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TABLE 2 WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE SCOPING REPORT RECEIVED THROUGH SEPTEMBER 4, 2012

Name Date BRP Reassessment Comments — Written Comments Project-Specific Comments
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Colleen Ingram 08/29/12 X

Karin Locke 08/29/12 X X X X

Susan Schiavonne 08/29/12 X X X X X b'e

Chuck Della Sala, Mayor, City of | 08/30/12 X X X X X

Monterey

Doug Yount 08/30/12 X X X

Eric Petersen, Pedali Alpini, Inc. | 08/30/12 X X X X X X X b: X X X X X X X X

Ross Davidian 08/30/12 X X X X X X X

William Collins, BRAC 08/30/12 X X X X X X

Lisa Brinton, City of Seaside 08/31/12 X X X X X X X X X X

Tom Moore, Sierra Club 08/31/12 X X X X X X X X X X

John Hutcherson 09/01/12 X X

Lawrence Dick 09/02/12 X X X X

Jane Haines 09/03/12 X X X

Mary Ann Matthews, CA Native | 09/03/12 X X X X X X X

Plant Society

Pam Krone-Davis 09/03/12 X X X X X X X X

Pat McNeill 09/03/12 X X X X X X X

Amy White, LandWatch 09/04/12 X X X X X X

B. Leone 09/04/12 X X

Connie Quinlan 09/04/12 X X X X X X
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FORT ORD REUSE PLAN REASSESSMENT
SECOND ADDENDUM TO THE SCOPING REPORT

Name Date BRP Reassessment Comments — Written Comments Project-Specific Comments
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Denyse Frischmuth, 09/04/12 X X X
Communities for Sustainable
Monterey County
Douglas Yount, City of Marina 09/04/12 X
Eduardo Ochoa, CSUMB 09/04/12 X X X X X X X X X
Fred Meurer, City of Monterey 09/04/12 X X X
Gail Morton, forU 09/04/12 X X X X X X X
Greg Furey 09/04/12 X X X X X X X X
Kay Cline, Sustainable Seaside 09/04/12 X X X X X X X X
LeVonne Stone, Fort Ord 09/04/12 X X X X
Environmental Justice Network
Michael Stamp, attorney for Keep | 09/04/12 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Fort Ord Wild
Mike Weaver, Highway 68 09/04/12 X X X X X X X
Coalition
Paula Koepsel 09/04/12 X X X X X X
Suzanne Worcester 09/04/12 X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Vicki Nakamura, MPC 09/04/12 X X X X X X
Vicki Pearse 09/04/12 X X X X X X

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.




Vickie Bermea

From: Colleen Ingram [colleen.ingram@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 3:22 PM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: The Future of Fort Ord

To whom it May Concern:

Please know that the current state of FORA is not operating in the best interest of Fort Ord's preservation. We need to eliminate
the conflict of interest that seems to be behind the decisions to develop this treasured land. I hope that you will be receptive to
the suggestions made by Monterey county citizens tonight.

Thank You,
Colleen Ingram



Vickie Bermea

From: Karin Locke [wisteriagma@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 2:44 PM
To: Darren McBain

Subject: Comments 8 29 2012 Public meeting

FORA Executive Houlemard must step down, Potter needs to step down and new leadership must finish the
remaining six years of implementation. It is clear the ecology and environment is not the priority of the
leadership, the leadership is the driver for senseless development and there is massive and ever

growing distrust in the community.

Money and development are the primary focus. The place of nature and open space is not honored here, it is
trampled on by clear cutting, secret deals and politics that run on greased wheels of money. In 20 to 25 years,
if development continues here, this area will be rotten and in a quagmire. Many, many scientists have said
that if we do not stop development, the path towards our species is one of destruction, think about your great
grandchildren and the world they will live in. Monterey County does not have a climate plan, greenhouse gas
will increase, and the ocean will be affected by the amount of desalination plants to fulfill the future water
needs.

Sensitive development on lands already blighted is the only option, we have learned to live with the
unacceptable, and it is time to stop this and change our course of action.

Karin Locke
878 Bayview Ave

Pacific Grove CA 93950



5. Schiavone Comments 8/29/12 FOR A [Type text}

1 came today because | have a very deep concern that this process has
been conducted in reverse in regard to at least one area of
planning..... according the FORA plan, the three E’s are to be
addressed in all planning....l was concerned about what was being
done to accommodate wildlife movement when | first attended the
reassessment meetings held in spring....f indicated this in my letter
sent June 10.

After that rushed response | did more research. Looking at the
Seaside project at Lightfighter Drive, | did not see any area that
looked like a wildlife corridor, despite being told by the mayor there
was one. | looked up the approved plan on the city website. Instead,
the skimpy line of trees along Highway 1 have been relabeled the
wildlife corridor (city of Seaside approved plan date August 2010).
This is not a wildlife corridor, and represents a dangerous area for
deer or other animals. The noise and reverberation of the traffic alone
is a hazard. | walk in this area and see the tracks and that section used
by deer now, would be completely destroyed and replaced with a
large heat producing paved parking lot for a department store, with a
thin line of little puff trees. There are also no obvious witdlife
corridors on the southern side, though open areas in csu and others
still exist. Also a linkage from Gen Jim Moore to Second street is
planned to run right over the area where deer etc. now graze and
move to and from the dunes area. | then looked up the FORA wildlife
habitat plan only to see that it was “not ready for public release.”
This alarmed me even more.....how do you have a reuse plan review
when you have not completed a crucial part of the plan to be
reviewed, especially part of the plan that is key to meeting the
environmental intent of the original plan....I looked at the maps and



$. Schiavone Comments 8/29/12 FOR A [Type text]

even with whispering oaks, did not see clear wildlife corridors
available that enable movement toward the bay...| contacted my
supervisor and asked for clarification wherein there also was a
negative in terms of concrete plans that involved corridors and
movement.

On August 10, (the date of the board meeting) | read in the Herald
that the reuse plan review must be done by Jan. 1.....a few weeks
back there was a notice in the paper that the habitat plan was going
to be released in 2012 but with no date and apparently at the last
minute since it is now September.....this is blatantly backwards in
terms of planning.....to release the habitat plan just before the
deadline for reviewing the reuse pian, and at the point where all of
the cities are rushing to get developers in before anyone blinks, puts
the situation where no time for discussion exists in this regard.....]
think it should be pointed out clearly and loudly that thisis a
backward process - that the imperative of the three E’s has not been
met in terms of the environment and that the entire plan NEEDS to be
reviewed and all players need to come back to the table with wildlife
conservation in mind and find ways to knit back together pieces you
have chopped up so that deer and other creatures retain the ability to
move through what is left of their range.....they need access to the
shore, along the shore and back up on the OTHER SIDE — they do not
read detour signs, understand freeways or know they have to turn
around and return the same way.,

The original For Ord Reuse Plan, on page 333, section 4.4 states, in
regard to the Conservation Element of the Plan:



5. Schiavone Comments 8/29/12 FOR A [Type text]

“The element, which is State mandated, reguires that the natural resources
within the boundaries of former Ft. Ord are supervised in perpetuity and that
these resources are not diminished. The element’s contents respond to
California environmental laws, including the Clean Water Act and the Clean Air
Act.

The conservation element overlaps provisions found in the land use, circulation,
open space and safety elements. It differs, however, from other portions of the
reuse plan in its almost exclusive orientation toward natural resources. In
addition, this element recognizes that natural resources, more so than any other

issues discussed in the plan, are not constrained by jurisdictional boundaries.
Vehicles traveling within and outside the former Fod Ord wil impact air quality

both within and outside the areas. And animal species may move through the
former Fort Ord on their way through the region unaware of borders drawn on
maps. “

| am alarmed when | see FORA maps of designated wildlife areas split
in three with planned roads and a route 68 bypass that actually
creates a wildiife island where certain death of the animals is
assured. Snakes are especially disturbed by traffic vibration. No one
is talking about it in the scoping report by your organization.

| am calling on the FOR A to back up and really do the three E’s —
include the environment as a full player — and have ali be involved in
reviewing their plans for land use in this ecosystem in the light of
wildlife movement & preservation. The FOR A Board must correct
errors made in initial planning that conflict with best practice. We
need to plan for wildlife movement as much as our own |
movement.....we are creating development into a wildlife habitat and
want to preserve it. We seem to have no compunction in making and
using trails through that “habitat” and plans for recreational uses. Yet
we don’t provide for trails and access for the wildlife we say we

3



5. Schiavone Comments 8/29/12 FOR A [Type text]

appreciate so they can traverse the areas we have taken away.... At
least go back and rework the planning so as to cause the least harm.
There are models that can be used; no one seems discussing
this....University ecology staff and grad students could help—there is
information on how to do this.

1 cannot help but add a comment about the proposed Monterey
Downs project — it is a breech of the intention of this plan and FOR A,
the County and the City of Seaside are wrong to allow this grandiose
development to defeat the purpose of the original intention of this
plan, to destroy what was originally designated to be protected.
Thank you for listening,

Susan L Schiavone
1505 Ord Grove Ave.

easide, CA 93955
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August 10, 2012

Darren McBain, Project Manager
Fort Ord Reuse Authority

920 Second Avenue, Suite A
Marina, CA 93833

Via Fax: 831-883-3675
RE: Base Reuse Plan Reassessment
Dear Mr. KMcBain,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide early input in the reassessment process. The
purpose of reassessing the Base Reuse Plan {BRP) is to determine whether
redevelopment of the base to date is meeting the goals of the BRP, which are Economic
Development, Education, and Environmental Protection. Since adoption of the BRP in
1997, entitlements have been issued for six major developments; the California State
University campus has been developed, and 18,000 acres of land has been designated as
permanent open space/habitat by the federal government. Therefore, the City believes
that FORA and the member jurisdiction have made great progress towards the BRP
goals. However, much more progress towards economic development is required with
respect to replacing jobs lost fhrough the base closure process. Progress also needs to
be made to install essential infrastructure to ensure constructive reuse of the former Fort
Ord,

With respect to the Gity of Monterey’s property specifically, our staff is looking forward to
working with FORA staff during the reassessment process t¢ make mingr adjustments to
the Caltrans and Fert Ord Expressway rights-of-way to make them concurrent with parcel
boundaries and consistent with proposed land uses.

We look forward to confinuing our participation throughout the BRF reassessment
process. If you have specific questions regarding our comments, please contact Elizabeth
Caraker, Principal Planner at 848-1739.

Sincerely,

Q&MQVE-QQQ : a&ﬂ'—gﬁh——

Chuck Dalla Sala
Mayor
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933
Fhone: {831) 883-3672 - Fax: {831} B83-3675
Wabsite: www.fora.org

FORT ORD REUSE PLAN REASSESSMENT

COMMENT FORM

SCOPING REPORT

FORA welcomes public input on the Scoping Report, as it relates to the 1997 Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan
reassessment process. The 1997 Base Reuse Plan was created as a 40-60 year plan. The overall goal of the
reassessment process is to explore whether objectives and policies in the Base Reuse Plan shouid be updated to
better address current cenditions and meet the community's future needs. A Reassessment Report will he
prepared for this purpose. The Reassessment Report will include a range of options that the FORA Board of

Directors may wish to consider for possibie future action related to the Base Reuse Plan.

The 5coping Report includes a summary of information collected about the implementation of the Base Reuse Plan
since it was approved 15 years ago. The Scoping Report also includes an analysis of current and future economic
and market conditions and trends. The Scoping Report will be used as a basis for identifying possible options for
censideration that may be included in the Reassessment Report for future consideration or action by the FORA
Board.

Comments submitted by 5:00 PM on September 4, 2012, will be included in the Final Scoping Report scheduled for
release on September 7, 2012, Comments received after this deadline will be accepted but will not be included in
the Final Scoping Report document and may not be included in the Board packet for the FORA Board meeting on
September 14, at which the Board will consider accepting the Scoping Report. Commaents can also be presented on
September 14 at the FORA Board meeting, but those comments will not be included in the Final Scoping Report

document.

r [f Ry
Commenter Name: L A F{,? E/O{J AL

P

7 .
Address {Optional: C {T&/ O{f _A/(,jf}'/l' / ./{/g

Email {Optional):

FORA cannot directly respond to each and every comment that is submitted; however, all comments will be

reviewed.

Comments can be submitted to FORA by email: plan@fora.org; FAX: 831-883-3675; or mail to: FORA, 920 Znd
Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933, For more information about FORA or the Base Reuse Plan, visit the FORA
website at www fora.org or contact Darren McBain at FORA, {831) 883-3672.

Space for written comments is provided on the reverse side.
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If additional space is needed, please attach additional shests.

Comments can be submitted to FORA by email: plan@fora.org; FaX: (831) 883-3675; or mail to: FORA, 920 2nd
Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 933933, For mare information about FORA, the Base Reuse Plan, or the workshops, visit
the FORA website at www fora.org or contact Darren iMcBain at FORA, (831) 883-3672.

Si tiene preguntas o necesita informacion o traduccion en espanol, favor de llamar a lonathan Garcia o Darren

WcBain al 331-383-3672.



PEDALI
ALPINI..

[rie Petersen, president
P O Box 2416

Salinas CA 93902

June 11,2012

Fort Ord Reuse Authorily
920 Sceond Ave #A
Moartna CA 93933

Dear FORA:

This letter 15 regarding Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan reassessment process, and is the mput
from Pedali Alpini, Inc. Pedali Alpini is one of the oldest and most successtul bicvele clubs in
the United States. We have an interest in maximizing the open space on the former Fort Ord,
both for local recreation and for the economic benefits from such recreation and tourism.

We believe that the reasscssment report completely misses what is really needed. which
is the best way Fort Ord can be used in the future, We believe that the report is less a realistic
assessment than a service to developers. Long term, the best way to use Fort Ord is to capitalize
on the many positive factors of the arca, then use the blighted areas to support and enhance the
arca. National monuments can be a boon to local economies, but must be protected as much as
possible. This will require some changes in the local cconomy, as some people will need to learn
new fobs,

Every remaining arca of oak lorest or meadow should be incorporated into the new Fort
Ord National Monument, The Burcau of Land Management has demonstrated that they have the
ability to manage the arca very well, and as much land as possible should be transferred to their
control.

The remaining blighted areas must be rehabilitated as quickly as possible. There is no
excuse for the old barracks to still remain this long afier the Army lelt. Getting rid of the old
barracks must be a high priority.

We need 10 maximize the poteniial of the former Fort Ord. This will support a wide
range of recreational activities, including cycling. It will also improve the economy of Monterey
County, and provide constructive diversions for our young people. Crucial to this is that all
proposals must receive extensive consideration, since a mistake can endanger or even destroy
this area {orever.



Most important must be the people of the Monterey County area, particularly those in the
Salinas/Marina/Seaside communities. The profit of a few much not be considered 1o be more
important than the general good.

It should be a simple process to achieve this vision, First and foremost, the size of the
new Fort Ord National Monument must be as large as possible, not only including the current
{and controlied by the Bureau of Land Management, but also other adjacent land. There must be
coordination between BLM and other entities in the area, including Monterey County Parks,
California State Parks, California State University — Montercy Bay, and all the others.
Particularly important would be with the National Park Service regarding Pinnacles National
Monument and the DeAnza Trail.

Specific Suggestions

Pedali Alpini would like to make specific comments regarding the future of the FORA
ared;

1. The area devoted to the National Monument sheuld be maximized and fully protected.

2. The proposed veterans’ cemetery needs to have the highest priority, including full
funding. The veterans’ cemetery should be protected within the boundaries of the
Nationa! Monument. Sites other than the currently-proposed site should be considered,
such as East Garrison or off of Highway 68.

3. Projects such as massive horse racing facilities which could seriously impact the National
Monument need to be prohibited. The Marina Equestrian Center should be brought nto
the process to provide input regarding a suitable equestrian facility.

4. Projects which expand and enhance the National Monument should be encouraged and
supported. These would include the proposed Montercy Bay Youth Camp, which can be
protected within the boundaries of the National Monument.

5. The only campground nearby is at Laguna Seca County Park, and it is not available all
the time. The Bureau of Land Management should be encouraged to establish
campgrounds suitable for the National Monument. These could be at areas cn the
periphery of the National Monument, such as off Hwy 68, at East Garrison, and Parker
Flats. While campgrounds should be designed for all users, including RV campers and
equestrians, the campgrounds should also be designed in a manner appropriate for a
National Monument, such as the campground at East Pinnacles.

6. “Habitat preservation™ should continue as BLM 15 deing it now, with attention given 1o
sensitive areas and trails routed around, but also with the trail system enhanced for all
users.



7. BLM should be encouraged to allow more public events similar to those which have
existed in the area for years, TFacilities should be developed for other smaller events such
as large picnics, weddings, cte; those [acilities should localed around the outside parts of
the National Monument with the interal areas preserved to the greatest extent possible.

8. Appropriate transportation improvements need lo be considered, especially public
transpertation to trailheads. Monterey-Salinas Transit needs to be brought in to the
process.  Subject o funding limitations, MST needs to provide access to the major
trailheads and other important areas of the National Menument. (Perhaps Federal
funding could be provided for this purpose).

9. More housing has already been approved than will be needed in Monterey County for
decadcs, possibly Tor the rest of this century. In addition to the Fort Ord area, there 1s the
Future Growth Area in Salinas, plus other developments in communities up the Salinas
Vallcy. There needs to be a moratorium for any new housing projects in the Fort Ord
area until there is a real need for the housing. Existing housing which can be
rehabililated should be the highest housing priority, followed by in-city projects which
have been already started.

10. The Eastside Parkway should be eliminated until such time as it might actually be needed
for many reasons. It will be disruptive o habitat including sensitive species, and to the
new National Monument. It is supposed to connect at the north end to the Westside
Bypass west of Salinas, which will not be funded or built for many years (if ever),
resulting in another “Read to Nowhere.” Mostly, though, it simply is not needed.

The potential of the area which used to be Fort Ord s enormous, but can easily be totally
bungled. This area needs close attention while giving local input a high prierity. There are
mistakes which could easily be made which will ruin this treasure for those of us which have the
greatest interest and needs, including veterans and local hikers, cyclists, and equestrians. Every
step needs to be done carefully, as there are mistakes which could ruin the area forever.

If further informatien or clarification is needed, the best way to reach me is via e-mail at
eric939¢iredshifi.com, or by telephone at (831)758-2474. Thank vou for the opportunity to
provide input to the important local issue!

—

You?

FEric Petersen
President
Pedaii Alpini, Inc




FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 930833
Phone: (B31) 883-3672 - Fax: {831} 883-3675
Wehsite: W foragrg

FORT ORD REUSE PLAN REASSESSMENT

COMMENT FORM
SCOPING REPORT

FORA welcomes public input on the Scoping Report, as it relates to the 1997 Fort Ord Base Reuse Flan
reassessment process. The 1997 Base Reuse Plan was created as a 40-60 year glan. The overall goal of the
reassessment process is to explore whather objectives and policies in the Base Reuse Plan should be updated to
hetter address current conditions and mest the community's future needs. A Reassessment Report will be
prepared for this purpose. The Reassessment Report will include a range of options that the FORA Board of
Directors may wish to consider for possible future action related to the Base Reuse Plan.

The Scoping Report includes a summary of information collected about the implementatlon of the Base Reuse Plan
since it was approved 15 years ago. The Scoping Report also includes an analysis of current and future economic
and market conditions and trends. The Scoping Report will be used as a basis for identifying possible options for
consideration that may be included in the Reassessment Repo'rt for future consideration or acfion by the FORA
Board.

Comments submitted by 5:00 PM on September 4, 2012, will be included in the Final Scoping Report scheduled for
release on September 7, 2012, Comments received after this deadline will be accepted but will not be included in
the Final 5coping Report document and may not be included in the Board packet for the FORA Board meeting on
September 14, at which the Board will consider accepting the Scoping Repart. Comments can also be presented on
September 14 at the FORA Board meeting, but those comments will net be included in the Final Stoping Report
document.

Commenter Name: Q__OSS;-;B&ADWM

Address [Optional): Seasida.

Ematl {Optional):

FORA cannct directly respond to each and every comment that is submitted; however, all comments will be

reviewed.

Comments can be submitted te FORA by emall: plan@fora.org; FAX: 831-883-3675; or mail to: FORA, 920 2nd
Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933, For more information about FORA or the Base Reuse Plan, visit the FORA
website at www.fora.org or contact Darren McBain at FORA, (831) 883-3672.

Space for written comments is provided on the reverse side.
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Vickie Bermea

From: Collins, William K CIV (US) [william.k.collins.civ@mail.mil]

Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2012 9:38 AM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: RE: Reassessment Scoping Document (UNCLASSIFIED)

Attachments: BRAC Comments to DRAFT FORA Reassessment Scoping Document.docx; Figure 11.ppt

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Hi Darren: Attached are our comments to the Draft Scoping Report. Please let
me know if there are any questions regarding our comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment.

Bill

William K. Collins
Wildlife Biologist

Fort Ord BRAC Office
(831) 242-7920

Fax (831) 393-9188

From: Darren McBain [mailto:Darren@fora.org]
Sent: Tuesday, August 28, 2012 11:41 AM

To: Collins, William K CIV (US)
Subject: RE: Reassessment Scoping Document (UNCLASSIFIED)

Hi Bill, thanks for your message and I'm sorry for the slow reply. It's

shaping up to be a hectic week. If you could please email me your edits that
would be great. I realize you don't have the document in Microsoft Word (to
allow "track changes") but if you want to copy and paste the existing

wording from the PDF into a Word document and then track changes from there,
that would be one way to do it. Or if you just email me some blocks of text

with the correct info, I'll provide that to the consultants. Either way,

I'll get your corrections to the consultants just as soon as I receive it.

