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ERRORS AND OMISSION AND DISCLOSURE 

OF

PROJECT COST

Section 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Organization

This paper will show the lack of facts, transparency and errors and omissions and disclosure with a failure of the Bureau of Reclamation released Final Environmental Impact Statement on November 4, 2005. Prior to this paper several respondents notified the BOR in writing of their desire to know the cost for the four alternatives. This paper will explain the general levels of details used to develop the cost estimates and project cost theory.

Also the position of the BOR must be made public and read into the record regarding this matter. Attachment 19 page 19-72 to the FEIS contains Public Comments and Responses to the DEIS and are hereby considered as: “Public Record”. The following is the BOR position in the document:

“Reclamation has made every effort to comply with NEPA, making constant checks and internal reviews. The EPA has reviewed the document and found it to be in compliance. It is not known what the ultimate cost of developing new facilities at Lake Berryessa will be for the Federal Government or new concessionaire(s), and it will not be known until the actual final plan and phases are completed. Reclamation managers have authorized expenditures of annually appropriated funds for the planning activities and development of this subject EIS and have followed all required public notification/communication documentation standards. Many informational meetings and presentations have been conducted throughout the area, several public mailings have been sent to a list of over 2,000 interested persons and organization, and the formal public comments were far in excess of the minimum NEPA requirements.  There are many unknowns in regard to the actual future expenditures for the implementation of any of the proposed action alternatives.  This is not a situation unique to and is a common occurrence in fulfilling plans for new areas and new development.  At some time this figure will be available, but the fact that is not yet known is not a failing or otherwise unique. It would be inappropriate for Reclamation to ask for or take any third party monies to assist in the development of this plan.”
The BOR failed to divulge and cost estimate primary decision points whether this project is viable and whether it is achievable as far as budgeting in the Federal OBM budget cycles. There is basic logic pattern that has surfaced in this FEIS and the “Roll Out” meetings is that the BOR does not know the cost and that they will not know until the bidders respond accordingly to the prospectus. In the meantime the concessionaires and victims of the trailer scheme removal are at high risk of losing their property value and material values. BOR on the Lake Berryessa web site has gone the extra mile and related the following:

BOR Lake Berryessa web site Frequently Asked Questions, reviewed 12/13/05 

After the Record of Decision is signed, will I still be able to sell my mobile home in my resort? 

Not if you are at Pleasure Cove Resort. In all other resorts, if Alternative A is selected, you will still be able to sell your mobile home. If Alternative B, C, or D is selected, a moratorium for the sale of mobile homes would go into effect for the remaining term of the concession agreement. Permittees would still be able to sell their mobile home; however, the buyer would have to agree to remove it from Federal land within 30 days of the date of sale or before the end of the resort's concession agreement, whichever occurs next. A new disclosure statement will inform buyers of the moratorium requirements.

After the Record of Decision is signed, will I still be able to sell my travel trailer in the resort? 

Not if you are at Pleasure Cove Resort. In all other resorts, if Alternative A is selected, you will still be able to sell your travel trailer. If Alternative B, C, or D is selected, a moratorium for the sale of mobile homes and RVs older than 20 years would go into effect for the remaining term of the concession agreement. Permittees would still be able to sell their mobile home and older RVs; however, the buyer would have to remove it from Federal land within 30 days of the sale or before the end of the resort's concession agreement, whichever occurs next. A new disclosure statement will inform buyers of the moratorium. 

If my travel trailer is newer than 20 years old, can I still sell it in the resort if the moratorium goes into effect after the ROD is signed?

Not if you are at Pleasure Cove Resort. You may in all other resorts if your RV is in good condition, licensed by the Department of Motor Vehicles with new tags, is self contained, and has dimensions that are 8½ feet wide by 45 feet long or less. Any trailer larger than these dimensions or that doesn’t meet these requirements shall be sold the same as a mobile home, if the moratorium goes into effect. 

What if I own a fifth wheel less than 20 years old; can I sell it in the resort?

Not if you are at Pleasure Cove Resort. You may in all other resorts under the same conditions as travel trailers. 

Has a new disclosure statement been developed for me to review?

No, the Record of Decision (ROD) has not yet been signed. If a moratorium is adopted with the signing of the ROD, the new form will be made available to the concessionaires and will be posted online

So we have this position placed on the web site that includes a moratorium and if you want to sell your trailer to another person it has to be removed from the property. Again, this policy has no standing in federal law and is arbitrary and capricious to any trailer owner.  This type of  “thinking” is the “ONE WAY THE BOR WAY”. This is totally un-American and against free trade practices so BOR can try to achieve its goal.  It is debasing to the economy and directly can affect the present trailer owner’s property values. This is wrong!!

On Sept 12, 2005 I sent an email to Lake Berryessa Manager Pedro Lucero about Confusing Messages out of BOR Lake Berryessa. Lucero’s response was a one liner: “Thank you for your comments. Reclamation has broad authority to administer the federal recreation area as provided in public law”. I want the Commissioner of BOR to answer me what authority Mr. Lucero or the BOR has to control the sale of my owned property and negate the opportunity to sell or recover my cost in this proposition. You see tied to the above statements with words like moratorium, after the ROD, older than 20 years, the major question where was this discussed in the FEIS?

In regards to cost and cost estimates the BOR has failed to discuss how they plan to fund this mammoth project and also fund the BOR federal side. Covertly they know they have a hidden deficit at Lake Berryessa, and that there present budget is woefully inadequate and a shortfall is projected in their 5-year budget program. BOR has never come clean on the needs for it’s own federal acreage, Government Point, deferred maintenance, shoreline and riparian upkeep and dam security and projects identified in the 5-year budget. I was told by Mr. Finnegan at the Winters Roll Out meeting that the 5-year budget was an “Embargoed Document”. I was shocked to learn that I had the document on my computer and openly circulated it to numerous interested parties. 

BOR Management Position on Cost Projection and Cost Estimates

1. BOR officials when queried on this posture hide behind the idea that NEPA does not require the agency to accomplish a cost estimation.

2. BOR officials say we don’t know the cost until the bidders tell us what they will give us or can accomplish.

3. That this situation is not unique to Lake Berryessa and is a common occurrence in DEIS/FEIS presentations.

4. The reason for no cost projection or estimate this is different according to CCAO Deputy Director Richard Johnson. It is not a water related dam building project and be careful don’t waste a lot of time on seeking answers to cost projections.

5. We do not know what the “bidders” will propose or bid on in the prospectus and they may come back with incentives that we never even thought about.

