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APPENDIX C 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE 
REASSESSMENT REPORT 

Written and oral comments on the Reassessment Report were received through the November 

FORA Board meeting. Letters, comment forms, or emails were received from the following 

persons, agencies, and organizations, and are included on the following pages: 

1. Joanne Ratcliffe (10/23/2012) 

2. Sierra Club Ventana Chapter (10/30/2012) 

3. Monterey County Farm Bureau (10/30/12) 

4. Karin Locke (10/31/2012) 

5. Monterey County Hospitality Association (11/1/2012) 

6. Sid Williams, United Veterans Council of Monterey County (11/2/2012) 

7. Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network (11/3/2012) 

8. Bob Schaffer (11/6/2012) 

9. Greg Nakanishi (11/7/2012) 

10. Suzanne Worcester (11/7/2012) 

11. Cal State University Monterey Bay (11/7/2012) 

12. Transportation Agency for Monterey County (11/7/2012) 

13. City of Seaside (11/7/2012) 

14. Land Watch Monterey County (11/7/2012) 
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15. City of Monterey (11/7/2012) 

16. Michael Weaver, Highway 68 Coalition (11/7/2012) 

17. Monterey County Chamber of Commerce (11/14/2012) 

18. Monterey County Resource Management Agency (11/16/2012) 

19. Chris Mack (11/13/2012) 

20. Law Offices of Michael Stamp, representing Keep Fort Ord Wild (11/16/2012) 

21. City of Marina (11/15/2012) 

22. Diversity Coalition Landuse Group (11/16/2012) 

23. CHISPA (11/16/2012 

 

 



01 Joanne Ratclioffe Reassessment.txt
From: Darren McBain [Darren@fora.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 3:11 PM
To: Richard James; Ron Sissem; Michael Groves; Vickie Bermea
Subject: FW: Fort Ord Reuse Plan

-----Original Message-----
From: joanneratcliffe [mailto:jwandje@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2012 11:04 AM
To: Darren McBain; landwatch@mclw.org
Subject: Fort Ord Reuse Plan

I have read the draft plan to be presented to the meeting of October 30, 2012.  In 
regard to water, it seems to be extremely similar to the plans I remember from when 
I was a member of RAP ((Research Activity Panel).  At that time there was an 
allocation of about 6,000 afy of water for Fort Ord expansion and development.  
Today the allocation is 6,600 afy allocated to Fort Ord for development.  There is 
no mention of the new planned/hoped for development of a Race Track  (Monterey 
Downs).  There are encumbrances of 785 afy plus 530 afy for line loss which have 
been added to the total afy.

Does water allocation mean that there is an estimated amount of water available to 
Fort Ord, an amount which can be counted on?  If so, is it 5,295 afy?  Or is it 
6,600 afy?  

Are we making plans for Fort Ord on the existence of water available or is it "paper
water" again?  Or are we betting on desal?

There are so many "if's" in the plan, and they are the same "if's" I remember from 
my tenure at RAP.  

Water is the one element that no one can really prove.  Development depends on 
knowing the amount of water we really have.  What is it?

Joanne Ratcliffe, jwandje@sbcglobal.net
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From: Darren McBain [Darren@fora.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 8:10 AM
To: Richard James; Ron Sissem; Michael Groves; Vickie Bermea
Subject: FW: BRP Reassessment Comments
 
 

From: Bob Schaffer [mailto:rks@redshift.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2012 2:47 PM
To: Darren McBain
Subject: BRP Reassessment Comments
 
If there is going to be a successful redevelopment of the former Ft Ord, and economic revitalizaƟon of the three
county region, the BRP Reassessment must consider:

·         The long term marketplace. The fact that there are a many enƟtled lots, unsold homes and vacant industrial
and commercial space is irrelevant. We must prepare for the future.  As we all know the market will
determine the proper products and pricing. It is the developers’ job to commission the studies and make the
choices.

·         Streamlining enƟtlements process at all levels of jurisdicƟon is also imperaƟve. Of equal importance is fees
reducƟon and minimizaƟon of public benefit improvement burdens. These costs unfairly penalize new
residents and businesses.

·         Which comes first: Houses or Jobs? Again the marketplace and the developers will sort this out.
·         The importance of regional roadway plan. These are the prioriƟes (in no parƟcular order):

o   8th St corridor
o   Eastside Parkway
o   South Boundary Road

·         Ecotourism. A thorough, imparƟal economic analysis must be done to determine accurate costs and
benefits of the NaƟonal Monument. Will it bring in the revenues that other major aƩracƟons such as Laguna
Seca, the golf courses, the car events and Monterey Downs will?

·         Reordering “Three E’s” to Economy, EducaƟon, Environment
·         Economic development will not occur unless the water supply problem is solved. More emphasis must be

placed on RUWAP, the MCWD Desal plant, Clark Colony water and the regional desal plant.
·         The Sierra Club has it all wrong:

o   FORA Board and Staff are not the master chefs.
o   FORA is a restaurant associaƟon; it promotes the interests of its members.
o   The master chefs are the developers; they study the market; they invest the money; they take the

financial risks; they produce the product.
o   It is FORA’s job and the jurisdicƟons job to facilitate this process.

·         Green Building. Encourage only those techniques that are economically feasible and that the market will
accept and pay for.

·         Open Space Is not one of the region’s most valuable asset; development land is. Maintenance costs and
opportunity costs must be analyzed to accurately determine the value and benefits.

 
Bob Schaffer
32 Via Ventura
Monterey, CA 93940
Phone: 831.333.1984
Fax: 831.333.1984
Cell: 831.596.7092
E‐Mail: rks@redshiŌ.com
This message may contain privileged or confidential information and is only transmitted for the use of the intended recipient. The use of this
information, in any manner, by anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please
contact the sender and delete the material.
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From: Darren McBain [Darren@fora.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 9:39 AM
To: Richard James; Ron Sissem; Michael Groves; Vickie Bermea
Subject: FW: DRAFT BRP Document
 
 

From: greg nakanishi [mailto:gregnaka51@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 9:30 AM
To: Darren McBain
Cc: Candy Ingram; janet parks; James Bogan; Jack Stewart
Subject: DRAFT BRP Document
 
I appreciate and would offer these comments regarding the section highlighting the Veterans
Cemetery.  I strongly believe the FORA Board should designate the property currently identified as
"VC" for the Veterans Cemetery, so that it cannot be moved in the future.  It is clear from previous
MOU's, that this property was and has been fully intended to be developed for the Cemetery, and
were it not for bureaucratic property designations, this wouldn't and shouldn't even be considered
an issue.  Bill Monning and a representative of Sam Farr recently told a group that the current
land designation is critical if we want a Veterans Cemetery in our area...it cannot be moved!  For
the BRP to even open the discussion of moving the cemetery to another location would at  a
minimum delay the project for many more years, and could possibly kill the project  completely! 
Please do not  open any discussion about moving the cemetery to another location.  Just fix the
property designations and put this issue to rest!
With regard to establishing a FORA policy regarding the Veterans Cemetery, I think it is a good
idea.  The Cemetery is a community resource, much like CSUMB is.  There is no economic benefit
to be gained, however, it strengthens our community in so many ways.  I believe FORA should
establish a policy to advocate for building and funding the cemetery and create policies and
practices that facilitate it's development.  A policy of advocacy and leadership in establishing the
cemetery would go a long way to helping it become a reality, versus a simple property gatekeeper
policy.  This Cemetery will have economic benefit to our community, create jobs, honor our military
heritage and most importantly honor those who have served our country and protected our
freedom.
 
