Letter C-13 concerning the water supply 

commitment to mitigation measures and response to master comment MT-4 for discussion of the 

continuation of mitigation projects. 

RESPONSE 085-16 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-13 and Appendix A-4 for discussions oE 

groundwater pumping on the Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE D8.5-17 

Considering that the Valley has an average inflow of surface water of over 550,000 AF, the 10,000 

AF subsurface outflow constitutes a relatively small portion of the overall water budget. The 

statement is accurate and is retained. 

RESPONSE D8.5-18 

Flawing wells are addressed in the discussion of the groundwater system 

RESPONSE 085-19 

Because no water flows from Owens Lake to the Pacific Ocean, waters that pond in the lake bed 

ultimately evaporate. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D85 

RESPONSE D85-20 

The incident described was a result of a storm event and unrelated to water management activities 

of Los Angela. As such, it is not relevant to practices evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D85-21 

The issue of significant effects to water resources is discussed in response to master comment WA- 

1; energy impacts are addressed in master comment EN-I. 

RESPONSE D85-22 

Very little water quality data is available for the pre-1970 period. Thus, the trends in water quality 

that were determined by the USGS during the 1974-85 sampling were used because these data 

were the bast available. Impact 9-18 in Chapter 9 of the Draft EIR is correctly stated. 

RESPONSE D85-23 

Air quality impacts are addressed in Chapter 12 of the Draft EIR, and in response to master 

comment AQ-1. 

RESPONSE D85-24 

As stated on  page 16-5 of the Draft EIR, Figure 16-2 shows the general location of the 18 

proposed trenches. Specific locations within the area will he determined prior to construction. 



Letter D86 

Pat Roberts 





January 28, 1991 

John B v i s ,  Senior  Vice F ~ s i d e n t  
ZIP Assocjdtes 
150 Spear S t .  ,Suite1530 
San Fmncisoo,  CB 94105 

Dear M r .  r)avis, 

LETTER D.86 4/5-- f i  Z + j  c . >  ( 3  

I would l i k e  t o  take t h i s  opportunity t o  subrrit cornents on the D-IR and 
proposed agmexent  . 
The monunentai ecologica l  and environfiental d i s a s t e r  that the City of Los 
Angeles Dept. of & t e r  and T-ower bas caused i n  the O'mns Iialley i n  the &st 
seventy yea r s  is not  only well  docunented, but knowr, world-xi&, "Look w i - a t  
happened t o  the Ovens Valley" i s  c i t e d  i n  every watzr pra,j?ict k i n g  p r c p s e d  
i n  the west. The DluT would l i k e  t o  S i spc l  t h e i r  b d  i m g e  3s 5;: z p e 3 d  1h31r 
t e n t a c i e s  i n t o  the Nortnwest and @r;i&, and have spent  %i?.;lor!s 05 d c i h r s  
y i  h y d r o 1  @?do,-ic, and botar.ieal s t u d i e s ,  and o t h e r  "expert" da 'A 

t o  pro.$e t h a t  damage t o  the Owcfis .<ailsy has teen "min i r a l " , " i n s i , ; n i f i a f i t " ,  
and "bhme it on the drouent"! How a r e  we e x ~ z c t e d  t o  t A e  a aew ameerient 

w A - 
se r ious ly  when they t r y  t o  perpetuate the b ig  l i e ?  If they r e a l l y  har tzd  t o  
a c t  i n  good f a i t h ,  they would b working on consersatiofi,  &ssl ir : iz; i t ion,  arid 
bw~i.rig more = t e r  from M\~ID t o  a i low c u r  > a l l a y  t o  reco.ier, They have shcwn a 
bl,zi&nt d i s m m n l  f o r  C,i&, and a l l  of the s t a t e  and f e d s n l  environr~r:';il 
l a w s ,  and proven t h e i r  in t en t ion  t o  continue j u s t  w k a t  they a r e  doing r.cK, i -~hio+ 
is punping us dry! A t  a wa+kr m e t i n g  last year ,  Jia i c k  second i n  com- 
m n d  of the wa4kr d i v i s i o n ,  ansi?e~=d the ques t ion  of d + s a l i n i z a t i o n  un=;ulvc- 
1 "Not i n  our  l i fe t i f ie !"  I n  o t h e r  worris, no t  a s  lcng a:, w a n  d r a i n  tn-;. 
Owens 'Valley! 
The infamous "Green Book", t e n  yea r s  i n  the .mking, while the excessive pmping 
continued, i s  a s c i e n t i f i c  stress t e s t  on the vegetatior. of the  Omns l k l l e y . .  
t o  see how l i t t l e  moistrixe a p lan t ,  o r  entilli: a r e a  can survive en. ..Semusz 
i n o ~ a s e d  h a t e r  must h: s e n t  south f o r  the  unlimited gmdth  of the  IA b s i n !  
If thz  vegetat ion d i e s  i n  c e r t a i n  a r e a s ,  well ,  too  t a d ;  i t  is then p t  i f i  an- 
o t h e r  a t e g o r y  but  nobody is held responsible. .  .and if S a l t  Cedar starts t o  
grow i n  t h a t  a m a ,  =plac ing the  f o r n e r  = @ t a t i o n ,  t ~a t  must k emdis? te6!  
Leave a windbreak? S b d e ?  S h e l t e r  f o r  a n i r j l s  o r  b i d s ?  Nc may, it bas t o  go! 
I n  southern Inyo, the  creeks a n  gone, the  r i v e r  is gone, the  t r e e s  a n  dead, 
t h e  ground has  turried t o  dus t .  Most of the  b i rds  and anirrals have d i s a p p e a r ~ d .  
The Oxens l ake  dus t  is ~ c o g r n i s e d  a s  a se r ious  h e a l t h  L ' ;~?a t ,  kt, a s  i n  Yr.e 
Hone T ~ i i e  case, riow U 3 i q  t n e d  i n  Ei Dondo County, D E ' s  a t t o r r e y  staked t o  
the  court  that they d i d n ' t  need t o  address  the  dus t  problen i n  the a s t e r n  
S i e r r a  &cause the  a r e a  is "v i r t .~a l ly  uninhabited" They plan t o  .mke it t h a t  
way! 
it is time t o  ~ s c u e  t h i s  once m g n i f i e e n t  \ a l l e y  k f o r e  :.t a l l  kcemes  another  
Death Valley. The alrea&f e x i s t i n g  Groundbnter O r d i r i n m ,  endorsed bj ~ e - ~ e n t y  s i x  
percent  of t h e  voters ,  which g ives  Inyo County t h e  power t o  f a i r i y  an' j~stl;. 
con t ro l  t h e  grcund.a ter  f o r  the  b n e f i t  of a l l ,  could 'w implemented imnedlatelf .  
To say t h a t  we wodd Fave t o  s+art a l l  over a g a i n  is p t e n t l y  f a l s e .  The S I R  
",at accoapanied the  oxlinance would have t o  k bcrjug!lt up t o  da te .  A l l  the  
da-ta we need is  alxeady on record. I t  c e r t a i n l y  looks t o  me l i k e  mr last, 
k st hope ! 

Lone Pine,  a\ 9335 





RESPONSE D86-1 

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 D87 

John K Smith 





John K. Smith 
700 North Edwards 

P. 0. Box 83 
Independence, California 93526 

619.878.2006 

John Davis, Senior Vice President 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, California 94105 

January 23. 1991 

Dear Mr. Davis: 

The Water Management Agreement and Env~ronmental Impact 
Report (E.I.R.) are of great personal concern to me as I was 
the County Administrator at the time the Law Suit was filed 
against the City to require the E.I.R. on the City's second 
aqueduct and groundwater pumping. I was a member of the 
jo i r i t  committee of the City and County, working on ways to 
resolve the Law Suit until my retirement in 1981. 1 have 
followed the development of the present proposed agreement 
and E.I.R., both represent a tremendous step toward solving 
the age old water dispute between Inyo County residents and 
the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. 

Necessary changes with proposed Water Agreement and Draft 
E. I.R., as 1 see them. are as follows: 1 ' 
1. Title of the project should be changed to read: I 

Water Resources Management Plan to guarantee adequate 
water for the Owens River Valley environment and to 
supply water to the City of Los Angeles. 

As you know, the present title only addresses "Water from 
the Owens Valley to supply the second Los Angeles 
Aqueduct 1970-1990, 1990 onward pursuant to a long term 
Groundwater Management Plan.' 

2. The present Water Agreement states the annual operations 
plan and pumping program shall be submxtted to the Inyo 
County Technical Group. The Technical Group shall review 
the proposed plans and provide comments. The Department 
shall meet with the County's Technical Group and a$$pmp$ 
to resolve concerns. The Department shall determine 
appropriate revisions to the plan, provide them to the 
county and then implement the plan. 

It is quite obvious that the City has virtual unilateral 
authority in developing and implementing the annual 
operations plan with the County Technical Group having 
only comment and discussion impact. This operations plan 
should be agreed to by the County Board of Supervisors 
before implemented. 



3. The town water systems prior to 1976 were providing water 
to the residents of each town in excess of 1000 acre feet 
per year. This amount of water made it possible for 
residents to enjoy green lawns, gardens and trees. Since 
1976 the addition of water meters and excessive water 
rates has delt a devastating blow to our communities. We 
should be allowed to return to a minimum of 1000 acre 
feet of water per year without charge from Department for 
both Independence and Big Pine, 2000 acre feet for Lone 
Pine and 100 acre feet for the town of Laws. - 

4. Land Hanagement projects should protect the vegetation of 
the Owens Valley from effects of groundwater pumping, 
changes in ~urface water management practices, other 
water management activities and grazing management. 

Water management activities such as spreading water over 
the valley floor on grazing lands is a tremendous value 
to the environment of the valley. This irrigation 
activity on the grazing and farm lands of the valley 
provides aesthetic beauty to the valley, as well as, 
providing plant life necessary for a healthy habitat for 
wildlife, both animal and fowl. These irrigation 
practices are carried out by the ranchers and farmers of 
the valley on City lands and without these activities the 
grazing lands and alfalfa fields would soon turn to 
barren fields with only brush and sand. 

- 
The Agreement and E.I.R. should address water and land 
management as related to ranching and farming to insure 
this activity for the preservation of our present 
agricultural environment end in turn, provide a healthy 
habitat for our wildlife and strengthen the economy of 
our county. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment and your kind 
attention. 

Sincerely yours, 

John K. Smith 

JKS : ps 



SPONSES TO COM 
LETTER D87 

RESPONSE D87-1 

Please see Chapter 1, page 1-4, of the Draft EIR for a description of the project under review. 

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

RESPONSE D87-2 

Section V.D (page B-27) of the Agreement provides that LADWP wiil develop an annuai 

operations and pumping program and submit it to the members of the Inyo County Technical 

Group for review and comment. The program must be consistent with the goals and principles of 

the Agreement and of the Green Book. Shouid lnyo County believe that the programs submitted 

are not consistent with these goals and principles, the plan may be submitted to dispute resolution. 

See Section XXVI.A.10. (page B-59) of the Agreement. 

Concerning the key role that Inyo County will play in achieving the goals and principles of the 

Agreement, see the summa7 on page 10-71 of the Draft EIR. The content of the annual 

operations and pumping program wiil be a result of joint monitoring, data analysis, management, 

mitigation, and other activities described in this summary, and described in more detail in the 

Agreement, Green Bonk, and in the Drought Recovery Policy (see response to master comment 

PD-17). 

RESPONSE D87-3 

Comment noted. Under the Agreement, the towns are not precluded from using water in excess 

of these amounts; however, the actual incremental costs of supplying water in excess of these 

amounts must be paid. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D87 

RESPONSE D87-4 

Please see Section 1.A (page 1) of the Green Book concerning management goals and Section 

IV.A (page B-20, beginning on line 20) of the Agreement concerning the preservation of ranching 

and fanning. Please refer to response to master comment PD-14 regarding grazing management; 

and S-1 regarding vegetation baseline conditions. 

RESPONSE D87-5 

Please see response D87-4 above. 



Letter D88 

Jim J. Tatum, Tatum Cattle and Hay Co. 





LETTER D-88 

J i m  J .  Tatum 
Tatum C a t t l e  and Hay Co. 
1009 E a s t  L i n e  S t r e e t  
B i s h o p ,  C a l i f o r n i a  93514 

Janua ry  28 ,  1991 

E  I  P  Assoc i  a t e s  
150 Spear S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  1500 
San F r a n c i s c o ,  CA 94105 

A t t n :  John D a v i s  
S e n i o r  V i c e  P r e s i d e n t  

S u b j e c t :  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  f o r  t h e  Water 
Agreement Between Los Ange les  Depar tment  o f  Water and 
Power and t h e  County  o f  l n y o  

Dear Mr.  Dav i s  : 

The f o l l o w i n g  comnents a r e  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  D r a f t  Env i ronmen-  
t a l  lmpact  R e p o r t  (DEIR) p r e p a r e d  j o i n t l y  by y o u r s e l v e s ,  l n y o  
County  and t h e  Los Ange les  Depar tment  o f  Water and Power (LADWP). 

B e f o r e  ou r  comnents a r e  p r e s e n t e d ,  I  f e e l  i t  necessa ry  t o  
g i v e  a  b r i e f  h i s t o r y  o f  t h e  Tatum F a m i l y  i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y .  
We have been i n v o l v e d  i n  numerous a g r i c u l t u r a l  o p e r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  
a r e a  s i n c e  t h e  e a r l y  1 9 0 0 ' s .  b o t h  p r e  and p o s t  LADWP. Our 
c u r r e n t  l e a s e  h o l d i n g s  a r e  l o c a t e d  on t h e  " B i s h o p  Cone" a r e a  o f  
t h e  Owens V a l l e y .  

1' 
The f i r s t  a r e a  we w i s h  t o  add ress  i s  t h e  p roposed 15 new 

w e l l s ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  w e l l s  l o c a t e d  o n  t h e  " B i s h o p  Cone".  
T h i s  m a t t e r  i s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  S e c t i o n  5 ,  Page 15, S e c t i o n  16 .3 .  
Page 14,  and S e c t i o n  16.4,  Page 41 .  W i t h  t h e  s u p p l y  s y s t e m  
c u r r e n t l y  i n  p l a c e ,  i t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  adequate  s u p p l i e s  o f  
w a t e r  t o  be p r o v i d e d  t o  l essees ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  amount o f  
p r e c  i  p i t a t  i o n .  I n  n e a r l y  a l l  cases ,  w a t e r  d e l i v e r e d  t o  l e s s e e s  
f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  use  mus t  f i r s t  t r a v e l  t h r o u g h  a  maze o f  h o u s i n g  
deve lopments ,  u n d e r - s i z e d  c u l v e r t s ,  and an i n c o n c e i v a b l e  number 
o f  b o t t l e n e c k s .  The d i t c h e s  l o c a t e d  on p r i v a t e  p r o p e r t y  a r e  i n  
many i n s t a n c e s  n o t  o f  adequate  s i z e  t o  h a n d l e  t h e  volume o f  w a t e r  
r e q u i r e d  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e .  The d i v e r s i o n  o f  w a t e r  a round t h e s e  
p r o p e r t i e s  w h i l e  s t i l l  p r o v i d i n g  adequate  w a t e r  f o r  t r o u t  ponds 
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was p roposed and met  w i t h  adament o b j e c t i o n .  Fo r  t h e s e  reasons ,  
we f e e l  i t  i m p e r a t i v e  t h a t  t h e  p roposed w e l l s  be c o n s t r u c t e d  t o  
p r o v i d e  w a t e r  f o r  t h e  " B i s h o p  Cone" ,  as  a l l o w e d  i n  t h e  " H i l l s i d e  
Dec ree "  o f  1940. - 

Our n e x t  a r e a  o f  c o n c e r n  i s  t h e  i s s u e  o f  g r a z i n g .  I n  
S e c t i o n  17. Page 5 ,  t h e  document s t a t e s  t h a t  g r a z i n g  management 
i s  n o t  p a r t  o f  t h e  p roposed p r o j e c t .  T h i s  i s  how i t  s h o u l d  
r ema i n  . I n  t h e  l a t e  19701s ,  t h e r e  was a  F i v e  P o i n t  G r a z i n g  P l a n  
implemented by  t h e  LADWP and t h e  l e s s e e s .  A s  r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  
S e c t i o n  17, Page 6 ,  a f t e r  s e v e r a l  y e a r s  o f  p r a c t i c i a l  use ,  t h i s  
p l a n  has been v e r y  s u c c e s s f u l .  The m a j o r i t y  o f  l e a s e  h o l d i n g s  i n  
t h i s  v a l l e y  have been i n  t h e  same f a m i l i e s  f o r  decades.  T h i s  
l o n g e v i t y  has b a s i c a l l y  gua ran teed  p r o p e r  management. I  t wou I  d  
be e x t r e m e l y  c o u n t e r - p r o d u c t i v e  t o  mismanage t h e s e  l a n d s  because 
t h e  end r e s u l t  w o u i d  be r u i n a t i o n  o f  a  r a n c h .  A c c o r d i n g  t o  
Coun ty -kep t  r e c o r d s ,  t h e r e  has been a  d i r e c t  c o r r e l a t i o n  between 
t h e  amount o f  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  and t h e  number o f  c a t t l e  i n  t h e  
V a l l e y .  A u n i q u e  s i t u a t i o n  e x i s t s  i n  t h e  Owens V a l l e y  . . .  a  
m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  c a t t l e  a r e  moved t o  sumner ranges  l o c a t e d  a t  t h e  
h i g h e r  e l e v a t i o n s ,  w h i c h  a l l o w s  f o r  " r e s t i n g "  o f  t h e  g round  and 
t h e  m a t u r a t i o n  o f  n a t i v e  p l a n t  l i f e .  T h i s  m a t u r a t i o n  i n s u r e s  t h e  
c o n t i n u a l  p r o p a g a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  p l a n t s  t h r o u g h  a  consumpt ion ,  
s p r e a d i n g  and i n c o r p o r a t i o n  p r o c e s s  i n v o l v e d  w i t h  g r a z i n g .  The 
c u r r e n t  g r a z i n g  p l a n  a l l o w s  f o r  t h e  c o n v e r s i o n  o f  a  h i g h l y  renew- 
a b l e  r e s o u r c e  i n t o  a  r e a d i i y  m a r k e t a b l e  comnod i t y  t h a t  p roduces  
s u b s t a n t i a l  r evenues ,  mos t  o f  w h i c h  e n t e r s  t h e  l o c a l  economy, a t  
no c o s t  t o  t h e  t a x  p a y e r ,  u n l i k e  s i m i l a r  p l a n s  implemented 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. T h i s  
s y s t e m  i s  c o n t r o l l e d  by  h i g h l y  q u a l i f i e d  i n d i v i d u a l s  whose v e r y  
l i f e  s t y l e  depends upon t h e  p r o p e r  management and p r o t e c t i o n  o f  
t h e  Owens V a l l e y  eco-system. 
- 

A l s o ,  I  wou ld  l i k e  t o  have someone 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 ,  Farm A d v i s o r s  o f f i c e  o r  t h e  
County  A g r i c u l t u r a l  C o m n i s s i o n e r ' s  o f f i c e  as  p a r t  o f  t h e  t e c h n i -  
c a l  g roup  w h i c h  c u r r e n t l y  c o n s i s t s  o f  LADWP and County  Water 
Depar tment  employees o n l y .  - 

I n  c l o s i n g ,  i t  s h o u l d  be s t a t e d  t h a t  we a r e  v e r y  much i n  
f a v o r  o f  t h e  Water Agreement and t h e  DEIR. We a r e  c o n v i n c e d  t h a t  
i t  p r o v i d e s  t h e  V a l l e y  w i t h  t h e  most  s t a b l e  and p r e d i c t a b l e  
f u t u r e  p o s s i b l e .  

" ~ a t u m  C a t t l e  and Hay Co. 



is comment expresses an opinion on i e project and does not relate to the mnient 

OF the Draft EIW. Comment note . Nu response is require 

razing is not part of the proposed project. ieasc: refer to response to master comment 

-1 for additional discussion of 's iivesrock grazing manage 

Please refer re response to master comment PD-7 for a discussion of monitoring under i 

ok. 





Letter D89 

Stanley J. Trizinsky 





LETTER 0-89 

Yr. John A. Davis P.E. 
Senior Vice Eresident 
Z I P  Associates 
150 Spear Street, Suite 1500 
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

, . ,  , . ,  - .  Re : Inyo County-Owens 'Jalley F Z E  

The PET2 seems to dedicate much infornation on the technical and 
-7 - political reasons why the Lwens valiey has water and air poblems. 

The alluvial fan, ,groundwater stora,ge and vegetation data ?.s 
interesting, Soxever, only a very small section of the row-t i- - 
contains detailed information on air quality. %is section is 
the most important of the report, yet has only 17 pages of 
description. 

The end result of Owens Valley groundwater pumping and river 
rjispersions is dry surface soil and air p~llution. ?he I Y I O  

' 3  standard is the highest ~easured in the 7-nited Stftes. .his 
standard is exceeded, ~ostl:y due to the Cwens Valley 9ry Lake. 

2 
The air quality section,(page 12-8) of the FET3, states that the F, 
problem is outside the scope of the docuoent. This statecent - avoids the reality of the situation. h e  pi~r~ose of the T::w - .  . 
is to restore and-maintain the natural resources of the cwens 
Valley. The Owens Dry Lake is the problem, concerning air 
qu.ality, and should be corrected. 

The 'dater "eporter dated January 25, 1991, states that the cos: 
of a small water sprinkler systen on the Owens 3ry Lake is 
approxima.tely ':'I00 million. Yne cost ol' eva~oration of the 5wens 
Lake, if filled, is estimated to be Cl00 million per year. 
These costs indicate that it is more practical to fill the 
Owens 3ry L.ake with water, The initial cost can be amortized 
over many years. Hence, the more practical approach to the : ' : . ig 
problem is to initiate the re2lenishnent of the the Owens lake. 

A small increase could ~rovide many zdvantages: 
1. Aeduce ; levels at a roderate expense. 
2. Increases in relative humidity ~ight create additional 

precipitation. 
3. qecreation and domestic facilities would provide much 

more than the initial cost of the Owens Lake water. 

P.O. &x 276 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D89 

RESPONSE D89-1 

Please refer to response to master wmment AQ-1 regarding air quality. 

RESPONSE D89-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-1 for a discussion of Owens Dry Lake. 

RESPONSE D89-3 

This wmment 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 D90 

Richard Potashi 





LETTER D-90 
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RESPONSE D90-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D90 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-11 for discussion of Inyo County's financial 

participation in the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D90-2 

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, upan finalization of the project description, a separate 

environmental review will be conducted. 

RESPONSE D90-3 

Please refer to responses to master wmments PD-5, for discussion of springs and seeps in general, 

and WA-4 for discussion of Reinhackle Spring in particular. 

RESPONSE D90-4 

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 D90-5 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-3 for an explanation on the exclusion of Mono 

Basin from the Draft EIR. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D90 

RESPONSE D90-6 

See response to comment A4-13 in Letter A-4. 

RESPONSE D90-7 

Groundwater pumping and surface water management practices will be managed in a manner that 

is consistent with state and federal laws pertaining to rare and endangered species. Also, please 

refer to response to master comment VE-6. 

RESPONSE D90-8 

Please refer to responses to master comments MT-2 and MT-8 for discussion of mitigation 

alternatives. 



Letter D91 

Andrew Kirk 





LETTER D-91 

Andrew Kirk 
POBox 263 
Independence, CA. 93526 

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

Mr. Davis; 

Please accept the following comments on the DEIR, Water From the 
Owens Valley to Supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct: 

1 ,  EIR, page 5-5. "Certain areas that contain vegetation of 
significant environmental value are not shown on the management 
maps. These areas will be identified by the Technical Group for 
monitoring purposes." 

Citizen input, perhaps via a citizens'advisory committee, 
should be solicited when determining vegetation of significant 
environmental value. 

2. EIR, page 5-23. 
In some riparian areas, tamarisk provides the only 

wildlife cover. As part of the tamarisk eradication plan, has 
replacement cover been considered? 

3. EIR, page 11-2. "As plant production returns to normal, 
animal populations decline and the smaller habitats, such as 
springs and riparian woodlands, maintain the largest and most 
diverse populations." 

page 11-4. " . . .  species richness of both plants and animals 
is directly related to water availability and structural 
complexity of the habitat." 

Past practices have eliminated many of the riparian and 
spring areas in the Owens Valley. Now that they are recognzied 
as being of paramount value, no more degradation of spring or 
riparian habitat should be accepted. 

As a case in point, the spring flow at Reinhackle Spring 
should be maintained. Reinhackle is the last of the large 
springs still flowing on the valley floor south of the Poverty 
Hills. The spring vent area sustains a year-round community 
(remaining completely thawed even during the sub-zero cold-snap 
of December 1990, during which Diaz Lake, Billy Lake, Tinemaha 
Res., and Klondike Lake froze solid) of aquatic vegetation; it 
is frequented by snipe, sora, and Virginia rail. The locale is 
frequented by tule elk. The continuous availability of water 
has generated an area of significant biological and esthetic 
value at Reinhackle Spring. 

No further impacts due to groundwater pumping or surface 
water management should be allowed at Reinhackle Spring. 

4. Vegetation and Wildlife chapters in general. 



Both these chapters discuss biological resources only 
above ground. Below ground in riparian or spring areas are 
algae, mycorrhizal fungi, spring snails, earthworms and other 
annelids, insects, and more, forming a rich unseen ecosystem, 
without which many of the higher plant and animal species cannot 
exist. 

An analysis of this sub-surface ecosystem should be added 
to the EIR. The EIR's discussion of impacts, and its discussion 
of environmental and enhancement/mitigation projects should 
include this aspect of the ecosystem. For instance, how has the 
loss of marsh and riparian areas affected the white-faced ibis, 
the snipe, the dowitchers, and other birds which feed on sub- 
surface plants and animals in the Owens Valley? How will the 
environmental and E/M projects perpetuate this resource? 

It is obvious that an off-and-on water supply cannot 
maintain this below ground ecosystem. Accordingly, such 
environmental or enhancement/mitigation projects as Calvert 
Slough and Seeley Springs cannot fully mitigate for the loss of 
permanently watered sites. - 
5. Page 12-11. "Approximately 10 acres (of the Independence 
springfield) remain barren and will be revegetated with native 
pasture. " 

Is it possible to maintain the original contours of 
this land, rather than leveling it before revegetating? The 
variety of contour could encourage plant species diversity and 
provide wildlife cover. (The recent Anheuser-Busch EIR revealed 
that an elevation change of even a few inches resulted in 
sidalcea population decreases.) - 
6. Page 5-5. "A change from one vegetation community to another 
within the same vegetation classification would not be regarded 
as significant." 

I am troubled by some of the ramifications of this 
aspect of the management scheme. For instance, does this mean 
that alkali seep could he permitted to change to rabbitbrush 
meadow, since both are within the grassland/meadow 
classification? Does this mean that cottonwood/willow riparian 
forest could be permitted to change to tamarisk scrub, since 
both are within the riparian and bottomland classification? Are 
any distinct communities to be protected? More detail would be 
appreciated here. - 
7. EIR, page 9-73: "The ten-foot drawdown level at the end of 
three consecutive years (runoff year 1977-78 repeated three 
times) and maximum pumping during those three dry years...". 

EIR, page 10-55: "(runoff year of 54 percent . . .  with 
annual pumping of 275,827 acre feet, 247,758 acre feet, and 
222,942 acre feet)." 

Greenbook, page 94: "These contours were developed by 
running the models under assumed worst-case scenario conditions 
(all existing wells pumping with recharge conditions . . .  f .  

In general, it is unclear how the drawdown contours were 
developed and how they will be applied in the management 
scheme. This is a critical topic in the EIR and the agreement. 



A more detailed explanation would be useful. Here are some of my 
questions: 

1. Was pumping for enhancement/mitigation 
projects included in the modeling? 

2. Was the model based on "maximum pumping", as 
stated on page 9-73, or on the three different totals listed on 
page 10-557 

3. Does "maximum pumping" mean all production 
wells pumping full bore for the entire year? 

4. Is vegetation to be monitored only within the 
ten-foot drawdown area? 

5. Are significant vegetation impacts outside of 
the ten-foot drawdown area possible? 

6. Some of the vegetation and wellfield maps 
(Exhibit A: Independence, Big Pine, Laws) show production wells 
outside of the ten-foot drawdown areas. How is that possible? 

8. EIR, Exhibit A, page 5 of 14. 
On this map no type D (riparian/marsh) vegetation is 

shown for the area east of highway 395 at the base of Thibaut 
Creek. There is a large area of tule marsh there with willow 
trees on either side. 

9. EIR, Exhibit A, page 7 of 14. 
On this map no type D (riparian/marsh) vegetation is 

shown just south of the Alabama Gates. There is a large willow 
forest east of highway 395, and a spring-fed marsh area on both 
sides of the highway. 

10. EIR, chapter 4, Environmental and Enhancement/Mitigation 
projects. 

Supplying surface water to environmental projects or 
enhancement/mitigation ponds has provided a eutrophic 
environment ideal for the invasion of tules and cattails. The 
ponds resulting at Little Blackrock, Calvert Slough, and Billy 
Lake are questionable substitutes for the original marsh or 
spring habitats, due to tule/cattail infill. What methods are 
being consdiered to avoid eutrophication and consequent 
tule/cattail infill? 

11. EIR, chapter 4, page 4-16. 
Environmental and enhancement/mitigation project 

descriptions should clearly state whether the water supply to ar 
environmental or e/m project is to be continuous (as at Billy 
Lake) or intermittent (as at Calvert Slough). 

12. EIR, chapter 4, page 4-16. 
In planning the Lower Owens River Project, existing 

conditions and anticipated conditions should be carefully 
compared in order to avoid trade-offs such as Billy Lake, where 
the pond was improved by inundating or drying a large area of 
pre-existing marshes. The new pond is a great place and a well- 
used fishery, but the lost marsh was perhaps equally valuable. 

13. EIR, chapter 4, page 4-16. 



What priorities determine the choices of environmental 
and e/m projects? What is the overarching, valley-wide 
ecological vision being applied? 

14. Since the activities of LADWP are an important part of the 
fabric of life in the Owens Valley, a regular column in the 
local press would serve to keep residents informed concerning 
status of mitigation projects, snow survey results, employee 
accomplishment and changes, DWP construcion activity in the 
Owens Valley, real estate transactions, the annual operations 
plan, and other subjects of import. A proactive effort on the 
part of the LADWP to inform the citizens of the Owens Valley 
would be a welcome addition to the agreement. 

15. E I R ,  chapter 17, CEQA Considerations. 
Pre-project stream diversions reduced or eliminated 

recharge in certain areas. Where these areas intersect pumping 
cones of depression, cumulative impacts beyond those 
attributable solely to the pumping may have resulted. A 
consideration of these possible impacts shold be included in 
chapter 17. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D91 

RESPONSE D91-1 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 for a discussion of monitoring 

under the Green Book. Any members of the public o r  of any interested agency or organization 

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

RESPONSE D91-2 

Revegetation is part of the saltcedar control program. The comment that saltcedar provides some 

wildlife habitat is accurate and noted. 

RESPONSE D91-3 

Please refer to the responses to master comments PD-5, for discussion of spring protection, and 

WA-4 regarding protection of Reinhackle Spring. 

RESPONSE D91-4 

The comment regarding sub-surface ecosystems is noted; however it also should be recognized that 

the scope of this EIR and the large geographical area of the project present limitations to the level 

of detail that any one issue can be explored. As additional studies are implemented in the valley, 

there may be opportunities to examine the issues raised in this comment; however, for the purpose 

of this EIR, such an examination is unlikely to alter the findings of significance that have already 

been established. 
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RESPONSE D91-5 

Maintenance of the original countours of land considered for revegetation wouid be explored as 

a means of minimizing disturbance to top soil. 

RESPONSE D91-6 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 for information o n  allowable vegetation changes 

under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D91-7 

Yes. 

See explanation on page 94 of Green Book. 

Yes. However, over 3 years, production amounts were decreased due to drawdown 

No. Control sites are outside of 10 foot drawdown, as are productivity sites (Section If of 

Green Book). As of 1991-92, monitoring is being conducted outside the 10 foot drawdown 

areas. 

Yes. 

These wells didn't create a 10 foot drawdown when pumped in the model. 

RESPONSE D91-8 

Vegetation parcels less than twenty acres in size were nor mapped for management purposes. 

These locations are known to both the Department and the County and are nevertheless protected 

under provisions of the Agreement and the Green Book. See also response to master comment 

PD-5 concerning seeps and other vegetation. See also response to comment B13-45. 
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RESPONSE D91-9 

Please refer to the response to  comment D91-8 above. 

RESPONSE D91-10 

Methods to  prevent o r  minimize entrophication from occurring are under investigation by the 

Technical Group. 

RESPONSE D91-11 

See response to  master wmment MT-4 and response to wmment A4-40 and C13-22. 

RESPONSE D91-12 

Comment noted. The Lower Owens River Project is still in the planning phase. Habitat value 

changes, if any, will be planned to result in beneficial changes, and not adverse changes such as 

that described in this comment (i.e. drying of marshes). 

RESPONSE D91-13 

The goals for the environmental and EM projects varied and encompassed habitat 

restorationfimprovement, recreation, fisheries, aesthetics, mitigation, and other goals. Please refer 

to response to  master wmment MT-I for a discussion of these projects. 

RESPONSE D91-14 

Comment noted. LADWP does not currently publish a newsletter regarding local events. It does 

provide information to  the Inyo County Water Department for use in the Water Reporter, and 

cooperates with the local press. 

RESPONSE D91-15 

Pre-project stream diversions are outside the scope of this EIR. Comment noted. 





Letter D92 

Josephine Lijek 





LETTER 0-92 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

WATER FROM THE OWENS VALLEY TO SUPPLY 
THE SECOND LOS ANGELES AQUEDUCT 

19-72 TO 1990 
1990 ONWARD 

By: Josephine Lijek 
1600 Argyle Ln. 
Bishop, Ca. 

93514 



SUMMARY 
Pg. S-2 Map: 

The scale of miles is incorrect. According to the scale on 
this page the state of California is only about 5 miles long. 
This is a minor point but it shows that the document was not 
carefully reviewed before final printing. 

- 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Pg. 1-2 Map: 
Scale of miles is again incorrect. 

- 
CHAPTER 4: WATER MANAGEMENT 

Pg. 4-7 Graph: 
Since this D.E.I.R. is for the Owens Valley only, Mono County 
information should not be included except in reference to 
amount of water available to Los Angeles. Irrigation of Mono 
County lands does not pertain to Inyo County. 

CHAPTER 5: PROPOSED PROJECT 

Pg. 5-3 Vegetation Classification: 
Discusses reclassification of vegetation types, but is not 
specific as to what criteria will be used to determine a need 
for reclassification. 

- 
Pg. 5-3 Type A Vegetation: 

Classifying Type A vegetation by transpiration rate only does 
not seem accurate to me. A community of drought-stressed Type 
B vegetation, if sparse enough, could have a transpiration 
rate that would classify it as Type A, Since Type A requires 
no mitigation under the agreement, this could result in 
significant areas of vegetation that have been damaged by 
water gathering but are incorrectly classified, ie. would have 
been Type B vegetation if never subjected to man caused 
drought conditions. I think Type A classifications should be 

- further reviewed. 

Pg. 5-5 Groundwater Mining: 
Referring to increased pumping over the 20 year recharge rate, 
the phrase "for other relevant reasons" should be defined or 
stricken from tie docume~t. Ailowing a 20 year period over 
which recharge wii I balance pumping should a1 1 ow enough 
flexibility in pumping for LA'S needs. - 

Pg. 5-27 Recreational Use of Haiwee Reservoirs: 
Conditions of feasibility should be defined for North Haiwee 
Reservoir as well as for South Raiwee in advance of a final 
agreement. 

I 



CHAPTER 6: ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED PROJECT 
- 

Pg. 6-16 Alternative 7: 
Contains an assumption of 50000 AFY from Mono Basin which is 
included in this alternative but not included in any of the 
other alternatives. This is inconsistent. All water inputs not 
part of the project should be consistent throughout the 
document. - 

Pg. 6-21 Environmental Effects: 
The statement "water demand may remain stable in LA but grow 
elsewhere, so that pressure on the water resources of Southern 
California will remain the same", does not belong in this 
document. The water agreement is between Inyo County and Los 
Angeles, and it is beyond the scope of this document to 
analyze future water demand in other areas not served by 
LADWP. It should not be unrealistic to expect that future 
development should not take place if a sure source of water is 
not available. 

- 
Pg. 6-18, 6-26 

On page 6-18 it is stated that a loss of 42,000 AFY would 
comprise 6.5% Of LA'S total available water supply, and that 
this amount of water could not be replaced by conservation or 
wastewater reclamation. This directly contradicts a statement 
on Pg. 6-26 indicating that water consumption during Spring 
and Summer of 1990 has been reduced by an estimated 10 to 15% 
due to awareness of the need to conserve. 

CHAPTER 9: WATER RESOURCES - 
General Comments on Spring Flows: 

I feel that there should be a restoration of minimum flows in 
Springs that have ceased to flow due to groundwater pumping, 
such as Big Seeley and Big and Little Blackrock. I feel 
springs have intrinsic value as a part of the natural world, 
in addition to their value as habitats to unique plant 
communities and wildlife. Development of the Lower Owens River 
and continuing water supply to Fish hatcheries does not in my 
opinion mitigate the loss of springs. Addition of surface 
water to former spring areas causes changes in plant 
communities due to the higher nutrient content of the surface 
water (as demonstated at Big Blackrock), and is not an 
acceptable mitigation. - 

Pg. 9-55 Fluctuating Reservoir Levels and Dam Safety: 
Considering the uncertain availibility of water for Los 
Angeles, there should be some thought given to constructing 
new reservoirs to store water in years of high availibility. 
LADWP should be considering this as part of a plan to maintain 
a reliable source of water, especially in light of the fact 
that several of the older dams and reservoirs are becoming 
unsafe. It seems foolish not to develop better strategies of 
water storage, especially in light of the current extreme 



1 drought. 

Pg.9-79,9-83 Mitigation of Impacts to Water Resources: 
Why is no mitigation required for the drying up of springs? on 
pg.9-48 it is stated that CEQA guidelines consider a project 
to have significant adverse effects if it substantially 
depletes surface or groundwater resources. Drying up a spring 
is a substantial depletion of a water resource, and should 
require a mitigation. 

- 
Pg.9-86 Tabie 9-i2: 

There are no units of concentration listed for the 
constituents in this Table. Units should always be listed in 
all tables and graphs to avoid confusion. 

4- CHAPTER 10: VEGETATION 

10-3, 10-4 Independence Precipitation: 
On pg. 10-3 Independence is said to have mean precipitation of 
5.1 inches and a median of 3.3 inches. On pg.10-4, Figure 10- 
1, Independence precipitation is graphically represented as 
having a median of 4.3 inches. 

10-7 to 10-12 Plant Community List: 
The only community for which total cover is described is 
Nevada Saltbush Scrub. This is not consistent with the other 
community descriptions. I would like to see total cover 
estimates for all the plant communities listed in this 
section. 

10-49 Definitions of Significant: 
Middle paragraph stating that centuries or perhaps millenia 
were required to produce the ecosystem of the Owens Valley. 
Continues to say that changes to this ecosystem during the 
past 90 years of water-gathering must be regarded as 
permanent. It is unclear what "changes" are being referred to 
here. If referring to changes caused by water-gathering this 
should be made clear. 

The point of this paragraph is also unclear. Why must 
changes in vegetation be considered permanent? Short of major 
climatic changes or toxic contamination that is irreversible, 
I see no reason why vegetation woald not have a flexib!e 
response to environmental conditions. 

I also do not see why the amount of time it takes 
vegetation to recover is pertinent here. Affected vegetation 
may take decades to recover, and it may not, and there is no 
scientific basis for any of the statements in this paragraph. 
I don't see what purpose it serves in the document and think 
it should be deleted or rewritten. 

10-52, 10-53 Impacts 10-6 and 10-8: 



It is my opinion that an attempt should be made to develop new 
methods of water spreading that don't result in proliferation 
of salt cedar in addition to implementing salt cedar control 
and eradication programs. - 

Pg. 10-63 Impact 10-15: 
I agree that groundwater pumping should be managed to avoid 
causing changes or decreases in vegetation associated with 
springs, but disagree that surface water applied to these 
areas is an acceptable replacement of the natural spring flow. 
Surface waters are higher in nutrients than spring waters and 
will cause changes in riparian vegetation, as is evidenced at 
Little Blackrock spring. Supplying surface water to these 
areas should be used only as a temporary emergency measure, 
not as a permanent replacement for the natural flows. 

- 
CHAPTER 11: WILDLIFE 

A general comment on this Chapter: it is essentially 
undocumented. I could not find more than one literature 
citation in the entire section. Many of the statements are 
based on undocumented "historical" evidence. I feel this is a 
questionable way to write a legal document. To be believable, 
evidence should be available from other sources to support the 
opinions and statements presented here, should the reader 
decide to investigate further about the wildlife of the Owens 
Valley. I find that in my eyes, the credibility of this entire 
chapter is suspect due to this lack of documentation. - 

Pg.11-4 and 11-5 Background and History: 
This section appears to be an attempt to make the Owens valley 
appear as a barren and lifeless place before the coming of the 
"white man". Is this an attempt to minimize the effects that 
water diversion has had on the valley? An attitude that 
presents, fcr example, that since there was nothing here in 
the first place, no damage was done to the environment? 
I do not believe there was little tree growth and few birds in 
the valley in the 1800's. But if this was so I imagine there 
must be some documentation of this, but I see no references 
cited to support these statements. 

- 
Pg. 11-5 Background and History: 

I do not believe the statement that the Owens River was "dry 
or flowed less than 2cfs in many years. I would like to see 
this statement referenced or deleted. I see it as another 
attempt to make it appear that water diversions have had 
little effect on the Owens Valley. - 

Pg. 11-27 Present Setting: 
It is stated at the beginning of this section that there is no 
difference between present and pre-project wild!ife 
populations. On the same page it is also stated that there is 



a lack of quantitative data for pre-project populations or 
habitat requirements of said wildlife which prevents detailed 
comparison of present and pre-project conditions. If there is 
no data for detailed comparison there is no proof or basis for 
the statement that there is no significant difference between 
current and pre-project populations. It should be stated that 
impacts of the project on wildlife are unknown or unmeasurable 
due to lack of data. 

Pg. 11-33 Big Game: 
Tule Elk census figures taken at the highest estimate result 
in a value of 470 animais, not 490, and at the lowest estimate 
number 340 animals, not 360. If there is an automatic fudge 
factor of 20 individuals added to the census figures it should 
noted and explained in the document. This table does not show 
elk populations well above 490 individuals, it shows the 
population to be less than 490 individuals. 

11-40 and 11-41 Mitigation Measure 11-1: 
Klondike Lake should not be listed as a wildlife mitigation as 
it is so heavily used by humans it is of marginal use to 
wildlife, especially birds. Most waterfowl need to nest 
undisturbed. 
The last paragraph states that the Lower Owens River will be 
managed to provide "benefits to wildlife that exceed the 
impact during the last 2 decades". Xmpact during the past 20 
years has not been measured, and due to lack of data can't be 
measured, so this statement should be deleted. 

CHAPTER 16: ANCILLARY fACILITIES 

16-34 and 16-35 Impact and Mitigation 16-11: 
I feel that Reinhackle Spring should not be allowed to dry up 
under any circumstances. Any extended drying up of the spring 
is sure tcl impact vegetation, and adding surface water is not 
an acceptable mitigation unless used only as an emergency 
measure to prevent vegetation damage. Reinhackle is one of the 
few springs in the valley that has not been destroyed by 
groundwater pumping. 

CHAPTER 17: CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

17-5 Land Management: 
Grazing management is listed, here as a mitigation to avoid 
significant cumulative impacts to vegetation, therefore the 
results of grazing management programs should be reviewed to 
ensure they are actually preventing significant impacts to 
vegetation. i would like to see a grazing management plan in 
writing as a part of the agreement, because grazing has a very 
big impact on vegetation growth and survival. LADWP currently 
allows almost double the number of animals on its a1:otments 
than other agencies such as the BLM and Forest Service. 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'ITER D92 

RESPONSE D92-1 

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

Report. 

RESPONSE D92-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D92-3 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D92-4 

See response to comment B13-45. 

RESPONSE 092-5 

Comment noted. Please see response to comment B13-45. Also, please refer to response to 

master comment VE-1 for a discussion of allowable vegetation changes under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D92-6 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of 

groundwater mining. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D92 

RESPONSE D92-7 

PIease refer to response to master comment PD-16 for discussion of the studies to be conducted 

for Haiwee Reservoirs. 

RESPONSE D92-8 

e premise of Alternative 7 is to meet the export capacity of both aqueducts. This is the only 

alternative to include this component. To achieve the maximum export, 50, AFY is assumed 

ono Basin exports from 1970 to 

RESPONSE D92-9 

Comment noted; however the discussion of environmental effects is consistent with the topic of 

Section 6.3.1. Growth Limitations, in Chapter 6, Alternatives, and is retained. 

RESPONSE 092-10 

m e  to master comment AL-3. 

RESPONSE 1392-1 1 

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

of the Draft EIR. Comment noied. No response is requir 

RESPONSE D92-12 

is comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the cantenr of the Draft EIR. No 

nse is required. 

lease refer to response lo master comment A-l for a discussion of significant effecrs on water 

ation of significant impacts to vegetation as a r w d i  of the reduction or  eiimination 

is addressed under impact 10-14, beginning on page 10-59 of the Draft EIR. 

pact 11-1, beginning on page 11-39. 
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RESPONSE D92-14 

Comment noted. Units are in milligrams per liter (mgj). 

RESPONSE D92-15 

The median given on  page 10-3 should be 4.3 inches. 

RESPONSE D92-16 

See response to comment D21-25, #3. 

RESPONSE D92-17 

See the pre-project vegetation description in Chapter 10, Vegetation, page 10-27 of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D92-18 

Gomment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D92-19 

Please refer to  response to  master comment PD-5, protection of remaining springs. 

RESPONSE D92-20 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment WL-2 regarding references to 

sources of wildlife data, and Appendix C-3 for bibliography. 

RESPONSE D92-21 

Please refer to response to  master comment WL-2. In addition, the following information is 

presented. Document lack of trees in Valley: 

(1) William H. Brewer in Up and Down California in 1860-64 - The Journal of Wriliurn H. 

Brewer. Entry of Thursday, July 28, 1864: "Where streams come down from the Sierra 

they spread out and great meadows of green grass occur." 'Yet these meadows comprise 
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not over one-tenth of the Valiey -- the rest is desert." Saturday, July 30. 1864: "At our 

camps in the Valley our only fuel was sagebrush, which burns like tinder, but is lirtie beiter 

than straw to cook by. No trees grow in the Valley." 

(2) Quis -- a comes ndeni for the LA. Star on the Expedition of Capt. Davidson to the 

Owens Vailey in 1859: T h e  Valley is untimbered except for a Ecw small cottonwoods." 

(3) L. T. Larsen, Forest Examiner, in "Hardwood Planting in Valley, Ca!ifornia," July 

1, 1914 (a report on r e tree farms planted between the 1880s and 1914): "Very little 

natural tree growth occurs in Owens Valley. lnyo County, California, and increasing demand 

for fuel and Fencepost material has resulted in the cutting of most of the accessible timber 

in the surrounding region." 

RESPONSE D92-22 

Document low Rows in river: 

( I )  Inyo Register, August 11, 1898: "With the river and c r e e k  at extreme low water mark, 

again comes the wonder why there are not more windmills or cheap water pumps in use 

in the Valley." 

(2) lnyo Register, September 7, 1899: "There is absolutely no water in the river past the 

Sanger and Black ditch dams." (Four miles north of Big Pine.) 

(3) lnyo Register, October 1, 1903: "Water in the Owens River is lower than ever recorded; 

less than 100 inches (2  cfs) passing the Independence Bridge." 

RESPONSE D92-23 

in the comment relates to species diversi:~ not qumtiiaiive data on the total 

number of individuals o i  each species. 
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RESPONSE D92-24 

Re: pages 11-33 (Tule elk herds): An error was made in this list. The numbers should read: 

Bishop 80-100 
Tinemaha 80-100 
Goodale 50-70 
Independence 60-80 
Lone Pine 60-80 
Mt. Whitney 40-60 - 
TOTAL 370-490 

These numbers are the recommended herd sizes under the Tule Elk management plan. They do 
not represent census tigures. 

RESPONSE D92-25 

Klondike Lake provides habitat for migrating birds such as white pelicans, snow geese, tundra 

swans. The season of greatest importance for migratory birds is not the season of heavy human 

use. 

RESPONSE D92-26 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5, for a discussion of springs in general, and 

WA-4 for a discussion of Reinhackle Spring in particular. 

RESPONSE D92-27 

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 D93 

Phyllis Mottola 





LETTER 0-93 

Phyllis Mottola 
362-B Vista Rd. 
Bishop, CA 93514 

, ,, . . Comments on DEIR & Water Agreement for Inyo County .. , .. ., . ., : , 
. ,  . ,  

1. Lack of baseline data 

Data is lacking in the DEIR on the affected environment prior to the DWP project. 
Complete and thorough information on occurrance and distribution of various plant anr 
animal species, and location and extent of different habitat types (i.e. riparian, 
meadow, marsh, spring) is necessary for an evaluation of project impacts. 

2. Divestiture of lands 

Much of the lands that are proposed to be turned over to local government are 
meadow and other wetlands. These are of great biological and scenic value and must 
be preserved, not developed. Lands to be divested for development purposes should b< 
chosen from habitat types that are less biologically critical or, preferably, lands 
already degraded by human activities. Protection of wetlands should be written into 
the agreement. 

