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Date: December  01, 2020                                         
 

To: Community Venture Partners, Inc.  
73 Surrey Avenue 
Mill Valley, CA  94941 
Attn: Robert Silvestri, President 
Email: communityventurepartners@comcast.net 
 
From: Laurel Collins, Watershed Sciences 
8038 Mary Ave NW 
Seattle WA  98117 
Email: laurelgene@comcast.net 
 
Subject: Review of the October 27, 2020 Revised General Environmental Impact Report (SCH # 
201910322) of the Sausalito Draft General Plan Update 
 
 
Dear Mr. Silvestri, 
 
Below please find an enumerated list of comments based on my review of the Revised and 
Recirculated General Plan Environmental Impact Report (RGEIR). Overall, I did not find any 
significant new studies, assessment, data, research or new citations in the RGEIR that caused 
me to want to retract or alter any of my original comments made in my August 5, 2020 review 
letter of the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the Sausalito Draft General Plan Update.  
 
COMMENT 1.  
 
The RGPEIR states that: 
 

“RGPEIR P 3.4-18 
 
“Archaeological Sensitivity Zones 
 
“Three archaeological sensitivity zones have been identified in the Environmental 
Quality Element of the General Plan. The potential of discovering archaeological 
materials would be very high within any of the three sensitivity zones. The three 
sensitivity zones are listed below and shown on Exhibit 3.4-1.” 

 
Zone 3 along the Marinship area is described as follows: 
 

“RGPEIR P 3.4-18 
 
“Zone 3. This area includes the original shoreline between Dunphy Park and Martin 
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Luther King School. The construction of the Marinship facility to build supply ships 
during World War II caused a massive filling of the marshlands found on the bay side of 
Bridgeway in this area. Bridgeway, which occupies high ground from its intersection 
with Napa Street to the west as far as approximately the intersection of Bridgeway and 
Nevada Street, probably marked the extent of any indigenous site placement. From 
Nevada Street to the Martin Luther King Park, archaeological site placement may have 
continued as far as Tomales Street behind the former distillery, now an area of housing 
(Willow and Cypress Lanes).” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The above reference describes the area of Zone 3 as the original shoreline”. The statement and 
mapping is the same in both the DIER and the RGPEIR. Based upon my review of historical 
hydrographic and topographic maps, the yellow boundary shown in RGPEIR Exhibit 3.4-2 (detail 
shown below) that is reported to depict the “original” shoreline is inaccurately delineated. It 
should be shown as I depicted it as Figure 2 (also shown below) in my August review letter.  
 
The RGPEIR states that the potential is very high of discovering archeological materials in any of 
these zones. The shoreline that I mapped that is shown as a dark pink line on Figure 2 below 
(and that is also included in my August review letter) is based upon the earliest circa mid 1800 
Coast and Geodetic Surveys Charts of hydrographic and topographic conditions. This 
information was compiled by the San Francisco Estuary Institute. The entire historical bay 
shoreline was delineated from these early charts and is available online at SFEI EcoAtlas.  I have 
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also attached digital copies of some of the earlier Coast and Geodetic Surveys that verify the 
mapping they show. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As can be seen in Figure 2, both the upper and lower extent of the marsh shoreline (marsh is 
assumed to be at MHHW and therefore exposed at low tides and inundated at higher high 
tides) is located west of Bridgeway, not east of it as shown in the RGPEIR Exhibit 3.4-2. If the 
original shoreline boundary is wrong, how can Sausalito be sure that there has been adequate 
assessment of the significance of impacts?   
 
This raises the question about whether the boundaries of Zones 1 and 2 are inaccurately 
mapped. 
 
The RGPEIR stated:  
 

“RGPEIR P3.4-34 
 
“As with prehistoric archaeological resources, the waterfront has the greatest potential for 
buried tribal cultural resources to be present (see Exhibit 3.4-1).” 
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If this is the case, the shoreline (upper and lower extent relative to MHHW) needs to be 
adequately defined and assessed relative to the policies and protections that might exist for the 
sensitivity zones. 
 
COMMENT 2. 
 
