Chapter 3G. Environmental Setting, |mpacts, and Mitigation
Measures - Land Use

The evduation of land use impacts in this chapter focuses ontwo areas. |ower-eevation portions
of Mono Basin and the Upper Owens River basin or "Long Vdley". Theareaof concernin Mono Basin
includes land irrigated from the four diverted tributary streams, areas around Mono Lake that may be
affected by changing lake levels, public land dlotmentsthat could beindirectly affected by project actions,
and public and private properties that could be affected by use of the Mono Basin Nationd Forest Scenic
Area. This area includes land within the scenic area, additiona LADWP land south and southwest of
Mono Lake, and land dong the June Lake Loop.

The area of concernin Long Vdley includes private and LADWP land aong the Upper Owens
River that could be affected by changed flowsin theriver. Thisstudy areaincludesland from just upstream
of the East Porta near Big Springs, south to Lake Crowley reservoir.

PREDIVERSION CONDITIONS

By the onset of LADWP's diversions, most areas of concern were dominated by agricultura
activity, except for the town of Lee Vining, which was a smal commercid and residentiad center.
Homesteaders established homes in many areas to support their agricultura activities, and some vacation
dwelings and resorts had been devel oped aong the region'slakes and streams. 1n 1940, astoday, Mono
County was parsdly popul ated because of itsgeographicisolation, cold climate, and large portion of public
open-space land.

Mono County'smineral resources had been amgjor attractionto early settlerstothe eastern Seerra
Nevada, dthough few of the mines were located within the areas of concern. Mining within the county as
awholehad declined to alow leve after theturn of the century. Quarrying of construction materias (grave
and pumice), however, has been a continuing activity in the area of concern.

Recreation and associated land uses in the prediversion period are described in Chapter 3,
"Recreation Resources’. Thefollowing discussion focuses on the areds agriculture and on land ownership
changesassociated with devel opment of the area'swater resourcesfor power generation and water export.
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Sour ces of Information

Documents produced recently were consulted to obtain an overview of historica land uses and
ownerships in the Mono-Inyo Region (USFS 1989a, Fletcher 1987, Kahrl 1982, Rawson 1990 [Court
Tesimony, Volumel, Streamflow]). Thisinformationwassupplemented by discussionswithloca residents
familiar with the history of the area (Alpers and J. Arcularius pers. comms.) and LADWP personnel
(Anderson pers. comm.).

Land ownership information and some irrigation rights and practices were drawn from testimony
and exhibits produced for the 1930 condemnation proceedings, commonly referred to asthe Aitken case
(Superior Court 1934). Promotiond literature produced by LADWP during the prediversion period
provided referencesto additiona sources of information. Correspondence and legal documents contained
intheAitken casefiles, theNationa Archives, and ésewhere provided information about plansand policies
relating to land acquisition (Van Bokkeen, Chappdl, Gary, and Wilson pers. comms.; Cdifornia Senate
Committee on Locd Governmental Agencies 1945; Verble 1989).

The mapped accounting of acquigtion of land by LADWP herein may not be without error;
acquistiondatawere extracted from documents describing the condemnation proceedings, but LADWP's
parce-by-parce files have only been consulted to verify representative parcels (Wills pers. comm.).

Agriculture

Historical Overview of Agricultural Development in the Mono-Inyo Region

Native Americans. Agricultural development inthe Mono-Inyo region predatesdiscovery of the
area by Euroamericans. Although the Northern Paiutes who inhabited the Mono Basin area never
practiced any sort of agriculture in the basin in the prehitorica period, the Owens Vdley Paute to the
south practiced irrigated agriculture to supplement their food supply (Hetcher 1987).

The Mono Basin Paiutes did turn to ranching and farming in the late 19th century and practiced
agriculture up to prediverson times. They owned properties on Rush, Lee Vining, and Waker Creeks
where they raised irrigated crops, horses, and sheep. Some Paiutes were employed on Euroamerican
ranches.

Early Settlements of Euroamericans. Development of the Mono and Inyo County areas for
agriculturad uses by Euroamericans began during the mid-19th century. U.S. cavdry excursons into the
Mono Basin area in the 1850s returned with reports of the area, including samples and reports of gold
found in the basin. Based on these reports, a ranch and sawmill on Lee Vining Creek were soon
established by Leroy Vining and companions (USFS 1989a). During the remaining years of the 19th
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century, ranching, logging, communication, and transportation systems were devel oped in response to the
needs of the growing mining communities of Bodie, Monoville, and Aurora.

Supplying the Miners. The mining boom a Bodie in the 1870s simulated agricultura
development in and around Mono Basin. The demand for food and fiber a the mining towns and camps
generated amarket for locally produced hay, grains, vegetables, meat, and dairy products. Immigrantsto
the areawere attracted to land suitable for agriculture that could be acquired free, in parcels not exceeding
160 acres, under the Homestead Act of 1882.

Agriculturd settlement was mogt active in the period from 1878 to 1882, when the mineswere at
peak production. Accordingto areport from 1880, more than 2,000 acres of land were under production
near Mono L ake as sagebrush areas were converted to tillable farmland. Because ardiable water supply
was needed to grow irrigated crops, farmswere concentrated along Mill, Lee Vining, Walker, Parker, and
Rush Creeks. Open ditches, controlled by duices that were opened and closed according to need,
diverted water from streams and springs. The total amount of irrigation in the basin during the 1880s and
1890s was probably about 4,000 acres, athough irrigated acreage fluctuated. Mogt irrigation was on
livestock pastures that were created by expanding natural meadows.

Conditionsinthe1900s. Irrigated acreage probably changed little between 1880 and 1920. The
agricultura census of 1919 reported 4,190 acres irrigated from tributaries of Mono Lake. In 1929, the
census reported 11,500 irrigated acres in the basin.  The increase from 1919 was mainly because of
irrigation by the Cain Irrigation Company (Hetcher 1987).

Typical Operation. Mono Lake settlers practiced a mixed agriculturd economy. Each
homestead was usualy afarmand ranch, where a variety of crops and animalswereraised. Hay was by
far the dominant crop, needed to supply winter feed for cattle and sheep. After hay, the most important
crops were whest, barley, dfafa, and potatoes. Vegetable gardens, where peas, beans, carrots, onions,
strawberries, and squash were grown, were aso part of most homesteads. (Fletcher 1987.)

Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing wasintroduced into Mono Basinin three distinct periods.
The first period occurred in the 1860s when many caitle and sheep were herded through the basin from
southern and western Cdliforniaenroute to grazing land in Nevada. The second period coincided with the
mining boom of the 1880s. Many settlers who accompanied this boom were ranchers, bringing with them
herds of cattle and sheep that remained within the basin year round. The third and most intense period
occurred at the turn of the century when large bands of sheep began coming into the basin every summer
from Kern County. The tota influx every year approached 200,000 sheep, causing considerable
competition for forage and range degradation. (USFS 1989a.)

Migratory domestic sheep bands were placed under gricter grazing controlsin 1905 when much
of the southern half of Mono Basin became part of the Sierra Forest Reserve (soon to become the Sierra
Nationa Forest), whichregulated grazing withinitsboundaries. Thenorthwest basin wasprotectedin 1908
when the Mono Nationa Forest was created. Livestock grazing practices, however, remained relaively
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uncontrolled until the passage of the Taylor Grazing Act and the formation of the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) in 1934. (Fletcher 1987.)

TrendsinthePrediverson Period. Selected characteristicsof agricultural land usein Mono and
Inyo Counties for 1910, 1930, and 1940 are shown in Table 3G-1. Agricultura land usetrendsin thetwo
counties during this period were different. As shown, the number of farms in Mono County remained
rlativey stable at gpproximately 90 between 1910 and 1940; however, the number of farmsin Inyo
County decreased more than 200 over the same period, duein part to LADWP land acquisitions. Asthe
number of farms decreased in Inyo County, the average Sze of farms increased from about 250 acres to
about 800 acres. At the same time, the average size of farmsin Mono County decreased an average of
about 50%. Irrigated acreage in both counties decreased 40-60% between 1910 and 1940.

Mono Basin Agriculture

Irrigated Lands along Diverted Tributaries. When LADWRP began acquiring land and water
rights in Mono Basin in 1912, agricultura activities in the basin revolved around sheep and caitle
production, as they do today, with sheep grazing being the primary activity. For the most part, sheep
operators based in Kern County would bring bands of sheep into the basin during summer monthsto graze
the high-country range.

Aerid photographs taken in 1929 show that water was being diverted from Gibbs, Lee Vining,
Waker, Parker, and Rush Creeks to irrigate pastures. The photographs show two diversions off Lee
Vining Creek, many diversons from Walker and Parker Creeks, and three diversons off Rush Creek.
These diversions probably occurred after 1915, when the first dam was built at Grant Lake reservoir.
Based on the 1929 aerid photographs, approximately 4,100 acres were irrigated from the four tributary
streams, including 1,100 acresirrigated from Gibbs and Lee Vining Creeks, 2,000 acresirrigated from the
Walker and Parker Creek drainages, and 1,000 acresirrigated from Rush Creek (Figure 3G-1). A portion
of the acreage irrigated from Rush Creek was|ocated east of what isnow U.S. Highway 395 (U.S. 395).
(Rawson 1990 [Court Testimony, Volume |, Streamflow].)

Property maps of the basin from 1934 show that irrigated acreage dong the diverted tributaries
remained relaively stable between 1929 and 1934, the years in which LADWP purchased most of its
water rights and land in the basin. The Cain Irrigation Company, which owned mos of the land dong
Walker, Parker, and Lee Vining Creeks, irrigated gpproximately 3,000 acres from these creeksin 1934,
which is gpproximately the same amount of acreage irrigated from these creeksin 1929.

Irrigation practicesin Mono Basin generaly conssted of flood irrigation of native grass meadows,
resulting in high per-acre water use relative to forage produced. During the 1920s, the Cain Irrigation
Company, the primary user of water from the four tributary streams, annudly applied as much as 6 acre-
feet (af) of water per acre in its production of native hay (Kahrl 1982), or as much as 43 & per acreto
diminatesagebrush (Vorster 1985), presumably because of the preponderance of highly permesbledluvid
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fan and pumice soilsinthe area. LADWP estimated that higtorical water use on the Cain Ranch varied
from5to 10 af per acreannually, with an average of gpproximately 7 af (Rawson 1990 [Court Testimony,
Volume I, Streamflow]).

Based on this estimate and the irrigated acreage estimates from the 1929 photographs,
approximately 7,700 af of irrigation water was annudly diverted from Lee Vining Creek, 14,000 af from
Waker and Parker Creeks, and 7,000 af from Rush Creek. Including stock water, an estimated 30,000
af of water was used annuadly from the four tributary streams before LADWP diversions began (Rawson
1990 [Court Testimony, Volume |, Streamflow]).

