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Mr. Clarence Mal1in
Los A11geles Dt:partmcnt of Water and Power
300 Mandich Str~el
Bishop, CA 93514

Deur Mr. Martin,

I am writing to comment on the Lower Owcns River Project Vraft J~nvirornnental Impact Report
and Environmcntallmpact Statement.

1 appreciate th~ gr~at potcntial of the LORr. Howcvcr, the DEIR/EIS fails to describ~ ~~~~I1li(tl
componcnts of the pruj~ct and prcscms projt:ct alternativcs that diT~cl1y viul!iLc LlI~ 1991 LO11g
Tern1 Water Agr~~mem and thc cstablished prujcl;l iguiil~. Sume I.)f my (;on<.;~ms includc:

toi
1) Size ofthl~ Dum~ sLatiurI arl~,~l:ll(llluws; A 150 Icfs pump station viol~ltcs tho In)'o-LA 1991
W~tl.;r AgrCt:IIIClll. LADWP has notjustilied u.~ing a largcr pump station that i~ tJ1ree times
lCiTgt:T thCirl lnl.' walt:r agreenlelrt allows. A larger pu,mp station won't allo\v eno"lgh w~lte,r to
reach 111C Dclta (md may hclp LADWP to pump more grol1ndwatcr from tile vallcy. LADWP
s}1ould sclcct thc 50 cis pump station (wd 9 c1~J annual average dclta bu£eflows. Thi$ t_'ption
al1ow3 tilt' TllO-"imum amount of water fll)W to tIle dt~ILO1 l.\.Ildcr tI1e agr~t,:ml~nt~ and approachcs
currcnt flows. Thi~ is needed to meet the delta hahi,tat goal o[maintainil1g exi~ting and n~w delta
habaital~ fOf watcrfowl and to comply with the Wall~r Agrccll1ent.

2) l-'lmdin~; Monjlonng ~nd anartive management are absolutely essential to the success of the
I.(}RP., hilt the OF.IR/r-:IS rcpcatedly ~tatcs that fimdling limitations may prevent their futl
implementation, To mcct its obligations, I,ADWP ~;hould ~clect funding optiun 2, which is the
only option 1:hat adequately funds thc LOW.

3) Recrt:a\iui~ '['here is no recreation plaJl in thc OEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and culticipitatcd recreational uses of the I.JORP area. The document should contain a
thorough a~s:~~sment of current clnd potential recreational use in thc IJORP area and a plan to
manage t11at recrcation in ordt:r to protcct natural hahitats al1d cultural resources.

~. .

~. .:

Mr. Martin, the I,ORP is a valuable projcct, and I want it to work. I urge LAOWP to abide by
t11C tenus or the Water Agreement and the goCiI~ oftnc project. thoroughly describe Cil1
managcmcnt plans to thc public, choosc the Ica.~t t:nvironmemally dt"lII1'c!gillg altcfJ1ativc::>, zmd

guarwltec adequate '-unding.

Thank. you for your cun~ilJl;riiliull uf ",)' COjruncnt5.
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Mr. Clarence Martin
LADWP
300 Mandich Lane
Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin,

I am an educator in the Owen Valley that is very concerned about the fate of the
Lower Owens River Project. I teach science both in the classroom and as part of a local
Outdoor Science Education program through the University of California, Santa Barbara.
One of my areas of science education is wetlands, and I wish to recommend the following
alternatives to your plan.

Please select the 50 cfs pump station and 9cfs annual average delta base flows.
these are the numbers that will provide the minimum amount of water to sustain a viable
wetland.

Please select funding option 2, the only possible adequate funding option

Please assess and develop a management recreation plan that will protect the
natural habitats and cultural resources oj:' the restored wetland.

Please chose the alternatives that are the right ones for this potential wetland.
You cannot over estimate the importance of doing the right things for this valuable
resource.

Sincerely,

~{"It.tf-t~~.~- 4~
Barbara Schuck
272 Shepard Lane
Bishop, CA 93514

RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003

f,OOEDUCT M~ER
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638 Cottonwood Dr.
Bishop, CA 93514)

1/13/03
Mr. Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Department of Water a:tld Power
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin:

I write concerning the Lower Owen~; River Project (LORP) DEIR. The Lower
°':Vens River currently is a nice, open area thanks in large part to the
management of your agency. The LORP should, if implemented properly, make
it a foremost environmental and recl:eational area, and one of the best restoration
stories in the country. However, I an:l concerned that the DEIR does not direct us
toward those goals.

First of all, we have every reason to question why your agency plans to install a
diversion pump of 150 cis at the Owens Lake delta, when agreements called for a
diversion maximum of 50 cis. The larger pump of course would enable higher
flows to be diverted from the area tl1.an the MOU or the EP A deem, and so can
only be viewed with deep suspicion..

Second, I insist that your agency conunit to funding option 2 of the DEIR, to
make sure that the LORP is a long-tE~rm success. Funding also is necessary to
keep saltcedar from taking over the ]1.ewly watered habitat, and this will make
more water available for all parties.

There should be an enhanced flow (~}cfs) to the Owens delta area, as this is the
area most valuable to wildlife.

Finally, there needs to be a plan to lTlanage the area, balancing recreation,
wildlife and grazing.

