







30 March 2006

Department of the Environment

10/12 Ambergris Avenue

Belmopan, Belize


Re:
Ara Macao (a/k/a Scarlet Macaw EIA; Preliminary Comments
Dear Environmental Officer:

Following are preliminary comments on the proposed Ara Macao development south of Riversdale.  I stress that these are only preliminary comments due to the fact that I was unable to access a copy of the EIA until Saturday, 25 March 2006 (less than one week ago).  

As you know, the EIA is over 500 pages in length, and extremely technical.  Therefore, one week’s time is hardly sufficient to allow a full review.  However, I did want to you to receive the following preliminary comments as soon as possible.  

1.  Beach and Coastal Access:  The proposed design defeats the right of the public’s access to the beach/coastline.  Instead, only owners of private villas in the Ara Macao development (the “Development) will be able to use most of the beach/coastline in this area.  Further, Under Section 28 of the National Lands Act, the boundary of this tract of land is presumably the high tide mark.  In addition, as acknowledged by section 17(l) of the Memorandum of Sale Agreement between ioVest Development, LLC (Purchaser) and MacKinnon Belize Land and Development Limited (Seller), the property on which the proposed Development will be built is subject to a 66’ public easement for access and use along the beach which cannot be obstructed by private owners to the detriment of the public.  Therefore, I do not understand how the developers can cut deep and wide channels across the beach east of the high tide mark when they not only don’t own this property, this property is held in trust for the benefit of the public.  

2.  Placencia Lagoon.  All surface water run-off is to be drained via a drainage canal into the Placencia Lagoon without any sort of cleaning or filtration.  Surface water run-off will include petroleum products, sediment, and chemicals associated with landscaping, cleaning and other uses – all of which can be harmful to fish, aquatic insects and other estuary life even if the surface water run-off is not lethal to humans.  

In addition, the golf course is adjacent to the Lagoon and will also drain into the Lagoon, possibly loaded with chemicals which the developer has indicated it may use on the golf course, including:
· Permethrin:  a neurotoxin and is classified by the EPA as a carcinogen (cancer causing).  Permethrin is toxic to honey bees and other beneficial insects, fish, aquatic insects, crayfish, and shrimp. For many species, concentrations of less than one part per billion are lethal. Permethrin causes deformities and other developmental problems in tadpoles, and reduces the number of oxygen-carrying cells in the blood of birds. 
· Benomyl:   highly toxic to fish 
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· Carbofuran:   granular form banned in the US because of very high toxicity to birds.  One granule is sufficient to kill a small bird. Bird kills have occurred when birds ingested carbofuran granules, which resemble grain seeds in size and shape, or when predatory or scavenging birds have ingested small birds or mammals that have eaten carbofuran pellets.   Carbofuran is also highly toxic to many fish.

· Lambda cyhalothrin:  highly toxic to fish

· Methomyl:  highly toxic compound in EPA toxicity class I. It is classified as Restricted Use Pesticide (RUP) by EPA because of its high acute toxicity to humans.  Methomyl is highly toxic to birds and aquatic invertebrates (such as lobster). 

· Chlorpyrifos:  highly toxic to aquatic invertebrates and estuary (lagoon) and marine organisms.  Due to its acute high toxicity and its persistence in sediments, chlorpyrifos may constitute a hazard to sea bottom dwellers.  Aquatic and general agricultural uses of chlorpyrifos pose a serious hazard to wildlife and honeybees.  Chlorpyrifos may be toxic to some plants, such as lettuce [36]. Residues remain on plant surfaces for approximately 10 to 14 days. Data indicate that this insecticide and its soil metabolites can accumulate in certain crops.

· Cyflurthrin:  highly toxic to marine and freshwater organisms. Marine and estuarine invertebrates are also extremely sensitive to cyfluthrin. 
· Abamectin:  highly toxic to fish and extremely toxic to aquatic invertebrates.

