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Monterey, Ca.

July 3, 1996

Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)

100 12th St., Bldg. 2880 #_RECEIVED

Marina, CA 93933
Al

A ccs

Dear Board Members:

The FORA Board has a tremendous responsioiity to formulate a workable pian 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, gelf courses and housing developments, but you know the limitations of
our resources, and it will take resolve to be foresighted and tc make wise decisions
regarding this land use. Once the area is butit-our, there can be ne going back!

there were a sufficient source of water.

If the extensive plan which you are considering for Fort Ord is approved, it will chance life

on the Peninsula and will sericusly 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-gur beautifil
area.

Respectiuily,
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Jéhn S. and Trixie T. Brown
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume 11 Response fo Coments

Response to Letter 38

38-1. The commenter requests an extended public review period. Refer to
response {0 comment 5-1.

Response to Letter 39

39-1. Comment is the same as comment letter 33. Refer to response to
comment 33.

Response to Letter 40

40-1. The commenter is concerned about a future Highway 68 bypass. A
Highway 68 bypass is reflected in the graphics contained in the Reuse Plan and the
EIR. This bypass addresses a regional traffic demand whereby the existing Highway
68 is approaching its maximum capacity. Fort Ord development will impact both
the existing Highway 68 and the by pass. Future development at Fort Ord will pay
its fair share mitigation to these roadways based on a nexus analysis. Refer to
response to comment 30-1 for additional information pertaining to transportation
issues. The Highway 68 bypass was included in the TAMC traffic model’s
“optimistically financed scenario” and is inciuded in the Habitat Management Plan.

Response to Letter 41

41-1. Commenter would like additional campgrounds in the inland area of
Fort Ord. This is a matter for the FORA board to consider.

41-2. The commenter requests that consideration be given to on-site, land-
based treatment of sewage. The sewage treatment provisions of the Reuse Plan
envision treatment at the regional sewage treatment facility. This approach will
permit the sewage effluent to be treated and enter the regional supply of reclaimed
water to help address regional water management issues. The Reuse Plan provides
for the use of reclaimed water at Fort Ord. On-site spay application of treated
effluent is expected to be an integral part of the water resource management at Fort
Ord.

Response to Letter 42

42-1. The commenter is against the proposed project. The comment is for the
FORA board to consider.

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 79



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume 11 Response to Conunents |

Response to Letter 43

43-1. The commenter requests that the Reuse Plan result in no greater
population than existed before closure of the military base.

The declaration of policy, Chapter 1 of law that establishes the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority (SB 899), establishes four goals of the Authority Act: “1) To facilitate the
transfer and reuse of the real and other property comprising the military reservation
known as Fort Ord with all practical speed; 2) To minimize the disruption caused
by the base’s closure on the civilian economy and the people of the Monterey Bay
area; 3) 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 4) To
maintain and protect the unique environmental resources of the area.” (67651)

5B 899 was developed as a mechanism to allow cities directly impacted by base
closure to create economic opportunities. These communities also have the option to
provide for future population expansion and economic opportunities through
development of the Reuse Plan or without a reuse plan, just as any other community
is allowed to plan for its long-term future through a general plan. SB 899 does not
specifically prohibit the reuse of Fort Ord to exceed the population that existed at
Fort Ord in 1991 (i.e., approximately 31,000 people). In addition, SB 899 was not
created with the intent to limit growth to a level commensurate with the economic
activity that existed prior to the departure of the 7th Light Infantry Brigade.
However, the FORA Board is required to consider the issue raised by the
commenter.

43-2. The commenter is concerned about water resources. Refer to response
to comment 8-5 and 21-1 for a growth management discussion.

Response to Letter 44

44-1. Commenter requests a 13-acre cemetery. It is the prerogative of each
community to determine where a cemetery, if any, would be most appropriate.
Monterey County recently endorsed its support of a veteran’s group in their
application for property to develop a national cemetery at Fort Ord. The veteran’s
group wants to create a veterans cemetery on a 156-acre site at Fort Ord which
would overlap onto both the county’s and the City of Seaside’s jurisdictions.

The low density residential {nomenclature used in Reuse Plan is “SFD”) land use
category contained in Table 3.4-1 - Permitted Range of Uses for Designated Land Uses -
(Context and Framework document (Volume I. page 3-50)), permitted range of uses
will be amended to permit cemeteries. The reader is referred to the Changes to the
Reuse Plan section below.

