
FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

Phone: (831) 883-3672 I Fax: (831) 883-3675 I www.fora.org 

JOINT ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE & 
WATER AND WASTEWATER OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MEETING 

8:15 A.M. WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 30, 2013 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 (FORA Conference Room) 

AGENDA 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES: 
a. October 16, 2013 Joint Admin/WWOC Minutes 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: 

ACTION 

During the public comment period, members of the audience may address the Committee 
on matters within FORA 's jurisdiction, but not listed on this agenda. Comments are limited to 
three minutes. Comments on specific agenda items will be heard under that item. 

6. AGENDA REVIEW - NOVEMBER 8, 2013 BOARD MEETING INFORMATION/ACTION 
a. Consistency Determination: 2010 Monterey County General Plan 

7. OLD BUSINESS 
a. FY 2013/14 Ord Community Budget 

i. Marina Coast Water District Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study ACTION 

8. NEW BUSINESS (ITEMS FROM MARINA COAST WATER DISTRICT) 
a. Utilization of Unused Water Allocation INFORMATION/ACTION 
b. Regional Urban Water Augmentation Program INFORMATION/ACTION 

9. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 

10. ADJOURNMENT 

NEXT REGULAR ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING: NOVEMBER 13, 2013 

For information regarding items on this agenda or to request disability related accommodations 
please contact the Deputy Clerk 24 hrs. prior to the meeting. Agenda materials are available on 

the FORA website at www.fora.org. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
JOINT ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE AND 

WATER AND WASTEWATER OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
8:15 a.m., Wednesday, October 16, 20131 FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL ·~~leere present, as indicated Co-Chair Houlemard called the meeting to order at 8:15 a.m. The foll 
by signatures on the roll sheet: , 

Carl Holm, County of Monterey* 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey* 
John Dunn, City of Seaside* 
Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside 
Anya Spear, CSUMB 
Vicki Nakamura, MPC 
Graham Bice, UC MBEST 
Craig Spencer, County of Monterey 
John Ford, County of Monterey 
Tim O'Halloran, City of Seaside 

