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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 

  

Sc
op

in
g 

R
ep

or
t 

D
oc

um
en

t 

In
pu

t P
ro

ce
ss

 

F
O

R
A

 P
ro

ce
du

re
s 

E
co

no
m

ic
/ 

Jo
bs

 

E
co

T
ou

ri
sm

/ 

R
ec

re
at

io
n 

B
lig

ht
/U

rb
an

 

F
oo

tp
ri

nt
 

H
az

ar
do

us
 

M
at

er
ia

ls
 

H
ou

si
ng

 

T
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 

W
at

er
 

T
ra

ils
/A

cc
es

s 

O
pe

n 
Sp

ac
e 

H
ab

it
at

/ 
W

ild
lif

e 

N
at

io
na

l 

M
on

um
en

t 

N
at

iv
e 

A
m

er
ic

an
s 

C
SU

M
B

/ 

U
C

/M
P

C
 

A
es

th
et

ic
s 

O
th

er
 

M
on

te
re

y 
D

ow
ns

/ 

H
or

se
 P

ar
k 

V
et

er
an

s’
 

C
em

et
er

y 

E
as

ts
id

e 
P

ar
kw

ay
 

E
as

t G
ar

ri
so

n 

O
th

er
 

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   x     

Chuck Della Sala, Mayor, City of 

Monterey 

08/30/12    x     x   x x   x        

Doug Yount 08/30/12 x  x             x        

Eric Petersen, Pedali Alpini, Inc. 08/30/12  x x x x x  x x  x x 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 

Plant Society 

09/03/12   x   x    x x x x x          

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 x 
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Name Date BRP Reassessment Comments – Written Comments Project-Specific Comments 
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Denyse Frischmuth, 

Communities for Sustainable 

Monterey County 

09/04/12    x x   x      x          

Douglas Yount, City of Marina 09/04/12 x                       

Eduardo Ochoa, CSUMB 09/04/12 x  x 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 x   x 

Kay Cline, Sustainable Seaside 09/04/12    x x x  x  x x x x x  x        

LeVonne Stone, Fort Ord 

Environmental Justice Network 

09/04/12  x  x   x x          x      

Michael Stamp, attorney for Keep 

Fort Ord Wild 

09/04/12 x x x x x  x x x x x  x x    x x   x x 

Mike Weaver, Highway 68 

Coalition 

09/04/12 x   x x    x  x  x    x      x 

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   x x    

Vicki Nakamura, MPC 09/04/12 x   x        x  x  x      x x 

Vicki Pearse 09/04/12   x x x   x x x    x          
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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 
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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  
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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 
 
-----Original Message----- 
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 
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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.” 

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

c. 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.” 

d. 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. 

e. 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. 

f. 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.” 



Groundwater Cleanup
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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) 
lbrinton@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." 
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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>, Ian 
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 
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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 
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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: 
 
I would like to take a few brief moments to comment on the Fora  Reuse Plan Draft.  I have two issues that I believe are 
worthy of addressing. 
 

1)  I do not see any discussion among all the possible reuse scenarios for leaving Fort Ord 100% undeveloped.  I 
realize this is a radical position, but none of the proposed reuses that I am aware of state why those plans are 
better than leaving the entirety of the area as open, wild, and undeveloped.     
 
I 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 I 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 I do see are attempts to suggest that massive clear cutting of land as the preferred method of removal.  I 
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 I did use the term “blighted” as  I 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 I 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, I 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 



2

16470 Twin Lakes Dr. 
Royal Oaks, CA 95076 
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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 
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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.  I was promised a lot of things but a plot in a Veterans 
Cemetery was not one of them.  I am a Viet Nam veteran and I 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. 
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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.  I was promised a lot of things but a plot in a Veterans Cemetery was 
not one of them.  I am a  veteran of the Viet Nam war and I am embarrassed by those wrapping themselves in 
the flag and demanding a Veterans Cemetery at any cost.  I 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 lbs of water and 10 lbs of minerals, and 5 lbs 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. 
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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 
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Post Office Box 1876, Salinas, CA 93902 

Email: LandWatch@mclw.org 

Website: www.landwatch.org  

Telephone: 831-759-2824 

FAX: 831-759-2825 
 

September 3, 2012 

 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority 

Attn: Chair Potter and FORA Board  

920 2
nd

 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. 

 

2. 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.    

 

3. 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. 

 

4. 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 
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  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. 

 

5. 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. 

 

6. 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. 

 

7. 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: 
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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 







 
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 
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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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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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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 Iorio; 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 
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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 

************************* 
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. 
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From: Gail Morton [gmorton@montereyfamilylaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 4:54 PM
To: board; Darren McBain
Subject: Fort Ord Rec Users re Draft Scoping Report
Attachments: 2012_09_04  forU Re Fort Ord Draft Scoping Report.pdf

 
 
Gail Morton 
Monterey Family Law 
490 Calle Principal 
Monterey, CA 93940 
831 375-0100 
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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. Identify a list of economic drivers that can attract permanent jobs to the area. I 
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. 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. 

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

8. 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). 

9. 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.       

10. 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. 

11. 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. 

12. 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 2nd 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, I 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 
 









LAW OFFICES OF

MICHAEL W. STAMP

Michael W. Stamp 479 Pacific Street, Suite One Telephone (831) 373-1214
Molly Erickson Monterey, California 93940 Facsimile (831) 373-0242
Olga 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 Garrison 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 to 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 "ifthese 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 relying 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 report preparer should not hide this information.

The report's claims about consistency requiring only "housing units and 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 allowed withdrawals" from the
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin of 6,600 AFY. No entity has '"allowed" those
withdrawals. The so-called "Army allocation" did 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.g., 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 SVWP EIR, if all the assumptions about the SVWP
are met, the SVWP might halt 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 availability of up to 6,600 AFY at Fort
Ord, 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 development 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 on
residential use (see, e.g., 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 Caltrans traffic data (see, e.g., Table 17),
the reliance is misplaced and the data is unreliable. 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 documents 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 charts are missing significant information,
without explanation. As one example, in Figure 6, 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

Molly Ericks'on
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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, I see three items that I want to call to your attention.  
 
 

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. For 
accuracy purposes the map needs to be updated to reflect that. 

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. It also permits permanent obstacles for the course and course maintenance.  This has been omitted 
from the report and should be corrected and included. 

3. May I 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, 
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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.     5. 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.  
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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.    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.     9. 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) 
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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 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
September 4, 2012 
 
 
 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
920 2nd 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.  I 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. 
 
I 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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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, 
 
 
 
Vicki Nakamura 
Assistant to the President 
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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.  
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Sincerely, 

  

Vicki Pearse 

Pacific Grove 

  

  



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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