Other sourcesindicate that even more water may have been diverted for irrigation from the four
creeks than the amounts suggested by irrigated acreage estimates. According to irrigation data available
for various periods between 1923 and 1941, irrigation water application ratesmay haveranged from 4.2 af
per acre from Waker Creek to 30.3 af per acre from Rush Creek (Vorster pers. comm.). These data
indicate that irrigation diversions from the four creeks averaged approximately 49,000 af per year before
LADWRP diversons. The data show that an average of 4,050 acreswere irrigated from the four streams,
amilar to the acreage indicated by the aerial photographs from 1929.

Information concerning prediverson livestock production on land irrigated from Lee Vining,
Walker, Parker, and Rush Creeks is not available; however, forage production can be estimated based
onthe estimated average amount of acreage that was under irrigation and the current productivity of these
irrigated pastures. Forage production istypicaly measured by Anima Unit Months (AUMs). An AUM
is the amount of forage required by one cow and cdf or five sheep for 1 month, or gpproximately 800-
1,000 pounds of forage. LADWP currently estimates forage production of 4.5 AUMS per acre on good
irrigated pasture in Mono Basin (Anderson pers. comm.).

Asuming the irrigation of 4,100 acres, an estimated 18,500 AUMSs of forage was produced
annudly on pasturesirrigated by the four tributary streamsbefore LADWP diversonsbegan. Thisamount
of forage would support gpproximately 18,500 sheep for 5 months.

Mono Lake Margin. Little information is available concerning prediverson agricultura
productionnear themargin of Mono Lake. Cattleand sheepwere presumably grazed on naturdly irrigated
and dry rangeland surrounding the lake, especidly near established ranches such as the DeChambeau
Ranch on the northwestern edge of the lake and on the lower Cain Ranch located southwest of Mono
Lake.

Grazing dmogt certainly occurred aong the west Sde of the lake where tributary streamsresulted
in naturaly irrigated pastures down to the lake margin. During the 1880s and 1890s, 15 farms were
concentrated dong Mill Creek and 10 homesteads were developed on lower Lee Vining, Waker, and
Rush Creeks and aong the Mono Lake shoreline between the deltas of Rush and Lee Vining Creeks
(Fletcher 1987). Land dong the eastern edge of the lake has dways been relatively dry and has supported
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gndler livestock numbers. The eastern edge, however, was probably grazed by bands of migratory
domestic sheep during summer months.

Upper Owens River Agriculture

The upper end of Long Valey was homesteaded in 1896 by the Alpers family (Alpers pers.
comm.). Other families established homesteads in the area by the 1920s. Before 1940, dl the land dong
the Upper Owens River north of Lake Crowley reservoir wasin private, family ownership. Unlike Mono
Basin, where sheep production becamethe primary agriculturd activity, cattle production wasthe dominant
activity in the Upper Owens River basin. One family, however, ran sheep in the area until the 1950s
(J. Arcularius pers. comm.).

LADWP purchased private ranchland north of what is now Lake Crowley reservoir between
approximately 1927 and 1932, leaving four ranches further upstream in private ownership.

Hidoricdly, cattle were grazed in Long Vdley on pasturesirrigated from the Upper Owens River
and on adjacent private and public dry rangeland. Many ranchesin Long Vdley dso included land inthe
Bishop area, where cattle would be pastured for the winter.

No information has been located documenting agriculturd production in Long Vdley before
diversons from Mono Basin began. Pastures may have been irrigated more extensvely before purchase
by LADWP, but overd| terrain congtraintsand thelower streamflows unaugmented by Mono Basin exports
likely limited acreages irrigated from the Upper Owens River to amounts smilar to 1989. The number of
catle pasturedin Long Valey wasprobably greater prior to 1940 than today because grazing controlshave
been placed on users of LADWP land and adjacent federd land in leases and use permits. Additiondly,
cattle use of some private land is subordinated to fishery habitat enhancement where land is managed
primarily asfishing vacation resorts.

Land Ownership and Water Resour ce Development

Although most land in Mono and Inyo Countieswasiinitialy put to agriculturd and mining use, the
ared's abundant water resources derived from the high Sierra Nevada drew attention to the potentid for
hydrodectrica power generation and water supply for developing areas of Southern Cdifornia Land
purchase by utilities for acquigition of water rights began in the early years of this century. Resulting
changesin land ownership and use in the areas of concern by the beginning of LADWPs diversons are
described in this section.
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Federal Land and Water Policies

Settlersin the western United States could acquire free land under the Homestead Act of 1862,
and much of the land in the areas of concern owned by private parties or LADWP was firgt acquired by
homesteading of early settlers. To acquire land in this manner, settlers would make a clam on digible
federal land, submit an gpplication to the government land office, demondrate that they were actualy using
the land, obtain a survey meseting federd standards, and apply for a patent granting title to the land.

In the early 1900s, vacant public land in Mono County was gradudly withdrawn from
homesteading becausefederad management god sweredevel oped that wereincons stent with further private
land ownership. The southern half of Mono Basin was placed into the Sierra Forest Reserve in 1905, and
the remainder was gradudly withdrawn by Congress and the BLM between 1916 and 1931 to facilitate
water and power development. 1n 1931, Congress withdrew the remaining public lands in Mono Basin
from homesteading through Public Law 864 for the protection of the watershed supplying the City of Los
Angeles and for other purposes (Porter pers. comm.).

The decline of mining and the diverson of human resources for World War | reduced occupancy
of public land in Mono County, as much of the land entered under the Homestead A ct was vacated before
ownership was established.

Pursuant to the Reclamation Act of 1902, the federd government considered promoting and
subgdizing agricultura growthin Mono County through aU.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) water
resource development program. The program was subsequently abandoned, apparently becauseit would
have conflicted with LADWP'swater development plans. The scale and form such aprogram would have
taken in the area of concern is therefore unknown.

Early Water Resour ce Development for Power Production

By 1928, Southern Sierra Power Company (SSP) had acquired more than 11,000 acres of land
inMono County to facilitate the generation of power for export to Southern Caifornia. Five power plants
were congtructed on Rush, Mill, and Lee Vining Creeks between 1900 and 1928. One of the three Lee
Vining Creek plants was a a Ste downstream of LADWPs eventud (current) diversion facility.

In conjunction with the Nevada-California Power Company, SSP had established a plan to
accel erate agricultural settlement on lands proximateto its power transmission linesintheregiontoincrease
locd dectrica consumption primarily through pumping of groundwater for agriculturd irrigation (Chappell
pers. comm.).
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LADWP Acquisition of Mono Basin Land and Water Rights, 1913-1945

Intheearly 1900s, LADWP began planning for diversion of water fromMono Basinin conjunction
with plansfor power development in the gorge below Long Valey (Kahrl 1982).

LADWPs diversions from Mono Lake tributaries were preceded by the acquistion of land and
water rightsin the basin beginningin 1912-1913. Watersof thetributary streamswere being spread over
substantia areas of rangel and for purposesof pastureirrigation; water rightsweretherefore distributed over
large acreages. This stuation required LADWP to acquire large tracts of land in specific areas. Other
rights were needed to congtruct water export facilities and to affect the level of Mono Lake.

LADWP palicies for land acquisition were developed during acquisition of land and weter rights
inInyo County beginning in 1905. The policies were retained as LADWP expanded its operations north
into Mono County. Acquigtion policies at thet time, which remain valid today, require that:

# theland hasriparian or appropriative water rights or surface water of interest;
# theland, if developed, would affect existing city water gathering rights, and
# thepriceof theland isfair and reasonable (Wilson pers. comm.).

PlannedLand Acquistions. LADWP classfied lands and appurtenant water rights needed for
acquisition according to purpose in the Mono Basin water export project (Figure 3G-2) (Superior Court
1934). Thefirg fivedivisonspertained to lands having riparian or gppropriative water rightsto the streams
to be diverted. The sixth divison encompassed lands surrounding Mono Lake. The seventh divisonwas
to accommodate conveyance facilities, and the last two divisons were to accommodate diverson dams
and reservoir sites on Rush Creek. More specificdly, the divisions included:

# Divison 1 - land having water rights to Lee Vining Creek, including land with water rights
obtained by the Mono County Irrigation Company in 1915;

# Divison 2 - land having water rightsto Rush Creek, including land with water rights obtained
by Cain Irrigation Company and the Cdifornia-Nevada Cand Water and Power Company
in 1916;

# Divison 3 - land having water rights to Walker Creek;

# Divison 4 - land having water rightsto Parker Creek;

# Divison5- land having water rightsto Gibbs Canyon Creek (asdiverted to Horse Meadows);
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# Divison 6 - land having littord, riparian, or other rights that could be affected by the level of
Mono Lake, consdered to be aband around the lake approximately 1-1.5 mileswide, aswell
as Paoha and Negit Idands;

# Divison7 - land for which ownership or an easement for ingtdlation of the Lee Vining conduit
would be needed (this divison overlaps other divisons above);

# Divison 8 - land needed for a dam and reservoir at Grant Lake (much of this land was in
federal ownership); and

# Divison 9 - land needed for a dam and reservoir at Silver Lake on the June Lake Loop,
including atract of subdivided land.

Subsequently, publicland wasidentified for which subsurface construction rightswould be needed
to accommodate the Mono Craters Tunnel.

Actual Land Acquisitions. Severa means of acquiring necessary land and water rights in the
above areas were pursued by LADWP:

# purchase of private land from willing sdlers

# acquigtion of private land through condemnation proceedings, deriving from the City of Los
Angeles power of eminent domain;

# withdrawd of public landsfrom future homesteading by federal agencies, to preclude conflicts
with additiond private landownersin the future;

# acquidtion of permits for rights-of-way on federd public land; and

# acquistionof publicland ownership under 49 Stat. 1892 for lands serving "' necessary purposes
of sad city", subject to such afinding by the Secretary of the Interior.

Figure 3G-3 depicts the prediversion pattern of land ownership in Mono Basin that resulted from
LADWPsland acquistions.

Private Land Purchase. Approximately 3,000 acres were acquired through purchase
from willing buyers before subsequent condemnation proceedings were initiated in 1930. The perceived
inevitability of trandfers of land to LADWP, however, may have increased the amount of private land
"willingly" sold.

Private Land Condemnation. 1n 1930, LADWP undertook condemnation proceedings
to acquire remaining private land and water rights in Mono Basn that the city deemed necessary for its
purposes. A tota of 62 private property owners and 16 corporate owners were summoned to court,
including banks holding foreclosed property and irrigation and power companies.
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Much of the land sought through condemnation belonged to SSP and its associates. During the
proceedings, LADWP agreed with SSP to purchase most of their property while not affecting SSP'srights
to continued power generation. LADWP was thus able to purchase over 9,500 acres and obtain water
rights to an additional 1,800 acresin Mono Basin. The SSP powerplant on Rush Creek and two of the
plantson Lee Vining Creek could continue operation. Thethird plant on Lee Vining creek, located below
the proposed LADWP diversion, was to be abandoned for power-generating purposes when the city
began diversons.

