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To:
Belize Department of the Environment (“DOE”)

Belize National Environmental Appraisal Committee (“NEAC”)


Ministry of Natural Resources, Environment and Industry


Ministry of Tourism, Information and NEMO

Ministry of National Development, Investment & Culture
Re:
Comments on the EIA Addendum for the Proposed Ara Macao Development, South Stann Creek, Belize

Date:
21 July 2006

Following are comments on the Addendum (“Addendum”) to the Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”) for the proposed Ara Macao Resort and Marina development (“AM Development”) by Ara Macao Development, Ltd, a Belize corporation, Ara Macao Holdings, LP, an Illinois limited partnership and ioVest Development, LLC, an Illinois limited liability company (collectively, the “AM Developer”).  

As demonstrated by the following comments, the information that has been provided by the AM Developer about the AM Development in the EIA, the Annexes and the latest Addendum continues to fail to provide sufficient background, analyses and assessments on which to make a reasoned, rational and informed judgment about the sustainability of the AM Development, its likely environmental, economic, social and cultural effects on local communities and residents, and the completeness and adequacy of the EIA, Annexes and Addendum.
Therefore, we propose that the AM Developer, the Government of Belize and local communities work together to obtain the information necessary to make such an informed and competent decision by selecting and employing an independent third-party environmental and marine (not lake) specialist review of the Proposed Development, followed by a supplemental EIA from the AM Developer at a later date.  We are available to review interim/draft documents in order to speed the process and reduce the delays of such an important consideration.
This independent review of the Proposed Development is required to assure the compliance of the AM Development reports with the DOE’s Terms of Reference, Letter of Issues, and internationally accepted environmental practices.  

Such an independent review would be paid for by the AM Developer, with the contractor being selected by the Department of the Environment (“DOE”) and the Ministry of Natural Resources (“MNREI”) after meaningful community involvement in the selection process, as is commonly done in the US (the domicile of the proponent).
The independent review would be conducted under the terms of a contract with DOE, again with meaningful community involvement in developing contractual terms to address the issues raised by the existing review process from the perspective of each of DOE, MNREI, the National Environmental Appraisal Committee (“NEAC”), and affected communities of Riversdale, Seine Bight, Maya Beach and Placencia.
Such an independent review process is not uncommon and has also been recommended by Dr. Thomas Williams on page 2 of his Summary and Recommendations attached to these comments.  Dr. Williams is an internationally renowned EIA expert who has assisted affected communities in evaluating the proposed AM Development.  (Dr. Williams’ biography is also attached to these comments and can be accessed at www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/comments/williams_bio.doc)
Alternatively, approval of the entire Proposed Development should be denied based on the lack of critical information about almost every component of the Proposed Development, resulting in a totally inadequate and generally incomplete EIA and issues development, including, but not limited to the following:
· Removal of sand from the Peninsula’s sediment system (issues of sand starvation and beach erosion – Dr. Williams estimates that the amount of sand that will be removed from the Peninsula’s sediment system by the proposed breakwater jetties is equal to the amount of sand available to replenish area beaches for an entire year);
· Possibility of a breach of the Peninsula due to design defects in the proposed breakwater jetties, diversion of the Placencia Road, the positioning and orientation of the marina/golf courses and open channel flows in the marina;
· Definition of the claimed “deep water channel” for the proposed AM Development;
· Cumulative impact of the extraction of water from the same aquifer serving Seine Bight, Placencia, Independence, Big Creek, Mango Creek and Sagitun Farms, and the unknown recharge rate of the aquifer;
· Legal structure and financial resources of the AM Developer; 
· Fate of the 66-foot public easement and easements along the Placencia Lagoon and around the shoreline with the projected limits of the AM Development;
· Impacts of dredging and storage of dredged materials;
· Sedimentation effects on nearshore coral reefs;
· Cumulative environmental, social, cultural and economic impacts of the AM Development;
· Solid and sanitary waste disposal;
· Police and fire protection, health care and educational impacts;
· Golf course and casino development and operation; and
· Short and long-term effects of filling of wetlands on the Placencia Lagoon and storm protection for the Peninsula


Additional information and comments and about these and other issues follow.  Also, attached to these comments are the following documents:

· Comments on Ara Macao Addenda to Environmental Impact Assessment by Dr. Thomas Williams, July 2006 (Williams July Report) (www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/addendum/williams_comments_addendum.doc)

· Addenda Issues:  Dr. Thomas Williams’ Summary and Recommendations, July 2006 (Williams Summary) (www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/addendum/williams_summary.doc)

· Ara Macao Aquifer Pumping Tests:  Addendum to EIA (pp 14-15) (E-Law July Report) (www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/e-law_addendum_comments.doc)

