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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with § 15088 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the 
County of Monterey, as the lead agency, has evaluated the comments received on the Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2003081086) for the East Garrison 
Specific Plan (EGSP) and has prepared written responses to the comments received.  The responses to the 
comments and other documents, which are included in this volume of the SEIR, together with the Draft 
SEIR, comprise the Final SEIR (SEIR) for use by the County of Monterey Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisions in their review of the EGSP, as well as for use by Responsible and Trustee agencies 
for their actions. 

This Response to Comments document has been organized into four sections:  

• Section 1 - Introduction  

• Section 2 - List of Commentors: Provides a list of the agencies, organizations, and individuals that 
commented on the Draft SEIR.  

• Section 3 - Responses to Comments:  Includes a copy of all of the letters received and provides 
responses to comments included in those letters.  These explain the DSEIR analysis, support DSEIR 
conclusions, or provide information or corrections, as appropriate.  For reading ease, this section is 
organized with the responses to each letter immediately following the letter. 

• Section 4 - Errata and Refinements to the Draft SEIR:  Includes an addendum listing 
refinements and clarifications, which have been incorporated into the text of the SEIR. 
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2.0 LIST OF COMMENTORS 

COMMENTORS AUTHOR CODE 

Federal Agencies 

Department of the Army ...................................................................................................................... ARMY 
 

State Agencies 

State of California, Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics ....................................... AERO 
State of California, Department of Transportation...................................................................... CALTRANS 
State of California, Department of Health Services................................................................................. DHS 
State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research ........................................................... OPR 
 

City Agencies 

City of Marina..................................................................................................................................MARINA 
 

Regional Agencies 

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District ................................................................. MBUAPCD 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments ............................................................................ AMBAG 
Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission ................................................................................ ALUC 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County.......................................................................................TAMC 
Monterey-Salinas Transit .........................................................................................................................MST 
 

Organizations 

League of Women Voters ....................................................................................................................... LWV 
Sierra Club .................................................................................................................................................. SC 
LandWatch Monterey County..............................................................................................................LWMC 
 

Individuals 

East Garrison Partners...............................................................................................................................EGP 
Suzanne Worcester..................................................................................................................................... SW 
David Smith ................................................................................................................................................DS 
Mike Weaver.............................................................................................................................................MW 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
In accordance with § 15088 of the State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the 
County of Monterey as the lead agency evaluated the comments received on the Draft Subsequent EIR 
(State Clearinghouse No. 2003081086) for the East Garrison Specific Plan and has prepared the following 
responses to the comments received.  This Response to Comments document becomes part of the Final 
SEIR for the project in accordance with § 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  

The DSEIR was distributed for a 45-day public review period by the County of Monterey on September 
16, 2004.  The County used several methods to disseminate the Draft Subsequent EIR.  The County sent a 
Notice of Availability of the DSEIR to interested parties and agencies.  Copies of the Draft SEIR 
document were distributed to state, regional, and local agencies, local libraries, and were available at the 
County Planning and Building Inspection Counter.  The DSEIR was also available in electronic form on 
the County’s website.   

3.2 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
The comment letters and responses are provided on the following pages.  Text additions are shown as 
bolded and underlined and text deletions are shown in strikethrough.  All corrections, clarifications, and 
refinements are incorporated by reference into the DSEIR text. 

3.3 MASTER RESPONSES 
Several of the comment letters contain comments on the same topic.  To address these similar comments 
more efficiently, master responses to these comments are provided.  These master responses are located 
below.  Master Responses are coded as MR-1, MR-2, etc. and numbered consecutively to follow the order 
of the letters that raise the issue, e.g., MR-1 responds to a comment in the City of Marina letter and all 
subsequent letters containing similar comments refer the reader to that response. 

MR-1: Cumulative Impact Analysis  

A number of comments were received regarding the environmental issues addressed in the cumulative 
impact analysis for the proposed project, the validity of development projections utilized in developing the 
analysis, and the accurate identification of impacts that would occur from developing the project. 

The DSEIR contains a cumulative impact analysis that evaluates impacts resulting from the 
implementation of the EGSP project when considered in conjunction with development forecasts based on 
the buildout of the Monterey County General Plan.  This analysis also considers the cumulative impacts as 
described in the FORA Reuse Plan Final EIR (FORA FEIR) prepared to evaluate the impacts of the Reuse 
Plan.  The cumulative impacts described in the FORA FEIR considered full buildout of that plan, which 
includes the entire former Fort Ord area.  The FORA FEIR identified cumulative impacts to public 
services, utilities, and water supply; public health and safety; traffic and circulation; and visual resources.  
The EGSP project is a smaller component of the Reuse Plan and contains project-specific details and 
mitigation measures; therefore, cumulative impacts for the EGSP project may differ from those described 
in the FORA FEIR.   

Additionally, in identifying projects that may contribute to cumulative impacts, the CEQA Guidelines 
allow the use of a list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects, producing related or 
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cumulative impacts, including those that are outside of the control of the lead agency.  The CEQA 
Guidelines also allow the use of a summary of projections contained in an adopted General Plan or related 
planning document, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to a 
cumulative impact.  

The cumulative analysis contained within the DSEIR considers all the pending projects listed on the 
County’s website and noted in the comment.  The cumulative analysis in the DSEIR considers all 
information contained within the 1982 Monterey County General Plan (MCGP), as amended.  The MCGP 
has been amended several times since 1982, including the adoption of the 2001 General Plan Amendment 
including the EGSP project area and updates to the Housing Element in 2003 (specifically designating 
East Garrison as a residential area).  To account for changes in traffic conditions (and thereby air quality 
and the noise environment) and updated projections of regional growth since the time of adoption of the 
1982 MCGP (and in preparation for the proposed Monterey County 21st Century General Plan Update), 
the County prepared an updated traffic model for use in the EGSP analysis.  The updated model contains 
the most accurate estimates of future growth conditions available based on the most recent projections, all 
foreseeable projects, completed studies, and adopted plans (including the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s 
Reuse Plan [Reuse Plan]).  The air quality and noise analyses contained within the DSEIR are based on the 
updated traffic model.   

The cumulative analyses for all other environmental topics include consideration of all projects pending 
and reasonably foreseeable.  This SEIR appropriately considers cumulative impacts described in the Reuse 
Plan EIR and incorporates projections contained in the amended MCGP for all environmental issues.  
Therefore, the analysis adequately considers all cumulative impacts. 

MR-2: Alternatives Analysis 

A series of comments were received regarding the types of alternatives analyzed in the EIR.  Other 
comments raised questions as to whether these alternatives adequately examine the project’s effects in 
comparison to these alternatives for various environmental topics such as loss of oak trees and water 
supply.   

Under CEQA and its implementing guidelines, an EIR need only consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives and would avoid or substantially 
reduce the level of significance of one or more significant impacts of the project.  The SEIR analyzed two 
No Project Alternatives (No Development, Development Under the Existing General Plan), an Offsite 
Alternative, an Avoidance of Historic Structures Alternative, and a Reduced Density Alternative.  The 
County chose these alternatives in an attempt to reduce or avoid significant and unavoidable project-
related impacts to historic resources, traffic, and air quality.  The alternatives analysis in the DSEIR 
provides the County with sufficient information with which to extrapolate the impacts of hypothetical 
alternatives with development scenarios (unit counts, housing types, commercial square footage) falling 
within the range of the identified alternatives. 

Of the analyzed alternatives, the DSEIR analyzed two alternatives of greater and lesser intensity than the 
EGSP project: the No Project/Development Under the Existing General Plan Alternative and the Reduced 
Density Alternative.  The No Project/Development Under the Existing General Plan Alternative would 
allow more intense development than the proposed project and would result in increased impacts to 
geology and soils and to hydrology and water quality due to increases in earthmoving and construction 
activities.  Impacts to transportation and circulation, air quality, and noise would increase due to additional 
vehicle trips.  Additionally, impacts to cultural resources; public services and utilities; and hazardous 
materials would increase under this alternative due to increased development and population residing on 
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the project site.  It would result in similar impacts to land use and related planning programs, biological 
resources, aesthetics, as well as population, housing, and employment.   

The Reduced Density Alternative proposed a 50 percent reduction in development on the project site.  As 
described above, alternatives are chosen for their ability to attain project objectives while reducing or 
avoiding impacts.  This amount of reduction in development was selected to reduce impacts to air quality.  
When compared to the proposed project, the Reduced Density Alternative would have lesser impacts to 
geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, air quality, noise, aesthetics, public service and utilities, 
and hazardous materials; similar impacts to land use, biological resources, transportation and circulation, 
and cultural resources; and greater impacts to population, housing, and employment.  Furthermore, 
although the Reduced Density Alternative would reduce air quality impacts and eliminate project-related 
significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, it would not eliminate significant and unavoidable traffic 
and cultural resource impacts.  

Therefore, the EGSP project itself represents a medium density alternative when compared to the No 
Project/Development Under the Existing General Plan Alternative and the Reduced Density Alternative.  
Under CEQA, the discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive and the requirement as to the 
discussion is subject to a standard of reasonableness.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project, and CEQA does not demand what is not realistically possible given the limitations 
of time, energy, and funds.  Other than the “rule of reason” there is no ironclad rule governing the nature 
or scope of alternatives. 

An additional alternative was considered and dropped from further consideration.  The County evaluated 
the Parker Flats area to determine the suitability of locating a mixed-use urban village development on the 
site.  Under the Reuse Plan (June 1997), Parker Flats was planned for development as a Residential 
District in an area encompassing 946 acres southwest of the EGSP project site.  However, other land use 
and resource considerations will ultimately guide development at Parker Flats, including the Habitat 
Management Plan (HMP) for Fort Ord.  The HMP for the Former Fort Ord (FFO) establishes a habitat 
conservation area, corridor system, and parcel-specific land use categories, in addition to outlining 
management requirements for all lands within the FFO.  Implementation of the Parker Flats Alternative 
would conflict with the approved modifications to the HMP.  In addition to being inconsistent with 
relevant plans and policies, such as the current HMP, development of the proposed project at the Parker 
Flats site would result in some project-related significant and unavoidable impacts.  Also, see MR-7: Land 
Use Planning Policy for a discussion of leapfrog development. 

MR-3: Subsequent EIR and Tiering 

A series of comments were received that directly or indirectly relate to the project’s interrelationship to 
other FFO Plans (e.g., Fort Ord Reuse Plan).  The commenters were concerned that the use of previous 
environmental documentation prepared for earlier Plans did not adequately address the project’s impacts 
and identification of mitigation measures for some of the environmental topics (i.e., traffic, biological 
resources, agricultural resources, etc.).    

The purpose of the SEIR is to provide project-level subsequent environmental impact analysis that 
accurately analyzes the EGSP project in light of current conditions and circumstances, and new 
information that was not available and not analyzed in previously certified environmental documentation.  
The SEIR contains a description of the project, description of the environmental setting, identification of 
the project impacts and cumulative impacts, and mitigation measures to reduce project impacts, as well as 
an analysis of alternatives to the project.  The project-level SEIR, where applicable, tiers off or 
incorporates by reference information, analysis, and mitigation measures contained within the  Fort Ord 
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Disposal and Reuse Final Environmental Impact Statement certified by the U.S. Army in 1993 (Army 
FEIS) and the FORA FEIR.  

The FORA FEIR is a program-level document for the Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan), a long-term, 
regionally-focused, and comprehensive base reuse plan functioning at a general plan level.  The FORA 
FEIR analyzed policies and programs necessary to implement a land use concept supporting a project that 
would result in the development of approximately 22,232 dwelling units, creation of 45,457 jobs, and a 
buildout population of 51,773.  However, the FORA FEIR recognized that additional CEQA analysis may 
be required at the project level to give decision-makers more information about project-specific issues 
which were not addressed in the program-level FORA FEIR. 

While the EGSP project implements the Reuse Plan and is recognized under CEQA as part of the project 
analyzed in the FORA FEIR, a subsequent EIR is warranted.  California Public Resources Code (PRC) § 
21083.8.1 defines and describes “reuse plans” for military bases and states that all public and private 
activities taken pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a reuse plan shall be deemed to be a single project.  
Section 21083.8.1(b)(2) provides that further environmental review shall be performed if any of the events 
specified in PRC § 21166 for subsequent or supplemental environmental review have occurred.  In 
addition, under CEQA, activities undertaken in furtherance of a redevelopment plan that was the subject of 
a Project EIR constitute a single project, and further environmental review is required only if a subsequent 
or supplemental EIR is required (PRC §21090, CEQA Guidelines §15180).  CEQA Guidelines § 15162 
provides that a subsequent EIR is warranted if the lead agency determines, among other things, that 
substantial changes have occurred with respect to the project or with respect to the circumstances under 
which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions to the previous EIR due to new 
significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of a previously identified effect.  
Additionally, a subsequent EIR is warranted if new information of substantial importance, which was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous 
EIR was certified as complete, becomes available, and shows the currently proposed project will have one 
or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR.   

The SEIR is appropriate under PRC § 21090 and 21166 and Guidelines §15162, and is the environmental 
document anticipated by the FORA FEIR for project-level environmental review.  In particular, the SEIR 
provides substantial new information related to the implementation of a mixed-use development plan 
accommodating approximately 1,470 residential units, 75,000 sq ft of commercial use, 11,000 sq ft of 
public use, 100,000 sq ft of cultural/educational space and approximately 50 acres of open space/parks.   

The need to prepare this SEIR is triggered not only by the emergence of project-level details stated above 
and other new information regarding potential project impacts, but also by substantial changes in the 
circumstances under which the project will be undertaken that may affect the previous analysis of 
environmental effects.  These changes in circumstances are due to the amount of time that has passed since 
the preparation of the FORA FEIR, particularly the regional growth, including changes to background 
levels of traffic, air quality, and other resources, which have occurred throughout Monterey County over 
time.  The SEIR uses new technical reports for traffic, air quality, noise, biology, geology and soils, and 
hydrology.  The new information presented by these new technical reports reflects changes in 
circumstances or contains information that was not known and could not have been known with the 
exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the FORA FEIR was certified. 

Where appropriate, the SEIR tiers off the analysis contained within the FORA FEIR.  Under CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15152, “tiering” refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in a broader 
EIR (such as one prepared for a general plan or policy statement) with later EIRs on narrower projects; 
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR 
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solely on issues specific to the later project.  Under Section 15152 of the State CEQA Guidelines, tiering is 
appropriate when the sequence of analysis follows from an EIR prepared for a general plan, policy, or 
program to an EIR of lesser scope, or to a site-specific EIR.  The FORA FEIR identified impacts and 
mitigation measures resulting from implementation of the Reuse Plan.  Thus, where applicable and where 
potential impacts associated with the proposed EGSP project were adequately analyzed in the FORA 
FEIR, the SEIR relies on and tiers off the analysis and findings presented in the previously certified FORA 
EIR. 

MR-4: Regional Traffic Forecast Model 

A number of comments were received regarding the traffic modeling program used for the traffic impact 
analysis for the proposed project.  The comments questioned the methodology, the model used, and 
assumption in the modeling analysis. 

Regional Traffic Forecast Model for the East Garrison Study Area 

The version of the regional traffic forecast model was developed on the MINUTP software platform (the 
MINUTP model).  This model has been used for many years by Caltrans, the Cities of Salinas, Monterey, 
and Seaside, and Monterey County for corridor and general plan updates.  For this project, the MINUTP 
model was updated with year 2000 land use and network information in these jurisdictions to better 
represent the existing conditions and more accurately estimate traffic forecasts.  The MINUTP model’s 
geographic study area spans three counties, Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito, and their respective 
cities. 

The MINUTP model uses state of the art enhancements including cross-classification trip generation that 
uses persons per dwelling unit and income per dwelling unit as independent predictors of trip generation.  
In the mode choice component, person trips choose between nine modes of travel based on economic 
criteria.  An iterative, capacity constrained traffic assignment is used for AM, PM and off-peak periods.  
The MINUTP model has been used for traffic and land use studies since 1998 including three air quality 
conformity analyses and four major corridor studies. 

AMBAG staff developed the MINUTP model used by the East Garrison study in 1997-1998 for regional 
purposes.  The calibration and validation of the model is documented in the Higgins Associates Model 
Documentation Report dated May 27, 2004; it was provided to AMBAG staff for review on June 3,, 2004, 
and was intended to be supplementary documentation for all the general plans, project study reports, and 
specific plans for the county and the cities.  In addition, year 2000 (base) model network, land use files, 
traffic analysis zone maps (GIS), and job stream were provided to AMBAG staff in August 2003 for their 
review.  Subsequent to the August submittal, files were resent again to ensure delivery was made to 
AMBAG. 

In the Model Documentation Report, the model’s parameters are described in detail along with changes 
that have been made to the job stream, the network, and the land use inputs.  Since 1998, the MINUTP 
model was updated for use on projects by Caltrans, the cities, and the counties to reflect existing and 
planned data consistent with FHWA standards and professional model practice.  At the time of the study, 
land use information, was not available from AMBAG for use in traffic modeling.  Therefore, the regional 
model was updated with year 2000 regional land use assumptions for housing and population received 
from the US Census and job data from the Employment Development Department in 2000.  Land use 
inventories created by the cities were also applied in the model program.  The changes made to the 
MINUTP model were made for the benefit of AMBAG and their modeling efforts and the regional 
jurisdictions that use the MINUTP model to estimate existing and planned land use and traffic patterns.   
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AMBAG staff has not yet approved the improvements made to the MINUTP model.  However, the reader 
should note the following points: 

• A model use agreement was entered into between Higgins Associates, Monterey County and 
AMBAG.  Therefore, the model is being used with AMBAG’s permission.  

• All of the MINUTP model files and documentation for the model modifications, which were done 
to improve the model, have been sent to AMBAG as required by the model use agreement. 

• Preliminary feedback from AMBAG indicates that they consider that the MINUTP model generally 
produces reasonable results.  Changes in Traffic Analysis Zones and existing land use data 
throughout the county that was input into the model provided overall volumes within about 2 
percent of those predicted using AMBAG’s land use data based on the 2000 census. 

• AMBAG has concern with respect to several roads such as Highway 156, Espinosa Road, Highway 
183 and Imjin Parkway where adjustments in assured free flow travel speeds are likely too high or 
too low compared to actual speeds.  In response, it was necessary to model volumes for existing 
conditions that match the actual counts on the street system.  Qualitatively, changing the assumed 
speeds to actual speeds would not substantially change the results of the analysis.  The MINUTP 
model speed adjustments used are generally the appropriate method of accounting for actual traffic 
routing.  Motorist route choice is based on perceived as well as actual travel times compared to 
alternate routes, which may explain why more (or fewer) motorists use certain routes rather than 
others. 

• Practically speaking, the MINUTP model is an excellent, powerful tool for providing the traffic 
forecasts for the analysis.  The model is based on street network improvement assumptions, and 
land use assumptions in the year 2020.  This is a conservative analysis because while land uses such 
as the UCMBEST employment center is assumed to be in operation by 2020; in reality, the 
employment center may take longer to develop.  There is a range that could occur that would result 
in correspondingly higher or lower traffic volumes on the surrounding street network.   

• A traffic-forecasting tool such as the MINUTP model used for the East Garrison SEIR provides 
traffic estimates for existing conditions within several percent of actual volumes counted and 
several percent of similar forecasts using AMBAG land use data.  This is well within an acceptable 
tolerance for forecasting purposes. 

A valid version of the TransCAD model was not available at the time the NOP for the East Garrison 
Specific Plan was distributed (August 12, 2003) and, therefore, was unavailable for use in preparing the 
SEIR.  The current model was released for general application on November 18, 2004.  CEQA states that 
impacts of a project are limited in its examination to physical conditions, as they exist at the time the 
notice of preparation is prepared.1 

To evaluate the physical conditions at the time, the MINUTP model, which was valid at the time the NOP 
was published, was utilized to evaluate project impacts on transportation.  Therefore, use of the MINUTP 
model is considered a valid tool for analyzing traffic impacts associated with the proposed project. 
                                                        
1 The Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project.  An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant 

environmental effects of the proposed project.  In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead 
agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they 
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced.  (CEQA Section 15126.2[a]). 
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Forecast Model Comparison Analysis 

Subsequent to the publication of the Draft EIR, Monterey County staff met on several occasions with 
Caltrans, MBUACPD, TAMC, FORA, and AMBAG to discuss the model use for the East Garrison 
project as it compares to the current adopted AMBAG traffic model.  It was agreed that additional analysis 
would be done for eight regional intersections to compare the results between the two forecast models.   

This comparison exercise does not replace nor negate the original traffic impact analysis prepared for the 
DSEIR.  Rather, it was completed as a comparison exercise, particularly in light of several traffic 
improvements that have been completed subsequent to NOP publication.  Most significant of these 
improvements is the opening of Imjin Parkway and 2nd Avenue, which has had an affect on regional traffic 
patterns. 

The eight intersections that were analyzed were: 

1. Highway 1 Southbound Ramps/Del Monte Boulevard 

2. Highway 1 Northbound Ramps/Del Monte Boulevard 

3. Highway 1 Southbound Ramps/Reservation Road 

4. Highway 1 Northbound Ramps/Reservation Road 

5. Highway 1 Southbound Ramps/Imjin Parkway 

6. Highway 1 Northbound Ramps/Imjin Parkway 

7. SR 68 Westbound Ramps/Reservation Road 

8. SR 68 Eastbound Ramps/Reservation Road 

The analysis provided a comparison of forecast level of service results at the study intersections utilizing 
traffic volumes produced by TJKM for the Draft EIR (utilizing the now former AMBAG regional forecast 
model) and traffic volumes produced by Bernardin-Lockmueller and Associates (BLA) (utilizing the 
current AMBAG regional forecast model).  A copy of this report is shown in Appendix A, Attachment 3.. 

