
Mr. Clarence Martin
iLos Angeles Department of ater and Power

300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514 '[iT

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I appreciate the great potenti~of the LOR.P. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe essential
components of the project and presents pnJject alternatives that directly violate the 1991 Long
Teml Water Agreement and e establishe:d project goals. Some of my concerns include:

1) Size of the um station an delta flow;~ A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. LADWP not justified using a larger pump station that is three times
larger than the water agreeme t allows. A larger pump station won't allow enough water to
reach the Delta and may help ADWP to pump more groundwater from the valley. LADWP
should select the 50 cfs pump tation and I~ cfs annual average delta baseflows. This option
allows the maximum amount f water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches
current flows. This is needed 0 meet the ,delta habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta
habaitats for waterfowl and to comply with the Water Agreement.

2) Funding: Monitoring an~ Ptive mar.lagement are absolutely essential to the success of the
LORP, but the DEIR/EIS repe tedly state!; that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet its bligations, :LADWP should select funding option 2, which is the
only option that adequately ds the LORP .

3) Recreation Rlan: There is f recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipitated recre tional uses of the LORP area. The document should contain a
thorough assessment of Cuffe and potential recreational use in the LORP area and a plan to
manage that recreation in orde to protect natural habitats and cultural resources.

Mr. Martin, the LORP is a Vf ble projec:t, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by
the tenns of the Water Agree ent and the goals of the project, thoroughly describe all
management plans to the publ c, choose tile least environmentally damaging alternatives, and
guarantee adequate funding.

Thank you for your considera~on of my clomments.
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Mr. Clarence Martin
iLos Angeles Department of ater and Power

300 Mandich Street
Bishop, CA 93514 \!i;

"

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I appreciate the great potenti~Ofthe LORP. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe essential
components of the project and presents pfl)ject alternatives that directly violate the 1991 Long
Term Water Agreement and e established project goals. Some of my concerns include:

1) Size of the um station an delta flow:~ A 150 cis pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. LADWP not justified using a larger pump station that is three times
larger than the water agreeme tallows. A.larger pump station won't allow enough water to
reach the Delta and may help WP to :pump more groundwater from the valley. LADWP
should select the 50 cis PumPf tion and ~~ cis annual average delta baseflows. This option
allows the maximum amount f water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches
current flows. This is needed 0 meet the delta habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta
habaitats for waterfowl and to comply with the Water Agreement.

2) Funding: Monitoring and~Ptive marlagement are absolutely essential to the success of the
LORP, but the DEIR/EIS repe tedly state~; that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet its bligations, JLADWP should select funding option 2, which is the
only option that adequately ds the LORP .

3) Recreation Rlan: There is
~I recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of

current and anticipitated recre tional uses of the LORP area. The document should contain a
thorough assessment of Cuffe and potential recreational use in the LORP area and a plan to
manage that recreation in orde to protect natural habitats and cultural resources.

Mr. Martin, the LORP is a V
f' ble projec:t, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by

the tenns of the Water Agree ent and the goals of the project, thoroughly describe all
management plans to the pub c, choose tile least environmentally damaging alternatives, and

guarantee adequate funding.

Thank you for your considera~on of
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Mr. Clarence Martin
iLos Angeles Department of ater and Power

300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514 ;1~

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I appreciate the great potenti~ Ofthe LORP. However, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe essential
components of the project and presents pflJject alternatives that directly violate the 1991 Long

Term Water Agreeme~t and e established project goals. Some of my concerns include:

1) Size of the um station an delta flow:~ A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. LADWP not justified using a larger pump station that is three times
larger than the water agreeme t allows. A, larger pump station won't allow enough water to
reach the Delta and may help ADWP to pump more groundwater from the valley. LADWP
should select the 50 cfs pump tation and .~ cfs annual average delta baseflows. This option
allows the maximum amount f water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches
current flows. This is needed 0 meet the Idelta habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta
habaitats for waterfowl and to comply wifh the Water Agreement.