* Voting Members 

FORA Staff: 
Michael Houlemard 
Steve Endsley 
Jim Arnold 
Lena Spilman 
· rissy Maras 
'¥·., c;ithan Garcia 
';,j::Metz 

~~~:>,"' 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Tim O'Halloran led the Pledge of Allegia . 

3. 

4. 

seconded by Carl Holm, to approve the minutes as 

".N PASSED: unlJi~ous. 
\... '.~:~:~t~?~ 

5. PUBLIC C ,;?MMENT PER1da![; 
The Committ , .. ,\ eive~h~~~fnents from members of the public. 

6. OCTOBER 11, 2 · .. ,.;, •. ~~~fl~~ MEETING FOLLOW UP 
Mr. Garcia stated that:stlle Board had postponed consideration of the Monterey County General Plan 
consistency determination due to several comment letters that were received within 24 hours of the 
Board meeting. He discussed comments received from the Board regarding the Monterey County 
General Plan. 



7. OLD BUSINESS 

a. Habitat Conservation Plan - Status Report 
Mr. Garcia discussed the status of the Habitat Conservation Plan, noting that FORA staff 
continued to meet with the regulatory agencies in order to move the document forward as 
quickly as possible. Mr. Houlemard discussed the current document review schedule. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 
a. Consistency Determination: 2010 Monterey County General Plan 

Carl Holm presented the item to the Committee. Craig Spencer, J~~~Dterey County Planning 
Department, explained the history of County General Plan appr9;¥N'.}:~nd answered questions 
from Committee members. Assistant Executive Officer Steve litf :,; ·y provided an overview of 
the FORA consistency determination process. Mr. Garci,~;~;~it:;::!:I~t%~: red Committee questions 
relative to FORA's analysis. /:;~tii~i~i~G, / . . ; 

-:;:;;::;::;':;~~~;;' 

MOTION: John Dunn moved, seconded by Graha, ( ti}~;::;~t:;o recom .. .!he Board approve 
resolution 13-XX, concurring in the County of Mo,@{,,, s legislative Ian ··,,decision that the 
2010 Monterey County General Plan is consiste ;2:c:t!l"h the Fort Ord Base Re · ··:~Jan. 

~.>~ .>: *:~~~> ... '',, 

MOTION PASSED: unanimous 

9. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None 

10. ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Dawson adjourned the meeting at 



- START-

DRAFT 
BOARD PACKET 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

Phone: (831) 883-3672 I Fax: (831) 883-3675 www.fora.org 

REGULAR MEETING 
FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Friday, November 8, 2013 at 2:00 p.m. 

910 2nd Avenue, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenter's Union Hall) 

AGENDA 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, ;/~"'",;> ORRESPONDENCE 
a. December 12-13, 2013 Base Reuse lmpleme··: .Jon Colloquir:J:J'.!~Update 
b. November 11, 2013 US DoD/DVA Clinic Groun(f~t[@:~king /::~:f1~t~~~;~;;:: 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD "<~~L ·'wj~"' 
Members of the public wishing to addr~ .,Board of Dif' v; .:.~,.:~ on matters not on this agenda, but 
within FORA's jurisdiction, may com · to three·";i,1l~Htes during this period. Public 
comments on specific agenda items are · at item. '<:.f:~fj~fai;:!:·; 

5. CONSENT AGENDA -,,,:,>;if::.. '<::;~~ij)~lj!,:"'; 
a. Approval of the Octob , Board Mi~> ti · ,, 

',\:. };,~1~:~;;:;·:>' 

S. ~L~g~~ll;~~~CY'~' RMINATI 2010 ~~fey County General Plan 
b. FORA/Central Cda~~:~1¥~terans,::: e'~ry Founel~,.lipn Loan Payment 

c. ~~~~~~ent '~~!~"< "'''~eview : . J~~~udy 
7. EXEC~ / OFi=18-, .. RE .... 1: 

~: ~~:::~~~~~=~~~!~~-~p~1·,~~,, 
d. Water~f~t~water Oversr·'':\ Committee 
e. Post Reas·"'·'<" sment Advi , Committee 

f. Veterans Is· .. ~:~;::~sl~.dvi~.~; ; · mmittee 
g. Travel Report <<;<;::;:;;·:"'. "("h 

h. Public Correspori"t:i~:L· .. /' o the Board 
'<>:<<<> 

',:~·;;./ 

8. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 

ACTION 

ACTION 

INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 

INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 
INFORMATION 



9. CLOSED SESSION 
a. Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation, Gov Code 54956.9(a) - 5 Cases 

i. Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), Case Numbers: M114961, 
M116438 

ii. Bogan v. Houlemard, Case Number: M122980 
iii. The City of Seaside v. Valenzuela, Case Number: M124499 
iv. The City of Marina v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority, Case Number:,,; 

10. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

Persons seeking disability related accommodations should contact FORA 24 hrs prior to the meeting. 
This meeting is recorded by Access Monterey Peninsula and televised Sundays at 9 a.m. and 1 p.m. 

on Marina/Peninsula Chanel 25. The video and meeting materials are available online at www.fora.org. 



Subject: Consistency Determination: 2010 Monterey County General Plan 

Meeting Date: November 8, 2013 
ACTION Agenda Number: 6a 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

Approve Resolution 13-XX (Attachment A), concurring in the County of Monterey's 
(County) legislative land use decision that the 201 O terey County General Plan 
(General Plan) is consistent with the Fort Ord Base R Ian (BRP). 

OTHER OPTIONS: 

I. Per FORA Master Resolution section 
(Attachment B), refusing certificatio 
suggested modifications (included in 

rove Resolution 13-XX 
til the FORA Board's 

the FORA Board by the County. If th 
Executive Officer confirms such modific 
shall be deemed certified. 

II. 

BACKGROUND: 

consi 
htt :// 
o ted 1 
2013 Boar 

action would result in having 
t, found consistent by the 

nty Fort Ord lands. 

istency determination on September 24, 
s a link to the County of Monterey's 
10 Monterey County General Plan 

'ttal ca obtained electronically. This link is: 
· I u/GPU 2007 /2010 Mo Co General Plan Ad 

Gen .:···wflan Ado ted 10261 O.htm At the October 11, 
oard rilernbers raised concerns that a hard copy of the 
al Plan consistency determination submittal was not 
RA Executive Committee previously established a policy 
ocuments available on the internet in lieu of including 

201 O Montere 
included in the p 
directing staff to m 
voluminous pages in oard packets. 

With its submittal, the County requested a Legislative Land Use Decision review of the 
General Plan in accordance with section 8.02.010 of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
(FORA) Master Resolution. Under state law, (as codified in FORA's Master Resolution) 
legislative land use decisions (plan level documents such as General Plans, Zoning 
Codes, General Plans, Redevelopment Plans, etc.) must be scheduled for FORA Board 
review under strict timeframes. This item is included on the Board agenda because the 
General Plan is a legislative land use decision, requiring Board approval. 

http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/gpu/GPU_2007/2010_Mo_Co_General_Plan_Adopted_102610/2010_Mo_Co_General_plan_Adopted_102610.htm


The FORA Administrative Committee reviewed this item on October 2, 2013, 
recommending that the FORA Board concur in the County's consistency determination. 
Since the FORA Board postponed the consistency determination item at its October 11, 
2013 meeting, the Administrative Committee will review the item again at its October 30, 
2013 meeting. 

DISCUSSION: 

County staff will be available to provide additional information to the FORA Board on 
November 8, 2013. In all consistency determinations, the following additional 
considerations are made, and summarized in table form ( ttachment D). 

Rationale for consistency determinations 
defensible rationales for making an affirmative c 
additional information is provided to buttress th 
that the BRP is a framework for develop 
However, there are thresholds set in the 
exceeded without other actions, most no 
finite water allocation. More particularly, th 

LEGISLATIVE LAND USE D 
OF THE 

finds that there are several 
determination. Sometimes 

· ns. In general, it is noted 
plan to be mirrored. 
RP that may not be 

ousing units and a 
nalyzed are: 

8.02.010 

increase 

e designation that is more intense than 
Compa d to the 1997 BRP, the General Plan 

in the County's jurisdiction by 246. 7 acres as a 
result of t 
County, Mon 
(BLM), and U .. 
Flats areas of the 

005 orandum of Understanding (MOU) among the 
allege (MPC), FORA, the Bureau of Land Management 
wapped land uses between East Garrison and Parker 
Ord. The result of the MOU is that an additional 21 O 

ment in East Garrison in exchange for the preservation of 
approximately 44 7 ad al habitat acres in Parker Flats. Also, the MOU added 
additional habitat acres next to the Military Operations Urban Terrain (MOUT) facility 
and provides for MPC to relocate a planned public safety officer training facility from the 
East Garrison area to the Parker Flats area. The County, FORA, and MPC entered into 
an October 21, 2002 agreement entitled "Agreement Regarding Public Safety Officer 
Training Facilities," which further describes relocation of MPC's planned facilities from 
the East Garrison area to the Parker Flats area. 



(2) Provides for a development more dense than the density of uses permitted in the 