The BLA report states that existing conditions and forecast existing plus project conditions average daily 
trip (ADT) volumes are approximately 4.5 times higher on Imjin Parkway in the vicinity of Highway 1, 
and approximately 1.5 times higher on Reservation Road in the vicinity of SR 68, as compared to the 
corresponding TJKM volumes.  As a result, three study intersection deficiencies are forecast to occur 
utilizing BLA-provided volumes as compared to one study intersection deficiency utilizing the TJKM-
provided volumes.  These three intersections and their respective recommended improvements are as 
follows: 

• Highway 1 Southbound Ramps/Reservation Road (deficient for both models, AM peak hour) - 
Signalize intersection; 

• Highway 1 Southbound Ramps/Imjin Parkway (AM and PM peak hours) - Signalize intersection; 
and 

• SR 68 Westbound Ramps/Reservation Road (AM peak hour) - Modify eastbound approach from 
one shared through right-turn lane to one through lane and one right-turn lane. 
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The differences at these intersections during existing conditions and project-related trips are almost 
negligible, accounting for from 0.14 percent to 3.33 percent of the peak hour traffic volumes for any given 
study intersection. 

In accordance with the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (Monterey County Public 
Works Department, October 2003), the table below identifies the equitable share calculations at these four 
study intersections. 

Project Equitable Share Percent 
Study Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Highway 1 SB Ramps/Reservation Road 0.75% N/A 

Highway 1 SB Ramps/Imjin Parkway 1.31% 0.14% 

SR 68 WB Ramps/Reservation Road 3.33% 1.71% 

SR 68 EB Ramps/Reservation Road N/A 1.61% 

Source: RBF Consulting, June 2005. 

 

While not required as part of mitigation for the EIR, the project will contribute an equitable fair share 
contribution for these four intersections.  This condition will be coordinated with Caltrans and the City of 
Marina.. 

MR-5: Schools 

A number of comments were received regarding the project’s impacts on existing school facilities in the 
project area, in conjunction with other FFO development (i.e., Marina Heights and University Village).  
Commenters were also concerned with the need for additional local funding, and the provision of project-
related information to the appropriate school district to facilitate informed decisions about the need for 
future school sites and facilities to serve the EGSP site.   

The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) is in the process of identifying future school 
sites to accommodate growth projected throughout the MPUSD area.  The MPUSD is conducting a one to 
three year analysis that includes inventorying existing facilities and future needs, identifying schools that 
have excess capacity, and identifying facilities that are underused.  The County has met with MPUSD to 
discuss the impact of the EGSP project.  According to the MPUSD, there is excess capacity district-wide; 
however, students are distributed unevenly throughout the district, resulting in full enrollment at some 
schools and underuse of other schools.  If the MPUSD identifies a site on County lands to serve the East 
Garrison project, the County intends, on request from the MPUSD and conditioned upon appropriate 
environmental review, to provide the identified site to the MPUSD for the purpose of constructing the new 
school. 

MR-6: Biological Resources 

Various comments were received addressing the topic of oak tree removal and the adequacy of the LSA as 
mitigation that meets CEQA requirements.  In addition, the adequacy of the DSEIR analysis in addressing 
alternatives concerning loss of habitat and vegetation was questioned.  The DSEIR’s analysis for 
conservation of plant communities and oak habitat was raised in regard to consistency with the Monterey 
County General Plan.   

The DSEIR recognizes that biological impacts of development at East Garrison were considered in the 
basewide planning process and in the FORA FEIR.  This basewide process, resulting in the 1997 Habitat 
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Management Plan (HMP) prepared by the Army and in supplemental documents including modifications, 
such as the Land Swap Agreement (LSA), established habitat conservation areas and a corridor system, 
parcel-specific land use categories, and management requirements for all lands on former Fort Ord.  The 
HMP and subsequent modifications designate approximately 16,000 acres of the 28,000-acre installation 
as conservation areas.  These large, contiguous, and biologically diverse habitat parcels are being 
transferred to agencies such as Bureau of Land Management (BLM), State Parks, and University of 
California/Natural Reserve System (UC/NRS) for resource management conservation and enhancement of 
the habitat.  Pursuant to the HMP, an additional 400 acres will be transferred to Monterey County and will 
be managed as a habitat corridor and another 2,200 acres are designated and will be managed as 
Development with Reserve Areas or Development with Restrictions.  The set-aside and management of 
these habitat areas and corridors mitigates for habitat losses as identified in the FORA FEIR, within the 
approximately 9,000 acres designated for development under the FORA Reuse Plan.  The EGSP area is 
included within the designated development areas; therefore habitat and species losses resulting from 
development are mitigated through implementation of the basewide planning strategy.  

The HMP and modifications, such as the LSA, have been approved by the USFWS and have been signed 
by the Army, other participating agencies, organizations, and jurisdictions, including Monterey County.  
The approvals have established that the modifications were consistent with the resource protection goals of 
the original HMP and concluded that the level of effects on HMP species would not exceed those already 
addressed in biological opinion 1-8-99-F/C-39R (USFWS 2002), addressing the impacts of transfer of Fort 
Ord from the Army.  The consultation between the Army and the US Fish and Wildlife Service under the 
ESA, and the resulting Biological Opinion, were based on consideration of the HMP, as modified by the 
LSA.   

The FORA FEIR found that the loss of oak woodlands resulting from the Reuse Plan would be less than 
significant due to the establishment of an oak woodland conservation area under the HMP.  To further the 
protection of oak woodlands,  the California Legislature passed Senate Bill (SB) 1334 in September 2004 
(effective January 2005), which contains provisions specifically related to mitigation pursuant to CEQA 
for the conversion of oak woodlands..  SB 1334 provides for a range of mitigation options that would 
reduce impacts resulting from the loss of oak woodland.  These options range from monetary contribution 
to an Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund to off-site mitigation which requires the procurement of oak 
woodland habitat of equivalent biological value to be set aside in a conservation easement or conserved in 
perpetuity.  The oak woodland conservation area established in perpetuity under the HMP is consistent 
with the assumptions in the FORA FEIR, which determined that impacts to oak woodland habitat would 
be less than significant.  The FORA EIR anticipated the loss of oak woodland and savannah in the Parker 
Flats area, with larger lot residential uses and other uses.  This type of development would have preserved 
some oak trees and allowed room to replace oak trees, but, biologically, the habitat would have been 
fragmented by residential development intermingled with saved trees.  Saving individual trees does not 
preserve habitat.  

In accordance with the approved modifications to the HMP (i.e., LSA), implementation of the EGSP 
would be consistent with the less than significant impact findings of the FORA FEIR as it relates to the 
loss of oak woodlands.  The LSA allows for oak habitat to be preserved, rather than individual trees in a 
fragmented, disturbed habitat.  Moreover, the proposed project would satisfy the intent of SB 1334 
through the provision of on-site planting in the open space areas and off-site mitigation at Parker Flats and 
in other areas of the FFO, as implemented under the LSA.  The habitat areas will be actively managed to 
ensure that viable habitat is preserved.  The East Garrison developers will be financially contributing to the 
preservation of habitat, including the oak woodlands at Parker Flats, through payment of a FORA fee of 
approximately $37,000 per residential unit.  A significant portion of the fee is set aside to manage the 
habitat areas.  In addition to the preservation of oak woodland habitat within Parker Flats, landscaping as 
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part of the EGSP would include the planting of oaks in parks and open space areas.  The Specific Plan also 
calls for planting of oak trees and native plants as part of the plant palette utilized for landscaping public 
and private areas of the project.  

The SEIR acknowledges the basewide strategy in planning for the preservation of biological resources on 
former Fort Ord and finds the EGSP to be consistent with this strategy.  In other words, the habitat and 
species losses within the EGSP are mitigated through the set-aside and management of 18,000 acres of 
habitat that supports the full range of habitats and special status species found within the EGSP boundary.  
The recommendations for pre-construction surveys are provided to protect individual animals from harm, 
and it is expected that species displaced by the project will move into adjacent habitats that will be 
protected in perpetuity. 

MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy 

Numerous comments were presented that questioned the DSEIR’s consistency with the Monterey County 
General Plan and the FORA Reuse Plan relating to site development.  In addition, questions were raised 
about the adequacy of a future General Plan Amendment to address current conditions at East Garrison.  
Several comments addressed the subject of EGSP as a “leapfrog” development outside the existing urban 
area.  In connection with the leapfrog development comments were comments that the project be delayed 
or scaled back in size.  In addition, comments addressed waiting for the Monterey County General Plan to 
be updated before moving forward with the EGSP project.   

Leapfrog development is generally considered as development on undeveloped land not adjacent to 
developed areas or whose development is unforeseen in planning documents.  This type of development 
results in the need for the inefficient extension, or lack, of public services into previously undeveloped 
areas, or small scale planning that results in a patchwork of uncoordinated development which is under-
funded for needed improvements.  Fort Ord was previously used as a military base and contains a network 
of roadways, infrastructure, and various areas developed with buildings and housing.  The EGSP area is 
located in the East Garrison Planning Area, an area with some existing infrastructure.  

Additionally, the EGSP area is identified in the FORA Reuse Plan as one of the major development sites 
on the FFO and is designated for development in the FORA Reuse Plan, the County’s General Plan, the 
Redevelopment Plan, 2001 General Plan Amendment, and 2003 General Plan Housing Element.  
Therefore, development at the project site is both planned and accounted for in all County planning 
documents, including land use and Capital Improvement Plans, traffic models, and infrastructure planning 
documents.  The EGSP would fulfill County land use plans, by implementing several Reuse Plan East 
Garrison concepts including the Arts District, live/work, and mixed-use development.   

The Reuse Plan described the creation of villages located within the FFO, linked by transit routes and open 
space corridors.  The design of these villages would include compact, walkable communities each 
developed with its own identity and character.  The Reuse Plan envisioned mixed-use areas located near 
commercial and employment centers and the EGSP project site is located within walking and biking 
distance of the UCMBEST and CSUMB—significant areas of employment within the County.   

The EGSP area is a previously developed area containing existing infrastructure, and the project would 
include infill development within and around the East Garrison Historic District.  As FFO builds out, 
development will occur on areas surrounding the project site as designated in the Reuse Plan.  It is 
uncertain when these areas will be developed, as development is subject to market demand.  However, as 
established in the Development and Resource Management Plan (prepared to manage buildout of the 
FFO), development will be allowed on the FFO on a first-come, first-served. 
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MR-8: Inclusionary Housing 

A number of comments were received regarding the amount of affordable housing proposed.  Questions 
were raised regarding the balance of jobs to housing.  Numerous inquiries were made for clarification of 
the number of low-income units and the possible loss of such units.   

The EGSP project proposes the construction of 6 percent very-low-, 8 percent low-, and 6 percent 
moderate-income housing, and the inclusion of 10 percent “Workforce II” income-restricted housing.  The 
“Workforce II” housing is a new component of the project resulting from negotiations over the Disposition 
and Development Agreement.  The EGSP includes an affordable housing program and is consistent with, 
and exceeds the requirements of, the Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (which requires 
construction of 6 percent very-low-, 6 percent low-, and 8 percent moderate-income housing), constructing 
more affordable housing than required by the Ordinance.  Affordable housing would be constructed in all 
phases of the EGSP, with each phase containing 20 percent inclusionary housing units.  The “Workforce 
II” units will be constructed in Phase 3.  The timing and terms of the affordable units will be dictated by 
the terms of the Development Agreement (DA), Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA), and 
Community Redevelopment Law. 

Although the County’s Housing Element encourages the addition of affordable houses and offers 
incentives, FORA reached the conclusion that it is unreasonable to expect that projects located on FFO 
could support 40 percent affordable housing units.  In light of present market conditions, 30 percent 
affordable units appear optimal.  Although the County can implement policies encouraging affordable 
housing, it cannot unduly influence forces at work in the housing market in the region.  

MR-9: Monterey County General Plan  

A series of comments addressed the adequacy of the DSEIR in terms of inconsistencies with the existing 
Monterey County General Plan and that the project should be delayed until an updated General Plan is 
approved.   

Two General Plan Amendments are proposed as part of the project.  The General Plan would be amended 
to incorporate changes to Commercial Land Use Policy A-1, recognizing changes associated with the 
move of residential units from Parker Flats to the EGSP area.  The General Plan would also be amended to 
allow areas planned under Specific Plans to possibly allow ridgeline development if the Specific Plan 
addresses the issue through design, setbacks, height limits, or other measures.   

Adopted in 1982, the MCGP did not consider or foresee deactivation of Fort Ord.  However, the MCGP 
has been amended several times to include updated planning policies and other changes.  In November 
2001, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors amended the 1982 MCGP to allow the uses outlined in 
the Reuse Plan.  This amendment applied to the areas in the FFO located east of SR 1 under the 
jurisdiction of Monterey County.  In 2003, the County adopted an updated Housing Element for the 
MCGP.  The County’s strategy for accommodating the 2003-2008 Regional Housing Needs Allocation for 
Monterey County includes adoption of a Specific Plan for the East Garrison area.  The County is planning 
an update of the MCGP that will update and include all previously adopted policies.  

The cumulative analysis contained within the DSEIR relies on the information contained within the 1982 
Monterey County General Plan, as amended over time.  The CEQA Guidelines allow the use of a list of 
past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects, producing related or cumulative impacts, 
including those that are outside of the control of the lead agency.  The CEQA Guidelines also allow the 
use of a summary of projections contained in an adopted General Plan or related planning document that is 
designed to evaluate regional or area-wide conditions.  To provide the most current assessment of existing 
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conditions within the County and to conservatively address cumulative impacts, the DSEIR used updated 
traffic counts for the traffic, air, and noise analyses, updated projections of regional growth, and a list of 
past, present, and anticipated future projects; therefore, the analysis contained within the DSEIR is based 
on the most current information available.  The Monterey County General Plan is sound and is not 
internally inconsistent.  Failure to update the Monterey County General Plan does not make the SEIR, its 
environmental analysis, and conclusions inadequate. 
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DE P AR T ME NT  OF  T HE  AR MY
F ort Ord Office, Army B ase R ealignment and C losure

B ldg 4463 G igling R d -P .O. B ox 5004
Monterey, C alifornia 93944-5004

R E P LY  T O
AT T eN-nON OF :

F ort Ord B R AC  Office

Monterey C ounty
P lanning and B uilding Inspection Department
Mike Novo, AIC P
2620 F irs t Avenue
Marina, C A 93933

Dear Mr. Novo:

T he U.S . Department of the Army (Army) has  reviewed the Draft S ubsequent
E nvironmental Impact R eport (DS E IR ) for the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan, which was
prepared by Michael B randon Associates  for Monterey C ounty. T he Axmy has  the
following comments  on the DS E IR :

:t
,rt

1. G eneral: T his  DS E IR  is  one of the better C alifornia E nviromnental Quality Ac
(C E QA) documents  prepared in recent years  for property within the foln1er F o
Ord (F F O). T he document is  well organized, easy to read and fairly
comprehensive, within limitations  of the analys is . However, sections  of the
report are either flawed or do not extend far enough to provide a complete
environmental impact analys is  of the proposed project.

2. "1.6 DS E IR  F OC US ," page 1-7. T he potentially s ignificant impacts  lis ted in
the second paragraph address  the major of environmental issues  associated wit
this  project. However, one important category is  miss ing, S ocio-economics .
Without a socio-economic impact analys is  as  part of this  E IR  the enviromnen1
impacts  of the project. cannot be fully assessed.

th

al

3. "2.3 S IG NIF IC ANT  UNA V OillAB LE  ADV E R S E  E NV IR ONME NT AL
E F F E C T S ," page 2-3. T he second subsection entitled "S IG NIF IC ANT
UNAV OIDAB LE  IMP AC T S  OF  T HE  P R OP OS E D P R OJ E C T " lis ts  four
appropriate areas  of environmental concern: Air Quality; C ultural R esources ;
P ublic S ervices  and Utilities ; and T ransportation and C irculation. T he lis t
needs  to include s ix additional areas  of concern: Aesthetics ; B iological/Natur~
R esources ; Land Use; P opulation, Housing and E mployment; S ocio-economi4
and Water Quality. A development project of this  magnitude has  potentially
adverse and/or s ignificant environmental impacts  on all the areas  of concern
indicated above.

tl:s ;

ARMY-1

ARMY-2

ARMY-3
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4. "2.4 C UMULAT IV E  IMP  AC T S ," page 2-4. In continuation with the previous
comment the potential cumulative impacts  of this  project are not limited to air
quality and traffic and circulation as  indicated in the DS E IR . C ons idering
potentially s ignificant and unavoidable impacts  occur in ten separate areas  of I
environmental concern, additional cumulative impacts  are certain to result.

tys .

Ie

T he range of alternatives  should be expanded to include several medium densi1
or mid-s ized developments  and the associated potential environmental impacts
T he existing alternatives  essentially deal with only one high dens ity
develop,ment versus  reduced, medium or low dens ity developments . T here is
no compromise level or "happy medium" being cons idered. When only a s ing
"R educed Density Alternative" is  cons idered in a cursory manner and
eliminated because it ". . .would not fully attain the objectives  of the E G S P
project.. ." an "all or nothing" proposal exists . T his  condition does  no~ meet thl
goals  of the C E QA by providing an acceptable or reasonable range of

alternatives .

T here are several acronyms in T able 2-1 that do not appear to be referenced in
previous  text (e.g. C S D, F :MP ). P lease ensure all abbreviations  and acronyms
are explained accordingly.

6.r,

7. T he mitigation measures  shown throughout the DS E IR  are fairly extens ive anc
cover a wide range of potentially s ignificant environmental impacts . Howevel
indicating "no mitigation measures  are necessary" for several potential
environmental impacts  is  questionable or highly speculative at best. F or
example, the E IR  s tates  over 90 acres  of oak woodlands ! savannah or habitat
will be removed. T his  amount of vegetation covers  over 25% of the total
project area. Under "LAND US E  AND R E LAT E D P LANNING
P R OG R AMS ," the E IR  s tates  removal of this  vegetation ".. .will not conflict
with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan." T his  s tatement seems contradictory with regard to the
obvious  loss  of natural resources . No mitigation measures  are recommended t
off-set this  loss . Likewise, under "G E OLOG Y  AND S OILS ," the proposed
mitigation measures  of grading, setbacks  and soil compaction sound reasonab]
However, the s ignificant increase in impervious  ground cover, combined with
the loss  of natural vegetation, means  less  water absorbed and filtered by the
sandy soils . R esultant environmental impacts  are increased stormwater runofl
contamination, debris  and s iltation in the Monterey B ay. T he text address ing
"HY DR OLOG Y  AND WAT E R  QUALIT Y " acknowledges  this  increase in
impervious  ground cover alters  the existing drainage pattern and amount of
surface runoff, but indicates  no mitigation measures  necessary. T his  is  anothe
seemingly contradictory s tatement.

:0

le.

t~

2

ARMY-4

ARMY-5

ARMY-6

ARMY-7
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8. T he potential environmental impacts  and mitigation measures  addressed under
"T R ANS P OR T AT ION AND C IR C ULA T IaN" need to be reassessed. F uture
mitigation measures  and/or traffic improvements  undertaken by the C ounty of.
Monterey, the F ort Ord R euse Authority (F OR A) and the T ransportation
Agency of Monterey C ounty should help maintain accepted level of service
(LOS ) along R eservation R oad. However, mitigation in the E IR  does  not fully
address  vehicular access/egress  and traffic safety impacts  from convergence of
four roads  at the E ast G arrison G ate. Hence, this  analys is  is  incomplete.

9. Under "B IOLOG IC AL R E S OUR C E S " mitigation measure 4.7-B -l s tates  "T o
maximize tree retention and protection..." T his  s tatement also appears
contradictory cons idering over 90 acres  of oak woodland/habitat are being lost
as  a result of the project. T he loss  of sand gilia is  shown as  a "less  than
s ignificant" environmental impact under the pretext of the C DF G  granting an
incidental "take" permit. Other enviromnental mitigations  and impacts  should
be identified as  a contingency for disapproval of this  permit.

10. "3.2.3 T he E G S P 's  R elationship to Other P lans" indicates  appropriate
interrelationships  between and among the various  existing local plans  for F F O
properties . In the event Monterey C ounty and/or the E G S P  project proponent
plan to utilize data (e.g. biological resources  baselines  or assessments) from
documents  previous ly prepared by the U.S . Army (i.e. "E IS  F ort Ord Disposal
and R euse" and/or the "Installation-Wide Multispecies  Habitat Management
P lan for F F O, C A ") references  must be made in the E IR .

11. "4.7 B IOLOG IC AL R E S OUR C E S , E xhibit 4. 7~2, P lant C ommwrities  Map."
T he Oak Woodland Habitat R eserve bo~dary needs  to be cons istent with the
revised Habitat Management P lan (HMP ) Map. T he Interface between the
development parcels  and Habitat R eserves  should also be depicted as  a
"B orderlands  Interface" cons istent with the revised HMP .