6. We do not know what the bidders will be comfortable with because this document is only a framework.

7. Attachment 16 DEIS/FEIS – both documents are exactly the same 100% no changes:

What you see is not what you may get! BOR officials have put this document off as a “Framework” document.

“ The Visitor Service Plan and these associated alternative will not in most cases identify exact and specific sizes, numbers and locations of various facilities. Information that indicates there would be 59 cabin type accommodations arranged as 14 four-plex’s located in a specific area at Spanish Flat would not be presented in such detail”.

“It is important to insure the concessionaires have the opportunity to exercise some degree of creativity in the final design and layout of new facilities. Therefore only the basic parameters of the type of facilities and services and programs that would be acceptable at each location provided.” Ref: Attach 16

8. We have not done a full cost study of what the Concessionaires assets will cost and the potential bidders may want to reutilize some of the existing structures. It is all too early to understand the dynamics of this!!

9. We have not done any cost estimates on the buyout cost of utilities decommissioning, removal or replacement because we don’t fully have any schematics of what the sites will look like until we have an idea back from the prospectus and potential; bidders. 

10. When asked about the trailers owners cost estimates or “buy out” decommissioning the high level BOR management officials attempt to find cover and neglect the questions.

11. The 5-Year Lake Berryessa supposedly “Embargoed” in FY 2007 shows a total of $14.3 million dollars under the subject of “Trailer and Shoreline Structure Removal”.

The Transparency Factor

BOR official Peter Lucero, Lake Berryessa Park Manager was quoted at Public Meeting “Roll Out” of the FEIS at Vacaville, CA on November 29, 2005 the following “The effects of the environmental side of the FEIS are minimal” “We do not know the cost of this project yet and until we get back the proposed bidders proposals we will not know the answers” Lucero went on to say that we plan to have the prospectus out early next year and results affirmed by December 2006 on who the selected bidders will be chosen.

Those statements signaled that the BOR is going to move forward on their scheme and that a prospectus has been developed with some organizational projected date of selection of a bidder to enable this grandiose scheme. It also spells total doom for Alternative C and/or Alternative D selection as a final choice.

The Cost Model for Lake Berryessa has failed to provide the following, major cost items:

· Buy out cost of concessionaire assets and infrastructure, utilities. Est. SWAG at $120 million
· Buy out cost of vacation homes and trailer owners. Klienfelder $ 9 million
· Buy out cost of utilities decommissioning Est. SWAG $ 3 million 
· Permitting Cost Est. $1.5 million
· Klienfelder ‘s Engineer’s Estimate for infrastructure replacement cost $32. 7 million
· Dornbusch Phase I cost in study  $23.093 million
· Dornbusch Phase I Alternative B infrastructure cost $5.7 million ($2.7 Rancho)
· Mitigation Cost estimate (it surely is not free)
· Total Capital Cost
· Total BOR Deferred Cost   $1.36 million in FY 2006 budget
· Budget manipulation over the past five years on federal repairs and upgrades to Oak Shores and Visitor Center
· Summary of Estimated Cost per Alternative A, B, C, and D individual Cost Models. (Which were never fully done, Dornbusch only did Alternative B - Phase I - for three resorts and did not discuss federal cost on the three South Shore Resorts, the four largest resorts on West shore were never cost out
· Temporary Construction Cost – batch plant, quarry mix etc
· Annual Cost Escalator for years 2009 – 2014 Unknown Percentage
· Site Development cost
· Architectural design and plans
· Napa County Planning Commission process and cost
· Major road and infrastructure construction and reconstruction 
· Engineers capital cost of new structures / retrograding existing structures  
The DEIS was opened for the third time due to the directions of the Secretary of Interior regarding the challenged Dornbusch Economic Feasibility Study. Several people including the Summers and Summers report and this writer spent hours enumerating that the BOR failed to show cost or even project cost in the DEIS. To exacerbate this position the BOR stands with their hands akimbo and related that they didn’t have to do Financial Feasibility Study because NEPA didn’t require it! Is this disinformation or not?

The DEIS was opened for comment until April 4, 2005 for the third time. In the process I concentrated in my response to two major areas Fiscal Impact that being cost and estimated cost and environmental matters. In the review of my comments in Attachment 19 I can find little relevance that the BOR review team even addressed these cost factoring matters all of them needed to know the bottom line cost estimates. 

The following is extracted from my 3/22/05 response to show the BOR that you must divulge the cost and estimated cost of this project. There are far too many items, which you have neglected and tried to disavow as this not NEPA required or “We don’t know until we get back bidders proposals”. Letter slice attached:

Henry (Hank) Howard

700 Fleming Ave. East

Vallejo, CA 94591

707-645-8367

HAZMATKING@AOL.COM
                                                                                                     March 22, 2005

           Ms. Janet Sierzputowski 

           Bureau of Reclamation  - Mid-Pacific Region

           2800 Cottage Way (MP-140

           Sacramento, CA 95825
Good Morning

Attached you will find my DEIS Extension Comments for the Lake Berryessa project. I tried to not be redundant from the several pages of comments submitted during the previous comments periods. After further review and evaluating the fiscal aspects from the Dornbusch Feasibility Study and the Summers and Summers Report I was able do draw more conclusions of critical errors and omissions in the DEIS and its Attachments 1-16. This re-opening also allowed me to pour over a letter from Mike Finnegan that was designed to answer several questions, which I proposed to the Bureau of Reclamation and the Secretary of Interior, Gale Norton.

In my pursuits I have always remained solid in my quest to find out the total cost of this project and who has authorized the expenditures so far and what was the enabling documentation. In the text below in the Fiscal Impacts you will see my review of the DEIS and its attachments and I remain resolved to obtain a full disclosure of the federal funding and third party monies to enable this project. U/L added for emphasis.  I request that the BOR make an honest and open pursuits to put numbers down on paper for items which I have referenced in the DEIS that have cost factors. Likewise it is imperative that this document be voided and null since it fails to meet minimum requirements of NEPA in areas of environmental detail which I have highlighted below. Instead of a “generic cookie cutter” DEIS - I would fully expect a higher quality of relevancy, disclosure and transparency. I find it most interesting that the 500 pages of DEIS and Attachments never once mentioned a cost, estimated cost, developmental cost, start-up cost, demobilization cost, disposal cost or any cost associated with this project. 

I remain concerned about BOR officials inputs and providing false and misleading information in the Dornbusch Study and in violation of Title 18 U.S.C.PART 1, CHAPTER 2, § 35 Imparting or conveying false information. 

