H8. The Regulatory Requirements Associated with the
State PM 10 Standar ds Should Be More
Completely Described

Summary of Comments

One commenter noted that achieving the state 24-hour PM 10 standards will require asignificantly
higher lake leve than that necessary to achieve the federal 24-hour PM 10 standards. This commenter
requested that the EIR provide additiond discusson of whether the state PM 10 standards represent a
regulatory requirement that must be met or agod that can be balanced againg other considerations.

Response

CARB was contacted to determine whether the state PM 10 standard is a regulatory requirement
or agod that can be baanced. When contacted about this issue, CARB cited Section 40001 of the
Cdifornia Hedlth and Safety Code. That code statesthat the air districts shal adopt and enforce rulesand
regulations to achieve and maintain the state and federd ambient air quaity standards. This response
indicates that CARB bdlieves the state PM 10 standard is a regulatory requirement rather than agod.

The Cdifornia Clean Air Act effectively sorted the state ambient air quality standards into two
groups digtinguished in part by the extent of new regulatory requirements. The Cdifornia Clean Air Act
includes an ultimate god that dl ambient air quality standards be attained at the earliest practical date, but
specific planning and regulatory program requirements were set only for the ozone, carbon monoxide,
nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide standards.

The Cdifornia Clean Air Act explicitly required that CARB provide a report to the legidature
addressing the practical prospects for and implications of programs that would be required to attain the
state ambient air quality standards for PM 10, visibility-reducing particles, sulfates, lead, and hydrogen
aulfide. The CARB report to thelegidature suggested an approach to PM 10 problemsthat did not include
uniformcontrol requirements, annua emisson reduction targets, or classification of nonattainment areas by
the saverity of the problem. Instead, the report endorsed an approach of tailoring control program require-
ments to each nonattainment area. The report recommended that PM 10 control programs be targeted
toward those components of ambient PM10 that pose the greatest hedlth risk, rather than focusing
exclusvely on aggregate PM 10 concentrations in the context of the numerical standards.

The CARB report recognizes the difficulties inherent in trying to attain the state PM 10 standards
and notes that there may be limited areas where the state PM 10 standards cannot be consistently attained
due to emissions associated with wind erosion. Thereport also notesthat efforts are needed to reduce the
impact of human activities that disturb ground surfaces and that more research is needed to investigate
methods to reduce wind erosion from undisturbed ground surfaces.
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VISUAL RESOURCES(I)

I1. Criteria Used to Judge the Significance of Visual I mpacts
Arelnappropriate and Conclusons Are Unsupportable

Summary of Comments

The criteriafor judging the sgnificance of visud resource impacts are flawed or too limiting, and
the underlying assumptions pertaining to the significance thresholds are not presented. Impact conclusons
are unsubstantiated and appear to support the superiority of certain aternatives.

Response

After further review of data collected during preparation of thedraft EIR, new dataavailable snce
publication of the draft EIR, and written commentson the draft EIR, the criteriafor judging the Sgnificance
of visuad resource impacts have been revised. Under the new criteria, a project dternative is consdered
to have a 9gnificant adverse impact on scenic qudlity if one of the following conditions would occur:

# apermanent loss from view, through toppling and flooding, of more than 35% of dl the tufa
towers found at visualy important locations or

# areduction of morethan 35% in the total number of visudly conspicuousbirdsat Mono Lake,
including gulls and other visudly important species.

Other criteriaremain as stated on page 31-37 of the draft EIR.

The 35% criteriafor judging the significance of adverse impacts on the scenic quaity of tufaand
visudly conspicuousbirdsis based on suggestions by USFS managers of the scenic areain USFSswritten
comments (comment 3-64). Although a 10% reduction (the previous threshold) in tufa towers or in
numbers of visualy conspicuous birds may or may not be readily perceptible to visitors of Mono Lake, a
35% reduction would be noticeable and would have a recognizable influence on landscape character.

The procedurefor gpplying these criteriaa so wasmodified. Inthedraft EIR, criteriawere applied
to assess a potentid sgnificant impact wherever it occurred, even if theimpact werelocdized and did not
adversdy affect resources in other locations. This procedure has been modified to focus on localized
effects on visud dementsthat are important to the scenic qudity of an important viewing location, aswell
the entire basin.  This modification permits consideration of scenic qudity impacts related to changesin
resource e ements, such astufagroves, that have both locati on-specific and bas nwideimportanceto scenic

qudity.
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Under the 6,390-Ft Alternative, basinwide reductionsin tufawould be below the criterion of 35%
loss, which includes toppling and inundation. Therefore, implementation of the 6,390-Ft Alternative will
not result in basinwide significant adverse impacts on scenic resources. Asnoted inthedraft EIR, severa
beneficid, basinwide visud effects would occur under the 6,390-Ft Alternative, and the overdl effect of
implementation on the scenic qudity of the basin will be postive. However, & South Tufa Grove, if the
highgtand under the 6,390-Ft Alternativeisreached, approximately 60% of al thetufavisbleat 6,372 feet
would be lost from view due to toppling and inundation. Asreported in the draft EIR, 50% of all towers
(not 50% of the smal towers) will betoppled. Such asubstantiad and permanent loss of tufaat South Tufa
Grove would be a 9gnificant adverse impact on the visua qudlity at this location, which is heavily visted.
Table 31-6, which shows the effects of the project dternatives on tufa towers, has been modified to be
conggtent with theserevisons. (Refer to Chapter 7, "Erratato the Draft Environmenta Impact Report”.)

Sand tufa, dthough an important visud fegture, isvisbleonly inthe areasin whichit occurs. Sand
tufais not visble from distances beyond afew hundred feet and thus is not a characteridtic fegture of the
Mono Lakelandscape. Thetowersarefound at locationsvisited by relatively few people; theselocations
are not considered key observation points by USFS, and sand tufais not considered to be arecregtiona
attraction in USFS's Comprehensive Management Plan for the basin (see Comment 3-63). Althoughthe
destruction of sand tufa through inundation by rising lake waters is consgdered an adverse impact, this
impact would not affect basinwide scenic quality or scenic qudity of an important location; consequently,
the impact is not congdered significant. According to Dr. Stine, additiona sand tufalikely would become
visible in the newly eroded faces of wave-cut cliffsif the lake surface were to rise above 6,390 fedt.

Sgnificance criteria were salected based on the professiond judgment of the draft EIR preparers
after condgderation of dl available information. Although the perceptions of Mono Lake vistors were
important congderations in developing these criteria, reliance on visitor's perceptions as the sole basis for
judging significance would be impractica. A broader range of consderations that includes visitor's
perceptions is needed.

The purpose of the visud impact assessment is to identify and report the effects associated with
each project dternative. When possible, positive effects are described, in addition to adverse impacts.
The study is not intended to "support” certain dternatives.
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2. The Methodology for Assessing Visual Impacts|s Flawed

Summary of Comments

The visud impact assessment isflawed becausethe andysi s attemptsto measurethewrong effects,
does not consder changes in some resources, and does not adequately consider the sengtivity of viewers
and key observation points.

Response

The goals of the visua impact assessment are discussed in the draft EIR on pages 31-31 through
31-37. The study was designed to assess changes onindividua visua features a specific locationsand to
assess the overdl, collective influence of the specific visud effects on scenic quality and landscape
character.

As reported in the draft EIR, the assessment of visud impacts followed a multistep process and
utilized information from a wide variety of sources, including visud smulations of the lake at different
surface eevations and survey data collected from vistorsto Mono Lake. All of thisinformation was used
to identify effects of the project dternatives. Although visud smulations and survey data were not
devel oped specifically for the 6,377-Ft and 6,383.5-Ft Alternatives, impacts of these aternatives were
determined through a process Smilar to that used for the other dternatives.

Aspart of theimpact assessment, key features of the Mono Basin landscapethat could be affected
by project aternatives were identified. Tufa and birdswerefound to bethemost critica. Indistinguishing
between various potentidly affected features, aforma or structured process by which different festures
were assigned rel ative wei ghtswas not considered necessary. The most important festuresand therelative
differences in their importance were identified based on the survey of public perceptions about the
landscape, the location of popular vistor areas, and potentia effects of the project dternatives on the
landscepe. The average preference scores obtained through the survey supported the conclusions that
visitors consdered tufa and birds to be the basin's most important visua fegtures.

The contribution by birdsto viewer gppreciation of Mono Basin'slandscape iswell substantiated.
The seasondlity or timing of effects on the numbers of visudly consgpicuous birdswas not consdered inthe
andys's because these factors were not assumed to vary substantialy between the dternatives. Thevisud
impact assessment did not to attempt to identify differences between various bird species other than
vaidions in their rdative abundance, which was congdered the most important factor affecting the quality
of public viewing.