2) Funding: Monitoring and~ aPtive marLagement are absolutely essential to the success of the
LORP, but the DEIR/EIS repe tedly state~) that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet its bligations, JLADWP should select funding option 2, which is the
only option that adequately ds the LORP .

3) Recreation nlan: There is f recreation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of
current and anticipitated recre tional uses of the LORP area. The document should contain a
thorough assessment of curre and potential recreational use in the LORP area and a plan to
manage that recreation in orde to protect Ilatural habitats and cultural resources.

Mr. Martin, the LORP is a vaf ble projec:t, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by
the tenus of the Water Agree ent and the goals of the project, thoroughly describe all
management plans to the publ c, choose file least environmentally damaging alternatives, and
guarantee adequate funding.

Thank you for your considera~on of my Clomments,

Sincerely,. 0
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i MBM PROPERTIES
P. .Box 5005, Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

( 60) 934-96168, marshalle@earthlink.net

January 9,2003

Mr. Clarence Martin
tLos Angeles Department of Water d Power

300 Mandich Street

Bishop, CA 93514

Dear Mr. Martin,

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

I appreciate the great potential of thi LORP. Hov{ever, the DEIR/EIS fails to describe essential components of the
project and presents project altemat yes that directly violate the 1991 Long Term Water Agreement and the
established project goals. Some of y concerns u.lclude:

1) Size of the um station and del flows: A 150 cfs pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991 Water Agreement.
LADWP has not justified using a I ger pump sta1tion that is three times larger than the water agreement allows. A
larger pump station won't allow en gh water to Teach the Delta and may help LADWP to pump more groundwater
from the valley. LADWP should se ect the 50 cfs pump station and 9 cfs annual average delta baseflows. This
option allows the maximum amount of water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches current flows.
This is needed to meet the delta ha tat goal ofmliintaining existing and new delta habaitats for waterfowl and to
comply with the Water Agreement.

2) Fundinl!: Monitoring and adaPti1e managemeJlt are absolutely essential to the success of the LORP, but the
DEIR/EIS repeatedly states that fun ing limitations may prevent their full implementation. To meet its obligations,
LADWP should select funding opti n 2, which is the only option that adequately funds the LORP.

3) Recreation Dlan: There is no r~ eation plan in the DEIR/EIS, nor is there a description of current and
anticipitated recreational uses ofth LORP area. 'The document should contain a thorough assessment of current
and potential recreational use in the LORP area arId a plan to manage that recreation in order to protect natural
habitats and cultural resources.

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

Thank you for your consideration o~my comment1;.

~ G[~~---~-
Marshalle Wells
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546
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Mr. Clarence Martin I
Los Angeles Department of ~ater and Po'wer

300 Mandich Street \ c.

Bishop, CA 93514 ,'.,;:
'1;\

Dear Mr. Martin,
I

I am writing to comment on ~ Lower Owens River Project Draft Environmental Impact Report

and Environmental Impact S~ement.

1) Size of the um station an delta flow:~ A 150 cis pump station violates the Inyo-LA 1991
Water Agreement. LADWP not justified using a larger pump station that is three times
larger than the water agreeme tallows. A. larger pump station won't allow enough water to
reach the Delta and may help tADWP to pump more groundwater from the valley. LADWP

should select the 50 cis PumP
[ 1ion and I::) cis annual average delta baseflows. This option

allows the maximum amount f water flow to the delta under the agreements and approaches
current flows. This is needed meet the delta habitat goal of maintaining existing and new delta

habaitats for waterfowl and to comply with the Water Agreement.

I2) Funding: Monitoring and ~ptive marlagement are absolutely essential to the success of the
LORP, but the DEIR/EIS repe~tedly state!; that funding limitations may prevent their full
implementation. To meet its dbligations, :LADWP should select funding option 2, which is the

only option that adequately ~ds the LORP .

IMr. Martin, the LORP is a Vi ble projec:t, and I want it to work. I urge LADWP to abide by

the tenns of the Water Agree ent and the goals of the project, thoroughly describe all

management plans to the publ c, choose tile least environmentally damaging alternatives, and

guarantee adequate funding. \

Thank you for your considera,on of my comments.

7

Sincerely,
//
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JAN 1 0 2003
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