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To: Monterey County Board of Supervisors 30 Jan 2009
Attn: C Holns, Asst Dir Planning Dept
Hol nCP@o. nont er ey. ca. us
Sal i nas CA

From M. Eddie Mtchell
70 Carl sen Road
Prunedal e CA 93907

Subject: Public input to the 2007 GPU5 DEIR, PLN #3000196

A. 12 Quiding Principals
Al: Wy are the Board of Supervisor (BOS) approved 12 GPU Gui di ng
Principals mssing fromthe DElIR?

A2: Wy is the DEIR environnental analysis not correlated to the BOS
approved 12 Guiding principals so the BOS and the public can assess

the environnmental inpacts in relation to the 12 CGuiding Principals’?l

B. General scale inpacts
Bl: Page 1-1 declares that project inpacts are analyzed on a general
scale. Gven this approach for providing environnental inpact
anal ysis, why are the follow ng “general scale” considerations not
addr essed?
Bla: A table show ng where the new sources of water are needed to
support new buil d-out?
Blb: A capitalization infrastructure financing plan that supports
devel opnent and delivery of new sources of water so the public and
BOS can understand the magnitude of environnmental inpact of any new
wat er distribution networks?
Blc: The potential environnmental inpacts of housing buil d-out
w t hout new sources of water, should a 2.5 year or 5 year drought
occur during the 20-year |life of the CGeneral Plan?
Bld: The potential environnental inpacts of build-out should sone
percent age of new sources of water fail to nmaterialize?

B2: In nunerous places in the DEIR (such as page 4.3-17) there are
comment s about current water sources having suspect sustainability or
significant overdraft. So why does the DEIR present no probability
anal ysi s/ assessnent on the risks of dependi ng upon unproven new
sources of water to neet devel opnent demand?

B4: Way does the DEIR fail to present any assessnent of the risks to
the public should a 2-year or 5-year drought occur in the County
while allow ng build-out prior to required water projects (those
needed to provi de sustainable water) being built?

C. I nadequate Environnental Analysis of the Inpacts Related to Water
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Cl: Wiy does this DEIR fail to address the potential environnental

i npacts to coastal cities and other conmmunity areas, by the General

Pl an establishing a public policy of allow ng years of housing buil d-
out before “new sources” of water are built?

C2: Way does this DEIR know ngly allow growth w thout sustainable
water for years, inconsistent with the GPUS policy to “restrains

devel opment wi t hout a proven sustai nabl e water supply...”’?2

C3: The primary mtigation to overcone hi gher water usage are

“regi onal and coastal water projects”.5 Why doesn’t this DEIR reveal
the current Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP water
injection) has failed to halt seawater intrusion? Wiy does this DEIR
fail to provide any enpirical data to substantiate the claimthat the

Cl SP has “sl owed seawater intrusion in the area”’?6

C2: Wiy does this DEIR claimthat “regional and coastal water
project” mtigations will be beneficial when at page 4.3-25 it
states: “There are no docunented instances of fully restoring
groundwat er basins to pre-intrusion |evels.”

C4: Regarding water supply inpacts, Paragraph 1.4.2 admts, “future
initiatives are not well enough known to determ ne that they would
avoid this inpact.” So why doesn’t this DEIR address the potenti al
envi ronment al inpact of increased saltwater intrusion caused by
additional build-out if “regional and coastal water projects” have
mar gi nal or zero inpact upon slow ng saltwater intrusion?

C5: Paragraph 1.4 clains that significant water resource inpacts are
unavoi dabl e. This unavoi dable condition is only unavoidable if

devel opment build-out is allowed prior to the establishnment of
reliable new sources of water or prior to proof that “regional and
coastal water project” mtigations are working. So why doesn’t this
DEIR provide a mtigation to not allow devel opnent until new water
sources are established or until the MCOWRA can provide enpirical
proof that mtigations WR-1 and WR-2 are in fact reducing sal twater

i ntrusion near coastal cities?

C6: Wiy does this DEIR fail to provide any enpirical engineering
evi dence of when sustai nable water benefit will accrue to any city,
community area or rural centers because of the Salinas Valley \Water
Proj ect ?