The visua analys's accounted for the sengtivity of different types of viewers, including those who
samply travel through the area, destination travelers who vist Mono Basin for a specific experience, and
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locd resdents, by determining their preferences for different visud eements in the vistor survey.
Respondents to the visud preference survey were not asked about specific activities or if they belonged
to specid interest groups, however, the surveys were conducted during week days and weekends at
different popular recreation Stesover severa weeksto obtain arepresentative sampleof vigtor types. The
term "casud observers', which is taken from USFS technica manuas that describe USFSs officidly
adopted Visud Management System, refersto members of the generd public who visit lands administered
by USFS.

Describing the impacts on visua quality from each key observation point would have been an
informative way of presenting the results of the study but would have required considerably more reporting
of information and would not have changed the study conclusions. The findings were presented in a
condensed format that highlighted distinctions between the project aternatives.

I3. The Analysisof the Effectson TufalsFlawed

Summary of Comments

The andlyss of effects on tufais flawed because it did not consider positive and negetive effects
of land-based tufa becoming water-based tufa, did not distinguish between submerged and toppled tufa
or effectson smdll tufatowers compared to tufadomes and bulwarks, and did not accurately assess effects
on sand tufa.

Response

The draft EIR analysis of the effects of the project dternatives on tufaand sand tufawas based on
information developed by Dr. Scott Stine. Mot of this information appearsin Auxiliary Report 9, "Past
and Future Toppling of Tufa Towers and Sand Tufaat Mono Lake, Cdifornid’. Theinformationin Table
3I-6 of the draft EIR, "Effects on Tufa Towers Compared to the Point of Reference", was confirmed
through persona communication with Dr. Stine. This table summarizes the effects of each project
dternative at each of the main tufa groves, showing the number of tufa submerged at their bases (i.e,
converted from vishle land-based tufa to visble water-based tufa) and the number of tufa completely
submerged (i.e.,, no longer visble above the lake's surface). For South Tufa Grove, the number of tufa
towers expected to topple as a result of undercutting wave action as the lake devation changes dso is
presented. Thetableindicatesthe percentage of small-diameter tufatowers expected to topple under each
dternative. Dr. Stine could not determineif the larger diameter tufatowers, or domes, would also topple,
but indicated that they may. He believesthat only the tufa bulwarks appear unlikely to topple.

Toppling or complete submergence of tufa towers has little or no postive benefit to visud
resources, as assessed in the draft EIR. Although completely submerged tufa could be viewed by divers
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or snorkders, relatively few people engage in these activities, and the number of potential viewersis an
important congderation in identifying impacts. Tufa that becomes completely submerged at higher lake
surface devationsis|os from view to the vast mgority of visitors.

Since the draft EIR was published, Dr. Stine has reexamined the effects of project dternativeson
sand tufaand has concluded that within therange of surface e evationsthat would occur under the 6,383.5-
Ft Alternative, particularly its high stand, free-stlanding sand tufa currently exposed and visble & Mono
Lake would be destroyed. Therefore, this adverse impact is associated with al project aternatives at or
above 6,383.5feet. However, asprevioudy indicated, Dr. Stine considersit likely that additiona sand tufa
would become visble in the newly eroded faces of wave-cut dliffs if the lake surface were to rise above
6,390 feet. The USFS suggeststhat samples of sand tufacould be collected prior to ariseinlakelevel and
displayed for interpretive purposes in the future (Comment 3-84).

4. The Accuracy of the Photosmulations I's Suspect

Summary of Comments

The accuracy of the photosmulations is questionable because the procedures used for 3-D
modeling and land surveying were not described, there are inconsistencies in the visud chapter and the
household survey, and certain effects were not depicted in the smulations.

Response

Thevisud smulationswere prepared usng aproprietary multistep process, which hasbeen gpplied
successfully on numerous projects in recent years. Using the most recent and accurate topographic data
available, a three-dimensona computer mode of the lake and nearby areas was first developed. The
mode included land-based tufa features that also appeared in basdline color photographs serving as
multiple registration points. The basdine color photographs were taken a well-known locations ong the
lakeshore, enlarged to 11 inches by 14 inches, and scanned using 486-based PC image-editing facilities.
True-perspective views of the three-dimensional model were generated from the locations depicted in the
basdline photographs.

The smulations were prepared to represent viewing conditions a the different camera ations.
A 35-mm camerafitted with a stlandard 50-mm lens was used to photograph dl the views. The basdine
photographs were not taken using lenses of different foca length, such as a wide-angle lens, to avoid
introducing inconsistent depths of fidd and other digtortions. For the smulations of visua conditions at
Mono Lake County Park, U.S. Highway 395 adjacent to the Old Marina, and South Tufa Grove, single-
frame imageswere used. For the wider view taken from the east Sde of the Mono Basin Nationa Forest
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Scenic Area Vigtor's Center, two frameswere joined Sdeto sde. To fully represent the panorama from
the Mono Lake Vista Point on U.S. 395 below Conway Summit, three frames were joined.

The origina basdline images were then computer-edited to represent the appearance of the lake
at the various surface elevations. Guidance on how to best represent resource conditions, such as changes
in wetlands, nearshore vegetation, and riparian conditions along tributary streams, was provided by
SWRCB consultants. Draft visud smulations were distributed to interested parties, including a technical
advisory group, for review and comment.

As part of the review, Dr. Scott Stine surveyed land to provide ingructions for revising the draft
images to increase their accuracy. Commentsfrom other reviewers on depictions of landscape conditions
aso were consdered. Additional land surveys were conducted before fina changes were made.

The visud smulations were intended to represent the average conditions associated with the lake
elevation under each dternative. Conditions, such as dust storms, that do not occur under average
conditions were not Smulated.

The amulated images usad in the household survey were the same used in the visua study, except
that the image depicting the 6,380-foot |ake el evation was not included. Theimage cited asthe 6,375-foot
lake elevation in household survey wasthe sameimage cited asthe 6,374.5-foot lake elevationinthevisua
sudy. The surface devation depicted in this smulation is actudly 6,374.5 feet, which was the elevation
of the lake surface on the day that the basdline photographs were taken.

I5. The Design and Administration of the Public
Per ception Survey and Inter pretation of the
Results Are Questionable

Summary of Comments

The methodology for presenting information to respondents in the public perception survey is
questionable because conclusons are internaly inconsistent, no frame of reference was provided to
respondents, no ingructions were given on how to view the images, labds may have influenced
respondents, and the sequencing of images presented to respondents may have influenced them. The
interpretation of results is questionable because demographic characteristics of the sample population are
not presented, the responses to scenic beauty were misinterpreted, tests for response equivaence were
not made, and the relative differences of ranking were not discussed.
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Response

The procedurefor creating photos mulations, described in the response to Comment 14, produced
find images that vary in size, but that accurately represent the actud view from each observation point.
Public responseswere dicited in aconsstent framework, and theissue of "correct viewing angle' does not
aoply. The only images used in the survey were photographs and photosimulations, and observers were
not required to compare smulated scenesto computer models or actud landscapes. Testing for response
equiva encebetween the ssmulated images and actua |andscape conditionswasirre evant. Asnoted above,
al photographsweretaken with a35-mm camerafitted with a50-mm lens, themaost common photographic
format with which the public is readily familiar; therefore, no ingructions on how to view theimageswere
required.

The public perception/preference survey of Mono Lake visitors, which was conducted as a part
of alarger, overal program to assessvisua resourceimpacts, conssted of two main parts. Inthefirst part,
individua images depicting the gppearance of Mono Lakefrom one of severa popular locations under one
of five different lake surface elevations where shown to observers. Because these images were presented
one at atime, there was no opportunity for observersto compare one sceneto any other. Observerswere
asked to rate the scenic beauty of each individua image on a 10-point scae. Although the results of the
andyss of survey data indicated meaningful differences in observer ratings of scenic beauty, these
differences did not appear to be well explained by lake surface eevation.

In the second part of the survey, observers were shown presentation boards that showed al five
lake-level variations of alocation on one board, which alowed observersto directly compare changesin
lake appearance under different elevations. Observers were asked if they had a preference for one or
more of the variations, based on scenic beauty, and, if so, to rank their preferences for the scenes from 1
(most preferred) to 5 (least preferred).

Analysis of the responsesto part 2 indicated a clear pattern in preferences. Observers generaly
ranked the scene depi cting the highest |ake surface e evation asmost preferred and the second-highest 1ake
level as next most preferred; the scene showing the lowest lake level was ranked asleast preferred. This
pattern was consistent except for scenes of the Mono Lake County Park and South TufaGrove, inwhich
the smulations a the highest 1ake level showed tufatowers and foreground vegetation submerged and lost
fromview. For these locations, the highest |ake level was ranked as least preferred whereas the second-
highest level was ranked most preferred.

The survey results were used to provide an indication of how different lake leves influence the
public's judgment of scenic beauty and to determine visua features that were most important to scenic
qudity. Survey resultswere not used as direct indicators of impact. Labelswere not used on any images
employed in the survey.

