Cthter 4. M 9!' or Issues and SWRCB Rgonses

INTRODUCTION

Many mgor legd and technical issueswere raised during the review period. Asnoted in Chapter
1, 88 mgjor issueswereidentified. Inthischapter, each mgor issueis stated, asummary of the comments
is presented, and SWRCB's response is given. In most cases, the andyses in the draft EIR were not
successfully chalenged during the comment period and the conclusons remain unchanged. In the few
instances where the gppropriate response requires some revison to the anaysis in the draft EIR, the
requisite changes are described in the mgjor issue responses in this chapter and added to the errata in
Chapter 7.

LEGAL ISSUES (X)

X1. Points of Reference Are Not Appropriate or
the Project IsImproperly Defined

Summary of Comments

Comments about project definition and appropriate points of reference addressed severd issues,
questioning whether:

# the proposed project isthe review and amendment of water rights licenses or the diversion of
water, and therefore whether SWRCB or LADWP isthe project proponent responsible for
mitigation;

# the prediverson period or 1989 isthe proper point of referencefor ng project impacts,
especidly consdering that impacts on public trust vaues are being assessed;

# the 1989 conditions used in the analys's accurately represented typica conditions at that time
and the use of both actual 1989 conditions and the point-of-reference scenario distorts

impects;
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# the nonsustainability of point-of-reference conditions (diverson rate and lake level) distorts
impact assessment; and

# theprediverson referencefor cumulativeimpactsrequiresthat past impacts be mitigated under
CEQA.

Project Definition. Rather than congder it alicense revison, some commenters characterize the
project as the diversion of water. They base this characterization on the fact that diversons have been
suspended, no vested rights to continued diversions exist, and prior diversons were unlawful in failing to
protect public trust resourcesfrom needlessharm. Thisview leadsto the need for only aprediversion point
of reference, as discussed bel ow, and suggeststhat LADWP rather than SWRCB isthe project proponent
and is ultimately respongble for needed mitigation.

Point of Referencefor Project Impacts. Consderable disagreement was expressed about the
appropriateness of each of two points of reference used inthe EIR.

LADWRP bdieves that a cumulative impact andysis is not required because the purpose of the
project isto reduceimpactson public trust vaues and the environment. Thisview holdsthat project effects
cannot possibly compound impacts of past actions, thus a cumulative impact cannot possibly occur. This
perspective obviates the prediversion point of reference.

Other commenters argue that because the objective of this particular project includes license
modification to protect public trust values that may have been affected by the past diversons, only the
prediverson frame of reference is valid for any meaningful impact assessment.

Other commenters consider the 1989 date for a point of reference as meaningless. an arbitrary
point in a series of court-required injunctions. Some commenters noted that the court-mandated stream
restoration program has aready modified some of 1989 conditions.

Severd commenters contend that the use of the 1989 point of reference distorts impacts. They
note, for example, that the EIR consders high lake-levd dternativesto have project impacts on the Upper
Owens River fishery and argue that these effect are actualy cumulative impacts of a degraded channd
sysem. In generd, they aso hold that use of the 1989 point of reference dlows some aternatives to be
consdered as having beneficia effects that would actually continue to promote degraded conditions.

Another view, expressed by DFG, is that use of either prediverson or 1989 as the point of
reference unlawfully accepts fisheries degradation caused by prediversion irrigators as the basdine
condition for assessng and mitigating impacts. Thisimpliesthe need for aprehistorica point of reference.

Representativeness of 1989 Conditions. Some commenters hold that the point-of-reference
scenario, rather than resource conditionsin August 1989, should have been used in dl topic areasto more
accurately characterize point-of-reference conditions. They believe that the actua conditions in 1989,
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especidly because a prolonged drought was occurring, do not accurately represent the typica point-of-
reference condition. Others, however, faulted the EIR for usng post-1989 resource data to help
characterize point-of-reference conditions.

Some commenters accepted the precise date of the point of reference but pointed out that at that
time no water was being exported from Mono Basin as aresult of a court injunction. They go on to note
that this "incorrect” point-of-reference characterization leads to the "erroneous’ conclusion that most of
dternaives result in diminished water supply to the City of Los Angeles.

Nonsustainability of Point-of-Reference Conditions. Commenters point out the point-of-
reference resource conditionswere not sustainable, given the point-of -reference streamflow requirements.
In particular, the lake level used to characterize the point of reference would fal subgtantidly if point-of-
reference streamflow requirements remained in effect. Thus, they contend, the draft EIR found most
dternativesto have adverse effects on water supply but not any corresponding beneficia ecologica effects
from preventing lake level lowering.

Implications for Mitigation Requirements. Some commenters believed that the EIR's
discusson of the means to mitigate Sgnificant cumulaive impectsisirrdevant. They hold thet, even if the
prediversion conditions are the appropriate basdine for assessng cumulative impacts, CEQA confersno
authority for requiring mitigation of past projects contributing to a Sgnificant cumulative impact of the
proposed project. LADWP dso contendsthat the SWRCB lacksauthority to require LADWPto mitigate
any sgnificant adverse environment impacts resulting from amendment of LADWPswater rights licenses
because these impeacts are the result of the SWRCB's amendment of the licenses and not the result of
LADWPSsdiversons.

Response

The ongoing debate about an appropriate point of reference first surfaced in the responses to the
Notice of Preparation for thisproject. For purposesof the EIR, SWRCB taff took avery straightforward
gpproach to accommodating this complex and contentious debate. They identified impacts from both of
the major perspectives represented by these comments. Impacts of each aternative measured from 1989
conditions are described. Impacts of each aternative measured from prediversion conditions are also
described. This gpproach provides the fullest disclosure possible. The reader, including the SWRCB, is
provided the widest informationa bas's from which judgments can be drawn.

SWRCB continues to believe that the project, insofar as CEQA is concerned, is the amendment
of the city'swater rightslicenses. Thisassumption doesnot shift any mitigation responsbility under CEQA.
It dso does not relieve the City of Los Angdles of any respongibilities it may have to restore public trust
vaues needlessy lost during the diversion period.
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The formulation of the most representative resource conditions to represent the 1989 point of
referenceiscomplicated, but the gpproach takenin the EIR remainsthe most appropriate. Actua resource
conditions were used for resources not directly dependent on the pattern of annua runoff. For most
resource use, particularly water supply, power production, and recreationa activity, use of the 1989
hydrologic record aone would have made drought conditions the basdine, anillogica basisfor assessing
impacts. The point-of-reference scenario was generated to remove the drought effects and give arepre-
sentation of resources under average conditions.

When characterizing actud resource conditionsin 1989, the EIR preparersa so took somelatitude
in usng data from a period of severa years. Aeria photography and field surveys, for example, were
performed when the EIR was prepared, sometime after 1989. Somedatafileswerefoundfor observations
in dightly eerlier or later years. The draft EIR preparers examined the potentia use of each such piece of
data and determined whether, in the context to be used, itsinclusion was proper and if adjustments were

necessary.

The fact that no water was being exported from Mono Basin on August 22, 1989, whiletrue, is
not germane to establishing auseful point of reference. The point of reference is intended to present the
generd or average environmentd conditions after 48 years of stream diversons a or about the time the
court found it necessary to review the water rights licenses and notified the SWRCB of this decison.
Minimum streamflow requirements were in effect for Rush and Lee Vining Creeks, but large diversons
were generdly adlowable and the level of Mono Lake continued itsdecline. SWRCB saff understood the
potentia problem of amoving basdline and sdlected the point of reference asaway to establish awindow
for assessing the generd exigting conditions

The EIR seeksto fully disclose the environmenta effects of the proposed amendment of the city's
water rightslicenses. Anandysisof environmenta impacts, for the purposesof CEQA, focuseson changes
inexisting conditionsthat would result from the project under consderation. To the extent that the current
sreamflows are the result of a preliminary injunction (setting requirements that gpply only temporarily,
unless they are later adopted as part of the SWRCB's water right decison or a permanent injunction), it
would not be appropriate to incorporate these conditions into the point of reference. Under such an
approach, temporarily impos nginstream flow requirementswithout preparing environmenta documentation
under CEQA would diminatetheimpactsof those requirementsfrom being cons dered when environmenta
documentation is prepared to consder gpplying those requirements on a permanent basis. Such an
approach could understate the impacts of the SWRCB's decision. In the interest of full disclosure of
impacts, the EIR evauates the effects of amending the city's licenses as compared with diversons that
occurred under the licenses before amendment, ingtead of limiting review to theimpacts of further reduc-
tionsin diverson beyond those necessary to comply with the preiminary injunction.

The SWRCB recognizes that point-of-reference conditions are not sustainable. If the city's
diversons were to continue at the leves that have occurred, the level of Mono Lake would not be
maintained. If the levd of Mono Lake is to be maintained, diversons a higorica levels cannot be
continued. In theinterest of full disclosure, however, and cons stent with CEQA's focus on changesfrom
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exising conditions, neither the impacts of declining lake levels nor the impacts of reductionsin alowable
diversons should be ignored. The point of reference used in this EIR serves to disclose both types of
impacts. The unsustainability of the point of reference makes it infeasible to fully avoid both types of
impacts, but this does not judtify afailureto disclose ether type of impact for the SWRCB's consideration
under CEQA.

Where possible, the EIR process should be combined with the SWRCB's process for considering
amendment of thecity'swater rightslicenses. Aspart of itsdecision, the SWRCB must consider two types
of environmenta impacts adverse changesin the environment, for purposes of CEQA, and effectson the
public trust, for purposes of applying the public trust doctrineand the reasonabl enessdoctrinewhich govern
diverson and use of water. The two types of environmenta impacts overlap to a substantia extent, but
the focus of impacts andysis differs for the two types of impacts. CEQA review focuses on the action
proposed to be undertaken and changesin existing physical conditionsthat will be caused by the proposed
action (in this case, anendment of the city's licenses). For purposes of public trust analys's, on the other
hand, the SWRCB must dso look objectively at the public trust impacts of the city'sdiversons. Thefocus
of public trust review must be on the impacts of the city's licensed diversons.

For purposes of both CEQA and public trust analyses, cumulative impacts must be consdered as
wdl. Thatis, inaddition to considering the impacts of the specific project or water right under review, the
SWRCB must consider how that project or water right interacts with other projects or water rights.
Because of the difference in the focus of CEQA and public trust andlyses, however, adverse public trust
impacts may not necessarily be consdered adverse environmenta impactsfor purposesof CEQA. Where
proposed water rights license amendments are beneficid for public trust uses, the impacts of those
amendments on public trust uses are not considered adverse for purposes of CEQA. To the extent that
the water rights under review have individualy or cumulatively harmed public trust uses, however, those
impacts must be considered in applying the doctrines of public trust and reasonableness, even if the water
rights amendments ultimately adopted by the SWRCB do not make those public trust impacts any worse.

In its comments on the draft EIR, LADWP observes.

Under CEQA, the purpose of examining the cumulative impacts of "closdy related ped,
present, and reasonably foreseeabl e probablefuture projects’ (CEQA Guidelines, Section
15355) isto determine whether and how the proposed project will compound or increase
the environmenta impacts of other projects.

Insofar asthe EIR isused to identify significant adverseimpacts of amending the city'swater rightslicenses,
thiscomment iscorrect. Theimpactsof another project and the proposed water rights|icenseamendments
being consdered by the SWRCB are not cumulative impacts of the proposed amendments for purposes
of CEQA unlessthe proposed amendments would add to or otherwise jointly contribute to the impacts of
the other project.

Mono Basin EIR Chapter 4. Major Issues and SWRCB Responses
553\FINAL.EIR 4-5 September 1994



The city's diversons since 1941 are a closdy related project. Thus, alake surface elevation of
6,417 feet, Sreamflowspartidly diverted for local irrigation, and prediversion resource conditionscongtitute
the basis of the mgor portion of the cumulative impacts assessmentsin the EIR. AsLADWRP pointsout,
the proposed project isintended to reduce theimpactsof LADWP'sdiversions. It should not be assumed,
however, that because aproject isintended to have abeneficid effect, it cannot possibly have any adverse
impacts with respect to dements of the physcad environment. Anadyss of the overdl effects of the
proposed project and the city'sdiversonssince 1941 is <till appropriate to ensurethat thetwo projectswill
not interact jointly in a manner that contributes to any adverse impacts. The EIR indicates that, in one
respect, the proposed project and the city's diversons since 1941 may in fact jointly contribute to an
adverseimpact. Depending on future decisions of LADWP, project effects could contribute to an earlier
loss of acreageirrigated for grazing in Mono and Inyo Counties during the diverson period.

The EIR identifies as cumul ative effects the combined effect of the project being consdered by the
SWRCB and the city's diversons since 1941. With the possible exception of impacts on grazing lands,
however, these cumulative impacts are elther indggnificant or less severe than the impacts that would occur
if the city's diversons continued in accordance with the city's water right licenses without amendment.
Thus, for purposesof CEQA andysis, these cumulaiveimpactsether arelessthan sgnificant or beneficid.
CEQA does not require the SWRCB to adopt aternatives or mitigation, or make findings of infeegibility,
for these impacts, nor does CEQA provide an independent source of authority to mitigate theseimpacts.
The impactsidentified ascumulative are very important, however, for purposesof public trust andysis, and
the public trust and reasonabl eness doctrines provide authority to modify the city'slicensesto addressthese
impacts. As part of its water right decison, the SWRCB will evduate these cumulative impacts (giving
cong derationto both their significance and their potentia to be reversed or mitigated asset forthinthe EIR)
and protect public trust uses to the extent feasible.

The EIR is intended to identify potentia mitigation measures. The ultimate determination of the
feaghility of gpecific mitigation measures that would avoid sgnificant adverseimpactswill be made by the
SWRCB aspart of itswater right decison. Aspart of that decision, the SWRCB will review both itslega
authority to require mitigation and the gppropriateness of imposing mitigation requirementson LADWP as
part of the water right decison. In cases where the SWRCB has discretionary authority over what
conditions may be placed in the licenses and mitigationisrequired under CEQA, SWRCB may aso have
authority to impose any necessary mitigation requirements. Even in caseswhere mitigation is not required
under CEQA, aswith most cumulative impacts, the public trust doctrine may provide abasisfor requiring
mitigation of adverse effects on public trust uses as a condition of the water rights licenses.