The Veterans Cemetery Foundation, the fundraising arm for the Cemetery, recently lost a board
member who has worked for years to see the cemetery built.  This is another veteran who has died
without seeing his dream of a cemetery come to life...no final resting place, no place of honor, in
our community.  This sad tale is happening every day.  Let's designate the property and begin
taking a leadership role in getting this Cemetery built!!!
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November	
  7,	
  2012	
  
To:	
  FORA	
  Board	
  and	
  Staff	
  
From:	
  Suzanne	
  Worcester,	
  Ph.D.	
  
RE:	
  Comments	
  on	
  FORA	
  Draft	
  Reassessment	
  Report	
  
	
  
	
   The	
  Scoping	
  Report,	
  Draft	
  Reassessment	
  Report	
  and	
  public	
  comments	
  to	
  date	
  
on	
  this	
  FORA	
  reassessment	
  process	
  have	
  provided	
  several	
  key	
  mandates	
  for	
  the	
  
FORA	
  board	
  and	
  staff	
  moving	
  forward.	
  
	
  

1. Blight.	
  The	
  Market	
  Study	
  for	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Report	
  supports	
  what	
  a	
  
supermajority	
  of	
  the	
  community	
  has	
  been	
  saying	
  in	
  their	
  comments	
  to	
  FORA:	
  
build	
  on	
  blight	
  first	
  (p.	
  3-­‐6).	
  The	
  lack	
  of	
  removal	
  of	
  blighted	
  areas	
  in	
  the	
  
western	
  areas	
  of	
  the	
  former	
  base	
  has	
  driven	
  away	
  economic	
  opportunity	
  in	
  
our	
  community.	
  (By	
  “blight”	
  I	
  mean	
  areas	
  covered	
  in	
  dilapidated	
  buildings	
  or	
  
where	
  buildings	
  have	
  been	
  removed	
  yet	
  remain	
  undeveloped.)	
  As	
  the	
  
regional	
  planning	
  agency,	
  these	
  documents	
  and	
  public	
  comments	
  have	
  given	
  
FORA	
  a	
  clear	
  mandate	
  to	
  keep	
  development	
  focused	
  on	
  this	
  primary	
  mission.	
  
Developments	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  focus	
  on	
  this	
  primary	
  goal	
  should	
  be	
  discouraged.	
  	
  

2. Housing	
  and	
  Commercial	
  Development.	
  The	
  Market	
  Study	
  has	
  determined	
  
that	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  housing	
  and	
  commercial	
  development	
  already	
  approved	
  
on	
  Fort	
  Ord	
  exceeds	
  the	
  expected	
  supply	
  for	
  the	
  next	
  20	
  years	
  (Scoping	
  
Report,	
  p.	
  3-­‐3).	
  The	
  focus	
  of	
  future	
  planning	
  and	
  development	
  efforts	
  should	
  
definitely	
  not	
  be	
  on	
  providing	
  additional	
  housing	
  on	
  Fort	
  Ord.	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  clear	
  
mandate	
  for	
  future	
  planning.	
  

3. Roadways.	
  The	
  Market	
  Study	
  and	
  Draft	
  Reassessment	
  Report	
  have	
  
emphasized	
  that	
  building	
  out	
  already	
  existing	
  road	
  improvements	
  on	
  Fort	
  
Ord	
  should	
  be	
  the	
  focus	
  for	
  the	
  next	
  20	
  years	
  (p.	
  3-­‐6).	
  Large	
  investments	
  in	
  
non-­‐existent	
  roads	
  (such	
  as	
  the	
  Eastside	
  Parkway)	
  are	
  not	
  warranted	
  by	
  
economic	
  conditions	
  (both	
  based	
  on	
  available	
  funding	
  and	
  need	
  for	
  future	
  
developments	
  that	
  were	
  envisioned	
  by	
  them	
  in	
  the	
  past).	
  The	
  completion	
  of	
  
Imjin	
  Parkway	
  all	
  the	
  way	
  from	
  Highway	
  1	
  to	
  Reservation	
  Rd	
  would	
  instead	
  
represent	
  the	
  future	
  focus	
  of	
  FORA	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  findings	
  of	
  these	
  studies.	
  

4. Fort	
  Ord	
  National	
  Monument.	
  The	
  FORA	
  reports	
  and	
  a	
  substantial	
  amount	
  
of	
  public	
  feedback	
  concur	
  that	
  the	
  National	
  Monument	
  is	
  the	
  new	
  driving	
  
force	
  for	
  development	
  plans	
  (Scoping	
  Report,	
  p.3-­‐6).	
  The	
  FONM	
  provides	
  the	
  
opportunity	
  to	
  make	
  an	
  entrance	
  to	
  Fort	
  Ord	
  on	
  the	
  west	
  end	
  that	
  is	
  both	
  for	
  
the	
  Monument	
  and	
  as	
  a	
  memorial	
  to	
  the	
  soldiers	
  and	
  military	
  history	
  of	
  this	
  
place.	
  Besides	
  CSUMB,	
  the	
  large	
  base	
  of	
  recreationists	
  that	
  use	
  the	
  open	
  
space	
  on	
  Fort	
  Ord	
  is	
  the	
  largest	
  economic	
  opportunity	
  that	
  has	
  occurred	
  on	
  
Fort	
  Ord	
  over	
  the	
  past	
  decade.	
  Education	
  and	
  recreational	
  use	
  have	
  driven	
  
changes	
  on	
  Fort	
  Ord	
  over	
  the	
  past	
  15	
  years.There	
  is	
  strong	
  community	
  drive	
  
(both	
  locally	
  and	
  regionally)	
  for	
  this	
  and	
  it	
  provides	
  a	
  new	
  economic	
  
development	
  opportunity	
  that	
  FORA	
  can	
  use	
  as	
  a	
  mandate	
  to	
  capitalize	
  on	
  in	
  
its	
  reassessment.	
  