C7: Wiy does this DEIR claima mtigation benefit from*“regi onal and
coastal water projects” without sizing the current and increased

wat er draw down/ demand and then conpare it to the anobunt of new
sources of water fromthose projects in each of the three watersheds?
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C8: What is the enpirical data that substantiates the SVW can
provi de the amount of new water demand summari zed in table 4.3-9
(over 49,000 AFY).

C9: What is the enpirical data that substantiates the clai mon page
4.3-130 that “In the Salinas Valley the SVWW will provide sufficient
supply to reverse existing overdraft and seawater intrusion problens
and provide water for new devel opnent”? This claimanoints the SV
as the solution for all water problens in all portions of the valley
t hrough 2030. What data shows that such a broad reaching claimis
even renotely possible to supply sustainable water to sites over a
hundred mles away, to place up gradient |like North County, and while
overcom ng over fifty years of the over drafting of coastal aquifers?

C10: What docunented instances, fromanywhere in the North Anerican
Conti nent or Europe, provide evidence that a project |ike the SV,

has re-bal anced a water basin of simlar sized as the Salinas Valley
near an ocean and supplied benefit to far flung water demand sites?

Cl1l: What enpirical engineering evidence substantiates how new wat er
sources from “regi onal and coastal water projects” such as the
Salinas Valley Water Project, will ever reach the nultiple new

devel opment areas in the Salinas Valley where demand is anticipated
per table 4.3-9?

Cl2: The DEIR on page 4.3-136 reveals that the only new pipe

di stribution network fromthe SVWWP it to the Cl SP. None goes to North
County and none goes to any other location in the 155 mle |ong
Salinas Valley. Therefore, what enpirical data substantiates how t he
new source of water reach and reach vertical and up-gradi ent

| ocations such as North County and md-valley cities while passing
through identified aquitards sitting between the SV source water
and the demand site?

Cl13: At page 4.3-136 the DEIR reports that the SVW woul d supply
9,700 AFY for irrigation. Wiy doesn’'t the DEIR reveal that 9,700 AFY
merely matches the average annual irrigation usage of 9,700 AFY
provi di ng no new source of water for new devel opnent? Wiy doesn’t the
DEIR reveal that this action does nothing to overcone existing
overdraft, it only reduces further mning of the coastal aquifer, and
does not supplying any benefit to new devel opnent in the Salinas
Vall ey out to the year 20307?

Cl4: Wy does the DEIR fail to reveal that allow ng build-out in the
Salinas Valley prior to needed “new sources” of water being built and
di stributed, draws down the water basin four tines nore than the
9,700 AFY that the SVW Phase-1 is injecting into the basin, thus
significantly adding to saltwater intrusion and endangering the
viability of coastal farns and cities?
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Cl15: Table 4.3-8 shows nultiple water sources polluted with
pesticides and other pollutants, including the Salinas River, the old
Salinas River estuary, as well as the Salinas Reclamation Canal. So
why does this DEIR fail to reveal the environnental and engi neering
difficulties that “regional and coastal water projects” (such as the
SVWWP) will have with renoving pesticides so adequate quantities of
pot abl e water can be supplied to new devel opnment demand sites?

Cl16: Wy does this DEIR fail to reveal the degree pesticide renoval
fromwater flow ng past the Marina landfill will or does inpact the
SWWP and the Cl SP?

Cl7: Table 4.3-7 addresses past data on aquifer over drafting in
North County. Wy does this DEIR not provide an environnmental

anal ysis of the inpact of expected new devel opnent on the overdraft
condi ti on? Why does the table exclude the new devel opnent inpacts to
overdrafting?

Cl18: The DEIR identifies a nunber of possible unfunded projects for
generating new sources of water and/or distributing new sources of
water. Why does this DEIR fail to provide a risk analysis show ng
optimstic, nost-likely, and pessim stic estimtes for when these
mul ti ple projects would conme on line? Such analysis is a common t ool
used by decision nmakers to assess risk of conplex projects.

Cl19: As structured the DEIR is follow ng an unstated assunption that
all projects for generating or distributing new sources of water wll
conme online early in the life of the general plan. Wiy was this
assunption not stated in Section 3.3.1 nor evaluated for risk in the
El R anal ysi s.