Some of the key points made in this response should also be added to the summary and Chapter
2 of the draft EIR. See Chapter 6, "Erratato the Draft EIR", referencing pages S-7 and 2-27.
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X2. Environmentally Superior Alternativels
Improperly Identified

Summary of Comments

LADWP, characterizing the "environmentaly superior dternative’ as the "recommended
dternaive’, contendsthat theidentification of an environmentally superior dternativerequired under CEQA
gopliesto project impacts done; cumulative impacts are not an ement of this determination. LADWP
goes on to address some of the impact conclusons consdered in the EIR determination of the
environmentally superior dternatives, arguing that:

# DFG recommendations are based on restoration of an optima fishery, which far
exceeds the standard required by law;

# ar quality issues should not be considered because other agencies have regulaory
authority;

# dl current nesting grounds of the Caspian Tern would be diminated under the
environmentaly superior dternative;

# dl of theimpacts of securing aternative water supplies have not been evauated:

# the benefits of providing water supply are understated and the costs of replacing them
are underestimated.

Other commenters contend that only changes from the prediverson condition, or the cumulative
impact assessment, can be used in identifying the environmentaly superior dternaive. As noted for the
previous maor issue, these commentersbelieve consderation of effectsof diversonson publictrust vaues
requires use of the prediversion basdline.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) notes that recent experiments show that sdinities
associated with the prediversion lakeleve provide nearly optimum productivity of Mono Lakebrineshrimp
and suggest that thisfact was not considered in the determination of theenvironmentaly superior dternative.

One commenter maintains that only the No-Diverson and 6,410-Ft Alternatives are
environmentally superior because only they will reestablish public trust values of prediverson lake-fringing
vegetation resources. Another argues that any losses of plants or wildlife due to inundation at higher lake
levels should not be factored into the identification of the environmentally superior dternative.

Other commenters dlege that the emergence of vigble tufa should not be figured into the choice
of the environmentadly superior dternative. Severd commenters argue that the increased potentia for
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channd eroson at higher streamflowsiswrong, or can be avoided by restoration work, and should not be
consdered in this determination.

Another commenter notes Smply that only the No-Diverson Alternative is the environmentaly
superior dternative becauseit is closest to the naturd condition.

Hndly, one commenter notesthat the environmentaly superior dterndive, by whatever definition,
need not be the dternative selected by SWRCB.

Response

SWRCB agrees that CEQA does not require that the aternative identified as "environmentally
superior” be chosen for implementation. Asdiscussed inthe EIR, the environmentaly superior dternative
was identified congdering only physical environmenta impacts and not resource utilization needs. Sucha
baancing is the responsbility of SWRCB in coming to its water rights decison.

In response to the other comments, SWRCB has reexamined the weighing of each of the
questioned resource effects used in the draft EIR determinations of "environmentally superior” and the
identification of two environmentally superior dternatives. Only one such dternaiveis now identified; see
Chapter 3. Our determinations:

#

#

are not based on optimizing fisheries,
must consder effectson ar quadlity;

cannot possibly consider all possible impacts of LADWP's future decisions to acquire or
develop dternative water supplies,

do not consider the benefits of water supply to the City of Los Angeles and the gpproximate
costs of replacing it but, at the discretion of SWRCB, information about this socioeconomic
effect isprovided inthe EIR;

are based in part on the recent experimental data about sdinity effects on Mono Lake brine
shrimp;

appropriately consder changesinlake-fringing vegetation conditionsand wildlifehabitat among
the lake levels of the dternatives,

consider differences in tufa vishility because tufa viewing and photography is a sgnificant
recregtion attraction and activity a the lake;
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# asume that sgnificant differencesin channd erosion potentid among the dternativesexis and
cannot be ignored, noting that in-channd restoration efforts will be impeded more often by
longed periods of higher flows under the higher |ake-levd dternatives, and

# recognize the fact that a return toward natural conditions in Mono Basin would be
accompanied by aloss of tufaaccessibility and recreationa use of South Tufaand, a least in
the near term, with an increased potentid for tributary stream channd erosion.

SWRCB dso notes that Caspian terns would not be adversdly affected by choice of any
dternative.

X3. EIR Analyses Do Not Meet Scientific Standards

Summary of Comments

A few commenters, exasperated by a scientific projection beyond known datainthe EIR, criticize
some andyses as being speculative and therefore ingppropriate for a scientific evaduaion. LADWP
criticized the entire document in this regard, further declaring over one issue that "gpplying untested
speculation is unscientific; when done to support a preconceived conclusion it is advocacy.”

LADWP's specific criticisms of the EIR include:

# ugng anecdotd information, especidly historica recollections ("in equd parts nostdgia and
gpeculation™) that have little value if not supported by historical records;

# using information not previoudy subjected to refereed peer review (journd publication);
# projecting trends beyond ranges of data collection;

# hegtating to project results of the aquatic productivity model beyond ranges of data collection
to high lake levels because of contradictory indications of historical observations,

# not disproving al potentia counter-theories (e.g., unobserved predation of akali flies by
unidentified organisms);

# udng materia developed by Mono Lake researchers when the researchers were only
undergraduates in the process of achieving doctorates in aguatic biology;
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# discussng factors that are not completely understood (e.g., biologica vaues of soft and hard
subgtrates in the lake) and assuming unproven relationships to permit comparative impact
assessment between the alternatives,

# drawing conclusions based on relative extents of suitable habitats; and

# drawing quditaive conclusons after acknowledging that impacts cannot be accurately
edimated (eg., cumulative land use effects).

Response

SWRCB or its consultants do not advocate any particular resolution of Mono Basin water rights
inthe EIR. SWRCB's responsihility isto consder the various dternatives advocated and to judge them
agang legd mandates. LADWP's dlegation to the contrary is inappropriate.

CEQA imposes a different standard on impact andys's than that of the scientific literature.
Commenters are referred to Sections 15144 and 15145 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which state:

Drafting an EIR . . . necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While
foreseaing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must useits best effortsto find out
and disclose dl that it reasonably can.

If, after thorough investigetion, a Lead Agency findsthat aparticular impact istoo
speculative for evauation, the agency should noteits conclusion and terminate discusson
of the impact.

In contrast to the scientific method of drict deductive logic, SWRCB is required to extend its
anayses asfar asis reasonably possible based on information that is available or can be developed within
the required decision period. SWRCB has consdered dl of the modesand andysesreported inthe EIR
and has congdered expert testimony presented during the water rights hearing. SWRCB believesthat the
andyses provide reasonable forecasts. The EIR discusses the nature of data sources and SWRCB's
confidence in each of the forecasts. SWRCB did not embrace model predictions when they gppeared to
conflict with observationd data

X4. Other CEQA ProvisonsAre Not M et

Summary of Comments

A variety of comments questioning compliance with CEQA have been expressed, in addition to
Comments X1 through X3, which are responded to above.
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LADWP comments that the EIR inadequately describes the benefits of the proposed water
exports, including economic, socid, and environmenta benefits. LADWP and Cdifornia Trout (Cdtrout)
a so contend the EIR does not document the marked recovery of thetributary streamsover the past severa
years of stream rewatering.

DFGarguesthat the EIR doesnot adequatdly addressthe means, schedul e, and extent of mitigation
measures for cumulative wildlife impacts.

State Lands Commission (SLC) contends that inappropriate aternatives have been sdlected
because they do not address arange of instream flow requirements or DFG-recommended streamflows.
SLC dso assertsthat the EIR presents resource va ues and environmenta impactsin such away asto lead
to erroneous conclusions, in particular by implying that |akeshore habitats are as Sgnificant as the lake's
aquatic habitatsand by addressing issuesthat arenot apart of public trust valuesinMono Basin. SLCadso
faultsthe document for not adequately addressing the relationship between short-term uses and long-term
productivity of the environment as required by CEQA.

Another commenter notesthat the Sze and resulting reproduction costs raise the suspicion that the
public is not actively encouraged to be part of the CEQA process, contending that the sheer bulk makes
the entire document inaccessible. Another notes that citations to the literature do not give page numbers
as CEQA requires and complains that where no citations are given, it is unclear whether the conclusons
are those of the EIR preparers.

Response

The purposeof an EIR isto identify significant adverseimpacts of proposed projects. EIRsclearly
are not required to weigh the adverse consequences of an action with the socid benefits of the action; that
action isthe "bdancing” that the SWRCB must subsequently perform based not only on the EIR but on
evidence brought forward during the hearing process.

Because the proposed action involves an assessment of effects on public trust vaues, however, the
andysesinthedraft EIR do addressrel ative resource benefitsunder each dternative. Thisapproachisaso
hepful giventhe 1989 point of reference (see the response to Comment X1 above) because many of the
predicted resource changes would be beneficid rather than adverse. The draft EIR describes in severd
places the changes that are occurring because of stream rewatering and, in Chapter 3C, assesses the
ultimete recovery of theriparian system that can be expected. LADWP's complaint appearsto have more
to do with the scope of a brief characterization of the mgor problems associated with the higtorical
diversons gppearing in the introduction chapter of the EIR than with the thorough assessments of impacts
and benefitsin each topic area thet follow.

SWRCB bdievesthe document presentsamitigation or resource-recovery plan for vegetation and
wildlife resources at an appropriate level of detail for aEIR. The needed mitigation and recovery actions
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can be identified in detail only after a lake-level dternative is chosen. CEQA embodies this gpproach
(Section 21081.6), providing that such a plan needs to be a part of the project decison but need not
appear in the EIR. Even a the project decision stage, CEQA's specific requirement for a mitigation
reporting and monitoring program gpplies only where the EIR identifies asignificant adverse impact of the
project and the lead agency finds that the mitigation measure incorporated into the project would mitigate
or avoid that impact.

Theissue of dternative ingtream flow requirements is addressed in the response to Comment A4.
Simply put, DFG-recommended streamflows were not available when the draft EIR was prepared.

SWRCB rejects the contention that the draft EIR presents resource values and environmental
impacts in such away asto lead to erroneous conclusions. The draft EIR does not assert that l1akeshore
habitats are more or lessimportant than agquatic habitats; it fully disclosesimpacts on each and leavesit to
the reader to make value judgments. The fact that the EIR addresses impacts on resources other than
public trust resources in Mono Basin, while clearly required by CEQA, does nothing to diminish the
importance of the public trust in the decison-making process.

SLC's arguments about the necessity to eaborate further on the relationship between loca short-
term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity are
unconvincing. Theissue & Mono Lake is not one of extracting aresourcein the short term at the expense
of long-term environmenta quality. Itis asthe EIR assarts, a question of two competing long-term uses.
In any event, thisissue seems academic; thered issueiswhether the draft EIR describesin detail the values
that will be lost under each lake-level dternative. SWRCB bdlievesthat it does.

SWRCB apologizesfor the sheer bulk of the EIR. It resulted from the long history of controversy
and the intense leve of scientific scrutiny that has been cast over Mono Basin. Many issues therefore
needed to be addressed in detail. CEQA alows for charging of reproduction costs, but, by ditributing
copiesto libraries, SWRCB provided access for those individuals unable to pay those costs. SWRCB is
not aware that any interested person was unable to obtain a copy of the EIR during the review period.

Any concluson in thedraft EIR unaccompanied by acitation isthe respongbility of SWRCB taff.
Many citationsin the draft EIR refer not to specific pages, but to entire bodies of work. Page numbers
would have been too unwidldy to report systematically. The EIR preparers are available, however, to
provide specific page or section references for particular citations on request.
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X5. Public Trust Issues Are lnadequately Addressed
Summary of Comments

Severd commenters presented briefs tracing the history of court cases construing the public trust
doctrine in relaion to Mono Basin water diversons and setting forth their interpretations of these legd
mandates.

Some commenters point out that tributary streamflows must be determined so as to satisfy date
law independent of the public trust balancing required for lake-level determination. One commenter aso
maintains that neither gpplication of the public trust doctrine nor Cdifornia Fish and Game code permit
degradation of Mono Basin resources for the purposes of enhancing conditions outside of the basin, such
as the Owens River fisheries.

Some commenters believe the EIR does not clearly point out that SWRCB has an affirmative duty
to protect public trust uses whenever feasble.

Another commenter declares that the formulation of dternativesin the EIR poorly addresses|ake
levels for public trust protection because the prediversion point of reference was used for project impacts.
This commenter also maintains that the EIR confuses public trust resources in Mono Basin with other
resources in and beyond the basin, potentialy confusng SWRCB's public trust balancing. Another
commenter contends that air qudity is a public trust vaue and must be consdered in the baancing
regardiess of the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency's regulatory authority over this resource.

Other commentersdlegethat an andyssof thefeasibility of restricting exportsof water fromMono
Badn is absent from the EIR, noting the "feasibility” under the Audubon decison is different from
"feasbility" under CEQA.

Response

SWRCB generdly agrees with most of these comments on its responsibility for protecting public
trust resources. However, the draft EIR more than adequately addresses thisissue. The function of the
EIR is perhaps more limited than countenanced by these commenters. The EIR functionisnot to serve as
SWRCB's gaff analysis or decison document. It isnot avehicle to present SWRCB's understanding of
implications of the public trust doctrineto Mono Basin. Itsprimary function ismuch morelimited: to clearly
describe the environmentd impacts of different required streamflows and different management lakeleve.
The EIR dearly provides thisinformation.

