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1.0 Introduction to Volume 1

1.1  Background and Purpose of the Final Program
EIR

1.1.1 Introduction

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (hereinafter “FORA”), as the Lead Agency, has
prepared this Final Program Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter “Final PEIR)
for the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (hereinafter “CEQA”) and its implementation guidelines. This Final
PEIR consists of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft Program EIR and the comments and
responses to the comments on the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft Program EIR. The
proposed project is the adoption of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan (hereinafter “Reuse
Plan”) for what is known as Fort Ord. The Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report (hereinafter “Draft EIR”) was circulated by FORA for a 133 day public review
period commencing on June 1, 1996 and ending on October 11, 1996.

Three public hearings on the Draft EIR were held during the public review period.
The FORA Board held monthly meetings which were advertised in a local
newspaper with wide distribution. These meetings were open to the public and
were available as a public forum for discourse pertaining to the Reuse Plan and
Draft EIR. In addition, local jurisdictions on the Monterey Peninsula held separate
hearings on the proposed project.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15089, the lead agency shall prepare a final EIR before
approving the project. The lead agency must respond to all significant
environmental comments in a level of detail commensurate to that of the comment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15088).

A public review period will follow the circulation of the Final PEIR to allow the
public an opportunity to review the Final PEIR before the FORA Board considers the
proposed project. Notices of the availability of the final environmental documents
will be sent out by FORA and copies of the final documents will be sent to public
agencies as well as five sets of the final environmental documents to each of the local
libraries that received the Reuse Plan documents and the Draft EIR.
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I Introduction

1.1.2 Background to the Project

The former Fort Ord military base was downsized and realigned in 1991 pursuant to
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, commonly referred to as
BRAC. Before former Fort Ord property can be transferred from military to civilian
use, a Reuse Plan and an environmental review document on the Reuse Plan must
be prepared. The Draft EIR and this Final PEIR have been prepared to evaluate
potential impacts to the environment under CEQA that may result from
implementing the proposed Reuse Plan, following disposal of the former Fort Ord
lands by the United States Department of the Army (hereinafter “Army”).

As established by Senate Bill (SB) 899, FORA is a governing body, formed to
accomplish the transfer of former Fort Ord property from the Department of the
Army (hereinafter “Army”) to the local communities. FORA Act (Title 7.85, Section
67651(a)(b)(c)(d) of the government Code) requires FORA to accomplish the
following:

a) To facilitate the transfer and reuse of Fort Ord with all practical speed;

b) To minimize the disruption caused by the base’s closure on the civilian
economy and the people of the Monterey Bay area;

c) To provide for the reuse and development of the base area in ways that
enhance the economy and quality of life of the Monterey Bay
community; and

da) To maintain and protect the unique environmental resources of the
area.

The Reuse Plan is the intended vehicle for achieving these goals.

The Reuse Plan represents an ultimate buildout scenario for the reuse of the former
Fort Ord over the next 40 to 60 years. However, the Draft Program EIR and this
Final PEIR also provide a resource constrained development scenario for reuse of
Fort Ord in the year 2015.

1.1.3 Background and Purpose of the Final Program EIR

Since the realignment of the former Fort Ord, the Army has prepared a number of
documents relating to the disposal and reuse of the military base. The documents
include the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Final Environmental Impact Statement (June
1993), the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (December 1993) and the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (June 1996) (hereinafter referred to as “Army

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY
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Introduction Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I

documents”). Senate Bill 1180 allows FORA to rely in part on the Army’s previous
environmental documents for environmental review of the proposed project.

The Draft EIR and the Final PEIR thus incorporate by reference pertinent
background information and analysis from the previous Army documents, which is
relevant to the identification and evaluation of base-wide environmental impacts
addressed in the Draft EIR and the Final PEIR. The Draft EIR and the Final PEIR are
therefore supplemental to the previous Army documents.

1.1.4 Indexing the Army Documents

In order to simplify access to relevant information from the Army’s previous
documents an Index has been provided in Section 1.9 in the form of a table (Table
1.9-1) in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR summarizes key information from the Army
documents where appropriate. Readers interested in further particular resource
information or analysis will need to refer directly to the Army documents.

1.1.5 Baseline Determination

As with the Army documents, the Draft EIR and Final PEIR determine whether the
proposed project may have a significant impact on the environment based on
physical conditions that were present at the time the decision bécame final to close
Fort Ord as a military base (September 1991). This complies with Section 21083.8.1
of the Public Resources Code.

1.1.6 Intended Uses of the Program-Level Final EIR

The Final PEIR is intended to be used as the CEQA compliance document for “all
public and private actions taken pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a reuse plan which
shall be deemed a single project (Public Resources Code, Section 21166).” However,
future environmental analysis beyond the Draft and Final PEIR shall be conducted if
any of the following events should occur:

a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require
major revisions of the environmental impact report;

b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under
which the project is being undertaken which wilt-require major
revisions in the environmental impact report; or

c) New information, which was not known and could not have been
known at the time the environmental impact report was certified as
complete, becomes available.”

(Public Resources Code Section 21166)
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I Introduction

CEQA environmental review conducted for future individual projects that
implement the Final Reuse Plan will be limited to the extent this program-level
analysis remains adequate for such purposes. Section 15152 (b) of the State CEQA
Guidelines establishes:

“Where an EIR has been prepared for a program, plan, policy, or ordinance
consistent with the requirements of this section, any Lead Agency for a later
project pursuant to or consistent with the program, plan, policy, or ordinance
should limit the EIR on theproject to effects which:

by Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the
prior EIR; or
2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of

specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or
other means.”

Additional CEQA analysis may also be required at the specific project level to give
decision makers more information about site-specific issues which are not addressed
in this program-level EIR and to the level of specificity appropriate for a project level
review. Agencies that are expected to use the Draft and Final PEIR for future project
approvals include, but are not limited to the following:

Federal Agencies

¢ United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
¢ United States Army (Army)

State Agencies

Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)

California Coastal Commission

California State Parks Department

California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB)
University of California

Local Agencies

County of Monterey

City of Marina

City of Seaside

City of Del Rey Oaks

Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)

It is understood that certain project-specific environmental documents are in
preparation for facilities such as University of California Monterey Bay Education,
Science and Technology Center (UCMBEST) and California State University
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Introduction Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I

Monterey Bay (CSUMB). This document is intended to provide guidance for such
project-specific documents as well as adequate CEQA review of cumulative and
base-wide issues, which may not need to be addressed in subsequent tiered
documents. :

This Final PEIR incorporates the Draft EIR by reference. The reader is referred to the
Draft EIR for additional background information on the project.

1.2 Organization of the Final PEIR

1.2.1 Volumel

The Final PEIR consists of the following documents: Volume I, Volume II and the
Draft EIR (incorporated herein by reference).

Volume I contains the written comments received on the draft program Fort Ord
Reuse Plan and EIR, written and oral comments submitted at public hearings held
by FORA and member agencies. Volume II contains the responses to the comments.

The comments received have been arranged in chronological order by the date of
transmittal referenced on the letter or by the date of the public hearing the comment
was made. This organizational approach reflects FORA's desire to treat each
comment received in an equal manner. The response to comments contained in
Volume II also reflects this order. An index listing the comments regeived in
chronological and alphabetical order is also included in Volume 1 to assist the reader
in making it easier to find a comment (Appendix A and B, respectively).

Assumptions Used To Create the Chronological List of Comments

1.  Three letters were submitted before the opening of the Draft EIR public review
period and are included in the list of commenters;

2. Comments received after the close of the public review period are included in
the list of commenters;

3.  The list of commenters does not include letters requesting only a copy of the
plan or EIR materials. In these cases, the documents were sent;

4.  If letters have no legible dates, as is the case with two letters forwarded by U.S.
Representative Sam Farr’s office after the close of the public review period, they
are listed at the end of the last day of the public review period along with their
date of receipt; ‘

5. Agency names are listed when known. In the cases where a speaker presenting
him or herself as being a citizen and representative of an agency, two names are
listed;

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 5
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6. For some written comments, names and /or addresses are transferred from a
cover or facsimile sheet to the letter itself to save paper. Written comments
submitted on postcards and/or odd-sized paper are copied onto letter-sized
paper to better fit within this document;

7. When letters and media articles are included as attachments to the comment
letter submitted to FORA, only the letter receives a response. The majority of
attachments to comment letters received by FORA are prior submittals, or
already a matter of public record. In one case the attachment was read at a
public meeting and is included as a comment;

8.  Anonymous letters were also accepted Where an author could be identified, a
name was added;

9.  Asit pertains to public hearings, the following approach was used:

a) Hearings, both those of FORA and of member agencies where the
hearing was announced as a public hearing and where the agency
conveyed its minutes to FORA, are included in the chronological list
upon the date of the hearing;

b) At hearings where speakers have submitted in writing something
different from what was presented verbally, two submittals are listed,
the verbal submittal first and the written submittal second;

c¢)  When the speaker read from a written statement, the letter is attached to
the end of the minutes for that particular hearing;

d) In the case where an oral comment is accompanied with written
comments, the response provided in Volume II is on the written
comments.only.

e) Inafew instances, a speaker read a letter at a public hearing and then
sent the letter they read to FORA. In these cases, the date of that letter
will be how it is ordered in the Final PEIR;

10. Insome of the FORA and member agency public hearings, a question and
answer (Q&A) format existed. In this case, the questions are listed as
comments.

Comments were received from the agencies, organizations and individuals listed in
Appendix A of this volume.

How to Find a Particular Comment Letter

To make a search for a particular comment located in Volume I easier for the reader,
the alphabetical list of commenters is provided in Appendix B of this volume. This
list is based on the names of organizations, agencies and individuals who submitted

6 » FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY



Introduction Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I

oral or written comments. To find what page in Volume I a particular comment is
located, look up the comment number assigned to the commenter from the
alphabetical list and then look for this number in Volume 1.

1.2.2 Volume Il

Volume II contains the response to comments and changes to the Reuse Plan and the
EIR, as well as new policy considerations for the FORA Board to consider. Volume
II also contains the following appendices: Table of Comments; Assessment of

Planning Baseline and Market Data Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan: Fort Ord Regional
Transportation Study; and the Land Use - Air Quality Linkage

How to Find a Particular Response to Comment

To make a search for a particular response to comment in Volume II easier the
reader should obtain the comment number from the alphabetized index (contained
in Appendix B of Volume I) and then refer to the response in Volume I
corresponding to the comment.

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 7
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MEMORANDUM

Date: April 4, 1996

To: Mayor/Council
Tim Brown, City Manager
Dennis Potter, Planning Services Manager

From: Council Member Manc1n1r216£-

Subject: Comments 0n4%¥2¥?ﬁ£8£> Ba Reuse Plan

These comments are prov1ded in addition to those comments provided to you in the
Memorandum, Subject as above, dated March 26, 1996, by Dennis Potter. Wherever

possible, I will try not to duplicate any af Mr. Potter's comments. It may be
necessary however to make reference to some of his.

Vol 1.

p. 1-8. Last paragraph. -"The vision for the future of Fort Oord is that a
community will grow up on the former Base, having a special character
and identity unique to itself.”

p. 1-9 Design Principle 3: Establish a mixed-use development pattern with
villages as focal points. "Consistent with the character of a college
town with a vibrant, around-the-clock activity and vitality, the new
comsmunity is planned to consist of a series of villages with mixed-
use centers.” (emphasis added)

These two comments, and others as well, give the impression that CSUMB will be
a focal point from which all other development -- residential, commercial, and
educational -- will spread. As referred to in later pages, CSUMB is considered - °
as the "TOWN CENTER". An implication that the former Fort Ord shall emerge as

a separate city.

P. 1-15. Commmunity-Building Strategy. "This strategy will: 1) provide a com-
munity that supports the emerging CSUMB campus;ece."”

Once again reference to CSUMB as the focal point for "developing and balanced
communities....” Where does it become "seamless" (Vol. 2)?

p. 2-6. First paragraph. "The full-time students are projected to spend an amount
equal to that spent in the local community by the soldiers that have been
relocated to Fort Lewis.”"

Even with CSUMB at 25,000 FTE students and a 3,000 member faculty/staff, there is
no way that a student who attends classes for approximately nine months on campus
(or 180 academic days) is going to spend anything near that of a single soldier
who lived and worked on the former Fort Ord 365 days a year.

P. 2-11. Third bullet from top. Ethnicity of cities should be more definitive, to

include all cities on the Monterey Peninsula -- not just Marina, Seaside, °

and Sand Czty, i.e., specific percentages.

p. 2-14. Table 2.2-3. Population Projections. Between 1995 and 2015, Marina is
projected to increase by 26,093 (from 16,595 to 43,688), and Seaside is

projected to increase by 20,190 (from 26,942 to 47,132). Total increase

for the two cities is 46,283.
-1



Council Member Mancini
Memorandum, April 4, 1996
Page 2

If 25,000 of that figure relects CSUMB FTE, what figures are attributed to those
in the military enclave (POM Annex)? Can the planned density of dwellings/acre

actually support another 21,0007 Do these figures apply to Homeless providers,

Continued Care residents, and Vietnam Veterans in the former Pat--n Park?

pP.

2-31. Para. 2.3.4 Retail. Regarding 2d and 3d bullets and average expenditure
of $1,000 annually for each employee and student.

Contradicts page 2-6 about the projections that full-time students will spend
an amount equal to the soldiers that have been relocated. My experience with
soldiers over 23 years is that a soldier will spend most, if not all, his/her
pay ($500 or more per month) in the local community. Married soldiers _will, of
course, spent more -- rent, food, clothing, etc. Page 2-6 needs rev151t1ng.

P

3-3. Design Principle 3. Once again, reference to a series of villages with
mixed-use centers. Some being built around existing and new residential
neighborhoods, while other village themes will include: the TOWN CENTER

with employment, etc.

Where do the gonsultants envision the "TOWN CENTER" to be?

pc

3-4. Design Principle 4. Reference to the adding of new residential neigh-
borhoods "ranging from high density uni;s in the TOWN CENTER and village
centers, to large lot single family areas.”

How many village centers are envisioned around this "Town Center?"” Is there an
artist’'s render1ng available? ' :

po

- O

3-5.“ Cc-nnity Form "The new community will be related and connected to the
adjacent cities of Marina and Seaside and will compromise important parts
of those cities; however, the Fort Ord area will have its owmn dist1nct
form consisting of definzble edges, entries, and structure.”

Following thereafter are six bullets in which three refer to a community
with "a readily discernible edge”, creation of "a compact community form"
and consistent with peninsula prototypes”.

Once again reference is made to a separate community. What will the "discernible
edge"” be? And a "compact community form” consisteat with "peninsula prototypes"”
is not consistent:ﬁ?e "village centers” concept mentioned previously.

ws

Which "peninsula prototypes”™ are eanvisioned?

p.

3-9. Landscape and Open Space. "Establish an open space corridor of a mini-
mum of 100 feet along the entire eastern edge of State Highway 1. and
landscape this Fort Ord corridor via master landscape plan...."

No problem with the 100 foot minimum. But where does the 100 feet start from --
the CATRANS ROW or the existing Fort Ord boundary.? 4}?0 the 100 foot comment

is not comsistent with the 500 foot sttip of land mentioned on p. 4-65, Vol. 2,

Program D-13.

{O



Council Member Mancini
Memorandum, April &4, 1996
Page 3

pP.

De
p.

3-22.

Existing Housing Resources. Not just here but throughout, Brostom Park
should be added whenever reference is made to existing housing. This
was observed by Dennis Potter in his comments.

Table 3.3-1. No mention of the polygons within the City of Del Rey Oaks.
Table 3.7-1. No mention of planning areas in the City of Del Rey Oaks.

Development Character and Guidelines. Another reference to an "urban
edge” reinforcing the University Village boundary,

Paragraph 3.10.5 South Gate Planning Area. In reality this area is in
Del Rey Oaks, and should be addressed as such. : _

Vol. 2

p-

p.

4-2.

4-18

4-35,

4-86 .

4-107

The term "seamless" appears, and in context tends to contradict Vol. 1
references to Town and Village Centers, discernible and urban edges.

Paragraph 4.1.2. City of Seaside. Again no reference to housing stock in
Sun Bay Apartments or Brostrom Park.

-

Program C-1.5. What is meant by "three discreet locations"?

Coe Avenue. Coe Avenue may end at Monterey Road but access to Hwy 1
takes place at the end of Monterey Road at Fremont Blvd.

Bicycles. Access to the Pacific Coast Bikeway can done from Fort Ord at
the 12th Street Overcrossing, and again at Fremont Blvd as the bikeway
ends in Seaside. ) -

o

{17
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RECEIVED

=MST i |

MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT | FORA

May 23, 1996

Les White, Executive Officer
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
100 Twelfth Street

Marina, CA 93933

Re: Administrative Draft Reuse Plan

Dear Mr. White:

Thank vou for the opportunity to review the Administrative Draft of the Fort Ord Reuse ’ [
Plan. In reviewing the draft document. we have noted that the speciiic locations of the various |
transit facilities which MST anticipates developing at Fort Ord are not correctly identified in :
etther the text or maps. We request thar the plan be modified to accurarely reflect the location i
and design concepr of each of these facilities. !

MST, TAMC, FORA and the FORA members agencies have spent considerable time
determining the specific location and design concept for transit facilities. Three sites have been
identified for these facilities: the Intermodal Transportation Center which is located at Fifth Street
and First Ave,; a Park & Ride Facility at the Southeast comner of Imjin Road and Twelfth Strest;
and a Park & Ride Facility at the Northeast corner of Gigling Road and Eighth Ave. Maps
shewing the parcel boundaries for each of these facilities are attached

All three of these sites were identified in the Intermodal Centers Siting Study, which was
prapared by Reimer Associates for FORA in January 1995, This study was prepared with
significant input from the FORA member agencies and was adopted by the FORA Board.
Furthermore, each of these projects is identified in the AMBAG adopted MTIP. The MTIP has

besn approved by both the Federal Transit Administration and the Federal Highways !
Administration '

'

Following the preparation of the Intermodal Centers Siting Study, MST has further refined :
the boundaries of the parcels of land required for these facilities. Bestor Engineers has prepared '
surveys of each parcel. These surveys have besn reviewed by Nick Nichols representing the
County of Monterey and both Jeft Dack and Peter Li representing the City of Marina. Both land
use jurisdictions have indicated that the draft survey is acceprabie. Furthermore, Ann Hebenstrett
of vour statf has reviewed the dract survey of these parcels and found them to be geceprable. Vv

o= 3amch 3ocs e Morraray, CA S3940 USA e Fox £C5/859-3934 e Tsiscnone 408/899-2353 or 422/7695
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Les White
May 23, 1996
Page 2

The various maps provided in the Administrative Draft Reuse Plan do not identify the land
required for any of the Intermodal Transportation Facilities identified above. Furthermore, the
text in Section 4.2 3--Transit incorrectly suggests that the Intermodal Transit Center be located at
First Ave. and Eighth Street instead of at First Ave. and Fifth Street. The specific locations of the
Park & Ride facilities are not even discussed in the text. We request that all of these facilities be
explicitly identified in both maps and the text of the plan.

In addition to developing transportation centers, MST plans to develop an Operations and
Maintenance Facility at Fort Ord. This facility will be bound by Seventh Street to the West, Col.
Durham Road to the North, and Gigling Road to the South. The draft reuse plan currently
indicates that this area will be used as a transit center and shows a footprint which is larger than
the property we are requesting. Please modify the maps to correctly show the size of the facility
we are requesting and change both the maps and text to indicate that this parcel will be develooed
into a transit operations and maintenance facility.

Thank vour for your consideration. We have additional commenrs on the Administrative
Draft of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan, which we will submit under separate cover. If you have any .
questions about the comments provided in this letter, please call me at 393-2538 or Doran
Barnes, MST’s Planning Manager at 355-8129.

Sincerely,

MU/ W
Frank J. Lichtanski
General Manager

DJB:sb

ce: J. Barlich, FORA
G. Gromko, TAMC
N. Papadakis, AMBAG
J. Longley, City of Martna
T. Brown, City of Seaside
V. Ferguson, County of Monterey
J. Kersnar, City of Carmel-by-the Sea
S. Endsley, City of Del Rey Oaks
F. Meurer, City of Monterey
M. Huse, City of Pacific Grove
D. Mora, City of Salinas
K. Morgan, City of Sand City
D. Salazar, CSUMB
L. Marun, UCSC
MST Board of Directors

:‘;\ri"!“;
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MEMORANDUM ;

TO: Les White, FORA Executive Officer

cc:  Jeff Dack, Planning Director
FROM:  Jotn Longley, Marina City Manager
DATE: May 30, 1996
RE: FORA Plans

Thank you for your assistance in making multipie copies of the plans available. It will be
facilitate the review procsss in Marina gready.

Wten I looked at the Public Service plan, I wenr to the oumbers regarding Marina. I was
very concerned that in my impression Angus did not address any of the revenue issues we

raised. Because of this, for Marina in my opinion, his analysis is sn:nply wrong and grultly
overstates the real revenues we will recetve,

After we spent so much time reviewing it, I was very surprised that Angus gave our
concerns such lintle attention.

'J-

TATAL P.3L
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Date: June 5, 1996

To: Mayor/Council
Tim Brown, City Manager
Dennis Potter, Planning Services Manager

From: Council Member Mancini

Subject: Public Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan - Vol. 1l: Context & Framework
Vol. 2: Reuse Plan Elements
— App. B: Business & Operations Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

These comments are provided in addition to those comments provided to you in the ||
Memorandum dated April &4, 1996, Subject: Comments on Draft FORA Bases Reuse Plan
(Volumes 1 & 2).

P. 1-10. First paragraph. "The vision for the future of the former Fort Ord is
that a community will grow up on the former Base, having a special
character and identity." unique to itself.”

Desien Principle 3: Establish a mixed-use development pattern with
viliages as focal points. "Consistent with the character of a college
town with a vibrant, around-the-clock activity and vitality, the com-
munity 1is planned to consist of a series of villages with mixed-usa
centers.”

These two comments, and others throughout, give the impression that CSUMB will
be a focal point from which all other development -- residential, commercial, &
educational -- will spread. As referred to in later pages, CSUMB is considered
as the "TOWN CENTER". An implication that the former Fort Ord shall emerge as
a separate city. The words "unique” and "new community" used in earlier drafts
seem to have been omitted, but the intent is still impilied.

ps 1-17. Cossunity-Building Strategy. "This strategy will: 1) provide a com-
munity that supports the emerging CSUMB campus;...."

Once agaln reference to CSUMB as the focal point for "developing coherent and
balanced communities...."

P. 2-6. Last paragraph. “"The CSUMB campus 1s projected to create a level of |,
economic activity equal to that of the military departing the area. It
will employ 3,000 when fully developed, with an annual budget of ap-~
proximately $200 million. The full-time students are projected to spend
an amount equal to that spent in the local community by the soldiersa
that have relecated to Fort Lewis.” /

- 1~
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Council Member Mancini
Memorandum, Juna 5, 1996
Page 2

Even with CSUMB at 25,000 FTE students and 1ts 3,000 member faculty/staff, there
18 no way that a student who attends classes for approximately nine months on
campus (or 180 academic days) is going to spend anything near that of a single
soldier who lived and worked on the former Fort Ord 365 days a year.

Soldiers have two sets of clothing -- ona clvilian and ome military. Laundry and
dry-cleaning services alone consumed a fair amount of a8 soldler's wages. With
few exceptions, almost every soldier had a motor vehicle. Married personnel had
least two. One of the largest units, the 155th Aviation Battalion, with its
pilots, ALL officers and warrant officara, received flight pay. The military
infrastructure of an active-duty light infantry division alone generated wages,
quarters allowances, rations allowances, etc., that will never be equalled by
the 25,000 FTE and 3,000 staff/faculty. I suggest that consultants determine
how many millions of dollars were spent by the Army annually just in purchases
locally of supplies, services, and rations. Comments relating to what students
and staff/faculty will spend need to be revisited. (If my memory serves me cor-
rectly, the monthly payroll alone was somewhere near $5 million, of which an
estimated 70 percent was spent locally.) )

p- 2-12. Third bullet from top. Ethnicity of cities should be more definitive,
and not just mentioned in general terms. What is a “"significant™ per-
centage as compared to other cities without "significant” percentages?

p. 2-15. Table 2.2-3. Population Projections. Berween 1995 and 2015, Marina is
projected to increase by 26,093 (from 16,595 to 43,688), and Seaside
is projected to increase by 20,190 (from 26,942 to 47,132). Total in-
crease for the two cities 1is 46,283.