The RGPEIR has changed the document, throughout, by adding lines at the end of each impact 
assessment to state the level of significance and whether mitigation is required or proposed 
(example given below). In almost all cases, the RDEIR concludes without evidence or 
appropriate assessment that no mitigation is required for potential impacts related to geology, 
soils, seismicity, hydrology, water quality, utilities, wildfire, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 
This does not change my perspective that foreseeable and extensive mitigation will be needed 
to implement proposed development in the plan, and that it should be adequately assessed 
and evaluated ahead of time to establish whether further development is physically and 
economically feasible given future issues of SLR, subsidence, groundwater, storm drain, sewer, 
emergency egress, toxics, as well as potential impacts of excessive filling on other SLR 
adaptation projects along the Richardson Bay shoreline. Furthermore, the implementation of 
such necessary mitigation measures will itself foreseeably cause significant additional impacts. 
 
The RGPEIR does not appear to have provided or added any additional evidence, data, studies, 
or citations that would substantiate the claims that impacts, including impacts of required 
mitigation or remedial activities, will be less than significant. The RGPEIR is simply filled with 
unsupported assertions about existing policies and programs that would make mitigation in all 
cases either unnecessary or impacts less than significant, which is impossible to accept if the 
mitigations have not even been described. 
 
A generic example of new RGPEIR added text that follows impact discussions is as follows: 

 
“Level of Significance before Mitigation 
Less than Significant 
 
“Mitigation Measures 
None Required” 

 
COMMENT 3.  
 
Additional information has been added to Exhibit 3.6-4 that includes more detailed landslide 
mapping by Rice within the Sausalito City limits. Note that the RGPEIR introduction does not 
mention the changes in this Exhibit. The close proximity and high density of landslide areas to 
Marinship further verifies my concerns that post fire erosion of streams and subsequent 
increased runoff, flooding, and sediment supply to Marinship is substantiated.  
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COMMENT 4.  
 
Exhibits 3.16-1 and 3.16-2 have been revised to include additional Wildfire Hazard Mapping 
(shown below), however, the RGPEIR Introduction only mentions the latter exhibit. 
 
In addition to the close proximity and high density of landslide areas to Marinship, their 
apparent location within high and very high fire hazard zones, as delineated by the new revised 
Wildfire Hazard Maps (shown below), further verifies concerns about significant post fire 
erosion hazards to Marinship that will be associated with stream erosion and increased runoff, 
flooding, and high sediment supply.  The capacity of the storm drain conveyance system will 
likely be overwhelmed, creating significant hazards to people, emergency egress, and property 
that has still not been adequately addressed in the RGPEIR.  
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COMMENT 5.  
 
The RGPEIR adds the statement below in the beginning of the discussion on Geology, soils, and 
seismicity. 

 
“RGPEIR P 3.6-1 
 
“Future discretionary projects facilitated by the General Plan will be evaluated for project-
specific impacts to geology and soils at the time they are proposed.” 

 
I question whether it is clear which projects in the RGPEIR will be discretionary and therefore 
reaffirm the need to assess potential mitigation impacts before the new General Plan Update 
and Final EIR are approved to establish whether the General Plan is practicably feasible. The 
RDEIR also fails to address the issue of cumulative impacts. 
 
COMMENT 6.  
 
The RGPEIR added the following two policies: 
 

“RGPEIR P 3.6-10 
 
“CD-1.6.1: Geographic Constraints. In order to enable safe use of buildings, use design 
guidelines discussed in HS-1.2.5 to ensure that new developments and substantial remodels 
work within the geographic constraints of its parcel.” 
 
“Policy CD-2.3: Challenged Sites. Consider long-term risks when developing property that is 
or could potentially be at risk. 

 
Given that the entire Marinship fill area will be an at-risk parcel from Sea Level Rise (SLR), 
subsidence, tsunami hazards, elevated groundwater, stormwater and sewage drainage 
dysfunction, and toxic ground water hazards (to name a few), the two previous policy 
statements support my assertion that existing and new development in Marinship has 
substantial geographic constraints in a high risk artificial environment. 
 
COMMENT 7. 
 
Below is a partial list of some additional new policy insertions relevant to my review: 

 
“RGPEIR P 3.6-12 to P 3.6-14 
 
“Policy HS-1.9: Subsidence. Identify, monitor and manage subsidence issues on at-risk 
parcels. 
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“Program HS-1.9.1: Subsidence Data. Obtain subsidence data that will be used to inform a 
subsidence mitigation and adaptation study (Program S-3.2.2). 

