
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX E 



Name Organization/Affiliation Summary of Comment Issues Response
1 Anthony C. Karl Unstated Aesthetic impact of groundwater pumping; responsibility for land 

maintenance; impacts to water table
Refer to revised Sections 1.4, Project Description; 2.3.1, Aesthetics; and 2.3.9, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. See also Appendix C. The comment letter will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

2 Ceal Klinger Bishop Resident Adequacy of Initial Study; cumulative impacts on vegetation, 
wildlife, soil, impaired wellfields, water table; project alternatives; 
mitigation definition

Refer to revised Sections 1.2, Project Background and Objectives; 2.3.4, Biological 
Resources; 2.3.6, Geology and Soils; 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; and 2.3.18, 
Mandatory Findings of Significance. See also Appendix C. The comment letter will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

3 Constance Spenger Big Pine Resident EIR preparation; project alternatives; direct and cumulative impacts 
to Biological Resources and humans; groundwater loss; mandatory 
findings of significance 

Pursuant to CEQA, a negative declaration may be adopted if a lead agency determines 
that the proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment (Section 
21080). Refer to revised Sections 2.3.4, Biological Resources; 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality; and 2.3.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance. See also Appendix C. The 
comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

4 Martha Hilchrish Big Pine Resident Adequacy of Initial Study; water table; impacts of groundwater 
pumping; project alternatives

Refer to revised Section 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. See also Appendix C. The 
comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

5 Larry & Ruth Blakely Big Pine Residents Existing environmental conditions; Well W375 pumping The comment letter does not specifically address the adequacy of the Initial Study. The 
comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

6 Pamela Mallory Big Pine Resident Adequacy of Initial Study; water table; impacts to environment and 
water supply; regreening without groundwater pumping

Refer to revised Section 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. See also Appendix C. The 
comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

7 Levi Mallory Big Pine Resident Adequacy of Initial Study; water table; impacts to environment and 
water supply; regreening without groundwater pumping

Refer to revised Section 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. See also Appendix C. The 
comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

8 Daya Sepsey Big Pine Residents Adequacy of Initial Study; water table; impacts to environment and 
water supply; regreening without groundwater pumping

Refer to revised Section 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. See also Appendix C. The 
comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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9 Sally Manning Bishop Resident, working with Big 
Pine Paiute Tribe

Adequacy of Initial Study; qualification of the project as mitigation; 
EIR preparation; project alternatives; LTWA; groundwater-
dependent vegetation; ICWD July 2010 Report; well exemptions; 
cumulative and direct impacts of Well W375 pumping; areas of 
known controversy

Pursuant to CEQA, a negative declaration may be adopted if a lead agency determines 
that the proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment (Section 
21080). Refer to revised Sections 1.2, Project Background and Objectives; 1.4, Project 
Description; 2.3.4, Biological Resources; 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; 2.3.10, Land 
Use; and 2.3.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance. See also Appendices C and D.  The 
inclusion of areas of known controversy is a requirement under CEQA for EIRs (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15123); however, the revised Initial Study includes the comment letters 
received on the August 2011 document. The comment letters will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration.

10 Steven McLaughlin 
and Janice Bowers

Big Pine Residents Adequacy of Initial Study; impacts of Well W375 pumping; 
vegetation impacts; current status/analysis of impacts of pumping 
on Parcel 162; project alternatives  

Refer to revised Sections 2.3.4, Biological Resources; and 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality. See also Appendices C and D. The comment letter will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

11 Gary Bacock Tribal Administrator, Big Pine Paiute 
Tribe

Public meeting process/Brown Act; project mitigation; well 
exemptions; groundwater pumping impacts to tribal 
reservation/water table; EIR preparation

In November 2010, the Revised Scoping Document,  “Regreening Northeast of Big Pine 
Irrigated Pasture-Big Pine Area as an Enhancement/Mitigation Project,” was approved by 
the Standing Committee. The Standing Committee meeting was open to the public and 
comments were received (refer to Section 1.2, Project Background and Objectives).  Refer 
to revised Sections 1.4, Project Description and 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; and 
see also Appendix C. Pursuant to CEQA, a negative declaration may be adopted if a lead 
agency determines that the proposed project would not have a significant effect on the 
environment (Section 21080).The comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. 

12 Dale Delgado Chairman, Bishop Tribal Council Aesthetic impact of groundwater pumping; regreening without 
groundwater pumping; water table; groundwater-dependent 
vegetation; cumulative impacts; mitigation qualification; adequacy 
of Initial Study; project alternatives; public meetings; well 
exemptions

Refer to revised Sections 1.2, Project Background and Objectives; 1.4, Project Description; 
2.3.1, Aesthetics; 2.3.4, Biological Resources; 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; and 
2.3.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance. See also Appendix C. The comment letter will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

13 Daniel Pritchett Conservation Chair, Bristlecone 
Chapter California Native Plant 
Society

Cumulative impacts; adequacy of Initial Study; Well W375 
exemption; project alternatives; ICWD July 2010 analysis; public 
opinion

Refer to revised Sections 1.4, Project Description; 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; and 
2.3.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance. See also Appendix C. The inclusion of areas of 
known controversy is a requirement under CEQA for EIRs (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15123); however, the revised Initial Study includes the comment letters received on the 
August 2011 document. The comment letters will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their review and consideration.

