
January 10, 2003
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'I
Mr. Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Department of Water anlj Power
300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514 I

Dear Mr. Martin

I am writing to comment on the Lower Owen:~ River Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report and Environmental Impact Statement.

I appreciate the great potential of the LORP. However, the DE/RIElS fails to describe
essential components of the project and presents project alternatives that directly
violate the 1991 Long Term Water Agreement and the established project goals. Some
of my concerns include:

1) ~ize of the pump station and deltaj~ I~ 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA
1991 Water Agreement. LADWP has not justified using a larger pump station that is
three times larger than the water agreement allows. A larger pump station won't allow
enough water to reach the Delta and rnay hellp LADWP to pump more groundwater from
the valley. LADWP should select th,e 50 cf:5 pump station and 9 cfs annual average
delta baseflows. This option allows the maximum amount of water flow to the delta
under the agreements and approachE~s current flows. This is needed to meet the delta
habitat goal of maintaining lexisting ar,d new delta habitats for waterfowl and to comply
with the Water Agreement.

2) Fundina: Monitoring and adapti'le management are absolutely essential to the
success of the LORP, but the DEIR/(:IS repE3atedly states that funding limitations may
prevent their full implementation. To meet its obligations, LADWP should select funding
option 2, which is the only option that i3dequately funds the LORP.

3) Recreation plan: There is no rlacreatioln plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a
description of current and anticipauad recreational uses of the LORP area. The
document should contain a thorough assessment of current and potential recreational
use in the LORP area and a plan to ImanagE~ that recreation in order to protect natural
habitats and cultural resources.

Mr. Martin, the LORP is a valuable project, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to
abide by the terms of the Water Agreemen1l and the goals of the project, thoroughly
describe all management plans to the public, choose the least environmentally
damaging alternatives, andiguarantee adequate funding.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

/Yr7

S i nCereIY~~'7[; ~
/ I ~~:<.52

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003v
AQUEDUCT MAN'AGER

\iSHOP ADMINISTRATIVE rFF~E
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January 1O, 2003

Mr. Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Department of Water and! Power
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin,

I am writing to comment on l the Lower Owen~. River Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report and Environmental Impact Sta1:ement.

I appreciate the great pote~tial of the LORP. However, the DEIR/EiS fails to describe
essential components of, he projec1[ and ~)resents project alternatives that directly
violate the 1991 Long T er Water Agreement and the established project goals. Some
of my concerns include:

1) Size of the um station and delta flQ!Y§.;. p~ 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA
1991 Water Agreement. ADWP has not justified using a larger pump station that is
three times larger than the water agrE~ement allows. A larger pump station won't allow
enough water to reach the elta and rnay help LADWP to pump more groundwater from
the valley. LADWP shoul select th'9 50 cf~~ pump station and 9 cfs annual average
delta baseflows. This opt on allows the maximum amount of water flow to the delta
under the agreements and approachE~s curre!nt flows. This is needed to meet the delta
habitat goal of maintaining existing arld new delta habitats for waterfowl and to comply
with the Water Agreement.

2) Fundina: Monitoring 'id adaptr.je management are absolutely essential to the
success of the LORP, but he DEIR/I::IS repl3atedly states that funding limitations may
prevent their full implement tion. To meet its obligations, LADWP should select funding
option 2, which is the only ption that ,adequately funds the LORP.

3) Recreation plan: There is no recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a

description of current an [ anticipated recreational uses of the LORP area. The document should contain thorough assessment of current and potential recreational

use in the LORP area and a plan to manage that recreation in order to protect natural

habitats and cultural resou ces.

Mr. Martin, the LORP is a valuable Iproject, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to
abide by the terms of the Water Agreement and the goals of the project, thoroughly
describe all managemen plans to th~ public, choose the least environmentally
damaging alternatives, and guaranteE! adequate funding.

Thank you for your consid~ration of rTlY comments.

