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Comment Letter No.

171

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 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 anP delta flows: A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
ater Agreement. LADWP has not justified using a larger pump station that is three times
arger than the water agreement allows. A larger pump station won't allow enough water to
each the Delta and may help LADWP to pump more groundwater from the valley. LADWP
should select the 50 cfs pump istation 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.

2) Funding: 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.

3) Recreation plan: There is ﬁ recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of

171-3 current and anticipitated 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.

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. |

Mr. Martin, the LORP is a va%:able project, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely, of awuwn e 7744»1/
407 Eust
Bishep (A TES
RECEIVED
JAN 10 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
3SHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
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Comment Letter No. 172

January 10, 2003

Mr. Clarence Martin

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

| appreciate the great potential of the LORP. However, the DEIR/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 flows: 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
172-1 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 habitats for waterfowl and to comply
with the Water Agreement.

2) Funding: Monitoring and adaptive management are absolutely essential to the
172-2|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 anticipated recreational uses of the LORP area. The
172-3|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 | want it to work. | 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,

W % i~ RECEIVED

. - 3/ JAN 10 2003
;Zl{j ﬁ:,z( (4 755/¢ WQUEDUCT MANAGER

C}ffz} "HOP ANMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
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Comment Letter No. 173
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Comment Letter No. 174

3566 Brookside Dr.
Bishop. Ca 93514
January 12, 2003

Mr. Clarence Martin

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich St.

Bishop. Ca 93514

Dear Mr. Martin:

This letter is in regard to the Lower Owens River Project for which you are presently
considering public input.

It is my concern that the participants responsible for reaching an equitable agreement beginning
the re-watering process will continue to argue and posture for political advantage while the
public waits for water to flow in the old river bed. The process has reached the “knit picking”
slage in an attempt to place such tight restrictions on the DWP that the flexibility needed, over
the next few years, to adjust to unforseen problems that may arise, along miles of new river bed,
will be seriously hampered.

I believe the work completed to produce the necessary safeguards for future negotiations and
provide new habitat for an abundance of wildlife has been addressed. The work done by Mark
174-1 Hill. of Ecosystem Sciences, should be implemented now with water flow while his work is still
current.

The ongoing argument over the size of a pump back station at Lone Pine is another attempt to
control the DWP and its need for flexibility in moving water. In my opinion, the DWP has the
right to place any size pump back station it feels necessary to move water. The fact that early
LORP negotiations called for a 50 ¢fs pump should not mean additional concerns, arising during
continued negotiations, would not allow you the flexibility to increase capacity.

The Department is ready to abide by the water agreement and add about 60 miles of re-watered
river that will be a recreational and economic windfall for the lower Owens Valley. Iask that
you continue your policy of public access, appreciated by all, and let the public enjoy this new
playground without further delay.

RECEIVED
JAN 13 2003

FOUEDUCT MAMRGER
IGHOP ADMINIETOATIVE NFFICE
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It is the Department of Water and Power’s business to provide water and power, primarily, to
customers in the Los Angeles area. In my opinion, as an exporter of water, you have to make
tough decisions and deal with hard core opposition. You will never please some LORP

committee members because of harbored resentments held toward DWP that will never be
satisfied.

Sincerely,
¥ \
Dick Noles



Con?ment Letter No. 175

Clarence Martin
LADWP
300 Mandich St,

Bishop CA 93514

Dear Clacence, Martin /pPWP 4
17.5-1 In_the. DEIR € DEIS for the Lower Owens
Rivec Project the pump station was Agreed vpoan
and should femain at 50 efs. No changes there
"midstream Y No other negotiations shavld loe made
to maintain this item as writken. i
12__5'2 The, LADWP  not only promised to festore b2
miles oF the, Llower Owens River. but should be,
Tequlred 10 maintain £lows 4o the dejts Ieadir{%_m
the Owens Lake,corrently an attraction for birds.
10N S&Qri.?—{aln% of one for bhe.mtharQ.