· Paraquat (Preglone):  highly toxic compound in EPA toxicity class I.  DANGER - POISON. Paraquat is a Restricted Use Pesticide (RUP). 
Amazingly, the primary sections of the EIA (such as the section on the proposed golf courses) does not acknowledge or discuss possible contamination of the Lagoon by surface water run-off or use of chemicals for golf course maintenance.   
In addition, no water quality testing in the Lagoon near the Development was performed.  The only water quality testing site in the Lagoon appears to be located near the Zeboz canals.  The minimal water quality testing that was done with respect to the Lagoon occurred only in September and October of 2005, during the rainy season when the Lagoon would have been receiving heavy flushing from fresh water rivers emptying into the Lagoon.  
Further, water quality testing did not test phosphorous levels in September, only in October.   Also, it seems odd that the water quality testing done in September could not detect any nitrogen, but could in October.  This is particularly odd since the Shabica report in the Annex acknowledges that the Lagoon water has been severely degraded through nitrogen loading from shrimp farm effluent and banana plantation run-off.  (Annex, page 71).
In addition, heavy metals were not tested (as recommended by Shabica & Associates) and are not included in the recommended water quality testing by the EIA.  BOD was also not measured as recommended. (COD was measured, but I do not believe that there are any generalized correlation between BOD and COD.)  
Finally, the one water quality site tested in the Lagoon cannot be used as a baseline for later water quality testing because this site is not included in the sites to be tested if the Development is approved and completed.  
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3.  Dredging:  Approximately 1.2 million cubic yards of fill will be dredged in constructing the proposed marina and marina entrances.   (To put this into perspective, the large quantities of fill being dredged from the Coco Plum site only amount to 565,000 cubic meters of fill.)  The EIA states that the dredged fill will be used on other parts of the proposed Development, including the proposed golf course.  The Executive Summary states that inland dredging will be done by bucket dredge and that marine dredging will be done by suction dredge.  However, Section 10.5 of the EIA states that all dredging will be by bucket dredge except dredging at the mouths of the marina entrances.  
Dredging Related Questions/Comments:

· Is any water quality modeling data available for analysis on possible/probable discharges and sedimentation plumes?  If this modeling data isn’t available, how can anyone be reasonably sure that the proposed methods for preventing huge amounts of sedimentation from entering the Caribbean and destroying vast amounts of coral and other marine life will be successful?

· No information is given in the main EIA or annexes about the quantity of sediment that might enter the Sea or the Lagoon – at least not any information understandable by the general public.  Information is also not provided on how much sedimentation will enter the Sea and Lagoon if proposed measures such as silt curtains are used.

· When will the dredging and storage of fill on the property be undertaken?  Shouldn’t this be performed only during the dry (non-hurricane) season?  If not, how can the developer possibly prevent 1.2 million cubic yards of fill material from finding its way into the Sea during heavy seasonal rains?  

· How long will the dredging actually take?  Shouldn’t completion be required within a specific time period to minimize the potential for adverse effects on sea life?

· How specifically will water (rain) and wind erosion be contained for dredged materials stored on-site?  (If specific methods aren’t provided by the developer, it is, of course, impossible to evaluate whether those proposed methods will be sufficient.)

· The configuration of the silt curtain deployment should be specified in advance so that it can be evaluated by DOE.

· Grab dredgers seem to be better able to control sedimentation and turbidity than bucket dredgers -- especially when the grab dredgers are used with silt curtains.  Therefore, perhaps grab dredging should be required rather than bucket dredging.
· According to Figure 10-3 of the EIA, 135,698 cubic yards of fill will be left over after fill requirements for the Development.  Where will this fill be deposited?

4.  Solid Waste.  Section 7 of the EIA begins with the mind-boggling statement that solid waste data isn’t available for residential subdivisions and resorts in Belize.  Therefore, the EIA that each guest/resident at the Development will be assumed to produce 3 pounds of solid waste per day because that is the average of solid waste produced by Belizeans in Belizean urban centers.  

Not only is this premise mind-boggling, it is absurd.  Those people vacationing, and the few actually living at, the Development will not be Belizeans.  They will be mostly North Americans, possibly some Europeans.  MASSIVE amounts of data are available about the solid waste generated by the average North American.  
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According to the Department of Environment Quality for the State or Oregon in the US, each person in the US throws away 4.5 pounds of garbage per day.  Further, the accuracy of using 4.5 pounds rather than 3 pounds per day per person is borne out by the average solid waste generated in San Pedro of 4.8 pounds!  
Therefore, the EIA has underestimated solid waste generation by a minimum of 1.5 pounds per person per day.  This may not sound like much until you run the numbers.  The EIA uses a 70% occupancy rate in 2010 for the Development, or 2,977.8 people.  4.5 pounds of solid waste per day for this many people is 13,400.1 pounds of garbage per day, NOT 5,319 as claimed by the EIA.  