Reuse Plan for the affected territory; 

No increase in density would be permitted by the General Plan. 

(3) Is not in substantial conformance with applicable programs specified in the Reuse 
Plan and Section 8.02.020 of this Master Resolution; 

The General Plan is in substantial conformance with applicable programs. FORA staff 
notes that a member of the public and representatives of the Ventana Chapter of the 
Sierra Club, Keep Fort Ord Wild, the Open Monterey Pr · t, and LandWatch Monterey 
County provided correspondence at the August 27 a ptember 17, 2013 Monterey 
County Board of Supervisors hearings pertain in sistency between the 201 O 
Monterey County General Plan 1997 BRP. ry, these individual letters 
requested that the Monterey County Board ot adopt the consistency 
finding, citing instances of incomplete poli d other issues. FORA 
staff concurs with Exhibit 1 to Monterey ·sors Order 13-0952/ 
Resolution No. 13-307 page 5 of 13 that: 

Some but not all of 
Implementation efforts a 
Reuse Plan policies is a 

have be implemented. 
Implementation of the Base 

Consistency with the Base 
Reuse Plan. 

Special legal couns 
that "FORA's pro 
FORA Authority Ac 
Resolution." 

On 0 
(Atta 
Genera 
not reflec 
Impact Rep 
letter (Attach ·· 
omits applicable 

morandum further stated 
ectly interpret and apply the 

ns 67650-67700 and the FORA Master 

. f the Sierra Club submitted a letter 
ard re ending that the FORA Board find the 

P based on evidence that the General Plan does 
nd programs of the BRP Final Environmental 

ame d , member of the public Jane Haines submitted a 
at the 201 O General Plan was inconsistent because it 

County staff submitte ctober 23, 2013 letter (Attachment G) providing additional 
analysis on concerns ra1 ed in recent comment letters and how these concerns are 
addressed. 

(4) Provides uses which conflict or are incompatible with uses permitted or allowed in 
the Reuse Plan for the affected property or which conflict or are incompatible with open 
space. recreational, or habitat management areas within the jurisdiction of the Authority; 

The General Plan is compatible with open space, recreational, and habitat management 
areas. 



(5) Does not require or otherwise provide for the financing and/or installation, 
construction. and maintenance of all infrastructure necessary to provide adequate public 
services to the property covered by the legislative land use decision; 

County development within the former Fort Ord that is affected by the General Plan will 
pay its fair share of the basewide costs through the FORA Community Facilities District 
special tax and property taxes that will accrue to FORA, as well as land sales revenues. 
This is evidenced in Exhibit 1 to Monterey County Board of Supervisors Order 13-
0952/Resolution No. 13-307 page 6 of 13 and the May 8, 2001 Implementation 
Agreement between FORA and County of Monterey. 

6 Does not re uire or otherwise 
Management Plan; 

The Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan 
"Development," in order to allow econ 
promoting preservation, enhancement, 
animal species in designated habitats. T 
within areas designated for "Habitat Rese 
Reserve Areas and Restriction " and "Deve 
HMP. Lands designated as "D ent with 

ion of the Fort Ord Habitat 

restrictions placed upon them a of the 

tes certain parcels for 
h development while 

·al status plant and 
s that are located 

velopment with 
s" under the 

rictions" have no management 
. The General Plan requires 

implementation of the Fort Ord HM 

Board· and 

esign Corridor Design Guidelines. 

alance re uirements develo ed and 
rovfr!Jr;d in Section 8.02.020 t of this Master 

(9) Is not consistent with FORA's prevailing wage policVi section 3.03.090 of the FORA 
Master Resolution. 

The General Plan does not modify prevailing wage requirements for future development 
entitlements within the County's jurisdiction on former Fort Ord. 



FISCAL IMPACT: 
..Reviewed by FORA Controller __ 

This action is regulatory in nature and should have no direct fiscal, administrative, or 
operational impact. In addition to points already dealt with in this report, it is clarified 
that the developments expected to be engaged in reuse subject to the General Plan are 
covered by the Community Facilities District or other agreement that ensure a fair share 
payment of appropriate future special taxes/fees to mitigate for impacts delineated in 
the 1997 BRP and accompanying Environmental Impact Report. The County has 
agreed to provisions for payment of all required fees for future developments in the 
former Fort Ord under its jurisdiction. 

Staff time related to this item is included in FORA's · 

COORDINATION: 

The County, Planners Working Grau 
Committee 

Prepared by __________ Reviewed by ___________ _ 
Jonathan Garcia Steve Endsley 

Approved by __________ _ 
Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



Resolution 13-XX 

Attachment A to Item 6a 

FORA Board Meeting, 11/08/2013 

Determining Consistency of the 2010 ) 
Monterey County General Plan ) 

THIS RESOLUTION is adopted with reference to the following facts and circumstances: 

A. On June 13, 1997, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA" 
Reuse Plan under Government Code Section 67675, et se 

dopted the Final Base 

B. After FORA adopted the reuse plan, Government Co 
each county or city within the former Fort Ord to 
amended general plan and zoning ordinances, 
legislative land use decisions that satisfy the 

67675, et seq. requires 
its general plan or 

ct entitlements, and 

C. By Resolution No. 98-1, the Authority B 
implementing the requirements in Govern 

D. The County of Monterey ("Cou 
authority over land situated 
jurisdiction. 

E. After a noticed public meeting on. 
Monterey County 
Ord. After notic 
County also f 
FORA's pla 
Reuse Plan En 

procedures 

RA. The County has land use 
Ord and subject to FORA's 

aunty adopted the 2010 
, ing lands on the former Fort 

st 27, 20 and September 17, 2013 the 
istent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan, 

Act and considered the Fort Ord Base 
") in their review and deliberations. 

F. e County r mended that FORA concur in the County's 
inal Base Reuse Plan, certified by the Board on June 13, 

. are consistent. The County submitted to FORA its 
companying documentation. 

G. Con ementation Agreements between FORA and the County, on 
Septe County provided FORA with a complete copy of the submittal 
for lands Fort Ord, the resolutions and/or ordinance approving it, a staff 
report and elating to the County's action, a reference to the environmental 
documentation ti/or CEQA findings, and findings and evidence supporting its 
determination that the General Plan is consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan 
and the FORA Act (collectively, "Supporting Material"). The County requested that 
FORA certify the General Plan as being consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan 
for those portions of the County that lie within the jurisdiction of FORA. 

H. FORA's Executive Officer and the FORA Administrative Committee reviewed the 
County's application for consistency evaluation. The Executive Officer submitted a 
report recommending that the FORA Board find that the General Plan is consistent 
with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan. The Administrative Committee reviewed the 

1 



Supporting Material, received additional information, and concurred with the Executive 
Officer's recommendation. The Executive Officer set the matter for public hearing 
regarding consistency of the General Plan before the FORA Board on October 11, 
2013. 

I. Master Resolution, Chapter 8, Section 8.02.01 O(a)(4) reads in part: "(a) In the review, 
evaluation, and determination of consistency regarding legislative land use decisions, 
the Authority Board shall disapprove any legislative land use decision for which there is 
substantial evidence supported by the record, that [it] (4) Provides uses which conflict 
or are incompatible with uses permitted or allowed in the e Plan for the affected 
property ... " 

J. eneral Plan Guidelines 
: "An action, program, 

pects, it will further 
tainment." 

K. FORA's consistency determination m 
between the submittal and the Reuse Pia 

congruence 
the two. 

NOW THEREFORE be it resolved: 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 

1. The FORA Board recognizes 
2013 recommendation that the 

2013 and September 17, 
ncy between the Fort Ord 

Base Reuse Pl 

2. ed the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Final 
County's environmental documentation, 
plies with the California Environmental 

that these documents are sufficient for 
consistency of the General Plan. 

d the materials submitted with this application, the 
the tive Officer and Administrative Committee concerning 

ral a Cf written testimony presented at the hearings on the 
tion, which are hereby incorporated by reference. 

4. the General Plan is consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse 
further finds that the legislative decision made herein has been 