5. Transparent	
  and	
  Open	
  Government.	
  The	
  high	
  level	
  of	
  public	
  feedback	
  in	
  
recent	
  years	
  is	
  based	
  upon	
  renewed	
  concern	
  that	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  1997	
  BRP	
  



were	
  done	
  without	
  public	
  knowledge.	
  Indeed	
  lack	
  of	
  publicly	
  available	
  maps	
  
and	
  documents	
  about	
  previous	
  land	
  swaps	
  and	
  changes	
  (as	
  well	
  lack	
  of	
  
transparency	
  as	
  to	
  why	
  some	
  were	
  conducted	
  or	
  why	
  they	
  are	
  not	
  being	
  
followed	
  to	
  date)	
  has	
  substantially	
  reduced	
  the	
  public’s	
  trust	
  that	
  FORA	
  acts	
  
in	
  the	
  public’s	
  interest.	
  The	
  public	
  clearly	
  cares	
  strongly	
  about	
  the	
  future	
  of	
  
Fort	
  Ord	
  and	
  expects	
  a	
  transparent	
  and	
  open	
  government	
  regarding	
  all	
  
changes,	
  lands	
  swaps,	
  etc.	
  that	
  occur	
  in	
  the	
  BRP.	
  Given	
  the	
  large	
  number	
  of	
  
public	
  records	
  requests	
  and	
  concerns	
  about	
  how	
  public	
  funds	
  are	
  being	
  
spent,	
  the	
  Final	
  Base	
  Reassessment	
  Plan	
  needs	
  to	
  include	
  specific	
  
requirements	
  for	
  public	
  involvement	
  for	
  all	
  changes,	
  and	
  specific	
  
requirements	
  to	
  how	
  all	
  documents	
  and	
  maps	
  will	
  be	
  archived	
  and	
  made	
  
publicly	
  available	
  in	
  the	
  future.	
  As	
  an	
  example,	
  the	
  time	
  for	
  public	
  comment	
  
on	
  this	
  Base	
  Reuse	
  Plan	
  Reassessment	
  is	
  significantly	
  shorter	
  than	
  is	
  
expected	
  by	
  CEQA	
  or	
  other	
  California	
  mandated	
  laws	
  for	
  open	
  participation	
  
by	
  the	
  public.	
  FORA	
  as	
  a	
  public	
  agency	
  has	
  been	
  mandated	
  by	
  the	
  
overwhelming	
  public	
  response	
  to	
  follow	
  expected	
  norms	
  for	
  public	
  input	
  that	
  
provide	
  enough	
  time	
  and	
  available	
  documentation	
  for	
  the	
  public	
  to	
  be	
  
meaningfully	
  involved.	
  	
  	
  

6. Sierra	
  Club.	
  The	
  Sierra	
  Club	
  has	
  put	
  forward	
  a	
  very	
  strong	
  mandate	
  as	
  how	
  
to	
  move	
  forward	
  that	
  includes	
  much	
  of	
  the	
  public	
  feedback	
  in	
  this	
  process.	
  
Their	
  guidelines	
  should	
  be	
  used	
  by	
  the	
  FORA	
  staff	
  and	
  board	
  to	
  guide	
  the	
  
future	
  direction	
  of	
  base	
  reuse.	
  





















































 

 

 
 

 

 

Post Office Box 1876, Salinas, CA 93902 

Email: LandWatch@mclw.org 

Website: www.landwatch.org  

Telephone: 831-759-2824 

FAX: 831-759-2825 
November 7, 2012 
 
FORA Board of Directors 
920 2nd Ave., Suite A 
Marina, CA 93933 
831-883-3672 
 
 
SUBJECT: FORT ORD REUSE PLAN REASSESSMENT  
 
Dear Chair Potter and Board Members: 
 
LandWatch has reviewed the referenced report and has the following comments: 
 
1. The report is long and complex. It describes many options for future consideration by the 

Board of Directors. Given the complexity of the report, LandWatch recommends that the 
Board conduct study sessions on each of the Categories or a combination of Categories so 
that the Board and the public have opportunities to consider and recommend options. 

 
2. Category 1 items which attempt to address typographical errors, minor clarifications and 

map changes require additional review.  For example, some map changes appear to make 
substantive changes which may require environmental review. 

 
3. Category II items related to the land use concept map modifications based on other 

actions require a more complex series of decisions. 
• The decision related to the land use swap for Parker Flats/East Garrison should be 

subject of future public hearings. 
• The BRP circulation network maps and text should be modified. 
• The BRP should be modified to be consistent with regional and local plans with staff 

preparing policy and program options and the Board enacting new policies/and or 
programs to achieve consistency. 

 
4. Category III addresses policies, programs and mitigation measures to implement the 

BRP. The failure of FORA and the cities of Marina, Seaside and Del Rey Oaks and the 
County of Monterey to fully implement the BRP during the15 years since the plan was 
adopted is shocking. Chapter 3 describes 153 policies, programs and mitigation measures 
that participating jurisdictions have failed to implement.  We recommend that the plan be 



 

 

fully implemented before any new development projects are approved by local 
jurisdictions. Additionally, we are troubled by FORA’s previous consistency findings 
based on an incomplete plan, and we recommend that all consistency findings be 
postponed until the plan is fully implemented. 
 
Two policies were excluded in Category III and placed in Category IV related to policy 
and program modifications.  The following policies should be included in Category III 
related to policies and program to implement the BRP. 
 

Policy C-3.1: The City/County shall continue work with the MCWRA and 
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. 

  
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.  

 
5. Category IV addresses updating the BRP.  We support an update to the BRP with a focus 

on removal of urban blight and development within the existing urban footprint and 
programs and land use changes to address opportunities afforded by the designation of 
the Fort Ord National Monument.  Focusing on these updates would be compatible with 
on-going efforts to implement the 1997 BRP. 

 
6. Category V addresses FORA procedures and operations. Of the identified items, FORA 

has a legal obligation to assure implementation of the BRP since most of the policies and 
programs are mitigation measures included in the Final EIR.  Thus we recommend that 
FORA track and report on the status of BRP policy and program implementation.  Other 
priorities for LandWatch include clarifying consistency determination methodology, 
increased transparency related to FORA Board decisions and preparation of a phase-out 
plan which is required by legislations. 

 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Amy L. White 
Executive Director 





16a Weaver Reassessment.txt
From: Darren McBain [Darren@fora.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 4:28 PM
To: Richard James; Ron Sissem; Michael Groves; Vickie Bermea
Subject: FW: FORA - Comments about the Draft Reassessment Report

Attachments: SR68DraftComments.doc; ATT00001.txt

-----Original Message-----
From: Michael Weaver [mailto:michaelrweaver@mac.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 4:27 PM
To: Darren McBain
Subject: FORA - Comments about the Draft Reassessment Report

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Re: Draft Reassessment Report

November 7, 2012

Dear FORA Board,

After reviewing the Draft Reassessment Report we find it to be deficient in:

1) Serious consideration as to the depths which unexploded ordnance can be 
encountered.
Surface sweeps and explorations of generally, 1.5 to 3 ft.,  are insufficient to 
protect human life in the various development schemes on former Army Training Range 
land.

2) No consideration is given to residual chemical contamination leftover from Army 
training activities.
This can have long lasting effects when humans come into physical contact with it or
breath it during construction activities. Secondly, no consideration is given to the
likelihood that at least some of this residual chemical contamination can migrate 
downwards into the underlying ground water aquifers.

3) The transportation plans regarding roads both internal and external are a moving 
target of change and funding. Please include the attached recent comment letter from
the Highway 68 Coalition to CalTrans and TAMC, mostly about the road on the southern
perimeter of former Fort Ord, that being State Highway 68.
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                                              Highway 68 Coalition 
                                             c/o 52 Corral de Tierra  
                                               Salinas, CA 93908 
                                             Phone: (831) 484-6659 
 
 
Cal Trans, District 5 
50 Higuera St 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
c/o Brandy Rider 
Senior Transportation Planner 
 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
55-B Plaza Circle 
Salinas, CA 93901 
c/o Debbie Hale, Executive Director 
 
Re: Draft Transportation Concept Report 
State Route 68 
District 5    (2012) 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/planning/sys_plan_docs/tcr_factsheet_combo/TCR_
68_draft062012.pdf 
 
 
October 12, 2012 
 
Dear Ms. Rider and Ms. Hale, 
 
The Highway 68 Coalition has had the opportunity to review the referenced Draft 
document and it is our understanding that the TAMC Board may also be reviewing this, 
perhaps as a Board Agenda item sometime in October, 2012.  We request a written reply 
to the concerns, suggestions, and questions that follow.   
 