To further compound the misleading nature of Section 7 of the EIA on solid waste, the EIA lumps Dangriga garbage in with Peninsula garbage in order to make the assertion in Section 7.1.4 that the Development will generate only 28% of the waste in the area.  However, when the garbage generated by the Development is compared to the garbage generated by Seine Bight and Placencia, the Development will actually be producing 2.5 times the amount of garbage produced by Seine Bight and Placencia in 2010 and 5.75 times as much by 2025!
In fact, Engineers without Borders states at www.ewb-usa.org/ewb/project/display.do?mode=display&ID=149 that “The newest threats to the Peninsula are twofold: (1) Sailboat charters (and possibly cruise ships in the near future) that may dump their waste into proximate waters, and (2) the sharp increase in condominiums, which create high density waste issues. (emphasis added)
Therefore, the solid waste disposal issue is a very serious one, especially given the number of large new developments on the upper Peninsula, including Coco Plum and Zeboz, in addition to the proposed Development. 

Both Coco Plum AND the Development have indicated that they intend to use the existing Placencia dump near Sagitun for solid waste disposal.  This dump site was last evaluated in 1999 at a time when little development was occurring on the Peninsula, and certainly none of the magnitude now being proposed.  The EIA does not present any evidence that the current dump site is capable of safely handling this amount of garbage, or that the skills exist in the area for the effective management of this amount of waste.  Instead, the EIA asserts that “Whatever the projected rate of population of Scarlet Macaw, adequate planning will be carried out to ensure all waste is adequately disposed.”  
A vastly more solid commitment from the developer is required to cope with its garbage.

5.  Hazardous Wastes.  Incredibly, the EIA makes the statement that no hazardous wastes will be generated at the Development except for batteries.  Therefore, no plan for hazardous waste disposal is necessary.  What about:

· Pesticides and herbicides used on the golf course?
· Anti-fouling paints, oil, batteries and battery acids (automobile, vehicle and other batteries such as UPS batteries), cleaning compounds, gasoline, solvents, paints, sandblasting waste, fiberglass and chemical cleaners that will be used throughout the Development, particularly in the proposed marina?

A hazardous waste disposal must be presented by the developer.
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6.  Water Usage and Waste Water.  The EIA estimates that 325,000 gallons per day of fresh water will be needed by the Development and that 290,000 gallons per day of waste water will be generated.  

Water quantity needs of the development seem to be grossly underestimated.  Table 5.3 estimates daily water consumption at 1,227,534 liters.  If this total figure is divided by 9,024 people (at 70% occupancy), the total anticipated water usage per person per day is only 136 liters per day.  Even divided by 6,446 (50% occupancy), total anticipated water use per person per day is still only 190 liters per day.  Tourists at beach resorts in Turkey use 600 liters of water per day per person.  Tourists in Mallorca, Spain beach resorts use 440 liters of water per day per person, up to 880 liters per day per person at luxury resorts.  These numbers are in line with water usage of 80-100 gallons a day for residential use in the US since on the average, tourists use 1/3 more water per day than local inhabitants.  (See February 2004 edition of Water Technology and http://www.biodiversity.ru/coastlearn/tourism-eng/casestudies_mamaia.html).  

Assuming a 50% occupancy of 6,446 guests, 300 liters per day (to stay on the low side) x 7 days/week, total water required for guests is 3,384,150 gallons per week, plus 142,000 gallons per week for the golf course.  This amounts to 3,526,150 gallons per week to supply sufficient water to the Development at only 50% capacity.  The EIA does not provide any information on whether the aquifer from which well water will be drawn is sufficient to meet this (or a higher) demand.  What happens if the well water is insufficient for the running of the resort?  Will the Development be abandoned or good management practices curtailed (such as moving accreted sand from the north side of the development to the south side of the southern breakwater)?
(FYI, current monthly water usage by Seine Bight and Placencia Villages combined ranges from 5.5 million gallons to 8 million gallons.   In contrast, the Development will use 14,104,600 gallons per month at 50% occupancy – almost double the amount of water used by the two villages.)