based in p pon the substantial evidence submitted regarding allowable land 
uses, a weighing of the Base Reuse Plan's emphasis on a resource constrained 
sustainable reuse that evidences a balance between jobs created and housing 
provided, and that the cumulative land uses contained in the County's submittal are 
not more intense or dense than those contained in the Base Reuse Plan. 

2 



5. The General Plan will, considering all its aspects, further the objectives and policies 
of the Final Base Reuse Plan. The County application is hereby determined to 
satisfy the requirements of Title 7 .85 of the Government Code and the Fort Ord 
Base Reuse Plan. 

Upon motion by , seconded by foregoing 
Resolution was passed on this 11th day of October, 2013 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTENTIONS: 

ABSENT: 

ATTEST: 

3 



Resolution 13-XX 

Refusing certification of the 2010 ) 
Monterey County General Plan ) 
Until suggested modification are ) 
Adopted and submitted ) 

Attachment B to Item 6a 

FORA Board Meeting, 11/08/2013 

THIS RESOLUTION is adopted with reference to the following fac 

A. On June 13, 1997, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("F 
Reuse Plan under Government Code Section 67675, 

B. After FORA adopted the reuse plan, Governme 
each county or city within the former Fort 0 
amended general plan and zoning ordinan 
legislative land use decisions that satisfy, 

C. By Resolution No. 98-1, the Authority Boar 
implementing the requirements i Government 

D. The County of Monterey ("Cou 
authority over land situated wi 
jurisdiction. 

75, et seq. requires 
general plan or 
titlements, and 

The County has land use 
and subject to FORA's 

E. After a noticed 
Monterey Co 
Ord. After n 
County also fa 
FORA's lans a 

26, 201 , the County adopted the 2010 

Re 

Plan"), affecting lands on the former Fort 
st 27, 2013 and September 17, 2013 the 
tent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan, 
Act and considered the Fort Ord Base 

"EIR") in their review and deliberations. 

F. aunty recommended that FORA concur in the County's 
Base Reuse Plan, certified by the Board on June 13, 

Plan re consistent. The County submitted to FORA its 
h the accompanying documentation. 

G. lementation Agreements between FORA and the County, on 
, the County provided FORA with a complete copy of the submittal 

for lands on th mer Fort Ord, the resolutions and/or ordinance approving it, a staff 
report and materials relating to the County's action, a reference to the environmental 
documentation and/or CEQA findings, and findings and evidence supporting its 
determination that the General Plan is consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan 
and the FORA Act (collectively, "Supporting Material"). The County requested that 
FORA certify the General Plan as being consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan 
for those portions of the County that lie within the jurisdiction of FORA. 

H. FORA's Executive Officer and the FORA Administrative Committee reviewed the 
County's application for consistency evaluation. The Executive Officer submitted a 

1 



report recommending that the FORA Board find that the General Plan is consistent 
with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan. The Administrative Committee reviewed the 
Supporting Material, received additional information, and concurred with the Executive 
Officer's recommendation. The Executive Officer set the matter for public hearing 
regarding consistency of the General Plan before the FORA Board on October 11, 
2013. 

I. Master Resolution, Chapter 8, Section 8.01.020(efreads in part: "(e) In the event the 
Authority Board refuses to certify the legislative land use decision in whole or in part, 
the Authority Board's resolution making findings shall includ uggested modifications 
which, if adopted and transmitted to the Authority Boa. the affected land use 
agency, will allow the legislative land use decision to b. ·· d. If such modifications 
are adopted by the affected land use agency as su · nd the Executive Officer 
confirms such modifications have been made, the I use decision shall be 
deemed certified ... " 

J. Master Resolution, Chapter 8, Section 8.0 
evaluation, and determination of consist 
the Authority Board shall disapprove any 
substantial evidence supported by the reco 
or are incompatible with uses p mitted or allo 
property ... " 

K. In this context, the term "consi 
adopted by the State Office of Pia 

General Plan Guidelines 
lows: "An action, program, 

g all its aspects, it will further 
bstruct their attainment." 

L. 

or project is consis .. 
the objectives a 

e based upon the overall congruence 
t on a precise match between the two. 

the County's August 27, 2013 and September 17, 
n that e FORA Board find consistency between the Fort Ord 
the General Plan. 

2. 1ewed and considered the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Final 
pact Report and the County's environmental documentation, 

it is adequate and complies with the California Environmental 
Quality Act. The Board finds further that these documents are sufficient for 
purposes of FORA's determination for consistency of the General Plan. 

3. The Board has considered the materials submitted with this application, the 
recommendation of the Executive Officer and Administrative Committee concerning 
the application and oral and written testimony presented at the hearings on the 
consistency determination, which are hereby incorporated by reference. 

2 



4. The FORA Board refuses to certify the General Plan until the following policies and 
programs are adopted in the Fort Ord Master Plan component of the General plan 
as currently included in the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Final Environmental Impact 
Report: Recreation/Open Space Land Use (ROLU) Policy A-1, ROLU Program A-
1.2, Hydrology and Water Quality (HWQ) Policy B-1, HWQC Programs B-1.1 
through B-1.7, HWQC C-6.1, Biological Resources (BR) Policy C-2, BR Programs 
C-2.1, C-2.2, C-2.3, and C-2.5. 

-- -----

5. If such modifications are adopted by the affected land use agency as suggested, 
and the Executive Officer confirms such modificatio ave been made, the 
General Plan shall be deemed certified. 

Upon motion by , seco foregoing 
Resolution was passed on this 8th day of Novem 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTENTIONS: 

ABSENT: 

Jerry Edelen, Chair 

3 



Planning Department 
Mike Novo, AICP, Director of Planning 

Jonathan Garcia, Senior Planner 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
920 2nd Ave., Suite A 
Marina, CA 93 93 3 

Attachment C to Item 6a 

FORA Board Meeting, 11/08/2013 

September 24, 2013 

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR FORA CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION ON THE 
2010 MONTEREY COUNTY GENERAL PLAN PURSUANT TO FORA MASTER 
RESOLUTION, ARTICLE 8.01.020 

Dear Mr. Garcia, 

On October 26, 2010 the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey adopted a 
comprehensive General Plan update (2010 General Plan) (Resolution 10-291). The 2010 General 
Plan now governs the future physical development of the unincorporated areas of the County of 
Monterey, excluding the Coastal Areas, but including most of the Former Fort Ord. As it relates 
to property in the territory of the Authority to the Executive Officer, the 2010 General Plan 
contains the Fort Ord Master Plan (in Chapter 9-E). The Fort Ord Master Plan is essentially the 
same as the 2001 Fort Ord Master Plan that was adopted by the County and found consistent by 
the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board on January 18, 2002 (FORA Resolution #02-3) with some 
minor updates and amendments including: 

• Recognition of the Land -Swap Agreement 
• Re-insertion of policies missing from the 2001 plan; and 
• Updates to policies regarding the landfill parcel, East Garrision, and the York Road 

Planning area to reflect more recent events. 

In February of 2012, the County submitted a package, with a formal request for a consistency 
determination to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority. That package included 1 hard copy and 5 CD's 
with the following documents and information: 

• Attachment 1 - The adopted 2010 General Plan 
• Attachment 2 - CEQA documents including: 

a. Draft EIR 
b. Final EIR; and 
c. Supplemental Information to the FEIR 

• Attachment 3 - Reports and Resolutions 
a. Planning Commission Staff Report and Resolution from August 11, 2010 
b. Board of Supervisors Staff Report and Resolutions (10-290 and 10-291) 



2010 Monterey County General Plan FORA Consistency 
Page2 of3 

• Attachment 4 - Fort Ord Master Plan redline version showing changes to text from the 
previously adopted and certified County version of the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan. 

• Attachment 5 - Consistency Analysis 

The County's consistency determination request was placed on hold while the County processed 