 
“Sustainability Element 
 
“Program S-3.2.1 Sea Level Rise Adaptation Plan. Prepare and adopt an adaptation plan for 
addressing sea level rise and land subsidence that minimizes the potential for displacement 
of residents, jobs, and other community assets, and prioritizes nature-based adaptation 
measures. The adaptation plan should include: 
 

“a) The Sea Level Rise Map, which will be created in collaboration with BayWAVE or 
other regional authorities on sea level rise, as a base for adaptation planning. The map 
will be updated periodically to reflect the most current and reliable data. 
 
“b) A “menu” approach to adaptation measures that would include but is not be limited 
to: managed retreat, nature-based adaptation measures, living shorelines, innovative 
building structures, and horizontal levees. 

 
“g) Evaluation of opportunities for retreat where practical and feasible, prioritizing 
undeveloped sites, areas in permanent open space, or areas that are environmentally 
constrained. Allow for transfer of ownership rights. Consider retreat as a last resort. 
 
“m) An economic analysis of mitigation costs versus private and public economic loss. 

 
“Program S-3.2.2: Subsidence and Liquefaction. Complete a geologic and/or hydrographic 
study that describes how Sausalito’s unique ground subsidence and liquefaction issues will 
interact with sea level rise. The study should include recommendations and implementation 
measures. 

 
“Program S-3.8.3: Sausalito-Marin City Sanitation District. Require written documentation 
from the Sausalito-Marin City Sanitation District that there is available and adequate sewer 
capacity prior to project approval for those projects subject to SMCSD review. 
 
“Program S-3.8.4: Well Water. Require written documentation from the City Engineer of 
proof of adequate domestic water supply (well water) if water service is not available from 
MMWD prior to project approval. 
 
“Program S-3.8.5: Marin County Environmental Health Department. Require written 
documentation from the Marin County Environmental Health Department that there is 
sufficient capacity for leach fields prior to project approval in areas dependent upon septic 
tanks.” 
 

The addition of these programs reinforces the argument that these kinds of evaluations and 
assessments must be done on an area-wide basis, before any particular development proposal 
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can be considered. These programs are also inadequate to evaluate possible mitigation. For 
example, it is not described in the RDEIR how “Policy HS-1.9” would “manage” subsidence 
issues on at risk parcels and what the impacts of a presumed management technique would be.  
 
To a large degree, it appears that the City of Sausalito has identified subsidence and SLR issues 
in the Marinship area. But toxic groundwater and its mitigation in light of the SLR, subsidence, 
seismic hazards, and flooding/stormdrain issues have not been properly identified as a 
significant hazard.  
 
The next step before approving future development should be establishing whether 
development and its necessary mitigation is even feasible given what we know now. More 
studies after approval of the RGPEIR for at-risk parcels that could likely require managed 
retreat, floodwater and ground water pumping, and/or massive fill and/or levees makes no 
sense unless we know that these major issues, which need to be addressed in tandem and not 
separately, can be mitigated at all, without significant impacts.  
 
The City must also establish whether required mitigations are financially feasible. Existing, 
known problems, such as ineffective storm and sewer drains and spreading of toxic flood water 
and contaminant ground water plumes, needs to be addressed, and potential environmental 
impacts evaluated, before review of any future development.  
 
As such, programs S-3.2.2, S3.8-3, S-3.8.4, and S-3.8.5 should be done prior to acceptance of 
the RGPEIR. 
 
COMMENT 8. 
 
The new RGPEIR insertion below for discussion of Impact GEO-1 strengthens my concerns about 
exiting infrastructure and development in Marinship and the concerns about any new 
development that will either occur on existing fill or that will require a massive effort of 
removal and that will certainly have foreseeable impacts that have still not yet been 
acknowledged in the RGPEIR. 
 

“RGPEIR P 3.6-16 
 
“Secondary hazards may include liquefaction, seismically induced landslides, and 
subsidence, especially in the water front area which is largely underlain by surficial deposits 
that would be particularly prone to liquefaction and subsidence as shown in Exhibit 3.6-3, 
while hillside areas would have a higher likelihood for landslides, as shown in Exhibit 3.6-4. “ 

 
COMMENT 9. 
 