Pages 25-35


Fiscal Impacts

“There are serious deficiencies in the economic impact analysis presented in the DEIS, which cause the results to be biased toward the government proponent. The DEIS states “it is reasonable to assume that the Resort management would make every effort to hire for all positions from within this two-county region.”…The not yet chosen single developer under the BOR proposal for the Berryessa Resorts initiated the Dornbusch Economic Feasibility Study. The development as proposed at Berryessa is similar to an “all inclusive” resort where visitors stay in the one resort for recreation, food, drink and accommodation. Large “all-in” resorts do not tend to help the localities…Day use tourists visiting a self-contained resort buy all food and entertainment on site, but the adverse effects are felt by the community outside of the resort (traffic, water pollution, air pollution, etc.)…Diversification of an economy is desired for long-term economic strength. Introducing a large modified developments that would far exceed the size of any other business in the area would result in a very low level of business diversification in the economy, which is risky. Jost Krippendorf, of The Holiday Makers: Understanding the Impact of Leisure & Travel, emphasizes that “over reliance on any single economic activity is dangerous and in the case of the tourist trade, the risk is even greater.” He further states, “under no circumstances should a development relying solely on tourism be allowed”. A maximally diversified economic structure must be strived for in tourist destination areas.” In the case of Napa County, this implies that forestry, wine industry; handicrafts, small-scale industry and non-tourist services must be promoted as well. Tourism, if done properly, can have a considerable impact on employment and income in a locality, but Krippendorf emphasizes the reverse side of the coin, seldom mentioned: “jobs in tourism are mostly unattractive, working conditions are hard, the hours are irregular, there is seasonal overload, overtime is more or less compulsory and one is at the mercy of the guest. Earnings are below average. The range of professional and training possibilities is limited. Many jobs are unskilled and considered socially inferior, for example the work behind the scenes such as in the kitchen or cleaning. Tourism-related occupations therefore enjoy very little prestige, especially in developed countries.”
 

The fiscal impact analysis section of the DEIS does not look at potential property tax revenue increases are not discuss, or attempt to quantify, any increase in costs for municipal services, including schools, police, fire, etc. This is a critical flaw, as fiscal impact evaluations must quantify both the benefits and costs of developments on host communities. The potential adverse impacts and reasonable mitigation measures are not evaluated. The report provides very little information on either Napa or Fairfield or Winters, which would bear the major impact of this project, particularly from a fiscal impact perspective. Since the majority of the proposed resort improvements would be located in Berryessa area none is likely to see the majority of new tax revenue associated with the development. However, since housing is generally less expensive in Winters, resort workers (and their school-aged children) would likely elect to live in Winters. This could create a significant negative fiscal situation for Winters, which would experience increased demand for education and municipal services while receiving no tax revenues, which would not cover those premises.

The following items are matters for further review by the BOR DEIS review team. Within the DEIS there is never a mention of cost, federal funding, entrepreneur funding, who is responsible. There are no timetables or schedules found in the DEIS. Many items are covertly hidden that cost large amounts of monies, such as mapping, plans development, master planning, site-specific requirements. There was an attempt to use the DEIS as a generic environmental analysis and the document highly failed in that area. The scope of the project requires numerous Environmental Assessments and SAP for other projects is never a mention of BOR cost for their projects and “To-Do” lists.  

            Items that involve Federal funding and Fiscal Impact:

1.Cost of the Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WROS) study and      companion projects with enabling the WROS study. Page 1 DEIS

2.  Project loss of franchise fees from the seven resorts annual assessment on Gross Sales receipts.  Dornbusch Study.

3. Estimate regional loss annually to the Providers of Services to seven resorts:

            a.Viking Propane Service

b. State Housing Community Development  (HCD) (DMV)

c  BC Stocking marine fuel supply provider.

                  d. PG&E Electrical

            e. SBC Telephone and Computer services

f.  TV Satellite Dish / Computer Service providers

g. Food supply for stores and restaurants, trailer, mobile home

      consumption

h.  Beverage supplies for stores, restaurants, and permittees  

i.  Boat Slip fees

j.  Boat Storage fees

k. Boat Launch fees

l.  Gate day user fees
m. RV parking and Camping gate fees

n.  Motel/Cabin rental Ref: page 155 DEIS
1. Cost to develop plans, drawings, and bidding and installation of ADA requirements for all BOR sites, developed and dispersed. Page 197 DEIS

2. Cost of Title –24 and Title- 25 requirements on all Energy savings efficiency provisions for BOR work projects. Page 94 DEIS

3. Cost of Title –25 studies for all new proposed building s in Alternative B, Phase I and Phase II Page 94 DEIS

4. BOR staff cost for managers and project manager oversight and plans reviews for the following:

      a. Engineer and Technical Review cost and man hours 

           allocated

            b. Architectural review of each new projected structure and

                marine related docks, fuel  storage.          

            c. Hazmat and OSHA compliance review of each structure, 

                permit related facilities, marine docks,  marine fueling 

                  d. Cost for development of prospectus and “pro-forma” profiles 

                      for bidding the Alternative B projects.

                  e. Annual cost of a BOR project manager assigned to monitor

                      Workflow and   contractor performance

                  f. Annual cost of appointed liaison officer with Napa County 

                     Government ADA mandates 

5. Cost analysis for ADA installations in all new facilities in Alternative B. page 40 DEIS

6. List the number of permitttees at each resort, (seven resorts) page 40 DEIS

7. What are the economic analysis factors on DEIS page 191 that discusses: “Other business in the Lake Berryessa area are likewise dependent on recreation visitors  “ The amount of annual business that is generated by recreation visitors was not available for the study? Why not and the oversight on this important matter. Page 191 DEIS

8. When were the ADA improvements at Capell Cove completed, cost. Budget. Ref. DEIS pg. 210

9. How does BOR intend to make the 150-mile trail system to be ADAAG compliant, cost per mile for ADA requirements? Page 210 DEIS

10. Cost of fire protection services in each resort: Ref page 221 DEIS

a. 120,000 water storage tank or capacity

b. two-hour rated fire pumps 1000 gpm fire flow

c. Cost of 8” water mains

d. Cost for fire hydrants

e. Cost of fire pumps

11. Cost of vegetation removal for defensible space guidelines required in new constructional areas f\to meet CDF requirements. Page 221 DEIS

12. Provide cost of Environmental Assessment study for Pope Creek listed on page 79 DEIS.

13. Cost to provide an Environmental Assessment for the 150-mile trail system around the lake.

a. Feasibility study

b. Environmental analysis

c. Estimated cost to build a trail of this size and scale

d. Cost of trail deforestation and trail blazing to build trail system ref page 95 DEIS 

