
Mr. Clarence Martin I

Los Angeles Department of J ater and Power

300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514 !~~,

Dear Mr. Martin,

I am writing to comment on ~e Lower Owens River Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
and Environmental Impact S!4tement.

I appreciate the great potentia! of the LOP.P. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe essential
components of the project an4 presents project alternatives that directly violate the 1991 Long
Teffi1 Water Agreement and t}i1e establisht~d project goals. Some of my concerns include:

1) Size of the um station an delta flow~ A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. LADWP as not justi1ied using a larger pump station that is three times
larger than the water agreeme~.1 allows. Pl larger pump station won't allow enough water to
reach the Delta and may help ADWP 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 f water flO'N to the delta under the agreements and approaches
current flows. This is needed ~o 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~aPtive mwlagement are absolutely essential to the success of the
LORP, but the DEIR/EIS re tedly state:) that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet its bligations, LADWP should select funding option 2, which is the
only option that adequately ~ds the LORP.

I

3) Recreation Rlan: There is~ recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipitated recre tional uses of the LORP area. The document should contain a
thorough assessment of curre and poten1:ial 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 Vt ble projec:t, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by
the terms of the Water Agree ent and the goals of the project, thoroughly describe all
management plans to the publ c, choose tile least environmentally damaging alternatives, and

guarantee adequate funding. I

Thank you for your considera~on of my comments.

X' a.w-t.IA1.-le ' TJU -..c,..-'

'107 4.s'r

I3tsAOf CA- 7' ..s--tLf

Sincerely,

RECEIVED

JAN 1 0 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
11SHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFCE
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January 10, 2003

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

Dear Mr. Martin,

I appreciate the great potential of the LORP. Hovv'ever, the DEIR/E1S fails to describe
essential components of the project and r>resents 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 1~ t\ 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA
1991 Water Agreement. L.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 Delta and rnay help LADWP to pump more groundwater from
the valley. LADWP should select th'9 50 cf:, 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 lapproachE!s current flows. This is needed to meet the delta
habitat goal of maintaining iexisting arId new delta habitats for waterfowl and to comply
with the Water Agreement. I

2) Funding: Monitoring and adapti'/e management are absolutely essential to the
success of the LORP, but the DEIR/E:IS repE~atedly states that funding limitations may
prevent their full implementation. To rneet its obligations, LADWP should select funding
option 2, which is the only option that c3.dequa1:ely funds the LORP.

3) Recreation plan: There is no rl3creation plan in the DEI RIElS, nor is there a
description of current and anticipatl3d 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 iWater Agreemen1: and the goals of the project, thoroughly
describe all managementl plans to the public, choose the least environmentally
damaging alternatives, and !guarantee adequate funding.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003

AOOEDUCTMAlirASER
qlSHOP ADMINISTRATIVE ~FCE;
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January 10, 2002

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

Subject: Comments on the ~ower 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 uccessful implementation of the project and v/hich could result
in significant project impacts that would not be mitigated. Please consider my comments on
the following issues:

Pump station and Delta flo s: 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 mor groundwater from the valley. LADWP should select the 50
cfs pump station and 9 c annual average delta baseflows. This option allows the
maximum amount of water ow to the delta under the agreements and approaches current
flows. This is needed to me t the delta habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta
habitats for waterfowl and to 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 repeat illy states that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet it obligations, LADWP should select funding option 2, which is
the only option that adequa ly funds the LORP. However, option 2 should be restated to
say LADWP would fund a of Inyo County's shortfall not "some or all of Inyo County's
shortfall, " as it does in the d ft document (p.2-8). Additionally, option 2 lacks funding for

mitigation measures PS-2 an V-2. A commitment to fully fund these measures should also
be included in funding optio 2. In light of LADWP's tremendous financial resources, the
project should not be compr mised by lack of funding.