· Letter from Pauline Alvarez, Seine Bight Village Council Treasurer regarding forgery of her signature on Letter of Support for AM Development from Seine Bight Village Council (www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/alvarez_letter.jpg)

· Letters from Keith Ramirez, Krishna Ramirez and Robin Vera regarding forgery of signatures on Letters of Support from Seine Bight residents (www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/vera_letter.jpg - www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/keith_ramirez_letter.jpg - www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/krishna_ramirez_letter.jpg)

· Letters from Jane Dunham, Diane Smith and Doran Yount, Plantation Development property owners, regarding their lack of support for the AM Development, contrary to statements from Jim Parker, developer of the Plantation Development (www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/addendum/dunham_plantation_letter.doc www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/addendum/smith_plantation_letter.doc and www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/addendum/yount_plantation_letter.doc)

We respectfully urge a good faith review of these comments and our suggested independent review proposal, as well as our recommendation to deny approval of the AM Development in the alternative.  








Peninsula Citizens for Sustainable Development









Placencia Peninsula, Belize
(These comments are available on-line at www.placenciadocuments.info/scarletmacaw/addendum/comments.doc)

Substantive Comments of the Peninsula Citizens for Sustainable Development
Ara Macao Resort and Marina Addendum


Downstream Erosion and Sand Starvation
The issue of sand transport is critical to the continued viability of the Placencia Peninsula and its beaches. 

However, according to Dr. Williams, the entire sand transport assessment section of the Addendum is flawed and requires major documentation, as well as correct and up-to-date analyses using readily available sand transport models.  

For example:
· “The Action Level for sand bypassing is too high, based on guesses as to actual transport, and does not reflect the volume transported during higher wind events.  If a volume of 3500 cum or more is allowed to accumulate within the project coastal strip, then that is equivalent to the entire year’s transport to the southern Placencia supply for the same year.  (emphasis added) (see, Williams July Report, p. 4)
· “Use of duration of 3 hours of 24 hours is too small as it applies to gross transport and is applied to an annual occurrence of 1,095 out of 8,760 hours.  An increase of ONLY one hour/day (1460/8760) would increase the drift from 18,000 cum up to 24,000 cum.” (see, Williams July Report, pp. 3-4)

· No modeling of sand transport was conducted despite recommendations from all consultants in not only Addendum comments, but also initial EIA comments:

There are computer models the developers could use to predict the change in beach morphology that would result from construction of the marina and jetties.  One of the models most commonly used in EIAs for shoreline projects is the GENESIS (GENEralized Model for SImulating Shoreline Change) model developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Using site-specific information, such as bathymetric data, sand quality data, wave heights, etc., the GENESIS model “simulates the long-term platform evolution of the beach in response to imposed wave conditions, coastal structures, and other engineering activity (e.g., beach nourishment).”  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has a website from which the developers could download the GENESIS model and receive documentation and support about how to use the model to predict the shoreline response of building a marina and jetties at the proposed Ara Macao resort in Placencia.   Of course, a good data set that is based on accurate and complete information regarding bathymetry, wave action, beach sand grain size, etc. is essential for a valid prediction, as is the use of a coastal structures expert to oversee use of the model as applied to the proposed marina and jetties.  (see, E-Law June 2006 Comments, p. 2)

· “Only one scenario was used in the calculation of sand transport, without supporting information for the choice of volumes or hours per day of movement, used 3 of 24 hours, rather than 5 or 6 or 8 or 12, any one of which would produce much higher volumes of sand and thereby be worst case.” (see, Williams July Report, p. 5)
· Mitigation Plan, Monitoring Plan and Mitigation Matrix say nothing with regard to the “Detailed Sand Monitoring Program.”  (see, Williams July Report, p. 6)

· No information is provided on how the “Sand Monitoring System” was calculated, who will do the monitoring, and who, when and how sand bypassing will be performed.

· “Annex and Addendum indicate waves of 0.3m = 1 ft were used for sand transport and reference ACE SPM tables/nomogram for the volume of 18,000 cum (104) while the nomogram (in the back of the Annexes) for 1 ft breaker shows a volume >1 x105 or 100,000 cum.” (see, Williams July Report, p. 3)
· “Sand monitoring and action levels do not reflect the importance of sand entrapment  north of the fillet and northern breakwater, as the accumulation of sand in this segment will endanger and further destroy the nearshore coral reef (only 50m “offshore”).  (see, Williams July Report, p. 4)
The amount of sand currently available in the area’s sand budget is already being reduced by large amounts of sand mining and water extraction from rivers north of the Placencia Peninsula – rivers that provide the sand that created and sustain the area’s beaches. 
The effect of such sand mining and water extraction can be graphically seen at Monkey River Village, which is rapidly disappearing due to lack of sand available from Monkey River to nourish the Village’s beaches.  