175-3 The LA DWP elsims that Sundi ag for implementing
Aid monitorin% this. project may loe lionited | bot

¥ they would sfop sending those. silhi slick gelf-
pr'e-fuﬁm% mailess oot which are almost insolting

. \oyo and Mono ecunty tesidents (who have watched
Vﬁ%eﬁ&-ﬁ{}ﬁ dw Lp and die}) there covld be maore
Money there |, .,

Hopesully this preject will be syceessfol and theie
Will be some reason for commendation foc the LADWP.
Sinoere L"T‘ >
RECEIVED Cheryl € Greg Noclin
JAN 13 2003 1444 Birchim Lane

| o Bishep CA 93514
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Comment Letter No. 176

e \% 203

Mr. Clarence Martin

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich St.

Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Lower Owens River Project Drafi
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement.

Having read much of the document. it’s obvious a lot of thought and work went into it
n order to meet the legal requirements for this important and unique project,

One of my main concerns is the spread of non-native weeds, such as Lipidium

latifolium (Pepperweed). As mentioned in your document, Table 2-25, page 2-95, under
“Implementation Dependent on Outside Funding”, your table says that outside funding
1§ required to achieve this goal. It seems that there is no outside funding for the control
176-1Jof non-native weeds and that it would work best if you could take this on as part of
meeting the goals. Also. once the water starts moving around these areas, a plan for
monitoring for new growth and spread of non-native weeds needs to be put into place.
If you could include the monitoring as part of your funding of this project, the project
has a much greater chance of meeting the agreed upon goals in the Memorandum of
Understanding between Los Angeles and Inyo County.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

’J'L/\l%ﬁu_ \-‘l\);(_, { f(t T
Debby Parker
1625 Shoshone Dr.

Bishop, CA 93514

RECEIVED
JAN 15 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
JSHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE


mwh
Comment Letter No. 176

sketcham

sketcham

sketcham
176-1


1 7344

Comment Letter No. 177

ROBERT H. PASCHALL
CONSULTING GEOLOGIST

2758 Glenbrook Way, Bishop CA 93514- Phone (760) 872-2293

3Ja 2003
Clarence Martin e

LADWP
300 Mandich Lane
Bishop 93514

Dear Mr. Martin:

This may sound vain, but I m in a better position than most to comment on
LORP. I make that bold statement because (1)1 was brought up in southern
California, and went to UCLA, (2) was a desert ral in the Mojave when | was
young, (3) next lived 1n Ventura County, where | was on the steering comm
ittee for Lhe Casitas Dam project, (4) returned to L.A., lived in an apartment
near Hollywood & Vine, and learned how southern Californians think about
waler—namely, not very much, (5) moved to Sacramento, where a huge sign
near the confluence of the American and Sacramento riversread "W ATER IS
PRECIOUS. CONSER VE IT," and where | served on the Auburn Dam comm
ittee, and (6) moved to Bishop 1n 1991, after having visited the Qwens Valley
since the 1940s. Believe me, that constitules an education.

That education revealed that most southern Californians fall into two cate-
gories: Oldtimers who think that im ported water is their personal God -given
right, and newcomers who haven t the faintest idea where their water comes
from. Those two mindsels create an awesome emotional and psychological
dilem m a for elected officials, who, like all politicians, arerelucant Lo tell their
constituents hard truths about serious issues.

The serious 1ssue here began with the DWP 5 exploitation of Owens Valley
water by taking annual stream run-off. When that became inadequate for
satisfying the demands of an 1gnorant and arrogant populace, wells were
drilled. Aside from notable devastation of plant and associated animal life,
that action was a subtle one of desperation, since, unlikeannual run-off, wells
drain aguifers that have finite boundaries and resultant finite lives,

The question therefore arises: W hat will DWP do for an encore? The answer
15: There1s no encore Lo this performance. Come the next severe drought—and
there will be one, as surely as there will be a next earthquake—and L.A. will
finally have to acknowledge that its front lawns, golf courses, and swimming
pools are extravagances thal are no longer affordable1n a southern California
coastal desert.

RECEIVED
JAN 10 2003

MUEDUCT MANAGER
=W ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
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That 1s the worst case scenario, and the one that, knowing elected officials, is
the mosl probable. Il can be avoided, but only 1if elected officials bite the
bullet, soon and hard. Namely, after ninety years of obfuscation and rejection,
Lthose officials should tell people to tear out their lawns and plant their yards
Lo sage and ocatillo, as residents of Tucson do. Tell them about the 75 year-
long drought thal paleodendrologist Scott Stine has documented in the Eastern
Sierra, and that it 5 necessary to adjust to such a disaster before it arrives.