SWRCB isaware of its duty to resolve streamflow requirements under CdiforniaFish and Game
Code prior to baancing protection of public trust resources against the need for water and power.
SWRCB's responsibility for public trust resource in general aso requiresthat it prevent unnecessary harm
to resources in the Upper Owens River bagn, if feasble. Possible benefits of Mono Lake exports for
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public trust usesin the Upper Owens River cannot provide abasisfor overriding CdiforniaFish and Game
Code requirements for Mono Lake tributary flows sufficient to restore and maintain the higoric fishery.
Impacts on public trust uses of the Upper Owens River may be considered, however, in determining what
additional leve of protection should be provided for public trust usesin Mono Basin. The CdiforniaFish
and Game Code does not require that any minimum level of exports to the Upper Owens River be
maintained.

The draft EIR does not confuse public trust resources in Mono Basin with other resources, but,
under CEQA, SWRCB has an affirmative duty to consder impacts on al resources before making a
decison. Air qudlity is a public trust resource (see the response to Comment X7). SWRCB srongly
disagreesthat the EIR failsto examinethefeasbility of restricting water exportsfrom Mono Basin. Chapter
3L, "City of Los Angeles Water Supply”, examines this issue in detall, illuminaing the possibilities under
any definition of "feaghility”.

X6. FisheriesLaws, Rules, and Regulations Are I nadequately
Condgdered or Applied; Recommendations of the California
Department of Fish and Game Must Be Adopted

Summary of Comments

One commenter notes the DFG recommendations for minimum streamflows are based on
optimizing fisheries, which is not required under Cdifornia lav. DFG dates, however, that its
recommendations are those streamflows required to keep fish in good condition, which isrequired by law.
Several commentersreminds usthat the court in the Catrout decision noted that therequisiteadminigtrative
expertise for determining such streamflows resides principaly with DFG. They ask that the EIR commit
to adopting DFG recommendations.

Some commenters contend that the dternatives sdected are ingppropriate because they do not
address arange of instream flow requirements or do not embody DFG-recommended flows.

As described in the response to Comment X5, some commenters point out that tributary
streamflows must be determined so asto satisfy state law independent of the public trust balancing required
for lake-level determination.

One commenter asks why the project objective does not include protection of the Upper Owens
River fishery because, asformulated, severd dternatives would present significant adverse impacts on the
Upper Owens River fishery. Among the dternatives, increments of benefits to Mono Basin fisheries are
consderably less than increments of degradation to the Owens River fishery. Becausethe channd of the
Upper Owens River has adjusted to basin exports, it is argued, some continuing export is needed to
maintain the new fishery habitat conditions.
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DFG aso notesthat none of the dternatives embody fishery flowsin the presently dewatered reach
of Rush Creek below the dam to the Return Ditch, noting that the dewatered condition represents
continuing violation of law.

Although the comment (4-164) was difficult to interpret, DFG apparently notesthat the EIR does
not address fishery effects of fluctuating streamflows due to upstream power generation.

One commenter asked why Mill and Wilson Creeks were not included in the cumulative fishery
impact andys's because they too are diverted, dthough within the basin.

Another commenter asks why the EBASCO Environmenta report on the Upper Owens River
fishery was not utilized more fully, especidly to set a maximum export flow of 200 cubic feet per second
(cf9) rather than 300 cfs.

Response

Cdifornialaw requiresthat fisheriesremain in good condition below LADWPsdiversons; thislaw
has been construed by the court for Mono Basin streamsto require restoration of the prediversion fishery.
The Restoration Technica Committee, gppointed by the El Dorado County Superior Court, has based its
restoration planning on an assumption that this mandate requiresit to attempt to restore the conditions that
benefitted the prediverson fishery. TheEIR concludesthat completerestoration of prediversion conditions
is probably impossible because of irreversble geomorphic changes. DFG's use of the term "optima"
presumably refersto streamflows that would come closest to restoring the preproject fishery.

SWRCB will give great weight to the recommendations of DFG. Theandysisinthe EIR accepted
the mg or conclusionsof dl of the stream eva uation reports providing the bas sfor these recommendations.
None of thecommentssubmitted onthe EIR have successfully rebutted these conclusions (seetheresponse
to Comment D3 in this chapter).

The issue of dternative instream flow requirements and use of DFG-recommended flows is
addressed in the response to Comment A4 in this chapter. DFG-recommended streamflows were not
available when the draft EIR was prepared, but the impacts of the entire range of possible streamflowsand
lake levelsis evaduated in the draft EIR.

As noted in the response to Comment X5, SWRCB is aware of its aware of its duty to resolve
streamflow requirements under CdiforniaFish and Game Code prior to balancing protection of publictrust
resources against the need for water and power.

The purpose of the proposed project is to ensure that continued export of surface waters from
Mono Basin by LADWP conformsto state law, including legal requirementsto restore and protect public
trust resources. This involves setting tributary flow and Mono Lake evation requirements to protect
Mono Lake and its tributaries. As with any project subject to CEQA, it is dso intended to avoid or
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mitigate adverse impacts on the environment wherefeasible. Review under CEQA makesit unnecessary
to expresdy include asaproject purposethe protection of environmental resourcesthat might be adversdy
affected by the project. Impacts on the Upper Owens River fishery resulting from changesin Mono Basin
exports will be consdered without modifying the project objective. Expanding the project purposes to
include protection of Upper Owens fisheries would aso require evaluation of factors unrelated to
LADWP's diversons from Mono Basin, unnecessarily delaying resolution of Mono Basin public trust
issues.

Constructionand operation of LADWPsMono Basin diversonfacilitieshave effectively rel ocated
the channd of Rush Creek in areach downstream of Grant Lake. Releases beow Grant Lake now flow
through the Mono Gate 1 return channdl, which provides good-qudity fish habitat when flowsare sufficient.
DFG-recommended instream flow for Rush Creek is based, in part, on the additiona adult brown trout
habitat provided in the Mono Gate 1 return channd at higher flows. The Cdlifornia Fish and Game Code
does not require LADWP to provide flows to maintain fish in good condition in both the prediverson
channd and the relocated channdl.

The andysdis of fishery impacts of the dternatives is based on the higtorical flow regime of the
tributary streams.  Fows were regulated upstream for power production during this period. Thus, the
impact assessment of the dternatives addresses the combined streamflow effects of this upstream power
generationand LADWP stream diversion. On the other hand, this EIR in no way attemptsto evauate the
fishery impacts of the streamflow regulation in the reaches upstream of LADWPs diversons.

Impacts on fisheries in Mill and Wilson Creeks were not evaluated in the EIR because water
diversgons in those streams are not part of the relicenaing action comprising the proposed project, and,
furthermore, those diversons are not closdly related projects.

DFG'sstream evaluation report for the Upper Owens River was consdered to the degree possible
inthe EIR; its completion was|ong del ayed and was not made available to SWRCB intimeto befully used
in the draft EIR. DFG's report was completed well after the period during which it was necessary to
smulate aternatives (see the response to Comment A4).

The DFG-recommended maximum streamflow in this report for the Upper Owens River has
subsequently been used in formulating a refined aternative for possible adoption (see Chapter 5).
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X7. California Air Quality Law (Health and Safety Code Section 42316)
Prohibits I nterference with LADWP Water-Gathering Activities
and Represents a L egidative Balancing of Water Rights
and Air Quality Public Trust Values

Summary of Comments

One commenter contends that California Hedlth and Safety Code Section 42316 prohibits the
Great Basin Air Pollution Control Digtrict (GBAPCD) from taking actions that affect LADWP's water-
gathering activitiesand representsalegidative balancing of publictrust issuesto favor LADWPwaeter rights
over air qudity issuesin Mono Basin. The commenter concludes that air quaity issues are therefore not
germane to the SWRCB water rights action.

Response

The interpretation of Health and Safety Code Section 42316 presented in this comment is not
supported by any judicid interpretation or by the satute'slegidativehistory. Furthermore, the commenter's
interpretation is contradicted by the plain language of the satute.

As noted in the draft EIR, Section 42316(a) expresdy authorizes GBAPCD to "require the City
of Los Angeles to undertake reasonable measures, including studies, to mitigate the air qudity impacts of
its activitiesin the production, diverson, storage, or conveyance of water. . .. The mitigation measures
shdl not affect the right of the city to produce, divert, store, or convey water" (emphasis added). There
is no reference anywhere in the statute to any restriction of GBAPCD authority over "the water gathering
activities of LADWP'. The subgtantive redtriction on the authority of GBAPCD is carefully phrased in
terms of the city's water rights, not in terms of the manner in which those rights are exercised.

The legidative history of Senate Bill 270 (1983), which added Hedth and Safety Code Section
42316, indicates that the legidature rgected LADWP's request that the language of the statute be revised
to reed: "The mitigation measures shal not affect the City's water rights, water gathering and production
operations, or the quantities of water produced, diverted, stored or conveyed by the City." Theregtrictive
language of the statute remained specific to water rights aspects only.

The plain language of the Satute and itsintent are clear: GBAPCD does not have, and probably
never had, any authority to unilaterdly change or modify water rights assgned to the City of Los Angdles
by SWRCB. The statutory proviso that mitigation measures required by the GBAPCD shdl not affect
LADWP's water rights reflects a deference to, and not a limitation on, the water right authority of the
SWRCB.
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The most Sgnificant aspect of Section 42316 isthe express authorization for GBAPCD to require
that the City of Los Angeles mitigate the indirect air quaity effects produced by the exercise of the city's
water rights within the jurisdictional boundaries of GBAPCD.

Section42316isfoundin Part 3 (Air Pollution Control Digtricts), Chapter 4 (Enforcement), Article
1 (Permits) of the Health and Safety Code. This portion of the Health and Safety Code addressesthe air
qudity permitting authority of ar pollution control digtricts and air quaity management didtricts. Section
42316 applies expressy to the GBAPCD, not to SWRCB or any other state or loca agency.

Section 42316 contains no reference whatsoever to public trust issues or the balancing of public
trust issues. Additiondly, the legidative counsdl's digest to the legidation, which added Section 42316 as
an urgency tatute (Senate Bill 270 [1983]), contains no reference whatsoever to public trust issues or
public trust balancing.

This commenter has Sated in writing thet " Air qudity in Mono Basin has been determined by the
Board to be one of the public trust values which must be consdered in the balancing process.” (duly 2,
1993 letter to U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency [EPA] requesting an extension of the deadline for
commenting on the proposed PM 10 nonattainment designation for Mono Basin).

X8. Water Quality and Environmental | mpacts of Developing
Alternative Water Supplies Are Not Evaluated

Summary of Comments

One commenter notes that, in the Audubon case, the court stated that SWRCB must weigh the
environmenta impacts of obtaining aternative water supplies againg preserving the public trust vaues of
Mono Lake and points out that the draft EIR does not assess impacts of acquiring aternative supplies.
Potentia impacts mentioned by the commenter include endangered speciesin the Sacramento-San Joaguin
Ddta and dsawhere. The commenter contends that the contingent vaue household survey was flawed
because it did not let respondents know about replacement water impacts.

Other commenters contend that the subdtitution of water from the Delta or esewhere may have
sgnificant water quality implicationsand require LADWP1to changeitswater treetment facilitiesor systems
to conform to drinking water standards.

Another commenter faulted the EIR for not eval uating the environmenta and economicimpactsand
benefitsof transferring water now used for irrigation of LADWPlandsinthe OwensRiver basntothecity's
water supply.
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Response

CEQA requiresthat SWRCB forecast effects of reduced water supply, using itsbest effortstofind
out and disclose all that it reasonably can, but requires that SWRCB should not speculate beyond a
reasonable evaluaion. The evauation of water supply dternativesin the EIR conforms to these criteria

SWRCB consdered LADWP's potential options for acquiring replacement water supplies for
reductions in Mono Basin exports that would occur under the aternatives and reported thisinformation in
detall inthe EIR. The response to Comment L3 responds to comments criticizing that evauation.

Although SWRCB was able to assess the range of reasonable options for aternative supplies, it
concluded that the actua mix of suppliesactudly utilized, together with an assessment of theresulting water
quality and environmenta impacts, would behighly speculative. Many varigblesareinvolvinginformulating
the future mix of replacement sources and many aternatives are possible,

SWRCB can only speculate on how LADWP will meet its future water supply chalenges. This
extreme uncertainty rendersimpossible a meaningful evauation of future water qudity and environmenta
effects of usng new water supplies. The decisions regarding future water supply acquisitions or decisons
to develop new dternative water supplies are the responsibility of LADWP. However, the draft EIR did
evauate the effect on drinking water qudity of supplies ddlivered from Mono Basin and the OwensRiver
basin to the LA Aqueduct. No sgnificant impacts were identified for any of the ternatives.

The decison to transfer irrigation water used by LADWP or its lessees in Mono or Inyo Basins
for usein the City of Los Angelesis the respongbility of LADWP. That decision will be made based on
pertinent economic and political factors.

X9. Effectsof the Alternativeson the Threatened or Endanger ed
Status of Mono Lake Brine Shrimp Are Not Addressed

Summary of Comments

USFWS dleges that the EIR failed to address the status of the Mono Lake brine shrimp as a
Category 1 candidate species for federd listing as endangered or threatened.

The agency advocates that if SWRCB adopts an dternative that would result in a sgnificant
cumulative effect onthebrineshrimp (i.e., the 6.383.5-Ft Alternative or lower lakeleve aternatives), listing
as threatened or endangered may be warranted. USFWS asks SWRCB to discussthisissuein the find
EIR.
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Response

The gtatus of the Mono Lake brine shrimp as a candidate species (Category 1) for federd listing
as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act was noted in Appendix E of the EIR (see
page E-1 and Table E-1).

The impact assessment for brine shrimp in the draft EIR predicted sgnificant reductions in brine
shrimp production from estimated prediverson vaues for dl lake levd dternatives below the 6,390-Ft
Alternative. However, except for the No-Restriction Alternative, there is no evidence that persistence of
the brine shrimp population would be threstened under any of the dternatives.