However, the reduced amount of sand already available to the Peninsula has not been addressed by any of the Ara Macao’s littoral drift analyses.

The Peninsula’s beaches are already under stress.  Ara Macao’s marina may very well sound their death knell – and the flawed AM analysis cannot refute this conclusion because it fails to provide even basic information deemed necessary by the European Union for proposals to modify near shore bathymetry, wave propagation and breaking patterns, disruption of long-shore drift currents and removal of sediment from the sediment system, such as:

· Computation of cross-shore profile developments during storm conditions such as storm surge, erosion and beach profile change under extreme conditions 

· Modeling of the energy contained in waves as they travel toward the shore, including wave change height, velocity and direction
· Modeling of wave dynamics

· Use of a sediment balance model for computing longshore transport, sediment sources and sinks, and sea level rise

· Modeling of dredging plumes

· Modeling of the transport of cohesive and non-cohesive sediments (spreading of dredged materials) for sedimentation patterns.  

(See, Table 4.1. Matrix of Information Requirements, www.eurosion.org/reports-online/part5_4.pdf, p. 29) 
Bathymetrical Data, Jetties Alignment and Breach of Peninsula
The AM Developers continue to maintain that their proposed development is not on the Peninsula and will not cut through the Placencia Peninsula.  However, it appears that a cut may very well result from the design of the marina and the occasional hurricane, Category 1.
Page 5 of Dr. Williams July Report includes this very sobering statement:

The positioning and orientation of the marina, open channel flows through the marina, and the low levels of the only peninsular road would promote the passage of hurricane shoreward flows across the Project site, the peninsular road and into the Placencia lagoon.  If persistent inundation was achieved, the road, golf courses and reclamation fill may be swept away.  

In addition, Dr. Williams states on page 6 of the Williams July Report:  

The excavation of the marina will extend open tidal water from the existing shoreline to near the relocated road.  The marina will extend open tidal water about 500m landward, and therefore, the Project shall be responsible for reducing the distance from the Caribbean to the Lagoon by 50% and would allow hurricane surge to penetrate more readily than at present.

Furthermore, the existing geomorphology without the Project provides a barrier beach/dune against storm surge which is being eroded away and two openings for the Project marina through the barrier will be provided for free-flow of storm surge across this barrier zone.
All three documents should be revised and resolution as to the surge and wave levels, over the breakwaters, through the marina, across the golf course, over the road and into the lagoon should be assessed and mitigation developed – road level should be as high as surge+wave and rock protected along the eastside of the road right of way.

A high potential exists for the erosion of the zone from the marina channels to the Placencia Lagoon.
Dr. Williams also identifies significant problems with the design of the breakwaters with respect to the stability and protection required for a project of the size and scope of the AM Development.  For example, Dr. Williams states that the north and south seaward breakwaters may fail due to undercutting erosion of the breakwater toes founded on unexcavated loose sand and areas without toes to support the armor layer.  (See, Williams July Report, pp. 4-5)

Further, only circulation within the marina was modeled, and modeling was not conducted for the breakwater jetties (or for the littoral drift issue).  
Road Diversion

The Addendum includes an agreement between the Belize Ministry of Works and the AM Developer to allow diversion of the Placencia Road to accommodate the proposed AM Development, subject to certain conditions.

However, the Placencia Road Upgrade EIA is based on the Placencia Road being upgraded in its current location.  Therefore, an independent environmental impact assessment is necessary before the road diversion can be approved.  

In addition, the AM Developer’s documents fail to address in any manner the effect of the road diversion on the environmentally critical wetlands through which the road diversion will pass.  According to the Road Upgrade EIA, this area remains legally designated as a Protected Reserve Area II under the Mango Creek and Placencia Special Area, 1997.  (See, Road Upgrade EIA, p. 32 and p. 36).  The Road Upgrade EIA itself recognizes the environmental significance of these wetlands on page 77.
Further, because of the risk of breach identified by Dr. Williams, Dr. Williams recommends that the following measures be adopted to protect the Placencia Road should the AM project be approved:
· Roadway should be provided with concrete lined stormwater drains on Lagoon side to divert and disperse road drainage and overtopping water to sides
· Roadway should be raised to at least 4 meters above mean sea level to form a hurricane levee and safe passage causeway

· Roadway should be armored along seaward side of road to level of  greater than 2.6 meters above mean sea level

(See, Williams Summary, p. 1)