Please note that we could not find this document linked on the TAMC website. Also, the 
October Agenda is not posted on the TAMC Website yet. Please do advise us 
immediately as to any and all meetings the TAMC Board or any TAMC Committees may 
have regarding this document, proposed changes to the document, proposed adoption of 
parts of, or the entirety of the document. Please let us know when the Draft Final is 
prepared. 
 
Overall, we found this Draft Report had a lot of good information and we commend the 
authors for assembling it. However, it is a Draft, and we also found the report lacking 
in some very significant information and historical facts. The formatting needs to be 
changed to introduce the Scenic Highway designation earlier in the document. The 
historical section needs to reveal just what the controversy or controversies were between 
 



Page 2 
 
the County and the City of Monterey regarding Plan Line alignments.  Also, some of the 
key underlying assumptions of this report are either not clear, or suspect. 
 
Regarding assumptions made, for example, it seems there is an assumption of making 
four-lanes on a portion of SR 68 between Toro Park Estates westbound to Corral de 
Tierra. This is predicated on the assumed County approval and developer build out of 
three significant traffic-generating projects. 
1) Corral de Tierra Shopping Center, 2) Harper Canyon LLC, Encina Hills, 3) Ferrini 
Ranch. 
Why is this not disclosed in this Draft document? Don't you think it should be? 
If not, why not? The funding mechanism for the four lanes is based on the assumed 
approval and build out of these three projects, and the traffic fees they might generate. 
Isn't this important information to disclose? If not, why not?  
 
Another assumption not disclosed in this Draft document is that four traffic lanes west to  
Corral de Tierra would significantly improve the traffic level of service. A County 
transportation planner told us that when heading westbound on Highway 68, after Corral 
de Tierra, traffic volume just falls off. 
There just isn't as much traffic after Corral de Tierra, we were told, and it seems to be 
a significant amount leaving SR 68 at San Benancio and Corral de Tierra. However, we 
have never seen data that backs up this assumption. Months? Days? Times of day? When 
and how much just falls off? 
Further, it wasn't too many years ago that housing subdivisions were being approved near 
Highway 68 because the justification was that houses along Highway 68 do not generate 
much traffic. Indeed, county departments claimed, it is the through traffic that is the 
major cause of the congestion on SR 68. Percentages were used beginning with 65% 
"through traffic". This number crept to 70% of the traffic on Highway 68 being through 
traffic. At one time this number went as high as 80% of the traffic on Highway 68 is 
through traffic.  
After the 80% number, this justification seemed to have stopped being used by advocates 
for the approval of more housing subdivisions near Highway 68. However, whether it is 
65%, 70%, 75%, or 80%, how is it that now we are being told that heading westbound, 
after Corral de Tierra, most traffic just drops off? 
Again, where is the data? This is important, don't you agree? If not, why not? 
  
Where is it mentioned in this Draft, that the former Fort Ord Reuse Plan is currently 
being reassessed?  Might this not account for significant amounts of traffic pattern 
changes and traffic volume changes? 
 
The descriptive "History of SR68" is deficient for some of the following reasons: 
 
1) There needs to be discussion of Monterey County's failures, regarding following up on 
Conditions of Project Approval and Mitigation Monitoring compliance, specifically  
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regarding SR68, as exemplified by the Save Our Peninsula v. County of Monterey in year 
2000 and the resulting settlement (aka Leeper lawsuit). 
 
Several approved projects adjacent to SR68 were to be studied in conjunction with this 
lawsuit settlement. These included Markham Ranch, Pattee Ranch, Bishop Ranch (now 
Pasadera), and Las Palmas.  The largest project was the Las Palmas Subdivision.  It was a 
phased development. It was purposely phased so the development would not get ahead of 
the mitigations. The main traffic mitigation was to be the Corral de Tierra Bypass. 
However, all 1,031 houses were built, through approximately nine phases, without this 
mitigation ever being built. 
Isn't this important historical information that should be included? If not, why not? 
Why is there no analysis of this and the resulting additional impacts this caused on 
existing SR68? 
 
2) Why isn't the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, Year 2005 Reallocation of funds given full 
analysis as to its affect on existing SR68? Developer Impact Fees were reallocated from 
offsite traffic areas that would be affected by increased traffic and congestion, and instead 
reallocated onsite within former Fort Ord. Also, the major traffic mitigation measure for 
the approval of the 1997 Fort Ord Reuse Plan was the South-West Alternative, (aka, The 
Fort Ord Bypass). This Bypass mitigation was shelved as being unaffordable in 2005, but 
without modifying and downsizing the adopted 1997 Fort Ord Reuse Plan. Isn't this 
important historical information that should be included? If not, why not?  Why is there 
no analysis of the resulting impacts to existing SR68 because of this? Why is there no 
analysis of future impacts to existing SR68 because of this? Why is there no analysis  
of effects on former Fort Ord because of this? 
 
We do understand that, at least partly in lieu of, the Fort Ord Bypass being shelved, 
FOR A agreed to send the County of Monterey approximately  $260,000 for 
"improvements" to SR 68. The last time we checked, this had never been sent to 
Monterey County by FOR A. This is additional historical information that should be 
included. Don't you agree? 
 
3) The Fort Ord Bypass Official Plan Lines were modified slightly at the western end to 
accommodate the Stone Creek Shopping Center at the intersection of SR 68 and SR 218. 
This was done at the request of Del Rey Oaks.  These Highway 68 Official Plan Lines 
currently pass through the 360-acre parcel of former Fort Ord that Del Rey Oaks annexed 
to Del Rey Oaks. This annexation effectively doubled the physical size of Del Rey Oaks. 
These Highway 68 Bypass Official Plan Lines will need to be accounted for in any future 
development plans Del Rey Oaks has for that 360-acres. This is important information 
that needs to be disclosed in this Draft. Don't you agree?  Do the Official Plan Lines also 
pass through the City of Monterey portion of former Fort Ord? 
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4) There is failure to disclose and discuss the Corral de Tierra Bypass Official Plan Lines, 
that were adopted by the Monterey County Planning Commission, the Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors, and recorded in Monterey County by the Director of Public Works 
in 1977. 
(Paragraph 3 - A proposed Bypass is mentioned through former Fort Ord, but the Corral 
de Tierra Bypass, which has different Official Plan Lines, is not mentioned.) 
 