Sometime before Sept. 4 would be ideal so we can get it included in the

scoping report. Thanks- Darren

Darren McBain

Associate Planner

Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)
darren(@fora.org

(831) 883-3672

920 2nd Ave., Suite A Marina, CA 93933



From: Collins, William K CIV (US) [mailto:william.k.collins.civ@mail. mil]
Sent: Monday, August 27, 2012 10:07 AM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: Reassessment Scoping Document (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Hi Darren: The BRAC Office has reviewed the scoping document and would like
to provide some changes to the cleanup discussion prior to the next version

of the scoping document or in the reassessment. How would you like to
receive the Army's comments? Thanks

Bill

William K. Collins
Wildlife Biologist

Fort Ord BRAC Office
(831) 242-7920

Fax (831) 393-9188

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED

Caveats: NONE

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE



Fort Ord BRAC Office Comments on the DRAFT FORA Reassessment Scoping Report

1. Page 4-165, left column, Mitigation Measures and New Programs. It reads “All construction
plans for projects in the City/County shall be reviewed by the Presidio of Monterey, Directorate
of Environmental and Natural Resources Management (DENR), to determine if construction is
planned within known or potential OE areas. Construction crews and contractors must stop all
work and contact the federal police when ordnance is found. The contractor must have an Army
approved plan for OE voidance and the avoidance must be performed by trained OE specialist.”
We understand this is one of the mitigation measures identified in the Final Fort Ord Reuse Plan
EIR (page 4-88), and is identified as “Program A-1.3 in the Final Reuse Plan (page 445). It is
unclear why this needs to be highlighted as a “new program” in the Scoping Report. In addition,
please note that Presidio of Monterey DENR no longer manages BRAC property at the former
Fort Ord. Construction plans on Army owned property must be coordinated with the U.S. Army
Fort Ord BRAC Office. Since the Reuse Plan was finalized, the Army has made significant
progress in its investigation and cleanup of munitions and explosives of concern (MEC; formerly
“ordnance and explosives”) at the former Fort Ord. Several records of decision (RODs) have been
signed under CERCLA, supporting transfer of numerous parcels to FORA and other entities. For
these properties, the property transfer documents (deeds) contain notices and requirements
regarding MEC safety that apply to the specific parcels. Therefore, the description of Program A-
1.3 should be updated to reflect the current practices that provide for MEC safety during planning
and implementing a construction project. These practices include: MEC recognition and safety
training for people engaging in ground disturbance activities and construction support. Whether
these practices are recommended or required can be found in the property transfer deed for the
specific parcel(s). Additionally, entities with jurisdiction over portions of Fort Ord property have
adopted an ordnance ordinance that ensures MEC safety considerations are incorporated into
construction projects, which may be appropriate to be noted here.

2. The second mitigation measure that appears on the same page reads “Before construction activities
commence on any element of the proposed project, all supervisors and crew shall attend an Army
sponsored OE safety briefing. This briefing will identify the variety of OE that are expected to exist
on the installation and the actions to be taken if a suspicious item is discovered.” We understand this
is one of the mitigation measures identified in the Final Fort Ord Reuse Plan EIR (page 4-88), and
is identified as “Program A-1.4 in the Final Reuse Plan (page 445). It is unclear why this needs to
be highlighted as a “new program” in the Scoping Report. The description of Program A-1.4
should be updated to reflect that, the property transfer deed should be checked to determine if the
training is required at a specific parcel. The Army provides MEC recognition and safety training
to any interested party.

3. Page 4-204, right column, last paragraph. Please revise the last sentence to, “Clean-up activities
relating to water quality occur at four areas located in the northern portion of former Fort Ord
(Operable Unit (OU) 1, OU-2, Sites 2/12, and OU Carbon Tetrachloride Plume (OUCTP).

4. Page 4-211, Hazardous Materials Cleanup. The second sentence needs to be revised because lead
is addressed at Fort Ord by the Army’s Hazardous Toxic Waste program and not as part of the
Military Munitions Response Program. Also, delete “and other weapons” since the munitions
program investigates and remediates munitions and explosives of concern. It should also be
clarified that the lead based paint and asbestos used as construction materials are being addressed
as necessary by FORA.

5. “Cleanup Authorization Process” on page 4-211. Right column. The last sentence of the section
includes a statement “...and open space areas where public access is not envisioned receiving
lowest levels of cleanup.” The statement should be modified to reflect that public access is
envisioned in areas designated for open space reuse. For example, in munitions response sites
located within areas managed by BLM, public access is allowed.

6. On “Munitions Cleanup Activities” starting on page 4-211:



a. At the bottom of page 4-211, right column, the “impact area” is cited as encompassing
7,446 acres. It is unclear how this acreage was calculated. The Track 3 Impact Area
Munitions Response Area addressed by the 2008 Record of Decision (OE-0647) is 6,560
acres.

b. At the bottom of page 4-211, right column. The text suggests that, outside of the Impact
Area and ESCA areas, the remainder of 12,000 acres of munitions cleanup are part of
“the remaining sites, found elsewhere on the former Fort Ord and under the U.S. Army’s
responsibility.” This description is confusing since it does not correspond with the
information provided in the second subsequent paragraph regarding “the areas classified
as remaining sites.”

c. Page 4-211. Right column first paragraph, references “Figure 8, 1997 Baseline Built and
Munitions Conditions” as showing “areas with clean-up requirements.” In Figure 8, the
grey shaded area is identified as “Munitions Areas.” It appears that the grey shaded areas
show munitions response sites (MRSs) and Installation Restoration Program (IRP) sites.
As the IRP sites were identified and have been investigated for soil and groundwater
contamination issues (not for munitions response), the legend is confusing. Please
consider identifying these two types of sites separately.

d. Page 4-212, left column, first full paragraph. The Army did not conduct a prescribed burn
in 2005 in support of munitions response in the impact area. Delete “2005.”

e. On page 4-212, left column, second full paragraph, the “remaining sites” are described as
“not expected to contain significant levels of munitions or contaminants.” The paragraph
should identify the Army’s current munitions investigation efforts (outside the Impact
Area) to address areas included in the Remaining RI/FS Areas Management Plan (OE-
0687E). Some of the areas are still undergoing evaluation under the RI/FS process, so the
Army has made no such determination about “levels of munitions” concerning the entire
“remaining” areas, therefore the phrase should be deleted. In addition, “significant levels
of munitions” is not defined, so the phrase should not be used.

f.  On page 4-212, right column. The last paragraph on the ESCA areas. First sentence
“Regulatory closure has been completed for all but a small portion of the County North
munitions response area and much of the Parker Flats munitions response area” is
confusing. FORA’s request for Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action for
the County North Munitions Response Area and the EPA’s concurrence excluded no part
of the County North MRA from the certification. Recommend revising/rephrasing the
sentence to reduce the chance of confusion.

g. Page 4-212, Contamination Cleanup, Figure 11. Please replace with the map attached for
Figure 11 which provides a current status of the groundwater cleanup.

7. Contamination Cleanup, pages 4-221 — 222.

a. Beach Firing ranges. The current language needs revision because the remediation
resulted in large quantities of expended bullets and contaminated soil being excavated
and placed on the former Fort Ord Landfill in accordance with the Site 3 Record of
Decision and the Operable Unit 2 Record of Decision. Please revise the paragraph with
the following text: “During the time Fort Ord was an active training facility, soldiers
were trained in the use of small-caliber weapons at firing ranges in the sand dunes west of
Highway 1. This area was cleaned up to standards approved by three state and federal
environmental regulatory agencies, and transferred to the California Department of Parks
and Recreation. Expended bullets remain on the property because the cleanup objective
was to remove the contaminated soil where fine particles of lead fragmented off the



bullets after impacting the targets and backstops resulting in lead contaminated soil. The
remedial action objective was to remove the contaminated soil to a level that protects
human health and the environment for the future intended use as a state park. The
property will remain as open space, used for hiking, camping, and recreational uses on
designated trails and boardwalks to protect the rare, threatened, and endangered plants
and animals.”

Fritzsche Army Airfield, second bullet. Correct typo in the second sentence “arid” to
“and.” Also, replace “traemns-1, 2” with “trans 1,2.”

Fort Ord Landfills (Operable Unit 2), third bullet, first paragraph. Please revise with the
following changes: “landfills” is one word and replace “closure” with “capping.”

Fort Ord Landfills (Operable Unit 2), third bullet, second and third paragraphs. Revise
the first sentence to state that “Groundwater contamination occurred as a result of water
and chemicals migrating through the soil into the A, 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers.” The
landfill engineered cover included the use of a “linear low density polyethylene” material
to preclude water infiltration through the waste preventing further groundwater
contamination. The cap is not a seal. A new groundwater treatment plant is being built at
the landfill site to replace the current one. The landfill gas extraction system will not be
operational until 2025 as stated. The date will be determined based on the gas generation.
There is also perimeter landfill gas monitoring as required by state regulations to ensure
that gases do not exceed 5% concentrations at the landfill perimeter.

Carbon Tetrachloride plume (Operable Unit Carbon Tetrachloride Plume (OUCTP)). The
plume source has been remediated and does not exist as suggested in the text. The
Monterey County Special Groundwater Protection zone (MOCO Ordinance 15.08.140)
includes not only this site but all sites where groundwater contamination exists. The
bioremediation cleanup processes being utilized at this site is not experimental but is a
well-established method of treating contaminated groundwater. The unique application
completed at Fort Ord was to create large treatment areas using extraction and injection
wells optimally placed to create the treatment zone. The treatment zone has lactate
mixed with groundwater which works as explained in the document. Also, the last
paragraph needs to be revised. Please delete the statement, “If successful, this method
would replace the use of granular activated carbon for removal (Fort Ord BRAC
Environmental Cleanup Annual Report 2011).” The annual report does not state that
bioremediation will replace use of granular activated carbon.

Localized Contamination Sites. Delete the last sentence and replace with, “The Army has
completed the cleanup of localized soil contamination sites as described in the Basewide
Record of Decision and the Interim Action Record of Decision.”
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From: Lisa Brinton [LBrinton@ci.seaside.ca.us]

Sent: Friday, August 31, 2012 3:09 PM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: City of Seaside draft Scoping Report Comments
Hi Darren,

Attached please find the City of Seaside Base Reassessment draft Scoping Report comments. The original was placed in
the mail this afternoon.

Regards,

Lisa

Lisa Brinton

Redevelopment Project Manager
City of Seaside

440 Harcourt Avenue

Seaside, CA 93955

831-899-6883 (T)

831-899-6211 (F)
Ibrinton@ci.seaside.ca.us

New City Hall Hours: Monday - Thursday, 7:30 a.m. - 5:30 p.m.

"Please consider the environment before printing this email and remember to print double-sided whenever possible.”



CITY OF SEASIDE - CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE

440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (831) 899-6701
Scaside, CA 93955 EAX (831) 899-6227

August 31, 2012

Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A
Marina CA 93933

SUBJECT: FORA Base Reuse Assessment Scoping Report Comments
Decar FORA Chair and Board Members,

The City of Seaside is in full suppori of the BRP’s vision to promote the environmental,
educational and cconomic goals. These three elements are paramount to the success of the reuse
of the former Army base. While there has been substantive progress towards achieving the
Plan’s cnvironmental and educational goals, the envisioned economic opportunitics largely have
vet to take place. We are very concerned that the third element, cconomics, may not reach its
full potential, and this would have a particularly damaging effeets on the city of Scaside. The re-
assessment of the Base Reuse Plan (BRP) is crucial fo ensure that the cconomic opportunitics for
our citizens be protected and accomplished. The comments below specifically highlight
Seaside’s needs to ensure we provide economic opportunity and stability 1o our community.

Job Creation. The Cily of Scaside supports the Scoping Report’s recommendations that

¥ cfforts must bc made to institute a coordinated cconomic sirategy, to subsiantially reduce
development risk and to ensure that a variety of development oppertunitics are in place

¥ focus should be on cxport-oriented industry development comporting with the education
andd environmental sustainability goals on which base reuse is founded

¥ some residontial growth may need to occur ahead of commercial growth to obtain
jobs/housing balance over the longer term

# amorc skilled labor force must be in place to atfract cmployers to the region

The Re-assessment Report should include more specific recommendations and strategics for
public/privatc collaboration o increase the skill level of the local labor force and to provide local
employment opportunities for the cxisting higher skilled labor pool. With foday’s economic
dewnturn and the dissolution of redevelopment, it is even more imperative that the cconomic
asscts are protected and development accomplished through carcful planning, These economic
opportunities are to provide the cily the ability to create well-paying jobs for our residents and to
bring in municipal revenucs to provide much needed city services for the communily,

The Base Reuse Plan should reflect and be consistent with the city’s General Plan. The Cify
ol Seaside disagrces with the Scoping Reports statoment on page 4-207 that the BRP is not
required to be consistent with local general plans, but rather general plans are required to be
consistent with the BRP. The General Plan is the primary document the City uses to regulatc



FORA Board
August 31, 2012
Page 2

SUBJECT: FORA Base Reuse Assessment Scoping Comments

land use. Therefore, the reassessment of the BRP should attest and confirm that the City of
Scaside retains its right to develop consistent with its adopied General Plan ag it may be modified
from time to time.

Location and prioritization of development should be reaffirmed and re-prioritized
through the reassessment process. The Scoping Report recommends that development be
focused in blighted arcas (page 3-13 # 7), and that additional office/R&D job growih be fargeled
in arcas around IIwy 1 and in mere urbanized development patterns (page 3-12 #1). The
Scoping Report specifically identifios arcas in the City of Marina for such type of development.
Options to Policy Response #1 and #4 should reference, and the Reassessment Report
recommendations should include the City of Seaside 2010 Seaside East Conceptual Mastor
Plan’s emphasis on shifting current residential land usc designations to employmcent generating
commercial/light indusirial/R&R land uses along General Jim Boulevard south of Coe Avenuc in
addition. In addition the Scoping Report did not identify the area in the City of Scaside known
as “Surplus 1" which 1s adjacent to California State University Montcrey Bay (CSUMB) for
potential Office/R&D development,

FORA obligations for removal of barracks and hammerheads should be accomplished.
This task should be one of FORA’s highest prioritics, While the Scoping Report recommends
that FORA is to examine [unding soutces other than land sales for building removal, no specific
alternative funding sources are identified, Given the safety issue, visual blight and increased
developer risk related to these abandoned buildings, it is critical that the Reassessment Report
include recommended funding sources and implementation strategies that will enablc FORA to
fulfill its obligation.

Adequate funding sources for Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) are necessary given loss
of tax increment and these should be identified, evalnated and recommended. The Scoping
Report states on page 3-2 that investment in major infrastructure is key o reducing perceived
development risks. The formation of Inftastructure Financing Districts and cnsuring FORA
maintain ifs portion of redevelopment tax incrcment through legislative amcndments are
identified as potential sources of funds. Given the uncertainty of the legislalive amendment
process, there 18 a question as to the viability of these proposed lunding sources.  The
Reassessment Report should include additional alternative funding source recommendations and
implementation stralogics that will enable FORA to fulfill its CIP obligations.

Distribute revenue and sharing of expenses among members in the mos¢ fair way. The
Scoping Report states that infrastructure improvements must focus on regional needs and must
contribute to fulfilling objectives ensuring that all jurisdictions sharc in cconomic recovery
opporlunities, [t 1s important that thc Reassessment Report provide more specific
recommendations as to how the distribution of revenue and sharing of expenscs among members
can be implemcnted in the most fair way.



FORA Board
August 31, 2012
Page 3

SUBJECT: TFORA Basc Rewsc Assessment Scoping Comiments

Distribute property tax received hy FORA, Reference is made on in the Scoping Report on
page 3-10 {o the possibility that FORA may retain tts share of tax increment remains intact, but
thare is no discussion or recommondation as to how these funds should be used. With the loss of
Redevelopntent Funds, this revenue should be allocated to the land-use jurisdictions to assist
them in the economic development of propertics,

Revisit voting procedures. The Scoping Report does acknowledge concerns raised regarding
size of the Board and iis decision making proccss, but does net provide a specific
rccommendation {page 3-10). More specific recommendations should be included m the
Reassessment Report. The City of Seaside proposcs the climination of the requirement for a
unamimous vote thercfore eliminating the requirement for the second vote. This will provide an
elTicient and timely manner of doing business which also decreases slall time in preparing the
agenda packets. Our desire is that valuable staff time be use to further the objectives of the BRP,
rather than on a cumbersome process for Board decision making.

Sufficient water allocations needed to implement the BRP and enable future development
to occur should be identified and limitations on water usage should be lifted. While the
Scoping Report discussed the status of water allocation and proposed augmentation projects, no
specific recommendations regarding lifting limitations to allow devclopment to occur are
provided. Futurc implementation of the BRP cannot occur without adequate water resoitrees.
The projection of water allocation needed to implement the BRP and watcr strategies [or the
provision of adequate water for development to occur must be addressed in the Reasscssment
Report.

Loeation of Central Coast Veteran’s Cemetery.  The Scoping Report bricfly discusses the
location of the proposed Veteran’s Cemetery.  The City of Seaside, the County of Monterey and
FORA have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding for the development and endowment
funding of the Veteran’s Cemelery at its currently proposed location. The Re-assessment Report
should include the recommendaltion that the BRP land usc maps rcflect the Central Coast Veteran
Cemetery Parcel in currently proposed location.

The Scoping Report did not address the following concerns raised by the City of Seaside in its
Scoping Comiment lefter dated August 2, 2012, These issues should be [ully discussed the
Reassessment Report.

Consider issues regarding maintemance of storm water basins built by FORA. Currently the
transfer of BDA improvements to the City of Seaside requires maintenance of the basins until
such time as all sterm waters arc rctained onsite. However, the basins arc owned by other entities
and the stormwater comes from all lands in the former Ft. Ord. A funding source for the
centinued maintenance and/or contributions from: all entities where siorm water originates should
be 1dentified.



FORA Board
August 31, 2012
Page 4

SUBIJECT: FORA Base Reusc Asscesment Scoping Comments

Consider proper reimbursement of carctaker costs. With the loss of Redevelopment Funds,
caretaker costs should be the respounsibility of FORA until such time that the properly is sold or
developed.

Consider issues regarding maintenance of public rights of way owned by the Army.
Currently the transfer of EDA improvements to the cities requires maintenance of the facilities
although some of those rights of ways are still owned by the Army. This rcquirement should be
removed or the citics be componsated for the work done

Other Errata Items for Correction/Clarification

Congistency of Charts. The listing of percentages of acreage of former Fort Ord lands by
jurisdiction in Tablc 2 on page 1-11 do not match those given on Figure 2 on page 1-9.

2008 Land Swap. Property {ransferred from the California Parks and Recreation Department to
the City of Seaside for the American Youth Hostel as part of the 2008 Land Swap is not shown
on Figure 21. The property is located in the arca commonly known as “Surplus 11 between
Gigling and Col Durham Reads, Additionally, the [Implementation Table on page 4-7 incorrectly
statcs that the City/Army agreement was approved by the City RDA. The former
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Seaside was not parly to the agreement with the Army.

Consistency Determinations. The FORA Board deemed the Projects at Main Gate Specific Ptan
to be consisicnt with the BRP in 2010. This action was not documented undeor 4.3 Review of
Completed Consistency Determinations and needs to be included in the final Seoping Report,

Chapter 5 Documentation: There is no reference made to the 2007 Former Fort Ord Properties
Market Study or 2010 Seaside East Conceplual Master Plan in this section. These documents
should be reviewed and included as referenced studies/plans as part of the re-asscssment proccess,

Market Study: page A-3 The Monterey Downs and Horse Park Project s identificd as being
located in the County with a portion of the project to be annexed to the Cily. This statement is
not complctcly corrcct.  Curtently a portion of the potential development (approximately 75
acres) is located within the city limits and under the jurisdiciion of the City of Scaside, and a
portion of the potential development (approximatcly 475 acres) is located within unincorporated
Montcrey County and under the jurisdiction of the County. 'The City of Seaside has received the
applications frem the Applicant for consideration of a Specific Plan and annexation of the entire
proposed project into the City of Seaside. The County of Montercy has received no development
applications for the proposed project.

Market Study: page A-5. There is incorrect reference to Seaside’s central business district as an
Industrial center. Seaside’s contral business disfrict is a retail commercial corridor,



FORA Board
August 31, 2012
Page 5

SUBJECT: FORA Base Reuse Assessment Scoping Comments

The ultimate purpose of thc Basc Reuse Plan is to utilize the land and resources of the former
Fort Ord lands to further the educational, environmental and cconomics objcctives agreed upon
through the public participation process initiated at the time of the Base closure. We are proud
of the progress made on the educational and environmental fronts, and will continuc to support
further refinements and implemcntation of these portions of the Plun. However, we continue to
have grave concerns that the economic goais set forth have only been fractionally achieved. In
the case of the City of Seaside, our citizens nced jobs, and living wages. ‘The City itself needs
revenues in order to present the types und quality of City services our citizens need and deserve,
The loss of Redevelopment has exacted a severe reality on the City, in torms of our capacity to
pursuc economic opportunities. We need the help of FORA and its implementation of the BRP
to give the economic portion of the Plan the same commitment, ardor and enthusiasm the olher
major clements of the Plan have previously received,

We appreciate the oppertunily fo provide you with our comments and concerns and thank you
for your consideration.

unn
Interim City Manager

CC:  Scaside Councit Members



Vickie Bermea

From: Michael Houlemard [Michael@fora.org]

Sent: Saturday, September 01, 2012 9:33 AM

To: Tom Moore

Cc: Haines Jane; Steve Endsley; Darren McBain; Jen Simon
Subject: Fwd: Letter from Sierra Club Subcommittee

Tom,

It appears that your message did get through, even though our filter sent you a "rejection”. That is a different
problem, but we will check to correct both issues.

Michael
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Tom Moore <tpmoore@redshift.com>

Date: August 31, 2012 2:43:46 PM PDT

To: Bill Kampe <bill@billkampe.org>, Dave Potter <district5@co.monterey.ca.us>, David
Brown <davidwaynebrown@aol.com>, David Pendergrass <sandcitymyr@aol.com>, Dennis
Donohue <dennisd@ci.salinas.ca.us>, Felix Bachofner <felix@felixforseaside.com>, lan
Oglesby <district4@co.monterey.ca.us>, Jane Parker <Jason@burnettforCarmel.com>, Jason
Burnette <cityhall@delreyoaks.org>, Jerry Edelen <district2@co.monterey.ca.us>, Frank
O'Connell <frank@oconnell4us.com>, Lou Calcagno <district2@co.monterey.ca.us>, Nancy
Selfridge <selfridg@ci.monterey.ca.us>

Cc: Michael Houlemard <michael@fora.org>

Subject: Letter from Sierra Club Subcommittee

Dear Members of the Board of Directors, Fort Ord Reuse Authority;

You will find attached a letter from the Fort Ord Subcommittee of the Ventana Chapter of the
Sierra Club regarding the draft scoping report that has been provided to you by EMC. We would
very much appreciate it if you might find the time to read the first eight pages of the attached
document.

We find that EMC's draft scoping report contains a tremendous amount of information that is
vitally important to your decision making going forward. There are just a few areas of the report
that should be improved. And regardless of whether or not you agree with our analysis of the
draft scoping report, we particularly urge you to carefully read the 16 pages of Chapter 3 of the
report and to scan the stoplight charts in Chapter 4 (particularly those that might apply to your
jurisdiction).

Sincerely yours,
Tom

Thomas P. Moore, Ph.D., C.P.L.
Chair, Fort Ord Subcommittee
Ventana Chapter, Sierra Club



% SIERRA CLUB VENTANA CHAPTER

iy
oA j PO MR 367, CARMEL, CALIFORNEA 3421

2 CHEATTER OFFICE o ENVIRONMENTAL CFRNVER (831) 0248031

August 31,2012

Board of Dircetors
[ort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A
Marina,CA 93933

Re: Sierra Club’s comments on the reassessment documents

Dcar FORA Board of Dircctors:

The Sierra Club has reviewed the 340-page Draft Scoping Report and its 6.378-page

addenda (colleetively “the reasscssent documents,”™) Our seven comments are Bisted below, and
our fifteen-page analysis with attachments is attached.

1.