Photographic surrogates of landscape conditions have been used for many years to measure
landscape aesthetics by presenting a variety of scenes to observers to obtain their responses to scenic
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beauty. The survey was designed, implemented, and interpreted according to procedures described by
Danid and Bogter (1976) in "Measuring Landscape Esthetics. The Scenic Beauty Estimation Method”,
USDA Forest Service Research Paper RM-167, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station,
which offers a commonly gpplied and widely accepted gpproach to measuring scenic beauty of various
landscape conditions. Responses to color photographs or color dides of landscape conditions correlate
strongly with actua landscapes.

Many thousands of people vist Mono Lake each year, but only asmal portion return many times.
One-time vidtors do not have the opportunity to compare the agppearance of the lake and the basin to
previous experiences. Depending on the length of time between visits for those who do return to Mono
Lake, the ability to recollect how the lake and basin gppeared under adifferent lake surface eevation may
vary. Locd resdentsgenerdly can recal how thelandscape appeared at different timesand under different
surface elevations and, as a group, are most sendtive to these changes. The presentation of scenes
depicting various lake surface eevations one a atime and in random order is Smilar to the experience of
the lessfrequent or one-timevistor. The presentation at onetime of dl fivelakeleve s portrayed from one
scene more closaly relates to the experience of long-term local residents. As described above, both
presentations were included in the survey.

Although demographic dataand other information that could be used to assessthe variability of the
sample population were not collected, sampling procedures were designed to obtain a representative
sample of vistorsto Mono Lake. Surveyswere conducted at the most popular visitor locations, including
South Tufa Grove, Mono Basin Nationd Forest Scenic Area Vigtor's Center, and Mono Lake County
Park. Because survey respondents were engaged in viewing Mono Lake and the basin, their frame of
reference for judging photographs of Mono Lake was established. Consequently, it was unnecessary to
show preview scenes or examples of Mono Lake scenery to prepare observers for responding to the
urvey.

RECREATION (J)

J1. Point of Referencefor Recreation I mpacts at
Grant Lake Reservoir IsInappropriate
Summary of Comments

The 1991 recreation season was ingppropriate to use as the point of reference for Grant Lake
reservoir because reservoir levels were unusudly low in 1991
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Response

Asexplained onpage 3J-26 of thedraft EIR, the point of referencefor assessing recregation impacts
at Grant Lake reservoir was not based on actua reservoir levelsin 1991 or any other historica year.
Rather, point-of-reference conditions were defined by reservoir levels projected to result from historica
runoff conditions and diversion practices and minimum release flows for lower Rush Creek. Specificdly,
point-of -reference conditions at Grant Lake reservoir are defined by an average level of 7,112 feet over
the recreation season (Table 3313 of the draft EIR). This average exceeds the average 1991 level by
goproximately 17 fedt.

J2. Useof Historical Visitor Datafor Mono Lake Tufa
State Reserve Resultsin Under estimation of Use
and Economic Impactsat Mono Lake

Summary of Comments

Use of historical visitor data for Mono Lake Tufa State Reserve results in underestimation of
recreation use a Mono Lake and of related economicimpacts. Such underestimation could be corrected
by using visitor data for the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Areaingtead of data for the Tufa State
Reserve, or by increasing historical use data for the Tufa State Reserve by multiplying those data by a
correctionfactor to account for the systemati c underestimation of the number visitorsto Mono Lakebefore
1993.

Response

Basdine recreation use levels at Mono Lake reported in Table 332 of the draft EIR were
developed from vigitor datafor the Tufa State Reserve, rather than for the Mono Basin Nationa Forest
Scenic Area. Mogt of the Scenic Area conssts of uplands up to severa miles from the lakeshore that
would berdatively unaffected by changesinthelakelevel, whereasthe entire Tufa State Reserveislocated
within gpproximately 1 mile of the lakeshore.

Cdifornia Department of Parks and Recreation initiated anew system for estimating vistor use of
the Tufa State Reserve in 1993. This system is based on direct counting of cars and hikers instead of
voluntary sdlf-regigtration, and is consdered to be more rdiable than the old estimation system. Data
collected under the new system were not available when the draft EIR was prepared.

Under the new system, total use of the Tufa State Reserve was projected to be approximately
254,000 in 1993, an increase of 57% over estimated use in 1992 under the former system. If the new
sysemisrdativey rdiable, the large increase mogt likely indicates an underestimation bias in the former
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system rather than the actua changein use. The 1983-1992 basdline use levels reported for Mono Lake
inTable 332 of thedraft EIR could be subgtantidly lower than actud uselevels. However, these basdline
use levels were not used to assess the recreation impacts of the water export dternatives. Projected
changes in use, which were assessed based on the per-capita use rates of visitors, were used to evaluate
the significance of changes in Mono Lake recreation opportunities. Basdline per-capita use rates were
estimated from user surveys conducted for the EIR rather than from visitor data compiled by public
agencies. The conclusions of the recreation impact assessment in the Chapter 3J of the draft EIR would
not be affected if the use levels reported in Table 332 were revised substantialy upward.

The regiona economic impacts of changes in recreation use at Mono Lake assessed in Chapter
3N of thedraft EIR were, however, based on the basdline uselevelsreported in Table 33-2. In particular,
changes in the number of annua visitor days at Mono Lake and other affected recreation areas were used
to project changes in regiond recreation spending (Table 3N-17) and related income and employment
(Table 3N-18). Changes in the number of vistor days resulting from implementation of each dternative
(relative to the point of reference) were projected by multiplying the percentage changesin per-capitause
fromthe recreetion impact andysstimes the basdline use levelsreported in Table 33-2. Thus, if higtorical
use levels were systematically underestimated for Mono Lake, the regiond economic impacts of changes
from basdine use leves discussed in Chapter 3N would aso be underestimated.

The importance of this potentia historica underestimation of use at Mono Lake for the economy
of the Mono-Inyo region can be andyzed by comparing spending associated with use of Mono Lake with
total recreation-related spending intheregion. Asshownin Table3N-9 of thedraft EIR, recreation-related
expendituresin Mono and Inyo Counties has exceeded $300 million per year snce1987. Annua spending
resulting from use of Mono Lake under the point of reference was projected to be $3.1 million in the draft
EIR, or gpproximately 1% of the regiond total.

Dally per-capita spending levelswere underestimated in the draft EIR, however (seethe response
to Comment J35). Daily per-capitaspending levelsfor Mono Lake survey respondents averaged $28.38,
or 2.4 times the level reported in the draft EIR. If, asindicated by revised CdiforniaDepartment of Parks
and Recregtion information, basdine use a Mono Lake were 57% higher than reported in the draft EIR,
actual spending attributableto use of Mono Lakewould be 3.8 times greater than the $3.1 million reported
in the draft EIR, or $11.7 million per year.

Higher per-capita spending and annual use at Mono Lake imply that Mono Lake has greater
importance to the recreation sector of the regiona economy than indicated in the draft EIR. Although the
effectsof dternaivelakelevelsasmeasured intermsof regionad spending, income, and employment would
be greater than shown in Tables 3N-17 and 3N-18, the rel ative effects of implementing the various water-
export dternatives would be quditatively the same as shown in the draft EIR:

# recreation spending, income, and employment would increase relaiveto the point of reference
under al dternatives except the No-Redtriction and No-Diverson Alternatives and
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# recreation spending, income, and employment would be maximized under the 6,390-Ft
Alterndive.

J3. The Beneficial Recreation Impacts of Partial-Submer gence
of Tufa at the 6,390-Ft Lake Level Should Be Analyzed

Summary of Comments

Many tufathat areland based at |akelevel slessthan 6,390 feet would become partialy submerged
at levels exceeding 6,390 ft. Mogt vistorsto Mono Lake consder partialy submerged tufato be visudly
preferable to land-based tufa because of the attractiveness of reflections of the tufaon the lake surface and
other visual aspects of the tufa-water interplay. The beneficid impact of partid tufa submergence on the
qudity of lake-viewing experiences was not consdered in the draft EIR.

Response

Increasing the level of Mono Lake to 6,390 feet would result in the complete toppling and
inundation of one-haf of the smdl and perhaps large tufa towers a South Tufa and in the partid
submergence of many additiond tufathat are land-based at lower 1ake elevations. These two phenomena
(tufa toppling and partia submergence) tend to offset each other from the standpoint of sghtseeing and
lake-viewing opportunities. Asdiscussedin Appendix V of thedraft EIR, most peopleperceivedestruction
of tufa through toppling as diminishing, and partia submergence of tufa as enhancing, the lake's visud

qudity.

Partial submergence was not identified as a key environmenta feature, and no threshold lake
elevation for recreation opportunitieswas identified in Table 33-6 of the draft EIR. Had athreshold been
specified for partid submergence, lake eevations less than 6,390 feet and greater than 6,407-feet would
have been associated with exceedance of the threshold and an adverse effect on recreation opportunities.
Rdative to the point of reference, these thresholdswould have been exceeded substantialy less often under
the 6,390-Ft Alternative and recreation would have been beneficidly affected.