3. Grazing 

A complete discussion must be included of cumulative impacts of grazing and of tl 
proposed management program. The grazed DWP lands which I am familiar with are in 
poor condition. In addition, unintentional releases of irrigation water caused larl 
mosquito-hatches lastsummer,resulting in a costly spraying program undertaken by the 
County. I was told that irrigation gates either broke or were vandalized, causing tl 
unwanted release of water. The gates and irrigation systems I have seen are in such 
poor repair that such a release is not surprising. They are old, worn and jerry-rig{ 
systems constructed of decaying wood and deterioratins sheets of plastic. Any grazi~ 
mnagement plan must include a sound and well-maintained irrigation system. The 
citizens of Inyo Co. should not have to bear the health and financial costs of mosqu: 
infestations brought about by ?oar management of irrigation water. 

Another aspect of grazing that must be addressed is its impact on native and 
naturally-occurring trees. In looking at DWP grazed lands one sees little or no 
seedling regeneration of trees. If protective measures are not taken soon to insure 
tree reproduction there will be very few trees left in Owens Valley in 100 years. 

4. Native pasture lands 

These lands should be preserved, not converted to alfalfa. Conversion would 
result in a loss of native vegetation and wildlife habitat. 

5. Springs 

Remaining springs must be maintained in a natural state, and their surrounding 
habitat protected and restored. Further degradation must not be allowed. Attempts 
should also be made to rehabilitate springs which have stopped flowing. A spring 
inventory and management plan should be included in the EIR. 

Rewatering the lower Owens River, while an important project, cannot be con- 
sidered mitigation for the destruction of springs. 



I 6. J o i n t  decision-making 

Any dec i s ion  t o  t u r n  w e l l s  back on must be made j o i n t l y  'oy DWP and Inyo Co., no t  

7 . Drought recovery pol icy  

This  pol icy  should be changed s o  t h a t  s o i l  moisture be allowed t o  recover t o  
l e v e l s  necessary t o  support  vege ta t ion  l e v e l s  i n  the  1984-87 survey before  pumping is 
allowed. 

8 
Monitoring and " sa fe  y ie ld"  

A valley-wide monitoring system is necessary which can d e t e c t  a  100% change i n  
vegeta t ion .  U n t i l  t h i s  system i s  es fab l i sned ,  pumping must have an upper lhit base  

"safe  y ie ld"  t o  maintain vege ta t ion  l e v e l s  i n  t h e  1984-87 survey. 
9 

. S i g n i f i c a n t  impacts 

The term "s ign i f i can t "  needs t o  be def ine@ i n  a  more d e t a i l e d  and s p e c i f i c  way 
which is c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  goals  of t h e  agreement. L 
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RESPONSE D93-1 

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

RESPONSE D93-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 for a discussion of the release of Los Angeles 

owned land and potential effects on wetiands. 

RESPONSE D93-3 

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 diicussion of LAI)WP's livestock 

grazing management program. 

RESPONSE D93-4 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-I for a discussion of allowable vegetation changes 

under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D93-5 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5, for a discussion of springs in general, and 

WA-4 for discussion of Reinhackle Spring in particular. 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 
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CEQA, upon finalization of the project description, a separate environmental review wili be 

conducted. 

RESPONSE D93-6 

Please refer to response to master comment D-6 for discussion of the issue of well turn odoff. 

RESPONSE D93-7 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 for a discussion of the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE D93-8 

The rationale for the threshold of "10 percent change in vegetation" is not clear. The criteria for 

determining significant effects that will be used in ihe future are described in Section 1.C of the 

RESPONSE D93-9 

e criteria far identifyrng 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 CEQG titled Significant Effects) unless indicated 

otherwise. The Agreement contains a detailed description of significant effects in Section IV.B 

(pages B-22 through B-24). Please refer to response to master comment PD-I8 regarding the use 

of the term "significant" in the Agreement. Also, see response to master comment MT-7. 



Letter D94 

Myron E. Alexander 





LETTER D-94 

Coments concerning the Draft Environmental Report of WTER 
FRW TkE OWENS V4LLEY TO SUPPLY TiiE SECOhB TBS AKGELES AQUED- 
UCT : 170 to 1990 R 1990,PLRSLWT TO 1 LOX TERV GR3LWDWATER 
"IAhAGDQZiT Put. (Dated September 1990) 

1. Subject E.I.R. is not presented in a mnner easily read 

and understood by the general public. It is difficult to 

covprehend by a person with a good technical education. It 

could have easily been published with the general public in 

rind. 

2 .  Green Book has a good glossary but impossible for anyone 

Kt a professional to understand. I did not read it. I would 

read, however, any peer reviews. 

I ,  3. 1i1 senrial on the"agi*eitirnt : Inyo cutiiity does ,lot see:<, 

to have an overall policy or set of policys to deal with 

LADLT's presencE and operations in the valley. A specific 

time should be indicated when LADCT stop mining water from 

Owens Valley. IADW, on the other hand has stated publicly 

they have no interest in the environvent and only seek to 

obtain as much water as possible at the cheapest price. (Their 
. . chairman stated this when retireing and when Mayor 

Tom Bradley appointed a woman with an environmental background 

to the board. ) 

4. Throughout the book, it seems to me that there is too much 

mitigation proposed of the $5 catigory . (5."Compensating for 

the impact by replacing or providing SiIRSTITlTE resources or 

environments. ") 

5. Tne "agreement" allows more wells and increased pumpinq. 

The "agreement" provides for an increase of water flowing to 

LQS Angeles through the aqueducts. ,&7 r?iL cs@f /+/k t 

6 .  Uhy would the county want to take possesion of the town 

water supply and distribution systems of Big Pine and Lone 

Pine but not have possession of the wells and pumps? This 

does'nt make good business sense from the county's point of 

view. 

7. With regard to the mitipation measure called the "bwer 

Owens River Project: Since LADIG is responsible for the 

drying up of this area, they alone, should be responsible and 

pay for it's implementation ,and continued operation. 



I- 
8. The EIR avoids any discussion of dry &ens Lake. m.e 

iake is not aentioned in the "agreement" either. Someone 

seems to want us all to beli.e~*e that "OTRERS" will mitigate 

this disasrer and of course tie a].? Laow that this will never 

happen. it. is one of the most serious consequences of the 

LAMiP exporting and xining water fron &ens Valley and this 

is certainly the tinm a d  place to exa~ine, discuss and pro- 

pose nitigation of t5i.s pressing health and environnental 

proble.;, . 
-- 
9. Section 9-10 indicates that there is no subsidence observed 

between 1920 and 1900. it draws the conclusion that, therefore, 

<lo initigaiiol: is required. , b y  hi,gi schooi science sttidei~t 

wi1.l note that something is decidedly wrong with these state- 

ments. It is not possible to mine, extract ,&/or ptimp water 

from hens VaLLey aquifers for 70 years or lore and not have 

subsidence effects. -kis would violate a host of physical 

laws dealing with weight, .rass,gravity, etc. - 
10. Uo where in the EIR do I see any mention of cause and 

effect obser~ations of the rrany, many springs in the Inyo 

Range that have dried up. >!any of these rings are +own on 

1 old topo mps and yetjighen hiking through these areas one notes 
t 

1 their absence. Does LAD\$ mining have an effect on these one- 

,me springs? Do the absence of these spri.ngs account for :ne I + .  
noteably fewer species of wildlife in the Inyos? 

9 
1 11. I~pact 9-lii on page 9-74 is a good example of the 

deleterious effects of rining ana expol-ting water froC> the &ens 

Valley. Yitigation measwes are compLetely inadequate and only 

exacerbate the lowering of the groundwater iwel. It is no 

wonder the Steward Ranch folks have nor accepted this measure. 

155 Lakewood St 
LOne Fine, C: ci35A5 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D94 

RESPONSE D94-1 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE D94-2 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE D94-3 

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 D94-4 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE D94-5 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE D94-6 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-1 for discussion of Owens Dry Lake. 



Responses to Comments 
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RESPONSE D94-7 

Please refer to response to master comment 6 -1  for discussion of the issue of subsidence. 

RESPONSE D94-8 

The springs in the lnyo Range that are cited in this comment are located well above the valley 

flmr and are not hydraulically related to springs on the valley floor. 

RESPONSE D94-9 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Letter D95 

Tom & Linda Lorem 





LETTER 0-95 
.. $;.! '2 - . -, 

-...L-..d John  Dav i s ,  S e n i o r  Vice P r e s i d e n t  '-->, , sz.+ I.. . . 
EIP A s s o c i a t e s  
150 Spear S t . ,  S t e .  1500 J4i.j 3 1 [CQ, 

- " " ?  
San F r a n c i s c o ,  CA 94105 i'+. - 

C . . ,  .A*>,.) - . - 
Cmzb c ,*,.. ~<,'.*~.=s , ed.**,; ,. --a. ZA, 

Comnents on t h e  D r a f t  EIR: 
Inyo County/LADWP Long-Term Water Agreement 

1) The o v e r a l l  p e s p e c t i v e  of t h e  r e p o r t  is w r i t t e n  t o  s u b t l y  bias t h e  
r e a d e r  toward L . A .  a n d  a g a i n s t  Inyo County.  For  example: 

8:. p a p u l a t l o i i  s t a t i s t i c s  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  wit.hout. aci.:nowled~serireiit of t .he 
pa r t .  p l ayed  by lack: o i  water  i n  1-educing t h o s e  p o p u l a t i o n s  i i n t r o j  

4 e ~ i v i ~ - ~ i i i r i ~ e i i i a l  impac t s  21-e " p e r c e i v e d "  i n s t e a d  o f  "observed"  ( p a g e  
2-1 Q )  

'These i rents demean t h e  populat . ioi i  , t h e  Val l e y ,  and l o c a l  g ~ v e r r , : ? e n t ,  
a n d ,  a s  a  r e s i ~ l t ,  u n j u s t l y  mlnirbrize t h e  irilparts ni wate r  expot t . .  - 
2 : )  The r e p o r t  needs  t o  s p e c i f y  t h e  a l l o w a b l e  laps.= o i  t i m e  between 
t h e  s t a r t  of niit.iga?.ion p r o j e c t s  and t h e  =.?.a$ ?. of w a t e r  e x p o r t .  CEWA 
r ev iews  can b e  l e n g t h y ,  and water axport .  c o u l d  c o n t i n u e  t o  darnage t h e  
v a l l e y  b e f o r e  mit.iga?.ioii evk- go?. s t . a t - t ed .  T h i s  c o u l d  a l s o  b e  a t o n 1  
f o r  d e l i b e r a t e  d e l a y .  The s t a r t  of  water  e x p n r t  must b e  t i e d  t-u t h e  
S t a r t  of sp .=ci f  i c  m i t i g a t i o n  p r o j e c t s  

, , I  
!.a. - 

.-, . The c x t r n t  a i  damage m i t i g a t e d  by a p a l ' t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t .  must he  
s p e c i f  i e d .  For example ,  t h e  Lower Owens Rive r  p r o j e c t .  w i l l  b e  good,  
b u t  i t  canno t  b e g i n  to  make up far  damage t o  %.he e n t i r e  v a l l e y  and is 
no tab l , ?  l n i p p r n p r i ~ , t . e  a s  %;i,it.igafioli f o r  t h e  damage t.,:, or  l o s s  of 
!iat.ui-a1 s p r i n g s  and t . h e i r  environriirnt. - 
4 :I The tel-m " s i g n i f  i c a n t "  must. b e  d e f  ined  , Then, p l a n s  must b e  made 
and implemented f o r  t h i s  damage t.o be a n t i c  ipa te .3  3116 pi-rvei i ted,  no?. 
respondeci t o  a t  t .er  t h e  f a c t .  

- 
5:' Type A v e g e t a t i o n  p l a n t  comm e n o t  a f f e c t e d  by 
groundwater  pumping," EXCEPT a s  water  e x p o r t  d e c r e a s e s  t h e  
wa te r  a v a i l a b l e  for  e v a p o r a . t i o n  anu t t ~ e r e f o r e  r e d u c e s  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  
T h i s  must b e  acknowledged ant3 responded to. - 
.- .. 
o t  D I - O K J ~ ? ~ .  is  csmmon now 1 1 1  ? c i s  ~ 1 ~ i r e . j  ecosysterc ~ i~e1-e  wat.rl- warj 
rmce abcmdant. . Considerat.ifi:~n, and a c  t . i i?n, must t,e g i v e n  to t h e  
po . ;Sib l l i ty  t .ha t  water expoi- t  h a s  impact.esd t h e  wa te r  a v a i l a b l e  f o l -  

r e c  yc 1 iiig between t h e  hi+$ mounta ins  ?.hat, eiic l o s e  ti-,is \/a1 le../ . f: Ti-,* 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER D95 

RESPONSE D95-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D95-2 

As stated in the Green Book, Section I.C.2, the first consideration for mitigation is the cessation 

of groundwater pumping from wells affecting the impacted area. This would occur immediately 

upon determination of an impact. 

RESPONSE D95-3 

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 D95-4 

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. 
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It is stressed that the primary goal of the Agreement is to avoid significant impacts to the 

environment; mitigation is to be utilized only as a secondary management tool. 

RESPONSE D95-5 

This comment contends that groundwater pumping has conciusively been determined to affect local 

weather. This contention is unfounded. 

RESPONSE D95-6 

The  precipitation that falls in the Sierra Nevadas results from storms moving east off of the Pacific 

Ocean; the winter storms (or lack thereof) are influenced by large high-pressure systems centered 

over the Pacific Ocean and by the jet stream. 

RESPONSE D95-7 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-I for a discussion of aliowable vegetation changes 

under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE B95-8 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE D95-9 

t h y  Euture changes made to the Green o o k  must be agreed upon by Inyo County and Los 

Angeles. 

lease refer io responses to master commenls PD-8, D-I0 for a dciailed disciission of 

the rcIaiionship between the pmpased project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE D95-11 
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RESPONSE D95-12 

The 1984-87 baseiine for vegetation management under the Agreement followed a wet period. 

RESPONSE D95-13 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 for a discussion of the release of Los Angeles 

owned lands and potential effects on wetlands. 

RESPONSE D95-14 

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

RESPONSE 095-15 

Comment noted. Protection of soil water for use by vegetation is the purpose of the Agreement. 

RESPONSE D95-16 

This comment is general -- no provisions of the Grccn Book are cited for clarification. 

RESPONSE D95-17 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter D% 

Sharon Rose 





LETTER D-96 
To: John Davis, EIP Assoc., 140 Spear St., #1500, San Francisco, Ca. 94105 

- .- 
', ,? .>.,S;1..,,. . . . . . 

Tine EIR is inherently defective in that it does'mo.~',~d~~?ss Owens Valley . \,_- ., 
vegetation prior to 1970. Although the title of the EIR distinctly 
limits the analysis to the period after 1970, the EIR should look back 
to the life of the first aqueduct, to deternine the truth of water 
gathering impacts (combined impacts) on valley life forms. 

It is my understanding that under the guidelines of CEQA, cumulative impacts 
nusc be fully addressed. To treat the 2nd aqueduct as an entity unto 
itself is erroneous and not in coir.pliance with environmental law. 

Comments on Draft EIR, Water from Owens Valley to Supply 2nd Aqueduct, 
SCH 89080705 - ..- ,-:~+ r ,  ,.; I ~ I / + J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ L ?  r, b. 
Co.iments by: Sharon Rose, 187A Johnstor. Dr., 1 

~"%* /22$14  ,guv2z+ f i  o*3 

Concerned resident of Owens Valley, United 

January 23, 1991 

The EIR proposes mitigations for springs and seeps. The EIR admits "significant 
impact at several springs (page 10-59). fnder California Law (CEQA), mitigatio? 
for i~lpact includes: avoiding impact; minimizing impact; rectifying impact; 
r~diicing or eliminating impact; providing sustitutes, i.e. compensatory 
mitigation. There can be no mitigation for nature's work at springs and 
seeps. Even "on-site" mitigation is completely unacceptable and unnatural. 
The only mitigation, in the case of springs and seeps, is AVOIDIXG IMPACT. 

Throughout the vegetation section of the EIR, areas of vegetation adversely 
affected by groundwater pumping are noted, inc1uding:Laws; Fish Springs 
and Blackrock hatcheries; Symmes-Shepherd well field; Five Bridges and 
others. In some cases, increased groundwater pumping to supply enhancement1 
-litigation has sacrificed one area for another. T'nis is crazy. Again, 
cumulative impact of groundwater pumping must be assessed. If an area 
has lost vegetation, or if a pond, spring or seep has dried up due to 
groundwater pumping, can it be true that surface application of pumped 
waier will compensate for damage due to unnaturally low water table levels. 
This is falacy. When the above mentioned destructions occur, with their 
accompanying impacts of loss of plant and animal life and soil erosion, 
groundwater pumping must he reduced overall. The only mitigation for many 
of the significantly affected Owens Valley lands is descreased groundwater 
pumping. All springs and seeps must be preserved in their natural state. 

The loss of ponds, springs, seeps and wetlands during the period of the 
second aqueducts can only he mitigated by decreased groundwater pumping, 
especially in periods of drought. The creation of new ponds in no way 
mitigates destruction of what nature had provided. 

Instead of mitigation for springs, seeps, ponds and wetlands, the EIR 
should include a management plan for spring inventory and management. 

The EIR should more graphically define "significant Impact." Any decreases 
in vegetation due to pumping must be considered "significant." 

Sections which grant Los Angeles "unilateral" authority in pumping decisions 
must be deleted from the agreement, as these violate the spirit and intent 
of joint management as defined by the Technical Group and Standing Committee. 

Livestock grazing and water management must be looked at in the EIR for 
cumulative impacts. A grazing management program, under CEQA, must be 
fully explained and open to public review. 

Desalinization of ocean water should be addressed in this EIR, as a 
mitigation (under CEQA), which would AVOID IMPACT on Owens Valley altogether. 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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RESPONSE D%-1 

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

RESPONSE D%-2 

Cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 17, CEQA considerations; and in responses to master 

comments PD-3, AQ-I and MT-5. 

RESPONSE D%-3 

This comment expresses a personal opinion about mitigation that is not consistent with CEQA. 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-3 for a discussion of mitigation under CEQA. 

RESPONSE D%-4 

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

PD-5. The remainder of this comment expresses personal opinions. No response is required. 

RESPONSE D96-5 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-5 regarding protection of remaining springs. 
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RESPONSE 696-6 

e criteria for identihin ificani effects are des in the introductory statemenu in each 

environmental analyxis seckion of Cha of the Draft EEIR. The  sianda 

o n  CEQA Guidelines ( pendix G in CEQA, titied Significant Effects; unless indicated 

ent  contains a description of significant effects in Section 

(pages B-22 through B-24). lease refer to response to master comment PD-18 regarding ihe use 

of the tern "significant" in the Agreement. Pdso: see response to master comment 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 for a discussion of the issue of unilateral well 

turn onluff. 

RESPONSE D96-8 

Livestock grazing is not part of the roposcd project. Please refer to response to master wrnrneat 

PD-14 and Appendix -1 far additional discussion of L 's ilvestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE D95-9 

DesaIination is discussed in Chapter ti, Alternatives, and in res onse to master comment 

It is unlikely that desalination could seriously be considered as mitigation, given the substantial 

ualiiy, and solid waste disposal impacts associated with desalination. 



Letter D97 

M P i y  DeDecker 





LETTER D-97 
140 PAVILION STREET 

P.O. BOX 506 
INJXPENDENCE, CA. 93526 

(619) 878-2389 

February 2 ,  1991 

Mr. John A. Davis 
EIP Associates 
150 Spear Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Davis: 1' 
Upon rereading my comments on your draft EIR on the ground- 
water management plan for Owens Valley I find a serious 
typing error. 

In the paragraph on Cordylanthus rarnnsus, page 3, the date 
given on the second line should be 1974, not 1984. I would 
appreciate it if you will nake the correction. Thank you. 

A 

Yours sincerely, 

Mary se~ecker 
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RESPONSE D97-1 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 





Letter D98 

Irene Y-hita 





LETTER D-98 

407A E. Yaney 
Bishop, CA 9351 4 
January 28, 1991 

John Davis, Senior Vice President . .. . - .  . 
EIP Associates ' ." .  
150 Spear St., Suite 1500 -59 I??! San Francisco, CA 941 05 - . .. , . .  :, , : .  . ' .  
Dear Mr. John Davis: . , , ..\, ". C>. c.,z;< !t<>.. .- - 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft EIR and 
accompanying texts. My comments are ordered by EIR, Agreement and Green 
Book. Page numbers are given prior to a comment when appropriate. 

Sincerely, 

Irene Yamashita 



lease correcl the scale on Fi - 



- 
This section needs to include the disagreements amongst the researchers involved with 
the pre-project descriptions of the valley's vegetation. The EIR lacks an adequate pre- 
project description because of this lack of consensus on the analysis of historical records 
and aerial photos. Please provide more information regarding this area of controversy. 

5-22: The mitigation success of type D vegetation needs to be assessed more honestly. 
This could be achieved by stating that mitigation appears to be successful if surface water 
can be applied immediately to the impacted area with an accompanying rise in the water 
table and the exclusion of cattle. tf the "proven successful" mitigation only consists of the 
Five Bridges area then 1 feel the summary overstates the success of this pe of mitigation. - 

-22: The EIR acknowledges the experimental nature of shrub revegetation. Are there 
alternative mitigation plans for revegetation if subsequent studies demonstrate it is not be 
feasible? lf revegetation is deemed infeasible what criteria will be used to make this 
decision and who will make it? 

Chap. 4 Water Management in Owens Valley 

-3: Please correct Fig. 4-1, it makes no sense. - 
4-7: Fig. 4-3 is extremely misleading. The inclusion of Mono County hides the drastic 
reductions in irrigated acres in lnyo County. Please redo the graph with only lnyo County. - 
4-1 0: Please give an explaination of the extreme changes in town water uses. This 
information is necessary to assess the amounts of water involved in the town water 
transfers. 

- Chap. 5 Proposed Project 
5-3: The current drought has demonstrated a need for a more extreme worst case 
scenario. The 10' drawdown contours should be redrawn for the low runoff we are 
currently experiencing. The criteria involved for the worst case scenario is difficult to find 
and should be referenced and compared to current drought conditions. - 
5-5: The management of type E should not allow native pastures to convert to a non- 
native crop such as alfalfa. This would be a significant loss of native plants and their 
associated value to wildlife. - 
5-5: The identification of " Other Vegetation" is an important part of the proposed project 
and must be completed as part of the EIR. The public and lnyo County's decision makers 
must be able to judge the adequacy of this mapping as part of accepting this EIR. - 
5-5: The groundwater mining provision is not in the spiiit of the goals of the agreement. If 
it becomes necessary to invoke the groundwater mining provisions then the vegetation of 
the valley will have been lost as well as any other discharges that were not considered as 
part of this provision. 
- 
5-1 9: How are the projects listed in Table 5-2 managed? Those areas listed as wildlife 
habitat should also state if there are heavy hunting pressures. Klondike Lake is becoming 





463: The change in groundwater flow patterns does not call for mitigation. What are the 
vegetation impacts due to the change in Row? Why is this not addressed in the vegetation 
chapter? Are there any other impacts caused by the change in groundwater flow 
patterns? - 
9-71 : Please correct Fig. 9-23, north arrow is wrong. - 

ecreased water tables are not considered an impact. Hasn't the water resource 
diminished as a result of the project? This mitigation assumes the vegetation monitoring 
works. - 
9-78: The USGS determination that valley ET dropped 36% was not based on 'Very wet" 
years as stated in the EIR. This would imply you believe a 109% runoff year is statistically 
different from a 100% runoff year. - 
480: Table 9-1 1 is very useful to understand the changes due to the project. Please 
update. 

.- 

9-78-83: If the cessation of springs is directly linked to pumping, why is there no mitigation 
for the loss of springs? As a water resource they no longer exist due to pumping. This 
resource provided a more dispersed wet habitat for wildlife and vegetation and was 
especially unique in a desert environment. - 
9-83: The application of surface water should not be an allowable mitigation under the 
agreement. Surface water is often warmer, higher in nitrogen, may carry undesirable 
seeds, and generally dependent on pumping. All efforts must be made to keep springs 
and seeps in their natural state (esp. Reinhackle). No new pumps that may affect a spring 
can be allowed. 

Chap. 10 Vegetation 

Introduction 

Plants should be referred to in a consistent manner. Please be consistent with the spelling 
of saltgrass. 

There should be an effort to standardize terminology when referring to vegetation type, 
classification, and community. This should also be applied to the Green Book and 
Agreement. - 

10-3: The text of the median vs mean precipitation values do not agree with Fig. 10-1. - 
10-1 1 : The Desert Greasewood Scrub community according to Holland is typified by 
"heavy, fine-textured poorly drained soils of high osmotic potential. Often with a high water 
table and salty crust". If valley communities deviate from this please explain. I have often 
observed greasewood in very wet habitats. 





10-23: The EIR fails to assess the conditions at the springs and seeps in the valley. Noted 
botanist Mary DeDecker should have been consulted for a list of plant species and their 
extent around these unique areas. This is a significant omission. 

- 
10-28: The final summary of the pre-project setting appears entirely subjective. What did 
EIP do on their field surveys to decide "the vegetation types occurring in the Valley prior to 
1970, are much the same as the vegetation that occurs there today" when EIP failed to 
provide an adequate pre-project analysis? What is meant by vegetation type in this 
context (management types?)? - 
10-33: The statement "all of the above springs ceased to flow due to regional groundwater 
pumping ..." includes unnamed springs. Why is there no map to show where these were 
located and how many have been destroyed due to increased groundwater pumping. - 
I m m  and Mioation Measures 

10-47: The loss in ET of 40,000 acre feet per year as reported by the USGS needs to be 
accounted for and included as an impact. 

10-47: Please provide the figures from the Jacques report as was done with Griepentrog 
and Groeneveld on page 10-46. 

10-51 : Impact 10-3 is incorrect, Shepherd Creek was put into a ditch and Birch Creek 
(south of Big Pine) was diverted. 

10-53: Please provide a quantification to verify that Tinemaha Reservoir levels only varies 
slightly due to the project. The potential impact to air quality and vegetation would be 
significant. 

10-59: The impact to the Symmes-Shepherd wellfield is mapped as type A yet this 
description states the affected vegetation was previously supplied by shallow groundwater 
and surface seeps. Will this area be reclassified as type B if experimental revegetation is 
successful? What species are being considered for this revegetation project? If 
supplemental water is applied to the revegetation project it should be incorporate water 
conservative methods. If revegetation is not successful can other mitigation efforts be 
discussed in lieu of revegetation? - 
10-59: There are no provisions for those areas that did not have water table recovery 
during the '82 runoff year, Laws, Fish Springs, and Blackrock. If we are to accept the 
impacts in these areas then it needs to be addressed in this section. 

10-62: Mitigation for the springs must be to avoid the impact. There must be strong 
wording to protect Reinhackle Spring from groundwater pumping pressures or mitigation 
thorough surface water application. Reinhackle is the last remainin spring in the southern 
part of Owens Valley and deserves special protection. The Lower 8 wens River should not 
be considered as compensatory mitigation for the springs. This project is still subject to 
CEQA and its implementation is not assured. 

- 
10-63: Past irrigated lands that have remained barren should be identified on maps or 
delineated on the Pre- and Post- Irrigation Practices ... maps already provided. This would 
supply the necessary information for decisions regarding future potential impacts and 
mitigation practices. Again revegetation efforts have not been extensively tried in the 
Owens Valley and alternative mitigation should be considered now. 



This entire cha 
for example th 



references could have been of great value. Does the author contend no scientific 
references exist? 

Scientific names are out of date and common names are inconsistently used. 

Backaround and History 

11-4: One anecdotal quote is absurd to describe the historical wildlife populations. Please 
refer to Mr. Tom Hindel's oral comments from the Big Pine meeting and Mike Prather's 
written comments for references on historical wildlife observations. 

115: Does the increase of species diversity in the valley mix native and introduced 
species? Why was species diversity increasing when "intensive hunting was decimating 
populations of quail, bighorn, and a remnant herd of antelope...". - 
Pre-Proiet Setting 

This section fails to provide an attempt at an adequate description of pre-project setting. A 
map showing the distribution of wildlife habitat over the valley should have been provided. 

11-38: The first statement of the last paragraph needs to be explained. Does this mean 
the valley is too large for a wildlife biologist to do an adequate assessment of the valley 
fauna? 

11-39: 1 have a difficult time accepting that no real assessment of impacts to wildlife are 
possible based on changes of water management practices! Are there no estimates for 
wildlife populations for a given habitat? The statement on 11-40 implies that weather 
patterns have a profound effect on wildlife populations. Please substantiate this statement 
for the Owens Valley for pre- and post-project. 

11 -40: The proposed mitigation are those ponds which are touted as wildlife habitat but 
are also oooular huntina arounds. How manv of the environmental and EIM ~roiects have . . 
provide nesting ground%,Toraging, and  ear-ground habitat? 

- 
Present Setting 

This chapter does not separate the value of native vs introduced wildlife. 

ImDacts and Miiaation Measures 

31-40: There is no attempt to describe former wildlife populations' use of the unique 
spring and seep sites. Did or does these wet habitat harbor salamanders? 

Chap. 12 Air Quality 
12-10: Impacts of the project are only divided into groundwater and reduction in irrigated 
acres. Was there no impact due to changes in surface water practices with increased 

- export? 

12-5: Fig. 12-1 indicates air quali i monitoring is necessary in the Laws area. Since Laws 
is experiencing vegetation die-off it should be monitored for decreasing air quality. 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER D98 

RESPONSE D98-1 

Text correction noted. The indicated scale is deleted. 

RESPONSE 098-2 

Please see response A4-32 in Letter A-4 and response B13-45 in Letter B-13. 

RESPONSE D98-3 

Please refer to response to master comment S-1. 

RESPONSE D98-4 

Please see Agreement Section X (page B-34) and response to master comment MT-4. 

RESPONSE D98-5 

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

RESPONSE D98-6 

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 grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE D98-7 

Please refer to response to master comment AL-3. 



Resp~nses to Comments 
Letter D98 

RESPONSE D98- 

Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 for a dismssion of pre-project conditions, and 

VE-5 concerning the Jaques re 

RESPONSE D98-9 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE 098-10 

Please refer to response to master comments 

RESPONSE D98-11 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98- 12 

nformation on irrigated acreages was cot separaicd for inyo and ono &unties prior to I 

RESPONSE D98-13 

lease refer to response Gli-5  in ieiicr C-I? 

RESPONSE D98-14 

Plcase refer to response 13-30 in hi rer  B-13. 

RESPONSE D98-15 

lease refer to response to master 

RESPONSE D98- 16 

lease see Green page 31. Comment noted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D98 

RESPONSE D98-17 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 regarding groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE D98-18 

Please see D98-4 above. 

RESPONSE D98-19 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 for a discussion of release of Los Angeles 

lands. 

RESPONSE D98-20 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98-21 

Comment regarding price block system is noted. Concerning Owens Valley water me, see D98- 

13 above. 

RESPONSE D98-22 

The creation of alkaline soil has not been identified as a significant impact in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D98-23 

No such loss is identified in the EIR. 

RESPONSE D98-24 

Please refer to response to master comment WA-I. 

RESPONSE D98-25 

Comment noted. 



Responses lo Comments 
Letter D98 

RESPONSE D98-26 

Impacts to vegetation are disc in Chapter 10, Vegetation, of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE D98-27 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98-28 

lease refer to response to master comment 

RESPONSE D98-29 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98-30 

Comment noted. 

PONSE D98-31 

ns River Project is acceptable mitigation. Please see response to master comment 

lease refer to res nse to master comment for ailowabie mitigation under CEQA; 

G-2 also presenrs a escripiion of the go elements of the 

roject. As allowed under CEGA, u n finalization of the project description, a separate 

environmeniai review will be  conducted. 

PONSE 398-32 

lease refer to responses to master comments PD-5 and 

Comment noted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D98 

RESPONSE D98-34 

The median is 4.3 inches. Text correction is noted, and included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the 

Agreement and Draft EIR Report. 

RESPONSE D98-35 

Comment noted. LADWP disagrees with this description. Please see response D21-25(3) in Letter 

D-21. 

RESPONSE D98-36 

Comment noted. Please see D98-2 above. 

RESPONSE D98-37 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98-38 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98-39 

Comment noted. Please see D98-2 above. 

RESPONSE D98-40 

Please refer to response to master comments EA-I, VE-5. 

RESPONSE D98-41 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98-42 

Comment noted. 



Responses to Cbmmenrs 
Letter D98 

RESPONSE D98-43 

RESPONSE 098-  

Ptease refer lo re m e  to master comment EA-1. 

RBPOh 'S E  D98-45 

PIease see Appendix -4-1 to this Response to Corn 

RESPONSE D98- 

Please refer to response to master comments VE-4 and VE-5. Please see comment 13177-35 in 

Letter C-77. Please see Figure 9-3 on page 9-2 1 of the Drat? EIR. Regarding revegetation, see 

response to master comments 

RESPONSE D98-47 

Please see impact 10-18 on pag -65 of the Draft EIR concerning impacts. Also see mitigation 

measure for impact 10-62 of :hc Draft EIR. Concerning springsp see master 

comments PD-5 and nerning the tower  Owens River, see response to master ccmmeni 

MT-6. 

RESPONSE 098- 

lease refer to response to master comment VE-2 and 

RESPONSE D98-49 

rnnent noted. 

RESPONSE D98-50 

aiion is available at the inyo Coirniy Water Departrncnt. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D98 

RESPONSE D98-51 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-14. 

RESPONSE D98-52 

Please refer to response to master comments MT6 and MT-3. 

RESPONSE D98-53 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-3. 

RESPONSE Dm54 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-4. 

RESPONSE D98-55 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98-56 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17. 

RESPONSE D98-57 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-18. 

RESPONSE D98-58 

Please refer to response to master comment AF-I. 

RESPONSE D98-59 

Please see bibliography to Wildlife chapter in Appendix C-3. Also, see updated list of animal 

species in Appendix C-4. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D98 

lease refer to response L-2. Hunting, which may have led to a decline in 

numbers of certain speci not affect overall species iversity. Diversity increased as a resuit 

of introduction of new s nd nalural range expansion of many bird species. 

PONSE 098-61 

ee Chapter 11, page 11- 

ule Elk Field, Seeley Spring Pond, Calvert Slough, Little 

ureland and Springfield, 

RESPONSE D98-62 

Comment noted. Saiamanders have been recorde in the canjons above t 

authors are unaware of any re rts of salamanders on t 

ange in irrigation ractices is a change in surface water practices. 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE D98-65 

on Figure 24-6 is deleted. Regarding livestock rates. see data 

s Angeles wiIi be subject to subsequent CEQA documentation. 

RESPONSE D98- 

lease refer to res nse to master eo 



Responses to Comments 
Letter D98 

RESPONSE D98-67 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 regarding groundwater mining. Please refer 

to response to master comment VE-4 for a discussion of the reduction in evapotranspiration. 

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

Also, please see response A4-97 in Letter A-4. Please refer to response to master comment PD- 

17 regarding the drought recovery policy. 
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--- 000--- 

* * * 

MS. KING: All right. 

It's your turn. Let me go over the procedure that 

we'll be following. 

Meanwhile, I still only have two people who have 

-- after you heard them talk, if you want to now rush to 
the back and have -- if you have some questions, do so. 

All right. What we'll do is follow in order the 

people that have signed up and would like to speak. 

microphone is right here to my right, so it would be 

matter of coming up, and I'll just call off names. 

So that will mean we don't have to have a who 

The 

a 

e 

lot of people standing in line. You'll just come up when 

your name is called. 

Now Diane Hart is sitting right here and she's 

going to be taking down all your words and comments. As 

I mentioned before, it's a little bit like having your 

very own secretary to take down what you would like to 

comment upon. 

Okay. Now I would just like to say that we'll 

break after an hour, if we go that long, and there are 



that many comments, so that Diane can have a break. Then 

we will resume as long as you have comments that you'd 

like to make. 

I would also like to add that the deadline has 

been extended. In the publication it says that the last 

that you can input is January 4th and it's been extended 

two weeks, that's because of the holidays and the fact 

that you might be distracted and still want to get around 

to making comments. 

So my calculations take that to January 18th. Is 

that correct? 

MR. IRWIN: Not quite. The Board of Supervisors 

haven't approved it. But they will hear it next 

Tuesday -- 
MS. KING: The extension still needs to be 

approved? 

MR. IRWIN: -- at the meeting next Tuesday and 

they will consider it. 

MS. KING: The extension is being considered and 

it will be next Tuesday you'll find out for sure. 

KR. IRWIN: Okay. 

MS. KING: When you come up to the microphone, if 

you would give your name and your town, again, for Diane 

so that she can get that down. 

All right. The first person I have is Tom Hindel 



or Heindel. 

MR. HEINDEL: Yes. 

MS. KING: And second will be George Derrick, so 

you can be ready. 

We're also asking that you kind of keep your 

comments around five minutes or so. 

MR. HINDEL: She saw all the papers I had here. 

Thank you very much. 

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen, friends. My 

name is Tom Hindel and I speak for my wife Jo Hindel. We 

were teachers here in Big Pine through most of the '70's 

and through -- from the late '70's to last year, we 
taught in other parts of the world, South America and 

Saudia Arabia. 

We just came back and retired and we've spent 

most -- most of our spare time when we were here before 
doing research on the birds of Inyo County. 

We're quite interested in all aspects of the 

environment. 

We have been working for the last year in the 

field, virtually every day, studying the birds of Inyo 

County. We also have spent a great deal of time at the 

U.C.L.A. Library and University of California at Irvine 

Library doing literature searches to find out what has 

been written about the birds of Inyo County. 



There8s some really good things in the EIR. We're 

all concerned, I think, about the vegetation not 

deteriorating and so this looks like if this is followed 

up on that this will be a good step, that vegetation will 

not be allowed to become more zurich or dry as water is 

taken. 

I'd like to address the remaining time I have on 

comments about the birds. 

The bird section in the report is just horrible. 

I gave a deposition in the '70's on the EIR and 

talked about how bad that that one was, and, in all 

honesty, it hasn't gotten much better. 

Now the birds aren't really the important thing; 

the vegetation is. But why devote time to the birds in 

there if so many things about the birds are going to be 

incorrect? 

They start off with a quote of the Wheeler 

expedition that has no scientific basis at all. 

They say that back in 1870 a naturalist in Fort 

Independence stated that since there were very few trees 

in the Owens Valley there were almost no birds at all 

worth speaking about. 

Thatis a ridiculous scientific statement. 

Twenty years later A.K. Fisher led a study here 

and reported a hundred and thirty-seven different species 



of birds. 

The Wheeler expedition naturalists said most of 

the birds were hawks that lived up in the canyons. 

This is straight from the EIR. 

Hawks have to eat something and we have this food 

pyramid and so birds -- there supposedly were not birds 
here because there were no trees. 

Sparrows that live on the ground, and there are 

dozens of them here, different species, they don't care 

that much about the trees. 

Many, many other birds could care less if there 

were trees here. 

It points out the bias of the time. 

The people that were in the EIR doing the 

research, why didn't they go to the A.K. Fisher 

expedition of 1891? 

Just twenty-one years later there were a hundred 

and thirty-seven species they reported right here in the 

Owens Valley, while in 1870 supposedly there were 

virtually no birds because there were no trees. 

Many birds are not interested in trees. 

It has no scientific basis at all. 

The EIR is very ambiguous in the bird section. 

They use terms like common, uncommon, rare. They don't 

define those terms. 



what -- what is the geographical limits of their 
discussion are equally ambiguous. 

They talk about owls, for example, that only occur 

at very high elevations as here in the Owens Valley. 

I'd like to know where they got their information. 

Also, incidentally, there's no bibliography. 

I've taught science now for twenty years and if 

any of my students in junior high or high school turned 

something in without a bibliography, I guarantee theytd 

get it back in a hurry. 

It's as if the people that wrote the EIR were not 

aware as, for exanpie; 1949, Granillian Miller, Birds of 

California; 1974, Arnold Small, Birds of California; 

1981, Dunn and Garrett, the Birds of Southern California, 

which covers all of Inyo County. 

There are contradictions within the report. It's 

as though two people wrote it and they didn't realize 

what the other guy was saying. 

For example, on the section on woodpeckers the guy 

says Nuttalls woodpeckerk rarely been seen in the Owens 

Valley. 

Back in the appendix it's listed as a fairly 

common year-long breeder. 

kqw w - that's contradictory if it's rarely seen. 



Now some birds could be rarely seen like owls, for 

example, and yet be common because they're out at night 

and most of us are not. 

But woodpeckers just hang there on the sides of 

the trees, and so woodpeckers are not hard to see. 

So in the front of the book it says Nuttal's 

woodpecker's rarely seen. Back in the appendix it says 

common, fairly common, year-long resident. 

Something's wrong with that, guys. 

The EIR lists birds that have never been recorded 

in a scientific literature in the Owens Valley. 

On the other hand it does not list birds that do 

occur in the Owens Valley and this -- and these birds 
that I'm talking about are in the scientific literature. 

They're not just something that some guy down the 

street saw and never reported them. 

They used incorrect names. They give birds names 

that don't exist. 

They give the wrong status and distribution. They 

say common yellow throat is an uncommon migrant. 

Every day during the summer when I go down to the 

Owens River, that bird is down there singing and 

breeding, and it's a very common bird here. 

These are mistakes that there's just no excuse 

for. 



There is a lack of scientific vigor throughout the 

bird section of this report. 

There" a bird called the yellow-rumped warbler. 

It used to be to be called Audubon warbler and the one 

back east is Myrtle warbler. Both are now called 

yellow-rumped warbler by scientists. 

The birds listed here are a yellow bumped warbler 

and Myrtle warbler. It's the same bird. 

They do that with junco, Oregon junco and dark 

eyed junco. Same bird, ladies and gentlemen. Same bird. 

There is just so much work that needs to be done. 

And, again, the plants are the important thing and 

the birds will follow, but let% not put them in there if 

we're not going to deal with them seriously. 

In short, once again, if a student of mine turned 

this in I'd send him back to do some more work on it. 

Thank you. 

MS. KING: Thank you, Tom. 

And John and Joel would like very much to talk to 

you about more of the details that you nave. So we've 

got your name and address right here. 

Thank you, 

George Derrick. 

Is there anyone else who's ready to follow him? 

I don" have another* 



Okay. 

MR. DERRICK: My name is George Derrick. I live 

in Big Pine. 

Well, I have little to say. I only have three 

sentences. I guess I haven't done my homework, 

apparently. 

I was reading through the EIR. I was concerned on 

a number of occasions with the lack of documentation in 

the areas of impacts, when impacts were determined to be 

insignificant that no documentation was provided to base 

that conclusion on. 

One area that I was specifically interested in was 

in subsidence. 

And if I can give you an idea, sort of, when you 

pick up the volume it just -- in order to find the area 

where subsidence is covered, you're sort of faced with an 

immediate problem. But if you're familiar with the 

entire thing, you can probably find your way into at 

least one or two sections where subsidence is mentioned. 

There are two impacts, eight dash one and nine 

dash ten, that mentions subsidence. 

In both cases it's dismissed as being 

insignificant and it says based on available data 

subsidence should not be expected to occur. 

But there's no indication as to what the available 



data was, and so, short of going through the entire 

bibliography at the end of the section, and I don't I 
really think there was anything in section eight in the 

bibliography that addressed subsidence, so I'm not sure 

of who did the work on subsidence. 
I 
A 

I'm not even saying that it should be there. You 

know that that should be included in the document like 

this, but I, and in a number of cases, I would nave 

appreciated just one footnote that sort of would have led 

me into at least -- into the area where, you know, where 

some thought process could occur that -- to justify that. 

And that was generally the -- that was generally 
the only area that I had a problem with, So that's -- 
thanks for a nice document. I appreciate it. 

MS. KING: All right. I'm out of my sheets of 

paper. 

Is there anyone else that would like to speak? 

You can just come right up and state your name and your 

town. 

MR. IRWIN: wait until you get to Bishop. 

MS. KING: That's next week, is Bishop. 

MS. KING: Do you have a question or would you 

like to come up? 

MR. GORHAIY: Sure. 

MS. KING: Good. 



MR. GORKAM: My name is John Gorham. I am a 

resident of Big Pine and I'm on the volume two here, page 

B-26,  referring to well turn on-turnoff provisions. 

Basically, or specifically, I should say, I am 

referring to a paragraph here that details how wells 

should be turned on and turned off in relation to soil 

water in the monitoring site. 

It says: A well that has been turned off may be 

turned on to supply water for mitigation in the area of 

the monitoring site to which it is linked if there is no 

other mitigation available. 

The way I interpret this is, okay, say a well is 

turned off because of a projected deficit in soil water 

moisture, it says later this well may be turned on to 

mitigate that deficit. 

My question is, how long would that well be on? 

For five years in a drought or what? 

Would the well, once the well brought up the soil 

water moisture to that point where the available moisture 

for plants equalled the moisture in the ground, could 

then the well be turned on for pumping for export? 

I'm sure that's not what it means, but I just 

wanted to clarify that that was kind of confusing, I 

thought. 

So I just didn't -- basically I had visions of -- 



of soil water deficit occurring, then the wells turned 

off but then is turned on later to mitigate that soil 

water deficit and it is mitigating it fine on the 

surface, but the ground water's being pumped down all the 

while below the rezone, but the plants are alive because 

this well is mitigating. 

So I just wondered would that go at infinitum 

while the water table is sinking or what? 

MS. KING: All right. That question will be 

answered in the final draft of the EIR. 

MS. KING: Okay. Anyone else had any thoughts 

come to mind while -- now that you got all the way here? 
John says that if you dontt have anything more 

that you'd like to say, that he will make a few final 

comments. 

MR. DAVIS: Really, I just wanted to make a couple 

of final comments about where we go to from here. 

The key part of the process is that the document 

that you see today is a draft; that's the whole point of 

the process. 

It's not the final and so there are imperfections. 

Some of them are going tc be pointed out to us, as they 

have been tonight and they will be in the other meetings. 

It% the purpose of the process and it will be our 

intention to try to perfect the document once wetve 



received all the comments, answer all the questions. 

If there are errors of fact, we will try to 

eliminate them. That's what -- that's where we go from 
this point on out. 

One proviso on that, though, is that the law, 

CEQA, doesn't require that every topic be examined 

exhaustively, and I'm not, in this case, trying to make 

any kind of excuse. If we made errors in the report, I 

want to correct them. 

But it also is true that the law doesn't require 

that we sort of be examined in a great deal of detail, 

every issue that might come up. 

There's a sort of rule of reason that the Court 

uses when it looks at these reports, and if there was not 

such a rule of reason then every -- every project and 

every EIR on a project would probably get hung up in many 

years of scientific investigation because, frequently, we 

don't know all the answers. 

But if we need -- if we're going to make any sort 
of progress, we have to make our best judgment based on 

the information that we do have, so there are some limits 

on what we can do. 

On the other hand, as I pointed out, I do want to 

eliminate any errors and perfect the document before it's 

made public again. 



if there are no further comments, then -- 
MR. IRWIN: John, 1 have one. Could you explain 

to the public how they could be assured that their 

comments are going to be received and addressed? 

MS. KING: Certainly. I will do that. 

The -- we want to be sure that an enormous amount 
of information moves back and forth in the course of 

these projects, and we want to be absolutely sure that 

any comments that we might receive from the public 

actually end up in cur hands and we are able to respond 

to them. 

Consequently, we set up an arranqement whereby if 

anyone writes to us, and the comment letters should be 

directed to me and my address is in the report, we'll 

write back to them basically a receipt letter letting 

them know that indeed their comment has been received. 

So if you write something to us and you donst get 

a response, then please give me a call or write again or 

something so that we can be sure we have indeed 

connected. 

Also, there's a possibiiity that individuals will 

bring us comments in the course of the next few days of 

meetings rather than mail them. 

- ii 42 you do that, we'll write you a receipt sc that 

there is some evidence that that indeed took place. 



Thank you very much. 

MS. KING: Last chance. 

All right. Thank you all very much for coming 

out. 

Do remember that tomorrow is the American Legion 

Hall in Independence and then on the 11th and 12th next 

week, Bishop and Lone Pine, respectively. 

So you can keep watching the printed materials and 

keep up on what's happening at the other locations if 

you're not able to go. 

Thank you very much. 

(End of proceedings.) 
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* * * 

MS. KING: Now, before I go on to describe how 

we're going to proceed, do I have anymore of these? 

Okay. 

We really do want to hear from you. All this 

means, we're just going to do it in an organized way, 

which is that I can tell what order you're going so you 

know when the time is for you to speak. 

Okay. All right. 

Now I would like to explain to you -- now people 
have said to you, I have and Joel and John have said, we 

want to hear from you. 

Well, the CEQA provisions call for written 

responses, but when you come to these meetings and you 

have a chance to talk, it's almost really like writing 

your letter because we have Diane Hart, who is a court 

reporter, and she will take down everything that you say, 

which is sort of an equivalent to a letter, and you will 

get a response and it will be in the EIR just as if you 

had written a letter. 

And if you want to write a letter you can do that, 



too. But, in fact, what you're doing tonight when you 

make a comment or you respond, you are incorporating your 

requests, suggestions and concerns in the EIR for the 

final just as if you were writing a letter. 

So if you're one of those efficient people that 

would like to do it just by talking tonight's your night. 

When you cone up and identify yourself for Diane, 

please give your name and city so that she can take that 

down. 

Also, we're asking if you take about five minutes 

that would be wonderful. 

And if you have any questions that are, you know, 

very specific or for clarification, John and Joel can 

answer them. They're kind of a resource as well. 

All right. Now we are going to start. 

By the way, I was just going to tell you about the 

deadline. The deadline that's published is January 4th, 

but we'll find out next Tuesday if the Board of 

Supervisors extend that deadline for a response to the 

EIR which would take it to the 18th. 

That's a look at the concession of the fact that 

the holidays are a very busy time and you may need some 

extra time afterwards to sit down and write what your 

comments are. 

Ail right. First we're going to start with Thomas 



Lipp and the second person will be Stan Hale. 