This planned building of the Corral de Tierra Bypass was used as the traffic mitigation 
measure for the 1960 Toro Area Plan, and later, the Cypress Community Church at 
Corral de Tierra. The Official Plan Lines were slightly altered for this church approval. 
County taxpayer funds were spent purchasing part of these Official Plans Lines on that 
church property. 
A dedication of property for the Corral de Tierra Bypass Plan Lines was also used as a 
traffic mitigation measure for the approval of the Ken and Patty Slama Subdivision 
across from San Benancio Road.  
The approvals of the Corral de Tierra Villas subdivision and the Corral de Tierra 
Meadows subdivision assumed the building of the Corral de Tierra Bypass. 
The Weaver Minor Subdivision dedicated a one-foot non-access strip along the frontage 
of Highway 68 near Corral de Tierra, as well as approximately 50% of the entire property 
dedicated to County Scenic Easement.  
 
The approval of the Markham Ranch Subdivision assumed the future building of the 
Corral de Tierra Bypass.    
 
Isn't this important historical information that should be included in this Draft? If not why 
not? 
 
The following page numbers contain items and issues where we find the 
presentation to be incomplete and in some cases faulty in this Draft document: 
 
* Page 10, 1st paragraph, and re: Regional Development Impact Fee is inadequate. 
There is no comparison to Regional Development Impact Fees in other counties in 
California. Further, this Draft document has a Fee Project List identifying and assuming 
Commuter Capacity Enhancements and Four-Laning west to Corral de Tierra, without 
revealing to the reader that: 
1) Preliminary designs are still being worked on. 
2) Much environmental analysis has not been done.    
 
* Page 18 - 2.1.2 Route Background 
Fails to mention SR 68 being adopted as a State Scenic Highway by Lady Bird Johnson 
and former California State Senator Fred Farr. 
It fails to describe Monterey County certifying the 1974 Laguna Seca Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the new Laguna Seca County Park (and racetrack). 
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The significant growth in both the number and sizes of events allowed at this Laguna 
Seca County Park has created many traffic issues for SR 68. Isn't this important 
background information? If not, why not? Why is there no analysis of the impacts to 
existing SR68 because of this? 
 
* Page 19 
The year 2005 Fort Ord Reuse Authority Fee Reassessment fails to make clear that 
impact fees would largely be spent on-site, leaving off-site mitigations unfunded, with  
basically no funding mechanism for them, except a couple attempts at a countywide sales 
tax increase. (County sales tax measures A and Z). Why is there no analysis of this?  This 
is important, don't you agree?  
 
However: "Figure 2.2 Easement" on page 19 does reveal the Adopted County Official 
Plan Lines for the Corral de Tierra Bypass. The lines are depicted in blue but there is no  
historical narrative, verbal description, or analysis given regarding this. Instead the reader 
can be confused with language about another, different, and separate Plan Lines 
known as the Fort Ord Bypass aka The South-West Alternative, or in this Draft referred 
to as a "potential SR68 transportation corridor". 
Don't you agree sufficient description should be given to both Bypasses? It is important  
that the reader be informed that both Bypasses had stated purposes of routing traffic  
around County side roads and residential areas. Through traffic would not encounter stop 
signs or signal lights on a State Highway. Side road motorists would enter or exit at either 
end of the Bypass. The existing segment of SR 68 would remain as a frontage road. Will 
this and other information be included in a recirculated Draft?  We request this. 
Why aren't these plans with analysis included in this Draft document?  
This Draft also does not inform the reader that environmental analysis had begun on 
both the South West Alternative as well as Four-Laning Hwy 68, but this initial analysis 
was halted after the Loma Prieta Earthquake. 
Isn't this important information? Doesn't this need analysis? If not, why not? 
 
* Page 35 references an MOU between the Bureau of Land Management on former Fort 
Ord and CalTrans but fails to provide the reader with the language and details of that 
MOU. Where is it? 
Isn't this important? Why is it not included? 
Shouldn't this Draft document also disclose that portions of former Fort Ord BLM lands 
have been declared a National Monument?  
The President's Proclamation of this National Monument in year 2012 called for a 
comprehensive traffic plan for the National Monument. It is anticipated this National 
Monument will generate additional traffic. SR 68 is the southern boundary of part of this 
National Monument. 
 
The National Monument Traffic Plan has not been started, and yet a piece meal project 
has been approved by BLM Management, funded with taxpayer dollars, and is currently 
being built with access and egress on State Highway 68. It is called Badger Hills. 
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Was the public lied to about a comprehensive National Monument Traffic Plan? Who 
goofed? A portion of this piece meal Badger Hills project goes through the Official Plan 
Lines of both the Corral de Tierra Bypass, as well as the Official Plan Lines of the Fort 
Ord Bypass. This should be disclosed in this Draft document, don't you agree? If not, 
why not? 
 
* Page 39 
Regarding: Negative traffic growth on SR68. It is not analyzed as being partially due to 
commuters who are now using Imjin Road through former Fort Ord, to access both the 
Peninsula on one end and the City of Salinas on the other end. 
As approved and entitled developments proceed with being built on former Fort Ord and 
the resulting traffic congestion builds, there will very likely be a shifting back of some of 
this commute traffic onto SR68. 
This should be disclosed and analyzed in this document. Don't you agree? 
 
* Page 40 
Regarding AMBAG population forecast data: 
How accurate has it been in the past? Where is the data? Did it account for the 
nationwide recession? Previous rosy predictions from AMBAG of population growth in 
Monterey County and thus the need for significant amounts of new housing were wrong. 
Monterey County was one of the hardest hit for housing foreclosures. Isn't this important 
information? Shouldn't this be included and analyzed in the Draft? If not, why not? 
Additionally, Monterey County is one of the worst rated counties in California in terms 
of the quality of its existing roadways. The roads are literally falling apart. Existing 
county roadway infrastructure has not been maintained, in some cases not at all, for 
years. Some of these county roads connect to SR68. Shouldn't this information be 
included in this Draft document? If not, why not? 
 
* Page 52  
References roadway improvements (segments), as Figure 3-11. However, Figure 3-11  
shows Segment 1 of SR 68. 
 
References the road near Corral de Tierra an 8-lane "Expressway"  
The road is supposed to be an expressway?  Then it stops being an expressway here? 
Please explain. Where did this come from? 
 
 * Page 60 
Re: Route concept - 4-lane OR Bypass with access control… 
Is the access control thought to be limited to access only at either end of the Bypass? 
Please fully explain access control. 
 
* Page 61 
Table 3-23 has two options, however there is no Corral de Tierra Bypass listed as  
either an option or alternative? Why isn't this included?  
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* Page 81 
One of the traffic mitigation measures for the approval of the Las Palmas Subdivision 
was to be an onsite Park & Ride lot. There was to be a ride-share coordinator, and 
residents were all to be notified of the availability of sharing rides locally. Designated 
property was set aside for it. However, this mitigation measure was never implemented 
by either the developer or Monterey County. This Draft document doesn't even mention 
the Park & Ride lot at Las Palmas. Why not? 
 
* Page 85 
Re: Route Concept - Strategies to Achieve Route Concept 
Please include the following information: 
 
A Highway 68 Bypass was first envisioned as the Corral de Tierra Bypass 
on the 1960 Toro Area Plan as a way for through traffic on SR68 to go around the San 
Benancio and Corral de Tierra areas. Existing SR68 near these areas would remain as a 
frontage road. 
 
The AMBAG model capacity assumptions are questionable. 
 