SSP dso offered to assgnto LADWP land that had been optioned by private partiesfor purchase
by SSP. An additiond 3,100 acres were acquired in this manner. Seven ownerships ranging from 160
to 760 acresin Sze were involved. Throughout the proceedings, LADWP negotiated sales with severa
individua landowners, terminating portions of the litigation. Approximatdy 13,000 acres (Figure 3G-3)
were so acquired.

IN1937, 7 yearsafter the condemnation proceedingswereinitiated, the Aitkin casewas closed and
LADWP was awarded purchase rights to several additiona properties at court-specified vaues.
Subsequently, LADWP declined to purchase some of them. Much land originaly sought remained in
private hands, particularly dong the perimeter of Mono Lake (Figure 3G-3).

Withdrawals of Public Land from Homesteading. Some public land near Mono Lake
was withdrawn from entry by homesteaders by the BLM both to facilitate water and power devel opment
and, for someland, specificdly at the request of LADWP. Thisland, shown of Figure 3G-3, remained in
public ownership.

Acquistion of Public Land Rights. In 1937, LADWP acquired specid-use permits
from USFS and BLM for rights-of-way on federa land for the Mono Basin agueduct and appurtenances.

IN1945, LADWP submitted two applicationsunder 49 Stat. 1892 (noted previoudy) to thefederal
government requesting purchase of thisland and nearly 24,000 acres of additiona federd land for various
purposes related to operation of the Los Angeles aqueduct system in both Mono Basin and the Owens
River basin. Thisland entailed reservoir and dam sites, adjacent land that could affect water qudlity, water
trestment Sites, adisposa sStefor wastefrom the Mono Craterstunnd, land littora to Mono Lake, and land
riparian to Lee Vining and Rush Creeks. LADWP wanted ownership of this land because, although
withdrawn, it could be opened to homesteading again in the future.

After areview lagting nearly 9 months, the Senate Committee on Locad Governmenta Agencies
denied LADWP's request, stating that fee title (ownership) was not necessary and the city could
successfully operate with easements, rights-of-way, and other commitments from the government
(Cdifornia Senate Commitee on Loca Governmenta Agencies 1945).
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Acquistion of Appropriative Water Rights. In 1940, the City of Los Angeles was granted
permits by the State of Cdlifornia alowing the appropriation of the flows from Rush, Lee Vining, Parker,
and Waker Creeksinto its newly constructed Mono Basin export system. Limited capacity of the Los
Angees aqueduct downstream prevented full appropriation of Mono Basin waters for many years. By
1970, however, the agueduct system had been expanded, and full diverson during periods of average
runoff became common.

In 1974, SWRCB issued licenses confirming the city's right to divert water from the Mono Lake
tributaries. From 1974 until 1989, the city annudly exported an average of 83,000 af of water from Mono
Basn.

LADWP Acquidtion of Landsand Water Rightsalong the Upper Owens River

In the prediversgon period, private land along the Upper Owens River was used principaly for
cattle grazing, as previoudy discussed in the "Agriculture’ section. Some private owners aso established
fishing ranches on their properties as described in Chapter 3J, "Recreation Resources'.

By acquiring ownership of private land aong the river, LADWP hoped to guarantee that
conveyance of Mono Basin waters viathe Upper Owens River would not be hampered. Severa parcels,
congging of nearly 7,800 acres or nearly 65% of the private land in the area (Figure 3G-4), were
purchased from private owners, including an individua who, knowing LADWP's interests, had been
purchasing land severd years before the above-described condemnation action was initiated.

During the condemnation action, LADWP had not yet determined thelocation of theMono Craters
Tunnd, s0 the other privately held parcels dong the river were not sought through the condemnation
process (Superior Court 1934). The testimony provided by LADWP in the Aitken Case indicated that
additional properties in the Owens Valey would be identified for acquisition later, but additiona
acquisitions never occurred and additiona condemnation proceedings were never undertaken.

Effectsof Land Acquisition by LADWP

No substantia changes in use of acquired land appear to have resulted from LADWP's land
acquisitions; however, theintengty of agriculturd production in Mono Basin changed with variationsin the
amounts of water availablefor irrigation of LADWP properties. LADWP's policy alowed former owners
to lease back properties for activities that would not disturb LADWPswater procurement (Verble 1989,
Wilsonpers. comm.). The amount of acreage dlowed by LADWPto beirrigated by lessees varied each
year due to runoff levels and LADWP's export needs. A tota of about 3,000 acres was irrigated from
streams supplying the aqueduct until the mid-1960s, when irrigation of lands east of U.S. 395 was
diminated by LADWP. Irrigated acreage hastotaled gpproximately 2,000 acresin recent years. Irrigation
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water gpplications have aso varied from 0 to 11 thousand acre-feet (TAF) on acquired lands, averaging
an estimated 8 TAF over this period.

Commerce and other uses of other land in Mono Basin and Upper Owens River basin dso were
litle affected by LADWP's land acquistions. This Stuation resulted primarily because many privady
owned parcels were not acquired by LADWP and, as noted, agriculture on LADWP-acquired land
changed little. This Stuation wasin contrast to eventsin Inyo County, where LADWP purchase of lands
and water rights|ed to substantia reductionsinirrigation, the departure of former occupants, and therefore
an overd| declinein loca commercid activity.

The town of Lee Vining was little affected by the land acquisitions. At thistime, Lee Vining
encompassed approximately 16 acres. A substantia portion of the Lee Vining townste was located on
USFSland that wasleased by res dents and merchants on arenewable annua basis, and theseleaseswere
not affected by LADWP procurement of lands. (California Senate Committee on Loca Governmenta
Agencies 1945.) The Lee Vining townste has since passed to private ownership.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Sour ces of Information

Agriculturd land use and production is derived from production information compiled by the Inyo-
Mono Department of Agriculture and discussions with ranch owners, livestock managers, and BLM and
LADWP gaff responsible for rangeland management. Land use policies and practices of Mono County,
LADWRP, and USFS are reported as described by responsible personnel and relevant policy documents.

Agriculture

Agricultural Land Use and Production in Mono County

Mogt agriculturd land usesin Mono County are dedicated to the production of livestock feed and
forage crops, including dfafahay, irrigated pasture, and dryland grazing (Table 3G-2). Thesethreecrops
accounted for an estimated 98% of Mono County's harvested acreage in 1989. The data presented in
Table 3G-2 indicate that amounts of irrigated pasturein the county haveincreased subgtantialy since 1974,
however, much of this change is due to irrigated pastures on federd lands being included in this category
beginning in 1979. Amounts of irrigated pasture in the county probably changed little between 1974 and
1989.
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Irrigated pasture accounted for 36% of harvested agriculturd land in the county at the point of
reference in 1989; dry grazing land accounted for 58% of dl agriculturd land in the same year.

Livestock production, by far the largest agricultura activity in Mono County, increased nearly in
proportion to the increase in acreage dedicated to feed and forage crops between 1974 and 1989. The
number of cattle and calves produced in the county doubled from 1974 to 1989, increasing from amost
5,000 to nearly 10,000 head of cattle (Table 3G-3). Whilelivestock production increaseswere substantia
over thisperiod, al theincreasesoccurred inthefirst 5 years of the 15-year period (1974-1979); livestock
production actualy declined between 1979 and 1989.

Mono Basin Agriculture

Patterns of Use. About 79% of theland in Mono County isin public ownership (USFS 1989a).
Within Mono Basin, the percentage of land in public ownership, including federd, state, and LADWPland,
iseven higher. Exduding the lake surface, 95% of the land within the Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic
Areaisin public ownership (USFS 1989a). Because of the smal amount of private land within the basin,
most agriculture occurs on land leased from LADWP or used through permits issued USFS or BLM.

Livestock production isthe dominant agricultura activity within Mono Basin. Sheep and cettleare
grazed within the basin during summer months, very little livestock remain in the basin year round because
of adverse weather conditions. Mogt livestock operations are based elsewhere, including Inyo and Kern
Counties, Cdifornia, and Nevada.

Typicdly, Mono Basin sheep operatorstruck animalsfrom south to north, and from low eevations
to high devationsfollowing the growth of forageplants. Thisusudly includeswinter and early spring grazing
in the lower San Joaquin Vdley and Mojave Desart; late soring and summer grazing on LADWP, USFS,
and BLM landsin Mono Bagn; and fal grazing in the Owens Vdley. This rotation incorporates forage
produced by private properties in the San Joaquin Valey and forage produced by federal and LADWP
propertiesin Mono Basin.

L evels of Use. The number of sheep and cattle brought into the basin each summer varies based
onanumber of factors, including relative forage availability in the basin, water availability, livestock prices,
and operation-specific factors. Four sheep companies and one cattle company use most of the grazing
lands within Mono Bagin.

The agriculturd productivity of Mono Basin can best be judged in terms of itsforage production.
Forage availability and livestock use associated with grazing land are measured and controlled by LADWP
and federa agencies according to the number of anima unit months (AUM) produced and dlowed to be
harvested by livestock per acre of land.
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Edtimated forage production within the area of concern during norma water availability years
averages about 20,500 AUMS, including about 9,100 AUMs associated with federa grazing dlotments
and about 11,400 AUM s associated with LADWP properties (Tables 3G-4 and 3G-5). A small amount
of forage is produced by private properties in Mono Basin. Approximately 86% of production on
LADWP land isfrom pastures irrigated by the diverted tributary streams; the remainder is from dryland
grazing. Irrigation occursfrom April through October, with most of theirrigation occurring during the May-
August period.

LADWP Land. Land aong the diverted tributaries owned by LADWP was leased in 1989 to
two sheep operations: the Mono Sheep Company and the Inyo Sheep Company. (The Mono Sheep
Company was bought by the Inyo Sheep Company in 1991.) Leasescover al-year period, with thelease
year spanning April 1 through March 30. Lease arrangements may be terminated at the end of any lease
period but are normaly offered to existing lesseesfor renewd. Thetwo current lesseeswithin Mono Basin
have leased this land for many years. (Anderson pers. comm.)

Land leased by LADWP for grazing purposes is classfied according to irrigability and forage
productivity, with associated AUMs and lease rates per AUM. The productivity of LADWPS irrigable
land in the basin ranges from 1.5 t0 4.5 AUMs per acre. Adjacent dry grazing land produces from 0.05
to 0.125 AUMS per acre.

The application of water not to exceed 5 af per acre during theirrigation season isalowed on land
classfied asirrigable; however, according to the structure of itsleases, LADWP may decrease or suspend
the dlowablewater applicationratea any time. Irrigablelandisreclassfied (cdled a"dry finding") if water
is not avallable to serve the city's need during agiven year because of dry conditions (c.f. LADWP mode
lease).