177-1 Biut cheer them up byalse telling them that, right dows there at .ong Beach

and Santa Monica 1s the eastern edge of the world 5 largest body of water,
namely the Pacific Ocean: "All we have to do, folks, 1s what the Israelis have
done,and what 5 done on all large shipsin the U.S. Navy, namelylake the salt
outofthat water. Then,and only then, should we re-fill our swimming pools."

Thatisquite a political row to hoe, Mr. Martin, but it s the only longterm way
Lo achieve LORP and to preserve the virtues of an area that has a far better
climate than Palm Springs'and more beautiful views than those from Van
Nuys or North Hollwood. In the meantime, however, every element of LORP
that reduces Turther despoliation of this lovely region should be undertaken.

TN Pk

Copies Lo Members, Inyo County
Board of Supervisors

P.5.- The attitude of L.A.’s citizens and LADWP s management 1s remimscent of South
Africa’s government toward Lhe ATDS virus: "What do you mean, a problem®? Go away and
don't bother me.”
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Comment Letter No. 178

January 7, 2003
Mr, Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

33 Q{JhMmE}fi:hgiElE?it _ k{%u,f,f O{,J.)
15hop. 33 5 O K ;2 _()L %
RE: Comments on Lower Owens River Project Draft EIR/EIS % mga [’ A C? ﬁ .

Dear Mr. Martin; ﬁc','z

[ am a local resident, a practicing consultant for botanical issues in the Owens
Valley. and a scientist on the staff of the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control
District, Having reviewed the Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact
Statement for the Lower Owens River Project. dated November 1. 2002, | have the
following comments.

Rare Plant Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures should be numbered throughout Table S-1 for easy
reference. The MM to offset the project’s effect on rare plants (page S-28) is written as
an impact. Potential impacts include loss of existing plants or populations due to
construction, or to changes in water table depth, or changes in grazing pattern. or to
invasion by tamarisk. These impacts should be described in the “Impact” column, then
guantified and ranked in the text for cach known pepulation within the study area (eg.,
pg. 2-62). The suggested mitigations (the only ones [ could find are grazing exclosures at
populations in three lease arcas) should then be given in the “Mitigation Measures™
column. Potential impacts to all existing populations due to water table changes and to
ground disturbing activities associated with construction, and the impacts that could
occur when tamarisk invades these areas where the water table has changed or
construction has created new habitat for tamarisk, should be analyzed. Each rare plant
MM must include targets and monitoring methods for assurance that the measure (in this
case, the City has proposed exclusion of cattle) sufficiently mitigates for all the potential
impacts.

Western Overflow Channel

Will the western overflow channel be closed off, or not? This feature is described
on pg. 6-38 as being 20-30 ft wide and 3-4 fi deep at its overflow or point of divergence
from the main channel. The possibility that significant and permanent stream capture
could oceur in this channel. resulting in loss of existing wetland area, is discussed on pg.
6-44. in apparent contradiction to the statement on pg. 6-40 that “Surface flow in the
overflow channel has nowhere to go.” It is stated on pg. 6-45 that closing off this feature
would be “artificial and potentially invasive™. so it will not be done even if wetland
acreage targets are not being met due to stream capture. And yet. the modeling to

RECEIVED
JAN 13 2003

AOUEDUCT MANAGER
SHOR ANUNIETRATIVE OFFICE
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anticipate the amount of water spreading that would expected from annual by-pass and
pulse flows (pg. 6-46) was conducted under the conllicting assumption that no flows
would be allowed into the overflow channel, which could be true only after the channel
was closed off. Delaying environmental analysis for a channel closing would be
considered project piece-mealing, and should be done as part of this EIR if there is any
likelihood that such a closing will be needed to meet LORP and MOU goals. It appears
on pg. 11-8 that the threat of stream capture with resultant Delta wetland loss is being
used to justify the larger pumpback station option. If so, overflow stream capture should
be presented as a significant impact under the smaller pumpback station alternative and
mitigation measures (for example, building a small barrier to flows at the point of
divergence) should be formulated to bring this impact to below the level of significance.