The adopted 2010 Monterey County General Plan currently has several lawsuits against 
it. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Transportation Concept Report 
for SR 68. Please do put us on the contact list for any and all future information regarding 
this report. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike Weaver 
Chair, The Highway 68 Coalition 
(8310-484-6659 
 
c.c.  
Aileen Loe 
Autumn Woolworth 
John Olejnik 
Michael Stamp 
Molly Erickson 
 
 
 
  
 











From: Darren McBain [Darren@fora.org]
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 11:46 AM
To: Richard James
Subject: FW: Reassessment comments
1 of 2 “post‐Nov. 7” comments
 

From: Chris Mack [mailto:gelffmack@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2012 11:19 AM
To: Darren McBain
Subject: Reassessment comments
 
Dear FORA, here are some of my comments on the Reassessment Report.
 
!. How is the FORA board going to attend to each topic with regards to public input and participation ? Board need  a good process
to address each category and topic;  Are there going to be weekend / night time workshops  for individual topics which the Board
would attend?. It would be impossible to go over the report on the regular Friday board meetings. There needs to be a  back and
forth discussion on some of the more complex and public interest topics
2. FORA needs to convey a direct and easily understood description of reassessment  report process to the public. What is FORA
wanting from the public as far as comments for each step of the process
3. Lightfighter access is underutilized and not mentioned in the report. There need to be a good traffic study included in the report.
4.Report needs  a  water study showing water allocation for entitled and approved developments. pg. 3-99 Salinas ground water
pumping; currently MCWD is pumping from 800 ft and 1200 ft aquifers. report raised new questions Water; report is basing future
usage on past Army use. averaged consumption 1998-1992 5,200 acre ft. peak usage 1984 6,100 acre ft. Is it right to use the peak
usage so far in the past for future projections 
6. Current BRP  policies not implemented, Example Oak woodland protection,   FORA needs to decide how to enforce policies in
plan when juristrictions  don't      comply with BRP ( possibility through punitive damages like not transferring land).  
7. Report failed to address public concern/ comments on build on blight first 
8. Add visual guidelines for new growth  for urban viewing from National Monument pg. 3-66 EIR mitigation
9. The report raises new questions- How would those questions be addressed.
10. Some of the wording in the correction section of the  report  appears to give emphases and favoritism  to Monterey Downs
 
thank you Chris Mack
915-8686
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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

November 16, 2012

Dave Potter, Chair
Board of Directors

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

Re: Base Reuse Plan Reassessment report, November 16 agenda item 8c

Chair Potter and Members of the FORA Board of Directors:

This Office represents Keep Fort Ord Wild, which makes thefollowing comments
at this timewith regard to the reassessment reportfor the Base Reuse Plan.

The report is incomplete, deeply flawed and potentially misleading on many
topics.

FORA is acting at its own risk if FORA accepts the report. There is an existing
conflict of interest ofthe FORA report preparer EMC Planning, and there is active
litigation with FORA over that same issue. Under the circumstances, there is significant
risk to FORA.

Keep Fort Ord Wild objects to the report for many reasons. These reasons
include the following:

The report is not a reassessment. The word "assess" means "toestimate
or judge the value, character, etc." An assessment, then, is a document
that estimates orjudges the value orcharacter ofsomething. An
assessment - and, by extension, a reassessment - provides a judgment
or evaluation in qualitative terms. An assessment is a qualitative and
quantitative analysis. The report presented to you does neither of these
things. The report merely restates theexisting Base Reuse Plan policies
and programs. The report is a poorly presented checklist that states
whether those policies have or have not been implemented.

The report represents another lost opportunity by FORA. The report fails
to take a hard look at the job done at Fort Ord and ways to improve it.
The only way that FORA's failures can be corrected is to acknowledge the
problems and work constructively and openly to address them. The report
does none of this.
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The report's presentation of "potential options" serves to chill and
artificially limit the options that FORA has, and fails to inform the FORA
Board and the public of the range of options available. The report takes
this "decision tree" approach, which has a strong tendency to control the
outcome.

The document is permeated by EMC's conflict of interest and EMC's duty
to Seaside and Monterey Downs. The document represents an effort to
assist in gaining approvals for the Monterey Downs Specific Plan,
including the Monterey Downs project and theVeterans' Cemetery project
which is joined with Monterey Downs in numerous material aspects.

The report unfairly presents public comments in a way that does not
reveal the scope or intensity or frequency of the public comments on
different items. The report mischaracterizes public comment in such as
way as to dilute the actual public comment and to avoid important issues.
The "synopses" of public comments serve to deflect some issues and
focus on others. The report's approach is not transparent and open.

The report's characterization of the actions by FORA and the individual
land use jurisdictions is inaccurate in material ways and potentially
misleading.

The report calls Category I "Modifications and Corrections." The title is
inaccurate. The Category I items include substantive and material
proposed changes to the Base Reuse Plan that cannot be approved
without prior and legally sufficient CEQA review. As just one example,
Table 5 has an entry for "mapformatting and content inconsistencies
(various)." That description is not used in the text. The text calls it "Figure
Corrections," which turns out to be many proposed changes with
inadequate support and inadequate explanation ofwhat is proposed to be
changed and why.

Category II is called "Prior Board Actions and Regional Plan Consistency."
Category II items include substantive and material proposed changes to
the Base Reuse Plan that cannot be approved without prior and legally
sufficient CEQA review and express specific approvals by the FORA
Board in a public process.

The land use jurisdiction's general plans must be consistent with the Base
Reuse Plan. That is the purpose of the FORA consistency analysis.
(Gov. Code, § 67675, subd. (f).) The"reassessment" report misdescribes
the hierarchy, and incorrectly characterizes the Base Reuse Plan as being
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required to be consistent with "Countyand city plans" (p. 3-24). This is yet
another example of the problems caused by the conflict of interest of EMC
planning, which prepared the reassessment report and also is working for
the City of Seaside on proposed developments promoted by Seaside in
the former Fort Ord.

Table 10 is incorrect and incomplete. As one example, the County's 2010
General Plan Fort Ord Master Plan land use map is not consistent with
the adopted BRP land use concept map because the Master Plan
includes a veterans' cemetery and the adopted BRP map does not have a
cemetery.

Category III is called "Implementation of Policies and Programs." The
Category III discussion discloses that implementation of approximately
172 policies, programs and mitigation measures is incomplete, some 15
years after the Base Reuse Plan was adopted. These policies, programs
and measures are material and significant to the plan, and FORA and the
major property owners have ignored them. The failure to comply with the
plan violates the law. The plan should not be considered for amendment
until the plan has been complied with.

Material parts of the Category III analysis are simply wrong (e.g., Program
A-4-2 ["status" analysis does not address the pertinent issue with regard
to the habitat corridor, which is unrelated to the Community Park],
Program A-4.5 [same]). These issues are particularly egregious in several
instances, including the failure by the County, FORA, Seaside and Marina
to protect biological resources, such as the failure to adopt oak woodlands
protections (e.g., Recreation Policy C-1, Biological Resources Policy B-2,
Programs B-2.1 and B-2.2, Biological Resources Policy C-2, Programs C-
2.1 and C-2.2), while at the same time those entities have approved
projects and are processing new ones.

The discussion of mitigation measures in Category III reveals that FORA
failed to add to the Base Reuse Plan the water quality/water supply
mitigations adopted by FORA. The report fails to investigate why the
mitigations were not added to the Plan. The "status"explanation is
nonsensical, because the mitigations are binding.