A new Exhibit 2-4 was inserted in the RGPEIR that shows areas of potential nonresidential 
growth in Marinship. The map shown below shows extensive development on the artificial fill in 
Marinship.  
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The RGPEIR inserted a new statement about Non Residential Growth:  
 

“RGPEIR P 2-9 
 
“Additionally, the General Plan may result in other public improvements throughout the 
city, such as  . . . undergrounding of utilities (Policy CD-5.2); . . . “ 

 
The idea of undergrounding utilities in the Marinship area seems problematic, if not completely 
infeasible, in an area ridden with toxic substances, that is subsiding, that will have elevated 
groundwater, and is subject to SLR. At the very least, undergrounding efforts will foreseeably 
cause additional environmental impacts that the RGPEIR does not acknowledge or address. 
 
To indicate throughout the RGPEIR that there will be no significant impacts defies common 
sense and scientific evidence. 
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The RGPEIR analysis of “Impact GEO-1” also includes the assertions below it that new 
development projects in Marinship will be evaluated on a case by case basis, yet the entire 
Marinship artificial fill area needs to be approached as a singular issue, not piecemeal.  
This is because the interactions of groundwater, hazardous toxic plumes, SLR, subsidence, and 
stormwater/sewage drainage are interactive throughout the Marinship area – a change in one 
affects the others. A failure to mitigate one can cause other mitigations to fail. Fixing one 
component in one parcel cannot address the overall public health and safety consequences 
during a hazardous event or in future years with SLR. 
 

“RGPEIR P 3.6-18 
 
“Accordingly, future proposed projects would be subject to conducting an environmental 
analysis at the time a specific project is defined. In reviewing individual project 
applications, the city would determine which policies and programs apply, depending on 
the specific characteristics of the project type and/or project site during the development 
review process. . . 
 
“Consistent with General Plan policies, individual development projects would be required 
to undergo project-specific environmental review, which may require additional site-
specific or project-specific measures to reduce any potential for loss, injury, or death in the 
event of a seismic event.” 

 
COMMENT 10. 
 
“Impact GEO-2” added new discussions that the RGPEIR results in no significant impacts 
because it identifies land uses rather than specific development projects that would involve 
“unreasonable speculation” as indicated in the text below.  
 

“RGPEIR 3.6-19 
 
“The General Plan identifies future land uses, but does not describe specific development 
projects that will be undertaken during the 20-year planning horizon. Thus, estimating 
project specific impacts would involve unreasonable speculation. The General Plan includes 
a number of policies and programs specifically designed to protect individuals from injuries 
and minimize property damage resulting from land instability and geologic hazards by 
limiting development in certain areas and requiring increased review and mitigation where 
appropriate.” 

 
However, the land use planning proposed by the RGPEIR speculates that the land can be 
developed with no significant impacts based upon discrete programs that do not address and 
link the interactions and associated impacts of the existing environmental problems and/or 
future environmental issues as a whole. These environmental issues cannot be independently 
fixed.  
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As such, the RGPEIR is misleading with risky and potentially hazardous assertions that 
Marinship through all its purported policies and programs will provide Sausalito a safe future 
environment for people and an economic boost. 
COMMENT 11. 
 
For “Impact Geo-3,” the RGPEIR has inserted additional descriptions of the previously 
referenced CBC policies about expansive and hazardous soils, yet it does not provide any new 
information or studies that alter my concerns that the removal of fill or soil in Marinship poses 
the potential danger of exposing and disturbing toxic soils and materials in the fill that will 
require mitigation, and that the assessment of impacts of mitigation have not been adequately 
addressed.  
 
Adding new landfill at a higher elevation to reduce impacts of SLR, subsidence, and elevated 
ground water will surely require extensive remediation including fill that will be massive in 
volume and extensive throughout Marinship to ensure that properties can be accessed and 
utilized year round. This will increase the weight from new fill material on the existing bay 
muds, peats, and/or underlaying fill (if it is left in place), and would consequently cause 
immediate increase in land subsidence rates. This is a foreseeable significant impact that the 
RGPEIR fails to disclose or evaluate. 
 
The impacts of large-scale removal of contaminated and/or inappropriate fill, and the 
mitigation of these substantial earth-moving and massive landscape altering activities needs to 
be assessed for all of Marinship as a whole, not piecemeal. The RGPEIR still fails to explain and 
identify the massive scope of what will be realistically required of the project and the 
foreseeable mitigation efforts that will be needed to make existing and proposed future 
development safe and feasible in Marinship. 
 