The predicted sdinity for the No-Redtriction Alternative, 133 grams per liter (g/l), approaches
dinitiesthat caused complete hatching failure of brine shrimp cystsin experiments (see Appendix J, page
J4). Complete hatching failure of cysts would cause extinction of the brine shrimp population. Hatching
success at the predicted sdinity for the 6,372-Ft Alternative, 92 g/l, was about the same as that at lower
sdinities (Herbst and Embury 1993). Therefore, the continued surviva of the brine shrimp population
would probably be threatened only at the No-Redtriction Alternative lake eevation.

If the brine shrimp islisted, commercid harvesting of the shrimp may be prohibited (Brown pers.
comm.). However, aspecid rule may be invoked to alow continued harvesting. Thisrule can be used if
the speciesislisted as threatened, but not if it is listed as endangered.

X10. An Antidegradation Threshold for Outstanding National
Resource Waters s Improperly Formulated

Summary of Comments

LADWP cdlamstha congdering 85 g/l to be afederd antidegradation threshold isirrdevant inthe
context of asdine lake and isbiologicaly and limnologicaly meaningless.

The Lahontan Regiona Water Qudity Control Board assertsthat the antidegradation policiesapply
to any water quality sandard, not just sdlinity.

Another commenter contends that an increase in a constituent above a standard cannot be
consdered as necessarily congtituting degradation of water quality; rather, use must be impaired, such as
number, types, and characteristics of key aguetic organisms.

LADWPadso clamsthat thefederd antidegradation regulation gppliesto Lake Crowley Reservair:
increased eutrophication caused by reduced Mono Basin exports has dready degraded beneficid uses.
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Response

Thebiologica implicationsof different Mono Lake sdinitiesare described in Chapter 3E, "Aquetic
Productivity”, of thedraft EIR (also seethe responsesto Comments E1 through ES). The EIR doesreport
that lake levd dternatives|ower than the 6,390-Ft Alternative would result in Significant reduction of brine
shrimp productivity from the prediversion condition. Theproductivity continuesto diminishasthelakeleve
fdls Thisimparment of use providesabiologica basisfor limiting the degradation of Mono Lakeéswaters.

LADWHP'sassertion that an anti degradation threshold isinappropriateisbased on arguments about
ine lakes in generd and not on conditions specific to Mono Lake. In making this assertion, LADWP
ignoresoneof thecentral purposesof antidegradation policies: to addressuniqueor Site-specific conditions
that are not adequately addressed by standards applicableto genera categories of water bodies. The 85
g/l vadue of an antidegradation threshold is based on Mono Lake's sdlinity and would apply to no other
lakes, therefore, the charge of irrdlevance isincomprehensible.

The potentid for eutrophication of Lake Crowley Reservoir isdiscussed in the responseto Mgjor
Issue B2. The federa antidegradation policy and SWRCB Resolution No. 68-16 apply to water quaity
condituentsor characterigticsin additionto sdinity. The EIR'sevauation of impactson sdinity also serves
to illustrate impacts on other water quaity parameters that are conserved in Mono Lake and affected by
LADWPsdiverson. The antidegradation policies apply only to reductionsin water qudity. Whether the
reduction impairs beneficid usesis afactor to be consdered in gpplying the policies. Under the federd
antidegradation poalicy, reductionsfrom thewater quality that existed when the policy was adopted in 1975
cannot be permitted if instream beneficid uses would be impaired or the quality of outstanding nationd
resource waters would be impaired.

The federa antidegradation regulation applies to dl surface waters. In contrast to Mono Lake,
however, Lake Crowley Reservoir does not gppear to have the exceptiona recreationa or ecological
sgnificance that would support designation as an outstanding national resource water. The federd
antidegradation policy's dringent prohibition againg reductions in the qudity of outstanding nationd
resource waters does not apply to Lake Crowley Reservoir. Also in contrast to Mono Lake sdinity,
changes in LADWPs diversons from Mono Basin do not have a sgnificant impact on phosphorus
concentrations in Lake Crowley Reservair.
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X11. Impact Assessments of Project-Related Irrigation
and Grazing Changes Are Absent

Summary of Comments

DFG demursthat an andyssof benefitsand impacts of anticipated changesinirrigation and grazing
on LADWP lands aong the diverted tributary streams did not gppear in the draft EIR.  Furthermore, it
urges SWRCB to include an andyss of opportunities to reduce conflicts between livestock grazing and
important habitat for riparian and upland wildlife Species through modification of past grazing management
practices.

Another commenter complainsthat thedraft EI R erroneoudly attributes|ossesof riparian vegetation
or fishery habitat to grazing dong the Upper Owens River and requests that a thorough assessment of the
effects of current grazing practices aong the Upper Owens River be included in the EIR.

Response

Impacts of grazing on LADWP lands along the diverted tributary streams have been considered
in formulating a refined aternative for possible adoption (see Chapter 5). Livestock grazing on LADWP
property in the riparian corridors downstream of LADWP's points of diversion for export would be
prohibited for aminimum of 10 years.

The EIR should address impacts of the project dternatives on current land use practices to the
degree that soeculation is not required. Should imposition of a lake level/ sreamflow dterndtive affect
irrigation practices and livestock management, predictable impacts must be identified.

Inthis case, the sdlection of aparticular dternativewill not result in predictable changesinirrigation
and grazing, except as specified in the refined dternative formulated for possible adoption. Under the
dternatives set forth in the draft EIR, LADWP has discretion to dter itsirrigation or grazing management
practices and, in fact, has been ingtituting such changes (see, for example, page 3G-24 of the draft EIR),
but these changes are not directly related to impostion of a particular feasible lake level/streamflow
dternative.

The No-Redtriction Alternative, asformulated inthe draft EIR, isabenchmark aternativeintended
to represent continuation of former practices of LADWP, thus it was Smulated assuming continuation of
higtoricd patternsof irrigation diversons. Thisdternative doesnot meet the project objectives. All feasble
dterndives are smulated with an assumption that historical irrigation will not continue on the Cain Ranch
bel ow the Lee Vining conduit but will continue on LADWP lands aong the Upper Owens River, reflecting
LADWP's mogt recently described management policies.
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Grazing management practiceson LADWP, private, or other public lands, such aschoice of animal
gpecies, locations of herding and bedding areas, pasture rotation schemes, and timing of irrigation, aredso
subject to thelandowner'sdiscretion. Except as specific requirementsfor grazing are incorporated into an
dternative (e.g., the dternative proposed for possible adoption), these grazing management practices are
not related to the choice of alake level/streamflow dternative.

The issue of irrigation and grazing impacts dong the Upper Owens River is also addressed in the
response to Comment 28-5.

HYDROLOGY AND FORMULATION OR CHARACTERIZATION
OF ALTERNATIVES (A)

Al. LAAMP Model Wasan Erroneousor Inadequate
Basisfor Impact Assessments

Summary of Comments

Severa commentson thedraft EIR concerned the devel opment and gpplication of theLosAngeles
Aqueduct Monthly Program (LAAMP) modd for determining the potentid effectsof dternativelakeleves
and sreamflow conditions that were analyzed in the draft EIR.

Verson 2.0 of the LAAMP modd (LAAMP 2.0), which was used for the draft EIR smulations,
wasdigtributed in April 1992 and has been used subsequently by LADWP gtaff and consultants, SWRCB
gaff, Mono Lake Committee (ML C) staff and consultants, and other interested parties. During their review
of the draft EIR, these users identified severa coding errors, which were reported to the SWRCB
consultants who designed the modd.

Staff and consultants of SWRCB and LADWP and other interested parties met on September 20,
1993, to discuss the coding errorsin LAAMP 2.0 and the suggested changes to the assumed aqueduct
operations and corresponding LAAMP modd inputs, caculations, and output variables. This meeting
effectively reactivated the Aqueduct Modding Technicd Advisory Group (TAG) that was initidly
established by SWRCB saff a the beginning of the draft EIR effort in 1989. A task description and
budget were approved by SWRCB and LADWP staff for themodd changesby SWRCB consultants, and
the corrections and changes were completed and reviewed by the TAG and submitted as part of thewater
rights hearings in Verson 3.3 of the LAAMP modd (LAAMP 3.3). A dightly modified verson of
LAAMP 3.3, cdled LAAMP 3.31, was used for the water rights decision.
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Summary Response

LAAMP 3.3, as revised by the Aqueduct Modding TAG concurrently with the water rights
hearing, is a useful tool for andyzing Mono Basin water management effects and aqueduct water supply
impects of the dterndtivesidentified in the draft EIR documents, variations of these draft EIR aternatives,
and various ingtream flow recommendations. All identified errors have been corrected.

Thedifferencesbetweenthesmulaionresultsof LAAMP2.0and LAAMP3.3arerdatively smal.
The results for LAAMP 3.3 have been generdly confirmed by comparison with historicd LADWP
operations for 1970-1989. The errors identified in LAAMP 2.0 and corrected in LAAMP 3.3 are
discussed in the following "Detailed Responsg” section.

The results of LAAMP 3.3 are very amilar to the results presented in the draft EIR. The monthly
alocation of water from Mono Lake tributaries to instream flows and Mono Lake level management
releases, and to seasona storage in Grant Lake reservoir for export through West Portd to the Upper
Owens River, remain essentialy assmulated by LAAMP 2.0inthedraft EIR. Although severd additiond
congraints of the Los Angeles (LA) Aqueduct system in the Owens Valey have been included in
LAAMP 3.3, the basic reaults in the Owens Valley are aso essentialy similar to those smulated by
LAAMP 2.0 in the draft EIR.

The results of LAAMP 3.3 for the No-Redtriction Alternative are quite Smilar to the actua
operation of the LA Aqueduct system for 1970-1989, when the second agqueduct barrel was completed
between Hawee Reservoir and LosAngeles. Thehigtoricd verification indicatesthat many of theessentia
features of the agueduct system have been smulated accurately with LAAMP 3.3 for the No-Restriction
Alternative. The historical verification suggeststhat LAAMP 2.0 resultsfor the draft EIR dternatives and
for other amulated water management aternatives can be used with confidence for further andyzing
environmental and water supply impacts.

Detailed Response

Comparisonof LAAMP 3.3 resultswith the LAAMP 2.0 resultsdemonstratesthat the corrections
and changes included in LAAMP 3.3 do not substantialy change the LA Aqueduct smulations that
provided the basis for many impact assessments in the draft EIR. Both LAAMP 2.0 and LAAMP 3.3
resultsfor the No-Restriction Alternative follow the historical agueduct patterns observed during the 1970
1989 period, when both barrels of the LA Aqueduct were in operation.

The correctionsandrevisonsin LAAMP 3.3 were accomplished concurrently with thewater rights
hearing, beginning October 25, 1993. The revised LAAMP model was submitted to the Aqueduct
Modding TAG membersfor their review and testing. Someremaining errorswereidentified and additiona
changes were suggested in a series of meetings and telephone cdls. Severd intermediate versions of
LAAMP were tested by the Aqueduct Modding TAG members. The most recent meeting was held on
January 19, 1994, to discuss appropriate input vaues for the latest verson of LAAMP, designated
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LAAMP 3.3. All the identified errors have been corrected, and the requested revisons are now giving
expected results.

Most of the required correctionsto LAAMP 2.0 (used for draft EIR smulations) involved either
agueduct capacity condraints or water budget terms in the Owens Valey that may have indirectly
influenced thes mulated West Porta exportsfromMono Basin. Revisonswere a so necessary to iminate
excess Mono Basin exportswhen the specified lake rel ease was not sati fied because of streamflow deficits
later in the year. LAAMP 3.3 results for the No-Redtriction Alternative were used to demonstrate
higtorica confirmation and to compare annud and monthly results from LAAMP 2.0 that were andyzed
in the draft EIR.

The mgjor correctionsin LAAMP 3.3 are asfollows:

# Stream FHushing Flows. Although this portion of LAAMP was not used for the draft EIR
dternatives, corrections were made to properly account for stream habitat flushing flow
requirements during multiple-year flushing cycles. Stream flushing flows, when not required
eachyear, aesdtisfied only by a"wet-year" flushing volumein monthssncethelast runoff year
with aflushing flow.

# Aqueduct Capacity Condraints. The capacity condraints at Tinemaha, Pleasant Vdley, and
Long Vdley reservoirswere corrected to provide accurate Smulations of storage and outflow
during periods of excess runoff. Aqueduct capacity congraints were added for Long Valey
and Pleasant Vdley reservoir spilling and for Lower Owens River spill below the agueduct
intake.

# Tinemahaand Hailwee Reservoirs. Evaporation at thetwo reservoirs (9,000 af/yr [9 TAF/yr])
was inadvertently neglected. The aqueduct transt gains between Tinemaha and Hawee
reservoirs (9.3 TAF/yr) were improperly subtracted astrangit losses. The specified minimum
operationa spilling (6 TAF/yr) was aso inadvertently ignored. The net effect of these three
water budget errors was that a loss of about 3 TAF/yr greater than the actua loss was
smulated for the Owens Valley, out of atotd of about 200 TAF/yr of smulated uses and
losses. These water budget termswere corrected to properly include the maintenance spilling
and agueduct gains.

# OwensVadley Groundwater. The maximum monthly and annua groundweater pumping limits
were dightly exceeded in some stuations. Additiond checks were added to saisfy the
pumping limitsat al times. These pumping limitswere corrected to prevent thelast month from
overshooting annud limits.

# LeeVining, Rush, and Bishop Creek inflows had been obtained from LADWP regressions of
monthly runoff that accounted for Southern California Edison upstream storage, but did not
adways yidd accurate estimates of historica flow in these three creeks. LAAMP 3.3 uses
"actud" flows for these creeks from the LADWP-adjusted "Totas and Means' monthly
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database. LeeVining, Rush, and Bishop Creek model inputs were corrected with LADWP
data.

# Streamflow target deficits were caculated and used to more accuratedly estimate annud lake
release and export target values.

The No-Redtriction Alternative provides an opportunity to determine the overdl effects of the
corrected water budget terms and aqueduct congtraints. This dternative is aso the most appropriate for
comparing the LAAMP 3.3 results with historica operations of the LA Aqueduct system.

