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

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I appreciate the great potentiall of the LORP. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe essential
components of the project andipresents pnJject alternatives that directly violate the 1991 Long
Term Water Agreement and the established project goals. Some of my concerns include:

1) Size of the DumD station an~ delta flow:~ A 150 cfs pump station violates the lnyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. LADWP ~ not justified using a larger pump station that is three times
larger than the water agreemeItt allows. A larger pump station won't allow enough water to
reach the Delta and may help tADWP to Jpump more groundwater from the valley. LADWP
should select the 50 cfs pump station and ~) cfs annual average delta baseflows.

2) Funding: Monitoring and ~ptive maIJlagement are absolutely essential to the success of the
LORP, but the DEIR/EIS repe~tedly state~: that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet its Qbligations, ]:"ADWP should select funding option 2,
wN~h is the oQly option that a~equately winds the LORP .

O" ,.

3) Recreation }2lan: There is np recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
,.

current and anticipitated recre~tional uses 'Df 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 valvable project, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by
the teffils of the Water Agree~ent and the goals of the project, thoroughly describe all
management plans to the public, choose the least environmentally damaging alternatives, and
guarantee adequate funding.

I

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

Rpss & Maiya.. Gralia
Pb!.B6~" I'd 10

Ne~adacCitY CA.. 95959

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
qlSHOP ADMINISTRATIVE Cj'FCE
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Mr. Clarence Martin
tLos Angeles Department of W; tel and Power

~~~h::n~~h9~~ ~~;\;;~i'f%!jlif.'

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

Dear Mr. Martin,

I would like to comment on Lo er Owens River Project (LORP). I am concerned that the
successful implementation of e project C()uld result in significant project impacts that would
not be mitigated. I do not bell ve that this is not the intent of the LORP which, if implemented
with attention given to the foIl wing comments, could be quite beneficial to both California and
the Nation. I have taken the li to reiterate the comments that I agree with which have been
presented based both on strong scientific and legal conclusions and offered by various
environmental concerns.

Pump station and Delta now~: A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991 Water
Agreement. A larger pump station won't aUow enough water to reach the Delta and may help
LAD WP to pump more groun water from the valley. LAD WP should select the 50 cfs pump
station and 9 cfs annual averag delta base:t1ows. This option allows the maximum amount of
water flow to the deha under e agreements and approaches current flows. This is needed to
meet the deha habitat goal of .taining (~xisting and new delta habaitats for waterfowl and to
comply with the Water Agree ent.

Lack of commitment to moni~oring, adaptive management and mitigation measures:
Monitoring and adaptive m ement are absolutely essential to the success of the LORP, but
the DEIR/EIS repeatedly state that funding limitations may prevent their full implementation.
To meet its obligations, LAD should select funding option 2, which is the only option that
adequately funds the LORP. owever, option 2 should be restated to say LADWP would fund
all ofInyo County's shortfall t "some or all of Inyo County's shortfall, " as it does in the draft

document (p.2-8). Additionall , option 2 lacks funding for mitigation measures PS-2 and V -2.
A commitment to fully fund th se measures should also be included in funding option 2. In light
of LADWP' s tremendous cia! resourc:es, the project should not be compromised by lack of

funding.

Lack of funding for noxious teed con tn.': All of the LORP areas and habitat goals are at risk
if saltcedar and other noxious eeds are not controlled. The spread of saltcedar presents a
serious problem in the Owens alley and the LORP Draft EIR/EIS must realistically address this
problem. The document states that new saltcedar growth resuhing ftom the LORP would be a
significant Class I impact, but efers conm:>l of this problem to the separate pre-existing Inyo
County saltcedar control progr that has unsecured funding (mitigation measure V-2). If the
LORP is truly to be "one Ofthg most environmentally significant river habitat restorations ever

undertaken in the United State ," as Mark Hill, LADWP consultant, states it is, then it must

include provisions for guarant funding for control of sahcedar and other noxious weeds in
order to avoid significant impa ts and meet the project goals.

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
~\-I()P AI)MIN\STP~TIVE~F~E
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Recreation plan: There is no ~creation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipitated recre~ional uses c)fthe 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 ordet to protect Ilatural habitats and cultural resources.

Impact To Brine Pool TransUion Area: The Class I impact to shorebird habitat in the brine
pool transition area, identified in Draft EIR/EIS Table S-l, can and must be avoided. This is an
area that is used by thousands ~f ducks and geese and hundreds of thousands of shorebirds. It is
in an area that has been recognized by the ]N"ational Audubon Society as a Nationally Significant