C20: The 1995 FUGRO report estimated that North County would run out
of water in 20 years (~2015). Since the release of that report,
numerous famlies are without water in North County and
nitrate/arsenic poisoning in North County is significantly worse in
still working wells (as shown in this DEIR). So why doesn’t this DEIR
reveal that enpirical and on-site data substantiates that the North
County aquifers are failing just as the FUGRO report predicted? G ven
this failing-aquifer/basin problem why doesn't this DEIR report the
risk to North County areas and to coastal cities caused by allow ng
continued build-out in the north Salinas valley area before “new
sources” of water are available to North County and nearby coast al
cities?

C21: Wy does this DEIR ignore the 1995 FUGRO report that sustainable

water conditions in North County could only be achieved by limting
devel opment to one residence per ten acres?

C22: At page 4.3-121 why does this DEIR fail to state that the w nery
yearly water demand nay not include water that is currently being
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used and may be above and beyond current usage? Wiy does this section
of the DEIR not assess the possible environnental inpacts if
conversion of WIlliamson | and does not convert as assuned?

D. Wne Corridor Effects

D1: It is well known in California that Napa Valley s w ne corridor
stinul ated a road congesting increase in traffic. Wiy does this DEIR
fail to address the environnental inpacts (green house gases, traffic
congestion, and safety) froma growh in traffic in the County

stinul ated by the devel opnent of a Salinas Valley w ne corri dor 23

D2: Why does this DEIR fail to address the cunul ative environnent al
i npact of “10 full scale and 40 artisan wineries” in the w ne

. 4
corridor?

E. Alternative Plans

El: Why does this DEIR fail to point out that significant inpacts to
water could easily be avoided by first devel opi ng new sources of
water along with distribution networks prior to allow ng devel opnent.
Anot her mtigation the DEIR fails to offer is sequencing devel opnent
after a new water source or new water distribution networks are
funded and under construction. Since both of these sequencing
mtigations are clearly feasible why were they not presented to BOS
deci si on nmakers and the public?

H Comment Summary:

The above descri bed weaknesses in this DEIR show that this

anal ysis/report is clearly inadequate and fails to informthe BOS and
the public of significant environnmental effects in regards to potable
wat er supply. Specifically:

This DEIR identifies possible benefits from many unfunded proposed
wat er projects, wthout revealing the risk of allow ng building
before any of these projects cone online and before any of these
proj ects denonstrate bl ockage of saltwater intrusion or adequate
guantities of potable water.

This DEIR presents a public policy of build houses first while hoping
future water sources will cone on line and future distribution
networks will ever reach the new housing —w thout revealing the

ri sks of such an approach.

This DEIR fails to reveal that the water sources for coastal cities
are placed at risk of severe saltwater poisoning by a build first
public policy.

Additionally, in regards to water supply inpacts, this DEIR does not

conply with the CEQA requirenent (listed in paragraph 2.1.1) to
“identify ways that environnmental danmage can be avoi ded or
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significantly reduced”. For exanple, this DEIR fails to identify or
anal yze any of the below listed alternatives to avoid significant
i npacts to water:

Al ternative 1: Allow build-out to occur once a “new source” of
wat er for the building area has been funded.

Al ternative 2: Allow build-out to occur once a “new source” of
water for the building area are under construction.

Al ternative 3: Allow build-out to occur once a “new source” of
water for the building area are generating potable water.

Al ternative 4: Allow ng build-out south of Sol edad now while

del aying build-out in north Salinas Valley until “new sources” of
water are on-line generating potable water.

Since all of these sequencing mtigations are clearly feasible why
were they not presented to BOS decision makers and to the public?

Eddi e Mt chel
Prunedal e Resi dent

Foot not es:
1. Pg 1-3 declares 10 GPU njectives but fails to identify the BOS
approved GPU 12 Guiding hjecti ves.

2. Pg 1-3 Table 1-1, restrains devel opnent w thout a proven
sust ai nabl e wat er supply

3. Pg 1-4 para 1.2.1 Eatablish the agriculture wine corridor plan to
facilitate wineries along a corridor in the central and southern
Salinas Valley...

4. Pg 1-3 Table 1-1, Agriculture Wne Corridor Plan

5. Pg 1-6 Table 1-2 Mtigatiions, Mtigations para 4.3 Water

6. Pg 4.3-116
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