COMMENT 12. 
 
For “Impact Geo- 5, Impact Hyd-1, Impact Hyd-2, Impact Hyd-4, Impact Hyd-5, Impact Hyd-8, 
Impact Util-2, Impact Util-3, Impact Util -4, Impact Util-5,” and “Impact Util-6,” there are no 
substantive additions, other than further descriptions of policies and programs. These do not 
cause me to consider making changes to my original comments. 
 
COMMENT 13. 
 
General hydrology and Water quality comments in the RGPEIR have been inserted and include: 

 
“RGPEIR P 3.9-1 
 
“Future discretionary projects facilitated by the General Plan will be evaluated for project 
specific impacts to hydrology and water quality at the time they are proposed.” 
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My comments, stated above, about the RDEIR’s inappropriate piecemeal approach to impact 
assessment and mitigation from increased development also apply here. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 14. 
 
THE RGPEIR inserted the following text for “Impact Hyd-3” but still maintains that impacts are 
less than significant and no mitigation is required: 

 
“RGPEIR P3.9-20 
 
“For instance General Plan Program EQ-4.2.6 requires that new development and 
substantial remodels demonstrate that post development stormwater discharge does not 
exceed the predevelopment rate, ensuring that the potential for erosion would not be 
exacerbated but would rather be reduced. Program HS-1.2.1 will result in a detailed map 
that will identify, in part, locations identified as erosion hot spots, while Program HS-1.2.6 
Hillside Ordinance, will include restrictions and heightened review for development on 
steep slopes that could result in the potential for erosion during construction. Policy LU-
6.46.5 and Policy W-3.3, will further protect against erosion by requiring the preservation of 
the existing shoreline of Richardson’s Bay as open shoreline and natural habitat.” 

 
It is unclear to me how the assertion that impacts are less than significant and no mitigation is 
required can be made and that the post development discharge rate will not exceed the 
predevelopment rates given that climate is changing. Rainfall rates and quantities are likely to 
change and it may become impossible to maintain the previous rates. The RGPEIR needs to 
acknowledge and address this. 
 
COMMENT 15.  
 
The RGPEIR inserted the following text for “Impact Hyd-6:” 
 

“RGPEIR P 3.9-23 
 
“Policy HS-1.11 Infrastructure and related programs require the evaluation of infrastructure 
and capital planning to ensure that upgrades are implemented where needed to ensure 
resiliency as part of the City’s Capital Improvement Program. Additionally, Policy S-3.8 
specifically states that future construction will proceed for only those projects that 
demonstrate the availability of adequate potable water, sewer, septic leach fields and storm 
drainage.” 

 
The availability of adequate sewer, leach fields and storm drainage should be established for 
Marinship before expanded development is approved and it should be established what the 
impacts will be for improving these conditions for the existing development in the context of 
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continuing SLR, subsidence, rising ground water, increased extent and emergence of 
contaminant plumes, and failing storm water and sewer drainage systems. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 16. 
 
The RGPEIR inserted the following text for “Impact Hyd-7:” 
 

“RGPEIR P 3.9-25 
 
“Additionally, the General Plan contains policies and programs to reduce the likelihood of 
new development within a tsunami inundation area.” 
 

It seems important to note again that the Tsunami Inundation Zones depicted in Exhibit 3.9-3 
show only existing conditions and does not reflect the future expansion of Tsunami inundation 
zone under rising sea level conditions, influences of increased water table height, and land 
subsidence.  
 
Therefore, the RGPEIR statement above would imply that the Marinship area under current 
conditions is not developable because of the Tsunami Zone. With future development and SLR, 
it is highly questionable whether it can avoid potential tsunami inundation. To accomplish that, 
significant and extensive landscape alteration will certainly be required.  
 
The impacts and analysis of impacts of dealing with Tsunami Zones and how they will change in 
the future planning horizon have not been improved upon or sufficiently analyzed in the 
RGPEIR.  
 
COMMENT 17. 
 
Among other inserted policy/program descriptions in the RGPEIR, under “Impact Hyd-9,” this 
sentence raises concerns: 

 
“RGPEIR P 3.9-27 
 
“The General Plan does not authorize any new development and the projected 
development in the City is allowed under the existing 1995 General Plan.” 