The area currently proposed for a future 156-acre cemetery could be the area bound
on the east side by the future Eastside Road and bound on the south side by Polygon

80 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume 11 Response to Coments

21c and the future Eastside Road. On the west side the cemetery boundary cuts to
the north past the most easterly boundary line of Polygon 20h and to the easterly
boundary of Polygon 20d and then to the connector road between Giggling Road to
the north and the future Eastside Road to the south, where the proposed cemetery
boundary then follows this connector road to the north to the southwest corner of
Polygon 16. The north side cemetery boundary then traverses along the south side
of Polygon 16 to the east where, at the City of Seaside/Monterey County, the
cemetery boundary drops to the southeast and diagonally across Polygon 21a and
connects to the future Eastside Road.

A portion of the proposed cemetery location is within the proposed POM housing
enclave in the city of Seaside’s jurisdiction and a portion within Monterey County’s
proposed low density single-family residential area. If a cemetery were built, the
impacts of the proposed cemetery must be considered in light of potential impacts
associated with the proposed land uses the cemetery would displace. It is expected
that the county would transfer the potential residential development lost as a resuilt
of a cemetery to another location within county jurisdiction. This is expected to
occur in county Polygons 21a and 21b. The displacement of housing units in
Seaside’s jurisdictions could be off-set by increasing slightly the residential densities
throughout Seaside’s residential polygons.

The primary impacts associated with this proposed land use pertains to
transportation and biological issues.

Biological impacts and the loss of sensitive species and habitats have been
adequately addressed in the Habitat Management Plan (HMP). The HMP describes
a cooperative federal, state, and local program of conservation for plant and animal
species and habitat of concern known to occur at Fort Ord. The HMP establishes a
long-term program for the protection, enhancement and management of all HMP
resources with a goal of no net loss of HMP populations while acknowledging and
defining an allowable loss of such resources through the land development process.
The HMP establishes the conditions under which the disposal of Fort Ord lands to
public and private entities for reuse and development may be accomplished in a
manner that is compatible with adequate preservation of HMP resources to assure
their sustainability in perpetuity. Therefore, the HMP establishes performance
standards for all future developments to implement.

As it pertains to the transportation impacts associated with the cemetery, the
cemetery will result in fewer traffic impacts than the traffic impacts that would
otherwise have been associated with housing (Keith Higgins, pers. com., December
12,1996). For example, based on the Trip Generation document of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (1991 edition), the highest average vehicle trip end
generation rate per acre associated with a cemetery is 4.28 and occurs on Saturday.
By comparison, low density residential units’ average trip end is 10 per unit. Since
there are projected to be up to 5 units per acre, the comparative impact, as measured
on a per acre basis, wilt be much greater for residential uses than for a cemetery (4.28
per acre for a cemetery versus 50 per acre for low density residential).

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY g1



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume 11 Response to Comments

The development of the cemetery will displace residential units and result in a
higher concentration of residential units in the county’s Polygons 21a and 21b.
However, this is not expected to increase the level of impact on area roadways and
will not change the conclusions of the modeled traffic scenarios used in the Reuse
Plan and EIR, because the residential traffic, regardless of where it is located in the
County jurisdiction of Fort Ord, will be using the same roadways.

The addition of a cemetery is not considered to be a significant change in the project
description. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR will not be required. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) states that new information int an EIR is not
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an affect (inciuding a
feasible project alternative). Recirculation is not required where the new
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR.

“Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a
. . quiring
disclosure showing that:

a) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

b} A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance.

¢) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to
adopt it.

d) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded.

The addition of a cemetery is not considered to be a substantial environmental
impact based on the above discussion. Therefore, the inclusion of as cemetery as a
permitted use in the Fort Ord jurisdiction’s residential land use categories is not
considered to be a justification for recirculating the EIR.

Changes to the Reuse Plan

VolumeI. Page 3-50. Table 3.4-1. Amend each of the residential land uses category
“Permitted Range of Uses” to include the following: cemeteries.

Response to Letter 45

82 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY



RETURN TO FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT .

AGENDA - OIDBUSINESS .=
Subject: Veterans Cemetery Parcel Land Use Designations
Meeting Date: November 16, 2012

ACTION

Agenda Number: &d

RECOMMENDATION(S):

Direct EMC Planning Group to include BRP Land Use Concept Map and text amendments
affecting the Veterans Cemetery site as a consideration in the BRP Reassessment Report
(draft report was completed in October 17, 2012) as a potential action item for consideration
in January 2013. Legislative land use decisions and/or development entitlements and
appropriate CEQA review by Monterey County and/or Seaside would need to be submitted
for FORA Consistency review. FORA will not be the “lead agency” for this project and
adopting this recommendation will not commit FORA to a “project” as defined in CEQA.