Underestimating water usage may also mean a gross underestimation of the amount of waste water that will be produced.  Where will this excess waste water go?   Does the Development have the capacity to treat a much greater amount of waste water?  
Also, I did not see an estimate for the amount of sludge that will be produced by the BESST plants, or where that sludge will be deposited.  

Finally, the EIA states that the development “may” consider supplying water to Riversdale.  This should be a firm condition of approval of the Development (in any form).  The Development will be extracting public groundwater for a private purpose for private benefit and gain.  Therefore, the developers should be required to install and maintain a water system for Riversdale at a reasonable cost as part of the Development’s payment for its private use of a publicly owned natural resource.

7.  Erosion.  The EIA and Annex explicitly acknowledge that sand will accrete on the north side of the northern cut into the coastline, and on the south side of the southern cut.  They propose to physically move sand from these locations when the amount of sand accreted reaches 11,482.94 cubic feet (350 cubic meters).  I could find no estimate of how often this might be, the cost of moving the sand, where it would be moved and how. 
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The lack of sufficient data on which to evaluate the erosion that may be caused by the breakwaters is explicitly acknowledged on page 92 of the Annex.  The Shabica report and the EIA itself attempt to downplay the threat of erosion to beach properties south of the Development by presenting information about areas along the coast where accretion and erosion have occurred previously and stating that these sites indicate that the breakwaters may not cause erosion of beaches south of the Development.  However, both documents also acknowledge that accreted sand will have to be physically removed at the breakwaters and in the mouths of the channels.  (If the breakwaters were not there, where would the accreted sand have gone?)
If this is a valid assumption, why was Kitty Fox forced by DOE to remove most of the groin constructed on the Kitty’s Place Beach Resort property  – ostensibly because it was causing erosion of beaches south of Kitty’s Place (now known as Saks at Placencia)?  If the assumptions in the EIA are correct, why are property owners who construction groins and other beach protection structures in Maya Beach routinely forced to remove these structures because of erosion caused to neighboring properties to the south?
It seems that no one really knows what effect a 50 meter (164.04feet) breakwater will have on properties south of the Development.  That being the case, the posting of a bond to reimburse property owners south of the Development for erosion damage may be a good one.  Even if a bond isn’t required, some method must be put into place to reimburse these property owners for erosion damage caused by the Development – other than requiring them to file a lawsuit, which we all know is not a realistic option in Belize.

Finally, where will the coarse grained sand come from that will be used over the finer sand on the beach to prevent siltation?  How will it be transported to the Development site?  What specific measures will be used to contain dust?
8.  Electricity.  The Development will require 15.35 megawatts of electricity.  It is doubtful that the existing power lines have the capacity to provide this amount of additional electricity since the Peninsula suffers regular power outages as it is.  Further, will electric power be interrupted for long periods of time as this project is brought on-line?  (Currently, BEL shuts off the power to most of the Peninsula every time it connects a new subdivision or other development because the current system has no redundancy.)

This issue is being researched in more depth by a property owner on the Peninsula who has had extensive management and operational experience in public electricity companies.

9.  Marina:  In addition to erosion and sedimentation issues, the proposed marina presents the following issues that need clarification/resolution:

· How far will the sea bed have to be dredged to allow boats of 100 feet to access the marina?
· The EIA only mentions near shore patch reefs in front of the Development.  Were any grass beds located?  What will be the effect of proposed marina development on sea grasses?  Will dredging be done through sea grass beds?