Table4-1 givesan average annua summary of themgor hydrologictermsincludedin LAAMP 3.3
for the No-Redtriction Alternative. Thesetermsincludeinflows, pumping, gains, uses, losses, and exports
for Mono Basin and the OwensVdley. Thegenerd magnitude of each termisgiven, dthough the year-to-
year and seasonal variations are not shown in Table 4-1. The changes between LAAMP 2.0 and
LAAMP 3.3 arerdatively smdl. Thelargest changes were in water budget terms for Long Valey gans
and Tinemahato Haiwee area losses.

Table 4-2 gives a summary of the agueduct capacity condraints that were specified for
LAAMP 2.0 and LAAMP 3.3. The Aqueduct Moddliing TAG review did not identify any mgor errors
inthe LAAMP 2.0 agueduct condtraint values, but severa congraints have been added in LAAMP 3.3
that were not consderedin LAAMP 2.0. The added capacity congtraintsinclude spill thresholdsfor Long
Vdley, Pleasant Valey, Tinemaha (aqueduct intake), and Haiwee reservoirs. Mogt of these capacity
congraints are specified as inputs, so the effect of these new congtraints on LAAMP 3.3 results can be
directly determined.

The most important change in the agueduct capacity congtraintsis the specified agueduct capacity
fromHaweereservoir to LosAngdes. LAAMP 2.0 assumed afull capacity of 800 cubic feet per second
(cfs) for dl months, and LAAMP 3.3 uses the value of 750 cfs, as recommended by LADWP. This
change reduced the smulated Haiwee exports during the first 6 months of each runoff year (April-
September) by about 3 TAF/month, which generally caused increased reservoir storage and spreading
during these runoff months. The monthly Haiwee export target vaues for October-March were
correspondingly increased by 3 TAF/month to maintain the same annua export targetsfor each year type,
as observed during 1970-1989.

A second important change in the capacity congtraints was the minimum reservoir storage targets
for Grant Lake and Lake Crowley reservoirs. The draft EIR smulations used arelatively high Grant Lake
reservoir minimum storage of 20 TAF wherees LAAMP 3.3 usesaminimum storage of 11.5 TAF for the
No-Redtriction Alternative. Similarly, the draft EIR smulations used a Lake Crowley reservoir minimum
storage of 120 TAF for dl year types wheress, for the No-Restriction Alternative, LAAMP 3.3 specifies
aminmum storage of 120 TAF for wet years, 100 TAF for normal years, and 80 TAFfor dry years. The
net effect of these changes was to allow increased storage fluctuations in both Grant Lake and Lake
Crowley reservoirsthat reduced spilling from the reservoirs during somewet years and thereforeincreased
Mono Basin and Haiwee exports by an average of about 4 TAF/yr.
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Table 4-3 compares LAAMP 3.3 and LAAMP 2.0 smulated results for the No-Restriction
Alternative, point-of-reference condition, 6,377-Ft Alternative, 6,383.5-Ft Alternative, and 6,390-Ft
Alternative, as described and analyzed in the draft EIR. The most important variables for comparison of
LAAMP results are releases to Mono Lake, exports from Mono Basin, Owens Valley groundwater
pumping (held congtant once smulated for the No-Redtriction Alternative), spreading, spilling, Haiwee
exports, and deliveriesto LosAngees. Irrigation usesin Mono Basin, the Mono Lake median (exceeded
50% of the time) and ending devations, and total Owens Valley uses are dso given in Table 4-3.

No-Restriction Alternative. Figure 4-1showsthesmulated Mono Lake elevation for the No-
Redtriction Alternative. The comparison with historica lake levels is for reference only because the
assumed gtarting eevation for the No-Restriction Alternative was 6,376.3 feet, not the historical eevation
of 6,417 feet. Some of the effects of hydrologic variations, however, can be seen in both the historica and
smulated lake leve fluctuations.

The reaultsindicate that athough the smulated No-Redtriction Alternative exports are greater than
the historical exports, thelakeleve doesnot declineasmuch inthe smulation asduring the historical period
because the lake surface areais smdler and lake evaporation is thus much more nearly baanced by the
combined Mono Lake inflows. The smulated lake level declines to about 6,350 feet before increasing
during the wet years near the end of the historical record.

The LAAMP 3.3 amulated lake levels are dightly lower than the draft EIR levels for the No-
Redtriction Alternative because LAAMP 3.3 smulated exportsthat averaged about 3 TAF/yr greater than
LAAMP 2.0 smulated exports.

Figure 4-2 showsthe annud smulated exportsfrom Mono Basinfor LAAMP 3.3 compared with
LAAMP 2.0 results, with the historical annua exports shown for reference. No-Redtriction Alternative
exports averaged 85 TAF/yr, while the LAAMP 3.3 smulated exports averaged 87.9 TAF/yr. Almost
dl of this increase (3 TAF/yr) can be explained by the lower Grant Lake and Lake Crowley reservoir
minimum storage targets specified in LAAMP 3.3 that reduce the spills from Grant Lake reservoir.

Figure 4-3 showsthe smulated pattern of Mono Basin exports asafunction of Mono Basin runoff
for the No-Redtriction Alternative, with the historical exports shown for comparison (indicated by runoff
year number). When the available runoff is less than about 120 TAF/yr (about the average Mono Basin
runoff), al the available runoff was smulated to be exported. Asthe available runoff increased, however,
not more than about 140 TAF/yr was Smulated to be exported. Asthe available runoff increased beyond
200 TAF/yr (1967, 1969, 1982, and 1983), the simulated export decreased substantialy because of
downstream agueduct conditions limiting the need for Mono Basin exports. This smulated pattern
reproduced the hitorica pattern of Mono Basin exports during periods of high runoff.
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Fgure 4-4 shows the smulated LAAMP 3.3 and LAAMP 2.0 patterns of annua groundwater
pumpinginthe OwensVdley for the No-Redtriction Alternative, ong with the historical pumping volumes.
Historica groundwater of about 20 TAF/yr before 1970 was generdly from artesan "flowing wells' rather
than from pumping because of the limited aqueduct capacity from Haiweeto Los Angeles. Groundwater
pumping increased after 1970 to help supply water for the second agueduct barrdl between Haiwee and
LosAngees. Severd pumping restrictions and annual agreements between Inyo County and LosAngeles
have contributed to the differences between the smulated and historical values. Nevertheless, thesmilarity
between LAAMP 2.0 and LAAMP 3.3 resultsand the historical fluctuations during the 1970-1989 period
IS apparent.

The amulated No-Redtriction Alternative pumping pattern was used in al subsequent smulations
of draft EIR dternatives and other water management aternatives. Consstent use of this pattern prevents
any amulated loss of Mono Basin exports from causing increased smulated groundwater pumping in the
OwensVadley. Thelong-term average groundwater pumping with LAAMP 3.3 was about 107 TAF/yr,
only dightly less than the 111 TAF/yr smulated with LAAMP 2.0 for the draft EIR dternatives. Both
smulations are close to the 1970-1989 historica pumping that averaged 107 TAF/yr.

Figure 4-5 showsthe relationship between LAAMP 3.3 and LAAMP 2.0 smulated groundwater
pumping and Owens Valey runoff. As runoff increases, the need for groundwater pumping to supply the
aqueduct exports decreases. However, the minimum specified pumping of about 40 TAF/yr necessary for
usesin the Owens Valey is amulated even in wet years. The greatest pumping, of about 190 TAF/yr, is
smulated in norma years with reduced runoff, not dry years, because the export targets are sufficiently
reduced indry yearsto limit the need for groundwater pumping. BothLAAMP2.0andLAAMP3.3smu-
lations of Owens Vdley groundwater pumping follow the historical 1970-1989 pattern quite well.

Figure 4-6 shows the smulated Haiwee exports for both versons of LAAMP, with the hitorica
vaues shown for reference. The large historica increase between 1969 and 1970 was the result of
completion of the second agueduct barrel from Haiwee Reservoir to Los Angeles. The match with
higorical exports from 1970 to 1989 for both LAAMP 2.0 and 3.3 smulations is quite good. The
LAAMP 3.3 smulated average was 469 TAF/yr, and the historical 1970-1989 average was 468 TAF/yr.
The year-to-year differences between the sSmulated and historica vaues are attributable to differencesin
the historical and smulated carryover storage.

All the LAAMP 3.3 revisonswould be expected to contribute to smulated differences at Haiwee
because Haiwee reservoir is the downstream end of the smulated agueduct sysem. The LAAMP 3.3
gmulated Haiwee exports for the No-Redtriction Alternative were about 23 TAF/yr higher than
LAAMP 2.0 results. Because Mono Basin exports were dightly greater (3 TAF/yr) and Owens Vdley
groundwater pumping was dightly less (3 TAF/yr), thesmulated differences at Hawee werelikely caused
by the corrected water budget termsin LAAMP 3.3. As Table 4-1 indicates, gainsin Long Vdley and
trangt gains between Tinemaha and Haiwee account for the largest changes. The net effect of al
corrections and revisonsbetween LAAMP 2.0 and LAAMP 3.3 produced an increasein Haiwee exports
of about 23 TAF/yr.
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The delivery of agueduct water to Los Angdesisless than the smulated Haiwee exports because
of trangit losses between Haiwee reservoir and Los Angeles. The assumed vaue of trandt losses in
LAAMP 2.0 was 10.3 TAF/yr and the corrected vaue used in LAAMP 3.3, which includes Bouquet
reservoir evgporation and fish flow releases, is 15.1 TAF/yr.

The following figures show LAAMP 3.3 smulated No-Redtriction Alternative and historical
monthly patterns for several important agueduct flows and reservoir storage volumes for 1970 through
1989. These results confirm the generd capability of LAAMP 3.3 to accurately smulate seasond and
year-to-year fluctuationsin agueduct operations.

Figure 4-7 shows the smulated and historical monthly flowsin LeeVining Creek. The periods of
excess runoff when historical rel eases were made to Mono Lake were generdly matched with the No-
Redriction Alternative LAAMP 3.3 amulations. Theseresultsare smilar to thosefor LAAMP 2.0 shown
in Auxiliary Report 18.

Figure 4-8 shows the smulated and historica monthly flows in Rush Creek below Grant Lake
reservoir. The periods of excessrunoff when historicd releases were made to Mono Lake were generdly
matched with the No-Restriction Alternative smulation. Theseresultsaresmilar tothosefor LAAMP 2.0
shown in Auxiliary Report 18.

Figure4-9 showsmonthly smulated and historical Grant Lakereservoir stcorage. TheLAAMP3.3
smulated storage pattern is quite Smple because the excess runoff is stored in Grant Lake reservoir for
later export. Spillsto Mono Lake are smulated only if Grant Lake reservoir storage is exceeded before
exports are needed downstream to satisfy Haiwee export targets.

Figure4-10 showsthe monthly simulated and historical West Portal exports. Differencesbetween
the smulated and historical Grant Lake reservoir storage and West Porta export patterns are directly
related. Periods of reduced smulated exportsresult in increased smulated Grant L ake reservoir sorage.
Periods of increased smulated exports produce lower Grant Lake reservoir storage.

Figure 4-11 shows the monthly smulated and historica flows in the Upper Owens River below
East Porta. Both the historical and smulated monthly flowsfluctuate rapidly in responseto available weater
in Grant Lake reservoir and downstream agueduct conditions.

Figure 4-12 shows monthly smulated and historica Long Vdley reservoir sorage. The hitorical
storage pattern is more variable than the smulated pattern because actud operationsinvolve moreflexible
gtorage changes in anticipation of runoff and in response to unusud drought conditions.
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Fgure 4-13 shows the monthly smulated and historica Long Vdley reservoir outflows. Only one
period of spill issmulated. A spill likely would not occur because actud reservoir operationswould include
more flexible operationsin anticipation of high runoff periods.

Figure4-14 shows monthly smulated and historical Halwee exportsto LosAngeles. LAAMP 3.3
was successful in matching the seasond fluctuationsin the exports between the "runoff* months of April-
September and the" pumping” months of October-March. Thereduced smulated exportsduring dry years
was aso well matched with historica patterns. The monthly patterns smulated with LAAMP 2.0 were
generdly smilar, with adightly greater seasond fluctuation because of the different export targets.

Many additiona graphsareavailablein LAAMP 3.3 output Spreadsheetsto demonstrate historical
confirmation for the individud areas of the Owens Valey smulated by LAAMP 3.3. Both annud and
monthly graphs are available for comparison. These annuad and monthly comparisons between
LAAMP 3.3 No-Redtriction Alternative smulation and the historica patterns suggest that while many of
the features of historical 1970-1989 agueduct operations can be smulated, results for each month of each
year cannot be expected to match with the historical aqueduct operations.

Point-of-Reference Scenario. The LAAMP 3.3 point-of-reference scenario differs from the
No-Redriction Alternative only by addition of minimum streamflows of 5 cfsin Lee Vining Creek and 19
cfsin Rush Creek. The annud water requirement for these minimum flows is gpproximeately 17 TAF/yr.
After an average Mono Basin runoff of about 125 TAF/yr and irrigation diversions of about 8.7 TAF/yr,
an average of approximately 100 TAF/yr for possible export is€ft.

The smulated LAAMP 3.3 exports averaged 75.6 TAF/yr, approximately 3 TAF/yr more than
amulated LAAMP 2.0 exports, primarily because of thelower minimum Grant Lakereservoir storage that
diminated some reservoir storage spills. Nevertheless, spills from Lee Vining Creek and Grant Lake
reservoir averaged 24.4 TAF/yr, and net evaporation from Grant Lake reservoir averaged 2 TAF/yr.

LAAMP 3.3 smulated Owens Valley uses were about 3 TAF/yr greater, spreading was about 3
TAF/yr greater, and aqueduct operationa spilling was about 6 TAF/yr greater than the corresponding
vauesin LAAMP 2.0 results. Nevertheess, Haiwee exports smulated with LAAMP 3.3 were about 24
TAF/yr more than LAAMP 2.0 results reported in the draft EIR.