Water Quantity and Quality
The well water that will be used by the AM Development is from the same aquifer that supplies water to Placencia, Seine Bight, Mango Creek, Independence and Big Creek.  (see, Addendum, p. 12 (pdf version, p. 6, paper copy)
Therefore, it is critical that the amount of water available in this aquifer and its recharge rate be correctly analyzed.  
It is also vital that we know how much water is necessary for ALL communities using this aquifer for drinking water, including planned and approved resorts.   In other words, cumulative impact of existing and planned water withdrawal on the aquifer must be carefully analyzed before any new developments are approved, particularly one that proposes to pump 10 to 58 million gallons of water per month from the same aquifer that serves not only the Placencia Peninsula, but also Big Creek, Independence and Sagitun Farms.  

Unfortunately, the cumulative impact issue remains unaddressed, and the Addendum fails to include information needed to evaluate the sustainability of water withdrawal from the aquifer, such as:

· Information about recharge rate of aquifer from which water for development will be drawn is not provided.  Determining abstraction of at least 324,000 gallons per day as environmentally sustainable is impossible without knowing the recharge rate.   (see, E-Law July Report citing Physical Methods for Recharge Estimation, http://www.kgs.ku.edu/Hydro/Publications/2004/Bull249/appendixa.html)
· Information about proposed water withdrawal during a drought is not included in the Addendum analysis.  The single 24-hour pump test that the consultants conducted for the project proponents occurred in early June 2006 (June 5-6) – during the rainy season, and during a particularly early [and heavy] rainy season in Belize.  “The consultants might well have found a very different drawdown had they conducted the pump test in early April, immediately after the dry months of February and March.” (see E-Law July Report, p. 1)
· A conceptual hydrologic model, including the use of computer modeling for development of the conceptual hydrological model, is not provided.  Conceptual hydrologic models for proposed ground water abstractions are required by many States in the US (where the AM Developer is from).  For example, requests for approval of groundwater abstractions of greater than 57,000 gallons per day are often required to include models based on 180 days of continuous pumping at maximum volumes without recharge from rainfall. (see, E-Law July Report, pp. 5-6)
· In addition to the issues of recharge and drought, the Addendum fails to address effects of global warming, plans for additional development of the aquifer, development plans in the watershed, i.e. area of recharge, and, with depletion, effects of a lower water table in the watershed.  
Further, according to Dr. Willams, pumping tests performed by the proponent’s consultants are inadequate and results erroneous.  For example:


· Geological and Hydrological Conditions:  “Such geological and hydraulic variations within less than 40m would indicate that the aquifer is very limited and longer more adequate aquifer tests (rather than well tests) may provide very different results.  A pumping test of Well 1B would yield much greater drawdowns than those experienced in Well 1A” (see, Willams July Report, p. 1)
· Identification of the Aquifer:  “The pumping test results for drawdown in Well 1B cannot reflect the aquifer of Well 1A.  Their associated responses must reflect other connections:  (1) through the upper free groundwater table, or (2) through one of three 4-foot thick aquifer layers.”  (see, Williams July Report, p. 1)
In addition, the statement in the Executive Summary of the Addendum that the 70 day drawdown for 366 gpm would be 6 meters is an extrapolation of limited data and contains the hidden assumption that no hydrogeological boundaries are encountered as the radius of influence increases over time. 
The Addendum also continues to use the very low estimate of daily water usage of only 34 gallons per person:
· Coco Plum EIA uses 75 gallons per person per day

· An almost 80% underestimation of the quantity of water needed by the Proposed Development results from the AM Developer’s use of an average daily water consumption of 34 gallons per day per person instead of 150 to 179 gallons of water per day per person for the 5,810 tourists in the condos, villas, golf course and club house units, hotel, casino, bars and restaurants.  (see, p. 3, Environment and Tourism: Examining the Relationship between Tourism and the Environment in Barbados and St. Lucia, www.sia-gcc.org/acp/download/acp_eu_sia_tourismenvironment_case_study.pdf reporting that in St. Lucia, the average resident uses on average 50 gallons per person each day, while hotel residents use up to 150 gallons per person daily. Also, Barbadians use 73 gallons per person daily and the average tourist 179 gallons per person per day.)  

· Using an average of 150 gallons per person per day, at full capacity, the development will need 58,014,000 gallons per month, instead of the 9,720,000 estimated by the Addendum and the EIA, and the Ara Macao wells will need to pump 1,343 gallons per minute, not 231 gallons per minute as stated in the Addendum.  Using Coco Plum’s estimate of 75 gallons per person per day, Ara Macao’s wells will have to pump 671 gallons per minute – a far cry from 231 gallons per minute.  
· Further, according to Dr. Williams, geological and hydraulic variations reported in the Addendum for Wells 1A and 1B indicate that the aquifer is very limited and an adequate aquifer test (rather than a well test) might very well produce substantially different results.  
Of note is that the proposed Water Resources Act requires a special permit to be obtained for the abstraction of ground water AFTER a master water plan is developed that takes into account the extent and cumulative uses of water, AND requires the payment of a per unit fee for water abstraction.