12. "4.7 B IOLOG IC AL R E S OUR C E S , Mitigation Measures  4. 7-A-1 ," second
paragraph, page 4.7-21. T he compliance status  needs  to be updated to reflect
that the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) s igned by Monterey C ounty,
the F ort Ord R euse Authority (F OR A), the B ureau of Land Management (B L1
and Monterey P eninsula C ollege (MP C ) has  been modified based on changes '
made by the Department of the Army (Army). T he Army s igned the revised
MOU in August 2004 and the revised MOU is  being fe-circulated for s ignatUJ
by the remaining agencies . Also, another paragraph should be added to this
section that describes  the recent developments  regarding the Memorandum of
Agreement between F OR A, Monterey C ounty, the C ity of Del R ey Oaks
(DR O), developers , and the U.S . F ish and Wildlife S ervice (US F WS ) for the
proposed development of E ast G arrison and DR O us ing the Army's  incidenta
take limits  prior to completion of the Habitat C onservation P lan (HC P ).

~:e1
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13. "4.7 B IOLOG IC AL R E S OUR C E S , Impact 4.7-D," fourth paragraph, page 4.7.
28. T he paragraph should be updated to reflect that the C alifornia tiger
salamander (C T S ) has  been lis ted as  a threatened species  and the US F WS  has
also proposed des ignation of critical habitat for C T S . In addition, the section
should recognize that the Army has  submitted a final biological evaluation for
fonnal consultation on impacts  that may occur during Army predisposal and
transfer actions . T he acreages  of known and potential C T S  breeding habitat
have changed to 39 acres  of known C T S  breeding habitat and 35 acres  of
potential C T S  breeding habitat that will be protected and managed through the
establishment ofHMP  Habitat R eserves  and C orridors .

14. "4.8 C ULT UR AL R E S OUR C E S , 4.8.1 E nvironmental S etting,
R E G ULAnONS  AND C R IT E R IA OF  E V ALUAT ION, National R egister of
Historic P laces ," firs t paragraph, firs t sentence, page 4.8-1. R eplace "historic"
with "cultural." NR HP  includes  archaeological s ites , which are a cultural

resource.

15. "4.8 C ULT UR AL R E S OUR C E S , E xhibit 4.8-4, Historic Map -December 13
1959." T he map does  not indicate which of the 34 historic concrete building
are to be renovated and which are to be destroyed, as  is  suggested in the text 0
page 4 .8-17 (third paragraph under "E ast G arrison S pecific P lan").

n

'Ie

16. T he proposed project max;imizes  land use resulting in s ignificantly higher

density of development than other subdivis ions  throughout unincorporated
Monterey C ounty. P lus , the DS E IR  indicates  most of the potential
environmental impacts  are readily dismissed as  "less  than s ignificant" with an

unspecified mitigation monitoring plan (the DS E IR  states  a mitigation
monitoring plan will be adopted after it is  certified). T herefore, the
environmental impact analys is  comes up short in address ing the comprehensi'

effects , particularly with regard to Aesthetics ; B iological/Natural R esources ,
primarily losses  of native vegetation; P opulation, Housing and E mployment;
S ocio-economics ; T ransportation and C irculation; and Water Quality.
C onsequently, "5.1 C UMULA UV E  IMP  AC T S " requires  additional analys is .

4
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T hank you for the opportunity to provide comments  to the DS E IR . If you have
questions , please contact Derek Liebennan at Derek.Lieberrnan@ montereY .aIn1y.mil or

(831) 242-4873.

~

K aren F isbeck, Director
Anny B R AC . F ort Ord Office

C opy F urnished:

J ames  M. Willison, Director
E nvironmental and Natural R esources
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3.3.1 Federal Agencies 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Response to ARMY-1 

The comment relates to the overall quality of the DSEIR.  Individual comments are addressed below. 

Response to ARMY-2 

The comment requests that the DSEIR contain a socio-economic analysis.  The project-level DSEIR, 
where applicable, incorporates by reference information, analysis, and mitigation measures contained in 
the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Final Environmental Impact Statement certified by the U.S. Army in 
1993 (Army FEIS) and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Final Environmental Impact Report (FORA FEIR).  
The needs of economic growth are recognized under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), 
which describes content requirements differing from projects subject to CEQA.  As required by NEPA, the 
socio-economic impacts of the Reuse Plan, including development of East Garrison, were analyzed 
pursuant to NEPA in the Army’s EIS.   

In the mid-1970s, the Court of Appeals concluded that CEQA differed from NEPA in that, among other 
things, the State statute placed a relatively higher value on environmental protection, compared with 
economic growth.  CEQA imposes a greater obligation to protect the environment than is found in NEPA.  
Under CEQA, economic or social change cannot be considered a significant effect on the environment, 
though a social or economic change related to a physical change may be considered in determining 
whether the physical change is significant.  Therefore, socio-economic analysis is not required under 
CEQA and was not included in the analyses in the DSEIR. 

Response to ARMY-3 

The comment requests that Page 2-3, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Effects, be 
amended to include six additional environmental areas of concern.  However, the section describes only 
those environmental areas where project related impacts cannot be feasibly mitigated to a level considered 
less than significant, and which would be considered significant and unavoidable adverse impacts.  These 
areas include traffic and circulation, air quality, public services, and cultural resources.  All other project 
related impacts to the environment can be mitigated to less than significant levels and appropriately are not 
included in this section.  The other impacts cited in the comment are addressed in DSEIR Section 4.0. 

Response to ARMY-4 

The comment states that based on the previous comment, these six additional areas of concern should be 
listed as cumulatively significant.  As noted above, impacts described in these areas of concern can be 
mitigated to less than significant and would not be significant and unavoidable or cumulatively significant.  
Cumulative impacts for all environmental areas were analyzed in consideration of past, present, and 
foreseeable future projects.  See Section 3.3, MR-1: Cumulative Impact Analysis, for a full discussion of 
the cumulative impact analysis contained within the DSEIR.   

Response to ARMY-5 

See Section 3.3, MR-2: Alternatives Analysis, for an expanded discussion of alternatives analysis 
comments.   

Response to ARMY-6 

See Section 10.0, List of Acronyms and Abbreviations, for a list of acronyms used in the summary table.   
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Response to ARMY-7 

The comment relates to the need for and adequacy of mitigation measures provided in the DSEIR.  As 
permitted by § 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the DSEIR referenced several technical studies, 
analyses, and previously certified environmental documents.  The documents and other sources used in the 
preparation of the DSEIR include a number of environmental planning documents that were prepared for 
military base closures, establishment of land use concepts, and in anticipation of subsequent development 
projects.  The County or other lead agencies previously certified these documents and adopted the 
mitigation measures in these documents.  Information from the documents, including mitigation measures, 
has been incorporated into the DSEIR by reference and is considered as part of the analyses and mitigation 
measures for the EGSP.  Therefore, the DSEIR analysis considered mitigation measures previously 
adopted and only recommended additional mitigation measures that were necessary based on the currently 
proposed “subsequent” project.  These documents include, but are not limited to: 

• Final Environmental Impact Statement Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse (June 1993) 

• Record of Decision (ROD) for Fort Ord, California, Disposal and Reuse Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (FEIS) (December 1993) 

• Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse (June 1996) 

• Record of Decision (ROD) for Fort Ord, California, Disposal and Reuse Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SFEIS) (July 14, 1997) 

• Fort Ord Reuse Plan Environmental Impact Report (June 13, 1997) 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-3: Subsequent DEIR and Tiering, for additional discussion of the relationship 
of the DSEIR and the FORA FEIR.  See Section 3.3, MR-6, Biological Resources, for a discussion on the 
oak woodlands removal issue.  With regard to the drainage issue, the detention and retention ponds will 
infiltrate run-off water into the ground, alleviating the concerns of the commentor.  Because the project 
design proposes infiltration to the aquifer, no mitigation measure is necessary. 

Response to ARMY-8 

Traffic safety issues were taken into consideration in the project design/location of access points.  
However, specific issues related to the three project access points on Reservation Road will be addressed 
during the detailed design stage.  Issues such as sight distance and need for a deceleration lane will then be 
assessed at the west project access, East Garrison Main Gate, and Watkins Gate.  It should be noted that 
each of these intersections would be signalized.  In general, signals assign right of way to conflicting 
movements, and thus minimize the potential for collisions between vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists.  
Level of Service was analyzed and mitigation measures were identified for the three project access points 
on Reservation Road as provided in the DSEIR Tables 4.4-7, 4.4-8, and 5-2.  Furthermore, these 
intersections will be designed so that there will be proper visibility of the signal heads and proper signal 
timing for the walk, flashing don’t walk, solid don’t walk, green, yellow and all-red intervals.  With 
appropriate signal design and timing, the access points along Reservation Road can operate with minimal 
safety issues.  Typically, there is only one collision for every million vehicles that enter a signalized 
intersection.  

Response to ARMY-9 

The first sentence of Page 4.7-25, first bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.7-B-1 and Table 2-1 shall be 
revised as follows: 
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 To maximize tree retention and protection, facilitate protection of trees that occur either at 
project or grading margins, a forester, arborist, or other tree care professional shall be involved 
in the review and development of final grading and construction plans where trees occur either at 
project or grading margins.   

The mitigation measure referenced in this comment provides an option to obtain authorization for the 
removal of these sand gilia plants prior to HCP/IA approval.  Should CDFG deny issuance of an incidental 
“take” permit, then the plants could not be removed until the HCP/IA are approved. 

Response to ARMY-10 

The comment requests that where the DSEIR uses data from any previous environmental or planning 
documents prepared for the project area, such data and the studies containing the data be referenced in the 
DSEIR.  Appropriate references to previously prepared data are included in the environmental analysis 
contained within the DSEIR, see DSEIR Sections 1.3, 1.8, 3.2.3, and in the introduction of each 
environmental topic contained within Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.  Also, see Section 3.3, 
MR-3: Subsequent DEIR and Tiering for further discussion of the subsequent EIR process.   

Response to ARMY-11 

Exhibit 4.7-2 has been revised and is included in Section 4.0: Errata and Other Refinements to the Draft 
Subsequent EIR.  The final Parker Flats Development Concept as represented in the Land Swap 
Assessment (May 2002) and the “Borderlands Interface” are depicted on the graphic. 

Response to ARMY-12 

Page 4.7-21, paragraph 6, Mitigation Measure 4.7-A-1 and Table 2-1 is revised as follows: 

Compliance status:  On September 23, 2003, the Board of Supervisors of the County 
of Monterey approved and authorized the Chair to sign a Memorandum of 
Understanding on behalf of the County with FORA, BLM, MPC and the Army.  All 
parties, with the exception of the Army, have signed the MOU.  The MOU is 
currently under review for signature by the Army.  The Army signed the MOU in 
August 2004 and the revised MOU is currently being recirculated for signatures by 
the other agencies. 

Since the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between FORA, Monterey County, and the developers 
regarding ESA enforcement specifically addresses incidental take of California tiger salamander on 
portions of East Garrison to be transferred to the County (Track Zero), language describing the MOA is 
included in Mitigation Measure 4.7-D-5, and Table 2-1, which is revised as follows: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.7-D-5 

This mitigation measure could be achieved through completion of the HCP/IA for former Fort 
Ord, issuance of incidental take authorization specific to the project, or other activities 
demonstrated to comply with the ESA.  Because of the potential for the project area to provide 
upland habitat for CTS, compliance with the ESA will be required.  Alternatively, protocol-level 
surveys for CTS could be conducted to demonstrate that CTS are not present in the project area.  
Assuming that the surveys show no CTS using the project area, take authorization may not be 
required. 

The County shall ensure compliance with the restrictions contained in Exhibit “C” of the 
recorded Memorandum of Agreement Regarding Endangered Species Act Enforcement of 
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Development Restrictions on the East Garrison Portions of The Former Fort Ord.  
Compliance with these restrictions will render the County, East Garrison Partners, and the 
Redevelopment Agency of the County of Monterey exempt from the prohibitions against 
“take” of California tiger salamander under the ESA arising from development within the 
portions of East Garrison to be transferred to the County for the project prior to approval 
of the HCP/IA (Track Zero). 

In addition, Paragraph 4 on Page 4.7-28 is revised as follows: 

The project would not substantially reduce the amount of aestivation habitat available on former Fort Ord 
for CTS.  In its draft assessment of CTS habitat on former Fort Ord, the Army estimates that 
approximately 37 39 acres of known CTS breeding habitat, approximately 37 35 acres of potential CTS 
breeding habitat, and approximately 14,866 acres of potential upland habitat within 2 kilometers of 
breeding ponds will be protected and managed through the establishment of HMP Habitat Reserves and 
Corridors.  The project would not disrupt travel corridors between breeding sites because there are no 
pools on or within a reasonable distance north of the project area that are used by CTS.  Nevertheless, the 
Service may considers the project area potential upland habitat for CTS based on proximity to the known 
breeding pond to the south and therefore will require take authorization.  Such take authorization will 
be provided through completion of the basewide HCP/IA.  However, in order to facilitate 
expeditious transfer of Track Zero to allow the County to meet its commitments to early 
redevelopment in advance of completion of the HCP/IA, the Army submitted a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) signed by the County, East Garrison Partners, and the Redevelopment Agency 
of the County of Monterey as part of the reinitiated consultation required to address its disposal and 
reuse actions on former Fort Ord with respect to the California tiger salamander.  The Service 
issued the Army a Biological Opinion for the CTS in March 2005 (Appendix B,).  The Biological 
Opinion includes a requirement to implement the MOA and comply with its restrictions.  As long as 
the signatories of the MOA comply with the requirements of the incidental take statement, they will 
be exempt from the “take” prohibitions of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) with regard to 
their activities on the project site.  The Service issued the Army a Biological Opinion for the CTS in 
March 2005.  If CTS is listed as threatened, the Service will likely assume that CTS are present in 
the project area in the absence of protocol-level surveys demonstrating the opposite.  Assuming 
presence of CTS, development within the project area could require take authorization from the 
Service.  

Response to ARMY-13 

See response to comment ARMY-12. 

Response to ARMY-14 

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be prepared and approved as part of the EGSP 
project’s Condition of Approval.  Page 4.8-1, Section 4.8.1, Environmental Setting of the SEIR is revised 
as follows: 

The requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) provide the regulatory frameworks and criteria used here to identify the impacts of 
the proposed project on historic cultural resources.    

Response to ARMY-15 

Exhibit 4.8-4 has been revised to show which buildings would be demolished and which renovated and is 
included in Section 4.0, Errata and Other Refinements to the Draft Subsequent EIR. 
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Response to ARMY-16 

The comment on the density of the development relates to the merits of the project and not the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis.  The mitigation monitoring and reporting plan cited in the comment is simply 
a summary listing of mitigation measures and their implementing actions that are already described in the 
DSEIR and which may be modified at public hearings and does not contain information outside the public 
process.   
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3.3.2 State Agencies 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS 

Response to AERO-1 

The comment states the location and summary details of the proposed project.  No further response is 
required. 

Response to AERO-2 

The County and the Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) have determined the 
portion of the EGSP site that would fall within the Marina Municipal Airport Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan area.  The ALUC received copies of the Draft Subsequent EIR for review and viewed a presentation 
on the Draft Specific Plan at their regularly scheduled meeting on October 25, 2004.  As stated in the 
Department of Aeronautics Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, the ALUC should carefully review not 
only the Specific Plan itself, but also any associated ordinances and regulations that set forth 
implementation measures in greater detail.  Specific comments on the project from the ALUC are 
addressed in the ALUC comment letter on the project and responded to in this document.  The project, 
with recommended conditions of approval, is consistent with the Marina Municipal Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. 

Response to AERO-3 

The comment references the appropriate document for future use in the preparation of environmental 
documents for projects located within an airport land use planning area or within two miles of all public 
use airports.  This comment is noted and no further response is required. 

Response to AERO-4 

A new school or potential school site is not proposed as part of the project at this time.  The portion of the 
project site within the Marina Municipal Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan area is located along the 
northern edge of the EGSP site and is too small and too steep to accommodate a school site.  It is likely 
that any proposed school sites would be located to the south of this area and would not be within the 
Marina Municipal Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan area.  However, construction of a school would 
require further environmental analysis, including review by the ALUC, if necessary.  This analysis will be 
undertaken at that point in the future when it is determined whether and where a new school would be 
required.  See Master Response 5 (MR-5).  

Response to AERO-5 

The project would consist of buildings primarily one- to three-stories in height, with a maximum height of 
four-stories allowed for buildings in the Residential High 2 land use designation.  The height limitation for 
a four-story building within this designation is 50 feet, including special features, parapet walls, and 
mechanical equipment.  Federal Aviation Regulation, Part 77, requires notification of the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) of the construction of any structure greater than 200 feet from ground level within 
an area covered by an airport land use plan.  Therefore, due to proposed building heights, the project does 
not propose any uses that would require the submission of a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration 
(Form 7460-1) to the FAA.  In addition, the highest ground level at East Garrison (within the Airport 
Planning Area) is 145 feet mean sea level, approximately the same as the Marina Airport runways.  With 
the Part 77 slopes and distance between the airport and project, no intrusion would occur. 
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Response to AERO-6 

As stated above, only a small portion of the project site is located within the Marina Municipal Airport 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan area.  The project applicant would comply with all requirements of AB 
2776 and Section 11010 of the Business and Professions Code and Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353 of 
the Civil Code for areas of the project site subject to these codes. 

Response to AERO-7 

The comment states the economic importance of the Marina Municipal Airport and asks for future 
consideration of compatible land uses in the airport’s vicinity.  No further response is required.  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Response to CALTRANS-1 

The County has confirmed that cusp “C/D” is the Caltrans level of service (LOS) standard for state 
highways.  Originally, the County had requested that LOS D be used as LOS standard based on 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) guidelines.  The tables and text were reviewed 
using cusp C/D as the LOS standard for state highways and there is no change in the severity of impacts to 
any state highway that would require new mitigation measures; therefore, the original analysis is still valid 
and the tables in Section 4.4 can be considered revised. 

Response to CALTRANS-2 

Project traffic assignments to SR 1, SR 68, and SR 183 are tabulated and shown in Appendix A, 
Attachment 1.  Attachment 2 shows traffic volumes under all studied development scenarios for SR 1, SR 
68, Highway 101, and SR 183.  Some information regarding LOS is also provided.  As part of the DSEIR, 
the intersections of SR 1 at Del Monte Boulevard, Reservation Road, Imjin Pkwy, and Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard and Hwy 68 at Reservation Road were studied.  In general, project only trips at a particular 
intersection can be determined by subtracting Existing Turning Movement Volumes (Exhibit 4.4-3) from 
Existing + Project (1,470 Homes) Peak Hour Turning Movement Volumes (Exhibit 4.4-5).  Also, the 
roadway segments: Hwy 1 between Canyon Del Rey and Del Monte, Hwy 68 between Portola and River 
Road, Hwy 101 between Laurel and Boronda, SR 1 between Light Fighter and Fremont, SR 68 between 
River Road and Spreckels, and SR 183 between Cooper and Espinosa were studied as part of the DSEIR.  
Intersections and the roadway segments were chosen based on direction from County staff, in consultation 
with local and regional transportation agencies, and the likelihood of the East Garrison project adding a 
sufficient number of trips at the location to be considered for analysis. 

Response to CALTRANS-3 

As shown in Appendix A, Attachments 1 and 2, a reasonable distribution of project traffic was analyzed.  
Additional information on the modeling process is provided in Master Response 4 (MR-4).  Attachment 3 
provides additional text regarding the modeling process.  In addition, Attachment 4 provides a trip 
generation table for the project using standard Institute of Transportation Engineers trip rates, which shows 
that the net project traffic generation studied in the DSEIR could be conservatively high.  For example, the 
model forecast used in the DEIR includes 13,692 daily, 1,290 AM peak and 1, 379 PM peak hour trips for 
the buildout of the 1470 dwelling unit project.  This compares with 13,590 daily, 978 AM peak hour and 
1,322 PM peak hour trips using less than a 20 percent internal trip reduction assumption.  The net external 
traffic predicted by the traffic model is therefore reasonable and perhaps high in determining potential 
impacts.  Attachment 1 provides the traffic distribution and summarized assignment for the Specific Plan.  
Attachment 2 provides segment volumes for Average Daily Traffic (ADT), AM peak hour and PM peak 
hour for the major street segments in the study area.   

Inter-Garrison Road is expected to carry about 14,700 ADT in 2020 with the potential buildout of 2,800 
units at East Garrison.  The East Garrison traffic contribution to this segment is less than 3,000 ADT.  
11,700 ADT is diverted from Blanco Road as well as generated by future development.  The total ADT for 
Reservation Road west of Blanco plus Inter-Garrison is tabulated at the bottom of Attachment 2.  The 
existing ADT on Reservation Road is about 27,000.  No traffic is currently carried on Inter-Garrison.  In 
2020 without East Garrison, the combined ADT is forecasted to climb to nearly 54,000.  With East 
Garrison at 2,800, dwelling units the volume increases to nearly 60,000.  These volumes are two or more 
times the existing ADT, although Reservation Road is anticipated to have a reduction in traffic due to the 
diversion of trips to Inter-Garrison Road.  Diversions affecting the net increase also will occur with the 
construction of Eastside Road and the future internal street network of University of California Monterey 
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Bay Education, Science, and Technology Center (UCMBEST).  There is no overall negative traffic 
forecasted for the street network.  A more detailed discussion of the effects of the congested network on 
traffic redistribution is included as Attachment 3.    