Yours truly,

o

im Paulus, Ph.D.
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Comment Letter No. 179

January 10 2003
Mr. Clarence Martin,

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich St.
Bishop California, 93514

Dear Mr. Martin,

The following are my comments on the draft LORP EIR/EIS.

#1 Page s-13, table s-1, mitigation measure f-1 “One time fish stalking program”

My comment-Black bass fish stocks should be from fish that originate in
the Owens River water system. In the 1992 studies by the CDFG on black
bass samples from Haiwee Reservoir concluded that the black bass
179-1in the Owens River system are an almost pure strain of Northern

large mouth bass. We oppose the introduction of any possible cross bred
Species.

#2 Page 2-23, Paragraph 2 3.5 3-seasonal habituate flows. “The timing of the
seasonal habituate flows is designed to coincide with seed production by
willows and cottonwoods in the flood plain (e.g. late spring/early
179-2 summer) thereby providing an opportunity to stimulate growth of the new

trees on the flood plain adjacent to the river channel.” My comment-This
is also the peak spawning time for large mouth bass and blue gill, How is
a fishery to survive if their spawn is continually interrupted?

#3 Page 2-26, Paragraph 2.3.6-Channel clearing prior to phase I releases. “Prior
to initiating phase [ releases LA DWP will mechanically remove
sediments and marsh vegetation obstructions from 10,800 feet

179-3|(approximately 2 miles) of river channel down stream of the river intake.”

My comment- There are many more miles of obstructions. Why do you
propose to leave them in place?

#4 Page 4-2, paragraph 4.2 propose projects.

Phase 1 and Il releases. My comment-We object to this release schedule.
In 1993 the Owens Valley Warm Water Fishing Association (OVWWEFA)
in response to a request for comment regarding a proposed water release
schedule, warned, the release schedule would result in a massive fish kill.
179-4 We were informed that “thanks, for your input, but we know better and we
will proceed as planned.” What resulted was thousands upon thousands of
|[dead fish. Piles of dead bass on the banks of the Owens River. For the
success of the LORP project it is not necessary to deliberately kill massive
amounts of fish. We urge you to implement the original rewatering plan
lof 1999. Page 11-5, “alternative initial release regime I-gradual base

RECEIVED

JAN 13 2003

ACUEDUCT MANAGER

LEHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFIGE
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flows and deferred seasonal habituate flows.” In 1999 this was the
promised release schedule. Why is it not now?

#5. As Part of a law suit settlement LADWP agreed to a S0CFS pump back

179-5 station as part of the LORP. The S0CFS pump back station should be the
only one considered for this project.

#6. Any mention of “funds availability * should be deleted from the final
EIR/EIS. If this language is allowed to remain a convenient funding
179-6lescape will be available to LADWE. Creating a possibility that the entire
LORP project could, at some point in the future, be terminated.

#7. The arrogance of LADWP is clearly demonstrated in the drafi EIR/.EIS.
The(LADWP) claim that if the S0CFS pump back is chosen the project
will be delayed by several months. WHY? LADWEP is designing a
179-7|150CFS pump back station, not the SOCFS pump back station that
they)LADWP) agreed to in the LORP agreement. LADWP must know
something that the rest of us don’t.

#8. The following is from W. A. Chalfants “The Story of Inyo™ published in
1933, This quote is by Morrow Mayo from his book “Los Angeles™: “Los
Angeles gets its water by reason of one of the costliest, crookedest, most
unscrupulous deals ever perpetrated, plus one of the greatest pieces of
engineering folly ever heard of. Owens Valley is there for anybody to see,
The city of Los Angeles moved through this valley like a devastating
179-8 plague. It was ruthless, stupid, cruel and crooked. It stole the waters of

| the Owens River. It drove the people of Owens Valley from their home, a
home which they had built from the desert. For no sound reason, for no
sane reason, it destroyed a helpless agricultural section and a dozen towns.
It was an obscene enterprise from beginning to end.”
It is our opinion that this quote is just as applicable today as it was 70+
years ago.
The decision makers of the LORP final EIR/EIS must be ever vigilant in
their dealings with the LADWP.