MR. LIPP: My name is Tom Lipp. I live in 

Independence and, if it's all right, I'd like to stand 

here. The book is sort of heavy to flop around. 

MS. KING: Just so Diane can hear you. 

MR. LIPP: I would like to start by saying that 

I'm a staunch supporter of the concept of this agreement. 

It won't sound like it as I go on, but I am. 

I have a number of problems with EIR and the 

agreement. I'd like to address two of them this evening. 

One of them is a very brief mention in chapter 

five on page four where they're talking about type C, 

type D, type E vegetation. 

There's a statement that one management type will 

not be allowed to change to a lower management type and 

they give the example of a B to an A. 

I can find nowhere else in the EIR that says that 

an A couldn't go to a B. That would be acceptable and a 

B to a C. 

But my question is could a D go to an E, and I 

would find that unacceptable that a marsh or wetland 

could be made into a tree lot. 

As a general statement, before I start on the main 

thing, I want to talk about tonight is the Lower Owens 

River Project which mitigates a substantial amount of 



damage which h as been done, and as I understand it 

potential damage that might occur. 

It's my feeling in 1970 the Owens River had a 

substantial flow past the intake to the aqueduct and then 

down river to the Owens River. 

It was during the '70's the Owens River was dried 

up. 

I believe that either this EIR or a separate EIR 

must address drying the Owens River up, and my main 

motive this evening will be that rewatering the Owens 

River may mitigate drying the Owens River up and nothing 

else. 

On page five nineteen, Lower Owens River Project 

is addressed at the bottom. 
- 

It says water releases began in i975 to provide a 

year long minimal flows in the lower Owens River will -- 
releases to Twin Lakes, Billy Lakes, Tibal (phonetic) 

Ponds, et cetera, et cetera. This is misleading in that 

the flows were intermittent at best. - 
It goes on to say that this estabiished a warm 

water fishery now incorporated in the lower Owens River 

end project. There is no warm water fishery in Tibal 

Ponds and there is no warm water fishery in the lower 

Owens River. - 
On page five twenty one, again at the bottom of 



the last paragraph, Owens River Project, this is pretty 

much the same point that I made in the last place that 

eighteen thousand -- eighteen feet a year supporting a 
new fishery. 

At best, this is confusing because it doesn't 

exist. 

Then on page -- chapter seven page eight, the ten 
one under vegetation flows in the Owens River below the 

intake were altered. So here it's at least admitted that 

flows were stopped at the intake with no significant 

impact on vegetation. 

That's incorrect. 

Certainly it's obvious that all aquatic plants in 

that dewatered section of the Owens River were 

significantly impacted, and I believe also riparian 

vegetation was severely impacted on that stretch of the 

river. 

Okay. On page seven twelve. Chapter seven, page 

twelve, here, as a general statement addressing springs 

in at least the Owens Valley from Poverty Hills south, 

with which I'm familiar, was confusing or omitted. 

Here there's a mention that the springs will be 

mitigated by the Lower Owens River Project. 

Another place in here it says that it's estimated 

less than one hundred acres of spring were impacted. 



I question that. 

The last paragraph there in addition, vegetation 

is dependent on a supply of water from a spring, 

primarily type D, will be maintained in order to avoid 

significant change or decrease as provided by the Green 

agreement. The Green Book unaddressed here is surface 

water. 

Certainly invertebrates and fish and an awful lot 

of shore birds depend on surface water, so while certain 

riparian vegetation may not be significantly impacted, 

removal of surface water would have a significant impact 

on animal life in the area of the streams. 

on page seven sixteen, there was an errata sectior 

on this, and if I understand the errata correctly, 1 

disagree with the conclusion. 

It says portions of the Lower Owens River Project, 

including Tibal Ponds, are in this area, thus portions 

the impact area. It's addressing Tibal Ponds will be 

mitigated directly. 

However, for nuch of the impacted area, mitigatioi 

will be in the forx of compensation through the Lower 

Owens River prcjecz restoration of uetlands, meadows and 

riparian vegetation. 

I've already said that I think the dewatering of 

the lower Owens River needs to be addressed specifically 



in this EIR or in a separate EIR, and you can't mitigate 

a spring area with something that you have to mitigate 

anyway. 

Number one. 

Number two. I don't find it satisfactory 

mitigation to mitigate with riparian river vegetation 

with a wetland. They're two vastly different 

environmental types and the animals and plants that exist 

on both of them are very different. 

And in closing, I would just like to say another 

problem I have with the Lower Owens River Project, if I 

understand correctly, the project could be terminated at 

any time by mutual agreement between the Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power and Inyo County Board of 

Supervisors. 

I find that unacceptable. Can't have a part-time 

river with a part-time fishery. 

I also think that exactly what the Lower Owens 

River Project is going to be is not very clear, and I 

understand that a separate EIR is going to have to be 

done on it and a lot of planning will have to be done and 

you can't be terribly specific, but I think exactly what 

that project is is so vague that at this point I couldn't 

make a decision on the agreement or the EIR based on what 

I know about what actually is going to be the Lower Owens 



River Project . 
Thank you. 

MS. KING: Thank you. 

And after Stan Hale, Kathy Noland. 

MR. HALE: I'm Stan Hale. I'll pass. I'll make 

my remarks in writing. 

MS. KING: While Kathy's coming up, I'll just tell 

Mary she's after Kathy. - 
MS. NOLAND: Well, I just wanted to present my 

concern that the existing and proposed mitigation for the 

Lone Pine area and southern Owens Valley in general, but 

specifically the Lone Pine area, I feel is inadequate to 

compensate for the current impacts or the last twenty 

years of current impacts that are occurring in Lone Pine 

which are due to the loss of the surface water combined 

with the pumping that is occurring in the town right now, 

and that would be from the town well which is supplying 

water to the town and, in addition, to delivering water 

to the aqueduct. 

And part of the reasons that I think that the 

impacts have been so great in the Lone Pine area from the 

diversion of the surface water and the pumping is because 

the aqueduct in the lower Owens Valley goes closer to the 

mountains and it is catching the creeks much earlier in 

their descention down to the valley than in the rest of 



t l  
the valley farther to the north, and it's -- you're not 

I getting that recharge that you get in the northern Owens 

I Valley. 

4 So I think this has become a particularly severe 
I 

impact in the Lone Pine area. 

And I feel that these -- this problem should be 
resolved whether or not the mitigation is, you know, what 

level the mitigations, you need to have -- it should be 

resolved before any additional water is exported from the 

Lone Pine area. And in that -- what I'm referring to in 
this case is the proposed production well in the Lone 

Pine area. 

The -- another point that I'd like to make is in 
general on the siting of new production wells in the 

valley, in the Owens Valley. 

I think that you should, or a survey should be 

conducted in the whole valley first to identify suitable 

sites for new wells and it should use -- the survey 
should be using criteria that's based primarily on 

environmental considerations, not just proximity to the 

aqueduct. 

And before a well site can be properly evaluated, 

a ground water modeling should be done first in that 

area, and I believe this has not been done in the Lone 

Pine area at this time. 



And another point, also, is a monitoring plan for 

each well site should be presenred as part of the siting 

process, and I don't believe this has been done in the 

Lone Pine area. 

And that's all I had. Thank you. 

MR. DAVIS: Thank you, Kathy. 

MS. KING: All right. I have Mary DeDecker, and 

after that Jack Pound. 

MS. DeDECKER: P4y name is Mary DeDecker. I iive 

in Independence. I lived here since 1935. 

I've been very supportive of the concept of this 

water management plan and I've read the EZR with interest 

and I'll write a letter giving a lot more than I can give 

here tonight. 

I'll give all my points of concern and suggestions 

with page references, but tonight I t d  like to say that 

perhaps my most concern -- most obvious concerns are with 

I deeply resent the word "enhancement" used with 

*@mitigaticnW because I think that's an excuse for 

cosmetic things that have no real nitigation value, and 

wesve already seen some of that, and I don't think we 

want anymore of it. 

I think mitigation measures should be truly 

mitigation neasures, which would apply to the area that 



has been impacted and has some significant effect. 

I'm very supportive of the Lower Owens River 

Project. I think it's a wonderful idea that should have 

been done long ago, and, on the other hand, I can agree 

with Tom Lipp. 

There should be a separate EIR on that and I 

certainly don't want it used as a blanket to cover 

mitigation for other impacts. 

I don't think that's -- I think that's entirely 
inappropriate, especially the springs. I have a very 

deep feeling for the springs of Owens Valley and I think 

some of the springs, destruction is one of the most 

tragic things of the water issues, and I don't want to 

see any more destruction of springs or I don't want to 

see some other project used for mitigation as spring 

destruction. 

I don't think we should lose a single spring from 

now on, because most of them have already been destroyed 

and they're very special habitats that have never been 

brought out properly, but they are, and -- and nothing 
else can take their place. 

Once they're gone, they're gone. 

I'll -- another thing that I'm concerned about are 
the rare plants, of course. 

I don't think the EIR properly addresses the rare 



plants, tne situation they're in now, and what's been 

done to protect them or safeguard their future. 

I think there should be some kind of inventory and 

statement of what is -- has been done or is going to be 

done, because I'm very critical of the way thatis been 

handled. 

I don't think the callecordus (phonetic) has been 

mentioned at all, and I think it should be. And there's 

very little habitat for that left, or very little of the 

plant left even though habitats would be suitable if they 

were managed properly. 
L. 

Another criticism I have is it says that any 

listed plants will be protected or will be managed for 

protection. 

L e d  like to see that done. 

And, also, i would like to see the statement added 

that -- that Los Angeles will not, in the future, make 
any move to keep a plant from being listed. And this has 

been done. 

If a plant -- if listed plants are protected, we 
have no protection against their movements to keep plants 

from being listed and that's pretty serious, I think. 
- 

I'll cover ail the rest of these things when 1 

write a letter and have more tine. 

Thank you. I appreziate all your efforts and Iim 



looking forward to the revised EIR. 

MS. KING: Thank you, Mary. 

Now Jack is following Mary. 

Is there somebody that would like to follow Jack, 

because he's the last one I have? 

Jack. 

MR. POUND: Since you gentleman are here -- my 
name is Jack Pound. I'm from Independence. 

Since you gentleman are here, you said you could 

be a resource. I would like to ask at least a couple 

questions. 

I'm sorry, I forgot your name. 

MR. SABENORIO: Joel. 

MR. POUND: You mentioned something about the 

recharge of the Independence area. There were some 

problems, as far as that is concerned, in the 

Independence well field. 

Could you expand on that a little bit? 

I don't quite understand why is it so much 

different than say the Laws and Big Pine areas? 

MR. SABENORIO: Jack, I don't think I said 

anything about the recharge being different. 

What I said was that we concluded that the 

vegetation around the Independence well field were 

severely impacted by ground water pumping. It was a very 



straight forwar d analysis to conc 

14 

:lude that. 

MR. POUND: And so it is possible for that to be 

recharged or to be brought back to some extent? 

MR. SABENORIO: The EIR identifies two spring 

areas in particular for on-site mitigation attempts, one 

being Hines Spring the other being Rynackle (phonetic) 

Spring. 

The others, Big Sealy Springs and Fish Springs, 

were concluded to be infeasible because of the nature of 

the soils and vegetation and climate, and the position 

has been offered that the fish hatchery offers -- serves 
as a form of mitigation, not necessarily for 

environmental damage there, but again as a form of 

mitigation of the damage thatis done there. 

MR. POUND: Well, I guess since I do live in 

Independence, part of my concern is the Independence well 

field, and I feel like in this agreement from 1990 on, 

the whole idea of mining -- underground mining water, it 

says here that the -- that the -- will not exceed total 

recharge to the same -- the mining will not exceed total 

recharge to the same well field area over the same 

period. 

That obviously has not been the case in the past 

twenty years, and I would like to see at least some 

recharge in the areas that have been deeply affected, 



especially Independence well field, perhaps brought back, 

if that is indeed what you plan on doing, you know, from 

here on out, that there will be no more water taken 

without it being recharged. - 
Another comment I had was as far as recharge 

facilities is concerned, I would like to see that, you 

know, put in the Independence area and other areas, too, 

that, you know, if it indeed does work and underground 

water can be recharged back to levels prior to mining or 

underground pumping, then I would like to see that done 

more than just saying the Laws and Big Pine area. - 
Another part that is the, and I guess this isn't 

going to be addressed too well in this particular EIR, 

but in -- perhaps in the future, is the transfer of water 
systems to the individual towns. 

I have some reservations just because I feel, you 

know, Los Angeles has got a lot of expertise and is 

certainly qualified to provide water to the town, and I'm 

not sure transferring them to the county is such a good 

idea. 

I understand the reason just to keep water rates 

low and perhaps something could be worked out that, you 

know, Los Angeles says, you know, we'll keep the rates 

low but we'll go ahead and take care of the water system. 

I have some problems with Inyo County taking care 



-- taking over the water system. 
Thank you. 

MS. KING: Would you like to talk now? 

MR. HALE: Yeah. Stan Hale. 

A point I was going to bring up -- 
MS. KING: All right. 

MR. HALE: My name is Stan Hale from Independence, 

and the one point I want to make at this time is I'm 

totally against the county taking over the Independence 

town water system from DWP. 

I don't feel we have the resources to properly 

maintain it. We don't have the money to hire anybody on 

a full-time basis. We don't have the money to buy the 

equipment, considering that a backhoe can cost -- or 
major piece of equipment can cost twenty or thirty 

thousand dollars, plus the maintenance of it, and I don't 

really see what giving the town water system to the 

county has to do with this whole EIR process in the first 

place. 

I feel like that's what DWP insisted on in return 

for some things they're giving us that we like. 

I don't think DWP wants those systems. I don't 

think they want to touch them with a twenty foot pole and 

I don't think we should either. 

And I'd like to point out that by, admittedly, 



narrow votes, twice the citizens of Independence have 

turned down taking over the water system. 

MS. KING: Now that's the end of the slips of 

paper that I have, but I would certainly love to bear 

from anyone else that would like to speak. 

Come on up. 

MR. NOLAND: My name is Tom Noland. I'm from Lone 

Pine and I'd like to comment on the new proposed well in 

Lone Pine. - 
In the document it states that there would be 

little adverse impact expected from an additional well in 

the Lone Pine area. 

I don't believe this could be the case. 

I seen the effect from the Lone Pine well that's 

already there, and I seen this because I work on a ranch 

there and I irrigate the lands that are directly below 

their well. 

I've seen the changes -- well, as little as I can 
remember from the '501s, the '60's on into the '70's and 

how there's been a regression of the -- of the plants 
that grow in the irrigated meadows and adjacent to the 

irrigated meadows there. 

In the document it states that there would be 

little -- little effect because of the fault line, and 
that may be true that the fault to the east may not be 



affected by their well. 

The mitigation measures that have taken place in 

Lone Pine, and that's on the ranch I work for, they seem 

to have done a lot of -- a lot of good in correcting the 

seizing of water spreading activities. 

These meadows have greened up again but the 

effect -- there hasn't been any effect to the west of the 
fault, and that affect there from the well has all been 

negative. 

Now some things aren't qoinq to chanqe, as it says 

in the document. The brush that's not dependent on 

ground water, it's not going to be affected, it doesn't 

seem to me. 

What is going to be affected is the actual 

irrigated meadows themselves. And I didn't see this 

being addressed in the document any place. 

Right now the Department of Water and Power 

allocates five acre feet for these irrigated meadows. 

Well, five acre feet on sandy meadows is enough water 

when there's a good ground water table. 

However, when the ground water starts going away, 

the water doesn't go as far and therefore less meadow is 

irrigated. 

And near -- well, west of the fault line in Lone 

Pine, the meadows that have been affected by the pump 



there, you can see a -- the meadow is drying up and 
moving -- well, downgrading itself, you could say. 

Where there was a meadow in the '50's and the 

'60's is now just bare dirt. And the meadow, because of 

this drying affect, is actually decreased in size. It's 

still an irrigated meadow and it's still getting its 

water allotment and on the maps it's still the same size 

that it was back then, but the actual meadow itself is 

decreased and this is happening in a couple of different 

places. 

Now if you really have to put in this extra well, 

I think, as a mitigation, this ought to be looked at. 

The way these meadows are decreasing is because of a lack 

of the water in the soil to make the five acre feet work. 

And one way that this could be mitigated is when 

it -- when the meadow's looking bad, more water could be 
put into the ditch to irrigate it and that would offset 

some of the effects of a lower ground water table. - 
Another point about the well, it seems to me that 

if you have to have that well, you might do just as well 

using the wells you already have there and save the added 

expense of putting in another well that's just four to 

five hundred yards away, because it's right in the same 

vicinity anyway, it appears to me. 

That's all I have on that. 



I'd like to comment on some of the maps in the 

document. 

There's, in particular, a map about turning over 

land around the towns that the City of Los Angeles would 

give up. 

The map concerning Lone Pine is -- I brought this 

up at another meeting, it says -- well, the same lands 
that you're proposing to give the communities from the 

City of Los Angeles is where some of the mitigation 

projects are and some of the best agricultural land 

around Lone Pine, and I was told at the time, well, this 

is just an outdated map. We didn't have anything else at 

the time so we just threw it in there. 

Well, I think that the document should be brought 

up to date and these old maps that really aren't for 

serious shouldn't be put in there because twenty years 

down the road people are going to forget they just were 

kind of thrown in and they will be for serious. 

So I think the document ought to be brought up to 

date and anything that isn't pertinent should be taken 

out and it should be accurasized (sic) in the maps 

themselves. 

Thank you. 

MS. KING: Okay. All right. Thank you. 

Is there anyone else who would like to speak? 



Remember, otherwise you have to go back and write 

a letter. If you do it now, then it all gets written 

down and turned in for you. 

All right. 

Well, thank you all very much for coming. 

We really appreciate your thoughtful input and if 

you have more thoughts, you know there are other meetings 

you can attend as well, and that those of you who are 

also going to take time to write in addition to speaking. 

We'd like, I think on behalf of Joel and John, to 

thank you all very much for coming out this evening. 

(End of proceedings.) 
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LETTER E2 

RESPONSE E2-1 

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

vegetation changes under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE E2-2 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E2-3 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E2-4 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E2-5 

discussion of allow; 

Comment noted. F low  in the river below the intake were increased as a result of the project. 

RESPONSE E2-6 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 
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RESPONSE E2-7 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. Please see 

response to master comment PD-5 and WA-4. 

RESPONSE E2-8 

The meaning of this comment is unclear but noted. 

RESPONSE E2-9 

The Lower Owens River Project is acceptable mitigation. 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 E2-10 

Please see response to comment E2-9 above. 

RESPONSE E2-11 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-4 for a discussion of discontinuation of mitigation. 

RESPONSE E2-12 

Please refer to responses to master comment MT-6 and Appendix C-2 regarding the Lower Owens 

River Project. 

RESPONSE E2-13 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-4 and AF-2 regarding new wells. 

RESPONSE E2-14 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-4 and AF-2 for discussion of operation of new 

welts under the Agreement. 
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RESPONSE E2-15 

Please see response D73-1 in Letter D-73. 

RESPONSE E2-16 

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

comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQ& Appendix C-2 also presents a description 

of the goals and elements of the Lower Owens River Project. As aiiowed under CEQA, upon 

finalization of the project description, a separate environmental review will be conducted. 

RESPONSE E2-17 

The section on rare and endangered plants has been expanded. Please refer to response to master 

comment VE-6 regarding this subject. 

RESPONSE E2-18 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE E2-19 

Please refer to response to  master comment PD-5 regarding protection of springs and seeps under 

the Agreement. 

RESPONSE E2-20 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 regarding groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE E2-21 

Comment noted. Recharge of the groundwater basin has occurred in and around the 

Independence area for many years and will continue in the future. 
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RESPONSE E2-22 

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 E2-23 through EZ-25 

Please see response to comments expressed in Noland letter D-67 
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TUESDAY, DECEMBER 11, 1990 

Bishop Union High School Auditorium 

---ooo--- 

MR. RAGAN: I just say that I think that certainly 

EIP welcomes your written comments, but because we do 

have a court reporter here tonight, certainly your oral 

comments, and even if you do not submit in writing, they 

are certainly treated with the same importance, equal 

importance, oral or written. 

Sometimes written helps, but I just want to stress 

that the is microphone here, and I do ask you to come to 

the microphone because we are, as John mentioned, we are 

having this meeting recorded. 

I do ask when you come to the microphone, if you 

will state your name and then any organizations that you 

represent so that we can get that on the transcript. 

I will call, as I indicated on -- on a couple of 
people to indicate when you're coming -- or when I'm 
going to call upon you. 

If any of you have come in late, I do repeat that 

we ask anybody who is interested or thinks right now that 

you would like to comment, to fill out one of these cards 

and give it to me at any particular time, that they're 

numbered. However, once I exhaust those I will certainly 

open the comment period up to anyone else. 



I would like to call upon Supervisor Lefty Irwin 

and then he will be followed by Scott Paterson. 

SUPERVISOR IRWIN: Thank you, Jim. 

I'd like to make a couple of statements before I 

start making my comments on EIR. 

I am actively the Chairman of the Board of 

Supervisors, temporary time, and we did discuss this 

extension of time lengthy today, and for the public 

information we directed county council and water director 

to contact EIP and city attorney to find out if we could 

extend that to forty-five days as requested by a petition 

today, but we do not wish to go any farther beyond that 

and we wanted to be sure that we, the supervisors, were 

not delaying this process in any way. 

So we'll probably know maybe even tonight because 

Greg James is working on it this afternoon and maybe 

he'll have an announcement tonight whether those three 

entities will allow us to extend it. 

We will not be put in a position whereby we are 

the ones that are delaying this process, so we have no 

problem of extension, but we do not want to be the ones 

that just go back to court and ask for an extension. 

Also, in addition to that, I believe I could speak 

for the Board of Supervisors, they encourage your 

comments because these comments are eventually going to 



get back to the Board of Supervisors and they're going to 

analyze all of your comments and that may be information 

to them in order to address and make a final decision on 

what they think their constituents want them to do. 

Mr. Bright did bring -- I told him I was going to 
make comments tonight, and Mr. Bright brought to my 

attention and said: Please don't be mean tonight. Do 

say something nice. 

I don't know how you can say anything nice when 

you're commenting on EIR, but my comments are not to be 

mean or any other way. I'll just make my comments as I 

find them and, also, John, in a conversation on the phone 

a week or so ago, you indicated that you would issue 

receipts for all written comments given to you at these 

meetings. 

I have five comments. They're all on separate 

pages so you can disburse them to your staff as you see 

fit, and I hope to get five receipts when I leave. 

My first comment would be on the word significant. 

That's been a word used throughout our EIR Green 

Book in agreement. 

I would like to bring your attention to section 

seven dash nineteen, paragraph 14.1 which states that 

irrigated lands in the Owens Valley have been reduced 

from twenty-one thousand eight hundred acre feet to 



eleven thousand and six hundred acre feet, and that is 

listed as insignificant. 

That's forty-seven percent reduction to 

agriculture since the second aqueduct has been put in. 

don't consider that insignificant. 

Alternatives. 

You have eight alternatives in the EIR. 2 
Of the eight alternatives, item number three, 

alternative number three, in my opinion comes closest 

meeting the long-term water agreement that's been 

negotiated between Inyo County and Los Angeles, but there 

is a statement in that alternative number three I think 

is absolutely incorrect. 

It says -- I'm sure you people are aware it says 
bring the water back to the rooting zone and monitor it 

there. But the alternatives there will be additional 

pumping and additional water for export to L.A. I 
I do not agree with that. I think that should be I 

looked into and corrected. 

Mitigation or tradeoff or compensation. 

That is called for on page seven dash fifteen and 

article seven dash fifteen and seventeen. It indicates: 

Many areas up and down the valley that have been damaged 

due to Los Angeles Water and Power's activity of 

gathering water. 



It also indicates that that would be mitigated by 

the development of the Lower Owens River Project. 

I've served twelve and a half years on the 

negotiating teams. I challenge anyone to get a copy of 

the records and that word exchange or tradeoff was never 

mentioned at any time in these negotiation sessions. 

I think the Lower Owens River Project should stand 

on it's own. I think the Lower Owens Project should have 

an EIR of it's own. 

We did not intend to have that as a tradeoff and I 

don't expect it to be a tradeoff in this EIR. 

The drought recovery policy. 

That is called for in the EIR and the word "this 

droughtn is mentioned in one paragraph three times. 

I don't think this EIR should address this 

drought. It should address this drought and all future 

droughts. 

I think we do intend and hope this drought will 

eventually get over and then we'll move onto and have 

better -- better weather coordinator right now, and I 
think the drought policy should address all future 

droughts. 

Also, in the drought, it does not describe water 

drought, identified. I would like the EIR to clarify 

what it means by drought. 



Is it five percent below normal using four hundred I 
and sixty thousand acre feet as norm, or is ninety-five 

percent below normal. Is that a drought? 

Right now you're saying it's a drought. We know 

we're in a drought now. We all agree to that, but will 

seventy-five percent be a drought? 

In your average recharge called for in the Green 

Book published by Mr. Bill Hutchinson, our hydrologist? 

I disagree with his analysis completely. 

For example, if you had fifteen years of wet, 
1 

above normal precipitation or run off or recharge, and 

then you had five years following that dry, below normal 

precipitation recharge, you would be allowed to pump 

additional water out of this valley even though it wasnit 

available. That would not be fair to the vegetation. 

On the other hand, if you had fifteen years of dry 

years, less than normal, and followed with five years of 

wet years, L.A. would not be allowed to pump water and 

that would not be fair to them. J 
Give you a good example. 

Out in the Laws area over the last twenty years 1 
average, which includes 1969,  which is almost a three I 
hundred percent recharge year, Mr. Hutchinson's tables 

show there's additional twenty-one thousand acre feet of 

water in the Laws well field now that could be pumped and 1 



exported on his table. 

Anyone going out there and looking at that area 

can see that all the plants are either dead or dying. 

The water table is approximately a hundred feet deep and 

there's no way that that can be considered additional 

water in that ground. 

I thank you very much. 

John, I have a copy of this. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Our next speaker is Scott Paterson from Citizens 

of the Eastern Sierras. 

This is going to be a little bit unusual in the 

normal, I guess, public meetings that I conducted, and 

I'm very interested because Scott is going to introduce a 

fourteen minute video that they have prepared and that is 

the reason here for the video, and I will also relieve 

the court reporter of having to record this, unless, of 

course, you want to; but because they have agreed that 

they will be giving the video to EIP. So with that, 

Scott -- 
MR. PATERSON: Good evening. My name is Scott 

Paterson and I'm here to present the following text on 

behalf of a group of people who, over a period of time, 

have actually watched this valley die. 

The group of people who really love the Owens 



Valley and it's environment are c 

Citizens of the Eastern Sierras. 

alled the Concerned 

Pages ten dash sixty-five through ten dash 

sixty-seven of the EIR discuss the impacts of pumping and 

surface water management practices in the Laws area. 

Mitigation measure ten dash eighteen describes the 

revegetation of only one hundred and forty acres adjacent 

to Highway 6, north of Laws, six dash ten dash eight B. 
7 

However, the maps of exhibit A-13 of fourteen and 1 
fourteen of fourteen of volume two, appendages the I 
volume, water -- appendages of 1984 through '87 show that 
much more land in the Laws area was classified as type C 

or wet lands 

See page five dash four, paragraph one. 

The Concerned Citizens of the Eastern Sierra have 

1 
1 

prepared a documentary video showing the devastation of 

sections nineteen and twenty, township six, south range 

thirty-three east since that time. 

This area is not addressed in the EIR. 

In addition, page ten dash seventy-two, the last 

paragraph states, I quote, and bear with me please: 

(Reading) 

Decreases and changes in vegetation 

and other environmental affects will be 

considered to be attributable to ground 



water pumping or to a change in surface 

water management practices if vegetation 

decrease, change or environmental affect 

would not have occurred but for ground 

water pumping and/or a change in past 

surface water management practices. 

A given site would be compared to 

an area of similar vegetation, soils, 

rainfall, and other relevant conditions 

where such a vegetation decrease, change 

or environmental affect has not occurred 

nor has occurred to the same degree. 

Unquote. 

If you didn't understand that, I don't blame you. 

The video addresses this comparison by showing the Warm 

Springs area approximately three miles to the south and 

the Chalfant Valley area approximately three miles to the 

north where surface water management is the same and the 

vegetation has survived the drought. 

With all other factors being equal, how could this 

devastation have been caused by anything but ground water 

pumping? 

Under these circumstances, why is the entire Laws 

area not addressed and mitigated in the EIR? 

Thank you. And we'll now show you the video. 



MR. RAGAN: Some of you here, you may want to 

temporarily or permanently move so that you can see the 

T.V. if you want to. 

(Video played, not reported). 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Next speaker is Roy Knight followed by Louis 

deBottari. 

Do I have -- 
MR. deBOTTARI: deBottari. 

MR. RAGAN: I'm sorry, deBottari. 

MR. deBOTTARI: Okay. 

MR. KNIGHT: Hi. My name's Roy Knight. I'm a 

resident here of Inyo County and I specifically live down 

in Northern Wilkerson Ranch area 

With a chance of being somewhat redundant to some 

of the things that have already been covered, I would 

like to cover some of the same subjects but maybe using 

some different words. 

At one of our meetings not too long ago I asked 

the question. The question was: How many tests in 

monitoring wells do we have in Owens Valley to monitor 

the ground water table? 

Mr. Buchholz assured me that there were seven 

hundred of these throughout the valley. 

My next question was: How many of those have 



water in them? 

Total silence even 'ti1 today. 

If, in the past, they've had this amount of wells 

put in, where in the world is the data? What have they 

used with the information? 

Are they really trying to save the vegetation? 

I believe that the information gathered from these 

tests and monitored wells should be made a part of the 

EIR. 

By the way, I do not have this in writing, but I 

will write this out and I will send it to you by 

registered mail. 

Take as an example, now, page one seventy one of 

the Green Book. This is a twenty year so-called study of 

what the pumping was in relationship to recharge in that 

same period of time. 

This specifically states on page one seventy one 

of your Green Book: (Reading) 

There has been a recharge in excess 

of pumping of one million five hundred and 

forty-one thousand two hundred and 

thirty-two acre feet. 

Mr. Giordano wrote a letter to the local paper and 

made this statement. 

Mr. Hutchinson, who has been a prime mover in 



putting this package together, came back and made a 

statement to Mr. Giordano. 

And I state: (Reading) 

Ground water also flows out of the 

basin by vegetation use, of apparition 

from the soil, springs and flowing wells, 

flows to the Owens River and sub surface 

flow out of the basin. 

I agree with Mr. Hutchinson. But this is not a 

part of the study to be made to determine what the damn 

pumping program will be. 

They state in here, in simplified terms: 

(Reading) 

We will use a simplified method to 

determine the six month pumping program. 

If they did it now, just like the gentleman said a 

moment ago, you can still pump twenty-one thousand acre 

feet out of Laws. 

Well -- why that's bull manure. 
And then take into consideration the real world 

and get the information in there, all the factors, not 

part of them. 

We also talk about mitigation. 

Boy, here's one that really galls me. 

We have a mitigation project today in Owens Valley 



that allow ,s for th e growing of alfalfa hay. 

Alfalfa is a high intense water use crop. 

The water to be used on this alfalfa is paid for 

by DWP. 

They pump -- they pay the electricity to bring it 
to the surface. 

A local water commissioner is able to harvest and 

plant that alfalfa and realize all the profit from it. 

Now are we going to have more mitigation projects 

like that? 

I think it's time that we take that out of 

mitigation, put that in to the lessee/lessor holder as it 

should be, and let that be put up. 

If it stays the way it is, then some of the profit 

should come back into Owens Valley. 

I recommend that we do not have mitigation 

projects that allows for the growth of alfalfa. 

Also asked the question about why is it that in 

this agreement that we have to pick up a tab of three 

million seven hundred and fifty thousand dollars for the 

Lower Owens River Project? 

Was devastated by DWP. 

Why are we having to pay for it? 

A supervisor told me we don't have to. 

I don't see any changes in here, and it 



specifically states very clearly and distinctive; we will I 
have to pay DWP three million seven hundred and fifty 

thousand dollars. 

Why? 

I don't understand why we have to. 

Control the surface water. 

I assume that I was told that this is controlled 

by the state. It is legislated by the state. 

Does this EIR preempt state laws? 

That's my question. I want to know an answer to 

that one because it states in here: Surface water 

management. 

Do we manage it or does the state control it? 

Not too long ago I was listening to the local T.V.  I 
Channel and Mr. Greg James and Mr. Tony Rossman have 

clearly and very distinctly stated that the ground water 

ordinance that we had here had been implemented within 

the EIR. 

It's also been stated to us on numerous occasions 

that this was found to be unconstitutional. 

Well, if it's unconstitutional, then why is it not 

unconstitutional today? 

They have made this statement. We do need an 

answer on it. 

Thank you. 



MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Mr. deBottari. Did I pronounce that right? 

MR. dEBOTTAR1: Sure. 

MR. RAGAN: Followed by Larry Stidham of 

California Indian Legal Services. 

MR. deBOTTAR1: My name is Louie deBottari. I 

live in Walker, California. 

I have read this EIR with interest. 

This is supposed to be a technical document in 

which all stated facts and data are traceable. 

I find it very suspect when adjectives are 

injected like, quote: Better, much, or statements like 

probably not significant or less expensive. 

What's less expensive? 

This document should be reviewed by the auditors 

and all such statements removed and quantified. 

If you can't quantify it, you don't know what it 

is. 

In addition, the data that is presented in many 

cases has different future time periods so it is very 

difficult to ascertain exactly what will be the shortfall 

of water in L.A. in the year two thousand and ten. 

My assessment of the problem is that L.A. will not 

be able to obtain the necessary water from MWD since MWD 

is projecting a shortfall of one point two four million 



acre feet. 

In addition, the amount of waste water that we 

will reclaim will not satisfy the reclinement of all the 

golf courses, parks and industrial cites. 

This is a document that is to be used as a 

planning tool for the future. And I don't believe that 

the year two thousand ten, only nineteen years away, is 

too far in the future to plan and let everyone know how 

the Department of Water and Power will obtain the 

significant shortfall of water. 

The proposed project totally ignores this problem 

and attempts to dress up a few very near term mitigation 

measures that will never survive in the year two thousand 

and ten when people in L.A. need the water for health 

reasons. 

This proposed plan must clearly describe in detail 

what will happen in the year two thousand and ten. - 
The proposed Band-Aid solution is not a long term 

fix. 

Pumping all the water out of the Sierras is not a 

solution. 

This -- this report dismisses out of hands and, 
interestingly enough, it was even dismissed today, using 

a couple of pages, a solution that would make L.A. 

independent of dry years and would provide excellent 



water forever. 

In addition, the Owens Valley environment could be 

returned to a quality enjoyed before the Owens Lake went 

dry. 

The solution is desalinization. 

The report clearly does not want to show how good 

this solution would be for the environment both in the 

L.A. area and in the Owens Valley. 

A few pluses for this approach are multi 

installations would be less earthquake sensitive when 

compared to the aqueduct system which crosses a fault 

several time. Two potential sabotage of the water 

transport is eliminated. 

Three, the water replacement is reduced and 

concern of harmful -- of chlorination is eliminated in 
the DWP. 

Four, the evaporated waste is greatly diminished. 

The amount presently lost in the transport system during 

dry years is not stated in the EIR. It's inferred, but 

try to dig it out. 

I believe that the proposed water saving program 

in L.A. will be equal to loss due to evaporation. 

The cost of -- the cost of electrical power was 
overstated in the report. 

Using data of a unit similar to one I have 



experience wi th, the actual power to desalt one acre foot 

of sea water is nine thousand four hundred and fifty 

seven which will -- was to replace the hundred thousand 
acre feet of ground water, the power required would be 

about two point six percent of the total power that L.A. 

is projected to use in the year two thousand ten. 

This was one example where they were showing the 

power today and the water, so trying to compare apples 

and oranges is what they were doing. 14 

This amount is within any credible estimate. The 

cost of producing the one acre foot using 1990 dollars 

and the electrical rate I pay would be seven hundred and 

eighty dollars an acre foot. 

The stated cost is about the same as the projected 

recycle water costs for irrigation and industrial use. 

For the same costs they can have very good 

drinking water, and the cost of desalinization will be 

less than three tenths of a cent per gallon. 

I realize that the Owens water is about one tenth 

of that. The -- the impact is on the agricultural and 
industrial users who uses thirty-seven percent of the 

water. 

The Owens Valley environment should not be traded 

for these special uses. 

The proposed project restricts agriculture where 



water is free or very inexpensive and transport it to an 

area that mother nature never planned to support 

expansive green fields. 

I had a professor who said: When you think you're 

beating mother nature, watch out. She's got you and you 

don't know it. 

Taking this one step further; if all the water 

that is presently meant to be exported from the Owens 

Valley was supplied by the ocean, it would take about 

five point two percent of the required electrical power 

that is projected by L.A. in the year two thousand and 

ten. 

This power can be generated by a solar farm 

located in the desert that would be forty miles square. 

It would not be necessary to burn coal and pollute 

the environment to obtain the water. 

Now the cost of procuring the number of units 

necessary to replace the ground water from the Owens 

Valley would be less than four hundred and fifty dollars 

per L.A. person, and to reduce the export to zero, the 

cost would be less than a thousand dollars per person. 

This is a small cost to implement a water system 

that can grow with the city. 

In summary, approaching the twenty-first century, 

it is incredible to me that anyone would want to continue 



end funds on a wat er transport system developed over 

- eight hundred years ago. 

The EIR is inadequate and requires a much more 

detailed study on the desalinization alternative, not a 

page and a half by a technical group who really wants 

this alternative to be chosen before this document is 

submitted. 

I thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Larry Stidham. I hope I pronounced that more or 

less -- 
MR. STIDHAM: That's right. 

MR. RAGAN: Followed by Roberta Ann Matlick. 

MR. STIDHAM: My name's Larry Stidham. I'm an 

attorney with California Indian Legal Services. 

Today we've been hired by the United States 

through the Bureau of Indian Affairs to assist the Owens 

Valley tribes in preparing a response to the EIR and 

attempt to clarify and, hopefully, confirm the off 

reservation water rights of the Owens Valley tribes. 

We dispute the contention in the EIR that the 

water rights traded were traded to DWP in the 1939 land 

exchange. In fact, I think the position of the tribes is I 
that the tribes retain ground water rights to about 

thirty-one hundred acres around Owens Valley. 

- 



elieve th [at we'll prepare a written statement 

to that effect and explain why we believe that and why we 

think that that's an error in the report. 

I believe Mr. Irwin has also talked about the 

possibility of a forty-five day extension to submit those 

written reports or comments. 

I'd like to request, on behalf of the Owens Valley 

tribes, that there be a forty-five day extension so that 

we can completely answer the questions that we have and 

look into the problems that we see with the EIR. 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Stidham. 

Roberta Matlick followed by Yan Kinney. 

MS. MATLICK: I'm Roberta Matlick and, except for 

three years, I have been a resident of the Owens Valley 

for the past forty-four years. 

I was a math teacher at this high school and I'm 

still involved in project writing and self studies of 

program quality reviews and accreditation reviews which 

are every bit as thick as this book. 

I have eight comments to make tonight. 

On page five twenty and twenty-one, table five 

twenty-three, there is a listing of enhancement 

mitigation projects, 1985 to 1990. 

Many of these have not been implemented or have 



been partia .lly implemented; for example, the Laws 

Historical Museum Project, the Laws Polita Native Pasture 

Project, the McNalley Pond Project. 

Please correct the table to include projects which 

are fully operating. 

Another table might indicate those which are in 

process of being implemented with still another 

indicating those to be implemented. 

The first paragraph on ten sixty-seven reiterates 

that these projects have been implemented. 

Please correct that. 

Comment two. Figures five one and five two 

indicate that thirty-six thousand acre feet of water was 

flowing from springs and wells in a typical dry year, 

pre-1970, and that only eighteen thousand acre feet was 

flowing on a typical wet year, 1970 to 1990. 

Please address the fact that only one half the 

water from springs and wells in a wet year is in 1970 to 

1990 as in a pre-1970 dry year. 

Comment three. In the last paragraph of page five 

fifteen, and again with slightly different wording on 

sixteen forty-one, paragraph three, it states: (Reading) 

It is estimated that Los Angeles 

has annually supplied approximately 

twenty-seven thousand acre feet of water, 



not including conveyance losses, to its 

land on the cone since 1981-82, while Los 

Angeles has annually extracted only eleven 

thousand five hundred acre feet from 

pumped and flowing wells on the cone. 

Please show backup figures for this estimate and 

explain how the following sentence, quote: (Reading) 

Thus under the Hillside Decree, Los 

Angeles may increase ground water pumping 

on the cone. 

-- unquote, can be allowed to be placed in the EIR 
when no actual accurate method of measuring usage has 

been derived. 

Comment four. Table thirty-two on page 

thirty-three indicates water usage in selected cities. 

No rational is made for the selection of those cities. 

This is mandatory for any correct statistical 

analysis. 

Next comment. Paragraph three on page sixty-seven 

states, quote: (Reading) 

Studies of the effects of ground 

water pumping on Owens Valley ground water 

deep vegetation suggests that water tables 

may decline below the rooting zone of such 

vegetation from one to several years with 



no significant adverse vegetation impact 

depending on the type of vegetation, the 

type of soil and the precipitation levels 

Unquote. 

Please furnish evidence of these studies. 

The following paragraph continues by saying, 

quote: (Reading) 

It is believed that such permanent 

rigid limits or not necessary to protect 

the valley's vegetation. 

Who believes this and what basis is there for thl 

belief? 

Comment six. The paragraph at the top of three 

twelve states, quote: (Reading) 

Water consumption in Los Angeles 

through the spring and summer months of 

1990 has been estimated between ten to 

fifteen percent below the anticipated 

normal consumption. 

Unquote. 

In listening to reports on T.V., Channel 7, ABC, 

these figures appear to be incorrect. 

Please show exact figures for the entire 1990 

year. 

And my two final important comments. 



Page sixty-seven, paragraph three, states that an 

immediate return to the environmental conditions that 

existed during the pre project period will not occur 

simply by resuming pre project Owens Valley water 

management practices, thus the damage has already 

occurred. 

Page fifty-eight, paragraph three states: 

(Reading) 

The future average rate of ground 

water pumping is not known, but it is not 

expected to change significantly as 

compared to the 1970 to 1990 period. 

Unquote. 

Would this not imply that the damage would 

continue? 

Does this not negate the total purpose of the EIR? 

And, finally, numerous statistical errors appear 

in the EIR. 

These include: 

S - 2 ,  incorrect map scale. 

Thirty-two, the 1990 figures should be indicated 

as estimated. 

Three fourteen, incorrect addition, incorrect 

percentages. 

Three fifteen, averages do not agree with the 



previous page. 

Five thirteen, no indication in footnote two as to 

the dates included in the average. 

Some of these errors have been or are being 

corrected after I called the Inyo County Water 

Department's attention to the most blatant. 

Consequently, the Water Department wrote to the EIP and 

the DWP asking them to review and verify the data before 

this meeting. 

I have not seen evidence of that. 

These errors are easily corrected, but they cause 

lack of credibility to the total EIR. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

When you use the word "include", if there are 

others that you haven't mentioned, I hope you will submit 

those in writing to EIP. 

Did I have that right? Is it Yan Kinney. 

MRS. KINNEY: Yes, it is. 

MR. RAGAN: And followed by Me1 Shapiro. 

MRS. KINNEY: My name is Yan Kinney and I'm 

speaking for the League of Women Voters of the Eastern 

Sierra. 

A VOICE: Turn around. 

Turn around. I'm looking right at your back. 

MS. KINNEY: Yeah. I've got to talk to them, 



Margaret. 

MR. RAGAN: Well, they're going to hear it anyway. 

MRS. KINNEY: Mr. Davis, the League of Women 

Voters of the Eastern Sierras has the following comments, 

questions and suggestions for the draft EIR and 

agreement. 

One. The ground water management report issued by 

the county in 1981 listed about twenty-five thousand 

acres of vegetation as damaged by pumping or surface 

water management changes. 

This draft EIR mitigates only about twenty-five 

hundred acres which it refers to as all significant 

damage. 

The EIR should justify the insignificance of the 

remaining ninety percent of damaged areas by showing what 

is considered significant and why. 

Will significant be interpreted this way under the 

agreement? 

If not, the agreement should have some more 

quantitative definition. 

Two. Since the calculation of soil moisture done 

on October 1st adds in a specified proportion of the 

average annual precipitation, the vegetation could 

actually lack sufficient water to get it through the next 

growing season in a drought year. 



We suggest an earlier ev ,aluation of soil moisture, 

an automatic well turnoff after winters with less than 

average precipitation. Perhaps June 1st. 

Three. In order to recover to the 1984-1987 

vegetation levels after the present drought, we suggest a 

drought policy that will maintain the soil moisture at 

the amount that would have been used by vegetation as it 

was in 1984 to '87 until there is full recovery of the 

vegetation to it's 1984-87 levels. 

The EIR should allow for mitigation of areas 

damaged since 1970 that are discovered after this process 

has concluded. 

For example, if a new study of the pre-1970 aerial 

photos show clearly that damage had occurred due to 

ground water pumping or changes in surface water 

management, the damaged area shall be mitigated. 

The EIR should be consistent in its definition of 

the Owens Valley. Maps in the EIR show that Owens Valley 

reaching into Mono County and Nevada, but references in 

the text are clearly to that part of the Owens River 

Basin contained in Inyo County. 

The agreement should specify that the wells exempt 

from the automatic turnoffs should be used only for the 

purposes which made them exempt. 

Pumping should not be increased to exceed levels 



required for those uses under any circumstances. 

It is not completely clear if the well turnoff 

procedure is subject to dispute resolution. 

On page B twenty-five, after the description of 

well turnoff on line sixteen, the sentence: (Reading) 

This well turnoff is not subject to 

dispute resolution -- 
-- should be added, otherwise the list of 

procedures subject to dispute resolution on page B 

fifty-nine and B sixty might be interpreted to include 

well turnoff. 

On page forty-four of the Green Book, Tamara 

scrub, salt cedar, should not be listed as a type D or 

any type of vegetation to be protected since actually the 

Enchant is too eradicated. No other type D vegetation 

should be allowed to go to salt cedar without that being 

considered significant change. 

While we recognize that some of the already 

damaged areas may have to be mitigated elsewhere instead 

of on-site, we would like the agreement to insist that 

all future damage must be prevented or mitigated on-site. 

The difficulty of on-site mitigation will be an 

incentive for the prevention of damage. 

The Green Book and the EIR vegetation chapter and 

tables should use a scientific name of plants everywhere 



th a consistent and common name in paren 

is no consistency at present. 

ithesis. There 

The EIR should include an index and glossary of 

abbreviations. There appears to be no monitoring sites 

listed on the Bishop Cone. 

The League of Women Voters support all reasonable 
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water conservation measures in Los Angeles and in the 

Owens Valley. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Me1 Shapiro. 

After Mr. Shapiro, we're going to take a brief 

break and the reason is so that the court reporter and 

her hands, so that she can stretch them and exercise 

them, so that she can record it accurately all of the 

rest of the way. 

So I have following after the break, then, Marcia 

Sherwood. 

Mr. Shapiro. 

MR. SHAPIRO: I'm Me1 Shap 

residing in Bishop. 

,ire, private citizen 

It just occurred to me after the last 

presentation, is it possible that a transcript of these 

proceedings be mailed to at least those that are signed 

in or available? 

The reason I ask is that peopie are quoting all 



kinds of sections in this EIR. 

I read it more or less, thumbed through it, but I 

don't have -- I'd like to be able to refer to some of 
what has been brought up here tonight specifically and I 

won't remember, so I'm asking if Mr. Davis -- 
MR. RAGAN: Is there a policy with respect to the 

availability of the transcripts? I mean, I know some 

public agencies make them available at cost or 

reproduction. 

MR. DAVIS: They haven't established any. 

MR. RAGAN: The answer is they haven't established 

any. I guess they're not going to respond definitively. 

They will take that, rather as a question, as a firm 

request. 

MR. SHAPIRO: Okay. I make that as a request and 

at least have a copy made available to the water office 

here. If one could go in and pick it up and make his own 

copies, I would like to see that. 

MR. RAGAN: That's a fair request. 

MR. SHAPIRO: First, two or three items here. I 

will read a copy of the letter I sent to Mr. Davis dated 

last Friday and I just want to back it up publicly. 

(Reading) 

Dear Mr. Davis: Enclosed is a copy 

of page three from the 12 April Standing 



Committee Meeting minutes. 

It was my understanding that all 

public comments at that meeting would be 

addressed by EIP Associates in preparing 

the EIR. 

However, the full transcript of the 

minutes makes no reference to my 

understanding or misunderstanding. 

Be that as it may. 

The issue brought up here earlier 

is the ground water pumping versus 

recharge as was stated in the August lst, 

1989, technical group memo. The same 

issue is illustrated on page one seventy 

or one seventy-one of the Green Book. 

I could not find it discussed in 

the EIR. Being a nontechnical person, 

perhaps I missed it. 

If so, please direct me to where it 

is. 
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Just reminding the audience here, that's the table 

that says over a twenty year period recharge exceeded 

pumping . 
One could draw a lot of conclusions to that, but I 

certainly would direct the EIP Associates to pursue onto I 



it. 

In any case, continuing with the letter: (Reading) 

Please address this -- please 
address in the next version of the EIR a 

broader explanation of this issue and its, 

quote, significance or absence thereof. 

In my opinion, the subject deserves 

at least half the space devoted to the 

bird chapter. 

Don't misunderstand; I enjoy the 

bird wildlife chapter and found it very 

informative, although I'm not sure what it 

has to do with exporting water to Los 

Angeles . 
And that's the end of the letter. 

A couple other comments. The title to this whole 

title says: Water from the Owens Valley -- this is via 
the second Los Angeles Aqueduct. 

Owens Lake is part of the Owens Valley. 

