Notes on Supplemental and Original Placencia Marina EIA (13 January 2010)
Size of Marina:  Increased to 300 boat slips, which means approx. 950 boat slips for Placencia if this marina is approved:

· Laru Beya:  approx. 40 slips

· Peninsula Club:  50 boat slips for 100 boats

· Peninsula Yacht Club:  24 slips

· Robert’s Grove:  approx. 20 slips

· Ara Macao:  400 slips (information received today is that the Ara Macao project is being revived by a new group of investors – Paul Goguen no longer involved)
· False Caye:  40 slips

· Harvest Caye:  marina size not stated

· Placencia Resort:  75 slips

All of the above have been APPROVED by DOE, and no approvals have been withdrawn despite failure to comply with ECP conditions.  That means that DOE has already approved approx. 650 boat slips for the Placencia area – and if the Marina project is approved, an additional 300 – making 700 boat slips within 2-3 miles of each other, and approx. 950 boat slips for the entire Peninsula.
The Placencia Peninsula is a 14 mile peninsula – almost 1,000 boat slips in 14 miles?  
Note: the number of marina slips above do not include small marinas such as those being constructed by Kitty Fox and Ran Villanueva, or small existing marinas such as Dalton Eiley’s in Placencia Village.  If all of these small marinas were included, the number of slips approved for the area would likely be more than 1000.

In addition, the above number does not include the 125 Lagoon docks being marketed by the developer for the Placencia Estates and Golf Course.

Environmental Compliance and Monitoring:  The environmental sustainability promised by the EIAs relies solely on self-monitoring by the developer.  Given the developer’s history of compliance with the terms of ECPs for its other projects, predicating approval of this marina on self monitoring is a disaster waiting to happen.  If the marina is approved, the developer should be required to pay a yearly fee for independent monitoring and testing in an amount sufficient to pay a top-quality firm for these services.  As usual, monitoring results are intended to be kept private and away from the eyes of the public, which is not only wrong, but can jeopardize the health and welfare of the public.

Bilge Water:  Section 6.6.4 of the Marina EIA supplement states that the marina will provide an oil/water (bilge water) reception facility capable of meeting a standard of 20ppm oil in water. 

Twenty ppm of oil in water does NOT comply with MARPOL standards which require not more than 15 ppm oil in water that will be returned to the Sea – which will happen here after bilge water is treated and used for grounds watering – all of this water will eventually return to the sea or ground water. 
Dredging:  
· The Marina EIA Supplement does not comply with Section B, 6.02.5  of the TOR because it still does not include any information on the physical characteristics of the materials to  be dredged – it can’t since the Supplement still does not specifically identify the location of the borrow pit. 

· The EIA Supplement also fails to comply with TOR Section B, 6.02.7 because it does not provide any information about benthic communities other than these completely unsubstantiated statements that “the benthic communities in the dredge areas present no real significant loss since these benthic communities have very wide representation in the area.”  and, “The benthic ecosystem in the basin area consists primarily of small organism that live in tubes or burrows 

beneath the surface of the silty sea floor.”  Baseline information should include sources, studies and description of methods to support such statements.  These statements don’t even come close.
Silt curtains.  Section 9.2.2 of the Supplemental EIA states that “[a]t a depth of 9-10 meters the upper layer consisted of very fine silt and showed for the presence of a few small shells (C of Plate 9.1)
Therefore, silt curtains will not effectively prevent siltation of areas outside of the area bounded by silt curtains, but will instead allow silt to disperse to other areas, endangering coral and seagrasses. 

As explained by the US Army Corps of Engineers, “[w]hile 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.” (Silt Curtains as a Dredging Project Management Practice, ERDC TN-DOER-E21 Sept.2005, http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/dots/doer/pdf/doere21.pdf
Seagrass:   3.4 acres of seagrass will be destroyed by the building of the Marina.  Seagrass beds are one of the most cost effective carbon capture and storage systems on the earth, and together with mangroves and tropical wetlands, can remove up to 25% of the transportation emissions needed to control climate change.  (See, Seagrass Watch, Volume 36 and Blue Carbon: the Role of Healthy Oceans in Binding Carbon, UNEP and UNESCO)
Therefore, if Marina developer is allowed to remove 3.4 acres of seagrass, the developer should be required to successfully replant the same number of acres in another location after consultation with local and international sea grass experts to identify the best replanting location, methods and maintenance.
Erosion:  The Supplemental Marina EIA admits that it can’t really predict whether the Marina will cause downstream erosion.  Therefore, if this Marina is approved, a substantial bond of at least BZ$3M should be required to protect downstream property owners if erosion IS caused by the Marina.
Certification:  The Supplemental EIA states that the Marina specifications and operation will allow it to qualify for international certification as an environmentally sensitive operating marina. (Section 5.7.2.2).  If the Marina is approved, actual certification should be made a condition of approval and maintaining certification a condition of continued of operation.   We recommend the Blue Flag marina certification program.
Water Quality:  The EIA continues to be deficient in information provided about water resources and still does not comply with the Terms of Reference for the Marina EIA, as follows:
· TOR Section 1, 1.04a:  specifications for water treatment facility not provided;