Lack of funding for noxion weed conll:rol: All of the LORP areas and habitat goals are at
risk if saltcedar and other oxious 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 pro lem, The document states that new saltcedar growth resulting
from the LORP would be a ignificant Class I impact, but defers control of this problem to
the separate pre-existing Iny County saltcedar control program that has unsecured funding
(mitigation measure V-2), f the LORP is truly to be "one of the most environmentally
significant river habitat rest rations ever undertaken in the United States," as Mark Hill,
LADWP consultant, states 't is, then it. must include provisions for guaranteed funding for

JAN 1 3 2003

AOOEDUCT MANAGER
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control of saltcedar and othetnoxious weeds in order to avoid significant imp,acts and meet
the project goals.

Recreation plan: There is~ recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a Ide scription of
current and anticipated recre tional use:) of the LORP area. The document s~ould contain
a thorough assessment of ent and potential recreational use in the LO~ area and a
plan to manage that recreatio in order to protect natural habitats and cultural resources.

Impact To Brine Pool Tr sition Area: The Class I impact to shorebird habitat in the
brine pool transition area, id ntified in Draft EIR/EIS Table S-l, can and mu~t 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 at has been recognized by the National Audubon Society as a
Nationally Significant Impo ant Bird Area and is part of the U.S. Shorebird'Conservation
Plan. This is a very import nt wildlife habitat. The existing flows to this transition area
have been released by LAD for many years. Have they been in violation ~fthe existing
court injunction that they sa would prohibit mitigation of this impact? If the current flows
are allowable, it is inapprop 'ate to argue that maintaining those flows under! the project is
not feasible. LADWP can a d 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 in ists that this impact is unavoidable, they have an obligation
under CEQA to explore miti ation alternatives that are feasible. I

Source of additional water to supply the LORP: The Draft EIR/EIS fans to disclose
whether or not LADWP w attempt to recover the additional 16,000 acr~-feet/year of
water that the project will r quire beyond the current releases. Where will the additional
16,000 acre-feet/year of wa er that the LORP will require come from? Will there be
increased groundwater pum ing? Will there be new wells drilled? Will ~t come from
existing aqueduct supplies? at will be the impacts of the need for 16,000 jicre-feet/year
more water? The DEIR/EI should clearly disclose LADWP's intention to replace or not
replace the 16,000 acre-fee /year withl groundwater pumping. The document fails to
recognize the inadequacy f current pumping management to attain ~e vegetation
protection goals of the Long erm Water Agreement. The Draft EIR/EIS th~refore greatly
underestimates the likelihoo of potential future impacts due to any groundwater pumping
associated with the LORP.

Grazing: Understory impac s as a result of current grazing are severe in ripaqan habitats in
much of the LORP area. I many places there is no understory and there are no young
willows or cottonwoods. Se eral habitat indicator species such as the yellow~breasted chat
are dependent on habitats wi h trees and a dense understory in the riparian zorie. Unless the
diversity of habitat provided y understory growth significantly improves, the habitat goals
for the river system will not e met. Monitoring for understory development as described
on p. 2-78 will not be cond cted unless 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 orne future decision. There should be a clear commitment to
conduct this monitoring, as e need for it is obvious. Protocols for this monitoring data
collection and analysis shoul also be included in the EIR/EIS.
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Additionally, individual graz. g lease management plans are not provided in the document
and LADWP has denied equests by reviewers to see them. Without these critical
documents and with no eval ation of the present lease condition and trend presented in the
Draft EIR/EIS there is no ay to compare change over time when evaluating whether the
goals of the project are bein met. There is no way for commenters to evaluate proposed
management, monitoring an the need for mitigation. This is inadequate.

As one of the most Significa~ 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 Final EIR/EIS will reflect a real commitment to make
the project live up to its full otential.

Sin~
LINPN
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January 10, 2003

Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Dept. of Water & P'ower
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin

I am writing to you regarding thE~ Lower Ovvens Ri1ier Project Draft Environment Impact

Report and Environmental Impact Stateme!nt.