On two separate occasions, one Thadeus Taylor and 

another, Supervisor Irwin, explained to me why the Owens 

Lake problem does whatever was not to be a part of this 

EIR. 

I could not debate their reasons they involve. 

The State owned the land. There are other agencies 



involved. I respected their point of view. 

However, I don't share it. 

My position is that it is an integral part of the 

entire problem and, irregardless of the fact that other 

agencies are involved in trying to help it or expert are 

interesting, or who owns the land, that all sounds like a 

political kind of smoke screen and I think -- I don't -- 
it is my opinion that EIP cannot ignore Owens Lake, and 

just because the Inyo County part of the Standing 

Committee and the Department of Water and Power say no, 

it isn't and it will not be a part of the EIR. 

I disagree with that and I would like for you to 

examine that issue further. 

Again, Owens Lake is an integral part of the 

entire problem. 

Water is water, dust is dust and Inyo County is 

Inyo County. It's all part of the same thing in my 

opinion. 

The other one small comment, and there's a lot of 

it been spoken about, the Laws area, kind of my regular 

route. 

And what is my regular route? 

Well, as a retired person either riding bicycle or 

motorcycle riding around the area several times a month 1 I6 
and going up the back road there, I think it's called the I 



Laws Poleta Road, on my motor a few weeks ago, I came 

across this pump and water about yay big in diameter 

(indicating) is coming out of a pipe and going into a 

ditch, and then I saw -- I wish I could have quoted the 
section in your EIR. One place there it says something 

about a pump currently in operation in Laws that was for 

mitigation. 

By period. It didn't say mitigation where, how 

who. 

Now from my layman's point of view, that big 

diameter of water was going through to a ditch and I 

assume the ditch was going into the Owens River. 

Is that mitigation and mitigation where? 

If you were to tell me that we are -- we have 
denuded acres here but we are going to mitigate five 

hundred acres down the line someplace, maybe that's a 

tradeoff, but I don't understand that. 

I'm questioning what I think I read in the EIR in 

that one little section that the pump is in operation. 

I'll drive out there day after tomorrow. Maybe DWP will 

turn it off tomorrow and Friday I won't see it. But it's 

kind of -- it's insult going to see that water pouring 
out of there in the ditch. Where is it going? 

Is that water being used to supply the second 

aqueduct? 



If I keep going, I'll become redundant. 

Thank you for your attention. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Just before we take a break, I have, right now, 

just to make sure I have everything from people who now 

think they want to speak, five more cards. 

Marcia Sherwood, Campy Camphausen, Dave Smith, 

Mark Bagley and Tom Lone Eagle. So that if there are 

others of you, or if I missed -- if somehow a card was 
destroyed or one didn't get to me, I think there are 

still some out on the table and if you'll get them to me 

on the break -- let's take a -- it is now nine o'clock. 
Is ten minutes all right? 

THE REPORTER: Yes. 

MR. RAGAN: At 9:10 we'll reconvene. 

(Recess. ) 

MR. RAGAN: Let's reconvene, please. 

John, Russ, I'd like to get started again. 

Just before the break I mentioned that there were 

five speakers. I have now, actually at this point, we're 

now up to ten. 

See if I call a break again. 

Marcia Sherwood followed by Campy Camphausen. 

MS. SHERWOOD: I wasn't intending on giving any 

kind of formal speech. I just have a few questions I'd 



like to put before you. 

I understand that the Steward Ranch, one of the 

wells have been dried up at Steward Ranch in Big Pine. 

I'd like to know if there are any other guarantees given 

to any other landholders in the valley that this would 

not happen to them, if you could guarantee that at all? 

MR. RAGAN: So, could I just turn that around as a 

statement here, that you want some guarantee that what 

happened there would not -- 
MS. SHERWOOD: Can a guarantee be given? 

MR. RAGAN: But you want that addressed? 

MS. SHERWOOD: Uh-huh. 

Also, I hear rumors of various sources at various 

times that the water table was down, we saw a movie, 

between a hundred and a hundred and twenty feet at Laws. 

I hear at Steward Ranch it's down to ninety-five feet and 

at Independence it's down to a hundred. 

I'd like for it to be public knowledge at any 

given place, where there are test wells, to have that 

public knowledge and that's all I'd like to say. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

MR. RAGAN: Campy Camphausen followed by Dave 

Smith. 

MR. CAMPHAUSEN: This is Campy. I live in West 

Bishop. 



I have looked at the Green Book. I'm sending in a 

report, but I'm not going to give the report. Three 

minutes. Summary. 

For that I need my glasses. 

A VOICE: Would you state your name again, please. 

MR. CAMPHAUSEN: Campy or Camphausen. Fred 

Camphausen. 

The summary: 

Management goals are well stated in the draft EIR 

but the technical follow through is deficient. It will 

be evident from the discussion that follows. 

That's not important. That avoiding -- that's 
quote: (Reading) 

Avoiding significant effects on the 

environment which cannot be acceptably 

mitigated while supplying a reliable 

supply of water for export to Los Angeles 

and for use in Inyo County may not be 

realized as an outcome of the agreement 

without technically improving both 

concepts and methods of implementation. 

This investigator's a resident of Inyo County, a 

physicist who believes that water agreement should be 

signed between L.A., DWP and Inyo. 

The reason for this review is to provide the very 



best water agreement, or to promote the very best water 

agreement that could be developed both technically and 

physically. 

I reviewed the Green Book. However, I did not 

study the contained references to verify the accuracy of 

their citation or to ascertain their validity within the 

reviewed work. 

Most of the needed changes are in the concept of 

operation of the network of soil retained moisture 

monitoring sites. 

To a lesser extent, the employed hydrology model, 

in a few instances conceptual difficulty within the water 

management protocol and procedures, have been identified. 

The recharge equations were found to be in error 

and have been refined and numerical analyses were 

performed using the correct equations along with data 

from the 1989 water year. 

The analysis indicate the total recharge and 

portion of the Owens Valley for 1989, that's the northern 

portion, has been overstated by sixteen percent and this 

part of the valley was therefore over pumped. 

By contrast, an average error of nine percent 

recharge was assessed for the opposite end of the valley 

and this part was compensatorially under pumped. And as 

an aside, well field area recharge draft given in figures 



one through six are impressive and misleading in that the 

input data are not observed data as stated. 

In these drafts we can demonstrate that from 

County figures. Those figures are one through six of the 

Green Book. 

The twenty year running average utilized as a 

controlled methodology to quantify pumping goals is 

inappropriate because of contained perceptual and 

economical problems. 

Based on the drought circumstances apparent in 

1990 year where the agreement is yet unsigned, this 

twenty year model is now set aside by L.A. DWP and Inyo, 

probably until the drought period. No consideration is 

currently given to critical water needs of new vegetatior 

for which additional moisture is required within the near 

surface nutrient zone for the survival of delicate new or 

offspring plants. 

Without replacement in the utilization of the 

plant operation having some half-life, roughly half of 

that plant population won't be around at period end. 

The agreement, soil retained moisture long 

methodology is a carryover of agricultural and research 

application, has not previously applied as the water 

management adjunct in the valley wide scale. 

It is experimental and unproven except in the 



central valley of California where it's used to set 

irrigation turnoff vise, well field turn on and should be 

tried out only as a secondary management tool until it's 

cost impact and degree of success are invalidated, a 

process requiring several years. 

Further, soil moisture should be ordinarily not 

considered fundamental perimeter by the Water Resource 

Administrator or of the Water Commission having off-site 

responsibility. 

soil moisture is useful in understanding 

vegetation needs, but its role is secondary to water 

table level as a management system control variable. 

This is because soil moisture is a delayed and 

varied response to the presence of intervening geology 

and atmospheric boundary phenomena which is -- which does 
not come under system control. 

An essential technical feature to be recognized in 

designing an overall water management philosophy is that 

Owens Valley consists of a series of essentially closed 

basins. Any water removed from a basin at one place by 

pumping will eventually have some influence on every 

other part of the basin. 

This feature assists in identifying water table 

level as a preferred primary system measurement variable 

in corollary. It would be illogical to pinpoint 



responsibility for a vegetation impact as being either 

due to pumping alone or a surface water management or to 

drought alone. 

Responsibility for any damage done would be shared 

by both water resource management and the drought. - 
Long cherished ideals concerning valley 

preservation may at some future time be confronted by 

emergent economic challenges, for example, a currently 

configured soiled moisture monitoring program will 

generate a surface of material and untimely data at a 

cost which will build as time goes on. 

However, the price of resolving this, another 

technical shortfall is not untangible (sic). 

The multifunctional laundering network recommended 

herein, when fully implemented, could reduce the overall 

data collection efforts by a third, the data production 

resources within the floor of Owens Valley. - 
My proposal goes way beyond the fine tuning of the 

project concept envisioned by the Green Book. 

The recommended network consolidates water 

management and site or collection data correlation 

functions within each site. 

Each site would yield an appropriate data sample 

for observing and maintaining healthy vegetation while 

also being able to reconstruct vegetation impact scenario 



for mitigation. Such an impact occurs. 

Anyone of the -- of the multi functioned sites 
would, in the future, have as much priority in managing 

well fill output as any of the sites linked directly to 

the production wells. 

This operating philosophy will require a very good 

valley floor flow mount model, a better one than a simple 

3-D model described in the Green Book, one which I 

believe could be developed in using data from the sites 

themselves operated within a flow rate testing regimen 

in -- over a period of time. 
The foregoing paragraphs described a concept or 

hardware mechanization which I hope to sell, before that, 

I wish to state that any concepts offered within the full 

report be shipped to EIP are free of charge with hardware 

mechanization taken roughly as prescribed within the 

Green Book. 

I wrote: Losses management type B vegetation has 

not been shown to be mitigated. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Dave Smith then followed by Mark Bagley. 

MR. SMITH: With all due respect, I'm not a 

physicist. My name is Dave Smith and I've been a 

resident of Bishop and formally a county administrator to 

three counties, Los Angeles County, Sacramento and more 



recently in real estate development and brokerage. 

My comments have to do with chapter fourteen of 

the draft EIR. Those are the ones on economic 

development, and my opinion with regard to the water 

management practices and the long-term ground water 

management plan is that the people have basically come up 

with a reasonable method of permitting bad effects on the 

vegetation and what I do hear is a lot of things about 

fine tuning those effects. 

I don't want to comment on those aspects. I wish 

to comment on some equally important effects on us as 

human beings and our families only and our livelihood. 

This particular chapter fourteen goes into Los 

Angeles land use policies, their restricted effect on 

beneficial economic development in the Owens Valley. 

The preparers of the EIR were requested to include 

a variety of socioeconomics in the draft, and, in my 

opinion, they have not done a very good job in including 

those. 

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 and we're also a 

part of the natural environment, social and economic 



consequences, the second aqueduct and the intended 

restriction of agricultural land and restrictions of use 

of the surface land, the results have been fewer and 

lower paying jobs. 

Large outflow of larger areas, that goods and 

services that people cannot acquire local and, with all 

due respect to our system that we do have, they cannot 

provide median and educational careers. There are people 

who can not find jobs at the present. 

I'd like to admonish the people that prepared the 

EIR that it is not sufficient to try to define people out 

of existence as they have apparently attempted to do 

here. 

Mr. Davis was quoted as saying: That since the 

socioeconomic effects may not have a impact in the EIR, 

the EIR doesn't -- on the environment, the EIR doesn't 
have to consider them. 

I resent that the second aqueduct sharpens the 

effect of these land restrictions on the people and on 

their local governments. A case can be made for better 

mitigation measures that have been proposed in chapter 

fourteen. 

Now that chapter specially argues that since Los 

Angeles land policies did not change from the 1970-1990 

period, no mitigation is required. 



The reasons that I've cited, I respectfully would 

really disagree to inadequacy of the chapter. One, it 

fails to point out that the proposed seventy-five acre 

land release provisions are insufficient for Inyo to even 

comply with. It's only nineteenth on the general plan. 

The following are some land need calculations 

without even considering any commercial purposes or the 

twenty-six acre plan for commercial release in Bishop 

easily illustrates -- and I've gone through the 
calculations here taking the general land population that 

is found in the EIR, deducting the present population, 

using that difference and adjusting the two thirds of 

Inyo County population intends to live in the Owens 

Valley. Maybe a little more, but I'm trying to be 

conservative. 

But when you divide that by the current two and a 

half persons per household that our population 

researchers find, and give an average of four households 

per acre, we're looking at a land release up and down the 

valley among all the different towns, of five hundred 

thirty-six acres less than seventy-five provided. 

It's a shortfall of four hundred and sixty-one 

acres. And put that in prospective, compare it to the 

two hundred and forty-five thousand acres owned by cities 

including Los Angeles and Inyo County, land releases were 



identified in every community in the Owens Valley as 

important considerations in the long-term agreement. 

They've been addressed in the agreement and, 

therefore, they should be addressed as far as adequate 

mitigation is concerned. 

The policy implication for Inyo County is that it 

effectively has given up it's ability to plan and manage 

that portion of its land resources which are not subject 

to release to the private sector by the City of Los 

Angeles . 
The land that I speak of being close to town 

conserving by urban utility as a resource is essential to 

our economy and social well being, yours and mine. 

We are people who form part of the natural 

environment in Inyo County and has not been clear from 

public discussion that the Board of Supervisors wishes to 

place such a major constraint on itself or on future 

boards in achieving the goals set forth in the county's 

only previously adopted general plan. 

I want to hasten to add that this analysis is not 

advocating any renter growth or any growth beyond 

whatsoever what officials have anticipated their general 

plan and adoption process. 

The parties should seek a solution for which 

sufficient land use for every use which have been 



previously adopted long-term plan for Inyo County. 

Obvious solution is to keep releases within the sphere of 

influence for urban development already defined in each 

California county, including this one, by its local 

Agency Formation Commission. - 
Iid like to offer a possible mitigation measure in 

the EIR that the Los Angeles City Charter be modified to 

make land releases easier for the two parties to achieve. 
- 

And I quote: The balanced approach to supplying 

Los Angeles with water for equitable economic development 

of both regions and protection of the environment. 

The second shortfall I think is that the agreement 

fails to point out the economics of the proposed 

development. - 
I will not bore you with a long statistical report 

that's been done earlier, but the benefits to Los Angeles 

annually for the life of this agreement which has a very 

long life, are approximately one and a half million 

annual; benefits to Inyo County are approximately two 

point two seven million, so five to one against us. 

It's important that this analysis not callously -- 
and I don't want anyone to think that that is what I am 

doing, not callously tradeoff dollars in exchange for 

water or dried up valley, but rather it's important for 

those making decisions on the document be aware of the 



dollars involved, and, therefore, its accompanying 

environmental impact reports 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. 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Mr. Smith, do you have any additional comments? 

You're also submitting or -- 
MR. SMITH: Yeah, I'm submitting this. 

MR. RAGAN: Mark Bagley then followed by Tom Lone 

Eagle. 

Mark Bagley. 

MR. BAGLEY: Right here. 

MR. RAGAN: Oh, sorry. 

MR. BAGLEY: Hello. My name is Mark Bagley, 

speaking as an individual. 

I live in Bishop. 

I'm a professional botanist. I work as a 

freelance environmental consultant in the Eastern Sierra 

and in the Mojave Desert. 

I'm a past president of the local Bristol Cone 

Pine Tree Society of the California Native Plant Society 



and I'm currently finishing a term on the State Board of 

Directors Society. 

However, my comments tonight are given as an 

individual citizen. The Native Plant Society will 

provide its comments at another time. 

First of all, I want to request an extension of 

the comment period for an additional forty-five days and 

I was glad to hear that the Board of Supervisors will be 

making that request to EIP also and to DWP. 

This is a large and complex document. It's come 

out in the middle of our November elections, which 

demanded a lot of citizen participation and time. 

At the time of the holidays here and the time when 

we've got two other important environmental documents for 

our review, the BLM Resource Management Plan and the 

Anhauyser Busch Water Gathering Plan, I think we just 

need more time to take a look at this thing. 

It's a very complex document -- many complex 
issues. 

Tonight I want to confine my comments to 

vegetation issues. That's the part of the document which 

I've really had time to take a look at so far. 

Basically, I was very disappointed in what I had 

to read in the vegetation chapter. 

I find that the discussion of vegetation is 



lacking in some very crucial details. 

Actually, some of them are not details, they're 

major points that are completely left out. 

I feel there is a lack of adequate pre-project 

description on the environmental conditions. 

There should be a pre-project vegetation map. 

There's no pre-project vegetation map. 

The only thing that is mapped are the pre-project 

irrigated lands. 

Now there's some excuses made in there as to how 

difficult the analysis was to make of the pre-project 

condition, but I feel that you need to do the best job 

based on the best available information. 

You obviously are making some conclusions about 

impacts, but you're not really giving us the pre-project 

conditions that you're basing those on, and I think by 

having a map that would be very helpful. 

There is no indication given in the -- on the 
pre-project description about how many acres of what kind 

of vegetation type were estimated to be in the valley. 

The EIR states that on page ten dash twenty-seven 

that there are relatively good records that exist for 

vegetation whose source of water supply was 

precipitation, the Owens River tributary, lakes and 

ponds, canals and ditches, springs and seeps and 



irrigation. 

However, you didn't use that information to come 

up with a pre-project vegetation map or even a table 

which gave an estimate of the number of acres of each 

type. 

Meed to make that good faith effort to at least 

estimate the conditions. I realize the information is 

not there for some precise determination. 

You mention in the EIR it's difficult to get total 

agreement on interpretation of air photos. 

Well, that's probably true, but you should at 

least present a summary of the range opinion of the 

experts and give an estimate, or at least the estimated 

rate of the number of acres of each vegetation in 

communities, or some idea of where they are located or 

where located in the valley. 

One other area that is quite lacking in its 

pre-project description are plant species of concern or 

rare plants. 

In the introduction to chapter ten, a table is 

presented that lists the plant specie of concern that 

occur in the valley with about one sentence about general 

habitat or general occurrence. 

Well, that's good for an introduction. 

You get to the pre-project environmental setting 



part, that of chapter ten, section ten point three, and 

there's absolutely no mention of plant species if 

concerned. 

This is amazing that you could do that. 

You need to have in there some kind of a map or 

table that tells us where these locations were, what kind 

of habitats they occurred in specifically, some 

indication of what we knew about in 1970 or before. 

Also, we need in there something about new 

information that came up in the 1980's. For example, 

Patty Novac, in DWP piece work, in doing the vegetation 

mapping in '84 to '87 base line identified a lot of 

locations of her plants, new locations; but '84 was six 

years ago. 

There's no analysis of any impacts. Have there be 

any impacts to any of those newer populations? 

They're probably not new, we just know about them. 

Any impacts from '84 to 'go? 

You were supposed to be dealing with impacts from 

1970 to 1990 and there is really no discussion of 

pre-project conditions for these rare plants. There is 

absolutely no mention of them in the impact section. 

Well, of course, if you don't mention -- if we 
don't know what's there to begin with, how can you make 

an impact analysis? 



You must have pre-project conditions as a basis 

for comparison in order to determine impacts. 

That sentence came out of EIR page ten dash one. 

So if you make a faulty or lacking pre-project analysis, 

then you're not going to have a good basis to make your 

impact analysis, and, then, if you don't have a good 

impact analysis then you can't have a good mitigation 

program. 

So with rare plants, you have no mention of them 

in the impact section and that needs to be corrected. 

You need to at least identify -- you've identified 
certain kinds of vegetation that have been impacted. You 

need to at least tell us that those specific areas do not 

have any known rare plant populations on them, or did 

they? 

We don't have that information. 

We also don't have the -- have that specific 
information about most of the vegetation areas that you 

say are impacted in there. 

In your impact section in chapter ten, you 

typically, when there is an impact identified, say that 

vegetation has been impacted. 

Sometimes you give the location, sometimes it's 

very general. I think you need to be more specific. 

Sometimes you're not at all specific about where 



the vegetation was impacted. 

We need to know how much vegetation was impacted. 

Most of the time there is not any estimate of 

numbers of acres that have been impacted. 

We need to know what kinds of vegetation, 

community types have been impacted; not just vegetation. 

What kind of vegetation? 

For example, there are seven meadow types in the 

vegetation types of classifications. There are four 

different marsh types and four different riparian types. 

We need to know what kind of vegetation is impacted and 

need to know specifically where, and I was very 

disappointed to see the lack of detail in that chapter. 

What you have is often very general and quite 

vague. 

If you don't know exactly what the impact was, 

then how do you know your mitigation is going to really 

mitigate that impact? 

We -- you don't. 
We need more details on the impacts. I believe 

you have that information available. 

For example, you cite in your discussion in the 

introductory part of chapter ten on the plant species of 

concern that you've gotten information from the 

California Natural University Data Base and Native Plant 



Society in talking to people, yet you present none or 

almost none of that information in the EIR that is 

available. - 

On the vegetation map you have plenty of aerial 

photos that you have sited, and I think you've kind of 

thrown up your hands and said: Well, we just can't come 

up with anything, but I think you need to do the best 

with what you got and come up with an estimate of what 

was there and what must be impacted. - 
Now there is also a lack of adequate description 

of many of the mitigation proposals that you have. 

We need the details of the mitigation proposals in 

order to evaluate whether or not they are fully going to 

mitigate what they're supposed to mitigate. 

We need the details about the impacts in order to 

evaluate your analysis of those impacts to see if you 

included all that should have been included. 

An example of one particular example of lack of 

adequate impact analysis and mitigation proposal detail 

would be the Little Black Rock Springs. 

There you give a poor pre-project description of 

the vegetation and essentially no description of it in 

the pre-project setting part of the chapter; but in the 

impact part you do mention a few of the plants that occur 

there, but you do not make any mention of the overall I 



flora that was there, and, I believe, someone like Mary 

DeDecker may have a plant specie list in that area that 

was prior to the impact. 

You should at least check with her. 

There's no area given or size of the marsh and 

meadow habitats that were there before the impact. 

There's little discussion of the habitat diversity 

that was there. 

What kind of plant communities were there? 

Was it all the same, one kind of community, or was 

there adversity communities? 

All of that is lacking. 

The mitigation listed is to maintain a pond that 

is there with surface or with water that is piped into 

there or sent by a canal, but no mention at how large the 

pond is, how extensive are the wetland habitats that 

occur around it, what vegetation types are supported 

there. 

Is there an adequate mitigation for what was lost? 

We just don't have the details to be able to 

evaluate that. 

The decision makers who you're writing this EIR 

for don't have the information for what they need. This 

is an example of one of many and it points out some of 

the kinds of things that need to be addressed in many of 



the other impacts. 

On the Lower Owens River Project, I would like to 

see a summary in there of all of the things that that 

project is supposed to mitigate. 

It looks like on every page that that's going to 

be a mitigation for something. 

I think it's trying to make it mitigate too much. 

You're trying to make it mitigate as a compensatory 

mitigation for a lot of things that are very different 

than the riparian kind of habitats that will be 

presumably created in that project. 

I think it would be a good idea, too, that should 

be considered as more as mitigation for impacts that havf 

occurred long ago, actually pre this project, rather thai 

mitigations for impact on the current project. 

As far as grazing, livestock grazing, as mentionec 

in the EIR under the cumulative effects section, it's 

correctly recognized as being a cumulative impact. 

However, there is absolutely no analysis of what 

those impacts have been from 1970 to 1990, where they've 

occurred and what impacts are anticipated in the future. 

I find it amazing that you would put it in as an 

impact and then not discuss it. 

Under CEQA, I believe that you need to discuss 

what the impacts have been, where they occurred and what 



you expect in the future, anything you can about a 

mitigation. 

You need to discuss the grazing as a cumulative 

impact as it relates to the project impacts. 

The future impacts, which are unspecified, are 

said to be mitigated in the document by continued 

implementation of a grazing management plan. 

Five or six points are mentioned in that 

management plan which are very uninformative. 

There's not enough information about the plan for 

us to have any idea what effect it will have. 

The plan needs to be elaborated. Goals and 

objectives of the plan need to be stated. 

Four, I think, of the five points of that plan are 

informal gathering types of things. 

Gathering information is not a mitigation. 

That helps you design a mitigation or put a 

mitigation into effect, but that is not the mitigation. 

If you address all of the items that I have 

mentioned, I feel that you'll be adding significant new 

information to the E I R  and that CEQA then would require 

for you to recirculate a new draft so that we, the 

public, can review the new information and analysis that 

you have. 

I think you omitted several impact analyses that 



should have been made and I think if you do correct that 

deficiency, we, as the public, need to have a look at 

that again before this becomes final. 

In conclusion, I was disappointed that the impacts 

from 1970 to 1990 were not dealt with more honestly and 

straightforwardly so that we could follow your logic, 

your reasoning. 

I feel that the lack of detail on the pre-project 

description on the vegetation, the rare plants and 

livestock grazing, has led to lack of proper impact 

analysis. This makes the document unacceptable as now 

written. 

Important changes must be made or this EIR will go 

the way of the previous two. The Court will reject it. 

How many times does it take to get it right? 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Tom Lone Eagle then followed by Sam Dean. 

MR. LONE EAGLE: My name is Tom Lone Eagle. I'm 

the vice chairman for the Big Pine Paiute-Shoshone 

Reservation in Big Pine. 

I have two things. 

One I will say officially from the tribe then I 

want to make a small statement as an individual. 

I'm speaking only to share with you the fact that 

the Bureau of Indian Affairs has notified the Big Pine 



tribe that they are unable to make a personal appearance 

at these water hearings. 

However, due to the U . S .  Government's trust 

responsibility to Indian tribes of the Owens Valley, the 

BIA will be making written comments concerning the lack 

of draft -- lack of the draft EIR in addressing the 
impacts on the Owens Valley Indian reservations as well 

as at least one very important statement which totally 

misrepresented the land exchange agreement between U . S .  

Government, L.A. DWP and the Owens Valley Indian tribes. 

I want it publicly known that it is not the intent 

of the Big Pine tribe to jeopardize a court approved EIR. 

There should be a way to address these matters in the 

final draft of the EIR which would eliminate the concerns 

of the tribes. 

I want to make it very clear that the pending long 

term water agreement does not or cannot include my tribe. 

We are not a party to that agreement nor did we have 

input in that agreement. 

Any issues on water or water rights will be 

between the U.S. Government, L.A. DWP and the tribes. 

Inyo County has no legal jurisdiction in any such issues. 

The long-term agreement must address this more 

clearly. 

That's what my tribe says I'm to say. 



I have a few short things that I want to address. 

It was mentioned earlier that this seems to only 

talk about plants and the birds and the bees and these 

type of things, and the stand has been with L.A. DWP, 

apparently, and the County that because Indian tribes are 

on federal lands that we should not be included in these 

things. 

What they forget are -- are that the people living 
on these federal lands are citizens of Inyo County. They 

vote in Inyo County. 

So they lacked or failed to recognize the fact 

that there is no way you can have a water agreement, or 

anything that would be detrimental or affect the people 

on these reservations and it not be included in the EIR. 

I have tried to make known some of the information 

as I've come along and become privy to such things. I 

was given a call today, personally, from Washington, D.C. 

and, apparently, because of the lack of the local Bureau 

of Indian Affairs offices in Sacramento in having got 

involved in this sooner in meeting their trust 

responsibility to the Indian people, Washington itself is 

going to see that that will be addressed and you will be 

receiving something from the U.S. Government as to the 

lack of this being addressed. 

Thank you very much. 



MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

MR. RAGAN: Mr. Dean and then followed by Barbara 

T0th. 

MR. DEAN: I have a number of items here, but I 

think just to -- to not drag this meeting on any longer 
than I have to, one thing I would like to see addressed 

and changed in this EIR; at one place we suggest in the 

EIR and the long-term water agreement that we will be 

allowed to put some places, it's three some places, it's 

five new wells in the Bishop Cone. 

Reading and studying the Chandler agreement and 

the Hillside Agreement, 1 find that the Department of 

Water and Power has no right to any wells in the Bishop 

Cone for any reason. Yet, again, a couple of pages over 

in the EIR, it states that this will abide by the 

Hillside Agreement. 

To me that would be an impossibility. 

So I would like to see this addressed. 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: If you have other comments -- if you 
have other comments, by all means I -- 

MR. DEAN: I'm going to be mailing them in. 

MR. RAGAN: You'll mail them in? 

Barbara Toth, followed by Gordon Wiltsie. 

MS. TOTH: Thank you, Mr. Davis. 



It's Barbara Toth. You're close. 

MR. RAGAN: I'm sorry. 

MS. TOTH: I'd like to comment on the section of 

the EIR in chapter sixteen, page twenty-one, involving 

the Bishop Cone. 

It states that the Bishop Cone well field area 

currently has nine existing irrigation supply wells with 

the capacity of twenty-five point seven CFS. - 
There are five proposed new wells that will be 

added to the Bishop Cone in this agreement. That will 

increase that capacity to forty-four point two CFS, which 

is an increase of seventy-two percent. 

Since it is my understanding that there can be no 

water export from the Bishop Cone by the City of Los 

Angeles, Isd like to know why we need an increase of 

seventy-two percent, what that water is going to be used 

for, and after itSs used where is it going? 

And I'd also like to know if that is a definite 

number of new xells or can there be other new wells added 

at a later time, as weil as to the other towns tinat are 

mentioned with new wells? 
- 

E?R. RAGAN: So, you want the EIR to be much more 

speclfic on those particular issues? 

MS. TOTH: Yes. Please. 

MR. RAGAPj: Thank you. I have now three more 



cards. Gordon Wiltsie then followed by Carla 

Scheidlinger and Norman Bird. 

MR. WILTSIE: My name is Gordon Wiltsie. I live 

out in West Bishop. I came really with -- unprepared 
with remarks, but I notice very few people had spoken 

about the Bishop Cone. 

Now we've had several remarks about it. 

My feelings about the deficiency of the EIR, in 

discussing the Bishop Cone, are that as we pump more 

water out of the aquifer to supposedly mitigate and water 

DWP lands, that is obviously going to re-up water from 

Bishop Creek that can be exported. 

And my question is that as we -- we're pumping 
more water out of the aquifer, we're also not adding the 

water that used to be spread from Bishop Creek back into 

the aquifer and I do not see this issue addressed in the 

environmental impact report and I'm quite concerned about 

this, what the long-term effect is going to be. 

As well, another issue that's facing us out in 

West Bishop is the new Rancho Riata Hydro Project that is 

proposed that is going to impact the flow of Bishop 

Creek, and I have not seen this addressed in the 

Environmental Impact Report. 

And, as well, on a broader note, getting to 

speaking of human terms in the agreement here, what the 



greatest source of income and revenue in this county is 

tourism and people moving through here, and we're 

speaking about vegetation and about wildlife, but what is 

the impact on the valley? 

What is it going to look like? 

Is it still going to attract people to come here? 

Do we still have the wide open spaces? 

And I have to say I support the agreement with 

City of Los Angeles and in many respects their presence 

has been beneficial in protecting the wide open space 

necessary to bringing people here, but under the term of 

the agreement, is this going to change in the future and 

I think the issue of tourism needs to be addressed in the 

Environmental Impact Report. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you. Thank you very much. 

MR. WILTSIE: Thank you very much. 

MR. RAGAN: Carla Scheidlinger and then Norman 

Bird. 

1 
MS. SCHEIDLINGER: My name is Carla Scheidlinger. 

I'm a resident of Bishop. I t m  speaking this evening as a 

private indivijua:. 

I'd like to address some of the proposed 

mitigations for vegetation tnar are described in chapter 

ten. I'm most concerned about the springs and the seeps. 

Page ten dash thirty-three asserts that springs i 76 



that have been previously seized to flow eventually 

resume their flow once the ground water pumping seized. 

If this is in fact the case, and it would appear 

it has possibilities given that even High Spring, 

apparently, resumed it's flow in 1986, that an obvious 

mitigation for this impact would be to reduce pumping 

until the spring's flow resumes. In fact -- however, 
this is not what is being proposed as a mitigation for 

the reduction in spring flows as described on page ten 

dash sixty-two. 

At this point, we're asked to accept mitigation in 

the form of fish hatcheries for Fish Spring and for Big 

Black Rock Springs. This is definitely a form of 

compensatory mitigation that's identified as such, and I, 

for one, question the usefulness of that. 

If the majority of Inyo County citizens find that 

this is acceptable, then I suppose we should go ahead 

with it, but it seems to me it sets a dangerous precedent 

for what we're willing to trade for our unique natural 

places and we should not let this slip by unexamined. 

Little Seeley Springs has been mitigated by a 

cattle pond and will -- though it does have some elements 
of riparian vegetation associated with it, these are not 

the same elements of spring and seep vegetation, although 

all would be considered in type B -- type D vegetation 



under the terms of the agreement in the Green Book. 

Little Black Rock Springs, as Mark points out, has 

been handled in a similar fashion. It has a diversion to 

it from Division Creek that is spent to form a marsh of 

wet land. 

Once again, the unique spring vegetation has been 

lost because of the nature of the water and it's flow is 

very different in a pond supplied by surface water from a 

single point of entry. 

The mitigation is proposed as acceptable for the 

future drying up of springs such as Reinhackle Spring. 

The mitigation described on ten dash sixty-two states 

that either ground water will be managed, ground water 

pumping will be managed to avoid causing reduction and 

flow from the spring or surface water will be supplied to 

avoid causing decreases or changes in vegetation. 

The second possibility is unacceptable. 

It's bad enough that some springs having dried up 

and then inappropriately mitigate must not be allowed to 

happen in the future. 

I believe that none of the springs described in 

the EIR have been acceptably miti ated heretofore and the 

impacts have not been reduced to less than significant 

levels. 

The only way to mitigate the loss of the s 



to bring it back or to make a more serious attempt to 

mimic flow patterns and vegetation. 

One possibility of, conceptual sort of idea might 

be to introduce something like a perforated pipe along 

the entire uphill edge upon a previously existing spring 

field and allow the water to enter the region to a 

similar flow of water to what may have been natural. 

This would be a far better practice to marshes, streams 

or whatever different types of wet lands in a similar 

vain. 

I'm concerned about the Lower Owens River 

mitigation. It is my understanding that the Lower Owens 

River is a negotiated portion of the agreement that it is 

a desirable outcome for Inyo County and it was not 

identified in anyway for mitigation to damage other than 

its own drying up. 

The EIR indicates that the following impact will 

be mitigated by Lower Owens River, so here's your list, 

Mark, loss of all unnamed springs and assess it riparian 

and meadow vegetation. This is impact ten dash fourteen. 

It should be noted here that riparian communities 

are acknowledged by vegetation experts to be 

distinguished from those of wet land such as springs and 

seeps. 

It may be appropriate to mitigate riparians with 



features such as the Lower Owens River but not to 

mitigate springs and seeps this way. Acreage of all 

these unnamed springs and their associated vegetation is 

unspecified. 

The second thing that the Lower Owens River 

Project will mitigate is the loss of meadow and riparian 

vegetation slide by irrigation tail water that has been 

discontinued. 

This is impact ten dash seventeen. 

Once again, the acreage of such diminishing 

resources has not been specified. 

And the final one -- no, the -- yes, the final one 
is the marsh vegetation in the Thibaut Saw Mill 

vegetation. This is ten dash twenty. 

Once again, the acreage of all of the loss has not 

been specified. The Thibaut Springs of what has been 

lost has not been specified, but that is the third thing 

that the Lower Owens River is supposed to mitigate. 

Now all of these habitats were watered by the 

valley. They provided a rich mosaic of wet land habitat, 

a rich mosaic of wet land habitat in the otherwise dry 

conditions to abandon this flotation waste quality in 

favor of a single corridor of wet land will not serve the 

same ecological function as the widely dispersed wet 

land. 



I favor having this Lower Owens River Project, but 

it should not be tied in anyway to the mitigation of the 

above impacts. 

Furthermore, if you do persist in considering it 

as mitigation for anything at all, it will need to be 

described in a great deal more detail. 

As of now there is only the broadest concept 

balance 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. 

I -- I'd also like to mention a couple of things 
where I feel there's going to be changes necessary in the 

agreement to assure that future impacts are avoided. 

I'm not totally thrilled with a lot of the 

mitigations that have been described for existing 

impacts. The agreement itself is supposed to be a self 

mitigating project in that it will avoid impact rather 

than having to mitigate them. 

Briefly, but specifically, one change is going to 

have to be a further spelling out of the definition of 

significance of impacts. 

It seems to me that any further decrease in life 

cover from the 1984 -- to 1984 levels which is determined 
to be both measurable and attributable to pumping must 



automatically be called significant. 

The second point is we need a program to detect at 

least a ten percent change in vegetation. 

We don't have this right now. Our monitoring 

techniques are not adequate for that. 

Until this is possible we need a much stronger 

drought policy that would be based on concepts with safer 

yield. 

Third more, there must be no allowance for 

unilateral pump turn ons by Los Angeles. These should 

remain decisions for the technical group and for the 

standing committee. 

I feel at the very minimum these changes are going 

to be necessary or else any future potential impacts 

cannot be said to be adequately mitigated by avoidance as 

proposed to do with the EIR. 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Norman Bird. 

MR. BIRD: I don't have many comments on this as 

far as all the reports are concerned. 

Main thing that I know of is been digging in the 

valley for about the last twenty-eight -- twenty-five 
years and you can go from one end of town to the other 

and the water level has dropped from five to ten feet. 



We have a commercial complex out in Laws, out 

there, that we dug a well in -- in 1986 and at that time 
we had forty foot of standing water in the well. 

Right now it's standing, as of about four months 

ago, it's standing about eighty-nine on some, so when 

you're talking about no effect on the water level in Laws 

area and hasn't been disturbed, it definitely has been 

disturbed. 

And as far as quotations that they had of what 

water level is in Laws, they're nowhere close. 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Those are all the cards I've received. Are there 

others that would like to speak? 

Yes, sir. 

MR. deBOTTARI: I'd like to come up. 

MR. RAGAN: If you repeat -- if you have spoken 
before, if you will repeat your name again. Since I 

already mispronounced your name once, I won't try. 

MR. deBOTTARI: Louis deBottari. 

MR. RAGAN: Yeah. 

MR. deBOTTAR1: I'd like to mention the fact on 

the cumulative impacts. 

I don't know how many people have read this, but 

if I were living in Bishop or in Inyo County, I would be 



furious. 

Since 1913, Los Angeles water management practices 

have led to the drying up of Owens Lake, adversely 

affected parts of the Owens River, its tributary streams 

and associated vegetation and wild life, adversely 

affected areas of ground water, deep vegetation, dried up 

springs and caused limitations on and disruptions of 

population and economic opportunities. 

Now on the other hand, Los Angeles land management 

policies have prevented uncontrolled urban development 

and the pollution and destruction of natural habitats 

that inveritably would accompany it. 

Now if I were in the planning or in the control of 

a county, I'd be livid that we can't control our own 

destiny and that L.A. has to do it. 

I think that is -- that's what they're saying is 
that you people can't control your own urban development. 

That is -- to me, is terrible. 
Then it says -- the reason I'm reading this is 

they're talking about the cumulative impacts which is the 

impact of projects past, present and anticipated. 

This is part of the requirements of CEQA. 

Then they talk about the degree of significance of 

the cumulative impact of Los Angeles activities. 

You guys say, well, we got to look at it as 



compared to the pristine Owens Valley before man came in, 

an agricultural Owens Valley in the early nineteen 

hundreds, conditions in 1970, or are to an Owens Valley 

as it may appear today had Los Angeles never entered the 

valley and had the lands remained in a private ownership, 

and we can only speculate on the last two. 

To prescribed mitigation to reduce all of the 

overall cumulative impacts of Los Angeles activities in 

the Owens Valley is beyond the scope of the EIR. 

I submit that desalinization is an impact that 

would mitigate all the things. Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Other comments? 

A VOICE: Where's the coffee pot? 

MR. RAGAN: Pardon? 

A VOICE: Where's the coffee and the cookies? 

MR. RAGAN: Actually, you missed the bar at the 

break. 

Yes, Tom? 

MR. LONE EAGLE: Could I make one comment? 

MR. RAGAN: But I would like you to come to the 

microphone again, assuming you want it on the record. 

MR. LONE EAGLE: Yes. My name is Tom Lone Eagle. 

I've heard mentioned on several occasions the fact 

that the Owens Dry Lake was not to be a part of all of 



this, the actual impact. 

Well, that may be true and the state maybe can say 

that the county can't do anything about it, City of 

Bishop can't, but they darn well can't say that the U.S. 

Government can't. 

And the government is going to, I can assure you, 

going to include Owens Dry Lake in what that does -- is 
doing to the seven reservations in this valley, and so 

the state isn't -- doesn't, the state court doesn't have 
that right because the U.S. courts will handle it if the 

state court doesn't. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. RAGAN: Other comments? 

Let me just say in closing that I am an outsider 

here in this type of deal, read some of the summary 

documents; I'm really most impressed. You have given the 

consultant, in my view, some of the most detailed 

comments and concerns. 

Clearly, this is a public meeting like I conducted 

like no other that everybody, it's clear to me, has read 

the damned document but I really commend you on that, and 

from my standpoint as a facilitator, in having done over 

two hundred of these, you should be very proud of 

yourselves and I think the information that you've given 

is outstanding. 



Thank you very much. 

(Ends of proceedings.)  

--- 000--- 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETTER E3 

RESPONSES E3-1 through E3-6 

Please refer to responses to Letter B-1 

RESPONSE E3-7 

The issue of significant effect is 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 

"significantn in the Agreement. Also, see response to master comment MT-7. 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-8 regarding the Laws area. 

RESPONSE E3-8 

Comment noted. The video tape submittal referred to in this comment was accepted. The locality 

referred to is in the Five Bridges area north of Bishop. Impacts to vegetation in this region are 

discussed under Impact 10-12 on page 10-58 of the Draft EIR. Also see response to master 

comment VE-8 and Appendix B-5 for a description of the mitigation plan for the Fire Bridges area. 

RESPONSE E3-9 

Please see response to E3-8 above. 



RESPONSE E3-10 

The data requested is available at the Inyo County Water Department. 

RESPONSE E3-11 

Please refer to response to master camment PD-11 for a discussion of Inyo County's financial 

participation in the Agreement. 

RESPONSE E3-12 

Comment noted. However, the legal mechanism for implementation is different. 

RESPONSE E3-13 

The commentor misunderstands the purpose of the EIR. Please refer to Chapter 1, Introduction 

of the Draft EIR for a description of the EIR process. 

RESPONSE E3-14 

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

response is required. 

RESPONSE E3-15 

Desalination is discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives in the Draft EIR. Also see response to master 

comment AL-2. 

RESPONSE W-16 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9, PD-10 for a detailed discussion of the 

rehtionship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE E3-17 

Comment noted. Please see Table 4-3 in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR for a description of E M  

projects already implemented or in progress. 

Responses to Corn 



Responses to Comments 
Letter W 

RESPONSE E3-18 

The effects of reduced spring flow between 1970 and 1990 are addressed in Chapter 9, Water 

Resources and Chapter 10, Vegetation of the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE E3-19 

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

Cone. Also see Chapter 16, Ancillaly Facilities in the Draft EIR, section 16.4 (page 16-41), for 

a description of pumping on the Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE E3-20 

No statistical analysis is made by the selection of these cities; rather, they are shown to provide an 

idea as to the levels of water use in various cities in the western United States. 

RESPONSE E3-21 

It is unclear where the two statements quoted in comment 21 occur in the Draft EIR. However, 

Ms. Matlick is referred to USGS Open-File Report 89-260 by Stephen Sorenson and others for 

a discussion of the role of groundwater and precipitation in the health and vigor of Owens Valley 

vegetation. 

RESPONSE E3-22 

Please see Table 3 of the 1991-92 Annual Pumping Program, which is available at the Inyo County 

Water Department. 

RESPONSE E3-23 

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

RESPONSES E3-24 through F.3-33 

Please see responses to Letter C-1. Discrepancy related to vegetation impacts. 



RESPONSE £334 

The issue of groundwater mining over a 20-year period is addressed in response to master comment 

PD-12. 

RESPONSE E3-35 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3 and AQ-1 regarding Owens Lake. 

W P O N S E S  £3-36 and E3-37 

Please see 1990-91 and 1991-92 annual pumping programs, available at the Inyo County Water 

Department. 

RESPONSE U-38 

A goal of the Agreement is to avoid impacts to private wells. Please refer to response to master 

comment PD-4 and AF-2. 

RESPONSE E3-39 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the DraEt EIR. Water 

level information is available at the Inyo County Water Department. 

RESPONSE U-40 and E3-41 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-12 for a discussion of groundwater mining. 

RESPONSE U-42 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 regarding the drought recovery palicy. 

RESPONSE E3-43 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter E3 

RESPONSE E3-44 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E3-45 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE F.3-46 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E3-47 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E3-48 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E3-49 

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 F.3-50 

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 £3-51 

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

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE E3-52 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter E3 

RESPONSE E3-53 

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

of the Draft EIR. Comment noted. No response is required. 

RESPONSE E3-54 

Comment noted. Please refer to response to master comment EA-1 for a discussion of pre- 

project conditions. 

RESPONSE E3-55 

Please see response to E3-54 above. 

RESPONSE E3-56 

Please see response to E3-54 above. 

RESPONSE E3-57 and E3-58 

Please refer to response A4-79 in Letter A 4  

RESPONSE E3-59 

It would be very difficult, if not impossible, to assign plant communities defined in the 1984-87 

inventory t o  all areas of vegetation impact under the project. Earlier biologists used a different 

set of wmmunities that are not always compatible with those of the present inventory. Any such 

attempt at this type of analysis would be anecdotal at best. Please refer to response to master 

comment VE-2 on site-specific analysis and VE-5 and EA-1 regarding the Jaques report and pre- 

project conditions. 

RESPONSE E3-60 

Comment noted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter E3 

RESPONSE E3-61 

Please refer to responses to master comments EA-1, VE-5, and Appendix B-2 for a discussion of 

pre-project conditions and aerial photo interpretation. 

RESPONSE E3-62 

This comment does not cite a specific mitigation measure for which additional information is 

needed. The commentor is referred to the response to master comments MT-1 through MT-8 for 

discussion of mitigation measures. 

RESPONSE E3-63 

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

RESPONSE E364 

See response W-62 above; also see Appendix A-1 regarding evaluation of selected springs in the 

Owens Valley. 

RESPONSE E3-65 

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

comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA, and MT-6 for 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 E3-66 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E3-67 

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 E3-68 

Comment noted. Information along the lines outlined in this comment have been provided in this 

Final EIR, with no requirement for recirculation. 

RESPONSE W-69 

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

response is  required. 

RESPONSE E3-70 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-8 regarding the relationship of Indian tribes to the 

Agreement; and response to master comment PD-9 regarding Indian lands and water rights. 

RESPONSE E3-71 

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

the Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE W-72 

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

the Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE W-73 

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

the Bishop Cone. 

RESPONSE E3-74 

The proposed Rancho Riata Hydroeiectric project is not within the scope of this EIR. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter E3 

RESPONSE E3-75 

Tourism as a component of the regional economy is discussed in Chapter 14, Land Use and 

Economic Development in the Draft EIR. 

RESPONSE E3-76 

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 Cll-34 in Letter C-11 and response to 

master comment MT-3 regarding mitigation under CEQA 

RESPONSE E3-77 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-5 and WA-4 for a discussion of protection of 

springs and seeps in general, and Reinhackle Spring in particular. 

RESPONSE E3-78 

This comment presents an alternative approach to on-site mitigation of springs. The EIR authors 

thank the commentor for her submittal. The concept offered will be considered by the Technical 

Group. 

RESPONSE E3-79 

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

comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA, and MT-6 for a description of the goals and 

elements of the Lower Owens River Project. As allowed under CEQA, upon finalization o f  the 

project description, a separate environmental review will be conducted. 

RESPONSE E3-80 

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

comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA, and MT-6 for a description of the goals and 

elements of the Lower Owens River Project. As allowed under CEQA, upon finalization o f  the 

project description, a separate environmental review will be conducted. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter W 

RESPONSE F.3-81 

Comment noted. The Technical Group would refine criteria for significance in the monitoring 

program as more data is collected, analyzed, and evaluated. Also See response to  master comment 

PD-7 for a discussion of monitoring under the Green Book. 

RESPONSE E3-82 

Comment noted regarding monitoring techniques. Please refer to response to master comment PD- 

17 regarding the drought recovery policy. 

RESPONSE W-83 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 for a discussion of the issue of unilateral well 

turn onloff. 

RESPONSE E3-84 

Comment noted. Information concerning water levels is available at the Inyo County Water 

Department. 

RESPONSE £3-85 

Desalination is discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives of the Draft EIR. Also see response to master 

comment AL-2. 
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WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 12, 1990 

Statham Hall, Lone Pine, California 

MR. RAGAN: At the moment I have seven, seven 

people who have indicated they would like to speak. 

If anybody else have cards, I'll take them any 

time and I will open it up, but I will call on those 

seven people first. 

First, call on Robert Hayner and then followed by 

Michael Prather, and I will be doing that, calling one 

person and the next person so that you're not, except for 

Mr. Hayner, you're not caught totally unawares as when 

you're invited to the microphone. 

MR. HAYNER: Okay. First of all, I've got -- it's 
actually two, two things that I want to address in the 

EIR, and these both pertain to the Lower Owens River 

Project. 

First of all, I'd like to, if possible, read into 

the record state law, Fish and Game Code section 5937, 

which basically states that the responsibility of the dam 

office is to maintain an adequate flow of water below the 

dam to sustain existing fisheries. 

And, so, based on that, the first thing I'd like 



to address in volume two under section ten. This is pagc 

B-34. 

It states in here: (Reading) 

Enhancement and mitigation 

projects. All existing enhancement and 

mitigation projects will continue unless 

the County Board of Supervisors and the 

department acting through the standing 

committee agree to modify or discontinues 

the project. 

I'd like for it to be noted that if that's done, 

then that would be in direct violation of this state law 

and I'd like for that to be noted in the EIR. 

Another question that I have is on this pump back 

station which is part of the Lower Owens River Project. 

And what I would like to -- I'd like for somebody 
to answer to me is why it is that taxpayers in the 

county, according to this, would have to come up with 

some three and three quarter million dollars to assist 

DWP in repairing the damages that they've done to the 

valley? 