L]

Build on Blight First: A majority of the 317 written comments submitted during the
reassessment process responded that development on open space should not eccur until
the blight is removed and the urban footprint is built ouf. The FORA Board should
amend the Base Reuse Plan (BRP) accordingly.

. Reexamine Financing of Blight Removal: The reasscssment docunients suggest that

FORA rcexaminc ways to finance blight removal. FORA should hold a study session
with Economie & Planning Systems (LPS) to learn maore aboul linancing blight removal.

. Develop a Vigorous Marketing Plan: The reassessment documents agree with the re-

commendations of the Sigrra Club und the BRP that FORA should develop a vigorous
marlketing plan thai will draw tourists to Fort Ord, including tourists to the National
Monument. FORA should implement the recommended marketing plan.

. Rectify the Jobs/Housing Analysis: The rcasscssment documents respond to Sierra

Club’s request for analysis of the BRP’s jobsthousing ratio, but the analysis [ails o
address the main ssues that Sierra Club specificd,  The Final Scoping Report should
address the additional issues.

. Monitor Implementation Status Consistently: The rcasscssment documents show that

many BRP policies have not been implemented.  FORA should correct these
shoricomings and improve ils monitoring of the implementation status of adopted
palicies.

. Address CSU Monterey Bay’s Concerns: The reassessment documents fall to address

CSUMB’s recomimendation for analysis of compatibility of nearby land uses, and how

SToexplove, enfoy, preserve and protect the nation's foreses, waters, wildlife and wildeyness. .



incompatibality of land uses could interfere with CSUMB™s mission. Sierra Club agrees
with CSUMB™s recommendation and requests that the I'inal Scoping Report address the
1ssue of incompatibte land wscs, particularly with respect to arcas near CSUMB,

7. Respond in Final Report: Sierra Club {inds some passages in the Draft Scoping Report
dilficult to decipher plus we have questions aboul interprelation.  We submil these
questions and concerns so that they may be addressed in the Final Scoping Repott.

‘Thank yau for this opportunity to participate in reassessment of the Base Reuse Plan.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas P. Moore, Ph.D_, Chair
Sierra Club FORA Subcommiittee

cf: Michuel Houlemard

b



SIERRA CLUB’'S ANALYSIS OF THE REASSESSMENT DOCUMENTS

1. A majority of the 317 written comments submitied during the reassessment process
responded that development on open space shouid not oceur until the blight is removed
and the urban footprint is built out. FORA should amend the Base Reuse Plan (BRP)
accordingly.

‘The reassessiment documents al Appendices D-2, D-3 and 4 show that the most [requent
recommendation in the 317 written comments' received so far during the reassessment process is
that FORA. should cnsure that blighted lands within the urban foolprint are developed before
development is allowed on open space land, Out of 317 wiitten responses, 56 percent (179)
recommend that FORA prohibit development on open land until the wban footprint is built oul.
A representative sample of the written comments addvessing Lhe blight issuc is attachment #1 to
this letter. Included are some letters by persons who also recormmmend that the veterans’ cemetery
be moved to the BLM land,

[n addition to the 179 written comments opposing further development on open land until the
blighted arcas are bullt oul, oral commients by the several hundred participants 10 one or more of
the five reassessment workshops were recorded and analyrzed for 22 workshop discussion
groups, Twenty of the 22 workshop discussion groups contained one or more persons malking
oral comments addressing the blight issuc,”

The public’s respense 1o the BRP reassessment undeniably shows that the reassessment must
address the majority public opinion that the BRP must be amended to allow no more
development entitlements outside of the urban footprint until the bhighled areas are built out.
FORA should amend the BRP accordingly,

2. The reassessment documents suggest that FORA reexamine ways to finance blight
removal. The FORA Board should hold a study sessien with Economic & Planning
Systems (EI’S) to learn more about finaneing blight removal,

Sierra Club representatives have heard [FORA staff say many times that without the revenue from
land sales, building removal cannot occur. This belief is used by FORA to justify extending the
development footprint beyond the Army Urbanized Footprint boundaries shown in grey in the
map attached 1o this letter as Attachument #2, into the larger development footprint including the
area shown in red.’ Developers of lands within the Army Urbanized Footprint bear the direct
expense of blight removal, whercas developers of lands in open space bear the indivect expense

" One bundred and sixty-six comuments were recgived by email {Appendix D-2), 103 by letters (Appendix 2-3), and
48 on the FORA-provided comment {form (Appendix -4, for a total of 317 written responses.

! Appendix D-3.

* altachment #2 is a copy of Figure 13 in the Scoping Report from Chapter 4 at page 4-237.

NOTE: in searching for pages I the Scoping Report on the CD, fnserting page sumbers tn the search bar
Sfrequently fekes you to enly the approximeiely correct page. For example, in searching for page 4-237 in Clopter 4
nf the Scoping Report, entering 243 in the xearch bav takes you fa puge 237, whereus entering 237 would fuke you o
puzge 231 Thus, for persons seareliing o the CD, it s imporiant o check the actrial page mnbers shawa ar the
boitonn of wach puge. COf cowrse, this wordd not be necessary for persans wsing o hord copy of the Scoping Report.
Also, note thet the CLY refery to Vsec.” rather tho to Vchapier.”



of blight removal In that they pay inte & land sale fund dedicated for bliglit removal, The
Scoping Report recommends reexamination of FORA’s reliance on land sale revenues to fund
building removal,

{listorically, the intent of the reuse process was for the Army Urban Foolprint to be redeveloped
[irst. The Scoping Report on page 4-236 states, “[the] Base Reuse Plan and Chapter 8 ol the
Master Resolution refer to the *Army Urbanized Footprint® and policies direct prioritization of
that area for development.” That prioritization has been weakened by FORA’s policy of
penerafing revenue from land sales to finance blight removal.

The Scoping Report recommends reexamination of land sales as a way to fund building remaval:

To the degree possible given market and econemic conditions, near term
redevelopment efforts should be focused on paved and builf areas to remove
vismal blighi and improve the ability of the former Fort Ord to aitract new
employment generating uses, Focusing near-term redevelopment efforts on
blighted {(paved) arcas will create a more atiractive urban form with the potential
to catalyze future growth opportunities.

Related o this concept, reliance on land sales w0 fund building removal should
be reexamined. In the near term, residual land values are expected to be low to
nonexistent, limiting the funds that may be available from this source. The
availability of property tax {unding remains unresolved, which further limits the
ability to incent development. FORA showld examine other means by whicl
wilding removal can take place (ermphasis added).  An inergased pace of
building removal will not only assuage visual blight issues, but will improve
safely and make the arca more attractive ta investors.*

Sce also paragraph 19 on page 3-6: *“The ability to realize strong growth heavily depends on the
perception of the base as a coherent, well-planned area with a dynamic future..Kemoval of
derelict Army buildings needs to be priorvitized to provide a beiter vision of future economic
opporlunity.” See also Appendix L, pg. 21, paragraph 7.

EPS, which wrote the Market Study, is still under contract with FORA. Sierra Club suggests that
the I'ORA I3eard hold a study session with [IPS for advice about reexamining FORA’s reliance
on land sales 1o {und building removal, and (the ¢cconomic consequences of a policy prohibiting
further development on open spacc until the urban footprint is built out.

The public 15 demanding a new direclion and there 15 no befter time than this fall for the FORA
Board to reexamine the relationship between its currently expanded development footprint and
blight removal,

3. The reassessment documents agree with the recommendations of the Sierra Club and the
BRP that FORA should develop a vigorous marketing plan, Such a plan will help draw

} Scoping Report in Chapter 3, page 3-(3, pacagraph 7.



tourists to the National Monoment. FORA should develop and implement the
recommended marketing plan,

Stetra Club’s June 1 comment on the reassessment laments that FORA has never developed a
marketing plan, despite the fact that Volume 3 of the BRP staies that FORA “should create a
comprehensive marketing strategy and plan for all Fort Ord siics and the surrounding
envirens....”  Sterra Club has recommended that & non-prolit corporation for marketing be
formed, A sumilar non-prolit corporation is described in Volume 3, page [H1-5 of the BRP. As
part of the marketing plan, attention must be paid to how the new National Monument could
increase regional revenue from towisn. Sierra Club’s June | letter is attached to this anatysis as
Attachment #3,

The Market Study agrees with Sicrra Club’s recommendation. It states:

Iingage in comprehensive marketing and branding effect. Whether led by the
pubdic or private sector, the appearance and perception of the base needs to be
improved to support development and leverage the National Monument
designation of the former base.”

Additionally, page 7 of the Market Study, paragraph 7, calls for Fort Ord to recommit to
marketing and branding. On pages 13 and 14, it describes the benefits that could come from
marketing the National Monument,

I FORA 1s to [ollow the advice of the Market Study, it needs to develop a marketing plan that
capitalizes on assets of the surrounding environs, including the National Monument,

4, The reassessment documents respond to Sierra Club’s veguest for analysis of the BRP’s
jobhs/housing ratio, but the analysis fails to address the main issues that Sierra Club
specificd. The Final Scoping Report should address the additional issues,

Sierra Club’s June | comment requested a more tigorously analyzed and implemented
jobsf/housing ratio. The Market Study responded on page 25 of Appendix E by recommending
using a slightly larger geography than solely limiting the geography to Forl Ord, suggesting [or
example the Monterey ’eninsula or Mounterey County as a whole. However, Sierra Club’s main
concern was wilh the lack of rigor in FORA’s jobhs/housing ratio, and that issue was not
addressed. In particular, the markel study should examine ways to take income distribufion and
housing price distribution inte account in examining the concept of jobs/housing ratio. The Final
Scoping Report should address the issues specified in Sierra Club’™s June 1 comments.

3. The reasscssment docaments show that many BRP pelicies have not been implemented.
FORA should correct these shortcomings and improve its monitoring of the
implementation status of adopted policies.

Sierra Club’s enthusiasim for the BRP is bascd in part on its vision of clusters ol pedestrian-
centered villages surrounding CSUMB, linked by hiking and bieyeling teails which lead througi

8 Appendix 12, pg. 13, paragraph 2,

Lt



areas of protected habitat. (One of the policies essential o this vision {s the Regional Urban
Design policy, which is one ol the BR’s six design principles intended to guide the plan. Sierra
Club’s June | comments complained of FORA's failure to implement BRP policies such as the
Regional Urban Design policy, and requested consistent monitoring of the enforcement of the
BRIs policies, noting that the B3RP has 6 design principles, 8 goals, 70 objectives, 363 policies
and 582 programs,

Tabic 8 of Chapter 4 of the Scoping Report, beginning on page 4-3 and continuing for 160 pages
to page 4-163, responds with & thorough analysis of the implementation status of the BRP's
objectives, policies, programs, and mitigation measures. Table § shows that there are 156 unmet
(incomplete) objectives, policies, programs, and mitigation measures in the BRP, including the
Regional Urban Design Guidelines” The 156 shortcomings result from both the jurisdictions’
failures to meet their obligations as well as from FORA’s failures.

Tabie 8 explains whal needs Lo be done before such objectives, policies. programs and mitigation
measures can be considered complete.  The FORA board should prevent this from ewver
happening again by scheduling a study session to review the shortcomings and decide on a
process to get them corrected, and by directing FORA stall to engage in robust and continuing
evaluation of the status of the implementation of the plan, and with continuing and periodic
reports to the FORA board about resuits of these evaluations.

6. The reassessment documents fail to address CSUMB's recommendation for analysis of
compatibility of nearby land uses, and hew incompatibility of land uses could interfere
with CSUMB’s mission. Sierra Club agrees with CSUMB’s recommendation and requests
that the Final Scoping Report address the issue of incompatible land uses, particularly with
respect to areas near CSUMB.

The BRP intended CSUMI3 to be the centerpiece of Fort Ord.” Despite that, CSUMB s not a
voling member of the FORA board and it appears that the reassessment documents have ignored
CSUMBE's request for analysis of compatibility as part of the consistency finding process. Sicrra
Club agrees with CSUMIY’'s request slated on page 60 of Appendix D-3 which asks thar the
reassessment veinforee how CSUMB “1s the core of the redevelopment of Fort Ord and reiterate
how projects should align and support the function of the University and its further growth.™ [t
refers to “a handful of projects proposed next to CSUMB that the University has struggled to
understand how they meet vartous reuse policies, objectives, plans and promote land use
consistency with the campus.™ CSUMB recommends that *...the assessment and analysis of

® The Regional Urban Design Guidelines is a primary requirement of the BRP. lts importance is described in BRP
Wol. [, page 6t. Sierra Club’s lune | comments cite Lo ten additional BRP pages where the Regional Elrban Design
Guidefines are required. The Scoping Report states in Chapler 4, page 4-19, that it has not been implemenicd. Sicrra
Club believes it should be a basic objective of the Reassessment process 10 get (he Regional Urban Design
Guidelines developed and implemented, and that the FORA Board should formudate a policy 1o ensure that in the
future, the starus of all goals, objectives, policies and programs are regularly monitored and the status of that
manitoring is presented to the Board at tezular intervals. See Sterra Club®™s June | camments at Altachment 43 to
this analysis, pages 3 and 4, for turther discussion of nou-implemented policies.

See commenms by CSUMB ar Appendix D-3, pages 58-45.

* Ibid,

? Toid.



compatibility of proiects adjacent to the campus should address how such projects align with the
goals and abjectives of CSUMII and its Masler Plan, "

Sierra Club searched the Scoping Report and the EPS Market Study for analysis ol compatibility
of adjacent land uses requesied by CSUMDB, but we find little that is directly respounsive to
CSUMRB’s plea for analysis of “projects [that] align and support the {unction of the University
and s {urther growih.”” Sierra Club believes that such an analysis s needed, and we
recomniend additional cvalualion in the Final Scoping Report of specific criteria to be used for
determining the consistency of proposed projects with ahready-exisling nearby projects,
pavticularly as to how nearby projects align with the goals and objectives ol CSUMB and its
Master Plan. After all, CSUMB iy described 1n the Market Report as “generally viewed as the
most successful civilian development at Fort Ord.”'”

7. Sierra Club finds some passages in the Draft Scoping Report difficult to decipher plus
we have guestions about interpretation. We submit these questions so thaf they may be
addreszsed in the Final Scoping Report.

{1} It appears from explanations in the Scoping Report that when a project receives a consistency
determination approval, the BRP gets amended fo conform to project charvacteristics that
otherwise would be inconsistent with the BRP. Is this really the way it works? If so, Sierra
Club has serious concerns about such a practice.

{2) With reference to the question above, it appears that ihis practice resulis i1 the BRP posted
on FORA’s website, which the Scoping Report in Chapter 4 on page 1-6 indicates is the
digital version of the September 2001 BRP, as not in [act being the BRP as it has been
subsequently amended, as explained on page 4-176. s it truc that the website BRP is not the
actnal BRP, and if so is there any way for the public to know what is in the actual amended
BRP other than by sorting through scores of stafl reports to figure out how the BRP was
amended? In other words, is there an actual BRP thar the public has never seen and has no
reasonabie way of knowing what it aclually says?

(3) The Scoping Report, Chapter 4, page 4-176, noles that “I'ORA stall’ has cstablished
procedures for conducting consistency determinations that augment the provisions of FORA
Master Resolution Chapter 8. This part of Chapler 4 compares the B3RP {o a general plan
and quotes the California Office of Planning and Reseaich’s (OPR) General Plan Guidelines
definition for consistency, meaning thai as long as the action, program, or project furthers the
objectives and policies of the general plan, it can be deemed consistent, Flowever, that is not
what Chapter 8§ says. The major benefit of the consistency determination standards in
Chapter 8, Section 8.02.030 for the Sierra Club is that they establish mandatory critetia. In
olher words, they say that “the Authority Board shaff disapprove any legislative land usc
decision for which there is subslantial evidence supporied by the record, that ... {cmphasis
added) the project fails to mect any one or more of the eight criteria in this section of Chapter
& These eight criteria are specified in subseclion (a) for mandatory denial of approval, The

10 .

Ibid,
W CSELMB s comments at Appendix D=3, pg, 60.
" Appendix E {Market Study) at pg. 21.



mandatory requirement resulting from use of the word “shall” differs greatly from OPR’s
much more lenient consistency determination criteria, which is a basic reason forr Siena
Club’s settlement agrecment. Does FORA take into consideration the stark difference
between what Chapter 8 says about consistency determinations pertaining to consistency
with the BPR as compared to what OPR says about consistency determinations pertaining to
a general plan?

(4) Chart 7 in Chapter 3 on page 3-4 of the Scoping Report has foototes referring to Table 2-7.
Mease inform us where Table 2-7 can be found.

(5) Chart 7 on page 3-4 has a colummn entitled “Projected Fort Ord Supply.” Please inform us the
origin of the projection; is 1t a projection found in the BRP, and il so where in the BRP? Is
the word “projected” used in the column title intended to refer 10 the residential units and
square footage that have already been entitled, or does it refer to the numnbers of units,
footage and jobs thal were planned-for at some time in the past? and if o, at what time in
the past and by whom?

(6) Page 2-9 of the Scoping Report states: “Projeci-specific public comments are best directed to
the relevant local jurisdiction, as the FORA Board does not have discretionary authority to
review or approve entitlements for such projects.” Does this mean that FORA believes its
conzistency determination review authority is merely minisicrial rather than discretionary?

(7) We approve of the BRP identifying arcas by polygon numbers, such as is used in Figure 7.1
in the Scoping Report, because the reader can readily wdenlify the arca under discussion.
However, we would find it helplul if a chart were added 1o the BRP showing the equivalent
County Assessor Parcel Numbers (APN) and Department of Defense parcel numbers linked
to the polygon numbers, That way. if a polygon consisted of several parcels with several
owners, that fact could be easily discernad.

Attachment #1: Representative sample of portions of letlers responding to the reassessment
Process.

Attachment #2; Map showing Army Urbanized I'ootprint and Basc Reuse Plan Development
Footprint Located Outside the Army Urbanized Footprint which is Figure 13 in Chapter 4 of the
Scoping Report (page 4-237).

Aftachment #3: Sierra Club’s June I, 2012 vecommendations for the reassessment, review and
consideration of the Fort Ord Base Reusc Plan.



Attachment #1, page 1

Representative Comments Regarding Blight/Urban Footprint

Pacific Grove, Henrietta Stern:

“Adopt the basic philosophy of first requiring redevelopment on the wrban (blighied)
Jootprint and minimizing development on open space and trail areas. This inciudes «
commiiment by FORA 1o provide leadership and vision to help member jurisdictions and
develapers work cooperative 1o achieve this goal for the benefit of all. 1 know funding and
“nurf protection” by jurisdictions are issues, bul there is money oul there and amozing
accomplishments are possible when fthere is o clear vision and lecdership rerward it
Redevelopment of decrepit blight areas will provide much-needed jobs, and replace ugly,
barren areas with beautifid new homes and businesses that witl have higher property vafues,
aitraet people and employers (jobs) willing fo pay more for land near fovely trails and open
space, and generate more fax revenue for cities/County. Developing the urban blight can be
a win-win for developers, residents and governnient.” (Page 239 of 298 in Appendix D-13.)

Carmel, The Quirits family:
“AH development should replace the old dilapidated barracks of buildings already there on
Fort Ord. Don’t even think of destroying beawtiful vk woodlands while messes are still

sterding, " (Page 11 of 208 in Appendix D-3.)

Seaside, Roclof Wijlrandus:
“We must build on the blighted puris of Fi. Ord first.” (Page 6 of 48 in Appendix 1D-4.)
Marina, Monterey Off Road Cycling Association:
“We believe thai developments, should they occur, should happen on the "Army wrbanized
Sooipriats” (the areas with ehandoned bulldings and parking fois) first. " (Page 113 of 298 in
Appendix 12-3.)

Salinas, David Alexander:
“The Army gave a functioning hase to the public that has since become aeres uiid aeres
of “urban blight” in the Army Urbanized Footprini. The overwhelming consensus of the
comatiny is ¢ resounding DEMAND for development on the wrbanized footpring -- NOT
ON OPENSPACE " (Page 24 of 287 1n Appendix D-2)

Pebble Beach, Robert and Linda Gormley:
“Lintit further expansion of commercial businesses and housing (o areds already occupied by
old buildings used by the Army. " (Pg. 121 of 287 in Appendix D-2.)

Monterey, Barbara Baldock:
“Please consider developmend in the parts of #1. Ord where there is already old buildings.
Surelv money can be found to clear these sites. ... Development should not be considered in
the oak woodlands. These should be preserved for recreational wse” (g, 76 of 287 in
Appendix 13-2.)



Attachment #1, page 2

Pacific Grove, Vicki Peaise:
“Place development only on alveady-built and blighted sites {(Army Urban F. votpring -- aol
on foresied open space...Site [the proposed veterans' cemetery] in « Place of honar and
guiet, ideally where this veterans’ resting place can become an integread pari, appropriately,
of the Fort Ord Soldiers National Monmnment.” (Pgs. 124-125 in Appendix D-2)

Prunedale, locl Trice;
“Build on wrbanized blight first.. Locate and build veterans cemetery at a location which
mey be incorporated into the National Momument.” (Pa. 61 of 287 in Appendix D-2)

Carme! Valley, Marli Melton:
“Revise the Plan lo make it an absoluie priovity to redevelop alrecdy developed areas,
especiafly those that are blighted and need clean-up, BEFORE alfowing development on
existing open space.” (Pg. 127 of 287 1n Appendix [-2.)

Royal Oaks, Mark Kaplan:
“Ruild on wrbanized blight first.” (Pg. 68 of 287 in Appendix 3-2.)

APO, AFE G902, Sandy MePherson:
“As parents of children who have a tremendous love for outdoor activities, especiatfy
equestrian related opportunities amd having relocated mumerous times throughout
the country, we have seen firsthund how access to owr beautifid lunds continues to
diminish. For myself and niy husband, who ACTUALLY FIGHTS for these frevdoms
Jor the people on u day to day basis. this is truy saddening.  Again, we apped fo you.
REASSESS and MODIFY the Base Reuse Plan, consistent with the needs and interests of the
region as they exist now. Build on wrbanized blight first. Population grovwth since 1995 is
substeantially less than predicred, with significantly Tower demand Jor expansion into
wadeveloped areas. Plun reassessment requires recognition of the changed demands ond
fferests of those who Jive here. " (Pg. 56 of 287 in Appendix D-2.)



AALLACLILLICLIL L

| / !
' / Legend
I
§ (D / ——
f K _— Fort Ord Boundary
.“...ll“‘
§_ : Army Urbanized Footprint (see note 1)

_ Base Reuse Plan Development Footprint
I—:-T Located Outside the Army Urbanized
- Footprint (see note 2)

Blanco'Rd:

Map Description

This map illustrates locations of areas designated for
development in the 1997 Base Reuse Plan relative to the
Army Urbanized Footprint.