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

I is my understanding that a purnp, three times thE! size designated in the plan is being
proposed. This will take water that should Ireach the delta. It seems like LADWP may be
trying to take even more of our ~~round water. We need to meet the delta habitat goal of
maintaining existing and new delta habitau; for waterfowl and to comply with the water

agreement.

I have heard that funding levels may preve!nt full irnplementation. The monitoring and

adaptive management are absolutely essential to 'the success of the LORP. Please insist
that LADWP implement option t1NO.

Further the residents of Owens 'Valley wish to havle a description of current and anticipated
recreational uses of the LORP 8lrea. We need an area that protects natural habitats and
cultural resources.

urge LADWP to abide by the tE~rms of the water agreemerlt and the goals of the project.

Thank you for your consideration of my colrnments.

Sincerely,

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
qlSHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFK',!
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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 LowE~r Owen:s River Project Draft Environmental
Impact Report and Environrnentallmpact Statement. Mono Lake agreements provide
the example of people getting together for a wirl-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
waterfowl anQ other wildlife; and to greatly improve the warm water fishery. However, the
DEI 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 c;oncern!i include:

1) Size of the pump station ;9nd delta flows: LADWP should select the 50 cis pump
station and 9 cis annual average delta baseflow's. This option allows the maximum
amount of water flow to the delta under the agrE~ements and approaches current flows
This is needed to meet the (jelta habita1: goal of maintaining existing and new delta
habitats for waterfowl and to comply with the water agreement.

2) Funding: Monitoring and .adaptive mctnagemE~nt are absolutely essential to the
success of the LORP, but the DEIR/EIS, repeatE!dly states that funding limitations may
prevent their full implementcttion. To mE!et its obligations, LADWP should select funding
option 2, which is the only option that acjequately funds the LORP.

3) Recreation plan: The document shoulld 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 cuttural reSIDurces.

The LORP is a valuable project and we want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by the
terms of the water agreemelnt, thorough,ly describe all management plans to the public,
choose the least environmentally damal~ing alternatives, and guarantee adequate

funding.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

,ct~t.i~Jc.A Y ,~~u~~
Sincerely,

3),.J..tLf.v-t..l\l..6
Donald L Rivenes
Barbara L Rivenes
18700 Angelwood Ln
Nevada City CA 95959 RECEIVED

JAN212003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER
BISHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
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January 10, 2002

1f~~~ ~ "Rt;>b!V1 t;J CJ-;:l
~~;;(!)L .9 a.(/( ~ (/fn ,
l6L.JJlt.JJ) {} A 935/1-Mr. Clarence Martin

r 1Los Angeles Department of at r and Power

300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514

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

Dear Mr. Martin,

I appreciate the opportunity to omment on this very important project. The LORP has
enormous potential benefitS. H wever, there are many statements in the Draft EIR/EIS
which call into question the ucc ssful 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 flo s: A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo- LA 1991 Water
Agreement. A larger pump stati n won't allow enough water to reach the Delta and may
help LADWP to pump mor gr undwater from the valley. LADWP should select the 50
cfs pump station and 9 c a ual average delta baseflows. This option allows the
maximum amount of water ow to the delta under the agreements and approaches current
flows. This is needed to me t delta habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta
habitats for waterfowl and to co ply with the Water Agreement.

Lack of commitment to onit ring, adaptive management and mitigation measures:
Monitoring and adaptive m nag ment are absolutely essential to the success of the LORP,
but the DEIR/EIS repeat illy states that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet i obI gations, LADWP should select funding option 2, which is
the only option that adequa ly nds the LORP. However, option 2 should be restated to
say LADWP would fund of Inyo County's shortfall not "some or all of In yo County's
shortfall," as it does in the d ft ocument (p.2-8). Additionally, option 2 lacks funding for
mitigation measures PS-2 an V-. A commitment to fully fund these measures should also
be included in funding optio 2. In light of LADWP's tremendous financial resources, the
project should not be compr mis d by lack of funding.