If 25,000 of that figure relects CSUMB FTE, what figures are attributed to those
in the military enclave (POM Annex)? Can the planned density of dwellings/acre
actually aupport another 21,000? Do these figures apply to Homeless providers,
Continued Care residents, and Vietnam Veterans in the former Patton Park?;.

p. 2-31. Para. 2.3.4 Retail. Regarding 2d and 3d bullets and average expendifure

of $1,000 annually for each employee and student.

Contradicts page 2-7 about the projections that full-time students will spend
an amount equal to the soldiers that have been Telocated. My experience with
soldiers over 23 years is that a soldier will spend most, if not all, his/her
pay ($500 or more per month) in the local community. Married soldiers will, of
course, spent more —-- rent, food, clothing, etc. Page 2-7 needs revisiting.

p. 2-32. 2nd paragraph from bottom. “There will be demand....” As mentioned by
Dennis Potter in his March 26 Memorandum, consultants should explain
why no regional entertainment/retail cemter will occur in Seaside un-
til the year 2011.

p. 2-36. 2.4.3 PBC, EDC Procass. The consultants should emphasize the impact
of Mc¥Xinney Act transfers on local services provided by the land use
agency where the property is located. Number of requests, number of
buildings, locations, and percentage of property affected should be

addressead.




Council Member Mangini
Memorandum, June S, 1996
Page 3

p. 3-3, Design Principle 1: Create a mmique commumity around the educational
institutiona. (emphasis added)

p- 3-5. Design Principle 3: Establish a mixed-use development pattern with
villages as focal points.

p. 3-9. Community Form "The new community w%ill be related and connected to the

adjacent cities of Marina and Seaside and will compromise important partd

of those cities; howewver, the Fort Ord axrea will have its own distinct
form consisting of definable edges, emtries, and structure.™

Following thereafter are six bullets in which three refer to a community
with "a readily discernible edgae”, creation of ™a compact community form"
and consistent with peninsula prototypes"”.

Once again reference is made to a separate community. What will the "discernible
edge" be? And a "compact community form” consistent with “"peninsula prototypes™
is not consistent the "village centers” concept mentioned previocusly.

Which "peninsula prototypes” are envisioned?

Who establishes the "specific design and signage standards for the State High-
way 1 Scenic Corridor to minimize the visual impact of development -- the land
use entity or others? Is this a control issue wherein Seaside will not be able
to establish its own design and signage standards?

p- 3-19. Landscape and Open Space., "Establish an open spéce corridor of a mini-
mum of 100 feet along the entire eastern edge of State Highway 1 .and
landscape this Fort Ord corridor via master landscape plan....™

No problem with the 100 foot minimum. But whera does the 100 feet start from ~--
the Caltrans ROW or the existing Fort Ord boundary.? Also the 100 foot comment
is not consistent with "strip 500 feet wide (from the Caltraans ROW) along State
Highway 1 (Polygons 20a & 20h) as Special Design Districts to couvey the commit-
ment to high-quality development to residents and visitors.” See Vol. 2, page
4-70, Program D-13. The "500 foot strip” will be discussed in later comments
dealing with Volume 2.

P» 3-156 Procedure for Consistency Determinations: No mention whatsoever of the
STREAMLINING ACT procedures. Does the Streamlining Act apply to FORA
review/appeal process?

Yol. 2

p- 4-2. The term "seamless" appears, and in context tends to contradict Vol. 1
references to Town & Village Centers with discernible and urhan edges.

p- 4-38. Residential Lland Use Policy F-1. The City of Seaside shall striva to
mesat the need of the homelass population in its redevelopment of the
former Fort Ord.

o
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Council Member Mancini
Memorandum, June 5, 1996
Page 4

Although it was previously mentioned that PBC requests under McXinney Act
provisions are being resolved by FORA, it should be noted that many of the
plans for the University Village District (Polygons 18, 20e, 20h) could be
seriously altered should McKinney Act agencies obtain most, if not all, the
properties in those polygons.

P» 4-70. Program D-12, A astrip 500 feet wide from the Caltrans ROW designated
as a Special Design Distriet (Polygoms 15, 20e, *'* 20h) could have an
adverse affect the Gateway Regional Entertainment District and housing
projects between Monterey Road and the Caltrans ROW. Five hundred feet
is just under 1/10th of a mile or 100 feet short of two (2) football
fields. This item needs to be discussed with Seaside officials.

Comments partaining to the Business and Operatiocns Plan and the EIR will be
provided separately.

4
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ENTANA (CHAPTER
1O. Box 3667 Carmel, California Y3921 408 « 624 » 032

Faxed to 883{5675

June €, 1896

Fart Ord Reuse Authority
100 12th St

Blg. 2880

Marina, CA 93933
Greetings:

We would deeply appreciate a cne-month extension of the due date for comments on th
reuse plan and DEIR which was recently issued. '

The document Is so large that a comprehensive review by the few knowledgsable
volunteers in our organization would be difficult to provide by the current deadline of 15
July 1896.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,
VENTANA CHAPTER, SIERRA CLUB -

,/';ZQC:, ?\ m/\.

Arthur Mitteldorf, chair
Water Committee

3 72—3c9Y
6[%7, Coral Dy
Aoty berddn 97472

© Tuesplmae snmy. and nrotect the natiem’s seeme: resasrees .
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State of Calfornia

amimorandum

Subjeoct :

June 14, 1996

Projects Coordinator

The Resources Agency

c/o Nadell Gayou

1020 Ninth Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of Parks and Reoreation
Monterey District - (A08) 849-283¢/Cainet S87-28368/FAX (408) 649-2847

Fort Ord Reuse Plan EIR, SCH #96013022

The Fort Ord Reuse Plan discusses proposals for land use developments
and poilicies affecting the proposed Fort Ord Dunes State Park. State Park staff
have been working with representatives from FORA and other local jurisdictions on
elements of the reuse plan affecting the proposed state park. We are general in
concurrence with the content of the information provided in the Reuse Plan EIR.
Our comments are provided as clarifications and updates to the information in the
documents. The preliminary Fort Ord Dunes State Park General Plan is currently
being duplicated and should be sent out for public review within a few weeks.

The EIR and Reuse Plan maps generally use the name "Fort Ord Dunes
State Beach." The State Park and Recreation Commission named the unit "Fort
Ord Dunes State Park." There are important distinctions in the Public Resources
Code for management of State Parks vs. State Beaches. The final documents
should reflect the correct name to avoid confusion.

The EIR and Reuse Plan describes the future State Park as consisting of
1001 acres and proposed land uses including a 59-acre multi-use area, a 23 acre
future desalination plant site, and 919 acres reserved for park and open space.
Qur July 1992 application to the National Park service for conveyance of the
property estimated the acreage of the proposed park as totalling 1010 acres. This
estimate was based on oild maps. The recent maps reflect the.significant coastal
erosion that has occurred since the original maps were prepared. Our current
estimate is that the future park will total 885 acres, inciuding 48 acres of sandy
beach, 305 acres of coastal dunes, and 532 acres of disturbed habitat.




Of the existing land base in these zones, our preliminary pian calls for preserving
and restoring all of the sandy beach and coastal dune zones, and 394 acres in the
disturbed habitat zone as openspace. Development of recreational and
infrastructure facilities and reuse of existing structures would be limited to the
remaining 137 acres in the disturbed habitat zone. This allocation of the property
would maintain 700 acres available for habitat preservation and restoration in
keeping with the Habitat Management Plan requirements.

Land uses in the preliminary State Park general plan for the 59 acre multi-
use zone identified in the Reuse Plan include reuse of Stilwell Hall.development
of a 40-80 unit lodge and restaurant, and development of a day use coastal
access parking area. We anticipate that a significant portion of that 59 acre zone
identified in the Reuse Plan will remain in openspace and be restored to native
habitat. Although we hope to reuse Stilwell Hall as a visitor center and for other
uses as long as it is safe and practical, our plan recognizes that the building will
eventually be undermined by coastal erosion requiring that it be removed.

The Reuse Plan identifies a 23 acre future desalination facility site in the
area of the abandoned main garrison sewage treatment plant. The preliminary
State Park plan acknowledges that development of this facility will be
accommodated in the State Park if it is determined not to be feasible ta locate it
east of the freeway. If it is developed, we would expect that the above ground
portion of the facility would be limited to the 5 acre area within the present fence
line of the abandoned sewage treatment plant. When the desalination facility is
developed the lead agency will need to work with our department to obtain the
necessary easements and/or use permits.

During development of the Reuse Plan and the State Park Plan, the
concept of developing a regional multi-agency visitor center has been discussed.
The concept is for a single facility that could provide public information to visitors
regarding points of interest, where to go and what to see. The facility could also
serve as a center for interpreting the natural and cultural history of the area. ltis
anticipated that the agencies involved would include the local, state, and federal
resource agencies, local and county governments, and the universities. In our
planning process Stilwell Hall was originally envisioned as the site for this facility
but the limited freeway access to Stilwell Hall and the limited life of the building
due to coastal erosion caused us to suggest an alternative site at the northwest
corner of Light Fighter Drive and First Avenue. During preparation of the Reuse
Plan the FORA consultants identified possible traffic circulation problems
associated with this location and suggested another location along Eighth Strest
as part of a proposed histaric district. The CSUMB master planning process may
identify a site for such a facility on the campus. The preliminary State Park Plan
includes the Light Fighter Drive location as a possible aiternate site for the visitor
center while recognizing the proposal for the Eighth Street site in the Reuse Plan. N




Whatever site is ultimately chosen, State Park staff hope to work cooperatively
with the affected jurisdictions to help see this concept implemented.

The most controversial issue in the State Park planning process has been
the proposal that the State Park include a coastal frontage road connecting Sand
Qity and Marina. After carefully anaiyzing this proposal and considering public
input an this issue, the State Park Plan does not include the proposed through
road due to the road's potential significant impact on the park. The State Park
plan does include coastal access parking at the north and south borders of the
park and a through north-south recreationalt trail. The State Park plan also shifted
- the main day use access to the park from the First Street underpass to the Eighth
Street overpass to better match the Reuse Plan. After considering the issue for
several months the FORA Board decided not to take a position on the coastal road
and the road is not included in the Reuse Plan. Although the coastal road is not
included in the preliminary State Park plan it is recognized that coordinating
access between the park and rest of the Reuse Plan area is vital to successful
implementation of both plans. State Park staff are looking forward to working with
FORA and the local jurisdicticns to coordinate implementation of our plans.

If you have any questions about these comments please contact Ken Gray
at (408) 649-2862.

Sincerely,
— . _
K / S .
// 4 Xy, /4\/ L{//‘—j{'x /‘p
Mary B Wright /

Distri¢t Superintendent

n



CITY OF DEL REY OAKS

650 CANYON QEL REY ROAD + DEL REY OAKS. CALIFORNIA 933940

QFFICE QF

Mayor

TELZPHONE (408) 394-3511

RECEIVED

June 10, 1996 JUN 20 18%6

FORA

Mr. Les White
Executive Director
FORA

Tweith Street
Marma, CA 93950

Re: FORT ORD REUSE PLAN / DRAFT EIR

Dear Mr. White:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the four volume Fort Ord Reuse Plan and Draft |/
Environmental Impact Report. This massive undertaking appears to be sound and factual overall,
but it has a number of major problems that must be corrected before further distribution to the
public.

Of prime concem is the failure of the documents to acknowledge the role of proposed city
annexatons. This problem for the City of Del Rey Oaks was conveyed to you m a letter from the
Ciry Manager in April (attatchment A) This situation applies not only to the City of Del Rey Oaks
but to the City of Monterey, and potentally to the cities of Seaside and Marina. The text and
maps i the Reuse Plan must be consistent, reflect FORA policy, and state the facts.

A point that requires immediate attention is the fact that m January of 1993, Del Rey Oaks
sent a formal letter to LAFCO (attatchment B) with a map showing the city’s proposed annexation
area at Fort Ord. This is not mentioned in the text or referenced anywhere in the document.

There are other technical problems and mistakes in the document that need immediate
attention including new page I'V-18 (distributed at the admin committee meeting of 6/6/96) that
has a dramatic impact on the role and financial future of FORA. These numbers are referenced in
numerous places in the text and must be made consistent throughout all of the sections to coavey
the true nature of the overall financial picture.

\\)

I appreciate the time and effort you and your staff have mvested n these documents. At
our meeting on June 12, 1996 we will share in detail our analysis of errors that should be ‘
corrected immediately, and identify longer range changes that should occur in the final document.

7-1




Thank you for your courtesies and prompt attention to these mportant issues.
Sincerely,

LS L

Jack D. Barlich

cc: Steve Endsley, City Manager
Joe Cavanaugh, Community Development Consuitant

JAC:ap



CITY OF DEL REY OAKS

8§30 CANYCN CEL REY RCAC + DQEL REY QAKS, CALIFOéNIA 9394C

oFTicz OF TELEPHQI}E (208) 394.3S511
City Manager

Aprl 5, 1996

Mr. Les White

Execurive Officer bl

Fort Ord Reuse Authority .
100 [2th St., Building 2830

Marma, CA 93933

Re: Comments on Rause Plan and ETR/EIS

Dear Mr. White:

I have made the following general comments to Ann Hebensrenr and Jim Feeney of your
staff. and Michael Groves and Stephen Sheppard of the consultant team:

We have been concsmmed that the Del Rey Oaks projects included m the Base Reuse Plan. and }
sited on Polygons 31a, 51b and 29a, have be=n aggregated under the County of Monterey. This :
makes it difficult to pull out numbers and ideas for analysis, and gives the false impression that
Del Rey Oaks' projects are somehow lesser than other projects mcluded in the Plan. Examples of
this are the Summary Land Use Conceprt tables. Barrmg full disaggregation of all data, we would
suggest some kind of summary table for the Reuse Plan and Environmental documents thar lists
all of the land use agencies, nchuding Del Rey Oaks, sumilar to what is contemmplated for UCSC.
An example of a good handling of this issue is found m the description of the County South Gate
Planning Area on page IV-6 of the Comprehenshive Business Plan, which references Del Rey
Oaks specifically, and Table +7 of the Public Services Plan, which breaks out useable statistics
for Del Rey Qaks' projects. Table 4-12 of the same document is an example of aggregared data
that seems misleading. . ;
In addition, a number of the maps used m the EIR, EIS, and Reuse Plan sesm to be imaccurate S
or mconsisteat. For example, renderings of Polygons 31a and 31b are not always accurately split |
betwesn the FORA Board affirmed Nartural Area Expansion (NAE) for 51a, and Office Park (OP) |
for 51b. Figure 4.1-4 of the Reuse Plan, Draft Sphere of Influence and Annexaton Requests,
appears to evidencs this problem. with 312 not spl apart, and City of Monterey annexation :
termiory inaccurately labeled 31b. Alrernarrvely, Figure 6.2-1 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 7 Land -
Use, appears to have the right designadons and dimensicns: And vet, in the EIS, Table 3-2 '
raiative to Alternative 7 shows 31a and 3 1b correctly listed as County/Del Rey Oaks, and
Polygons related to 29a mcorrectly listed as CountyiMonterey. These mconsistencies seem to be

3
N\

\



\herent throughout the documents.

I hope this helps strengthen the final products. The City of Del Rey Oaks continues to be an
enthusiastic member of FORA, and fully expects to complete the FORA Board approved projects
previousty planned for Polygons 3 1a, 31b and 29a.

Thank you for your courtesies.

Simcerely,
Sl\—&i_ Ena‘b-ba/

D. Steven Endsley
Ciry Manager

DSE:ap

cc Mayor Barlich
Vice Mayor Russell

7-4



®
CITY OF DEL REY OAKS

6§50 CANYON DEL REY ROAD <+ DEL REY QAKS. CALIFORNIA 93940

ormicz orCity Clerk TELEPHONE (4Q8) 394.8511

January 15, 1993

Mr. Jim Cook
Executive Qfficer E
Monterey County Local Agency
Formation Commission
P.0QO. Box 180

Salinas, California 93902

Dear Mr. Cook,

I am submitting the enclesed map with the proposed Del Rey Oaks _5
city limits on Fort Ord. This is in response to your January 8§, .
1893 request for areas that the City of Del Rey Oaks may wish to |
annex within Fort Ord. It is my understanding that this map will!
only be useé to prepare a financial impact analysis of the For:
Oré Reuse Groups' Preliminary Initial Reuse Plan. You will note
that this is a change in the map you may currently have. The map
I am sending you has not been approved by the city council. Con-
sequently, we reserve the right to racuest differant boundaries
in the future.

LS A e i et

Sincerely,

(7O Rkl

‘Jack D. Barlich
Mavor

Enclosure

City Manager, City of Seaside
City Manager, City of Sand City
City Manager, City of Marina
City Manager, City cf Monterey
Veronica Ferguson, Cocunty of Mconterey
v Jcosezh Cavanaucgh, Coordinator, Fort Ord Reuse Group



City of Del Rey Oaks
Fort Ord Re-Use Plan
Areag of Interest k

Exhibit A
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ncucivecy

LAURENCE W. DICKEY JIN 20885
P.0. BOX 223298

CARMEL, CA 93922

FORA

19 June Yo
Les White ,Executive Manager

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
100 12th Street Bldg 2880
Marina CA 93933

Les White,

It seems to me and Curt Gowdy of Fort Ord Toxic Project
agrees, if the lead based paint applied by the Army to its
now abandoned wood buildings,places them in the "toxic®
category.,there should be no guestion the Army is responsibile
for their removal and disposal(Refer Defense Environmental
Restoration Program which requires and funds Army to remove
toxic structures on any military base)

Potential developers of the now 4000 acres still

available for private owners in the latest and pending FORA
Master Plan (before federal,State agencies ,homeless and
welfare providers take more)are already questioning the
promises of water,infrasructurs,transportation and are not
likely tc accept demolishing and disposing toxic buildings

I suggest FOR3 authorize vou to negotiate firmly with
the Army to clear and clean the toxic sites OR tranfer the
land and »buildings,directly and freely,to the now contiguous
jurisdictions for their own site preparation and sale to
private owners

The idea of a $400,000 pilot project to determine what ~
can be recycled from 1200,over fifty year old buildings is - ‘
preposterous when one considers the nd mu§1 be cleared and T
cleaned,ragardless of cost,before } hau a ¥ ‘value in the '

future.

,/ﬁaurence Diekey

PS I attended your media briefing last Mcnday.The latest

Master Plan,now scaled down and projected out twenty years.

is still too grandiose for this out of the way peninsula.It
lost credibility for me when Michael Groves,President of the
EMC Planning Group,assured reporters there is natural water
available for 38000 residents and other requirements projected
to 2015 but,if not, a desalination plant would cover the shortfall
for up to 71000 residents and other requirements,projected

out to ultimate build-out.His first statement is not proven;
hydérologvsts are still uncertain akout the limits of the
sub-basins which make up the El1 Torc Basin acguifer. His second
statement is not true;desalination *s an alternative which has
neen under detailed study for sever2l years and is known to be
very expensive to build and ogerate.,demanding daily high cost
alectrical or fossil fuel energy-Imtroved storage,recovery and
reclamation of natural water,along with conservation measures
is the other alternative for the Menter=ay Pzaninsula

WD
8




MFMOBRANDUM
Date: June 23, 1996
To: Mayor/City Council
Tim Brown, City Manager
Dennis Potter, Planning Services Manager

From: Council Member Mancini

Subject} Public Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan - App. B: Business & Operations Plan

On June 5, 13996, you were provided my comments about Volumes 1 & 2: Context and
Framework and Reuse Plan Elements. Provided herein are my comments about FORA's.
Business and Operations Plan. Aside from inconsistencies in growth figures, jobs
to be generated between 1995 and 2015, development and absorption potential es-
timates, the consultants have done an excellent job of explaining (1) SB 899,
(2) SB 1600, (3) pros/cons of land-use agencies forming Redevelopment Agencies
(RDAs), and (4) impact/special fees.

The most accurate (and profound) statement made in the three volumes can be read
on p. II-3, Multiplicity of Local Jurisdictions. Nothing could be truer.

"Nine different local governments are represented on the FORA Board. Three will
have major jurisdictional interests within the plan area. With this multiplicity
of entities will imevitably come a multiplicity of agendas and complexity of de-
cision-making. This could make it more‘gjfficult for FORA to maintain the integ-
Tity of the Plan and to speak with one voice to the private sector with regard

to the development agenda and process at Fort Ord. The ULI has stressed the im-
portance to the private development community of a clear, consistent and predicts
able regulatory environment.” (emphasis added)

p. I[I-4, 2d para. from bottom. "AMBAG forecasts a gain of 88,000 jobs between
1995 and 2015, of which about 90 percent, or 79,000 jobs, would be
captured by Monterey County."

Specifically, what percentages are expected to be captured on Fort Ord and the
Salinas Valley, respectively? Where will these 88,000 workers work, where will
they reside or commute from, and what jobs will they be performing?

The next paragraph indicates that "the Monterey Peninsula has the potential to
capture between 25 and 35 percent of county employment growth, or hbetween 20,000
and 25,000 jobs between 1995 and 2015.”"

Yet, Exhibit 2, p. II-5 indicates another set of figures (a growth of 79,400 in-
stead of the 88,000) -- a difference of 8,400 jobs. Of that 25 -~ 35 percent to
be captured on the Peninsula, how many will be attributed to Fort Ord? We should
be more specific in providing information ONLY as it pertains to Fort Ord.




Council Member Mancini
Memorandum, June 23, 1996
Page 2

p. II-10. 3. Residential. 2d paragraph starting with "SKGM...." and Exhibit 3,
p.II-7, Fort Ord Development and Absorption Potential. Figures in 2d
paragraph do not address the 1,253 existing CSU units; only address
1,300 of the 1,522 existing units (short 222); do not address units
in Sun Bay Apartments (291), nor the 1,590 units in a reconfigured
POM Annex. No comments on the future of Borstrom Park.

Exhibit 3 (p.II-7) indicates a total of 9,025 units by 2015, yet on
p. IV-12, 2015 Scemario, there is a total of 12,853 housing units --
5,393 institutional (non-market generated) and 7,460 market-generated
units. _
Figures regarding housing units again become confusing when one begins to look
at Exhibit.7, Summary Land Use Concept: 2015 Scenario, and Exhibit 8, Summary
Land Use Concept: Ultimate Development. Total Devzlopment/Dwelling Units are
listed at 13,366 with a planned future development of 8,866 for an ultimate
total of 22,232. Exhibit 8 lists a total 22,232 units -~ 8,193 to CSUMB, 1,590
units at the POM Annex, and 12,449 housing units. There was no mention of the
6,277 housing units proposed for Monterey County properties on p. II-10. Some-
one needs to sit down and recalculate all figures relating to housing units.
Just exactly how many dwelling units are envisioned? Fig. 1 (p. II-8), Annual
Absorption By Land Use, and Fig. 2 (p II-9), Cumulative Absorption By Land Use
Type should incorporate ALL existing, proposed (including POM Annex), student/
faculty, etc., housing/dwelling units.

p. II-13. 2d bullet from bottom. "Access between Fort Ord and Silicon Valley
is a major concern.”

Improvements of highway access from Silicon Valley, be it via Hwy 84-101-156-1,
or Hwy 280-880-17-~1 shouldn't be the sole responsibility of FORA. Transportation
needs should be addressed by Caltrans and/or County agencies. While FORA should
address transportation issues impacting on the former installation, it must also
recognize the fact that funding sources from state and county coffers will be
sparse (if any funding is forthcoming at all). A funding source needs to be de-
veloped (other than impact fees) to address increased LOS on all routes out of
the Santa Clara/San Jose/Gilroy areas.

p. III-3. B.l. Definition of a Single Location Name for Fort Ord Properties.