Mono Sheep Company. The Mono Sheep Company, based in Barstow, leases over
5,800 acresin Mono Basin from LADWP for the grazing of sheep. Leased land islocated in three areas
of the basin, including nearly 2,800 acresin the Horse Meadow/Lee Vining area, about 1,850 acres near
the northwest corner of Mono Lake, and nearly 1,200 acres near the northeast corner of the lake.

As shown by Table 3G-4, dlowable grazing use of LADWP land leased by the Mono Sheep
Company isabout 2,000 AUMSs, with 76% derived from 440 acres of irrigated land and 24% contributed
by the more than 5,000 acres of dry rangeland. The Mono Sheep Company's operation included
gpproximately 3,000 sheep in 1989 (lturriria pers. comm.).

During norma water availability years, andin 1989, the Mono Sheep Company irrigates 149 acres
from creeks diverted by LADWP and creeks tributary to the diverted creeks in the basin. Based on the
5 & per acre maximum irrigation rate specified in the lease, irrigation during norma years would result in
the annua use of 745 af of water from these creeks. The Mono Sheep Company irrigates 28 acresin
Upper Horse Meadow and 31 acres in Lower Horse Meadow from Gibbs Creek (a tributary to Lee
Vining Creek) through the Horse Meadow Diversion. Another 90 acresareirrigated along U.S. 395 south
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of Lee Vining through the Gibbs Siphon release and two sandtrap releases from water diverted from Lee
Vining Creek.

Allowable grazing use of theseirrigated pasturesis4.5 AUMs per acre. Pasturesirrigated by the
Mono Sheep Company from Lee Vining and Gibbs Creek produce atotal of 670 AUMs during normal
precipitation years. (Anderson pers. comm.)

I nyo Sheep Company. Thelnyo Sheep Company, basedin Oildale, Kern County, leases
nearly 9,900 acresin Mono Basin from LADWRP for sheep grazing. Almost dl of this acreage islocated
on the Cain Ranch on both sides of U.S. 395 southwest of Mono Lake and south of Gibbs Canyon. As
shown in Table 3G-4, LADWP classified over 1,800 acres for irrigation; remaining acreage is classfied
for dryland range. Based on the maximum irrigation rate of 5 af per acre specified in the lease, irrigation
during norma water availahility years resultsin the use of about 9.2 TAF of water from tributary creeks.

Property leased by LADWP to the Inyo Sheep Company produces nearly 9,400 AUMSs during
normd years, with theirrigated land accounting for 89% of thistota (Table 3G-4). In 1989, adry finding
was made on 335 acres of irrigable land because of drought conditions, reducing totd AUMs dlowed by
the lease to about 8,300. All of the land irrigated under thelease to the Inyo Sheep Company arelocated
west of U.S. 395 and areirrigated from the Farrington Siphon located on the aqueduct between LeeVining
and Walker Creeks, and from diversons from Walker and Parker Creeks. (The Inyo Sheep Company
a s0 has accessto one BLM range dlotment and three USFS alotments within the basin, with tota forage
production of 3,987 AUMSs.

The Inyo Sheep Company was established in 1938. The number of sheep included in the
company's operation have declined from approximately 20,000 in 1940, to 14,000 in 1970 &fter the
second barrel of the aqueduct became operational, and to 10,500 by 1989. Sheep are taken to the Cain
Ranch area by late April and are rotated among pastures a the Cain Ranch and federd dlotmentsin the
Mono Basin areauntil late September or October. Ewes are then transported to Bakersfield to lamb, and
the sheep are generdly kept in the Bakerdidd area until late April. When pasture and dry grazing forage
are scarce, sheep are grazed on leased dfdfafiedsin Mono, Inyo, and Kern Counties. Lambs are sold
in spring to daughterhousesin Dixon, Cdifornia; Colorado; and Texas. (Iturriria pers. comm.)

Importance of LADWP Land. Landleased by LADWPto livestock operatorsin Mono
Basin represent a substantial amount of the agricultura productivity of the basin. Together, land leased to
the Mono and Inyo Sheep Companies produce approximately 11,400 of the 20,500 AUMSs produced in
Mono Basin from diversions of 11 TAF/yr. The 2,284 acres of irrigated pasture leased to the two
companies accounted for about 4% of the irrigated pasture in Mono County in 1989.

Federal and Other Public Land. Mogt of the land along the margin of Mono Lake is federd
public land managed by USFS. Small parcels of private land are distributed around the lake, with the
greatest concentration of privateland dong thewest shore. Asmentioned previoudy, LADWPaso owns
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land dong the southwest and northwest margin of the lake. Sheep and cattle are grazed around the [ake
on much of thisland.

RelictedLand. Some dryland grazing occurs on the relicted land, or land that has been
exposed by the declining level of Mono Lake snce LADWP diversonsbegan. Rdicted land lies between
elevation 6,417 feet and the daily fluctuating lake level. Based on the point-reference (6,376.3 feet) lake
elevation, gpproximately 14,100 acres of this land have been exposed since 1941. Approximately 43%
of the relicted land is vegetated, primarily with bulrush and sdtgrass. Rdicted land is managed both by
USFS and the DPR through a memorandum of understanding (MOU) (USFS 1989).

Grazing on relicted land is prohibited by USFS as part of its management of the Mono Basin
Nationa Forest Scenic Areaand by DPR. Therélicted land, however, borders grazed public and private
land, and unauthorized grazing on redlicted land may occur. Reicted land is fenced off dong the
northeastern and eastern edge of the lake, but other relicted land is not separated from adjacent land by
fendng.

Public Land Allotments. Range dlotments managed by USFS and BLM ring Mono
Lake and include substantial acreages. Among these dlotments, six are located adjacent to Mono Lake
and five are located west and south of the lake. Eight dlotments are partialy included within the Mono
Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Areaand extend beyond onto adjacent land. Allotments often include both
federd and nonfederd (private or LADWP) land that is managed together.

Allotments extending onto Nationd Forest land are managed by USFS. The ax dlotments that
extend onto BLM land are managed cooperatively under 21985 MOU between USFSand BLM. Table
3G-5 ligs the dlotments within Mono Basin and the agency managing each alotment.

Forage production on federd land range from 0.125 to 0.020 AUMSs per acre on shrub range;
production on irrigated meadows range from 1.0 to 4.0 AUMs per acre (Primosch pers. comm.).
Approximately 9,275 AUMsof forage aredlowed to be grazed on the 10 dlotmentswithinthearea(Table
3G-5). All but one of the alotmentsis grazed by sheep; the Mono Sand Fat alotment is grazed by cow-
cdf pars.

Grazing permitsrun for 10 years and are usudly renewed if the permittee wishesto continue using
an dlotment. An dlotment istied to its base property (private property owned by the permittee) or the
livestock that use an dlotment associated with leased land. If the base property issold, the allotment permit
isusualy offered to the new owner. Inthe case of an dlotment tied to leased land, the alotment would
likely be offered to the buyer of the lessee's livestock.

Analotment isconsdered vacated if it isnot used by the permittee over a4-year period or if anew
owner of base property or livestock does not choose to use an dlotment. Vacated alotments may be
offered to a new permittee, withdrawn from use by the managing agency, or reoffered with new use
conditions. (Primosch pers. comm.)
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The USFS management plan for the M ono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Area(USFS1989b) cdlls
for theclosing of grazing alotmentswithin the scenic areawhen permits are waived back to the government
and when there is no qualified purchaser of elther permitted livestock or base property belonging to the
current permittee.

Asshownin Table 3G-5, theInyo Sheep Company isapermittee on four dlotmentswithinthearea
of concern. The Inyo Sheep Company controlsthe Horse Meadow, Mono Mills|, June Lake, and Alger
Lake dlotments. Together, the alotments produce nearly 4,000 AUMs of harvestable forage.

Aggregate ForageUtilization by thel nyoand M ono Sheep Companies. ThelnyoandMono
Sheep Companies, utilizing both LADWP land and about 49% of the productivity of federa dlotments,
account for 77% of the livestock forage utilization in Mono Badin.

Upper Owens River Agriculture

Land ownership dong the Upper OwensRiver isdivided among private parties, LADWP, and the
federal government. Withinthe study ares, four private landowners operate cattle ranchesin the northwest
portionof the study area (Figure 1-4), and three ranchersleaseland from LADWP north of Lake Crowley
reservoir. At least three of the private landowners operate sportfishing facilities in addition to caitle
ranches.

Few cattlestay inLong Valley year round because of adversewesather conditions. Cattleoperators
graze ther cattle on land a lower devations, usudly in the Bishop area, during winter and early spring
months. They truck them to Long Vdley in May and graze them until October or November. All but one
of the cattle operations a ong the Upper Owens River are cow-caf operations. Calves produced by these
operaions are usudly sold to locd buyers a weights ranging from 500 to 600 pounds. The animds are
then typicdly shipped to Kern County for finishing.

Pasturesin the area of concern are irrigated from both the Upper Owens River and Hot Creek,
and dry rangeland also isused. Irrigation patterns are generdly amilar to those of Mono Basin, dthough
the net evapotrangpiration is higher; irrigation typicaly occurs from April through September, pegking in
June and July. During anormd water availability year, amaximum of about 17 TAF isdiverted and about
11 TAF is consumed for irrigation of this land.

Forage production from the combined use of private, LADWP, and federd grazing land dong the
Upper Owens River totas about 14,000 AUMs during normal water availability years (Tables 3G-6, 3G-
7, and 3G-8).

Private Land. Four private properties, used for cattle and fishing operations, are located adong
the Upper Owens River in the northwest portion of Long Valey near the East Portd. All except the
Owens River Ranchand aportion of the John Arcularius Ranch are downstream of the East Portd. These
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properties contain gpproximately 3,080 acres, including an estimated 1,350 acresirrigated from the Upper
Owens River. Three of the properties aso control adjacent federa grazing alotments.

The four landowners have riparian water rightsthat alow them to use acorreative share of natura
streamflow for reasonable beneficia uses. An estimated maximum of 6.7 TAF of Upper Owens River
sreamflow is annudly diverted, and 4.3 TAF is consumed, for irrigation of this land during periods of
norma runoff, based on estimated evapotranspiration rates in this area (Table 3A-9). (The difference
betweenthesetwo amountsisirrigation runoff and percolation that returnto theriver.) Upper OwensRiver
streamflow effects of theseand LADWPsirrigationsdiversons are described in Chapter 3A, "Hydrology™
(Table 3A-9).

Production on private land in the Long Vdley study area is difficult to estimate because forage
harvesting by cattleis not managed or regulated by public agencies. Theamount of land being irrigated and
the AUMSs produced on the private land are not carefully documented by landowners. In addition, the
number of cattle sold by ranches using private land does not provide a good measure of the productivity
of thisland because cattle are grazed on land outside of the area of concern for much of the year.