14 Donald Mooney Law Office of Donald Mooney for the 
Owens Valley Committee (OVC)

EIR preparation; mapped location of Well W375; groundwater 
pumping impacts; cumulative project impacts to 
groundwater/biological resources; project consistency with LTWA

Pursuant to CEQA, a negative declaration may be adopted if a lead agency determines 
that the proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment (Section 
21080). Also pursuant to CEQA, public controversy regarding potential environmental 
effects of a project is not sufficient reason to require an EIR "if there is no substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record before the lead agency that the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment" (Section 21082.2). Refer to revised Sections 1.4, 
Project Description; 1.6, Project Approvals; 2.3.4, Biological Resources; 2.3.9, Hydrology 
and Water Quality; 2.3.10, Land Use; and 2.3.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance. See 
also Appendix C. The comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. 



15 Mark Bagley MOU Rep., Sierra Club and 
President/Director, OVC 

Groundwater pumping as mitigation; well exemption; Well W375 
pumping impacts; water table; EIR preparation; cumulative impacts 
analysis; adequacy of Initial Study; ICWD July 2010 analysis; 
impacts to biological resources 

Refer to revised Sections 2.3.4, Biological Resources; 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; 
and 2.3.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance. See also Appendix C. Pursuant to CEQA, 
a negative declaration may be adopted if a lead agency determines that the proposed 
project would not have a significant effect on the environment (Section 21080). The 
comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

16 Refer to revised Sections 1.2, Project Background and Objectives; 1.4, Project Description; 
1.6, Project Approvals; 2.3.1, Aesthetics; 2.3.3., Air Quality; 2.3.4, Biological Resources; 
2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; and 2.3.18, Mandatory Findings of Significance. See 
also Appendices C and D. The comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their review and consideration. 

17 Scott Morgan Director, Gov. Office of Planning and 
Research (State Clearinghouse)

Confirmation of State Clearinghouse Distribution of CEQA 
document and compliance with the review requirements for the 
environmental document, pursuant to CEQA

The revised Initial Study (November 2011) will be submitted to the State Clearinghouse.

18 Bob Harrington Water Director, Inyo County Water 
Department

Overestimation of drawdown in ICWD modeling; reduction of 
irrigation duty; Well W375 pumping impacts; additional findings

Refer to revised Sections 1.4, Project Description; and  2.3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality.  See also Appendix C. The comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their review and consideration. 

19 Cindi Mitton Senior Engineer, Lahontan Region 
RWCQB

Permit requirements; project measures and BMPs to reduce water 
quality impacts and sediment discharge 

Refer to revised Sections 1.6, Project Approvals; 2.36, Geology and Soils; and 2.3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. The comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. 

20 Dave Singleton Program Analyst, Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC)

Consultation with listed tribes; contact with CHRIS for recorded 
archeological data; code compliance for accidental resource/human 
remains discovery during construction  

Refer to revised Section 2.3.5, Cultural Resources. The November 2011 revised Initial 
Study will be distributed to relevant Native American tribal representatives for their review 
and comment.  The comment letter will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. 

21 Virgil Moose Tribal Chairperson, Big Pine Paiute 
Tribe

Adequacy of Initial Study; mitigation qualification; EIR preparation; 
well exemptions; water table; Well W375 pumping impacts to 
Hydrology/Water Quality, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural  
Resources and Land Use; ICWD July 2010 analysis; vegetation 
and soils; LTWA; consideration of public comment; regreening 
without groundwater pumping

Refer to revised Sections 1.2, Project Background and Objectives; 1.4, Project Description; 
2.3.3, Air Quality; 2.3.4, Biological Resources; 2.3.5, Cultural Resources; 2.36, Geology 
and Soils; 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality; 2.3.10, Land Use and Planning; and 2.3.18, 
Mandatory Findings of Significance. See also Appendix C and D. The comment letter will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

22 Alan Bacock Water Program Coordinator, Big Pine 
Paiute Tribe

Letter to Dr. Robert Harrington, Inyo County Water Director, with 
comments on groundwater pumping included in the Big Pine 
Northeast Regreening Project.

Refer to revised Sections 1.6 and 2.3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. The comment letter 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Brad 
Henderson/Tammy 
Branston

Senior Environmental Scientist, Dept. 
Fish and Game

Future vegetation composition; seed mix species identification/use 
of native species; clarification regarding Routine Maintenance 
Agreement/irrigation conveyance; breeding bird season, nest 
protection, and pre-construction surveys; occurrence of sensitive 
plant species














































































































































































































