Finally, we are in complete agreement with the following recommendations from the Addendum:

· All wells in the general area of the project, Placencia Village, Mango Creek be registered and their characteristics documented.

· All wells tapping this Groundwater Province should be metered.

· All abandoned wells be decommissioned to ensure no contamination of the aquifer systems.
Legal Structure and Financial Resources of Developer

The proposed legal and financial structures for the AM Development raise serious accountability issues if the proposed development is approved and results in damage to other properties, the reef and/or the Placencia Lagoon.

Legal Structure.  Following is an overview of the legal structure for AM as outlined by Thayer, Handler, Thayer & Duggan, the developer's law firm, in a Memorandum dated 6 June 2006 (see, Addendum, p. 52):
· The developer of Ara Macao will be a company called Ara Macao Development, Ltd, a Belize corporation.  Ara Macao Holdings, LP, an Illinois limited partnership, will own 99% of Ara Macao Development, Ltd., and ioVest Development, LLC, an Illinois limited liability company, will own 1% of Ara Macao Development, Ltd.  ioVest Development, LLC is also the general partner of Ara Macao Holdings, LP.  (We do not know the identity of the limited partners of Ara Macao LP or the members of ioVest Development, LLC.)


· A Belize trust will be the owner/seller of the physical property with Ara Macao Holdings, LP, as the beneficiary of the trust. (We do not know the identity of the trustee or anything about the terms of the trust.)


· Marketing and sale of the property will be in another entity, Ara Macao Resort & Marina, LLC, a Nevis limited liability company.

Clearly, the legal structure for the ownership, development and marketing of the proposed AM Development is designed to limit the legal liabilities of the persons and entities associated with the AM Development.  

The only two Belizean entities that will be involved in the development (the development company and the trust), are designed so that once development ends, they do, too.  (The development company will have no reason for existence once the development is completed, and once the property is sold, the trust also ends.)  The Nevis marketing entity arguably has no ties whatsoever to Belize that would allow Belize or Belizeans recourse against it, and even if Belize could hold this company legally liable for damage, it, too, is likely to simply go away when the property is sold and/or development ends.
And, the use of a limited liability company domiciled in Nevis may be an attempt by the AM Developer to avoid regulation by the US Securities and Exchange Commission, which prescribes the manner in which condo timeshares may be marketed, and levies heavy penalties for failure to comply with SEC requirements.  

The development is over, the property is sold, and ioVest, Goguen, et al. go away, leaving no one liable if something goes wrong as a result of the development – and potentially leaving Belize with a very big black eye in the international tourism community.
Financial Structure.  As stated in the Second Thayer Memorandum dated 6 June 2006 (see, Addendum p. 54), marketing of condos and villas by AM is taking place BEFORE approval of the project by the Belize government "as a means of securing financing for a contemplated Project." (emphasis added)
The reason for the pre-sales is that Ara Macao Holdings, LP, ioVest Development, LLC and Ara Macao Development, Ltd. do not have the funds to develop the property without selling portions of the property BEFORE approval.  As stated in the Purchaser Information Package, Founder's Club Edition, April 2006, "Risk of Financing Strategy," p. 40:  

The Developer's principal financial strategy is based on the concept that the Project will eventually become self-funding as condominiums and villas are sold, because the Developer will be able to use the cash generated from such sales to fund the construction and development of later phases of the Project.  In the event that condominium and villa sales do not occur as planned, however, the Developer will not receive the anticipated cash when necessary to continue with its development efforts.  As a result, significant portions of the Project, as well as several of the Project amenities, may not be constructed as planned.  Delays that result from lack of cash to cover development costs will cause the carrying costs of the Project to increase and further delay completion of the Project.
In addition, page 40 of the Purchaser Information Package, "Financial Resources of Developer May Be Inadequate" states that:  "The Developer has not established a credit facility for either short or long-term financing, or a line of credit."

In essence, the AM Development is a huge “mega-resort” proposed by a developer that does not appear to have the financial means, nor access to credit, to complete any portion of the project, much less comply with the significant  environmental conditions that would be necessary to ensure the sustainability of this project (if such sustainability is even possible).  