14. Cost to design the two-vehicle turn outs and parking lots at Eticuera and Steele Canyon? Page 95 DEIS

15. Cost of Environmental Assessment for two proposed vehicle turnouts.

16. Cost to upgrade and removal of  BOR’s - Eticuera dispersed sites. Page 95 DEIS

17. Cost to renovate, design, build structures at Camp Berryessa Boy Scout Camp to a multi user location  page 153 DEIS

18. What is the annual cost of loss of permit fees from removal of Special use permits from Monticello Ski club, Boy Scouts etc. page 153 DEIS

19.  Cost of shoreline remediation repair and riparian repair, adjustment? Page 40 DEIS

20.  Cost of engineering study for Capell cove for 2004 study, for permanent stabilization. DEIS page 74.

21. Cost to re- landscape all seven resorts and installation of electronic water irrigation sprinkler systems 

22. Cost to build at Rancho Monticello resort, (not discussed in Dornbusch) a Youth/Elder Hostel. Page 45 DEIS

23. Cost to design and build a marine fueling dock and storage tank at Putah Creek. Only resort without a system. Page 50 DEIS

24. Building cost for boat storage area at Rancho Monticello (Phase II) not discussed in Dornbusch, DEIS item Alternative B. Valet Call Ahead program cost? Page 48 DEIS

25. Cost for a thematic lodge for Putah Creek of large scale to include a conference center. Discuss estimates for site selection,  WIZ location of projected Lodge, cost of parking lots and support structures. Page 49 DEIS

26.  Economic downturn in  Napa County, Solano County, Napa City, Winters, St. Helena, Fairfield – Green Valley corridor, Vacaville and Vallejo, Calistoga from loss of fuel sales, goods and provisions.

27. Cost of each resorts (7) site demobilization plan to include:

a. Dock and float removal

b. Removal of existing marine fueling operations

c. Removal of/or replacement of launch ramps

d. Removal of residual trailers owned by permitees

e. Removal of structures owned by concessionaires

f. Removal of shoreline reinforcements, barriers

g. Removal of imported vegetation

h. Removal of stairways to waters edge

i. Removal of porches, out building

j. Removal of marine boat storage sheds and building

k. Removal of covered docks

l. Cost to disconnect/safe utilities, gas, electrical pole relocation, telephone grid, water systems, pumps, sewage lift stations.

m. Animal and vector control during demob

n. USA Dig site surveys for safe removal of utilities (cost)

o. Site surveys for mapping purposes, trenching for removal of existing water mains, gas pipes, sewage systems, fire systems removal where installed

p. Site characterization after demob phase is completed

q. Site layout plans development

r. Soils adjustment and soils balancing after demob

s. Soils and site grading to comply with WIZ site plan for new structures

t. Final grading

u. Construction roads

v. Cut and fill where necessary

w. Grading and site removal of tent camping areas 

x. Grading and site removal of RV camping areas

y. Fuel tank removal under LUST program requirements 

28. What is the major cost to reestablish utilities in all seven resorts:

a. Electrical distribution and grid, structures, enclosures for terminals

b. Telephone reinstall to service areas inside the planned redevelopment

c. Water mains, fire system mains, fire pumps

d. Sewage mains, lift stations, collection point

e. Water treatment stations

f.  Infrastructure related to support utilities install

29. What is the cost of providing site security and gate entry control while the construction demobilization and build out occurs. This is a 365/24/ 7 requirement for all seven resorts.

30. What is the cost to build new RV drive thru parking facilities at Rancho Monticello? Page 48 DEIS

31. What is the cost to build RV parking sites 300 and 600 tent sites in Phase I, what is the cost for Phase II RV and tent camping sites? To meet standards established in page 54 of DEIS.

32. Cost of curb and gutter, sidewalks, landscaping, parking lots for visitors.

33. Cost to develop mapping to comply with the artificial enabling Water Influence Zone requirements of 450 feet plus 100 linear feet for all seven resorts. Establishing a no-build line or influence line. Page 115 DEIS

34. Cost to survey each site for biophysical inventory of resources at seven resorts to include:

a. Soil sampling for characterization, compact ability

b. Drainage characterization

c. Rainwater drainage patterns, NPDES outflow discharge into lake

d. Characterization of soils for overburden, bedrock potential, shale firma

e. Core samples where pads are proposed for structures

f. Detailed maps in concert with the WIZ plan and soils sampling

g. Mapping showing groundwater recharge characterization

h. Plan to prevent site runoff into he Lake and holing retention areas to prevent NPDES violations of runoff into Lake Berryessa.

35. List the cost of the following studies individually, date of release, who authorized contract, bidding document number, date of payment, who authorized payment to contractor/provider, budget appropriated monies from what FY budget.

a. DEIS – Contractor Fee paid to John Reed

b. DEIS Comment Review contractors reviewers

c. Cost of DEIS presentations by BOR, salaries to employees  

d. Dornbusch Economic Feasibility Study

e. Water opportunity Resources Spectrum study (WROS), Univ of Colorado field survey cost  

f. Klienfelder Study

g. Marshall Swift cost estimations for Dornbusch

36. List the true cost of infrastructure upgrades at all seven resorts. Dornbusch cost are error prone and only $1,000,000 shown for Markley Cove, Pleasure Cove and Steele Park. Cost estimated by Klienfelder Study exceed $32.7 million. Alternative B  pg 42-48 DEIS and Dornbusch

37. Start up cost of the Boat-In-Camping program by BOR for concessionaires, camping spots, tie-ups, non motorized boat launch ramps, storage racks for canoes, kayaks. Page 51 DEIS

38. Cost of Water Ski Center at Steele Park Skiers Cove, design, permitting, plans development, site selection, ADA accessibility advantage page 44 DEIS

39. Construction cost of Overnight Center at Spanish Flat, construction drawings, Ref page 45 – DEIS

40. Cost projection for Spanish Flat management to operate Capell Cove boat launch for BOR. Page 45 DEIS

41. Cost to develop long-range on-land boat storage at various resort sites in the DEIS? Page 42-48 DEIS

42. Because the present DEIS is generic in nature and is not site specific and it does not show resorts individually layouts and/or proposed new applicable building and scope of projects. Develop an Environmental Assessment for structures and infrastructure, major projects and projections cost project that identifies each development and a matrix list

43. What is the cost of the periodic Visitors Study on page 15 DEIS?

44. What is the annual cost to compensate agencies for HR 2925, CHP, Napa Sheriff, CDDF fire protection. Page 16 DES

45. Because the scope of the project has feeder roads along CA Highway 128 and County Road Berryessa - Knoxville Road conduct a traffic study by outside agency. Page 128 DEIS (no study done), cost out item?