BACKGROUND:

At the September 14 FORA Board meeting, staff presented a report on implementing the
FORA Board's past direction and actions concerning land use designations on parcels
related to future development of a Veterans Cemetery. The Veterans Cemetery site
includes approximately 100 acres within Seaside and approximately 78 acres within
unincorporated Monterey County. The individual parcels within the overall site and their
current and proposed land use designations are described in Table 1, below (map with
corresponding parcels “A” through “I” is provided in Attachment A).

Table 1 — Current and Proposed Land Use Designations for the Veterans Cemetery Parcel

Parcel Name Approx. | Current BRP Land Use “Proposed” BRP Land Use
(jurisdiction) Acreage | Designation(s) Desgnatlon(s)

a) Endowment Fund

Opportunity Parcel 29.51 Open Space/Recreation .SFD Low Density Residential
(Seaside)

b) Endowment Fund

Opportunity Parcel 2.03 SFD Low Density Residential No Change
(County)

%?:;gls)ry Parcels 1.64 Open Space/Recreation Office/R&D
?()3?1?%'/'? ry Parcels 3.64 SFD Low Density Residential Open Space/Recreation
e) CCCVC (Seaside) 32.22 Open Space/Recreation No Change

f) CCCVC (County) 52.16 SFD Low Density Residential Open Space/Recreation
g) Development Area

with Habitat Restoration | 31.02 Open Space/Recreation No Change
Opportunity (Seaside)

h) Development Area

with Habitat Restoration 17.46 SFD Low Density Residential Open Space/Recreation
Opportunity {County)

gnzaggiiglaglsazogitoﬁ 5.64 Open Space/Recreation No Change

' Proposed changes would include text changes to the Open Space/Recreation designation expressly allowing cemetery use
(italicized land use designations demonstrate proposed changes from current land use designations). These changes would clearly
designate land uses compatible with the Veterans Cemetery, ancillary, and endowment parcels. Proposed land use designations
are derived from the FORA, City of Seaside, and County of Monterey's previously stated intent to change Veterans Cemetery Land
Use designations, as described in the previous month's Board report.
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Right of Way (ROW)
(Seaside)

j) Parker Flats Road
and Parker Flats Cutoff 266 SFD Low Density Residential
Right of Way (ROW) ) (County)

(Seaside and County)

No Change

Options 1-3: Staff’s analysis and presentation at the September 14 Board meeting included
three options for the Board’s consideration and direction:

1) Await legislative land use decisions and/or development entitlements submitted from
Monterey County and/or City of Seaside. Appropriate CEQA review to be initiated
and paid for by the jurisdiction. This is FORA’s normal process for undertaking Base
Reuse Plan (BRP) revisions and approving consistency.

2) Direct EMC Planning Group to include BRP Land Use Concept Map and text
amendments affecting the Veterans Cemetery Parcel as a consideration in the BRP
Reassessment Report (draft report scheduled to be completed in October 2012) as a
potential action item for consideration in January 2013. Legislative land use
decisions and/or development entitlements and appropriate CEQA review by
Monterey County and/or Seaside would need to be submitted for FORA Consistency
review in the future.

3) For the Board to approve or adopt desired land use designation changes to the BRP
Land Use Concept Map and BRP text amendments, staff recommends:

a. CEQA review be completed to accompany the proposed changes.

b. Authorize staff to recruit/select a professional consultant to do this work
(requires additional budget).

c. Legislative land use decisions and/or development entitiements and
appropriate CEQA review from Monterey County and/or Seaside would still
need to be submitted for FORA Consistency review in the future.

Members of the public commented from a variety of perspectives on issues such as the
planned uses of the site, the need for a local Veterans Cemetery, evolution of the cemetery
as a broad-based community goal, site characteristics, and proximity to the National
Monument.

Ultimately, the Board voted on a motion to direct staff to provide the Board with additional
information regarding a fourth option that would allow designation of the Veterans Cemetery
independent of taking action at this time regarding the Endowment Fund Opportunity parcels.
The vote on the motion was not unanimous. The motion returned to the Board for a second
vote on October 12, 2012 and did not pass. A new motion at this meeting directed staff to bring
back Option #2 (see above) to the FORA Board for consideration at its November 16, 2012
meeting.

After October 12, 2012, FORA staff performed additional background research on the Veterans
Cemetery site designation and found two relevant items concerning how the Veterans
Cemetery site was included in the 1997 Base Reuse Plan (BRP) and BRP Final Program
Environmental Impact Report (EIR):

1) December 13, 1996 FORA Board Packet ltem 4a: “Approve Site For Veteran
Cemetery On Former Fort Ord” (Attachment B)

2) Pages 80-82 of the BRP Final Program EIR/Volume Il Response to Comments
“Response to Letter 44" (Attachment C)
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DISCUSSION:

Option #2 is the recommendation provided to the Board for consideration. Staff notes that
the Draft BRP Reassessment Report includes Veterans Cemetery items for consideration
under “Chapter 3: Topics and Options” pages 3-108 to 3-111.

