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«JAfter readrng through the DElR for our county s Iatest versron of the General
R Plan Update I have several comments in relatron to varlous sectrons of the

o ‘”i’f‘_}}iDElR

L :'V"'Flrst several comments need to be made regardlng the sectron on Clrmate ft e -
o ;Change/Greenhouse Gases They need to be prefaced wrth a drscussron of the;
(R “Intergovernmental Panel on Cllmate Change (lPCC) ‘- ‘;i j: SR

“‘v

'”The studles done by the Intergovernmental Panel on Cllmate Change have ! L

‘ ._.'been Iargely debunked by varlous smentrsts and screntlﬁc organlzatlons Of
specrflc |nterest |s the fact that the |PCC S modelrng has been constructed usrng:‘['.i}“‘ ‘

S data generated by Dr James Hansen of NASA’s Goddard |nst|tute for Space

o ,Studres However |n regard to hIS clalms that October of 2008 was the hottest
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” j f lexpert debunkmg of the notouous "hockey stlck" graph )

October on record rt soon came to Ilght that the data produced by NASA to

- make that clalm and in partlcular temperature records covenng Iarge areas of

o Russra was merely carried over from the prevrous month NASA had used

e temperature records from the naturally hotter month of September and clarmed

. »7 they represented temperature flgures in October When NASA was confronted

wrth th|s glarlng error they then attempted to compensate for the Iower

( "C;‘,Arctlc desplte satelllte |magery clearly showmg that HYPERLINK "http //

L ‘df,lce had massrvely expanded |ts coverage by 30 per cent an area the s|ze of

- o Germany, slnce summer 2007

v The flgures pubhshed by Dr Hansen s lnstltute are one of the prlmary sets of

| data used by the |PCC to promote |ts case for man made gIobal warmlng and

_;‘,\than other fgures o

N -f “Yet Iast week S Iatest eplsode is far from the f|rst tlme Dr Hansen S.

' »i:’, methodology has been called i in questlon reports the London Telegraph “In o

- 2007 he was forced by Mr. Watts and Mr Mclntyre to revrse hlS pubhshed

’ Anthony Watts and Steve McIntyre the Canadlan computer analyst who won fame for hlS

. ,r\,.

. l:_ThIS is of partlcular relevance to our dlscusslon of the DEIR due to the fact that

" the DEIR uses the IPCC as an authorltatlve reference |n its’ dlscussron of

. ‘ _._temperatures in Russla by cla|m|ng they had dlscovered a new “hotspot |n the f | '

SR www pnsonplanet com/arctlc—lce grows 30—per-cent-|n a year htmI"Arctlc sea

o A they are wrdely quoted because they consrstently show hlgher temperatures . S

R 'flgures for US surface temperatures to show that the hottest decade of the 20th ) o :

sl _v'century was not the 19908 as he had clalmed but the 1930s (US meteorologlst

{'.Greenhouse_Gases (see 4‘.16,.‘3.1,_et_c).;. The, |\,P_CC temperature modelmg e

A
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" “included in the DEIR is, therefore'q'uestlonable“'at best. My own queStion SEE
, 'vwhy is the County acceptlng questlonable DEIR conclusmns based upon faulty :

. prem|ses and fake data? What is the County s response to all of th|s'? :

3 "»a*f;Furthermore why is the DEIR descendlng |nto feckless speculatlon wrth such

L jfcomment is found at the bottom of4 16 2 |n the Cllmate Change sectlon Loglc

- g,_lcomments as “Large lncreases ln global temperatures could have mass|ve

o deleterlous lmpacts on the natural and human enwronments”’? Th|s |nane

o -'dlctates that an equally reckless speculatlon m|ght be made in converse of th|s ;

o orlglnal comment such as : “Large rncreases in global temperature couId have SN

A massnve posmve |mpacts on the natural and human env1ronments by mcreasrng‘ -

ll",“‘agrlcultural outputs encouraglng the spread of benefrcral and valuable rora f B |
; and renderlng many mtemperate and ar|d zones arable My questlon |s lf
jrspeculatlon |s gorng to be made rn one phrlosophlcal and/or polltrcally charged ’1':. :

a dlrect|on why is not belng made in the other drrectlon as well rn order to i'.} ’»