46. After site layout for all seven resorts are agency completed, and first level removal, have the seven resorts evaluated for any archeological artifacts and any Indian remnants. Conduct study by a vetted third party agency. Ref page 182 DEIS 

47. List cost of BOR to develop “pro forma” perspectives, develop prospectus for bidding the large project. Page 197 DEIS

48. List bonding and insurance, OSHA coverage of potential bidders, cost? Page 197 DEIS

49. Page 100 of Klienfelder study identified a major weakness in BOR system regarding mapping of BOR draw lines. Develop aerial photos and compliant maps of all seven resorts and target areas for re-development.

50. Develop orthophotos of existing resorts prior to demolition to evaluate topography, vegetation and site characterization, Cost? Klienfelder page 100

51. Produce a study on water usage and domestic consumption for each of the seven resorts. Cost?

52. Produce specific mapping topographic for:

a. Existing erosions sites around Lake Berryessa

b. Areas of shallow soil

c. Areas next to protected sources, Lake Berryessa

d. Show all water courses entering into lake

e. Show water basins and holding retention areas.

53. Develop topographic maps for each resort showing:

a. Vegetation loss

b. Vegetation import

c. Future landscaping

d. Blue oak tree removal 

e. Disease Sudden Oak, Spanish Moss, pine bark beetle disease 

54. What is the actual cost of the proposed Markley Cove houseboat program, pg 41 DEIS:

a. Cost to build an appropriate launch ramp

b. Tradeoff cost of houseboat usage versus boat slips presently in use/ boat slip removal and rental revenue loss

c. Cost to upsizing entire facility resort

d. Cost of new docks

e. Cost of turn around docks to support rotation of rentals, cleaning, refueling

f. Cost of secured parking lot for house boat renters, employees

g. Cost of a Operations and storage structure

h. Cost to increase marine fueling storage, improved ability to refuel houseboats

i. Upsizing the marine pump-out sewage systems, lift stations.

j. Expansion of waste containment from houseboats refuse

k. Cost effectiveness and difference from 20 houseboats listed in Dornbusch versus 20-30 range of houseboats in DEIS. Dornbusch said $4,000,000 would buy 20 houseboats, so another $2,000,000 may be needed here to bring the fleet to 30 boats. The $200,000 apiece is in question? For each new proposed structure, lodging, service building, marine related,  docks prepare the following items: 

l. For all seven resorts provide:

m. Building sketches including vegetation and any companion site, thematic designed 

n. Building elevations

o. Proposed footprints (lot lines of projects within individual resorts)

p. Support structures or enclosures, dumpster enclosures

q. Mapping supporting BOR imposed Water Influence Zone (WIZ) draw line

r. Mapping showing distance from shoreline, setbacks, spacing from other structures

s. Mapping showing parking lots, access roads, entries, exits, guest parking, handicap ADA parking required, trailer and boat trailer parking areas, boat storage areas (land). 

55. For each new proposed structure produce building architectural renderings schematic, front side, top, window view.

a. Site square footage

b. Complete site water domestic main distribution 

c. Complete sewage and drainage distribution

d. Complete fire protection and fire hydrant layout 

e. Complete Title –25 Energy Savings requirements, utilities, windows, insulations factoring requirements

d. Complete site electrical distribution stub ins, underground utilities IAW T-25

56. Produce design and archectural renderings for RV parking area and Tent camping areas 

a. Design RV and Tent Camping areas to comply with BOR proposed standards on Page 54 DEIS

b. Design RV parks with 200 amp electrical service per guidelines in page 54 DEIS

c. Submit grading plan

d. Trenching plan for utilities, gas, water, sewage

e. Compliance with the imposed WIZ plan

f. Fire protection water mains and fire hydrant layout

g. Support structures and garbage enclosures

h. Space layout, setbacks configuration to comply with standards n page 54 DEIS

57. What is the projected loss during shut down of the West Coast resorts, Rancho-Spanish-Putah- Berryessa Marina for boat storage fees, boat launches, marina slips, RV parking, cabin rentals, space rental, day user flow, walk-in gate, trailer long term space fees, (include in projection the franchise fee loss. (2008 –2013)

58. What is the projected loss during shutdown of South coast resorts, Markley Cove, Pleasure Cove and Steele Park for boat storage fees, boat launches fees, marina slips, RV parking fees, camping fees, trailer long term space rental fees (include loss of franchise fees) (2009 –2012). Note: total cost of Item 61 and 62 should exceed over $20,000,000 for years 2008 and 2009

59. Cost to develop, design mapping for resort individual site layouts for compatibility

60. Cost to develop plans is of the thematic nature for all structures. Page 50 DEIS

61. Cost to develop and design site development

62. Cost of site pre-grading, preparation and excavation mapping, survey, GPS implication

63. Cost of site trenching for utilities interface

64. Cost of design site pads, core sampling, base rock, soil preparation

65. Cost of framing plates of individual structures, (non use of generic plans T-24)

66. Cost of framing plates for roof structures plans each structure

67. Show cost of design and plates for electrical distribution systems

68. Show cost of design and plates for sewage distribution

69. Show cost of design and plates renderings water mains

70. Show cost of design and renderings for site layout for water mains for fire protection, fire hydrants

71. Show cost of orthophoto mapping features of vegetation existing an all resorts; identify diseased trees and protected species in highlight on orthos. Cost? 

72. What is the cost to repair the shoreline below Government Point damaged in flooding Feb 2004, BOR cost and cost of work in progress, booms etc. page 104 DEIS

73. What is the cost of providing water/sewage pump out of watercraft?  Pg 116 DEIS

74. What is the cost to replace the marine fueling capability at Putah Creek resort? Entire new system is required. What is the cost to replace the remaining six marine fueling stations at other resorts? Page 42-48 DEIS

75. What is the cost of water utilization from the concessionaires use from Lake Berryessa water entitlements?

76. What is the BOR cost to develop non-motorized boat launch ramps at Eticurea, Olive Orchard, Steele Canyon, and Oak Shores? Ref: page 158 DEIS   

77. What is the BOR cost to rehabilitate existing trails and shoreline pathways? Ref page 52 DEIS     

78. What is the cost to relocate BOR dispersed operating site Eticurea to new location to Mile Marker 18 page 79 DEIS

79. What is the BOR cost of the Steele Canyon parking lot, (15-20 cars) and port-o-let facilities page 79 DEIS

80. Cost to re-establish utilities service from providers: telephone/data, electrical, gas,

81. Cost for each resort to avoid NPDES violations of rainwater drainage into lake.

82. Cost of mapping and safety layouts for electrical, gas, telephone orders for removal/demobilization

83. Cost to haul waste spoils, debris from each site to approved disposal sites. Note cost for asbestos or controlled lead base items are in effect,