I think that should be totally eliminated. I 

think the responsibility for taking care of the Lower 

Owens River Project is the sole responsibility of the Lo! 

Angeles Department of Water and Power because it was 



their doing, and I'd like those addressed. 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

1'11 try to pronounce the name as best I can. 

Michael Prather. 

MR. PRATHER: Long A. 

MR. RAGAN: Prather. Then followed by Vincent 

Yoder. 

Can I also -- and let me -- I'm sorry to interrupt 
you and I forgot to say your name and, just for the 

record, the first was Robert Hayner and representing 

Owens Valley Warm Water Fishing Association, so that -- 
I'm sorry. 

If you are representing an organization, I want 

that, even though I have the list, if you could give your 

name and that organization as well. 

MR. PRATHER: My name is Michael Prather and I'm 

representing the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club. 

I'd like to first call for an extension for the 

comment period of forty five days for the following 

reasons : 

Many of us that are active in environmental and 

conservation causes are seeing quite a few EIR's at this 

time, EIS's. There's a major one in the Bureau of Land 

Management, their resource Management Plan. 



There is a local EIR for the Cabin Bar property 

that's currently out, and then not an EIR, but it almost 

should be, is Christmas and New Years. 

It just -- it's very difficult time to have people 
finalize their comments and come forward with good 

constructive suggestions. 

Okay. Now that that's out of the way, I'd like to 

address several, several issues. 

1'11 have many more comments in writing towards 

the end of the comment period. 

On wildlife, the wildlife section in general is, 

is the weakest section I've ever seen in any EIR, EIS 

anywhere. 

Specifically speaking about the treatment of birds 

and the wildlife. 

Birds are an indicator of a healthy environment. 

They're easily seen. You can get a good quick read on 

the health of the ecco system by the birds. The taxonomy 

or nomenclature of the birds is more than ten years out 

of date. 

The birds are misnamed. Status of the bird is 

consistently incorrect. 

Monitoring of wildlife, including birds, is i 
extremely inadequate. Basically, one sentence that lists 1 
several monitoring actions that will take place, but no J 



invitation for the public to participate or any specific 

mention of methodology or reporting to the public of 

those monitoring efforts. 

There has been no attempt made to look back on 

wetlands and riparian species of birds lost. 

A wildlife biologist could look at what's been 

existing wetlands and riparian and make accurate 

predictions on the kinds of birds that were lost, and 

many of these birds in California are sensitive birds, 

the ones that are tied to water. 

There's little research that has been done on the 

older surveys, the surveys that came through in the 

eighteen hundreds, and virtually no modern literature 

search at all. 

As a suggestion, I would ask the writers to look 

at the wildlife section of the Cabin Bar EIR which is 

highly scientific, extremely thorough, and might serve as 

a standard. 

Regarding sensitive plants, these plants have not 

been mapped accurately. There are no specific plans in 

there for the public to see about the monitoring of these 

plants, and plans for their recovery, if necessary. 

Regarding grazing, no program is known on grazing 

currently by the public. 

The public has never been involved in grazing on 



DWP lands, so we have no way of knowing what it means 

when the document says that the existing management will 

continue. 

The public cannot judge what would be continuing. 

They -- the laws would require that the public 
been given enough information to see whether that would 

be adequate. 

We are lacking what is the condition of the range, 

the transinet (phonetic) range, the utilization, the 

methods of grazing, the monitoring. 

We would like DWP not only to meet its CEQA 

obligations in regards to their range program currently, 

we would like this to go into the future. 

The public, interested individuals, interested 

organizations, people with affected interests, deserve to 

be involved in the grazing program on the City of Los 

Angeles lands in the Owens Valley. 

I am not an anti cow person. Grazing has value. 

Basically the wet areas out there are wet because there 

are cows on them, and if there weren't cows on them I'm 

convinced they would be dry. 

But the standards of the grazing program are 

inadequate. They are sub par. They are not up to the 

standards of adjacent Bureau of Land Management lands or 

forest service areas. 



Regarding the Lower Owens River, I think it's an 

incredibly fine project. It's a historic project done in 

the American West to rewater a stream, certainly to have 

a stream rewatered by the City of Los Angeles. 

I am disturbed by possibilities of shut offs or 

reductions of water if standing committees or the 

governing bodies see that that should be done. 

I'm concerned that the Lower Owens River should 

have a -- have water in it and it should -- it should 
stay there and water should be cut back, reduced 

elsewhere. 

The river exists as a major mitigation, a 

compensatory mitigation. 

I believe that the river should mitigate itself 

and not other cites. 

Another weakness, I think, in the Lower Owens 

Project is that it represents a thin green line that 

would be replacing networks of wetlands and diverse ecco 

systems, and that is not -- that is not really a fair 
trade. 

A thin green line reaching X acres should not be 

allowed to, to stand as compensation for the loss of 

tremendous diversity of wetlands. 

The project itself is rather ill-defined. 

There is so much going on the Lower Owens, it's to 



take the place of the seeps, the loss of the seeps and 

springs and flowing wells. It's basically a catchall 

mitigation that the public needs to know more. 

If so much is going to be riding on this project, 

it needs to be better defined. 

The public needs to be involved in the design of 

that project and the public needs to be involved in the 

development of any management plan on that project. 

I'm going to take more than five minutes. 

MR. RAGAN: I mean, yes, less than some of them. 

MR. PRATHER: Fine. 

MR. RAGAN: If you're asking me something like 

that, what are you say? 

MR. PRATHER: Not a half an hour. I'll start 

covering anyhow, so -- 
I believe that there really needs to be more 

wetlands mitigations than the Lower Owens. 

For example, at Keeler, at the Keeler artesian 

wells that the city is involved in, I think those need to 

be definitely kept alive. They should not be shut down 

in any way as a mitigation for shore birds. 

Shore bird habitat is in very short supply in the 
1 

valley. I think the Tulare Swamp near Thiebaut should be 

brought back; Hines Spring should be much larger. It's 

currently dead, but, attempting to bring it back to one 



acre, it should be more like twenty or thirty or forty 

acres through a project, currently dry, should have 

steady water in it all the time. 

Reinhackle Spring, north of Lone Pine, is the last 

of a real water heritage in the Owens Valley. It is the 

largest still flowing natural spring in the southern 

valley, as far as I can tell. 

It has many unique features. It represents the 

way things used to be. 

The Independence Spring Fields are gone, the seeps 

and the wells are slowly drying, and Reinhackle Spring is 

almost all that's left there. 

Reinhackle Springs should be left alone. It 

should be a mitigation. It should be an avoidance of an 

impact. 

Three of the fifteen new wells are scheduled to be 

drilled just up slope from Reinhackle Spring. 

There's no real specific explanation, explanation 

for the -- of the need for these new wells. 
I believe, really, that there should be no new 

fifteen wells until the public can see that this 

agreement really does work with its safeguards, that it 

has a proven, tested record in the field. 

In the case of damage to some of these springs and 

wetlands, language allows surface water to be provided as 



happened at Seeley Springs. This cannot mitigate a 

natural spring. - 
Everything suddenly becomes artificial with the 

application of surface water and quantity without quality 

is the compensation. 

Regarding divestment of wetlands, or, excuse me, 

divestment of land in the agreement, these lands in 

general are green lands. They are wetlands either 

subsurface or surface irrigated pastures in Bishop and 

Big Pine, and in an agreement where vegetation protection 

is the goal, wetlands should not be sold off for 

commercial strip development. - 
Alternative cites exist, and I'll finish. 

The hatcheries have always been a problem here. 

We've had our two largest springs killed by the drilling 

of those wells, Fish Springs and Blackrock, and we 

basically grow fish. That was the mitigation. 

I think that the water that comes out of those 

hatcheries should be used in some sort of a wetlands 

project, creation of ponds and marshes, et cetera, that 

tail water should be allowed to be used in a more 

beneficial way for the valley than just being in a ditch 

or a canal and going straight into the river or the 

aqueduct system. 
- 

And thank you for giving me the time. 



MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Vincent Yoder followed by Lorraine Peterson. 

MR. YODER: Thank you. 

There is inevitably -- 
MR. RAGAN: Repeat your name and if you are 

representing an organization. 

MR. YODER: Yes. Vincent Yoder, resident of Lone 

Pine speaking as a member of the California Native Plant 

Society. 

MR. RAGAN: Okay. Thank you. 

MR. YODER: There will be a little overlap 

occasionally, I'm sure. As we go on more and more 

speakers are going to touch upon the same subjects so 

part of my presentation will parallel Mr. Prather's. 

This draft EIR and it's two appendices have some 

major strengths and for this we are supportive. 

It has, however, some glaring weaknesses and these 

must be strengthened before the agreement can set the 

stage properly for the long-term protection of the Owens 

Valley. 

First, the Town of Lone Pine was reportedly named 

after a single large pine which grew west of town several 

hundred feet above the aqueduct. 

This was most likely a hybrid Ponderosa Pine 

similar to those now growing along other Owens Valley 



creeks such as Independence, the south fork of Oak Creek, 

sig Pine, Bishop and Lower Rock Creek. 

They are remnants of a presumed once larger forest 

of Ponderosa Pines which grew along the lower slope of 

the Sierras, and the area was much wetter many thousands 

of years ago. 

A young yellow pine, presumably a Ponderosa Pine, 

since the other yellow pines in the area are all Jeffery 

Pine, and grow above seventy-five hundred feet or so, far 

up the Sierra slopes, a young yellow pine grows just west 

of the aqueduct, and Lone Pine now has replacement for 

it's one unique parent tree now long gone. 

This tree about twenty feet high is, however, 

threatened by a proposed new pump as indicated in chapter 

six ten and as shown on figure sixteen dash eleven on 

page sixteen dash thirty. 

This pump could cause the trees demise if the 

ground water table is significantly reduced. 

It is expected that eventually this tree, if 

undisturbed, will get a hundred feet tall with a three 

foot base. 

Drying of a large tree cannot be quickly reversed. 

At the time it is visible it is too late and 

permanent damage can occur. 

Even though it is located near a small ditch of 



water in Lone Pine, this ditch itself would not be enough 

for a large mature tree with a widely spread root system. 

Most of the tree's roots die. If most of the 

roots die the tree would die, too. 

This pump must be sighted, if it exists at all, in 

the future, as to make it absolutely certain that no harm 

comes to this natural unique Lone Pine tree. 

Another point that I wish to make is in regard to 

one of the few remaining springs in the valley. It is 

called Reinhackle Spring and is sighted about three 

quarters of a mile northeast of the Alabama Gates. 

There are other natural springs and seeps in the 

valley but none such as this. 

After four years of drought it is still flowing at 

an estimated one and a half cubic feet per second. 

It has a large pond and marshy seep area in 

connection with it which houses Sore1 and Virginia Rails 

even as I speak. 

Three snipe were there a week or so ago when I 

visited. The flow from this spring provides dozens of 

acres of pasture irrigation and wet meadows. It supports 

a large growth of willow and cottonwoods, shade and 

shelter for the valley's elk. 

All springs are important in the desert and this 

one is especially important because it is a remnant of 



what was once common in the valley, yet it is threatened 

by the proposed installation of three new pumps as shown 

in figure six ten dash 9-A on page sixteen dash 

twenty-five. - 
To have this spring dry up even temporarily due to 

pumping is unacceptable, and yet this is considered to be 

quite likely by hydrologist Phil Hutchinson cited on page 

sixteen dash thirty-five. 

These pumps must be located to reduce this 

likelihood to near zero. Springs provide a special 

wetland habitat which cannot be mitigated adequately. 

Reduction of a flow for significant periods, or 

frequent partial reduction, will permanently alter the 

habitat in its value and it cannot be replaced once 

affected. 

Well, I could go on and on but there isn't time 

now. My organization will submit lengthy detailed 

comments. - 
We will certainly, strongly emphasize the need for 

a managed grazing program which must consider the 

cumulative impacts of grazing and water management. 

What is the value to the welfare of the vegetation 

in attempting to bring about it's recovery from over 

pumping if it is subjected to concentrated grazing 

pressures? 



The grazing management program must be fully 

analyzed and the issuance of grazing permits be subject 

to CEQA review by the public. 

Thank you for providing us with an opportunity to 

make preliminary comments upon these important documents. 

If I may comment briefly upon the introduction 

where it is mentioned that the city felt there were no 

significant impacts on cultural values and the geology 

of -- the geology of the valley, I would like to point 
out that in peripheral times, tens of thousands of years 

ago, there was a very large lake in this valley which ran 

over to the south through Fossil Falls into China Lake. 

The level of that lake at that time was 

essentially the same as the aqueduct route which now goes 

between the Alabama Hills, the Alabama Gates and its out 

fall through into Haywood. 

Any cultural existence -- remains which would have 
existed along that ancient lake bed have been totally 

destroyed by the construction of the aqueduct, so if 

there were any now we would not know what they were or 

their significance. 

On the easterly side of the lake bed above 

Swansee, just a little bit north of Swansee, are remnants 

of the ancient lake bed and a bit of the shore line left 

undisturbed. 



There certainly would have been also remnants left 

along the westerly shore of the lake along the Alabama 

Hills which might have had significant geological value 

had we now -- had they remained and we could exam them; 
but, of course, they're now destroyed by the construction 

of the aqueduct. 

So there have been certainly geological 

disturbances, and perhaps even cultural disturbances, by 

construction of the aqueduct. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

MR. YODER: Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: You're submitting that in writing as 

well this evening? 

MR. YODER: I will give this to the court 

reporter. 

MR. RAGAN: Lorraine Peterson followed by Marshall 

Cohen. 

MS. PETERSON: My name is Lorraine Peterson. I'm 

just a citizen of Lone Pine and this is my concern: 

On page three of the December 2nd issue of the 

Water Reporter, item number nine says: (Reading) 

Once a new five hundred thousand 

gallon reservoir is in service, ground 

water from the wells supplying the tone 

Pine water system will no longer be 



exported. 

No date. 

Are they going to build it next year, ten years 

from now? 

I'm very curious about that. 

There is a great lack of perimeters in time when 

they're going to do all these mitigation things. 

MR. RAGAN: You would like the mitigation plan in 

the EIR to specify a time period? 

MS. PETERSON: At least give us a ball park 

number. 

MR. RAGAN: Maybe you want something more specific 

than that, when it would happen? 

MS. PETERSON: In my life time. This is what I'm 

kind of interested in. 

And the other thing that something in the L.A. 

Times the other day, Mayor Bradley decided to flood a 

section of the Sepulveda Basin to provide a habitat for 

water fall and he's using our water to do it and I didn't 

like it a bit. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Marshall Cohen followed by Joy Wilson. 

MR. COHEN: It takes a woman to lighten things up 

and be serious at the same time. 



As a very new resident of Lone Pine, I'd like to 

provide an overview either out of ignorance or out of 

optimism. 

Press reports, media reports have contained the 

statement by reporters that there's been a dearth of 

public comments. 

Well, it seems like this meeting is not in that 

category, which I think is very healthy. 

So in putting my orE in this water and hoping that 

others of the new world would be encouraged to speak 

their thoughts, I'm reminded of some cases where 

established practices, either legally standing practice 

or practices, in fact, without legal standing, were 

sometimes reversed by either legislation or the courts. 

I'm thinking of certain American Indian tribes who 

got what they had long sought for in retributions where 

it was not thought possible. 

A class action suit that came about a few years 

ago in San Francisco, according to the San Francisco 

Chronicle, interests me particularly because I felt I was 

victimized by the long wait for collection to clear. 

A, quote, a little old lady, unquote, brought a 

few other little old ladies and men together in a class 

action suit against Crocker Bank, and some of you 

probably remember the result. 



They were successful in the suit, reversed the 

banking practice that had set a fifteen day hold on out 

of town checks. Suddenly it became ten days and then 

three days for local checks. The result has been very 

very encouraging to people with limited funds like 

myself. 

I mention that simply because so many people who 

have been in for such a long time feel there isn't as 

much hope as they'd like for changes of practice. 

Lastly, I was in Omaha doing some consulting work 

the year of the senses, 1980, and I was doing some 

historic building research and I saw a beautiful historic 

building, five story office building, reconstituted into 

a very lively law firm of some three hundred lawyers and 

their backup to find out they were in real estate law 

basically but particularly in environmental impact law, 

and I saw a plaque that indicated they were formed 

because the prominent Senator Ruska of Nebraska authored 

the environmental report requirements about 1970, and he 

had a couple of constituents who had young sons ready to 

go in law practice and he suggested that they study this 

because nobody else knew anything about it. 

Well, they became very successful because nobody 

else knew how to comply with environmental impact studies 

and everything came to a halt until they had some action 



on. 

The firm now is in five cities. The nearest one 

to us is Denver. They have a water division. They may 

be representing some interests on one side or the other, 

but a good resource, I think. 

And, incidentally, after Ruska retired he became a 

consult to the firm. 

So I appreciate being able to talk as a new person 

and I think we'll sometimes realize that drowning the 

victims water policy with proliferation of painfully 

detailed minutia should not cloud some basic facts. 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Joy Wilson. Then the last speaker that I have, at 

least on a card right now, is Buck Elton. 

MS. WILSON: My name is Joy Wilson. 

I want to say to Mr. Cohen that I appreciate that 

he's -- he does not want to be taken in by details, and I 
want to say that that goes along with my statement. 

I disapprove of this EIR. I think it's willfully 

inadequate. 

I agree with what everyone has said so far, that 

points out that, the serious pitfalls in it. 

I think it's sad that many people who have read 

the agreement and followed the public meetings are not 



here tonight because we've been discouraged about the 

lack of receptivity on the part of the county officials. 

I'm here tonight, but I am discouraged, but I'm 

still hoping that the people in Owens Valley can get 

together and see to it that some real protection is given 

to our valley before it's too late. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Buck Elton. 

MR. ELTON, SR.: I'm just a private citizen. 

I have about three things that I want to touch on 

and I want to thank those that came before me because I 

thought they were most articulate and most effective in 

their presentation. 

I'm concerned primarily of what Los Angelans do to 

mitigate Owens Valley. 

They have two hundred and fifty thousand acre 

feet, from your report, of reclamation water that I 

believe they're probably reclaiming about thirty-two 

thousand at this particular time. 

Most of that water can be reclaimed. It can be 

used to irrigate their freeways, their parks, their golf 

courses and all the other public entities down there, and 

probably if they use that reclamation water they wouldn't 

even need any water from Inyo County. 

You're talking about nine thousand feet coming 



from us. I'm trying to get them to save two hundred and 

fifty thousand going down the Santa Monica River to the 

Santa Monica Bay. 

I notice that the Metropolitan Water District 

announced yesterday that there is going to be water 

rationings starting February 1st. 

This is -- that's going to impact a lot of people, 
a lot of jobs, a lot of things. It's going to impact us 

up here just as strongly, but that's the first step that 

anybody in the City of Los Angeles has ever taken to 

mitigate anything to do about Owens -- the Owens Valley. 
Mayor Bradley hasn't done it, the water 

commission, DWP, hasn't done it. Nobody done it. 

Metropolitan Water District told DWP you're going 

to be rationing on February the 1st. 

I think it's high time. 

The last thing I'd like to touch on is I think the 

Owens Valley dust, the PM tin, the particle dust that 

affects all of us, and affects all of us, is the most 

devastating environmental disaster in the State of 

California, or probably in the Western United States. 

It hadn't been treated fairly or as seriously as 

it should be. 

You've got to give us a time and a place and a 

methodology that this is going to be corrected. 



Thank you very much. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

MR. RAGAN: Now I just received one more high sign 

from someone that wants to speak, so I will call upon him 

first . 
Yes, sir, state your name again briefly. 

MR. MILLER: My name is Vernon Miller. 

I didn't fill out one of those slips. I don't 

know where they disappeared, but you did give Mr. Davis a 

copy of what I wanted to read. 

I am Tribal Chairman of the Fort Independence 

Indian Reservation and have been for many many years. 

December 12th, 1990, I, Vernon 3 .  Miller, Tribal 

Chairman of the Fort Independence Reservation, a 

federally recognized tribal government, state the 

following: 

We protest this EIR as it relates to the City of 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and the County 

of Inyo as these two entities have no jurisdiction over 

entities such as our reservation. 

The damage to air and water quality is affecting 

and damaging to our health and well-being. 

We are subject to these conditions by increased 

pumping of ground water extraction and the dying 

vegetation and blowing dust. 



Our reservation is located in the heart of the 

Owens Valley two miles north of the Town of Independence, 

California. 

Damage has occurred on and in the vicinity of the 

reservation, lowering of domestic water wells and pumps 

on the reservation, increased pumping bills. 

Lowering of pumps twice in the past year have bee1 

a financial burden to the tribe. 

The new mitigation wells in the agreement between 

the City of Los Angeles and the County of Inyo are very 

damaging to the requirements of CEQA and other agencies 

for the protection of the environment be adhered to, or 

are they being allowed to be ignored? 

The complete disregard for federally recognized 

reservation, their right to participate or have a voice 

in this matter, the EIR report on Indian lands are not 

true. 

The tribes do have water rights. See Deeds of 

Records, U.S. Government of the City of Los Angeles. 

Water rights for Indians under Winters Doctrine 

are missing or not addressed. 

Water quantification in terms of surface and 

ground water, again, not addressed. 

For the Independence water rights an Oak Creek 

decree in 1923, not identified. 



I have given some records of fact to Paul Avila at 

the December 4th, 1980, meeting of the Inyo County Board 

of Supervisors in Independence. 

Mr. John Davis of the firm EIP and Associates was 

called sometime in the past year and informed by myself 

of the situation with Tribal Governments, especially 

under Title 2 5 ,  Code of Federal Regulations. 

There are only three or four paragraphs in the 

report relating to Indians and Indian water rights. 

If this statement is incorrect, please advise me 

so there can be no misunderstanding of our protest to 

this complex situation. 

Sincerely, myself. 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Anyone else would like to comments that didn't 

fill out a card? 

If you -- I just ask you to come to the microphone 
because, because of the court reporter. 

MS. GILCREST: My name is Betty Gilcrest. I live 

here in Lone Pine. I'm not representing anyone in 

particular, but I was concerned about, among other 

things, Water Resources Chapter on page nine eighty-four, 

Water Quality from 1970 to 1990. 

It says, and I quote: (Reading) 



Surface water quality was changed 

slightly between 1970 and 1990 as compared 

to pre-project conditions with no 

significant impacts. 

Water quality in the Owens River 

was monitored by the USGS National Stream 

Quality accounting network 1974 to 1985. 

Water samples were analyzed for 

both fecal chloroform and fecal 

streptococci bacteria. 

Streptococci formed bacteria ranged 

from one to fifty colonies per one hundred 

ml of water, whereas fecal streptococci 

bacteria range from one to greater than 

one thousand colonies per ml. 

The fecal streptococci bacteria is 

generally an indicator of livestock 

activities rather than human activities 

and no standards exist for streptococci. 

The numbers of colonies of both 

chloroform and streptococci bacteria 

increase steadily during the periods of 

measurement. 

This is quoted from the EIR. 

Then it says: (Reading) 



Mitigation measures: None required. 

Water quality agreement under the provisions of 

the agreement it is not expected that there will be any 

changes in surface or ground water quality, and yet 

they're saying that these bacteria are increasing. 

On what data is this conclusion based and are 

public health agencies involved in this study? 

If not, should they be? 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Question, turning it around, that you 

definitely think they should be? 

MS. GILCREST: Yes. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you. 

Actually -- yes, sir. 
A VOICE: My name is Kegan Kivet (phonetic). 

It's not to do with the valley floor, it's to do 

with the White Mountains. 

MR. RAGAN: Could you come a little closer? 

MR. KJVET: It's not to do with the valley floor, 

it's to do with White Mountains. 

I came in the valley in ' 5 6  -- 1970. 
There's quite a few small springs in the White 

Mountains. Since that period of time, well, you might 

get six or seven now at the 1970 period. 

There is something like, oh, about fifty and 



that's a big difference between now and then for twenty ! 
years, and I believe the ground pumping that has happened 

within the valley floor has alleviated the pressure 

that's allowing the seeps to dry up, also, your 

vegetation and wildlife. 

MR. RAGAN: So you want them to examine the White 

Mountains as well? 

MR. KIVET: Yeah. Also look into that. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Other comments? 

Yes. If you'll come up to the microphone here. 

MR. WILSON: Earl Wilson from Lone Pine, Eastern 

Sierra Environmental and Water Conservation Association. 

Ild like to address the problem of safety with the 

addition of the second barrel to the aqueduct. 

As most people know here, there is a major fault 

going right along the edge of the aqueduct and it does 

follow it for several miles. 

I see nothing in the EIR about emergency 

preparedness should there be an earthquake or, God 

forbid, a flood that might cause problems in the river 

causing a great fish kill or, quote, damage to the 

environment. 

We'd like to see that addressed. 

We also have a very severe lack of feeling for 



specie homosapian 

species, and we'd 

which may also become an endangered 

also like to see that addressed. 

In particular, there should be some, something 

done about DWP in their hiring practices of local people. 

We'd like to see some of that taken care of, too. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Anyone else? 

Yes, ma'am. 

MS. DUNCAN: My name's Jennifer Duncan. I'm just 

a concerned citizen. 

My only oral comments at this time is to request 

an extension, pretty much echoing what Michael Prather 

has mentioned. It's the holiday season, it's a very busy 

time, there are a lot of other EIR's, it's cold and flu 

season. We would like to see at least a minimum of 

thirty days extension. 

Thank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

Other comments? 

I might, just following up, I think one thing that 

Mr. Cohen said, and I think it's a little hard, this 

being the last of the four meetings in the Owens Valley 

and then one tomorrow night in Los Angeles, to get, 

unless you have been to all four meetings, to get some 

prospective of what other people have said and how many 



have spoken, and I just might say a couple of words about 

that. 

As you might except, with the largest meeting 

being there in Bishop, and there was about a hundred and 

twenty-five people, and I think we had maybe a hundred 

twenty or hundred and twenty-five people, and there were 

fewer people in Big Pine and Independence, but one of the 

things that I've been most impressed by, and you 

certainly reinforced that tonight, is really how much you 

have focused directly on the EIR and what you consider to 

be its inadequacies and deficiencies. 

I conduct a lot of public meetings, but I don't 

think I've seen people more focused in terms of giving 

the consultant in this case just a hell of a lot of 

information that they're going to have to examine very 

closely, and so I really commend you, as well as the 

other people, and I just want you to know that just even 

with maybe nine or ten comments tonight there have been 

just a whale of a lot of oral comments, and certainly the 

requests, the persistent requests for extensions on the 

written comments period which was also heard at every 

public meeting, suggest that EIP is going to probably get 

a few letters, to say the least, so I thank you very 

much. 

Yes. 



MS. SINCLAIR: I would like to make one comment 

I've been thinking about. 

MR. RAGAN: Oh, I shouldn't have said anything. 

MS. SINCLAIR: My name is Mary Sinclair. I'm a 

citizen of Lone Pine. 

I happen to work at the Lone Pine Chamber of 

Commerce. I want to make it clear I am not speaking for 

my board at this time. 

I would like to see the projects that DWP is 

giving us in the area of parks, recreation, that type of 

thing, I would like to see the programs and the funding 

expanded. 

I agree with most of what everybody said, 

especially Michael Prather on the Lower Owens River 

project, but I do think that DWP, for what they are 

taking from this valley, that they owe us a lot more in 

dollars and cents and in expanded programs. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

That seems like a good note upon which to end it, 

so I thank you very much for coming this evening. 

(End of proceedings). 





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LETI'ER E4 

RESPONSE E4-1 

This comment raises an assertion of legal requirements. It does not itself, raise an environmental 

issue related to the content of the Draft EIR. The wmment is noted; however, the applicability 

of some legal issues to various activities is an ongoing legal question which may be tested in a 

number of arena. other than this EIR. 

RESPONSE E4-2 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-11 for a discussion of Inyo County's financial 

participation under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE E4-3 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-7 for a discussion of monitoring provisions under 

the Green Book and see response to master comment WL-6. 

RESPONSE E4-4 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft EIR. Please see 

response to master wmment Cl l -41 in Letter C-11. 

RESPONSE E4-5 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-6 regarding rare and endangered plant species. 



Responszs to Comments 
Letter E4 

RESPONSE Eld 

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 E4-7 

Please see response to comment E4-6 above. 

RESPONSE E4-8 

Please refer to response to master comment MT-4 regarding discontinuation of mitigation. 

RESPONSE E4-9 

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

comment MT-3 for allowable mitigation under CEQA, and MT-6 for 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 E4-10 

Comment noted. 

RESPONSE E4-11 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-15 for a discussion c ~f release of Los 

owned lands and potential effects on wetlands, and see response C21-11 in Letter C-21 

RESPONSE E4-12 

Please see response Cll-34 in Letter C-11. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter E4 

RESPONSE E4-13 

Springs and seeps would be protected under the Agreement. Please refer to responses to master 

comments PD-5 and WA-4. 

RESPONSE E4-14 

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 E4-15 

Please see the Agreement, page B-36, line 10 for information on this issue. 

RESPONSE E4-16 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-3. MT-5 and AQ-1 for a discussion of Owens 

Dry Lake, and air quality impacts. 

RESPONSE E4-17 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-8, PD-9, PD-10 for a detailed discussion of the 

relationship between the proposed project, Draft EIR and Indian tribes. 

RESPONSE E4-18 

Water quality within the Owens Valley is generally excellent, and no substantial threat to water 

quality is anticipated. Livestock grazing does affect water quality, but conventional water treatment 

processes produce water of sufficient quality to protect public health. 

RESPONSE E4-19 

The White Mountains springs cited in this comment are outside the study area. There is no known 

evidence that the project has affected these springs. 



Responses to Cornmenrs 
Letter El 

RESPONSE E4-20 

This outside the scope of the project. Emergency plans have been developed by LADWP. 

RESPONSE E4-21 

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

response is required. 
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LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA; THURSDAY, DECEMBER 13, 1990; 7:00 

* * * 

MR. RAGAN: Good Evening. I welcome you to the fifth 

in a series of meetings that EIP, the consultant for the 

Department of Water and Power and the water company are 

conducting on the draft environmental impact report on the 

Inyo County and DWP agreement with respect to groundwater 

pumping. What we're going to do this evening in terms of 

your comments is that first John Davis of EIP Associates is 

going to give you a brief overview of the thick report, 

which some of you have, and then we'll open it to up your 

comments. 

Ply name is Jim Ragan, and I am facilitating 

this meeting as I have most of the meetings. The reason 

that I am here as an independent facilitator to EIP is so 

that its representatives, particularly John Davis this 

evening, can listen to your comments rather than having to 

conduct the meeting as well. I hope I will conduct this 

meeting as objectively as possible because I certainly have 

no stake in this particular project one way or the other, 

and that's why I'm here. If you catch me at any particular 

time being biased that you see, I'm the person that you 

should shout at. 

We are recording this meeting verbatim in two 
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ways. One, we have a court reporter, as you can see, and 

the DWP has somebody in a back room which all of these 

microphones are wired, so that we have belts and suspenders. 

Since EIP got here a little late, we normally would have 

sign-up cards. Normally, I would have the cards and then I 

would call people in the order that I receive the cards, but 

since I can't do that and there aren't that many of us here 

what I will ask is 'chat if you raise your hand and come to 

this microphone over here so that we get the recorded 

h a t  w a y .  comments, and we'll do it - 
I don't really intend to impose any time limit 

on the comments. There was some notice of maybe limiting it 

to five minutes, and 1 think that they are -- I don't want 

it necessarily to filibuster for a couple of hours, but I 

think the important thing is you do qet your opportunity to 

express yourself fully so that EIP has the full opportcnity 

of your points of view. I also stress that everything you 

know having participated in these processes, EIP welcomes 

and encourages your written comments and both the written 

comments and the oral conments you nake tonight will become 

part of the permanent record. 

I might also just nention before I introduce 

John to just give you soae idea of what happened up in the 

Owens Valley. There were four meetings conducted in Big 

Pine and Lone Pine and Bishop over the last tvo weeks. Ail 

McCoy & Associates, Inc 



together maybe 200 people, of which maybe 40 approximately 

actually spoke. I think they were very productive meetings. 

Everyone focused very specifically on the draft EIR that was 

cleared and everybody who spoke had read it, and they had a 

lot of concerns. But certainly from the EIP standpoint, I'm 

sure John would echo this, they were very productive 

meetings in producing an outstanding final EIR. 

With that, I'd like to introduce you to 

John Davis of EIP Associates. 

MR. DAVIS: Good evening. I served as the project 

director on the preparation of the EIR that many of you have 

reviewed. There was a relatively large team of technical 

experts involved in its preparation, so tonight my purpose 

is to present it to you and hear your comments. We're not 

in a position to respond to the comments on the spot. We 

will need to consider them and give you a considered 

response when the final EIR is prepared. 

The purpose of this meeting and the others that 

preceded it in the Owens Valley is to continue the 

environmental review of the Owens Valley groundwater pumping 

project. The environmental review is required under the 

terms of provisions of the California Environmental Quality 

Act. As most of you know, a sequel was passed in 1970, and 

its purpose was to make sure that environmental factors were 

brought bezore makers before decisions were made on 
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large or small project that might adversely affect the 

2nv ironment. 

The process, the environmental process on this 

?reject, has been going on for some time. It began about 18 

nonths ago with the circulation of notice of preparation and 

the holding of a number of scopinq meetings in a couple of 

towns within the Owens Valley. The purpose of thcse 

meetings was to solicit comments from the public and 

agencies on what issues ought to be addressed in the 

environmental impact report. The last year or so has been 

devoted to preparing the document itself. It was prepared 

by a team, of technical specialists from our firm and also 

individuals from DWP and Inyo County. 

The next step in the process is for us to 

receive your comments, the comments chat were received at 

other meetings, and any written comcents that individuals or 

agencies may choose to submit to us. We ha-~e to prepare 

responses to all those comments, and then the final EIR is 

represented by the draft that you've already seen, perhaps 

modified to take account of the some of the information we 

may gather in the next few months, all of the comment 

letters that are submitted to us: the transcript froa the 

public meetings and our responses to each of the comments, 

So it would be this massive information will go before 

policymakers before they make a decision on the project in 
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essence whether to approve the agreement on the groundwater 

master plan between Inyo County and Los Angeles. 

I'd like to say a few things about the contents 

of =he report, highlight one or two of the them for you. 

The EIR is unconventional as you will probably note when you 

read it. Most environmental impact reports deal only with 

the proposed projecc and what its effects might be in the 

future. In this case we are dealing with a proposed project 

that it was two components: The effects of all water 

gathering activities betxeen 1970 and 1990 in the Owens 

Valley designed to fill the second aqueduct. And then again 

those same activities in the future after 1990 assuming 

implementation of the agreement on groundwater management or 

the groundwater master plan which would control or limit the 

way water gathering occurred. 

Obviously that's a little unusual in that 

you're not usually preparing an EIR on something that is, a t  

least in part, on something that's already occurred. It 

adds to the complexity of preparing the report and I'm sure 

of reviewing it too. 

The actions taken between 1970 and 1990 

included increased groundwater pumpizg, rncreased surface 

water diversion, reduction in agricultural rrrigatlon and 

initiation of a number of projects called environmental 

enhancement mitigation projects which were designed to 
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reduce environmental effects of water gathering activities. 

Future activities, the other part of the 

proposed project, would be quite similar to those between 

1970 and 1990, but now management would be controlled by the 

limitations inposed in the agreement. It would be some 

additional new facilities also -- 15 new wells and some new 
facilities for groundwater recharge. 

A section of the report considers alternatives, 

and the way the alternatives are arrayed is as eight 

different options for managing water within the Owens 

Valley. One end of the spectrum is the no-action 

alternative and this aiternative would represent a return to 

the conditions or the methods of nanagexent of water in the 

central prior co 1970. The other end of the spectrum is an 

alternative where water would be managed in the valley to 

essentially fill the second sq-deduct. The prcpcsed project, 

the one involved in the agreement, falls within that range 

toward the end of the new project. 

Though the xay the alternatives are presented 

is as alternatives for the Owens Valley water management, 

they have implications elsewhere. The reason for this is 

any alternative that involved less water from the Owens 

Valley than che propcsed project weuLd nean or the 

implications of it would mean that Lcs Angeles would have to 

look for alternative sources of water. A nnnber are 



discussed in the report and they include further expansion 

of the existing water conservation programs, further 

expansion of waste water reclamation programs, and probably 

the most feasible -- purchase of additional water from the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. 

Those are the main points of the project 

description and the alternatives. I'd like to highlight for 

you some of the findings with respect to impacts. Again we 

had to look at the two periods separately, and first we 

looked at the impacts for the period 1970 to 1990. One of 

the charges in the EIR is to identify which impacts are 

judged to be significant and may require mitigatlon measures 

of one kind or another. 

There were three environmental elements that we 

felt were significantly impacted by water gathering 

practices between 1970 and 1990. These were vegetation, 

wildlife, and air quality. With respect to wildlife and air 

quality, we concluded that the mitigation measures or 

environmental enhancement projects already undertaken were 

nitigating those impacts to a level of insignificance. With 

respect to vegetation, we concluded that that was not the 

:ase and additional mitigation was necessary. 

The report identifies a number of areas where 

further mitigation is needed. Many of them include former 

3gricultural lands which have lost their vegetative cover, 
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and as a result are a source of a certain amount of 

wind-blown dust. These areas are mapped in the EIR and have 

been targeted for re-vegetation. As far as other vegetative 

loss within the Valley, the approach to mitigation has two 

elements. Part of it involves on-site xitigation. These 

are cases where there's been a loss of vegetation at some 

place in the Valley actions can be taken to lessen or 

mitigate the loss in the immediate vicinity of the impacted 

area. 

In some other cases this is not possible f0r.a 

variety of reasons. Consequently, compensatory mitigation 

has been involved as weli. The primary compensating 

mitigation is the lower Owens River project which would 

involve the restoration of a 50 mile section of the lower 

Owens River. This would, in essence, mitigate some of those 

otherwise unmitigable impacts at.various locations in the 

Valley. 

The second part of the findings dealt with the 

period from 1990 onward, and here we concluded there would 

be no further significant adverse environmental impacts. 

The reason for this is that the way the agreement is set up 

is to an extent or in principle it's self mitigating in that 

it includes provisions that would li Ing or allow 

turn off of wells under conditions w ere it was clear from a 

number of proscribed measurements that h a m  to vegetation 



was occurring. So because it is self mitigating, we came to 

the conclusion that unlike the period 1970 to 1990 there 

would be no significant adverse environmental impacts. 

I think that skates over the surface of much of 

that report and highlights some of the critical points, and 

I'd like to pass the microphone back to Jim and the rest of 

the meeting to you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you, John. As I said, 1/11 just ask 

you to raise your hand and then come up to this microphone. 

I'm not sure that that first person coming to the 

microphone -- I'm not sure if it's on, but I do definitely 

ask you to come to the microphone so that we make sure that 

we get all of your comments down verbatim as part of the 

record. I also ask when you come up if you will state your 

name and if you are representing an organization and 

institution that you'd like to identify, I'd like you to 

state that as well for the record. 

MR. CLUFF: My name is John Cluff, and I am vice 

president for architecture and engineering for Forest Lawn 

Memorial Parks. We have a cemetery that is located within 

the City of Los Angeles. It is served by the Department of 

Water and Power. We have real Concerns about there 

continuing to be a reliable source of water. Obviously, 

there needs to be a balance between the environment and 

agriculture and urban areas, and we feel that the agreement 
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between in Inyo County and the Department does that. It 

creates a balance. 

There's been a lot of work, a lot of effort, a 

lot of years that have gone into this agreement, and it 

seems as though it sounds like the best answer in our 

estimation. Water, of course, is pretty much a lifeblood 

for us because we have a very strong obligation to the 

literally thousands of people who own property at our parks, 

and we do feel the obligation to keep them in as good as 

shape as we possibly can. And obviously this does take 

water. Currently we are using what is considered potable 

water for irrigation. 

Conservation has been mentioned. Conservation 

is very definitely an important part of the future. We've 

gone very heavily into it. We have hired an irrigation 

engineer who we have working with us to create conservation 

efforts and fine tune our conservation methods. 

We're also using weather station data. The 

CIMIS program which is the California Irrigation Management 

Information System -- I've got it right -- which is run by 
the Department of Water Resources. It's automated weather 

stations that can be accessed through a computer. You can 

get hourly weather data. We're utilizing this to help us in 

our scheduling of our irrigation. 

Reclaimed water is another effort that needs to 
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be put forward as best as possible. We're currently 

negotiating with the Department of Water and Power for 

reclaimed water. These things certainly need to be 

emphasized. They are and I think they will be. But even 

dith these efforts, the need for a good substantial and firm 

m d  reliable source of water to Southern California and the 

zity of Los Angeles is very essential. Essential to the 

xonomy and essential to many people's jobs and livelihoods. 

rhank you. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much. 

MS. TOOMAYMANI: My name is Emma Toomaymani, and I'm 

~ith People of Color Homeless Coalition. The question I 

lave is since there have been scientific studies done, and 

~t has been proven that water can be recycled, that fresh 

~ater used to dispose of human wastes can be substituted by 

;ther methods. Have your study's participants included any 

>f these alternatives for water conservation? 

MR. RAGAN: John has said that, unless he wants to 

-espond, that he's looking more for comments more than 

~nalysis. But I assume your comment is more making sure 

:hat all of the possible ways that we can save water in 

,os Angeles are examined as part of the EIR. Would that be 

i correct summary? 

MS. TOOMAYMANI: Yes. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you. If some of you also might want 
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to comment, you might also gravitate to the microphone. 

MR. BECKER: My name is George Becker. I'm a 

life-long resident of the City of Los Angeles. I'm retired 

from the Department of Water and Power. I worked for the 

power side. During that time of work I was associated with 

m e  of the city attorneys named Omar Red Lloyd, and if I can 

pote him as hearsay since this is not a court of law, he 

das involved in the taxing of what was then department 

facilities in the Owens Valley where the supervisors in 

those counties, Owens and Lone Oak, were trying to tax 

certain unuseci facilities. 

And in part of his investigation he said that 

when the Department of water and Power which was then a 

small organization bought the property in Owens Valley, that 

he determined from his investigation that it was not a rape 

of a pristine paradise which the few commercial people in 

3wens Valley today for their own selfish financial gain 

claimed it was. 

And if I can mention a picture that was at the 

exhibition there Sy the cowboy actor Gene Autry. He had a 

traveling exhibit there of some paintings about a year and a 

half ago, and I noticed one by Edwin Deakin, who was born in 

1838 and died in 1923. And this large illustration was 

titled a Mountain Encampment in Owens Valley. And what it 

illustrated was a camp, a small camp of Indians on a bluff 

McCoy & Associates, Inc. 



overlooking Owens Valley, and it was dated 1884. 

So if that painting is accurate in any extent, 

it showed Owens Valley to be a somewhat dusty, scrubby 

growth area as you look down from this Indian encampment. 

So in my opinion, for a few selfish commercial money 

grabbers in Owens Valley and the area want to deprive us, a 

large area of millions of people, of life sustaining water 

just so they can return or cause Owens Valley to become the 

so-called paradise that they fabricated in their minds. I 

think it's a travesty of justice for we who live here in the 

city of Los Angeles and depend on that as a major source of 

our potable water. 

I agree conservation is necessary. The world 

is suffering from a water shortage problem. But for us to 

suddenly give up and become the desert we once were just so. 

they can have their nice looking growth in Owens Valley, I 

ion't think that is reasonable. 

When I was working I worked with men who still 

to this day bid jobs in Owens Valley because they think it's 

~etter than Los Angeles. So apparently the newspaper 

srticles that claim that Owens Valley is going down the 

tubes does not seem to make these people too concerned. So 

I'm hoping that we won't do something for us here that will 

iegrade our lifestyle so that a few people up there can have 

some shade trees to enjoy their fishing and picnicking 
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under. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you. I just sort of in fairness to 

the last in the Owens Valley that the words "money grubbing" 

and "selfish" were also applied by some people in Owens 

Valley to people living here in Los Angeles, so the words 

are going both ways. 

MS. BXADSHXL: Good evening. My name is Doris 

Bradshaw. I reside at 19044 Santa Rita in Tarzana in the 

San Fernando Valley, and I'll speak this evening for a 

public interest calied Fans of the Basin and these are 

people throughout the Los Angeles area who come tothe 

Sepulveda flood basin to use the farm, produce, recreation 

activity areas designated as such by the Amy Corps 

document. 

I'll try to keep my focus in that area, but I. 

16 /felt I needed to come because of the concerns of the area 

the recreation area is supported by prime farm land in the 

Sepulveda Basin which in turn is adjacent to riparian 

wetland vegetation. The Los Angeles river running through 

this area has never been paved. It's still natural, and 

there are four natural earth bottom subsidiary streams 

into the L.X, river. Ail of these contain wet what 

we c a l l  riparian ve etation, and I wanted to bring in sone 

concerns that perhaps have not been touched on. 

1 really have to say that i feel swamped by 



environmental documents right now, so I didn't get to the 

library to look at this, but I was at a meeting last night 

and I couldn't study the other one. So briefly 1/11 touch 

on growth issues because there seems to be confusion because 

water is only one element in growth in Los Angeles. And 

I've chosen to get involved in the sewer growth as an 

individual because there's a sewer plant that influences our 

recreation activities. And we have trash and growth 

problems. We have air quality and growth problems, and 

therefore I'm backing off on the projection right now. 

In this one document released by the City, they 

Jse Scaggs projections based on 1979 data, and I wont last 

light and the Department of Water of Power is using Scaggs 

2ased on 1989 data. That's all I'm saying about growth. I 

$ant to bring up issues now that I think relate to the 

Logical drain off of water anywhere as a possible health 

?roblem. 

Sepulveda basin has a lot of water right now 

from mountain site sources and the artesian wells are 

zontinuing to put water in thsre to provide for the birds 

chat have always been coming there. At the same time 

:herefs an encephalitis problem there. From what I've read 

in 1984 encephalitis appeared throughout Southern 

3alifornia. It's not just in the Sepulveda Basin. 

In the area where I'm focusing on, although 
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there are other wetiands in the west San Fernando Valley 

again supplied by hillside water sources, there is no 

encephalitis. It's just one mosquito that carries it. Why 

it's only in the Sepulveda basin I don't know. I have a 

great concern because in all the environzentai work there's 

one issue that's being addressed. What happens with the 

connection between water or the removal of the water and the 

vegetation and the encephalitis? So I just put that forth 

as a concern. 

The other concern is the subsidence of the 

earth, It's coming out in the newspapers now that as we 

remove ground water the earth does subside. It's a long 

shot to talk about what's going to happen in Owens Valley 

because I don't know what's going on under the ground, but I 

see a tie in. My concerns there as an individual again were 

on possible subsidence of the earth. 

And this document indicated that the city is 

proposing to put in this library without having a connection 

to the sewer plant, and at the same tine they were proposing 

to use FEFA maps and flood maps from 3.969,  outdated 

information, And therefore it may shs that there" no 

water there, but actually when they get there and start 

constrxcting, until they get a sewer hook up, tbeytre asking 

for permission to remove all of that groundwater, divert it 

to the L.A. River, and I believe that night be a part of a 
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feeding spot along the Ballona wetlands. 

And lastly 1/11 leave with you the last update. 

I've been following the Army Corps of Engineers' hydrology 

study which is the whole Los Angeles river area, and it 

should be coming out for public review very soon that should 

give us a good idea what's going on under the ground as far 

as water sources. It's such a complicated issue, we're all 

going to have to work together. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you. Other comments. 

MR. GRAHAM My name is Tom Graham. I'm responsible 

for about 35 acres, two commercial buildings of 250,000 

square feet housing about six tenants with 1,600 employees. 

Yy first comment I'd like to make, since I'understand this 

is going to go someplace else, is that I am a little bit 

lpset and tired of hearing about how many people show up in 

Lone Pine at one of these meetings. If I lived in Lone 

?ine, this would be a heck of a night out to come to a 

neeting like this. 

So I don't want everything to be judged by the 

:ity of Los Angeles as to how many people show up at these 

neetings. There's three and a half million of us down here, 

2nd you might say that this evening I'n talking for 1,600 

2mployees. So if you multiply that, we can match the 25 

leople that come out of the farms to talk about their area. 

:tls not that I'm degrading their area. I know what it's 
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like all the way up beyond the lakes at Mammoth. 

I know what they're looking for, and I know what 

it is. But I think it's unfair that we come with 

Xr. Mulholland and we build the aqueduct. It brings water 

down here. We buy the land and improve the situation, and 

now they want to change ail the rules. They say you've got 

too many people down there, wetre not going to do it. 

In the company that I work with we conserve 

water. We cut back. We plant flowers that are drought 

resistant, but when you have 1,600 peopie it's very 

difficult to say you cannot flush the toilet and you can 

only.have one drink of water a day, ahd be sure to wipe off 

the plates because we can only rinse them, we're not going 

to be able to wash them. You're going to create a heaith 

problem with these people. 

We have an environment. Werve got 1,600 people 

that we're concerned with besides the families that are 

connected with these 1,600 people. I think that we, 

speaking of the Department of Water and Power being we, have 

offered them a fair choice, and all they do is say you're 

going to have to cut back. We'rre not going to give you the 

water we promised you in the first place. And it8s almost 

to the point that you say this is our water. Xe paid for 

it. We dug the holes for it to come down here. 

We have to be sad at somebody. It might be God 
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because he hasn't made it rain often enough or made the snow 

deep enough, but I don't think you can say that the City of 

Los Angeles is not being judicious in their use of water. I 

think that we need the water down here. I think that we 

have treated the people fairly up there, and I think it's 

unfair if this is not approved in the way it stands now. 

MR. RAGAN: Other speakers? There's still time. 

There's probably some more cookies. 