Lack of funding for noxion we d control: All of the LORP areas and habitat goals are at
risk if saltcedar and other ox' us weeds are not controlled. The spread of saltcedar
presents a serious problem in e 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 ign' ficant Class I impact, but defers control of this problem to
the separate pre-existing Iny Co nty saltcedar control program that has unsecured funding
(mitigation measure V-2). f th LORP is truly to be "one of the most environmentally
significant river habitat rest rati ns ever undertaken in the United States," as Mark Hill,
LADWP consultant, states' is, en it must include provisions for guaranteed funding for

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003
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control of saltcedar and othet notious weeds in order to avoid significant impacts and meet
the project goals. I

Recreation plan: There is~ re~ ation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipated recre tio al uses of the LORP area. The document should contain
a thorough assessment of rren and potential recreational use in the LORP area and a
plan to manage that recreatio in rder to protect natural habitats and cultural resources.

Impact To Brine Pool Transiti n Area: The Class I impact to shorebird habitat in the
brine pool transition area, id n' d in Draft EIR/EIS Table S-l, can and must be avoided.
This is an area that is used by ousands of ducks and geese and tens of thousands of
shorebirds. It is in an area t at h s been recognized by the National Audubon Society as a
Nationally Significant Impol ant ird Area and is part of the U.S. Shorebird Conservation
Plan. This is a very import nt .dlife habitat. The existing flows to this transition area
have been released by LAD P t; r many years. Have they been in violation of the existing
court injunction that they sa wo ld prohibit mitigation of this impact? If the current flows
are allowable, it is inappropr ate 0 argue that maintaining those flows under the project is
not feasible. LADWP can a d m st avoid this impact by maintaining existing flows and by
not allowing this area to ry up in late spring and summer as currently happens.
Additionally, if LADWP in ists at this impact is unavoidable, they have an obligation
under CEQA to explore miti atio alternatives that are feasible.

Source of additional water to s pply the LORP: The Draft EIR/EIS fails to disclose
whether or not LADWP w' a empt to recover the additional 16,000 acre-feet/year of
water that the project will re uir beyond the current releases. Where will the additional
16,000 acre-feet/year of wa er at the LORP will require come from? Will there be
increased groundwater pum ing. Will there be new wells drilled? Will it come from
existing aqueduct supplies? a will be the impacts of the need for 16,000 acre-feet/year
more water? The DEIR/EI sho Id clearly disclose LADWP's intention to replace or not
replace the 16,000 acre-feet yea with groundwater pumping. The document fails to
recognize the inadequacy f rrent pumping management to attain the vegetation
protection goals of the Long e Water Agreement. The Draft EIR/EIS therefore greatly
underestimates the likelihoo of otential future impacts due to any groundwater pumping
associated with the LORP .

Grazing: Understory impact as result of current grazing are severe in riparian habitats in
much of the LORP area. I ma y places there is no understory and there are no young
willows or cottonwoods. Se eral habitat indicator species such as the yellow-breasted chat
are dependent on habitats wit tre s and a dense understory in the riparian zone. Unless the
diversity of habitat provided y u derstory growth significantly improves, the habitat goals
for the river system will not e et. Monitoring for understory development as described
on p. 2-78 will not be condu ted unless the need for it is determined in some unspecified
future time by unspecified ans Whether or not this important monitoring function is
needed should not be left to orne future decision. There should be a clear commitment to
conduct this monitoring, as e n ed for it is obvious. Protocols for this monitoring data
collection and analysis shoul als be included in the EIR/EIS.
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Additionally, individual grazing' ase management plans are not provided in the document
and LADWP has denied requ sts by reviewers to see them. Without these critical
documents and with no eva1$atio of the present lease condition and trend presented in the
Draft EIR/EIS there is no ~ay t compare change over time when evaluating whether the
goals of the project are being me. 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 riV~r habitat restorations in the country, the LORP represents
an unprecedented opportunitY if e Los Angeles Department of Water and Power properly
implements the project. I hqpe e Final EIR/EIS will reflect a real commitment to make
the project live up to its full poten .al.

.

Sincerely,

~
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