84. Cost to upgrade Camp Berryessa and Special Needs Camp in compliance with DEIS  page 85 DEIS

85. Cost to build trail system from Camp Berryessa to interconnect with other existing trail systems outside draw lines, Blue Ridge area e.g.  Page 86 DEIS

86. Cost to produce GPS oriented mapping for all seven resorts and areas of BOR building site modifications showing all:

a. Septic tanks

b. Sewage systems

c. Temporary toilets placement

d. Wash stations/ potable water

e. Wells

f. Transfer stations, lift stations, holding tanks

g. Water pump houses, water treatment

h. Power distribution buildings, roads characterization and age

i. Backup generators

j. Garbage collation points/ animal proof containers

k. Emergency fire roads, turnouts, 

87. BOR cost to build he 150-mile trail systems, trailheads, parking lots, cost of Environmental Assessment for total project, tree removal, reforestation  page 132 DEIS

88. Cost to comply with section 2.3.1 of DEIS for shoreline and riparian rehabilitation, cost of Environmental Assessment page 40 DEIS

89. Cost of meeting CDFF Title 24 Fire Protection requirements, monitored smoke detectors, sprinklers, chemical hood fire systems for cooking areas, fire hydrants, alarm system for hotels, evacuation alarms, panic hardware for restaurants, fire pumps, fire flow, on site storage 2-hour rated (for each resort) page 221 DEIS

90. Cost to provide fire protection capability in covered dock boat storage areas? Page 221 DEIS

91. Cost of design, mapping, renderings for marine fuel fueling. Distribution refuel sites for each resort, meeting NFPA requirements and approval of CDFF, spill prevention, diking, emergency shutoff.

92. Cost of providing marine sewage pump out design and lifts stations for each resort.

93. Cost of providing lift stations and sewage pumping grids to support entire resorts, max capacity?

94. Produce cost matrix designed to show cot factor items related to BOR project development.

95. Produce cost matrix designed to show cost factors items related to resort redevelopment

100.Produce cost matrix for miscellaneous items not listed in BOR or Resorts projects

101.Federal cost to upgrade Visitors Center and Park Ranger office     at Government Point, expansion and modification cost.       

102. Cost to establish a Defense Contingency Fund to offset a potential Class Action lawsuit by exiting permitees

103.  Projected cost reimbursement to seven concessionaires for  return on investment at resorts, improvements, structures, docks, systems page 66 DEIS

104. What is the projected loss for removal of entrance fees to resorts, car tag identification passes, card readers. BOR proposal to remove gate fees!  Page 214  DEIS

ATTACHMENT (PROPOSED) 
COST ESTIMATE
SECTION 1   INTRODUCTION
1.1   Organization
This attachment is organized into four sections.  This section introduces this attachment, explains the general level of detail used to estimate costs, explains the difference between how costs are estimated for the purposes of the Final Environmental Impact statement (FEIS) and how costs may be reported to the BOR Commissioner, and provides an overall summary of cost comparison.  The second section presents the conceptual cost model used in generating estimates, while the third section explains assumptions and mechanisms that underlie the cost model.  The last section contains all the tables detailing the segments of the cost model.
1.2   Cost Estimation
Costs for the proposed action and the Alternatives A –B-C-D can only be estimated prior to design.  The estimates contained in this attachment and used to rank Alternatives do NOT represent the final cost for any alternative.  However, they were determined based on the best available pre-design information and are useful for the comparative evaluation of costs of alternatives.  In each case, costs were based on the Dornbusch Economic Feasibility Study - Cost estimating Manual  best estimate of likely design and Marshall Swift Cost Estimating tables. For the Dornbusch - Alternatives B Phase 1 - the costs did not include the addition of a 25 percent price and construction change factor to account for the uncertainty of pricing prior to design.
After the initial Draft Environmental Impact Statement was subject to public comment, a review process took place in which all aspects of the project were discussed among the respondents and the Task Force – 7 Group, Resort Owners Association. The California Watershed Posse in the lawsuit and the introduced at the 9th Circuit Federal Court in San Francisco over matters involving Pleasure Cove Marina Resort.  During that process, a spreadsheet was developed by the CWP for cost estimation.  That spreadsheet was used as a guide during the compilation of this attachment, and appropriate items from that spreadsheet typically included in a cost estimate are found here.  For example, the CWP spreadsheet showed permitting; easements; engineering; construction including roads, weed control, structure cost generation, maintenance and access; the concessionaire buy out; the vacation and trailer home buy out and removal, environmental protection; and mitigation.  All those factors are included as elements of costs shown here.
It is anticipated that at the time of construction, the project must have large capital reserves that may substantially offset the capital costs of any of the alternatives.  However, for the purposes of this attachment, the assumption was made that the entire amount would be covered by third party venture capitalist, to allow for equitable comparison of alternatives across the board and to show their estimated full costs.  The Bureau of Reclamation will most likely determine the actual financing strategy after an Alternative is selected.
1.3    Summary of Estimated Costs per Alternative
Table C-1 shows a summary of estimated costs per alternative.  Most of these costs apply only to the action alternatives (Alternatives A – D), except where noted.  The “Total Capital Cost” includes all costs of construction: permitting (which accrues also to Alternative A even if nothing is built); easements; road construction, reconstruction, and maintenance; construction costs of new structures and infrastructure; temporary construction if indicated; mitigation; and decommission costs.  The
Table C-1.  Summary of Costs by Alternative
Total New                Dornbusch        Klienfelder         Resort Owners Plan     SWAG
Alternative                                 Capital Cost          Estimate            Estimate             Estimate                        Estimate    
       1      Alternative A - No Action           $                                $        NA                

2      Alternative - B                          $         10,838,043        $     4,183,797                                                                       $250,000,000               

      3.     Alternative – C

4.     Alternative -  D  

                                                             BOR FILL IN THE BLANKS ABOVE 

SECTION 2   COST MODEL

This conceptual cost model (Table C-2) shows the basis for each part of the cost estimate.  It is expressed in an equation shorthand using the expression f {xyz}, where the “f’ means “is a function of” and the variables {xyz} are expressed in words rather than numbers.  Each portion of the model also has a corresponding section for assumptions in Section 3, below.  Detailed tables showing calculations for each element of the cost model would be posted to the Lake Berryessa Web site and be available on request at the BOR offices, while an overall summary table showing estimates for each element of the cost model is shown Section 4 
Table C-2.  Cost Model
Permitting Cost                  f {permits specific to alternative, studies and analyses common to all  125 structures Napa Co,                                                            