In addition, as indicated on Attachment 1, a major portion of project traffic will be oriented to and from 
attractions closer to East Garrison than the study intersections.  These include California State University 
Monterey Bay, which is closer than the General Jim Moore intersection (Intersection No. 22).  This 
component will represent 26.3 percent of total project traffic.  The easterly portion of UCMBEST has a 
large project assignment, and is located closer than the Reservation/Blanco intersection (Intersection No. 
12).  This component will represent 18.2 percent of total project traffic.  Abrams Drive provides access to 
future educational facilities at Marina Heights (this component will represent 16.4 percent of total project 
traffic).  These attractions external to the project represent a substantial amount of project traffic that does 
not show up as turning volumes at study intersections, such as Inter-Garrison/General Jim Moore 
intersection (Intersection No. 22). 

Response to CALTRANS-4 

See Master Response 4 (MR-4) 

Response to CALTRANS-5, 6, 7, and 8 

As part of the process for obtaining encroachment permit(s), the appropriate agency will provide the plans 
and analysis (e.g., signal warrant analysis based on 12-hour count data, Roundabout Fact Sheet, etc.) 
needed by the Caltrans to approve specific mitigation measures.  Since removing left-turn phasing is not a 
possibility, Caltrans should consider “Protected-Permissive” phasing for the eastbound left-turn 
movement.  Regarding the increase in delay at SR 68 eastbound ramps/Reservation Road, to receive traffic 
from the proposed additional left turn lane on the SR 68 westbound off ramp approach at Reservation 
Road, the left turn lane on the eastbound Reservation Road approach to the SR 68 eastbound ramps should 
be restriped to a shared left-through lane.  Converting this eastbound left-turn lane to a shared left-through 
lane would require the implementation of split phasing on Reservation Road at SR 68 eastbound ramps.  
Split phasing would increase the average delay at the intersection. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 

Response to DHS-1 

Although the comment letter refers to University Villages, the Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) also 
serves East Garrison; therefore, the comment is considered applicable.  As described on Page 4.3-17 of the 
SEIR, the amount of trichloroethylene found in Well 24 was just above the detection limits at 0.53 parts 
per billion (ppb).  State and federal safe drinking water standards allow a Maximum Contaminant Level 
for TCE of 5.0 ppb, or approximately one full magnitude higher than detected.  Both the Marina Coast 
Water District (MCWD) and Army continue to monitor the well for TCE.  Fluctuations in the readings 
have ranged from undetectable to substantially below the health standard of 5.0 ppb. 

In January 2002, the MCWD detected total coliform in one of its wells.  Since that time, MCWD has been 
in contact with the California Department of Health Services, who provided direction on MCWD’s 
monitoring activities and well use.  Currently, MCWD is performing additional monitoring and laboratory 
tests of this one well to assure that potable water entering the distribution system meets the standards 
regarding total coliform.  To date, water quality of the system complies with state and federal standards.  
As such, this well remains a reliable source of water for MCWD and its customers.  MCWD will continue 
to target eradication of the coliform and seal off the strata that produces TCE if necessary.   

Response to DHS-2 

It is uncertain at this time if MCWD would provide a limited supply of recycled water to the project site, it 
is expected that infrastructure for recycled water will be focused on the west side of the FFO.  If required 
by MCWD, new recycled water distribution pipelines and appurtenances to tie into the regional system 
would be constructed.  However, as described on page 3-40, Potable Water Augmentation, augmentation 
of the water supply by the use of recycled water or a desalination plant is not proposed in the EGSP and 
therefore, is not considered a part of the project and would be the subject of future CEQA consideration by 
MCWD.  Existing water supplies are sufficient to serve the project and the use of recycled water is 
speculative; therefore, no analysis of recycled water facilities is required.   
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

Response to OPR-1 

This letter acknowledges receipt of the Draft SEIR by the State Clearinghouse for distribution to selected 
state agencies.  OPR-ATT-1 and OPR-ATT-2 include a copy of the Document Details Report, State 
Clearinghouse Data Base and a comment letter from the Department of Transportation, Division of 
Aeronautics.  This comment letter is responded to in this document separately.   

Response to OPR2-1 

This letter transmits a copy of the State of California, Department of Health Services letter (OPR2-ATT-
1), which is responded to in this document separately.   
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October 28, 2004

Mr. Mike Novo
Monterey C ounty P lanning and B uilding Inspection Department
2620 F irst Avenue
Marina, C A 93933

S UB J E C T : C OMME NT S  ON DR AF T  E AS T  G AR R IS ON S P E C IF IC  P LAN AND
DR AF T  S UB S E QUE NT  E NV IR ONME NT AL IMP  AC T  R E P OR T  ON T HE  P LAN

Dear Mr. Novo

T he C ity of Marina appreciates  the opportunity to provide the below comments  on the [Iraft E ast
G arrison S pecific P lan and Draft S ubsequent E nvironmental Impact R eport (E IR ) on tIe Draft
P lan. We also appreciate the cooperation shown by C ounty S taff and the E ast G arrison P artners
during the C ity's  cons ideration of poss ible comments  on the Draft P lan and E IR  In the
comments  below, reference will be made to an October 14,2004, meeting of C ity s taff C ounty
staff, and the E ast G arrison P artners , as  well as  understandings  arrived at during that me ~ting. In
most cases , Marina's  remaining comments  are just requesting the type of follow up a rrived at
during that meeting. Also attached is  an exhibit to a Marina C ity C ouncil s taff repo:1 on the
Draft P lan and E IR  cons idered at their October 19, 2004, meeting. T he exhibit includes  C ity
concerns  from the C ity's  most recent previous  comment letter regarding the project, a (~ity s taff
analys is  of how the Draft P lan and E IR  responded to the prior lis t of concerns , and now each
item was  addressed at the October 14, 2004, meeting of C ity s taff, C ounty staff, and !the E ast
G arrison P artners .

[S pecific

Mello-
I
-to be

I. P lease
iounty as
~ lieu of
mditions
lear this
:nould a

1. R elative to demands  for fire and public safety services , please clarify within the
P lan and E IR  and then implement the formation of a C ommunity S ervices  District an4
R oos  District to provide funding mechanisms for full fire and public safety servici
provided for the development from the C ounty S heriff and the S alinas  R ural F ire Distric1
also indicate that the C ity and the S alinas  R ural F ire District, with ass is tance from the C
necessary, will work together towards  a specific fire department mutual aid agreement
or in addition to the normal blanket automatic aid agreement. G iven the typical wind C (
in the area, we also have concerns  that although a fire s tation will be located r.
development the local fire departments  may be s ignificantly s tressed in their response i
fire occur in a non developed area nearby the project. ,

I 

phase I

I C anyonpr 
otherlopment.

2. It is  proposed that a K -8 school (approx. 20 acres) s ite will be located betweel1
and phase II developments  (S outh of Watkins  G ate R oad and east or west s ide of B arlo~
R oad.) P lease include it the final S pecific P lan or E IR  a mitigation, requirement,'!
provis ion to ensure that this  facility is  constructed concurrent with res idential deve)

MARINA-1

MARINA-2

MARINA-3



Otherwise, Marina K -8 schools  would likely be impacted for one or more years  until
G arrison K -8 school is  completed. Also, as  understood at the October 14,2004, meetin
add language to the S pecific P lan and F inal E IR  providing that that local impact fees  co!.
construction are to kept locally, thus  providing additional revenues  for school facility fui

the E ast

~g, please!ected 
onilding.

3. As  understood at the October 14, 2004, meeting, please insert additionallangu~
S pecific plan and E IR  to have a Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) mechanisnt
between the C ity and C ounty that will allow the C ity and C ounty to jointly deal w
impacts  when the nexus  is  shown. In addition, if not already addressed in both the S pe(
and draft E IR , add the language about a C ommunity S ervices  District that will providc
levels  of community services  associated with the E ast G arrison development, including
maintenance.

ge 

in the
in place

~th fiscallific 
P lan

" various

ongoing

4. T he Draft E ast G arrison S pecific P lan project proposes  to develop 1,400 units , i~
the county population by approximately 4,337 persons . It would create approxim~

employment opportunities  based on the proposed commercial square footage. T he job~
ratio associated with this  project is  0.27 (380 jobs  divided by 1,400 units ). It was  undq
the October 14, 2004, meeting that the project meets  both the C ounty and B ase R d
consistency in this  regards , particularly given employment which the C ounty anticipatd

Iwithin the E ast C ampus of the UC  MB E S T  C enter. However, please add some discuss~
S pecific P lan, E IR  or another document about how the project mayor may not exacd
current job-housing imbalance with the C ity of Marina nearby.

lcreas ing

~ely 380~housing~stood 

atuse 
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Is  addingpn 
to therbate 

the
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at 884-T hank you for the opportunity to provide these comments . P lease feel free to contact m
1215 should you have any questions  while responding to these requests . !

cc: Mayor and C ity C ouncil
C ity Manager

S : IP lanning\E ast G arrison S P  & DE IR letter #2.doc
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MARINA-ATT-1

E XHIB IT  C

C omments  and C oncerns  related to the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan & Draft S ubs

E nvironmental Impact R eport
I October 13, 2004

equent

Note that the original questions  in bold type font were derived from the P lanning I]
response to Mr. Mike Novo, Monterey C ounty P lanning and B uilding Inspection De~
S eptember 12,2003, regarding the Notice of P reparation of the P roposed E ast G arrison
P lan. P lanning staff reviewed the recent E ast G arrison S pecific P lan (E G S P ) ~
S upplemental E nvironmental Impact R eport (DS E IR ) to determine if the C ity's
questions  and concerns  had been addressed by this  current S pecific P lan and DS E IR . I

~irector' 

s~artment,

S pecific~ 
d Draft

original

1.

fordablencluding

In of the

P lease address  the proposed S pecific P lan project provis ions  regarding at
housing and indicate if it is  cons istent with various  applicable hous ing plans , iJ
AMB AG 's  R egional Housing Allocation P lan and the anticipated final vers i(]
C ounty's  new G eneral P lan Housing E lement.

~ 

1400icarriage

P otential

T he DS E IR  cons istency analys is  indicates  that the E G S P  will provide 20% of the t(
homes dedicated to affordable "lnclus ionary" Housing (70 additional units  are second
units - water dependent.) 1400 units  x 20% = 280 units  + 70 carriage units  = 350

affordable units . (25%)

AMB AG 's  R egional Housing Allocation P lan 2000-2007: 3,925 total units  in the uninc<1
area. 25% very low income = 963 units . 21 % low income = 813 units . 26% moderate.
1,028 units . 29% above moderate income = 1,121 units .

~rporatedncome 

=

l

mcome

e = 502

Monterey C ounty G eneral P lan Housing E lement: 2,511 lower income and moderat(
units  in the unincorporated area. 10% very low income = 251 units . 20% low incon
units . 40% moderate income = 1,004 units .

10/14/04 J oint Agency and Developer meeting: C onclus ion on question was  that the .
development is  cons istent with F OR A R euse P lan and latest Monterey C ounty G en~
adopted policies .

)roposed~ra1 

P lan

poss ible2. P lease analyze demands  for fire and public safety services  and assess  a
mitigation to add a fire s tation within or adjoining the project s ite.

F ire S ervice: F igure 3.4 of the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan indicates  a new fire s tatiotJ
near the southeast comer of the intersection of Inter-G arrison and West C amp R o~
S alinas  R ural F ire District (S R F D) will be located within the new building. T he E G ~
that s taffing for the new station will cons ist of a minimum of two firefighters  on duty at 1
by the end of P hase n of the E G S P  and a minimum of three firefighters  at all times  by tl1
P hase III of the E G S P . T he apparatus  serving the E G S P  area will be a fully equipped
Quint fire apparatus . T he funding mechanism for the fire s tation and fire apparatus  i~
requirement of the Development Agreement between the C ounty, the project proponentS
S R F D.

l located~
.T he P  s tates

I timesfe 
end ofI 

75-footItobeaI 

and the



In addition, the C ity of Marina's  F ire C hief indicates  that a Monterey C ounty mutual aid
agreement is  in place with the S alinas  R ural F ire District in regards  to this  project. I

P olice P rotection: T he E ast G arrison S pecific P lan notes  that "T he Monterey C ounty S heriff's
Department provides  police protection in the unincorporated areas  of the county, incillding the
project area." "According to the S heriff's  Department, the proximity of existing stations
precludes  the need for a full s tation at E ast G arrison." "T he project proposes  to provide a
community field office for deputies  to work on reports  and have an addre~s  in the co~unity."
"T he field office, if needed, will be located in a library or fire substation."

DS E IR : 

$3.5 million is  to be used for the construction of public facilities .

10/14t04 J oint Agency and Developer meeting: C onsensus  of joint meeting indicatt:i(1 further
clarification was  needed and would be added to the S pecific P lan and/or DS E IR . T he added
information included the formation of a C ommunity S ervices  District and Mello-R oos  District
funding mechanisms. C ity S taff raised a question related to the fire department ~utual aid
agreement versus  a blanket automatic aid agreement and that this  needs  to be addr~ssed and
resolved at some point between the C ity and the S alinas  R ural F ire Department.

3. P lease address  what will be the anticipated water demand rates  for the various  uses
proposed in the project as  well at the total gross  demand numbers . P lease then also
compare these to the overall water allocation from the F ort Ord R euse Authority
(F OR A) for all C ounty jurisdiction land, and the portion of this  land which is  s till
available given other C ounty projects  and uses  to which some of the overall allocation
may have already been targeted. F inally, please lis t the projects/uses  and the water
associated with each of them.

E ast G arrison S pecific P lan R esponse: 470 acre-feet per year is  anticipated for the E G S P
development T rack Zero. R es idential water demand is  based upon water use facto~ ranging
from 0.20 afy/unit for mixed use res idential (small apartments) and second dwelling units  to 0.30
for s ingle-family detached units .

T able 3.11-2 E xisting Water Allocation by J urisdiction ,(F OR A's
.Monterey C ounty has  been allocated 560 Acre F eet per Y ear.

F ort Ord R euse Authority
April 12, 1996 R esolution)

10/14/04 J oint Agency and Developer meeting: C onsensus  reached and determined that the
water allocations  were cons istent with the B ase R euse P lan. However, this  only applies  to the
proposed Zero T rack boundary of development and not the second phase of E ast G arrison or any

future S chool s ite. I

4. P lease address  project impacts  upon public schools , both in and nearby Marina,
including a poss ible mitigation to build an elementary school within or adjacent to the

project s ite. I

E ast G arrison S pecific P lan R esponse: P roposed K -8 school (approx. 20 acres) s ite to be located
between phase I and phase II developments . (S outh of Watkins  G ate R oad and east or west s ide
of B arloy C anyon R oad.) T o staff's  knowledge, there is  no mitigation or requirement, however,
to ensure that this  facility is  constructed concurrent with res idential development. As  a result,

2
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F OR A R euse P lan and C ounty of Monterey S ubdivis ion Ordinance park s tandards  require 3
acres  per 1,000 people. 4,337 approximate population x 3 acres  = 13 acres  +/-. I

P lanning staff's  observations  on park acreage ratio formulas  for the E G S P . B ased upon the
different population assumptions  for the E ast G arrison development and park acreage ratio
formulas , the total required park acreage varies  from 10 plus  acres  to approximately 13.5 acres .
T herefore, the proposed parks  and open space acreages  are s lightly under the 3 acres  per 1,000
res idence park s tandards  per the Monterey C ounty S ubdivis ion Ordinance with the assumption of
4,337 people living within the 1,400 unit development. However, the difference is  probably
ins ignificant give the additional improved facilities  included in des ignated open space that is  not
included in the total improved park acreage count.

10/14/04 J oint Agency and Developer meeting: T he C ounty P lanning staff representative
indicated that the num~r of persons  per dwelling unit in the C ounty is  normally 3.1p. T hus ,
based upon this  ratio, it is  anticipated that the population at E ast G arrison within the T rack Zero
boundary will be 4,424 people. Us ing the C ounty's  ratio would indicate a requir~ent for
approximately 13.272 acres  of improved park acres . T he E G S P  indicates  12,65 acres  of
improved park areas  and 50 acres  of open space with improved amenities . T he conseJ tsus  from
the joint meeting was  that the proposed parks  and open space is  cons istent with the base reuse
plan and county standards .

I

7. P leases  address  project traffic impacts  upon current and planned roads , both in and
nearby Marina. S imilarly, please address  project impacts  upon other current and
planned circulation facilities , both in and nearby Marina, including bike
routes/facilities , public trans it facilities , and trails . P lease look particularly closely at
the impacts  upon R eservation and Inter-G arrison R oads , both ins ide and adjoining
Marina.

T raffic C irculation: T he project would generate approximately 13,690 daily vehicle trips  with
1,290 trips  occurring during the AM peak hour and 1,379 trips  during the P M peak hour. With
an adJ Iitionall,417 homes proposed (in a future second phase) for a total of 2,887 homes, total
development, including the E G S P  project, is  expected to generate a total of appreximately
24,480 daily trips , with 2,322 trips  occurring during the a.m. peak hour and 2,467 trips  occurring
during the p.m. peak hour.

T he Level Of S ervice (LOS ) will be reduced and incrementally worsen to unacceptable levels  at
some project area intersections  and roadway segments . S ince it is  uncertain at this  time that the
R eservation/Davis  R oad intersection improvements  will be approved and funded by F OR A, C IP
and C ounty, this  impact to roadways  and intersections  will remain s ignificant and unavoidable.

T he project proponent will be paying a fair share and make payments  over the course of the
construction of different phases  of the project, except for the improvements  at R eservation R oad
and Davis  R oad.
P edestrian and bicycle connections , links  and trails  are planned to be des igned and integrated
into the proposed development. B ike paths  from E ast G arrison will connect to existiDg surface
streetS  and tie into the regional bike routes , including Marina's  portion of F ort Ord

develppments . I

3
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P ublic transportation and C S UMB  buses  will be provided with bus  stops  within
walking distance of res idential units  served.

i-minute

10/14/04 J oint Agency and Developer meeting: T he C ounty Department of T rans j
representative indicated that the proposed E ast G arrison circulation pattern of us ing,
street systems and a new road alignment that traverses  P arker F lats  and connects  to Li!d
Drive and Highway 1 will bas ically route E ast G arrison traffic around the C ity of Mari
though it is  anticipated that some vehicles  from E ast G arrison will be us ing portions  ~
P arkway to access  services  in the Univers ity V illages  area. T he developer repre!
indicated that approximately $50 million would be collected through F OR A fees  to be
for regional road improvements .

i)Ortation~

existing tfighter

a, evenof 
Imjin~entative

f utilized

8. In reference to the B ase R euse P lan and P roposed C ounty P olicies , "T he foco
community planning process  is  to create a vibrant, mixed-use urban villa
balances  jobs  and housing." P lease analyze the project's  cons istency with thi
which is  supportable by the C ity of Marina. P lease particularly address  impac
jobs-housing balance, within the C ommunity Area alone, within the C ommuni
plus  the C ity of Marina, within the former F ort Ord, and within the overall M
P eninsula area.

IS  

of theIge 
thatIS  

focus ,:ts  
upon

ity Area

[onterey

E ast G arrison S pecific P lan R esponse: T he proposed project will cons ist of the folloW,
use development types  on the 244 gross  acres  (125 net acres) of T rack Zero. Housing d
approximately 5.7 units/acre or 11 units  per net developed acre.

ing 

land
ensity is

a. (water

b.

Ilse 

units

c.
d.
e.

~er. 

An
t P hase 3

f.g.

h.1.J .

trict.J a.

bon and

k.

lio 

space

1.m.

1,400 res idential units  plus  up to 70 accessory (carriage house) unit

permitting.)
S ingle family detached: 780 units  (1,300 to 3,200 sq. ft.) C arriage hOl
(450 to 850 sq. ft.)
2-3 s tory T ownhouses : 227 units  (1,300 to 2,000 sq. ft.)
C ondominiums/Loft/Apartments : 280 units  (500 to 1,200 sq. ft.)
Live/work units  -approximately 49 located adjacent to the T own C e11
additional 65 inclus ionary live/work units  to be developed at the center 01
Arts  District. (1,100 to 1,975 sq. ft.)
20% inclus ionary housing
Mixed Use -located in the center of the community and phase 3 Arts  Dis
T hree neighborhoods  separated and connected to a central commercial ar(
75,000 square feet of commercial use.
11,000 square feet of artis t/cultural/educational space in new construc
renovated existing structures .
C ultural Land Use -approximately 100,000 square feet of affordable s tu(
provided by the renovation of the WP  A buildings .
50 acres  approximately of open space.
12 acres  approximately of improved parks  and trails .

Monterey C ounty Draft J anuary 2004 G eneral P lan Appendix E , F ort Ord G ena
Amendment (adopted 11/20/01):

raI 

P lan
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"T he R egional Housing Needs  Allocation for Monterey C ounty includes  adoption of a
P lan for the E ast G arrison area that would allow for approximately 1,390 housing unit$
E G S P  includes  a proposed amendment to the MC G P  to endure its  cons istency with the I

(DS E IR  pg. 3-9)

S pecific'." 
"T he

~C G P  ."

T he proposed development indicates  all the res idential units  are planned at a medium
density (between 5 and 36 units  per acre.) T his  is  cons istent with the Monterey C o~
J anuary 2004 G eneral P lan Appendix E , F ort Ord G eneral P lan Amendment 11/20/01 B j
Use Des ignations .