the consistency findings and certification required by the FORA Master Resolution. Between the 
time of the original submittal and the submittal of this information, the County has amended the 
2010 General Plan three times. Because of these amendments, the County would like to ensure 
that FORA is working with, and considering consistency of, the most recent version of the 
General Plan. The updated sections of the General Plan along with the EIR Addendums prepared 
for those amendments are included in this revised submittal. In total, this revised submittal 
contains the following documents and information: 

• Amendments to Attachment 1 (The 2010 General Plan) -
o Updated Carmel Valley Master Plan Chapter (Chapter 9-B of the General Plan) 
o Updated Public Services Chapter (Chapter 5 of the General Plan) 

These replace the chapters in the previously submitted General Plan. Note: The third 
amendment involved a land use designation change on a parcel in southern Monterey 
County and did not have any effect on Fort Ord Territory. 

• Additions to Attachment 2 (CEQA Documents)-Addendums to the General Plan EIR 
were prepared for the General Plan amendments listed above. 

o Addendum 1 - (For Amendment to Chapter 5 of2010 General Plan) 
o Addendum 2-(for Amendment to Carmel Valley Master Plan) 
0 

• Additions to Attachment 3 (Reports and Resolutions) - Two new Board of 
Supervisors Board Reports and Resolutions certifying that the 2010 General Plan is 
consistent with the Base Reuse Plan: 

o September 17, 2013 Board Report and Resolution affirming and updating the 
August 27, 2013 decision (Resolution# 13-0952) 

o August 27, 2013 Board Report and Resolution (Resolution# 13-0290) 
o Board Report for September 17, 2013 Public Hearing 

• Amended Attachment 5 (Consistency Analysis)-A new and updated consistency 
analysis was attached to the August 27 and September 17 Board Resolutions. That 
analysis is the same in both reports. 

• New Attachment 6 (Public Comment) - New comments and correspondence received 
on for the August 27 and September 17 Board of Supervisors hearing on the consistency 
certification. 

o Letter from Sierra Club- Ventana Chapter - September 16, 2013 
o Letter from Law Offices of Michael Stamp - September 17, 2013 
o Letter from Jane Haines -- September 16, 2013 
o Letter from Jane Hainse - August 26, 2013 
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o Letter from MR Wolfe-August 26, 2013 (Attachement D of September 17, 2013 
Board Report. 

As was the case with the first, submitted with this letter is one hard copy and 5 CD's with the 
updated information listed above. All of the documents.from the original _s:c1bmiJtal and the_ 
updated submittal can be found by following the link below: 

vvvvw.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/gpu/GPU 2007/2010 Mo Co General Plan Adopted 10261 
012010 Mo Co General Plan Adopted 102610 .htm 

This link will take you to the page for the 2010 General Plan, which provides links to the EIR 
and all addendums and a link directly to the material submitted as part of this package. 

We would be happy to provide FORA staff and the FORA Board with any additional 
information deemed necessary to complete the Consistency Determination review. We look 
forward to working with you on this and should you have any questions regarding this submittal 
please contact Craig Spencer at (831) 755-5233 or John Ford at (831) 755-5158. 

qr~t&-
Craig W. Spencer, Associate Planner 
Monterey County - Planning Department 
Email: spencerc@co.monterey.ca.us 

Attachments 

http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/gpu/GPU_2007/2010_Mo_Co_General_Plan_Adopted_102610/2010_Mo_Co_General_plan_Adopted_102610.htm


m 
rl 
0 

ro ~ 
ID 00 

E ~ 
<lJ rl 

:!::::! rl 

0 o.O 
..... c 
0 ·µ 
..... Q) 

s:: 
<lJ 

E 
..c:: 
u 
ro ..... ..... 
<( 

RA Master Resolution Section 

)oes not provide for a land use designation that allows more 
1se land uses than the uses permitted in the Reuse Plan for the 
~ted teffi tory; 

-

(2) Does not provide for a development more dense than the density 
of uses permitted in the Reuse Plan for the affected teITitory; 

I (3) Is in substantial conformance with applicable programs specified 
in the Reuse Plan and Section 8.02.020 of this Master Resolution. 
(4) Does not provide uses which conflict with or are incompatible 
with uses pe1mitted or allowed in the Reuse Plan for the affected 
prope1iy or which conflict with or are incompatible with open space, 
recreational, or habitat management areas within the jurisdiction of 
the Authority; 
( 5) Requires or otherwise provides for the financing and/ or 
installation, constmction, and maintenance of all infrastmcture 
necessary to provide adequate public services to the property covered 
by the legislative land use decision; 
(6) Requires or otherwise provides for implementation of the Fort 
Ord Habitat Management Plan ("HMP"). 
(7) Is consistent with the Highway 1 Scenic Corridor design 
standards as such standards may be developed and approved by the 
Authority Board. 
(8) Is consistent with the jobs/housing balance requirements 
developed and approved by the Authority Board as provided in 
Section 8.02.020(t) of this Master Resolution. 
(9) Prevailing Wage 

Finding of Justification for finding 
Consistency 

Yes The General Plan does not establish land use 
designations more intense than permitted in the Base 
Reuse Plan ("BRP"). See Exhibit 1 to Monterey 
County Board of Supervisors Order 13-
0952/Resolution No. 13-307 (Reso. 13-307) page 5 
of13. 

Yes The General Plan does not allow denser development 
than pennitted in the BRP. See Reso. 13-307 page 5 
of13. 

Yes The General Plan is in compliance with applicable 
programs. See Reso. 13-307 page 5 of 13. 

Yes No conflict or incompatibility exists between the 
General Plan and BRP. See Reso. 13-307 page 6 of 
13. 

Yes The General Plan does not modify County 
obligations to contribute to basewide costs. See 
Reso. 13-307 page 6of13. 

Yes The General Plan provides for HMP implementation. 
See Reso. 13-307 page 6of13. 

Yes The General Plan does not modify Highway 1 Scenic 
Corridor design standards. 

Yes The General Plan is consistent with job/housing 
balance requirements. See Reso. 13-307 page 13 of 
13. 

Yes The General Plan does not modify prevailing wage 
requirements. 



Attachment E to Item 6a 

FORA Board Meeting, 11/08/2013 

SIERRA CLUB VENTANA CHAPTER 

P.O. BOX 5667, CARMEL> CALJFORNTA 93921 

CHAPTER OFFICE"' ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER (831) 624-8032. 

10 October 2013 

Dear Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board Members; 

The Sierra Club recommends that the FORA Board find the 2010 Monterey County General Plan, and the 
included Fmi Ord Master Plan (FOMP), inconsistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan (FORP) based on 
evidence that the General Plan does not reflect the appropriate language and programs of the FORP Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). In point of fact, parts of the FOMP precisely reverse specific changes 
made in and for the FORP Final EIR. Following CEQA law, the Sierra Club expects that the 2010 
Monterey County General Plan reflects rather than alters the provisions of the FORP Final EIR before it 
would be found to be consistent with the FORP. 

The Sierra Club further recommends that the FORA Board defer a finding of consistency until the County 
of Monterey Land Use Plan map (Figure 6a) accurately reflects the FORP County of Monterey Land Use 
Concept Map 4.1-7 and the FORP Land Use Concept Map 3.3-1. Ensuring that planning maps are carefully 
aligned in detail and designation will not only support a finding of consistency, but may serve to avoid later 
conflicts that arise from the differences between the documents. 

By way of illustration, this letter will address three specific differences between the 2010 General Plan and 
the FORP, including: 

1) The omission in the FOMP of the FORP Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program A-1.2 -
Natural Ecosystem Easement Deed Restriction (FORP Volume 2, p. 270). 

2) The reversed articulation of the Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program A-1. 
3) The mismatched land use designation between the County of Menterey Land Use Plan (Figure 6a) 

and the FORP County of Monterey Land Use Concept Map 4.1-7/ FORP Land Use Concept Map 
3 .3-1. 

These examples are meant to provide clear differences, but are not meant to represent a complete list of 
differences between the General Plan and the FORP EIR. 

Program Omission 
As is clearly shown in the FORP Final Draft EIR (p. 4-14, see attached except of same), the following 
program in underlined, which means that it was an edit meant to be included in the Final Draft EIR. 

Program A-1.2: The County of Monterey shall cause to be recorded a Natural Ecosystem 
Easement deed restriction that will nm with the land in perpetuity for all identified open space 
lands. 

Appropriately, Program A-1.2 also appears in Volume Two: Reuse Plan Elements of the FORP (see page 
270). 