                                            alternatives f {# of contacts per concessionaires), #  alternative, # cost per resort # negotiation)

Road Construction &          f {miles of actual reconstruction (itself a function of total miles of road or  trail
Reconstruction Cost = percent of road or trail needing work), type of work (road or trail)}, # resorts

BOR Engineer’s                   f {industry standards for construction of T-25, rustic thematic, and 

Estimate = terrain, including (materials, labor, equipment, construction supervision, overhead + profit, engineering, inspection, price & construction change)}

Klienfelder Engineer’s        f {industry standards for reconstruction of distribution, given line lengths 

Estimate =                            including (materials, labor, equipment, construction supervision, overhead + profit, engineering, inspection, price & construction change)}

Temporary Construction    f {cost of lease of land, lease of equipment, installation of equipment, 

Cost =                                   connection to  existing system, mitigation costs (noise abatement, air pollution abatement, storm water pollution control), fuel cost, urea cost, mobilization and demobilization costs (four construction seasons), decommissioning and site cleanup cost}

Decommission Costs =       f {cost per resort for rehabilitation for Alternative B} Note that basic materials removal included in engineer’s estimate for construction

Mitigation Costs =               f {Best Management Practices, dust control, road decommissioning, avian protection of lines and substations, weed control, environmental monitoring}, storm water protection run off

Total Capital Cost,               f {permitting costs + easement costs + road construction and 

Alternative B =                     reconstruction engineer’s estimate +  decommissioning seven resorts (Alt B and any decommissioning for BOR sites) + temporary generation costs (Alt B only) + mitigation costs}

Annual Cost, Alternative     f {Total Capital Cost for Alternative A, B, C and D + O&M 

B =                                         costs annual line loss savings –  bidder cost reimbursement}

Dornbusch                            f replacement of aging structures and aging infrastructure

Maintenance Costs =           
Dornbusch
Annual Loss                        f { annual loss = (loss of gate fees, trailer space fees, slip docking fees, launch fees, ($14.7 million gross receipts}

Dornbusch Costs               f the Dornbusch study only contemplated the infrastructure cost for Alternative –B and of the study only Phase I 

    Infrastructure                     Infrastructure was cost projected. For Markley Cove, Pleasure Cove and Steele Park resorts.At 5.7 million (of

                                                 Which $2.7 million was to build a RV trailer space in rancho Monticello) leaving only $1,000,000 for the three resorts.

   Concessionaire Buy           f This cost x seven (7) resorts includes cost of all infrastructure, removal cost, mitigation site cost, USA Site development    

   Out P.L.. 96-375                   Fair Value Cost of all structures, trailers and facilities on each resort, 1640 marina slips cost reimbursement, 125 structures, Park           

                                                 Model Trailers owned by concessionaires, installed utilities, transformers, workstations, telephone exchanges, satellite 

                                                 Linking. In use water plants, in use sewage treatment facilities, garbage enclosures, motels, cabins, fire hydrants, roads, trails,

Trailer and Vacation           f this cost would be established as a base figure to allow reimbursement on a Fair Market Value for trailers and vacation

Home Buy Out                    homes that are removed or scheduled for demolition, review of Klienfelder Report and BOR 5-Yeay Budget FY 2006 

PL 05 – XX                           Some type of federal legislation would have to be enacted to accommodate this large project cost

Utilities Buy                          f The decommissioning of utilities will have a large cost and the BOR will be required to stand the cost of removal and relocation of  

Out Cost De-                         several utility poles. Over 250 electrical poles cited in Klienfelder, 60 transformers boxes and distribution systems. Underground gas              

Commissioning                    wire distribution grids

Mitigation Cost                     f The BOR is faced with multi-million dollar mitigation fees to offset the measures elaborated in FEIS

Estimate

Total Capital                         f The BOR profess to not know this number. There are over 125 new structures identified in the FEIS. There are also items

Cost                                       not discussed such as Elder Youth Hostel and building to thematic and rustic park looking facilities, all with larger cost models.

Total BOR Deferred             f  This is a BOR cost and has remained hidden in previous budgets, the BOR’s  5 - year budget projection identified the cost

Maintenance Cost                for the first time in the FY 2007 as $693.000 for that year only. They have a $1,000.000 project for Capell Cove launch ramp.

Site Development Cost       f This is a major cost item and after the destruction and demolition the BOR will be faced with major site retro grading and  

                                              Subsurface Removals and off site disposals of spoils. Much of that work would involve topsoil removal and FMRSA Act. 

Architectural Design &       f All 125 structures must have plans and submittal to Napa Planning Commission and T-25 Plans check and review 

Plans Approvals

Napa County Planning &     f all major infrastructure, utilities must be approved by Napa Planning Commission,  Building Department in a T-25 plans                                                                                                                                          

  Permitting Cost

Infrastructure construction &  f all roads, utilities easement and re=install or upgrades must be permitted and review prior top installation, as well as demob

Infrastructure re-construction 

Annual Cost Escalator Cost   f factor the annual cost projection for each year in the life of the project. If it takes 10 years to build then x = 10 ACEC 

                                                  Costs were estimated for each alternative based on the assumptions shown in Table C-3 for capital costs Table 
Table C-3.  Assumptions for Capital Costs per Alternative
Capital Cost
Model Segment                                                                          Assumptions
Permitting                Costs of environmental analysis, including NEPA, and FEIS, and all consultations with regulatory agencies, including but not limited to Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultations with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries, cost of State Historic Preservation Office, are equal for all alternatives.  These include payments to Klienfelder and Dornbusch and their subcontractors, Marshall Swift for cost estimation, cost reimbursement for DOI participation in the NEPA process, including any Special Use Permit (SUP) renewal and any needed additional SUP for construction, and Napa Planning Commission staff time to manage the overall plans and permitting process. (Note that the existing 1992 RAMP which covers operations and maintenance only, has standing and is subject to any further evaluation in this attachment or elsewhere in the FEIS).

Additional costs of permitting (right-of-way [ROW] grants from the California [WDNR], the U.S. Bureau of Land Management [BLM], Joint Aquatic Resource Permit Application [JARPA], encroachment permits from Napa County road authorities, conditional use permits from Napa County 

 Road Construction     The amount of road and track construction and reconstruction varies by alternative, and is an estimated based on the 

 Total miles of road or track to be built or reconstructed and an average cost Reconstruction per mile of such reconstruction.  For the purposes

of this analysis, a road is an existing or proposed un-surfaced travel way that is now or will be in future maintained for at least four-wheel drive 

transit, averaging 14 feet wide with turnouts, leveled and improved enough to allow heavier truck access (materials and installation equipment).