The private development community throughout California, homeless & non-profit
(nation~-wide), educational institutions, federal/state/county agencies, and many
other private/public agencies do not appear to have problems the with "former
Fort Ord" identification -- much less getting here to inspect the properties. To
establish a single location name would be another example of discernible edges

with "definable entries and structure.'" The term "seamless” (Vol. 2) then loses
its meaning.

p. III-13. Low-density Single~family Detached. SKGM specifically directs their
comments towards the "New Golf Course Community District" (Polygon
20a). They indicate the "approximately 12 acres will be required to
accommodate this demand ... of four units per acre.”

K\\
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Council Member Mancinti
Memorandum, June 23, 1996

Page 3

p. III-13.

p. III-1s5.

Mentioned in Volumes 1 & 2 is a 500 foot wide strip to be designated
as a Special Design District. What affect will this 500 foot strip
have on the availability of the 12 acres? And what affect will the
strip have on the density (four units per acrte)?

Neighborhood Retail Center. "Located in the University Village within!
the University Planning Area in Seaside (Polygons 20e and 20h), the
property is located at the strategic intersection of Gigling & North-
South roads.”

No mention of the numerous PBC/EDC requests by public, homeless, non-profit, re-
ligious, and other agencies since the area designated as "University Village"

(Polygon 29e) in Seaside has been declared as EXCESS IT by the Army. The finan-

cial impact for services -- fire/police, public works, permits, infrastructure,

etc. -- needs addressing. What happens if the majority of EXCESS II buildings &

lands do eventually end up in the hands of the tax-exempt entities?

p. III-1l6.

p. III-17.

p- Iv‘g-

Regional Retail Opportunity Site. Identified as being located in both
Seaside and Marina (Polygons 15 and 2b). Consultants need to address
(once again) the affect the 500 foot strip Special Design District
will have on Polygon 15. This polygon encompasses the main entrance
to Fort Ord. At what point from the Caltrans ROW does the 500 foot
strip begin? If the 500 foot strip starts at the eastern edge of the
Caltrans' 100 foot ROW, then we are talking about a 600 foot swath
from the edge of the highway shoulder -- the length of two football
fields or 200 yards.

7. Golf Course Sites. SKMG's understanding that the Army intends to
maintain ownership of the courses etc., has been discussed with Tim
and Dennis. Les White (FORA) has been made aware of SKGM's comments,
and action will be taken to correct the "mis"understanding.

Seaside University Planning Area. As mentioned earlier, this area has
been declared as "excess" by the -Army, and is therefore subject to
McKinney Act screening. Numerous state/county, homeless, non-profit,

¢

7

educational, and religious agencies have submitted PBC/EDC requests
for properties in the Planning Area.

Planned Residential Extension Districts. "These are three discreet:
locations...."

Identif} the "discreet" locations by polygon. Nothing is discreet in this Reuse

Plan.

p. IV-13,

Seaside Gateway Regional Entertainment District. This area is located
in Polygon 15, and could be seriously impacted by the 500 foot strip
"Special Design District”™ requirements that could be imposed by FORA.
The Cities of Seaside and Marina should have been contacted before
this requirement was conceived.

Q
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Council Member Mancini
Memorandum, June 23, 1996
Page 4

p. IV-17 thru p. IV-22 Development Scemario: Prelinminary Financial Results

The lack of empirical data obtained from other military base closure(s) through-
out California precludes a comparative analysis of data presented in Exhibit 9

(Base-Wide Pro Forma) projections. There is nothing to either substantiate nor

disprove SXGM's projections/assumptions. It is recommended that all figures be

revisited to ensure ‘consistency and accuracy with other projections throughout

the plan.

p. IV-28. Last paragraph. "The TEAM strongly recommends ... timely completion of
Highway 156 improvements be added to FORA's CIP responsibilities.

Financing of $16 million for Hwy 156 improvements will not be an easy task as
pointed out on p. PFIP 1-23, para. 1.6.1 Implementing the Cities-County Road
Impact Fee. This discussion takes place again on page PFIP 5-23, Cities/County
Tranosportation Impact Fee and Mello-Roos Special Tax for Transportation Improve-
ments.

Developers with any experience in dealing with California land-use entities are
well aware of the potential costs and other difficulties they can expect at Fort
Ord. While Fort Ord may be considered as a "model base-closure"™, it is not the
first military base to be closed in Califormia.

p. PFIP 2-12, Land Use Inventory and Demand Forecasts -~ General Facilities

Once again, TOTAL Residential figures need to be reviewed and cross-checked with
similar residential dwelling unit charts & figures in all volumes to reflect the
same numbers throughout, ergo, some degree of consistency.

p. PFIP 3-36 thru 3-82. Paragraph 3.5.6 Transition Strategy for Water Supply and
Distribution System & Paragraph 3.5.7 Transition Strategy for Hhstewater
Collection System.

No major concerns except on page 3-48 Assumptions. The only concern refers to
the assumption "Public agencies served will not be entitled to either payments
in lieu of property taxes or franchise fees from system earnings.”

Why will municipalities (public agencies) "aot be eatitled" tc the referenced
taxes and fees? Most municipalities, if not all, receive property taxes from
privately-owned entities that provide a utility-type service to customers in
their jurisdictions. Franchise fees are usually paid by utility companies on
a contractual basis in order to do business within that city. These franchise
fees can play a significant role in generating revenues in that municipality.

p. PFIP 4~1 et seq. Burden Analysis (in particular, para. 4~7, p. PFIP 4-5.)
Burden of Financing On-Going Public Operatioms.

Of major concern, as pointed out earlier, is the impact on cities that
will have to provide public operations/services to non-profit agencies,
which at some future date, could be in receipt of properties under the
McXinney Act. At present, the City of Marina is faceévwith providing

municipal services to CSUMB housing, in addition to another 1%0 houses
or buildings that will eventually be conveyed to educational or non-
profit agencies.

q-4
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Council Member Mancini
Memorandum, June 23, 1996

Page 5

p. PFIP

At its May 10, 1996 meeting, FORA representatives received an update on
the disposal process occurring in EXCESS II area (Agenda item no. 4h).
Accordingly, ALL the properties in EXCESS II have been requested. Most
of these requests (38 of 48) are from nom-profit cultural, educational,
religious, state/county agencies. While FORA hopes to become the final
arbitrator in resolving the requests, the issue of financial burdens on
the municipalities providing services must be addressed.

The Reuse Plan calls for a University Village in the EXCESS II area, and
alludes to the financial benefits inherent in such a develcpment. What

do the cities of Seaside and Marina do should a significant portion of

the ever-dwindling "fifteen percent (152) of the former Fort Ord"” which

"remains available for private develcopment” end up in the hands of the

non-profit agencies? (Quotes are from FORA Chair Barlich's letter to

the Dept. of Transportatica dated April 28, 1996). This letter was also

in the May 10th FORA packet. -

5-1. PFIP 5 Public Facilities Financing Plan.

Para. 5-3, Summary of Financing Plan is a fairly objectiyve presentation
of how financing for public improvements should "stand alone’”, and that
no additional burden(s) "should be placed on the existing tax base of
any jurisdiction in Monterey County.”

Explanations of impact fees, special taxes, cash flows, LO0OS, land value
analyses, debt service, and capital costs, etec., are presented without
embellishment. As mentioned earlier and reiterated on page PFIP 5-6,
"Sophisticated developers ..., will understand very well the residual
land values.” They will negotiate terms, etc. that "permit a reasonable
profit to be made.” o

PUBLIC SERVICES PLAN

>

Reasonable assumptions appear to have been made. The most enlightening
comments, however, relate to Tax Allocation Methodologies (Table 3-10,
p. 34), and the tax increment dollars that could be available to Marina
and Seaside without FORA as the RDA. Excellent breakdown of property
tax distribution (SB 1600) on page 33. Best diagram I have ever seen.

I am sure there are some areas that need revisiting/reevaluation. Hepefully,

areas that I may have overlooked will be caught by others. Collectively, other
comments will be incorporated into a single packet for review/comment by FORA
consultants/staff & Board.

Comments on the draft EIR will be forthcoming under separate cover.

<

i1

Thomas M. Mancini
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Letter Box June 24, 1996

The Herald 2 RECEIVED

P.O. Box 271

JN 25 1998
FORA

Good grief! A four volume Envircnmental Impact Report

Monterey, CA 23942

addressing the development proposed for the Fort Ord property.
A horrendous network of freeway/expressway/interchanges that
will dump a lot more traffic into our communities. And we

have only until July 15 to examine this E.I.R.

These plans have already been given the blessing of Caltrans, |
TAMC, AMBAG, ocur Becard of Supervisors, Del Rey Caks City

Council, etc. But the ordinary citizen has been left ocut in

the cold.

The bureaucrats tell us otherwise, that the agencies’
meetings where these things were discussed were cpen to the
public. But these meetings were certainly not widely publicized

to alert and really invite public input.

There is only one copy of the E.I.R. in each of ten loc¢ations in |Z
the county. This means one copy for everwy 30,000 people.The first

time I checked the one in Monterey library it hadn't even been

cataloged. On my second visit I discovered (and I'll wager my

he 3
neighbers even now den't know) that little York Road at Laguna Sedca

>

1s destined to become part of a naw expressway which will gpick

up a new freewav from Salinas and then extend north to service

hotels, golf courses, retail shops., etc. And yet we have only

three weeks to examine this E.I.R. and give our comments to the

101 .
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I don't think The People want any more freeways dumping

traffic into Del Rey Oaks or downtown Monterey. Further, I” think
The People want real jobs for their children, not hotel and retail
jobs. Fort Ord has the earmarks of becoming an Orange County or
another San Jose, a metropolitan complex in our midst.

And wherae is the monscience of thage peliticians and kureancrat

- - -

1]
7

when they sacrifice our attractive community to urban sprawl?
And to make this action even more unseemly it was done without
the awareness of the public who are essentially outside the

"bureaucratic loop."

There is a meeting of the FORA group scheduled for July 1 at 7 PN

at the Oldemeyer Center in Seaside which invites public comment.

,ZA yod

S vn Dk
Gudrun Beck

23765 Spectacular Bid

Monterev, CA Q3040

655-8586



1154 Parkside #6
Salinas, CA 93906
20 June 96

F.0.R.A.

100 12th St
Bldg 2880
Marina, CA 93933

Honorable Ms. Hebenstreit:

I‘d like to propose that the Fort Ord Reuse Plan include a shooting
range. The Fort Ord office of Moral, Welfare and Recreaticon that was
still hgrs--after the trcoops left operated some rifle and pistol ranges
for a2 while. Some of the troopers in the state department of Parks and
Recreation feel that the demand they see justifies another range, but
the costs of land around here are prohibitive. Why can’t the state
department of Parks and Recreation take over control and operation of
the ranges that were once operated by the Ft. Ord/Army office ¥ Moral,
Welfare and Recreation ? The costs of conversion for that use would
be more minimal than any other use. Of course you might argue that
there are practically no clients using that service, but the state
department of Parks and Recreation might disagree.

I heard something once that bears repeating.

If you’re in Paris, you must see the Eiffel Tower. IZ you’re
in Venice, you must ride a gondola. If you’re in Monterey
County, you must go on a pig hunt.

Fact is that since Russian Wild Boar were introduced and
proliferating in Monterey County and in Tennessee, boar hunting
has grown in popularity. Three reasons exist for the rising
pepularity of pig hunting here, (1) they’re a pest and pecple want
them hunted, (2) they’re somewhat dangercus and make the hunt more
thrilling, (3) the meat is delicious. Pig hunting is a unigque
offering found here and few other places that shcould be promoted
and a rifle range is something that hunters use to check equipment
that can’t be checked elsewhere.

Thank you for your time and consideration
b

(L 2,
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Warren Rogers R EC E l V E D
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JUM 27 *S6  @3:17PM CITY HeLL CARMEL-BY-THE-SES

P.1
CITY HALL
BOX CC
CAKMEL.BY-THE-SEA. CALIFORNIA 33921
27 June 1996
The Honorable Jack Barlich VIA PACSIMILEZ TRANSMISSION

Chairman 883-3675
Fort Ord Reuse Autlority

Building 28889

189 12th Straet

Marina Ca 93933

Dear Chairman Barlich:

Iz the absence of Mayor White, and as the Alternate Voting Member
for tihe City of Carmel-by-the-Sea on the Fort Ord Reuse Authority,

wish Lo state the position of our City as being in "u” support
oI the 3suggestion macde in your memoraandum oI 29 June regarding a
request for exteasion of the reviaw pericd on tie DJraft Reuse Blan/

Laf |

EIR. It is important to znote taat tle Aubnorv.ty 8 Agenda for it
Special Meeting of 1 July does not include an item specifically
addressing this Lissue. As noted in the FORA EZxecutive Officer's

memorandum cf 26 June, time constraints woulc J.udvcate tha s»uch
action should be taken at this meetizng. .

The four-volume Draft Reuse Plan/EIR will require careful reading
in order to be thoroughly understocd. Even those of us experienced
in working with documents of this nature are finding the scope of
the Draft Reuse rlaa/EZR somewhnat caunting; tc anticipate that
e;ec-ed and appointed officials, as well as the lay public, could
attain a sufiicient unde-sband:.ng of the material in the three
short weeks remaining before tie clase of the scheduled public
comment period is, we believe, unrealistic.

Action takea today on the use of this extensive acreage will have a
las_:.ng ~- perhaps permanent -- effact on the entire Monterey Pen-

su’a, the quality o life for generations to come will be impact-
ed, for better or for worse, by our decisions. We members of the
Board of Directors of tne Fort Ord Rsesuse Authority have bheen en-
trusted with the power to meke those decisions; we must make them
wisely and not in haste. Such declsion-making car be best facilli-
tated by the gemeration of as much public input as possible. This
_..out must iaclude work/study sessions among the FORA Board, TORA's
planning staff, the public and tihe professional censule ants engaged
by TORA to develop the documents. It I1s our rescommeandation that

[2-])




JUN 27’96 @3:17PM CITY HALL CARMEL-BY-THE-SER

Hon. Jack Barlich
27 June 1996

P.2

Page 2.

any <decislon made regarding the time period for public comment take
inteo consideration the fact that many, many perscns laave the
Peninsula during thae months of June, July and August and thus would
be unable to participate in theae vital discussions.

Notwithstanding the July target date for a plan’'s adoption, the
far-reacning magnitude of the decisicns of taday and the effact
thereof on the realities of tomorrow certainly more than warrant
the most careful attention we can give. -
Therefore, the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea regquests an extension of
thie public comment period on the Drait Reuse Plan/EIR for the re-
use of the former Fort Ord property until at least 3¢ September
1996 and the scheduling of work/study sessions to allow for full
public igput. By copy of this latter =3 Congressman Sam Farr, we
are requesting his assistance as needed in commun;catlng our con-
cerids about this matter to the appropriate federal ofificials.

Thank you for your coasideration.

Very truly yo

Céo&%uwm@’m

a*aara Livingston
ity cf Carmel-by-the-Sea
Alte:aata Vvoting Member

BL:sam

¢: FORA Boerd of Directors
FORA Executive QOfficer
Congressman Farro
Members of the City Council
Members of the Planning Commission
City Administrator
Birector of Planaing and Building
The Carmel Pine Cone
The Monterey County Herald
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Card Hansen

County of Monterey

Gty of Del Rey Oaks

NORTHERN SALINAS VALLEY
MOSQUITO ABATEMENT DISTRICT
342 Airport Boulevard
Salinas, California 93905
(408)

FAX: (d408) 422-3337

Monterey (408) 373-2483  Salinas 422-6438 Watsonville (408) 761-2483

Date: 27 June 1956

To: Ann Hebenstreit, Planner

From: Peter B. Ghormley, Ma.nager-Zoologistf‘&?\

Subject: Draft Documents: the Reuse Plan, EIR, and Operations Plan

for the Former Fort Ord Military Base

Review of the above mentioned documents has provided some concern within the staff |
of the Northern Salinas Valley Mosquito Abatement District. It would appear mosquito .
and/or vector control on the former military base were not even mentioned. Significant
effort was undertaken by the U.S. Armmy Preventive Medicine Group and contracted
private sector Pest Control Operators to address these problems during the military’s
tenure on the post.

It would be less than prudent if these matters are not addressed in some part of the
planning process. These marters are of direct concern to at least three agencies. The
Vector-Borne Disease Secdon of the California Department of Health Services, the
Monterey County Environmental Health Deparmment, and the Northern Salinas Valley
Mosquito Abatement Distict.

Time constraints have not allowed a detailed analysis. However, a few examples of
potential problem sites for mosquitoes would include storm drains, catch basins,
roadside ditches, vernal pools, wetlands, abandoned water treatment facilides, backyard
containers, old tres, equipment stored outside, etc. Furthermore, the presence of fleas,

tcks, yellow jackets, and many other arthropods of potential public health concern on
Fort Ord must be noted.

The Northern Salinas Vallev Mosquito Abatement District is willing to participate in
discussions relative to mosquito and/or vector control on the former military base.
Should further informadon be required, please contact this office.

1%
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PuBLIC HEARING: To HEAR PusLIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR REGARDING DRAFT REUSE
PranN

Bud Nunn of the Manterey Peninsula asked if there will be another public hearing prior
to the closure of the comment period? Mayor Barlich replied this would be anncunced
at the July 12th Board mesting. Mr. Nunn wouid like the Board to consider this and to
have copies affordable to the average citizen pius warkshaps throughaut the area.

Debra Mickelsan - request extension of public review period, public workshops -written
comments attached <22 2]

Larry Hawkins from Seaside - concem over the proposed residential densities for
Seaside -written comments attached <, * 79

Larry Fenton - lost his trailer home in Seaside, lacking for affordable housing for
veterans on the former base-writtan comments attached s¢¢2 # 2.9

£d Leeper -concemn over water and transporiation issues; extensicn of public comment
pericd and put this plan to a vote - written comments attached  s¢¢ 7 30

Laurence Dickey - concamn over water supply, suggest EIR used as reference point far
scaling down proposed maximum buildout - written comments attached < oy F 3

Kris Lindstrom from Pacific Grove was locoking at the water issue and there is
inadequate water to support this development . He aiso locked at the mitigation
measures in this EIR and sese®@rogram elements that have very grandiose ideas of
studies and things to be done i.e., program C3.1 - the city/county shall work with
MCWRA and MPWMD to estimate the cumrent safe yields of those portions of the
former Fort Ord overlying Salinas valley and Seaside groundwater basins to determine
available water supply. This needs to be done now and then base the development on

the planned sustained yield of the aquifer. The no project alternative is the only rational

choice untii this is done and the safe yield is known. Program item C3.2 - the
city/county shall work with the appropriate agencies to determine the extent of seawater
intrusion into the Salinas valley and Seaside groundwater basins and shall participate
intc developing and impiementing measures to prevent further intrusion. This needs to
be done now. The no project alternative is the only raticnal choice. CEQA is really
clear in the State guidelines that mitigation measurss must (1) avoid the impact
altcegether by not taking certain actions or parts of an action, (2) minimize impacts by
limiting degree or magnitude of the action or its implementations, (3) rectify the impact
by repairing, rehabilitating or restoring the effected environment, (4) reduce or eliminate
the impact over time by preserving and maintzaining during the life of the action, (5) to
ccmpensate for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources for
anvironments. The key is there is inadequate water supply and ncne of the measures
in here are specific encugh about the cost of this water, the feasibility of the reasonable

N
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alternatives that are stated, importation, desalination. We all know there is a problem
on the peninsula now and we need real solutions to move farward.

Becky Tyksinski from Manterey County - stated it is important that the comment pericd
was extended in light of according to CEQA the basic characteristics of an EIR are that
itis an unbiased document, that it is adequate and its major objective is a goed faith
effort toward full disclosure including complete description of the project. Rancho
Buena Vista Coalition experience has consistently shown that the best environmental
impact report analysis are lacal community members when provided with adequate time
and education to be able to examine EIRs. FORA needs to provide, not only ample
time for community examination, workshops as well including at least ane in Salinas,
preferably on a weekend ar an off time. Two examples of pubiic concerns with the
adequacy of this draft EIR - one relates to the EIR being an unbiased document - there
Is & question as to how unbiased this decument is when it fails to include as an
alternative, a build-out that only uses safe, sustainable yield on-site water, leaving us
with the only cther alternative as no project at all. Secandly, ancther concern is that in
discussing a program EIR is that a program EIR can have language that is so general
cancerning its overall plan that later on aimaost anything specific can be proposed which
can be represented to fall within the guidelines of the criginal EIR and that can lead to a
much lower level, if any at all, of further environmental review.

Sal Herquita -EIR needs to mention clean-up of toxic materials, ordinance etc.- written
comments attached <o #* 3Z

Curt Gandy -request extension of public review because DEIR preseants “unusual

circumstance”, requests public warkshops cn the DEIR - written comments attached
see ¥ 33

Barbara Brooks, Peninsula resident - dces not believe the comment period has been

extended far enough. It will change the face of this peninsula and needs to have as

much public participation as possible. Has the process to this point complied with

CEQA - it is her understanding it has not, in that, CEQA requires an Executive

Summary which would be a number of pages instead of volumes that would detail what
is in this project. To this point it has not been prepared and once the clock starts ticking
the public should have that document in hand. She requests to get the document out
and extend the public comment period a reasonable time after the public receives this
document. She challenged the appropriateness of the program EIR- doesn't simplify
the process sound like avoid - we should be looking at each thing that comes on line
which is dene by a staged EIR.

Sezn Flavin on behalf of CAWS - Committee for Alternate Water Sources- he
ccmmends the EIR for recognizing the 2 primary constraints which face the
development of Fort Ord which are water and traffic. If the water is not avaiiable then
what is proposed, what measures wouid be censiderad far this project. The only thing
recceried is accelerate the development of ather scurcas such as importing water, but

Ty

3

nct told from whera it would be impertad, ard the caonstruciion of desalination plant.
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The shart term project should face the realities now rather than some later date. The |
long term project is 18,000 acre ft which is 25% over alf the water the peninsula is
presently using, and where will that come from.

David Dilworth said this project is too big. This is a slow-motion explosion with 70,000
people, 5 goif courses, 1700 hatel rooms. The no project is the anly aiternative that is
appropriate given the information written so far. What is this we are creating - is it a
special district under the laws of California or is it part of the county or is it its own city.
Qr is this some new district we can'’t figure out. Can we vote on what goes on here? 2
Before you go forward with this project, we need a vote of the pecole of all the districts
who are represented here and see what they think about it.

Ted Ciesla of Casa Ciesla Properties in Monteray - commentec on the Comprehensive
Business Plan which states it anticipates the needs of 6,500 hcusing units to 2015 -
that equates to 342 units per year. The plan is based on a statistic which is around 5%
vacancy rate and that figure in erronecus. We currently have a vacancy rate in rental
haousing of approx. 1% if not less. Taday the Califomnian reported a 0% vacancy rate.

He advises staff to do a critical review of housing vacancy rats and adjust their legic
accardingly.

Jonn Fisher of Pacific Grove - supporis concegt of phasing the oroject in until you knew |}
the transportation and water issues are taken care of. There ara assumptions about
the Hatton Canyon improvement being in place and there are people who do not want
this and what happens to this plan then. There is an assumpticn the 68 freeway will be
in place and accerding to Caltrans that is a 110ft cut or mare into BLM property. Which {2
pooulation figures do we use? AMBAG has numbers but the difference in the numbers
are great betwesn 2015 and buildout vs AMBAG. Please gc very slowly.

Michael Houlemard fram UCSC -UC incorporated 605 acres into the UC Natural 3
Reserve System and this should be reflected in the planning decuments; conflicts . i
betwesn numbers in the documents; no description of permitted use on the UC parcel
between Imjin and Inter-Garrison Roads - written comment attached Sl # 5'~f
Clark Beck -concern over Route 68 altemnative alignment traversing Fort Ord; wouid like ’f
extension of York Rd. remaved from Fort Ord maps - written comments attached e 5"
el h
Yoko Whitaker -request study sessions and public hearings; weould like detailed x 5
“executive summary” copies available, more copies at public licraries; DEIR too
general, lacks details on transportation and water sclutions; how are taxpayers to be
affected by costs of development - written comments attached Set # B

enough water. It sounds like the taxpayers will be ferced to cay an exarbitant amount

Ed Stark from Carmel stated (1) there is not adeguate roads and (2) there is not l(
|
cf tax to ensure the developments we nesd. He weculd challenge anyane on this Boardy

13,20,21, 22
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2 2 to tell him where the water is coming from, where the roads are coming from and the {
cost and what is the caost ta the taxpayers to this area.