MR. MC CONE: My name is Larry McCone, and I'm a 

resident of Los Angeles. Tonight I'm speaking on behalf of 

Sierra Club Southern California Regional Consenration 

Committee. Members in the club's six Southern California 

counties number about 104,000. They reside in the area 

north of the Mexican border north to Monterey on the west 

and Owens Valley on the east. I guess I'm Mr. Becker's 

opposite number. 

I guess that the Chamber of Commerce up there 

can speak for its beauty and its singular appeal, the 

environmental values up in Owens Valley. But while 

mid-summer bicycle treks caravan from this building up to 

Sono Lake with little vials of water to deposit them in Mono 

Lake, the Owens Valley was just a stop along the way. Most 

of us upon hearing Owens Valley these days think of past 

history or worse, history books they didn't even read. 

The people of Owens Valley have had very little 
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to do with shaping their own development. The decisions 

concerning growth in Owens Valley have been made here in 

Los Angeles. People like 3r. Becker don't understand that 

history, and leaving a disenfranchised population up in 

Owens Valley to deal with the problems that we in 

Los Angeles create smacks of irresponsibility. 

I want to state right now on behalf of Sierra 

Club members and behalf of our local chapter of the Sierra 

Club up in Owens Valley that we do have compassion for the 

decisions down here that impact the way people live up 

there. It's also unfortunate for lnyo County residents that 

this hearing in Los Angeles takes place during the same week 

that the Metropolitan Water District considered adopticn of 

a regional urban water management plan and metropolitan 

water district promulgated their own forn of mandatory 

rationing during the same :deck that the city Department of 

Water and Power held hearings on its own urban water 

management plan update. 

The comment period also draws to a close on the 

elephantine EIR/EIS for the City's waste water facilities 

plan update. And I see from the poor lady back there that8s 

trying to wade through this paper, everybody's choking on 

it, and I think it" probably goin to require a little more 

time for people down here to absorb all this. I'm going to 

request that the January deadline for comment be extended 
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for 45 days to give people a chance to get through this 

together with all the other issues that we have to deal with 

in this urban area. 

Specifically to the environmental impact report 

itself, it's definitely a step in the right direction. 

There are strengths in the report -- I don't mean to sound 
entirely negative, but I'm going to keep my comments short, 

and to do so I'm just going to point out a few things that 

we perceive as weaknesses in this EIR. 

This project began in 1970. It didn't begin in 

'84 or '87. It began 2 0  years ago. And the EIR contains an 

inadequate preproject description of the affected 

environment. We believe that an accurate description is 

required by SEQUA to enable an assessment of the impacts of 

the project to. decide on appropriate mitigation. 

Now all the alternatives are going to have to 

be considered and the findings of the EIR must consider 

project alternatives including water conservation in 

Los Angeles. The Angeles chapter of the Sierra Club has a 

water committee, and its chair is here tonight to address 

the water conservation aspects in a little bit more detail. 

A couple of other comments on the drought 

recovery policy. It's fine to talk about drought recovery, 

but it appears to the Sierra Club that the policy must.allow 

pumping only after the soil moisture recovers to that 
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necessary to support the vegetation mapped during the 

' 84 - ' 87  base line surrey date. 

The next point I'd make is that the agreement 

grants Los Angeles unilateral authority to turn on a weil 

for the purpose of increasing the soil moisture and that is 

inconsistent with the goals of the agreement. All decisions 

to turn on wells which have been shut off due to soil 

ncisture deficits must be reached jointly by Inyo County and 

Los Angeles. 

The next point I'd make is that an upper limit 

on pumping based on safe yield should be enforced until a 

monitoring program with the ability to detect a specified 

level of change is fully implemented. I'd refer on that 

comment to B6 ES of the EIR, and the green book page is 100 

to 109. 

The next point I'd make is that the few 

remaining natural springs in the Owens River project must be 

fully protected in their natural state. If flows decline at 

sny of the remaining springs due to pumping, the adjacent 

dells nust be shut off. The definition of "significantw and 

"significant effectw on the environment must be explicitly 

jefined consistent with the goais of agreement. Any adverse 

mvironmentai impacts which are statistically seasurable and 

3ue to pumping should be defined as significant unless both 

Jarties agree otherwise due to the limited extent, 
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permanence, or magnitude of the impact. 

Another point is grazing. There is not an 

adequate discussion of the cumulative impact of livestock 

grazing which occurred from 1970 and to 1990 and those 

expected in the future. Since a grazing nanagement program 

is offered to avoid future significant cumulative impacts, 

that program must be fully specified and open to public 

review as require by SEQUA. 

Now, there is a question about whether or not 

there would be an allowed conversion from native plants to 

alfalfa management. This ties in with another broader 

Sierra Club policy on agricultural management of the water 

supply. Agriculture in California uses 8 5  percent of the 

3eveloped supply. That's in central California. 

Agriculture faces an increasingly uncertain economic 

picture. 

Southern California cities face ever increasing 

3emands to a great degree through an absence of local 

planning here. That's why our demand is as high as it is. 

We're neither greedy nor are we wasteful, but we haven't 

planned properly. Cities, however, can still afford to pay 

for additional amounts of currently developed supply, and 

zities have the votes to assure their needs will be met in 

m y  event. I'll paraphrase a recent Natural Heritage 

hstitute report saying that the environment has an ancient 
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and justified claim to the water and a broad and relentless 

constituency. The big picture in California water use in 

the future include voluntary transfers and extensive 

conservation in urban and agricultural sectors. 

We city residents have probably seen the 

advertisements by DWP on television which are intended to 

instill fear in the viewer, convince the viewer that what we 

need more than anything is additional supply. And to me 

these visions of doom and apocalypse that are visited upon 

es by the DWP are really intended to rather scare us into 

believing that we need to take water from some place rather 

than manage it here where we are best equipped to do so. 

So I think that to reiterate the theme that I'd 

like to leave you with is that we in Los Angeies have a 

stake in what happens in Owens Valley. We own land in Owens 

Valley. We own resources in Owens Valley, They are 

worthwhile. You may not be a fishenan. You may not be a 

hiker, but they are up there, and we have a responsibility 

to those people and to that environment, and I don't think 

that responsibility should be shirked. And I also think we 

should be more sensitive to the people there and give them 

back the franchise to manage their local resources. 

. RAGAN: hlen you mention the inadequate 

description of the preproject conditions, is that something 

that you're intending to go into in more detail in your 
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written comments? And the same thing with the inadequate 

discussion of grazing. I just wanted to make sure. 

Anything that someone describes as inadequate, I think any 

more guidance you can give of what is inadequate is helpful. 

I assume that was a lead-in for you. 

MR. CZAMANSKE: My name is David CzamSEske. I am 

chair of the Water Resource Committee of the Angexes Chapter 

which is the Chapter that covers the geographic area of 

Los Angeles County and the surrounding area. I'd just like 

to limit my comments to two or three areas in the EIR 

related water conservation and water reclamation. 

Regarding in chapter three of the descriptions 

of existing programs by the City of Los Angeles, I think it 

would be very helpful if there was more quantitative 

description and evaluation as opposed to just listing the 

various conservation programs available in the city. For 

example, on page 3-7 I see a whole page full of programs 

that are listed, and we have narrative discussion, but 

there's very little evaluation of whether, in fact, these 

?rograms have been effective in reducing water conservation. 

The statistical data from the city indicates 

w e r  the summer there has been a 10 percent or slightly over 

LO percent reduction in water consumption as compared to the 

Jrevious year, adjusted for climate and a few other factors. 

l?hatls not at all clear whether that's from consemation or 
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what else that might be from. Beyond that, going into the 

section chapter six, the alternatives, it would be very 

helpful if there was discussion of some more, what I will 

call, more aggressive scenarios of water conservation and 

water reclamation in particnlar. This seems to be, again, 

an assumption "well, perhaps we could achieve 10 to 

15 percent savings through water conservation." 

Some communicies of Arizona and parts of 

California have achieved 20, 30 percent reductions in water 

use. So I would like to suggest chat you have maybe three 

scenarios for water conservation and water reclamation. In 

the case of water conservation, you have a low or minimal 

conservation effort; secondly, a medium conservation effort; 

and third, a very significant conservation effort. And just 

to toss out some percentages you might attach to that, what 

you might want to call low maybe 10 or 15 percent savings. 

You might want to call medium 20 or 30 percent savings. Or 

call very high savings somewhere in the area of 30 to 4 5  

percent savings. 

Likewise in the area of reclamation, the city 

has an extremely modest program of water reclamation at the 

noment, and I would like to see discussion of more 

aggressive water reclaaatron prqrans. Zn fact, don't 

know just exactly how, which week or which month, you got 

your data on water reclamation, but various members of the 

McCoy S Associates, Inc. 



DWP commission have indicated that that factor should be 

increased considerably, and I don't take any formal action, 

but the city of Los Angeles is quite supportive of that 

alternative. - 
I notice, just to take an example of particular 

programs in the water conservation area, discussion on 

6-2425 of the water audit program indicates that several 

cities including Pasadena, San Jose, and East Bay Municipal 

Utility District have continued to offer an audit program, 

and then it says Los Angeles implemented a program of this 

kind for several years but discontinued it due to lack of 

interest by customers. The program has been reactivated in 

part in response to the emergency. 

One of the problems with the Department of 

Water and Power in the city of Los Angeles is they really 

have not taken water conservation seriously as an ongoing 

program. Instead, they waited until drought conditions 

arise, and then they try to put together a crash program. 

And then they have excuses -- we can't put the 

administrative mechanisms in force. 

As most of the people in this audience know, 

the general manager, Mr. Nichols, who was here previously, 

3id not support the Mayor's program put forward in April of 

this year for mandatory water rationing and rather than bite 

the bullet and work it out and figure out some way to come 
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forward with water conservation. Instead he took the easy 

gay out and resigned the day before it came up in the City 

Zouncil . 
So we do have new commissioners on the Water 

m d  Power Commission. We certainly hope they will be more 

iggressive in pursuing such issues as water conservation and 

gates reclamation than has been the case in the past, and I 

zhink your document ought to reflect those possiSilities in 

s more aggressive way than they do at the present time. 

MR. RAGAN: Thank you very much for coming. 

(The neeting was concluded.) 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
LE'XTER E5 

RESPONSE E5-1 

This comment expresses a personal opinion unrelated to the content of the Draft J3R. No 

response is required. 

RESPONSE E5-2 

Please refer to responses to master comments PD-1, regarding project operation since 1970, and 

EA-1 regarding pre-project conditions. 

RESPONSE E5-3 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-17 for a discussion of the revised drought recovery 

policy. 

RESPONSE E5-4 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-6 for diiussion of the issue of unilateral well turn 

odoff. 

RESPONSE E5-5 

Comment noted. No further response is required. 

RESPONSE E5-6 

Please refer to response to master comment PD-5 for a discussion of protection of springs under 

the Agreement. 



Responses to Comments 
Letter E5 

The issue of significant effect is 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 (pages B-22 through 

B-24). Also, please refer to response to master comment MT-7. 

RESPONSE E5-7 

Livestock grazing is not part of the proposed project. Please refer to response to master comment 

PD-14 and Appendix B-1 for additional discussion of LADWP's livestock grazing management 

program. 

RESPONSE E5-8 

Please refer to response to master comment VE-1 for a discussion of allowable vegetation changes 

under the Agreement. 

RESPONSE E5-9 

Since publication of the Draft EIR In September 1990, Los Angela has enacted an Emergency 

Water Conservation Ordinance in March 1991. Please refer to response to master comment AL- 

3 for an update of this program. 

RESPONSE E5-10 

Please see response to master comment AL-2 for a discussion of water reclamation. 

RESPONSE E5-11 

is comment expresses a personal opinion mre1 to the hecontent of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 
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APPENDIX A-1 

SELECTED OWENS VALLEY SPRING MAPS 

This appendix provides a general depiction of the pre-project and 1990 areal extent of spring and 

spring-influenced vegetation at Fish Springs, Seeley Springs, Calvert Slough, Hines Spring, Little 

Blackrock Spring, and Reinhackle Spring (see Figures A1-3 through A1-8). Vegetation associated 

with several of these springs is identified in the Draft EIR as having been significantly affected by 

groundwater pumping. (A discussion of these impacts can be found in Chapter 10, Vegetation, on 

pages 10-59 through 10-62.) Preceding the individual spring maps are north-half and south-half 

maps of the Owens Valley showing the locations of the springs (Figures Al-1 and A1-2). 

The spring maps shown in this appendix are based on qualitative interpretations of 1%8 and 1990 

aerial photographs. Although the quality and scale of the air photos reduces their interpretability 

(see responses to master comments W - 5  and VE-61, an attempt was made to provide a general 

depiction of the approximate areas of the springs. It was not possible to accurately identify the 

vegetation species at the sites. 

A list of plants that possibly occurred at these springs is also included in this appendix in Table 

A-1. Table Al-1 contains plant species, including plants of special concern, found by W W P  

personnel in "Transmontane Alkali Marsh" communities in the valley between 1984 and 1987, 

augmented with a California Native Plant Society list of plants found in alkaline areas around 

Owens Lake and a l i t  of Fish Slough plants found in alkaline habitats there. It must be stressed 

that the list is a researched reconstruction of species that may have occurred at the springs; there 

may have been plants at the springs that do not appear on this list, and there may be plants on 

the l i t  that did not occur at the springs. 



Fish Springs 

I V V ' E X S  V A L L E Y  

SOURCE: INYOCOONPI WATER DEPARNENl  - 



W E N S  V A L L E Y  
v FIGURE A  1-2 

SELECTED OWENS VALLEY 
SPRING LOCATIONS 
SOUTHERN HALF 



The estimated acreage of spring and spring-influenced 
vegetation changed from 33 acres in 1968 to two acres 
in 1990 as shown in the shaded area 



The estimated acreage of spring and spring-influenced 
vegetation changed from seven acres in 1968 to one 
acre in 1990 as shown in the shaded area 

W E N S  V A L L E Y  - EIGURE A  1-4 
SEELY SPRINGS 

SOURCE: IWOCOUMT W A N t  DEPARTYEW 



The estimated acreage of spring and spring-influenced 
vegetation changed from six acres in 1968 to three 
acres in 1990 as shown in the shaded area 

3 W E N S  V A L L E Y  
0 FIGURE A 1-5 



The estimated acreage of spring and spring-influenced 
vegetation changed from 14 acres in 1968 to zero acres 
in 1990 as shown in the shaded area 

W E N S  V A L L E Y  - FIGURE A1-6 
HINES SPRING 



The estimated acreage of spring and spring-influenced 
vegetation remained the same, three acres, between 
1968 and 1990 as shown in the shaded area 



The estimated acreage of spring and spring-influenced 
vegetation changed from four acres in 1968 to two 
acres in 1990 as shown in the shaded area 

] W E N S  V A L L E Y  - FIGURE A1-8 - 
REINHACKLE SPRING 

SOURCE INYO COUMTV WAl€U DEPARTMENT 

ULE I I 1 
0 5 1 



Appendix A-1 

A list of endangered, threatened, or fuily protected animal species that could occur in the Owens 

Valley is also shown in Tabie AI-2 of this appendix %ble A1-2 also shows the habitat 

preferences of these species. It can be assumed t t those species known to utilize "Freshwater 

Aquatic," "Tule Marsh Complex," "Riparia land," or "Alkali grassland" habitat types would use, 

to some degree, the spring habitats in the valley. 



APPENDIX A-1 (Continued) 

TABLE Al-l 

PLANTS THAT COULD OCCUR AT OWENS VALLhT SPRINGS 

Latin Name 

Agrostis exerata 
x Agrostis semiverticillata 

Agrostis stolonifera 
Ambrosia acanthicarpa 
Anemopsis californica 
Apocynum cannabinurn 
Artemisia ludoviciana 
Arternisia tridentata 
Asclepias fascicutaris 
Asclepias sp. 
Asclepias speciosa 
Aster frondosa 
Aster hesperius 
Aster intricatus 
Atriplex wnfertifolia 
Atriplex patula 
Atriplex phyllostegia 
Atriplex torreyi 
Azolla mexicana 

x Bassia hyssopifolia 
x Berula erecta 

Bidens frondosa 
x Bromus sp. 
* Calochortus excavatus 

Camissonia refracta 

OV Ref Ref 4 Ref 4 
Common Name Habit Family - - Indic - Habit - 
Spike Bentgrass 
Water Bentgrass 
Bentgrass 
Ragweed 
Yerba Mansa 
Hemp Dogbane 
Mugwort 
Basin Big Sagebrush 
Mexican Whorled Milkweed 
Milkweed 
Showy Milkweed 
Leafy Aster 
Siskiyou Aster 
Shrubby Alkali Aster 
Shadscale 
Spearleaf Saltweed 
Leafwver Saltweed 
Torrey Saltbush 
Mexican Mosquito Fern 
Fivehook Bassia 
Cut Leaf Water Parsnip 
Devils Beggartick 
Smooth Brome 
Alkali Mariposa Lily 
Narrow-leaved primrose 

PO 3 FACW PNG 
PO 3 OBL PIG 
PO 3 FACW PNG 
ASTER 2 
SAURUR 1 OBL PNF 
APOCYN 1 FAC PNF 
ASTER 2 FACU- PNFH 
ASTER 1 
ASCLEPLAD 2 3  FAC PNF 
ASCLEPIAD I 
ASCLEPLAD 3 
ASTER 3 
ASTER 3 
ASTER 2 3  
CHENOPODI 1 
CHENOPODI 2 3  
CHENOPODI 2 3  
CHENOPODI 1 
SALVINI 3 
CHENOPODI 1 
API 2 3  
ASTER 3 
PO 2 
LILI 1 
ONAGR 2 

FAC 
OBL 
OBL 
FACW 

FACW 
FACW 
FAC 
OBL 
FAC 
OBL 
FACW 

PNF 
ANF 
PNF 
NHS 

ANF 
ANF 
NS 
PN/W 
AIF 
PIF 
ANF 
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Fable A1 -1 (Cnntinued) 

Latin Name 

Carex douglasii 
Carex lanuginma 
Carex nebraskensis 
Carex praegracilis 
Carcx sp. 
Castillcja minor 

* Centaurium exaltatum 
Chaenactis glabriscula 

x Chenopodium glaucurn 
Chrysothamnus nauseosus 
Cicuta douglasii 

x Cirsium sp. 
Conyza canadensis 
Cordylanthus maritimus 
Cuscuta salina 

x Cynodon dactylon 
Datisca glonrerata 

x Descurainia sophia 
Distichlis spicata 

x Elaeagnus angustifolia 
Eleocharis palustris 
Eleocharis parishii 
Eleocharis rostellata 
Eleocharis sp. 
Elodea canadensiq 
Epilobium ciliatum 
Epipactus gigantea 
Equi%%um laevigatum 
Equiselurn sp. 
Erigeron lonchophyllus 

x Erodium cicutarium 
Euthamia occidentalis 

Common Name 

Douglas Sedge 
Wooly Sedge 
Ncbraska Sedge 
Clustered Field Sedge 
Sedge 
Lesser h~dian-paintbrush 
Nevada Centaury 
Common Yellow Chaenactis 
Oakleaf Goosefoot 
Rubber Rabbitbrush 
Douglas Water-hemlock 
Thistle 
Canada Horseweed 
Alkali Bird's Beak 
Saltmarsh Dodder 
Bermudagrass 
Durango Root 
Rixweed Tansymustard 
Saltgrass 
Russian Olive 
Common Spikerush 
Parish Spikerush 
Beaked Spikerush 
Spikerush 
Broad Waterweed 
Hairy Willowherb 
Giant Hellehorine 
Smooth Horsetail 
Horsetail 
Spearleaf Fteabane 
Redstem Filaree 
Western Fragrant Goldenrod 

ov 
Habit -- 

MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
S 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 

MM 
T 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 

MM 

Ref Ref 4 

- 
CYPER 2 
CYPER 3 
CYPER 1 
CYPER 1 
CYPER 1 
SCROPHUIARI 3 
GENTIAN 2 
ASTER 2 
CHENOPODI 2 
ASTER 1 
API 23  
ASTER 1 
ASTER 2 3  
SCROPHULARI 1 
CUSCUT 2 
PO 3 
DATISC 2 
BRASSIC 2 
PO 1 
E L M G N  2 
CYPER 3 
CWER 2 3  
CYPER 2 3  
CYPER 1 
CYPER 3 
ONAGR 2 3  
ORCHID 3 
EQUISET 3 
EQUISET 1 
ASTER 3 
GERANI 2 
ASTER 3 

Ref 4 
Indic - 
FACU 
OBL 
OBI, 
FACW 

OBL 
FACW 

FACW 

OBL 

FAC 
OBI.. 

FAC 
FACW 

FACW 
FAC 
OBL 
FACW 
OBL 

OBL 
FACW 
OBL 
FACW 

FAC 

OBL 

Habit - 
PNGL 
PNGL 
PNGL 
PNGL 

APNF 
ANF 

AIF 

PNF 

ANF 
ANF 

PIG 
PNF 

PNG 
IST 
PNEGL. 
PNGL 
PNGL 

PNZF 
PNF 
PNF 
PNH2 

BNF 

PNF 



Latin Name 

x Festuca elatior 
Glycyrrhiza lepidota 

x Gnaphalium chilense 
x Gnaphalium luteoalbum 

Gnaphalium palustre 
Haplopappus racemosus 
Helianthus annuus 
Helianthus nuttalii 

x Heliotropium curassavicum 
Heterotheca subaxillaris 
Hordeum brachyantherum 
Hordeum jubatum 

x Hordeum leporinum 
Iva axillaris 
Juncus ballicus 
Juncus torreyi 
Lemna minima 
Lemna minor 
Lemna trinenis 
Lemna sp. 
Leymus cinereus 
Leymus salina 
Leymus triticoides 
Lotus oblongifolius 
Ludwigia peploides 
Lympus asper 
Lythrum californicum 

x Malva parviflora 
x Medicago sativa 
x Melilotus abla 

Mentha arvensis 
Mimulus cardinals 

Common Name 

Meadow Fescue 
American Licorice 
Cottonbatting Cudweed 
Weedy Cudweed 
Lowland Cudweed 
Cluster Goldenweed 
Annual Sunflower 
Nuttall Sunflower 
Salt Heliotrope 
Telegraph Plant 
Meadow Barley 
Foxtail Barley 
Mediterranean Barley 
Povertyweed 
Baltic Rush 
Torrey Rush 
Duckweed 
Lesser Duckweed 
Duckweed 
Duckweed 
Great Basin Wildrye 
Saline Wildrye 
Beardless Wildrye 
Narrow-leaved Lotus 
Floating Seedbox 
Rough Bugleweed 
CaliCornia Loosestrife 
Cheeseweed 
Alfalfa 
White Sweetclover 
Wild Mint 
Crimson Monkeyflower 

OV 
Habit -. 

MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 

Ref 
Family 

PO 
FAB 
ASTER 
ASTER 
ASTER 
ASTER 
ASTER 
ASTER 
BORAGIN 
ASTER 
PO 
PO 
PO 
ASTER 
JUNC 
JUNC 
LEMN 
LEMN 
LEMN 
LEMN 
PO 
PO 
PO 
FAB 
ONAGR 
LAM1 
LYTHR 
MALV 
FAB 
FAB 
LAM1 
SCROPHULARI 

Appendix A-1 
Table AS-l (Continued) 

Ref 4 Ref 4 

- Indic Habit - 
3 FACU PIG 
1 FAC PNF 
2,3 FAC ABIF 
3 FACW AIF 
3 FACW ANF 
1 FAC PNF 
1 FAC ANF 
3 FACW PNF 
2 3  OBL API$F 
2 
3 FACW PNG 
1 FAC PNG 
1 NI AIG 

FAC PNEFH 
I OBL PNGL 
3 FACW PNGL 
1 
3 OBL PNiF 
3 OBL PNiF 
3 
1 NI PNG 
3 
1 FAC PNG 
2 OBL PNF 
2 OBL PNEE 
3 OBL PNEF 
3 OBL PNF 
2 

1 FACU ABIF 
3 FACW PNF 
2 OBL PNF 
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Table Al-1 (Continued) 

Mimulus guttatus 
Muhlenbergia asperifolia 

x Na~turtium officinale 
Nitrophila occidentalis 
Oenothera hookeri 
Panicum capillare 
Paspalum distichum 
Pectocaqn pcnicillata 
Persicaria amphikia 
Persicaria purrciata 
Phragmircs australis 
Phragrnite-v communis 
PLagiobothrys scouleri 

x Plantago lanceolata 
x Plantago major 

Poa nevaciensis 
Poa pratensis 
Poa sp. 

x Polygonunr aviculare 
Polygonurn lapathifolium 

x Polygonurn persicaria 
x Polypogon monospliensis 

Pop lu s  frenrontii 
x Potamogcron cr i~pus 

Potamogeton foliosus 
Potamogeton illinoensis 
Potamogeton latifolius 
Potamogelon pectinatus 
Potentitla gracilis 

x Puccinellia distans 
Ranunculus aquatilus 
Ranunculus cymbalaria 

Common Name - 

Monkeyflower 
Alkali Muhly 
Watercress 
Western Miterwort 
EIooker Evening-primrose 
Witchgrass 
Knotgrass 
Slerrder Combswd 
Water Smartweell 
Dotted Smartweed 
Common Reed 
Common Kced 
Scouler Popcoinflower 
Narrowleaf Plantain 
Broadleaf Plantain 
Nevada Blueglass 
Kentucky Bluegrass 
Bluegrass 
Prostrate Knotweed 
Pale Smartweed 
Iadysthumb Smartweed 
Rabbit's-Foot-Grms 
Fremont's Cottonwood 
Curly Pondwecd 
h a +  Pondweed 
Illinois Pondweed 
Broadleaf Pondweed 
Sago Pondweed 
Beauty Cinquefoit 
Wwping Alkaligrass 
White Water Buttercup 
Alkali Buttercup 

Ref 
F* - 
SCROPHULARI 
PO 
BRASSIC 
CHENOPODI 
ONAGR 
PO 
PO 
BORACIN 
POLYGON 
POLYGON 
PO 
PO 
BORAGIN 
PLANTAGIN 
PLANTAGIN 
P O  
PO 
PO 
PO 
POLYGON 
POL.YGON 
PO 
SALIC 

Ref 4 

POTAMOGETON 2 
PO 3 
PO 3 
P O  3 
PO 3 
ROS 2 
P O  2 
RANUNCUL 3 
RANUNCUL 2.3 

Ref 4 
Indie - 
OBL 
FACW 
OBL. 
FACW 
FACW 
FAC 
OBL 

OBL, 
OBL 
FACW 

FACW 
FAC 
FAC 
FAC 
FACU 

FAC 
OBL 
FACW 
FACW 
FACW 
OBL 
OBL 
OBL 
OBL 
OBL 
FACW 
OBL 
OBL 
OBL 

Habit - 
ANF 
PNG 
PIZEF 
PNF 
PNF 
ANG 
PNEG 

P N E E  
FNEF 
PNEG 

ANF 
ABPIF 
PIF 
PNG 
PNCi 

APIF 
ANF 
AIF 
AIG 
NT 
PIZF 
PNZF 
P N F  
PNZF 
PNZF 
PNF 
PIG 
PNZF 
PNEF 
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Table Al-1 (Continued) 

Latin Name 

Robinia pseudoacacia 
Rorippa palustris 
Rosa woodsii 
Rosa woodsii ultramontana 

x Rumex crispus 
Rumex maritimus 
Rumex paucifolius 
Rumex salicifolius 
Ruppia maritima 
Salix exigua 
Salii laevigata 
Salix sp. 

x Salsola kali 
Sarcobatus vermiculatus 
Scirpus acutus 
Scirpus americanus 
Scirpus maritimus 
Scirpus microcarpus 
Scirpus nevadensis 
Scirpus pungens 
Scirpus robustus 
Sida leprosa 

* Sidalcea covillei 
Sisyrinchium halophilum 
Solidago spectabilis 

* Spartina gracilis 
Spiranthes porrifolia 

x Spirodela polyrhiza 
Sporobolus airoides 
Suaeda torreyana 

x Tamarix ramosissima 
x Taraxicum offieinale 

Common Name 

Black Locust 
Bog Yellowcress 
Woods Rose 
Rose 
Curly Dock 
Golden Dock 
Mountain Dock 
Willow Dock 
Widgeongrass 
Coyote Willow 
Red Willow 
Willow 
Russian Thistle 
Black Greasewood 
Common Tule 
American Bulrush 
Saltmarsh Bulrush 
Panicled Bulrush 
Nevada Bulrush 
Threesquare Bulrush 
Pacific Alkali Bulrush 
Alkali Mallow 
Owens Valley Sidalcea 
Nevada Blue Eye Grass 
Nevada Goldenrod 
Alkali Cordgrass 
Creamy Ladies-tresses 
Greater Duckweed 
Alkali Sacaton 
Inkweed 
Saltcedar 
Dandelion 

ov 
Habit - 
T 
MM 
T 
T 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
T 
T 
T 
S 
S 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
T 
MM 

Ref 

FAB 
BRASSIC 
ROS 
ROS 
POLYGON 
POLYGON 
POLYGON 
POLYGON 
RUPPI 
SALK 
S ALIC 
SALK 
CHENOPODI 
CHENOPODI 
CYPER 
CYPER 
CYPER 
CYPER 
CYPER 
CYPER 
CYPER 
MALV 
MALV 
IRID 
ASTER 
PO 
ORCHID 
LEMN 
PO 
CHENOPODI 
TAMARIC 
ASTER 

Ref 4 

2  
3 
1 
3 
2 3  
3 
2  
2  
3  
2  
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
3 
2 
2 3  
3  
2 
FAC 
1 
23 
3 
1 
3 
3  
1 
2 
1 
2 

Ref 4 
Indic Habit - - 
FAC NT 
OBL ANEF 
FAC NS 

FACW PIF 
OBL ABNF 
OBI. PNF 
OBL PNF 
OBL PNZF 
OBL NS 

FACU AIF 
FACU NS 
OBI. PNEGL 
OBL PNEGL 
OBL PNEGL 
OBL PNGL 
OBL PNEGL 
OBL PNEGL 
OBL PNEGL 
PNF 

FACW PNF 
FACW PNF 
FACW PNG 

OBL PVF 
FAC PNG 
FAC NEH 
FAC IT 
FACU PIF 
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Table Al-1 (Continued) 

Latin Name 

'Thelypodium integrifolium 
Trifolium variegatum 
Trifolium wormskioldii 
Triglochin debilis 
Typha domingensis 
Typha latifolia 

x Utricularia wlgaris 
Veronica anagallis-aquatica 
Xanthium strumarium 
Zannichellia palustris 

Common Name 

Entire-leaved Thelypody 
Whitetip Clover 
Cows Clover 
Alkali Arrowgrass 
Southern Cattail 
Common Cattail 
Common Bladderpod 
Water Speedwell 
Canada Cocklebur 
Horned Pondweed 

ov 
Habit - 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 
MM 

Ref 
Family 

BRASSIC 
FAB 
FAB 
JUNCAGIN 
TYPH 
TYPH 
LENTIBULARI 
SCROPHULARI 
ASTER 
ZANNICHELLI 

Ref 4 

- 
1 
2 
2 
3 
2 
1 
3 
2 
1 
3 

KEY: 

* = plants of special concern 
x = non-natives; typically occur due to human activity 

OV HABE T = Tree 
MM = Marsh and/or Meadow 
S = Shrub 

for complete family name, add suffix 'ACEAE' 

REF 4 INDIC: status as a wetland indicator plant according to Reed (1988) 
OBL = Obligate Wetland 
FACW = Facultative Wetland 
FAC = Facultative 
FACU = Facultative Upland 
UPL = Upland 

Ref 4 
Indic - Habit - 
FACW BNF 
FACW ANF 
FACW PNF 
OBL PNF 
OBL PNEF 
OBL PNEF 
FACW PIF 
OBL BPNEF 
FAC ANF 
OBL PNZF 
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Table A1-2 

REF 4 HABIT: plant characteristics according to Reed (1988) 
A = Annual S = Shrub Z = Submerged 
B = Bienniel F = Forb E = Emergent 
P = Perennial T = Tree / = Floating 
N = Native E = Emergent $ = Succulent 
I = Introduced G = Grass HS = Half Shrub 
H = Woody GL = Grasslike H2 = Horsetail 

REF: reference 
1 = LADWP 1984-1987 Vegetation Inventory Data 
2 = DeDecker, Mary. Owens Lake Plant List 
3 = Forbes, H.C., W.R. Ferren and J.R. Haller. 1988. The vegetation and flora of Fish Slough and vicinity, Inyo and Mono Counties, 

California, with appendix. pp. 99-138 in C.k  Hall and V. Doyle-Jones, eds. Plant Biology of Eastern California. 
4 = Reed, P.B. 1988. National list of plant species that occur in wetlands: California 
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TABLE A1-2 
ENDANGERED, THREATENED, FULLY PROTECTED SPECIES, AND 

SPECIES OF CONCERN THAT COULD OCCUR AT OWENS VALLEY SPRINGS 

Species 

Golden eagle 
(AquiIa chiysaetos) 

Swainson's hawk 
(Buteo swahoni) 

Prairie falcon 
(Falco mexicanus) 

Northern Harrier 
(Circus cyanem) 

Western yellow-hilled cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus ssp. nivosus) 

Longeared owl 
(Asw ottls) 

Willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii) 

Yellow warbler 
(Dendroica petechia ssp. brewsten) 

Yellow-brested chat 
(Icteria virens) 

Least bittern 
(Imbrychus exilir) 

White-faced ibis 
(Pilegadir chihi) 

Long-billed curlew 
(Numenius americanus) 

Shorteared owl 
(Asw flammeus) 

Bank swallow 
(Riparia @aria) 

Inyo California towhee 
(Pipilo crirsalis eremophilus) 

Owens pupfish 
(Cyprinodon radiosus) 

Status - 
CSc,cFP* 

ST,2 

CSC* 

CSC 

SE,2 

CSC 

csc,Fss* 

CSC* 

CSC* 

CSC* 

csC,2* 

2* 

CSC* 

ST* 

SE;FT 

SE,FE 

A1-18 

Habitat 

2bE 
BCD 

BCD 

BCD 

B,C 

BC 

C 

C 

C 

C 

k B  

B 

B 

B,C 

AB,C 

B,C 

A 
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Species 

Owens Valley vole 
(Microw ca1ifornicu.v ssp. vallicoln) 

Ringtail cat 
(Bassariscus astutus) 

Status Codes: 

FE 
FT 
FSS 
2 

Status - 
2 

Habitat 

B!!? 
D 

Listed as Endangered by the State of California 
Cited as Threatened by the State of California 
California Department of F i h  and Game 

"Species of Special Concern: 
Listed as Endangered by the Federal Government 
Listed as Threatened by the Federal Government 
Federal (BLM and USFS) Sensitive Species 
Category 2 Candidate for Federaf listing (Taxa which existing information indicates may 
warrant listing, but for which substantial biological information to support a proposed 
rule is lacking). 
Denotes that status applies primarily to conditions in the species' breeding areas, 
nesting colonies or rookeries, or wintering areas. 

Habitat Types: 

A-Freshwater aquatic 
B--Tule Marsh Complex 
C--RipariarutNoodland 
D--Alkali grassland 





APPENDIX A-2 

ANALYSIS OF GROUNDWATER LEVELS 
NEAR INDIAN RESERVATIONS 

The following analyses are in response to comments received during the review period of the 

September 1990 Draft EIR, concerning the effects of groundwater pumping and periods of drought 

on groundwater levels in and around the Fort Independence and Big Pine Reservations, from 1970 

to present. General information and discussion on historic pumping and groundwater level 

fluctuations in the Owens Valley can be found in Volume I, Chapter 9, Water Resources, of the 

Draft EIR. Hydrologic data for the areas within the Fort Independence and Big Pine Reservations 

are very limited, therefore the following analyses are based on wells surrounding these reservations. 

The proximity of these wells to the reservations, and the quantities of data available from these 

wells, allow for interpolation across the reservations. These studies are on-going; more detailed 

numerical analysis will follow in the future. 

FORT INDEPENDENCE INDIAN RESERVATION 

Water level data from wells 46,48,81,8.5,88, 161,333,452T, and 453T were utilized in examining 

water level declines in the Fort Independence Area by Hutchison (1989) in a report to the Fort 

Independence Indian Tribe. Wells 81, 85, 88, and 333 were found to be most useful for analyzing 

hydrologic conditions in the area, and locations and updated hydrographs of these wells are 

presented in Figures A2-1 through A2-3. These wells are considered more useful as they tap 

deeper aquifers (as do domestic wells in the area), were of close proximity to the reservation, and 

are less sensitive to seasonal water level changes in the shallow unconfined aquifer caused by 

evapotranspiration, precipitation, etc. 

In comparing hydrographs of water levels in these wells versus annual pumping in the Inde- 

pendence - Oak Well Field, it was determined that water levels were influenced by both drought 



W E N S  V A L L E Y  
.I FIGURE A2- 1 

LOCATION OF WELLS 

@ Pump Equipped Well 
AROUND INDEPENDENCE 

Shallow Observation Well 



WELL 81 
3900GQ 1 R.P. = 3887.50 

YEAR 

INDEPENDENCE - OAK WELL FIELD 
PUMPING 

YEAR 

YEAR 

INDEPENDENCE - OAK WELL RELO 
PUMPING 

70 72 74 76 78 EO 82 84 86 W 9@ 

YEAR 

) W E N S  V A L L E Y  
I FIGURE A2-2 - 

HYDROGRAPHS OF WELLS 81 & 85 
AND INDEPENDENCE WELL 
F'IELD PUMPING 

SOURCE: INYOCOUHn WATER DEPARTMENT, UDWP a2 



3900.00 1 R.P. = 3903.50 WELL 88 

2WOO - 

18000 - 

16000 - 
E 

14000 - z 
% 12000 - z u 1WOO - 
0 
4 

moo - 4 
6000 3 

a 4000 1 
2000 

YEAR 
INDEPENDENCE - OAK WELL FIELD 

PUMPING 

YEAR 

3 9 3 0 , ~  R.P. 13961.6 WELL 333 

YEAR 

INDEPENDENCE - OAK WELL FIELD 

T I I ~ ~ I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I  
72 74 76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 

YEAR 

) W E N S  V A L L E Y  - FIGURE A2-3 

HYDROGRAPHS OF WELLS 88 & 333 
AND INDEPENDENCE WELL 
FIELD PUMPING 

SOURCE: INYO COUNTY WATER DEPARTMENT. UDWP - 



Appendix A-2 

and pumping (Hutchison, 1989). Further analysis using the existing numerical models for the area 

will be needed to attempt to separate the effects of pumping and drought, and to complete this 

analysis. 

The hydrographs for each of these wells show relatively low water levels in the early 1970s in 

response to pumping. Water level recovery occurred in the early to mid 1 

decreased and recharge increased due to abundant precipitation. Water levels began to decline 

again in 1987 when pumping increased and recharge decreased due to drought. The cessation of 

pumping at wells 15, 16, and 77 resulted in minor recoveries in October 1987; however, water levels 

continued to decline thereafter. Currently, well 81 remains dry, water levels in 8.5 and 333 are 

beginning to show recovery (production wells were turned off and remain off as the drought 

persists), and 88 (an irrigation well) shows further water level decline. Current water levels in 

these wells are approximately 10 to 15 feet lower than those recorded in 1972; however, short- 

term fluctuations of up to 50 feet have occurred during this time period. 

A computer model of the Owens Lake Basin area was constructed and documented by the b s  

Angeles Department of Water and Power in 1988 in a cooperative effort with lnyo County. This 

Owens Lake Basin Model was then used to develop the 10-foot drawdown contour that is depicted 

in vegetation management maps of Volume 2 of the Draft EIR and discussed in Chapter 9, Water 

Resources, Impact 9-12. This contour represents drawdown in the shallow, unconfined aquifer, 

under the assumed worst-case scenario involving pumping of all existing wells and recharge 

conditions of April 1977 to March 1978 (a drought period) repeated three consecutive years. The 

area within the contour is the area where the water table could be expected to decline at least 10 

feet, and includes areas where groundwater-dependent vegetation is present, and thus would be 

susceptible to significant vegetation decrease or change. Figure A24 shows that the eastern 

portion of the reservation would probably be impacted given the modeled conditions. In 

comparison, water levels (Figure A2-5) in shallow observation wells 452T and 453T in the 

unconfined aquifer have dropped approximately 5 to 10 feet since the onset of the present drought 

and have fluctuated approximately 5 to 20 feet since measurements began at these wells in 1974. 

Water levels in test holes in the shallow unconfined aquifer (452T and 45313 continue to decline, 

while some of the deep test holes in the deeper confined aquifer remain static or show slight 

recovery. Wells 452T and 453T are located in irrigated areas. Well 45373 the farthest from 

pumping wells, has experienced greater water level fluctuations. 
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BIG PINE RESERVATION 

Water level data since 1971 for wells E N ,  297, 299, indicate that the high water level recorded in 

the vicinity of the reservation has been approximately 50 feet. Hydrographs for these wells are 

shown in Figures A2-7 and ,424, and are compared to annuaf pumping in the Big Pine Well Field. 

Locations for these wells are shown in Figure A2-6. Other wells located in the immediate vicinity 

of the Big Pine Reservation are of little use in this analysis because of their short period of record 

( M T  and 691T do not predate the present drought), or because they have been dry for nearly 

their entire period of record (716T, 717T and 71ST are also of short record). 

The hydrographs for each of these wells are quite similar. The early 1970s are a period of 

relatively high water levels with the highest peaks in 1971 (beginning of record) and 1974 when 

pumping was at very low levels. The drought of the late 1970s was accompanied by relatively high 

pumping (over 30,000 AFY in the Big Pine Well Field) and corresponding low water levels. 

Decreased pumping and increased recharge due to abundant precipitation during the early to mid 

1980s led to general increases in water levels comparable to those in the early 1970s. High 

pumping beginning in 1986 accompanied by the onset of the current drought have lowered water 

levels to depths lower than those measured during the drought in 1977-78. 

A computer model of the Bishop Basin area of the Owens Valley was CoIISt~cted and documented 

by Inyo County in 1988 (Hutchinson, 1988) in a mperat ive effort with LADWP to model the 

Owens Valley Groundwater Basin. This model was used to determine the individual effects of 

groundwater pumping and drought on groundwater levels throughout the Bishop Basin Area 

(Radell, 1989). The results of this study suggested that pumping played the dominant role in 

declining water levels in the Big Pine area. The study examined three scenarios: 1) allowing both 

recharge and pumping to vary as they have historically, 2) keeping pumping constant and fluctuating 

recharge, and 3) keeping recharge constant and fluctuating pumping. The model showed little 

sensitivity to decreasing recharge; however, large water level changes occurred with varying pumping 

rates. The model also showed that above average recharge provides recovery to depressed water 

levels. Based on these results, the largest portion of water level decline in the Big Pine area from 

1971-90 (generally 5 to 10 feet) can most likely be attributed to pumping. With increased recharge 

and decreasing pumping in the Big Pine Well Field, these water levels will recover. 
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The Bishop Basin model was also used to develop the lafoot drawdown contours that are depicted 

in the vegetation maps in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR, and County of Inyo, 1990), under the same 

assumptions as the 10-foot drawdown contours described in the previous section. Figure A2-9 

shows this contour located to the east of the Big Pine Reservation indicating that the reservation 

would experience less than 10-feet of shallow unconfined water level decline given the modeled 

conditions. 
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TAKE- - 
-&- United States Department of the Interior dmcwcn- - - 

GEOLOGICAL SCR\'F\ - 
* .I m .I 

District Office 
Water Resources Division 

2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2234 
Sacramento, California 95825 

Mr. Gregory L. James, Director 
inyu County Vjater Geparrment 
302 W. Line Street, Suite C 
Bishop, California 935 14 

August 20, 1990 

' r w  (,o Water Depdrrmenl 
Dear Mr. James: 

In response to a request by William Hutchison, Inyo County Hydrologist, to Kenneth Hollett 
on August 1, 1990 concerning the section of the "Green Book for the Long-Term 
Groundwater Management Plan for Owens Valley and Inyo County" on "Determining 
Existence of Groundwater mining," we have reviewed the subject section for technical 
accuracy and agreement with our interpretation of the ground-water system. Our 
interpretation was developed on the basis of our cooperative ground-water and plant- 
survivability studies with Inyo County and Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP), 1982 through 1989. 

On the basis of information in the Green Book, a goal of particular interest to Inyo 
County and LADWP in the implementation of the long-term ground-water management 
plan for the valley is to avoid long-term ground-water mining in the Owens Valley. The 
method to reach this goal is predicated on the assumption that ground-water pumping for 
any well field over a 20-year period does not exceed the total recharge to the same well 
field area over the same period. If long-term ground-water withdrawal exceeds long-term 
recharge for a particular well-field area than, by definition, ground-water in storage would 
be depleted and would be said to be mined. As with any ambiguous technical term, such 
as "ground-water mining", the meaning is reliant on an accurate definition and use of the 
term. The Green Book adequately and accurately defines the term ground-water mining. 
Furthermore, the concepts that form the basis of the definition, as documented in the Green 
Book, were developed in scientifically sound manner on physically based data and 
interpretations that were currently available. This is not to suggest however, that future data 
and subsequent reevaluation of the concept of ground-water mining may not be warranted. 
As with any native system, such as the ground-water system in Owens Valley, analytically 
based definitions and management plans may need to be modified as conceptual and 
numerical models are further defined by more data and testing. 



In summary, it appears that the discussion in the Green Book that addresses "Determining 
Existence of Groundwater Mining (Pg. 100-116)" is technically defensible and articulately 
presented. 1 hope that this discussion answers the needs Mr. Hutchison expressed. We are 
supportive of the process being made in developing a viable and lasting long-term ground- 
water management plan in the Owens Valley. 

With best regards, 
/? 

bud M. mein 
District Chief 

cc: Melvin L. Blevins, h s  Angeles, CA 
William Hutchison, Woodland, CA 
Eugene Coufel, Los Angeles, CA 
Dennis Williams, Los Angeles, CA 
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ANTONIO ROSSMANN 
Attorney at Law 
380 HAYES STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 04102 

(413) 861-1401 FAX ( 4 1 5 )  861-1822 

ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA 
NEW YORK AND 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

11 July 1991 

Board of Supervisors of the County of Inyo 
Courthouse 
Independence, California 93526 

Re: Compliance of Water Agreement with Chandler and Hillside 
decrees 

Honorable Members of the Board: 

To assist your Board in responding to comments on the draft EIR on "water from 
the Owens Valley to supply the Second Los Angeles Aqueduct (1990 onward, pursuant to 
a long term groundwater management plan)," your Board has requested this office and a 
disinterested academic expert in water resources law to evaluate the compliance of the 
long term plan (water agreement) with the Chandler and Hillside decrees. This letter and 
its attachment respond to the Board's request, and conclude that the agreement as drafted 
and described in the draft EIR does not violate either the Chandler or the Hillside 
decrees. 

Upon receipt and review of public comments on the draft EIR, this office 
concurred with your Director of the Water Department that additional legal review of 
the Chandler and Hillside decrees would be warranted to resolve the public's concern on 
this issue. This writer, as special counsel to the County since 1976, independently reviewed 
the 1922 Chandler decree (with which this writer had become familiar in presenting the 
County's opposition to the Rancho Riata Hydro Project in the Bishop Creek drainage). 
and the 1940 Hillside decree, as well as the 3938 California Supreme Court decision 
(Hillside Water Co. v. Ciiy of Los Angeles (1938) 10 Cal.2d 677) that preceded the Hillside 
decree. 



ANTONIO ROSSMANN 
Attorney at Law 

This office tentatively opined that the Chandler decree did not require that Los 
Angeles' use of Bishop Creek water as successor under that decree be confined to in- 

. . , .. ,.. . ..... .." "., ... 
basin use. This opinion was and remains grounded in the following premises: the decree 
serves only to divide the waters of Bishop Creek among the users of water upstream and 
downstream of Power Plant Six, and expressly does not declare the respective rights among 
the individual downstream users (of which Los Angeles as successor in interest to 
downstream users is one). (These provisions appear in articles IX and X of the Chandler 
decree, respectively.) The use of language in the decree describing the downstream 
owners' use of water "on said lands" is a term of legal art to demonstrate that the decree 
refers to a perfected right of use; but does not limit the ability of an overlying owner, 
under California water law, to appropriate such water out of the basin. 

This office did not reach a conclusion on the Hillside decree, because we lacked 
the pleadings leading up to that decree, and did not fully understand the nature of Los 
Angeles' proposed operations. In the intervening time, the Water Director has supplied 
this office with the pleadings leading up to the 1940 decree, and has reaffirmed the 
description in the draft EIR of Los Angeles' operations: that "downstream" of each 
existing or proposed well operation, Los Angeles will irrigate its surface lands with at least 
as much water as is extracted from each of those operations. 

Based upon the file in the Hillside case, and the description of operations, this 
office concludes that the proposed operation will not violate the Hillside decree's express 
prohibition of groundwater export from Los Angeles' wells on the Bishop Cone. Los 
Angeles may, upon modification of the Court of Appeal's injunction at 61 Cal.App.3d 
101,' substitute groundwater for surface water supplied to its Bishop Cone lands, and 
pump as much groundwater as it uses on those lands. 

Because of the importance of these two legal questions to the citizens of the Owens 
Valley, your Board also requested independent review by an academic expert in water 
resources law. This review has been conducted by Professor Joseph L. Sax, the endowed 
professor of environmental regulation at the University of California, Berkeley (Boalt Hall) 

'In its 1976 decision in County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 61 Cal.App.3d 91, the 
Court of Appeal in order to prevent an increased export of surface supplies to offset 
the Court's limitation on groundwater export, prohibited Los Angeles from "decreasling] 
the quantities of water (whether from subsurface or surface sources) supplied to Owens 
Valley users below the levels customarily maintained since May 1975." (Id. at p. 101.) 
Because the proposed water agreement will substitute for the Court's injunctive orders 
('just as the interim agreement has done), the Court's limitation on reduction of surface 
in-Valley supplies will not govern. 