A track is an ungraded “two-track” where a vehicle or vehicles have used a route enough so that there are two tracks across the vegetation.  It is a rough access route suitable only for four-wheel drive pickups and equipment that can tolerate some side slope.  Track and road reconstruction does not require complete rebuilding, but typically requires attention only in some isolated locations along the route.

Napa County engineers with experience in vehicle access in the area have estimated, through field inspection of each road and track proposed for use in each of the alternatives, the percent of each segment that would require some work.  The work would be discontinuous along any given segment, only being conducted where improvements are needed to allow safe vehicle passage. Costs are estimated per mile of work on road regarding ($8,500 per mile) and on track grading  $1,900 per mile).  The miles of road or track to be worked was calculated based on the total number of miles of road or track in the segment multiplied by the percent of that segment needing work.  The miles shown  Klienfelder  are the result of that calculation, not the total miles of roads or tracks to be used in the alternative.

For new road or track construction, the costs are estimated at $25,000 per mile.  This is based on recent costs for the Rancho Monticello Resort in constructing a road in those Resort areas in 2005. Although track construction is likely to be less, this estimate was used throughout for new construction.

Note that for the purposes of calculating disturbance to soils, vegetation, and habitat, the total number of miles of road or track in each area was used.  Capital costs for construction, including labor, materials, and equipment for construction and

are based on industry standards for each component.  These cost of information for each alternative, under special contract by Marshall Swift Company.  Cost estimates did not include any prior estimates of cost made during earlier phases of this project.  They also include design engineering, construction management, and an additional 25 percent change management allowance on the overall costs.  The engineers completing this estimate stated:

“

Engineer’s              Reconstruction is based on industry standards for each component.  These cost estimates were

Estimate            produced for all alternatives, using identical levels of information for each alternative, under special contract by CAI.  Cost estimates did not include any prior estimates of cost made during earlier phases of this project.  They also include design engineering, construction management, and a 25 percent change management allowance on the overall costs.

Further details are available in the report provided by CAI.

Temporary              Alternative B calls for the installation of temporary generation capacity in resorts while under construction.  Generators

Generation             would be installed near the substation in a 1/4-acre, 250-foot by 250-foot fenced yard.  

Engineer’s              Resorts would be leased from the BOR for two years at about $50,000 per year to cover the 

Estimate                 anticipated need for two construction seasons.  The areas previously disturbed and would require massive vegetation removal.

                                Sites would be surveyed, including a geo-technical study to determine foundation needs, leveled, fenced, and graveled.  An earth berm would be constructed to entirely contain each of the fuel tanks and each of the generators.  All needed connections to the existing utilities system would be installed.  Total costs for this site preparation were estimated at

$32,000,000.  

Capital Cost
 Model Segment                                                                        Assumptions

Each diesel generator would be capable of producing approximately 1.6 MW, although other sizes may be available at time of lease.  The engineers estimated 14 units rated at 1.75 MW but calculated at 1.45 MW to account for continuous operation.  Each generator would be equipped with a 1,500-gallon per day fuel tank, and also would be connected to a 15,000-gallon storage tank, providing a total of 231,000 gallons of storage capacity, enough for 7 days of generation. These generators are temporary and would be removed between construction seasons.  Two construction seasons, and therefore two move-in/move-out cost sequences, are assumed and estimated.

Decommission         Routine decommissioning costs are based on the removal and disposal of removed structures,

Costs                       conductors, guy wires, and other equipment, and are included in the engineer’s estimates for both transmission and distribution.  

Mitigation Costs      Mitigation costs includes the cost of environmental monitoring during construction and a 3-year post-construction monitoring and reporting plan.  These estimates include:  1) the cost of the work in the field to minimize erosion and minimize or prevent sediment from reaching watercourses during construction, and the cost of erosion control measure maintenance; 2) estimates of the cost of pre-construction weed surveys and subsequent weed control activities over the 3-year post- construction monitoring period; and 3) dust control.  Mitigation costs are based on average hand- crew and equipment costs as recently experienced by Napa County in similar projects in 2004. Mitigation measures include avian protection of lines and substations. All mitigation costs after year 3 are included under annual operation and maintenance (O&M) costs.

Total Capital Cost, The total capital cost is the sum of all of the costs of permitting, easements, road construction and

                                Reconstruction, system construction (including transmission, distribution if indicated, substation if indicated, temporary power generation if indicated), mitigation (including monitoring), and decommissioning.

SUMMARY
It has to be absolutely clear to decision makers that this FEIS has failed to meet the requirements of NEPA in many areas. In review of several other DOI and Bureau of reclamation projects the Cost estimates are always presented.  The issue here is that the BOR has woefully failed to present even SWAG’s of what this project will cost and where is the money coming from. I find it almost unfathomable that the decision makers are being put into a position.

At one time I designed a blank check as a gimmick to show the latency of BOR officials. It was signed by US taxpayers for the amount of $250,000,000 to accomplish this project. “The taxpayers and you the decision makers have the right to know how much this will cost.  There is also an undertone that BOR will “hook” a third party entrepreneur bidder to front this major Capital Cost. The federal government has failed miserably in this project to identify Capital Cost, Operation Cost and federal budget projects to OMB.

With regards to cumulative impacts the federal courts in similar case and the Council Environmental Quality require analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts and held that in this context, the impacts are not limited to what the BOR is intending to do in this Lake Berryessa actual (framework) proposal. CEQ has related that Cumulative Impacts must also include impacts from actions, which are merely being contemplated.

In a landmark Court Case  Fritiofson v. Alexander, 722 F.2d 1225 (5th Cir, 1985) ruled as follow on Cumulative Impacts: 

1. the area in which the effects of the proposed project will be felt;

2. the impacts that are expected in that area from the proposed project;

3. other past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions that have or are expected to have impacts on the area

4. the impacts or expected impacts from these actions; and

5. the overall impact that can be expected if the individual impacts are allowed to accumulate.

It has to be transparent that the FEIS fails to discuss the cumulative effects in this case and fails to divulge the economic cumulative effects and fails in the omission of projecting long range and short range cost estimates. For this reason the Secretary of Interior Gale Norton and Commissioner John Keys should nullify this FEIS and rule it as failing to meet NEPA requirements. Subsequently, taking the appropriate actions now and before this matter reaches the Federal 9th Cir. of San Francisco, California.

In my earlier letter on economic factors, which was prior to April 4, 2005 closing date of the DEIS, the BOR never even reviewed my multiple page letter or promulgated those queries into the comments. I have numerous letters and emails on record and they are backed up that discuss transparency and openness in government. 

Respectfully Submitted

Henry (Hank) Howard
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