Inclusionof recreation opportunity thresholdsfor partial tufasubmergencewould not have affected
any draft EIR conclusions on recregtion effects, however. Under the 6,390-Ft Alternative, Sght-seeing
and lake-viewing opportunities were considered beneficia relaive to the point of reference, despite the
absence of analysisof partia submergence. Under the 6,410-Ft and No-Diversion Alternatives, recreation
opportunities at Mono Lake would be adversdly affected (as concluded in the draft EIR) because nearly
al tufawould be inundated and destroyed, while relatively few tufawould remain partialy submerged.
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J4. Extrapolating from Historical Angling Use Levelson
the Lower Tributaries Resultsin Underestimation of
the Long-Term Effects of Alternative Streamflows on

Angling Use and Related Economic Effects

Summary of Comments

Angling use of the lower tributaries has been extremey low in recent years because of the
historicaly degraded condition of their fisheriesand lack of knowledge among Californiaanglers about the
recently improving fishing opportunitiesat thelower tributaries. Asthesefisheriesarerestored and anglers
become aware of the restoration, angling use will increase to levels comparable to other eastern Sierra
dreams. In the draft EIR, use estimates for the lower tributarieswere based on historical uselevels. This
approach resulted in underestimation of the long-term effects of dternative streamflows on angling useand
their related regiona economic effects.

Response

Angling use of the lower tributaries is likely to increase subgtantialy from its current level of less
than 600 visitor days per year to severd thousand visitor days per year when the tributaries and their
fisheries have been fully restored and the fishing public becomes aware that they have been restored.

Changes in average annua per-capita use and the average number of anglers using thetributaries
eachyear could beaffected by which water export dternativeisimplemented. For example, if the 6,383.5-
Ft Alternative were implemented and lower Rush Creek streamflow averaged 95 cfs over the recreation
season, more anglers would probably use lower Rush Creek and spend, on average, more days fishing
eachyear than if the 6,372-Ft Alternative were implemented and the flow on lower Rush Creek averaged
36 cfs.

Projection of use effects on the lower tributariesin the draft EIR focused exclusvely on the change
in per-capita use and did not consider changesin numbers of anglersusing these streams. Asaresult, the
percentage changesin use of lower tributaries shown is Table 33-12 of the draft EIR understate therelative
differencesin tota use that would result under the various dternatives over the near term (i.e., the next 20
years).

Tables 3N-17 and 3N-18 project the effects of per-capita use changes on the lower tributaries
from Table 3312 on tota use and recreation expenditures and on regiona economic output, personal
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income, and employment, respectively. The use levels and spending levels shown in Table 3N-17 reflect
current use and spending and substantidly underestimate future use and spending levelswhen the streams
are fully restored. Smilarly, the output, income, and employment levels shown in Table 3N-18 reflect
current levels and underestimate future levels during the postrestoration period.

Use leves for the lower tributaries will be smdl relative to use levels a Mono Lake and Lake
Crowley reservair, however, even whenthe streamsarefully restored. Evenif changesin use of thelower
tributarieswere, for example, 10 times greater than shownin Table 3N-17, tota visitor daysand spending
a al affected areas would change by lessthan 0.5%. Similarly, effects on the regiond economy shown
in Table 3N-18would not change appreciably if changesin numbersof vistorsto thelower tributarieswere
taken into account.

CULTURAL RESOURCES (K)

No mgor issues have been identified.

LOSANGELESWATER SUPPLY (L)

L1. Assumptionsabout Reclamation ProjectsIncluded
in the Water Supply Analysis Are Questionable
Summary of Comments

Severa commenters questioned the draft EIR's assumptions about the reclamation projects
included in the water supply andysis. Comments focused on the following issues:

# the reason for the differences between the draft EIR's projections of 119,000 af and
LADWP's goal of 255,000 &f,

# the schedule for implementing the reclamation projects,
# the reason for identifying reclamation projects that are not part of LADWP's plan, and

# the need to apply the MWD rebate to al reclamation projects.
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Response

LADWRP's god of 255,000 af/yr includes effluent used for purposes other than replacing potable
water supplies. The draft EIR estimate of 119,000 af/yr includes reclamation projects that would be used
to replace potable water supplies with water from sources identified in Table 3L-3 in the draft EIR.

LADWRP indicated that delays expected in its implementation schedule for reclamation projects
would increase its reliance on MWD supplies. LADWP's most recent schedule for reclamation projects
(included in its comments on the draft EIR) shows adower rate of implementation than was assumed in
the water supply andyss. Delayed implementation of most of the reclamation projectsidentified inthedraft
EIR would raise LADWP's water supply costs because LADWP would have to obtain more expensive
water supplies as replacement.  Although these delays would increase costs under each dternative, the
incrementa costs of each aternative compared to point-of-reference conditionslikely would increase only
digntly. Costs would increase more subgtantidly if delays resulted in additiond years of water supply
shortages.

The reclamation projects discussed on page 3L-14 of the draft EIR are planned for water districts
outsde of LADWP's service area and were included to show that many water didtricts in southern
Cdifornia are taking steps to recycle and reclam wastewater. These projects were not included in the
edtimate of water supply coststo LADWP.

The projectsassumed to receivethe MWD rebate were only those designated to receivetherebate
in MWD's Urban Water Master Plan (UWMP), such asthe LA Greenbelt and the West Basin projects.
A recent agreement between LADWP and ML.C commits AB 444 funds (ranging from $36 million to $50
million) to develop reclamation projects. One project, the East Valley Water Reclamation Project, has
been identified to receive funding. Cost savings associated with the East Valey project were not included
in the water supply andlysis because the agreement was reached after the draft EIR was completed.

L2. TheWater Supply Analysis Should Have Been Based on
Stochastic Simulation of Water Supply Years

Summary of Comments

One commenter indicated that the water supply sampling method used to caculate the future
average annua LA Aqueduct deliveries was overly smpligic. (The method used in the draft EIR was
based on a single 20-year projection of 12 normal, 4 wet, and 4 dry years selected from the 50-year
hydrologic record.) The commenter believed that a probability anayss should have been performed to
support thelikelihood that the 20-year proj ection period adequately representsthe expected averagefuture
deliveries.
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Response

More ambitious sampling procedures could have been used in the water supply cost andysis but
likely would not have substantially changed the results. The conclusions of the differentid andysisin the
draft EIR depend on a comparison of aternative scenarios, usng a given sampling method. Deviations
arisng from imperfections in the sampling method roughly cancd out in the comparisons. This Stuation
would bedifferent if deviationswereto differ systematically between two lakelevels, but the EIR preparers
are not aware of any systematic differences (and none were suggested in the comments). Consequently,
there is no reason to expect that the results of the analysis are biased.

The methods used to devel op the 20-year projection period were designed to minimize the effects
of sampling bias and other potentia sources of bias. Asstated in the draft EIR and above, 20 yearswere
chosen randomly from the 50-year historica hydrologica record. The number of dry, normd, and wet
years was selected proportionate to how often each type of year occurred in the 50-year period (20%,
60%, and 20%, respectively). The representativeness of the sample was assessed by comparing the
average water deliveries over the 20-year projection period to the average ddliveries over the 50-year
period under the 6,372-Ft, 6,377-Ft, 6,383-Ft, and 6,390-Ft Alternatives. The deviations varied by
dternative, ranging from 0.5% under the 6,372-Ft Alternative to 2.2% under the 6,383-Ft Alternative.
Thisleve of deviation is congdered acceptable for the type of differentid andyss performed.

L 3. The Source and Effects of Increased LADWP Demand for
MWD Supply Were Not Considered

Summary of Comments

One commenter indicated that the draft EIR assumesthat MWD suppliesare availableto replace
Mono Basin water but does not consider the source or theimpacts on other MWD member agencies. The
commenter stated that MWD's future water supply is limited by the uncertainty of the various federd
agenciesto protect speciesin the Delta

Response

The water supply anaysis in the EIR assumed that MWD would meet increased demand from
LADWP either from additional water supplies obtained from the Colorado River aqueduct, by water
transfers from the Central Valey Project (CVP), or potentialy by reductions in the amount of water
available to other MWD member agencies.

According to thewritten testimony of Dr. Tim Quinn, Director of MWD's State Water Project and
Conservation Divison, MWD believes that it can obtain additional supplies to replace water required to
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protect or restore Mono Lake without sgnificant adverseimpacts on its member agencies. MWD affirms
that it intends to take whatever actions are necessary to maintain Colorado River ddliveries at 1.2 million
af inthe future, more than double MWD'sfirm rightsto Colorado River water. 1n the short-term, reduced
Mono Lake diversons would be supplied from an increase in water supply from the Colorado River
agueduct.

If additiona supplies of imported Colorado River water are not available to replace Mono Lake
supplies over the longer term, it is assumed that MWD would obtain additional supplies from water
transfers from the CVP or reduce, if necessary, the amount of water supplied to other MWD member
agenciesbecause of LADWPspreferentid rightsto MWD supplies. If reductionsto other MWD member
agenciesare necessary, it was assumed that these member agencieswould need to devel op additiond loca
supplies, such asreclamation, conservation, and groundwater. The analysisdid not assumethat increased
LADWP demand for MWD water associated with reduced diversions from Mono Basin would be made
up by additiona exports from the Delta. Refer to the response to Comment X8 on the evaluation of
environmenta impacts of developing dternative water supplies.