At the 17 September 2013 Board of Supervisor's meeting, Monterey County staff acknowledged that 
Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program A-1.2 - Natural Ecosystem Easement Deed Restriction was left 
out of the FOMP brought forward to the Board. The staff representative went on to note that despite this 
omission, the county was in the process of having these easements reviewed and approved by FORA, so the 
county was carrying out this program (captured on the video from the 17 September 2013 Board of 
Supervisor's meeting, 1:40:10 in the web video record). However, he offered no supporting evidence to 

... 'To explore 1 enjoy, preserve and protect the nation's forests, waters 1 wildlife and ·u.rildemess ... 
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P.O. BOX 5667, CARMEL> CAUFORNIA 93921 

CHAPTER OFFICE,, ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER (831) 624-8032 

support this claim. Regardless, the omission still represents a specific and significant alteration of the Final 
EIR. 

The stated omission of a specific Land Use program - a program that is separate from and in addition to the 
Habitat Management restrictions - renders the FOMP inadequate to can-y out the self-same provision of the 
FORP. 

Further, Program A-1.2 is quite specific in the action it proscribes for establishing "criteria and standards 
for the uses ofland, water, air, space, and other nah1ral resources within the area of the base." (Govt. Code 
§ 67675(c) (1)). This distinguishes it from the latitude that accompanies shifts in land use density with 
regard to the "integrated arrangement and general location and extent of land, water, air, space, and other 
natural resources within the area of the base." Excluding such a specific provision renders the FOMP out of 
substantial confonnance with the FORP. 

Reversed Articulation of Program 
Recreation/ Open Space Land Use Policy A-1, as stated in the FOMP (p. F0-21), misquotes the policy in 
the FORP and thereby changes its specificity. In order to be in conformance with the FORP, the policy 
should read: "The County of Monterey shall protect irreplaceable natural resources and open space at 
former Fort Ord." (my italics to emphasize the language that was neglected in the FOMP). 

Because the wording in the FOMP - " ... encourage the conservation and preservation of. .. " - is more 
general and does not convey the same level of responsibility as the FORP language does, it represents a 
notable difference in the policy language. This is underscored by the fact that this is the precise change that 
was made in the Final Environmental Impact Report: "encourage the conservation and preservation of' is 
marked by strikethrough text, and "protect" is added, as shown by underlining (p. 4-14, FORP: Final 
Environmental Impact Report). As with the addition of Program A-1.2 mentioned above, this change in 
language is also reflected on p. 270 in Volume Two of the FORP. 

Monterey County staffs response to the Board of Supervisors regarding this point (captured on the video 
from the 17 September 2013 Board of Supervisor's meeting, 1 :40:00 in the web video record) was that the 
"protect" language was changed to the "encourage" language. It is not clear how the precise language that 
was altered for the Final EIR could or would have been returned to the very same language that was 
altered. It is also not clear which succession of document represent this reversion. Again, Monterey County 
staff offered not evidence to support their claim. 

Mismatched maps 
The Reassessment process has bought to light the importance of FORP maps that align with the specific 
provisions of the FORP and subsequent detenninations of consistency. The Category II considerations in 
the Reassessment Report are testimony to this point. Withholding a finding of consistency until the FOMP 
Figure 6a accurately reflects both FORP County of Monterey Land Use Concept Map 4. 1-7 and FORP 
Land Use Concept Map 3.3-1 would ensure the land use designations accurately describe the provisions of 
the FORP. For an extended, but not exhaustive list of the errors in the FOMP Figure 6a, see attached 16 
September 2013 letter to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. 

The response of the Monterey County staff to each of the errors identified on FOMP Figure 6a is available 
by viewing the web video from the 17 September 2013 Board of Supervisor's meeting. The primary 
defense offered by the County staff was that FOMP Figure 6a, as is, was found consistent in 2001. The 
Sierra Club would point out that increased attention to accuracy, despite past oversights, serves to guide all 
parties more effectively in the realization of the FORP . 

. . . To explore 1 enjoy, preserve and J)rotect the nation1s forests, waters, wildlife and iuilderness ... 
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The points above are illustrations of apparent errors in the current version of the FOMP, but they likely do 
not exhaust the changes that would be required before a vote of consistency by the FORA Board would be 
merited. For instance, the header near the bottom of p. F0-4 reads "Design Principals" when it should read 
"Design Principles". 

The Sierra Club looks forward to further work on the Fort Ord Master Plan so that, as described in the 
Master Resolution, its substantial conformance with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan is assured. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Waltz, Ph.D. 
Sierra Club, Ventana Chapter 
(SW/RD) 

... To explme 1 enjoy, preserve and protect the nation)s forests, waters 1 wildlife and 4..uilderness ... 



601 OCEAN VIEW BLVD., APT. 1 

TE:L 831 375-5913 EMAIL J,A 

October 10, 2013 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board of Directors 
920 2nd Avenue 
Marina, CA 93933 

Attachment F to Item 6a 

FORA Board Meeting, 11/08/2013 

Re: October 11 Agenda - Item Sc - Consistency Determination: 
201 O Monterey County General Plan 

Dear FORA Board of Directors: 

The 2010 Monterey County General Plan is inconsistent with the 1997 Base 
Reuse Plan (BRP) because it omits applicable BRP programs. Certification of 
consistency between the two plans should be delayed until the omitted 
programs are added to the General Plan. Otherwise, the plans are inconsistent 
and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) will require environmental 
review of impacts that could result from the inconsistencies. 

This letter will explain which BRP programs have been omitted from the 2010 
General Plan and how omitting those programs will result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts. 

FORA's October 11 and the County's September 17 staff reports discount the 
publics' comments on the inconsistencies by saying that implementation is a 
different matter than consistency. However, I and others are commenting about 
the omission of BRP programs from the 2010 Monterey County General Plan. 
The omission of applicable programs is not an implementation issue.1 It is a 
consistency issue as well as a CEQA issue. 

The following page uses the proposed Monterey Downs project to illustrate the 
potentially significant environmental impacts from omitting three applicable 
programs, assuming that Seaside will annex Monterey County land for Monterey 
Downs, although of course the impacts would also occur to other 
County projects too. There will be arrows pointing to various locations 
on the Monterey Downs land use map. The arrows are connected to 
boxes which explain the BRP program that was omitted from the County's 2010 
General Plan, and how omission of that program is likely to cause a significant 
adverse environmental impact. 

1 Implementation is defined in the Oxford dictionary as "the process of putting a decision or plan into effect." 
Consistency is defined as "conformity in the application of something, typically that which is necessary for 
the sake of logic, accuracy, or fairness." 



Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program A-1.2. This Open Space & Trails 
parcel is 72.5 acres entitled Parcel El 9a.2 . The HMP designates it for Habitat 
Reserve. BRP Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program A- I .2 states: "The 
County of Monterey shall cause to be recorded a Natural Ecosystem Easement 
deed restriction that will run with the land in perpetuity for all identified open space 
lands." (A natural ecosystem deed restriction is intended to mitigate the cumulative 
effects of development on sensitive soils, including Arnold and Oceano soils. 
Paree! E19a.2 is comprised of Arnold soil.) Without Recreation/Open Space Land 
Use Program A-I .2, Monterey County will not have to record a Natural Ecosystem 
Easement deed restriction on Parcel E19a.2. Thus, the natural ecosystem on Parcel 
El 9a.2 will not be protected. Program A-I .2 is on page 270 of Volume ll of the BRP, 
but it is omitted from the Monterey County 2010 General Plan. 

Noise Program B-1.2. The Sports 
Arena Training Facility adjoins CSUMB. 

Students who are studying or in lectures 
could be distracted by shouting, loud 