I 

to high

lty Draft~ 
Land

J obs-Housing B alance: T he E G S P  project proposed to develop 1,400 units , incre~
county population by approximately 4,337 persons . It would create approxima1
employment opportunities  based on the proposed commercial square footage. T he jobs .
ratio associated with this  project is  0.27 (380 jobs  divided by 1,400 units ). Although thi:
does  not begin to achieve a jobs-housing balance, the C ounty may justify such a jobS -i
project by noting its  location in the jobs-rich Monterey P eninsula region.

bing 

the
ely 380
.housing
~ project
~eficient

P ublic S ervices  and Utilities : T he project will require the replacement and expansion 4
services  and utilities . New water facilities  must be constructed within and outs ide the pri
in order to provide potable water service and fire protection. MC WD plans  to construc~
million gallon storage reservoir and booster pump station adjacent to existing S torage H
"F ". However, specific plans  for the new storage reservoir do not exist at this  time, tI
this  impact is  s ignificant and unavoidable.

)f 

public
)ject s ite
a new 4leservoirtlerefore,

T he construction activities  could potentially unearth or release hazardous  materials ,
asbestos  or lead through earth moving or demolition activities . I

Isuch 

as

10/14/04 J oint Agency and Developer meeting: C onsensus  reached and agreed that
G arrison project meets  both the C ounty and B ase R euse P lan cons istency.

~e 

E ast
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3.3.3 City Agencies 
CITY OF MARINA 

Response to MARINA-1 

The comment states appreciation for the County and applicant’s cooperation with the City of Marina.  The 
comment also explains the purpose of an attachment to the letter, which contains an analysis of prior 
concerns related to the project that were addressed at an October 14, 2004, meeting of City of Marina staff, 
Monterey County staff, and East Garrison Partners.  Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to MARINA-2 

The project conditions of approval and Development Agreement require the creation and approval of a 
Community Services District (CSD).  This project site would also be required to apply for a Sphere of 
Influence Amendment and annex the project area into the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District (SRFPD).  
Additionally, as identified on Page 4.11-3 of the DSEIR, funding will be provided through a Mello-Roos 
or Fire Suppression Assessment, which will supplement property tax and capital provided by the 
developer.  As described on Page 4.11-5 of the DSEIR, the Monterey County Sheriff’s Office is signatory 
to a mutual aid agreement with the SRFPD, California Highway Patrol, Marina Department of Public 
Safety, California State University Monterey Bay Police Department, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Presidio of Monterey Police Department, and the Bureau of Land Management.  The County will work 
with the City of Marina and SRFPD to prepare a fire department-specific mutual aid agreement in addition 
to automatic aid agreement.  The CSD will fund the sheriff operations. 

Response to MARINA-3 

See Section 3.3, MR-5: Schools, for a discussion of a school site.  In addition, Page 4.11-7 of the DSEIR 
has been revised as follows: 

According to the MPUSD, costs for staff will be provided by State funding that is based upon average 
daily attendance counts.  Costs to build needed school facilities will be provided by developer fees and 
other sources, which could be earmarked for local development by the School District, thereby 
providing additional revenues for school facility funding.  Statutory These fees are assessed at a rate 
of $2.24 per square foot of residential development and $0.36 per square foot for commercial 
development.  Pursuant to Section 65996 (3)(h) of the California Government Code, payment of these fees 
“is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, 
involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in 
governmental organization or reorganization.”  Any environmental impacts resulting from construction of 
new schools will be analyzed by the MPUSD prior to construction, during the site selection process.  
The Disposition and Development Agreement currently provides that school fees will be paid at the 
statutory fee per square foot of residential construction to ensure the district has adequate funding 
to build any needed school facilities.  The district is reviewing the ability to charge Level 2 fees. 

Response to MARINA-4 

The County concurs with the comment and will work collaboratively with the City of Marina on 
preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).  An MOU is not required for the project; 
however, the County agrees to the formalization of an MOU in the spirit of cooperation.  As described on 
Pages 3-30 and 3-46, the project would include the creation and approval of a Community Services 
District (CSD), which would provide for operations and maintenance for public services and parks and 
open space areas.  The CSD is a requirement of the Disposition and Development Agreement that will be 



Response to Comments 
East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 68 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370006\RTC Final\21370006_RTC Final.doc 

considered by the Redevelopment Agency and is a requirement of the Combined Development Permit to 
be considered by the Board of Supervisors.  The majority of infrastructure will be constructed by the 
developer as described in Section 5 of the East Garrison Specific Plan.  

Response to MARINA-5 

The comment states that the City of Marina currently has a job/housing imbalance and asks how the 
project may or may not exacerbate the City’s imbalance.  According to the analysis presented in the 
DSEIR using the most current state and federal data, the City of Marina has a 0.77 jobs/housing ratio and 
is considered balanced with regard to the jobs/housing ratio.  

DSEIR Section 4.10, Population, Housing, and Employment, provides a jobs/housing analysis comparison 
for the County of Monterey, City of Marina, and City of Salinas.  As discussed in the DSEIR, the County 
and the surrounding cities currently have more housing than jobs, and employees of local companies must 
commute to outlying areas.  This trend is expected to worsen within the County.  However, according to 
AMBAG forecasts, the jobs/housing balance in the cities of Marina and Salinas will improve due to 
increases in housing.   

To assist in offsetting the impact of jobs lost as a result of the base closure, the Reuse Plan emphasized job 
creation and established a policy to maintain a local jobs-to-housing balance in the former Fort Ord area.  
The Reuse Plan also proposed the construction of housing before the development of employment to act as 
an incentive to future employers.  As the comment points out, the overall balance of job creation to new 
dwelling units is low within the EGSP area.  However, two large job centers—California State University 
Monterey Bay (CSUMB) and University California Monterey Bay Education, Science, and Technology 
Center (UCMBEST) exist within the area.  The EGSP project would assist in improving the jobs/housing 
balance by providing housing in areas within Monterey County and within commuting distance to 
employment centers such as UCMBEST, CSUMB, and the Cities of Monterey and Salinas.   

Response to MARINA-ATT-1 

This attachment to the City of Marina’s comments documents the comments and concerns raised during 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) comment period, City of Marina conclusions on whether the DSEIR 
responded to the NOP comments, and conclusions of a Joint Agency and Developer Meeting held on the 
EGSP project on October 14, 2004.  No further response is required. 
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3.3.4 Regional Agencies 
MONTEREY BAY UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

Response to MBUAPCD-1 

Page 4.5-2, paragraph 4 has been revised as follows: 

Control of mobile sources of air pollution is exercised at the state and federal levels.  Vehicular emissions 
standards are established by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for vehicles sold in California.  
ARB establishes statewide ambient air quality standards, monitors air pollutants, designates air basins, and 
if necessary, exercises control of stationary air pollutant sources.  Air quality in the NCCAB is 
monitored by the MBUAPCD. 

Response to MBUAPCD-2 

The 2004 AQMP has no major changes from the 2000 AQMP except to update the baseline and to add 
some stationary source measures not relevant to general development.  The proposed project is consistent 
with the 2004 AQMP because it was consistent with the 2000 AQMP, with consideration to the changes to 
the baseline and stationary source measures.  The comment requests the addition of updated information.  
Paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 

Planning for attainment of state standards is embodied in the MBUAPCD’s 1991 Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP).  The 1997 update demonstrates that the 20 percent reduction target in ozone precursor 
emissions from the 1987 baseline has been met and that no new control measures (contingency measures) 
are needed beyond those already in the plan.  The 2000 AQMP update for state standards concluded that 
the NCCAB would remain on the borderline between attainment and nonattainment of the state 1-hour 
ozone standard.  A combination of meteorological variability, pollution transport from outside the air basin 
and local sources will all contribute to a continuing small number of violations.  An updated AQMP was 
adopted by the MBUAPCD Board of Directors on September 15, 2004.  The updated plan generally 
continues the previous level of air pollution control, but updates the baseline assumptions within the 
plan. 

Response to MBUAPCD-3 

The comment asks for clarification of information provided on air quality and emissions.  Page 4.5-7 is 
revised as follows: 

In the last five years, only one state measurement and no federal measurements exceeded ambient air 
quality standards at the Salinas monitoring station (Table 4.5-2).  The only recorded violation was the state 
standard for PM10 in 1999, which was likely associated with the wildfires in the Los Padres National 
Forest.  The wildfires are not considered representative of normal ambient conditions.  Therefore, since the 
air quality in the project area is generally good, the goal is to maintain the air quality status rather than 
implementing control programs to achieve attainment.  However, because Monterey County is a source 
area for ambient air quality farther downwind, emissions control continues to be an important part 
of air quality planning even if local air quality meets standards. 

Response to MBUAPCD-4, MPUAPCD-5, MPUAPCD-6 

Comments noted.  The list of “requiring additional analysis” (see text changes below, in this response) 
apply to “direct emissions” only.  Direct emissions would generally be non-mobile sources.  Construction 
activity PM10 is also considered a “direct” source.  If project-vicinity intersections operate at substantially 
degraded LOS, a significant micro-scale air quality impact could occur that would warrant a “hot spot” 
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analysis.  The threshold discussion has been revised in the DSEIR to distinguish between the ROG and 
NOx as project-specific impacts versus CO and PM10 as indicators that additional analysis is required.  
Page 4.5-9, third bullet point is revised as follows: 

• Many air pollutants require additional chemical transformations to reach their most unhealthful 
form.  Emissions from any single project are diluted to immeasurably small levels by the time this 
process is completed.  The MBUAPCD has therefore developed emissions-based threshold 
guidelines as defining “substantial” even if the actual resulting ambient air quality is typically not 
directly quantifiable.  The following daily project-related emissions are considered individually and 
cumulatively significant. 

Particulate Matter (PM10)................82 lb 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) ....137 lb 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) .................137 lb 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)......................150 lb 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) ................550 lb 

• The analysis matrix shown below contains impacts that result from emissions that are already 
released in their most unhealthful forms (called “primary” pollutants), as well as those 
created by chemical conversion in the atmosphere (“secondary” pollutants).  CO is a primary 
pollutant.  PM10 and SOX can be either primary or secondary.  Ozone is a classic secondary 
pollutant (formed by ROG, NOx and sunlight).  The impacts of secondary pollutants cannot 
be evaluated on a project-specific basis.  Emission levels of the ozone precursors ROG and 
NOx in excess of 137 pounds per day of either pollutant is considered individually significant 
by the MBUAPCD thresholds.  The emissions levels of other pollutants shown below are 
considered screening levels requiring a more detailed analysis of impact potential.  The 
significance thresholds should thus be interpreted as follows (lb/day): 

Significant 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) .137 lb 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)................137 lb 
 

Requiring Additional Analysis (Direct Emissions) 
Particulate Matter (PM10) ............82 lb 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) ....................150 lb 
Carbon Monoxide (CO)..............550 lb 

Consistency (or lack thereof) with the growth projections in the AQMP is generally considered a 
cumulative regional ozone impact issue.  The project is consistent with their growth projections.  
The 137 lb/day of ROG or NOx are considered an individual or project-level impact.  The proposed 
project will cause ROG emissions to exceed the 137 lb/day threshold at anticipated build-out.  PM10 
emissions from on-road travel would also exceed the 82 lb/day level, but PM10 impacts are only 
considered significant for direct sources such as quarries, or for off-road (dirt) travel.  PM10 
emissions may exceed 82 pounds/day during construction grading, but the size of the simultaneous 
daily grading area is not known with adequate precision.  Mitigation of the “excess” ROG emissions 
is considered a reasonable project objective. 

Also, see discussion in Response to MBUAPCD-10. 
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Response to MBUAPCD-7 

The comment states that the MBUAPCD guidelines allow for grading of up to 8.1 acres per day, not 8.1 
acres per month as stated in the DSEIR.  However, the EGSP would still result in an aggregate total of 
grading in excess of 8.1 acres a day and the air quality analysis does not need to be revised. 

Page 4.5-11, paragraph 2 is revised as follows: 

The Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department (MCPBID) MBUAPCD requires that 
the monthly daily maximum grading disturbance area of a project shall be maintained at 8.1 acres or less.  
This limited acreage is feasible for smaller projects, but would not be feasible for construction of the 
EGSP.  Verification of the maximum daily grading area at an active major grading project is almost 
impossible because the grading dynamics change in very short times.  Observer safety is also an 
issue because of the large size of the equipment and the visibility limitations experienced by the 
equipment operator.  Because a restriction of the grading area to 8.1 acres, or 2.2 acres of 
excavation, is not always logistically possible in a project of this size and cannot be reliably enforced, 
it is recommended that maximum daily PM10 emissions be considered a temporary significant 
impact.  However, because it is infeasible to establish the magnitude or the location of the variable 
PM10 emissions, there is no reliable mechanism to translate these emissions into an actual air quality 
impact relative to ambient air quality standards.  Because such emissions are transitory and 
undefined as to location or magnitude, it is also impossible to develop mitigation measures that 
would guarantee that significance thresholds would not be exceeded.  However, mitigation measures 
identified in the SEIR reduce air quality construction impacts to the extent feasible. 

Response to MBUAPCD-8 

The response is correct in stating that since energy for the EGSP would be provided from throughout the 
Western Grid, it is not possible to quantify project-related power plant emissions generated within the air 
basin.  Page 4.5-12 has been revised as follows: 

Stationary source emissions would be generated due to an increased demand for electrical energy and 
natural gas consumption with the operation of the proposed project.  This assumption is based on the 
supposition that those power plants supplying electricity to the site continue to use fossil fuels.  Electric 
power generating plants are found in the NCCAB and western United States and their emissions contribute 
to the total regional pollutant burden.  However, it is not possible to quantify project-related power 
plant emissions generated within the air basin since the project would use energy generated 
throughout the Western Grid.  The primary use of natural gas by the proposed land uses would be for 
combustion space heating and water heating.  As shown on Table 4.5-3, stationary source emissions 
generated directly from the natural gas consumption or indirectly from the power plant would not exceed 
MBUAPCD “criteria pollutant” thresholds.  Area sources also include a variety of miscellaneous 
residential sources from household products, paints and solvents, herbicides/pesticides, landscape 
maintenance equipment and recreational fires for cooking, warmth, or ambiance. 

Response to MBUAPCD-9 

The threshold has been clarified in MBUAPCD-6 to indicate that 550 pounds per day applies only to direct 
sources of CO emissions.  The trigger level for a detailed CO analysis for comparison with standards is the 
possible degradation of any intersection or roadway segment to LOS E or F.  A micro-scale screening 
analysis was performed on the EGSP vicinity roadway grid, and no “hot spot” potential was found.   
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Response to MBUAPCD-10 

The EGSP would generate levels of ROG and NOx in excess the of the MBUAPCD significance threshold 
if all development were to occur instantaneously.  With phased development with a build-out around 2012, 
NOx levels would be below the District threshold, but ROG would exceed the 137 pound per day limit 
until around 2020. 

MBUAPCD staff was contacted to determine the feasibility and reasonableness of offsite mitigation 
because of the lack of available on-site reductions.  District staff performed and independent calculation 
for the Year 2012, and determined that annual ROG emissions would exceed the annualized combined 
“area” source and off-site mobile source emissions by 5.9 tons per year.  If build-out occurs after 2012, the 
degree of excess would be gradually reduced.  Staff also calculates that PM10 emissions would exceed the 
annual emissions budget for a less-than-significant source by 12 tons per year.  However, PM10 emissions 
from operational activities are only considered significant if the derive from on-site sources or from 
unpaved road travel.  Although District staff (Fairbanks, 2005) has provided an analysis of PM10 
mitigation potential, there is no clear-cut nexus between impact significance and mitigation for PM10.   

Offsite mitigation in the form of an in-lieu pollution fee earmarked for development of paved bike trails 
around the campus, research facilities, and the City of Marina is seen as the most cost-effective method to 
effect meaningful ROG reductions.  District staff calculates that a contribution of 2.6 million dollars to the 
regional bikeway program would provide ROG emissions reductions that would reduce the project impact 
to a less-than-significant level.  This represents a per-unit pollution off-set fee of $1,740.  As noted above, 
the PM10 offset calculated by District staff from improvement to diesel-powered farm engines is not a 
CEQA issue because project PM10 emissions are mainly from indirect (mobile) sources. 

Page 4.5-13, paragraph 2 is revised as follows: 

As shown on Table 4.5-3, mobile source emissions for 4 of the 5 “criteria pollutants” analyzed are above 
the MBUAPCD CEQA-significance threshold.  Project-related mobile emissions plus area sources range 
from less than 2 percent of the threshold for SOx to a maximum of 364 percent of the CO threshold.  
However, buildout will not occur by 2005, rather it will be phased over a number of years, with buildout 
estimated to be in 2012.  Thus, buildout will occur with a “cleaner” vehicle fleet than in 2005.  In 2012, 
emissions will be lower, but still not fully reduced to less-than-significant, as identified in Table 4.5-4.  
There is limited on site potential to reduce ozone precursor emissions to less than significant for 
these two development alternatives (pre-2020 build out or maximum unit count).  The impact 
derives from a combination of consumer products and from vehicle travel.  Developers have little 
influence on product selection or on travel choices.  The most promising possibility would be for off 
site mitigation.  The mitigation strategy suggested by the MBUAPCD was that the ROG and NOx 
emissions could be reduced through the Carl Moyer heavy engine retrofit programs, and that PM10 

reductions could be achieved by bicycle program improvements.  It is important to note that the 
MBUAPCD does not recommend on single strategy for these pollutants that exceed the MBUAPCD 
thresholds.  

Response to MBUAPCD-11 

The first sentence of Page 4.5-14, paragraph 4 has been revised as follows: 

Although CO emissions will be well in excess of MBUAPCD thresholds, CO is the one of several criteria 
pollutants that allows for a direct calculation of ambient exposures. 



Response to Comments 
East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 82 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370006\RTC Final\21370006_RTC Final.doc 

Response to MBUAPCD-12 

Residents of the proposed project will not be exposed to different levels of PM10 or PM-2.5 than any other 
residents, particularly from high levels during wildfires, controlled burns or agricultural operations.  With 
prevailing on-shore winds across the site as noted in the DEIR, the project area may be somewhat better 
protected from adverse health effects associated with particulate exposure exceeding clean air standards.  
The range of health effects from such exposure includes: 

• Reduced lung function 
• Aggravation of the effects from gaseous pollutants (synergism) 
• Inflammation of pre-existing respiratory damage, increased asthma events 
• Increased cough and chest discomfort among young children and senior citizens 
• Soling nuisance to cars, foliage or outdoor furniture 
• Reduced regional visibility 
• Cancer from carcinogenic compounds such as diesel particulate matter 

As noted above, the project location is such that these health effects are slightly less severe than if the 
project were developed farther inland.  There is nothing unique about the project location that would 
magnify these health effects in comparison to many other areas of Monterey County or the air basin as a 
whole. 

Response to MBUAPCD-13 and MBUAPCD-14 

CO impacts are not individually or cumulatively significant based upon the micro-scale screening analysis 
and the anticipated implementation of traffic mitigation measures to eliminate LOS E or F intersections or 
roadway segments.  See mitigation measures in DSEIR Section 4.4, as modified by the FSEIR. 

Response to MBUAPCD-15 

All trip-generation was considered.  Fleet mix data required by MBUAPCD analysis guidelines was used 
as required.  The analysis was revised to reflect non-residential trips.  Non-residential trips were assumed 
to be a small component with many trips to and from EGSP residences.  However, a conservative 
approach was used in the analysis and no internal trip credits were taken.  Therefore, all internal trips were 
treated as independent, new trips.  The model was rerun with the non-residential trips added to the total.  
However, the conclusions of the analysis have not changed, and impacts are still significant for ozone 
precursors (ROG and NOX).   

Tables 4.5-3 and 4.5-4 have been revised as follows: 

Table 4.5-3: Project Operational Source Emissions (2005)  

Emissions (pounds per day) 
Source 

ROG NOx CO PM10 SOx 

Mobile 188.6 
233.2 

191.1 
256.9 

1,976.7 
2548.8 

148.3 
205.8 

1.6 
2.1 

Area Sources 75.4 
74.6 

18.7 
15.6 

25.8 
18.7 

0.1 
— 

0.5 
0.3 

TOTAL 264.0 
307.8 

209.8 
272.5 

2,002.5 
2567.5 

148.4 
205.8 

2.1 
2.4 

MBUAPCD Threshold 137.0 137.0 550.0 82.0 150.0 
Source: Giroux & Associates, December  September 2004, URBEMIS2002 Computer Model, 1470 dwelling units. 
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Table 4.5-4: Project Operational Source Emissions (2012) 

Emissions (pounds per day) 
Source 

ROG NOx CO PM10 SOx 

Mobile 94.0 
60.6 

109.0 
65.8 

1,020.7 
733.5 

148.1 
204.0 

1.1 
1.3 

Area Sources 75.4 
74.6 

18.7 
15.6 

25.8 
18.7 

0.1 
0.1 

0.6 
0.3 

TOTAL 169.4 
135.2 

127.7 
81.4 

1,046.5 
752.2 

148.2 
204.1 

1.7 
1.6 

MBUAPCD Threshold 137.0 137.0 550.0 82.0 150.0 
Source: Giroux & Associates, December  September 2004, URBEMIS2002.  Average of 2010 and 2015 build out. 

 

Response to MBUAPCD-16 

See Master Response 4 (MR-4).  