6,377-Ft Alternative. Severa changesinthe LAAMP 3.3 No-Redtriction Alternativeinputsare
required to Smulate the other draft EIR dternatives. Irrigation in Mono Basin is reduced to 0.7 TAF/yr
(USFSs O-Ditch diverson only). The maximum Upper Owens River streamflow was reduced from 400
cfsto 300 cfs. Theminimum Grant Lake reservoir storagewasincreased from 11.5 TAFto 20 TAF. The
minimum Lake Crowley reservoir storage was increased to 120 TAF/yr for dl year types. Uniform
monthly West Porta export targets were specified.
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Table 4-3 indicates that LAAMP 3.3 smulation of Mono Basin exports for the 6,377-Ft
Alternative was 40 TAF/yr, about 11.8 TAF/yr lessthan draft EIR results. Thisdifference was apparently
caused by therevised logic for Mono Basin exports. InLAAMP 2.0, the maximum allowable export was
smulated by specifying both the minimum and the maximum Upper Owens River flow target a 300 cfs.
All available water was exported up to the 300-cfs limit in the Upper Owens River, which resulted in the
maximum possible Mono Basin exports and adso minimized the fluctuations in the level of Mono Lake
during wet years.

In LAAMP 3.3, the export targets are cal culated as a specified monthly fraction of the avallable
annua export volume. Because severd commentson the draft EIR suggested that an even monthly export
pattern would be idedl for the Upper Owens River, this pattern was used for LAAMP 3.3 inputs. The
caculated monthly export target isamost aways less than the 300-cfs minimum used as the export target
iNLAAMP 2.0. Because of thisrevisonin export caculation, it isunderstandablethat LAAMP 3.3 would
smulate less Mono Basin exports than LAAMP 2.0 for the 6,377-Ft Alternative. The smulated Mono
Basin exports can likely be increased by specifying a variable monthly export target, with greater exports
dlowed during high runoff months. Simulated exports can likely be increased with lower minimum or
seasond Grant Lake and Long Valley reservoir storage targets.

LAAMP 3.3smulated dightly reduced spreading (-2.6 TAF/yr), reduced pumping (-3.6 TAF/yr),
increased spilling (+3.7 TAF/yr), and increased uses (+3.8 TAF/yr). Nevertheless, the average Haiwee
exports smulated by LAAMP 3.3 were about 14.6 TAF/yr more than draft EIR results for the 6,377-Ft
Alternative because of changesin the water budget terms described above. The LAAMP 3.3 smulated
deliveriesto Los Angeles averaged 9.8 TAF greeter than the draft EIR reported.

The smulated spreading and spilling are perhaps|essreliabl e than other model ed variablesbecause
the actud spreading and spilling patterns would be better managed during actua operations with runoff
forecasts and modified reservoir operations and pumping patterns. Nevertheess, the LAAMP mode
provides a framework for comparative andyss of the magnitude of these "excess' terms for various
proposed water rights decisions and agueduct capacity restrictions.

6,383.5-Ft Alternative. Table4-3indicatesthat LAAMP 3.3 smulation of Mono Basin exports
for the 6,383.5-Ft Alternative was 29.9 TAF/yr, about 7.8 TAF/yr less than draft EIR results. This
difference was expected because of the revised logic for Mono Basin exports explained above. Because
most of the difference in exports occurred during wet years, the LAAMP 3.3 smulated Mono Lake
elevation was 5.8 feet higher at the end of the first 50 years than the draft EIR smulation.

The LAAMP 3.3 smulation of Haiwee exports for the 6,383.5-Ft Alternative was about 14.2
TAF/yr moreand the LosAngdesddiveriesaveraged 9.4 TAF/yr morethan thedraft EIR smulation usng
LAAMP 20. Thisdifferenceisardatively smal percentage (3%) of the totd average Haiwee exports of
about 390 TAF/yr assmulated by LAAMP 3.3.
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Because greater [akerdeasesarerequired inthe early period of thesimulationto raiseMono Lake
to above the lake leve triggers, a second 50-year smulation was made, sarting at the ending eevation of
the first 50-year smulation. The average Mono Basin exportsincreased from 29.9t0 40.2 TAF/yr, which
is about 3.3 TAF/yr less than the draft EIR results for the second 50-year smulation of the 6,383.5-Ft
Alternative.

6,390-Ft Alternative. Table 4-3 indicatesthat LAAMP 3.3 smulation of Mono Basin exports
for the 6,390-Ft Alternative of 23 TAF/yr for thefirst 50-year period was about 6.8 TAF/yr lessthan draft
EIR results The LAAMP 3.3 smulation of Haiwee exportsfor the 6,390-Ft Alternative of 411.2 TAF/yr
wasabout 12.6 TAF/yr morethanthedraft EIR smulationwith LAAMP 2.0. TheLAAMP 3.3smulation
of Los Angeles deliveries averaged 396.1 TAF/yr, 7.8 TAF/yr more than draft EIR results.

Table 4-3 indicates that the LAAMP 3.3 smulation of Mono Basin exports for the 6,390-Ft
Alternative increased to 34.8 TAF/yr from thefirst to the second 50-year period, with agtarting elevation
of 6,395.2 feet. Thesesmulated exportswere2.2 TAF/yr lessthan the corresponding LAAMP 2.0 export
reported in the draft EIR.

A2. LAAMP Model Results Were Inappropriately
Applied for Impact Assessments

Summary of Comments

Severd of the draft EIR review comments and water rights testimony about the application of the
LAAMP modd for smulating draft EIR dternatives suggested different assumptions that might be
conddered by SWRCB as more gppropriate for planning the future management of Mono Lake and the
operation of the agueduct system, including alowable diversions from the Mono Lake tributaries.

Severd other comments stated that the LAAMP 2.0 resultswere used without due consderation
to the uncertainty in the smulations and that additiond interpretation of the modd results was warranted.

Summary Response

The mgority of the different operationa assumptions recommended in the comments could have
beensmulated by specifying different inputsfor LAAMP 2.0, without any mode code changes. However,
severa of the suggestions involved management conditions that had not been anticipated during the
development of LAAMP 2.0 for smulation of draft EIR dternatives.
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The following suggested revisons have been included in LAAMP 3.3 to respond to these

comments:

#

LAAMPasaPanningMode. "Planning" has been added to the name of the LAAMP modd.
LAAMP was designed to support relative comparisons among water rights aternatives, not
as abasisfor day-to-day aqueduct operations.

Monthly Mono Export Patterns. A monthly target distribution of available exports has been
added as the basis for calculating monthly Mono Basin exports.

Mono Lake Water Budget. Cain Ranch rainfall and the unmeasured inflows can now be
adjusted with specified factorsto provideamodified water budget for comparatives mulations.

Lake Crowley Reservoir Storage Capacity. An output variable to explicitly document spill
fromLake Crowley reservoir has been added. Spill abovethe specified Pleasant Valley outlet
capacity isaso explicitly modeed.

Owens Gorge Target Flows. Monthly Owens Gorge target flows for each year type and the
assumed Gorge trangt 10ss can now be specified.

Lower Owens Target FHows. Monthly Lower Owens River target flows for each year type
and the agueduct intake capacity are now specified. Spills to the Lower Owens River and
operationd spilling from the agueduct gates are now reported separately.

Aqueduct Capacity at Haiwee Reservoir. Aqueduct capacity from Haiwee reservoir to Los
Angelesis now specified in the input file dong with the Haiwee export targets.

Hawee and Tinemaha Reservoirs. Minimum and maximum monthly target Sorage vauescan
now be specified for Tinemaha and South Haiwee reservoirs. North Haiwee reservoir is
smulated with acongtant specified volume. Evaporation isssimulated from thethreereservoirs.
A maximum change in storage in South Haiwee can be specified to smulatethelimited inflow

capacity.

Output Spreadsheets. Output spreadsheets have been revised to provide a complete water
budget for each area of interest. Many of the spreadsheet graphs have been revised as
suggested by reviewers.

Higtorical Aqueduct Data. LADWP data have been included in the output spreadsheets so
that monthly values for 1970 to 1989 and annua values for 1940 to 1989 can be compared
with LAAMP smulaions. These data provide the necessary information for historical
verification of LAAMP 3.3 results.
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# Groundwater Pumping. The option to use aprevioudy caculated pumping pattern has been
incorporated into LAAMP 3.3, without the need for a second LAAMP modd.

# Hydrologic Data for 1990-1992. LADWP has supplied the required hydrologic data for
runoff years 1990 to 1992.

# Hydrologic Input File. A new input spreadsheet was developed to alow any selected
sequence of 50 yearsto be used as the hydrologic input for LAAMP.

LAAMPisaplanning mode that can demongratethelikely effects of increasing congraintson the
dlocationof water from the Mono Laketributaries. The LAAMP results may be used to assist in reaching
the water rightsdecision, but cannot s mulate the actual day-to-day operationsof the LA Aqueduct system.
Severa necessary amplifying assumptions within the monthly modd contribute to the remaining leve of
uncertainty in the results. The LAAMP modd is most useful as a comparative tool for describing likely
effects of incremental changes in the set of congtraints imposed on the Mono Lake tributary stream
diversons

Detailed Response

Comparative Simulations. Severd comments on the draft EIR suggested modified target
streamflows, Mono Lake elevation trigger conditions, target reservoir storage levels, and other selected
LAAMPIinput assumptions. Many of these recommended aqueduct constraintsand operationa conditions
could have been smulated usng LAAMP 2.0, and dmost al of the suggested changes in agueduct
operations can now be smulated with LAAMP 3.3. However, afull set of comparative Smulations usng
different agueduct condtraints or lake management conditions have not been made by SWRCB staff or
consultants. Copiesof LAAMP 3.3 have been distributed during the water rights hearings, and additional
copies can be obtained from SWRCB gaff by interested parties.

Thaose conditions and condraints which are under consderation by SWRCB for incluson in the
water rights order may be smulated usng LAAMP 3.3 during SWRCB daff andyses period. Examples
of comparative Smulations that can be made with LAAMP 3.3 include:

# Currently recommended DFG streamflows for Mono Basin streams, Upper Owens River,
Owens Gorge, Middle Owens River, and Lower Owens River.

# The LADWP Mono Lake Management Plan, introduced during the Mono Basin water rights
hearings.

# Mono Lake leve triggers can be adjusted to alow more exports in dry and norma years
relative to wet years. Thiswill likely increaselake leve fluctuations and reduce thetotd Mono
Basin exports but may provide greater water supply benefitsto Los Angeles.
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# Drought analyses can be performed using the input spreadsheet INPHY D.WK1 to select a
sequence of years that includes 1987-1992, for example. Adjustments in the unmeasured
inflow and rainfdl terms are possible.

# Additiond senstivity and historical cdibration Smulations can be made. The historicd data
provided in LAAMP 3.3 output spreadsheets will facilitate these comparisons.

# Theeffectsof different hydrologic sequences can be determined by rearranging the historica
record using the INPHY D.WK1 spreadsheet. Thiswill dlow the uncertainty inthelikely lake
level changes during the trangition period to anew protected lake level to be determined.

Two comparative smulations usng LAAMP 3.3 that will be described in this response to
commentsincludethecurrently recommended DFG streamflows, and the DFG-recommended streamflows
in combination with the 6,390-Ft Alternative lake level triggers. Two 50-year smulations of each
dternative will be reported because the transition period to reach the dynamic equilibrium lake levels
requires many years.

DFG Streamflow Recommendations. LAAMP 3.3 has been used to smulate the DFG
streamflow recommendations, including the suggested maximum Upper Owens River flow of 200 cfs.
Table 4-4 shows the assumed DFG streamflow values for each year type as input to LAAMP 3.3, with
flushing flows added each year to the June streamflow recommendations.

The results of the smulation are shown in Table 4-3. Because the DFG recommendations were
not smulated in the draft EIR, no comparison vaues for LAAMP 2.0 are given. The LAAMP 3.3
amulated Mono Basin exports with the DFG flows averaged about 27.5 TAF/yr. The smulated exports
during the second 50-year smulation did not change, dthough the Mono Lake eevations were higher,
fluctuating between about 6,390 and 6,400 feet.

The DFG-recommended streamflows require an average of about 94 TAF/yr (Table 4-4). This
leaves approximately 30 TAF/yr for possible exportsfrom Mono Basin. However, because Mono Basin
exports may not berequired in wet years, some of thisavailable water isreleased to Mono Lake. Because
the specified even monthly export targets with a maximum Upper Owens River streamflow of 200 cfs,
some spills from Grant Lake reservoir occur in norma years. A lower minimum Grant Lake reservoir
storage target and a variable export target may dlow some additional water to be exported to the LA
Aqueduct system, but not more than 30 TAF/yr is available as along-term average.

The Haiwee exports smulated with LAAMP 3.3 for the DFG- recommended streamflows
averaged 415.8 TAF/yr, with Los Angeles ddliveries of 400.7 TAF/yr.
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DFG Streamflowswith 6,390-Ft AlternativeL akeL evel Triggers. A second exampleof the
possible combinations of streamflow requirementsand lake leve triggerswas smulated with LAAMP 3.3.
The DFG streamflows were combined with the 6,390-Ft Alternative lake leve triggers. The lowest lake
trigger condition, for lake levels below 6,391 feet, dlowed no export in dry years, 15% in norma years,
and 30% in wet years.

Table 4-3 shows the results of the first and second 50-year LAAMP 3.3 smulation with these
conditions. For the first 50-year smulation, Mono Basin exports averaged about 19.6 TAF/yr. The
average Mono Basin exports increased to 27.5 TAF/yr during the second 50-year smulation, with a
garting elevation of 6,398.1 feet.