Important Bird Area and is part of the U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan. This is a very
important wildlife habitat. The existing flows to this transition area have been released by
LADWP for many years. HaVi they been in violation of the existing court injunction that they
say would prohibit mitigation f this impact? If the current flows are allowable, it is inapproriate
to argue that maintaining those flows under the project is not feasible. LADWP can and must
avoid this impact by maintain. g existing flows and by not allowing this area to dry up in late
spring and summer as currentl happens. Additionally, ifLADWP insists that this impact is
unavoidable, they have an obligation under CEQA to explore mitigation alternatives that are
feasible. I

Source of additional water to supply tbe LORP: The Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose whether
or not LADWP will attempt to recover the additiona116,000 acre-feet/year of water that the
project will require beyond the current releases. Where will the additional 16,000 acre-feet/year
of water that the LORP will r uire come irom? Will there be increased groundwater pumping?
Will there be new wells drilled. Will it come from existing aqueduct supplies? What will be the
impacts of the need for 16,000 lacre-feet/year more water? The DEIR/EIS should clearly disclose
LADWP's intention to replace or not replac~ the 16,000 acre-feet/year with groundwater
pumping. The document fails to recognize the inadequacy of current pumping management to
attain the vegetation protectioq goals of the Long Term Water Agreement. The Draft EIR/EIS
therefore greatly underestimates the likelihood of potential future impacts due to any
groundwater pumping associated with the LORP .

Grazing: Understory impacts as a result of current grazing are severe in riparian habitats in
much of the LORP area. In~y places there is no understory and there are no young willows
or cottonwoods. Several habit t indicator species such as the yellow-breasted chat are dependent
on habitats with trees and a de se understory in the riparian zone. Unless the diversity of habitat
provided by understory growth significantly improves, the habitat goals for the river system will
not be met. Monitoring for un<lierstory development as described on p. 2-78 will not be
conducted unless the need for it is determined in some unspecified future time by unspecified
means. Whether or not this important monitoring function is needed should not be left to some
future decision. There should ~ a clear comittment to conduct this monitoring as the need for it
is obvious. Protocols for thistnitoring data collection and analysis should also be included in
the EIR/EIS. I

Additionally, individual grazing lease management plans are not provided in the document and
LADWP has denied requests by reviewers to see them. Without these critical documents and
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with no evaluation of the present lease condition and trend presented in the Draft EIR/EIS there
is no way to compare change olVer time when evaluating whether the goals of the project are
being met. There is no way for commenters to evaluate proposed management, monitoring and
the need for mitigation. This is inadequate.

As one of the most significant river habitat restorations in the country, the LORP represents an
unprecedented opportunity if the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power properly
implements the project. I hope the Final EIR/EIS will reflect a real commitment to make the
project live up to its full potential.

Sincerely,

(:::=:.--~~ ~~~~:
Andrew M. Harvey
PO Box 2493
Venice, California 90294-2493
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January 14,2003

Mr. Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Department of Water and PO'Ner
300 Mandich Street

IBishop, CA 93514 "

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I apprec iate the great potential of the LO RP. However, the D EIR/EIS 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) Size of the pump station and delta flow~:: A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. LADWP has notjustifi.~d using a 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 anrlual average delta baseflows. This option allows the maximum
amount of water flow to the delta under thc~ agreements and approaches 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) Funding: Monitoring and adaptive management are absolutely essential to the success of the
LORP, but the DEIRJEIS 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 anticipated recreational uses oj:'the LORP area. The document should contain a
thorough assessment of current and potentilal 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 projec:t, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by the
terms of the water agreement and the goal~: of the project, thoroughly describe all management
plans to the public, choose the least envirotlmentally damaging alternatives, and guarantee

adequate funding.

I
Sincerely,

J;...
iIJlJJJL J,~

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
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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 on this very important project. The LORP has
enormous potential benefits. 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 impacts that would not be mitigated. Please consider my comments on the
following issues:

Pump station and Delta flows: A 150 cfs pump station violates the lnyo-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 baseflows. 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 existing and new delta habaitats 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 select funding option 2, which is the only option that