L4. Proceduresfor Taking Potential Reductionsin Colorado River
Water into Account in the Draft EIR Analysis Are Unclear

Summary of Comments

One commenter requested additiona information on how potentia reductionsin Colorado River
water to MWD were incorporated in the draft EIR andyss. The bags for dating in the draft EIR that
LADWP prefers water supplies from sources other than MWD was questioned.  Another commenter
dtated that the draft EIR does not provide any basisfor its statement that LADWP prefers other supplies
due to MWD's water supply uncertainty.

Response

MWD's UWMPwas used in conjunction with LADWPsUWMP1to estimate LADWP's potential
demand for MWD water. Page 4-19 of LADWPs UWMP shows that, under drought conditions,
LADWP would demand from 280,000 to 300,000 af/yr of water from MWD between 1995 and 2010.
These drought condition assumptions were used asthe basisfor the water supply andysisin thedraft EIR.

These assumptions were considered reasonable. According to LADWPs UWMP, LADWP's
preferentia right to MWD water will range between 24% and 26% of MWD'stota water supplies during
the 1995-2010 period. Page 4-23 of LADWP's UWM P shows that under drought conditions, MWD's
total water supply would rangefrom 3.32 million af in 1995 to 3.27 million af in 2010. The Colorado River
aqueduct would supply 620,000 af of MWD'stotal water supply, as specifiedin MWD'sUWMP. (Refer
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to the response to Comment L3 for additiona information about MWD current assumptions about the
availability of Colorado River water.)

These numbers are consstent with Table 111-6 (page 60) of MWD's UWMP. Given these
estimates, it is reasonable to assume that LADWP would demand up to 300,000 af/yr of MWD's tota
water supply of 3.27 million af/yr, which amounts to less than 10% of MWD's tota supply, and is much
lessthan LADWPs preferentid right to MWD water. In addition, thisalocation isless than the 385,000
af of water that MWD provided to LADWP in 1990 during the middle of the most recent drought.

LADWPsUWMP dearly indicatesthat LADWPisvery concerned about the reliability of MWD
water supplies. Statementsthroughout LADWPsUWM P describe MWD'ssupply asuncertain and imply
that LADWP is aggressively pursuing the development of additiona water supplies despite its large
preferentid right to MWD water.

L5. Mitigation Measures Are Speculative

Summary of Comments

Severa commentersindicated that some of the water sources identified in draft EIR as mitigation
for potentidly significant water supply impacts were speculative. Questions were raised about water
trandfers and programs funded by AB 444.

Response

The sources identified in the draft EIR asmitigation for potentialy significant water supply impacts
indude those that state and federa water resource agencies are currently considering to augment supplies
to urban water users. Cong derable uncertainty about the amount of water that can be contributed by these
sources exists. However, the EIR preparers bdieve that sufficient water likely is available from these
sourcesto mitigatefor potentialy significant water supply impactsassociated with theloss of water supplies
from Mono Basin. The water supply impacts that were congdered significant range from an estimated
42,000 af/yr under the 6,383-Ft Alternative to 66,900 af/yr under the No-Diversion Alternative. This
conclusion was based on estimates of water potentially available from these sources. The Cdifornia
Department of Water Resources (DWR) estimatesin its State Water Plan (SWP) that 600,000 af of water
are assumed available from the drought water bank to meet water needs. According to MWD, morethan
800,000 &f of supplieswereavailablefrom the Governor's Drought Emergency Water Bank under drought-
stressed conditionsin 1991. MWD aso states that additional suppliesto replace water from Mono Basin
can be obtained as long as sate and federa regulatory agencies alow reasonable flexibility in SWP and
CVP operations and access to an effective voluntary water market (written testimony of Dr. Timothy
Quinn). Supplies from the Colorado River aso are expected to help offset potentia increasesin demand
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for MWD suppliesin the short term. (Refer to the response to Comment L3 for additiond information
about MWD's intent to obtain additiona Colorado River water supplies.)

The draft EIR stated that aprovision in Public Law 102-575 indicated that water to be reclaimed
through programs supported by this legidation was designated for replacing Mono Basin supplies. This
statement was incorrect. As pointed out by MWD, the legidation refersto reclaimed water being used to
"reduce the demand for imported water" but does not specificaly mention Mono Basn.

The Mono Lake Committee and LADWP have filed an gpplication with DWR for funding of
reclamation projects pursuant to AB 444. DWR further notesthat the future of the AB 444 program is
uncertain because of funding congraints. Although opportunities to obtain funding for projects that could
hep offsst Mono Basin water supply reductions diminish as time passes, this program is currently
consdered one of severa mitigation measures that could potentialy reduce water supply impacts.

Based on these congiderations, it is reasonable to assume that the measures identified in the draft
EIR could reduce the water supply impacts to alessthan-significant leve.

L6. Demand Projections, Conservation, and Use of Best M anagement
Practices Need to Be Addressed More Fully

Summary of Comments

Demand projectionsin the water supply andysisrely on information from LADWPs UWMP that
is outdated and does not include consideration of the Best Management Practices agreement, the new
water rate sructure, federd and state laws requiring water-conserving plumbing fixtures, and appliance
efficiency sandards promulgated by the 1993 federd energy hill.

Response

The water supply analysis was conducted in fall 1992 before the drought had ended, before
LADWP had adopted new water rates, and before the passage of the 1993 Federa Energy Act.
Moreover, dthough the CdiforniaWater Conservation Council issued amemorandum on assumptionsand
methodol ogy for determining estimatesof reliablewater savingsfromtheingalation of ultra-low-flushtoilets
in July 1992, this information was not widdly disseminated at the time and the draft EIR preparersdid not
obtain it until ayear later. Congderation of thisinformation in the analysis would not materialy changethe
results because the dternatives would be affected asmilarly.

Some of the demand reduction measures, however, were conddered in the anadlyss. Auxiliary
Report 27 discussesthe potentia additiona savings associated with Best Management Practices and other
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conservation activities, including theuse of ultralow-flush toilets. The andyssroughly estimated the effect
of these measures on demand, as compared to the projectionsin LADWP's 1990 UWMP. Theanadysis
aso indicated that hotter weether in dry yearswould rai se demand beyond these projections. Theandysis
carefully evauated the LADWP forecasting methodol ogy compared to the MWD-MAIN model used by
MWD and concluded that the LADWP projections were more reliable based on the information available
a thetime.

The water supply andysisfocused on estimating theincremental water supply costs of the different
lake-level dternatives relative to point-of-reference conditions. Consequently, reducing demand by
explicitly incorporating demand reduction measures into the demand projections would tend to lower the
water supply cogtsfor al dternatives. The differentid effect would be smal unless shortage costs were
reduced.

L7. Significance Criteria Used to Assess I ndirect Impacts
on MWD Have No Justification

Summary of Comments

Some commenters stated that the historical average share of MWD supplies has no relevance for
determining the significance of indirect water supply impacts on MWD.

Response

The historica average during the 20-year projection period was used to assess the significance of
potentia water supply impacts on MWD because it provided a context for ng the extent to which
implementation of the project aternatives could affect established patterns of regiona water allocations.
Alterndtive thresholds could have been sdected; however, none were suggested by commenters on the
draft EIR and athreshold based on historica share is areasonable indicator of impact significance.

The draft EIR incorrectly stated that the significance criterion was based on LADWP's 19-year
weighted average share of MWD supplies for 1971-1990, instead of a 20-year weighted average. The
criterion was based on the sum of MWD's totd supplies during the 20-year projection period divided by
the sum of LADWP'swater supply received from MWD during the same period.
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L8. The Drought/Acute Shortage Analysis Was I nsufficient

Summary of Comments

One commenter stated that the water supply andysisshould have considered the effectsof different
types of water years and that it does not address drought conditions. Another commenter Stated that the
drought analysis does not represent a worst-case anadlysis and that the minimum firm yield with an
exceedance probability should be calculated. Another commenter suggested that a drought scenario be
developed that illustrates a minimum firm yield with an exceedance probability associated with it.

Response

The effects of different types of water years onwater supply were andyzed in adrought scenario,
which consisted of 8 dry water years, 2 wet years, and 10 average water years as compared to 4 dry, 4
wet, and 12 average water yearsin the base caseandysis. To consider the effects of aprolonged drought,
the drought scenario assumed that the 8 dry years would occur in succession at the gart of the 20-year
projection period.

The results of the drought scenario analysisindicate substantia differencesin water supply impacts
compared to results of the base-case analysis. In the base-case andyss, water ddliveries from the
agueduct were estimated to decrease by approximately 9.5% under the 6383.5-Ft Alternative compared
to point-of-reference conditions (Table 31-5 of the draft EIR). Analysisof the drought scenario showsthat
average water deliveries under the 6,383-Ft Alternative would decrease by 18% compared to point-of-
reference conditions. A similar comparison can be made based on information presented in Table 3L-5.