RECEIVED

~:~::~::~;~~~.4;Z;;~.~'
JAN t 3 2003

I'J;;CUUc. \\AtltAGER
~,SHa:- ADMilotlS IRA liVE OFFICE
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January 10, 2003

Mr. Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin,

I am writing to comment on the Lower Owens River Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report and Environmental Impact Statement.

I appreciate the great potential of the LORP. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe
essential components of the proje(;t and presents project alternatives that directly
violate the 1991 Long Term Water A~Jreement and the established project goals. Some
of my concerns include:

1) Size of the oumo station and delta ~ A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA
1991 Water Agreement. LADWP has not justified using a larger pump station that is
three times larger than the water agreement allows. A larger pump station won't allow
enough water to reach the Delta and may help LADWP to pump more groundwater from
the valley. LADWP should select the 50 cfs pump station and 9 cfs annual average
delta baseflows. This option allows the maximum amount of water flow to the delta
under the agreements and approach'9s current flows. This is needed to meet the delta
habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta habitats for waterfowl and to comply

with the Water Agreement.

2) Fundinq: Monitoring and adaptiive management are absolutely essential to the
success of the LORP, but the DEIR/EIS repeatedly states that funding limitations may
prevent their full implementation. To meet its obligations, LADWP should select funding
option 2, which is the only option that adequately funds the LORP.

3) Recreation plan: There is no recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a
description of current and anticipa1:ed recreational uses of the LORP area. The
document should contain a thorough assessment of current and potential recreational
use in the LORP area and a plan to manage that recreation in order to protect natural
habitats and cultural resources.

Mr. Martin, the LORP is a valuable project, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to
abide by the terms of the Water Agreement and the goals of the project, thoroughly
describe all management plans to the public, choose the least environmentally
damaging alternatives, and guaranteE~ adequate funding.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

~
u
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Stacey Mike
P.O. Box 705

Lonle Pine, ICA 93545

January 10, 2003

Mr. Clarence Martin

j tLos Angeles Department 0 Wa er and Power
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514 I. ~§~';il,F:E:

Subject: Comments on th~ Lo~er O""ens Riv'er Project Draft: EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Martin,

I would like to take this opport nity to comment on this vel")l' important project. The
LORP has enormous poten~I'al nefit~;. However, there are many statements in the
Draft EIR/EIS which call in 0 q estion the successful implementation of the project and
which could result in signifi ant project impacts that would not be mitigated. Please
consider my comments on he ollowing iSSUE~S:

Pump station and Delta flo s: A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. A large pu p station won't allow enough water to reach the Delta
and may help LADWP to p mp ore !Jroundvvater from the "alley. LADWP should
select the 50 cfs pump sta ion nd 9 cfs annual average delt;a baseflows. This option
allows the maximum amou to water flow to the delta under the agreements and
approaches current flows. This is neE~ded to meet the delta Ihabitat goal of maintaining
existing and new delta hab tats for wc)terfowl and to comply with the Water Agreement.

Lack of commitment to 0 itoril1lg, ada'ptive management and mitigation
measures: Monitoring an ad ptive managt~ment are absolutely essential to the
success of the LORP, but t e D IR/EIS repeatedly states that funding limitations may
prevent their full implemen ti n. To meet its obligations, u~DWP should select funding
option 2, which is the only pti n tha1t adequ;3tely funds the LORP. However, option 2
should be restated to say D P would fund all of Inyo County's shortfall not 'some or
all of Inyo County's short{( 1~" s it does in the draft document (p.2-B). Additionally,
option 2 lacks funding for itig tion rneasurE~S PS-2 and V-2. A commitment to fully
fund these measures shoul al 0 be included in funding option 2. In light of LADWP's
tremendous financial resources the project should not be cclmpromised by lack of