adequately funds the LORP. However, option 2 should be restated to say LADWP would fund
all of Inyo County's shortfall not "some or all of Inyo County's shortfall," as it does in the draft
document (p.2-8). Additionally, option 2 lacks funding for mitigation measures PS-2 and V -2.
A commitment to fully fund these measures should also be included in funding option 2. In light
of LADWP' s tremendous financial resources, the project should not be compromised by lack of

funding.

Lack of funding for noxious weed control: All of the LORP areas and habitat goals are at risk
if saltcedar and other noxious weeds are not controlled. The spread of saltcedar presents a
serious problem in the Owens Valley and the LORP Draft EIR/EIS must realistically address this
problem. 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 Inyo
County saltcedar control program that has unsecured funding (mitigation measure V -2). If the
LORP is truly to be "one of the most environmentally significant river habitat restorations ever
undertaken in the United States," as Mark Hill, LADWP consultant, states it is, then it must
include provisions for guaranteed funding for control of saltcedar and other noxious weeds in
order to avoid significant impacts and meet the project goals.

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003

AOUEDUCTMANAGER
~~ ADMINISTRATIVE OFFCE
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Recreation plan: There is no recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipitated re~reational 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.

Impact To Brine Pool Transition Area: The Class I impact to shorebird habitat in the brine
pool transition area, identified in Draft EIR/EIS Table S-1, can and must be avoided. This is an
area that is used by thousands of ducks and geese and hundreds of thousands of shorebirds. It is
in an area that has been recognized by the National Audubon Society as a Nationally Significant
Important Bird Area and is part of the U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan. This is a very
important wildlife habitat. The existing flows to this transition area have been released by
LADWP for many years. Have they been in violation of the existing court injunction that they
say would prohibit mitigation of this impact? If the current flows are allowable, it is inapproriate
to argue that maintaining those flows under the project is not feasible. LADWP can and must
avoid this impact by maintaining existing flows and by not allowing this area to dry up in late
spring and summer as currently happens. Additionally, if LADWP insists that this impact is
unavoidable, they have an obligation under CEQA to explore mitigation alternatives that are
feasible.

Source of additional water to supply the LORP: The Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose whether
or not LADWP will attempt to recover the additional 16,000 acre-feet/year of water that the
project will require beyond the current releases. Where will the additional 16,000 acre-feet/year
of water that the LORP will require come from? Will there be increased groundwater pumping?
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/EIS should clearly disclose
LADWP's intention to replace or not replace the 16,000 acre-feet/year with groundwater
pumping. The document fails to recognize the inadequacy of current pumping management to
attain the vegetation protection goals of the Long Term Water Agreement. The Draft EIR/EIS
therefore greatly underestimates the likelihood of potential future impacts due to any
groundwater pumping associated with the LORP.

Grazing: Understory impacts as a result of current grazing are severe in riparian habitats in
much of the LORP area. In many places there is no understory and there are no young willows
or cottonwoods. Several habitat indicator species such as the yellow-breasted chat are dependent
on habitats with trees and a dense understory in the riparian zone. Unless the diversity of habitat
provided by understory growth significantly improves, the habitat goals for the river system will
not be met. Monitoring for understory development as described on p. 2-78 will not be
conducted unless the need for it is determined in some unspecified future time by unspecified
means. Whether or not this important monitoring function is needed should not be left to some
future decision. There should be a clear comittment to conduct this monitoring as the need for it
is obvious. Protocols for this monitoring data collection and analysis should also be included in
the EIR/EIS.

Additionally, individual grazing lease management plans are not provided in the document and
LADWP has denied requests by reviewers to see them. Without these critical documents and
with no evaluation of the present lease condition and trend presented in the Draft EIR/EIS there
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is no way to compare change <l>ver time when evaluating whether the goals of the project are
being met. There is no way fqr commente:rs to evaluate proposed management, monitoring and
the need for mitigation. This ~s inadequatl~.

As one of the most significantlriver habitat restorations in the country, the LORP represents an
unprecedented opportunity iftpe Los Angeles Department of Water and Power properly
implements the project. I ho~ the Final EIIR/EIS will reflect a real commitment to make the
project live up to its full potential.

Sincerely,

7~ 4"~-¥~--- -
Mark A. Heckman
425 East Yaney Street
Bishop, California 93514
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