The drought scenario contained in the draft EIR and described above was devel oped to represent
a reasonable worst-case drought scenario for evauation. No attempt was made to correate this drought
scenario with minimum firm yield or an exceedance probability. The minimum firm yidd gpproach is
believed unnecessary because, during drought periods, virtudly dl the water ddivered through the LA
Aqueduct comes from the Owens River basin rather than Mono Basin. Additiondly, the assumption of 8
successive dry years exceedsthe number of dry years(7) found inthe hydrological record for Mono Basin.

The draft EIR incorrectly stated that the drought analysis was based on 8 dry water years, 4 wet
years, and 8 average water years, instead of 8 dry years, 2 wet years, and 10 average years.
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L9. Water Supply Modeling Did Not Adequately
AddressLake Leve Transtion Periods

Summary of Comments

One commenter sated that the water supply andyssin the draft EIR does not take into account
the trangition period for Mono Lake to reach its equilibrium eevation and that MWD would be expected
to supply most of LADWP's immediate water needs.

Response

The water supply modeing andysis specifically consders lake-level trangtion periods. The 50-
year LAAMP modd runs and the 20-year socioeconomic runs from which they were derived include a
trangtion period to bring lake levels up to the target level. The length of the trangtion period varies,
depending on the dternative being analyzed. For the 6,390-Ft, 6,410-Ft, and No-Diversion Alternatives,
the target lake leve is not reached in the first 20 years (the limit of the modding run); consequently, the
andysis of water supply impacts for these dternativesis based entirely onthetransition period. For lower
lake-leve dternatives, the andysisincludes evauation of atrangtion period and an equilibrium period.

L10. Further Clarification and Justification of LA Basin
Groundwater Pumping Assumptions Are Needed

Summary of Comments

One commenter dated that increased extractions of loca groundwater from managed basins
depends largely on regiona water management and water quaity congtraints beyond LADWP's contral.
Another commenter stated that LADWP cannot depend solely on the groundwater supply to make up for
shortages in LA Aqueduct supply. This commenter indicated that LADWP's groundwater supply was
overestimated by 20,000 af/yr becausetheincreasein groundwater pumping isdueto aprojected increase
in recharge from the East Vdley project, not in recharge from returned water.

Response
The groundwater assumptionsin the water supply andysisrecognize that LADWP hashigtorically

influenced and isexpected to continueto influence decisions on groundwater pumping, including LADWP's
right to groundwater in the San Fernando, Sylmar, and Central Basins.
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The water supply modd assumes that the maximum amount of groundwater that can be pumped
each year is equivaent to the city's groundwater rights for that year plus any surplus water stored in the
ground from previous years. This assumption is based on information in LADWPs UWMP, including
information on groundwater contamination and clean-up activitiesthat LADWP isundertaking to maintain
and increase its groundwater capacity.

The comment on overestimating groundwater supplies refers to footnote "**" of Exhibit 4.0-2 in
LADWPs UWMP. Although this footnote confirms that the increase in groundwater production is due
to groundwater recharge from reclaimed water, it does not State the source of that reclaimed water. For
the water supply modeling andysisinthedraft EIR, East Vdley reclamation water was assumed to increase
from 15,000 af/yr in 1995 to 35,000 af/yr by 2010. The East Vdley project isultimately expected toyield
up to 50,000 af/yr of reclaimed water, of which, in the latest estimates, 35,000 af/yr will be used for
groundwater recharge and 15,000 af/yr for landscape irrigation and industrid customers.

L11. Several Mideading or Outdated Assumptionsfrom LADWP's
Urban Water Management Plan Were Used to Develop
the Water Supply Smulation Mode

Summary of Comments

One commenter dated that the water supply smulation mode rdied on mideading informeation and
unsupportable assumptions from LADWPs UWMP. Specific satements included:

# thedraft EIR did not adequately demonstrate that MWD could supply up to 300,000 af/yr to
LADWRP,

# anandysds peformed by MWD shows that there is a 25% likdihood that LA Aqueduct
supplies could be as low as 125,000 f,

# thedraft EIR confuses LADWPSs preferentid rightsto MWD water with the amount of water
avaladle,

# the draft EIR assumes that MWD water will replace LA Aqueduct water in dry years and
implies that MWD would not be limited by the same drought conditions as those thet exist in
the Mono Basin watershed, and

# LADWPs preferentid rights were confused with the amount of water available.
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Response

MWD's UWMPwas used in conjunction with LADWPsUWMP1to estimate LADWP's potential
demand for MWD water. Page 4-19 of LADWPs UWMP shows that, under drought conditions,
LADWP would demand between 280,000 and 300,000 af/yr of water from MWD between 1995 and
2010. These drought condition assumptions were used as the basis for the water supply analyss. Page
4-23 of LADWPs UWMP aso shows that, under drought conditions, MWD'stota water supply would
range from 3.32 million af in 1995 to 3.27 million af in 2010 and the Colorado River aqueduct would
supply 620,000 af of MWD's totd supply. These numbers are congstent with Table 111-6 (page 60) of
MWD's UWMP.

LADWP's assumed demand of up to 300,000 af/yr of MWD's tota supply of 3.27 million af/yr
of water amounts to less than 10% of MWD's total supply. This assumed demand is much less than
LADWPs preferentia right to MWD water, which ranges between 24% and 26% of MWD's tota
supplies during the 1995-2010 period, based on information from LADWPs UWMP. MWD provided
385,000 af of water to LADWP in 1990 during the middle of the most recent drought. Consequently, the
assumption that MWD could supply up to 300,000 af/yr of water appears reasonable.

Although the MWD study referred to by one commenter estimates a 25% probability that LA
Aqueduct supplies could be as low as 125,000 af, the point-of-reference conditions in the water supply
andyss show deliveriesof 283,000 af of water intheworst-caseyear over the 50-year hydrological period
and deliveries as low as 205,000 af of water under the No-Diversion Alternative. Based on this
information, the historica record used in the water supply analysis does not substantiate a 25% likelihood
of ddiveriesaslow as 125,000 &f .

MWD's water supplies from the northern Sierra Nevada are correlated with LADWP water
suppliesthrough the Mono Basin watershed. However, as described in the response to Comment L3, the
draft EIR analysis assumed that LADWP could obtain additional water from MWD even during most
drought years because of LADWP's preferentid rights. If water is unavailable from MWD or other
sources, rationing could be necessary.

The water supply analysisin the draft EIR recognized the essentid distinction between LADWP's
preferentid rights and the amount of water actudly avalable. Preferentid rights are rights to the amount
of MWD water avallable. The draft EIR's estimate of the maximum amount of MWD water available to
LADWP was based on a consderation of LADWP's preferentid rights, LADWP's expected future
demand for MWD water under drought scenario, and MWD'ssupply estimatesunder thedrought scenario.

The scenario presenting LA Aqueduct water deliveries under the point-of-reference scenario is
based on 50 years of historica record, not on a particular drought scenario.
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L12. TheWater Supply Smulation Modd IsIncapable of Addressing
Temporal Variationsin Supply and Should Reflect Marginal Costs

Summary of Comments

Severa commenterssuggested modificationsto thewater supply cost mode!, including adding more
flexihility to take advantage of available groundwater and less expensve MWD water, and usng margina
instead of average costs to estimate water supply costs.

Response

The modd used to estimate the water supply impactsisan annua modd that does not account for
variancesinwater supply withinanindividua year. Althoughthemode can carry over surplusgroundwater
fromoneyear to thenext, it isnot capable of dlowing for storage of inexpengve surpluswater from MWD
within ayear for use in subsequent periods.

The suggested modifications to the mode would provide improved capabilities to evauate the
water supply impacts and cogts. Some of these modifications were consdered in developing the model
but were not incorporated because of time, budget, and data congtraints. The water supply cost model
used in the draft EIR estimates the incrementa costs of water supply impacts relative to the point-of-
reference conditions and provides areasonably accurate estimate of these costs. Modifying the modd as
suggested would tend to lower the incremental costs associated with al the aternatives would not
subgtantidly affect relative costs between dternatives.

POWER GENERATION (M)

M1. Key Assumptions of the Effects on Rated Capacity and
Energy from the LA Aqueduct Unitsand the Availability
of Replacement Capacity and Energy Are Missing

Summary of Comments

L ADWP stated that theassumptions used to estimate repl acement capacity and energy should have
been specified in the draft EIR. LADWP aso stated that the analys's does not appear to consider the
capacity logt from the LA Aqueduct units and typica operation of the LA Aqueduct units. LADWP
estimatesthat up to 27 megawatts (MW) of capacity would be lost during an average year and thisamount
of capacity would have to be replaced.
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Response

The draft EIR preparers made a considerable effort to coordinate with LADWP in estimating
changesin the rated capacity of the LA Aqueduct units and energy from them as a result of changesin
water avalability.