School of Law. Let this writer emphasize that the County is extremely fortunate to have 
secured Professor Sax's independent opinion, in that he is widely regarded as the leading 
expert on water resources law in the nation, and an individual whose works have 
influenced major decisions by the courts in this field. Professor Sax's evaluation is 
attached to this letter, and in greater detail validates the conclusion that neither the 
Chandler nor Hillside decrees will be violated by Los Angeles' proposed Bishop Cone 
operations under the water agreement. 

If either Professor Sax or this writer can respond to further inquiries from your 
Board on these questions, we are honored to remain at your service. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Special Counsel 
to the County of Inyo 

cc: Water Director Greg James 
Professor Joseph L. Sax 



JOSEPH L. SAX 

850 POWELL STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94108 

TEL: 14151986.3990 

July 11, 1991 

Antonio Rossmann 
380 Hayes Street 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Re: Opinion Interpreting Chandler ~ec ree '  
and Hillside Decree? 

Dear Tony, 

You have asked me to review the decrees cited above along with certain documentary 
background material you have provided and, based on an interpretation of those documents 
and of California water law: to provide you a legal opinion in response to the following 
questions: 

1. Is Lns Angeles obliged to use the prior appropriation surface water rights 
it owns in Bishop Creek solely on its lands in the Bishop area? 

Answer: No. 

2. May Los Angeles extract groundwater from beneath its lands overlying the 
Bishop Cone? 

Answer: Yes. 

3. If the answer to question 2 is "yes", what limits are there on the amount of 
water that may be so extracted? 

Answer: The amount of water it extracts may not exceed the amount 
consumptively used (use includes transmission losses) on the overlying 

' FII Decree in Hilkide Waer Co. v. %ckcy, B-61 FZuiIy, US. Dist a., S.D., Catifwaia, N.Dk (m. 14, 1m). 

'Judgment, IIiUsicfe Watcr Ca v. City of I a s  Angels, No. 3073 et aL, Supaior Q, byu Co., California ( h g .  26,1940). 

' Nothing in tbis opinion speaks to other h e s ,  uoder awimmenfal ur @her kws. The op&m is limited to the rights 
of IDS Angeles as a matter of water law, and un& ihe cited deaeer 

Ihavenotbccnpwidedwith~n@inihecase~guptothe~deaee.Ihaveooreasmtothint 
&re is anything in such materials Uvdt would the opinion I have given you, but I eamm pnnde asuranee on that 
point 



land. Los Angeles may not extract groundwater for the purpose of 
transporting it out of the Bishop Cone area. 

4. Is Los Angeles obliged to use its surface water rights in Bishop Creek to 
maintain at capacity its ditches used for irrigation of land overlying Bishop 
Cone? 

Answer: No. 

Background and Circumstances Giving Rise To This Inquiry 

Los Angeles is the owner of two sources of water in the Bishop Cone area relevant to this 
inquhy: (1) It owns prior appropriation surface water rights in Bishop Creek, as successor 
in interest to pre-1914 rights decreed on April 14, 1922, in the so-called Chandler decree; 
(2) It owns rights in percolating ground water underlying the Bishop Cone as a consequence 
of its ownership of overlying land, decreed on August 26, 1940 in the s(mt1ed Hillside 
decree. The terms of the Hillside decree reflect a settlement by the parties following a 
decision in the case by the California Supreme Courf and a remand back to the Superior 
Court of Inyo County. 

In 1930 and 1931 LAX Angeles extracted groundwater from the Bishop Cone for the purpose 
of export to Los Angeles. But this export of groundwater was challenged, and in the 1940 
Hillside decree Los Angeles agreed not to pump any Bishop Cone groundwater for export. 
On this last point there is no dispute: All agree that under the Hillside decree Los Angeles 
is prohibited from pumping groundwater from Bishop Cone for export. 

Los Angeles owns and irrigates lands in the Bishop area. It has used both groundwater and 
surface water to irrigate these lands. Recently, Los Angeles has proposed to increase 
extraction of groundwater from the Bishop Cone underlying its lands to irrigate lands that 
it owns on the Cone. It has proposed to increase these groundwater extractions in any given 

surface water used for such purposes, it has proposed to transfer the use of its surface water 
rights in Bishop Creek to be used in Los Angeles (some of these water rights previousiy have 
been transferred to Los Angefes and used there, reportedly as early as 1922). The proposed 
agreement between lnyo County and Lns Angeles would, among other things, not prohibit 
implementation of this proposal. 

The essence of the questions you have posed to me is whether Lns Angeles' plan, as just 
described, is lawful under the terms of the Chandler and Hillside decrees. 

The Four Questions 



1. Is Los Angeles obliged to use the prior appropriation surface water n g k  it owns in Bishop 
Creek solely on its l a d  in the Bishap area? 

No, it has no such obligation. California water taw permits surface water rights to be moved 
from one place of diversion and use to another place, and to another type of use, so long 
as other water users are not injured. Thus, subject to the no-injury rule, Los Angeles was 
and is perfectly free to cease using its surface water rights to irrigate its lands in Inyo County 
and to transfer them to municipal use in LA Since the rights are pre-1914 appropriative 
rights, under Water Code 8 1706 no permit is required for such a transfer. 

Nothing in the Chandler decree bars Los Angeles, as successor to the defendants there, from 
making a transfer of its surface water rights from land in Inyo County to another use in 
another place. The Chandler decree evidences no such intention to restrict transfers. It 
distributed the water among different claimants above and below power plant #6; it did not 
Limit the uses the defendants could make of the water allocated to them. The language of 
1 I of the Decree is not to the contrary. The statement that the defendants "own the prior 
right to appropriate ... for the purposes of irrigation .. .on said lanrls" [emphasis added] does not 
limit the defendants or their successors to uses on that land. 

Legally, appropriative rights are described by their present use (e.g., on a particular tract of 
land) because appropriative rights may only be held for application to a present beneficial 
use. Such rights may not be held in gross, i.e, without some present use for a particular 
purpose in a particular place. That is why the then-present use (on a described land area) 
is specified in the decree. California law expressly requires such specification in various 
circumstances. For example, Water Code 8 1701, in descniing transfer procedures, speaks 
of the "place of use...specified in the application, permit or license", making clear that the 
land on which water is planned to be used when the permit is granted is ahvays to be 
identified in the permit. Similarly, the law providing for statutory adjudications, Water Code 
8 2769, expressly requires that decrees shall "declare the specific tracts of land to which [the 
water right] is appurtenant". Decrees routinely and uniformly describe the lands on which 
the water may be used, as the Chandler decree does. Such designation does not constrain 
the appropriator from changing the place of use or purpose of use, and $3 1700 et seq. of 
the Water Code explicitly authorize such changes to be made. This is necessarily the case, 
since such transferability of a water right from one place to another is what primarily 
distinguishes an appropriative right, which is what the defendants have under the Chandler 
decree (1 I), from a riparian right, under which a water right may not be moved from the 
specific tract of land to whicb it is riparian. 

Specification such as one finds in the Chandler decree, then, is standard practice in 
describing appropriative water rights and does not limit an appropriator's right to change 
the place of use or the nature of the use. Thus, Los Angeles, like any other appropriator 
exercising pre-1914 water rights, is free to transfer its use from the "said lands" described in 
the Chandler decree to other lands, or from irrigation to municipal use, so long as there is 
no injury to other appropriators resulting from the transfer. 



Finally, even if there were some question about the meaning of the Chandler decree (and 
I do not believe there is), the fact that Los Angeles has been "porting some of its surface 
water for many decades, apparently without any judicial challenge to that use as a violation 
of the decree, itself strongly reinforces the view that such exports are consistent with the 
intent of the decree. 

2. May Los Angeles emact groundwatm from beneath its lnnds overfying the Bishop Cone? 

Yes, it may. 1 XI of the Hillside decree says in so many words that "that nothing in this 
judgment ... shall in any manner enjoin, prohibit, or restrain the defendants ... from pumping, 
extracting, taking, or using any such water as may be reasonably necessary for beneficial use 
upon any lands belonging to the defend ants... and located within said (Bishop Cone] area . 
. ." This provision expressly permits Los Angeles to pump Bishop Cone groundwater for uses 
on its overlying land. In the original trial of the case back in the 1930's, the trial judge 
enjoined aU groundwater pumping by Los Angeles so that the underground water table 
would be maintained in its natural state. But this mling was specifically reversed by the 
California Supreme Court in Hillside Water Co. v. Lcrs Angeles, 10 Cal.2d 6'77, 685 (1938). 
No such injunction against all pumping appears in the 1940 HiUside decree which is 
presently in effect, and any such restraint would have been contrary to the legal ruling of the 
Supreme Court. As noted above, pumping for use on overlying land explicitly is permitted. 
The only restriction in the Hillside decree is a prohibition on pumping ground water for 
transport out of the Bishop Cone area (1 XI). 

3. If the a m e r  to quartion 2 is 'yes': what limirs are there on the amount of water that may 
be so extracted? 

The only limit on Los Angeles' pumping for beneficial use on its overlying land is that the 
amount of groundwater it extracts may not exceed the amount actually used (use includes 
transmission losses) on the overiying land. The standard, set out in the Hillside decree in 1 
XI, is "water ... a b l y  necessary for beneficial use upon any lands belonging to the 
defendants." This is simply another way of saying that Los Angeles may pump the amount 
of water needed to meet the needs of its weriying land, and actually used for that purpose, 
but no more than that. Los Angeles may not evade the restriction on export imposed by the 
Hillside decree either by pumping groundwater that is not in fact used on overlying lands, 
or by pumping more water than is needed for use on overfig land, letting the excess flow 
downstream and ultimately into Los Angeles' aqueduct. This limitation is expressly 
acknowledged in the proposed agreement: 

the Cone shall 
unt of water 

I 
used on Los Angeles-owned lands on the Cone during that year. 
Annual groundwater extractions by the Department shill be t h e m  



of all groundwater pumped by the Department on the Cone, plus the 
amount of artesian water that flowed out of the casing of uncapped 
wells on the Cone during that year. Water used on Los Angela-owned 
lands on the Cone shall be the quantity of water supplied to such lands, 
including conveyance losses, less any return to the aqueduct system. 
(Draft Environmental Impact Report, 5-16). 

It should be noted that this interpretation limiting groundwater pumping to water 
consumptively used on overlying lands avoids any pnssible problems from the physical 
commingling of surface and pumped water as they are moving through the area. Since the 
total amount of water that can be pumped is guaranteed to be used consumptively on 
overlying lands, no water in excess of the amount permissible for pumping wiU occur. And 
since all surface water may be exported, there is no possibility of more water being exported 
than may be exported legally. The only 'problem' with cotrmkgIir~g is that of the total of 
surface and ground water, there is no guarantee that the particular molecules of water taken 
from the ground wit1 be used on overlying land, while particular molecules of water from 
Bishop Creek will be delivered to Los Angeles. Any such mixing is of no consequence 
legally. So long as the correct amounts are taken from each source for correct purposes, it 
is legally inconsequential (assuming no provable detrimental change in quality) that the 
actual molecules of water from each of the separate sources are exchanged and switched in 
actual use. 

The fact that at the time of the decree Los Angeles did not rely on groundwater for meeting 
the needs of its overlying lands does not diminish its right to use the water for that purpose 
now. Neither the Hillside decree nor California water law limits Los Angeles' use of 
groundwater to earlier uses or to use only as a supplemental supply (i.e. to use only of 
amounts that cannot be supplied by its surface water rights). There is no suggestion 
anywhere in the pleadings of the W i d e  case to suggest that Los Angeles' overlying uses 
were to be so limited, and there is no such limit imposed by the 1940 decree. 

4. Is Los Angeles obliged to use its surface water rights in Bishop Creek to nurh&zin at capacily 
its ditches used for irrigation of land overlying Bishop Cone? 

No, it is not. This claim is apparently another version of the claim that Los Angeles is 
obliged to use its surface water rights for irrigation of its overlymg lands on the Bishop Cone. 
This suggested interpretation presumably is drawn from language in 1 XI of the Hillside 
decree stating that "nothing in this judgment contained shalI in any manner enjoin, prohibit, 
or restrain the defendants ... from maintaining or operating their presently existing drainage 
ditches to the full extent of their present normal capacity." There is apparently some 
suggestion that this language should be read to require defendant (Los Angela) to maintain 
its irrigation ditches, which carry surface water from Bishop Creek, at full capacity, i.e. to 
use their surface water rights to irrigate the lands overiying Bishop Cone. 



Such an interpretation is entirely implausible. The drainage ditches referred to in 1 XI are 
not irrigation ditches. Early pleadings in the case make clear that drainage ditches are 
something entirely different. They are drains that intercept underground water at the Sower 
edge of the cone as it reappears on the surface. See Memorandum of Decision and Order 
for Findings, Feb. 6, 1934, at pp. 9, 19. The court notes at p. 19 that "as hereinbefore 
pointed out, the bulk of the average annual absorption or replenishment to the underground 
water occurring in the Bishop cone finds its way to the surface in the vicinity of the A and 
C Drains of the defendants where it is intercepted and diverted to the surface supply. This 
use of these waters should not be enjoined." The "drainage ditches" referred to above in ll 
XI are not irrigation ditches; they are the "drains" that catch water coming to the surface and 
carry it back into the surface supply. 

In addition, the language of the decree is permissive, not mandatory. It does not require 
defendants to manage the ditches referred to in any particular way. 

Conclusion 

Los Angeles, which holds surface water appropriative rights in Bishop Creek under the 1922 
Chandler decree, and ground water rights in Bishop Cone under the 1940 H i i d e  decree, 
may export its surface water rights for municipal use in Los Angeles, and may use its 
groundwater rights upon land it owns overlying Bishop Cone. 

If you have any questions about items in this opinion, please don't hesitate to call. 

Cordially yours, 

Joseph L Sax* 

* InlormaW abwt  mrrsulfant: Jnsepb L Sax is Ule Jmcs 51. fluuse and Hudm 11. Ilurd Ymfffsor of 123n!kmm?ntal 
RegulaW at the University of tall&, Berkeley. IIe s p i z i b * ~  in wdter law which be his taught lor nearly thirty years 
at Berkeley, Stanford, and the Universities of Michigan, <hlcxada and IJtah. IIe is the author of  numerous W(cs and boots 
w arater law, including the maY widely used law student txmk oo the subject, Isgal Cmuol of Water Resources ( 1 9 8 5 , M  
editiw. 1991, with Abram and Tbompxm); Water taw Yhming and Policy (1967); and Water law (1965). He b a co- 
author of the multi-volume treaIk Waten and Water Rights. f Ie his H:W& as a wnmltanf to fcderal and state government 
on water brv iaucs and has ofien been a featured speaLer on water Law hsus for the Ilmeric;m Uar M W .  1% has 
aomulted far the National R m h  Cnuncii, as well as running training programs for government attorneys He his written 
over me hundred artidea in schotarly ~ ~ u m a l s .  
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APPENDIX B-1 
LADWP GRAZING MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The following information, which is provided in addition to that presented in the Draft EIR, 

describes how this program has been and will continue to be implemented. 

Land Management 

The proposed project includes provisions that would protect vegetation in the Owens Valley from 

the effects of groundwater pumping, changes in surface water management practices, or related 

activities. Grazing management is not a part of the proposed project. However, it is recognized 

that vegetation is affected not only by water management but also by various land management 

activities, including public uses and livestock grazing. Vegetation, therefore, is subject to the 

combined effects of water management and other activities. 

The effects of the Department's agricultural leasing activities on land use and economics are 

discussed in Chapter 14. The Department's ongoing leasing program is many-faceted with respect 

to the activities, practices, and procedures in the administration of the City's watershed and range 

management program. Some of the key elements of the Department's ongoing agricultural land 

use program are: 

1. Mapping of all LADWP lands for: 

0 identification of plant communities by a line-point transect method, 
documents the vegetation species present, percent cover, and percent 
composition (see Green Bmk for inventory procedures); 

0 identification of soil types by the Soil conservation Service under the 
guidelines of the National Soils Survey Handbook; this inventory also includes 
identification of range sites under the guidelines of the National Range 
Handbook: and 



Appendix B-1: LADWP Grazing Management Program 

0 locations of rare and endangered species and habitats. 

2. Establishment of carrying capacity which is based on annual plant productivity 
measurements (used in conjunction with range site development). 

3. Documentation of livestock use on Los Angeles lands and conflicts with wildlife 
involving coordination with individual lessees. 

4. Identification of sensitive areas and developing cooperative grazing practices with 
individual lessees. This may involve several management options: 

0 Development of grazing strategies; 

0 Additional grazing control-fencing; 

o Adjustments of supplemental feeding locations; 

o Adjustments of season-of-use in coordination with Federal grazing allotments; 

0 Development of more efficient irrigation practices; and 

0 Protection of rare and endangered species and critical habitats. 

5. Development and application of appropriate range management practices to maintain 
and improve available forage by: 

a. range burning; 

b. noxious weed control; 

c. improve irrigation methods; and 

d. range seeding and fertilization. 

Appropriate administrative options exist within the land leasing authority and procedures of the 

City of Los Angeles under this program to resolve conflicts and make adjustments in land use 

practices as necessary. 



APPENDIX B-2 

LE'ITERS FROM AERIAL PHOTO EXPERTS 





March 7, 1991 

Dr. David P. Groeneveld, Ph. D. 
County of Inyo Water Department 
163 May Street 
Bishop, California 93514 

Dear David: 

I have examined the 10 aerial photo pairs of parts of Owens Valley 
that you sent to me on February 14, 1991. The following 
observations were made. 

There are some obvious problems that tend to reduce the 
interpretability of the photographs. One set of photographs is a 
high contrast black and white set while the other is a true color 
set. The 1968 B&W set was obtained during the month of June and 
the 1990 color set was obtained in the month of September. This of 
course tends to increase the difficulty of vegetation 
interpretation. The scale of 1:12.000, based on my experience, is 
not ideal for the identification and measurement of species and 
plant community differences. 

There are number of differences between the two sets of photographs 
that are readily observable. Areas of wet soils and wet vegetation 
with some standing water are considerably more widespread on the 
1968 June B&W photographs than on the 1990 September Color 
photographs. This, of course can be expected because of 
differences in moisture conditions based on climatic data for the 
years 1967-68 and 1989-90 and already pointed out by you. Other 
differences easily observed were land disturbances from road 
widening, increased road use, new road construction and land 
clearing for various other reasons including urban and commercial 
development. On several photos a reduction in tree specimens was 
noted and, of course, an increase in the size of some trees. These 
were trees along water courses or drainages although in several 
cases trees were gone from upland sites. 

Next I turned my attention to specific observable or identifiable 
changes in both the wetland vegetation and the terrestrial upland 
vegetation. Upland in the sense that these sites are generally 
above the floodplain and dry for the greater part of year with the 
exception of times just after rainfall events or in the spring when 



soil moisture is abundant. In most cases the boundaries between 
what are obviously lowland wet areas and upland terrestrial plant 
communities appears to have changed very little especially if you 
take into account the difference in moisture conditions between the 
two years for which aerial photographs are available. I examined 
the photographs at both 2x power and 7x power. With the 2x power 
hand lens one can make estimates of differences based on a general 
synoptic observation of the same site on the two sets of 
photographs. At 7x magnification one can identify individual 
specimens and count them on both sets of photographs. It is also 
possible to observe size differences among the woody plants. In 
several cases with 7x magnification I was able to observe both 
density (individual specimens per unit area) differences and size 
of shrub differences for the same sites on the photo pairs. 

I made some preliminary counts and found differences between the 
two years. The size differences that I observed among the shrubs 
may be related to either a reduction in plant vigor or to species 
differences. It is very difficult to identify shrub species. With 
careful further examination of shrub size and shape coupled with 
ground checking it may be possible to identify several of the 
shrubs as to species. I think that with proper magnification and 
careful subsampling one can make some objective measures of both 
shrub density and shrub size to compare between the two years. 
Also there is reasonable feasibility of making measures of shrub 
cover on comparison sites. 

There is little feasibility of using these photographs to measure 
changes in the herbaceous or understory species composition, cover 
or vigor for the same sites on the comparison photographs. The 
resolution is not adequate. If detailed measurements were made of 
woody species on the photographs, including density, cover and 
relative plant size and shape, then it might be possible to make 
some inferential statements about the understory component 
particularly for the upland sites. This can only be accomplished 
with considerable ground experience and eventhen the results might 
be rather disappointing. 

On the other hand, there is reasonable feasibility of making 
quantitative measures of woody plant density and relative size. 
With a reasonable amount of ground experience it might be possible 
to use relative size and shape of magnified specimens to identify 
species of woody plants. This would be particularly important on 
the 1968 photographs. Contemporary ground sampling would serve to 
verify species identification for the 1990 photographs. Such 
quantitative determinations could be made and the significance of 
differences or lack thereof determined for subsamples on the photo 
pairs. Woody plant cover might also be accomplished although with 
somewhat greater difficulty. Interpretations, both qualitative and 
quantitative, must be carefully supplemented with good ground 
experience by visiting a variety of sites in the field before any 
quantitative measurements are made on the photographs. It also may 



be necessary to have certain subscenes of the photo pairs enlarged 
before making any quantitative measurements. Such a project will 
require careful design and interpretation in order to insure 
objectivity. 

I hope that these observations will be useful to you. Please give 
me a call if you have any'questions. 

Sincerely W L4~24. 
v 
Paul T. Tueller 
Professor of Range Ecology 



1300 J u a n i t a  Drive 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 

D r .  David P. Groeneveld, 
County of Inyo, Water Department 
163 Main S t r e e t ,  Bishop CA 93514 

8 March, E C E % V %  

MAR 22  1991 

inyo Co. Water Department 

Dear David: 

Awhile ago, i n  my telephone conversat ion wi th  y o u t I  s a i d  I would be 

w r i t i n g  t h i s  letter t o  you i n  t h e  middle of next  week and sending i t  t o  your 

home v i a  "fax". Then I found t h a t  t h e  church r e p o r t  on which I am scheduled 

t o  workduring t h e  next  few days cannot be w r i t t e n  u n t i l  a few more key items 

of b a s i c  d a t a  a r e  made a v a i l a b l e  t o  me. Hence I ' m  w r i t i n g  you now s o  t h a t  t h i s  

letter,  wi th  c e r t a i n  enc losures  t h a t  would n o t  "fax" t o o  w e l l  anayway, can t r a v e l  

t o  you over t h e  weekend, v i a  the  r egu la r  mai l  s e r v i c e .  

A s  i nd ica t ed  i n  your February 21 l e t t e r  t o  m e ,  t h e  b a s i c  ques t ion  t o  be 

answered soon p e r r a i n s  t o  whether o r  not  vege ta t ion  can  be accura t e ly  mapped through- 

out  t h e  Owens Valley Area i n  terms of spec ie s  (or  l i fe - form)  composition and 

dens i ty ,  us ing  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  1968 and 1990 a e r i a l  photos ( i n  black-and-wkite 

and c o l o r ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  s c a l e  1/12,000) and i n  s o  doing t o  show changes t h a t  

have occurred dur ing  t h e  in ter im.  A t  t h e  r i s k  of r epea t ing  some of t h e  comments 

t h a t  I have j u s t  made t o  you i n  our r ecen t  te lephone conversa t ion ,  he re  i s  my 

mul t i -par t  answer: 

(1) It would be an unusual photo i n t e r p r e t e r ,  indeed,  who could do t h i s  i f  

aided only by t h e  information t h a t  I now have a t  hand. So under those circum- 

s t a n c e s  my s h o r t  answer would have t o  be "No". 

(2) Using t h e  techniques and procedures t h a t  I am about  t o  desc r ibe ,  however, 

a photo i n t e r p r e t e r  could do a s u f f i c i e n t l y  b e t t e r  job t h a t ,  i n  terms of your 

o b j e c t i v e s ,  my answer 3hould be "Yesw--even though dedica ted  c r i t i c s  probably 

could s i n g l e  out  occas ional  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  e r r o r s .  

I n  developing and implementing the  proper techniques and procedures,  one 

experienced and h ighly  respected photo i n t e r p r e t e r  should he  the  key follow- 
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through man from s t a r t  t o  f i n i s h .  Because of my l imi t ed  a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  I am n o t  

t h a t  man.Even s o ,  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I could be of g rea t  he lp  t o  t h a t  man--(let's 

c a l l  him "Man XW):(1) I n  g e t t i n g  t h e  p r o j e c t  o f f  t o  t h e  r i g h t  s t a r t ;  (2) i n  

helping t o  provide "qua l i ty  con t ro l "  during t h e  p r o j e c t ;  and (3) at  t h e  end 

of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  i n  lending  whatever p r e s t i g e  I may have f o r  doing work of t h i s  

kind by commenting f a v o r a b l j  on t h e  cor rec tness  of t h e  procedure t h a t  had been 

used and t h e  accuracy of t h e  r e s u l t s  t h a t  had been achieved. Whether my 

playing such a r o l e  would be of enough o v e r a l l  bene f i t  t o  j u s t i f y  my p a r t i c i -  

pa t ion  on t h e  p r o j e c t  presumably would be f o r  you t o  dec ide ,  David. 

Among t h e  few i n d i v i d u a l s  known t o  me who might adequately se rve  a s  "Man X", 

sub jec t  t o  being a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  r a t h e r  s i z a b l e  e f f o r t  t h a t  would be r equ i red  

a r e  (1) Paul Tue l l e r ,  and (2) a h ighly  competent photo i n t e r p r e t e r  h e r e  i n  t h e  

Bay Area--a f e l low of about my age who recen t ly  r e t i r e d  having spen t  v i r t u a l l y  

h i s  e n t i r e  p ro fes s iona l  c a r e e r  i n  the  mapping of Ca l i fo rn ia  wildland v e g e t a t i o n  

(both timber and shrubs)  i n  h i s  capaci ty  a s  a prime mover i n  t h e  h igh ly  re -  

garded "Cal i forn ia  Vegeta t ionJSoi l s  Survey". 

Procedural  s t e p s  i n  doing the  kind of s tudy t h a t  I would recommend a r e  

roughly a s  fol lows (assuming my l imi t ed  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a s  described above): 

1. "Man X" p l u s  you and I, David, would spend a day o r  two toge the r  "on-site" 

a t  p re se l ec t ed  s p o t s  i n  t h e  Owens Valley with the 1968 and 1990 a e r i a l  photos 

i n  hand. Together we would v i s i t  each such spot  and, based on our  ground ob- 

servat ions,would record t h e  spec ie s  composition (or  " l i f e  form") and t h e  vege- 

t a t i o n  dens i ty .  A t  each s i t e  we would a l s o  take s t e r e o  p a i r s  of on-the-ground 

35mm co lo r  photos,  i n  each ins t ance  i n i d c a t i n g  on the  corresponding a e r i a l  

photos t h e  on-the-ground camera s t a t i o n  and d i r e c t i o n  i n  which t h e  camera had 

been pointed.  In  my r a t h e r  ex tens ive  experience at  t h i s  kind of work, t h i s  

provides photo i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t r a i n e e s ,  l a t e r  h i red  t o  work on t h e  p r o j e c t ,  

e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same information about the  a rea  a s  they would ga in  i f  they were 

B2-7 
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t o  make a f i e l d  t r i p  t o  the  area .  A s  f o r  t h e  s p e c i f i c  sites t h a t  t h e  3 of 

us would v i s i t  dur ing  t h i s  f i e l d  t r i p ,  emphasis would be  p l a c d o n  those  t h a t  

would be  most informat ive  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the  o b j e c t i v e s  of t h e  s tudy (e.g. 

a r e a s  where t h e r e  is a high water t ab ie )  together  wi th  a r e a s  most l i k e l y  t o  

be  confused wi th  them by a photo i n t e r p r e t e r .  

2. "Man X" would then prepare a r a t h e r  simple and s t r a igh t fo rward  photo- 

i n t e r p r e s t a t i o n  "key", pr imar i ly  f o r  l a t e r  use  by t h e  v a r i o u s  photo i n t e r p r e t e r s  

who soon would be  h i r ed  t o  do the  bas i c  photo i n t e p r e t a t i o n  work. A s  i n  the  

o t h e r  keys t h a t  I have prepared and used success fu l ly ,  t h i s  key would c o n s i s t  

of a s e r i e s  of examples. Each example, i n  tu rn ,  would c o n s i s t  of (1) a stereo-  

gram of t h e  1968 black-and-white photos, w i th in  which t h e  example w a s  centered;  

(2) a s i m i l a r  stereogram of the  1990ptlotos (on both t h e  1968 and 1990 s t e reo -  

grams an arrow would be emplaced i n  such a way as t o  i n d i c a t e  the  loca t ion  

and o r i e n t a t i o n  of t h e  ground sho9; (3) the  ground sho t  (o r  ground s h o t s ,  i n  

somtinstances)  a l s o  mounted i n  stereogram form; (4)  a d e s c r i p t i o n  of the  a r e a  

with emphasis on t h e  vegetat ion composition and dens i ty ,  and t h e  a e r i a l  photo 

image c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of value i n  iden t i fy ing  i t ;  and (5) r e fe rence  t o  a 

dichotomous (two-branched) key, elsewhere i n  the  compendium, i n  which the  

i d e n t i f y i n g  photo image c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of each vege ta t ion  type included i n  

the  key were sys temat ica l ly  s e t  f o r t h .  

3. Based on t h e  above, "Man X" would devise  the  o v e r a l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  

scheme t h a t  a l l  photo i n t e r p r e t e r s  would use when working on the  p ro jec t .  This 

would inc lude  ( a )  the  var ious  vegetat ion c l a s s e s  t o  be used,  and the  code l e t t e r  

t o  be assigned t o  each and used when annotat ing i n t e r p r e t e d  por t ions  of the  

a e r i a l  photos; (b) s i m i l a r  information with respect  t o  the  vege ta t ion  dens i ty  

r a t i n g s  t o  be employed (perhaps with dens i ty  "scales" showing how dens i ty  c l a s s e s  

(1,2,3,4,  and 5 ,  f o r  example) look on 1/12,000-scale a e r i a l  photographs. 
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4 .  "Man X" would s e l e c t  and t r a i n  ( i n  s u i t a b l e  o f f i c e  space wkich by t h a t  

t i m e  he would have acquired)  t h e  f e u  photo i n t e r p r e t e r s  who, c o l l e c t i v e l y .  

would do the  bulk of t h e  photo i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  work on t h e  p ro jec t .  Care would 

be taken t o  ensure t h a t  each photo i n t e r p r e t e r  was i n t e r p r e t i n g  the  photos 

accura te ly ,  and t h a t  a l l  of them were annotat ing the  photos with the  same 

d 
l e g i b l e  and previously agree-upon l e t t e r s  and symbols. This  would ensure  t h e  

/r 

v a l i d i t y  of l a t e r  "pooling" those  r e s u l t s  so  t h a t  "va r i a t ion  i n  photo i n t e r -  

p re t e r s "  would c o n s t i t u t e  a  n e g l i g i b l e  source of e r r o r .  I f ,  f o r  example t h e r e  

was t o  be a  complete d e l i n e a t i o n  of a l l  vegeta t ionfdens i ty  a t t r i b u t e s  w i t h i n  

the  "e f fec t ive  area"  of a l l  photos (o r  o f  se l ec ted  s t e r e o  p a i r s )  then i t  would 

be important t o  inc lude , in  t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  given t o  the  va r ious  photo i n t e r -  

pre ters ,  i n s t r u c t i o n  a s  t o  t h e  "minimum area" (e.g. 10 ac res  o r  40 acres) mer i t ing  

i t s  own c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . )  A sampling scheme a l s o  would have been devised f o r  use  here.  

5. Throughout t h e  photo i n t e r p r e a t i o n  process,  "Man X h  would suprvise  

c l o s e l y  enough t o  ensure  adequate "qual i ty  cont ro l"  

6. "Man X" would ensure  t h a t  adequate f i e l d  checking was done, both dur ing  

and a t  t he  completion of t h e  p r o j e c t  so  t h a t  "temporal comparisons" o r  "Change 

 detect^^^'' could be adequately accomplished and reported on. 

7. Among the  f i n a l  d i s p l a y  products would be 35 mm s l i d e s  pa i red  i n  such 

la 
a way tha t  f o r  each of s e v e r a l  sec ted  a r e a s  the  audience being b r i e f e d  could 

\ 

see ,  side-by-side a s  p ro jec ted  on a screen ,  a  g r e a t l y  enlarged por t ion  of a  

1968 a e r i a l  photo and t h e  corresponding a r e a  on the  1990 photo. The accompanying 

na r ra t ion  would h i g h l i g h t  the  changes i n  vegeta t ion  composition and vege ta t ion  

dens i ty  appl icable  t o  each such paired-photo example. I n  most in s t ances  t h e  

matching 1991 ground s h o t  of t h e  a r e a  a l s o  could be shown i n  s l i d e  form. 

David, while more d e t a i l  could be given,  I hope t h i s  w i l l  s u f f i c e  f o r  now 

and permit you t o  r e a c t  t o  t h e  gene ra l  procedure t h a t  I suggest  might be used. 

32-9 



Enclosed please f ind two overlapping biosketches about me--one pertaining 

primarily t o  my a c t i v i t i e s  tha t  r e l a t e  largely t o  photo in te rpre ta t ion  

and the other ,  likewise, but with emphasis on my mi l i ta ry  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Also enclosed is a copy of the recently completed "Supplemental 

Agreement" under which I currently am working on the Love Canal Li t igat ion 

Project. I thought you might be interested i n  the f a c t  t ha t  the  photo in- 

t e rpre ta t ion  work tha t  I have been performing on t h i s  project  i n  my capacity 

as the photo in te rpre ta t ion  expert fo r  both the S ta te  of New York and the 

federal  government e n t a i l s  mapping vegetation change; from multidate a e r i a l  

photos i n  a fashion tha t  i s  remarkably similar t o  what you may want done 

for the Owens Valley area.  

Sincerely. 



SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT NO. 3 

This Supplemental Agreement No. 3 amends the Original 

Agreement made by and between the State of New York Department of 

Law and Dr. Robert Colwell, Contract No. S100171, in regards to 

compensation and term of said Agreement, which shall hereby read 

as follows: 

In consideration, thereof, Dr. Colwell shall receive 

compensation at the rate of ONE THOUSAND DOLIARS ($1000) per eight 

(8) hour day. Also included in this matter are any incurred 

expenses, including travel and lodging, which will be reimbursed 

at State rates when accompanied with receipts, with the approval 

of the Department of Law. The maximum amount of this Agreement 

shall read ONE HUNDRED AND TWENTY THOUSAND D O L L U S  ($120,000) based 

on vouchers submitted for work done with the approval of the 

Department of Law. The maximum amount of this Agreement is subject 

to increase or decrease by a Supplemental Agreement, with the 

approval of the Department of Law. 

The term of said Agreement shall commence on August 8, 1983, 

anij terminate on March 31, 1992. 

All other aspects of the Original Agreement shall remain unchanged 

and binding. 



REAR ADMIRAL ROBERT N. COLWELL 
UNITED STATES NAVAL RESERVE (RET.) 

PAST DIRECTOR, NAVAL RESERVE INTELLIGENCE PROGRAM 



Dr. Robert Colwell 
Will Set Keynote 

Dr. Robert Colwell 
D r .  R o b e r t  N .  C o l w e l l .  

Edator-ln-Chlef of the pnze-wmnlng 
M A N U A L  O F  P H O T O G R A P H I C  
INTERPRETAnOEj o f  ASP (1960), 
and dvo of ASP'S recentiv puhlrshed 
XAXGAL i )F  REhfOTE SENSING -- 
S m n d  EdiOon (1963) will be the  
K e y n o t e  S p e a k e r  f o r  t h e  5 0 t h  
A n n r v e r s a r y  A S P  Fa l l  T'echrucal 
Meeting in San Anton50 

previ&iv unmapped lakes in the  
"boondocks" o f  ldano Fmdine manv 
ru& lakes to  be oanen,  but  roeall$ 
suxted t o  the Droduchon o f  trout. he 
backpacked trout to them, using aenal 
photos s an asd in route selection 

Among Bob's m i i i t a ~  expenenex  in 
the use o f  aenai photos were ( I )  a? an 
AK Combat Intelbgence Officer for the  
Guadaicanai campaign in 194? ( 2 )  as 
Chief o f  Photo inrelkeence far ?he 
Skinawa Campaign in  lY45. and (3) as 
D i r e c t o r  o f  Lhe Navy ' s  P h o t o  
interpreuhon and Research Propiams, 
in 1946 and 1952, respectwely. From 
1 9 7 4 - 1  9 7 7  Rear  Admiral Coirel l  
-ervcd a% the i m t  Director of the Naval 
rieserve InieUlEence Program. nfficialiy 
:ermed "the Lupest procram in the 
%txe Nara: Reserve" with 150  units 
t a d  n e a r l y  3 0 0 0  o f f i c e r s  doing 
'~hoto-reia ted work throughout the  
.vorld. 

In his m n c u n e n t  civilian career, fo r  
h e  past 36 years Dr. Colweli has been a 
:'rofesutr of F o m q  (Remote Sensing) 
> n  t h e  Berke ley  campus o f  the  
h ive r s i ty  of Californm and for  the  
:'& 13 years, A s o u a t e  Dtrector of the  
,jniversity's Space Sciences Laboratory. 

Dr. C o k e t i  has pubitshed nearly 400 
rtlcles d d m g  w t h  vanous aspects of 
hoto tnterpretahon, p h o w g r m m e m ,  
n d  m o t e  *aunt Among the  AS? 

A w a r d s  h e  h a s  reeaved are the 
F a ~ r c h ~ l d  and Abmms Awards. the 
FMA Photo Interpretation Award, the  
Alan Gordon hiemonal Award, w d  
Honorary Llfe Members$ip He has 
dso recewed the )omt NASAIUSDI 
"Pemra Award" tn remote sensing and 
h a s  s e r v e d  a s  a "Dtst ingulshed 
Lecturer" for ASP as well as for  the 
Soclety of Amencan Foresters and the 
Society o f  the  Slgma XI. 

In his keynote a d d i e s ,  entitled :;The 
&mote Sensing Picture in 1981, Dr. 
C o l w e l l  wi l l  b r i e f l y  present his 
perception of where we have been, 
where we now are, and where we are 
likely to go in the  future - sli with 
r e s p e c t  to  photogrammetw, photo 
interpretation, and remote wnsing. sensing-id the  k a l  t ~ &  users  of &e 

Uhen ASP asked for  photos of prominent ASP members taken in 1934, the  year o f  th,  
Society's founding. to  ucp as a p a t  o f  the 50th A n m r e r s r y  ceiebratlon, Dr. Bol 
Coiweli sent thzs one. Dr. Coiwell. nqht ,  an mnepid 16 year old adventurer. and his 1' 
year old brother Bert (left)  and 17  year old brother Harold (center) we: 
ohotopaphed in Turiock, Callfornla, on their trip i iom their home town o 
~ e m p l e w n ,  CA to Idaho and back. 



FAX to: 619 - 873-5695 

acosat geobatanical surveys inc, - - 
4455 Rwkin Plecs, Not* Vmcwver, B.C. V7R 3P7 % n s d @  

FAX 604-681-6637 
April 18. 1991 

Dr. David Groeneveld 
Inyu Cvur~ly Wdler Dept. 
163 May Street 
Bishop, California 93514 

Dear David: 

I have received your l e t k r s  yuu seril lo Dvs. Colwell a r d  Tutlller and theiv re- 
sponses to your inquiries about interpretation of 1968 and 1990 aerFal photo- 
graphy of the Owens Valley. I wfll provide my professional vtews on these results  
as yuu h d v r  vequested. 
Both Dr. Colwell and Dr. Tueller are acquaintances of mf ne; I worked with Dr. Col- 
well from 1973-74 and have met Dr. Tueller a t  the University, professional remote 
sensing and rangeland soct'ety meetings over the past 20 years. They both repre- 
sent the highest f n  qualifications and integrity the profession has t o  offer. 
Dr. Colwell's inajor f i n d i n g  that  detailed ground t r u t h  data are required for  ac- 
curate and complete Dnterpretation of both image data sets  i s  correct. Dr. Tueller 
has provided you with some interpretabil i ty statements regarding both se ts  of 
photography. A 1 7  OF his observations I agree w i t h  fu l ly .  Itis statements regarding 
the quantitative measurements of shrubs are correct for bo th  sets  of photography 
and important for your intended purposes of detecting major changes throughout the 
Owens Valley. While i t  i s  generally true that i t  i s  "very dffffcult t d  identify 
shrub species" as Dr. Tueller s ta tes ,  my field experfence i n  the Valley indicates 
that some relatively accurate (i .e ,  75-80% accuracy) photointerpretati ve species 
desiytialloris could be made on both sets o f  photography, i f  desired. They would be 
based upon observable crown size,  shape, tone, texture and color dffferences be- 
tween species. (Though this  is a d i f f icul t  task, i t  could be accomplished with 
the ground truth infurmation such as I ~ o l l r c l e d  irl 1973-74 and 1990.) 
Dr. Tuel ler ' s  statement regarding feas ibi l i ty  of measuring changes i n  herbaceous 
rornpn<itinn, cover or  vigor needs elaboration. klhile the resolvfng power of 
ei ther  se t  of aerial photography i s  inadequate to  identffy fndividual grass or  
grass-like plants, ei ther  s e t  could be used to  measure cover classes using 
ecological rover classes such as the modified Domin scale. This was done i n  my 
Technical Reemorandurn to E .  I .P.  Assoc. Ltd .  (8 June 1990, 47pp. f using the I45 
s i t e s  studied by Lee (1912). Using l i t t l e  of my 1973-74 ground truth data and 
w i t h  l i t t l e  time t o  arcomplish the task, I interpreted herbaceous vegetation 
cover i n  roughly the foliowing classes: 0-3%, 4-8%, 9-15%, 16-30%, 31-658 and 
greater than 65%. These cover classes can be interpreted with proper ground 
t r u t h  data on both sets of photngraphy. A good evaluation of this fact  can be 
made using the 73 s i t e s  of Lee's whfch possess less than 8% shrub cover. The 
"understory" herbaceous cover i s  evident on ; the Berial photos. In many cases, 
species composition can be interpretnd as well as cover. Image characteristic 
differences between species along with biophysical inferencial data can be used 
to interpret species conposftion differences of herbaceous vegetation. The factors 
Dr. Tueller itemized which complicate the interpretation and correlation of both 
sets of aerial photographs must be properly taken into account in thls  interpre- 
t ive process. Herbaceous plant vigor has not been addressed by myself since i t s  
measurement i s  not  central t.o answering the questions needed as i s  plant cover and 
composition. In addition, vigor i s  much more di f f icul t  to quantify and interpret 
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consistently between the two datcs and typcs of aerial photography. 
M y  experience and past work indicates t h a t  i t  i s  feaSible to do h i g h  quality, 
professional aerial photo interpretation, using largely existing ground truth 
information, to provide tile comparison of pre-project conditions w i t h  current 
vegetation conditions. I would recommend that a team consisting of myself and 
one (possibly two) L.A. Dept. of Water & Power personnel be commissioned t o  
work together to interpret 1968 as well as 1981 and/or 1990 aerial photography. 
This should be done a t  1 east for representative transects carefully selected 
throuqhout the entire Valley. The work should be accomplished using dual Zeiss 
interpretaskope Snstrumentc so that the parties can simultaneously interpret the 
identical stereo pairs and tilus combine expertise to  eliminate interoretive 
errors as much as feasible. The interpretive work would best be conducted in 
Bishop, but could be done in any of a nuvber of other locations. The work 
would require 5-6 weeks and should cu1m:nate in a short, well i l lustrated final 
report and maps jointly authored by those conducting the interpretive work. 

Let me know i f  you would like clarification or elaboration on an.y points covered 
in this  l e t t e r .  I would be happy t o  be a t  your service for this  work and would 
be prepared to present a more formal proposal to  you and any L.A.  City personnel 
in B f  shop or L.A. a t  your convenience. 
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UPDATED LIST OF SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES 

Astragalus geyen A. Gray var. geyen [Fabaceae] 
Common Name: Geyer's Milk Vetch 
Reference: Mem. N.Y. Bot. Gard. 132394495, 1964. 
Status: -/-/List 2 (3-2-1) Habit: annual 
Habitat: Sagebrush Scrub (sandy valley floors & dunes). 5000 ft. 
Counties: Inyo, Mono 
Bloom Time: May to August 
Notes: Rare in Owens Valley, this may be its most southerly site. More common to the north 

and east. For description see Munz (1959), page 882. 

Astragalus lentiginosus Dougl. var. pircinensir Barneby [Fabaceae] 
Common Name: Fish Slough Milk Vetch 
Reference: Brittonia 29376-381, 1977, (type description). 
Status: C1/-/List 1B (3-3-3) Habit: perennial 
Habitat: Meadows (alkaline) 
Counties: Inyo, Mono 
Bloom Time: May to June 
Notes: Very rare. For a description see the original description in Brittonia. 

Calochortus excavatus E. L. Greene [Liliaceae) 
Common Name: Inyo County Star-tulip 
Status: W i s t  1B (1-2-3) Habit: perennial 
Habitat: Shadscale Scrub (alkaline meadows), 4000-6000 ft. 
Counties: Inyo, Mono 
Bloom Time: April to May 
Notes: Found in the alkaline meadows often of the valley bottom, often with Sidalcea covillei. 

For a description see Munz (1959), page 1352. 

Cordylanthus eremicus (Cov. & Mort.) Munz ssp. eremicus [Scrophulariaceae] 
Common Name: Desert Bird's-beak 
Synonym: Cordylanthus ramosus ssp. emmicus 
Reference: Syst. Bot. Monogr. 10:89-92, 1986. 
Status: C2JList 4 (1-1-3) Habit: perennial 
Habitat: Pinyon-Juniper Woodland, Desert Scrub (dry rocky places), 7000 ft. 
Counties: Inyo, San Bernardino 
Bloom Time: August to October 



Notes: Once common around Little Blackrock Spring. See the paper by Chuang and Heckard 
in Systematic Botany Monographs for current nomenclature. It is a h  on List 4 in the 
1988 CNPS Inventory. For a description see the above reference, a h  in Mum (1959), 
page 676 as C. rarnosus. 

Eriogonum ampullaceum J .  T. Howell [Polygonaceae] 
Common Name: Mono Buckwheat 
Synonym: Eriogonum rnohavense ssp. ampullaceum 
Status: C2/-/Lkt 1B (1-2-2) Habit: annual 
Habitat: Sagebrush Scrub, Alkali Meadows (dry, sandy soil), 4000-7000 ft. 
Counties: Inyo, Mono 
Bloom Time: July to September 
Notes: Often found along roadsides where it receives slightly more moisture. Several known 

populations between Manzanar and Lone Pine. For a description see the Supplement 
to Munz (1968), page 55. 

Fimbristylis spadicea (L.) Vahl [Cyperaceae] 
Common Name: Hot Springs Fimbristylis 
Synonym: Fimbrirtylis thermalis 
Status: Gc/-List 2 (2-2-1) Habit: perennial 
Habitat: Freshwater Marsh, Meadows (alkaline, near hot springs) 
Counties: Inyo, Mono, Kern, San Bernardino 
Bloom Time: August to September 
Notes: Grows at Fish Slough. For a description see Mum (1959), page 1422. 

Loefringia squarrosa Nutt. ssp. artemisiarum Barneby & Twisselmann [Caryophyllaceae] 
Common Name: Sage-like Loeflingia 
Reference: Madrono 20:398-408, 1970. 
Status: C3c/-List 3 (2-2-2) Habit: annual 
Habitat: Grassland, Scrub 
Counties: Inyo, Riverside, San Bernardino? 
Bloom Time: April to May 
Notes: In Owens Valley known only from the stabilized sand dunes north of Big Pine and south 

of Tinemaha Reservoir. This species is precipitation dependent and may not appear in 
dry years. There have been questions about the species taxonomic status. 

Otyctes nevadensk S. Watson [Solanaceae] 
Common Name: Nevada Oryctes 
Status: (2.1-/List 2 (3-3-2) Habit: annual 
Habitat: Alkali Sink (sandy places), 4000-5000 ft. 
Counties: Inyo 
Bloom Time: May 
Notes: A precipitation-dependent annual known from only a few populations in California, all 

of which are in Owens Valley. Listed as threatened in Nevada. Rejected as a State 
listed species. For a description see Munz (1959), page 593. 

Ranunculus hydrocharoides A. Gray [Ranunculaceae] 
Common Name: Frog's-bit Buttercup 
Status: -/-/List 2 (2-2-1) Habit: perennial 
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Habitat: Marshes, Riparian (streambanks) 
Counties: Inyo 
Bloom Time: July 
Notes: Occurs in the Bishop area as well as along the south fork of Oak Creek. Trampling at 

watering places seems to be the only threat. For a description see Munz (1959), page 
99. 

Sidalcea covillei E. L Greene [Malvaceae] 
Common Name: Owens Valley Checkerbloom 
Reference: Fremontia 5(4):34, 1978; 6(3):26, 1978; 8(4):16, 1981 
Status: C2/E/L.ist l B  (2-3-3) Habit: perennial 
Habitat: Meadows (alkaline) 
Counties: Inyo 
Bloom Time: May to June 
Notes: Known only from Owens Valley from Olancha to Round Valley. Grazing and lowered 

water tables pose the greatest threats. For a description see Munz (1959), page 136. 
A status report is available from the CNPS. 