· The EIA annex recommends that boats be evacuated to the Lagoon or Monkey River if landfall by a Category 2 or greater hurricane seems imminent.  The marina will have 307 slips and may be able to accommodate up to 400 boats (different numbers were used throughout the EIA).  Where will 400 boats go to in the Lagoon or Monkey River?  Where will 100 foot boats with at least a 6 foot draft go?  (The Lagoon is shallow – averages about 6 feet, Monkey River definitely won’t accommodate them.)
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10.  Hurricanes and Other Natural Disasters:  The EIA estimates that the Development will bring 600 additional vehicles to the Peninsula and that the Peninsula road system is adequate to handle this amount of additional traffic.  The EIA makes no mention of the cumulative effects of all currently proposed new developments such as Coco Plum and Zeboz, in addition to the Development.  This number of additional vehicles will seriously impede evacuation of the Peninsula when the Development is completed, and construction issues will most certainly impede evacuation before completion.  Yes, the emergency management plan presented in the EIA totally ignores the rest of the Peninsula and only sets out on-site procedures to evacuate the Development.  A plan for orderly evacuation of the Peninsula by everyone needs to be put in place, not just the evacuation of Scarlet Macaw!
11.  Golf Course Residential Subdivisions.  Three subdivisions of 25 acres (in the aggregate) and 59 single family houses are planned as the last stage of the Development.  Apparently, these residences won’t be hooked up to the sewage package plants, but will be on individual septic systems.  I don’t believe this complies with current DOE regulations which require package sewage treatment plants for developments of this size.  Again, water usage is grossly under-estimated at only 35 gallons per day.  (The Coco Plum development which includes more residences estimates usage at 75 gallons per day.)  The amount of garbage that will be generated is also based on 3 pounds per person per day.  As previously discussed, basing solid waste generation on 3 pounds grossly underestimates the amount of waste that will actually be generated.
Also, restrictive covenants for the Development were not included in the EIA annex as stated.


12.  Alternatives to Proposed Development.  The alternatives proposed include high density tourism development, an all-residential subdivision, no development and the proposed use, which is characterized as mixed tourism/residential use.  Characterizing the proposed Development as mixed tourism/residential is very misleading.  The developers only intend to construction 59 homes, if they construct them at all since this is one of the last phases of the Development.  Further, the attempted justification for the “combination” development as “avoiding a monopoly” makes absolutely no sense.  As recognized by the EIA, the Placencia Peninsula includes well over 200 lodging facilities, numerous restaurants/bars, etc.  How could the Development “monopolize” tourism under these circumstances?  
Most importantly, the EIA fails to consider any less drastic and more realistic alternatives to Proposed Development than the 3 development scenarios presented above, such as:

· Smaller marina, or no marina

· Restrict access to marina to boats under 50 feet

· One 9-hole golf course or no golf course

· By the way, why two 9-hole golf courses rather than one 18-hole golf course?

· Fewer villas or condos, 

· 1 commercial center instead of 2

· Fewer number of structures

Presenting data on these kinds of options would have made this section of the EIA meaningful. 
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13.  Gated Community:  This will be a gated community which intends to restrict access to local Peninsula residents.  How will access be restricted?  Will access for ALL local residents be restricted, or only for some?  How will this distinction be made?  (A gate is shown on the Site Plan for the entrance from the road.  Also, the EIA states that “Access to the area may be restricted by the use of barriers.”)

14.  Social Effects.  
· The EIA states that Seine Bight, Sagitun and Santa Cruz are the populations likely to be affected by the Development, but never states why.  It also never states why Placencia Village will not be affected even though it is downstream from the Development, and could suffer quite substantially from erosion, sedimentation and pollution of the Lagoon and/or the Sea.  

· Why does the EIA focus on Maya Centre as the solution to social problems in Seine Bight?  What does Maya Centre have to do with Seine Bight other than being located in the same district?  What do Mayan guides at Maya Centre think about the proposal for Seine Bight tour guides to become experts in Mayan culture and archeology?  (Does this even make sense?)  

· Is the sale of handicrafts at the Development by residents of Seine Bight really the solution to the economic problems of Seine Bight?

· The above are just examples of the dismissive way the EIA treats very real social problems that are faced on the Peninsula, and also ones that will be created by the Development, such as clashes of culture (bound to occur), which the EIA proposes to solve through “institutional strengthening at the community level” without giving any indication of what the developer will do (if anything) to strengthen whatever community institutions are being referred to.  