Average current production on private land aong the Upper Owens River, expressed in AUMSs
of forage, was estimated assuming 3 AUMSs of forage production per acre onirrigated land and 0.1 AUM
per acreon dry grazing land. These production rates were based on rates used by BLM and LADWPfor

evauating the carrying capacity of grazing properties.

As shown in Table 3G-6, an estimated 4,200 AUMs of forage are produced annudly on this
private land, or about 30% of the total production in the Upper Owens River basin. Land irrigated from
the Upper Owens River accountsfor morethan 95% of theforage produced on thefour private properties.
Nearly 93% of the production is from the three ranches downstream of the East Portdl.

LADWP Land. LADWPownsal theland aong the Upper OwensRiver downstream of thefour
private ranches to Lake Crowley reservoir. These properties are leased to three cattle companies with
cow-calf operations. AsinMono Basin, irrigation and livestock use of leased properties are regulated by
LADWP.

LADWP land accounts for about 53% of the forage produced in the Upper Owens River basin.
About 9,400 acres of land leased by LADWP produce over 7,400 AUMSs of forage, with 86% of the
forage produced on about 2,000 irrigated acres (Table 3G-7). About 470 acres are currently irrigated
from the Upper Owens River, and 1,535 acres are irrigated from Hot Creek. During anormad year, an
estimated maximum 2.4 TAF of Upper Owens River streamflow is annudly diverted and 1.5 TAF is
consumed from the Upper Owens River for irrigation (with the difference returning to theriver), while 7.7
TAF and 4.9 TAF are diverted (maximum) and consumed, respectively, from Hot Creek.
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The actud amount of irrigated acreage may change during years when flows in the Upper Owens
River arereduced dueto drought conditionsor reduced exportsfrom Mono Basin (Table 3A-9). LADWP
leases dipulate anirrigation rate of 5 af per acre on land designated for irrigation; however, the rate was
reduced to 4.5 af per acre for the 1991 |ease year.

The J& L Livestock Company typicaly irrigates about 470 acres from the Upper Owens River.
About 1,500 acres areirrigated by Cashbaugh Ranch and 4J Cattle Company using water diverted from
Hot Creek. The 4J Cattle Company irrigated pasture from a meander of the Upper Owens River prior
to 1989, but reduced flows in the river snce then have reduced their ability to irrigate from the Upper
Owens River (Johns pers. comm.).

All three cattle companies have grazing access to other nearby properties, including federa
dlotments and private properties. During norma water years, the three cattle companies run atota of
approximately 2,350 cow-caf pairs and 500 replacement heifers, and annualy sell approximately 1,550
500-pound calves. Cavesaretypicaly soldto abuyer based in Bakersfidd, wherethe calves are shipped
for finishing. (lturriria, Cashbaugh, Johns pers. comms))

Public Land Allotments. Most of the private landowners and LADWP |essees ad ong the Upper
Owens River control federd grazing alotments adjacent to their primary properties (Table 3G-7). These
dlotments are critica components of the grazing operations. Cettle are moved from irrigated pastures on
private and leased land to dry grazing land on federa alotments throughout summer to maximize the use
of available forage. Forage production on the six alotmentstotals nearly 2,500 AUMS, or about 17% of
the total forage production in the Upper Owens River basin.

Land and Water Resour ce Owner ship and Use

Land Use Changes during the Diversion Period

During the diversion period, land in Mono Basin and dong the Upper Owens River continued to
retain itsrurd character. With the steedy growth in tourism aong the east Side of the Sierra Nevada, the
town of Lee Vining and rurd residency continued to grow dowly. The town's role as a gateway to
Yosemite Nationa Park became more prominent as vidtation there increased, while a significant
recregtiond-residentia center developed dong the June Lake Loop. The regiona population increased
and trangportation facilities expanded and became more dependable, decreasing the areasisolation.

Land ownership changed little during much of the diverson period. LADWP did not actively
pursue further land and water rights acquisitions during this period, dthough the southern hdf of Paoha
Idand was acquired.
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The most ggnificant land ownership change was the recent acquigition of private land within the
boundaries of the Mono Basin Nationd Forest Scenic Areaby the USFSwhen private ownersarewilling.
Land exchange for other USFS land, which may be facilitated by the intermediate purchase by a third
party, isthe most common acquisition procedure. Appropriated funds can aso sometimes be obtained
after alengthy process. Sinceits creation, the scenic areahas been expanded by over 2,000 acresthrough
private land acquistions. Management of the Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Areaisdescribed ina
subsequent section.

Figures 3G-5 and 3G-4 present the ownership of land at the point of reference in Upper Owens
River basin and Mono Basin, respectively.

Town of LeeVining. Thetown of LeeVining continued to expand asthe only commercid center
in the basin. Retall stores, lodging, restaurants, and gas stations serve the town resdents, surrounding
areas, and recregtiond vistorspassing through. A USFSranger station for theMono Lake Ranger Didtrict
was developed dong Lee Vining Creek about 2 miles upstream of the town dong the Tioga Pass Road
inthe 1960s, and the new Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic AreaVisitor Center opened at an overlook
near the edge of town in 1992.

The town has now expanded to include essentidly dl the developable land owned by private
parties. A lack of sufficient suitable housng in Lee Vining is considered directly linked to the reluctance
of LADWP to develop or lease for development its land next to the town. (Mitchedl pers. comm.)

L akeshore. Theperimeter of the prediversion lake continuesto beamixture of private, LADWP,
and federa land supporting relatively low levels of activity condgsting of dispersed housing, grazing
(discussed previoudy), and dispersed recreation associated with the lake (see Chapter 3J, "Recreation
Resources’). During the diverson period, LADWP increased its ownership of lakeshore land by
purchasng the southern haf of Paohaldand after an offer of sdlewasmade. Otherwise, LADWP did not
pursue further land acquisitions during the diversion period.

Over this period, arestaurant and afew lodging accommodations expanded or developed aong
U.S. 395 around the west Side of the lake. Inthe early 1960s, a brine shrimp harvesting and processing
fadility was condructed inthisarea. Thissmdl facility processesMono Lake brine shrimp for fish food and
utilizes aminor portion of the annua shrimp production of the lake.

As the lake has drawndown by the diversions, approximately 14,000 acres of lakebed have
emerged as noted previoudy. After adjudication, it was determined that "relicted” land downdope of
federa land isfederd public land and land downd ope of private or LADWP land isstate public land. This
land is now managed by the Inyo Nationa Forest and by DPR for the State Lands Commission. Thisland
serves as habitat and is used only for nonintrusive public recreation activities.
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Other Mono Basin Areas. Aridland east of the Sierra Nevada continues to serve principaly
as rangdand with gradudly increasing dispersed recrestion uses, as managed by BLM and USFS. Small
pumice and gravel mining operations have continued to operate on federd and LADWP land in Pumice
Vadleyto support loca construction and road-building activities. Onegrave pit, a Caltrans operation now
terminated, was |ocated along the dewatered bed of Parker Creek, east of U.S. 395. The other islocated
adong Rush Creek near the confluence of Parker Creek. The pumice mine is next to the town of Lee
Vining. Quarries are aso present at Black Point and east of the Mono Craters.

Forested land on the east dope of the SerraNevada, proximateto Y osemite Nationa Park, have
been increasingly managed for recregtiond and wildlife values, dthough logging and grazing occurred in
certain locations. Higher-elevations above the area of concern are now managed to preserve wilderness
vauesunder provisonsof the Wilderness Act of 1964. Power has continued to be produced by Southern
Cdifornia Edison at SSP hydrod ectric plantsdescribed previoudy, and two smdl hydroe ectric plantshave
been proposed below the Edison powerhouses on Mill and Lee Vining Creeks.

Along thetributary streams south and southwest of thelake, nationd forest land predominateswith
subgtantid private holdings. Along the June Lake Loop, extensve second home devel opment occurred
on subdivided lots. An apine ski hill was developed. A private owner seeking to augment recreationa
fadlities at June Lake continues to exchange private land acquired in the Mono Basin Nationd Forest
Scenic Areafor USFS land near June Lake that would not otherwise be available for development.

Upper OwensRiver Basin. Land dong the Upper OwensRiver continuesto be used exclusively
for agriculturd and recreationd activities. Cattle grazing and recreationd fishing have been supplemented
by atrout-raisng enterprise at the OwensValey Ranch. Thelandownership pattern has not changed since
LADWRP purchased property in the 1930s.

Management of LADWP Land

Character of Land. LADWPs land ownership (Figure 3G-4) can be divided into severd
geographic aress.

Land adjacent to the Town of Lee Vining. Approximately 90 acres of undeveloped
LADWP land lie on the terrace adjacent to the town of Lee Vining. Thesearereadily accessed from U.S.
395, and consist of nearly level, sagebrush-scrub, undevel oped terrain. Thisland has been excluded from
the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area. No undeveloped private land is present (Mitche pers.
comm.).

Land South of Mono Lake. This land includes the lakeshore near the mouth of Lee
Vining Creek, the Rush Creek bottomland, the sparsely vegetated flats of Pumice Vdley, and the Cain
Ranchaong the diverted tributary streams. Thetota ownership isabout 12,500 acres. Accessisby U.S.
395, paved County Road 120 to South TufaGrove, the gravel ed county road near thelake, the paved June
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Lake Loop Road, and unsurfaced roads at Cain Ranch. Terrain and vegetation vary condderably, but
large areas of gently doping ground are present. Thediverted tributary streams crossthis ownership, and,
until recently, a substantial acreage wasiirrigated from the diverson sysem. Nearly hdf of this property
lies within the Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Area.

LandintheNorthwest Corner of MonoL ake. LADWPIlandsconsst of gpproximately
1,200 acres of gently doping, sagebrush-scrub land bisected by U.S. 395 and a paved road connecting
the highway to the County Park at DeChambeau Creek, Mono Vista Spring, and land northwest of Black
Point. Thisland lies entirdy within the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area.

Other Land around Mono Lake. Nearly 1,200 acres belonging to LADWP are
scattered in Sx parcelsaround the perimeter of Mono Lake, in addition to approximately 700 acresowned
on the southern half of Paoha Idand. Springs occur on severd of these properties. One parcd is
accessible by a paved highway; the remainder are served by the unimproved, four-whed drive road that
crclesthelake. Theidandisonly accessibleby boat. All thislandisgently doping, sagebrush-scrub land,
except for severd marshes.

Land alongtheUpper OwensRiver. LADWP ownsapproximately 7,500 acresof land
aong the Upper Owens River north of Lake Crowley reservoir (north of the southern tier of sectionsin
T3S, R29E). Mot of thisland isirrigated meadowland used for grazing, athough sagebrush-scrub land
isaso present. Accessisby graveled and dirt USFSroads. Along the river floodplain and approaching
the reservoir, much of the land is nearly level and has shalow groundwater.