funding. j "to RECE'VED

JAN 1 3 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
!!SHfP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFCE
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Lack of funding for nox ~.us ~eedl control: All of the LORP areas and habitat goals
are at risk if salt cedar and oth r noxious weeds are not controlled. The spread of salt
cedar presents a serious p ble in tile Owens Valley and thle LORP Draft EIR/EIS must
realistically address this pr blem. ThE~ document states that new salt cedar growth
resulting from the LORP wCDuld be a siignificarlt Class I impact, but defers control of this
problem to the separate pre-existing ][nyo County salt cedar control program that has
unsecured funding (mitiga on easure V-2). If the LORP is truly to be "one of the
most environmentally signi !can river habitat restorations ever undertaken in the United
States," as Mark Hill, LAD Pc nsultant, stab~s it is, then it rnust include provisions for
guaranteed funding for co trol f salt cedar clnd other noxiolJs weeds in order to avoid
significant impacts and me t th projE~ct goals.

Recreation plan: There is no recrec}tion plcJn in the DEIR/I:IS, nor is there a
description of current and ntic pitateld recrecltional uses of the LORP area. The
document should contain a tho ough assessment of current ,and potential recreational
use in the LORP area and pia to manage that recreation in order to protect natural
habitats and cultural resou ces.

Impact To Brine Pool Tr ns tion Jlrea: 'ne Class I impact to shorebird habitat in
the brine pool transition ar a, i entified in Draft EIR/EIS Table S-l, can and must be
avoided. This is an area t at is used by thousands of ducks and geese and hundreds of
thousands of shorebirds. I is i an alrea that: has been reco~~nized by the National
Audubon Society as a Nati nail Significant Important Bird Area and is part of the U.S.
Shorebird Conservation Pia. his is i~ very important wildlin~ habitat. The existing
flows to this transition area ha been releasl~d by LADWP for many years. Have they
been in violation of the exi ting court injunction that they sa'( would prohibit mitigation
of this impact? If the curr nt tl ws are allow;able, it is inappropriate to argue that
maintaining those flows un er he project is not feasible. LA.DWP can and must avoid
this impact by maintaining xis ing flolws and by not allowing this area to dry up in late
spring and summer as curr ntl happl~ns. Additionally, if LADWP insists that this impact
is unavoidable, they have n 0 ligation under CEQA to explore mitigation alternatives
that are feasible.

Source of additional wa er 0 sup,ply thE~ LORP: The Draft EIR/EIS fails to
disclose whether or not LA W will altempt t:o recover the additional 16,000 acre-
feet/year of water that the proj will require beyond the current releases. Where will
the additional 16,000 acre- ee year of water that the LORP will require come from?
Will there be increased gro nd ater pumpin~J? Will there bE~ new wells drilled? Will it
come from existing aqued ct s pplies? Whal: will be the imj:lacts of the need for 16,000
acre-feet/year more water. Th DEIF"{jEIS should clearly dis'close LADWP's intention to
replace or not replace the 6,0 0 acre-feet/y,ear with groundwater pumping. The
document fails to recogniz th inadequacy Clf current pumping management to attain
the vegetation protection oals of the Long Term Water AgrE~ement. The Draft EIR/EIS
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therefore greatly underestimates the likelihocld of potential future impacts due to any
groundwater pumping associated with the LORP.

Grazing: Understory impacts ts a re~sult of current grazing are severe in riparian
habitats in much of the LORP a ea, Iin many places there is no understory and there
are no young willows or cotton oods" Sever;31 habitat indicator species such as the
yellow-breasted chat are dependent on habitc3ts with trees and a dense understory in
the riparian zone. Unless the diversi~{ of hatlitat provided by understory growth
significantly improves, the

r ab*' t goclls for the river system will not be met. Monitoring

for understory developmen as escribed on p. 2-78 will not be conducted unless the
need for it is determined in so e unslpecified future time by unspecified means,
Whether or not this important onitoring function is needed should not be left to some
future decision. There should be a clear commitment to conduct this monitoring, as the
need for it is obvious, Prot;ocol$ for this monitoring data coillection and analysis should
also be included in the EIR/EIS~

Additionally, individual gra~ing lease nnanagement plans are not provided in the
document and LADWP has ~eni requests by reviewers to see them. Without these
critical documents and wit~ no valuation of 1:he present lease condition and trend
presented in the Draft EIR/IEIS here is no walY to compare change over time when
evaluating whether the go~ls 0 the project are being met. There is no way for
commenters to evaluate prppo management, monitoring and the need for
mitigation. This is inadequ~te.