Jim Hughes - concern about safety on beaches behind the dunes and need contrailed a
beach access. - written comments attached <4 7 37

—

7.2 Mike Weaver representing Hwy 68 coalition - the coalition takes a dim view of the hotel
and proposed golf course at Del Rey Oaks. The plan lines have been changed recently
by Caltrans. They plan to actively cppase this project.

Lﬁ‘ Sue McCloud - spoke on the process on demacracy and not on the substance of the !
repart. The Board needs to have focused workshops maybe cne per isste so the
people can comment. What is the hurry with this plan. We need to have an executive
summary and there is a company which could help to see what the plans wouid look
like or use a model to assist the public.

—

ﬂg Leslie Crayne would like the board to think abaout the face of the community and leave it
alone.

2@ Winston Elstob from Pacific Grove - is impressed by the members on the Board and {
maybe the Monterey peninsula will be one city. He dees not want the community to be
divided up and soid to the world.

Terry Olesen asks FORA to publicize through TV or Coast Weekly and to continue to
advertise. (Ui commmants alpchdd. AL # 2P
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July 1, 1996 Verbal Presentation

Fart Qrd Reuse Authority Special Board Mtg. & Public Hrg.
100-12th Street, 81dg. 2880 7 pm - 986 Hilby Ave., Seaside
Marina, CA 93933

Re: Fort Ord Reuse Plan DEIR For the Administrative Record
Extension of 7/15/96 Public Review Period
Need for Public Workshaops

To the FORA Board: >

An apprehensive citizenry comes before you today for our first opportunity \
to be heard on the Draft EIR for the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. The complexity of
the DEIR and ather documents released on May 31, 1996, creates an unusual
situation. An extension of the current public review period is needed to allow
the public, and others, sufficient time to analyze the information before us.

Public workshops are also nesded prior to the close of the review period 7
so that members of the public in all areas affected by the Reuse Plan may have
meaningful guestions asked and answered regarding the myriad of complex issues
raised by the DEIR.

An array of reuse plans have been suggested to the public in the past. )
As an example, the reuse plan by FQEDA, Monterey, Del Rey Oaks and Sand City
discussed in the 1992 Army DEIS, created a city of 250,000 people at the former
base [Ft. Ord Oisposal & Reuse, DEIS, Dec 1992, Yol I, pg 2-2]. ’None of the
eight previous alternatives have been analyzzsd or mitigated under the CEQA
guidelines. The Draft EIR released on May 31st is the public's first
" opportunity to begin to assess the effects of the project, as proposed.

The California Environmental Act mandates informed decision making and
informed public participation. An extended review period and public workshops
will foster informed participation. Anything less will prejudice the public’s
ability to formulate informed views on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Sincerely,

® Q}om% Mickel seone

Debra J. Mickelson
P.0. Box 7591
Carmel, CA 93921
408-624-8755

cc: Sierra Club
Rancho Buena Vista Coalitian
CAWS

Salinas Valley Growers & Shippers

Z7



[ARENCE 2. EAWKINS, 72 "=~ RECEIVED

1875 Abrahom Court

Seasgide, CA 93955-4101
(408) 394-1231 n 2 jacs

June 30, 199¢

FApt
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
100 12th Street, Building 2880
Marina, CA 93923

RE: Fort Ord Reuse Plan and EIR

My comnents regarding the Reuse Plan and its EIR are limited to the
proposed residential densities for the Seaside areas contained within polygons
20(a), 20(b), 20(h), and 20(g), as listed in the attached table.

As shown in the table, the present military housing densities in the
"Medium Pensity Areas” range from 3.25 to 5.26 dwelling units per acre, for an
average of 3.90 per acre. The FORA Plan proposas te increase that density two
to three-fold, with a range of five to ten dwelling units per acre. A more
reascnable and envirommentally-sound cap should ke set at five per acre, with
minirman lot size of 8,000 to ¢,000 sqguars fest.

The last thing Seaside needs is more €,000 square feet lots. As any
plamner knows, the develcper will insist on the high end of any density range,

and will swear cn a stack of Bikles that the "nunbers” won't allow anything less.

The Plan's "High Censity Area" proposes a density range of ten to 20 o

units per acre. A cap of ten units per acre, tc allew for ancther town-house ..
project similar to Sun Bay in more in keeping with the adjacent Ord Terrace

neighborhood in Seaside. Greater density is net acceptable, nor is the another
trailer park.

Sincerely,

I:auren::e R. Hawkins, Jr.




EXISTING AND PROPCSED RESTDENTTAL DENSITY
Fort Ord Reuse Plan and EIR, May 1996

POLIGON GROSS EXTISTING DRELLING FORA PLAN FORA PLAN
NOMEER * ACRES DWELLING ONITS (DO) LANDCSE DENSITY,
UNITS PER ACRE DESIGNATION ** DU/ACRE *t

MEDIOM DENSITY AREAS: Hayes, Stilwell, GOQ's **

20(a) 95 500 5.26 SFD-Med Censity 5-10
20(b) 95 400 4,21 SFD-Med Density 5-10
20(h) 241 787 3.25 SFD-Med Density 5-10
TOTALS 432 1,678 Average DU/ACRE: 2.90

Average lot size, 6,000 SF: Range, 4,000-8,000 SF**

HIGH DENSTITY ARFA: Sun Bay Town Houses, Brostram Park (mfg. homes) *+
20(q) 89 517 5,80 MFD-High Tensity  10-20

' No average lot size.** If sub-divided, 4,356-2,178 SF per lot.

SOORCES: * Fig. 3.3-1, Vol 1, FORA Plan, May ©€
** Tahle 3.4-1, Vol 1, FORA Plan, May 96




Fort Ord Reuse Authority

DRAFT FORT ORD REUSE PLAN/EIR COMMENTS FORM

If you use this form to submit your comments, it is important that you include your
name, address, and phone number below. You can use this form to submit your

comments, or you can mail or fax your written comments directly to FORA. Your (
comments must be received no later than 5:00pm on Monday, July 15, 1996 unless N
otherwise announced. @aﬂﬂfﬂ
Comments should be directed to: NARVE o y Q,®
Fort Ord Reuse Authority 5§ \p“\
100 12th Street Building 2880 & LR\
Marina, CA 93933 ’ \‘\)/, /
Phone: (408) 883-3672 Fax: (408) 883-3675 S0 @N

PLEASE PRINT THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

Name: [ AinezsldceE B Fea—on/
Address:_ 5,55 Co& 4z F G
City: Sspsine” A Zip: &I

<= Phone: @'aﬁ'}) g99-54Y20

.'\.

COMMENTS: (please also use the back of this shest or attach additional sheets if needed).

RE: DRAFT Reyse poand

>

T AM & DSAGIED AMSEICAN VETERAN  CiRRENTLE| )
RES 1816 AT FT CAD /SEASDE. I (ays RECENTLY
REcevey MNOTICE THpr THD WLilgr Hors [N wrilH T
AM Vg M RS BEEN RENTED To SoMZoNE ELSE,
AND THAT T pNeeDp TO MOVE o R FUW (3th, 1395
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WHICH To pmy KaoWeDeE pwWN: The TAALIIEL P/’—é<
THLS  orsANIZATICH Kows THAT LS Been ilvin/s
' A3E Aekeepmenis o TRRZ pizy PAKMEMLTS o
THE TRAILEL [FoME Coo REAT 725

LEAVES fiE W T
Tl OFToNS L TEFE FRET S T Lo TD LovRt yea

TrE UVBWFUL DETAmIcK PROCELS To P

-
pes

0\
>

SS MV LASS T
- 7Y b Vv, - . .
TAZ LEMELORL oWl pR s ASENTT, AND TRE SECHND
< y .

'S SIMPLY 5 opei/E o g0l ~/

'
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T Do NeT wanT THE FIRST 07TIoM | AnD T
(ADT Acfopp THz TIME ANO TROUSLE [T woulDd
Ge To PURSVE TS MATTIL [N A LEAL FolUM.
SO, IF T HAe o MOVE oUr, wHere (AN I 607

ALL T HPYE TD Do [S LooKk oUr MY wWiNoow
AND See ALL K/NDS oF BOARpen P HOUSING , BUr
Wk 1S (T NOT LBeilg VSep? I woUld LIKE 70
ASK THE DRAFr AT ORL REUSE CommITTEE 1F
THEZE |S AYAILAILZ, AND AFFBRDARLE HRUSING Fog
VETIANS [eke ol THe FodMEL RASE . [F NOT, Thea

T coqyep MF CoVNTRE Avp RECE;VED A

mvﬂfzﬂgc. DSCHALE, FET TVE peen) CHARGD wWiTH
TRESPASS & IN MY O APRRTMENT oA WU’ 7,992
TA Reporoo BEACH, CA. KiCKZe OUT BF LA cau,dﬁ/
SHERIFFS FRomM mF ,(-—/5/_067\/’.5’ orn TUNE /594, /’/?5) V4
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IF ANFoNE DESeyzs A Piace 7o LIVE (M THIS
ColNTRY | 17 WS To g ouh = STRANS . W PRE we
TReATeED LikKeE “So mucH TRASH W ovR CoVRT 51/5?”714
AND BF THOEE Wit ARE Fok Tunprs EMOUEH To ownl o
RENT ouT PrOPERTY T

THIS 15 MoT A ScrupTioN THAT I CaN MULL OVEL
Fek 2 VERP lode TIME , Becpyse = oY HRVE (=<5

WH¥ ¢

s I/U)’j; CF
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-Chairpersons

3 Svans
“ua Fisher
r{ Larson
~tha Norton
~{ Quizen
~mter Cauncii-
»der)
Russ Williams

-

Save Our Waterfront Committee
P.O. Box 1915
Monterey, California 93940
408-373-0823
Fax # 408-649-403 1|

June 30, 1996

Td: Fort Ord Reusz Autherzity, (FORA)

SUSJECT: Public Comments gn the Fazt Ord Dradt Reuse Plan/EIR
The FORA Draft Fort Ord

infrustructurz componants aof

Peninsula, roads and wat=sz.

Reuse Plan will overwhelm two vital

Deveslgpment at Fort Ord should be based sn available road
and wata2r capacity at this time.
funds

to provide adguats rcad impravements
Plan

in the fTorseesable Tuturs, at ncs

fo- the Fart
within

rd Reuse
lazst

< ag
cmen
s ad

L)

Concerned citizsns nave nat time g zZigest and study this

£EIR. The Save Qur

P=n1nsula Camm urgses zhe Fart Ozd Aeuse
Authaority to =xtend Ti

ittss
the public camment ge d until 3epiember 13,

D

Jased on newsgaper repaoris this is irsesponsible, gut-of-
control develapment plan tnat will Tuzn North Manterey County and
the Montersy Peninsula into anothe:s Jan Jgsz, The Save Qu:z
Peninsula Committes urges you to put this Plan tc a vot= of the
citizens living within the juzisdiction aof 2lected mempbers aof
the Fort Ord Reuse Authaority.

an

L
wnz2

Sincerely

LD L.__ uﬂ
Chairman

*“We can’t do anything in the creation of economic development that would spoil what we have.”
Dan Albert, Mayor of ¥onterey, Monterey County Herald, October 17, 1994.

Bob Evans.Treasurer

20

North Maontez=y Caounty and the Mantearey

naugh

1

CAL-TRANS will na%t have sufficient

the next 20 years

9
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LAURENCE DICKEY REMARKS AT FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD
MZETING AT SEASIDE ,MONDAY ,JULY 1,1996, ON SUBJECT OF
DRAFT EIR FOR DRAFT FORA REUSE PLAN.

L R I

I AM LAURENCE DICXEZY,A MONTEREY PENINSULA RESIDENT AND LONG |

TIME OBSERVER OF WHAT HAS AND HAS NOT BEEN DONE TO CONVERT !
28000 ACRES QF MOSTLY EMPTY LAND AND OLD BUILDINGS AT FORT
ORD TO ENHANCE AND BENEFIT MONTEREY COQUNTY.

NOW AFTER TWO YEARS OF DELIBERATIONS ,FORA IS CONSIDERING :
THE LATEST DRAFT PRESENTATION BY ITS PROFESSIONAL PLANNERS ;
ALONG WITH AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT.THE PLAN PROPOSES
TO CONSTRUCTLMNALFX A WHOLE NEW COMPLEX OF HOMES,BUSINESSES
,INDUSTRIES, SCHOOLS,HOTELS FOR OVER 70000 PEOPLE,NEEDING NEW
INFRASRUCTURE, NEW COMMUNITY SERVICES ,NEW SCHOOLS,NEW WATER
AND NEW MONEY

YOUR PROPONENT,CONGRESSMAN SAM FARR,HAS STATED "THE FORT ORD ‘
CONVERSION WILL CHANGE THE FACE OF THIS PENINSULA FOR GENERATIONS |
TO COME" AND CONCERNED CITIZENS WHO HAVE READ OR BEEN BRIEFED |
ON THE PROPOSAL ARE QUESTIONING :WHAT IS THE NEED FOR SUCH A !
OVERWHELMING PROJECT,DOUBLING WEHAT WAS THERE WHEN FORT ORD WAS ;
A DISCIPLINED, INSULAR ARMY BASE 7 ’

|
THZ EXISTING COMMUNITIZS HAVE WORKED HARD AND WISELY TO OVERCOME :
THE EFFECTS OF THE MILITARY BASE CLOSURE AND DEPARTURE OF A |
15000 MAN ARMY DIVISION.THEY HAVE BEEN SUCCEISSFUL AND CONTINUE TO |
PR

0GRESS NATURALLY AND REASCNABLY,WHILE MAINTAINING THEIR UNIQUE
QUALITY OF LIFE

WHY RUSH TO IMPOSE A DETAILED MASTER PLAN ON THE COUNTY AND CITIE
WHEN EACH IS DESTINED TO DEVELOP,FOR BETTER OR WORSE,ACCORDING TO
TYE UNDENIABLE LAWS OF SUPPLY AND DEMAND:OR IS THIS "SOMETHING

FOR EVERYBODY" PLAN A POLITICALLY DIRECTED APPROACH,LEAVING IT UP

THE PUBLIC TO CUT BACK ON THE OBVIOUS ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL
EXCESSES?

THE ANSWERS TG THE QUESTIONS ; WHERE IS THE WATER AND WHERE IS
THE MONEY ARE REASONS ENOUGH TO CUT BACK THIS LATEST
PROPOSAL.THE PRESENT ALLOCATION OF 6600 ACRE FEET OF WATER

IS BEING DRAWN FROM THE SEASIDE BASIIN ACQUIFER WHICH IS

To

(S

ALREADY CRITICALLY LOW AND THERE IS NO ASSURANCE THAT
ADDITIONAL SUPPLIES WILL BE MANUFACTURED ,RECOVERED,
REPROCESSED OR TRANSPORTED WITHIN TEN YEARS.THERE IS NO

MONEY ON HAND OR BUDGETED FOR THE REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS TO

PROJECT SITES BEFORE ENTREPRENEURS WILL BUY THEM AND PAY
USER FEE

I RESPECTFULLY SUGGEST THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

AND REUSE PLAN WHICH HAS TAKEN SO MUCE TIME,EFFORT AND MONEY
AND GIVEN US SO, LITTLE IN RETURN BE RETAINED AS A REFERENCE
POINT FOR SCALING DOWN THE PROPOSED MAXIMUM BUILD OUT .THE
USZIFULLNESS OF THESE DOCUMENTS SHOWS US THAT HUGE MITIGATIONS
ARI NEEDED FOR A PROJECT THIS SIZE.WE NEED A MINIMUM PLAN

IN KEEPING WITH THIS OUT-OF -THE-WAY PENINSULA WHICH WE
RECOGNIZE AS A VERY FRAGILE AGRICULTURAL AND RECREATIONAL
ARZA.EVEN SO,MONTHS FROM NOW WE MAY TURN DOWN THE

ALTERNATIVE PLAN FOR ITS DAMAGING ENVIRONMENTAT Twni~mca
> 1



Fort Ord Reuse Authority

k2

DRAFT FORT ORD REUSE PLAN/EIR COMMENTS FORM

If you use this form to submit your comments, it is important that you include your
name, address, and phone number below. You can use this form to submit your
comments, or you can mail or fax your written comments directly to FORA. Your
comments must be received no later than 5:00pm on Monday, July 15, 1996 uniess
otherwise announced. ‘

Comments shouid be directed to:
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
100 12th Street Building 2880
Marina, CA 93933
Phone: (408) 833-3672 Fax: (408) 883-3675

PLEASE PRINT THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

Name:. S/ ‘%‘é/‘eu I
Address:_/¢ 7% Mz cca / 7
CitySess, Jo  Zipo 7395% Phone: S */_ $3<)

OMMENTS:  (piease also use the back of this sheet ar attach additional sheets if needed).

T belizer ot the EIR s weE caﬁf@«; /
w/f/adf ,4;,7 //f(.rﬂ'/"r/c 5/[ CLEp U/a 7L//c,

r7aqleCry _ﬂ/ 0/5/'144& s 6"7[5 / 7&«’. —//‘&/7% Cg/-—(//
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FORT ORD TOXICS PROJECT

PO Box 3115 - Carmel - CA - 93921 Yoice 408 375-9464 - Fax 408 37540724

July 1. 1996

Fort Ord Reuse Authority

100 12th Street. Building 2830

Marina. CA 93933

Attn: Ann Hebenstreit Ref: May 1996 Draft Environmental Impact Report

Greetings:

Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on this DEIR. We are concerned with a
number of issues which are discussed below and to all of which we respectfuily request
substantive responses in the FEIR. Please avoid dismissive and/or pertunctory replies such
as "comment noted.”

REQUEST FOR EXTENTION OF PUPLIC REVIEW PERIOD

This letter is intended to request an extension of the public review period for the above-
reterenced DEIR until at least September 16, 1996. The CEQA statute (Public Resources
Code) Section 21091(a) states that the public review period for a DEIR “shall not be less
than 30 days.” (emphasis added). The CEQA Guidelines Sections 15087 and 15103 state
that the public review period for a DEIR shall be not less than 30 nor more than 90 days
“gxcept in unusual circumstances.”

We believe that FORA’s DEIR presents an “unsusual circumstance” justifving the
extension of the public review period for a cumulative total of more than 90 days. Fort
Ord is one of the largest military base ciosures in the United States. In addition, neither
the U.S. EPA nor the Department of Defense has finally promulgated a munitions rule to
comply with the Federal Facilities Compliance Act.

The DEIR is also unusual in that the DEIR “tiers off ” of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) prepared by the Army to comply with the Narional Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). Thus, in addition to the DEIR (and three accompanyving volumes) the public
is required to review the EIS and the extensive environmental documentation cited therein.
Furthermore, the DEIR is unusual in that it also “tiers off” of a Supplemental EIS
prepared by the Army that has not vet been been approved as Final {no Record of
Decision on the SEIS has been published). Unul the SEIS is published as final, the public
cannot be expected to meaningfully comment on the adequacy of that document to serve
as the “building block™ of the DEIR.

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC WORKSHOPS
We are aware that the Ventana Chapter ot the Sierra Club has requested public workshops

on the DEIR. We join in the Sierra Club’s request.

25-|




CEQA-DEIR
7/1/96
Page 2

In addition, we refer FORA to CEQA Section 21101, which requires the State to prepare
an EIR when it “officially comments™ on a federal project with potentially significant
etfects on the environment. The State is required to officiaily comment on the Army’s
proposed cleanup plans for Fort Ord by the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). To the best of our knowledge, the State has
not yet prepared such an EIR on the Army’s proposed cleanup plans. We recommend that
FORA consider holding joint public hearings/workshops with the State Department of’
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), which is one state agency that officially comments on
the Army’s cleanup plans. Cleanup and reuse are closely intertwined processes. By
holding joint public workshops with the DTSC, FORA would do great service to the
public by allowing concerns and questions regarding cleanup and reuse to be addressed in
one forum. The public will be better informed as a result.

Sincerly.
Curt Ga

Executive Director
Fort Ord Toxics Project




LR

FORA Reuse Plan EIR PUBLIC HEARING REMARKS

Chair Barlich, Vice Chairs, member Martin, members of the Board. Thank you for this |
opportunity to comment on the Environmental Impact Report that evaluates the potential
impact of the proposed development included in the draft FORA Reuse Plan.

e

The University of California appreciates the hard work by. FORA staff and consuitants that
have taken us this far, and we recognize the publishing and adoption of these planning
documents as an important step in the reuse process, and look forward to presenting
more formal comments in writing. ca

| want to take this time to point g(t that the Regents of the University of California at its

June meeting incorporated the’605 acres into the UC Natural Reserve System. % s a,r‘gaéi/e,
IS bc*/—g\ 5cq'm.‘.£x'caw\1" gl wSF(«,’ aLO wangge . @ﬁ rnfresw@/ Ny va-w
This should be accurately reflected in the planning docu?in{s, but is not consistently

shown in the graphics in Volumes 1 &2 of the Reuse Plan/. AT %-&e/ [

There are a few additional comments we would like to highlight this evening as follows:

First, there are some conflicts between the numbers used from one document to another.; L
A close reading will note these minor discrepancies that must be corrected in order to be
assured of the accuracy of the Envjrwtal Impact Repo'rt. cQ :}W’Vlj
-\J\r'l"’fcu-’ 'lurts !
Second, it is also o}%portance to note that thereé are a series of mitigations proposed to %
address import?nf infrastructure service~areas, especially transportation. We would
encourage the communities impact by the closure of Fort Ord to continue to work
together, with UC and CSUMB to make certain that these improvements can be’

successfully and financially implemented.

Finally, in several cases the use designation on selected planning areas does not describa 4“4
the assumed uses to date. In particular, there is no description of permittted use, that we

can identify, that would allow Research and Development on the UC parcel between'}rnjini

and Inter-Garrison Roads. fOU(,cu — ,,.,..,Q WCegear L wve SUE {’évrﬁr«s.a}‘
a1 Q Lo cAlowed |

i
| would like to close with pointing out that the Santa Cruz campus, as the lead for the

emerging center for science and research. Again, we will submit our formal and detaiied
comments before the close of the comment period. Thank you.

24U
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MBEST project for UC, is a partner in a crucial effort to strengthen the region as ans
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FORA: July 1, 1996

At their 6/14/96 meeting FORA approved Caltrans request for
the Route 68 alternative alignment traversing Fort Ord. This
is a 1000' wide right-of-way (R.0.W.) to accommodate a future
4 lane freeway between Salinas and Del Rey Oaks.

The subject of this R.O0.W. request and the alignment of the
R.O.W. itself was considered solely by the city and county
agencies involved. The public, for the most part, is
completely unaware of such a R.O.W. The agencies, however,
including Caltrans, now claim that the public could have
attended any of their meetings and been heard if they had

wanted to. This may well be true but the fact is that these
agency meetings were never properly publicized as public hearings
or in a manner that might give the public ‘any idea of the import
of what was going on.

Indeed, the last time the public was alerted about anything
concerning this R.O.W. was at a meeting held in November 1992

at the Cypress Community Church on Hwy 68. This was an elaborate
presentation put on by Caltrans in which two proposed alignments

for this R.0.W. were shown to us. One alignment was along
existing Hwy 68 and the other was shown traversing Fort Ord to the
north and called the South Fort 0rd Alternate. We were asked fog

and gave comments concerning the two proposed R.O.W.'s We were tqgld
that our comments would be studied and that Caltrans would "get back

to us with answers and keep us informed as to developments".
They never did!

Now, suddenly, we discover that the new requested alignment is not |only
completely different from either of those presented at the 1992 meeting
.but that this new alignment, for expeditious reasons, has already bheen
approved by all the agencies and that it is therefore too late for |any
further input from the public.

This 1000' R.0.W. easement (as I understand it) will now be shown
on all future maps of record for Fort Ord and adjoining
properties as a "1000' right-of-way for proposed Freeway".

The location of this proposed Freeway will not only profoundly
affect the complexion of the metropolis in the making for Fort Ord
including traffic logistics and the environment in general but
property values as well for lands in the vicinity of the freeway.