Response to MBUAPCD-17 

The mode choice program maintains the same assumptions about mode share in the forecast model as in 
the existing model.  The mode choice program allocates trips to the following modes: walk/bicycle, 
transit/walk, transit/walk/premium, drive alone, (2) person auto, (3) person auto, transit drive park-n-ride, 
transit drive kiss-n-ride.  The share of people trips allocated to each of the above modes remains constant 
in the existing model years and into the forecast model years.  However, the number of trips by mode 
increases relative to changes in demographic information in the region.  Thus, the mode choice component 
of the model accounts for increased transit ridership, as do the other modes, because the population is 
greater in the forecast years.  However, the model does not preclude any assumptions about whether or not 
people will shift from one mode to another mode.  Mode choice is fixed.  Transit ridership is maintained at 
less than two percent. 

Assumptions about mode choice were not changed in the model because no additional information is 
available about alternative transportation availability (supply) that may suggest changes in alternative 
modes including transit paths, headways, additional busses, park-n-ride lots or bike lanes, parking costs or 
light rail.  This analysis assumed that mode share in any given year in the future in Monterey County will 
be similar to the 2 percent mode share in 2000.  It is possible that increasing congestion and/or expanded 
transit service could cause some mode shift to occur.  A greater usage of transit will result in a 
correspondingly lower amount of vehicular traffic, making the traffic analysis correspondingly more 
conservative.  Again, only 2 percent of person trips are assumed to use modes other than automobiles.  It is 
highly unlikely that an increase or decrease in transit service will occur that would affect the proposed 
mitigation program.  

Response to MBUAPCD-18 

The number of jobs is anticipated to be 380, some of which will be part time and some off hours. 

Response to MBUAPCD-19 

See Master Response 4 (MR-4). 
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Response to MBUAPCD-20 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation is based upon an average of trip generation data 
collected at similar land uses throughout the United States.  The ITE cross sectional samples may not, on 
average, reflect the unique trip generation found in a region or in a project.  The regional traffic model’s 
trip generation rates for homes and people are based on a household survey conducted in the Monterey 
Bay Region in the mid 1990s by AMBAG staff, Caltrans, and some local jurisdictions.  Household size 
and income data were collected and compiled by an AMBAG consultant by household size and by income.  
Survey trip generation rates were correlated with household size relative to household income (See Model 
Documentation Report, Trip Generation Rates, May 27, 2004).  This method of trip generation, is called 
cross-classification trip generation.  The trip generation rates, based upon a regional survey, provide a 
more representative relationship between households and trips for local conditions as compared to the 
nationwide average relationship found in ITE.  The relative mix of town houses, carriage houses, 
apartments, and single-family residences explains, in part, the difference between ITE trip rates and trip 
rates based on survey data used in the cross classification trip generation factors.   

Response to MBUAPCD-21 

Trips by mode, mode choice, and mode share as they are assumed in the traffic model are addressed in 
Response to MBUAPCD-17 above.   

Trip distribution to and from the project is illustrated below.  The select zone analysis below shows the 
routing of daily trips to and from the EGSP site under existing network conditions with Inter-Garrison 
Road assumed to be open.  The larger bandwidths on the next page show larger daily volumes generated 
by the project.  The approximate volume of project traffic can be determined for any street segment by 
comparing the bandwidth with scale along the right side of the graphic.  Actual project traffic volumes on 
selected road segments are tabulated on the next page.  These are in addition to the segment volumes 
included herein as Attachment 2. 
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Response to MBUAPCD-22 

Trip distribution percentages were calculated from the select zone analysis similar to the one illustrated 
above utilizing 2020 network and county and specific plan land use assumptions.  Project ADT and PM 
trips with their percentage of total net project trip generation are tabulated below.  These are in addition to 
the trip distribution table included as Attachment 1 and segment traffic volumes tabulated on Attachment 
2.  As an example, 1199 ADT trips West Bound on Reservation Road, west of MBEST Center, are 22 
percent of the outbound trips generated by the East Garrison project. 

Vehicle Trips Demanded to and from the East 
Garrison Project 

Segments Dir 
ADT Trips PM Trips Percent of 

Generated Trips 

WB 1199 98 22 22 Reservation Road  
West of 1st MBEST Driveway EB 1263 151 22 22 

WB 212 27 4 6 Blanco Road 
at the Salinas River Bridge EB 202 16 4 2 

NB 1406 123 26 28 South Davis Road  
North of Reservation Road SB 1209 134 21 19 

WB 308 43 6 10 Highway 68 
East of Reservation Road EB 63 4 1 1 

WB 78 8 1 2 Highway 68 
West of Reservation Road EB 77 8 1 1 

WB 1436 106 26 24 Inter-Garrison Road 
West of West Camp EB 1520 199 27 29 

WB 187 19 3 4 River Road 
South of Highway 68 EB 191 19 3 3 

Source:  TJKM Transportation Consultants, 2005. 

 

Response to MBUAPCD-23 

Trips to and from East Garrison are attracted to destinations in Salinas and select locations between 
Seaside and Marina and the Monterey Peninsula.  The shortest distance for East Garrison trips to and from 
Salinas is Davis Road rather than Highway 68.  The shortest path to and from the Monterey Peninsula is 
Inter-Garrison Road. 

Response to MBUAPCD-24 

Please refer to the table above, in response to MBUAPCD-22.  No more than 4 percent of the project-
generated trips are using River Road.  River Road does not go to Spreckles.   

Response to MBUAPCD-25 

The relative imbalance on the four-lane segment of Reservation Road west of the project site in the 2020 
“No East Garrison” scenario is caused by highly congested segments in the study area, which include  
Blanco Road, Davis Road, and Reservation Road (between Davis Road and the 4-lane segment of 
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Reservation Road).  Volume capacity ratios on these segments are at 1 or greater than 1 which exceeds the 
theoretical capacity.  This phenomenon is causing trips to take alternative, circuitous paths to their 
destinations.  The anticipated severe congestion on these links force some trips to use one path on the 
outgoing trip and then use another path on the return trip dependent upon diurnal congestion.  In the build 
scenario, when the Inter-Garrison gate is open, some of the directional imbalance is eliminated. 

Response to MBUAPCD-26 

In the summer of 2003, Monterey County staff consulted TAMC staff about the possibility of funding for 
projects listed in the Regional Transportation Plan.  TAMC staff suggested that some projects, even 
though they were listed as having dedicated funding in the RTP, would most likely not be included in the 
funded portion of the next RTP.  The following lists show projects that have been constructed, projects 
with funding and a high probability of being constructed (as identified in a CIP or other construction 
program), and projects of uncertain funding with a low probability of being constructed as determined by 
County staff. 

List I:  Road and Highway Projects Recently Constructed and Included in the 2002-2003 Traffic 
Model Network for the East Garrison Specific Plan (Included in the Model) 

A.) The San Miguel Canyon Road interchange at Highway 101 in Prunedale. 

B.) The Imjin Parkway and 12th Street improvements between Highway 1 and Reservation Road. 

C.) Blanco Road Widening and Reservation Road Widening between MBEST Driveways and Imjin 
Parkway, respectively. 

D.) California Avenue, construct California Avenue between Imjin Parkway and Reindollar Avenue 
in Marina. 

E.) Boronda Road, extend two-lane arterial between Constitution and Williams. 

F.) The collector street network in North and East Salinas. 

G.) Del Monte Avenue Improvements and widening (1998-2002 time frame) between Washington 
and SR 1 in Monterey City. 

H.) Lighthouse Avenue, include left turn prohibitions. 

I.) Presidio of Monterey, exclude through-trips in the Presidio of Monterey caused by gate closures. 

J.) SR 1 Climbing Lane, north of Carmel Valley Road. 

K.) Bernal Road widening at Sherwood and North Main Street. 

 

List II:  Projects with Funding and a High Probability of Being Built by 2020 and Included in the 
2022 Traffic Model Network for the East Garrison Specific Plan (Included in the Model)  

A.) The Prunedale Improvement Project (the PIP) between Crazy Horse Canyon Road and 
Russell/Espinosa. 
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B.) The Salinas Road Interchange at SR 1 and improvements to SR 1 between the county line and 
0.25 mile south of Salinas Road. 

C.) Airport Road Interchange reconstruction at Highway 101. 

D.) SR 1, add one northbound lane between Rio Road and Carmel Valley Road. 

E.) California Avenue, upgrade California Avenue between Reindollar and Carmel Avenue. 

F.) Crescent Court, construct collector street to Abrams. 

G.) River Road, widen to four lanes between Highway 68 and Las Palmas Ranch.  (Completed June 
2005.) 

H.) Highway 68, widen to four lanes between Ragsdale Drive and Highway 218. 

I.) Davis Road, widen to four lanes between Blanco Road and Salinas City Limit (FORA) south of 
SR 183. 

J.) Del Monte Boulevard widening at select location in the City of Monterey: six lanes west of El 
Estero; six lanes between El Estero and Aguajito; five lanes between Aguajito and Sloat. 

K.) City of Monterey Operational Improvements including additional lanes at the following 
intersections: Del Monte and Washington, Fremont and Camino Aguajito, Del Monte and 
Figueroa. 

L.) Del Monte Extension, construct two-lane collector between 2nd Avenue and Reindollar Avenue in 
Marina (FORA). 

M.) 2nd Avenue, upgrade to four-lane arterial between Light Fighter Drive and Imjin Parkway.  
(Pavement completed 2005, but not striped for four lanes as of June 2005.) 

N.) Imjin Parkway, widen to four lanes between California Avenue and Reservation Road (FORA). 

O.) 8th Street, construct two-lane arterial from Highway 1 overpass to Inter-Garrison (FORA). 

P.) Inter-Garrison Road, upgrade to a two-lane arterial between 8th Street and Reservation Road.  
(FORA). 

Q.) Gigling Road, construct four-lane arterial between General Jim Moore Boulevard and Eastside 
Road (FORA). 

R.) 2nd Avenue, construct four-lane arterial from Light Fighter Drive to Del Monte Boulevard 
(FORA). 

S.) General Jim Moore Boulevard, widen to four-lanes between Normandy Road and Coe Avenue.  
Update General Jim Moore Boulevard to arterial status between Highway 218 and Coe Avenue 
(FORA). 

T.) Salinas Avenue, construct a two-lane arterial from Salinas Avenue to Abrams Drive near Barth 
Court (FORA). 
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U.) Eucalyptus Road, upgrade two-lane collector from General Jim Moore Boulevard to Parker Flats 
(FORA). 

V.) Eastside Road, construct two-lane arterial from intersection with Gigling Road northeasterly to 
intersection with Inter-Garrison Road and Imjin Road (FORA). 

W.) The Highway 101 and Highway 156 Interchange Improvements including Prunedale North and 
Prunedale South Connection and Highway 156 on ramp.  (Completed.) 

X.) OPTIONAL (Not Used for East Garrison):  Open York Road between Highway 68 and South 
Boundary Road; open South Boundary Road to General Jim Moore Boulevard, construct a 
collector street between Upper Ragsdale and South Boundary Road. 

Y.) OPTIONAL (Not Used for East Garrison):  Holman Highway (68), widen Holman Highway to 
four lanes between Highway 1 and 0.75 miles past CHOMP driveway. 

 
List III:  Projects of Uncertain Funding with a Low Probability of Being Built by 2020 and Included 
in the “Build out” 2020-22 Traffic Model Network for the City of Monterey General Plan Update 
(Not Included in the Model) 

A.) SR 1, add third southbound lane between Fremont Interchange and Del Monte Interchange. 

B.) Highway 156, widen to four lanes from Highway 101 to Highway 183. 

C.) Blanco Road, widen to four lanes from MBEST to Davis Road. 

D.) Highway 218, widen to four lanes between General Jim Moore Boulevard and Highway 68. 

E.) SR 1 in Carmel, construct additional lanes and turn lanes consistent with the Highway PSR. 

F.) Dunbarton Road and San Juan Road interchange at Highway 101. 

G.) Highway 68 Bypass, construct four lane highway through Fort Ord between Toro and the 
intersection of Highway 218 and existing Highway 68. 

H.) Blanco-Imjin Connector, extend Blanco Road to Imjin Parkway (4) lanes. 

I.) Reservation Road, widen to six lanes between Del Monte and Crescent and Salinas Avenue and 
Reservation; also construct four lane arterial between UC MBEST and Watkin’s Gate. 

J.) The Highway 101 Prunedale Bypass between Crazy Horse Canyon Road and Russell/Espinosa. 

K.) Highway 1 between Castroville and the Santa Cruz County Line, widen to (4) lanes. 

L.) The Westside Bypass, construct four lane bypass between Boronda Road interchange and Blanco 
Road west of the Boronda Community. 

M.) The Rossi Street Extension, construct four lane arterial west of intersection of Rossi Street and 
Davis Road. 
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N.) The Russell Road extension, construct a four lane arterial between Highway 101 and Old Stage 
Road. 

O.) The Salinas General Plan Capital Improvements including: primarily associated with the future 
growth area north and east of Boronda Road in northeast Salinas (See the Salinas General Plan) 
capacity enhancements  include an Alvin Drive over crossing, Boronda Road widening to six 
lanes, Williams Road extension, Kern Street Extension  and others. 

P.) The Eastside Bypass, construct new four lane Parkway from the midpoint of the Prunedale Bypass 
to a proposed interchange close to Harris Road and Highway 101. 

Q.) LaSalle and Hilby Gates, provide access to Seaside at General Jim Moore. 

R.)  The Fremont Interchange modification at SR 1, construct alternative access and egress to Del 
Monte and Fremont and Coe. 

S.) Interchange at Highway 156 and Castroville Boulevard. 

 



AMBAG-1
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ASSOCIATION OF MONTEREY BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS 

Response to AMBAG-1 

AMBAG’s Board of Directors considered the East Garrison Specific Plan Draft Subsequent EIR on 
October 13, 2004 and had no comments at that time.  Attached to the AMBAG letter was a copy of the 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District letter, which is responded to in this document 
separately.   



ALUC-1

ALUC-2



ALUC-2

ALUC-3

ALUC-4
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MONTEREY COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

Response to ALUC-1 

The County held a presentation on the project for the Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC).  The comment states that a portion of the project site is located within the ALUC Marina 
Municipal Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) area and describes the type of development that 
the project proposes within the CLUP area.  Additionally, the comments state concerns of the ALUC 
related to the project including the potential for project detention basins to attract birds; thereby increasing 
the potential for bird strikes and the potential for assembly of sensitive receptors in project site buildings.  
Responses to these issues are given below. 

Response to ALUC-2 

As requested by the ALUC, the project applicant will provide an aviation easement to the City of Marina, 
which will be shown on the final map.   

Response to ALUC-3 

The comment is correct in stating that the basins are intended for storm event detention and will not hold 
water for extended periods.  The basins will not hold water long enough to attract wildlife that would be 
hazardous to aviation; therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to ALUC-4 

As requested by the ALUC, the County will require that the Conditions of Approval include a limitation 
regarding assembly of persons within the CLUP area as well as an avigation easement.   

 



NOV -O 1,-2004 MaN 04: 59 P M T AMG F AX NO. 831 775 0897 P . 02

T R ANS P OR T AT ION AG E NC Y
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R coionui T rrJ nS poT tation P lannllig Ag~ncy .C onge. lion Monagemont P lanning'
Local T rcJ n~IJ O' ~otlon C ornm!!ls ion .Monte:r~y C ounty S ervico Authority for F reewoy~ 8. E xprG ssways

November 1, 2004

V ia fax and mail
Mike Novo
Monterey C ()Ullty P lanning and B uilding Inspection Department

2620 151 A vcnuC
Marina, C A 93933

C omnlents  on the Draft S ubsequent E nvironmental Impact R eport for the

E ast G arrison S pecific P lan and V esting 1'entativc Map
S UB J .~C 'l':

l)earMr. Novo:

T ransportation Agcllcy for Monterey C ounty (T AMC ) statT has  reviewed the Draft S ubsequent
l~nvironmel\tal J  mpact R eport (DS E T R ) prepared for thc proposed E ast G arrison S pecific P lan
and V esting T cntative Map. the project will govern construction of 1470 res idential units . 11,000
square feet of civic buildings , 75.000 square feet of commercial development, and up to 100,000
squarc feet of artis t s tudio space. T  AMC  supports  the pedestrian, bicycle, and trans it orientation
of this  plan, which is  generally cons istent with the ttT ransportation-R elated P rinciples  for
C omn1unity Dcvc)opmcnt" adopted by the T AMC  B oard ofDircctors  in F ebruary oftrus  year.

As  thc I~egional T ransportation P lanning Agency and C ongestion Management Agency for
Monterey C ounty, T ransporlation Agency for Monterey C ounty (f AM C ) s ta1T  offers  the

following comments  for your cons ideration:

E ast G arri~on T raffic Model

1
S cction 4.4.2 on page 4.4-11 of the DE 1R  describes  the methodology followed to analyze the
traffic impact~ associatcd with implemcntation ofthc E ast G arrison S pecific P lan. T his
discuss ion notes  that the regional travel demand model) administered by the Association or
Montercy B ay Area G overnments  (AMB AG ), was  used to prepare the traffic impact analy~is
prcscnted in S ection 4.4 of the DE T R . T AMC  would like to note that changes  madc to, and
analys i~ produced from thc regional travel demand modcl have not been providcd to AMB AG
for review and validation pursuant to the model use agreement between the C ounty of
Montcreyand AM B AG . T his  point waS  also noted in the October 8th comment letter on this
project suhIt)itted by the Monterey B ay Unified Air P ol1ution C ontrol Distri<.-1 (thc Air
()is tricl),  and iL\ the comments  submittcd by C altrM1S  District 5. T hc commcnts  provided by
both the Air District and C altrans  also highlight s ignificant flaws  in the E ast G anison S pecific
P lan's  modcl analys is  and subsequent results  which T AMC  rcquests  responses  to in the F inal

S ub$cquenL lliR .

55.(1 r'lalO C irc:\o. S alinas . C A 93901.2902. T el: (831) 775-0903 .F ox: 1831) 175-0897' Web5ite: WWW.tamcmonterey.org
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T  AMC  agrecs  with C altans  District 5 s taff that the traffic impacts  of the E ast G arrisoll
developmcllt) and tho mitigation measures  identified to address  those impacts , cannot be
confirll1ed or accepted pcllding modcl validation by AMB AG ) and responses  to the comments
proyidcd by the Air District and C altrans  District 5 that either explain or correct the specific
model al1aJ ys i~ delicicncies  noted in those comments .

2, With respect to comment #20 regarding projeC t trip generation in thc MB UAP C D letter)
T  AMC  would also add that therc appears  to be a discrepancy between the project tlip
genoration shown in T able 4,4-6 (page 4,4-17) and the actual trip ass ignmcnt/distribution
derived n'om tho turning movement numbers  shown in the DE IR  amounting to a loss  of33%
of1hc total P l'Ojcct trip generation (C allrans  District 5 also identified specific discrepancies).
T his  loss  is  in addition to the reduction in trip generation betwcen standard IT E  trip
generation rates  and the trip generation lis ted in T ablc 4.4.6. T his  discrepancy between
project trip generation and a~s ignment should bc explained.

ImR acts  to R eeiodal T ransportation T nfrastructurs~

T  AMC  policy is  to request that development projects  conuibute financially toward mitigations
for thcir proportional transportation impacts  and recognizes  thc F ort Ord R euse AuthO11ty
(ii'OR A) infrastructure dcvclopment fee program as  the mechanism for address ing the
cumulative Irafiic impacts  of F OR A area development. Model analys is  issues  as ide, as  the
E ast (jarlison project will contribute its  fair share of F OR A infl'astructure fees  for traffic
impacts  both within, and outs ide of the folmer F ort Ord, 'fAMC  accepts  that the projcct's
cllmulative regional traffic impacts  will be adequately nlitigatcd through paymcnt of the F OR A

fee.

3,

'fA MC  is  in tho proce~s  or working with F OR A and affected F OR A-area stakeholders  to
analyze the F OR A transportation project obligations  toward which infrastructure fees  are
alIocaled. 'fhis  process  aims to provide an updated lis t oftranspol1ation projecls  to meet the
nccds  of development jn the former F Ol1 Ord. T he C ounty of Monterey has  actively
participatcd in this  process  to date. T  AMC  expects  to continue to work with F OR A area
stakeholders , including thc C ounty, over the next several months  to complete the F OR A F ee
rcallocation analys is , which will allow the F OR A C apilallmprovement P rogram to be

updatcd.

A.~ part of this  work, T  AMC  will specifically be analyzing the sharc of new traffic on the
R eservaLion/l>avis  R oad corridor between B lanco R oad and the S alinas  C ity Limits  that can
be attributed to new development within the F OR A area. T his  analys is  will be used in the final

proccss  to ass ign l: 'OR A's  fee obligations .

In addition to the projcct's  F OR A fec contribution, T AMC  suppol1s  the assessment of
con\ribulions  to off-s ite improvements  requested by C ounty ofMontercy staff, which arc

4.

TAMC-1

TAMC-2

TAMC-3

TAMC-4



NOV -01-2004 MaN 05:00 P M T AMG F AX NO. 831 775 0897 P o 04

T  AMC  E ast G ,IrriS OIl S pccific P latl DS E IR  C olnmenls  -E O485

P agc 3

necessary to address  project-specific impacts  on regional roads , particularly on R eservation
R oad between B lanco R oad and Davis  R oad.