’ T f;,.achleve speculatlve balance'? Please update the DEIR in thls regard

o _"';.T,at the top of page 4 16 3 (strll |n Cl|mate Change) regardlng what constrtutes a . i - . )"".' . iR '

:,ln addmon |t should be pomted out that a rather unmtelllgent comment rs made o Gt

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) and how those are further deflned GHGs rnclude water”; PR
' '\vapor COZ methane ozone nltrogen nrtrous Odee etc The sectlon |n o e
o ‘ 'questlon then goes on to say that GHG are global pollutants Water vapor |s a

»“}*fvglobal pollutant’? N|trogen |s a global pollutant'? We would aII dle = the Earth

N ""would die — thhout the masswe amounts of water vapor and mtrogen that

R lnC|dentally, make up the majorlty of our Earth s atmosphere (nrtrogen makes up;';._' ,. '

L l_“about 80% of our atmosphere) l merely pornt out th|s bagatelle in order to

".-‘,_:further underscore the Iack of Iogrc and rntelllgence of Jones & Stokes wh|ch |n": - o

o turn further underscores the relat|vely llmlted value of this DEIR |n general
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’}Contmumg along the Ilnes of feckless and reckless speculatlon 4 16 3 2 is an |
; "adm|rable model in this regard Among other crystal ball predlctlons thls ‘

: _sectlon speculates that clrmate change could - should we dlscuss the

| ; - |mpl|cat|ons of the word could"’? change |ncrease the severlty of wmter

o storms could mcrease heat related human deaths could rarse the sea level

;along ‘the: Calrfornra coast etc. ad nauseum These at best are reckless S

- ,:speculatlon and generate a great many concerns about the rntellrgence of the

. DEIR wrlters the|r pol|t|cal persuaS|on and therr assumptlons However my

L questlon IS why are aII the speculatrons |f we must make speculatrons

S regardrng cllmate change and global warmlng, negatlve? Why is there not one : L

li_‘;,t‘posrtlve speculatlon’? Where are the facts and studres that support the

e C',;lmpllcations of the aforementloned speculatron’? Please elaborate and update | )

s states that Cal|forn|a is. estlmated to be the 12

the DEIR in th|s regard T P A AP IR LTI S e

PRIV

. 'ln the Emrssrons Summary sect|on of Cl|mate Change 4 16 3 3 ln the area that o « S

to 1 (thats qwte a spread |n % |-

| A:the est|mate |snt |t’?) largest em|tter of COZ and is responS|ble for

= ] ;approxmately 2 percent of the world s COZ emrssrons lt mlght be mature to :’2 1

- also pornt out merely for the sake of thoroughness that greenhouse gases only*“ " -

- '»”-,make up about 3% of the atmosphere by volume consrstlng of varylng

" amounts of water vapor and clouds (about 97%) W|th the remalnder belng

gases lrke CO2 ozone etc Thus COZ constltutes about 0. 037% of the

;atmosphere Therefore to sum this up, Callforn|a |s responsrble for about 2% of 1

S l:'..O 037%, whrch works out to 0 00074% That is obvrously an enormous amount =

In Mltlgatlon Measure CC 3 Promote Alternatlve Energy Development why

. rsn’t nuclear power dlscussed’? lt is remarkably narrow—mrnded to not even SRR &
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A}

N discuss the opt_ion of nuclear p_ower. .