Land Management Activitiesduring the Diversion Period. LADWP's diversons beganin
1940 after congtruction of small diverson damson LeeVining, Parker, and Waker Creeks; aconduit from
LeeVining Creek tying these diversonsto Grant Lake on Rush Creek; adam on Rush Creek substantialy
enlarging Grant Lake; and a conduit and tunnel through the Mono Craters to the Upper Owens River.
Exports to the Upper Owens River began afew months later in 1941.

Operation of the water export system changed the operation of local irrigetion diversions, such as
a Cain Ranch. The aggregate effect of the changes on locd use of LADWP's land was not grest, as
previoudy discussed, and thisland remained irrigated and in livestock forage production (see " Agriculture”
above).

In 1970, LADWP added a second barrd to the aqueduct between Owens Valley and Los
Angeles, dlowing asgnificant increasein diversonsfrom Mono Basin. No sgnificant changesin land use
were caused by construction of the project, but the increased export capacity was utilized by decreasing
irrigationof themore permeableareasof PumiceValey. Inparticular, irrigation ceased on a695-acre area
(Winsor pers. comm.) east of U.S. 395 adjacent to the South Tufa Road (Figure 3G-1). Thisacreageis
currently reverting to sagebrush scrub habitat.
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Land Management Policiesduring the Diversion Period. LADWP's primary mandatesare
to procure water for the City of Los Angeles, protect its water rights, and ensure the qudity of the water
procured. Other LADWRP objectivesinclude administering assetsin away that iscost-effectivefor thecity,
maintaning historica resources, permitting compatible land uses including livestock production and
dispersed recregtion, and cultivating cooperative relaionships with locd communities. Uses by locd
communitiesthat would not conflict with other objectives are favorably considered. (Wilson pers. comm.,
Verble 1989.)

During the diversion period, LADWP's policy was to keep acquired ranch land in ranching use.
Livestock grazing and afafa production were considered uses compatible with maintenance of water
qudlity if chemicds were not employed (Verble 1989). Other than agricultural reductions associated with
protecting range resources and attributabl e to opening of the second aqueduct barrel previoudy noted, this
effort was successful. (Wilson pers. comm.)

LADWP hasdso pursued apolicy of alowing dispersed recreationd day usesonitsacquired land.
It has required its ranch lessees to keep at least 75% of the leased land open for low-impact dispersed
recreational use. Land isnot available, however, for camping, campfires, or off-road vehicleuse. (Wilson
pers. comm., Verble 1989).

Land Ownership Policies. After diversons began, LADWP determined that further purchases
of land in Mono Basin and Upper Owens River basin were unnecessary. LADWP has made occasiond
purchases of land such as Paoha Idand, however, to accommodate private owners otherwise unable to
&l land. This policy wasfirst gpplied to commercid propertiesin Inyo County in the 1930s.

LADWP had determined earlier that digposal of some commercid lots and other town lots, most
of which were located in Inyo County, would be appropriate. The Los Angeles City Charter dictates
circumstances under which LADWP may dispose of land. Water rights cannot be sold unless mandated
by atwo-thirds vote of the citizens of Los Angdles. All water and minerd rights must be retained by the
city, and easements for al existing facilities must be required. (Verble 1989.)

In 1945, the city attorney interpreted the city charter to imply that sales and leases of LADWP
property must be put up for competitive bid. Loca citizens, fearful that they would |ose accessto property
they were leasing, prompted the Sate legidature to pass an act requiring the city to grant aright of first
refusal to current lessees. This action effectively prevented sales of occupied properties until 1980 when
an agreement to revise procedures was reached. The accord specifies that the city may contract along-
term lease (15 years) with the current lessee and then put the property up for sale by competitive bid,
subject to the conditions of the lease. (Verble 1989.)

Present and Future L and Management Policiesand Practices. In1991, LADWP declared
a5-year moratorium on grazingin riparian corridorsaong the diverted tributary streamsto hel p the process
of vegetation recovery from earlier stream dewatering.
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LADWP ¢aff has expressed an intent to reduce irrigation of its Mono Basin land by diversons
fromthefour currently diverted streams (K odamapers. comm.), making up to 8 TAF per year of additiond
water avallable for export. In particular, during the driest 43% of future years, someirrigation may occur
above the Lee Vining conduit, but none below. During the 27% of ensuing years having near-norma
runoff, historical irrigation will occur above the conduit, and some may occur below. During the wettest
30% of following years, historical irrigation will occur above and below the conduit. The planned pursuit
of intermittent irrigation may be frustrated by vegetationa successon.

No other changes in land management policy have been proposed or adopted by LADWP.
Irrigated pasture grazing in wetter years and dryland grazing in drier years could continue on its land.
Management for dispersed recreationd vaues could continue. Public consderation has not been givento
retaining only water rights and easements and digposing of this land to private parties or governmenta
agencies, imposing deed redtrictions to protect water quality.

Management of the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area

In 1984, Congress created the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area (Figure 1-1), which
includes land surrounding the lake but excludes the town of Lee Vining, reaches of the diverted tributary
streams upstream of the lake (including LADWP's diversions), and irrigated pastures of LADWP.

A management plan supported by an environmenta impact statement was recently adopted for the
Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Area (USFS 1989a, 1989b), and important provisions are described
below. The Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area Visitor Center was opened on an overlook of the
lake adjacent to the town of Lee Vining in 1992, aso serving as the Mono Basin Nationd Forest Scenic
Area headquarters.

Objectives. The objective of the management plan is to protect the area's geologic, ecologic,
culturd, scenic, and other naturd resources, while alowing recreationd, scientific, and other activities
condstent with thisgod.

Grazing Uses. The objective of the range management eement of the management plan isto
establish a hedlthy ecosystemn, including wetlands, springs, and riparian zones, through range improvement
projects and cooperation with other landowners and by phasing out grazing alotments on public land over
time.

As noted previoudy, unused grazing alotments are to be closed when there is no qudified
purchaser of permitted livestock and/or base property. Boundaries of alotments are to be changed to
exclude land within the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Areawhenever the permitteeis agreeable.

Recreational Uses. The god of the management planisto providealow levd of overnight and
day-use facilitiesin the Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Area, with thevisitor center asthefoca point
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for interpretation. A developed campground is planned for eventua congtruction in aforested area(Mono
Mills) some distance from the lakeshore. Most dispersed recreationd activities are dlowed, including
motorized use of designated routes, subject to maintenance of an atmaosphere of solitude over most of the
Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Area.

The eastern side of the lake, generdly accessible only by boat or four-whed-drive vehicles, and
the rdicted land is to remain as no-development zones. Swimming, boating, and low-impact, dispersed
camping are generaly alowed, but no developed facilities will be provided on federd land. On relicted
land, camping is dlowed only in certain areas, subject to permit, and woodfires on relicted land are
prohibited.

Land Acquisition and Development of Nonfederal Land. The Mono Basin National Forest
Scenic Areaplan cdlsfor acquigtion of private land as opportunities arise or when proposed devel opment
isincompatible with the character of the Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Area.

Asnoted previoudy, land can be acquired through purchase, if federd fundsare appropriated, or
through exchange for other land managed by USFS. Poalitical subdivisonsof Cdifornia, including the City
of Los Angdles, may only exchange or donate land to the federal government.

Private property within the Mono Basin Nationa Forest Scenic Area may be acquired without
consent of the owner, if the property is being developed or is proposed to be developed in a manner
incompatible with the scenic area. In the plan, specific limits are adopted on size and characteristics of
development as deemed necessary to maintain the character of the Mono Basin Nationd Forest Scenic
Area. The mogt stringent standards pertain to rdicted land. If a development proposed for permit
approva to Mono County does not meet these limits, it is found to be incompetible, and the property is
subject to federal condemnation at fair market value. LADWP land, aswell as private land, is subject to
this provison of law.

Lake Level Management. Although the legidation creating the scenic area contains no
authorization for direct federd control over lake surface eevations, the management plan addresses lake
level management. The plan cdlsfor the USFSto "develop strategies and actions for ensuring arange of
water levels between 6,390 [feet] and 6,377 [feet] with a maintenance level near the mid-point of this
range” (6,383.5 feet).

Mono County Regulation of Land Use
General Plan Policies. Mono County is respongble for regulating the use of private land and

LADWP land in Mono Basin and along the Upper Owens River in accordance with provisions of its
generd plan.
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The draft Mono County General Plan (Mono County Planning Department 1992) calls for "the
orderly growth of Mono Basin communities in a manner that retains the smal town character, coincides
with infrastructure expangion, facilitates economic and community development, and protects the areds
scenic, recreationd, and natura resources.” Development of the Upper Owens River basinisto belimited
to guest ranches, related commercid uses, agricultura uses, and resdentid-support uses. Thegenerd plan
and zoning are currently being revised.

The Generd Plan land-use designation for dl land owned by LADWP in Mono Basin and dong
the Upper Owens River, including those surrounding Lee Vining, is "Resource Management” or "Open
Space’. These designations areintended for land to remain undevel oped or to be devel oped for resource
production only, and dlow no more than one dwelling unit per 80 acres.

Pending Developmentsin the Basins

Mono Basin. Twosignificant development projectshave been proposed for Mono Basin.
A specific plan for a recreationa-residential development on nearly 880 acres was proposed and
approved by Mono County for the Conway Ranchin 1989, athough no implementation has occurred and
prospectsfor thisproject are unknown (Higapers. comm.). The Conway Ranchislocated lessthan 1 mile
northeast of the intersection of U.S. 395 and State Highway 167 north of the lake. Thisareaisnot inthe
Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area

The approved plan alows the creation of 250 townhouses; 150 lots for home development; a
resort lodge with restaurant, shops, and 150 units, another lodge with 200 units; an 18-hole golf course;
and a 30-acre lake. Water and wastewater systems would be congtructed, utilizing wells for domestic
supply and Wilson Creek streamflow for the lake. (Higa pers. comm.)

A 120-unit"Tiogalnn", toincludearestaurant, gas ation, mini-mart, and 10 permanent residentia
units, has been proposed for asite near theintersection of U.S. 395 and Highway 120 south of Lee Vining.
Onsite water and wastewater systems are proposed, using a well source. A proposed specific plan
accompanied by an EIR is being prepared by the developers, and, in anticipation, the county genera plan
desgnation for the siteis currently "specific plan”. (Higapers. comm.)

Upper OwensRiver Basin. Onedevel opment project has been proposed for the Upper
Owens River basin: amgor expang on of existing recregtiond devel opmentson the John ArculariusRanch.
The proposed developments include 50 guest cabins (including the 15 cabins dready on the site), a 30-
room lodge and restaurant fronting the USFS access road, and four single-family resdences. A smdl
equestrian center would also be developed. Onsite water and wastewater systems would be expanded.
Irrigation of the ranch's meadowland from the Upper Owens River and cattle grazing would continue. A
proposed specific plan has been submitted for the project, and adraft EIR has been circulated for apublic
comment period (closing December 1992). (Higa pers. comm.)
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Assessment of project impacts focuses on two land use issues. agricultura productivity of lands
irrigated at the point of reference and associated likelihood of land ownership or use changes.