· In actuality, the Development will cause a significant increase in the burden on local police enforcement, health care and educational systems.  Again, the EIA does not substantively address any of these issues.  For example, in response to the problem of increased burden on local police enforcement, the EIA “solves” this problem by stating that the developers will be providing their own security.  Obviously, it’s not the security within the Development that worries people who already live on the Peninsula.  Instead, the real worry is increased crime related to large numbers of unskilled laborers who will be brought onto the Peninsula and the inability of the local police to deal with existing crime, much less greatly increased crime.  The same with local schools which must somehow deal with the children of these workers, many of whom could be on the Peninsula for years.  The EIA discusses the lack of a school, community center or health center for Santa Cruz, but doesn’t offer any solution for this problem. Why not require the developer to build a school and fund a few teachers?  Again, the developers are using public natural resources for private gain, and they should be required to pay for this type of benefit.
· Amazingly, this section of the EIA also states that the proposed Development is “low density” and of “low impact” compared to other urban projects.  When did the Placencia Peninsula become an “urban” area?  When did a population of about 1700 strung along a 12-mile peninsula become urban?
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15.  Public Notice/Public Hearing(s):  A “public” meeting about the Development was held on 14 December 2005.  No notice was given to residents of Placencia Village, because, according to DOE, Placencia Village is not in the zone of influence.  Developers later claimed Placencia Village received notice.  However, no one from Placencia Village signed the attendance sheet or made any comments, and the following email was sent from the Placencia Tourist Center at 4:16 PM on 14 December after someone caught wind of the meeting:
From: Placencia Tourism Center II [mailto:tourism@placencia.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2005 4:16 PM
To: Placencia Tourism Center II
Subject: EIA on Scarlet Macaw
There is an EIA meeting at Lost Reef in Riversdale tonight – no idea what time to review Scarlet Macaws EIA.  Does anyone know about this and or intend to attend?  Has anyone seen this EIA? 

If you have any info please contact the Placencia Tourism Center. 

Further, it seems as if great efforts were made not to make the EIA available to Placencia Village residents:

From: Mary Toy [mailto:mtoy@destinationsbelize.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2006 10:54 AM
To: 'info@mnrei.gov.bz'; 'envirodept@btl.net'; Subject: Letter to Minister Briceno re Ara Macao EIA
Re: EIA Ara Macao
March 27, 2006
Dear Minister Briceno, 
 

I would like to add my request for an extension of time to review the Ara Macao (a/k/a Scarlet Macaw) Environmental Impact Assessment for the proposed Ara Macao development to that of Corol Bevier's of Rum Point Inn (copied below).  
 

As Ms. Bevier states in her letter to you, no one south of Seine Bight, and few people on the Peninsula as a whole, have had an opportunity to review this EIA because:
 

1.  The Department of the Environment only required the developer to provide copies in Seine Bight Village (the Village Chairman's home); the office at Lost Reef Resort  . . . and The Placencia Beach Resort (located about 15 miles north of Placencia Village, 
2.  The Department of the Environment refused to require the developer to make any copies available in Placencia Village.  (In January 2006, I personally pleaded with the Department of the Environment to require the developer to make copies available in Placencia Village, but was told that DOE had no authority to require the developer to do so because Placencia Village is not in the "zone of influence" of the Scarlet Macaw development, even though Placencia Village is only 5 miles south of Seine Bight, which is apparently within the "zone of influence.")
3.  Only 14 days have been allowed for review of the Scarlet Macaw EIA -- notice of availability of the EIA for review was published in The Guardian on 17 March 2006, with the deadline for comments set for 30 March 2006. 

4.  The EIA is 210 pages long, plus a 367 page annex of collateral documents which also must be reviewed to fully understand the development. An EIA of 577 pages simply cannot be adequately reviewed by more than two or three people in a 14-day period when access to the document requires sitting in the home of the Village Council Chairman of Seine Bight, or at a busy beach resort - neither location being very conducive to the concentration and attention required to understand these lengthy and very complex documents.
 

5.  People in Placencia Village only received access to the EIA on Saturday, 25 March 2006, after two concerned residents of the Peninsula drove all the way to Belmopan at their own expense to get CDs of the documents copied so that wider access to the EIA could be made available.  
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I would like to urge DOE to require a full public hearing on this Development as well as to formally extend the time available for public comments.  I would also like to urge DOE and the developer not to exclude Placencia Village because this proposed Development will have a tremendous impact on the Village, and exclusion engenders ill will.

16.  Ownership of the Development Property.  The Annex to the EIA includes a copy of a Memorandum of Sale with four modifications granting additional time to pay to ioVest Development.  Does ioVest now own all of the property?  If it doesn’t, how much is left to purchase?  Does ioVest have the financial ability to complete the purchase of the property and the Development?  If it doesn’t, what will happen if the Development is only partially completed?  Will any development approvals be made non-transferable?

Thank you very much for your attention.









Sincerely,
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Mary V. Toy
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