speakers and other noisy activities at the Sports 
Arena. BRP Noise program B-1.2 on page 412 of 

BRP Volume 11 states: "Whenever practical and 
feasible, the County shall segregate sensitive 
receptors, such as residential land uses, from noise 
generators through land use." Noise program 8-1.2 is 
omitted from the Monterey County 2010 General Plan. 
It must be included to protect CSUMB against 
distracting noises from the Sports Arena. 

Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program B-2.1. Nearly the entire eastern edge 

of Monterey Downs adjoins a habitat management area. (Continued next page.) 
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{Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program B-2.1 continued). 8RP Recreation/ 
Open Space Land Use program B-2.1 is partially included in the 2010 Monterey 
County General Plan although the final two sentences are omitted. The final two 
sentences prohibit general purpose roads within a 150 feet buffer area adjoining 
habitat management areas. BRP Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program B-2.1 
states on pg. 270 of BRP Vol. II: "The County ofMonterey shall review each future 
development project for compatibility with adjacent open space land uses and 
require that suitable open space buffers are incorporated into the development plan 
of incompatible land uses as a condition of project approval. When buffers are 
required as a condition of approval adjacent to habitat management areas, the 
buffer shall be at least 150 feet. Roads shall not be allowed within the buffer 
area except for restricted access maintenance or emergency access 
roads.', (Emphasis added to final two sentences to identify the two sentences 
omitted from the 2010 Monterey County General Plan Recreation/Open Space Land 
Use Program 8-2.1.) Without the complete text of Program 8-2.1 to protect it, the 
adjoining habitat management area can be adversely impacted. 

The above omissions do not pertain to implementation. Rather, they pertain to 
inconsistency between the BRP and the 2010 Monterey County General Plan. 
They and other omitted or misstated BRP policies2 make the 2010 Monterey 
County General Plan inconsistent with the BRP. 

FORA Master Resolution Section 67675.4 

In addition to the inconsistency issues described above, I want to mention 
Master Resolution section 67675.4 which required FORA to set a date for 
Monterey County to submit to FORA its zoning ordinances and other 
implementing actions pertaining to Fort Ord land after the 2001-2002 
certification of consistency between Monterey County 1s General Pian with the 
BRP. 

Section 67675.4 states: 

(a) Within 30 days after the certification of a general plan or amended 
general plan, or any portion thereof, the board shall, after consultation with 
the county or a city, establish a date for that county or city to submit the 

2 Additional omissions and errors can be identified by comparing BRP Hydrology and Water 
Quality programs B-2, B-1.3, B-1.4, B-1.5, B.1.6 and B-1.7 on page 353 (and 347) of BRP 
Volume II with pages F0-38, 39 in the Monterey County General Plan (MCGP). Additional 
omissions and errors are in 8RP Hydrology and Water Quality program C-6.1 on page 4-66 of 
BRP Vol. II which does not appear on page F0-41 of the MCGP, which is where it would be 
located if it were included. Also, compare the words "concurrently with development approval" in 
Pedestrian and Bicycles program B-1.2 on page 310 of BRP Vol. II with the omission of those 
words in program B-1.2 on page F0-29 in MCGP. Also, compare Biological Resources program 
A-8.1. on page 381 of BRP Vol. II with program A-8.1 on pg. F0-46 of the MCGP. In each 
instance, a program required by the BRP for Monterey County is either partially or wholly omitted 
in the 201 O MCGP, or written in a manner inconsistent with the gist of the corresponding 8RP 
program. 

PAGE3 



zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, and, where necessary, other 
implementing actions applicable to the territory of Fort Ord. 

(b) If the county or city fails to meet the schedule established pursuant to 
subdivision (a), the board may waive the deadlines for board action on 
submitted zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, and, where necessary, 
other implementing actions, as set forth in Section 67675.5. 

Apparently, FORA never required Monterey County to submit its zoning 
ordinances and other implementing actions, because the 2012 Scoping Report 
lists the following incomplete implementation of Monterey County zoning 
ordinances and other implementing actions: 

appropriate infill residential zoning for CSUMB to expand its housing stock 
(Scoping Report pg. 4-5) 
amend zoning in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (Scoping 
Report pg. 4-8) 
amend zoning ordinance in regard to all Fort Ord areas other than East 
Garrison (Scoping Report pgs. 4-7, 4-13, 4-20, 4-29) 
amend County Code Chapter 11.24 to regulate card rooms and to prohibit 
gambling within Fort Ord (Scoping Report pg. 4-27) 
amend County Subdivision Ordinance which identifies a standard of 3 acres 
per 1,000 people (Scoping Report pg. 4-40) 
amend County's review procedures to ensure compatibility with the historic 
context and associated land uses as a condition of project approval 
(Scoping Report pg. 4-158) 

Thus, I am requesting that FORA do what it apparently failed to do in 2001-2002, 
which is to require Monterey County to submit its zoning ordinances and other 
implementing actions to FORA within 30 days after the certification of the 
General Plan. The submittal should include the above-mentioned zoning 
ordinances. 

Conclusion 

l request FORA to require Monterey County to add the omitted applicable BRP 
programs to the 201 O Monterey County General Plan and to correct related 
errors before FORA makes a finding of consistency. I also request FORA to 
comply vvith Master Resolution section 67675.4. 

Sincerely, 

Jane Haines 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
Benny J. Young; Director 
Carl P. Holm, AICP, Deputy Director 

Michael A. Rodriguez, C.B.O., Chief Building Official 
Michael Novo, AICP, Director of Planning 
Robert K. Murdoch, P.E., Director of Public Works 

October 23, 2013 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
Jonathan Garcia, Senior Planner 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A 
Marina, CA 93933 

Attachment G to Item 6a 

FORA Board Meeting, 11/08/2013 

168 W. Alisa! Street, 2"d.Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 
http://mvw.eo.monterey.ea.us/rma 

SUBJECT: 2010 Monterey County General Plan Consistency Determination. 

Dear Mr. Garcia, 

This letter is provided as the County's responses to comments received during the General Plan 
consistency determination process. 

Overview 
·In 2001, fyfonterey County added the Fort Ord Master Plan to our General Plan, which the FORA 
Board found consistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan in 2002 (FORA Resolution #02-3). In 2010, the 
Fort Ord Master Plan (FOMP) was updated to recognize actions that the FORA Board had already 
·taken. The changes included references to the Land Swap Agreement, the East Garrison approvals 
(both of which were found consistent with the Reuse Plan by the FORA Board) and other minor text 
changes made in consultation with FORA staff. There was no intent to change any policy or program. 

It has come to our attention through the consistency determination process that the 2001 Master Plan 
and hence the 2010 Monterey County General Plan does not accurately copy word for word several 
Base Reuse Plan policies and programs. Policies and programs certified by FORA for the 2001 plan 
were not changed as pa.ii of the 2010 update. The County has stated its intent in the language of the 
FOMP and the subsequent resolution to carry out the General Plan in a manner folly in conformity 
with the Reuse Plan, which includes the FEIR, Implementation agreement and the Authority Act. The 
County submits for your consideration that fulfilling the intent of the policies and programs is more 
important than whether the language is identical between the FOMP and the Base Reuse Plan. In this 
case there is significant history in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan, and in the FEIR that shape and guide how 
the policies of the FOMP are interpreted and applied. The County submits that while the language is 
different, the implementation must be consistent with the interit of the Reuse Plan, as such the Fort Ord 
Master Plan should be found consistent with Reuse Plan. To demonstrate this, below are the County's 
responses to comments received during the consistency determination process describing how the 
plans are consistent. 



Comments and Responses 

2010 Monterey General Plan ConsiStency 
Page 2 

Issue 1: Parts of the FOMP [Fort Ord Master Plan] reverse specific changes mad~ in 
response to comments in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final EIR. -

County's Response:. As noted above it was not the County's intent to change anything as part of the 