Astragalus argophyIlus Nutt. var. argaphylltis 
Common Name: Silverleaf milk-vetch 
CNPS List: 2 R-E-D Code: 3-1-1 
StateFederal Status: None 
Habitat: Alkaline meadows 
Counties: Inyo, Mono 
Notes: Occurs at Fish Slough and springs to the east of Chalfant Valley 

Ivesia kin@ Wats. 
Common Name: Ash Meadows mousetails 
CNPS List: 1B R-E-D Code: 3-1-2 
StateFederal Status: None 
Habitat: Alkaline meadows 
Counties: Inyo, Mono 
Notes: Occurs at Fish Slough, Long Valley and Adobe Valley 

ST.4TUS = Federal/State/Other (R-E-D codes) 

Federal Status Codes 

E =Listed as endangered 
T =Listed as threatened 
C1 =Candidate for listing and enough data is on file to support federal listing 
C2 =Candidate for Iisting but threat or distribution data is insufficient to support listing at 

this time 
C3a =Extinct 
C3b =Taxonomically invalid 
C3c =Too widespread or not threatened 



Appendix B-3 

State of California Status Codes 

E =Endangered 
T =Threatened 
R =Rare 
C =Candidate for listing 

Other Codes 

Plants: California Native Plant Society Inventory Lists 

List 1A = Presumed extinct 
L i t  l B =  Plants rare in California and elsewhere 
L i t  2 = Plants rare in California but more common elsewhere 
L i t  3 = Plants about which more information is needed - a review list 
L i t  4 = Plants with limited distributions - a watch l i t  

R-E-D Codes: California Native Plant Society Inventory, 

R = Rarity 
1 - Rare, but potential for extinction is low 
2 - Confined to several populations or one extended population 
3 - Limited to one or a few highly restricted populations 

E = Endangerment 
1 - Not endangered 
2 - Endangered in a portion of its range 
3 - Endangered throughout its range 

D = Distribution 
1 - More or less widespread outside California 
2 - Rare outside California 
3 - Endemic to California 

Animals and Misc: 

CSC = California Department of F i h  and Game "Species of Special Concern" 
FSS = Bureau of Land Management and U. S. Forest "Sensitive Species" 

: = Taxa listed with an asterisk fall into one or more of the following categories: 
o Taxa considered endangered or rare under Section 15380(d) of CEQA guidelines. 
o Taxa that are biologically rare, very restricted in distribution, or declining 

throughout their range. 
o Population(s) in California that may be peripheral to the major portion of a 

taxon's range, but which are threatened with extirpation in California. 
o Taxa closely associated with habitat that is declining in California (e.g. wetlands, 

riparian, old growth forest, desert aquatic systems, native grasslands.) 
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UPDATED PLANT LISTS 

Agropyron intermedium 
Allenrolfea occidentalis 
Ambrosia dumosa 
Amelanchier utahensis ssp. covillei 
Amsinckia sp. 
Anemopsis califomica 
Artemisia spinescens 
Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata 
Astragalus geyeri var. geyen 
Astragalus lentiginosus vat. piscinensis 
Amplex canescens 
Atriplex pa+ 
Atripla polycarpn 
Atriplex torreyi 
Bassia hyssopifolia 
Bromus sp. 
Calochortus mavatus 
Carex sp. 
Celtis reticulata 
Ceratoides lanata 
Chiysothamnus nauseosus ssp. consimilis 
Chrysothamnus teretifofius 
Coleogyne ramosissima 
Cordylanthus eremicus ssp. eremicus 
Cynodon dactylon 
Distichlis spicata var. snicta 
Eleocharis sp. 
Ephedra nevadensis 
Ephedra sp. 
Eriogonum ampullaceum 
Eriogonum fasciculatum var. polifolium 
Erodium sp. 
Festuca arundinacea 
Fimbristylis spadicea 

Wheatgrass 
Iodine Bush 
Burro Weed, White Bur Sage 
Serviceberry 
Fiddleneck 
Yerba Mansa 
Bud-sage 
Big Sagebrush 
Geyer's Milk Vetch 
Fish Slough Milk Vetch 
Founving Saltbush 
Parry's Saltbush 
Allscale 
Nevada Saltbush 
Bassia 
Brome Grass 
Inyo County Star-Tulip 
Sedge 
Western Hackberry 
Winter Fat 
Rubber Rabbitbrush 
Teretc-leaved Rabbitbrush 
Blackbush 
Desert Bird's-beak 
Bermuda Grass 
Inland Saltgrass 
Spike-rush 
Nevada Ephedra 
Mormon Tea 
Mono Buckwheat 
California Buckwheat 
Filaree, Stork's-bill 
Meadow Fescue 
Hot Springs Fimbristylis 
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Glycyirhiza lepidota 
Grayia spinosa 
Helianthus sp. 
Helwtropium curassavicum ssp. oculatum 
Hymenoclea salsola 
Juncus balticus 
Larrea tridentata var. uidentata 
Leymus cinereus 
Leymus niticoides 
Loefringia squarrosa ssp. ariemisiatum 
Lotus comiculatus 
Medicago sativa 
Nitrophiin occidental& 
Oryctes nevadensis 
Oryaops& hymenoides 
Phragmites australis 
Populus fremontii 
Psorothamms arborescens var. minutifolius 
Ranunculus hydrocharoides 
Robinia pseudoacacia 
Salix erigua 
Salix gwddingii 
Salk laevigata 
Salix laswlepir 
Salix lutea 
Salix melanopsis Nutt. 
Sarcobatus vermiculatus 
Scirpus sp. 
Sidalcea covilfei 
Sporobolus airoides 
Suaeda tmeyana 
Tamarir chinensis 
Tamarir ramosissimus 
Tetradymia axillaris 
Tetradymia sp. 
Thelypodium integriifolium ssp. complanatum 
Theylpodium cnlpum 
Tnfolium sp. 
Typha domingensis 
viola nephrophylla 
Yucca brevifolia 

BY COMMON NAME 

Alfalfa 
Alkali Sacaton 
Allscale 

Wild Licorice 
Hopsage 
Sunflower 
Wild Heliotrope 
Burrobush 
Baltic Rush 
Creosote Bush 
Ashy Wild Rye 
Wheat-like Wild Rye 
Sage-like Loeflingia 
Bird's-foot Trefoil 
AlEalfa 
Nitrophila 
Nevada Oryctes 
Indian Ricegrass 
Common Reed 
Fremont's Cottonwood 
Mojave Dalea 
Frog's-bit Buttercup 
Black Locust 
Narrow-leaf Willow 
Goodding's Willow 
Red Willow 
Arroyo Willow 
Yellow Willow 
Dusky Willow 
Greasewood 
Bulrush 
Owens Valley Checkerbloom 
Alkali Sacaton 
Seepweed 
Tamarisk, Saltcedar 
Tamarisk, Saltcedar 
Cottonthorn 
Horsbush 
Plane-leaved Thelypodium 
Crisped Thelypodium 
Clover 
Cat-tail 
Bog Violet 
Joshua Tree 

Medicago sativa 
Sporobolus airoides 
Ahiplex polyearpa 
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Arroyo Willow 
Ashy Wild Rye 
Baltic Rush 
Bassia 
Bermuda Grass 
Big Sagebrush 
Bird's-foot Trefoil 
Black Locust 
Blackbush 
Bog Violet 
Brome Grass 
Bud-sage 
Bulrush 
Burro Weed 
Burrobush 
California Buckwheat 
Cat-tail 
Clover 
Common Reed 
Cottonthorn 
Creosote Bush 
Crisped Thelypdium 
Desert Bird's-beak 
Dusky Willow 
Fiddleneck 
Filaree 
Fish Slough Milk Vetch 
Founving Saltbush 
Fremont's Cottonwood 
Frog's-bit Buttercup 
Geyer's Milk Vetch 
Goodding's Willow 
Greasewood 
Hopsage 
Horsbush 
Hot Springs Fimbristylis 
Indian Ricegrass 
Inland Saltgrass 
Inyo County Star-tulip 
Iodine Bush 
Joshua Tree 
Meadow Fescue 
Mojave Dalea 
Mono Buckwheat 
Mormon Tea 
Narrow-leaf Willow 
Nevada Ephedra 
Nevada Oryctes 

Salix laswlepis 
Leymus cinereus 
Jmcus balticus 
Bassia hyssopifolia 
Cynodon dactylon 
Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata 
Lotus comiculatus 
Robinia pseudoacacia 
Coleogyne ramosissima 
VwIa nephrophylla 
Bromus sp. 
Artemiria spinescens 
Scirpus sp. 
Ambrosia dumosa 
Hymenoclea salsola 
Eriogonum fasciculatum var. polifolium 
Typha domingensis 
Tnfolium sp. 
Phragmites australis 
Tetradymia axillarir 
Larrea tridentata vat. tridentata 
Theylpodium crispurn 
Cordylanthus eremicus ssp. eremicus 
Salk melanopsis Nutt. 
A m s i n c h  sp. 
Erodium sp. 
Astragalus lentiginosus var. piscinemi5 
Atripla canescens 
Populus fremontii 
Ranunculus hydrocharoides 
Astragalus geyen vat. geyen 
Salix gooddingii 
Sarcobatus vermiculahcv 
Grayia spinosa 
Tetradymia sp. 
Fimbrisrylis spadicea 
Oryropsis hymenoides 
Dktichlir spicata var. shicta 
Calochortus excavatus 
Allenrolfeu occidentalis 
Yucca brevifolia 
Festuca amndinacea 
Psorothamnus arborescens var. minu t i f oh  
Eriogonum ampullaceum 
Ephedra sp. 
Salk aigua 
Ephedra nevadensis 
Oryctes nevadensk 
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Nevada Saltbush 
Nitrophila 
Owens Valley Checkerbloom 
Parry's Saltbush 
Plane-leaved Thelypodium 
Red Willow 
Rubber Rabbitbrush 
Sage-like Loeflingia 
Sedge 
Seepweed 
% M C & ~ ~ Y  
Spike-rush 
Sunflower 
Tamarisk, Saltcedar 
Tamarisk, Saltcedar 
Terete-leaved Rabbitbrush 
Western Hackberry 
Wheat-like Wild Rye 
Wheatgrass 
White Bur-sage 
Wild Heliotrope 
Wild Licorice 
Winter Fat 
Yellow Willow 
Yerba Mama 

Atripla torreyi 
Nitrophila occidentalis 
Sidalcea covillei 
Atripla panyi 
Thelypodium integrijolium ssp. complnnutum 
Salk laevigata 
Chrysothamnus nauseosus ssp. consirnilis 
Loefringia squarrosa ssp. artemisianun 
Carex sp. 
Suaeda torreyana 
Amelanchier utahensis ssp. covillei 
EIeocharis sp. 
Helianthus sp. 
Tamarix chinensis 
Tamnrir ramosissimus 
Chrysothamnus teretifolius 
Celtis reticulafa 
Leymus triticoides 
Agropyron intermedium 
Ambrosia dumosa 
Helwtropium curassavicum ssp. oculatum 
Glycyrrhiza lepidota 
Ceratoides lanata 
Salk lutea 
Anemopsis califomica 
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RECOMMENDATION OF THE FIVE BRIDGES SUB-GROUP 
MITIGATION ACTION PLAN AND SCHEDULE 

FIVE BRIDGES AREA 
March 21, 1991 

INTRODUCTION 

During the summer of 1988, an area of approximately 300 acres in the Five Bridges area north of 

Bishop suffered extensive impact to vegetation due to the combined effects of groundwater 

pumping, drought, and below-normal flows in the Owens River. In September of 1989, a wildfire 

burned approximately 40 acres of the standing dead vegetation, as well as some living riparian 

vegetation, leaving no  vegetative cover. 

LADWP provided surface water to some parts of the impact area between 1988 and 1990, and  

partial vegetation recovery has occurred in response. However, due to several environmental 

constraints at the site, additional measures may be necessary to stimulate recovery over some of 

the area. 

Water table monitoring in the area and experimental surface water irrigation were begun in 1988, 

and vegetation has shown some response and regrowth; however, due to the topography of t h e  

area, soil limitations, and the nature of native vegetation composition, additional measures will be  

necessary to stimulate recovery over some of the area. 

At its October 15, 1990, meeting, the Technical Group establishcd the Five Bridges Sub-Group 

with the express purpose of developing recommendations for a cooperative mitigation plan for t h e  

Five Bridges impact area. This document outlines the goals and tasks developed by the sub-group 
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to accomplish this purpose. The tasks and dctcrminations called for in this document will be 

recommended by the sub-group to the Technical Group. 

AUTHORITY 

Section I.C.2. of the Green Book states that the "Technical Group is responsible for developing 

a mitigation plan for [an] affected area.... The preferred goal of the plan would be to restore the 

same type of perennial vegetation cover in the affected area ... and to restore vegetation to a 

vegetation community that falls within the type classification depicted on  the vegetation 

management map." (The procedure for developing and implementing a mitigation plan is described 

in the Green Book, pages 28-31.) 

MITIGATION GOAL 

The overall goal for mitigation of the Five Bridges impact area is to return the area to a complex 

of vegetation communities with similar species composition and cover as exists at local sites with 

similar environmental parameters. 

MITIGATION STRATEGY AND ACTION 

The intent of the mitigation strategy is to stimulate natural progression or recovery of native 

species while minimizing surface disturbance at the impact site. 

I. Completed Mitigation Activities 

A. Chronology of Field Activities: 

October, 1988 

o Soil trenches excavated to analyze soil characteristics 
o Water diverted into impact area for surface irrigation 
o Piezometers installed to monitor depth to groundwater 
o Permanent photo plots established 

November, 1988 

o Grazing excluded from area west of old Five Bridges Rd 

December, 1988 

o Surface irrigation discontinued for season 
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March, 1989 

o Water diverted into impact area for surface irrigation 

April, 1989 

o EnhancementMitigation wells 385 and 386 turned off 
o Permanent vegetation transects established 

September, 1989 

o New ditch system activated to increase area influenced by surface irrigation 

October, 1989 

o Surface irrigation discontinued for season 

April, 1990 

o Water diverted into impact area for surface irrigation 

October, 1990 

o Surface irrigation discontinued for season 

April-August, 1990 

o Selective removal of standing dead willows 

B. Delineate boundary of mitigation area (December, 1990) 

C. Delineate pre-impact vegetation and compile species list (December, 1990) 

D. Delineate areas that have received mitigation (December, 1990) 

E. Delineate areas of concern for mitigation, treatment during 1991 growing season 
(December, 1990) 

11. Mitieation Plan for 1991 

The Five Bridges site has been divided into a number of different areas. The sub-group has 
attempted to describe and map these areas in order to standardize terminology. 

Two boundaries of the site have been delineated on the attached map. One  delineation, 
the "impact boundary," is the area which is accepted by Inyo County and LADWP as having 
been impacted by groundwater pumping. Adjacent to the impact area lie "areas of concern." 
The two agencies do  not necessarily agree that these peripheral areas have been impacted 
by groundwater pumping. Portions of both mapped areas have received mitigation. Within 
the impact boundary lies a "burn area" which both agencies agree requires additional 
measures. 

Mitigation activities recommended for 1991 include the following: 
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A. Mitigation activities over the entire site: 

1. Continue monitoring piemmeters and vegetation transects. Groundwater will be 
monitored monthly and vegetation transccts will be monitored at approximately 
the same interval and frequency as during 1989 and 1990 (SpringiSummer, 1991). 

2. Monitoring requirements for enhancementimitigation wells 385 and 386 will be 
determined by the Monitoring Sub-Group. 

3. Evaluate and map current vegetation conditions and select local sites for 
comparison (Spring, 1991). 

B. Mitigation for the area outside the burn area: 

1. Continue past water spreading activities (define according to chronology) 
(SpringiSummer, 1991). 

2. Continue limited grazing east of the old Five Bridges Road. No grazing will 
occur on the rest of the fenced portion of the mitigation area during the winter 
of 1990-1991. Prior to resuming grazing in this area, the Technical Group will 
evaluate the vegetation conditions (Approximately three months beginning in 
January, 1991). 

3. Determine and implement method of disposal of willow debris (January-February, 
1991). Areas of standing and removed willows will be observed and recovery will 
be compared (SpringISummer, 1991). 

C. Mitigation activities within the burn area: 

1. Efforts will be made to expand surface water spreading into the burn area 
through meanders and ditches and determine extent of area that will be affected 
by this method of irrigation with installation of additional shallow piemmeters 
(Spring, 1991). 

2. Plots will be selected where surface water application andior revegetation will be 
implemented (March-June, 1991): 

a. Harvest, wash and grade saltgrass rhizomes from the Owens Lake playa. 

b. Plant rhyzomes with viable appearing buds over a two to three acre area. 

c. Irrigate the area of the burn site that has not recovered naturally, including 
the revegetated area, with the rain gun or  other alternatives, if needed. 

3. Devise plan for monitoring all watering and planting procedures (March-May, 
1991). 
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111. Following the 1991 Growing Season 

A Determine success of mitigation activities in achieving the mitigation goal. (October, 
1991) 

B. Determine whether additional measures and the continued removal of remaining 
standing dead willows are necessary (November-December, 1991). 

C. Coordinate with the Monitoring Sub-Group to develop vegetation and groundwater 
monitoring plans and monitoring procedures based on proposed long-term 
management (October- December, 1991). 
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BIRDS FOUND ON LOS ANGELES OWNED LANDS 
ON OWENS VALLEY FLOOR 

COMMON NAME 

Red-throated Loon 
Pacific Loon 
Common Loon 
Pied-billed Grebe 
Homed Grebe 
Eared Grebe 
Western Grebe 
American White Pelican 
Double-crested Cormorant 
American Bittern 
Least Bittern 
Great Blue Heron 
Great Egret 
Snowy Egret 
Little Blue Heron 
Cattle Egret 
Green-backed Heron 
Blackcrowned Night-Heron 
White-faced Ibis 
Tundra Swan 
Greater White-fronted Goose 
Snow Goose 
Ross' Goose 
Brant 
Canada Goose 
Wood Duck 
Green-winged Teal 
Mallard 
Northern Pintail 
Blue-winged Teal 
Cinnamon Teal 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Gavia stellata 
Gavia pacifia 
Gavia immer 
Podiymbus pcdiceps 
Podiceps a d  
Podiceps nigicollis 
Aechmophorus occidentalis 
Pelecanus erythrorhynchos 
Phalacrocorax a d  
Botautus lentiginosus 
Lwbtycchus &is 
Ardea hemdias 
Casmerodius albus 
Egretta thula 
Egrena caenclea 
Bubulcw ibis 
Butorides striatus 
Nycticorax nycticorax 
Plegadis chihi 
Cygnw columbianus 
Anser albifronr 
Chen caetulescenr 
Chen rossii 
Branta bernicla 
Branta canadensis 
Air sponsa 
Anas crecca 
Anas platyrhynchos 
Anas acuta 
Anas discom 
Anus cyanoptera 



COMMON NAME 

Northern Shoveler 
Gadwall 
Eurasian Wigeon 
American Wigeon 
Canvasback 
Redhead 
Ring-necked Duck 
Greater Scaup 
Lesser Scaup 
Oldsquaw 
Surf Scoter 
White-winged Scoter 
Common Goldeneye 
Barrow's Goldeneye 
Bufflehead 
Hooded Merganser 
Common Merganser 
Red-breasted Merganser 
Ruddy Duck 
Turkey Vulture 
osprey 
Black-shouldered Kite 
Mississippi Kite 
Bald Eagle 
Northern Harrier 
Sharp-shinned Hawk 
Cooper's Hawk 
Northern Goshawk 
Red-shouldered Hawk 
Swainson's Hawk 
Zone-tailed Hawk 
Red-tailed Hawk 
Ferruginous Hawk 
Rough-legged Hawk 
Golden Eagle 
American Kestrel 
Merlin 
Peregrine Falcon 
Prairie Falcon 
Chukar 
Ring-necked Pheasant 
California Quail 
Mountain Quail 
Virginia Rail 
Sora 
Common Moorhen 
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SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Anas clypeata 
Anas strepera 
Anas penelope 
Anas americana 
Aythya vafirineria 
Aythya americana 
Aythya collaris 
Aythya ma& 
Aythya a f f i  
Clangula hyemalir 
Melanitta perspicillata 
Melanina fusca 
Bucephala clangula 
Bucephala irlandica 
Bucephala albeola 
Lophodytes cucullatus 
M e w  metgamer 
M e w  serrator 
Oxyura jamaicensis 
Cathartes aura 
Pandion haliaehcs 
Elanus cueruleus 
Ictinia mirsirsippiemir 
Halineetus leucocephalus 
Circus cyaneus 
Accipiler sbiatus 
Accipiler cooperii 
Accwer  gentilk 
Buteo lineatus 
Buteo swainsoni 
Buteo albotwtatus 
Buteo jamaicemk 
Buteo regalir 
Buteo lagopus 
Aquila chrysaetos 
Falco spanterius 
Falco colwnbarius 
Falco peregrinur 
Falco mexicanus 
Alectoh chuknr 
Phasianus colchihs 
Callipepla califomica 
Oreoriyx pictus 
Rallus limkola 
Ponana carolina 
Gallinula chlompus 
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COMMON NAME 

American Coot 
Sandhill Crane 
Black-bellied Plover 
Snowy Plover 
Semipalmated Plover 
Killdeer 
Mountain Plover 
Black-necked Stilt 
American Avocet 
Greater Yellowlegs 
Lesser Yellowlegs 
Solitary Sandpiper 
Willet 
Spotted Sandpiper 
Whimbrel 
Long-billed Curlew 
Marbled Godwit 
Ruddy Turnstone 
Sanderling 
Semipalmated Sandpiper 
Western Sandpiper 
Least Sandpiper 
Baird's Sandpiper 
Pectoral Sandpiper 
Dunlin 
Stilt Sandpiper 
Short-billed Dowitcher 
Long-billed Dowitcher 
Common Snipe 
Wilson's Phalarope 
Red-necked Phalarope 
Red Phalarope 
Parasitic Jaeger 
Long-tailed Jaeger 
Franklin's Gull 
Bonaparte's Gull 
Heermann's Gull 
Ring-billed Gull 
California Gull 
Glaucous Gull 
Herring Gull 
Sabine's Gull 
Caspian Tern 
Common Tern 
Arctic Tern 
Forster's Tern 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Fulicn americonn 
G m  canadensir 
Pluvialir squatarola 
Charadrius alernndrinus 
Charadrim semipalmatus 
Charadrius vocifem 
Charadrius montanus 
Himantopus mexicanus 
Recurvirostrn americana 
Tringa melanoleuca 
Tringa flavipes 
Tringa solitaria 
Catoptrophorus semipalmatus 
Actitis macularia 
Numenius phaeopus 
Numenius americanus 
Limosa feaba 
Arenark interpres 
Calidris alba 
Calidris pusilla 
Calidris mauri 
Calidris minutilla 
C a l m  bainiu 
Calidrir melanotos 
Calidrir alpina 
Calidrir himantopus 
Limnodromus grireus 
Limnodromus scolopaceus 
Gallinago gallinago 
Phalaropus tricolor 
Phalaropus lobatus 
Phalaropus fulicaria 
Stercorarius parasiticus 
Stercorarius longicaudus 
L a m  pipixcan 
L a m  philadelphia 
L a m  heermanni 
Larus delawarensir 
L a m  californicus 
L a m  glaucescens 
L a m  argentatus 
Xema sabini 
Sterna caspia 
Sterna himndo 
Sterna paradiraea 
Sterna forsteri 



COMMON NAME 

Least Tern 
Black Tern 
Rock Dove 
Band-tailed Pigeon 
White-winged Dove 
Mourning Dove 
Common Ground-Dove 
Ruddy Ground-Dove 
Yellow-billed Cuckoo 
Greater Roadrunner 
Common Barn-Ow1 
Western Screech-Owl 
Great Horncd Owl 
Northern Pygmy-Owl 
Burrowing Owl 
Long-eared Owl 
Short-eared Ow1 
Northern Saw-whet Owl 
Lesser Nighthawk 
Common Nighthawk 
Common Poorwill 
Black Swift 
Chimney Swift 
Vaux's Swift 
White-throated Swift 
Black-chinned Hummingbird 
Anna's Hummingbird 
Costa's Hummingbird 
Calliope Hummingbird 
Broad-tailed Hummingbird 
Rufous Hummingbird 
Belted Kingfisher 
Green Kingfiher 
Lewis' Woodpecker 
Acorn Woodpecker 
Red-naped Sapsucker 
Red-breasted Sapsucker 
Williamson's Sapsucker 
Ladder-backed Woodpecker 
Nuttall's Woodpecker 
Downy Woodpecker 
Hairy Woodpecker 
White-headed Woodpecker 
Northern Flicker 
Olive-sided Flycatcher 
Western Wood-Pewee 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Stema antillanm 
Chlidonias niger 
Columba livia 
Columba fmciata 
Zenaida asiatica 
Zenaida macroura 
Colmbim passerina 
Colmbim talpacoti 
Coccyrus nmericanw 
Geococcyw califomianus 
Tyro alba 
Otus kennicottii 
Bubo virginianus 
Glaucidium gnoma 
Athene cunicularia 
Asw otus 
Asw flarnrneus 
Aegolius acadicur 
Chordeiles acutipennis 
Chordeiles mttor 
Phalaenoptilus nuttallii 
Cypseloides niger 
Chaehtra pelagica 
Chaehtra vauxi 
Aeronautes sawtalis 
Archilochus aleran& 
Calypte anna 
Calpte costae 
Stellula callwpe 
Selasphom plaiycercus 
Selasphom tufw 
Ceryle alcyon 
Chlometyl americana 
Melanerpes lewis 
Melanerpes fonnicivoncs 
Sphyrapicus nuchalis 
Sphyrapicus tuber 
Sphyrapicus thyroideus 
Picoides scalaris 
Picoides nunallii 
Picoides pubescens 
Picoides villosus 
Picoides albolawahu 
Colaptes aura- 
Contopus borealis 
Contopus sordidulus 
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COMMON NAME 

Willow Flycatcher 
Dusky Flycatcher 
Gray Flycatcher 
Pacific-slope Flycatcher 
Cordilleran Flycatcher 
Black Phoebe 
Eastern Phoebe 
Say's Phoebe 
Vermilion Flycatcher 
Ash-throated Flycatcher 
Western Kingbird 
Eastern Kingbird 
Scissor-tailed Flycatcher 
Horned Lark 
Purple Martin 
Tree Swallow 
Violet-green Swallow 
Northern Rough-winged Swallow 
Bank Swallow 
Cliff Swallow 
Barn Swallow 
Steller's Jay 
Scrub Jay 
Pinyon Jay 
Clark's Nutcracker 
Black-billed Magpie 
American Crow 
Common Raven 
Mountain Chickadee 
Plain Titmouse 
Verdin 
Bushtit 
Red-breasted Nuthatch 
White-breasted Nuthatch 
Pygmy Nuthatch 
Brown Creeper 
Cactus Wren 
Rock Wren 
Canyon Wren 
Bewick's Wren 
House Wren 
Winter Wren 
Marsh Wren 
American Dipper 
Golden-crowned Kinglet 
Rubycrowned Kinglet 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Empidomu trail2 
Empidonax oberhoheri 
Empidonar wrightii 
Empidonax dijjicilis 
Empidonax mcidentalis 
Sayomis nigricans 
Sayomis phoebe 
Sayomis saya 
@rocephalus rubinus 
Myiarchus cinerascens 
Tyrannus vertical& 
Tyrannus lymnnus 
Tyrannus fofiatus 
Eremophila alpestris 
h o p e  subis 
Tachycineta bicolor 
Tachycineta thalassina 
Stelgdoptery* senipennis 
Riparia riparia 
H M O  pyrrhonota 
H M O  rustics 
Cyanocina stellen 
Aphelocoma coerulescens 
Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus 
Nucifiaga columbiana 
Pica pica 
Corvus brachyrhynchos 
Corvus corm 
Parus gambeli 
P a m  inomatus 
Auripam flavipes 
Psaltripam minimus 
Sina canadensis 
Sitta carolinensis 
Sino pygmaea 
Certhia americana 
CamWlorhynchus brunneicapillus 
Salpinctes obsolem 
Catherpes mexicanus 
Thryomanes bewickii 
Troglodytes aedon 
TrogIodytes troglodytes 
Cistothonrs palustris 
Cinclus mexicanus 
Regulus satrapa 
Regulus calendula 



COMMON NAME 

Blue-gray Gnatcatcher 
Western Bluebird 
Mountain Bluebird 
Townsend's Solitaire 
Swainson's Thrush 
Hermit Thrush 
American Robin 
Varied Thrush 
Gray Catbird 
Northern Mockingbird 
Sage Thrasher 
Brown Thrasher 
LeConte's Thrasher 
American Pipit 
Bobemian Waxwing 
Cedar Waxwing 
Phainopepla 
Northern Shrike 
Loggerhead Shrike 
European Starling 
Gray Vireo 
Solitary Vireo 
Warbling Vireo 
Red-eyed Vireo 
Blue-winged Warbler 
Golden-winged Warbler 
Tennessee Warbler 
Orange-crowned Warbler 
Nashville Warbler 
Northern Parula 
Yellow Warbler 
Chestnut-sided Warbler 
Magnolia Warbler 
Yellow-rumped Warbler 
Black-throated Gray Warbler 
Townsend's Warbler 
Hermit Warbler 
Black-and-white Warbler 
American Redstart 
Ovenbird 
Northern Waterthrush 
MacGitlivray's Warbler 
Common Yellowthroat 
Wilson's Warbler 
Yellow-breasted Chat 
Hepatic Tanager 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Poliopila caerulea 
Sinlia mexkana 
Sialia cunucoides 
Myadestes townsendi 
Cathanis ustulnm 
Catham guttam 
Twdus migmtorius 
b r e u s  naevius 
Dumetella carolinensis 
Mimus polygtottos 
Oreoscoptes montanus 
Tarosoma nrfum 
Tarostoma lecontei 
Anthus nrbescens 
Bombycilla ganulus 
Bombycilla cedronrm 
Phainopepla nitens 
Lanius excubitor 
Lanius Iudovicinnus 
Sturnus vulgaris 
Vueo vicinior 
Vireo solitarius 
vveo gllvus 
Vueo olivaceus 
Vem'vora pinus 
Vermivora chrysoptem 
Vermivora peregrina 
Vermivora celata 
Vermivora ruficapilla 
Panda americana 
Dendroica petechia 
Dendroica pensylvanica 
Dendroica magnolia 
Dendroica coronata 
Dendroica nigrescens 
Dendroica townsendi 
Dendroica occidentalis 
Mnbtilta varia 
Setophaga ruticilla 
Seiwus aurocapillus 
Seiuus noveboracensis 
Oporomis tolmiei 
Geothlypis trichas 
Whonia pusilk 
I c t e ~  vireru 
Piranga ffava 
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COMMON NAME 

Summer Tanager 
Scarlet Tanager 
Western Tanager 
Rose-breasted Grosbeak 
Black-headed Grosbeak 
Blue Grosbeak 
Lazuli Bunting 
Indigo Bunting 
Dickcissel 
Green-tailed Towhee 
Rufous-sided Towhee 
California Towhee 
American Tree Sparrow 
Chipping Sparrow 
Brewer's Sparrow 
Black-chinned Sparrow 
Vesper Sparrow 
Lark Sparrow 
Black-throated Sparrow 
Sage Sparrow 
Savannah Sparrow 
Grasshopper Sparrow 
Fox Sparrow 
Song Sparrow 
Lincoln's Sparrow 
Swamp Sparrow 
White-throated Sparrow 
Goldencrowned Sparrow 
Whitecrowned Sparrow 
Harris' Sparrow 
Dark-eyed Junco 
Chestnut-collared Longspur 
Red-winged Blackbird 
Tricolored Blackbird 
Western Meadowlark 
Yellow-headed Blackbird 
Rusty Blackbird 
Brewer's Blackbird 
Great-tailed Grackle 
Brown-headed Cowbird 
Northern Oriole 
Scott's Oriole 
Purple Finch 
House Finch 
Red crossbill 
Lesser Goldfinch 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Piranga mbra 
Piranga olivacea 
Piranga ludoviciana 
Pheucticus ludovicianus 
Pheucticus melanocephalus 
Guiraca caemlea 
Passeiina amoena 
Passeiina cyanea 
Spiza americana 
Pipilo c h l o ~  
Pipilo erythrophthalmus 
Pipilo crissalis 
Spizella arborea 
Spizella passerina 
Spizella breweri 
Spizella atrogularis 
Pwecetes gramineus 
Chondestes grammacus 
Amphispiza bilineata 
Amphispiza belli 
Passerculus sandwichensis 
Ammodramus savannanun 
Passerella iliaca 
Melospiza melodia 
Melospiza lincolnii 
Melospiza georgiana 
Zonotrichia albicollis 
Zonotrichia atricapilla 
Zonotrichia leucophrys 
Zonotrichia querula 
Junco hyemalis 
Calcarius ornatus 
Agelaius phoeniceus 
Agelaius tricolor 
Sturnella neglecta 
Xanthocephalus mnthocephalus 
Euphagus carolinus 
Euphaps cyanocephalus . - 

Quiscalus mexicanus 
Molothw ater 
Icterus galbula 
Icterus parisonun 
Carpodacus purpureus 
Carpodacus mexicanus 
Loxia curvirostra 
Carduelis psaltria 



COMMON NAME 

American Goldfinch 
Evening Grosbeak 
House Sparrow 

Appendix C-1 

SCIENTIFIC NAME 

Carduelis rrir&~ 
Coccothrnustes vespertinus 
Passer domesticus 
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LOWER OWENS RIVER PROJECT 

A major element of the proposed project is the Lower Owens River Project. This additional 

enhancementhitigation project involves increased rewatering of a %mile stretch of the Owens 

River channel between Blackrock and Lone Pine, as shown in Figure C2-1. Full development of 

this project would be in addition to the water releases into the river channel which were initiated 

in 1986. The project would be jointly managed by LADWP, Inyo County, and the California 

Department of Fish and Game. LADWP would construct, operate, and maintain the system. This 

project will be the subject of a separate EIR. 

The project proposes to enhance both the warmwater fshery of the area as well as waterfowl 

habitat. 

Permanent flows in the old river channel between Blackrock Fish Hatchery, north of Independence, 

and the Owens River delta, near Lone Pine, averaging approximately 35 cfs annually, would support 

and enhance a warmwater fishery in the river and impoundments (to be created along the 

watercourse). Permanent water releases to five existing lakes and ponds, easterly of Independence, 

will sustain fishery and wildlife habitats. These lakes and ponds are: 

o Upper and Lower Twin Lakes 

o Goose Lake 

o Thibaut Ponds 

o Billy Lakes 

The project's river banks, ponds, and lakes, and seasonal releases into wetland areas near Blackrock 

and the delta, will provide excellent breeding sites and feeding grounds for a wide variety of 

waterflow, migratory water birds, and shore birds, including ducks, geese, and herons. Many mam- 
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ma1 species, such as Tule elk, also use project areas for calving during dry years and will be 

dependent upon improved project habitat. Development of two major waterfowl management units 

will provide approximately 850 acres of wetland habitat on an annual basis. 

A key element of the project which would enable higher flows in the river is pump-back system 

near Keeler Bridge. This pump-back station would recapture most of the increased river flow and 

pump it back to the aqueduct at Lone Pine. As provided in the Agreement, LADWP would 

commence construction of this facility within three years of the Court's approval of the Agreement. 

The facility would be capable of pumping up to 50 cfs from the river to  the aqueduct. A release 

would be made from the pump-back site to supply the southern end of the river and the Owens 

River delta. 

In addition to EIR analysis of planned project elements, a joint Habitat Management Plan will be 

prepared for development, operation, and maintenance criteria for the multi-faceted project. Some 

of the elements of such a Plan would address such areas as: 

o Management of the Owens River channel and any new impoundments, including seasonal 
flow ranges, point of release and diversion, provisions for channel maintenance, control o r  
enhancement of riparian corridor vegetation and wildlife, and user accessibility. 

o Management of off-river pond areas (primarily the existing identified lakes and ponds, 
including guidelines for their operation to control tule encroachment). 

o Management of the Blackrock waterfowl area, including diversion facilities improvements, 
identification of wetlands habitat areas to be enhanced by seasonal flooding, and guidelines 
for rotational management to discourage uncontrolled tule encroachment. 

o Management of the Owens River delta area, including improvement through dikes and 
culverts of the water spreading capability at this location, development of small 
impoundments, improved user access, seasonal water spreading criteria, and wildlife and 
livestock management guidelines. 
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UPDATED LIST OF ANIMAL SPECIES 

BIRDS 

Sage sparrow (Amphispiza beUi) 
Dark-eyed junco (jnnco hyemalis) 

Oregon junco (Irmnco oregunus) 
Chipping sparrow (Spizella passerina) 
Brewer's sparrow (Spizella breweri) 
Black-chinned sparrow (Spizella anoguiak) 
Harris' sparrow (Zonotrichia quernla) 
Whitecrowned sparrow (Zononichia leucophrys) 
Golden-crowned sparrow (Zonomchia Ricapilla) 
White-throated sparrow (Zonomkhia aloicollis) 
Fox sparrow (Parserella ilinca) 
Lincoln's sparrow (Melospiza lincolnii) 
Song sparrow (Melospiza melwiia) 
Lapland longspur (Calcm'us lapponicus) 

MAMMALS 

Marsupialia 

Opossum (nidelprris viv'nianus) 

Insectivora 

Vagrant shrew ( S o m  vagranf) 
Northern water shrew (Sorer p.I..lris) 
Broad-footed mole ( S c a p ~ u s  infimonur) 

Habitat Abundance 
Occurrence 

c C, YL B 
h B  FC, yl, B 
C,D,E,F,G C, yl, B 

Foods (in decreasing 
ordcr of importance1 
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Chioptera 

Little brown myotis bat (Myofis lucifugur) 
Fringed myotis (Myotis thysmodes) 
Longeared myotis (Myoti'i evufis) 
California myotis (Myoh  califumicus) 
Yuma myotis (Myotis yumnnensis) 
Long-legged myotis (Myoh  volans) 
Small-footed myotis (Myotis subulatus) 
Sitver-haired bat (Iasionyclerius m t i vagam)  
Western pipistrel (Pipistrellur hespem) 
Red bat (Losiwus borealis) 
Big brawn bat (lijlesicus f i m w )  
Iloary bat (La~ iwus  cinereus) 
Spotted bat ( E u d e m  m u l a r a )  
Western big-eared bat (Plecorus townsendi) 
Pallid bat (Anrruww pllidus) 
Mexican freetail bat (Tadtm'da brmiliensis) 

Carnivora 

Black bear (Urslds omericmus) 
Rawmn (Procyon lolw) 
Ringtail cat (Bassarircus ashcrus) 
lung-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata) 
Badger (Taridea fm) 
Striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis) 
Spotted skunk (Spilogale puturius) 
Coyote (Canis labam) 
Kit fox (Vulpes m r o t h )  
Gray fox (Umcyon cinereoarg@mew) 
Mountain lion (Felis concolur) 
Bobcat (Lynx mfus) 

Rcdentia - 
Whitetail antelope squirrel (Amnwspemphilur leucurus) 
Townxnd ground squirrel (Spennophilur townsendi) 
California ground squirrel ( S p e m p h i h  beech$) 
Valley pocket gopher (Thomomys bonae) 
Little pocket mouse (Pemgnarhur lungimembrk) 
Longtail pocket mouse (PerogMthur f o m )  

Foods (in decreasing 
order of importance) 
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Great Basin pocket mouse (Pemgnathur ntuvur) 
Canyon mouse (Pemmyscur crinitus) 
Brush mouse (Peromyscus boylei) 
Deer mouse (Pemyscw manicukuw) 
Western harvest mouse (Reifhmdontomys megalotis) 
Southern graoshopper mouse (Onychomys torridus) 
Ord kangarw rat (Dipodmnys ordii) 
Yanamint kangarw rat (Dipodomys panamintinus) 
Merriam kangaroo rat (h'pudomys me*) 
Great Basin kangaroo rat (h'podomys microps) 
Desert kangaroo rat (Dipodomys desem) 
Pale kangaroo mouse (Microdipidops pilidus) 
Sagebrush vole (Lagwur awlatus) 
Meadow vole (Micmtos californicur) 
House mouse (Mur musculur) 
Desert woadrat (Neofoma lipida) 
Bushy-tail woodrat (Neotoma cincrea) 
Dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma furcipes) 
Beaver (Castor canademir) 
Porcupine (Emfhiwn dorsahun) 

Lagomorpha 

Blacktail jaczabbit (Lepus californicur) 
Desert cottontail (SylM'iagus auduboni) 

Artiodactyla 

Tule elk ( C e w  nannodes) 
Mule deer (Odocoileur hemionus) 
California bighorn sheep (Ovis canademir californiana) 

REPTIIES 

Gekkonidae 

Desert banded gecko (Coleony* vmegahu variegatus) 

guanidae 

Desert gunna ( D ~ ~ O S N U U S  d m &  dom&) 
Chuckwalla (Sauromalus obesur) 

Habitat 
9P.E 

Abundance & 
Occurrence 

Foods (in decreasing 
order of importance) 

&,~a,la 
2,5,la 
2,5,1a 
2,5,la 
2,5,la 
2a,5,la 
lb,2b,5 
5,2,3,la+b 
Anything edible 
la,2a+b 
lh,2h,5 
la+ h,2a + b 5  
lh,3b 
la+b,2b,3b 
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Habitat 

2 E 2  
Abundance & 
Occurrence 

Fwds (in decreasing 
order of importance) 

Collared S i r d  (Crofaphym collaris) 
Leopard S i r d  (Gambelia widknii) 
Barred spiny lizard (Scelopom magisfer fransversus) 
Great Basin fence lizard (Scebpom occidcnialis longpedus) 
Sagebrush lizard (Scelopwur graciosw graciosus) 
Northern side-blotched lizard 

(Ufa siansbmLUIana sfansburinna) 
Zebratail S i r d  (Cal l~aum dracomides) 
Southern desert horned lizard 

(Phrynosoma pkryhinos calidianrm) 

Xantusiidae - 
Desert night lizard (Xanfusia vigilis vigilis) 

Scincidae - 
Gilbert's skink (Eumeces gilbem') 
Western skink (Eiuneces skilronianur) 

Teiidae -- 
Great Basin whiptail (C~midophOIuS ti& ti&) 

Anguidae 

Sierra alligator l i r d  ( E I e p a  coerulea p a w )  
Southern alligator l i r d  (Elegaria mlricwinaia) 

Leptotyphlopidae 

Western Blind Snake (Leporyphlops hum&) 

Pacific rubber boa (Charinn bonae bonae) 

Western yellowbelly racer (Colubn m n )  
Red mchwhip (Masricophir flagellwn piceus) 
Striped whipsnake (Masticophir taeninncr) 
Mojave patch-& snake (Salvadum moiawmip) 
Great Basin gopher snake (PInrophir melanoleucus deserficola) 



Appendix C-4 

Habitaf 
m 

Abundance & 
Occurrence 

Foods (in decreasing 
order of importance) 

California kingsnake (Improperlis s e m h  califomiae) 
Glossy Snake (Ariwria elegaw) 
Western long-rimed snake (Rhimheilus kcontei kcontei) 
Sierra garter snake (Thamnophis couchi couchi) 
Mountain garter snake (Thamnophir elegans ekgans) 
Ground snake (Sonora semiannulala) 
Desert night snake (Hyps igh  torquafa desemkola) 

Viperidae 

Mojave desert sidewinder (Crotnlus cerasres cerastes) 
Great Basin rattlesnake (Crofalur viridus lutosur) 
Speckled rattlesnake (Crolalur mitchelli) 
Mojave rattlesnake (Crotalus scutu[anrs) 

AMPHIBIANS 

Pelohatidae 

Great Basin spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus intennonlanus) 

Bufonidae 

California toad (Bufo boreas halophiiur) 
Rcd-spotted toad (Bufo punctahrs) 

Hylidae 

Pacific treefrog (Hyla regiUa) 

Ranidae - 
Leopard frog (Rana pipiem) 
Bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana) 

FISHES 

Salmonidae 

Rainbow trout ( S W  gairdneri) 
Brown trout (Salmo m a )  
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

AC 

AC-FT 

A-E 

AF 

AFY 
BIA 

CARB 

CEQ A 

CIMIS 

CFS 

CM 

CNDDB 

CNPS 

CW 

DEIR 

DWR 

EIR 

E M  

EPA 

ET 

F 

FT 

FP 
GBUAPCD 

GBVAB 

Acres 

Acre-Feet 

hin-Edison 

Acre-Feet 

Acre-Feet per Year 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

California Air Resources Board 

California Environmental Quality Act 

California Irrigation Management System 

Cubic Feet per Second 

Centimeter, Centimeters 

California Natural Diversity Data Base 

California Native Plant Society 

Central Valley Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Department of Water Resources 

Environmental Impact Report 

EnhancementiMitigation 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Evapotranspiration 

Fahrenheit 

Feet 

Square Feet 

Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 

Great Basin Valley Air Basin 



GW 

IID 

KWH 

K W A F  

LA 

LA4 

LACFCD 

LADWP 

MW 

MWH 

M G L  

MWD 

NE 

o m  
PH.D 

PM,o 
PPM 

SIP 

SWP 

SWRCB 

TSP 

UCLA 

U G M ~  

USGS 

VGS 

CEQA 

CFS 

EIR 

USGS 

Ground Water 

Imperial Irrigation District 

Kilowatt-Hours 

Kilowatt-Hours per Acre-Foot 

Los Angeles 

Los Angeles Aqueduct 

Los Angeles County Flood Control District 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Megawatts 

Megawatt-Hours 

Milligrams per Liter 

Metropolitan Water District 

Northeast 

Office of Water Reclamation 

Doctor of Philosophy 

Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter 

Parts per Million 

State Implementation Plan 

State Water Project 

State Water Resources Control Board 

Total Suspended Particulate 

University of California, Los Angeles 

Micrograms per Cubic Meter 

United States Geological Survey 

Valley Generating Station 

A B B R E U T I O N S  - AGREEMENT 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Cubic Feet per Second 

Environmental Impact Report 

United States Geological Survey 
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ARTNT 

ATCO 

ATTO 

AWC 

CELA 

CHNA 

CV 

DISP 

DOY 

DWP 

EIR 

ET 

GIs 

GRSP 

IRAG 

LADWP 

W 

LWC 

M 

MED 

NDDB 

SAGOV 

SALIX 

SAVE 

SCS 

SPA1 

TARA 

TEAX 

URBAN 

USDA 

USGS 

ABBREVIATIONS - GREEN BOOK 

Anernisia tridentata 

Atripla confertifolia 

Atripla tofreyi 

Plant-available Soil Water Content 

Ceratoides Ianata 

Chrysothamnus nauseosus 

Coefficient of Varience 

Dktichlk spicata 

Day of Year 

Department of Water and Power 

Environmental Impact Report 

Evapotranspiration 

Geographical Information System 

Grayia spinosa 

Irrigated Agriculture 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Leaf Area Index 

Limiting Water Content 

Meter, Meters 

Maximum Effective Rooting Depth 

Natural Diversity Data Base 

Salix gooddingii 

Salir 

Sarcobatus vermiculatus 

Soil Conservation Service 

Sporobolus airoides 

Tamarix ramosissima 

Tetradymia d l a r i s  

Urban 

United States Department of Agriculture 

United States Geological Survey 
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IMPACT AREAS AND EXIST-ING 
AND PROPOSED MI 77GA 77ON 

@ 520 ACRES LAW/POLETA PASTURE LAND - IMPACT# 70-78 

@ McNALLY PONDS - IMPACT# 70-78 

@ 27 ACRES LAWS MUSEUM - IMPACT# 70-78 

@ REMGETA 77ON - 740 ACRES IN THE LA WS AREA - IMPACT # 70- 78 

@ REMGETA 77ON - 720 ACRES SOUW OF BISHOP - IMPACT # 70- 76 

@ KLONDIKE LAKE - IMPACT# 70-5, 7 7 - 7  

@ 30 ACRES, B/C PINE IRRIGATED PASNRE - IMPACT# 70-77 

@ REMGETA TION - 2 0  ACRES EAST OF BIG PINE - IMPACT # 10- 79 

@ REMGETA77ON - 160 ACRES /N BIG PINE AREA - IMPACT# 70-79 

@ REMGETATION - 300 ACRES, NM BRIDGES - IMPACT# 70-72 

@ FARMERS POND - IMPACT# 70-78 

LEGEND 

E & M PROJECTS (EX/TING MI 77GA 77ON) 

RcViG'E7;4 770N - GROUND WA TER IMPA C TS 

RE VEGETA 770N - SUWA CE WA TER IMPA C TS 

70' WA E R  TABLE DRA WDOWN BOUNDARY 

@am~mflarnmmmm*rnrnwm 70' WA TER 7ABLE DRA WDOWN BOUNDARY 
w/m M W  WELLS 

* PUMPING WELL 

a E & M WELL 

m PROPOSED NEW WELL 

IMPACT AND Ml77GAVON AREAS 
AND 70' WATER TABLE DRAWDOWN BOUNDARY 

OWENS VALLEY - NORTH HALF 

@ REMGETA T/ON - 8 0  ACRES TABOOS€ CREEK/BLACKROCK AREA - IMPACT # 70- 7 7  \ 
0 HINES SPRING MI 77GA TION - IMPA C T # 70- 74 

0 LITTLE BLACKROCK SPRING - IMPACT # 70-74 

377 ACRES, /NDEPENDENCE SPRING FIELD AND WOODL 0 T - IMPACT # .70- 7 7 

670 ACRES, INDEPENDENCE PASTURE LANDS - IMPACT # 70-76 

3 0  A CRES /NDEPENDENCE 1 . G A  TED PASTURE - IMPA CT # 70- 7 7 

6 0  A CRES, S YMMES/SHEPHERD REEGETA 77ON - I W A  CT # 70- 73 

798 ACRES, SHEPHERD CREEK - IMPACT # 70- 71 

7 ACRES AT WTNEY PORTAL ROAD - IMPACT # 70-76 

72 ACRES, LONE PINE WOOD LOT - IMPACT # 70-76 

7 7  ACRES NORWEAST oF'LoNE PINE - IMPACT # 70-76 

320 ACRES, VAN NORMAN AND RICHARDS NELDS - IMPACT# 70-76 

LOWER OWENS RIVER PROJECT - IMPACT # 9-3, 70-8' 70-74, 70-77, 70-20 

IMPACT AND Ml77GA77ON AREAS 
AND 10' WATER TABLE DRAWDOWN BOUNDARY 

OWENS VALLEY - SOUTH HALF 
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