P .,blic. T ransDortation

T AMC  ~t~ll1'is  pleased that the vast ltlajority of E ast G arrison Development, as  proposed in
the S  pcci tic P lan and presented in E xhibit 3-11 of the DE lR , is  within a reasonable !f4 mile
walking distance ora proposed trans it s top. T AMC  requests  that the project developet", in
coordination with Monterey-S aJ inas  trans it. provide thc trans it facilities  proposed within the
E ast G arris (ln devclopment.

s ,

cc: Davc Murray, C altrans  District 5
Michael Houlemard, l'ort Ord R eusc Authority
l.ew B auman, Monterey C ounty Departmcnt of P ublic Works
Nick C hiulos , Monterey C ounty E nvironmental R esource P olicy j
Dial1a Ingcrsol, C ity of S eas ide Department of'P ublic Works
C harles  .J  ohnson, C ity of Marina DepartmC 11t of P ublic Works
Nicolas  P apadakis . Association ofMonlerey B ay Area G overnments  (AMB AG )
Douglas  Quetin, Monterey B ay V ilified Air P ollution C ontrol District (MB UAP C D)
F rank Lichtanski, Monterey-S alinas  T rans it (MS T )
Nick Nichols , C ounty of Monterey R edevelopment Agency

TAMC-4
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TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OF MONTEREY COUNTY 

Response to TAMC-1 

See Master Response 4 (MR-4) and Appendix A, Attachments 3 and 4. 

The Caltrans and Air District letters do not address the change in traffic patterns by the opening of Inter-
Garrison Road.  This issue was revealed in a November 29, 2004 meeting between County staff, Caltrans 
staff, and Higgins’ Associates staff.  In short, Inter-Garrison Road is open in the “build” scenario and 
causes a significant decrease in traffic in other parts of the study area, despite the additional trips generated 
by the project.  Traffic declines are not anticipated in the “no-build” and are not shown to decline in the 
analysis because Inter-Garrison would remain closed.  Additional regional trips in the forecast will 
continue to impact the existing network.   

Response to TAMC-2 

See response to Caltrans 3. 

Response to TAMC-3 

These comments are understood by county staff.  The modeling and traffic analysis is an objective and 
thorough evaluation of the project’s impacts and could have been used as part of the FORA Capital 
Improvement Plan.  AMBAG staff has been provided with model documentation since August 2003; 
however, AMBAG staff has not reached a conclusion about whether or not they will accept the analysis.  
With regard to the modifications being considered for the FORA impact fee, this will not change the 
amount of the dollar contribution but will affect the prioritization of the transportation related capital 
improvement program.  

Response to TAMC-4 

The County appreciates TAMC’s support. 

Response to TAMC-5 

Monterey County staff and the developer have met with TAMC and FORA staff and other transportation 
agencies to address transit opportunities in and around the East Garrison site.  The proposed traffic 
facilities will be constructed as described in the Specific Plan application materials to encourage the use of 
alternative modes of transportation other than the automobile. 
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TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OF MONTEREY COUNTY-2 

Response to TAMC2-1 

Staff from TAMC and FORA has had several meetings with County staff to address this issue.  The 
objectives of the meetings were to address issues raised by TAMC including accommodating a multi-
modal corridor along Inter-Garrison Road and movement of regional traffic between the Monterey Bay 
and the Salinas Valley.  These parties agreed that the proposed project would not preclude the siting of a 
multi-modal transportation corridor along Inter-Garrison Road.  The dedication of right-of-way along 
Inter-Garrison Road to support a future multi-modal transit corridor is being planned by TAMC in 
coordination with FORA.  Actions to create a multi-modal corridor will be subject to appropriate 
environmental review.  Additionally, the EGSP would accommodate bus, pedestrian and bike traffic 
throughout the site, as described in the EGSP.  Transit bus stops are proposed along arterial roads and in 
the Town Center. 

Regional vehicular traffic (i.e., between Monterey and Salinas) would be accommodated via two arterial 
roads adjacent to East Garrison.  The Inter-Garrison Road Connector is a proposed two-lane arterial that 
extends from the proposed Inter-Garrison Road roundabout north to Reservation Road.  Reservation Road 
between the Inter-Garrison Road Connector and Watkins Gate and between Watkins Gate Road and Davis 
Road is proposed to be widened to four lanes.  This widening will accommodate a majority of the regional 
traffic.  Modeling analysis conducted by TAMC as part of the FORA Fee Reallocation Study (2/1/05) 
demonstrates that these improvements sufficiently accommodate future regional traffic volumes within 
acceptable level of service requirements.  In addition, West Camp Street and Watkins Gate Road would 
provide an alternative to through traffic along the southern border of East Garrison. 

Response to TAMC2-2 

As described in response TAMC2-1, it was determined that widening Reservation Road to four lanes 
would sufficiently accommodate regional traffic requirements.  This alternative was determined to be 
more favorable that an arterial couplet extending through the southern portion of the EGSP development 
as illustrated in the FORA Base Reuse Plan.   

The FORA Board of Directors (the Board), according to Chapter 8 of the FORA Master Resolution and 
state law, is required to review jurisdictional planning level documents for consistency with the FORA 
Base Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan).  This review culminates with a determination of consistency if the Board 
determines that there is “substantial accord” between the Reuse Plan and the submittal documents.  The 
proposed couplet, as described in the Reuse Plan, was a preliminary concept based on a generalized land 
use map.  The proposed widening of Reservation Road is in substantial conformance with the Base Reuse 
Plan in that it accommodates regional transportation requirements within an acceptable level of service 
while minimizing environmental impacts and is fiscally viable. 
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C ity of S alinas  .C ity of S eo3/de .C ounty of MontQrQy

November 1.2004

Mr. Mike Novo. AIC P
Monterey C ounty
P lanning & B uilding Inspection Dept.
2620 F irs t Avenue
Marina, C A 93933

R E :

Dear Mr. Novo:

R eport for the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan. We arc pleased at the trans it.friendly nature of the
projcct in general and appreciate the opportunity to have mct with the project developers  and
C OUDty staff earlier this  year.
project moves  forward through the environmental clearance process .

In the vicinity of the E ast G arrison development" MS T  currently operates  its  major

well as  Line 17 E dgewater.Marina, which travels  as  far east as  the comer of Imjin rarkway and
R eservation R oad. As  none of these routes  directly serve the property today, MS T  will have to
either add a new bus  line, extend an oxisting line or reroute an existing line. In looking at thc
poss ible solutions  to this  s ituation, it appears  tl1at the replacement of tl1e Davis  R oad bridge
would be pivotal to enabling MS T  to successfully save the E ast G arrison development. As  you
know, this  bridge floods  in the rainy season and is  thorefore inappropriate for an MS T  bus  route.
In that regard, we Itrge all project and county staff work with the T ransportation Agency for
Monterey C ounty (T  AMC ) to ensure that this  project is  completed before the development is
avaiJ ttble for occupancy.
S alinas  R iver may hinder MS T 's  ability to adequately serve the development.

funded and includes  money from statc and federal progrmns. T he project development and
construction schedule also appears  to be on track to meet the E ast G arrison timeline.
any substantial delay due to enviro!unental, funding, or other such issues  that would jeopardize
., -. , .

to this  community.

One R yan ~anch R ood. Monterey. C alifornia 93940-5795 US A. F ox 831.899.3954 .
www.mst.org .e-moil: mst@ mst.org
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I.t all

hture;tme

C ::: : :~t"-L o

B . Hunter Harvath, AIC P
P lanning Manager.

c: F cmando Armenta, C hall'tnan -MsT  B oard of Directors
William R eichmuth, T ransportation Agen£.y for Monterey C ounty
Michael HouIemard, F ort Ord R edevelopment Authority
Dave Murray, C alifornia Department ofT ran$portation (C altrans) District 5
Lew B auman, Monterey C oUniy Depa1'tment of P ublic Work..!'
Nicolas  P apadakis , Association of Monterey B ay Al'ea G overnments  (AMB A G )
Douglas  Quetin, Monterey B ay Unified Air P ollution C ontrol Di.rtrict (MB UAP C D)
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MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT  

Response to MST-1 

The comment states that Monterey-Salinas Transit will need to either add a new line, or extend or reroute 
an existing line to serve the project site.  The Davis Road Bridge will need to be replaced to better ensure 
year-round access.  Construction of the bridge is projected for 2009.  This project is identified in the 
Monterey County Department of Public Works Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), FORA CIP, and TAMC 
CIP and will undergo environmental review for construction impacts.   
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3.3.5 Organizations 
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 

Response to LWV-1 

The comment is correct in stating that the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the project found that the 
Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) has sufficient supplies to meet project demand.  This project is 
consistent with the WSA.  The project would require new reservoir capacity to meet fire suppression 
requirements of the commercial portion of the proposed project.  Fire flow requirements are set by the 
Salinas Rural Fire District and MCWD.  Fire flow requirements for the project are estimated to be less 
than 40 percent of the total storage volume planned for construction.  Additional fire flow and fire 
suppression need would be required for the commercial portion of the project.  There would be sufficient 
fire flow for residential uses, which have different fire flow requirements than commercial uses.  Should 
improvements identified within the MCWD’s Water Distribution System Master Plan, Capital 
Improvement Program be constructed in a timely manner, construction of commercial land uses would be 
allowed.  However, to avoid insufficient fire flow and fire suppression water needs, and therefore 
environmental impacts, the applicant would be required to receive final approval of water available for fire 
flow from MCWD, prior to construction of substantial commercial land uses.  Page 3-39, paragraph 7 and 
page 3-40, paragraph 1 of the DSEIR have been revised a follows: 

An additional 4-million gallon reservoir and its booster station are planned to be constructed by Marina 
Coast Water District (MCWD) adjacent to the existing off-site reservoir.  According to MCWD’s recently 
adopted Water Supply Master Plan, Capital Improvement Program (June 2004), this a 4-million gallon 
(mg) reservoir is required to meet water storage requirements throughout the Fort Ord community in 
Year 2004 (refer to Table 7-1, Water Supply Master Plan).  A portion of the new storage capacity is 
estimated for use to meet the commercial fire flow and fire suppression requirements of the EGSP project 
with the remaining storage capacity used to accommodate water storage requirements of future 
development on the remaining portion of the Ord Community (as addressed in the Reuse Plan).  The 
volume required to accommodate the water storage requirements of the EGSP project has been estimated 
to be approximately 20 percent of the total storage volume planned for construction pursuant to the 
description of the planned development.  Subsequent to the adoption of the Water Supply Master 
Plan, MCWD conducted further preliminary analyses and refined its water storage requirements to 
one 3.2 mg or two 1.6-mg storage tanks to be sited on a parcel outside of East Garrison, in the future 
Youth Camp parcel.  This parcel will be requested to be transferred to MCWD from FORA.  The 
concrete storage tank(s) will supply Pressure Zone “B” that has a service elevation of 130 to 220 feet.  
Approximately 2.2 mg of Zone “B” storage is required to meet the projected 2020 maximum day 
demand of the East Ord community, while 1.0 mg of Zone “B” is required to meet commercial fire 
flow demands.  This refinement is intended to expedite MCWD’s ability to design and construct the 
required facilities in a time frame consistent with proposed development and thus, water storage 
needs within the Fort Ord community.  In addition, the MCWD plans to construct a large an 
approximate 2,000 linear foot water transmission line from the new Zone “B” storage tanks(s) to 
Inter-Garrison Road where it will connect into an existing pipeline.  as part of any roadway 
construction project from Reservation Road to and along West Camp Street to Watkins Gate.  This 
pipeline would serve planned development identified in the Reuse Plan and analyzed in the Reuse Plan 
FEIR. 

Response to LWV-2 

The comment is correct in stating that residential uses could be constructed prior to commercial 
development.  However, construction of the Town Center (which will include commercial uses) may begin 
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during Phase 1 of the project and continue through all phases.  The Disposition and Development 
Agreement requires that at least 34,000 square feet are constructed or bonded for construction by the end 
of Phase 3, with some interim milestone steps. The project proposes 75,000 sq ft of commercial 
development.  Commercial uses allowed under the EGSP include various types of stores, galleries, and 
markets.  Markets and variety stores, however, would be limited to a maximum size of 10,000 sq ft, much 
smaller than an average supermarket.  Therefore, commercial uses would be limited.  The near-term 
(existing plus Project) traffic analysis in the DSEIR conservatively assumed very few commercial uses on 
the EGSP project site.  Therefore, the analysis contained in the DSEIR is based on conservative 
assumptions and fully accounts for all project-related impacts, including vehicle trips generated by the 
EGSP residents for shopping, etc. prior to those uses being located on the EGSP site.  Additionally, 
MCWD is currently planning construction of the tanks and will undertake environmental analysis of the 
water tanks as part of the design and approval process.  However, it is likely that environmental impacts 
would be less than significant and limited to short-term impacts to traffic, air quality, and noise during 
construction, and , potentially, limited impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, geology and 
soils, and hydrology and water quality.  Therefore, the DSEIR accounts for all potential environmental 
impacts and the project would not create any unaccounted for environmental impacts.  

Response to LWV-3 

The comment restates the facts of the Water Supply Assessment.  The comment also requests the provision 
of a school site and adequate water supply for the school.  As described in Section 3.3, MR-5: Schools, the 
Monterey Peninsula Unified School District is in the process of identifying needed school facilities 
district-wide.  County staff met with MPUSD staff and was informed that the MPUSD is unable to 
determine placement of a school site at this time.  At earlier meetings, MPUSD staff stated that no new 
schools were needed for buildout of the EGSP.  A separate water allocation for schools is provided in the 
Fort Ord Reuse Plan’s Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP) and an adequate water 
supply would be available for a school. All local agencies are currently working with MPUSD staff to 
identify potential school sites, financing ideas, and water allocation sources. This process has been 
proceeding for the last several months, but plans and locations have not been finalized. 

Response to LWV-4 

The comment is correct in stating that the project would affect approximately 44 acres of oak woodland, 
41 acres of oak savanna, 40 acres of grassland, 2 acres of coastal scrub, and approximately 5,100 oak trees.  
Page 2.2, bullet point six of the SEIR will be revised as follows: 

• Development of the project will remove 53 44 acres of oak woodland, and 38 41 acres of oak 
savannah, 40 acres of grassland, and 2 acres of coastal scrub, resulting in the removal of 
approximately 5,100 oak trees in varying size classes spread throughout these habitats thereby 
impacting other vegetation communities, including grassland, coastal scrub, and ruderal 
communities (see Section 4.7, Biological Resources). 

Habitat and vegetation losses at the project site were analyzed and addressed as part of the FORA FEIR, 
which included the preparation of a Habitat Management Plan (HMP) to mitigate impacts to biological 
resources.  The analysis contained within the DSEIR considered the existing conditions on the EGSP 
project site and concluded that the project would not result in impacts greater than previously described in 
the FORA FEIR.  Since the FORA EIR and HMP were prepared, a Land Swap Assessment (LSA) was 
approved.  The result is that more oak habitat is preserved that in the initial HMP.  Mitigation measures for 
this impact exclusive of the HMP and LSA include replacement of removed trees to the extent feasible on 
the project site, planting of trees in the bluff open space and throughout the community as part of the 
landscape palette found in the Pattern Book, and the incorporation of retention and protection measures of 
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project site trees and trees near the project margins, where feasible.  Impacts to biological resources have 
been previously considered in the FORA FEIR and no additional mitigation measures are required as part 
of this Subsequent DEIR and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15162.  Please see Section 3.3, MR-
6: Biological Resources, for further discussion.   

Response to LWV-5 

See responses to Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District comments regarding impacts to 
regional air quality.  

Response to LWV-6 

The majority of the project traffic traveling to and from Salinas is expected to use the Reservation Road-
Davis Road-Blanco Road route based on the traffic patterns forecasted by the traffic model.  Therefore, the 
project is expected to impact the studied roadway segments on Davis Road and Blanco Road, rather than 
on SR 68.  Trips to the Monterey Peninsula would use roads through the former Fort Ord (FFO), not 
Highway 68. 

Response to LWV-7 

The comment states that impacts from the project could be avoided by construction of a Higher Density 
Alternative adjacent to existing urban areas.  The project area is a part of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse 
Plan) area and represents a portion of development as proposed under the Reuse Plan.  The Reuse Plan 
proposes a variety of land uses for the Former Fort Ord (FFO) including Low-, Medium-, and High-
Density Residential, Planned Development Mixed Use District, Business Park/Light Industrial/Office/R & 
D, Neighborhood Retail, Visitor Serving, Open Space/Recreation, Habitat Management, 
School/University, and Public Facility/Institutional.  Land uses proposed by the Reuse Plan were 
previously analyzed in the Reuse Plan EIR.   

The land use concept as described in the Reuse Plan includes creating identifiable centers to add focus to 
the larger area, creating diversity and choice of land uses, incorporating alternative transportation, creating 
a diversity of housing types, density, and location, and the linking together of natural and preserved areas.  
The goal of the general Reuse Plan concept is to quickly integrate the FFO into the local economy, 
maintain a housing/retail/jobs balance, and make full use of existing infrastructure and infill opportunities.   

The East Garrison area is an area of the FFO that was previously disturbed and contains existing 
infrastructure.  Additionally, the project site is located in an area identified as a County redevelopment 
area.  The Reuse Plan originally proposed more intense land uses for the project area.  The County 
amended the General Plan in 2001 to include the Reuse Plan land uses for the project area.  These more 
intense land uses, which would qualify as a Higher Density Alternative, are analyzed in Section 6.3, No 
Project/Development under the Existing General Plan.  Under this alternative, impacts to geology and 
soils, hydrology and water quality, transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, cultural resources, 
public services and utilities, and hazardous materials would be greater than under the proposed project.  
Impacts to land use, biological resources, aesthetics, and population, housing, and employment would be 
similar to the proposed project.  Impacts associated with this alternative would be greater than the 
proposed project; therefore, this alternative was removed from further consideration.   

Response to LWV-8 

The Reuse Plan originally proposed residential development of the Parker Flats area, which is adjacent to 
existing urban areas.  The Reuse Plan also proposed a greater number of housing units on the FFO, the 
development of which was the subject of a legal challenge.  Housing development on the FFO is limited to 
6,160 units at this time.  Additionally, development at Parker Flats would have resulted in development of 
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450 acres of oak woodland, maritime chaparral, and grassland communities.  The FORA and the County 
submitted modifications (LSA) to the original HMP to the Army and USFWS.  These modifications allow 
the development on 210 acres in the East Garrison area; thereby preserving 240 acres of oak woodland, 
maritime chaparral, and grassland communities originally proposed for development.  See Section 3.3, 
MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy, for a discussion of land use planning. 

Response to LWV-9 

The provisions of the Option Agreement that the comment references have been superseded by the 
proposed Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) and Development Agreement (DA).  The 
County Board of Supervisors will review and consider these documents concurrent with other project 
components.  See Section 3.3, MR-8: Inclusionary Housing, for a discussion of affordable housing.  The 
EGSP will provide the following percentages of affordable housing: 6 percent for very low-income, 8 
percent for low-income, 6 percent for moderate-income residents, and 10 percent “Workforce II” housing.  
These percentages are in excess of the percentages as outlined in the County’s Inclusionary Housing 
requirements.   

Response to LWV-10 

The project will include a Town Square located within the 16-acre Town Center.  The Town Square will 
provide public space and serve as the primary gathering place for residents and visitors, providing a venue 
for hosting community events, festivals, and concerts. At this time, it is uncertain when a new school 
would be needed to serve the project.  The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District is currently in the 
process of identifying future school sites.  However, the school site would be outside the project site.  This 
comment relates to the merits of the project and not to the adequacy of the SEIR analysis; therefore, no 
further response is required. 

Response to LWV-11 

Ridgeline development and project impacts to viewsheds are analyzed in the SEIR.  Upon adoption of the 
amendment to the County’s General Plan (not to Title 21), all ridgeline development proposed by Specific 
Plans will be analyzed for environmental impacts prior to adoption of the plan and appropriate project 
features and mitigation measures identified.  This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the analysis 
contained within the SEIR and no further response is required.  
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SIERRA CLUB 

Response to SC-1 

The comment states that the DSEIR is incorrect in stating that the FORA FEIR analyzed a plan to develop 
22,232 housing units.  The Reuse Plan, which was analyzed in the FORA FEIR, did indeed propose the 
construction of that number of housing units.  However,  the Sierra Club settlement, as a result of a lawsuit 
with FORA, limited the number of housing units to no more than 6,160 units until the time that water 
supplies, wastewater disposal, roadway capacity, and infrastructure are proven adequate for a larger 
number of housing units.  At this time, the number of housing units proposed on the FFO includes 1,050 
units for the Marina Heights Specific Plan, 380 units for the Seaside Heights project, and 1,237 units for 
the proposed University Villages project.  The project, in conjunction with other projects proposed on the 
FFO and under the Reuse Plan, would result in the construction of 4,137 units and would not exceed the 
interim limit of 6,160 housing units.  Therefore, the project is consistent with the Sierra Club settlement 
and no further response is required. 

Response to SC-2 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-8: Inclusionary Housing, for a discussion of affordable housing.  Each phase 
of the EGSP will include the construction of 20 percent Inclusionary housing units. Ten percent 
“Workforce II” housing will be constructed in Phase 3.    