Additional Board member discussion at the October 12, 2012 meeting centered on a need
to articulate a funding strategy for the Veterans Cemetery. FORA staff has discussed this
need with local agencies and California Department of Veterans Affairs (CDVA)
representatives. Transfer of the Veterans Cemetery property to CDVA is a critical step to
implementing an effective Veterans Cemetery funding strategy. Authority Counsel is
currently working on drafting a transfer agreement between FORA and CDVA and
anticipates bringing such an agreement to the FORA Board for consideration in the next few
months. CDVA has now indicated that they will accept the property from FORA. Seaside
and County of Monterey direction is needed for FORA to complete this task, as authorized
by FORA’s Implementation Agreements with Seaside and County of Monterey.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller

Staff time related to researching and reporting on this item is included in the FY12-13 budget.

COORDINATION:
Authority Counsel, CDVA, City of Seaside, Executive and Administrative Committees.

Prepared by %ﬂaj&ﬂm Reviewed by D :)+{ju6/\ &‘Mav(/
Jonathan Garcia \ 2 Steve Endey
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11/16/2012

Attachment B to ltem 8d
FORA Board Meeting,

|

FORA BOARD REPORT

Subject: Approve Site For Veteran Cemetery On Former Fort Ord

Meeting Date: December 13, 1996
Agenda Number: .4 a ACTION

RECONMMENDATION:

Approve, subject to the prior approval of Monterey County and the City of Seaside, the
location for Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord.

Direct FORA staff and consultants to modify the FORA Base Reuse Plan to include a cemetery at this
location.

Direct FORA staff and consultants to consider the environmental impacts of a cemetery at this
location in FORA's Final Environmental Impact Statement.

DISCUSSION:

State Senator-elect Bruce McPherson, in conjunction with retiring State Senator Henry Mello
and Congressman Sam Farr, has sponsored a series of meetings seeking to find a focation
for a veterans cemetery on the former Fort Ord. A number of sites were examined by the
veterans, Mcnterey County staff, Mayor Vocelka, Councilperson Perrine and staff from the
City of Marina, Mayor Jordan and staff from the City of Seaside.

Monterey County, the City of Seaside and the veterans have agreed on the site shown on
the attached map. The site involves land located in Monterey County and the City of
Seaside.

Approval of this site will complete the site selection phase for establishment of a veterans
cemetery. Development of the site is dependent on federal and state funding.

Work to obtain appropriate approval and funding from various state and federal agencies will
be lead by Senator McPherson in cooperation with the area’s state and federal legislators,
Monterey County, City of Seaside, and FORA staff.

COORDINATION: Administrative Committee, Monterey County, City of Seaside, Senator
McPherson’s office.

Prepared by: &L&Mﬂi (A)- 1

Derinis W. Potter
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Attachment C to Item 8d

FORA Board Meeting,

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I1 11/16/2012

Response to Letter 43

43-1. The commenter requests that the Reuse Plan result in no greater
population than existed before closure of the military base.

The declaration of policy, Chapter 1 of law that establishes the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority (SB 899), establishes four goals of the Authority Act: “1) To facilitate the
transfer and reuse of the real and other property comprising the military reservation
known as Fort Ord with all practical speed; 2) To minimize the disruption caused
by the base’s closure on the civilian economy and the people of the Monterey Bay
area; 3) 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 4) To
maintain and protect the unique environmental resources of the area.” (67651)

SB 899 was developed as a mechanism to allow cities directly impacted by base
closure to create economic opportunities. These communities also have the option to
provide for future population expansion and economic opportunities through
development of the Reuse Plan or without a reuse plan, just as any other community
is allowed to plan for its long-term future through a general plan. SB 899 does not
specifically prohibit the reuse of Fort Ord to exceed the population that existed at
Port Ord in 1991 (i.e., approximately 31,000 people). In addition, SB 899 was not
created with the intent to limit growth to a level commensurate with the economic
activity that existed prior to the departure of the 7th Light Infantry Brigade.
However, the FORA Board is required to consider the issue raised by the
commenter.

43-2. The commenter is concerned about water resources. Refer to response
to comment 8-5 and 21-1 for a growth management discussion.