Francis and Francee Pedneau
P.O.Box 667
Lone Pine, Ca 93545

760-876-4319 ;f
%ﬂe W
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CLARENCE MARTIN
LADWP

Comment Letter No. 180

180-1
[ SUPPORT THE COMMENTS
ON THE LORP MADE BY THE

& /NYO MONO FARM BUREAU
4l AND THE
& [NYO COUNTY CATTLEMENS

| ASSOCIATION

Kirk MeE K

e
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Mr, Clarence Martin Comment Letter No. 181
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr, Martin:

1 am writing to comment on the Lower Owens River Project (LORP) Draft Environmenta] Impact
Report and Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS).

T appreciate the great potential of the LORP. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe essential
components of the project and presents project altemnatives that directly violate the 1991 Long
Term Water Agreement and the established project goals, There are several points which raise
questions and concerns about the LADWP’s commitment to uphold ANY agreement made with
Inyo County.

I am especially concerned with the push to increase the gize of the pump station and delta flows,
A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991 Water Agresment. According to the EPA in a
letter to Jerry Gewe dated February 27, 2002, “LADWP’s proposal for the larger pump station
does not appear to be economically or environmentally justified,” The LADWP has not justified
1871 -1|using a pump station that is three times larger than the water agreement allows. A larger pump
stution will not allow enough water to reach the delta and has all the appearance of a means to
surreptitiously help the LADWYF pump more groundwater from the valley, LADWP should select
|the 50 ofs pump station and 9 cfs annual average delta baseflows. This option allows the
maximum amount of water flow to the delts under the agreements and approaches current flows.

Tlhis is needed to meer the goal of maintaining existing and new delta habitats for waterfow] and
ko comply with the water agreement.

In addition, funding for monitoring and adaptive management are absolutely essential to the

success of the LORP, but the DEIR/EIS repeatedly states that funding limitations may prevent

181-2 |their full implementation, The control of saltoedar and other noxious weeds which will increase
cxponentially need (o huve specific funding measures spelled out in the DEIR/EIS. To meet its

obligations, the LADWP should select Funding Option 2, which is the only option that adequately
funds the LORP,

There is no recreation plan or statement of potential economic impact to the Owens Valley in the
181-3 EIR/EIS, nor is there a description of current and anticipated recreational uses of the LORP
area, The document should contain & thorough assessment of current and potential recreational

use in the LORP ares and & plan to manage that recreation in order to protect natural habitats and
ultural resources,

With regard to cultural resources, the document is lacking in documentation of native uses of the
181 -4|riverine environment and the loss uf those resources to the Paiute and Shoshone people. It
appears that very little thought has been given to the restoration of the indigenous native fish

species which populated the river, There seems to be great emphasis on sport fishing of modern
'planted non-native fish species.
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The Lower Owens River Project is valuable and I want it to work. I urge the LADWP to shide by
the terms of the water agreement and the goals of the project, to thoroughly descrihe all
management plans to the public, choose the least environmentally damaging alternatives, and
guarantee adequate funding. LORP has the potential to be g model environmental mitigation
project or it could just simply tumn into the third barrel of the Los Angeles aqueduct. I would
prefer to see it be upheld as a viable model of environmental mitigation and cooperation over the
use of this planet’s most precious resource - water,

Thank you for your consideration of my comments,
Sincerely,
Beth 8. Porter

PO Box 56
Independence, CA 93526
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Comment Letter No.

182

Mr. C. Martin Ms. Gail Louis Ms. Leah Kirk
LADW.P. US.EP.A., Region IX Inyo County Water Dept.
300 Mandich Street 75 Hawthorne Strest, WIR-3 163 May Street

Bishop, CA 93514 San Francisco, CA 94105 Bishop, CA 54514

Re: Public comments for the Lower Owens River Project EIS/EIR
Dear Sir or Ma’am,

My wife and I live in Olancha, California. Isupport many of the goals and objectives of the
Lower Owens River Project. [ believe it is a good and beneficial project. In particular, [ support the
opinion of the Environmental Protection Agency as expressed in their letter of February 27, 2002.
Support option 2, for the 50 ofs pump station.