And, under the financial and legal restrictions of the AM Developer and all of its related entities, it does not appear that the AM Developer runs any risk by simply agreeing to all conditions imposed by the Government of Belize because the actual performance of the conditions, the cleaning up of any damage caused by the AM Development, or the payment of damages, are unlikely to ever be the concern of Ara Macao Holdings, LP, ioVest Development, LLC, Ara Macao Development, Ltd, or the Belize trust that will own the property.
Water Sampling:  Placencia Lagoon
Sampling methods for the water quality work are not provided in the Addendum, the EIA or Annex.  Therefore, we do not know whether the samples were surface samples or bottom samples.  The fact that the phosphorus was quite high (33 ppm) and the dissolved oxygen was very low (much lower than expected based on other existing data), suggests that the water was collected as an integrated sample (or at the bottom) and the oxygen was measured at the bottom.  However, if the numbers are surface numbers they mean something substantially different than if they are bottom numbers.  
In addition, the Addendum conditions require temporal variability.  However, while the Addendum conditions require water quality testing in the Lagoon to be conducted in both the rainy and dry season, samples were only taken in May/June and September/October, meaning only one test result from the dry season (and in a very wet and rainy May, at that).  One snap shot of the Lagoon means almost nothing, and massive reductions in salinity can be found over just a few days (and even over just a few feet) in the Lagoon.
Further, no hydrocarbon analyses were conducted as required by DOE.

Pre-Sale Agreement
While the AM Developer has given some assurance to pre-development purchasers that their money will be refunded if the development does not occur, the AM Developer fails to give any assurance to the Government of Belize, local communities and land owners that the AM Developer will compensate them for any damages resulting from the proposed AM Development.  
Prospective purchasers stand to lose a few hundred thousand dollars if the project fails.  The Belize government and local stakeholders stand to lose hundreds of millions of dollars.  
The AM Developer wants to use the public resources of Belize for its own financial gain.  Therefore, the risk of loss should be on the AM Developer, and all of its successors and assigns, not on the people of Belize.
Irregularities in Letters and Signatures of Support
Forged signatures have been found on petitions and letters purportedly supporting the Ara Macao development, most notably the signature of a member of the Seine Bight Village Council.  
Mr. Jorge Franco of the Department of Environment read the list of signatures on a purported letter of support from the Seine Bight Village Council over the phone to Pauline Alvarez, the Seine Bight Village Council Treasurer.  
According to Mr. Franco, Ms. Alvarez’s name is on the letter of support. However, he would not release a copy of the letter, and Ms. Alvarez has been unable to obtain a copy from the Seine Bight Village Council.  Significantly, this letter was not included with other letters of “important support” in the materials submitted with the Addendum to DOE by the AM Developer.  Page 2 of Paul Goguen’s Memorandum dated 23 June 2006 (the “Goguen Memorandum”as reprinted in the Addendum, p.122) also states that the AM Development received a letters of support from “Raymond Ogaldez and the full council of Seine Bight Village.”
A formal complaint has been made to the Belize Department of Rural Development about the forgery and withholding of access issues associated with the Seine Bight Village Council letter of support for AM. 

In addition, a letter from Ms. Alvarez attesting to her non-support of the proposed AM development is attached to this comment letter, as are statements of non-support from several other individuals whose names and signatures were on petitions or letters of support for the AM Development.  (see, Alvarez Letter, Vera Letter, Keith Ramirez Letter and Krishna Ramirez Letter)
Also, attached are letters from residents and owners of property in the Plantation Development disputing the statements of Jim Parker, the developer of the Plantation, regarding the support for the AM Development by ALL property owners in the Plantation Development. (see, Yount Letter, Smith Letter and Dunham Letter)
Further, a number of people appear to have signed documents both supporting and opposing the AM Development, sometimes with very different signatures.  Mr. Goguen also seems confused about the identity of the Village Chairman of Independence, who he identifies in his Memorandum as Hugh Linarez.  (see, Goguen Memorandum, p. 2)  The Village Council Chairman of Independence is Mr. Justino Mendez, who publicly stated his opposition to the AM Development at the 3 May Public Consultation in Seine Bight Village.  No letter of support from the Independence Village Council could be found in the letters of support included with the Addendum, nor was a signature of Mr. Hugh Linarez found on any letter of support.
While no one has the time or resources to contact every individual who is included as a supporter of the AM Development on petitions or letters of support, the attached letters cast significant doubt on the validity of the AM Developer’s purported evidence of community support.
Finally, the inclusion of this type of material in the AM Developer’s Addendum, without including public evidence of non-support, is highly questionable, as is the “position” of the Department of the Environment denying access to comments from the public about the proposed AM Development.  