The report's omission from Category III of "ongoing" compliance items is
significant and material. The report fails to adequately describe the
factors used to determinewhat was "ongoing." As a result, the public
does not know what has been omitted from the report, or how to compare
it to the BRP.
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The report calls Category IV "Policy and Program Modifications." The
discussion of Category IV items is incomplete and misleading. These are
very important items that simply are given short shrift by the report.

As one example, the report's discussion of water supply
(Background; Description and Key Issues) does not address
fundamental issues raised by the public: Is the 6,600 AFY solely
paper water or are there actual water rights to that amount of water
at Fort Ord? Is the Deep Aquifer sustainable?

As another example, the discussion of the Veterans Cemetery is
incorrect and misleading in material ways. As one example, the
report states that the cemetery site is "indicated on the BRP Land
Use Concept (denoted with 'VC')" (p. 3-109; see 3-109). That is
not correct. The referenced concept map was not adopted by the
FORA board. The adopted map does not have a designated
cemetery site, and does not include a "VC." The BRP ElR did not
analyze a cemetery site.

The report calls Category V "FORA Procedures and Operations." The
discussion is useless because this report has failed to present a true
analysis or assessment. Because there is no quantitative or qualitative
analysis either of the Base Reuse Plan or of FORA's procedures and
operations, the public and FORA Board cannot critically review the
existing FORA procedures and operations. When public has tried to get
information from FORA, the public has been blocked. Because FORA
has failed to quantify how the BRP has been successful and
unsuccessful, all the public has is anecdotal evidence. There is no
quantitative analysis of what FORA has spent over the years and what
has been achieved.

There is no summary of FORA achievements and failures, and at what
financial cost. No board - either public or private - should proceed in this
way. The presentation There is no "before and after" analysis. The
Base Reuse Plan was adopted 15 years ago. There has been no effort to
reviewthe Base Reuse Plan at five-year increments, which would assist in
identifying effectiveness, patterns, and trends. Overall, the report's
approach is an effective way to hide failures.

The report fails to address the many problems with the Base Reuse Plan
maps and figures. These are highly stylized maps with swaths of colors
and geometric shapes. The maps do not show all existing roads, the
locations of the roads that are shown are not accurately depicted, and the
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roads that are on the map are not named. All of these problems make the
maps not understandable by public. This issue should be addressed.

The report's dismissive treatment of the new Fort Ord National Monument
is grossly inappropriate and does not reflect the facts, the public
comments, or the comments of the FORA Board. It also does not
adequately address the opportunity presented by the new National
Monument status.

The report identifies issues in such a confusing way that the reader is
misled as to the true meaning and import of the topics and items.

As one example, the items in the tables are not numbered, the
tables describe items differently from the text, and it is difficult to
find in the text the items in the table. Even though the late-issued
"errata" claims that items will be numbered in the published version,
that does not help the public or decision makers who have
struggled to make sense of the poorly presented versions to date,
and who likely have missed or not understood important issues due
to the poor presentations.

As another example, for each of the hundreds of items and topics,
the report fails to provide page citations in the adopted Base Reuse
Plan. That omission makes it impossible for the public to refer to
the Base Reuse Plan to provide context, verify language, or any
other reason.

As another example, the dual column format of the report is very
difficult to read and understand. The dual column format is not
used by any other publicagency in the County, and was not
authorized by the FORA Board. The awkward format appears to
be an attemptto discourage transparency and accountability.

The scoping report is fatally flawed. The factual representations and
conclusions are incorrect. As one example, Table 18 purports to
represent Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin allocations. The version
presented to the Board (but not the public) on October 18 had material
substantive errors. The version of Table 18 presented as Attachment F to
the Board reportalso contains substantive errors. Forexample: the
Seaside row does not add up; the Sunbay and Brostrom allocations have
been reduced dramatically without explanation or basis in fact; and the
Main Gate project is shown as 0 AFY even though the EIR relied on the
Seaside water allocation from FORA as the water supply, thewater supply
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assessment showed the project would use 207 AFY, and the Seaside City
Council certified the EIR and approved the project on that basis. As
another example: the figures in Table 18 are inconsistent with the public
records of allocations from other agencies, including the records of
Seaside and Marina Coast Water District.

The scoping report has been adopted. FORA cannot keep amending and
editing it by replacing pages and facts here and there, as FORA is doing.
If the scoping report is to be formally amended, it should be done in a
transparent and accountable fashion, subject to public review.

As to water allocations, FORA should make clear the process for making
and rescinding water allocations. The process is unclear, and the public
has no way of understanding it. Without adequate explanation, FORA
has presented various versions of water allocation charts that are not
consistent with other versions, or with the records of the cities and county.
The FORA process and the current allocations should be transparent and
accountable. Some land use jurisdictions, like the City of Monterey, post
their water allocations on their website. FORA should do the same.

Keep Fort Ord Wild joins in the position of the Sierra Club that no further
consistency determinations may be made until the jurisdiction making the consistency
request has implemented all applicable Base Reuse Plan policies and programs. (See
October 30, 2012 Sierra Club letter to FORA Board of Directors.) That clearly was the
intent of the Sierra Club settlement of the litigation against FORA, and of the Master
Resolution.

CEQA Review Required

There is no CEQA review of any of the proposed options in the report. Prior
CEQA review is required prior to any FORA action on any of the items in the report.
The FORA Board should hold a full public hearing prior to considering any actions.
Thank you.

Very truly yours,

LAW OFFICES OF MICHAEL W. STAMP

l/L
MolhJr Erickson



Summary of Comments on BRP reassessment Report 
Comments - Marina.pdf 
Page: 8 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/15/2012 9:44:26 AM 

Page: 9 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/5/2012 8:11:54 PM 
why not include the goals for each element - why just focus on the land use element only? 

Page: 43 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/5/2012 9:00:08 PM 
Why is this date removed? Does this not change the requirement and therefore is a signficant change to the BRP? 

Page: 56 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/5/2012 9:08:31 PM 
Why is formal approval needed? Isnt this also an update or correction to the BRP maps based on previous FORA Board action? Why take 
action 
twice? 

Page: 59 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/5/2012 9:16:47 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/5/2012 9:16:34 PM 
This is still University Villages Specific Plan. Dunes on Monterey Bay is the largest planned development within the Specific PLan, but the name 
of 
the Specific Plan itself 

Page: 60 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/5/2012 9:23:02 PM 
So what takes precedence - local general plans or the BRP? 

Page: 68 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/5/2012 9:30:19 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/5/2012 9:30:08 PM 
All outstanding or incomplete projects or programs should be listed in this chapter as opposed to leaving it to the reader to refer back to 
another document 

Page: 69 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/5/2012 9:33:25 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/5/2012 9:33:43 PM 
Seaside? Is this correct for Marina? 

Page: 77 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/5/2012 9:37:03 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/5/2012 9:36:55 PM 
I think the use of Strategic Plan is not the correct designation, but more of an Action Plan not to confuse the BRP as FORA's primary strategic 
plan. 