. | 'In M|t|gat|on Measure CC—4 Promote Recycllng and Waste Reductlon why is.”

the fgure 75% picked for a waste dlverSlon goal’? Where are. the caIculatlons -

.that resulted in that partlcular number’? Why not 65%’? 85% or 83 4% R

: ~On page 4.16- 34 of the Cllmate Change sectlon the DEIR wrlters adm|t that B ‘
T " ' Callfornla Executlve Order S- 3 05 only applles to state agencres — NOT local

- governments in terms of the goal of reducmg GHG em|SS|ons by 80 percent B SRR

:f 3 below 1990 Ievels by 2050 The DElR wr|ters then proceed by saylng

nevertheless for th[s analysrs substantlve reduct|ons In: em|SS|ons are g o

o assumed necessary after 2020 and 2030 In order to address cumulatlve GHG. ) o L

N ; emlssmns and assocrated cllmate change effects ThlS |s a huge assumptron.f e

o Wy was it assumed necessary to make thlS assumptlon’? Why is th|s e

'?_'assumptlon bemg made when thls order only applles to state agencres and not

PR :’,;Iocal governments’? What is the practrcal alternatlve |f thls order IS not

',.:.i“f;necessary for Monterey County’? Why was the practlcal alternat|ve not stated

B and studled in the DElR’? FRRE T

. Another questlon that must be answered w1th Iog|c and clarlty (as opposed to

T the vagueness Wlth WhICh thrs issue has hitherto been addressed) is that of why RN

| "the DEIR deals W|th two dlfferent tlme penods the 2030 plannmg horlzon as

S . well as the year 2092 (the supposed year when all land desngnated for

- development under the General Plan Update is burlt out) Why is the DEIR

assessmg potentla[ rmpacts for 84 years? The General Plan is supposed to be'g;; 5 e )

- . - for 20 years; not 84 years The County will ObVIOUS|y do several more General ; "

| Plan updates between now and 2092 so why would we be assessmg |mpacts B

:":"that should be dealt W|th in future General Plans? Furthermore speculatlng on _,: e

wTy s
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- verblage calls for the mclusmn of a new PS- 3. 16 that would rmplement a

what is gorng to happen for the duratron of 84 years descends mto somethrng

akin to crystal -ball gazmg How on earth can anyone surmrse what state varrous'_“

- specnes econom|es populatrons clrmate change etc., wrll be in 84 years’?
. Where are the facts that support thrs speculatlon’? Where are the facts that

support the assumptron that planners and analysts can successfully forecast

e erght decades into the future’? To speculate = nay, to speculate and then codrfy o
. . into plans and ordmances = rs pure foollshness and a profhgate waste of

| taxpayer money Detarls and drscussron pertarmng to 2092 should be removed P

" ffom the DElR

"FtYet another sectlon |n the DElR that must be strlcken is Mltlgatron Measure S

BIO 1. S (page 4 9- 78) Thrs mrtrgatron recommends that a countywrde Habrtat

. llncludlng the V|rtual |mpossrb|I|ty of |mplementat|on due to astronomrcal costs

o -;';.the fact that the measure is not supported by any faCtS in the record stc.

" "'Conservatlon Plan (HCP) be rmplemented There are many flaws wrth thls |dea ST

However one other thrng must: be pornted out in thrs regard Jones & Stokes e ;' |

" the preparers of this DElR make a great deal of money in varrous parts of

. Callforma by settlng up HCPs For them to recommend that the County

IR |mplement an HCP rs a drrect conflrct of |nterest Th|s must be addressed

- ,Another area of rmmense concern rs |n the Water Resources sectron

: | specrflcally the WR 1 m|t|gat|on found on page 4 3- 130 In a nutshell thrs o

; \regronal group to generate new water supply pl‘OjeCtS management programs 3

: for. the Monterey Penrnsula and Seasrde basrn The subtext here is transferrrng

i water out—out-basrn and to another area. Th|s means lawsunts Farmmg wrll be

S prtted agarnst urban areas as soon as the next drought occurs that forces any

1o
o _ agency agreements etc that would provrde addrtronal domestrc water supplres . L
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sort of hrerarchy of pnorlty in water usage Water taken out of: Zone 20 w1ll

further- exacerbate that area’ s ablllty to combat saltwater mtrusron (where lS the SR

envrronmental analySIs of this potentlal exacerbatlon'?) In addltlon there are a - o

great many water problems i in Zone 2C that must be dealt w1th before a
consrderrng such th|ngs as cooperatlve reg|onal supply Furthermore |t was o

dlsappomtlng to see that the DEIR d|d not take the t|me and effort to explore

TR

how areas such as the Monterey Pen|nsula and SeaS|de mlght solve their own“-, 1

. ‘ water problems V|a such thlngs as desal plants the proper mamtenance of the -