Sincerely,

RECEIVED

JAN 1 5 2003

ACUEDUCTMANAGER
!!SHOP ADMINISTRATIVE OFFK;E
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~~
Mr. Clarence Martin

1Los Angeles Department of ater and Power
300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514 ::

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I appreciate the great potenti~Ofthe 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 e established project goals. Some of my concerns include:

1) Size of the um station an delta flows: A 150 cis pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. LADWP not justified using a larger pump station that is three times
larger than the water agreeme tallows. A. 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 cis Pump~tation and 4~ cis annual average delta baseflows. This option
allows the maximum amount f water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches
current flows. This is needed 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 apaptive marlagement are absolutely essential to the success of the
LORP, but the DEIR/EIS repe~tedly states that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet its dbligations, LADWP should select funding option 2, which is the
only option that adequately ~ds the LORP .

3) Recreation plan: 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 Cuffe 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 Vi 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 file least environmentally damaging alternatives, and

guarantee adequate funding. I

Thank you for your considera~on of my comments.

Sincerely,

~
RECEIVEDt:-aI<-e-.,

93S-"1<j JAN 1 0 2003

AOUEDUCTMANAGER
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January 10, 2003

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

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I appreciate the great potential of the LORP. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe
essential components of the 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 DumD station and delta 1~ 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 agrl3ement allows. A larger pump station won't allow
enough water to reach the Delta and may help LADWP to pump more groundwater from
the valley. LADWP should select the 50 cfs pump station and 9 cfs annual average
delta baseflows. This option allows the maximum amount of water flow to the delta
under the agreements and approachE~s current flows. This is needed to meet the delta
habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta habitats for waterfowl and to comply

with the Water Agreement.

2) Fundinq: Monitoring and adaptive management are absolutely essential to the
success of the LORP, but the DEIR/I=:IS 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
document should contain a thorough assessment of current and potential recreational
use in the LORP area and a plan to manage that recreation in order to protect natural

habitats and cultural resources.

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

damaging alternatives, and guarantee adequate funding.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

~
RECEIVED

JAN 1 3 2003

1
AQUEDUCT MANAGER

f!IS~ ADMINISTRATIVE OfFCE
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January 10, 2002

Mr. Clarence Martin
Los Angeles Department of "Fater and :Power
300 Mandich Street

lBishop, CA 93514 c;{

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 iJmplementation of the project and which could result
in significant project impacts! that would not be mitigated. Please consider my comments on
the following issues: I

Pump station and Delta flows: AlSO cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991 Water
Agreement. A larger pump Istation 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 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 I comply with the Water Agreement.

Lack of commitment to m~nitoring, adaptive management and mitigation measures:
Monitoring and adaptive management are absolutely essential to the success of the LORP,
but the DEIR/EIS repeattjd1y 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 adequat~ly funds tile LORP. However, option 2 should be restated to
say LADWP would fund a~ of Inyo County's shortfall not "some or all of In yo County's
shortfall, " as it does in the draft 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 option 2. In light of LADWP's tremendous financial resources, the
project should not be comprdmised 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 ~oxious w(~eds are not controlled. The spread of saltcedar
presents a serious problem in the O~'ens Valley and the LORP Draft EIR/EIS must
realistically address this prob~em. 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 Inyd 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 restdrations 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 1 3 2003

AQUEDUCT MANAGER'I~HOP 
ADMINISTRATIVE OfFK;E
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control of saltcedar and othir noxious '~eeds 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 use:s of the LORP area. The document should contain
a thorough assessment of c~rrent and potential recreational use in the LORP area and a
plan to manage that recreati~n in order 'to protect natural habitats and cultural resources.

Impact To Brine Pool Tr~sition Ar~~a: The Class I impact to shorebird habitat in the
brine pool transition area, id~ntified in :Draft EIR/EIS Table S-I, can and must be avoided.
This is an area that is used by thousamds of ducks and geese and tens of thousands of
shorebirds. It is in an area t\1at has been recognized by the National Audubon Society as a
Nationally Significant Imponant Bird j~ea and is part of the U.S. Shorebird Conservation
Plan. This is a very import!int 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 inapprop~iate to argile that maintaining those flows under the project is
not feasible. LADWP can afd 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 tllis impact is unavoidable, they have an obligation
under CEQA to explore mitigation alter:natives 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 r~quire beyond the current releases. Where will the additional
16,000 acre-feet/year of w~er 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/EI$ should ch~arly 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 the vegetation

protection goals of the Long erm W at~~r 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 imp ads as a result of current grazing are severe in riparian habitats in
much of the LORP area. IIi many places there is no understory and there are no young
willows or cottonwoods. Several habita.t indicator species such as the yellow-breasted chat
are dependent on habitats wi~ 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. M[onitoring for understory development as described
on p. 2-78 will not be conducted unles~j 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 $ome futur(~ 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. Th.ere 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 opportun]ty 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,

UIt(:t~,~~ )
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January 10, 2003

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

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I appreciate the great potential of the LORP. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe
essential components of the 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
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) FundinQ: 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 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.

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

Thank you for your consideration of my comments

Sincer~ly,

/7<

v~(.£30~

~ ,)'V\--- -)
.5~A-- M .

\J.O. BOX
~\& \J \ uE.- A Ct3ts13""-'
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