Page: 78 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:08:28 PM 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/13/2012 3:54:22 PM 
The University villages specific plan eir considered buffers along hw1 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:08:22 PM 
What defines these zoning standards? where in the BRP does it specifically define these standards? All of Marina's projects have buffers with 
landscaping, including along Highway 1 with compliance and design in accordance with the Highway 1 design guidelines 

Page: 80 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:14:25 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:14:17 PM 
Marina has the most significant homeless accommodation of any of the jurisdictions in Fort Ord. These services include the Veterans Transition 
Center, Goodwill Shoreline Center, Veterans Transition Housing, Interim Inc transitional housing (2 projects), County behavioral health center, 
Shelter Outreach Plus transitional housing, County of Monterey social service housing (Nancy Dodd center). Marina has actually built and 
supplied real housing and services for homeless versus just plans with guidelines. 

Page: 84 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/13/2012 3:58:28 PM 
inconsistent with the base reuse plan and General Plan 

Page: 86 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/13/2012 4:00:30 PM 
per the general plan 



Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:19:46 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:19:40 PM 
Important to cite the City's General Plan here relating to the Equestrian Center as an interim use 

Page: 87 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:20:48 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:20:43 PM 
Is this true? 

Page: 88 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:22:14 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:22:11 PM 
Is this part of the HCP? 

Page: 89 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:28:13 PM 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/13/2012 4:05:13 PM 
adopted a pedestrian, and bicycle master plan 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:28:03 PM 
Is it helpful to mention the Multi Modal corridor adopted by all jurisdictions, including Marina? 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:30:48 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:30:43 PM 
Park development is a significance piece of every master plan within Marina, comprising hundreds of acres of park land for both passive and 
active park use. The development itself provides for these parks, and contributes to the PBC parks as a requirement of the development. 
Incentives for the development, in turn, allow the parks and other amenities to be constructed in the master plan areas. 

Page: 90 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:32:59 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:32:56 PM 
Again, there is a lack of understanding of master plan development here, where, overall incentives to the project allow the project to proceed 
with the amenities, such as parks provided. Example is the Dunes where there is a significant amount of park space provided as part of the 
project - required in the design of the project and included as a cost in the economics of the project. 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:36:38 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:36:34 PM 
I believe MCWD has a very strict water conservation ordinance and includes it in every infrastructure agreement with a developer and land use 
connection. Also, the Dunes project has significant storm water infiltration galleries under the regional retail and is incorporating additional 
galleries throughout the design of the project. This essentially is ground water recharge systems. 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/6/2012 2:34:12 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/6/2012 2:34:08 PM 
On a programmatic level, the city of Marina, CSUMB, and MPUSD coordinate park and recreation use, 

Page: 91 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 1:44:23 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 1:44:18 PM 
How does the HCP and the Cooperative JPA responsibilities and work program relate to this requirement? 

Page: 92 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 1:45:27 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 1:45:12 PM 
See comment on A1-3 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 1:47:57 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 1:47:52 PM 
See previous comment 

Page: 93 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/14/2012 10:47:56 AM 
This will need to be researched as reports are completed. 

Page: 94 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 1:49:48 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 1:49:42 PM 
See previous comment about relevancy of this comment with the HCP 

Page: 98 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/14/2012 10:50:58 AM 
EIR for each of the entitled project address mitigation measures for oak woodlands 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 1:52:49 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 1:53:09 PM 
How does this requirement relate to obligations and provisions in the HCP? 

Page: 99 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 1:53:57 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 1:53:51 PM 
See previous comment 



Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 1:54:59 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 1:54:55 PM 
See previous comment on HCP 

Page: 100 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 1:56:49 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 1:57:35 PM 
How was this determination made? Was city code enforcement or planning staff queried on this? 

Page: 102 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 1:26:06 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:02:09 PM 
See previous comments. Such inventories and plans are in preparation and the City does have an emergency preparedness plan 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 2:01:16 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:01:13 PM 
It should be noted that the Cities of Seaside and Marina and CUSMB have recently formed a joint Emergency Operations Center on CSUMB 
through an MOU for joint emergency planning and operations purposes 

Page: 103 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:04:16 PM 
However, the city has required all development to retain stormwater on site, and in the case of the Dunes project, award winning infiltration 
gallery facilities for stormwater recharge have been constructed 

Page: 111 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 1:26:54 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:15:14 PM 
How about listing all of the current facilities within each jurisdiction and the populations served. 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/14/2012 10:56:40 AM 
provide a paragraph on the Sustainable Grant the Dunes development recieved 

Page: 114 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 1:29:20 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 1:29:09 PM 
Why was this issued brought forward if the HCP will address all habitat preservation concerns? 

Page: 117 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/14/2012 11:25:13 AM 
policy having local jurisdictions considering land uses adj to CSUMB 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/14/2012 11:23:50 AM 
this is a local jurisdiction concern and is addressed in the Marina General Plan 

Page: 118 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 2:29:16 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:30:03 PM 
I dont see any discussion here about job creation, only housing creation. The two are inextricably linked and happen in tandem in growing 
communities. 

Page: 119 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 2:32:59 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:32:47 PM 
Why is this just a discussion on constraints and not a discussion about what incentives FORA could provide to developers or to promote 
redevelopment? 

Page: 122 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 2:36:38 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:36:32 PM 
The logical area for this R&D is the Dunes business park 

Page: 123 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 2:39:50 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:39:56 PM 
How about "implement the Comprehensive Business Plan marketing strategy"? 

Page: 124 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/7/2012 2:41:17 PM 
The presence of blighted buildings also detracts from the economic viability of the development projects. 
Author: cdiiorio Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/14/2012 12:05:56 PM 
Market the Marina Municipal Airport for aviation and non aviation manufacturing and light industrial business park 

Page: 132 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 1:55:52 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 1:55:50 PM 
Capital 



Page: 134 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/7/2012 2:57:31 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 1:59:29 PM 
Need to note here the development and planning of the multi-modal corridor in Marina and the County 
Also need to note the obligations of CSUMB under the settlement agreement from the Marina v CSU litigation 

Page: 135 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 2:01:28 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 2:02:11 PM 
Why is this issue limited to just a reevalution of the Salinas groundwater supply, and not the full amount needed for all development and 
buildout of the BRP, including augmentation? 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 2:02:41 PM 

Page: 136 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 2:03:25 PM 
Any discussion or analysis here needs to include a review of water rights, including those of MCWD to Zone 2a. 

Page: 151 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 2:22:42 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 2:22:35 PM 
A careful review of such cap is required, as it is not clear that, once the BRP reassessment is completed, that the cap still exists. 

Page: 153 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 2:25:07 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 2:25:36 PM 
Such caps should be evaluated as to their continuing applicability once the BRP reassessment is complete per the settlement agreement. 

Page: 155 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 2:50:40 PM 

Page: 158 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 3:02:54 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 3:02:52 PM 
CFD impact fees paid by Marina 
Author: dyount Subject: Highlight Date: 11/9/2012 3:03:13 PM 
Author: dyount Subject: Sticky Note Date: 11/9/2012 3:05:00 PM 
Is this true? What about General Jim Moore, including both water and street improvements, and ESCA work for future Seaside development? 
It would be helpful to have a third party independent review of this fiscal impact by jurisdiction (ie what has been spent, and what has been 
generated) 
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