I belicve the Tertiary and Quaternary deposits of Owens Valley may qualify as a Sole Source
Adquifer per Title 40, Part 149 of the Code of Federal Regulations. Any citizen may petition the
EPA for such a designation. Ido so now, by copy of this letter, and I request that Region IX send
me a copy of the correct forms for petitioning. It is well known that the City of Los Angeles
obtains a large part of its water from aqueduots; but the citizens of Owens Valley obtain much of
their drinking water from underground, This is particularly true for the towns that immediately
border the Owens Lake. Ifpossible, please ensure that any federal permits, authorizations and
funding take this into account.

T'o Inyo County:

182-1 [Ibelieve that current court orders prohibit Inyo County from taking any action, including the

approval of any Conditional Use Permit, that contributes to a violation of the current water
agreement(s). If the proposed 150 cfs pump station is contrary to the water agreement, then Inyo
County will be violating the Order by approving it. The LADWE cannot (or would not) be able to
argue that it is harmed by such a denial because: (1) It does not harm the City of L.A. to comply
with the Order, and; (2) In order to show that L.A. is being unduly deprived of water, it must first
demonstrate a need for that watet. It cannot do so. One should remember that L.A. uses only a part
of the water to which it is entitled from the Metropolitan Water District. While this other water is
more expensive than Owens Valley walcr, this slight inconvenience cannot be used as an excuse for

evading a court mandate.

To State Agencies:

182-2  The California Department of Fish & Game has authority to approve or deny any Stream

~Alteration Permit for this action. Also, the California State Lands Commission acts as the actual
land owner for the Owens River delta, Soitis ultimately the State of California, not Los Angeles,
that decides how the delta will be managed (T £nd it odd that LADWP has not decided whether 1t
necds State permission to build on State lands; see Table 1-1). Iurge the CDFG and _‘State}.-ands
Commission to set & good example of environmental management. These two agencies will look
particularly bad if they approve any action that leads to a violation of the Migratory Bird Trealy, ot
any action that leads to degrading this delta. The CDFG and State La::sds Clommission may possibly

also be subject to the water agreement. I say this becausc these agencies are apparently parties to
the M.O.U., and the M.O.U. is part of 2 California court order. T believe that a state agency may not

knowingly take any action that contributes to violating a California state court order.
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As 2 geologist, I am keenly aware that mining operations in this state have to comply with
California/Federal regulations governing migratory birds, wildlife habitat, water quality, and so on.
I simply expect the State to apply the same environmental standards to a municipal project, as it
would to an ordinary mineral project. I have understood that LADWP may, or may not, be able to
guarantee funding for long-term monitoring and mitigation on these State-owned lands. Let us ask
ourselves: What should a State agency do with a CEQA document that describes how an operator
might possibly suck the water out from under a wildlifc habitat, but that same operator refuses to
guarantee adequate monitoring and compliance? State agencies often tell other partics how to take

good care of the environment; here is an opportunity for the State of California to practice what it
preaches.

For the sake of argument, let us assume that one day, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service chose
to pursue a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty caused by this project’s actions on the delta. Ido
not think the USFWS would go after the LADWP. The USEWS would go after the CDFG (for the
stream alteration permit that caused this) and the State Lands Commission (for permitting the action

182-6

to take place on State lands).

[o Federal Agencies:

It is my understanding that the LORP will reccive federal funds through the EPA, that the
pump station is subject to a 404 permit from the Army Corps of Engineers, and that this permit will
be subject to the Decision Record for this Bnvironmental Impact Statement. I trust the EPA to
decids which option is more appropriate, because I feel the EPA has a more objective viewpoint
than the other agencics involved. It1s my understanding that a federal agency is not allowed to take
any action, including issuance of a permit, that leads to violating the Migratory Bird Treaty or leads
to the deterioration of a Sole Source Aquifer. Whatever option is chosen, please ensure that any
federal permits, anthorizations or funding are so conditioned.