- )P H %ﬁ' ‘l

N

— Intergarris
/ i, csumB Monterey Notas :
4 s, County ™. 1. The “Army Urbanized Footprint” is derived from the Draft
4 -4 . - ;__.__""-"?n.,‘ Land Use Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California, prepared
T T R by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District in

o

March 1992. The majority of the urbanized footprint
boundary is taken from Figure 3 — Fort Ord Existing Land
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Attachment #3, Page |
SIERRA CLUB VENTANA CHAPTER

PUY BOXN 3667, CARMEL, CALIFORNIA 93921

CHAPTER GFFICE » ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER (531) 624-80352

MEMORANDUM I'OR: Fort Ord Reuse Authorily
SUBJECT: Reasscssment of the Base Reuse Plan
DATE: June §, 2012

VIA: plan{@fora.org

The Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club, IFORA subcommittee, submits the
following [ive recommendations [or the reassessment, review and consideration of the Fort
Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP):

1. Develop a vigorous marketing plan based on the recommendations in BRP Volume
3, pages [II-3 1o I11-6;

2, To the extent possible given the entitlements that have been granied as of June |,
2012 eosure that no new entitllements are granted outside the Army urbanized
footprint until that footprint is built out.

3. Doz rigorous analysts and implementation of the jobs/housing ratio required by the
BR® and Chapter 8;

4. Prompily impiement several mandated pelicies in the BRP;

5. Develap a consistent monitoring and evaluation process for measuring FORA’s
progress loward meeting the long-term gozls of the base reuse plan.

1. A Vigorous Marketing Plan

According lo Volume 3 of the BRP, FORA, *...should create a comprehensive
marketing strategy and plan for all Fort Qrd sites and the surrounding environs, reflecting
an overall vision and identity for the area.™ it appears that this has never been donc.
Volume 3 of the BRP further states, "FORA should 1ake a proactive approach to joint
marketing with both CSUMB and UCMBEST.™ We urge FORA to take hoth these
actions and to also study the recommendauon concerning the establishment of a nonprofil
development corporation for marketing as described in Volume 3, page [11-5 of the BRP.

At the very least, the non-profit development corporation should have the following
goals:

' Base Reuse Plan, Volume 3, page L1-4.
* Ibid

T explore, enjiry, preserve and protece the nation’s Jorests, waters, wildlife and wilderness. .
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¢ Toattract businesses that serve recreational tourists coming to the fonmer Ft. Ord
and the Montercy Peninsula;

e Toaltracl recreational lourists (o the Monterey Peninsula; and

e Toprovide supplemental funding for the environmental conscrvation and
maintenance activities that will be required as a result of the influx of tourists tha
the marketing campaign will attract,

The marketing program’s accomplishments and budget should be evaluated
annually at the same time that the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is evalualed,

With the right marketing prograim, the former I'ort Ord could become the
“Recreational Capital of California.” In the spoit of bicyeling, tor cxample, the Sca Qifer
Classic is already an established event, In 2012, thig event hosted nearly 10,000 athletes
and 50,000 race tans. However, the Sea Otler Classic should not be the primary emphasis
of the marketing program, but rather one of a host of year-round reercational evenls,
programs and oppottunities for people of all ages. The marketing program should attract
grandparents, parcnts and children for family bicycle oulings, senior citivens Lo rént
recumbent, tandemn, suirey style, and clectric bicycles 1o use on bicyele lanes throughout
the National Monument, State Beach and University Campus. There should be off-road
bieyeles for riding on the designated mountain bike paths throughout the Fort Ord National
Monument. The Bureau of Land Management should establish and enforce a mountain
bike policy such as Sierra Club’s mountain bike policy at
http://sierraclub.org/policy/conservation/mtnbike.aspx. We believe (hat this vision of
bicycle-oriented, pedestrian-centered communities with an interconnected network of
bicycle trails adjoining a college town will atiract business owners who want their
employees to work in an arca that fosters healthy families and has alfordable housing,

The creation of the new Fort Ord National Monumenl under the Bureau of Land
Management ought 10 be one of the centerpicecs of the marketing plan. Additionally, the
impending Habitat Congervation Plan should he amended to require supplemental funding
for environmental conservation within the National Monument’s borders, which wall be
necessitated by the additional towurists who will be atfracted to the area by the marketing
program.

The BRP makes {requent references to equestrian trails and horse parks, in addition
to a bicyele network, We note that Fort Ord was one of the last aclive cavalry posts in the
U.S. Army; and is well suited for equestrian uses. This fact should be stressed in the
marketing, along wilh 2 mention of the museum or museums (o be established at in the
Fort Oud area.

2. No New Entitlements Outside of the Army Urbanized Footprint
We strongly urge the FORA board to adopt a policy that will postpone any

developments outside of the Army Urbanized Footprint (except the Veteran’s Cemetery)
until the Footprint 1s built out or 20 years pass, whichever is sooncr.
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3. A Rigerously-analyzed and Implemented Jobs/Housing Ratio

The jobs/housing ratio deseribed on page 92 of Volume 1 of the BRP cstablishes 4
rativ of 2,06 jobs/houschold including CSUMIB dwelling unils or 2,67 jobs/houschold
excluding CSUMB. Volume 1, Page 120 of the BRP explains the rationale underlying this
requirement and Scction 8.02.020(1) of the Master Resclution requires each Jand use
agency to include policies and programs in their general plan io ensure compliance with
the 1997 adopted ratio. We strongly reconunend that the reassessment include an analysis
to determine if there is an appropriate balance hetween the nwinber of jobs In various
salary/wage ranges and the number of dwelling units in various housing alfordability
categories.

For example, Scaside Highlands containg 380 homes that sold in the near-million
dollar range, whereas the Dunes Regional Shopping Cenfer contains mostly retail jobs
whose wages appear to he 520 per hour or less. Onc of the reasons far putting the
jobs/housing ratio requirement in the BRE was to reduce travel demands on key roadways
by reducing the length of commutes to work and/or shifting vehicle trips 10 alternate
transportation modes. The jobs/housging ratio analysis should be rigorous enough o ensure
that the jobs to be created will maich the cost of the housing o be built.

We note that the Main Gate (shopping center) Project will be a 100% non-
residential project with projected employiment of 775 to §30 new service and professional
positions. This should help achieve the jobs/housing ratio base-wide, [owever, we arc
unable to find the breakdown of projected lower-paid service jobs in the Main Gate Project
compared te projected higher-paid professional positions. It is this lack of rigorous
jobs/housing analysis that we recommend be corrected.

Probably the greatest disappointment of base rcuse process occurred when the
University of California Monterey Bay Education, Education and Technalogy Center
(MBEST) failed to auract the projected 923,000 sguare feet of office and R&ED space from
Silicon Valley firms described in BRP Volume 3, page [1-10. Instcad of the thousands of
high-paying R&D/office/business and industrial park jobs projected in Volume 1, page 45
of the BRP, MBEST in November 2011 acknowledged failure and greatly downsized its
cxpectalions (see the Wovember 17, 2011 UL Monterey Bay Education, Scienee, and
Technology Center Visioning Process prepared by Urban Design Associates). Perhaps a
vigorous marketing plan created by FORA could have avoided this failure.

At this time when FORA is reassessing, reviewing, and considering the BRP, our
subcommiitice requests FORA to adopt and implement much more stringent standards For
analysis and implementation of the jobs/housing ralio and 10 make the attraction of more
plentiful and higher-paying jobs one of its most important priorities.

4. Failure to implement Certain BRP Policies

For travelers on State Highway 1 who view the former Fort Ord from the highway,
the ugliest view 1s the westward [acing back side of the Dunes Regional Shopping Center
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at the Imjin Parkway interchange. There arc many altractive design {eatures of the Dunes
project, but the fenced-in area of loading docks and dumpster enclosures above which
tasteless big box store signs accost the traveler's cyes is antithetical to the aesthetic values
long associated with the Monterey area. [tis a visual blight that will repel visitors who
arrive in expeetation of an environmentally-sensitive cormmunity.

The visual blight could be mitigated by implementation of the mandated policy
foumd on page 71 of Volume { of the BRP. This policy calls for establishment of an open
space corridor which is a miniimun of 100 feet wide along the entire eastern edge of Stale
Highway 1, The policy further calls for this corridor to be landscaped via a master
landscape plan to reinforce the regional landscape seliing along the northerh entryway fo
the Monterey Peninsula area. Apparently, such a masicr landscape plan was either never
developed or not enforced because the area we refer is nearly devoid of trees. A serics of
tall trees growing close together in the corridor arca just south of the Imyjin Parkway
interchange would help mitigate the visual pollutien.

Another important policy that nceds (o be implemented is the requirement for
FORA to develop regional whan design guidelines. This policy is described and
referenced in Volume 1 of the BRI on pages 2335, 240, 247, 251, 260, 261, 275, 276, 277
and 279, Although Highway 1 Design Guidelines were develeped in 20035, they only
apply to the Highway [ coroidor, not the remainder of the areas of the basc for which
development is planned. Furthermore, the Highway 1 Design Guidelines failed to prevent
the visually ugly area in the vicinity of the Iimjin Parkway interchange. In their response o
our public record request for the regional urban design guidelines, FORA staff
acknowledged that such guwidelines do not ¢xist. They should be developed promptly and
implemented in such a way as to provide visual continuity when traveling between arcas as
diverse as CSUMDB, the Duncs project, Seaside Fighlands, ete. Finally, the creation of the
Fort Ord National Monument has also made the creation of the FORA urban design
puidelines imperative,

Our subcommittee believes that the commercial success ol areas like Carmel,
Pacific Grove and Monterey, where tasteful signage puidelines arc encouraged, will serve
as evidence to FORA, Marina, Scaside, Del Rey Oaks, Monterey and the County that
tasteful regional urban design guidelines and implementation of a master landscaping plan
would be more effcetive ways of increasing business profits than allowing the types of
strip mall signage that cureently blights the Imjin Parkway entrunceway. Well-executed
markefing materials might showcase some of the good design that is already ncluded in
the specific plans for the Duncs, East Garrison, and Marina Heights projects. Our Sierra
Club FORA subcommitiee helieves that the ultimate economic benefits that will result
from integrating the entire base inte one aesthetically pleasing continuum will foster long-
lerm financial success.

5. Consistent Monitoring of the Performance and Effectiveness of the BRP

In 1994, the FORA board defined its missions in Volume 3 of the BRP. Among
thermn was to, “Develop a pracess for momtoring contormance with the CIP and the Reuse
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Plan {(emphasis added) that nnintains the intugxily of the plan 2 The 1998 BRP
containg w{ design principles,’ eight goals,” 70 objectives,® 363 po]mes and 582
programs.® For each of these there is at least one metric {(and in sorne cases multiple
metrics) that can help FORA beard members and the public judge overall progress in
achieving the principles, goals, objectives, policies and programs contained in the BRP.
Nao comprehensive assessment of these principles, goals, objectives, policies and programs
has ¢ver been done. An cvaluation of all of these itemns is an ¢ssential component of a
complete reasscssiment of the BRP. Towever, given the short amount of time available for
the reassessment process, i’s unlikely that all of these items can be evaluated prior 1o
December 2012, Therefore FORA and EMC should determine which principles, goals,
abjectives, policics and programs are the most important and therefore should be given the
highest priority for evaluation,

The purpose of this evaluation is to give the FORA board and the public a more
accurate picture of:

o [low much progress has been made in achieving the goals and objectives of the
BRP.

¢ How well the design principles and policics of the BRD have been followed,

¢ The extent to which the programs have succeeded.

We [urther suggest that for some of the goals and objectives, it would be useful to
do a retrospective analysis of progress aver time towards these goals and ohjectives, The
following broad measures of performance are of particular interest to us:

e The ainount of progress toward the compietion of the Habitat Consecvation
Plan.

s A graph and table showing the number of new, non-construction related jobs
added 10 businesses on the former Fort Ord for each year from 1998 to the
present, broken down by ﬁlll lime versus part-time/seasonal; and broken down
by category of salary/wages.”

e A graph and table of the amount of development fees collceted for each year
from 1998 io the present.

+ A graph and table of total land sales amounts collected for each year from 1998

to the present.
L 4

Our subcommittee of the Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club believes that it is not
100 late for the former Fort Ord to becoine a place of aesthetic beauty, cnvironmental

¥ Base Reuse Plan, Volume 3, page i-4,
! Base Reuse Plan, Volume 1, page 9.
? Buse Reuse Plan, Volume 1, page 17,
% Base Reuse Plan, Volume 2, multiple pages,
" Base Reuse Plan, Volume 2, multiple pages.
¥ Base Reuse Plan, Volume 2, multiple pages.
i, minimum wage to $50K; 550K 1o $100k and more than $100K. or a similar sel of calegories,
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protection, with an abundance of new and well-paying jobs. We respectfully roquest your
allention to our above-described recammendations for assesament, review, and
consideration of the Base Reuse Plan.

Sincerely yours,

\WM RIS

Tom Moore, Chair

Jane Haines, member

b






Michael Groves

From: john hutcherson [johnhutcherson@comcast.net]
Sent: Saturday, September 01, 2012 1:14 PM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: scoping report

Dear FORA

Please develop the blighted area of the Fort Ord military footprint before cutting down oak forest.

Take careful note of the advice of the Sierra Club and LandWatch before doing irreparable harm to the undeveloped portion.
John Hutcherson

480 San Bernabe Dr

Monterey CA 93940

johnhutcherson@comcast.net




Vickie Bermea

From: Larry Dick [larrydick@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 02, 2012 11:02 PM
To: Darren McBain

Subject: Draft Scoping Report Comments

Draft Scoping Report Comments
Sirs/Madams:

| would like to take a few brief moments to comment on the Fora Reuse Plan Draft. | have two issues that | believe are
worthy of addressing.

1) Ido not see any discussion among all the possible reuse scenarios for leaving Fort Ord 100% undeveloped. |
realize this is a radical position, but none of the proposed reuses that | am aware of state why those plans are
better than leaving the entirety of the area as open, wild, and undeveloped.

| see nothing in the report that puts a value on the land as a natural undeveloped wilderness. There is no doubt
areas that are contaminated with unexploded ordnance and there are certainly areas that have been polluted
with toxics. However | also see nothing in the report that addresses the clearing of the ordnance or removal of
the toxics using minimalistic techniques that would leave the least degradation to the trees and habitat as
possible.

What | do see are attempts to suggest that massive clear cutting of land as the preferred method of removal. |
can only read these suggestions as a fraud to prepare the land for future development and building sites.

2) My other issue with the Reuse Plan is that the run down dilapidated housing, busted up roads, and concrete
pads are not the prime focus of the development process. Notice | did use the term “blighted” as | have come
to understand that the term is a legally defined term, and it includes the dilapidated housing as well as any of
the areas where a spent bullet casing might be found. But | think that we all can agree, that the ugly wrecks of
former barracks, etc. should be in a different classification than areas where remnants of material might be
found if one searches hard enough.

It is simply unbelievable that there is any consideration of using the “woodsy” areas prior to a 100% reuse of
the aforementioned wreckage.

Even if my positions are not adopted as the prevailing positions, any developer that puts a spade into the raw land,
should be required as part of his building permit to perform cleanup work in the aforementioned wreckage before he
can start knocking over trees in the woodsy bit.

In conclusion, | would mention that the large entirety of Fort Ord should be considered as an amazing gift from the
government that we should treasure as an essentially pristine natural environment. We should not be looking at this as
a massive land grab development opportunity for a bunch of carpetbaggers. We don’t need housing, shopping centers,
horsey riding parks, bus terminals, etc. in this area as suitable sites for these things can all be found outside of the Fort
Ord area. We don’t need expanded tax bases in virgin land, and we certainly do not need to provide incentives to
builders to despoil this resource. We need to become stewards and protectors of this land now and for future
generations.

Lawrence Dick



16470 Twin Lakes Dr.
Royal Oaks, CA 95076



Vickie Bermea

From: Haines Jane [envirlaw@mbay.net]

Sent: Monday, September 03, 2012 4:37 PM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: Comments on Base Reuse Plan reassessment process
Dear FORA:

Before I criticize, I want to say how well-organized I think the Draft Scoping Report and appendices are on both the FORA
website and on the CD. I was lucky to be loaned a CD of the Draft Scoping Report and appendices, and its excellent
organization allowed me to review it in a fraction of the time it would have taken had it not been so well-organized.

My criticism is that the Base Reuse Plan was not available to the public in hard copy during the several months that the public
was invited to comment on it (the website version of the BRP is difficult to understand because maps are separate from the
text), and instead of providing CDs of the Draft Scoping Report and appendices at the August 29 special FORA meeting,
FORA provided CDs containing charts and maps, neither of which I found particularly relevant to commenting on the Draft
Scoping Report. As a former school teacher, it seemed to me analogous to giving students a homework assignment without
providing them the textbook, with the "students"

in this instance being the public that was invited to comment on documents that were not readily available.

I request that when the Final Scoping Report becomes available, FORA provide CDs of it in easily-accessible places (the FORA
office is about a 40-minute roundtrip drive from P.G. and Carmel and nearly as far from Salinas, so how about leaving copies of
the CDs somewhere we can pick them up in a closer location?). Additionally, if and when the BRP is updated and amended,
how about providing CDs of it in easily accessible locations? My understanding is that CDs cost only pennies, so it seems to
me like an inexpensive, effective way for FORA to foster informed public participation in Ft. Ord issues by providing the public
opportunity to readily obtain the "textbook"

the public needs for informed participation.

Yours sincerely,
Jane Haines
Pacific Grove



California Native Plant Society

2 Via Milpitas
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
Sept. 3, 2012

Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
930 2Znd Ave,, Suite A
Marina, CA 93933
RE: FORA DRAFT SCOPING REPORT
Dear Board Members:

The Monterey Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society would like to submit the following
comments regarding the Draft Scoping Report for reassessing and updating the Base Reuse Plan.

Qur chapter has a long history of involvement in issues affecting the native flora at Fort Ord. Indeed,
local botanists who became founders of our chapter were studying and working to protect the rare plants
and communities at Fort Ord even before our chapter was formed. Throughout the long process of clos-
ing the base we commented extensively on policies proposed for the Base Reuse Plan, Our members
have led and participated in many field trips to acquaint the public wih the botanical riches of Fort Ord.
We enclose a page from our January 2012 newsletter briefly describing this lstory.

Qur principal concern has always been the importance of directing redevelopment to the area of the
Army’s Urban Footprint before developing any undisturbed areas that provide stgnificant plant or wild-
life habitats. Updating the BRP is particularly urgent in the light of numerous development challenges
and constraints that have arisen since the closure of the base, along with the recreational opportunities
provided by the recent designation of the Fort Ord National Monument.

Another top concern must be the completion and implementation of the Habitat Conservation Plan. We
urge that this seminal document, which has involved so much time and resources, shouid be updated and
adopted by the relevant jurisddictions before any major projects are approved.

We are particularly disturbed by the lack of implementation of other critical policies in the BRP. One
key policy basically forbids development approval until the open space and conservation policies of the
BRP are incorporated into the general plans of the jurisdictions involved; yet analysis shows that many
have not been so adopted, including a policy protecting oak woodland, whose proposed destruction
aroused so much opposition to recent projects. Another is the plan for pedestrian-centered villages with
riding and hiking trails surrounded by natural habitat, as described in the Regional Urban Design Policy.
An example of a more specific policy that has not been implemented is to establish an open space corm-
dor between Hwy 1 and the Dunes Shopping Center, landscaped with appropriate native plants, instead
of the unattractive backside of the stores that is now unpleasantly obvious to passing traffic at the very
entrance to the Monterey Peninsula. We realize many of these neglected policies require cooperation be-
tween several jurisdictions, but isn’t that exactly what FORA was supposed to bring about?

We continue to urge inclusion of the following landscaping policies in an updated plan: because of the
unique character of flora of Fort Qrd as well as the need to conserve water, native plants from on-site
stock should be used in landscaping, and cultivars of manzanita and ceanothus that could hybridize with
the rare natives must not be planted. Any annuat wildflower plantings should be from seeds collected on
site, not from commercial wildflower mixes. Invasive Bermuda, Kikuyu, and Ehrharta grasses must not
be used. Any loss of sensitive habitat should be mitigated by setting aside existing high-quality habitat,
not by the promise of creating new habitat. The latter tactic is unlikely to be successful and often merely
creates a disturbed site that attracts invasive weedy species.

Thank you for the opportunity to be involved in this important process.

Sincerely yours.

Encl.
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Flora & Restoration of Fort Ord
Speakers: Bruce Delgado & David Styer

Tonight we’ll take a fascinating look at Fort Ord, its rare plants
and wvarious restoration projects. Restoration efforts have
included the use of sheep, fire, bulldozers—and *going public”
with preliminary resuits of a 10-year “Floristic Survey.”

David is a retired PhD Professor of Mathematics from
University of Cincinnati, Ohic. He arnved in Monterey in
1996 and began inventorying the birds of Fort Ord. His love
of Fort Ord led him to volunteer several years for the Bureau
of Land Management {BLM), then in 2003 to begin
inventorying the plants and butterflies of Fort Ord. As a
lifelong and astote naturalist, David brings a dedicated
passion to his efforts that is delightful and inspiting to those
around him.

Bruce Delgado has worked as a botanist for BLM since 1988
and focuses on habital resteration, fire ecology, sheep grazing,
wild pig and invasive weed removal, and rare plant and
animal protection. Bruce's portion of the program will cover
these topics and provide an overview of natural resource
management on Fort Ord.

General Meeting * Thursday, January 12

Visiting & Book Purchasing from 7:00pm
Meeting and Program Begin at 7:30pm

Pacific Grove Museum of Natural History

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE

It’s been an interesting total of nine years, but [ am ready to step
down. There are several people [ would like to thank:

Immediate thanks to all the volunteers wha contributed to the
success of the CNPS state meeting our chapter hosted the first
weekend of December. We couldn’t have pulled it off without
you. Brian & I have received several e-mails & letters com-
rending our chapter for such a great meeting,

My deepest gratitude poes to Corky Matthews — 1 couldn’( have
done the job without her. She puts in an amaging nurnber of
hours gach month making sure our public officials follow the
environmental laws in place. Thanks alse to Brian & Carol
LeNeve — they do so much for this chapter, much of it behind the
scenes. On behalf of the chapter 1 would also like to thank those
volunteets who have stepped up to don so many jobs that keep

The Newsletter of the California Native Plant Society

Monterey Bay Chapter

Wallflower

January 2012

the programs and newsletters coming, keep our chapter finan-
cially solvent and keep the membership records straight.

I'm not disappearing, but I am stepping down. It’s not good for
the organization to have one person acting as perpetual president.

Thanks to all of you. It’s been fun, excruciating, annoying, but
maostly fun and a privilege.

CALENDAR of FIELD TRIPS & EVENTS

Sunday, January 1, 9:30am to 2:00pm Field Trip
Mﬂ&dﬂ.ﬂﬂiﬂjﬂﬁﬂﬂble
Start the new year with a pleasant hike around Manzanita
Park. Leader Bob Hale hopes we will see the Pajare manzanita in
flower and enjoy the variety of Manzanita Park’s chaparral and
oak woodland habitats, Plan for a walk of about 3.5 miles and
350 feet elevation gain, We'll meet at the far end of the parking
lot in front of RE] in Marina off the Imjin Parkway exit at
9:30am. We should finish in the early afternoon. Bring snack or
light lunch and water. For reservations call Lynn at 375-7777.