Plantation Development Plans

That portion of Phase II of the Plantation Development being sold by Mr. Parker for the AM Development includes 4 parks, access to the parks, 45 individual beach lots, 2 beach villa lots, and 1 hotel lot, Entry No. 6275 Reg, No, 7.  This plan was approved by the Belize Government, and is of public record.  This public information was also relied upon by purchasers of property in the Plantation Development.  How can this registered plan now be superseded by the AM Development, particularly the parks and park access, which are presumably now public having been registered and accepted by the Belize Government?
Public Consultations, Zone of Influence and Public Notice
According to Exhibit A of the Goguen Memorandum, the “Zone of Influence” of the AM Development extends 12 miles from the AM Development, including Placencia Village, Seine Bight Village (including Maya Beach and Riversdale), San Roman, Santa Rosa, South Stann Creek, Maya Centre, Kendall, Sittee and Sagitun.  Also according to Exhibit A of the Goguen Memorandum, the “Zone of Influence” does not extend to Mango Creek/Independence, Big Creek or Hopkins.  

However, the AM Developer seems to have no compunction about extending the Zone of Influence even further to include Hopkins and Independence/Mango Creek for the purpose of Letters of Support and petitions, but also sometimes limiting the “Zone of Influence” to Seine Bight, Riversdale and Santa Cruz when deemed expedient for the purposes of the AM Developer.
In addition, the AM Developer apparently feels free to call public meetings of the “eight villages within a 12-mile radius of the proposed Ara Macao project” that, according to the AM Developer, includes Maya Center Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, San Roman, Maya Mopan, Georgetown, Red Bank, and Seine Bight, but does not include Placencia Village.  (see, Goguen Memorandum, page 2 and Exhibit C)
(While residents of communities such as Maya Center, Maya Mopan, Georgetown, Independence/Mango Creek and Red Bank no doubt would welcome jobs, they will not suffer the same damages from possible downstream erosion, poisoning of the Placencia Lagoon, destruction of corals, siltation through dredging and run-off, inadequate solid and sanitary waste disposal, and loss of local business that may be suffered by communities and residents of the Placencia Peninsula that may result from the AM Development.  Therefore, while their opinions obviously have merit, the opinions of Placencia Peninsula communities and residents should be more heavily weighted with respect to the Proposed AM Development.)
Further, a public consultation is with the affected public, especially those within the much touted “Zone of Influence.”  The AM Developer should not be able to pick and choose its own “private public.”
In addition, many public comments from the 3 May 2006 public consultation in Seine Bight, particularly those which provided substantive information about the proposed AM Development, were edited to the point of being nonsensical.  Most egregiously, inaccurate and misleading information was provided to the public by the AM Developer and consultants at the public consultations, particularly to attendees at the Independence public consultation (for which notice was not given to Placencia Village).  (see, Williams July Report, pages 5-7)
Finally, no one has been able to determine the meaning of the list of names on notebook paper following the report on the Seine Bight 3 May 2006 consultation in the Addendum.  (see, Addendum, pp. 114-116)  The list includes names of people who were not at the meeting, and the names of people who do not support Ara Macao and are willing to make such a statement in court.  Further, this list does not include names of people who WERE at the meeting.  We would appreciate a public explanation of this list of names and why it was included in the Addendum.
Significant Outstanding Issues Not Addressed in the Addendum
The following issues remain unaddressed by the AM developer:

· 66 foot public reserve.  At the public meeting in Seine Bight, Paul Goguen, President of ioVest Development stated that the issue of beach access would be addressed by the condominium restrictions for the AM Development.  These restrictions have not been made available for review.  The issue of public access to the reserve is a very important one to Peninsula community members and must be preserved - - not only along the beach, but all other waterways affecting the proposed AM Development. 

· Siltation Control (Dredging and Run-Off).  The AM Developer proposes to rely heavily on siltation curtains to control sedimentation.  However, it does not appear that siltation curtains will be effective:

If the data of the Reef Ball Foundation is correct, specifically that 22% of the sediment in the project area is fine-grained silt, then I would expect that use of a silt curtain at the project area would suffer from the exact limitation described in the U.S. Army Corp of Engineer's document, namely:  “While the curtain provides an enclosure where some of the fine-grained material may flocculate and/or settle, “most of this fine-grained suspended material in the water column escapes with the flow of water and fluid mud under the curtain.” … Whereas properly deployed and maintained silt curtains can effectively control the distribution of turbid water, they are not designed to contain or control fluid mud.”  (See, Chernaik/Lu June Report, p. 3 and Reef Ball Foundation Report, p. 61)