During summer 1991, thedraft EIR preparersrequested datafrom LADWRP that would have been
used to quantify the impacts on capacity due to reduced water availability. The attachment toaLADWP
letter dated July 26, 1991, statesthat "In our conference call on July 11, 1991 . . . LADWP dso stated
that the rated capacity of the Aqueduct plants does not change sgnificantly due to seasond variaionsin
water ddiveries. . . ."

InJduly 1992, the draft EIR preparers sent adraft report entitled " Effects of Los Angeles Aqueduct
Diversons on Fued Use, Production Costs, and Emissons’ to LADWP for review and comment.
Appendix B of that report contained a detailed discussion of the relationships between water availability
and capacity availability and Appendix C contained alisting of the ELFIN input datafor the LA Aqueduct
fadlitiesfor the point-of-reference conditions. Appendix C aso described the monthly variation in pesking
and run-of-the-river capacity and energy for point-of-reference conditions. For example, Appendix C
showed that the assumed capecity avallable from the LA Aqueduct units under point-of-reference
conditions varied in 1992 from 197 MW to 203 MW on amonthly basiswheressit varied from 197 MW
to 208 MW in 2008.

In October 1993, the draft EIR preparers provided additiond information to LADWP on the
ELFIN smulations for the point-of-reference conditions and for the No-Diverson and No-Redtriction
Alternatives. This information showed, for example, that assumed capacity avallable under the No-
Redtriction Alternative varied from 197 MW to 205 MW on amonthly basis.

The draft EIR reflects changes in capacity due to changes in water availability. LADWP never
expressed concern with the methods used to estimate the changein the capacity of the LA Aqueduct plants.
With respect to LADWP's preliminary estimate of 27 MW of |ost capacity, the draft EIR preparers have
not reviewed the assumptions for this estimate and therefore cannot respond to its vaidity.

LADWP gpparently misnterpreted statements in the draft EIR regarding the availability of
replacement capacity from outside sources. The draft EIR states that the total amount of capacity (both
indde and outside Cdifornia) availableto LADWP from existing and planned resourcesis projected to be
greater than LADWP's capacity requirements under al water diversion dternatives. Consequently,
additiona capacity resources are not expected to be required under any of the water diversion scenarios.

Table 3M-1 in the draft EIR shows that LADWP's capacity resourcesin 1990 were 7,141 MW
(including 200 MW from the LA Aqueduct) and peak demand in 1990 was 5,312 MW, resulting in
reserves of 1,829 MW (about 34% of peak demand). LADWP's total capacity resources (including
199 MW from the LA Aqueduct) are projected to be 8,865 MW in 2009 (Table 3M-11) and LADWP's
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peak demand is projected to be 7,421 MW in 2009 (Table 3M-10), resulting in reserves of 1,444 MW
(about 19.5% of peak demand). A decrease in LA Aqueduct capacity of 27 MW (as estimated by
LADWP) would decrease projected capacity resources by approximately 0.3% (to 8,838 MW) in 2009
and projected capacity reservesto 1,417 MW (about 19.1% of peak demand).

The annud average amount of generation availablefrom the LA Aqueduct facilitiesunder point-of-
reference conditions is estimated at 1,038,000 megawatt hours (MWh) (Table 3M-14). The draft EIR
identifies the change in the amount of energy assumed available on an average annua basis for each
dterndtive. For example, the draft EIR indicates that gpproximately 34,000 MWh of additiond energy
would be generated under the No-Redtriction Alternative.

M2. Potential Air Quality Effects Resulting from Changes
in Energy Production from the LA Aqueduct Units
AreMinimized in the Analysis

Summary of Comments

LADWP gated that the draft EIR only touches on ar emissions and considers increases in
emissions as less than significant, does not address societa costs associated with potentid incressesin air
quality emissions, and does not adequately address future air quality regulations.

Response

The draft EIR estimated changes in air emissions based on the results of the ELFIN production
moded, which isawidely accepted mode for estimating changes in emissons associated with changesin
power production.

The cumulative NO, emissons under the point of reference and No-Restriction, 6383.5-Ft, and
No-Diversion Alternatives were estimated at 13,776 tons, 13,758 tons, 13,909 tons, and 14,010 tons,
repectivdy. The cumulative "cogt” of NO, emissons (assuming an ER-90 per ton emission vaue of
$14,700 in 1992 dollars) under these four scenarios is estimated to be $202.5 million, $202.2 million,
$204.5 million, and $205.9 million, respectively. The largest increase in codts (with respect to point-of-
reference conditions) is $3.4 million, which is approximately 1.7% higher than under point-of-reference
conditions. Differences of this magnitude are consdered minimaly detectable, given the accuracy of the
input data. If ER-92 or ER-94 vaues are used, the societal costs would be higher but the relative
difference between the dternatives and the point-of-reference conditions would gtill be relatively smal.
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Futurear qudity regulaionswereidentified inthe draft EIR in referenceto future eventsthat could
affect the andysis of cumulativeimpacts. Quantifying the effect of future regulations on energy production
in the South Coast Air Basin to assess potentia cumulative impacts of the project dternatives was
considered beyond the scope of the draft EIR.

ECONOMICS (N)

N1. Water Shortage Costs Are Under estimated

Summary of Comments

LADWP gates that the shortage costs estimated in the draft EIR are not actudly shortage costs
and that they underestimate the val ue peopl e place on avoiding water shortages. Also, LADWP statesthat
the draft EIR faled to measure the cost of reducing the reliability of its water supply.

Response

To measure shortage costs, the "outage" costs developed by Mayor Bradley's Blue Ribbon
Committee on Water Rates were used instead of the higher estimates from the Carson and Mitchd | study
for two reasons. Firg, the Carson and Mitchell study is somewhat outdated and generic. It isbased on
the results of a contingent vauation survey conducted in April 1987 in which a random sample of 1,500
households in southern Cdlifornia and 500 households in northern Cdifornia were asked to consider
different cutbacks in their water supply as aresult of a drought and then asked about their willingness to
pay higher water coststo finance awater shortage prevention program that would safeguard againgt those
cutbacks. At the time, the only experience that respondents had with droughtswas 10 years earlier during
the 1976-1977 drought. The draft EIR preparers preferred using data that incorporated peopl€e's actual
experience with the recent drought and that pertained specifically to the LADWP service arearather than
to urban Cdifornia generdly.

The second reason for using the results from the Blue Ribbon Committee relatesto the use of price
rationing as a response to drought, as occurred in Los Angeles in 1991 and is likely to occur in future
shortages, in the opinion of the draft EIR preparers. It is presumed that price rationing induces more
customers with a bel ow-average outage cost to reduce their water use than those with an above-average
outage cost. The result iswhat economidts referred to asasdlectivity bias: the usersmost affected by the
outage costs associated with the actual reductions are not drawn evenly from the entire spectrum of water
users but disproportionately more from those with lower outage costs.  This effect, which was not
consdered inthe Carson and Mitchell study, reducesthe aggregate outage cost and increasesthe estimate.
Sdectivity bias was explicitly accounted for in the andydsin the draft EIR.
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The Blue Ribbon Committee and itstechnica pand approved the use of the estimates of shortage
costs associated with outages of varying degrees. The Blue Ribbon Committee accepted the
recommendations that the upper block inatwo-tier price structure be set equa to an estimate of the outage
cost of the customer who reduced use and then commissioned an andysis by David M. Griffith and
Associates. Because the anadlyss was based on limited data (i.e., Los Angeles experience with drought
emergency surcharges during summer 1991), the estimates were to be revised when more complete
information became available.

The economic vaue of a reliable water supply was consdered in the draft EIR andyss by
incorporating aresource-loading approach that added resources as needed to maintain thereliability of the
system under point-of-reference conditions. Shortage costs were used to explicitly account for the costs
associated with not maintaining system reliability.

N2. Thelndirect Economic Costs Associated with MWD's Actions
to Serve LADWP Are Not Appropriately Analyzed

Summary of Comments

The draft EIR provides no explanation for Sating that indirect economic costs on the MWD are
not considered sufficiently reliable and for leaving them out of Table3N-14. LADWP rgectsthe approach
of using reclamation to measure these costs.

Response

Thedraft EIR used thedifferential cost between MWD suppliesand high-cost reclamation projects
to gpproximate the indirect costs associated with LADWP obtaining additionad MWD water to replace
Mono Basin supplies. The underlying assumption for this approach was that higher demand by LADWP
for MWD supplies would result in less MWD water available for other MWD member agencies and that
these agencies would need to develop additiona local supplies. Reclamation was the source considered
most likely for water districtsto develop, and an upper estimate of the cost per acre-foot of water wasused
for the caculaion.

Although the estimate in the draft EIR is considered reasonable for approximating indirect costs,
it is not consdered very reliable because the specific member agencies that would be affected are not
known and the accuracy of the cost estimate to represent affected agencies costs for replacing MWD
water suppliesisuncertain. Thecost to replacelost MWD water suppliescould vary subgtantialy between
affected agenciesand could be either higher or lower than the estimated cost, depending on specific supply
and cost conditions. Because of this uncertainty, the estimate was considered only an approximation and
was not included in Table N-14. Asindicated in the footnote to Table 3N-14, including indirect costs
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would potentidly change the conclusion regarding the net economic benefits of the 6,377-Ft Alterndtive;
however, conclusions regarding other dternatives would not be affected.