As one of the most Signific~nt~ ver halbitat restorations in the country I the LORP
represents an unprecedent~ 0 portunity if the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power properly implements the project. I hOlpe the Final EIRjEIS will reflect a real
commitment to make the ~roj live up to i~; full potential.
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Sally Miller
PO Box 22
Lee Vining, CA 93541 (Mr. Clarence Martin

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514

Subject: Comments on the Lower Owens River Project Draft EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Martin,

I appreciate the opportunity to comment OJ[l this very important project. The LORP has
enormous potential benefits. However, thc~re are many statements in the Draft EIR/EIS which
call into question the successful implementation of the project and which could result in
significant project impacts that: would not 1be mitigated. Please consider my comments on the

following issues:

Pump station and Delta flows: A 150 cu; pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991 Water
Agreement. A larger pump station won't allow enough water to reach the Delta and may help
LADWP to pump more groundwater from the valley. LADWP should select the 50 cfs pump
station and 9 cfs annual average delta base flows. This option allows the maximum amount of
water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches current flows. This is needed to
meet the delta habitat goal of maintaining t~xisting and new delta habitats for waterfowl and to

comply with the Water Agreement.

Lack of commitment to monitoring, adaptive management and mitigation measures:
Monitoring and adaptive management are absolutely essential to the success of the LORP. but
the DEIR/EIS repeatedly states that funding limitations may prevent their full implementation.
To meet its obligations. LADWP should se:lect funding option 2. which is the only option that

adequately funds the LORP. !

Sincerely,

Sally Miller

RECEIVED

JAN 1 5 2003

iiOUEDUCT MANAGER
ISHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
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January 10, 2002

Mr. Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514

Subject: Comments on the tower Owe~ns River Project Draft EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Martin,

I appreciate the opportuni to commlent on this very important project. The LORP has
enormous potential benefit. However, there are many statements in the Draft EIR/EIS
which call into question the successful implementation of the project and which could result
in significant project impa that would not be mitigated. Please consider my comments on
the following issues:

Pump station and Delta fl ws: A 15,0 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991 Water
Agreement. A larger pum station won't allow enough water to reach the Delta and may
help LADWP to pump mo e groundwater from the valley. LADWP should select the 50
cfs pump station and 9 s annual average delta baseflows. This option allows the
maximum amount of water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches current
flows. This is needed to m et the delta habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta
habitats for waterfowl and t comply with the Water Agreement.

Lack of commitment to onitoring" adaptive management and mitigation measures:
Monitoring and adaptive m nagement are absolutely essential to the success of the LORP,
but the DEIR/EIS repea dly states that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet i obligations, LADWP should select funding option 2, which is
the only option that adequ ely funds l:he LORP. However, option 2 should be restated to
say LADWP would fund 11 of Inyo County's shortfall not "some or all of Inyo County's
shortfall, " as it does in the d aft document (p.2-8). Additionally, option 2 lacks funding for

mitigation measures PS-2 a d V-2. A commitment to fully fund these measures should also
be included in funding opti n 2. In li~:ht of LADWP's tremendous financial resources, the
project should not be compr mised by ]lack of funding.

Lack of funding for Doxio s weed corltrol: All of the LORP areas and habitat goals are at
risk if saltcedar and other noxious v/eeds are not controlled. The spread of saltcedar
presents a serious proble in the Owens Valley and the LORP Draft EIR/EIS must
realistically address this pro lem. The document states that new saltcedar growth resulting
from the LORP would be a significant Class I impact, but defers control of this problem to
the separate pre-existing In 0 County s;altcedar control program that has unsecured funding
(mitigation measure V-2). If the LO]~ is truly to be "one of the most environmentally
significant river habitat res orations e'l/er undertaken in the United States," as Mark Hill,
LADWP consultant, states it is, then it must include provisions for guaranteed funding for

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
'iISHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OfF~E
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control of saltcedar and othtr noxious 'vveeds in order to avoid significant impacts and meet
the project goals.