2010 General Plan that had not been acted on by FORA. The policies and progr.?Lms do seem to be 
based upon the draft plan evaluated in the DEIR for the Reuse Plan. The question is whether these 
polices would be implemented in a manner consistent with the plan. Those policies identified are: 

• Recreation/Open Space Land Use Policy A~l. The word change from "shall 
encourage the conservation and preservation" to "shall protect" · 

This word change in the FEIR was made as a result of potential Land Use Compatibility Impacts, 
specifically concerning the !'frog Pond" which is in Del Rey Oaks, the Police Officer Safety · 
Training (POST) facility that was relocated by the Land Swap Agreement, and the Youth 
Camp/East Garrison development that has already been addressed through approvals of the East 
Garrison development and Youth Camp restrictions in the Hl\lf P. The concerns behind this 
language change have already been resolved through implementation. 

• Recreation/Open Space Land Use Program A-1.2 - program calling for Natural 
Ecosystem Easement Deeds on "identified open space lands" omitted. 

This program also was the result of the potential Land Use Compatibility Impacts described 
above yet the County is committed to complying with this requirement through plan 
implementation. The item is included in the County's Long-range work program. 

• Hydrology and Water Quality Policy B-1 and-Programs B-1.1 through B-1. 7. 
The language of the FOMP is not identical to the Reuse Plan, but the language has been included 
in other policies and programs in an equivalent or more comprehensive manner. 

• Hydrology and Water Quality Program C-6.1 - Program requiring the County to 
workdosely with other FORA jurisdictions and CDRP to ·develop arid implement a 
plan for storm water disposal that will allow for the removal of ocean outfall 
structures. 

The County is under order from the State Water Board to develop storm water requirements that 
meet current state standards. The County is nearing completion of those standards including 
eliminating ocean outfalls and will work closely with other FORA jurisdiction to accomplish the 
same in_ Fort Ord. The County is leading a storm water task force to address this issue. 

• Biological Resources Policy C-2 and Programs C-2.1, C-2.2, C-2.3 and C-2.5. -
Preservation of oak woodlands in the natural and built environments. 

Oak woodlands are protected under the General Plan, state law, and within Current County code. 
The County reviews and requires each development to minimize impacts on native trees through 
siting, design, and other mitigations pursuant to policies within the Fort Ord Master Plan, the 
HMP, the Open Space Element of the General Plan (Policies OS-5.3, OS-5.4, OS-5.10, OS-5.11; 
OS-5.4, and OS-5.23), and the Land Use Element of the General Plan (Policies LU-1.6 and LU-
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1. 7). Appropriate protections are provided for Oak woodlands within the natural and built 
environments. 

Issue 2: Fort Ord does not have a long-term sustainable Water Supply contrary to 
---- - -Gounfy-Gene:ral-Plan-Policy-PS-3.-1--[w-h-ic-h-es-t-a-blis-hes-a-:rebutta-ble-presumption-th-at-the:re---- ------ ----- ---- - ---

is a long~term water supply in Zone 2C which includes Fort Ord Territory]. 

County )s Response: Policy PS-3 .1 requires a determination that there is a long-term sustainable 
water supply. An exception is given to development within Zone 2C; however, "This exception 
for Zone 2C shall be a rebuttable presumption that a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply exists 
within Zone 2C{ ... } Development in Zone 2C shall be subject to all other policies of the General 
Plan and applicable Area Plan" (emphasis added.) In the case of the Fort Ord Master Plan (an 
Area Plap), there are more specific area plan policies that give guidance on making a finding that 
a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply exists consistent with PS-3.l. The Determination of a 
Long Term Sustainable Water supply would rely on the Hydrology and Water Quality policies of 
the Reuse Plan including the requirement to comply with the Development Resource 
Management. Plan (DRMP). The DRlv1P establishes a water allocation for the County. The 
Public Services Element and the Fort Ord Master Plan policies work in conjunction with each 
other in a manner that is consistent with the Reuse Plan. 

Issue 3: The Fort Ord Master Plan does not comply with the Land Swap Agreement 
because the Land Swap Agreement traded residential density at Parker Flats for increased 
residential density at East Garrision. This trade made the Eastside Parkway no longer 
desirable as a primary travel route: 

County's Response: The Fort Ord Master Plan reflects the action taken on the Land Swap 
Agreement in 2002 and 2003 by acknowledging the revised Habitat Lands under th~ HMP. The 
Land Swap Agreement did. not include amendments to the Reuse Plan. The Land Swap 
Assessment that accompanied the Land Swap Agreement provided the biological evidence 
necessary to gain concurrence from HMP stakeholders that the "swap" was sufficient under the 
terms of the HMP. The Biological Assessment mentions changes being considered at the time of 
the Land Swap Agreement preparation1, but those references within the biological assessment for 
an HMP amendment did not amend the Reuse Plan nor do they make the adopted General Plan 
inconsistent with adopted Reuse Plan since both documents have the same land use designations 
for the areas in qu~stion. 

1 
The FORA Master Resolution states "FORA shall not preclude the transfer of intensity of land uses andJor density of 

development involving properties within the ciffected territory as long as the land use decision meets the overall intensity and 
density criteria of Sections 8.02.0lO(a)(l) and (2) above as long as the cumulative net density or intensity of the Fort Ord 
Territory is not increased." 

Issue 4: The County Still has not complied with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Policies_ 
after Fifteen (15 Years). 

County's Response: The County has implemented some of the Reuse Plan policies and is 
actively working on others. Delays in implementation do not make the General Plan inconsistent 
with the Reuse Plan. 
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Issue 5: Is the County the lead agency under CEQA? 

County's Response: Yes. The FORA Master Resolution describes FORA' s role as a 
"Responsible Agency" under CEQA for review oflegislative decisions and development projects 

-. ------------- -JSection-8-.0-1-.-0-70) .--The-County:-has_certified-an-EIR-prior_for_the_,_2_Q_LQ_G_enernLElan._The_DEIR,, __ _ 
FEIR, Supplemental Information, and subsequent addendums to the EIR have all been provided 
to FORA. with the consistency determination submittal/request. 

Conclusion 
The Description of the Fort Ord Master Plan on pg F0-1 states "The purpose of this plan is to 
designate land uses and incorporate objectives, programs and policies to be consistent with the 
Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan) adopted by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) in 1997." 
The County is implementing the Reuse Plan by adopting Reuse Plan Land Use Designations, 
enforcing the Habitat Management Plan, participating in the Base-wide Habitat Conservation 
Pla...11 process, a11d coordinating with the public and private jurisdiction regarding development 
and open space in Fort Ord. 

The County has supported the purpose statement of the Fort Ord Master Plan by adopting a 
resolution containing findings and certification that the 2010 General Plan is consistent with and 
intended to be carried out in a manner fully in conformity with the Reuse Plan (as required by the 
FORA Master Resolution). Attached to the findings is a table that outlines how the County's 
General Plan addresses all of the "Specific Programs and Mitigation Measures For Inclusion in 
Legislative Land Use Decisions'' (Section 8.02.020 of the FORA Master Resolution). 

None of the Findings requiring denial of the consistency determination, contained in 8.02.010 of 
the FORA Master Resolution can be made. The General Plan does not allow more intensity (1) 
or density (2)o£Land Use than the Reuse Plan (see Land Use Designations), (3) Required 
programs and Mitigation Measures have been included and/or are being implemented as 
evidenced in the attachment_to the County's consistency resolution and as further explained 
above, ( 4) The General Plan contains the same types of Land Uses that the Reuse Plan and the 
General Plan will not conflict or be incompatible with open space, recreational, or habitat 
management areas, (5) financing and the provisions for adequate public services and facilities are 
required, and ( 6) implementation of the HMP is required. 

· The 2010 General Plan is consistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. 

Sincerely, 

.. ~~~ 
Benny· oung,. Director (_/ ....,.. ...-( 
Resource Management Agency 
County of Monterey 