Friday, January 6, 3:30am to 4pm Field Trip & Event
Let's d¢ the 'Shroom Shuffief
Once again, we are so fortunate to have Phil Carpenter, local
fungus expert and current President of the Fungus Federation of
Santa Cruz, take us into the woods in January for a second field
trip! Deep in the forest of Pebble Beach we'll discover an
amazing variety of fanciful fungi, both delicious and deadly.
Heavy rain cancels. About 2 miles with 300 fi. elevation gain.
Meet in the parking lot of Whispering Pines Park in Monterey at
Pacific and Alameda streets before 9:30. Bring Junch and waler
CNPS & FFSC members only (Join Friday!), Call leader, Lynn
Bomberger for a reservation at 375-7777.

Restoration

SaTur'day J'anuury 7. lpm to 4pm

Jom us on these First Sat ugdgxs_ of thc month in the beautiful
Monterey pine forest of East Point Lobos. We'll use several
techniques to remove French broom and help restore this area
that wants 1o thrive with native plants. Meet at 1pm in Carmel at
the Rio Road Park n’ Ride. All supphies provided. Bring a friend,
water, and a snack. Contact Bruce Delgado at 277-7690 or
bdelgadot2@gmail.com for more information.

Friday, January 13, Sam to 2:30pm Restarction

Cape Ivy Weed Bagh at Soberanes Creek

Join other volunteers and Stale Parks staff and help to reverse the
spread of stcky eupatorium and Cape ivy in the wonderful
Soberanes Creek watershed. One “Mjgrating” Friday each month

Calendar of Field Trips & Events Continued vn Page 3




CNPS HAS A LONG HISTORY OF PLANT HABITAT PROTECTION AT FORT ORD

CNPS members attending the State Council Meeting at Sunset Center Dec. 2 were treated to an absorbing program on the
important plants and habitats of Fort Ord by BLM Botanist Bruce Delgado and long-time volunteer David Styer, a presentation
that will be repeated for our own members at the January general meeting. Even before CNPS existed, local botanists had been
studying the unique plants and plant communities of the historic Army base. Shertly after the Monterey Bay Chapter was
approved by the state board in 1966, an informal agreement was reached by chapter co-founder Bee Howitt and Gen. R.G.
Fergusson, then commanding officer of Fort Ord, to set aside nine small plant reserves to protect certain rare plants that had
managed 1o survive and even thrive on the busy base.

Earlier, in 1964, retired virologist Howitt from UC's Hastings Reservation and John Thomas Howell of the California Academy
of Sciences had co-authored The Vascular Plants of Monterey County, pointing out that Monterey is "one of the richest and most
important research areas for field studies in systematic botany in Western America." Soon the chapter was having regular field
trips to Fort Ord and preparing plant lists that have now grown to over 900 species. With the passage of the Endangered Spectes
Act in 1973, the reserves developed increasing significance, bringing the Army an award for its stewardship of the reserves.

Why are there so many rare plants at Fort Ord? the answer seems to be a combination of geology, geography, and climate. The
sandy soil brought down by the Salinas River in glacial times weathered into the Aromas red sands, a sandstone-like formation.
Later changing ocean levels created a thick layer of paler sand dunes on top of the older consolidated sands. The combination of
sterile soil and moist, foggy conditions during the growing peried provided a habitat where certain unusual plants could thrive
without heavy competition from more common of invasive species.

This habitat became noted for the maritime chaparral that had developed threughout Fort Ord's sandy areas. Dominant in many
areas are the shaggy-barked manzanitas, Arctestaphylos tomentosa and A. crustacea, and their various forms. Less common is the
Monterey {aka "Toro") manzanita, A. montereyensis, which at first was known only from one plant near the Monterey airport.
Also in the sandy areas are Hooker's manzanita, A. hookers, Pajaro manzanita, 4. pajaroensis, and sandmat manzanita, 4. pumila.
Frequently found with them are three blue-flowered ceanothus species, Monterey ceancthus, Ceanothus cuneatus var. rigidus,
cropleaf ceanothus, C. dentatus, and blue blossom, C. thyrsiflorus. A real rarity is the southernmost stand of coast whitethom, C.
incanus. Other ranties found in the reserves include Monterey spincflower, Chorizanthe pungens; Eastwood's goldenfleece,
Ericameria fasciculata; Ceast wallflower, Erysimum ammophilum. sand gilia, Gilia tenuiflora ssp. arenaria; and Seaside bird's-
beak, Cordyianthus rigidus ssp. {ittoralis. Many plants have been added to the list by indefatigable plant hunter David Styer in
recent years..

A tenth plant reserve had been established in the western dunes to protect the habitat of Smith’s Blue Butterfly, but all of the
reserves existed in a sort of limbo because they had no legal standing. However, in 1998 the Army decided to close down the
Ammunition Supply Points (ASPs) in the duncs and move the contents to one large, secure location inland. Unfortunately this
involved removing a large acreage of maritime chaparral. As mitigation for this loss, the Army signed an agreement with CNPS
to establish the reserves permanently. Consequently, when the base closed in 1991, most of the land encompassing the resetves
went to the BLM along with the impact areas to the south and the highlands and prasslands on the east. The dunes, including two
reserves, went to the State Parks Department. Recreationists, scientists, hikers, and plant enthusiasts have reason to be glad that
these early efforts led to the preservation of so ruich open space.

However, there have been constant efforts by development interests to insert major projects into areas that have preat value for
low impact recreation and habitat preservation, particularly areas serving as wiidlife corridors between the dunes and the BLM
lands, With the prospect of FORA (the Fort Ord Reuse Authority) phasing out in 2014, some highly destructive proposals like the
Eastside Parkway and Whispering Oaks (dubbed "Whimpering Oaks" by opponents) are being pushed ahead. All who support the
sensitive and rational development of Fort Ord need to be watchful and involved in decisions mad¢ in coming weeks and months.

CSRYOED

REMINDER: JANUARY 9 IS THE DEADLINE FOR COMMENTING ON THE PEBBLE BEACH
BUILD-OUT EIR, AVAILABLE ON LINE OR CONTACT CORKY MATTHEWS (SEE MASTHEAD)

2 January 2012




Pam Krone-Davis
2090 Mariposa 5t.
Seaside, CA 93955

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2nd Avenue: Suite A
Marina, CA 93933

9/3/12
SUBIECT: Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Draft Scoping Report 2012

Dear Chair Potter and Members of the Beard:

I have reviewed elements of the Draft Scoping Report and would like to comment specifically on the
prioritization of the removal of vacated buildings that currently blight the previous Fort Ord Lands. Asa
CSUMB student, | ride past many of these buildings on a daily basis and find that they greatly detract
from the feeling of safety and security in the area and from the beauty and sense of social health and
well-being. Building in the blighted areas should be a first priority and should be central to large
development efforts, such as Monterey Downs and other projects. By requiring these projects to
incorporate the development of blighted areas into their plans, removal of the vacated buildings would
become a shared goal. It makes no sense to allow building and develepment in the most scenic areas of
Fort Ord, the current oak woodlands, while directly adjacent to planned developments there are
decaying buildings with broken windows, boarded doors and crumbling parking lots. Requiring Fort Ord
development projects te remove the vacated buildings and build in these locations will improve the
economic potential of the area as the current blight is certainly a detraction from the value of this land
and its surrounds. Requiring that all development proposals incorporate the development of blighted
areas into thefr development plans should be incorporated into the Reuse Plan.

' would alsg like 1o comment that the Repert (Chapter 3, Table 7) estimates a surplus of commercial
footage and residential units. In an area facing declining housing prices and considerable stress on the
hcousing market even in the absence of development, the slowing of further development would help
strengthen the currently over-saturated housing market. While the Report notes that these
developments cannot be withdrawn without the permission of those entitled, delaying the development
of the infrastructure to support these developments could siow down the pace of growth and prevent
exacerbating the current housing price downfall. The higher end home sale pace has slowed 1o a craw!
in this area, and it makes sense to require more affordable housing in any new development on Fort Ord
Lands.

[ fire A0

Pam Krone-Davis




Michael Groves

From: Pat McNeill [pmcneill@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, September 03, 2012 3:44 PM
To: Darren McBain

Subject: Reassessment Comments

The good news from the reassessment report is that there is no rush. There is time to take a deep breath and
learn from 16 years of experience. There is no housing boom. There is no demand for commercial real estate.
Fort Ord closed 16 years ago. The jobs are gone. The workers have gotten on with their lives. There was no
“promise” to replace jobs, only a good faith plan. There is no urgency.

The Monterey Bay area has received gift. While most popular places in the world are being crushed by
population growth and pollution, Monterey got downsized! We have the opportunity to learn to live within our
budget and be a tourist destination forever. We can avoid becoming a mini-San Jose.

The reassessment document points in this direction. It is time to focus creative thinking towards problem
solving for the future rather than trying to make an outdated plan meet non-existent needs.

Finally, I started my Army enlistment at Fort Ord. | was promised a lot of things but a plot in a VVeterans
Cemetery was not one of them. | am a Viet Nam veteran and | am embarrassed by those wrapping themselves
in the flag and demanding a Veterans Cemetery at any cost.

Pat McNeill
The plural of anecdote is not data.
Observation>>Hypothesis>>Evidence>>Theory. And Correlation does not denote cause.



From: Pat McNeill [pmcneill@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Monday, September 03, 2012 3:57 PM
To: Darren McBain
Subject: Base redevelopment plan

I started my Army enlistment at Fort Ord. | was promised a lot of things but a plot in a Veterans Cemetery was
not one of them. 1 am a veteran of the VViet Nam war and | am embarrassed by those wrapping themselves in
the flag and demanding a Veterans Cemetery at any cost. | feel that the veteran’s patriotism was hi-jacked to
recruit them as soldiers and now it is being hi-jacked by a Los Angeles developer so he can get title to a huge
tract of land that includes acres and acres of coast live oak. Digging up trees to make holes for caskets? I will
have none of it. My dead body will amount to 140 Ibs of water and 10 Ibs of minerals, and 5 Ibs of fat. It is not
more important than a 200 year old tree.

Ft Ord is an island in the midst of a sea of agricultural fields and urban development. It has no wildlife
corridors to the south, north, or east. It is fragile. Contrary to what is rapidly becoming popular belief, most of
the national monument is grassland and chaparral. The rarer oak woodland is on parcels currently vulnerable to
development. There is land on Ft. Ord that is suitable for a cemetery. It is either naturally open or has been
razed by wildfire or munitions clearing. That is the kind of place a veteran's cemetery can bring peace to.

Pat McNeill
The plural of anecdote is not data.
Observation>>Hypothesis>>Evidence>>Theory. And Correlation does not denote cause.



From: Lena Spilman [Lena@fora.org]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 8:39 AM
To: Jonathan Garcia; Darren McBain; Steve Endsley
Subject: FW: LandWatch comment letter on draft scoping report

This went to the Board over the wknd. Wanted to make sure you got a copy also.

Lena Spilman
Fort Ord Reuse Authority

From: Amy White [mailto:awhite@mclw.org]

Sent: Sunday, September 02, 2012 12:40 PM

To: board

Subject: LandWatch comment letter on draft scoping report

Dear FORA Board,
Attached is the LandWatch letter on the draft scoping report. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Thanks and sincerely,

Amy L. White, Executive Director
LandWatch Monterey County

150 Cayuga Street, Suite 9

Salinas, CA 93901

831-75-WATCH (92824)
www.landwatch.org




= Land

monterey county
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FAX: 831-759-2825

September 3, 2012

Fort Ord Reuse Authority

Attn: Chair Potter and FORA Board
920 2™ Avenue; Suite A

Marina, CA 93933

SUBJECT:

COMMENTS ON FORT ORD REUSE PLAN REASSESSMENT DRAFT
SCOPING REPORT

Dear Chair Potter and Members of the Board:

LandWatch Monterey County has reviewed the Draft Scoping Report, and we have the following

comments:

1. Chapter 1 of the Scoping Report describes the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s (FORA) roles
and responsibilities. P. 1-8 In terms of land use and development, the description omits a
discussion of FORA’s responsibility as a CEQA lead agency and related responsibilities
for assuring implementation of the Base Reuse Plan and its programs and policies.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097. Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting

(a) This section applies when a public agency has made the findings required
under paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 15091 relative to an EIR ...In
order to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the
EIR or negative declaration are implemented, the public agency shall adopt a
program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the
project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant
environmental effects. A public agency may delegate reporting or monitoring
responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity which accepts the
delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been completed the lead
agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation
measures occurs in accordance with the program.

(b) Where the project at issue is the adoption of a general plan, specific plan,
community plan or other plan-level document (zoning, ordinance, regulation,



policy, the monitoring plan shall apply to policies and any other portion of the
plan that is a mitigation measure or adopted alternative. The monitoring plan may
consist of policies included in plan-level documents. The annual report on
general plan status required pursuant to the Government Code is one example of a
report program for adoption of a city or county general plan.

The annual reports should be included in the Appendix of the Scoping Report.

The Market Study finds that:

° The estimated 20 year demand for residential units in the vicinity of Fort Ord is
3,600;

° Currently nearly 4,500 un-built residential units are entitled;

° Build-out of the 4,500 units is anticipated to take 40 years;

° Job growth is paramount in the Peninsula’s residential recover -- in other words, if
the jobs do not appear, the 40 year build-out projection will in reality take much
longer; and

) Removal of derelict Army buildings needs to be prioritized to provide a better

vision of future economic development.

The Reassessment Document should recommend an update to the Base Reuse Plan (BRP)
to address the over-supply of housing accommodated in the BRP and removal of urban
blight.

We recommend that the contents of Table 8, which is 152 pages long, be summarized.
Our findings indicate that of the 738 policies and programs evaluated for implementation,
the Cities of Seaside and Marina and the County of Monterey have completed 21%; 21%
are incomplete; 55% are ongoing and 3% fall in other categories. The County of
Monterey, in particular, has fallen short of implementation requirements. Of the 259
applicable policies, only 16% have been completed, and 27% are incomplete.

The Reassessment Document should recommend that an implementation schedule for
completion of the remaining programs and policies be prepared and that it be adopted by
the FORA Board.

While many policies and programs have not been implemented by the individual cities
and the County, 19 policies which are required to be implemented by all three
jurisdictions are incomplete and are summarized below. Many of these policies are
essential to protecting natural resources on the former Fort Ord:

Program F-1.1: Guidelines to enhance working relationship between FORA and the
local homeless representatives.

Program B-2.1: Prohibit card rooms or casinos.

Program A-1.4: Minimize or eliminate land uses which may be incompatible with
public lands



Program B-12 and Program C-1.5: Identify local truck routes.

Program A-1.2: Identify locations for bus facilities with funding and construction through
new development.

Policy C-1: Establish an oak tree protection program to ensure conservation of existing
coastal live oak woodlands in large corridors with a comprehensive open space system.

Recreation Policy G-1: Use incentives to promote development of an integrated,
attractive park and open space system and Policy G2: Encourage creation of private parks
and open space as part of private development.

Recreation Policy G-4: Coordinate development of park and recreation facilities.

Program C-2-1: Install interpretive signs related to biological resources.
Program E-1.1: Implementation plan for habitat management.

Program E-1-1 and Program E-2.1: Implementation of annual monitoring reports
to BLM and Land Use Status Monitoring.

Program A-1.1 Establish noise criteria; Program A-1.2 Adopt noise performance
standards, and Program B-1.1 Implement a program identifying developed areas
adversely affected by noise.

Program A-1.2: Establish fault setback requirements.

Program C-1.3: Identify critical facilities inventory in conjunction with emergency and
disaster agencies.

We disagree with the findings regarding Policies C-3.1 and C-3.2. The policies and
findings from the Scoping Report follow:

Policy C-3.1: The City/County shall continue work with the Monterey County Water
Resources Agency (MCWRA) and Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
(MPWMD) to estimate the current safe yields within the context of the Salinas Valley
Basin Management Plan for those portions of the former Fort Ord overlying the Salinas
Valley and Seaside groundwater basins, to determine available water supplies.

Scoping Report Finding: Ongoing. The jurisdictions communicate with and support
efforts to conserve water and maintain water withdrawals within the FORA allocation.

Comment: The finding does not address how the jurisdictions are working with
the MCWRA and MPWMD to estimate current safe yields to determine available
water supplies.



Program C-3.2: The City/County shall work with the MCWRA and MPWMD
appropriate agencies to determine the extent of seawater intrusion into the Salinas Valley
and Seaside groundwater basins in the context of the Salinas Valley Basin Management
Plan and shall participate in developing and implementing measures to prevent further
intrusion.

Scoping Report Finding: Seawater intrusion is monitored by the MCWRA. The
jurisdictions enable monitoring and sharing of data as applicable.

Comment: The finding does not address how the jurisdictions are working with
MCWRA and the MPWMD to determine the extent of seawater intrusion or
measures to prevent further intrusion.

Of the 18 mitigation measures included in the FEIR for the BRP, three are incomplete.
These include the failure of the City of Marina and the County to adopt and enforce a
stormwater detention plan in order to increase groundwater recharge and thereby reduce
potential for further seawater intrusion and augment future water supplies (see comments
regarding Policies C-3.1 and C-3.2). The three jurisdictions have also not completed a
comprehensive drainage plan. Design guidelines for proposed development on the bluffs
have also not been completed.

The Reassessment Document should recommend that an implementation schedule for
completion of the remaining programs and policies be prepared and that the schedule be
adopted by the FORA Board.

The report identifies requirements for both general and specific consistency
determinations. P. 4-171. It also identifies consistency findings made by the FORA
Board. The report, however, does not evaluate the adequacy of the findings. We
expected an analysis of the consistency findings, and are disappointed to find only a
summary of FORA’s determinations.

Given the failure of the Cities of Marina and Seaside and the County to implement many
of the BRP programs, policies and mitigation measures, findings of consistency are
problematic given the criteria described on pp. 171-176 of the report. For example,
specific consistency criterion (a) states:

Prior to approving any development entitlements, each land use agency shall act
to protect natural resources and open spaces on Fort Ord territory by including the
open space and conservation policies and programs of the Reuse Plan, applicable
to the land use agency, into their respective general, area, and specific plans.

As identified under 3 above, the following applicable policy has not been implemented
by all three jurisdictions:



Policy C-1: Establish an oak tree protection program to ensure conservation of
existing coastal live oak woodlands in large corridors with a comprehensive open
space system.

8. The East Garrison/Parker Flats land use swap is described in the report. P. 4-266. The
description is incomplete and should address the swap as it related to housing
development at Parker Flats. The FORA and County staff reports prepared for the swap
in addition to the ESCA transfer documents should be provided in the Appendix.

9. The following finding appears to have a contradiction as indicated in bold. p. 4-230.

The Bayonet and Black Horse golf course irrigation wells draw from the
Seaside Groundwater Basin. However, these wells are no longer used for golf
course irrigation, and the golf course is supplied with 400 acre-feet per year
from Seaside's Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin allocation. Ultimately, the
City of Seaside intends to use augmentation water (presumably recycled water) to
irrigate the golf courses, and use the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin water for
development projects.

10. Reference is made to the lower Salinas River dam indicating it was construction in 2010.
P. 4-233. This should be updated to indicate that the dam failed in 2011 and has yet to be
replaced.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,

Amy L. White
Executive Director



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY {"

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 83933
Phona: (831) 833-3672 — Fax: (831} BB3-3675
Website:

FORT ORD REUSE PLAN REASSESSMENT

COMMENT FORM

SCOPING REPORT

FORA welcomes public input on the Scoping Report, as it relates to the 1997 Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan
reassessment process. The 1597 Base Reuse Plan was created as a 40-60 year plan. The overali goal of the
reassessment process is to explore whether objectives and policies in the Base Reuse Plan should be updated to
better address current conditions and meet the community’s future needs. A Reassessment Report will be
prepared for this purpose. The Reassessment Report will include a range of options that the FORA Board of

Directors may wish to consider for possible future action related to the Base Reuse Plan.

The Scoping Report includes a summary of information collectad about the implementation of the Base Reuse Plan
since it was approved 15 years age. The Scoping Repert also includes an analysis of cusrent and future economic
and market conditions and trends. The Scoping Report wifl be used as a basis for identifying possible options for
consideration that may be included in the Reassessment Report for future consideration or action by the FORA
Board.

Camments submitted by 5:00 PM on September 4, 2012, will be included in the Final Scoping Report scheduied for
release on September 7, 2012. Comments received after this deadline wiil be accepted but will not be included in
the Final Scoping Report document and may not be included in the Board packet for the FORA Board meeting on
September 14, at which the Board will consider accepting the Scoping Report. Comments can also be presented on
September 14 at the FORA Board meeting, but those comments will not be included in the Final Scoping Report

document.
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FORA cannot directly respond to each and every comment that is submitted; however, all comments will be

reviewed.

Comments can be submitted to FORA by email: plan@fora.org; FAX: 831-883-3675; or mail to: FORA, 920 2nd
Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93923, For more information about FORA or the Base Reuse Plan, visit the FORA
website at www fora.org or contact Darren McBain at FORA, (831) 883-3672.
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If additional space is needed, please attach additional sheats.

Comments can be submitted to FORA by email: plan@fora.org, FAX: {831} 883-3675; aor mail to: FORA, 520 2nd
Avenuse, Suite A, Marina CA 93933, For more infarmation about FORA, the Base Reuse Plan, or the warkshops, visit
the FQRA website at www.fora.org or contact Darren McBain at FORA, (831) 883-3672.

Si tiene preguntas o necesita informacion o traduccion en espanol, favor de [lamar & Jonathan Garcia o Darren
McBain al 831-883-3672.




September 4, 2012
Fort Ord Reuse Authority

920 2nd Street, Suite A
Marina, California 93933

Re: Scoping Report on Fort Ord Base Reuse Assessment

To Whom It May Concern:
In reading the Scoping Report, there are three things we would like to note:
1. Figure 7.2, Page 4-195 of the Report: There is a notation of “EQ” for Equestrian Center Site

Opportunity located near the East Garrison project. Please note that in 2002, this opportunity
site was moved from East Garrison to Parker Flats. The map should be updated accordingly.

2. Page 4-266 of the Report: This section discusses the East Garrison-Parker Flats Land Swap, but
does not discuss the fact that an equestrian cross-country course was permitted within the Oak
Oval/Habitat Management Parcel as a part of the land swap. The cross-country course allows
for a course both in and out of the Oak Oval, extending into the rest of the County’s FORHA
lands if needed, and also permits permanent obstacles for the course and course maintenance.
This is not discussed in the report and should be included.