The author of the EIR/EIS implies the EPA’s choice of Option 2 may cause an “unnacessary
adverse impact on Los Angeles’ water supply” (see the last paragraph of section 11.4.1). I disagree.
In order for this to be so, LADWP would have to show that Option 2 is either contrary to local law,
or that adequate water cannot be acquired from other sources. Jt can do neither. The author himself
states that there are no prohibitions against it. And even if L.A. cannot conserve water other means,
it always has the option of purchasing the equivalent amount of water from the Mctropolitan Utility
District. Tn addition, LADWP does not have authority to decide what 1s an "unneccssary adverse
impact’ for an EIS. NEPA reserves that authority to Fedcral agencics. If this is the only reason

182-7

against option 2, it 1s an insufficient reason.

Federal regulations commonly also require that recipients of a Federal authorization must
remain is compliance with State & local regulations; at lcast so far as they do not conflict with
federal authority. Such should be the case here also. Please ensurc that any federal permit stipulates

that al] state laws and county ordinances shall be complied with as a condition of authorization.

Thank you:
Sincerely,

2l K. ol

Randall Porter
Box 56
Independence, CA 93526
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Comment Letter No. 184
24519 Ny (s
Mr. Clarence Martin c, ?>§/ L_.

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514 g

January 10, 2003

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

| appreciate the great potentia! of the LORP. However, the DEIR/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 flows: 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
184-1 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 iexisting 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 DEIR/EIS repeatedly states that funding limitations may

184-2 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 of the LORP area. The
184-3|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 | want it to work. | 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, 5
RECEIVE
. '\%ZQ
QO[W | WM JAN 13 2003
AQUEDUCT MANAGER

BISHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE,
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Mr. Clarence Martin Comment Letter No. 185

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

Subject: Comments on the qower 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 guccessful 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 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 baseflows. This option allows the
maximum amount of water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches current
flows. This is needed to meget the delta habitat goal of maintaining existing 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 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

RECEIVED
JAN 13 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
ISHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
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control of saltcedar and other noxious weeds in order to avoid significant impacts and meet
the project goals. |

Recreation plan: There is no recreation plan in the DEIR/ EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipated recreational uses of the LORP area. The document should contain
a thorough assessment of current and potential recreational use in the LORLP 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 tens 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 inappropriate 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
hether or not LADWP will attempt to recover the additional 16,000 acre-feet/ year of
ater 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
ore water? The DEIR/EIS should clearly disclose LADWP's intention to replace or not
eplace the 16,000 acre-feet/year with groundwater pumping. The document fails to
ecognize the inadequacy of current pumping management to attain the vegetation
rotection goals of the Long Term Water Agreement. The Draft EIR/EIS thérefore 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. Seyeral 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

185-7'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 commitment 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.
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dditionally, individual grazing lease management plans are not provided in the document

and LADWP has denied requests by reviewers to see them. Without these critical

1 85-8|documents and with no evaluation of the present lease condition and trend presented in the

Draft EIR/EIS there is no way to compare change over 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.

- tt%

Z_/A/Dﬂ y 2 S
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January 10, 2003

Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power Comment Letter No. 186
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin

I am writing to you regarding the Lower Owens River Project Draft Environment Impact
Report and Environmental Impact Statement.

I have concerns that the original agreement goals established in 1991 may not be
implemented as written. These concerns include:

186-1
I'is my understanding that a pump, three times the size designated in the plan is being
proposed. This will take water that should reach the delta. It seems like LADWP may be
trying to take even more of our ground water. We need to meet the delta habitat goal of
maintaining existing and new delta habitats for waterfowl and to comply with the water
agreement.

186-2

I have heard that funding levels may prevent full implementation. The monitoring and

adaptive management are absolutely essential to the success of the LORP. Please insist

that LADWP implement option two.

186-3

Further the residents of Owens Valley wish to have a description of current and anticipated

recreational uses of the LORP area. We need an area that protects natural habitats and
cultural resources.

urge LADWP to abide by the terms of the water agreement and the goals of the project.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

‘ )
Y 4 , \ |
{ j' ‘\‘CQ_L{'L&-\-—--BS*-‘\J
-t - i\

Virginia M. Reyn&ds, Concerned Resident

5 7-0033

RECEIVED
JAN 13 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER )
2USHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFIC!
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Martin, lece

Comment Letter No. 187

T I ey e =z £
From: Richardson, Stanley
Sent; Tuesday, January 14, 2003 11:10 AM
To: Martin, Clarence
Subject: public comments lower Owens EIR
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Comment Letter No. 188

January 17, 2003

Mr. Clarence Martin

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin,

We are writing to comment on the Lower Owens River Project Draft Environmental
impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement. Mono Lake agreements provide
the example of people getting together for a wir-win restoration plan.