 
The insertion of this statement does not in any way address the concerns I expressed in my 
previous comment letter, and ignores the scientific evidence before the Agency. 
 
COMMENT 18. 
 
For “Impact Util-1,” the RGPEIR inserted the following text: 
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“RGPEIR P 3.15-20 
 
“New drainage infrastructure (including green drainage infrastructure) and maintaining 
existing culverts (through mitigating erosion and silt buildup) is key to reducing the risk of 
soil instability. This is an existing condition that is part of the environmental baseline, and 
not a condition that would result from implementation of the General Plan. Even under 
existing conditions, as described under Impact HYD-5, the city’s stormwater system has 
sufficient capacity to accommodate additional stormwater runoff generated by buildout of 
the General Plan. The city also conducts regular maintenance and upgrades to the system to 
ensure that it continues to function effectively.” 
 

The new text states that the existing storm drain system has sufficient capacity to 
accommodate additional runoff generated by the buildout plan, yet this is inconsistent with the 
numerous references cited in my previous review letter that indicate that the storm drain 
system is outdated and contributes to flooding under certain conditions, such as King Tides or 
large precipitation events that coincide with high tides and/or storm surges. 
 
Storm drain capacity will absolutely become increasingly limited and certainly contribute to 
more frequent flooding as SLR and subsidence diminish its ability to have stormdrain outflows 
in Marinship drain runoff into Richardson Bay. In addition, the interactions and influence of 
groundwater is not sufficiently addressed or evaluated. 
 
Also, the RGPEIR on the same page states: 
 

“Should updates, improvements, replacements, or construction of new stormwater 
drainage infrastructure be funded or result from new development elsewhere in the service 
area, those subsequent infrastructure projects would be considered and analyzed for 
potential environmental impacts at that time, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 
These storm drain improvements generally would not result in significant environmental 
impacts because they would be limited to maintenance, repair, and replacement of existing 
facilities and would not involve significant new disturbance or development. In addition, 
Program S-3.8.6 would require that new development not change drainage characteristics 
across property lines, further ensuring that storm drain work will not result in significant 
changes to the existing conditions.” 

 
This appears to be an extremely unrealistic underestimate of the extent to which the storm 
drain system would require extensive overhaul and redesign due to the need to deal with SLR 
(either more fill will be required or shoreline levees that would require future pumping of 
ground water and runoff), hazardous soils, subsidence, ground water, and assessment of 
capacity to deal with altered rainfall /runoff from climate change, landscape alteration, and 
development. 
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COMMENT 19. 
 
The RGPEIR inserted new text under Section 5.2 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS that states: 
 

“RGPEIR P 5-1 
 
“There are two types of growth-inducing impacts: direct and indirect. To assess potential for 
growth-inducing impacts, General Plan Elements that may encourage and facilitate activities 
that individually or cumulatively affect the environment must be evaluated (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)). CEQA Guidelines, as interpreted by the city, state that a 
significant growth-inducing impact may result if the General Plan would: 
 
“• Induce substantial population growth in an area (for example, by proposing new homes 
and commercial or industrial businesses beyond the land use density/ intensity envisioned 
in the general plan); 
“• Substantially alter the planned location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the 
population of an area; or 
“• Include extensions of roads or other infrastructure not assumed in the general plan or 
adopted capital improvements project list, when such infrastructure exceeds the needs of 
the project and could accommodate future developments.” 

 
The three bullet points, above, touch on the fact that all the roads for accessing the proposed 
and existing development in Marinship will require other infrastructure improvements that 
have not been adequately identified in the RGPEIR.  
 
To make Marinship safe from the impacts of SLR, subsidence, elevated groundwater, and failing 
storm drain/sewer pipe conditions, there will either have to be extensive and pervasive land-fill 
added for roads and building sites or extensive containment levees that will require pumping 
facilities to deal with identified environmental hazards (including toxic groundwater and runoff 
that has nowhere to drain), and replacement of fill for any excavations that disturb toxic soils. 
These measures will foreseeably cause additional significant impacts that the RGPEIR fails to 
disclose or analyze. 
 
In sum, the RDEIR does not realistically deal with the scope and magnitude or irreversible 
landscape alterations and extensive new infrastructure and utility redesign that will be required 
to protect people and property from identified risks and hazards. 
 
With very bet regards, 

 
Laurel Collins 
 