In addition, as mentioned previously, the AM Developer has failed to use even basic modeling of dredging plumes or modeling of the transport of cohesive and non-cohesive sediments (spreading of dredged materials) for sedimentation patterns.  (See, Table 4.1. Matrix of Information Requirements, www.eurosion.org/reports-online/part5_4.pdf, p. 29) 
Further, high silt and peat content of dredged materials will necessitate filters and “silt-ponds” (e.g., settlement ponds) to control the silt and turbidity of reclamation discharge.   (see, PCSD June Comment Letter, page 3 and PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, page 2, Williams May Comments, pp. 8-9)
· Golf Course:  
· The EIA and all related documents completely fail to provide any specific details about the proposed golf courses other than the location of the club house, acreage and grass that will be used as turf, including lack of information about water demands, nature and volume of expected run-off of fertilized water into the Placencia Lagoon, and details about pesticides and insecticides that will be used on the courses.  (A separate EIA for the proposed golf courses is recommended.)

· No information is provided in any document about the amount and effect of fertilizers, insecticides and pesticides that will be drained or leached into the Placencia Lagoon through the 15’ wide, 6’ deep and 9,504 feet long drainage “ditch” the AM Developer proposes to dig to channel untreated drainage from the road and the golf courses into the Lagoon.
· See, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 9


· Underestimation of wastewater and sewage that will be produced by the development, including no analysis of waste water and sewage produced by boats in marina (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 4, Williams May Comments, p. 7)
· Effects of Development on Police and Fire Protection, Healthcare and Education.  The AM Developer has made many oral promises regarding these issues, but none in writing, and none backed by any funds (at least not funds accessible by the public and the government.) (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 7)

· Inadequate water quality monitoring plan.  The EIA includes an extremely ineffective water quality monitoring plan for coral reefs which sets critical levels for phosphates at 100 times those acceptable for coral reefs and nitrate levels at 10 times higher than those acceptable for coral reefs.  (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 5, Reef Ball Foundation Report, page. 55)
· Cumulative Impact.  The cumulative impact section of the AM EIA is woefully inadequate to the point of non-existence.  Given the very serious issues of rapid development and limited resources of the Peninsula, this is a critical issue that must be seriously addressed.  (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 5)
· Solid Waste Disposal.  AM Development documents inadequately analyze the Placencia dump and grossly underestimate solid waste generated by the proposed development.  (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 6)
· Environmental Monitoring.  The AM Developer has failed to establish an adequate water quality baseline so that a meaningful environmental monitoring program can be implemented.  Also, monitoring should take place at the expense of the AM Development in perpetuity, and not just 4 years as proposed by the EIA.  (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 5)
· Hurricane Evacuation.  Other than a plan for evacuation of 100 foot boats to Monkey River and the Lagoon, the Addendum does not describe hurricane plans or present for review hurricane evacuation plans for residents of the proposed AM Development, or hurricane evacuation of residents living south of the proposed development.  The AM Developer stated in its “public forum” in Independence that it has a hurricane plan, but has yet to produce a complete one for review.  (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 11).   In addition, hurricane shelters were mentioned in the Addendum as suitable for Category 5 hurricanes without indicating where these hurricane shelters are or will be, how they are designed and who is eligible to use them.
· Electricity.  The AM Developer states in its 30 April 2006 2-full-page ad in Belize newspapers that its electricity will be purchased from BEL, which will “create more employment in that company.”  However, Mr. Jose Moreno, engineer in charge of planning had never heard of this development as of 1 May 2006, and we now understand that Wartsila generators purchased by Belize Aquaculture Ltd., a shrimp farm on the upper Lagoon, will supply electrical power for Ara Macao.  What happened to increased employment for BEL and why did the Ara Macao EIA not mention this potential source of electrical power (and why was BEL never contacted about the proposed development)?  (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, page 1, PCSD June 9 Comment Letter, p. 8)
· Sludge Disposal.  Neither the EIA nor the Addendum includes any explanation of the disposal of the sludge from waste water treatment facilities.  (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 11)
· Contaminated Dredged Soils.  No analysis has been done of the soils to be dredged with respect to possible contamination from banana and shrimp farm operations, which would make the dredged soils unsuitable for use as fill.  (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 11)
· Impacts on coral reef from land-based activities. (see, PCSD May 3 Comment Letter, p. 11)
The foregoing comments are submitted by Placencia Citizens for Sustainable Development, a registered community organization including 60 paid members and additional volunteers from the Peninsula area who are concerned with the rapid, and often poorly planned and executed, development of the Peninsula.  PCSD seeks to bring information about proposed developments to Peninsula residents to ensure that all such developments are environmentally sustainable with respect to the fragile eco-systems of the Peninsula and its communities and cultures.  