To have all this "set in concrete" by these agencies,
supposedly working in the public's bkehalf, but without public
input is probably illegal and at best improper.

showing this 1000' Caltrans R.O.W. easement be removed from
maps of the Fort 0rd orogertv.

iy oo 2
/% a// n T2 D5 s oF Tf’&jiﬁcc%e_

Clark Beck r’fif-l’ﬂ«_uu,? L o alss Fep Les’L o

Ly
23765 Spectacular Bid Lane 7 7@ \
Monterey,CA 93940 5” € katUtSMQA_UL < Fm~ E |
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority

DRAFT FORT ORD REUSE PLAN/EIR COMMENTS FORM

If you use this form to submit your comments, it is important that you include your
name, address, and phone number below. You gan use this form to submit your
comments, or you can mail or fax your written comments directly to FORA. Your
comments must be received no later than 5:00pm on Monday, July 15, 1996 unless
otherwise announced.

Comments should be directed to:
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
100 12th Street Building 2830
Marina, CA 93933
Phone: (408) 883-3672 Fax: (408) 883-3675

PLEASE PRINT THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

Name: VIO WHITAKER
Address:  Ps. BaX FAH
City: CATLE]. Zip: F37+/ Phone: [H?) ¢AL- #5577

COMMENTS:  (please aiso use the back of this shest or attach additional sheets if needed).

— THE ENUIRCNMENTH, REGEW PROCESS LS INTENDED TOEDGTE ||
LINVTLVE THE PUBLIL [N DECISIONS REGHR DN G GROWTH S pEirEs sPMEN
Il R COMMUNITIES, THE PROPISED REUSE PLlAn /S UF SUTH MASSIIE
FROPIRT/oNS, W/t C JAYILUE MULTI—MICL IONS 6F DICLARS /N EXPENSE
£ N AU ENTHLLY CHAUE LIFE ON THS PENINSILA 45 WE KNG/ IT.
NOMERIVS (CUMUNITY STIDY SESSITNS S puBLIc HEARINGS MUST BE
MELD (VEK THE MEXT Two MOWTHS 70 READ ALL (FPTHE MITERMT %
VIBER STAHD ALL OF THE RHAMIF (4T WONS OF THE DEC/SINS BEFRE (/S|

— FO-R-A. WONLD SEEM TO BE WIRK/NG (MWIRAR) To0 THE SPIRIT 0F |7
J.E.q;. A IFIT DD AT MAKE THE EFFRRT 7O ALSO MHAvE }DE TAILED

"EXELUTIVE SUMMARY' OF THE DEAFT E-[-R #1RILABLE To THE PUBL .
THE (0ST 0F PLRCHASING THE DRAFT g./-R SHITL) BE REASONAZLE D
S0 45 To pliow FEK THE BRCADEST PuBLI ALCESS POSSIELE
THECE SHTULD BE MCRE (TPIES AVFILABLE KT PBLIC LIBRARIES
L CITY HALLS FIR EXFTPLE, |

JeZE]
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— THE DRAFT E-[.& TAKES A "PROGRAMMED "FPIR THCH Mﬁdﬁ /S Lf
THEREBY M(RE (ENERI7 § LESS pxxas: ToaA A STpGEo" APPRIAE.
AS A RESQLT IT IS SHRT JN DETHLS % DTESN'T PRIVIDE THE
NELESSHFRY DpTA FR THE DELISU WAKERS (R TRE PUBLic T MAKE
SUWD peciSing 4 To KN/ 4T T CUTSET WHAT THE TRUE ECTHIMI
RESARCE § £ (IRONMENTAL CUMOLATUE JHPITS Will BE. S/NCE
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority

DRAFT FORT ORD REUSE PLAN/EIR COMMENTS FORM

If you use this form to submit your comments, it is important that you include your
name, address, and phcone number below. You can use this form to submit your
comments, or you can mail or fax your written comments directly to FORA. Your

comments must be received no later than 5:00pm on Monday, July 15, 1996 unless
otherwise announced.

Comments should be directed to:
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
100 12th Street Building 2880
Marina, CA 393933
Phone: (408) 883-3672 Fax: (408) 883-3675

PLEASE PRINT THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

Name: "DR. T /m \—\\JG\,\@)
Address: XS54 MAFZ/AP\ Fues (.

City: Pac (i, Copy— Zip:_ 9 295n Phone: /An8). 372 —CLE0 [woeK)
) h 272-0s 76 Q—;me)
COMMENTS:  (please aiso use the back of this sheet or attach additional sheets if needed) :

Ret Remdonf 8o %"@f—’wv ;f,%&zw_,z
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July 1, 1996

Fort Ord Reuse Authority

100 [2th Street. Buiiding 2830

Marina, CA 839353

Attn: Ann Hebenstreit Ref: May 1996 Draft Environmental Impact Report

Greetings:

Thank you for the opportunity of commenting on this DEIR. We are concemned with a
number of issues which are discussed below and to all of which we respectfully request
substantive responses in the FEIR. Please avoid dismissive and/or perfunctory replies such
as "comment noted.”

REQUEST FOR EXTENTION OF PUPLIC REVIEW PERIOD

This letter is intended to request an extension of the public review period for the above-
referenced DEIR until at least September 16, 1996. The CEQA statute (Public Resources
Code) Section 21091(a) states that the public review period for a DEIR “shall not be less
than 30 davs.” (emphasis added). The CEQA Guidelines Sections 15087 and 15103 state
that the public review period for a DEIR shall be not less than 30 nor more than 90 days
“except in unusual circumstances.”

We believe that FORA’s DEIR presents an “unsusual circumstance” justifying the
extension of the public review period for a cumulative total of more than 90 days. Fort
Ord is one of the largest military base closures in the United States. In addition, neither
the U.S. EPA nor the Department of Detense has finally promulgared a munitions rule to
comply with the Federal Facilities Compliance Act.

The DEIR is also unusual in that the DEIR “tiers off ~ of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) prepared by the Army to comply with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). Thus, in addition to the DEIR (and three accompanying volumes) the public
is required to review the EIS and the extensive environmental documentation cited therein.
Furthermore, the DEIR is unusual in that it also “tiers off " of a Supplemental EIS
prepared by the Army that has not vet been been approved as Final (no Record of
Decision on the SEIS has been published). Until the SEIS is published as final, the public
cannot be expected to meaningfully comment on the adequacy of that document to serve
as the “building block™ of the DEIR.

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC WORKSHOPS

We are aware that the Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club has requested public workshops
on the DEIR. We join in the Sierra Club’s request.

29 |




In addition, we refer FORA to CEQA Section 21101, which requires the State to prepare
an EIR when it “officially comments™ on a federal project with potentially significant
effects on the environment. The State is required to officially comment on the Army’s
proposed cleanup plans for Fort Ord by the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation. and Liability Act (CERCLA). To the best of our knowledge, the State has
not yet prepared such an EIR on the Army’s proposed cleanup plans. We recommend that
FORA consider holding joint public hearings/workshops with the State Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), which is one state agency that officially comments on
the Army’s cleanup pians. Cleanup and reuse are closely intertwined processes. By
holding joint public workshops with the DTSC, FORA would do great service to the
public by allowing concerns and questions regarding cleanup and reuse to be addressed in
one forum. The public will be better informed as a result.

A

Sincerly.

Adud & Zadey

Richard Bailev
410 Ramona Ave. #p A [
Monterey, CA 93940
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M 215 30 June 1996

¢

Dear Members of FORA, . FORA

I am writing to express some congerns about FORA's Ft. 0Ord [
Reuse Plan. Having talked with Les White by phone, I am of the
understanding that at present there are no plans for public camp-
grounds on the Ft. Ord property, except for a campground in the

coastal zone of 150-300 units, a group campground, and a campground

for youth groups.

There are not currently adequate campground facilities on the ;
Monterey Peninsula (or in the county at large) for the numbers of 3
people coming to this area. There is an abundance of land on Fort
Ord property which could be converted to camggrounds with minimal
Planning. I urge FORA to include more campgrounds for the public
in the revised reuse plan. There could even be some leasing of
land for campgrounds which would be of temporary (4-5 year) duration.

With thousands of acres not scheduled for development for - :
some years down the road, the feasibility of developing some very i
basic campground facilities is one which shouldn't be overlookad. E

Some may think that campgrounds don't give =snough "returan"-‘on
the investment, but the value of camoground;.lles in the publlc
service that they provide. Many of thoseAwﬁgisgay?hﬁbthe big hotels
charging steep overnight room rates had parents who were able to
take advantage of cheap land and low costs for property back in
the‘earfngears of the century (fifty years ago or more). Lénd
was?ﬁht aside back then for parks and recreational ar=as--and
it proved to be beneficial in the long run. So, too, is the
putting asiae of some Fort Ord land for campgrounds for visitors

and residents to make use of. !

The development of campgrounds should be a priority-—-and be ’
initiated soon. Ken Gray of the State Parks Dept. says that the
coastal campgrounds at Ft. Ord are a minimum of three years away.
Campgrounds further inland on Ft. 0rd property could--ané should--be
opened much sooner--they cduld probably be ready in six months.

Please give some serious consideration to this regquest. My

other concern is that there be a viable land tre=aztment method de-

vised for treatment of water (possibly sewage).

Al

L P N ~~ AmA AN
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Gil on Jan. 10 entitled ** .
alone won’t help kids ety
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The Child Abuse Preve}
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express suppori\for Torres-§
comuments a e need for
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Var vets deserve

1o rest at Fort Ord

On Jan. 24, the straw broke the
camel’s back.

All of the talk about Fort Ord
concermed a conference center,
resort hotels, Presido (I agree),
equestrian trail, ag center,
bus-transit center, airfleld (I agree)
and a university.

There was not one word about a
graveyard for veterans. I'm
speaking for the millions of men
and women who served and died so
we all can live in this land of milk
and honey.

= - OI N [ﬁ;

I O R AT e S

" the service man or woman; no

}

As a veteran — World War 1I
and Korea — [ am asking all
service people to stand up and be
counted. Take a tiny piece of Fort.
Ord facing the beautiful Monterey
Bay. Make a cemetery for war
yeterans.

As everyone is hoggish. I'm
suggesting that this military
cemetery be only for veterans who
served during actual war time, not
occupation, not police action, only
war time. This sacred piece of our
land will not be for spouses — or
any other relative — but only for

exceptions. ‘
Is this asking too
eamned it. . N
We don’t need a mausoleum,
only earth burial or cremation. No
marbie, pumice block eyesores —
only green grass and bronze flat
markers. And on top of the highest
hill the Stars and Stripes. -
Biii Baltezar
Safinas

much? We

a\aren

: a-
T ’ O@D chxnc GroM
Reuse Suggestions - -
Everybody wants a piece of the pic
Fort Ord. Why didn't someone ask me? This
=5 ord messisaqess. The list grows
longer by the day — conference cater.
high-rise hotel, Presid_io_. -:lgues[:in?nl %EmllL
bike trail, ag center. airfield. old [olxs horge.
etc.etc.l O COS TGINE R I'EN
Not one word about 1 mifitary centetery.
I'm speaking for the millions who served
and died so we all can live in this land of

milk and honey. .
I ask the planning comumittee, (0 take just

atiny piece of the fort. 1 hillside facing the {

blue Monterey Bay. a quict place. a czmetery
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Some QN

for war vets.
This hatlowed picce of land should be

only for veterans who served in uctuul

.vartime not occupation. not police action. n

Sut wartime. This sacred piece of our land.

W ot for spouses. refatives. onfy for men or

women who served in wwar. No exceprions.
1Shis sking (00 much? We samea 1. No

‘nead for a mausoleum. a0 pumice-block eye

sores, only flat markers. same design — oaly

green gmés. And on top of the highest hill

the Stars and Striges.
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY (FORA)
SCOPING SESSION/PUBLIC HEARING

Monday, January’22, 1996
Monterey Conference Center
3:30 - S:30 p.m. Agency Comments
7:00 - 9:00 p.m. Public Comments

Monday, February 12, 1996
FORA Conference Room
7:00 - 2:00 p.m.

Agencies and Public

T W Boag

} 3:30 - 5:30 p-m. RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCY COMMENTS
,) , (see agenda below: Public Hearing/Comments)

AGENDA

/}‘.-160- 9:00 p.m. PUBLIC HEARING/COMMENTS &)} r 22 1446
\

6 WELCOME AND INTRODUCTICNS Ann Hebenstrait
- FCRA Flanner

6 FPURPQSEZ OF PUEBLIC HEARING Ann Zebenstreit
A. FORA role
B. Purpose of Session
EIR PROCESS AND SCHEDULE Michael Groves
—— EDAW/EMC Team

@ EIS/SEIS PURPOSE AND SCHEDULE David Taylor

@N’OTICE OF PREPARATION DESCRIPTION

@ EIR PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A. Overview of Fort Ord Reuse Plan
B. Contents of Reuse Plan (Year 2015}
- C. Overview of Ultimate Buildout (Map/Chart)

e @ CLARIFICATION QUESTIONS ON PRESENTATION
\

PUBLIC COMMENTS o B .
(Please also submit comments in writing... forms available)

COMVENT of

DISTRIBUTION CF INFORMATIONAL HANDOUT
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108 -4Y22-2727¢
FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY (FORA)
FORT ORD REUSE PLAN/EIR COMMENTS FORM

Consultants have been rstained by FORA to prepars a Fort Ord .
Reuse Plan/EIR. If vyou have comments on items that you would
lika to have considered curing preparation of the Reuse Plan/EIR,
please submit your comments in writing. This will help to assure
that your ccmments are accurately recoxrded for use by the Reuse
?lan/EIR consultants. Blease include vour name, addrass, and
phone number below. You can use this form to submit your
comments, or you can mail or fax your written ccmments dirsctly
Lo FORA. Your commencs mustc be raceived no later than 9:00 o.m.
ocn _Mondav, Februarv 12, 1395. Comments should be direscted to:

Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)
-—é 100 12th Street Building 2880
- Marina, CA 93933

%6 Phone: (408) 883-3672 Fax: (408) 883-3675

PLEASE PRINT THZ FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
! eﬁ Your

name: N\ iblldm L. . BALTEZ AR

Your addrsss: |94 QANTA MANICA COWNNT :
City: S Al !¥[QS Gq-Zip: %%qfe" ?'ncrg:;“ft é li E 3 76
®:cicase check nhere if you would like to ke cn the mailing list™
for FORA newsletters/updates.
/ YOUR COMMENTS ON INFCRMATION TO BE CONSIDERED IN THE FORT ORD -~

REUSE PLAN/EIR: (you can alsc use the back of this sheet or
attach additional sheets if nesded):

QN ON YOUA WATEN FAVCATT~ GReen Stime
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A workshop to- obtam pubhc ccmments :
on items that need to be addressed in the-f“' ‘_“

.. ~Emynnmental.lmpact Report (EIR) for the<
=25 FortOrd Raw&Plan.

{END. Monday,’ Janua.ry 22. 1996 -
7% 7:00-9:00 PM 1o recaive public comments
_ A session for * respansible “and trustee""
-agerkies to comment ‘will be held -from = -
* 3:30-5:30 PM, The pubh: is alse welccme =

o to attend at-this time. "

WHERE. Mortterey Confgmn:e Center

W Stnlnbed: Forum / ‘

---Information- about: thz:ioct—-crd Reuse-Plan’ andv
tems 1o Se revxewed i the ER wull be presented “TheT,

\ gng abdut what‘should»be incluggd” :
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Monterey, Ca.
July 3, 1996

Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)

Marina, CA 93933

100 12th St., Bldg. 2880 *",‘- RECE,VED ‘ l

A Aok

Dear Board Members: -

The FORA Board has a tremendous responsibility to formulate a workable plan for the
disposition of Fort Ord property. You are stewards of this land, and you must make
decisions that reflect the desires of those of us who will be impacted. There is a great deal
of pressure on you by officials of adjoining cities to grab their "share" of property so they
can build hotels, golf courses and housing developments, but you know the limitations of
our resources, and it will take resolve to be foresighted and to make wise decisions
regarding this land use. Once the area is built-out, there can be no going back!

-

As you know, the voters rejected the San Pablo Dam--not because of the proposed rise iﬁ:‘ N

taxes--but because they feared the subsequent unbridled development that would oceur 1f

there were a sufficient source of water. . A

———

If the extensive plan which you are considering for Fort Ord is approved, it will change hfe ﬁ

on the Peninsula and will seriously impact all of us negatively. We beg of you to have the .
wisdom and the resolve to act rationally in representing the will of the residents of the
Peninsula and to choose wisely a reuse plan that will not irretrievably spoil our beautiful
area. .

Respectfully,

72;@ d TR PP B,

John S. and Trixie T. Brown
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some idea of how to improve presentations such as this. Thank you
Ann.

Hebenstreit: Um, that's good. Thank you.

White: 0.K., thank you. Anything else ffom the Council for, for
Ann. O.K., good. We'll, we'll have, we're going to start the part
of the meeting that is oubllc comment and I hope, Ann, that you'll
kind of stick around for a few minutes. O.K. Keep in mind that
this is the first, uh, brief explanation of the plan to the City
Council, keep in mind that the agenda item does have on it the
scheduling of a full meeting on this and keep in mind that, uh, we
are going to limit the time, uh, then we're going to open the public
hearing. One other thing I want to repeat that any comments on the
EIR it would really help us if can bring them in tomorrow or Monday
or Tuesday in writing, uh, because we need to get them to the staff
at Fort Ord so that can respond to those comments. You're allowed
three minutes, and, uh, the public hearing is open.

Deborah Michelson: In 1992, my name lS Deborah Michelson, and I'm a {
resident of Carmel. In 1992, the Army’stated that the future use of
the Fort Ord property as‘ownershlp changes from the Army to & yet-
unknown owner is &an issue of significant lnterest to the affected -
community. The Army went on to say that the Army acknowledges its
responsibilityw to insure that succeeding uses to not lessen the
quality of community life or degrade the environment. The responsi-

bility of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority is to formulate a local re-
use plan as specified in Senate Bill 899. An Environmental Impact
Report is needed. An EIR must be unblased, it must be a good- falth
effort at disclosing significant impacts or potential significant -
impacts of a finite, stable project description.

None of us, prior to the base closure announcement could have imag-
ined that one day members of the public, eight cities, and the
County and their staffs would be called upon to carefully consider g
proposed project of this magnitude and with such monumental, long-
term cumulative conseqguences. Adeguate analysis of the Draft EIR
must be done now, before FORA sets about on & course of actions
that will geain irreversible momentum. FORA, as the lead agency,
must never assume that growth in an area 1s necessarily beneficial
or of little significance environmentally, but must make its judg- |

ment in this regard only after open-minded analysis. Careful,
reasoned analysis of the Draft EIR 1s needed now so that FORA does
not approve a project later that will overwhelm the natural environ-

ment and disastercusly overburden the man-made infrastructure and
vital community services. '

A kev issue is whether the selection and discussion of draft envi-
ronmental impact project alternatives fosters 1lnfIormed decision-

making making an informed public participation. The City of Carmel
is a voting member of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority. As such, it is
called upon to stretch its resources, the resources its staii, the
time and efforts of its elected and appointed oZiicials in order toW

-
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actlvely participate in the process at hand. The process and the |»
decisions made in the next few previous weeks and months will have | &
consequences for decades to come. The Army has acknowledged its
responsibility to insure that the cilvilian reuse of Fort Ord does
not lessen the quality of life for the Monterey Bay region and does
not degradg our environment. As current residents, elected and
appointed officials and staff, we can do no less. The CEQA process
mandates informed decision-making and informed public participation,
a series of public workshops held in various locations are needed |
prior to the close of the Draft Environmental Review period, the :
comment period. !

i

Workshops will allow decision-makers and members of the public in
all areas affected by the reuse plan to ask and receive answers to |
guestions regarding the myriad complex issues raised by the Draf:
EIR. And I thank you very much for listening.

White: Did you have those in writing?

Michelscn: Yes, I did.

White: O.K., we'll trv and have those available for Council.
Michelson: And, if, if I may, if I can emphasize something real ' Z
briefly, but it is in reaction to what I heard this evening. Man- |

aged growth as a theory built into this EZIR is great. There is no
management for land sales, and the, the unique situation that we ;
are in right now is only, there are sign?ficanb oort'ons of land
that have moved from Afmy to others, bub we're standing still rlcnp
now. What this project is about is anal vvlng what happens 1f we
go forward with this project. And what happens is some day & City
Of 72,000 people. Two-thirds of the 18,000 acre-feet water does
noc exist. Doesn't exist on site. The wastewzter treatment capa-
clty needed to build this project, and CZQA demands that you look
at the whole of an action, not cut it ofI at year 2015, which is

a lot more cheerful because you don't hit your problems yet. The
wastewater treatment capacity. This project needs 11,000 acre-feet:
of capacity. That would take all the remaining capacity of our
regional plan that all the other citles, Carmel not included, but
the other cities and the City of Salinas &all send their effluent
there. This project uses up all the rest and no one else grows.
This project also, traffic-wise, $800,000,000, it's & round number
in terms of on-site and off-site. _ i

i

White: We've reached out three minutes, well past. Those comments,
are you going to be ablie to put those together for us next wesk?
The ones you just gave?

Michelson: Mayor, I am, I'm going co painfully get all the way
Through the documents. I've, I've dDeguzn to identify. . .

White: O.K., you have planty of time. . .

di,-
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Michelson: . . .the Draft EIR problems and it's going to be a long
list. Thank you.

White: O.K., thank you verv much.

Harvey Ruffaer: Mayor, Council Members, my name is Harvey Xuffner.
I would like to reinforce what the previous, uh, speaker mentioned
and have ycu reconsider the City Manager's recommendation not to
Darticipate in the evaluation of thé& EIR. It seems £o me as members
of FORA and as elected representatives of the City of Carmel that
vou have an obl'gation to Dartvcicate in this process just as you
are asking citizens to participate. II you can accept the recom-
mendations of the citizen who doesn't have nearly the, the compe-
tence of professional staZi thet vou 1ave working for tae Ci:ty,
then, if you're willing to accept the citizens then why aren't you
willing to accept the recommendations of, of your stafi?  so please
reconsider that, and I reccgnize may not reach a unanimous agreement .
on your recommendations, but that doesn't mean that you couldn't i
submit minority reports as we‘l, just like the Supreme Court does. |
So please rsconsider that and paItLC’Dct in a1yz_ng the EZIR as
best as you can. You ca*,cinly can cdo & job better than most of us
can. Thank vou.

White: Thank you.

Susan McCloud: Mayor White, members of the City Council, I'm Sue.
McCloud. ©Th, on the EIR, not haviag expertise has never stopped a-
politician from commenting before. I am not looking for more work-
as a Planniag Commissioner, but I do think that, uh, if the other ..
constituencies on the Peninsula are making comments that we should
not rely simply on somebody, uh, bringing it up in the public,
that we have a duty, & civic duty maybe, to do that, but I don't
know what the practice iz the other, other uh, our sister commun-
ities are. A couple of specific comments. Two presentations I've
heard so far this evening, and the one on the first of July, assumes
that we  all have some knowfedge, and speaking only for myself,

I don't know that that's, uh, a valid comment. My understanding
o the Fort Ord development in the initial phases was that we are
trying to provide economic growth to, uh, some of the cities that
are most affected by the closure of the military base. So I think
it would be very heipful in future, uh, presentations, and I don't
have this written down, Mr. Mayor, but I'd be happy to put it down
on paper, is to provide some demographics to show just how the
cities of Seaside, Marina, and Del Rey Oaks, whoever, have been
affected, because we've also seen growth; we've seen the Costco :
snopping center which, wihile at Sand City, must spill over some '
way and bring people out to that area. And there's a new shopping
center, uh, planned.

{
!
}
{
!
!
!
i
]
{
i

Secondly, uh, I think the cusstion was also asked at the last meet-|7
ing - where will the cizy cemarcatioans f£all on this actual outlay?
What is goiag to be in Marina, what is going to be in Seaside?

'hizd question would be, how does. . .
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Livingston: Excuse me, what was your second question? I'm sozry,

Sue.