The Lower Owens River Project (LORF) promises to restore 62 miles of the lower
Owens River to maintain, enhance and create hundreds of acres of new habitat for
waterfow! and other wildlife; and to greatly improve the warm water fishery. However, the
DEIR/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 flows: LADWP should select the 50 cfs pump
station and 9 cfs annual average delta baseflows. This option allows the maximum

1. 88-Tlamount 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
habitats for waterfowl and to comply with the water agreement.

2) Funding: Monitoring and adaptive management are absolutely essential to the
188-2 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: The document should contain a thorough assessment of current and
188-3 potential recreational use in the LORP area and a plan to manage that recreation in
order to protect natural habitats and cultural resources.

The LORP is a valuable project and we want it to work. | urge LADWP to abide by the
terms of the water agreement, thoroughly describe all management plans to the public,
choose the least environmentally damaging alternatives, and guarantee adequate
funding.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

Doy Llrents Kphann ' Keenis

Donald L Rivenes
Barbara L Rivenes

18700 Angelwood Ln
Nevada City CA 95959 RECEIVED
JAN 2 1 2003
AQUEDUCT MANAGER

BISHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
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Comment Letter No. 189

E. Richard and Tamra Y. Roloff
P.O. Box 2814
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

January 11, 2003

V1A FACSIMILE

Mr. Clarence Martin

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514

RE: LORP Draft DEIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Martin:

To reiterate Mark Hill, one of the LADWP's Consultants, “this is one of the most
environmentally significant river habitat restorations ever undertaken in the United
States”. To make this come true it is important the LADWP follow through with
]f?éeéigljl_t and with total honesty of their intent.

It is our understanding the LADWP is bound by an Inyo-LA 1991 Water Agreement
that restricts the size of the pump station. If this is true, then this draft DEIR /EIS
should not alter this agreement as to the pump size. If the LADWP deems constructing
a 150 cfs pump station at this time is more economically feasible given long term
projections and requirements, then these fact should be brought out along with all the
relative data supporting your projections. It is only right that the LADWP be bound by
pfgrg agéammts unless all parties agree to a change.

If the LADWP is sincere about restoring the Lower Owens River and maintaining,
enhancing and creating hundreds of acres of new habitat for waterfowl and other
wildlife, they must guarantee a proper flow into the delta and make available the
necessary funds for monitoring and adaptive management to insure this project is a
success.

The LADWP has available via LORP, the ability to make positive changes that will
affect generations years from now. I hope you will make the necessary changes in the
DEIR/ EIS that will make this project a success and something the LADWP and the
people of the Eastern Sierra would be proud.

. /9
@z\{g SN
E. Richard Roloff Tamra Y. Roloff

cc.  Inyo County Board of Supervisors
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R ey,
January 10, 2002 é&&) . g o .
Mr. Clarence Martin %W ﬁ/l ?‘35‘76[/

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

300 Mandich Street Comment Letter No. 190
Bishop, CA 93514

Subject: Comments on the IJowe# 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 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 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 delta habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta
habitats for waterfowl and to cor;i)ly with the Water Agreement.

Lack of commitment to nionitoring, 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 noxipus 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

RECEIVED
JAN 13 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
RISHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICF
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control of saltcedar and other noxious weeds in order to avoid significant impacts and meet
the project goals.

Recreation plan: There is no recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipated 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.

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
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 wi
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 inappropriate 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 shpply 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? at 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.

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 no%e et. Monitoring for understory development as described

Grazing: Understory impac{i as a result of current grazing are severe in riparian habitats in

on p. 2-78 will not be conducted lunless 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 commitment 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.
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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 is no way to compare change over time when evaluating whether the
goals of the project are being met. There is no way for commenters to evaluate proposed
management, monitoring and theneed for mitigation. This is inadequate.

As one of the most signiﬁcan“t 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 hape the Final EIR/EIS will reflect a real commitment to make
the project live up to its full potential.

Sincerely,
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