Asthe No-Diversion Alternative has shown, the rise of Mono Lake level will beardatively dow
process even with no dlowable exports, unless extremey wet hydrologica conditions, such as occurred
inthe 1980s, reappear. Both the DFG-recommended streamflows and the 6,390-Ft Alternative lakelevel
triggers provide some available water for Mono Basin exports. For the smulated cases with DFG-
recommended streamflows, therisein Mono Lake level requires moretime but will likely reach 6,390 feet
within 50 years, regardless of the hydrol ogic sequence (aslong asthelong-term average M ono Basin runoff
remains about 125 TAF/yr).

Neither LAAMP 2.0 smulaionsused inthedraft EIR nor LAAMP 3.3 smulaionsare sufficiently
accurate to control actua daily operation of the LA Aqueduct system. However, both LAAMP 2.0
smulaions used inthe draft EIR and LAAMP 3.3 smulations can be used asreliable guidesfor comparing
the effects of water rights dternatives on the LA Aqueduct system.

LAAMP results were not directly used in draft EIR impact assessments without interpretation by
the impact assessment gaff. Many different methods for summarizing and interpreting the LAAMP results
wereused. The50-year monthly smulationsproduced arange of likely monthly average conditions caused
by seasond and year-to-year hydrologica fluctuations. However, variations within the month caused by
daly streamflow patterns were recognized by those staff performing the impact assessments. In addition,
possible inaccuracies in the monthly LAAMP results were recognized and considered by staff performing
the impact assessments. Commenters may differ in their perception of the magnitude of these errors and
uncertainties, but the SWRCB consultants attempted to include these factors in al impact assessment
methodologies that used LAAMP results.

A3. Mono LakeWater Balance M oddl Was Erroneous

Summary of Comments

Some commenters stated that the Mono Lake water budget model, as described in Appendix A
and usd in the LAAMP modd to smulate the likdly fluctuation in Mono Lake eevation with different
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recommended streamflow and lake leve triggers, was inaccurate and provided poor predictions of likely
future Mono Lake levels.

In particular, the assumed annua and monthly pattern of evaporation, the assumed average and
monthly pattern of rainfdl, and the assumed average and monthly pattern of unmeasured inflow termswere
eachdisputed. Several other commentsindicated that portionsof theMono Lakewater budget description
in Appendix A were unclear or improperly explained.

Summary Response

Opinions differ ontherelaive magnitude of thethree" unmeasurable’ termsintheMono Lakewater
budget, which are |ake-average evaporation, lake-averagerainfall, and unmeasured inflows (in addition to
releases from the four LADWP diverted tributaries). Potentia errors exist in the measured releases from
the four LADWP diverted tributary streams. However, despite differences of opinion and possibleerrors,
the water budget model presented in Appendix A provides an empiricaly accurate match with historical
lakelevd fluctuations and istherefore an adequate modd for judging the reative differencesin Mono Lake
leve fluctuationsthat would likely result from dternative recommended streamflowsand lakeleve contrals.

Detailed Response

The only historica source of rainfall datafor 1940-1989 isthe LADWP Cain Ranch gation. The
draft EIR water budget for Mono Lake used unadjusted Cain Ranch rainfal that averaged 11 inches per
year dthough some estimates of lake-averagerainfal areaslow as8inchesper year. The choice of which
average rainfal vaue to use cannot be resolved with the historical lake level pattern because the assumed
evaporation and the resdua unmeasured inflow terms will compensate for whatever choice of rainfdl is
selected. Unadjusted Cain Ranch measured rainfal was one of the gppropriate choices, and the remainder
of the water budget is congstent with this choice.

The determination of the assumed annuad and monthly pattern of evaporation is described in the
"Evaporation and Precipitation” section of Appendix A of the draft EIR. The match of the measured
surface temperatureswith DY RESM s mulations using various evgporation coefficient values provided the
best estimate of 48 inches per year, as shown in Figure A-5. This selected evaporation rate aready
includes an adjustment in freshwater evaporation to account for sainity effects and islargely independent
of the assumed average rainfdl because little rain fals during the period of maximum evaporation.
Therefore, the assumed evaporation rate of 48 inches, which was derived from the heat-budget portion of
the DYRESM modéd, is an adequate estimate for the Mono Lake water budget.

Additional information in Auxiliary Report 14 indicates that the DYRESM temperature modedl
results confirmed the seasona pattern of evaporation in Mono Lake dthough LADWP suggested thet a
seasonal evaporation patternisobvious and needed no confirmation. Perhapsthe surprising result wasthat
the smple monthly residua analys's described in Appendix A of the draft EIR yielded a strong seasond
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evaporation pattern, as shown in Table A-2. The seasond pattern was assumed to be independent of the
specified annud rate, so acongtant monthly fraction of the annual evaporation rateisassumed in LAAMP.

The unknown annud evaporation rate is properly trested as a modd assumption, with the vaue
Specified by theuser, aswasdlowed in LAAMP. Auxiliary Report 5, which describesthe LAAMP moddl
logic, provides the method used to dlow the user-specified evaporation rate to be incorporated into the
"unmeasured inflow" term of the Mono Lake water budget.

LADWP objected to the explanation of the unmeasured inflow term given in Appendix A. The
unmeasured inflow term was estimated from regression of the resdud difference between the observed
change in Mono Lake volume and the measured monthly releases from Lee Vining and Rush Creeks, the
measured monthly Cain Ranch rainfdl, and the assumed monthly evaporation terms. The unmeasured
inflowwas estimated asacongtant (2.915 TAF/month) and afraction (22.8%) of measured monthly runoff
of the four tributary streams.

LADWP objected to describing the congtant term, estimated to be gpproximately 3 TAF/month,
asentirely groundwater inflow and thefraction of runoff asentirely surfaceinflow. However, themain point
in Appendix A was to provide some reasonable confirmation of the estimated unmeasured inflow terms.
Because Mill and DeChambeau Creeks were included in the "unmeasured inflow" term and account for
18% of the runoff from the four LADWP diverted tributaries, the actual unmeasured runoff term is about
3 TAF/month plus 5% of runoff from the four tributary streams. Therefore, the maximum possible
groundwater inflow, cons stent with the assumed evaporation of 48 inches per year, isabout 3 TAF/month
plus 5% of runoff from the four tributary streams. LADWP is correct, however, in stating that the
groundwater component is not measured and cannot be determined from the regresson anaysis.

Peter VVorger, in hiscomment |etter, suggested that the LAAMP modd smulateshigher lakelevels
than smulated by his annua lake mode for the same level of Mono Basin exports. One possible
explanationisthat the unmeasured inflow term of the LAAMP modd water budget was estimated without
any Walker or Parker Creek rel eases because these rel eases were assumed to betotally used for irrigation.
However, some of this water may have entered Mono Lake and so would have been included in the
"unmeasured” inflow term. Because LAAMP accounts for streamflow releases to Mono Lake from
Walker and Parker Creeks, the unmeasured inflow term may causethemodel to "double count” the portion
of the Walker and Parker Creek water that historically made it into the lake. This amount of water is
probably lessthan 3 TAF/year. Because this possible error affects each dternative lake level smulaion,
the possible effect on the differences between dternativesis much smaler than the possble effect on the
magnitude of releases required to maintain the lake at a selected evation.
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A4. Alternatives Were Not Formulated
Using DFG-Recommended Streamflows

Summary of Comments

Severad parties objected that dternatives were not formulated using DFG-recommended
streamflows and that the LAAMP modd did not assume DFG-recommended streamflows asthe minimum
flowsin amulaing dternatives. Specific concerns were expressed about the assumed specified minimum
streamflows and ecosystem maintenance flows (i.e., channel maintenance and flushing flows) for the Mono
Lake tributaries and the use of a 300-cfs flow as the maximum streamflow in the Upper Owens River
below East Portal.

Summary Response

DFG'sminimuminstream flow recommendationswere not incorporated intothe LAAMPmodding
nor were aternatives formulated based on DFG's recommendetions because final recommendationswere
not available in time to be incorporated in the draft EIR. SWRCB intended to conduct LAAMP
smulationsincorporating DFG'srecommendationsoncethey werefinaized, but therecommendationswere
not received until after thedraft wasprepared. Thefind LAAMP runshave been completed and presented
as part of the water rights hearings. None of the minimum flow criteria, ecosystem maintenance flows, or
maximum Upper Owens River flows presented in the draft EIR are based on DFG's recommendations;
they serve only as reasonable assumptions to use in operating LAAMP. SWRCB will decide how to
incorporate these recommendations in its order.

SWRCB recognized potential Upper OwensRiver channel impactsand assumed amaximum 300-
cfs Owens River flow below East Porta in LAAMP. DFG's Upper Owens River Stream Evauation
Report was unavailable even in draft form at the time that LAAMP assumptionswerefindized. SWRCB
recognizes that it may adopt other management rules after development of DFG instream flow
recommendations or other identified requirements or limit maximum ingtantaneous exports through East
Portad. LAAMP 3.3 dlowsmonthly target exportsthat may assst in setting gppropriate conditionsfor the
Upper Owens River.

Detailed Response

Asnoted above, DFG's minimum instream flow recommendations were not availablein timeto be
incorporated in the draft EIR. The LAAMP modeling was a fundamenta portion of the EIR, and nearly
every topic areardied on the LAAMP modeling output to develop appropriate impact assessments and
mitigations. To meet project deadlines, LAAMP modding assumptions were findized in April 1992 to
dlow sufficient time to run LAAMP and provide output to the other topic areas for impact assessment.
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SWRCB decided not to attempt to predi ct possible DFG streamflow recommendations. SWRCB
dill believes this decision was proper because DFG's find report for Rush Creek was transmitted to
interested parties by letter dated June 21, 1993, and DFG's final reports for Lee Vining Creek, Parker
Creek, Walker Creek, and the Upper Owens River were transmitted to interested parties by letter dated
September 1, 1993. Thesefind recommendations could not beused in LAAMP and till dlow the project
schedule to be met. Draft DFG recommendations were available on Rush and Lee Vining Creeks during
finalization of LAAMP assumptions but were changed by DFG when the final reports were distributed.
SWRCB had to specify minimum flow criteria because otherwise the LAAMP modd would occasiondly
amulate dewatering of the streams for export diversions.

SWRCB took a hydrologic gpproach for developing the minimum flow criteriathat were used in
LAAMP. Asdated on page 2-12 of the draft EIR, minimum flow criteriawere set at levels equivaent to
a 90% frequency of occurring in each month. Ecosystem maintenance flows were st a a leve
corresponding to the median June flow above the diversions during the historical 1940-1989 period. The
god wasto intentiondly set the minimum flow criteria at moderate levels so that they would not limit the
range of potentid lake level dterndives.

Using only DFG flowsto determine dternativeswould have unfairly biased SWRCB'sandyssand
full disclosure requirements. DFG recommendations were properly evauated by experts representing
severd of the partiesinvolved in the water rights hearing. SWRCB taff has reviewed the evidence and
testimony and has made recommendations as to appropriate streamflow releases.

Mono Lake levels, not minimum flow criteria, drove the LAAMP-modded sreamflows. This
factor wasevidentin LAAMP modd output because minimum flow criteriausedin LAAMPweretypicaly
exceeded by additiona streamflow releases that were needed to keep the Mono Lake surface above
selected target devations associated with each dternative.  Consequently, the minimum flow criteria
assumed for the LAAMP smulations became less of a determining factor as the target lake devation
increased and were not a factor under the No-Restriction Alternative.

Several commenters questioned the rationa e for assuming a maximum 300-cfs Owens River flow
below East Portd of the Mono Crater Tunnd. The maximum flow of the Upper Owens River downstream
of East Portd currently islimited to 400 cfs, reflecting acurrent operationd constraint adopted by LADWP
to prevent channel damage. Peak flows exceeding 400 cfs in the Upper Owens River below East Porta
can, however, damage the channdl. After consultations about channel damage with severd of the mgor
landowners and land managers on the Upper Owens River (see page 3C-45 of the draft EIR), amaximum
flow of 300 cfs was selected.
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A congtant export rate, as recommended by DFG, could not be modeled explicitly because
changes would be required in smulated Grant Lake reservoir operations. Thisrate can now be smulated
with LAAMP 3.3. Asstated on page 2-14 of the draft EIR, SWRCB recognizesthat it may adopt other
managemeant rules after DFG instream flow recommendations or other identified requirements are
developed.

A5. The Drought Analyss Was Erroneous and Improperly
Applied for Impact Assessment

Summary of Comments

Some commenters suggested that the drought andysis presented in Appendix H of the draft EIR
was erroneous and improperly applied to assessimpacts of possible declinesin Mono Lake during periods
of extended drought. In particular, the assumed runoff, release flows, and rainfal vaues were questioned.

Summary Response

The first-year release factors (i.e., percent of runoff released to Mono Lake) were incorrectly
cdculated in the draft EIR; full release of dl runoff (at a rdlease factor of 1) is a more gppropriate
assumption to account for minimum streamflow requirements. However, this error for the first year of a
multiple-year drought does not sgnificantly affect the results of the drought anadlyss.

Droughtsarelikely to occur and to persst in Mono Basin for an uncertain duration, and therelaive
inflowterms (i.e,, runoff, rainfal, and unmeasured inflow) are likely to remain at about 60% of average for
the duration of adrought. Because evaporation remainsreatively constant during adrought, the lake leve
will decline the most at highest lake levels and, for al dternatives, would eventualy reach equilibrium (i.e,
have an inflow gpproximately equa to evaporation) at an elevation of about 6,370 feet with no diversons.

Detailed Response

In addition to noting the first-year error in the drought analys's, LADWP reviewers contend that
the best estimate of the duration of adrought with a 1% chance of occurring is 10 years rather than the 8
years used in the draft EIR. For purposes of the find EIR, the drought smulations of Appendix H were
revised usng release factors of 1 in thefirgt year, to goproximate minimum streamflow requirements, and
usnga10-year drought duration. These smulationsappear inthe errata, Chapter 7, asrevised TablesH-6
through H-12 of the draft EIR. The results have aso been used to describe the project dternatives in
Chapter 2.
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The changes in minimum lake leves resulting from these revisons are minor for most dternatives.
Under the 6,372-Ft Alternative, the resulting lake level is 0.2 foot higher than estimated in the draft EIR.
For the 6,377-Ft Alternative, the resulting lake level is 0.1 foot lower.