Agriculturd activitiesinMono Basin and Long Vdley primarily include shegp and cattle production.
Changesinthe supply of water availablefor irrigating pastureswould result in livestock production changes
inthesetwo areas. For agricultura properties, the objective of the impact andysisisto determine how the
water diverson dternatives could affect the productivity of agriculturd landsin Mono Basin and Owens
Vdley. For LADWP agricultura properties, potential changes in ownership or leasing and in land use
because of changed agriculturad activity are aso assessed.

Impact Prediction Methodology

I mpact M easurement

The agriculturd production from the two areas of concern can be expressed in terms of ether
animd production or forage production. Determining anima production related to use of thetwo aressis
complicated by the fact that grazing by sheep and cattle is rotated among severd different areas to
maximize harvesting of forage and avoid subjecting animal sto harsh weather conditions. Anima production
directly related to use of thetwo study aressisthereforedifficult to estimate. Forage production, however,
ismore easly estimated and is directly linked to the amount of water avallable for irrigation. Agriculturd
impacts were therefore measured in terms of forage production changes resulting from implementation of
project aternatives. Economic effects resulting from agricultural production impacts, including production
vaue changes and changesin employment and persond income, were used to assessimpact significance,
as described in Chapter 18, "Economics'.

Impact Prediction

The availability of water for irrigation under the point of reference and for the project aternatives
was determined differently for the two areas of concern. For irrigation of LADWPS lands at the Cain
Ranchin Mono Basin, the assumptions regarding future irrigation reductions described in Chapter 2 were
used. Irrigation below the Lee Vining conduit would be curtailled except in wetter years, so that the
averageirrigation diverson would fal from 8 TAF/yr at the point of reference and for the No-Restriction
Alternative to 1 TAF/yr for dl other dternatives.

For irrigation of both private and LADWP lands dong the Upper Owens River, the ssimulations of
streamflow for the point of reference scenario and the aternatives were used together with estimates of
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irrigationdiverson demand and irrigation consumption to assessthe sufficiency of streamflowsfor irrigation
need. Annua probahilities of insufficient streamflows were examined among the dternativesto determine
if reductionsinaverageagricultura productivity would result (see Table 3A-9 and accompanying discussion
in Chapter 3A, "Hydrology™). Potentia deficits were noted for most dternatives in certain monthsduring
the norma minimum flow condition; these deficits were trandated into reductions in irrigated acreage.
These reductions were adjusted according to the frequency of occurrence of these events.

The following assumptions were made in trandforming irrigation use to forage production:
# average annud irrigation demand is5 & per acre and

# average productivity is 4.5 AUMs per acre on LADWP lands and 3.0 AUMS per acre on
private lands dong the Upper Owens River.

Edtimatesof thelikelihood of and ownership and use changes under the dternativeswere focussed
onthe potentia for LADWP disposal of its lands under each dternative. These estimates were based on
the results of the agricultura productivity assessment: if irrigation is substantially reduced, a potentia for
some land disposal results. If diversions cease, complete land disposal becomes dmost certain.

Effects That Cannot Be Predicted

Potentid effectson relicted landsaround Mono Lakeand publicland dlotmentswithinMono Basin
and Owens Valey are not quantified in the agricultura impact assessment. Grazing on rdicted lands is
prohibited by USFS as part of its management of the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area. Changes
in Mono Lake levels and extent of rdicted land under the project dternatives should have no substantia
effect on amounts of forage available to livestock producers.

Implementation of the project dternatives may have some effect on the utilization of forage on
public land dlotments. As described in the "Environmenta Setting” section of this chapter, dlotmentsare
tied to base properties or the livestock that use the dlotment. Changesin utilization of LADWP lands in
Mono Basin or of LADWP and private ownershipsin Owens Valley would not necessarily cause federd
alotmentsto be vacated. Sales of livestock operations caused by reductions in forage production under
the project dternatives would likely result in the permits being transferred to the new owners. The
likelihood of termination of operations by the Inyo Sheep Company because of lossof Cain Ranch forage
isunknown. Current USFS palicy isto cosedlotmentswhen thereisno qudified purchaser of permitted
livestock or base property belonging to the current permittee. No suitable method of addressing these
uncertainties is gpparent.
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Criteriafor Determining Impact Significance

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guiddines sates that "a project will normaly have a significant
effect on the environment if it will convert prime agricultura land to non-agricultural use or impair the
agricultura productivity of prime agriculturd land”. Lands affected by the weter diverson dternatives are
not congdered prime agriculturd lands, however, the loss of irrigation water could impair the productivity
of these agricultura lands and result in substantia adverse economic effects.

The severity of agriculturd production changes resulting from decreased forage production was
evauated rdative to countywide agricultural output and the economic effects resulting from production
changes. Mono County's agricultura output deviates from year to year based on crop prices, amount of
acreage under production, theavailability of irrigation water, livestock herd sizes, and cropyields. Changes
in production resulting from implementation of project dternatives may not be unusud given the norma
fluctuations of the farm economy.

Agricultura production changes occurring under the project dternatives were judged rdative to
the standard deviation of estimated forage production in Mono County over the past 10 years. Acreages
of irrigated pasture and dry rangeland in Mono County remained relatively stable between 1980 and 1989.
The standard deviation in estimated forage production over this period was approximately 2,050 AUMSs.

Project-related forage production decreases greater than one standard deviation were considered
to be substantia. If production changes were considered substantial, economic effects resulting from
production changes were evauated to determine whether production changes would result in substantia
adverse economic effects within Mono County. Economic methodology and the criteriaused to judge the
sgnificance of economic changes caused by agricultura production changes are described in Chapter 18,
"Economics” Production changes resulting in substantial adverse economic effects are considered
ggnificant project impacts.

The potentia for digposal of LADWP lands under each dternative cannot be judged beneficia or
substantidly adverse. Asdescribed in the "Environmental Setting” section, much of thisland is suitable for
development and could serve severd interests (for example, expangion of Lee Vining or opportunities for
recreational resdences). Much of theland iswithin the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Areaor dong
magor streams tributary to Mono Lake, and could therefore provide a valuable acquisition to public lands
of the scenic area. All such land uses would confer benefits to segments of the public. Developed uses
could entail subgtantia adverse effects on environmenta conditions. The nature and magnitude of such
impacts, however, are too speculative for further consideration.
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SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS AND BENEFITS
OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Asdescribed under "Impact Assessment Methodology™, relative land use effects of the alternatives
are asessed in this chapter through severd key variables:

# amount of acreage irrigated from the four diverted tributaries in Mono Basin and dong the
Upper Owens River,

# amount of forage produced by theseirrigated lands, and
# potentid for changesin land ownership and use.
Table 3G-9 provides a summary comparison of the dternatives using these variables.

Irrigated acreage and forage production for each dternative are compared to vaues for the
prediversion and point-of-reference conditionsin thetable. Table 3G-10 providesthe supporting datafor
this summary. As shown, forage production onaffected landsis expected to diminish by over 50% under
dl dternatives, except the No-Redtriction Alternative, because LADWP has apparently chosen to curtall
higtoricd irrigation practices below the Lee Vining conduit at the Cain Ranch. Economic effects of this
change in agricultura productivity are assessed in Chapter 3N, "Economics’, which indicates that thisloss
isnot dgnificant. None of the direct project-related effects are Sgnificant adverse impacts, however, the
cumulative agriculturd effects of the project are consdered sgnificant adverse impacts for dl dternaives
(other than the No-Redtriction Alternative). Thisimpact cannot be avoided by SWRCB, because it has
no jurisdiction over LADWP's palicies for exercise of itsriparian water rights.

The subgtantid reduction in irrigation under most aternatives results in an increased potentia for
LADWP to dispose of some of its landsin Mono Basin. Much of thisland isaccessible and developable.
Certainly, under the No-Diverson Alternative land disposa would occur. Development of such landsfor
resdentid, commercid, and recreationa usesmay poseavariety of community benefitsand environmenta
impacts that cannot currently be predicted or assessed.
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IMPACTSAND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR
THE NO-RESTRICTION ALTERNATIVE

Changesin Resour ce Condition

Irrigated Landsalong Diverted Tributariesin Mono Basin

Irrigated lands|eased by LADWP to the Mono and Inyo Sheep Companies likely would continue
to receivediverted water from Gibbs, LeeVining, Waker, and Parker Creeksat historicd levels. Average
annud irrigated acreage and forage production under the No-Redtriction Alternative would be similar to
levels under point-of-reference conditions (Table 3G-10). Irrigated acreage and forage production would
average about 1,750 acres and 7,850 AUMs annudly under this dternative. Irrigation from the diverted
tributariesin Mono Basin likely could be curtailed during drought to maintain LADWP water export levels.
Based on higtorica (point-of-reference) streamflow conditions, forage production from irrigated pastures
could fall to approximately 6,300 AUMSs during drought years.

The potentid for LADWP to digpose of Cain Ranch lands would remain very low.

LandsIrrigated from the Upper Owens River

Flowsinthe Upper Owens River through Long Valey under the No-Redtriction Alternative woul d
be smilar to flows under the point-of-reference scenario during the irrigation season. Under drought
conditions, natura forage production would decline in both Mono Basin and Owens Vdley study aress.

Under this dternative, the LADWP lessee irrigating from the Upper Owens River north of Lake
Crowley reservair likely would be alowed to continue to irrigate a higtorical levels. Private landowners
with riparian weter rights likely would continue to irrigate at levels Smilar to higtoricd levels.

Average annud irrigated acreage and forage production on landsirrigated from the Upper Owens
River would be smilar to levelsunder point-of-reference conditions (Table 3G-10). Irrigated acreage and
forage production would annudly average 1,821 acres and 6,047 AUMs under this dternative.

Point-of-reference flowsin the Upper OwensRiver during norma minimum flow conditions (Teable
3A-9) indicate that drought would have rlatively little effect on irrigation and forage production along the
Upper Owens River under this dternative,

The potentid for LADWP land disposa would remain very low.
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Summary of Benefitsand Significant | mpacts
and I dentification of Mitigation M easures
(No-Restriction Alternative)

No sgnificant benefits nor adverse impacts would be associated with the No-Redtriction
Alternative.