McCloud: Where the demarcation of the cities would fall onto :the
Fort Ord property, where will Seaside end and where will Marina.
Another basic, why was the Bureau of Land Management, I thidk one
of the concerns. . . Let me back up, one of the concerns of the
public is what is going to be seen from the view corridor. So, why
did BLM, why is it sort of over on one side i1f it could have been
along the Highway 1 then it could have preserved more virgin terri-
tory with the buildout in the back, such as the Fort Ord hospizal, !
sort of hidden back in that area. Um, if CSUMB doesn't build out toi}f
the 25,000, I would agree with Ann that the figures seem to have
been scaled back sc far to sort of around 16 or 12,800, and I de-
lieve the City of Monterey has actually said they would not broaden
Del Monte. How is that going to affect the plan? Um, these are all;
sort of squibbled here, so just & minute, scribblec. Uh, if we have|
another meeting in the City of Carmel, I would urge that we, uf,
have it solely devoted to this issue and not have the citizens sit
through two and a half hours until we get to a very important issue.

W

U

Lastly, the most helpZul thing, um, I know Councilwoman Liviagston
is pushing for the Executive Summary, and I think that's very im-
portant. But what we need is a visual manifestation. And I taink
some sort of a map that would show extant Fort Ord property with a
visual overlay of phases. I heard Ann say today that they're sort
of using the same property. Well, it's, there's no map that-I-can -
see in any of the four volumes that shows that. . So some sort of a
visual overlay. And I think it's very important to answer sore - --
of these questions as you present each, each uh, workshop or what-
ever. Not make people go back to the same things again and ask the
same guestions. The, some of these key answers need to be factored
into each presentation. Uh, and you might suggest that people
submit questions ahead for the next, uh, presentation here in the
City by somehow getting that word out to the public so that maybe
some of the concerns could be addressed by the presenter and there-
fore answer the questions, be prepared to answer the questions,

and I don't mean to sucgest that Ann didn't answer the questions
today, but there may be some others out there. I believe finishes
my scribbles. ?

Oh, water. The two things that came up in, uh, on the first of July]é
were the questions of water and transportation, and I think we need |
more specifics, not what's in this, uh, substitute summary. We need:
to have more specific answers on acre-feet, what's extant, what's
needed, where it's going to come from and, more importantly, how
its' going to affect psople who already are here if they're not go-
ing to have any protection Irom maybe having scme sort of racioning
in the future. Thank vou.

]
§
H
:
|
!
i
|

White: Thank you.

Linda Anderson: Mayor White, Council Members. Linda Andersoa. I \bl

4%, 47
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also have some scribbled comments. I thought the presentation was
very articulate and, any well-prepared and she did get through a lot
in & short time. I have a question, you're asking people to put
things in writing, but would not the minutes of this meeting be
part of the record that would be passed on?

White: What I'm referring to is that on the EIR specifically,
since the lead agency is FORA, my personal feeling is, and sitting
on FORA, 1s we ought to have, uh, those comments as they directly
come from the people as, to give to FORA so they can respond o
those. Having a staff person type up & transcript, sometimes you

lose something, and I want to be very sure that FORA gets our com-
mencs.

Anderson: Oh, I would agree, and I will put my things in writing,
but I think, you know, some people don't for whatever reason, don't
want to. I mean, tonight it's sort of academic, there are only
seven people in the room, but, but, it would be nice if they could
hear everything that was said since the public hearing is part

of the public record. Or is this, this isn't tonight, I gquess.
This i1s just a Council meeting. . . ‘

White: Just receiving a report from. . .

Anderson: O0.K., 0.XK. I understand that. I hope you all read the
Pine Comne editorial, and I guess this isn't & public record, I think
some of that should be read into the public record, but I won't bore
vou and read it to you if vou've all read it, if you promise you'll
go home and read it? O.K. :

Council Member Fischer: I will read ict.

Anderson: You're a good boy, Bobby.

White: Not to interrupt, but I think that will be taken to FORA to-
morrow &s part of the... !

Anderson: Yeah, because that, that was an excellent... |
|
White: That should go. ?

Anderson: O.K., you're free of hearing me read that. Um, I find it
astonishing that the City of Carmel wouldn't comment on the EIR, I |
mean, it, that really goes to the heart of the CEQA process, that's ,
what it's all about and as a taxpayer, I mean, I'm paying, helping
pay for a professional planning staff, and it, it's an excellent :
staff and certainly they're well-versed in CEQA and I, I would !
Nopve you'd reconsider that, and let them. I mean, I , I would not
have confidence that the general public would come up with every,
every plece of information that was pertinent to Carmel as related
to the EIR. I, I don't want to trust us, like here, I want you to ’
do that. Um, I also find it interesting to only talk about going to
the year 2815. I mean, as somebody said, that's simple and it's

4
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happier. And the same thing happened at U. S. Representatives Day.
Sam Farr was being asked about the FORA plan and the great buildout

and his answer was, don't worry it won't happen in our lifetime.
And, you know, I have children, I hope to have grandchildren, and
I really don't want to leave this Peninsula ruined for them. I
might not be alive, but I'd, I don't think we can think of it that
way. So I think we have to look at that whole buildout. So thank
vou.

White: Thank you. I used to do that all the time...

Janice Fisher: Mayor White, I'm Janice Fisher. I would like to
follow up on what the last two, uh, last three speakers have men-
tioned, um. I understand it was determined early on “that the Plan-
ninc staff would not be participating 1n the review of this, of

the plan or the EIR because of the workload. But, uh, we cercainly

do have experts on the staff that review many EIRs. And, also,

i

i

these staff members are members of our community too, and thev would!

like to participate in it and it certainly could be on a volunteer

basls, but I really think you have & responsibility to, um, have our;

staif review the Draft EIR.

White: Thank you. How are we doing now? We got some more folks

there, now, who haven't spoken? Marjorie, do you want to? Anyone
else? You didn't use all-your time, you're welcome to come back, .
you have exactly. . .go ahead.

Anderson: I hope at the next meeting that you will really, that
the City itself will really advertise them. I mean, look how few

peovle are here. I don't think anybody knew what was on the agenda .

today. I mean, people don't read the Post Office and the bulletin
board. Somehow, maybe the Pine Cone would help, I mean, I think
they would probably be willing, if the City asked them, to do even
& full page. I think it's, especlally with their interest shown
tocay. -

White: Can I add something?
Anderson: Sure.

White: I don't want to take a shot at anybody or thing, but we've
had three editorials, I believe, in three weeks on this issue and
that particular paper isn't even here.

Anderson: I know, that's, I think, you know, you do have to hit
us all on the head to get us out and so I hope you'll bang away.

White: O.X., anyone else? O.K., we'll close the public hearing,
back to Council. General comments. Councilman Hydorm.

Hydorn: My only comment is that since there's such a scarcicy of

ins

inZormation on the Fort Ord process, it's so difficult, I mean, when
vou taink about it, they're asking the public to make & decision on

47 50



July 12, 1996

Every rational and thinking resident of Monterey County must realize that a
permanent and reliable additionai source of water must be provided to even
sustain our current population. To consider burdening the area with 51,700
additional residents is fooihardy as long as voters continue to paralyze efforts
to provide additional sources of water.

Given this obvious fact one wouid be looking for the current EIR to provide
the answer as to the specific sources of additional water that have been
approved by all government entities and the electorate. Since the report has
no such specifics it is meaningiess and as it reports “The Environmentaily
Superior Alternative™ and the oniv rational conclusion is “No Project”.

There 1s no logical reason for us to be forced to accept fort Ord property. The
property should be left under the controi and protection of the Army until a
permanent, adequate water source 1s in place.

To accept the property without adequate water, 1s t0 accept all of the costs
and tiabilities that come with ownership without any possibility of passing
these costs and liabilities off to developers until there 1s water.

Obviously the Army wants to rid itseif of the cost and Hability of ownership. -

Why should we accept these costly probiems, however, until water is
available and the property is safe for occupation?

The dovipus rationale is “No Project ™
! /]
Robert W. Shepne

151 Leskout Fonde
PbAL Beath— 43993 - 2112

W



MINUTES
Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)
July 12, 1886
4:00 PM
12th Strest Gate
Marina, CA

The meeting of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority was called to order by Chair Barlich

on Monday, July 12, 1996 at 4:00 PM in the FORA Canference Room, at the
12th Street Gate, Marina, CA. ’

1. ATTENDANCE

Voting Members in attendance were: Supervisor Johnsen, 1st Vica Chair
Supervisar Karas, Supervisor Perkins, MONTEREY COUNTY; Councilmember
Perrine, Ccuncilmember Wilmat, MARINA; 2nd Vice Chair Mayor Jordan,
Councilmember Mancini, SEASIDE; Mayor Albert, MONTEREY; Mayor
Pendergrass, SAND CITY; Mayor White, CARMEL; Mayor Koffman, PACIFIC
GROVE; Maycr Barlich, DEL REY OAKS

Ex-Officio Members in attendance were: Donna Blitzer, 17th CONGRESSIONAL
DISTRICT:; Charles Van Meter MONTEREY PENINSULA UNIFIED SCHOOL
DISTRICT: Lora Martin, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA; Hank Hendrickson,
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY; COL Mettee-McCutchon, US ARMY:; Phil
Nash, MONTEREY PENINSULA COLLEGE; Dave Potter, TRANSPORTATION

AGENCY OF MONTEREY COUNTY; Doran Barnes, MONTEREY SALINAS
TRANSIT

2. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDAS

Boardmember Karas moved to approve the consent agenda, Boardmember
Perrine seconded; it passed unanimously.

3. Public Comment Period

Bill Woodworth commented thers still needs to a water conservation plan on the
base.

Chair Bariich asked the Board to continue item (b) of the Closad session to
another date.

‘o t= o pi
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Boardmember Perrine had a concem on that approach, however, Marina wiil be

planning on having one or twa workshops with the city and FORA staff will be
asked to be there.

Chair Barlich believes we should have public meetings as well as meetings with
the jurisdictions.

Boardmember Phil Nash suggested as the Monterey County Office of Education
(MCOE) has a television cable system then this could be used. These types of

programs have been successiul in the past and this is a goad way for people to
communicate.

PusLiIc COMMENT

John Fisher from Pacific Grove finds the EIR is loaded with assumptions and the
reople need an opportunity to ask where the assumptions lead.

Debra Michelson painted out agencies also have to respond to the EIR. AMBAG

has grave concerns that the percentages used in this draft are not AMBAG
numbers.

Boardmember Perkins asked Ms. Michelson about AMBAG's concemns. He
commented it must be through AMBAG sizaff as he sits on AMBAG's Board and
staff has never brought those concerns to the Board.

Curt Gandy has concerns on the clean-up process and handed out a
memaorandum,

FURTHER BOARD DISCUSSIONS

Boardmember Johnsen asked if it was possible to come to an agreement on the
August 22 and September 27 as dates for supplemental Board mesting dates.

Mayor Koffman believes we need two dates befera August 30, one for study
sassion and one for public hearing on the EIR.

Las Whits gave the dates of Monday August 1€ at the Conference Center or
Oldemeyer Center, Monday August 26 could be at Salinas or CSUMB and Wed
August 21 can be at CSUMB. If you do a work session you could go earlier than
August 19 and August 22 could be the public hearing date. September 27 could
be a discussicn date on the Plan.

Boardmember Johnsen suggested the werk session be heid on the August 19
and August 22 for the pubiic hearing, each in the avening. Mayor Kofiman
believes the study sassicn neseds to be at least a2 week away from the public

/
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From: Ben Past To: Freq Rarns Date: 7/14/56 Time: 4:31:28 PM Paga2ar4

TO: FORA Staff

FROM: Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club

DATE: July 15, 1996 -
RE: FORA DEIR, Initiai Review & Comments

Assumption: The FORA DEIR is flawed beyond repair.

The most reasonable option of all is a new staged DEIR -- one that
would limit water consumption to a safe yield, which was proposed by
the City of Salinas at the NOP stage.

e The choice of a program rather than a staged EIR may not conform
with CEQA requirements. If FORA claims that it does conform.
Then the adoption of an enforceable mitigation measures will be
sought, requiring that the program EIR be continually revised and
certified every five years or more frequently.

\\\ 4

* The Preferred Alternative is growth inducing. We contend that this
contradicts statements expressed in the DEIR. Specifically, we
attack Sec. 2.3.2, “The initial phase of development to the year"
2015 would not result in a growth inducing impact.” Nowhere in SB
899 is there a mandate granting FORA authority to induce growth. i
Moreover, under CEQA. growth inducement of either the economy P
or population must be adequately. i.e., substantively addressed. o

RNt

It is asserted that the Preferred Alternative is growth inducing. This L
contradicts AMBAG's official projection of growth out to 2015. Which "
iIs 0.9% v. the DEIR's of 2.61%. Since this growth-inducing goali is not .
authorized, under CEQA it cannot serve as a means of evoking i
“overriding considerations in the public interest” as a basis for '

adopting the project where environmentally superior alternatives are
available.

e Full-faith disclosure required under CEQA is lacking. One example: 7]
Provisions for an additional water supply required for the Preferred
Alternative are inadequately addressed. From where would water 1
be imported? Where would storm water be impounded? Where A
would a desal plant be sited and would dumping of waste water into
the Monterey Bay Sanctuary be permitted?



From: SBen Past To: Frad Hams Date: 7/14/96 Time: 5:31 28 PM

» Cleanup provisions are inadequate. For example. the Army plans to
remediate the lead in the 3.2-mile stretch of beach, which had been
used for many years as a firing range, to a lead concentration of
1860 mg of lead/kg of sand. State law requires a maximum
concentration of 1000 mg/kg and possibly even down to 400
mg/kg. Moreover, the RI/FS reveals that any of these levels of lead
are not protective of human health. It couid result in bioad levels of
86 ug/dL, some 9 times the “agency level of concern.”

Under these circumstances, we ask whether it would be legal for the
State Department of Parks and Recreation to accept the proposed
transfer with that much lead remaining. Or if accepted, then require a
uncontaminated sand cap and replanted with native plants. It is

suggested that access through these reclaimed dunes be by raised
walkways, only.

* AMBAG pointed out that the proposed mitigation’s for loss of
cumulative water supplies, traffic congestion, and adverse impact
on the viewshed are inadequate. CEQA Guidelines 21002 require
lead agencies to provide mitigation's where feasible. All of these
Impacts can be feasibly mitigated. Rather than address mitigation
measures for the cumulative Impact on water supplies, the DEIR
(table 2.5-1, Sec. 4.4) -- delegates the responsibility to others. “prior
to implementation of the proposed project,” “Cities of Marina and
Seaside and County of Monterey” would be responsible for
“‘Writ(ing) a program that states that [they] shall carry out all actions
necessary to ensure that the installation of water supply wells
comply with [State and county] standards.” We ask whether
delegation of a task to an uncommitted governmental entity
conforms to CEQA. We also ask what legal right does FORA have
to impose an unfunded mandate on other governmental entities?

* We point out that there's ample anecdotal and factual evidence that
live ammunition has been buried indiscriminately throughout much
of the Fort Ord. (A portion of the land designated for CSUMB has
not been transferred presumably, because of this problem.) We
question this omission in the DEIR and ask that it be discussed fully
in conformance with CEQA.

The DEIR does not adequately address unexploded ordnance (UXQO):

(N
(B
\\\

10



From: Sen Past To: Fred MHams Date: 7114/56 Time: 8:31:28 PM Page4af4

1) p.4-64. FORA does not state whether UXO impacts the

environment. CEQA requires a statement one way or the other.

2) The Army has not yet published EE/CA which wouid conclude [l
whether UXQO does or does not substantially impact the |
environment.

> :
» Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states in part: “A project will 1z
normaily have an Impact on the environment if it will |

(a) Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the ;
community where it [s located.” |

* Under the Coastal Act, a statement of consistency is required
between the DEIR and existing plans. We believe that major i
revisions of the Monterey County General Program, the Coastal :
Plan and the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan are required ;
before the FORA program can be analyzed for consistency.

Bottom line: The DEIR should be withdrawn until after these revisions
are adopted, then redrafted accordingly and recirculated. We stand
ready to suppeort this redrafting process, in the form of workshops and”
public forums.

Regards,

Ben Post

Chair Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club
Box 5667

Carmel, CA 93923

408-624-8032

dm, am, jf, bp
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Ann Hebenstreit
FORA

100 12th Street, Building 2880

Marina, CA 93933

SUBJECT: DEIR FOR FORT ORD REUSE PLAN

Dear Ms. Hebenstreit:

District staff has reviewed the DEIR for the Fort Ord Reuse Plan which |
would include 22,232 dwelling units, 45,457 jobs and a population of 71,773
(including 20,000 CSUMB residential students). Our comments follow:

Traffic

The following comments are provided on the Traffic and Circulation Section
since conclusions in this section are the basis for carbon monoxide modeling in the
air quality impact analysis.

July 12, 1996

1. Page 4-72. The reference to Table 4.7-2 incorrectly indicates that the table
depicts existing daily volumes and LOS. This information should be added
to the table.

2. Page 4-73. The traffic impact analysis does not include the project’s impact } Z

on the existing environment as required by CEQA. Instead, the impact

section includes a modeling analysis based on a No Project alternative and
two scenarios which include various degrees of mitigation. The EIR should |
be revised to include an analysis of the project’s impacts on the existing ;

environment.

and "Optimistically Financed" scenarios should be identified as either

i
!

3. Page 4-74. The highway projects listed under the "Financially Constrained” E%
i

mitigation measures or as part of the project (Fort Ord Reuse Plan). The
analysis of mitigation measures should identify agencies responsible for
implementation and monitoring and conclude whether they would reduce |
impacrts below significance levels.

/"/
~
R
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|
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4. Page 4-74. Impacts of the proposed highway projects (mitigation measures) on the
environment should be discussed as required by CEQA.

H

5. Page 4-74. The Financially Constrained Scenario assumes many off-site
improvements such as the widening of State Highway 68, State Highway 218 and
Reservation Road. These projects are not in the Financially Constrained Action
Elements of the current Metropolitan Transportation Plan which reflects those projects:
funded through 2010. Therefore, they are neither financially constrained nor conformi
to the State Implementation Plan. A Financially Constrained Scenario which only
includes constrained on- and off-site improvements should be run and used in the
mitigation effectiveness analysis.

Air Qualitv

|
|
|

:!
@
1. Page 4-94. The following paragraph is incorrect and should be revised: |

During closure, the Army obtained emission reduction credits as Ft. Ord’s
emission sources were shut down....Emission reduction credits are important
to the reuse of former Fort Ord lands because credits may be used to offset
emissions associated with furure economic growth (COE 1993).

|

The Army has not shut down its emission sources at Fort Ord. Rather, it has chosen
to transfer the permits t0 new owners or to maintain the equipment under active
permits. Therefore, the Army has not obtained emission reduction credits.
Additionally, emission reduction credits are only needed in the District’s permitting
process for major sources (over 137 Ibs/day of reactive organic gases or oxides of
nitrogen). In general, emissions from population and economic growth related to Fort
Ord are accommodated in the planning process rather than through emission reduction
credits. The 1994 AQMP accommodates projected growth at Fort Ord through the
year 2005.

2. Page 4-94. The District’s Rule 1000, Toxic Air Contaminants, should also be 7
identified as part of the regulatory structure for toxic airborne pollutants.

3. Page 4-95. This paragraph should be updated to include the following information
(attachment): the State ozone standard was exceeded eight days in 1995 and seven
days in 1996 (through 7/9/96). The State PM,, standard was exceeded one day in
1995.

4. Page 4-96. The following sentence should be clarified: 7

A consistency analysis of the proposed project with the adopted Air quality
Management Plan would be required as part of the approval process.

Act rather than air quality rules. Such a determination is used by the District to
determine a project’s cumulative impact on regional air quality. A consistency

A consistency determination is a requirement of the California Environmental Quality |
i
determination for the proposed project should be included in a revised EIR. i

(x\
d

/
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10.

Page 4-96. The document states that the Transportation Conformity Rule does not | [0
apply to the proposed project. While highway projects do not require a Conformity
Finding at this time, the feasibility of those regionally significant projects that are |
proposed as mitigation measures depends on finding them in conformity.

Page 4-98. The DEIR states that Air Quality Policies A-1 through A-3 apply to the
Cities of Seaside and Marina. These same policies should be identified as mitigation
measures in the EIR for the other jurisdictions involved in development at Fort Ord.

Page 4-99. Program A-2.1 states, "As a Responsible Agency, the MBUAPCD 1z
oversess issuance of air pollution permits for toxic air contaminants, and thus is
responsible for U.S. EPA health standards as they relate to air emissions.” This
program should be restated as follows: "As a Responsible Agency, the MBUAPCD
implements rules and regulations for many direct and area sources of criteria
pollutants and toxic air contaminants. "

{
J
'

Page 5-6. The carbon monoxide analysis should be revised based on a revised traffic| |5
analysis as described earlier in this letter.

Page 3-8. "Sensitive receptors” are not defined in the analysis. The District I‘»f
considers all public members who would be exposed to & hour concentrations of
carbon monoxide above the standard as sensitive receptors.

As noted earlier, a consistency determination for the project should be prepared to E(
address the project’s cumulative impact on regional air quality. Since the 1994 3
AQMP only plans to the year 2003, a consistency determination can only be made up | L
to that point. A mitigation measure should be included requesting the District o l R

: i .

accommodate Fort Ord forecasts in future air quality plans.

Since major revisions are needed to address the District’s concerns, we recommend

that a revised Draft EIR be prepared and recirculated. District staff is available to work w1th
you to expedite responses to comments on air quality. Please do not hesitate to call if you
have any questions or require assistance.

Sincerely,

A

Janet Brennan

Supervising Air Quality Planner

Planning and Air Monitoring
Division

cc: Nicolas Papadakis, AMBAG

Attachment

{n
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NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN
OZONE EXCEEDANCE DAYS

MONTTI 1993 1994 1995 1996

4/30 HOLLISTER 10

APRIL

5/11 PINNACLES NM 11
5/11 SCOTTS VALLEY 10

MAY
G/16 PINNACLES NM 10 G/09 1HHOLLISTER 10 G/23 PINNACIES NM 10 6/03 HOLILISTER 10
G/23 PINNACLES NM 10 6/24 PINNACLIES NM 10 6/03 PINNACLIES NM 11
JUNI 6/24 CARMEL VALLEY 11 | 6/28 PINNACLES NM 10 6/08 PINNACLES NM 11
6/24  WATSONVILLE 10 i 6/29 SCOIS VALLEY 11
6/25 1IOLLISTER 10 6/29 PINNACLES 11
0
é\ 7/31  SCOTTS VALLEY 10 | 707  PINNACLES NM 10 | 7714 SCOT'TS VALLEY 10 | 701 1OLLISTER 10
4[1JUT v 731  MONTEREY 11 | 715 novLisTER 10 | 705 PINNACLES NM 10

AS O 7/09/96

8/01 SCO'T'I'S VALLIY 10 8/11 PINNACLES NM 10 8/01 PINNACLIEIS NM 14
8/21 IHHOLLISTER 10 8/12 PINNACLES NM 10 8/02 PINNACLES NM 11

AUGUSFP ‘ 8/12  PINNACLES NM 10

8/21 PINNACLES NM 10

9/08 PINNACLES NM 10 . 9/18 PINNACLES NM 10
9/08 SCOTTS VALLEY 10 '

‘ \ 0/09 PINNACLES NM 10
{ { 1{

JEPTEMBER 9/26 SCOTTS VALLEY 10
9/28 SCOTTS VALLEY 10
9/28  PINNACLES NM 11

10/30 PINNACLES NM 10

OCTOBER
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FORA

July 15, 1996 * MONTEREY CALFO

Mr. Jack Barlich. Chairman

"~ Fort Ord Reuse Authority

100 12th Strest, Building 2880
Marina, CA 93933

Dear Chaj ariich:

The City Council of Monterey met on July 7, 1996 and approved submission of the attached
preliminary comments and technical correctons on the Base Reuse Plan and Environmental
[mpact Report (EIR). The comments are preliminary because we intend to submit additional
comments by the extended EIR comment deadline of August 30. The City Council has set
August 28 to develop our final comments for submission 0 FORA.

Prior to the August 28 mesrting, the City Council will host a2 community workshop on the
Plan and EIR. The workshop would be open to any member of the community, not just
Monterey residents. The purpose of the workshop is t0 have FORA present the proposed
Plan and EIR. The workshop would be for information and for citizens to ask questions and
discuss the plan. The workshop is not intended to obtain formal comments on the EIR.