The revised scenarios result in gppreciably lower |ake levels compared to the draft EIR estimates
for thehigher lake-leved dternativesand for the No-Redtriction Alternative. For example, under the 6,390-
Ft Alternative, therevised estimateis 1.2 feet lower; for the No-Redtriction Alternative, it is 3.7 feet lower.

A review of conclusions drawn in each of the topic areas usng the results of the drought analyss
reveals that no sgnificant changes are warranted as aresult of the revised estimates.

LADWP reviewers dso disputed the estimate of the fraction of norma runoff that would be
experienced during adrought period. The estimate in the draft EIR, 60%, is based on actud experience
during the recent 7-year drought. Thesereviewersarguethat afigure of 65% ismore appropriate. Rather
than presenting a critique of that estimate, we Smply note that a difference of 5% is within the range of
uncertainty of thisestimate and that the effect of that difference on the conclusions based on the smulations
isminor. Other detailed criticisms offered by LADWP reviewers, if accepted, would likewise result in
relatively minor changes to the smulations.

WATER QUALITY (B)

B1. Mono Lake Salinity Characteristics
Were Not Properly Described

Summary of Comments

Several commentsconcerned thedraft EI R description of Mono L akesdinity and dissolved minerd
characteristics. Because the sdinity of Mono Lake is an important ecologica variable that is directly
affected by thelake leved dternatives, it should be properly and clearly discussed inthe draft EIR. Severd
of the draft EIR assumptions about the chemica composition of Mono Lake were aso questioned.

Summary Response

Chapter 3B, "Water Qudlity”, and Appendix A, "Mono Lake Water Budget”, inthe draft EIR and
Auwxiliary Report 17, "Water Quality Data Report", contain descriptions and assessments of available
historica Mono Lake water quaity data and discuss likely changes in sdinity and other water quality
parameters that would occur under each lake levd dternative.
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The draft EIR used sdinity as a generd term for the mass of totd dissolved solids (TDS) withina
unit volume of Mono Lake water, with units of g/l. Assumptionsin the draft EIR that a constant mass of
solids (gpproximatdy 285 million tons) will remain in Mono Lake regardiess of Iake volume (a known
functionof lakeeevation), and that dl mgor minerdswill remain dissolved, without Sgnificant precipitation
of minerds a sainities as high as 150 g/l, appear to be vdid.

Measurement of Mono Lake sdinity as fidld or laboratory dectrica conductivity (EC), specific
gravity, or gravimetric (dried and weighed) TDS vaues will dways involve some errors and will continue
to require assumed converson factors for comparison of these different types of measurements.
Neverthel ess, the generd agreement between the various approaches to salinity measurement indicate that
the TDS egtimates used in the draft EIR provide an adequate representation of the magnitude and likely
fluctuationsin Mono Lake dinity for each dternative.

Detailed Response

The draft EIR used dinity as agenerd term for the mass of TDS within a unit volume of Mono
Lake water (concentration), with units of g/l. Various methods for measuring and expressing minera
composition, such as parts per million, require converson factorsto standardize. Table 3B-2 of the draft
EIR givesresults from Auxiliary Report 17 to describe the chemicad composition of Mono Lake water,
dandardized to adinity vaue of 100 g/l.

Auxiliary Report 17 compares dl available historical Mono Lake minerd measurements. These
data suggest that the chemical composition of Mono Lake water has remained generdly congtant (within
the errors of these historical |aboratory chemical andyses). When normdized by the EC vaue or chloride
concentration, the chemica concentration of each minerd is about the same for each sample. Severd
samplesfrom the LADWP evaporation pondsindicate that the chemica composition remains constant to
at least 150 g/l (Figures 6 to 8 of Auxiliary Report 17). The estimated TDS vaues based on lake volume
generdly are smilar to the laboratory TDS measurements for these LADWP minerd samples collected
between 1975 and 1989.

LADWP estimated the total salt content of Mono Lake to be about 285 million tons (LADWP
1987). The cdculated sdinity (in g/l) for the historicd changes in Mono Lake volume indicate that the
sdinity has doubled from 42 g/l a avolume of 5 million acre-feet (MAF) at elevation 6,427 feet to about
84 g/l a avolume of 2.5 MAF at elevation 6,380 feet (Figures 3, 4, and 5 of Auxiliary Report 17).
Because most salinity measurementshave been madesince 1975, direct verification of low salinity estimates
cannot be obtained. However, the historical salinity fluctuations observed during the rgpid rise in Mono
L ake between 1983 and 1986 generdly confirm the volumetric dilution of Mono Lake dinity.

Universty of Cdifornia(UC) Santa Barbara staff measured sdinity sratification of about 15¢/l in
Mono Lake during the meromixis between 1983 and 1987. These observationsindicate that salinity may
not be uniform throughout Mono Lake, dthough mixing processes will tend to produce uniform sdinity
during periods with stable lake devations.

Mono Basin EIR Chapter 4. Major Issues and SWRCB Responses
553\FINAL.EIR 4-43 September 1994



Measurement of Mono Lake sdinity as field or laboratory EC, specific gravity, or gravimetric
(dried and weighed) TDS vaues will dways involve some errors and will continue to require assumed
conversionfactorsfor comparison of these different typesof salinity measurements. LADWP experiments,
aswdl asfield data, suggest that Mono Lake specific gravity increases with sdinity as:

Spexific Gravity = 1.004 + TDS (g/l) * 0.00076

The estimated Mono Lake TDS and specific gravity vaues for each eevation are given in Table
A-1inAppendix A tothedraft EIR. Footnote"e" givesanincorrect equation for estimating specific gravity
from TDS.

Other researchersmay usedifferent measurementsand/or conversionstoindex Mono Lakesdinity.
Nevertheless, the generd agreement between the various gpproaches to sdinity measurement indicate that
the TDS (g/l) estimates used in the draft EIR provide an adequate representation of the magnitude and
likely fluctuationsin Mono Lake sdinity for each dternative.

B2. Upper OwensRiver and Lake Crowley Reservoir Water
Quality Effects Were Not Adequately Consider ed

Summary of Comments

Severa comments suggested that the effects of reduced Mono Basin exports on Upper Owens
River and Lake Crowley reservoir were not adequately described. More attention to the possible impacts
of increased temperatures and increased phosphorus concentrations on these aguatic and fisheries
resources should have been provided in the draft EIR. Therewas confusion about the measurement units
for phosphorus described in the draft EIR.

Summary Response

The units of measurement for phosphorus were total or dissolved milligrams per liter of dementd
phosphorus (mg/I-P). The average calculated inflow concentration at Lake Crowley reservoir during the
point of reference, about 0.2 mg/l-P, iscongderably higher than theinflow criteriaof 0.05 mg/I-P suggested
by the EPA. The expected behavior of phosphorusin lakes or reservoirsisto be adsorbed by particulates
and settle to the sediment, so that the reservoir outflow concentration is often less than haf the inflow
concentration. This behavior accounts for the difference between the estimated inflow and measured
outflow concentrations of tota phosphorus for Lake Crowley reservair.
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Thelikely increase in phosphorusin average Lake Crowley reservoir inflow was determined to be
less than significant because the point-of-reference condition was aready much greeter than the threshold
for possible eutrophication control of phosphorus. The draft EIR reported that the average inflow
concentration would increase to 0.3 mg/I-P under the No-Diversion Alternative.

Thelikely effectsof increased temperaturein the Upper Owens River and Lake Crowley reservoir
were described in Chapter 3D, "Fisheries'. The draft EIR described these habitats asimportant e ements
inthe Owens River basin fisheries and provided adequate information for independent assessment of their
importance relative to the Mono Lake tributary streams.

Detailed Response

Cons derable discussion of the Upper OwensRiver and Lake Crowley reservoir temperaturesand
phosphorus concentrations, as well as other minerds with possible geotherma sources (boron, fluoride,
arsenic) are contained inthe draft EIR in Chapter 3B, "Water Quality™; Chapter 3D, "Fisheries'; Appendix
K, "Water Qudity Assessment Modd"; and Auxiliary Report 17, "Water Qudity Data Report”.

The units of measurement for phosphorus were not clearly stated inthe draft EIR. The unitswere
total or dissolved mg/l of dementa phosphorus (mg/l-P), dthough the historical LADWP measurements
were originaly reported as mg/l of phosphate (mg/l-PO,). These units are those normaly used in
eutrophication nutrient analyses. The average calculated L ake Crowley reservoir inflow concentration, of
about 0.2 mg/l-P, is condderably higher than the suggested EPA inflow criteria of 0.05 mg/l-P.

The Long Vdley module of the water quality assessment model (Appendix K of the draft EIR)
described the monthly mass-baance andysis of available historical measurements of phosphorus in the
Upper Owens River and tributaries to Lake Crowley reservair.

Phosphorus concentrations in Big Springs and Hot Springs are very high, and the average inflow
concentration to Lake Crowley reservoir is severd times higher than established thresholds for
eutrophication control. These high inflowing phosphorus concentrations are sufficient to eiminate any
possibility of phogphorus limitation, and this condition was the basis for determining thet likely increased
phosphorus concentrations from various lakeleve dternativeswould not be viewed as sgnificant impacts.

The expected behavior of phosphorusin lakes or reservoirsisto be adsorbed by particulates and
stle to the sediment, so that the reservoir outflow concentration is often less than haf the inflow
concentration.  This is generdly confirmed by the avallable historicd Lake Crowley reservoir outlet
measurements, which average about 0.1 mg/I-P (Figure K-12). Thisaccounts for the difference between
the estimated inflow and measured outflow concentrations of total phosphorus.
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Although higher lakeleve dternativeswould provide lessMono Basin exports (with aphosphorus
concentration of less than 0.05 mg/l-P) for dilution of Upper Owens River and Hot Creek phosphorus
concentrations, the likely increase in average Lake Crowley reservoir inflow phosphorus was determined
to belessthan sgnificant. Thedraft EIR reported that the average inflow concentration would increaseto
0.3 mg/I-P under the No-Diverson Alternative.

More detailed study of the effects of phosphorus in Lake Crowley reservoir, and the benefits of
possible control of these nutrient sources, may be appropriate. However, the direct effects of the Mono
Basin water rights decision on these historical sources of phosphoruswere not determined to be significant.

The possible effects of increased temperature in the Upper Owens River and Lake Crowley
reservoir were described in Chapter 3D, "Fisheries'. Thedraft EIR described these habitats asimportant
edementsinthe OwensRiver basnfisheriesand provided adequate information for independent assessment
of their importance relaive to the Mono Lake tributary streams.

B3. City of Los Angeles Drinking Water Quality
Effects Were Not Adequately Considered

Summary of Comments

Severa comments suggested that the discussion of likdly effects on City of Los Angees drinking
water was not adequate. The indirect effects of blending more MWD water sources from the Colorado
River and the Sacramento-San Joaguin River Delta should have been quantified and included in the
determination of sgnificant effects. The possibility that some drinking water sandards (i.e., for arsenicand
dissolved organic carbon) might changein the near future should have been factored into the determination
of sgnificance, and water quality standards should not be used as the only measure of significance.

Severa comments referred to the water quaity assessment mode (Appendix K) asan unrdigble
method for determining the effects of possible reduced Mono Basin exports on City of Los Angeles
drinking water qudity.

Summary Response

The draft EIR used exigting drinking water criteria for evauating the sgnificance of the smulated
increases in monthly average concentrations at the LA Aqueduct filtration plant. However, the smulated
paitern of monthly concentrationsfor each dternative were described so that independent judgment of the
sgnificance of calculated increases in the sdected parameters can be made,
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The secondary changes caused by blending additiona replacement water necessary to meet
demands were not included in the mass-baance modd. However, itisunlikely that exigting drinking water
criteriawould be violated more frequently using additiond MWD water for blending.

Because of the relatively large scatter in historical LADWP data, afield sampling effort was made
by SWRCB consultants during 1991 to independently measure theimportant water quality varigblesat the
maor tributary locationsupstream of Lake Crowley reservoir. Thesedatagenerdly confirmed theincrease
inconcentration with EC of each sample a each location, shown in graphs of the availabledatain Auxiliary
Report 17.

Detailed Response

The effects of dternative LA Aqueduct operations on the City of Los Angeles drinking water
qudity wasgiven mgor consderation inthedraft EIR. Chapter 3B, "Water Qudity”; Appendix K, "Water
Qudity Assessment Modd™; and Auxiliary Report 17, "Water Qudity Data Report”, each address this
important topic.

The comparison of LA Aqueduct and MWD water quality isdiscussed beginning on pages 3B-20
of the draft EIR, and the 1985-1990 average concentrations for MWD sources aregivenin Table 3B-5.
However, the mass-balance modd described in Appendix K did not include the secondary effects of
blending MWD water with LA Aqueduct weter.

The draft EIR used exiging drinking weter criteriafor evauating the sgnificance of the smulated
increasesin monthly average concentrationsat the LA Aqueduct filtration plant. The possibility of changes
in the standards (i.e., for arsenic) or new regulated parameters (i.e., for dissolved organic carbon) was not
included in the draft EIR criteriafor determining impact significance. However, the Smulated pattern of
monthly concentrations for each dternative was described in Appendix K so that independent judgment
of the sgnificance of calculated increases in the selected parameters can be made using the information
presented in the draft EIR.

The confirmation of the mass-baance water quaity assessment modd usesthe available historica
LADWP minerd data presented in Auxiliary Report 17. Because of the relaively large scatter that was
present in these historicd records, afiedd sampling effort was made by SWRCB consultants during 1991
to independently measure the important water quality variables at the mgor tributary locations upstream
of Lake Crowley reservoir. Although regresson equations using the available historica data may not
explan much of the scatter (i.e., low R-sguare vaues), the genera increase in concentration with EC of
each sample was evident in graphs of the available data, shown in Auxiliary Report 17.
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