Sincerely,

Connie Quinlan
Monterey Horse Park



From: Denyse Frischmuth [denyse.f@att.net]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 12:59 PM
To: Darren McBain
Subject: Comments from CSMC

September 4, 2012

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2nd Ave., Suite A
Marina, CA 93933

To all concerned,

We are submitting this statement on behalf of Communities for Sustainable Monterey County (CSMC), the
umbrella organization for eight local sustainability groups including Marina, Seaside, Salinas, and Monterey.

The Draft Scoping Report’s economic analysis is rather clear that the economic and demographic landscape and
future outlook of our area have changed dramatically since the writing of the Base Reuse Plan in 1997. The
vision that inspired that plan assumed conditions that never materialized and are not likely to do so in the
foreseeable future. The demand for additional housing has migrated sharply downward both in terms of number
and price range, and our area has an over abundance of unoccupied commercial space.

The creation of the National Monument is another very important change altering the conditions to be
considered in land use planning. The kind of properties and their use for the area surrounding this new gem in
our midst must be reevaluated in light of the important economic value the Monument represents. National
Monuments are magnets for tourism, boosting the local economy and opening the market for more employment
of a durable nature.

Eco-tourism is a concept that has evolved greatly since 1997 and is now part of the economic landscape. The
natural beauty of Fort Ord, its rich ecosystem and spectacular views reveal a precious resource in our own
backyard that other areas would give anything to have. Let’s not squander this treasure. Once paved over and its
natural environment destroyed, it’s final and irreversible.

In light of these new developments that have emerged since 1997, CSMC urges FORA to reevaluate the Base
Reuse Plan, to update it, that is to bring it up to date to reflect the new reality.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Sincerely
Denyse Frischmuth

President
Communities for Sustainable Monterey County
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Communities for Sustainable Monterey County
heep:/ Asustainahlemonteraycounry . org

September 4, 2012

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2nd Ave., Suite A
Marina, CA 93933

To all concerned,

We are submitting this statement on behalf of Communities for Sustainable Monterey County (CSMC),
the umbrella organization for eight local sustainability groups including Marina, Seaside, Salinas, and
Monterey.

The Draft Scoping Report’s economic analysis is rather clear that the economic and demographic
landscape and future outlook of our area have changed dramatically since the writing of the Base Reuse
Plan in 1997. The vision that inspired that plan assumed conditions that never materialized and are not
likely to do so in the foreseeable future. The demand for additional housing has migrated sharply
downward both in terms of number and price range, and our area has an over abundance of unoccupied
commercial space.

The creation of the National Monument is another very important change altering the conditions to be
considered in land use planning. The kind of properties and their use for the area surrounding this new
gem in our midst must be reevaluated in light of the important economic value the Monument
represents. National Monuments are magnets for tourism, boosting the local economy and opening the
market for more employment of a durable nature.

Eco-tourism is a concept that has evolved greatly since 1997 and is now part of the economic landscape.
The natural beauty of Fort Ord, its rich ecosystem and spectacular views reveal a precious resource in
our own backyard that other areas would give anything to have. Let’s not squander this treasure. Once
paved over and its natural environment destroyed, it’s final and irreversible.

In light of these new developments that have emerged since 1997, CSMC urges FORA to reevaluate the
Base Reuse Plan, to update it, that is to bring it up to date to reflect the new reality.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Sincerely
Denyse Frischmuth

President
Communities for Sustainable Monterey County



Vickie Bermea

From: Doug Yount [dyount@ci.marina.ca.us]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 1:32 PM

To: Darren McBain

Cc: Steve Endsley; Christine di lorio; Theresa Szymanis
Subject: comments on draft BRP Reassessment Scoping Report

To Whom It May Concern:

The City of Marina is planning to submit comments regarding the scoping report. Unfortunately, with limited staffing, this
review is not yet complete, but will be provided at or prior to the September 14 date for the hearing on the report at the
FORA Board meeting. Thank you.

Douglas A Yount
Interim City Manager
City of Marina

211 Hillcrest Avenue
Marina, CA 93933
WWW.Ci.marina.ca.us
(831) 884-1281




From: Justin Wellner [jwellner@csumb.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 4:07 PM

To: Darren McBain

Cc: Steve Endsley; Michael Groves; Candance Ingram; Richard James; David Zehnder
Subject: CSUMB's Comments to the Draft Scoping Report

Attachments: Final Draft CSUMB Comments to FORA BRP Scoping Report .pdf

Please see attached. Please note we flag some items we hope can be amended in the final draft.

Justin Wellner

Director of Governmental & External Relations
Office of the President

California State University, Monterey Bay

100 Campus Center

Seaside, Calif 93955

jwellner@csumb.edu

Phone (831) 582-3044

Cell (831) 402-9462

Fax (831) 582-4117

*kkkkkkkkkk * * *

This message is intended only for the addressee and may contain confidential, privileged information. If you are not the
intended recipient, you may not use, copy or disclose any information contained in the message. If you have received this
message in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message.



CALEORNA STATE LINIVERSETY

; Monterey Bay

FEIGE 01 THE PRESIDES

Office of the Prasident
100 Campus Center
Seaside, CA 93955-8001
831-582-3532

Fax 831-582-3540

September 4, 2012

Dave Potter

Chair

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2nd Ave., Suite A
Marina, CA 93933

Dear Supervisor Potter,

On behalf of California State University, Monterey Bay (CSUMB), I am writing
to submit the University’s comments to the Draft Scoping Report of the Fort Ord
Base Plan Reassessment. The attached appendix provides recommended changes
and technical corrections to the Market Study Summary (Chapter 3), Reuse Plan
Implementation Status (Chapter 4), and the full Market and Economic Analysis
(Appendix E). The appendix also offers general feedback to the content of the
report as well.

Overall, CSUMB is pleased with the Draft Scoping Report and in particular the
analysis provided in the Market Study Summary and Reuse Plan Implementation
Status. However, CSUMB urges the final draft to address how the local
educational institutions are training a future regional workforce, the importance of
maintaining and improving local roadways, and the compatibility of development
projects to CSUMB’s Master Plan. The University does appreciate that the report
encourages partnerships and collaborations around research and educational
related development and recommends a renewed focus on removal of blight.
CSUMB is also grateful for the report’s review of the Base Reuse Plan’s
objectives, policies, and programs, as it calls to attention that a number of these
items are either incomplete or considered ongoing. CSUMB is prepared to work
alongside the land use and regional jurisdictions and involve our faculty and
students to provide technical expertise in these dialogues.

CSUMB supports the framework of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan and looks forward to
continuing to work with you throughout this reassessment process. Please feel
free to contact Justin Wellner, Director of Governmental and External Relations,
if you have questions regarding the information provided in the attachment.

Sincerely,

Eduardo M. Ochoa, Ph.D.
Interim President

csuMB@EDu The California State University

Bal e dd = Clig ol bt - Ok 5= | - S o Hian] TN ) S
Mehidor = Porcoa = formeen = T i e S Cmgy = f = m = g i O =



Appendix: CSUMB Comments on Draft Scoping Report
of the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Reassessment

Recommended Changes to Market Study Summary (Chapter 3)

CSUMB is generally pleased with the content contained in the Market Study Summary
(and discusses these items in greater detail below). However, the University encourages
the final report to reflect several important amendments.

Despite strong evidence outlined throughout the summary report suggesting a lack of
demand for such, the report makes several references to investing in housing in the short-
term as "jobs follow housing". Unfortunately, the summary report makes no references to
an existing workforce that is currently being trained in the area. CSUMB is a growing
comprehensive university, which currently enrolls more than 5,300 students and is
expected to grow to a capacity of 8,500 full time equivalent (FTE) and 3,500 distance
learners. CSUMB's (as well as the other educational institutions in the region) ability to
annually graduate a highly skilled workforce is what should be the focus of attracting
employers to the region, not housing. We encourage the final draft to reflect this rationale
and to seek opportunities to capitalize on partnerships with companies and businesses
secking to locate near an educational institution.

The summary report seems to concentrate discussion around regional roadways and
capital improvements and the need and timing of these investments being tied to future
development (pages 3-3, 3-12, and 3-14). CSUMB is concerned that not enough
emphasis is being placed on maintaining and improving the existing local roadways. The
Base Reuse Plan notes the importance to build on and update the existing transportation
network, as it will prolong the creation of expensive regional roadways. For example, the
development of East Garrison and further build out of The Dunes is making it imperative
to address the maintenance and repair of the local roadway referred to as 8" Street, which
is part of FORA’s Capital Improvement Promgram. Unfortunately, FORA has elected to
prioritize funding regional roadways over 8" Street. CSUMB encourages the summary
report to discuss local roadways as well and in particular under policy response 3 on page
3-12.

Page 3-10 of the Market Study Summary discusses the structure of the FORA Board and
notes that the size and decision making process of the Board should be examined, as to
ensure that needs of the land use jurisdictions are being met. While CSUMB is not a land
use jurisdiction, the University owns a large amount of property on Fort Ord, is a major
economic stakeholder, and is regularly impacted by the decisions of FORA. CSUMB
and the other ex-officio members of FORA have continually advocated for opportunities
to have a stronger voice in the decision making process. CSUMB recommends the
summary report be amended in this section to also recognize the needs of those that
substantially contribute to effective implementation of the Base Reuse Plan and control
significant areas of the base.



CSUMB supports offering incentives to future development targeted at beneficial
projects such as those aligned with the education mission of the Base Reuse Plan. While
this is referenced throughout the summary report, CSUMB recommends it be added as an
example under policy response number 5 on page 3-12.

Market Study Summary Feedback (Chapter 3)

CSUMB supports components of the policy priorities and options for policy response
identified in the Market Study Summary.

Placing emphasis on attracting “creative classes™ to the region and aligning enterprises to
institutional initiatives is conducive to one of the Base Reuse Plan's core principles to
build the former base around the educational entities, like CSUMB. As a Hispanic
Serving Institution and one that is committed to serving first generation students, the
University supports placing more emphasis on inclusion of multicultural and underserved

populations.

CSUMB also favors many of the options for policy response outlined in the Market Study
Summary. The University appreciates that the report notes important academic fields
that are a focal point of CSUMB, such as nursing, kinesiology, marine science, and
environmental studies, and stands ready to engage in efforts to invest in research related
development adjacent to the campus or existing infrastructure near the campus. CSUMB
believes it is imperative to build partnerships across and amongst the various
jurisdictions. The University also encourages collaborations directed at investing in long-
term sustainable economic opportunities and creating a comprehensive marketing and
branding strategy to promote these ideas. The University is prepared to work alongside
the land use and regional jurisdictions and involve our faculty and students to provide
technical expertise in these dialogues.

CSUMB is very concerned with removing the former military structures on and adjacent
to the campus. They pose a number of challenges to the campus and land use
jurisdictions, including safety and environmental hazards, aesthetics, and financial drain.
The University appreciates the Market Study Summary recommending a renewed focus
on removing such blight and that alternative funding mechanisms should be examined to
expedite this process.

Recommended Changes to Reuse Plan Implementation Status (Chapter 4)

CSUMB supports the land use elements of the Base Reuse Plan, but is concerned over
how they are being implemented by FORA and the local jurisdictions. There have been a
handful of projects proposed next to CSUMB that the University has struggled to
understand how they meet various reuse policies, objectives, plans and promote land use
consistency with the campus. CSUMB is disappointed that the Scoping Report’s analysis
conducted to determine consistency of the Base Reuse Plan with the University’s Master
Plan does not appear to go into much depth (page 4-209). In particular, there is no
analysis of compatibility of projects adjacent to the campus and how such projects align



with the goals and objectives of CSUMB and its Master Plan. CSUMB urges that this
analysis take place, as it will reinforce a key theme of both the initial Base Reuse Plan
and the Scoping Report that CSUMB is the core of the redevelopment of Fort Ord.

The chapter includes several incorrect facts and figures regarding CSUMB. On page 4-
236, the report references an enrollment of 12,000 students. CSUMB plans to service
8,500 FTE students and 3,500 distance learners. Similarly, page 2-249 quotes a
population of 12,000 students and 12,500 with distance learners. Again, CSUMB asks
that the numbers be amended to state 8,500 FTE students and 3,500 distance learners.
Additionally, CSUMB recommends noting that 60 percent of the FTE students will be
provided with on-campus housing, according to the University’s Master Plan. The
acreage listed for CSUMB varies throughout Chapter 4. The correct acreage for CSUMB

is 1,387.7.

Reuse Plan Implementation Status Feedback (Chapter 4)

CSUMB appreciates the Scoping Report reviewing the Base Reuse Plan’s objectives,
policies, and programs and assessing the status of completion of these items. While
CSUMB supports the objectives, policies, and programs of the Base Reuse Plan, the
University is concerned over how they are being implemented by FORA and the local
land use jurisdictions. The results of this review validate our apprehensiveness, as a
number of items are either incomplete or considered ongoing. CSUMB is particularly
alarmed over those that address such things as noise, water quality, transportation, land
use, parks, recreation facilities, trails, bikeways, truck routes, pedestrians, and residential
zoning. Below is a comprehensive list of outstanding items CSUMB strongly
recommends FORA and the local jurisdictions prioritize to complete. A concerted
strategy to direct attention to this list will contribute toward accomplishing the policy
priorities and options for policy response outlined in the Market Study Summary.

Program A-1.2 (Page 4-5)
¢ Program C-1.4 (Page 4-9)
e Program E-1.1 (Page 4-11)
Program E-3.2 (Page 4-14)
Program J-1.1 (Page 4-20)
Program B-2.1 (Page 4-27)
Program E-2.2 (Page 4-32)
Program B-1.2 (Page 4-35)
Program E-1.4 (Page 4-49)
Program A.1.1 (Page 4-50)
Program A-1.4 (Page 4-52)
Program B-1.2 (Page 4-59)
Program C-1.5 (Page 4-60)
Program A-1.2 (Page 4-63)
Program A-1.1 (Page 4-65)
Land Use and Transportation Policy A-2 (Page 4-69)



Program F-2.1 (Page 4-78)

Recreation Policy G-4 (Page 4-80)

Biological Resources Policy A-1 (Page 4-99)
Biological Resources Policy (Page 4-100)
Biological Resources Policy B-2 (Page 4-116)
Noise Policy A-1 (Page 4-134)

Hydrology and Water Quality (Page 4-160)

Recommended Changes to Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Reassessment — Market and
Economic Analysis (Appendix E)

The market and economic analysis includes several incorrect facts and figures regarding
CSUMB. The student enrollment, acres, and housing numbers on page 17 are not
representative of the Campus Master Plan. CSUMB projects an enrollment of 8,500 FTE
students and 3,500 distance learners and anticipates 60 percent of the FTE students will
be provided with on-campus housing (equating to approximately 8,300 housing units).
The correct acreage for CSUMB is 1,387.7. CSUMB has been allotted 1,035 acres of
feet of water. Page 18 notes 646 acres, which the University assumes means the number
we have left allocated for development. If this is not the case, the number should be
adjusted based off our allotment of 1,035 acres. The 10,000 students noted on page 21
and A-3 should be adjusted to 8,500 FTE students and 3,500 distance learners.
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September 4, 2012

Darren McBain, Project Manager
Fort Ord Reuse Authority

920 Second Avenue, Suite A
Marina, CA 93933

Via Fax: 831-883-3675

RE. Base Reuse Plan Draft Scoping Report

Dear Mr. McBain,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Base Reuse Plan Draft Scoping Report,
the first of three documents in the reassessment process. The Scoping Report presents
the findings of public input and independent investigation into a number of aspects of BRP
implementation.

The following comments pertain to language on page 4-209 that specifically pertains to
Monterey’s parcels:

The Monterey General Plan was adopted in 2005, not 2011.

The Monterey General Plan was never submitted for evaluation by FORA for
consistency with the BRP, however the land use designations for the properties in
guestion (adjacent to the City’'s Corporation Yard) are indeed consistent. Upon
annexation of the City’'s former Fort Ord property in 2000, the City amended the
General Plan to apply the “Industrial” land use designation to these parcels, which
are designated by the BRP as Public Facility/Institutional. These parcels are
intended to provide for an expansion of the City’s facilities or compatible uses.
The BRP Public Facility/Institutional designation allows for light industrial,
corporate and transit yards, public utilties and infrastructure, public training
grounds, public offices, community colleges, youth camps, habitat management,
and public aviation related uses. The General Plan Industrial designation is
applied to existing and future industrial areas in the city, which mostly take the
form of business parks with a combination of office and industrial uses.

The FORA Board never made the required finding for consistency between the
General Plan and the BRP. Because the uses and densities permitted by both
BRP and General Plan are consistent, no conflict exists. Staff will submit a
request to FORA for a formal consistency determination and fulfill this requirement.

| would also like to echo comments submitted in our August 10, 2012 letter with respect to
the City’s interest in making minor adjustments to the Caltrans and Fort Ord Expressway
rights-of-way to make them concurrent with parcel boundaries and consistent with
proposed land uses.

CITY HALL = MONTEREY = CALIFORNIA ¢ 93940 « 831 646G 3760 * FAX 831 646 37903
web Site « htip://www.monterey org



We look forward to continuing our participation throughout the BRP reassessment

process. If you have specific questions regarding our comments, please contact Elizabeth
Caraker, Principal Planner at 646-1739.

Sincerely,

mybwua_«,

Fred Meurer
City Manager

c. City Council
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Gail Morton [gmorton@montereyfamilylaw.com]
Tuesday, September 04, 2012 4:54 PM

board; Darren McBain

Fort Ord Rec Users re Draft Scoping Report
2012_09_04 forU Re Fort Ord Draft Scoping Report.pdf



fOl’U Fort Ord Rec Users

September 4, 2012
Re: FORT ORD Draft Scoping Report
Dear EMC Planning Group Team and Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board:

This letter is written on behalf of Fort Ord Rec Users (forU), an affiliation of individuals and
groups with the shared vision to preserve and enhance recreational use and the natural
habitat of the former Fort Ord for the benefit of all. Our affiliate groups are named in the list
accompanying this letter.

THE REASSESSMENT PROCEDURE

ForU advocated for public meetings after preparation of the draft recommendations to
enable public review prior to the findings being submitted to the FORA Board for action.
ForU acknowledges that the procedures were modified to enable presentation of public
comment before the Board on August 29, 2012, together with an ability to submit written
comment.

REASSESSMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

When written, the Base Reuse Plan anticipated substantial completion by 2014 and thus
the planned sunset date for FORA. The scoping report affirms that not only did this not
occur, it will not occur if at all for 40 or more years into the future. The scoping report does
not adequately state implementation of the current BRP is no longer a viable choice. Nor
does the report adequately address costs/funding for the extension of FORA beyond 2014;
a factor not contemplated or planned for in the current BRP.

The scoping report does correctly state the public demands development on urban blight
areas first. Ease of development and cost savings is insufficient justification for building on
undisturbed open space, while preexisting structures and concrete pads remain to decay. It
does establish the underlying growth premises served by BRP have not occurred. It does
recognize the significant change in the intended purpose of the BLM lands from a regional
park to a National Monument, and the need to re-evaluate of the use and designs of the
contiguous properties. These are material changes which require an amended plan.

ForU incorporates by reference and reaffirms the position, arguments, and

recommendations made by LandWatch Monterey County in its letter of September 3, 2012
as to the deficiencies of the report.

truly yours,

P i

GAIL MORTON
Fort Ord Rec Users

forU fortordrecu/@gmail.com 1




forU Affiliates

Friends of the Fart Ord Warhorse {FFOW)
PO Box 1169
Marina CA 83533

Monterey Off Road Cycling Association, a Chapter of IMBA (MORCA}

www. moecamib, onl
Contaci: Gary Courtright gacoustright@gbogta gl
Jason Cmpmgmnﬂlﬂﬂg_mxﬂ_l

CIﬁzens for Sustalnabla Monleray County

wrv.beheafifomia org
Contact: Lisa Dees myledaze@lvahoo.com

Santa Cruz County Horsemen's Association
Greham Hil $howpround 1145 Graham Hil Road
Santa Casz CA 85080

Callfiomia Histarical Artillery Society (CHAS)

wahiores.on)

Centack: Ted Mijevich ghaselduco@aol.com
US Cavairy Association

B, usCavally o

Cantact: Fred Kink fradiiinkdeomeant,nel

Marina Volunteer Firefighters Association
(831) 277-1830
myffaisheniobal.nel.



& LandWatch

monterey county

Post Office Box 1876, Salinas, CA 93902
Email: LandWatch@meclw.org
Website: www.landwatch.org
Telephone: 831-759-2824

FAX: 831-759-2825

September 3, 2012

FFort Ord Reuse Authority

Attn: Chair Potter and FORA Board
920 2™ Avenue; Suite A

Marina, CA 93933

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON FORT ORD REUSE PLAN REASSESSMENT DRAFT
SCOPING REPORT

Dear Chair Potter and Members of the Board:

LandWatch Monterey County has reviewed the Draft Scoping Report, and we have the following
comiments;

1 Chapter 1 of the Scoping Report describes the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s (FORA) roles
and responsibilities. P. 1-8 In terms of land use and development, the description omits a
discussion of FORA'’s responsibility as a CEQA lcad agency and related responsibilities
for assuring implementation of the Base Reuse Plan and its programs and policies.

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097. Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting

(a) This scction applies when a public agency has made the findings required
under paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Scction 15091 relative to an EIR ...In
order to ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the
EIR or ncgative declaration arc implemented, the public agency shall adopt a
program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has required in the
project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant
environmental effects. A public agency may delegate reporting or monitoring
responsibilities to another public agency or to a private entity which accepts the
delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been completed the lead
agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation
measures occurs in accordance with the program.

(b) Where the project at issue is the adoption of a general plan, specific plan,
community plan or other plan-level document (zoning, ordinance, regulation,



poiicy, the monitoring plan shall appty to policies and any other portion of the
plan that is a mitigation measure or adopted alternative. The monitering plan may
consist of policies included in plan-level documents. The annual report on
gencral plan status required pursuant to the Government Code is one example of a
report program for adoption of a city or county gencral plan.

The annual reporis should be included in the Appendix of the Scoping Report.

The Market Study finds that:

. The estimated 20 year demand for residential units in the vicinity of Fort Ord is
3,600;

. Currently nearly 4,500 un-built residential units are entitled;

. Build-out of the 4,500 units is anticipated to take 40 years;

. Job growth is paramount in the Peninsula’s residential recover -- in other words, if
the jobs do not appear, the 40 year build-out projection will in reality take much
longer; and

. Removal of derelict Army buildings needs to be prioritized to provide a better

vision of futurc economic development.

The Reassessment Document should recommend an update to the Base Reuse Plan (BRP)
to address the over-supply of housing accommodated in the BRP and removal of urban

blight.

We recommend that the contents of Table 8, which is 152 pages long, be summarized.
Our findings indicate that of the 738 policics and programs evaluated for implementation,
the Cities of Seaside and Marina and the County of Monterey have completed 21%; 21%
are incomplete; 55% are ongoing and 3% fall in other categories. The County of
Monterey, in particular, has fallen short of implementation requirements. Of the 259
applicable policies, only 16% have been completed, and 27% are incomplete.