Carmel Rlver etc. lwould request that the DEIR analyze properly such optlons BRI

avallable to the Penrnsula etc before delvmg |nto fantastlcal notlons of

cooperatrve reglonal supply |deas

Another |ssue WhICh must be addressed W|th lntelllgence and clarlty is the fact

that the DEIR used |ncorrect AMBAG growth forecast numbers The DElR used-lt,' R

numbers from 2004 even though numbers were ava|Iable from 2008 ThlS lS .jt’j o o

akm to a surgeon decudlng to reference h|s patlents bloodwork from 2 years .

ago as opposed to bloodwork done the day before the scheduled surgery Any o

surgeon behavmg l|ke that would qwckly be out of a jOb

from 2000 to 2030 and 28 198 new jObS In sharp and marked contrast the

2008 forecast prOJects only a 13 204 person lncrease ln populatlon from 2000

to 2030 and 17 909 new jObS The prOJected populatlon growth from the 2008 |

percent

The DEIR g|ves three reasons as to why |t d|d not use the correct numbers but

|nstead chose to use the false numbers

The 2004 AMBAG forecast prOJected a 35 123 person mcrease in populatlon 12

anaIyS|s is 62% Iess than the 2004 analyS|s Let me repeat that 62% Slxty-two, ) R
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The AMBAG 2004 numbers were used as the basns for the reglonally approved .
- Traffic Model Therefore usmg the 2004 numbers for the DElR WI|| make the S
' populatlon and traffic assumptlons conS|stent : ”

The adopted Housrng Element is based on the 2004 numbers Usmg the samezzb, 1

2004 numbers for the rest of the plan marntalns mternal consrstency between

the Housmg Element and aIl other elements of the plan

The 2004 numbers are hlgher than those of the CA Dept Fmance and AMBAGs -1

2008 numbers Usmg the hlgher numbers leads to more conservatlve results for

[ CEQA analy5|s

Basrcally, these three reasons are Iazy nonsense Keeplng the populatlon and

trafflc assumptlons conSIstent in thls scenarlo S|mply means they re both equally

wrong Keeplng the Housmg Element conS|stent W|th the rest of the elements ’ |
by havmg them all employ the 2004 AMBAG numbers s1mply means they re aIl S
equally wrong Usmg the h|gher numbers in order to Iead to more conservatlve - R S

; CEQA analys:s results is |rrelevant the numbers are strll wrong

| People worklng |n the prlvate sector would Iose the|rjobs over a scenarlo I|ke
th|s If the DEIR |s gomg to use false numbers in th|s one area heck why not .
jUSt use false numbers for the whole plan'? Was that part|cular optlon suff|C|entIy i

analyzed’?

Ve

In short and to end thls all 1 found the DEIR to be a peculrar le of pessmlstlc |

speculatlon (pes3|m|st|c when |t su1ted the ObVIOUS enVIronmental bent of the

i Z wr|ters) and posmve speculat|on (posmve when |t agaln swted the obV|ous

-an |mpart|al pomt of v1ew ‘as opposed to the b|ased and agenda drrven pomt of N

V|ew of the DElR consultants lt is |mperat|ve that the County engage in

pooy
»o

,‘12 LT

o enVIronmental bent of the writers). The DEIR must be rewrltten in order to reflect_: B R
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.. . ‘enV|ronmental analysrs of a non- speculatlve and purely factual manner I do not -
" . . 13 o
want my tax money belng spent on speculatrve agenda-drrven analysrs 1

—'_ I trust that all ‘my questrons and concerns W|Il be answered wrth thoroughness

" 'and that the DEIR be modlfed accordlngly 1 look fonNard to heanng from you | e
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