· TOR Section B, 2.02:  lay-out plans for water pipes, including route, depth, type of piping and methodology not provided;

· TOR Section B, 2.03:  baseline water quality assessment of ground water and surface waters of the project size and zone of influence collected in dry and rainy seasons not provided

· The Supplemental EIA does include a “ground water” analysis in Annex IV.  However, the water sampled was taken from the Placencia Hotel reservoir, and was treated water.
· No water samples seem to have been taken in both the wet and dry seasons.  If water samples were taken in both wet and dry seasons, when were they taken?  The Supplemental EIA does not provide any details of this sampling.
· Locations in the Lagoon (zone of influence) where water samples were collected not identified.  

In addition, while sea water was tested for e-coli, Lagoon water was not.  Why?

E-coli counts for sea water were much higher nearer shore.  Where is this e-coli contamination coming from? 

In addition, the Marina EIA does not include water quality tests for the well water that will be the source of potable water for Copal Beach, The Placencia and the proposed Marina.  Is this water treated in any way?  The picture provided of the well shows a pump pulling well water directly from the well and into the water lines (wherever those are – this information is not provided in the EIA).  Water supplies for Placencia, Seine Bight and other communities are required to at least be chlorinated.  Why isn’t some sort of treatment required for this source of water, which will be for PUBLIC consumption in the marina and at the hotel restaurants.

Further, instead of testing the well water quality, Section 5.5 of the Marina EIA states that the source of the well water “could be” the same aquifer tested by Ara Macao and reported by Pepe Garcia to be of very high quality.  It is doubtful that Mr. Garcia is such an impeccable source that his mere word can be used to unequivocally document water quality in environmental impact assessments.
Water Resources:  The Supplemental EIA states that The Placencia has a well “on the southwestern end of the property near a branch of the Santa Maria Creek.”   Santa Maria Creek does not flow into The Placencia property, so where is this well?  

Also, the critical issue of water quantity is treated summarily by in Section 5.5 of the EIA that:
It is believed that the well lies within the same aquifer as that of Ara Macao which indicated an upper silty clay layer that was fairly consistent to a depth of 40 feet followed by a layer of impermeable clay that continued to a depth of 60 feet. This layer of clay was then followed by a thick layer of course sand that went to a depth of 125 feet once more followed by layer of impermeable clay. This thick layer of sand sandwiched between the two layers of clay contained a confined aquifer that produced fresh water of a high drinking water quality (per communications Jose Garcia). A pump test of the Ara Macao’s well indicated volumes that could suffice the needs of the entire Placencia area. (emphasis added)
However, Ara Macao never tested the recharge rate of the aquifer, which is the only way to determine whether the aquifer on which the Ara Macao tests were performed would be adequate to “suffice the needs of the entire Placencia area.”  In addition, the Marina EIA consultants don’t really even know if the well providing water to The Placencia IS the same aquifer, and whether that aquifer is the same or different aquifer from the one currently providing water to Placencia and Seine Bight.

While the water needs of the Marina are not great, the Marina EIA treats the Marina as part of the same project as Copal Beach and The Placencia, which makes the source, quality and quantity of water a critical issue. 
Fueling:  Fuel hoses with the lowest possible permeation must be required to minimize emissions from fuel evaporation.   ICOMIA Guidelines to Minimize Oil Spill and Emissions from Fuel Evaporation, September 2007.  (http://www.icomia.com/environment/document.asp?TI_ID=7)
Lumber:  Marine grade plywood wood must be required  for the all wood forms and wooden areas of the dock and marina.  “Pressure treated plywood is not suitable for marine use. The treatment of plywood with copper and arsenic compounds under pressure simply does not make the plywood waterproof, and worse, continuous exposure to water will leach the preservative chemicals from the pressure-treated wood. . . . Marine grade plywood is assembled gap and void-free in all layers, and laminated together with special, water-proof glue that holds the various layers together.  When immersed, water has absolutely no effect on the glue or the strength of the lamination of marine grade plywood” and the wood will not leach copper and arsenic compounds that can harm marine life.