The Reassessment Document should recommend that an implementation schedule for
completion of the remaining programs and policies be prepared and that it be adopted by
the FORA Board.

While many policies and programs have not been implemented by the individual cities
and the County, 19 policies which are required to be implemented by all three
Jjurisdictions are incomplete and are summarized below. Many of these policies are
essential to protecting natural resources on the former Fort Ord:

Program F-1.1: Guidelines 1o enhance working relationship between FORA and the
lacal homeless representatives.

Program B-2.1: Prohibit card rooms or casinos.

Program A-1.4: Minimize or eliminate land uses which may be incompatible with
public lands



Program B-12 and Program C-1.5: Identify local truck routes.

Program A-1.2: Identify locations for bus facilities with funding and construction through
new development.

Policy C-1: Establish an oak tree protection program to ensure conscrvation of existing
coastal live cak weodlands in large corridors with a comprehensive open space system.

Recreation Pelicy G-1: Use incentives to promote develepment of an integrated,
attractive park and open space systemn and Policy G2: Encourage creation of private parks
and open space as part of private development.

Recreation Policy G-4: Coordinate development of park and recreation facilities.

Program C-2-1: Install interpretive signs related to biological resources.
Program E-1.1: [mplermentation plan for habitat management.

Program E-1-1 and Program E-2.1: Implementation of annual monitoring reports
to BLM and Land Use Status Monitoring.

Program A-1.]1 Establish noise criteria; Program A-1.2 Adopt noise performance
standards, and Program B-1.1 Implement a program identifying developed areas
adversely affected by noise.

Program A-1.2: Establish fault setback requircments.

Program C-1.3: Identify critical facilities inventory in conjunction with emergency and
disaster agencices.

We disagree with the findings regarding Policies C-3.1 and C-3.2. The policies and
findings from the Scoping Report follow:

Policy C-3.1: The City/County shall continue work with the Monterey County Water
Resources Agency (MCWRA) and Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
(MPWMD) to estimate the current safe yiclds within the context of the Salinas Valley
Basin Management Plan for those portions of the former Fort Ord overlying the Salinas
Valley and Seaside groundwater basins, to determine available water supplies.

Scoping Report Finding: Ongoing. The junsdictions cormmunicate with and support
efforts to conscrve water and maintain water withdrawals within the FORA allocation.

Comment: The finding does not address how the jurisdictions are working with
the MCWRA and MPWMD to estimate current safe yields to determine available
water supplies.



Program C-3.2: The City/County shall work with the MCWRA and MPWMD
appropriate agencies to determine the extent of scawater intrusion into the Salinas Valley
and Seaside groundwater basins in the context of the Salinas Vallcy Basin Management
!’lan and shall participate in developing and implementing measures to prevent further
intrusion.

Scoping Report Finding: Scawater intrusion is monitored by the MCWRA. The
Jurisdictions enable monitoring and sharing of data as applicable.

Comment: The finding does not address how the jurisdictions are working with
MCWRA and the MPWMD to determine the extent of seawater intrusion or
measures to prevent further intrusion,

Of the 18 mitigation measures included in the FEIR for the BRP, three are incomplete.
These include the failure of the City of Marina and the County to adopt and enforce a
stormwater detention plan in order to increase groundwater recharge and thereby reduce
potential for further scawater intrusion and augment future water supplies (see comments
regarding Policies C-3.1 and C-3.2). The three jurisdictions have also not completed a
comprehensive drainage plan. Design gnidelines for proposed development on the bluffs
have also not been completed.

The Reassessment Document should recornmend that an implementation schedule for
complction of the remaining programs and policics be prepared and that the schedule be
adopted by the FORA Board.

The report identifies requirements for both general and specific consistency
determinations. P. 4-171. It also identifics consistency findings made by the FORA
Board. The report, however, docs not evaluate the adequacy of the findings, We
expected an analysis of the consistency findings, and are disappointed to find only a
summary of FORA’s detcrminations,

Given the failure of the Cities of Manna and Seaside and the County to implement many
of the BRP programs, policics and mitigation measures, findings of consistency are
problematic given the criteria described on pp. 171-176 of the report. For example,
specific consistency criterion (a) states:

Prior to approving any development entitlements, each land use agency shall act
to protect natural resources and open spaces on Fort Ord temitory by including the
open space and conscrvation policies and programs of the Reuse Plan, applicable
to the land use agency, into their respective gencral, area, and specific plans.

As identified under 3 above, the following applicable policy has not been implemented
by all three jurisdictions:



Policy C-1: Establish an oak tree protection program to ensure conservation of
existmg coastal live oak woodlands in large corridors with a comprehensive open
space system.

8. The East Gamison/Parker Flats land use swap is described in the report. P, 4-266. The
description 1$ incomplete and should address the swap as it related to housing
development at Parker Flats. The FORA and County staff reports prepared for the swap
in addition to the ESCA transfer docurnents should be provided in the Appendix.

9. The following finding appears 1o have a contradiction as indicated in bold. p. 4-230.

The Bayonet and Black Horse golf course irrigation wells draw from the
Seaside Groundwater Basin. However, these wells are no longer used for golf
course irrigation, and the golf course Is supplied with 400 acre-feet per year
from Seaside’s Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin allocation. Ultimately, the
City of Seaside intends to use augmentation water (presumably recycled water) to
irrigate the golf courses, and use the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin water for
development projects.

10.  Reference is made to the lower Salinas River dam indicating it was construction in 2010,
P. 4-233. This should be updated to indicate that the dam failed in 2011 and has yet to be
replaced.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,

Amy L. White
Executive Director



From: Gregory Furey [gefurey@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 2:06 PM
To: Darren McBain

Subject: Comments Scoping Plan
Attachments: Comments for F.doc

Comments attached (Word Doc.)
Thank you,

Greg Furey

gefurey@aim.com

(831) 384-1716




Comments for F.O.R.A. Scoping Report (Submitted via internet on 9-04-12)

Greg Furey
3095 Marina Dr. # 51
Marina, Ca. 93933

1. Independent review of the professional performance standards and behavior by
the executive leadership of F.O.R.A. is needed. The F.O.R.A. bureaucracy has
been slow to change and afforded no shift in dynamics when the recession
occurred. It seems that it has only moved away from the original BRP once
agency renewal was being pursued. The failures of progress identifiable from the
original BRP reflect directly upon the existent leadership of F.O.R.A. and should
be independently reviewed and evaluated. The executive officer’s behavior in two
publicized actions (public funds used for traffic ticket fine/traffic school and a
multi-year private-use dsl internet connection) would provide cause for
termination and has been a source of embarrassment to his agency and the local
communities.

2. Utilize different consultants for the proposed Monterey Downs and the .O.R.A.
Scoping Plan and Reassessment. The manner in which F.O.R.A. executive staff
and the current board chairman have acted to ramrod through the Monterey
Downs project and the consultancy awards reek of backroom dealing and special
interests trumping public support and potential interest. A project such as
Monterey Downs would have significant impact on the infrastructure of the entire
Monterey Bay area, along with a list of other impact variables. Has an
independent market surveying been conducted to determine whether or not the
general public supports such a project? Monterey Downs is being pushed through
F.O.R.A. at an unparalleled pace-by a board chairman with strong ties to the
would-be developer and the chief executive. This project needs to slow down and
further reviewed re: support and impact upon the surrounding communities.

3. Assure that there is a true paradigm shift in F.O.R.A.’s approach to a new BRP.
This might be more easily achieved with a new plan, a new executive staff and a
new consultant. The foundation of our national economy has changed with the
loss of the “funny money” (credit derivatives) that funded so much of a highly
speculative and risky real estate market of the past. As the scoping report has
identified, the middle class is shrinking and more affordable housing is needed to
attract and retain working families in this area. How to design and fund such
projects will call for creative solutions that have been conspicuously missing to
date.

4. ldentify a list of economic drivers that can attract permanent jobs to the area. |
have heard individuals identify eco-tourism, education (relative to CSUMB’s
continued growth), and technology. These should be quantified, supported by
economic research, and supported via a revised BRP.

5. Replace UC MBEST with an experienced job development organization-as was
originally intended. CSUMB now has an entrepreneurship program that could be
utilized for input. New business, new jobs, and new revenue will spawn support
for new housing-if appropriately priced.



6.

10.

11.

12.

Incorporate new BRP goals that include identified marketing and economic
drivers affiliated with the newly established Fort Ord National Monument. There
IS no reason that the Veteran’s Cemetery could not be affiliated with a first tier
military museum, Special Forces training displays (what about the history of the
urban warfare site?), Calvary history, etc. It is troubling that the cemetery has
become so desperately hitched to a horse racing track. This reflects in a negative
manner upon current F.O.R.A. executive and board leadership.

Assure that there is open linkage to the coastline from the National Monument via
trails.

Reopen to the public all trails in areas deemed free and clear of explosive threat,
i.e., that have been proven to pose no threat to the public (by continual use over
the past ten years). Remove trailhead signs restricting trails which have been
freely utilized by the public (until the current Monterey Downs project appeared).
Hire a first rate economic development consultant to recommend an intelligent
and creative path forward in developing new jobs and businesses tied to the best
long term interests of this unique central coast area.

Release any claim to the Preston Park property. It seems wholly ironic that the
stated uses of much of the monies F.O.R.A. claims entitlement to is intended for
use on project work which will almost certainly bypass Marina, the city to whom
the Preston Park property should rightfully belong. To take out a 19 million dollar
loan and to subsequently offer less than 20 million dollars (vs. an estimated 60
million assessed value) to the city to which it should rightfully be
transferred...then to utilize much of those wrongfully acquired monies to fund
infrastructure improvements which will not assist in the city of Marina’s
economic recovery from base closure seems criminal.

Shrink the size of the voting members on the F.O.R.A. board to reflect the
jurisdictions and organizations which were most directly affected economically
by the closure of Ft. Ord and/or have evolved from it: Monterey County, Del Rey
Oaks, Seaside, Marina, CSUMB, et al. Over the period of time since F.O.R.A.
was begun, executive staff has been ineffective at uniting the oversized board
towards common purposes, often witnessing petty disputes, acrimony, etc. While
that may serve to perpetuate an ineffective bureaucratic organization, it has done
little to “move the train forward” re: job development, housing, etc. All of these
are far more critical to the health of the affected jurisdictions than to the interests
of F.O.R.A. The F.O.R.A. bureaucracy has had deplorable reflex reaction times to
the economic downturn and has seemed to perpetuate dissension amongst its’
numerous members-rather than unite and foster progress.

Change F.O.R.A board meetings to a time and day that is more accessible to the
general public. Assure transparency by conducting a full F.O.R.A. audit-in order
to restore lost public confidence. Assure that all board meetings are recorded and
accessible via local cable access and/or internet.



September 4, 2012

Fort Ord Authority (FORA) Board of Directors
920 2™ Avenue, Suite A
Marina, CA 93955

Dear FORA Board of Directors,

On behalf of Sustainable Seaside, a group of local residents who are very concerned about working with our community to meet the
challenges of climate change and depleting resources, | am writing to you regarding the Draft Scoping Report released on August 15.

We along with many others advocate for the building on blighted lands at Fort Ord prior to development on open space. This will
improve the perception of the lands for visitors and developers, will help CSUMB to attract students to their campus and makes
logical sense at this time when all over the world we are concerned with the loss of forests. As pointed out numerous times in public
comments, both at meetings and in written form, the public is consistently demanding that blighted lands be addressed first.

In order to do this, FORA will need to look at other methods for financing blight removal. This is the perfect time to re-examine this
process. It has been noted that other military bases have managed to address urban blight in the process of repurposing their land.

The creation of the Fort Ord National Monument (FONM) has altered conditions at Fort Ord and placed these lands on the national
stage. It is important that time be taken to address this change and to address the issue of access from Marina and Seaside. These
lands, tied with the Dunes State Park and the Youth Camp have the potential to open our area to much greater eco-tourism and to
bring great numbers of outdoor enthusiasts to our area. Thus local access points, a welcome center and ammenities could greatly
enhance the economies of both Marina and Seaside and create a world class destination.

CSUMB has brought much growth and life to the Fort Ord lands and will continue to do so. It is important that the concerns of the
college be addressed and that development adjacent to the university be compatible with the campus.

The scoping report and reassessment of the base reuse plan offer an opportunity to become current with many changes which have
occurred since 1994. It is important that housing needs and job creation be reevaluated with consideration to numbers of homes in
Monterey County permitted and not built, as well as the amount of commercial spaces currently available. Now is the time for FORA
to develop a strong marketing plan which will include CSUMB and FONM as focal points.

We urge you to take this opportunity to consider very carefully the Scoping Report and public comments and to reconsider the
economic and material changes which have occurred in the last 18 years, as well as the acres of blight which are still awaiting
development. Take into account that the open space lands are a most unusual treasure, rich with natural habitat and trails which
have been attracting visitors for twenty years. Sam Farr pointed out at the August 10 FORA meeting: The status of the National
Monument adds a fourth leg to the stool (“education, economy, environment and esthetics”). This is a reminder that the beauty of
this area is an outstanding quality of Monterey County. Open space is a treasure to be protected for all, while development needs
to go forward, as water becomes available, on the urban footprint already established.

Sincerely,

Kay Cline
Sustainable Seaside
1614 Kenneth Street
Seaside, CA 93955



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY

920 2nd Avenug, Suite A, Maring, C4 93933
Phone: {831) 883-3672 — Fax: {§31) 893-3675
Website: www.fora org

FORT ORD REUSE PLAN REASSESSMENT

: - 47810
COMMENT FORM :

SCOPING REPORT

FORA welcomes public input on the Scoping Report, as it refates to the 1997 Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan
reassessment process. The 1997 Base Reuse Plan was created as a 40-60 year plan. The overall goal of the
reassessment process is to explore whether objectives and policies in the Base Reuse Plan should be updated to
better address current conditions and meet the community’s future needs. A Reassessment Report will be
prepared for this purpose. The Reassessment Report will include a range of options that the FORA Board of
Directers may wish to consider for possible future action related to the Base Reuse Plan,

The Scoping Report includes a surnmary of information collected about the implementation of the Base Reuse Plan
since it was approved 15 years ago. The Scoping Report also includes an analysis of current and future economic
and market conditions and trends. The Scoping Report will be used as a basis far identifying possible aptions for
cansideration that may be included in the Reassessment Report for future consideration or action by the FORA
Board.

Comments submitted by 5:00 PM on September 4, 2012, will be included in the Final Scoping Repart scheduled for
release on September 7, 2012. Commaents received after this deadline will be accepted but will not be included in
the Final Scoping Report document and may not be included in the Board packet for the FORA Board meeting on
September 14, at which the Beard will consider accepting the Scoping Report. Comments can also be presented on
September 14 at the FORA Board meeting, but those comments will not be included in the Final Scoping Report

document.
Commenter Name: J //9’)@(_..{ - v g TN

Address {Optional):

Email {Opticnal): j'ﬂ.A\ ‘:77 - @ méﬂ/\/ ral ﬂ»’ﬁ_‘

FORA cannot directly respond to each and every comment that is submitted; however, all comments will be

reviewed.

Comments can be submitted to FORA by email: plan@fora.org; FAX: 831-883-3675; or mail to: FORA, 920 2nd
Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933. For more information about FORA or the Base Reuse Plan, visit the FORA
website at www.fora.org or contact Darren McBain at FORA, {831) 883-3672.

Space for written comments is provided on the reverse side.

SIERRA
CLUB

FOURPIG 1542




Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network

LeVonne Stone, Executive Director
P.O. Box 361 Marina, CA 83933

(831) 582-0803 * Email: gjustice@mbay.net * Website: www.foejn.org

Page 1 of 2

Sept. 04, 28012
Subject: Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment

Thank you for the opportunity to continue to provide public comments on the Fort Ord Reuse
Plan Assessment,

Monterey County is home to one of the largest and most complex contaminated sites
in the nation, the former Fort Ord. The Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network was
formed in 1995 to give volce to those impacted by the clean up and re-use process of
Fort Ord, after it was closed under the Base Re-alignment and Closure program in
1994,

Since Its inception, the Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network has advocated for the
participation of disenfranchised communities in the activities and decisions made regarding the
Military Superfund Base cleanup and Re-Use Program. We have stated repeatedly that the
Original Community Base Re-Use plan should be upheld. The plan allowed the local,
impacted community residents and members to participate in the decisicn making process that
would allow for creation of jobs lost during the Fort Ord Base Closure,

Quireach to local low-income and disenfranchised community members and organizations
should not be neglected. The Environmental Justice Resolution SB12898 was created by
President Clinton to avoid the kind of encroachment that we are experiencing at this time in our
history. The accomplishment of Environmental Justice should bring balance in the distribution
of resources, involvement and participation, funding and a real show of care for those who are
constantly left out of the decision making processes. The Fort Ord Environmenta! Justice
Network also strive to involve local residents, as well as low-income residents in reuse plans,
and economic development recovery efforts.

We are also involved in the clean-up of the Fort Ord Superfund (CERCLA) site, which is an
Army post that has been in existence since 1917) in the Monterey Peninsula of California, was
decommissioned in 1981. This former Army base, like many military installations across the
country, houses environmentally contaminated sites, due to past environmental practices of
the Depariment of Defense (DOD). The Clean-up of this Base should continue, (with updated
methods that do no compromise the heaith of our communities. Burning is not the right
solution. Trading our heath for jobs is not an option, we need affordable housing, our heaith
and jobs.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA} has listed Fort Ord on the National
Priorities List {NPL), as one of the most contaminated Superfund sites in the Nation.

VWe applaud your prioritization of this critical process that must protect and restore the quality
of life for those who have been severely impacted, disenfranchised, both economically and
exposed to the toxics that have been and still are comprormising our communities well-being.



Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network

LeVonne Stone, Executive Director
P.Q. Box 367 Marina, CA 93933

(B31) 582-0803 * Emall: gjustice@mbay.net * Website: www.foejn.org

Page 2 of 2

The Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network petitioned the U.S. EPA for the Fort Ord
Superfund Job Training Initiative which is a job readiness program that provides
opportunity to underserved citizens living in communities affected by Superfund
sites. The EPA's goal is to help the community create job opportunities and
partnerships that will remain after the site's cleanup has been completed. The Job
Training Initiative 1s sponsored by EPA Headquarters out of Washington, D.C. The
program Director will travel to the Monterey County Peninsula for this meeting with
you and other community leaders and Pastors who will be involved in the referral and
selection processes.

The Fort Ord Job Training Initiative (FOJTI) is a job-training program that will
provide career development opportunities for those living on Fort Ord, Seaside,
Marina, Salinas and the Monterey Peninsula,

The goal of the program is to provide training of skills that enabie participants to seck
a variety of local employment opportunities in site Environmental remediation and
redevelopment.

We need more vocational training that will ensure employment for local residents that
have been severely impacted by the lack of implementation of the original Community
Re-use plan.

T o ﬁgﬂ_}
Chat~e
0

nne Stone, Executive Director
Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network
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Qlga Mikheeva
September 4, 2012

Dave Potter, Chair

Members of the Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority

920 2nd Ave., Suite A

Marina, CA 93933

Subject: Base Reuse Plan Reassessment — draft scoping report
Dear Chair Potter and Members of the Board of Directors:

This office represents Keep Fort Ord Wild. We make the following comments on
the Base Reuse Plan Reassessment draft scoping report.

The deadline for comments was not adequately publicized. It did not appear on
the FORA website, either the home page or the Base Reuse Plan reassessment page.
We suggest that you accept comments for inclusion in the final report under September
15, 2012, and that you publicize that date for responses.

The Base Reuse Plan Reassessment draft scoping report (“report”} is
significantly flawed in numerous significant and material ways. We identify some of the
problems in this letter. We provide examples primarily from chapter 4.

Keep Fort Ord Wild has repeatedly raised the issue of the conflict of interest of
EMC, the report preparers. KFOW has filed litigation against FORA on that issue. The
conflict arises from the work by EMC for FORA in preparing the report, and the
concurrent work by EMC as an extension of Seaside staff in processing the Monterey
Downs project, a project that is desired by Seaside. The report contains many
significant examples of how EMC’s conflict appears to be affecting the report. As one
example, the report's discussion of the Parker Flats/East Garrisan land use
modifications (called “land use swap") omits an adequate discussion of the details of
the "swap.” The "swap” appears to significantly prohibit parts of the Monterey Downs
project as proposed. As another example, the report's Figure 7.2 “a proposed “draft
concept” for land use, would enable the Monterey Downs project. The problem is that
the conflict of interest is fundamental and the entire report is infected with the divided
loyalties.

To be useful, a reassessment should take a broader perspective than the
cramped and narrow approach of the draft scoping report. The report fails to
adequately address the inadequate aspects of the Base Reuse Plan. These
inadequacies were present in some cases when the plan was adopted, and subsequent
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actions and research have rendered it further inadequate. As one example of how the
1997 plan was inadequate when it was adopted, we point to the plan's failure to
mention or reflect the officially protected Endemic Plant Preservation Areas for Fort
Ord, California, as shown on the Army map and as reflected in binding Army
agreements, both dating from at least ten years’ prior to the Base Reuse Plan. As an
example of how the plan has become increasingly inadequate, we point to the
designation of the Fort Ord National Monument, the increasing use and recognition of
Fort Ord as an invaluable recreational destination, the dramatically changed economy
and all the implications of that changed economy, and the greatly expanded knowledge
of wildlife corridors and endangered species at Fort Ord, including the American
badger, about which extensive research on Fort Ord has been done.

At page 4-176, the report refers to "procedures” that “FORA staff has
established” for conducting consistency determinations. The report fails to describe
adequately those procedures. The procedures should be specifically described or
attached in an addendum.

The process to conduct consistency determinations is flawed. As one example,
the County of Monterey adopted a new General Plan in October 2010, but as of
September 2012, that new General Plan has not been brought to FORA for a
consistency determination. As another example, the City of Monterey adopted a new
general plan in February 2011, but as of September 2012, that plan has not been
brought to FORA for a consistency determination. As another example, the Parker
Flats/East Garrison land use swap from 2007 has not yet been brought to FORA for a
consistency determination, even by FORA, despite the fact that FORA signed the land
swap documents. To the extent that the 2007 swap required a change to the Base
Reuse Plan, that step also has not been taken.

The report fails to discuss the “degree of interpretation” that the report claims is
“required in determining consistency.” The report also fails to discuss what criteria are
used by FORA staff to determine an “equivalency of uses and intensities.” (See p. 4-
176.}) These are just a few examples of how this apparently staff-created process
affects the consistency determination by FORA, without adequate disclosure 1o the
public of the process and its weaknesses. Without attribution to a source, the report
identifies only two issues that must be met for a plan to be consistent: housing units
and water supply. Also without attribution, the report states that *if these two
constraints are met, then positioning of land uses can be considered flexible provided
cumulative effects on the BRP are unchanged.” (See p. 4-177.)