N3. TheDraft EIR Does Not Present Any Evidence of
Economic Robustnessfor Its Conclusions

Summary of Comments

LADWP datesthat thedraft EIR doesnot present any evidenceto support the statement regarding
the economic robustness of its conclusons and that the conclusons change if suggested assumptions
regarding the timing of reclamation projects and deliveries from the LA Aqueduct are incorporated.
LADWP dso dates that the effect of data uncertainty on the results should be considered.

Response

The draft EIR refersto robustness as it pertains to the conclusion that net economic benefits are
maximized under the 6,390-Ft Alternative. This conclusion is based on margina benefits exceeding
margind costs by severd times. The draft EIR preparers bdieve that this result is congstent with the
concept of robustness.

The draft EIR preparers do not consider the purported effect of delaying reclamation projectsand
adjuding LA Aqueduct ddiveries on the results to be vdid. As explained in the preceding response to
Comment L1, delaying reclamation projects would have only a dight impact on the costs of a particular
dternative because the cost for the point-of-reference conditions so would increase. Asexplainedinthe
response to Comment L2, the suggested adjustment to ddliveries from the LA Aqueduct do not appear
warranted and would only dightly affect the results of the andlyss.

The draft EIR explicitly recognizes the uncertainty associated with projected future costs and
benefits. The robustness of the conclusion regarding net economic benefits of the 6,390-Ft Alternativeis
addressed for thisreason. The draft EIR preparers do not believe that amore detailed sensitivity analyss
would change the conclusions regarding which aternatives have positive net economic benefits and which
dternativeis optima from the perspective of net economic benefits.
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N4. Conditions Described in the Household Survey Are
Not Consistent with the EIR Alternatives

Summary of Comments

LADWP gates that the scenarios described in the household survey are not consstent with
resource conditions described for the dternatives in the draft EIR. LADWP adso dates that the
environmenta impacts described in the draft EIR are generally less severe than conditions described in the
survey. Impacts on tufa at South Tufa are cited as an example of this inconsstency. LADWP suggests
that estimates for the three programs described in the survey be ascribed to the dternative having impacts
most Smilar to effects described in the survey, not necessarily to the dternative having lake levels closest
to those of the programs stated in the survey.

Response

I nformation on resource conditions described in the househol d survey was necessarily preliminary.
Predicted resourceimpactsdescribed in thedraft EIR, however, differed only dightly from the descriptions
in the household survey. After review in response to LADWPs comment, the draft EIR preparers lill
believe that estimates of preservation vaues were ascribed to the most appropriate EIR aternative.

Reative effects on tufa described in the three program levels and the No-Action Levd for the
variouslakelevesinthe survey indrumentsare cons stent with theimpacts of the corresponding dternatives
described in the draft EIR. Effects on tufa towers described for the No-Action Level, Program A, and
Program C correspond exactly to conclusionsof thedraft EIR for the corresponding lake-level dternatives.
Only the description used for Program B (6,390 feet) was found to be somewhat inaccurate in its detalls,
but it did correctly characterize the tufa effects as intermediate between those of the next highest and next
lowest [ake-levd programsand dternatives. Thus, itisunlikely that "errors' in the exact percentage of smdll
towers covered with water or toppled at South Tufa Grovein the household survey would have amaterid
effect on respondees program preferences.

N5. The Sampling Design Used in the Household
Survey Resulted in Sample Selection Bias

Summary of Comments

LADWP dates that the sampling method used in the household survey resulted in a fairly low
response rate and potentid sample sdection bias. The sources of sample sdection bias include under
representation of Hispanic and black households and of persons who spend time away from home.
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Persons that place little or no value on preserving Mono Lake are dso under represented because they
would be lesslikely to agree to participate in the survey.

Response

The draft EIR preparers recogni ze that the sampling methods used could result in sample selection
bias and thus devel oped procedures to adjust the results to correct for certain sources of potentia bias.
Zero vaues were assigned to al non-English spesking households (10.8% of the sample) that were
contacted but refused to participate in the survey.

Correction factors were not developed for other sources of nonresponse bias because the EIR
preparers were less certain about the effect of thisbiason theresults. The draft EIR preparers considered
it prudent not to correct for potentia sources of bias in which the effect was uncertain.

The sampling plan, which was developed by the EIR preparers with ass stance from the technical
review team, including LADWP representatives, waslimited by budget congtraints. The sampling methods
cdled for by the plan were considered acceptable for providing the level of precison needed for the
andyss.

N6. TheDraft EIR Does Not Provide Any Statistical Confidence
Intervalsfor the Estimates of Preservation Values
from the Household Survey

Summary of Comments

LADWP gates that the draft EIR provides no statistical confidence intervas for the estimates of
preservation vaues or for the difference in preservation vaues between programs. LADWP dso states
that the data are conastent with an extremely smadl preservation vaue associated with moving from
Program A (lake leve of 6,375 feet) to Program B (lake level of 6,390 feet).

Response

Because of budget and time congtraints, confidenceintervaswere not calculated for the estimates
of preservation values or for the difference in preservation vaues between programs.

The confidence interval presented by LADWP for the difference in preservation va ues between
programs does not indicate that the data are condgstent with a small preservation value associated with
moving from Program A to Program B. This interpretation was made, but the wide confidence interva
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could also have been interpreted to indicate alarge preservation vaue. Theonly interpretation that can be
made with certainty isthat the preservation vaue esimate for Program B isdatigticaly larger thanthevaue
for Program A.

N7. The Draft EIR Failsto Discount Household Willingness
to Pay Estimatesfor FutureYears

Summary of Comments

LADWP dates that the estimates of preservation vaues for future years should be discounted
because survey respondents do not pay attention to the number of years for which payment is being
requested, and thereforetheva uereported inthedraft EIR doesnot represent an annua willingness-to-pay
amount for the entire period.

Response

The contingent va uation survey wasframed intermsof willingnessto pay an annud increasein sae
taxes over the next 20 years. The draft EIR pointed out some concerns associated with projecting annud
payments over such an extended period; however, the estimates were not adjusted for severd reasons.

Firg, there is no consensus in the literature about when and how an adjustment should be made.
LADWP offers an opinion based on andlysis of data collected in connection with the State of Alaska's
damage assessment for the Exxon Vadez oil spill; preparers of the draft EIR collaborated on that research
and do not share the opinion expressed by LADWP.

The second reason is that if an adjustment was made to the preservation vaues, adjusting other
economic values, such asthewater supply costs, should a so beconsidered. For example, attitudestoward
conservation could change over the 20-year planning horizon, thereby shifting the demand for municipa
and industrid use. Adjusting dl costs and benefitsto reflect potentia changesin future preference was not
consdered practica or necessary to identify the economically optima dternative.

The third reason ismore philosophica and relates to the somewhat subjective naturein addressng
the uncertainties associated with future costs and benefits of preserving Mono Lake. The draft EIR
preparers bdieve that the discounting of future costs and benefits is a public policy issue that should be
decided by public trust agencies, not by consultants.
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N8. Linearly Extrapolating between Different Water Levels
IsNot Appropriate to Estimate Preservation Values

Summary of Comments

LADWP dates that the concluson in the draft EIR that preservation benefits and net economic
benefits are maximized under the 6,390-Ft Alternative is completely determined by modeling assumptions
that bear no relationship to the actua data collected. LADWP aso sates that the linear extragpolation is
not the best fit to the data.

Response

Because budget congraints limited the information that could be obtained in the surveys, the draft
EIR preparers, with agreement by thetechnica review team, including LADWP representatives, collected
data on sdected dternatives that covered the range of dternatives and then estimated vaues for
intermedi ate dternatives by interpolation.

Anaysis of the survey dataindicated that public values were highest for Program B (a lake leve
of 6,390 feet), next highest for Program A (alakelevd of 6,375 feet), and lowest for Program C (alake
level of 6,410 feet). Becausethedraft EIR preparersdid not have estimatesfor other dternatives, alinear
extrapolation was made between the 6,375-Ft Alterative and the 6,390-Ft Alternative to estimate
preservation values associated with the 6383.5-Ft Alternative.

LADWP proposes an aternative extrapolation based on a nonlinear curve. The key difference
between the two extrapolations is the location of the implied downturn in the vauation function. Because
Program C is vaued less than Programs A and B, the function must turn down at some lake level below
ProgranC. Thedraft EIR preparers assumed that the functionincreases monotonically between Programs
A and B and turns down a some lake level between Programs B and C. LADWP assumed that the
function reaches its peak a some lake level between A and B and that vaues are decreasing at Program
B.

The point a which the function turns down cannot be determined with certainty based on the
avalable data. Both interpretationsare possible. Thedraft EIR preparers believe that the assumed shape
of the vauation function is gppropriate.
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