Moanterey staff will contact FORA staff on appropriate dates for the Workshop. We would
request that FORA staff and the Base Reuse Plan consultants present the Plan and EIR and
participate in the discussion. The City of Monterey will forego a later presentation by the
consultants on the plan proposals for the City of Monterey annexation area of Fort Ord.

If you have any questions, please contact City Manager Fred Meurer or Bill Fell in the
Community Development Department.

Sincerely,

Lon R

Dan Albert

Mayor //1 / //f" -
J
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' AttacBments: 1) Preliminary Commeants on FORA Base Reuse Plan and Draft EIR
- wm— .1 2) Technical Corrections

cc: City Council
Planning Commission
City Manager
Community Development Director
Planning Services Manager (Advance)
Les White, Executive Director, FORA

\‘\
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2)

4)

6)

ATTACHMENT !

PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON FORA BASE REUSE PLAN AND DRAFT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Fort Ord growth should be carefully managed relative to available water supply
and transportation facilities. The costs of additional water supply and
transportation facility improvements as well as capital and operating costs of
sewer, schools, fire and police services should be carefully considered and the
timing(financing and construction)should coincide with Fort Ord development.

Base Reuse Plan text (Pg 3-144) should be changed to reflect that to date,
Monterey has been unable to obtain Polygon 29c¢ through a Public Benefit
Conveyance for Corporation Yard use.

The General Development Character and Design Objective section of the Plan (Pg. 3

[

|
|

3-144) should be changed to state that City of Monterey development and design |

standards for Ryan Ranch at Monterey be foilowed in the York Road Planning
Area to be consistent with the existing Ryan Ranch design swandards.

The Plan should state that a small section of 8§ Mile Garte Road berween York
Road and South Boundary Road needs to be constructed in the York Road
Planning Area.

The Plan should state that 80 foot wide floating easements need to be provided

connecting Ryan Ranch Road to South Boundary Road and Upper Ragsdale Road |

to South Boundary Road in the York Road Planning Area.

The Plan (Pg 3-67) should be corrected to state that Del Monte Avenue will
require widening to four and five lages (not "...to six lanes from Monterey to
Highway 1) from Camino El Estero to Highway 1 due to Fort Ord reuse traffic
impacts. FORA'’s reimbursing the City of Monterey the 32,200,000 FORA fair
share cost of Del Monte Avenue should be changed to a transit in-lieu fee.

The City of Monterey thanks the FORA Board for extending the EIR review
period to August 30, setring an additional public hearing August 22 and a swudy
session on the Plan and EIR July 25.



ATTACHMENT 2

Technical Corrections to:

Public Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (5/96),.

Vol. I

TEXT

Pace Comment

n/a Need to have a table giving the comprehensive list
of all polygons, their land use designaticns,
acreage, and in which planning area they are
located. The Draft EIR, May 1396, has a good table
(without acr=age) on page 3-S5 (Table 3.2-1, Revised
Land Use Ar=sas.) This table could ke modified to
address this raquest.

3-98 Table 3.3-1. Need tc include the Public
Facility/Institution (Montersy Corporaticn Yard)
planned use under the York Road Planning Area
listing.

3-130 Table 3.10-1. ©Need to include the 2ublic
Facilizy/Institution (Monteray Corzoration Yard)
planned use under the York Road Planning Area
listing.

3-143 3.10.6 York Road Planning Axr=2a: Stipulate Polygons
29b and 294 as those axeas within the QOffice
Park/R&D District.

3-144 Community Park District: Stipulates Polygon 2%e as
the site reserved as a park. Remcve the language
"potentially temporary park" and replace with
"community park."

3-144 Monterey City Corporation Yard District: Stipulate
Polygon 29c¢ as the site refarenced here.

MaD

Page Map Comment

Note #1 Unless otherwise indicated, all maps listed below
depict incorract boundaxies for Zolvgens 3ia, 31b,
29¢c, and 238 of the Scuth CGatza and York Rcad
Planning Arsas. (The land use designations ars ;
correct.) For the corrsct varsicn of the toundaries, u/

>
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refer to Figure 1.2.1, Land Use Polygons for Base
Reuse in the Fort Ord Reuse Infrastructure Study,
Master Plan Report, November 1994.

3.6-2 Draft Habitat Management Framework -
Note #1.

See
necne CSUMEB -Ses Note #1.
none UCMEEST - See Nots #1.

none CSUMB Planning Arsa, Marina Porticon -

#L.

See Nota

ETE
‘—J

3.8-1 Draft Marina Planning Ar=as - See Note

none Exiscing Cicy of Marina Neighborhoods - See
Note #1.

none Town Centsx Planning Arsaz - See Nota #1.
none Airpocrt RPlanning Ar=sz - See Note #1.

none CSUMB Planning Arsa, Seaside Portion - Se= Not

none University Planning Area - See Note #1

3.9-1 Drafc Seaside Planning Areas - See Nota
&1
™ .

none Seaside Residential Planning Area - See Note
#1
TC - o

necne Fort Ord Dunes State Park - See Nots 21,

3.10-1 Draft County Planning Areas - See Nota #1.
none CSUM3/Recreational Planning Area - See Note
#1.

none Reservation Rcad Planning Ar=a - See Ncocte #1.
none Eucalyptus Road Planning Area - See Note #1.
none Soutsh Gatse Planning Ar2a - See Nots #1.

neone York Road Planning Area - Sae Note #1.

4

none BLM Hakbicat Management/Recraation Ar

S~

()]

2s ~ See

wn

S R



Public Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (5/96), Vol. II

Technical Corrections to: ’

Comment

Table 4.3-3, Fort Ord - 2015 Park Program for all
Jurisdictions: Unless Pclygen 29e is not going to be
improved until after 2013, need toc include Polygon
2%e under Monteray County listing.

Biological Resources Policy A-5: All references to
"NRMA" should be delested from this section (starting
on page 190.) According to the Drait EIR, May 1998,
p. 3-7, the NRMA designation was redesignated to
"Habitat Management" (Polygen 25.) In addition, need |
to include a map showing the boundaries of the
"Hablizat Management" area.

MAP

Pace Mzop

Ccmment

Noc= #1

-17

b

Unless othexwise indicatsad, 1 maps listed below
depict incorrsct boundaris r Polycgens 3la, 31b,
29¢c, and 29d of the Scuth Gate and York Road
Planning Arsas. (The land use designations ars
corract.) For the corrsct version of these
boundaries, refer to the Public Drafc Forc Ord Reuse
Plan, Appendix A: 2/21/%6, Draft HMP
Implementcing/Management Agreement, Exhibit B: HMP
Planning Ar=as.

=)
=
=
-

[0 I b

4.1-4 Draftc Sphers of Influence and Annexation
Requests - See Ncocte #1. Polygon 29b, c,
d, and e annexaticn colors are correct.
The City of Montersy proposes to include
these polygons in its Sphere of Influence
and Annexation. Figure 4.1 - 4
incorrectly shows Montersay’s existing i
Sphere of Influence. It doesn’'t extend i
east of York Road on the south side of
Eighway 68. Aresa north of Fort Ord
boundary is corrsct but needs to be
raelabeled "Ar=a of Planning Concern" and
lecend neesds to be ra-keyed.

>

s
i

-

County of Mcntarey Land Use Concept - Ses |

16

M

Nota #1. J

[+)}



4-187 4.4-1 QOak Woodland Areas - See Note #1

~J

57-7



Technical Corrections to:
Public Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, Draft EIR (5/96)

Pace Comment

2-8 Table 2.4-1: The proposed project land use
catagories percentaces should be correctad as they
currently acdé up to 101%.

4-18 Item no. 10: Refer=ance to "NRMA" arsa needs ¢o he
changed to "Habitat Management" area, with a polygen !
numper for further clarificaticon. "NRMA" is an old
designation, according to Table 3.2-1, p. 3-7. The
new land use cdesignation is "Habitat Management".
This correcticn needs to be made throughout the EIR.
Note: none of the maps in the Draft Reuse Plan or
the EIR indicace an "NRMA" designatad area.

farence to Apvendix A should be
aé Appendix B: Business and Operaticns
Facilities Implemencacion Plan.

g O
[V
[p]
'y
()
[SPR

S
h
1

MAP

Pace Mav Comment

[o 8

Note #1 Unless otherwise indicatad, all maps listed below
depict incorresct boundaries for Polygons 3la, 31b,
29¢c, and 29%¢ of the South Gate and York Road
Planning Areszs. (The land use designations axe
correct.) For the correct versicn of these
boundaries, r=fer to the Public Draft Fort Ord Reuse
Plan, Appendix A: 2/21/96, Draft HMP
Implementing/Management Agreement, Exhibit B: HMP
Dlanning Areas.

3-4a 3.2-1 Proposed Project Land Use Concept: Ses
Ncte #1.

3-4b 3.2-2 Revised Land Use Arsas: Se= Note #1.

3-10a 3.6-1 Sphers of Influence and Annexaticn
Recuests. See Nota #1

[6)Y
]
“J
m
U
[0)Y
S
]
'—J

Nc Projecc Alcsrnative Land Conveyances:
Se= Nots £1

(O}
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Technical Corrections to:

Public Draft Port Ord Reuse Plan, Appendix B, Business and

Operations Plan

MAP - Comprehensive Business Plan, May 28, 1998
Page Map Comment
Note #1 Unless otherwise indicated, all maps listed below

depict incorrect boundaries for Polygons 3la, 31b,
29c, and 294 of the South Gate and York Road
Planning Arsas. (The land use designaticns are
correct.) For the correct version of these
boundaries, refer to the Public Draft Fort Ord Reuse
Plan, Appendix A: 2/21/96, Draft HMP
Implementing/Management Agreemenc, Exhibit B: HMP
Planning Areas.

3.3-1 Draft Land Use Concept: Ultimats
Development: Sees Note #1.

\0
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority

DRAFT FORT ORD REUSE PLAN/EIR COMMENTS FORM

If you use this form to submit your comments, it is important that you include your
name, address, and phone number below. You can use this form to submit your
comments, or you can mail or fax your written comments directly to FORA. Your
comments must be received no later than 5:00pm on Monday, July 15, 1996 unless
otherwise announced.

Comments should be directed to: T
Fort Ord Reuse Authority - RECEIVED
100 12th Street Building 2830 R l
Marina, CA 93933 JAL 27 eeq
Phone: (408) 883-3672 Fax: (408) 883-3675

Name: . oHL (o FiSamcide s
s - - - > J

Address: 2 3¢ 230 v ARE F353

City: 220 5i¢ 5,200 Zip: §35%5C 23wx Phone: &43-3¢e7

COMMENTS:  (please also use the back of this shest or attach additional sheets if needed). -
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CITY OF DEL REY OAKS

630 CANYON DOEL REY ROAD + DEL REY OAKS. CALIFORNIA 93940

QOFFICE OF

TELEPHONE (408) 394.8511

+__RECEIVED

-

Tuly 25, 1996 #2915

" FORA

Mayor

Mr. Les White Executive Director
FORA

Twelfth Street

Marma CA 93633

Re: FORT ORD REUSE PLAN/DRAFT EIR

Dear Mr. White:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the four volume Fort Ord Reuse Plan and Draft | |
Environmental Impact Report. This massive undertaking appears to be sound and factual overall,
however a review by the City of Del Rey Oaks requires that the following comments and
suggested changes be submitted as part of the overall record.

Of prime concern is the faiture of the documents to acknowledge the role of proposed city
annexations. This represents a major problem for the City of Del Rey Oaks as we have indicated
to you and your staff in previous correspondence and at various stages m the review process. This
situation applies not only to the City of Del Rey Oaks but to the City of Monterey, and potentially
to the cities of Seaside and Marina. The text and maps mn the Reuse Plan and DEIR must be
consistent with the FORA Board approved Reuse Plan, reflect current FORA policy, and state
the facts clearly and consistently. s

—  There are other technical problems, inconsistencies and mistakes in the document that Z
need immediate attention. These include new page IV-18 (distributed at the admin committee
meeting of 6/6/96) that has a dramatic impact on the role and financial future of FORA. These ’
new numbers must be corrected and cross referenced m numerous places in the text and must be
made consistent throughout all of the sections to convey the true narure of the overall fimancial
picture.

I appreciate the time and effort you and your staff have mvested in these documents.We |
have organized our comments to correspond with the four volumes and their page numbers to the
maximum extent possible.

29



We are continuing to analyze the documents and may submit additional comments before the 7~
August deadlme. Thank you for your courtesies and prompt attention to these important issues.

Sincerely,

\
/Iack D. Bariich

cc: Steve Endsley, City Manager
Joe Cavanaugh, Commumity Development Consultant
Joe Russell, Vice Mayor

JAC:ap
derypeciat

ATTACEMENTS: COMMENTS
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CITY OF DEL REY QAKS

MEMORANDUM
TO: LES WHITE. FORA Executive Director
FROM: J. CAVANAUGH, Community Development Consultant

DATE: June 28, 1996

SUBJECT: Comments On Reuse Plan and Draft EIR

VOLUME 1: CONTEXT AND FRAMEWORK ! 2,

PAGE 1-1 TEXT, LINE 4 :

This sentence indicates that the elements described are for only three land use /political
Jurisdictdons . In fact the Reuse Plan contaims five land use jurisdictions based upon the proposed
annexations by the Cides of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey. This error should be corrected
throughour the endre four volumes.

PAGE 1-2 SECTION 4 ‘
A sentence should be added at the end of the paragraph to mclude the cimes of Del Rey Oaks and .
Monterey as proposed land use jurisdictions.

PAGE i-7 PBC, EDC PROCESS LINE 7 5
A sentence should be added clarifying the fact that the cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey have
proposed annexations approved as part of the Plan.

PAGE 1-15 LINE 2 &
The cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be added as Planning areas within Fort Ord
consistent with the approved Reuse Plan.

PAGE I-18 LINE 9 7
The cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be added as proposed Land Use Jurisdictions at
Fort Ord.

PAGE 2-3 PARAGRAPHS 34 B
Lt. General James Moore (rst) should be referenced as the coordmator of the Fort Ord Task
Force. Joseph Cavanaugh should be included as FORG coordmator.

-
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PAGE 2-5 LINES 20 +21 19
The cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be mcluded as local land use agencies. |

PAGE 3-1 LINE 16 10
The cites of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be included as proposed Planning Areas and i
Disticts.
PAGE 3-2 LINE 14 I
Fort Ord was mchided in the 1991 round of base closures.

' !
PAGE 3-41 LINE 12 7
This sentence and the Table (3.3-1) should be corrected to nclude the proposed annexation areas
for the cmies of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey.
PAGE 3-43 2.[:'7
This map (3.3-1) is not correct in depicting the approved land uses m the southwest area. |
Specifically, polvgons 31a and 31b have not been properly labeled or identfied.
PAGE 3-49 LINE 26 ' ' Iy
The Table referenced (3.42) should also mchude the proposed annexation areas of the cities of Del
Rey Oaks and Monterey. i
PAGE 3-33 . o 15
This Table should add the cides of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey in the summary by Jurisdiction as |
proposed annexaton areas. {
PAGE 3-36 LINE 16 e
This sentence should be corrected to read "South Boundary Road" and the words "where visitor :
serving uses will also be considered” added at the end of the sentence. |
PAGE 3-62 DEL REY OAKS SECTION SECOND SENTENCE 7

This sentence should read as follows: The current Caltrans proposal to realign Stzfte High\.way 68
will not impact the commercial properties within the Ciry of Del Rey Oaks at the mtersection of :
Canyon Del Rey Road. The next three seatences should be deleted. |



PAGE 3-65 FIGURE 3.5-1 IR
The proposed 2015 Transportation Network Map should mclude the South Boundary Road |
connection to York Road and the configuration of North South Road (2 or 4 lanes) between '|
Highway 218 and South Boundary Road should be clarified. 1

i
PAGE 3- 80 LINE 9 14
The word west is not correct. This area is east of the Mamn Garrison area.
PAGE 3-89 LINE 36 Iw
The sentence should be changed to add the phrase "planned for annexation to the Ciry of Del Rey!
Oaks" after the word adjacent.
PAGE 3-129 LINE 3 21
#4 should be revised to read South Gate Planning Area m conjunction with the city of Del Rey
Oaks and #3 should be revised to read York Road Plannmmg Area m conjunction with the Ciry of
Monterey.

!
PAGE 3-130 TABLE 3.10.1 77

Table shouid be revised to include the Ciry of Dei Rey Oaks as the proposed land use - ;

jurisdicdon for the South Gate Area and the City of Monterey as the proposed land use - )
jurisdicdon for the York Road Area. '

;
PAGE 3-1531 FIGURE 3.10-1 25
This Figure should be revised to include Del Rey Oaks m the South Gate Planning Area and ‘
Monterey in the York Road Planning Area. i
PAGE 3-141 SECTION 3.10.5 24
This section should reference the City of Del Rey Oaks as the proposed land use jurisdicton. The |
last seatence should add the following at the end, "and has been designated an 'Opportunicy Zone' |
for development". '
PAGE 3-143 PROJECTED LAND USES 2z

The open space land uses should be projected as 15 acres not 22 acres. i

END OF COMMENTS ON VOLUME ONE



VOLUME TWO REUSE PLAN ELEMENTS Uy

PAGE 415 CITY OF DEL REY OAKS
The followmg sentence should be added at the end of the paragraph: "The city of Del Rey Oaks

seat a letter to LAFCO formally requesting annexation of this area of Fort Ord in January of
1693".

PAGE 4-16 LINES 17 & 27 ' 27

Both should reference the ciries of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey as proposed land use
Jurisdictions.

PAGE 4-17 FIGURE 4.1-4 DRAFT SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AND ANNEXATION 28
REQUESTS

The plan should reflect the current status of city requests for annexarons at Fort Ord which are
not m conflict in the South Gate planning area.

PAGE 4-24 FIGURE 4.1-7 COUNTY OF MONTEREY LAND USE CONCEPT 124
This figure is not correct i that the South West Area polvgons 31a and 31b have not been Iabeled

or depicted accurately. The ciies of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be mcluded as proposed
land use agencies.

PAGE 4-3¢ COUNTY OF MONTIEREY ) s?:0
This section should explain at the outset that the cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey are ‘
proposed land use agencies for the South Gate and York Road Planning Areas.

PAGE 4-46 LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/ BUSINESS PARK, OFFICER&D

The cmies of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be included as proposed land use agencies in
both of these secdons.

PAGE 4-46 RETAIL AND SERVICE CENTERS 3L

A fourth bullet should be added to this section to mclude the South Gate Area's neighborhood
retail uses. i

PAGE 4-36 BUSINESS PARK' LIGHT INDUSTRIAL, OFFICER&D 27
Both of these areas should mclude the Scuth Gate Plannmg Area. :



PAGE 4-57 CONVENIENCE/ SPECIALITY RETAIL -~
The South Gate area should be included m this section.

PAGE 4-57 VISITOR-SERVING HOTEL\GOLF COURSE DISTRICT
This section should mclude the City of Del Rey Oaks as the proposed land use jurisdiction.

PAGE 4-58 PROGRAM D-1.2
This section appears to be in the wrong place.

PAGE 461 LINE 2
The word chub house should be plural

PAGE 4-94 NORTH SOUTH ROAD
The Broadway gzate is currently opened to traffic.

PAGE 4-98 FIGURE 4.2-2 PROPOSED 2013 TRANSPORTATION NETWORK
- The connection of South Boundary to York road should be mchided.

PAGE 4-115 FIGURE 4.2-6 PROPOSED BICYCLE NETWORK
A bike traii should be shown on South Boundary road from North South to York road.

PAGE 4-157 SOIL CONSERVATION POLICIES
It appears that the Ciry of Seaside has been left out of this section.

PAGE 4-160 LINES 7&8
The safe yield for the Seaside basin has not been determined.

PAGE 4-201 PROGRAM A-8.1

There are a number of different methods available to protect the ephemeral drainage into the Frog
Pond. Best management practices will be employed to preserve the quality of the habitat in the

Frog Pond Narural Area.

PAGE 4-206 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES POLICIES
The city of Seaside appears to have besn left out of this section.
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PAGE 4-221 CULTURAL RESOURCE POLICY A-2
This policy is mislabeled city of Marma. It should be Monterey County.

END OF COMMENTS ON VOLUME 2
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

FOLLOWING PAGE 3-4 FIGURE 53.2-1
Polygons 51a and 51b have been incorrectly drawn . The NAE area appears to be too large and
the polygon border and label are maccurate.

PAGE 3-9 LINE 26
The crties of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be added as proposed land use jurisdictions.

PAGE 3-10 SECTION 3.6.3 CITY OF DEL REY OAKS

He

47

A sentence should be added mdicating that the city made a formal request to LAFCO to annex !

these propertes m January of 1993.

FOLLOWING PAGE 3-10 FIGURE 3.6-1 T e
This figure should be corrected to reflect the current status of requests to LAFCO which will

show no jurisdictional conflicts with the cities of Monterey and Seaside.

PAGE 3-11 SECTION3.7.3
The cides of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be mcluded as proposed land use agencies.

PAGE 4-9 LINE 4
Polygon 31a should be approximately 15 acres not 22 as written. It should also be noted that this

polygon is proposed to be under the land use jurisdiction of the ciry of Del Rey Oaks that will not

allow noise, visible activity, or air pollution to adversely affect recreational activides in the NAE.

PAGE 4-383 WATER SUPPLY LINE 8
The Seaside groundwater basim supplies other uses m additon to the Fort Ord Golf Courses.
These include the Ciry of Seaside's municipal svstem and CalAm wells, mchuding the Peraita well
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PAGE 4-49 LAND USE AND CONSERVATION ELEMENT
It should be noted that the city of Del Rey Oaks will be the responsible agency for implementation
of these policies and programs to protect the Frog Pond. Program A-3.1 shall be implemented by

the ciry utilizing best management practices to protect the ephemeral dramage that feeds mto the
Frog Pond.

FOLLOWING PAGE 4-78 FIGURE 4.7-2

The proposed 2015 Transportation Network should mclude the South Boundary Road connecting
to York Road. '

PAGE 4-134 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES POLICY A-3
It should be noted that the City of Del Rey Oaks is the proposed land use jurisdiction and will

have responsibility o msure that proposed development mamtamns the quality of the habitat in the
Frog Pond Natural Area.

PAGE 4-135 LINE 2
Polygon 31a is designed to be an extension of the existmg Frog Pond Area. as such 1t should not
be designed 10 have barriers which will preciude public use.

>

PAGE 4-141 PROGRAM B-5.1 )
It should be noted that the City of Del Rey Oaks as the proposed land use jurisdiction for the Frog
Pond Natural Area Expansion will be responsible to msure that proposed development will not
adversely affect the flow to or water quality discharge mto the Frog Pond.

PAGE A-28 FIGURE 3.3-1 DRAFT LAND USE CONCEPT |

This map is indecipherabie m black and white. A properly colored map must be mcluded to enable E
mtelligent analysis.

END OF COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
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VOLUME 4: SECTION 1 COMPREHENSIVE BUSINESS PLAN

GENERAL COMMENTS:

The Business Plan has not be=n thoroughly integrated mto the overall Reuse Plan and DEIR.
There are questions that remam concerning fmancing of mfrastructure costs, phasing of
development, cost recovery from land sales, the role of FORA, and proposed annexations of Fort

'!

|

|
Ord lands by adjacent cities meluding Del Rey Oaks, Monterey. Seaside. and Marma. The maps, \1/
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charts. figures, exhibits and tables must be revised to reflect the existing FORA policies as they
pertain to development in areas proposed for annexation.

PAGE 1-6 EXHIBIT 1 & la
The cities of Del Rey QOaks and Monterey should be included as proposed local governments
which will have responsibility for municipal and public service fiunctons.

PAGE 11-4 LINE 10
RKG Associates is the correct name.

PAGE 11-6 EXHIBIT 3

This Exhibit which deals with absorption potential should mchude a golf course in the 1996-2000
planning horizon. This is particularly important to be consistent with other parts of the report
which include the need to link new hotel development to golf courses which have preferred accesi
tee time allocations for guests (see page 11-12 Ime 18).