Recreation plan: There is~ recreatiO]tl plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipated recr ational US(~s of the LORP area. The document should contain

a thorough assessment of ent and potential recreational use in the LORP area and a
plan to manage that recreati n in order to protect natural habitats and cultural resources.

Impact To Brine Pool Tr sition Ar4~a: The Class I impact to shorebird habitat in the
brine pool transition area, i entified in Draft EIR/EIS Table S-l, can and must be avoided.
This is an area that is use by thous.3.nds of ducks and geese and tens of thousands of
shorebirds. It is in an area at has be(~n recognized by the National Audubon Society as a
Nationally Significant Impo ant Bird J~ea and is part of the U.S. Shorebird Conservation
Plan. This is a very impo ant wi1dlifl~ habitat. The existing flows to this transition area
have been released by LAD P for maJrlY years. Have they been in violation of the existing
court injunction that they s would prohibit mitigation of this impact? If the current flows
are allowable, it is inappro 'ate to arg;ue that maintaining those flows under the project is
not feasible. LADWP can nd must av.oid this impact by maintaining existing flows and by
not allowing this area to dry up ill late spring and summer as currently happens.
Additionally, if LADWP .sists that this impact is unavoidable, they have an obligation
under CEQA to explore mit gation alteJmatives that are feasible.

Source of additional wate to suppl,. the LORP: The Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose
whether or not LADWP ill attempt to recover the additional 16,000 acre-feet/year of
water that the project will quire beyond the current releases. Where will the additional
16,000 acre-feet/year of w ter that tile LORP will require come from? Will there be
increased groundwater pu ping? Will there be new wells drilled? Will it come from
existing aqueduct supplies? What will be the impacts of the need for 16,000 acre-feet/year
more water? The DEIR/E S should c1learly disclose LADWP's intention to replace or not
replace the 16,000 acre-fe t/year with groundwater pumping. The document fails to
recognize the inadequacy of current: pumping management to attain the vegetation
protection goals of the Lon Term Wat:er Agreement. The Draft EIR/EIS therefore greatly
underestimates the likeliho d of potential future impacts due to any groundwater pumping
associated with the LORP .

Grazing: Understory impa ts as a result of current grazing are severe in riparian habitats in
much of the LORP area. n many places there is no understory and there are no young
willows or cottonwoods. S veral habit:at indicator species such as the yellow-breasted chat
are dependent on habitats w th trees and a dense understory in the riparian zone. Unless the
diversity of habitat provide by understory growth significantly improves, the habitat goals
for the river system will no be met. l\/:1:onitoring for understory development as described
on p. 2-78 will not be con ucted unle~)s the need for it is determined in some unspecified
future time by unspecified eans. Whether or not this important monitoring function is
needed should not be left to some future decision. There should be a clear commitment to
conduct this monitoring, as the need for it is obvious. Protocols for this monitoring data
collection and analysis shou d also be lllcluded in the EIR/EIS.
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Additionally, individual gra ing lease D1anagement plans are not provided in the document
and LADWP has denied equests b~{ reviewers to see them. Without these critical
documents and with no eval ation of tile present lease condition and trend presented in the
Draft EIR/EIS there is no ay to com:pare change over time when evaluating whether the
goals of the project are bein met. Thlere is no way for commenters to evaluate proposed
management, monitoring an the need Jror mitigation. This is inadequate.

As one of the most Significa~t river habitat restorations in the country, the LORP represents
an unprecedented opportuni if the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power properly
implements the project. I h pe the F~lal EIR/EIS will reflect a real commitment to make
the project live up to its full otential.

m 

:Thw~
Sincerely,

~~u~
56)<' 1l3

p\\\le,C~ 4'3$13
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