Response to Letter 44

44-1. Commenter requests a 13-acre cemetery. It is the prerogative of each
community to determine where a cemetery, if any, would be most appropriate.
Monterey County recently endorsed its support of a veteran’s group in their
application for property to develop a national cemetery at Fort Ord. The veteran’s
group wants to create a veterans cemetery on a 156-acre site at Fort Ord which
would overlap onto both the county’s and the City of Seaside’s jurisdictions.

The low density residential (nomenclature used in Reuse Plan is “SFD”) land use
category contained in Table 3.4-1 - Permitted Range of Uses for Designated Land Uses -
(Context and Framework document (Volume L. page 3-50)), permitted range of uses
will be amended to permit cemeteries. The reader is referred to the Changes to the
Reuse Plan section below.

The area currently proposed for a future 156-acre cemetery could be the area bound
on the east side by the future Eastside Road and bound on the south side by Polygon

80 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume II Response to Coments

21c and the future Eastside Road. On the west side the cemetery boundary cuts to
the north past the most easterly boundary line of Polygon 20h and to the easterly
boundary of Polygon 20d and then to the connector road between Giggling Road to
the north and the future Eastside Road to the south, where the proposed cemetery
boundary then follows this connector road to the north to the southwest corner of
Polygon 16. The north side cemetery boundary then traverses along the south side
of Polygon 16 to the east where, at the City of Seaside /Monterey County, the
cemetery boundary drops to the southeast and diagonally across Polygon 21a and
connects to the future Eastside Road. '

A portion of the proposed cemetery location is within the proposed POM housing
enclave in the city of Seaside’s jurisdiction and a portion within Monterey County’s
proposed low density single-family residential area. If a cemetery were built, the
impacts of the proposed cemetery must be considered in light of potential impacts
associated with the proposed land uses the cemetery would displace. It is expected
that the county would transfer the potential residential development lost as a result
of a cemetery to another location within county jurisdiction. This is expected to
occur in county Polygons 21a and 21b. The displacement of housing units in
Seaside’s jurisdictions could be off-set by increasing slightly the residential densities
throughout Seaside’s residential polygons.

The primary impacts associated with this proposed land use pertains to
transportation and biological issues.

Biological impacts and the loss of sensitive species and habitats have been
adequately addressed in the Habitat Management Plan (HMP). The HMP describes
a cooperative federal, state, and local program of conservation for plant and animal
species and habitat of concern known to occur at Fort Ord. The HMP establishes a
long-term program for the protection, enhancement and management of all HMP
resources with a goal of no net loss of HMP populations while acknowledging and
defining an allowable loss of such resources through the land development process.
The HMP establishes the conditions under which the disposal of Fort Ord lands to
public and private entities for reuse and development may be accomplished in a
manner that is compatible with adequate preservation of HMP resources to assure
their sustainability in perpetuity. Therefore, the HMP establishes performance
standards for all future developments to implement.

As it pertains to the transportation impacts associated with the cemetery, the
cemetery will result in fewer traffic impacts than the traffic impacts that would
otherwise have been associated with housing (Keith Higgins, pers. com., December
12, 1996). For example, based on the Trip Generation document of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (1991 edition), the highest average vehicle trip end
generation rate per acre associated with a cemetery is 4.28 and occurs on Saturday.
By comparison, low density residential units” average trip end is 10 per unit. Since
there are projected to be up to 5 units per acre, the comparative impact, as measured
on a per acre basis, will be much greater for residential uses than for a cemetery (4.28
per acre for a cemetery versus 50 per acre for low density residential).

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 81
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Programm EIR/Volume I1 Response to Comments

The development of the cemetery will displace residential units and result in a
higher concentration of residential units in the county’s Polygons 21a and 21b.
However, this is not expected to increase the level of impact on area roadways and
will not change the conclusions of the modeled traffic scenarios used in the Reuse
Plan and EIR, because the residential traffic, regardless of where it is located in the
County jurisdiction of Fort Ord, will be using the same roadways.

The addition of a cemetery is not considered to be a significant change in the project
description. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR will not be required. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) states that new information in an EIR is not
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an affect (including a
feasible project alternative). Recirculation is not required where the new
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequate EIR.

“Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a
disclosure showing that:

a) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

b) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance.

c) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant
environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to
adopt it.

d) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded.

The addition of a cemetery is not considered to be a substantial environmental
impact based on the above discussion. Therefore, the inclusion of as cemetery as a
permitted use in the Fort Ord jurisdiction’s residential land use categories is not
considered to be a justification for recirculating the EIR.

Changes to the Reuse Plan

Volumel. Page 3-50. Table 3.4-1. Amend each of the residential land uses category
“Permitted Range of Uses” to include the following: cemeteries.

Response to Letter 45

82 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY
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