PAGE 1:-18 EXHIBIT 4 .
The costs in this Exhibir nesd to inciude the phasing of Capntal Improvements more closely
Imked to proposed development scenarios.

PAGE 11-19 EXHIBIT 5 T
The total burden of development costs outlined m this Exhibit could make future development at
Fort Ord financially questionable. What is the financial role and responsibility of the major
educational mstitutons located at Fort Ord ? Whart happens to these costs if their proposed
contributions are not mcluded ?

PAGE 111-2 COMMUNITY BUILDING STRATEGY .
A new number 9 should be added as follows: mtegrate new visitor serving uses at Fort Ord mto
the overall tourism strategy for the Monterey Penimsula.

PAGE 111-6 C. EARLY SITES MARKETING ACTION PLAN

This section should reference the "opportunity zone" concept i the South Gate planning area
which has early action potential because of its ability to "plug mto" existng mfrastructure, provide
a stwreamlined "small city” planning environment, and offer other developer incentives based on its
location, access, and the Ciry of Del Rey Oaks' responsive-approach.
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PAGE 11-7 EXHIBIT 6 SUMMARY OF EARLY SITES MARKETING PLAN
A new number 15 should be added mcluding the Del Rey Oaks Conference Center, Hotel and
Golf Course withm the next 3-4 years.

PAGE 111-16 6. HOTEL SITE
The Del Rey Qaks proposed site should be ncluded m this section.

PAGE 11i-17 7. GOLF COURSE SITES
The Del Rey Oaks proposed project should be mchuded m this secton.

PAGE 1V-2 FIGURE 3.3-1 DRAFT LAND USE CONCEPT
This figure is maccurate i its depiction and labeling of polygons 31a and 31b.

PAGE 1V-4 EXHIBIT 8 SUMMARY OF LAND USE CONCEPT
This exhibn should mciude the cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey as proposed land use
agencies.

PAGE 1V-18 SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL RESULTS -- FORA OPERATIONS

This section and Exhibit 10 which it describes are not consistent. The replacement copy
distributed by FORA reconciles the text and exhibit. however the basic assumpdon that FORA
will realize $46,000,000 from land sales and over $10.000,000 in federal and state grants in the 20
vear period should be reexamined, and alternatives presented.

PAGE 1V -18 MUNICIPAL SERVICE COSTS

If FORA does not receive the revenues mentioned in the previous section, the operating deficits
for the municipalities and the county could become a fmancial issue without a solution. The
business plan must review and suggest alternative solutions to this potendally critical problem.

PAGE 1V-23 5. MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS
Demolition costs of $120,000.000 seem to be unrealisdcally high. Alternatives should be explored
for lower costs and more environmentally sound solutons.

PAGE 1V-26 7. FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS LINE 6
The net positive cash flow of S69 million is not consistent with new page 1V-18. Line 19 contams
the same not corrected numbers.
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PAGE 1V-27 EXHIBIT 13
The land sales figure of $260,700,000 may not be realistc if other assumptions mcluding
provision of infrastructure and entitlements do not materialize.

PAGE V-1 LINE 12

The $49 mullion positive cash flow is not consistent with previous numbers quoted m preceding
tables.

PAGE V-3 KEY BUSINESS STRATEGIES #1
A program for sharimg revenues and costs among affected local governments has not been
approved. The strategy referenced has not besn formmulated or discussed by the FORA board.

PAGE V-2 LINE 14
The cites of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be mcluded as proposed land recipients.

 PAGE V-4 LINE 19

- There are "five" not "thres" proposed principal local jurisdictions when the ciries of Del Rey Oaks
and Monterey are added.

END OF COMMENTS OIN THE COMPREHENSIVE BUSINESS PLAN
COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC FACILITIES IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (PFIP)

GENERAL COMMENTS

The PFIP is one component of the Operations Plan which also includes the Public Services Plan.
These two documents should be integrated at the Executive Summary level to insure the
consistency of financial approaches and the resultant implications for FORA and local
governments that will assume land use jurisdiction at the completion of the EDC by the Army.

PFIP 1-3 LINE S _
It should be clarified that the "southwest” service area is referred to m other vohumes as the
"Southgate Planning Area”.

PFIP 1-3 LINE 21 ,
The "key mformants” should be identified, at least by agency name and posmion.
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PFIP 1-150 & 1-132 NORTH SOUTH ROAD IMPROVEMENTS
North South Road improvement descriptions refer to 2 and 4 lane segment up grades in each
table. The phasing and fmancing of these proposed upgrades must be clarified.

PFIP 1-50 PHASED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM TO THE YEAR 2015
The figure identifies North South Road as 4 lanes to South Boundary Road and 2 lanes to the
Broadway Gate. Is this consistent with the language m PFIP 1-130 & 1-132 cited above.

PFIP 2-4 SET ONE LAND USE DISTRIBUTION
The proposed annexation areas for the cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be identified
and enumerated.

PFTP 2-8 SET 2 WASTEWATER
This table may be m need of adjustment if the City of Del Rey Oaks udlizes reclaimed water on
site, rather than urtilizing the capacity of the MRWPCA plant m Marmna.

PFIP 2-20 SET 3 WASTEWATER SCREEN
Thus table should be adjusted based on PFIP 2-8 above.

PFIP 2-23 SET 5 SUMMARY COST SCREEN FOR ALL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS - '
The total costs for infrastrucrure improvements is i the range of $200,000 per developable acre. |

This will present financial challenges for developers as this per acre cost is significantly higher |

than current land values can support. '

PFIP 3-59 TABLE PFIP 3-12
This table has correctly identified the correct acerages for polygon 31a NAE (13 acres) and 51b
OP (17.7 acres).

PFIP 4-6 TABLE PFIP 4-1 SUMMARY OF THE BURDEN OF FINANCING PUBLIC
IMPROVEMENTS

The total costs of public improvements in this table are not consistent with the costs identified m
PFIP 2-25 above.

PFIP 5-1 PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN LINE 11
The total of S187,118,000 does not agres with TABLE PFIP 3-7 that shows a total of
$189.528,000.
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THIS CONCLUDES COMMENTS ON THE PFIP

VOLUME 4 SECTION 3 : PUBLIC SERVICES PLAN T5
GENERAL COMMENTS

This whole section nesds to be rewritten to mchude mformation about the proposed annexations
by the cites of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey and to more accurately reflect actual costs with a
realistic methodology explaining how costs and revenues will be allocated and paid.

This is particularly important in the treatment of how local governments will pay for services Yy
required as the former base is converted to communiry uses. The costs of mfrastructure must
realistically be included i the total cost with fimancmg mechanisms discussed and analyzed for
local decision makers. Reliance on projected revenues from the sale of land mmst be more closely
studied before local governments could determine that local government costs will be totally
satisfled from this revenue source.

PSP-1 LINE 8 INTRODUCTION 95
The analysis should mclude the proposed annexatons by the cides of Del Rey Oaks and
Monterey. The provision of public services m these areas by the cities rather than Monterey
County will have an important impact on all of the affected local jurisdictions.

PSP-1 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 96
The crties of Del Rey Qaks and Monterey must be included in the determination of the costs and!
revenues that are represented i the PSP. 1

PSP-1 CONCLUSIONS 97
The net fiscal impact on the cides of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey mus: be mcluded.

PSP-3 TABLE 1-1 SUMMARY OF FISCAL IMPACTS 79
The caies of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey should be nchuded i this table. There should be a
breakdown of the sources of revenue per year.

|

PSP-4 FIGURE 1-1 SUMMARY OF FISCAL IMPACTS 29
The cides of Dei Ray Oaks and Monterey should be nchuded in this figure. :

'
i
P

PSP-? LINE 26 ORGANIZATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS 5/00
The following seatence should be added at the end of the paragraph: Annexations of land in the
unmcorporated area of Monterey County withm the former Fort Ord by the cdes of

Del Ray Oaks. Montersy. Seaside and Marina will mfluencs these plans and financial projectons.
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PSP-6&7 TABLE 2-1 SUMMARY OF ORGANIZATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS
The ctties of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey must be mcluded in this table for proposed annexarion
areas at Fort Ord.

PSP-8 JURISDICTIONAL ASSUMPTIONS

Assuming the status quo about municipal boundaries is not consistent with the intent of the
FORA Reuse Plan. The cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey have proposed annexation areas
acknowledged m the Plan.

PSP-9 LINE 6 MUNICIPAL SERVICES
The cries of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey will provide services wr:h.m their proposed annexation
areas.

PSP-9 FIRE PROTECTION
The cmies of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey will provide fire protecdon services for their proposed
annexation areas.

If a joint powers agresment is formed it should mchide the cities of Del Rey Oaks and VIonterev

|0t
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4

Ol

PSP-10 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING
This section should mchude the cities of Del Rev Oaks and Monterey.

PSP-14 DETAILED STAFFING PLANS
This section should include the cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey.

PSP-25 TABLE 3-6 COUNTY OF MONTEREY REVENUE FORECAST
This table should mchude the cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey. In addition , the table is
Hlegible m places.

PSP-27 TABLE 3-8 MARKET VALUE AND TURNOVER RATE ASSUMPTIONS
The assumptions m this table, including the mflaton rate of 4% should be reviewed and
alternative scenarios included.

PSP-30 PROPERTY TAX APPORTIONMENT FACTORS

10

The assumption that Salinas Rural Fire District will supply service to all of the unincorporated \l/
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areas at Fort Ord is not correct for the proposed annexation areas of Del Rey Qaks and the City | {1€
of Monterey.

PSP-35 TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX tl
The assumptions m this secdon are not accurate for the City of Del Rey Qaks which has 2 TOT of
10% and potential for mchusion of some form of TOT for timeshare occupancy.

PSP-35 TABLE 4-8 SUMMARY OF AV BY PLANNING AREA | Wz
The assumptions for the proposed Del Rey Oaks project are not correct and need to be revised
and clarified.

END OF COMMENTS ON VOLUME 4.

ccs:
Mayor
City Manager
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MINUTES
OF
SPECIAL PACIFIC GROVE CITY COUNCIL MEETING

STUDY SESSION REGARDING FORT ORD REUSE PLAN
AND
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Wednesday, July 31, 1996
7:00 p.m.
Pacific Grove Community Center
515 Junipero Avenue

1. CALL TO ORDER: All members of the Pacific Grove City Council were present
ith the exception of Council Member Honegger.

present: City Attomey Thacher; Community Development Director Lobay;
ief Planner MacClelland; City Manager Huse

RA staff present: Executive Officer Les White; Ann Hebenstreit; consultant

RVIEW OF PROPOSED FORT ORD REUSE PLAN: City Manager Huse

e introductory remarks regarding the purpose of the workshop and the CEQA
cess. He emphasized that the meeting was designed to induce questions about the
Ord Reuse Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Those in
endance who had questions were encouraged to transmit them in writing to FORA
t response and inclusion in the final EIR document.

RA staff member Ann Hebenstreit gave a presentation regarding the history of
RA and the Reuse Plan. She stated that a tentative date of August 22, 1996, has
set for a public hearing and that the date might be extended to August 29, 1996.
€ emphasized that FORA will pay its share of regional improvement costs.

ecutive Officer Les White summarized the presentation by listing a number of
nefits and opportunities provided by the Reuse Plan. He commented that the Reuse
an proposes a redevelopment of the former Fort Ord rather than outlining new

wth and development. He touched on the fact that there is 6,600 acre feet of water
n Fort Ord available for the Reuse Plan and that funding sources for transportation

ﬂé‘o o iyt pro
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ireprovements have not been identified. He also stated that the lack of adequate
ﬁnspomtion would limit growth. -

he City Council asked a series of questions of Mr. White and other FORA

drsonnel
1 buncil Member Yadon stated that public transit is very important to the future
ccess of any reuse plan and asked how this necessary service was being addressed.
. White, in response, commented on the muiti-modal facility and the fact that the
RA Board of Directors and FORA staff support MST and their efforts. Ms.
benstreit explained the land transfer process and the Public Benefit Conveyance
edure.

buncil Member Zito expressed concern about the Plan’s assumptions, especially the
e that says the Army will not be paid for the land. What has been the experience in
er base closure/rause efforts. Mr. White explained there would be a deferred
yment plan for the land and cited the example of Norton Air Force Base where

re was a “balloon”™ payment required after a period of time.

Ir. Zito also questioned the “redevelopment” statement made by Mr. White. There
isjan intensification of development when compared to what was the case prior to
clbsure of the base. The Plan seems to go far beyond replacement of Fort Ord impact.

. White acknowledged that densities were higher and that the ramifications of that
are subject to question and comment through the Plan/DEIR review process. He
stated that the City of Seaside’s perspective on the Plan would be different from that
off Pacific Grove.

uncil Member Huitt asked whether the prospective nﬁnsportaﬁon budget of $137
llion was for on base improvements. Mr. White responded that the estimate
luded off base improvements as well. He also stated of a hope that there will be a

(11

inl

. Huitt asked if the impacts of Proposition 213, which appears on the November,
96 ballot, have been weighed. Executive Officer White acknowledged that was a
od question and stated that no review had been done, yet.

. Huitt also asked that if the outcome of public comment resuited in a different
would that produce an unbalanced budget. Mr. White stated that question was

income/revenue estimates. Mr. White responded by saving the that the consultant’s
culations are “fairly solid.” The most tenuous figure relating to cost is the one for
demolition. While, the most tentative on the revenue side is related to transportation.

Page 2
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. Davis asked if the Plan would be killed if the Army required payment for the
land. Mr. White responded, “Not necessarily.”

Agency (Monterey County) is the responsible authority. Mr. White also commented
0t there is not enough water to go past the year 2015 in terms of serving
Hdevelopment activities.

. Davis posed the following question to Mr. White. “If the development (Reuse
) was yours, would you invest?” Mr. White answered that the residential uses
uld be good investment, while the industrial uses will need some help.

ere being no further questions from Council, Mayor Koffman called for public
estions.

Eleanor Rogge: Who is going to manage the Plan to make sure things are
“Halancing?”

Les White:  Good question. That has yet to be determined; FORA could be the
vehicle or individual agencies could be responsible. Development
in the County area of Fort Ord is 5-10 years from real activity.

Bud Nunn: Where are funds coming from to enable FORA to pay for its fair share of
repional transportation costs?

Les White: Development impact fees.

Buyd Nunn: Is financial information available for public to review?
Les White: Yes, it is available.

Buad Nunn: Who is mspom'blé for Mello-Roos financing plan?

Les White: Developers would be responsible for retiring debt incurred under a
Mello-Roos financing plan.

Hud Nunn: How realistic is Plan adoption schedule (adoption date in October,
896)?

—

Les White: It would take an “ideal” situation in order to meet October
adoption schedule. Additional public hearings could be held and
" there could be further review.

Page 3
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(>] David Dilworth: Where is the impact that was suffered when Fort Ord closed?

LY

1

.o

33.

Les White: The economic impact was not as great as predicted.

E)Lvid Dilworth: Where is public sentiment factored?

Les White: The sentiment is measured at meetings such as this one and is
' taken from comments such as yours. The original plan was
developed by a Peninsula-wide committee.

I%Ohvid Dilworth: What are the alternatives to the Plan?

Les White: There is no project alternative or “fraction of a project” option.

David Dilworth: Are economic analysis assumptions in DEIR or Reuse Plan?

Les White: They are in the Business Plan.

David Dilworth: What would it take to reduce the scope of the Plan by one-half or
tyo-thirds?

Les White: It would take a vote of the FORA Board of Directors.
avid Dilworth: What has happened at Hamilton Air Force Base?
Les White: Not sure.
1bra Nicholson: Open space area includes unexploded ordinance and couldn’t be
d for any public purpose, is that correct?

Les White: The majority of property (open space) will be accessible.

ra Nicholson: The design standards for development will be developed at some

tinjc, will there be height restrictions?

Debra Nicholson: There is no project alternative to a plan that creates a city of
000 and uses 9,000 acre feet of water. There is 6,600 acre feet of water on site and
full pumping could cause salt water intrusion, how much water is being used?

Les White: [ have figure from Army.

Page 4
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é)ﬁ KIaren Morgan: Questioned emphasis of presentation. If there are no solutions to long

/0 ¢

give land at no cost and spend $500 million to clean it up?

-
-

T

range plan, why go forward?

Les White: I represent a variety of interests and those interests have
determined that this the plan which shall be subject to public
review and comment, at this time.

onnic Perry: Where is UCSC? What about the cemetery proposal? Why did Army
Les White: The UCSC property is titled mixed use on the land use map. In

regard to the cemetery proposal, it would compete with the
national cemetery located at Santa Nella. With respect to the Army

cleaning up the property, it is their responsibility as they caused it.
avid Dilworth: Where will the proceeds from the sale of land go?
Les White: The revenue will fund public infrastructure improvements.

His completed the public comment/question portion of the meeting.

O

S,

4

(ONSIDER REVIEW SCHEDULE OF FORT ORD REUSE PLAN AND DRAFT
[VIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT .

y Manager Huse reported that future consideration of the Reuse Plan and DEIR

1 be contingent upon action by the FORA Board of Directors. If an extension of
review period is approved by the Board, then the final comment scoping mectxng
' the Pacific Grove City Council will be October 2, 1996.

5. ADJOURNMENT

N

H@E;being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m. by Mayor

an.

Res pee mlly submittcd,

(el e

Micha

el W. Huse

City Manager
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July 31, 1996

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
100 12th Street, Bldg. 2880
Marina, CA 93933

Dear FORA:

I am concemned about preserving the quality of life in
Monterey County that is disappearing so quickly.

The over-development of the area so far has already had
huge negative impacts. Traffic congestion and dangerous
driving conditions, over-demand on our water supply,
pollution, loss of open land and wildlife are just a few of the
obvious.

A plan for Fort Ord that would allow 71,000 people is way
out of line for this area. | appreciate the need to consider
our economy as a result of the military's leaving; but, surely,
a plan that allows for a more reasonable number of

people (say, the same as the military population) would do
the job and lessen the damage to our environment.

Please think of the total picture and of the future of our
environment and residents.

Sin‘cerely,

ot Frst

Janet Rawitzer
17724 Riverbend Road
Salinas, CA 93908




July 31, 1996 RECE™ .

Fort Ord Reuse Authority FORA

100 12th Street, Bldg. 2880
Marina, CA 93933

Dear FORA:

Your plans for Fort Ord go too far--making the area like another San
Jose.

How can you increase the area's population so dramatically? Your
growth plans at Fort Ord would allow far too many people.

Current plans for 71,000 population would destroy the quality of life
for the rest of us in the county. 30,000 is more reasonable.

Traffic is another concern. We already live with gridlock during rush
hours on Highway 68. New developments such as Monterra Ranch
and Bishop Ranch and Las Palmas already cause significant impacts
to Highway 68. The Fort Ord plans for massive development will
additionally destroy traffic flow along 68 and over-burden Highway 1,
Reservation Road, etc. Emptying any of the former base’s traffic
onto Highway 68 through York Road, for instance, would be
disastrous to those who live along the Highway 68 corridor and
others who commute the route.

Water is another over-riding concern we have. The Toro Area has
been water poor forever. A major city next door can have nothing

but negative impacts on our area. Part of our water passes into the
Seaside aquifer.

Do you intend that residents now living in the area should suffer to
allow massive new development for a new population?

Pollution due to increased traffic and industry has already begun to

negatively impact our area. Massive development of Fort Ord will
dramatically increase pollutants in the area.

73—




Your plan calls for too many visitar-serving facilities at the expense |¢
of local needs and without the development of adequate
infrastructure. Too many hotel rooms, goif courses and other tourist
facilities are in your plan. Tourists take long showers, clog our road
ways, leave their pollutants, and leave town.

Your plan does not take into consideration the needs of Monterey L7
County residents, like ourselves, who see your Fort Ord Reuse Plan
as part of the continuing degradation of the area.

You're so small a group, and yet so powerful. Your plan is heavily
slanted toward development. What of the rest of us?

Sincerely,

Srdon A, Tlaufild
Gordon A. Mayfield

Highway 68 Coalition

Toro Area Water/Traffic Committee
398 Corral de Tierra Road

Salinas, CA 93908

copies to: Simon Salinas
Judy Pennycook
Tom Perkins
Edith Johnsen
Sam Karas
Cal-Trans
Transportation Agency for Monterey County
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AUG 97 ’Se @8:28AM CITY HALL CRRMEL-BY-THE-SER p.2

DRAFT 10273

CrTy COUNCIL
CI1TY oF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA
MINUTES OF MEETING

Special Meeting Thursday
Recorded Nos. 3001 August 1, 1996
and 3002 3:00 p.M.

1. Call To Order

The Special Meeting of the City Council of the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, Caltfornia, was
held on the above date at the sated hour of 3:00 p.m. The Mayor called the mesting to order.

I1. Roil Call
PRESENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Hazdovac
Hydorn
Livingston
White
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Fischer
STAFF PRESENT: City Administrator Kersnar
City Clerk Brehmer
Director of Community Planaing
and Building Roseth
II. Pledge of Allegiance
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Council Member Hydorn.
OL Orders of Council
A ORTS. T - S 4 E COUN NTS ON

ORT ORD bt hY

Mayor White mtroduced Les White, Executive Director of FORA, who then mtroduced Ann

Hebenstreit, member of the FORA planning staff, who gave a brief overview of the Fort Ord Reuse
Plan.

During her presentation, she noted that the goals of FORA were twofold: 1) to create a Reuse Plan;

and 2) to facilitate the transfer of the Fort Ord property to civilian use. The Plan, she explained, is
a refinement of the Plan that was drafted by the Task Forces formed by then-Congressman Leon

(p o w725
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AUG @7 ’96 @8:22AM CITY HALL CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA P.S

City Council 10276
Special Mesting
August 1. 1996

In addressing build-out, he explained that most growth that is going to happen on the Penimsula is
going to happen on Fort Ord, and that would be 2 modest growth rate of 1 percent per year. In
conctusion, he said: 1) redevelopment/development presems an enormous opportunity for the region;
2) the proposal presents an opportunity to develop a world-class university town; 3) the kind of
development and the emphasis in the Plan are a complement to the Peninsuls; 4) the Plan will be
opposed; and 5) the Plan should be developed, made the best it can be, and adopted..

Prior to opening the discussion to members of the audience, Mayor White asked if the desire of the
Council was to have a verbatim transcript of the meeting. BY CONSENSUS, THE COUNCIL DID
NOT WISH TO HAVE A VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT OF THE MEETING.

"ok

Mayor White opened the discussion to members of the audience.

Melanie Moran appeared to invite the members of the Council and audiencs to the Hopkins Marine
Station in October to view the coastline fronting Fort Ord -- noting the difference between a
Monterey Bay hotel and the Embassy Suites. She also supported Council Member Hydom’s
comments regarding design guidelines. '

Mary Condrv, representing the Carmel Residents Associstion, appeared to address concemns
regarding the adequacy of the EIR and to urge the Council to request that the deadline for
certification of the DEIR be extended until the end of the year. She also addressed concerns
regarding water consumption, waste water treatment capacity, and the impact on the highways. She
said the Association believed the DEIR should address mitigating measures as well as a project
alternative in which development would be restricted to that which can be accommodated by the
water available on the Fort Ord site.

Laurence Dickey appeared to state that the Plan should be down-sized. He said the issues of water
availability and economic viability are reasons to “cut back the latest proposal,” and made the
following comments for the record: *The present allocation of 6600 acre-feet of water is being drawn
from the Seaside aquifer which is already critically low, and there is no assurance that additional
supplies will be manufactured, recovered, reprocessed or transported within ten years. There isno
money on hand or budgeted for the required improvements to project sites before entreprencurs will
buy them and pay user fees. It is apparent that the draft Environmental Impact Report and Reuse
Plan, which have taken so much time and money, require huge reductions to be in keaping with the
needs and capabilities of this out-of-the-way agricultural and recreational peninsula.” In closing he
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asked the Council to nstruct the FORA representative to seek 8 five-month extension of time for a\/
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study of the report and Plan by FORA, affected agencies, and the gencral public to produce a
“realistic and common-sense plan Which can surely be supported by a revised draft Environmental
Impact Report.”

Shirlev Humann appeared to state that the Fort