IMPACTSAND MITIGATION MEASURESFOR THE
TARGET LAKE LEVEL ALTERNATIVES

Changesin Resource Condition

Irrigated Lands along Diverted Tributariesin Mono Basin

As noted previoudy, at its discretion, LADWP is expected to diminish irrigation below the Lee
Vining conduit under these dternatives. The loss of an average of 1,750 acres of irrigated pasture and
7,850 AUMSs of forage annudly (Table 3G-10) would substantidly affect the operations of the Mono and
Inyo Sheep Companies. Forage produced by pasturesirrigated from the diverted tributaries account for
gpproximately 50% of the forage available to the Mono and Inyo Sheep Companiesin Mono Basin. This
forage, in combinationwithforage produced by federd allotmentsand other leased pasture, providespartia
feed for gpproximately 10,000 sheep during the 5- to 6-month summer grazing season. Loss of irrigated
pasture along the diverted tributaries would likely have substantid adverse effects on the Mono and Inyo
Sheep Companies because of the loss of revenue caused by smaler herd sizes and increased codts for
summer feed. Theloss of forage from irrigated pastures would require these operators to either reduce
herd sizesby approximately 4,500 sheep or obtain summer forage el sewhere. Ontheother hand, reduction
or dimination of grazing would greetly benefit vegetation and wildlife resources dong the tributary streams
and adjoining meadows, in turn enhancing visud character and increasing recregtion value.

On aregiond basis, the loss of irrigated pasture dong the diverted tributaries would not be
subgtantiad.  The project-related decrease in forage would represent approximately 3.2% of the pasture
irrigated in Mono County in 1989. The amount of forage produced by irrigated pasture and dry grazing
land within the county is unknown but was likely about 170,000-250,000 AUMsin 1989. Based on this
estimate, the loss of 7,850 AUMSs of forage would represent an estimated 3-5% of the forage produced
inMono County in 1989. Thiswould result inareatively minor economic effect countywide, as described
in Chapter 18, "Economics'.

The mgor reduction in irrigation of LADWP properties at the Cain Ranch could be followed by
a decison to dispose of some of these lands, especialy where development would not interfere with
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LADWP agueduct operations and activities potentialy degrading water quality were Stuated below the
aqueduct intake structures (diversons).

LandsIrrigated from the Upper Owens River

Fowsin the Upper Owens River under thetarget lake level dternativeswould be adequate during
most years to adlow for irrigation of pastures aong the river. However, in about one in 20 years,
sreamflow would be insufficient in May, June, and July to sustain point-of-reference irrigation diversons
for the higher l1ake levd adternatives; under the 6,377-Ft Alternative, inadequate flows would be limited to
2 months and under the 6,372-Ft Alternative to 1 month.

These low flowswould affect at least an estimated 325 of the 1,820 acrestypicaly irrigated from
the Upper OwensRiver, resulting in the average annud loss of 72 AUMsof forage production during these
infrequent low-flow conditions.

Irrigated acreage and forage production associated with irrigation diversons from the Upper
Owens River would be dightly lower, but smilar, to levels under the point-of-reference scenario (Table
3G-10). Theseestimates, however, may understatetheimpact on cattle producersa ong the Upper Owens
River. Duringlow water flow years, |low water flowsmay inhibit the ability of gravity-flow ditchesto deliver
water to pastures on higher grounds away from the river. Lower flows may require ranchers to modify
irrigation gates and diversonsin order to adequatdly irrigate during low-flow years. Conversdly, lessland
may be irrigated during low-flow years, decreasing forage production on lands dong the Upper Owens
River.

Once equilibrium conditions are reached for the higher eevation aternatives, more water may be
exported from Mono Basin, increasing flows in the Upper OwensRiver. Thislong-term condition would
make more water available to irrigators aong the Upper Owens River during low-flow years when lake
level and tributary streamflows have not falen below the minimum levels

Summary of Benefits and Significant | mpacts
and I dentification of Mitigation M easures
(Target Lake Level Alternatives)

# Subdgtantid benefit to vegetation and wildlife dong the diverted tributary streams, increasing
visua quality and recregtiond vaue.

# Reduction in forage production under these aternatives exceeding the average variaion in
forage production in Mono County but having relatively minor countywide economic effects,
the impact is considered less than sgnificant.
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# Increased potentid for development of rurd propertiesin Mono Basin, a potentid significant
growth-inducing impact.

Mitigation Measures. The Mono County Board of Supervisors is responsible for
identifying and mitigating significant adverse effects of land development. The county has broad authority
through generd plan and zoning powersto control thetype of development. The USFS could acquirelands
where proposed devel opment woul d conflict with the management plan for theMono Basin National Forest
Scenic Area.

IMPACTSAND MITIGATION MEASURESFOR
THE NO-DIVERSION ALTERNATIVE

Changesin Resource Condition

LandslIrrigated along Diverted Tributariesin Mono Basin

Under thisdternative, irrigation of Cain Ranch landswould aso be substantialy reduced. Forage
production effectswould be the same as those described above for the target |ake level dternatives (Table
3G-10).

The cessation of Mono Basin exports would leave no reason for the City of Los Angeles to
continue ownership or management of itsMono Basinlands. Thelikelihood of land disposa would be high
as development pressure increased or the USFS was funded for expansion of the Mono Basin Nationd
Forest Scenic Area.  This effect is conddered a potentialy significant growth-inducing impact of the
project.

LandsIrrigated from the Upper Owens River

Under the No-Diverson Alternative, flowsin the Upper Owens River would be adequate in most
years to irrigate lands typicdly irrigated from the river. Inadequate flows in May, June, and July would
occur about once in 20 years. Forage production effects would be minor and similar to those described
above for the target lake level dternatives (Table 3G-10).

Summary of Benefits and Significant | mpacts
and I dentification of Mitigation M easures
(No-Diversion Alternative)

# Increasesdeve opment of rurd propertiesin Mono Basin, asgnificant growth-inducingimpact.
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Mitigation Measures. See"Target Lake Leve Alternatives'.

# Causes reduction in forage production exceeding the average variation in forage production
in Mono County but having relaively minor economic effects; the impact is consdered less
than sgnificant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTSOF THE ALTERNATIVES

Related Impacts of Earlier Stream Diversionsby LADWP

During much of the firgt haf of this century LADWP purchased lands in Inyo County and Mono
Basin for the purpose of obtaining water rights. The operation of the first Owens Valey aqueduct barrel
beginning in 1913 and the second barrel in 1970 idled many acres of former agricultural land. LADWP
has aso extracted and shipped groundwater pumped from the Owens Valey since the 1920s, which has
decreased forage production in Inyo County.

The agriculturd economy of the OwensValley peaked inthe 1920s. Asmore water was shipped
to Los Angdles, less water was available for irrigated agriculture. By 1933, LADWP had acquired 95%
of the ranchland in the Owens Valey. Although LADWP leased much of its land back to ranchers,
redrictions on water use and leases that stipulated that water supplies could be interrupted without prior
natification reduced agricultural production and stymied new investment in agriculture. (LADWP 1990.)

Between 1940 and 1968, LADWP leased approximately 30,000 acres of land classified for
irrigetion in Mono and Inyo Counties; approximately 8,200 acres were located in Mono County and
21,800 acres in Inyo County. The amount of LADWP acreage irrigated annudly ranged from
gpproximately 3,000 acres during dry years to 30,000 acres during wet years. In anticipation of the
operation of the second LADWP agueduct in 1970, LADWP reduced the amount of land classfied as
irrigated in Inyo County from approximately 21,800 acres to 11,600 acres, a the same time modifying
leases to provide firmer water dlocations to ranchers. Since 1970, irrigated LADWP landsin Mono and
Inyo Counties have ranged from 11,000 acres during dry years to 21,000 acres during wet years.
(LADWP 1990.)

Mono Basin

Asdiscussedinthe"Environmenta Setting” section of thischapter, approximeately 4,100 acreswere
irrigated from Lee Vining, Walker, Parker, and Rush Creeks before 1940. An estimated 18,450 AUMs
of forage were produced annually on pastures irrigated by the four tributary streams before diversions.
Diversons and lease restrictions by LADWP reduced irrigated acreage from approximately 4,100 acres
before 1940 to the approximately 1,960 acres available for irrigation in 1989.
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Upper Owens River Basin

Duringthediversion period, Mono Basin exportsresultedin higher flowsin the Upper OwensRiver
south of the East Porta, which probably supported similar or perhaps greater amounts of irrigated acreage
on private lands with riparian water rights. Irrigation of lands currently under lease by LADWP may have
declined following acquisition by LADWP. The overdl effect of Mono Basin exports on irrigation and
forage production in Long Valley has probably been minor.

Related Impacts of Other Past, Present, or
Anticipated Projectsor Events

Irrigated acreage in Inyo County declined from approximately 23,600 acres in 1940 to 13,000
acresin1987. Mono County'sirrigated acreage decreased from 29,000 acresto 22,100 acres(Table 3G-
1), more than three times the acreage lost or LADWP'slandsin Mono Basin. Together, Mono and Inyo
Countieslost an estimated 17,500 acres of irrigated land between 1940 and 1987, representing one-third
of the irrigated acreage in the two countiesin 1940.

Actions by the USFS and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management in the management of federa
grazing dlotments haveresulted in decreased use of forage production from nonirrigated rangeland inMono
and Inyo Countiesover theyears. Grazing on severd alotmentswithin Mono and Inyo Counties has been
reduced or abolished to improve range conditions or protect wildlife resources.

The creation of the Mono Basin National Forest Scenic Area has tended to reduce grazing on
federa lands by redtricting grazing on certain relicted lands a ong the shore of Mono Lake and by changing
grazing seasons, livestock digtribution, and forage utilization on severd federd dlotments. In addition,
grazing adlotments within the Mono Basin Nationd Forest Scenic Area may now be abolished when
relinquished by current permitees if evaluaions of range conditions indicate that continued grazing could
conflict with other resources (USFS 1989b).

Sgnificant Cumulative Impacts

No-Restriction Alternative

No cumulativeland useimpactswoul d result fromimplementation of theNo-Redtriction Alternative.
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All Other Alternatives

# Contribute to acumulative loss of agricultura production, consisting of a 37% reduction
inirrigated acreage in Mono and Inyo Counties since 1940.

Implementation of any other dternative would further reduce irrigated acreage in Mono and Inyo
Counties by an estimated 1,760 acres, adding to the estimated 2,100 acresLADWP previoudy removed
from irrigation aong the diverted tributaries and the estimated tota of 17,500 acres of irrigated land lost
in Mono and Inyo Counties between 1940 and 1987. This cumulative loss of an estimated 19,260 acres
of irrigated land within Mono and Inyo Counties represents 37% of the irrigated land that existed within
these countiesin 1940. Theagriculturd production effects, and resulting effects on agriculturd employment
and income, cannot beaccurately estimated; however, cumul ativeimpactson production, employment, and
agriculturd income have likely been subgtantid and are therefore considered significant.

Mitigation Measuresfor Significant Cumulative Impacts

The increase in the cumulative loss of agricultural production could be avoided by continuing Cain
Ranchirrigation below the conduit. This measurewould haveto beimplemented by the LADWP, because
its riparian water rights alowing Cain Ranch irrigation are not subject to the amendment of the city's
gpproprictive rightsgoverned by SWRCB. The consumptive useof thiswater, about two-thirdsof thetota
diverson of 8 af/yr, would cause LADWP's exportsto diminish accordingly, but lake release flowswould
be unaffected.
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