Here, and throughout the report, the report fails to identify or cite to the
documents on which the report is relving in order to make these claims. The report
should provide the information, so the public can go to the source documents and hold
the report preparers accountable. It is an unfortunate practice of public agency staff to
paraphrase plans and regulations, and to omit citations to source documents. That
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strategy prevents the public and decision makers from reviewing the actual language of
the plans, regulations and codes. The repoit preparer should not hide this information.

The report’s claims about consistency requiring only "heusing units ang water
supply” (p. 4-177) is alarming, if true. The consistency analysis should be more
complex than that, as shown by Master Resolution section 8.02.010(a). The report
oversimplifies, and by doing so, misleads.

The report gives short shrift — less than five pages — to the discussion of water
supply. The report fails to disclose the serious problems with water at Fort Ord. The
report states, without citation, that there are “maximum ailowed withdrawals” from the
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin of 6 600 AFY. No entity has “allowed” those
withdrawals. The so-called "Army allocation” dig not transfer valid water rights. The
Army did not have rights to award.

The Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin is overdrafted, and the basin is not
adjudicated. The conditions to the Army allocation are not being met. The report
should be rewritten to reflect these realities, and to correct the many years of FORA’s
inaccuracy in hiding the true water supply problems at Fort Ord.

Seawater intrusion is worsening. According to the 2011 data released by the
Monterey County Water Resources Agency, in both the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers
more acreage has been contaminated by seawater in the last two years. The issue is
not solely the "rate” of seawater intrusion, as the report implies (see, e.9., p. 4-232), but
is the fact of seawater intrusion, at all.

The effects of the Salinas Valley Water Project on seawater intrusion will be
unknown for at least twenty years, according to the Monterey County Water Resources
Agency. At best, according to the SWYWP EIR, if all the assumptions about the SVWP
are met, the SVWP might hait seawater intrusion, but because the assumptions are not
being met, the SVWP cannot meet its projected goal. The SVWP EIR admits that the
SVWP can only be effective after all components, including the rubber dam, are
operating. The draft scoping report failed to mention that EIR statement, or the fact that
the SVWP rubber dam was not operational in 2012, so it could not have an effect. The
SVWP does not provide for the continued future availahbility of up to 6,600 AFY at Fort
Crd, contrary to the claims in the report (p. 4-233).

Fort Ord is getting its water from the overdrafted deep aquifers approximately
800 to 1400 feet below ground. These water sources are unsustainable, because they
are not being recharged. The draft scoping report fails to investigate or even disclose
this serious problem. Existing development relies on those unsustainable sources.
New deveiopment at Fort Ord also would rely on these unsustainable water sources.
The report fails to discuss adequately the many problems with that approach.
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The report should state who decided that “the principal purpose of this review of
past consistency determinations is to identify land use changes to the BRP Land Use
Concept map” (p. 4-177). As discussed elsewhere in this letter, that focus is much too
narrow, and ignores significant and material issues and problems with the BRP and the
FORA staff-created procedures for processing consistency determinations.

The report’s discussion of hazardous materials cleanup is inadequate. As one
example, the report does not clearly identify which properties have restrictions an
residential use (see, e.q., p. 4-211 et seq.). As another example, the report's
discussion and presentation of groundwater contamination is inconsistent with the
groundwater protection zone maps maintained by the County and the Army.

To the extent that the report relies on Caitrans traffic data (see, e.g., Table 17),
the reliance is misplaced and the data is unrekiable. Caltrans recently admitted to our
Office that Caltrans does not actually count the traffic at most locations, including
Highway 68 and other Monterey County roads. Instead, Caltrans mostly extrapolates
based on past readings. Actual traffic data for many of the roads is available. For
example, there is extensive data available from various traffic studies prepared for the
County. The report should seek that data and use it, instead of the unreliable Caltrans
estimates.

The report focuses on program-level mitigations (see 4-157), without explaining
why the report omits the other mitigations, and without providing a valid basis for the
omissions. All mitigations should be listed and analyzed for compliance.

All source dosuments should be clearly referenced, and specific pages should
be identified each time the report makes a reference to the source document.

Many of the report’s figures and charls are missing significant infermation,
without explanation. As one example, in Figure 8, the County land use is not included.

As a whole, the report is challenging to read and understand. The report's
format is not friendly to users. Here are some examples.

. The tables of contents have no page numbers by which to identify them.

. The text on the tables of contents is not helpful, in many instances. For
example, the Chapter 4 table of contents includes numerous entries for
“mitigation measure” but nothing to distinguish one entry from another.

. The lengthy report is formatted in many colors, which makes it very
expensive and challenging for the public to print.
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. The colored fill on tables are unnecessary, and makes it difficult to read
the text on both the online and printed versions.

. The very pale page numbers at the bottom of the page are almost
illegible, and vanish entirely when copied.

. Because the report is not available for purchase, according to FORA, the
public has no choice but to print it.

. The report should have only black and white text; maps can be in color.

. The report should be available for purchase.

We ask that you consider these comments and act upon them. Thank you.
Very truly yours,

LAW OFFICES OF MICHAEL W. STAMP

.._\\\f n{@@; KL

Molly Erickson
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The Highway 68 Coalition
52 Corral de Tierra

Corral de Tierra, CA 93908
(831) 484-6659

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2nd Ave., Ste. A
Marina, CA 93933

Via Fax: 831-883.3675

Re: Base Revse Plan Reassessment Draft Scoping Report 2012
September 4, 2012
Dear FOR A Board Members and staff,

This letter 1s in response to your stated request for comments by
Sepember 4, 2012,

The Highway 68 Coalition would like to call your attention to
the Fort Ord National Monument aspects of your Draft Scoping Report.
A few examples from the report are the following (in bold type):

Chapter 3. Market Study Summary

Maximize the potential impact of the Fort Ord National Monument designation.
To be successful, the backlands of Fort Ord need to be attractive, safe, and
accessible to a broad spectrum of visitors. Paths need to be improved to
accommaodate bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian vses without conflict, and visitor
amenittes should be constructed according to a full master plan for the Monument,
which will be prepared by Federal agencies as time and resources permit.
Linkages to key projects and other regional attractions will be an important
element of future planning efforts. the region and to reduce traffic moving through
the central CSUMB campus, Nevertheless, the placement and timing of this and
other major improvements should continue to be studied to ensure compatibility
with future opportunities brought about by the National Monument designation
and the overall vision for base reuse.

Fort Ord Prospects and Opportunlties

18. The National Monument offers an opportunity to distingnish Fort Ord,
providing a compelling additional regional destination and supporting base
recovery by providing additional amenity value for well-conceived growth and
development. Tourism remains a strong sector for the regional economy showing
annualized spending growth exceeding 3 percent per annum. The National
Monument designation’s effect, if accompanied by a compelling and thoughiful
implementation strategy fully activating the base and providing access to a wide
cross section of the public, can help extend tourism and related spending to the
communities encompassed by Fort Ord. It is important to note, however, that the
while the Jeisnre and hospitality industry is a critical element of the regional
economy, it offers jobs that are often low paying. As its growth will not solve
issues of economic and social bifurcation, expansion of this industry is one element
of potential economic growth that must be augmented through development of
other sectors,
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Page 4-268

National Monument Establishment

In April 2012, President Obama declared 14,651 acres of land at Fort Ord a
national monument under the powers granted by the Antiguities Act of 1906. The
land designated as a national monument is partly under the jurisdiction of the
Bureaun of Land Management, and the remaining 7,446 acres are still under the
control of the U.8. Army, but intended for transfer to the Bureau of Land
Management once clean-up activities are complete. The change in status to a

national monument does not have a direct physical or land use effect, but does
recognize the site’s importance as a public resource and will likely result in
increasing levels of recreational tourism as the Federal government develops site
access and facilities over time.

The Highway 68 Coalition has several concerns. We support the National Monument
status. However, because it may likely cause increases in tourism and traffic, it requites a
comptrehensive overall traffic and public access plan that is both consistent with the

FOR A Reuse Plan and existing realities on Fort Ord's surrounding roadways, specifically
State Highway 68.

The Highway 68 Coalition has been corresponding with BLM. BLLM is proposing many
pates to the National Monument, however the one they call Badger Hills adjacent to
two-lane Highway 68 near the Toro Café has numerous problems. BLM states they are
planning to process this with NEPA. Meanwhile FOR A is processing an overall base
reuse plan under CEQA. The Highway 68 Coalition is concerned this Badger Hills
access gate is being processed individually, outside of an overall comprehensive Base
Reuse Plan, the Plan that is now being reassessed. [t is piece-mealing. There is the
potentia! for significant impacts. BLM and/or FOR A need an E.LS. should they wish to
individually process National Monument Access gates exclusive of an overall
comprehensive Base Reuse Plan.

Some of the concerns that the Fort Ord Base Reuse Scoping Report needs to identify
regarding the BLM/National Monument proposed parking lot/access at Badger Hills are:

1) Will the free removal increase visibility of this proposed new parking lot from
Scenic Highway 687 (The first Highway to be designated as such in California.)

2) Won't this paved parking lot be growth inducing and possibly require a full-ime
ranger t0 be stationed there?

3) The new proposed parking lot with bathroom in this rural area could be an
atiractive nuisance that would draw teens for parties, similar to the attraction the 7-11
at the Toro Park Shopping Center has had for years.

4) The ftraffic Level of Service report (from CA BLM 68(1? Fort Ord SR 68 Traffic
impact Analysis) is wrong. It says mainline movements will be moving at LOS A or
B and existing road tum movements will gperate at LOS D. This doesn't make
sense. The Transportation Agency for Monterey County determined the LOS on
Highway 68 was "F"in 1997, Every Highway 68 segment from nearby Torero to

Az
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f) The Tora Café stretch of Highway 68 is dangercus enough now, It was the site of
e teenagers all kiled in 2 Camaro a few years back, and a family hit head-on in their
Sthnrhar Most recently it was a girlin a Porsche who was reported to be driving
drinle Widening the median on the highway here and encouraging more turn
mavemrants nearby would increase the danger. Tum mevements that include trucks
towing horse trailers are especially worisome.

Y It is raled the Badger Hills Trail head project. Is this area a wildlife corridor? Do
hiadgers cross Highway 88 at night here? When will the Fort Ord HCP he
nompleted?

71 Anpther growth inducing aspect to this proposed project is the access to Fort Ord
Roads now belonging to BLM that this may allow. As of now there is a narrow
@rtnce to access tralls next to this dirt parking area owned by CalTrans. However,
nearby there is Guidotti Gate on Highway 68. Guidotti Road connects to Skyline
Roac atthe top and goes to Laguna Seca Raceway. El Toro Creek Road s at the
hettom near Guidott Gate of Highway 68. With nc gate and no ranger on duty, how
wovld BEM prevent vehidles. including motorcydles. from accessing these internal
ool

1) Potertial for Ferini Ranch access road across from this Badger Hills project
anfanen™ With a signal light in the future? Reference Ferrini Ranch DEIR.

@) Vinaly there is conflict with the adopted Official Plan Lines (OPL) for both the
Coomal de Tierra By pass adopted in 1977 and the Fort Ord By pass, also known as
the Sinnth Wast Alternative adopted in 1997 with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.
CalTran= ownsg the current dirt area used for parking because it is the entrance to, and
mning off poirt for both Bynass Plans. The proposed focation of the parking lots
aret bathronms conflict with the adopted Plan Lines. There are two official By pass
Plan Lines that conflict with the Badger Hills Trailhead parking Iot project.

REAThos apparently hired o ralfic consulting company from Colorado to analvze traffic
Pt Badeer Tl Phis brings ap anether issue in that the FOR A Base Reuse Drali
Revveeement st reference as Hexagon Traftfic Consultents, he Highway 68
Conhition pdos that Califorma registered and Heensed Trarfic Engineers be utilized in all
the v e g eireudation aspects ol 1he Reassessment,

Chanhoe e the opportamty o comment,

\"';iWW('J\‘I‘1“!"\
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Michael Groves

From: Jonathan Garcia [Jonathan@fora.org]

Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2012 10:52 AM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: FW: Scoping Report on Fort Ord Base ReUse
Attachments: Fort Ord Reuse Authority PK.pages; ATT00001.htm
Ditto.

From: Paula Koepsel [mailto:pkoepsel@mac.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 5:01 PM

To: Jonathan Garcia

Subject: Scoping Report on Fort Ord Base ReUse

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2nd Street, Suite A
Marina, California 93933

Re: Scoping Report on Fort Ord Base Reuse Assessment

To Whom It May Concern:

After reviewing the Scoping Report, | see three items that | want to call to your attention.

Figure 7.2, Page 4-195 of the Report: There is a notation of “EQ” for Equestrian Center Site Opportunity located near the
East Garrison project. Please note that in 2002, this opportunity site was moved from East Garrison to Parker Flats. For
accuracy purposes the map needs to be updated to reflect that.
Page 4-266 of the Report: This section discusses the East Garrison-Parker Flats Land Swap, but does not discuss the fact that
an equestrian cross-country course was permitted within the Oak Oval/Habitat Management Parcel as a part of the land swap.
The cross-country course allows for a course both in and out of the Oak Oval, extending into the rest of the County’s
FORHA lands if needed. It also permits permanent obstacles for the course and course maintenance. This has been omitted
from the report and should be corrected and included.
May | call to your attention that on Page 3-3 of the Report, it states that it is expected to take another 40 years to complete
build-out of former Fort Ord and that there is a 20-year projected supply of housing for residences, commercial usage and
jobs. I'would like to note that these projections only take into account the current job market of the Monterey Peninsula and
do not factor in developments which include job creation, which leads to increased demand for housing and commercial
businesses.
Please take into consideration, If projects such as the Monterey Horse Park and Monterey Downs are approved, more than
3,000 direct and 2,000 indirect jobs will be created. This is in addition to construction jobs, and the build-out and demand will
thus greatly shorten the timeframe stated in the report.

Thank you,



Vickie Bermea

From: Suzy Worcester [suzanne.worcester@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 4:53 PM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: feedback on draft scoping report

Sept. 4, 2012

Dear FORA Board Members and Staff,

Thank you for including public feedback from the Draft Scoping Report (DSR) on the Final Scoping Report
(FSR). The DSR makes the case that the economic situation has changed substantially since the original Base
Reuse Plan (BRP) was written. Both the economic situation and the designation of the new Fort Ord National
Monument are key drivers that demand a revision of the BRP to incorporate these new realities. These realities
include the following:

1. 1.In chapter 3 “Market Study”, it clearly states that the number of residential units needed in the community
based on economic demand have been covered by the housing units already entitled on Fort Ord. This means that
approving additional housing beyond that which is entitled is inconsistent with jobs:housing balance and will put
downward pressure on home prices in local cities.

2. 2.There was a substantial amount of written public comment provided to FORA in June requesting that future
development should remove blighted areas (areas with current derelict buildings and large concrete parking lots)
prior to development on existing open space lands. Nearly 180 people in the community wrote comments to this
effect. This is clearly a very important component for the public and needs to be clearly reflected as a future
direction for FORA in the Final Scoping Report.

3. 3. CSUMB students, staff and faculty are now the major constituents on Fort Ord in terms of economic potential.
Future developments need to be consistent with the student-friendly and academic character of the campus in order
to allow this economic engine to continue to bring money into our local communities. In addition, CSUMB should
have voting rights on the board given its important and central role on Fort Ord.

4. 4 Given the new economic reality set forth in ch. 3 “Market Study”, the new National Monument, and the size of
CSUMB, it is important that FORA do a market plan of how to best use these resources to redevelop the blighted
areas on Fort Ord. Ways to finance this redevelopment and to help Marina and Seaside redevelop the blighted
(already developed areas) of Fort Ord is an appropriate use of FORA’s resources in the public’s eye. The public
expects FORA to be helping to make the redevelopment happen on blighted lands.

5. s.Many comments have been made in the media and elsewhere that new trails in open space are expensive and
that new developments on open space are required to fund these projects. It is important that the FSR include an
analysis using aerial photos of pre-existing trails vs. current trails. Aerial photos clearly show that the trails the public
uses have been around since before FORA took over management of Fort Ord. Thus the argument that this is an
expensive job doesn’t make sense, given the “infrastructure” (trails) already exists. A realistic assessment of the
BRP in 1997 vs. the current Fort Ord lands that includes the trail network that has been existent for over a decade
should be included in the FSR.

6. 6. A redesigned BRP that matches the economic reality in the Market Study of the DSR will automatically use
less water and thus bring the BRP more line with the availability of water in the region. The water issue has become
even more difficult (and uncertain) relative to when the BRP was written and a revised BRP needs to incorporate the
new, lower expectations for available water for projects.



7. 7. There has been substantial discussion in the media around Veteran’s needs and connecting with Fort Ord
military history. So far developments on Fort Ord have largely destroyed the history here on Fort Ord. FORA should
set up policies that help to memorialize fallen soldiers and the many soldiers who trained at this base. This should
include preserving some of the existing structures and training grounds as reminder of our history and the sacrifices
of the men and women who served our country at Fort Ord. Much of this can be done without removing additional
open space. Indeed much is consistent with new open space uses.

8. & A new marketing plan needs to consider the tremendous economic potential from recreation. Several studies
have been done in the West that show that recreation and open space generates billions of dollars of revenue for
communities. Supervisor Parker has some of these studies and I'm sure will be willing to share them with the rest of
the Board and the Staff. These dispersed recreational opportunities bring important revenue to our communities
without the huge traffic jams associated with large events (such as those at Laguna Seca, Pebble Beach, etc.).
FORA can propose developments that better fit within the area infrastructure without having new, large venue
events that clog highway 1 and highway 156. Any projects need to consider regional infrastructure as well as local
infrastructure.

9. o Finally, putting together mixed groups of people with different views with paid facilitators is an excellent way to
help move the revised BRP forward. This was suggested at the public meeting and is excellent advise to the Board
and Staff.

1010. The original BRP on pgs. 4-26 specifically does not allow for onsite gambling operations (as opposed to
offsite gambling which is more in line with what happens at the Fairgrounds). The revised BRP should be consistent
with that and the Board should honor this.

Thank you for including the publics concerns into the revision of the DSR.

Sincerely,
Suzanne Worcester
17 year Fort Ord resident

(sent via e-mail)



From: Vicki Nakamura [VNAKAMURA@mpc.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 6:33 PM

To: Darren McBain

Subject: Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report
Attachments: Fort Ord Reuse Plan Scoping Report Comment Letter - VN.pdf

Please see attached comment letter.

Vicki Nakamura

Assistant to the President
Monterey Peninsula College
980 Fremont Street
Monterey, CA 93940
831-646-4114
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September 4, 2012

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2" Avenue, Suite A
Marina, CA 93933

RE: Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

The Scoping Report for the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan reassessment was recently released
by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority. | am writing to provide comments regarding Chapter 4,
Reuse Plan Implementation.

On page 4-41, regarding Program C-1.2 and open space designation, the notes state, “Open
space will be provided within Eucalyptus Road area on land under the control of Monterey
Peninsula College. No development plans are approved for Polygon 19a.” This statement
needs clarification — I believe Polygon 19a includes the College’s parcel, E19a.5, which is
planned for development as the site of an emergency vehicles operations course and fire
tower training facility. Monterey County and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority are signatories
to property exchange agreements in 2002 and 2003 with the College that approves
development of this parcel for this purpose.

Later, on page 4-52, regarding Program A-1.4, and the minimization of impacts of
proposed land uses which may be incompatible with public lands, such as ... siting of the
Monterey Peninsula College’s Military Operation Urban Terrain (MOUT) law
enforcement training program in the BLM Management/Recreation Planning Area. The
notes state, “The County has not taken actions to minimize potential impacts resulting
from ... the MPC MOUT facility.” Again, Monterey County, the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority, and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are signatories to a 2005
agreement with the College where BLM agreed to withdraw its claim to the MOUT facility
in favor of MPC’s ownership. The parties all acknowledged the MOUT facility would
continue to be operated by MPC as a public safety and tactical training facility within
BLM’s area. The recent designation of the BLM’s Fort Ord acreage as a national
monument does not extend to the MOUT facility and thus, should not affect continued use
for public safety training. The agreement also addresses coordination between MPC and
BLM to address concerns with operation of the MOUT facility.

| offer these clarifications because the College agreed to relocate its public safety training
facilities to the Parker Flats area and MOUT facility to resolve a longstanding (ten years!)
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Page 2

land use conflict with the County and FORA over the East Garrison. Reaching agreement
was not an easy process; but the College agreed to the exchange to ensure the future
development of the training facilities at Parker Flats and the MOUT. The facilities are
essential to MPC’s public safety programs; the lack of adequate training facilities for
emergency vehicle operations, weapons handling, and firefighting have created a number
of logistical challenges for these programs.

The College has been providing training for law enforcement, fire technology, and
emergency responders for numerous years. MPC graduates are employed at local police
and fire agencies in the area and throughout the state of California. The facilities at Parker
Flats and the MOUT are necessary to continue meeting training requirements and serve
local public safety needs.

MPC looks forward to continuing its successful role in the reuse of the former Fort Ord.
The public safety training facilities in Parker Flats and at the MOUT facility will be an
educational resource for the region and have positive economic development impacts for
the area. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Scoping Report.

Sincerely,

'It ,f“Jf i | ‘-sz"féfi/m Wi

Vicki Nakamura
Assistant to the President



From: Vicki Pearse [vpearse@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 11:54 AM

To: Darren McBain; ingramgp@ix.netcom.com; Lena Spilman
Subject: Base Reuse Plan Draft Scoping Report

Attachments: FORA Sept2012.doc

September 4, 2012

To: Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 2nd Ave., Suite A

Marina, CA 93933

I am writing to ask FORA most urgently to re-evaluate the Base Reuse Plan, and to revise it thoroughly and
conscientiously. The economic analysis in your own Draft Scoping Report shows the Plan to be severely off-
track. It must be updated to reflect realistic current prospects of the Peninsula and the County and to provide for
future needs and aspirations.

These have changed fundamentally since the writing of the Base Reuse Plan in 1997. The expansive projections
of that Plan have proved inaccurate: no demand for additional housing and retail commercial space exists.
Indeed, these kinds of developments are to a large extent in over-supply, as shown by the number of unsold
dwellings and empty storefronts. Anticipated population increases have not materialized.

Forcing “growth” in stale economic terms can only accelerate the crises in water supply and traffic
congestion that our region is already facing and can never provide a stable base of employment.

Most unfortunate, being locked into an outdated vision will prevent us from realizing the abundant new
opportunities we do possess — in the creation of the National Monument at Fort Ord. It is widely demonstrated
that National Monuments are magnets for tourism, a force that is further strengthened by the scenic beauty of
the entire Monterey Bay area and Big Sur Coast.

This rare concentration of special assets provides economic values that cannot be matched. Destroying them
forever by random building of routine developments that could be plunked down anywhere would be to throw
away an irreplaceable heritage and the best hopes for generations to come.

Thoughtful, responsible, forward-looking land-use planning by FORA is urgently needed to secure this region’s
economic future and quality of life.



Sincerely,

Vicki Pearse

Pacific Grove
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