Response to SC-3 

The Option Agreement allows for a maximum of 1,470 housing units.  The application presented a 
conservative approach until the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) is completed.  As determined by the 
MCWD WSA, water is available for 1,470 units, including the 70 carriage units.  See Section 4.0 of this 
document for a revised Table 3-1. 

Response to SC-4 

The comment is correct in stating that the Public Use designation will allow police, fire, and other 
government uses.  However, no other government offices are planned at this time other than the fire 
station, Sheriff’s Field Service Office, CSD office, library, and perhaps a post office. 

Response to SC-5 

The project would result in a population of approximately 4,337 residents (based on the assumption of 
2.95 persons per household) within the project area, using the proposed maximum of 1,470 units.  
Cumulative growth projected by the Monterey County General Plan (including the Reuse Plan) in the 
vicinity of the project area would result in construction of up to 2,887 housing units.  This number of 
housing units would result in a population of approximately 8,674 residents.  However, it is uncertain at 
this time when those additional housing units would be constructed.  In addition, the EGSP project would 
be constructed in phases.  Until the time that the area population reaches 7,500 people, a scaled-down 
library would likely be provided for the area.  The library could be expanded in size as the EGSP project 
phases were constructed, and upon subsequent housing construction in the vicinity.   

Response to SC-6 

According to CEQA, an EIR need only consider a reasonable range of alternatives that eliminates or 
reduces the level of significance of one or more impacts of the project.  An EIR must also analyze a No 
Project Alternative.  The EGSP SEIR analyzes two No Project Alternatives (No Development and 
Development Under the Existing General Plan), an Offsite Alternative, Avoidance of Historic Structures 
Alternative, and a Reduced Density Alternative.  These alternatives are identified in an attempt to reduce 
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significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources, traffic, and air quality.  A school site was not 
included in the proposed project as the MPUSD stated that a school was not yet needed. The residents will 
not need to use the County’s library located in Marina. The Specific Plan includes a Library. It is also 
conceivable that residents of other areas might use the library located at East Garrison rather than travel to 
Marina to use the County facility there.   

Response to SC-7 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-5: Schools, for a discussion of the need for a new school and school siting.   

Response to SC-8 

No such page exists in the document; however, information related to the replacement of invasive plants is 
discussed in DSEIR Section 3.2.7, Page 3-25.  The landscape palette for the EGSP was developed in 
consultation with a landscape architect and biologist familiar with the local flora and fauna.  Maintenance 
programs developed for the open space areas would address the control of non-native invasive species.  
Because the EGSP area borders designated conserved habitat land along portions of its boundary, activities 
in those areas will be required to comply with the Borderlands measures identified in the HMP.  These 
measures include the control of non-native invasive plants and recognize the need to keep non-native 
species from colonizing the conserved habitat areas.  This is implemented through an MOA between the 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority, County of Monterey, Redevelopment Agency, and East Garrison Partners, 
LLC and approved by the USFWS. 

Response to SC-9 

The regional trail is in the planning stages and specific details are not known at this time.  The EGSP 
proposes connections with the planned regional trail.  Once plans for the regional trail are solidified, the 
design of the EGSP connecting trail can be finalized.  Opportunities exist along Reservation Road, West 
Camp Road, and the bluff open space to provide trails away from the streets. 

Response to SC-10 

The majority of infrastructure improvements would be constructed using funds provided by a Community 
Facilities District and capital provided by the developer, as described in the Disposition and Development 
Agreement.  As shown in Table 5-2 of the East Garrison Specific Plan, the EGSP will contribute 
approximately $3.22 million towards offsite water system improvements, including construction of a 
reservoir proposed by the Marina Coast Water District. 

Response to SC-11 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-6: Biological Resources, for a discussion on biological resources and LWV-4. 

Response to SC-12 

Development of Fort Ord was planned for and analyzed previously in the FORA FEIR and the EGSP is 
not the only development project that will occur on Fort Ord.  Please see Response to Comment LWV-8, 
Section 3.3, MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy and MR-8: Inclusionary Housing, for discussions on 
planned development and affordable housing. 

Impacts to the night skies and the two Monterey Institute for Research Astronomy observatories was 
discussed in Aesthetics Impact 4.9-3, as were impacts to Fremont Peak State Park’s Observatory and 
MIRA’s Chews Ridge Observatory (DSEIR page 4.9-27).  The project would incrementally contribute to 
the degradation of atmospheric “night sky” conditions, but the design of outdoor lighting would 
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substantially limit the light emitted from the project, which  would primarily be visible to those directly 
adjacent to the site due to the proposed cut-off optics on community light fixtures.  

Response to SC-13 

The aesthetic impacts of the project were analyzed in the DSEIR using sight-line visual simulations to 
show visual changes resulting from the project.  These sight-lines were chosen following review of the site 
plan for viewpoints of interest and verification of those viewpoints by site visits.  Under the General Plan 
Amendment, any future developments of ridgelines proposed in Specific Plans will be required to undergo 
environmental review for impacts to ridgelines on a project-by-project basis.  This policy will only apply 
to ridgeline areas where development is proposed under a Specific Plan and will not affect areas governed 
under the existing Monterey County General Plan.  The text requires that the issue be addressed as part of 
the Specific Plan, not exempted.     

As described on Page 4.9-15 of the DSEIR, views of the project site from Reservation Road will be altered 
due to removal of existing structures and construction of new buildings resulting in nominal encroachment 
into the skyline.  However, approximately 23 of the existing structures within the bluff area of EGSP site 
will be preserved; therefore, visual alteration along the eastern most edge of the bluff area will be 
minimized, and will primarily consist of an intensification (infilling) of existing development with 
residential, cultural, and live/work uses.  Although rooftops will be visible along the eastern boundary of 
the EGSP site, project design features, such as the retention of open space (e.g., oak woodlands) and 
incorporation of the Bluff Greenway pushes new development away from the bluff edge and will, to a 
large extent, screen views of the proposed development.   

The retention of oak woodland habitat and existing features such as the Works Progress Administration 
rock wall along the eastern portion of the site and removal of existing aboveground features including 
telephone poles, vacated military buildings, water tanks, etc., will serve to lessen the overall alteration of 
views from surrounding uses into the project site.  The County’s ridgeline policy only applies to public 
viewing areas, which do not include private land. 

Response to SC-14 

The EGSP will include 10 percent “Workforce II” housing, and will include 6 percent very-low-, 8 percent 
low-, and 6 percent moderate-income housing, which would be priced lower than workforce housing.  For 
a discussion of the EGSP consistency with the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, please see 
Section 3.3, MR-8: Inclusionary Housing. 

The Army will transfer the EGSP project site, which is located in a Monterey County Redevelopment area, 
to FORA.  The FORA will transfer the land to the Redevelopment Agency, who will transfer the land to 
the project developer.  The Redevelopment Agency is currently negotiating a Disposition and 
Development Agreement (DDA) with the developers to determine the financial and transactional terms for 
the buildout of the project and the terms of that agreement are unknown at this time.  Monterey County 
will not receive payment for the land.  Payment will go to FORA and the Redevelopment Agency (a 
separate agency from Monterey County). The financial terms do not result in any environmental impacts.  

Response to SC-15 

In Seaside, the First Tee Children’s Golf Course is planned for the northeast corner of the existing General 
Jim Moore (GJM) Boulevard/Eucalyptus intersection.  As many as 800 homes could be built along the east 
side of GJM Boulevard south of Eucalyptus under the Reuse Plan.  The City of Seaside does not expect 
this site to develop for at least 20 years.  Del Rey Oaks is planning a 350 room hotel resort, golf course, 
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and several hundred unit housing project at the northeast corner of GJM Boulevard/South Boundary Road.  
This development is included in the 2020 traffic forecasts in the DSEIR. 

Response to SC-16 

The study intersections were chosen in consultation with the County based on the likelihood of the project 
adding enough traffic to an intersection to increase delay for critical movements.  For example, Canyon 
Del Rey Boulevard/General Jim Moore Boulevard was chosen as a study intersection even though the 
project is expected to increase traffic at this intersection by only approximately one percent of the existing 
traffic during the peak hours.  However, the number of projected project trips at this intersection indicates 
that the project is expected to minimally increase the volume at the intersection of SR 218 (Canyon Del 
Rey)/ SR 68.  Based on forecasted Existing plus Project volumes for General Jim Moore/Canyon Del Rey 
(Intersection #28), the project is expected to generate only 12 trips onto southbound Canyon Del Rey Road 
(between General Jim Moore and SR 68) during the AM peak hour, and seven trips during the PM peak.  
Similarly, the project is expected to generate only five trips on northbound Canyon Del Rey Road during 
the AM peak and 14 during the PM peak.  This is a small amount of project trips (average of less than one 
trip every four minutes) for the SR 218/SR 68 intersection.  In addition, the FORA EIR anticipated 
impacts in this area and the FORA fee include improvements for SR 68. 

Response to SC-17 

Yes, South Boundary Road is the roadway referenced. 

Projected project trips on SR 68 east of Portola Interchange show that the project is only expected to 
slightly increase the volume on State Route 68 west of the Portola Interchange.  Based on forecasted 
Existing plus Project volumes for SR 68 east of the Portola Interchange, the project is expected to generate 
approximately nine trips onto eastbound SR 68 and 11 trips on westbound SR 68 during the PM peak hour 
in the vicinity of the Portola Interchange.  This small amount of project trips (average of less than one trip 
every five minutes per direction) is not expected to have a significant impact on SR 68 west of the Portola 
Interchange. 

Response to SC-18 

Based on the field conditions and discussion with the County Staff, a roundabout was proposed instead of 
a signal at the intersection of Highway 1 Southbound Ramps/Canyon Del Rey Boulevard.  A roundabout 
may work better than a signal because there is frontage road that runs parallel to the Highway 1 
Southbound Ramps which essentially forms the fifth-leg of the intersection.  Traffic entering the 
roundabout would merge to the right and have to complete a 270-degree turn to make the equivalent of a 
left turn.  However, a roundabout does not have the stop delay caused by the red signal indication.  The 
specifics of the roundabout (or signal) will be determined through the final design process.  As part of the 
process for obtaining encroachment permit(s), Caltrans will be provided with the appropriate plans and 
analysis (e.g., signal warrants based on 12-hour count data, Roundabout Fact Sheet, etc.).  Caltrans 
encroachment permit is needed before improvements can be constructed at an intersection within their 
right-of-way.   

Response to SC-19 

The project would have a water demand of 470 acre-feet per year (AFY) according to the Water Supply 
Assessment prepared and approved by the MCWD.  FORA has allocated the County of Monterey 560 
AFY of water to serve lands within the FFO that are under the jurisdiction of the County of Monterey.  
The County of Monterey may approve development in the Ord Community only within the water use 
allocation provided to the County by FORA.  The MCWD will approve connections in the Ord 
Community Service Area up to the point at which the FORA allocations are expected to be exhausted, 
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unless other water resources can be secured.  Of the County’s 560 AFY allocation, the County has already 
allocated 52.5 AFY to the Monterey Peninsula College.  The County also reserved up to 470 AFY for the 
East Garrison project, pending processing and environmental review of the EGSP project.   

The comment is correct in stating that following approval of the EGSP only 37.5 AFY of water will be left 
from the County’s existing allocation.  The EGSP project will be limited to the 470-AFY allocation and 
review has shown that that amount of water is sufficient to meet project needs.  After allocation of water to 
EGSP, the County would have 37.5 AFY remaining to be allocated to future uses on the Monterey County 
lands within FFO.  The Reuse Plan developed a Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP) as 
a tool to manage buildout of the Reuse Plan.  The purpose of the DRMP is to maintain growth in line with 
resources and services.  The DRMP established Level of Service standards for transportation, water, public 
services, and capital planning.  As stated in the DRMP, development is allowed on a first-come, first-serve 
basis; therefore, development does not need to be proposed in any preset order, and subsequent 
development will need to be accommodated within the remaining allocation.  As more water supply may 
become available in the future, other portions of FFO may develop as outlined in the Reuse Plan.   

Response to SC-20 

The Laguna Seca Recreation Area is located approximately 5 miles by air from the proposed project.  The 
Laguna Seca Recreation Area is approximately 9 miles by vehicle if the route follows Reservation Road 
and Highway 68 from the site.  Barloy Canyon Road, from East Garrison to Laguna Seca is opened on 
occasion for larger events at Laguna Seca. 

 
 



November 1, 2004

Mike ~ ovo, P lanner [S ent by E mail -novom@ co.monterev.ca.us  -and Han~ Deliverec l]

P lanni g and B uilding Inspection Department
C ount of Monterey
2620 P irst Avenue
Marina, C A 93933

R E : C omments  on S ubsequent DE IR  for P roposed E ast G arrison S pecific P lan

Dear Mr. Novo:

LandWatch Monterey C ounty has  the following comments  on the Draft S ubsequent
E nvir~entallmpact R eport (DS E IR ) prepared to evaluate the proposed E ast G arrison
S pecif'c P lan:

1 T he DS E IR  is  said to be "subsequent" to the E nvironmental Impact R eport prep. red for
the F ort Ord R euse P lan. LandWatch believes  that the environmental analys is  ur dertaken
for the proposed E ast G arrison S pecific P lan must satis fy the requirements  ofth{
C alifornia E nvironmental Quality Act (C E QA) on a "s tand alone" bas is , and tha it is  not
penniss ible to rely on environmental documentation prepared for the F ort Ord R  ~use
P lan, in view of the s ignificant passage of time and the s ignificant change in con iitions
that have occurred s ince certification of the F ort Ord R euse P lan E IR . It is  inapp 'opriate
to cons ider the proposed E ast G arrison S pecific P lan with a "subsequent" E IR .

I

2. I A S pecific P lan for a proposed development within the unincorporated areas  of] l1onterey
! C ounty must be cons istent with the underlying C ounty G eneral P lan. As  noted i] l the

DS E IR , the proposed project is  in fact incons istent with the current C ounty G enl :ral P lan,
and cannot be approved without that G eneral P lan being amended. T he DS E IR  f lils
adequately to explore or to take into account the multiple and s ignificant interna
inconsistencies  found in the current C ounty G eneral P lan, and its  current overall
inadequacy. T o be adequate, a G eneral P lan must accurately account for current
conditions , and it must be internally cons istent. In this  case, the amendment pro] losed
to allow the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan to go forward does  not adequately addrl :ss  or
remedy the multiple inadequacies  and inconsistencies  of the existing Monterey ~ ~ounty
G eneral P lan, and because it fails  to analyze these issues  the DS E IR  for the E as1 G arrison

S pecific P lan is  itself inadequate.

3. R elated to its  failure adequately to explore and analyze the bas ic inadequacy of he
Monterey C ounty G eneral P lan is  the failure of the DS E IR  adequately to analyz ~ the
cumulative impacts  of the proposed project. T he proposed E ast G arrison S pecifi c P lan is

montereJ  ' county

P ost Office B ox 1876, S alinas , C  A 93902
E mail: LandWatch@ l.1clw.org

Website: www.land", atch.org
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2
not proceeding alone. At the same time that the C ounty is  speeding the approval )f this
proposed project, it is  speeding towards  approval of the mass ive R ancho S an J ua 1
project. In fact, a draft schedule circulated by C ounty planners  has  the B oard of
S upervisors  holding a hearing on the proposed R ancho S an J uan S pecific P lan at the
exact same time that the P lanning C ommiss ion is  meeting to cons ider the propos  ~d E ast
G arrison S pecific P lan. T he C ounty is  also entertaining many new subdivis ions  i .1 C armel
V alley, in North Monterey C ounty, and along the Highway 68-R iver R oad corric or. T he
C ounty and the MB E S T  C enter are also proposing a convers ion to res idential US ! :  of land
located immediately adjacent to the E ast G arrison area, currently used for agricu tille, and
des ignated for ultimate industrial development. A R edevelopment P lan for the B , >ronda
Area that would put more traffic onto Davis  R oad is  also moving rapidly througl: the
C ounty's  process . All these proposals , being cons idered by the C ounty of Mont( rey,
would add traffic and other impacts  that would be cumulative to the impacts  of tile
proposed E ast G arrison S pecific P lan. A lis ting of all pending projects  is  availab: e on the
C ounty website, at ht :llwww.co.montere .ca.us l bi! ro.ects l ro.ect main.htm. In
addition, the nearby C ity of Marina has  either approved, or is  in the process  of aI proving,
three large subdivis ion proposals  within its  city limits , (Marina Heights , Univers  ty
V illages , and Marina S tation). T he C ity of S alinas  is  proposing to annex and dev ~lop
3,000 acres  of farmland adjacent to its  current city limits , and all other cities  in tl e
S alinas  V alley are s imilarly poised to undertake major new annexations , coupled with
subdivis ion approvals . All of these projects , too, would have traffic and other im >acts
that would be cumulative to the impacts  from the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan. T l e
DS E IR  s imply does  not adequately address  the contributions  that the E ast G arris , >n
S pecific P lan would make to the mammoth scale of proposed growth now under
consideration by the C ounty and other jurisdictions , and because it fails  to do so,
it is  inadequate in its  environmental analys is  of the E ast G arrison project.

4. T he "alternatives" analys is  contained in the DS E IR  is  also inadequate. T he DS E J  R
should cons ider alternatives  that incorporate a redes ign of the development prop( ,sed for
the F ormer F ort Ord that s ignificantly reduce the impact on important natural are is .
T here may be an alternative to the mass ive sacrifice of oak trees , for instance, ca led for
by the current draft of the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan. T he DS E IR  should analY L e and
illuminate those alternative choices . It does  not.

5. In addition, the DS E IR  should cons ider an alternative that proposes  a different "t lming"
for the development of the E ast G arrison area. T his  area is  the most "far flung" p m of the
former F ort Ord, and thus  is  a kind of "skip out" development, as  efforts  are mad e to
implement the F ort Ord R euse P lan. T he DS E IR  should analyze an alternative th 1t would
phase any development at the E ast G arrison s ite until after development has  proc ~eded in
those portions  of F ort Ord (mostly within the C ity of Marina) that are close bye) is ting
communities , and that can better utilize existing infrastructure.

6.

T he DS E IR  does  not adequately examine the "trade offs" that will occur if scarci :  water
supplies  are utilized by the proposed E ast G arrison development, instead ofus inj ~ this
water for alternative uses  (in areas  more closely located to existing communities , for
instance) that could have environmental advantages . It may be that approval of t] le E ast
G arrison S pecific P lan, at this  time, would actually undermine other developmer t
proposals  that would have a lesser impact on the environment. T he DS E IR  does  lot
illuminate these choices , as  it must to comply with C E QA.

LWMC-3
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7. As  both C ALT R ANS  and the Monterey B ay Unified Air P ollution C ontrol DistI lct have

noted in their separate comments  on the DS E IR , the traffic analys is  contained in the
DS E IR  it totally inadequate, in that it is  based on an unsubstantiated and inadeql ate
"model" that has  not been approved for use by the relevant s tate and local agenc es .
T raffic impacts  of the proposed project on Intergarrison R oad (on and off the C S  UMB
campus), on R eservation R oad, on B lanco R oad, on Highway 68, and even on Highway
One will be extremely s ignificant. A competent, complete, and adequate traffic ~ nalys is
is  vital. T he DS E IR  is  inadequate because it does  not contain one. T his  failure al )ne is
enough to require that the DS E IR  be rewritten, and recirculated for further C Offin Lent.

8 B ecause of the traffic generated by the proposed E ast G arrison S pecific P lan, th~ re will
be new pressures  to widen B lanco R oad and/or Davis  R oad, as  these roadways  g)

through prime agricultural land. T he DS E IR  does  not adequately examine the im pacts  of
the proposed project on agricultural land, and doe not propose appropriate mitig, tion
measures .

9. T he DS E IR  does  not properly take account of the impacts  on local schools  that v 'ould be
caused by the proposed project, and there is  no analys is  of the impact of failing t)
provide for appropriate school s ites  in the E ast G arrison area.

In conclus ion, LandWatch Monterey C ounty believes  that the DS E IR  for the proposed I ast
G arrison S pecific P lan is  inadequate. We believe that it must be rewritten and recirculatc :d. We
know that the C ounty's  current plan is  to speed this  proposed development through the (~ounty' s
process  (as  it speeds  through other mammoth development projects  at the same time). \\ e urge
the C ounty not to do that, and to comply with the requirements  of the C alifornia E nviror mental
Quality Act, which require a much more thorough and thoughtful analys is  of the potenti u
environmental impacts  of a project of this  scale and importance.

V ery truly yours ,

G  P atton, E xecutive Director
nd atch Monterey C ounty

v
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LANDWATCH MONTEREY COUNTY 

Response to LWMC-1 

The FORA Reuse EIR provided program-level analyses of the impacts of the Reuse Plan.  The EGSP 
DSEIR was prepared using project-level details that were not previously known at the time of the Reuse 
Plan.  These project-level details included the provision of a site plan and detailed project description.  The 
DSEIR considered changes in existing conditions, such as the change in project location, traffic levels of 
service, regional air quality, etc. consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.  See Section 3.3, MR-3: 
Subsequent DEIR and Tiering, for further discussion of the use of a subsequent EIR for this project.   

Response to LWMC-2 

See Section 3.3, MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy and MR-9: Monterey County General Plan, for a 
discussion of the EGSP’s relationship to the MCGP and other land use policies.   

Response to LWMC-3 

The draft schedule for County hearings was revised and the EGSP project hearing was not held at the same 
time as the Rancho San Juan hearing.  See Section 3.3, MR-1: Cumulative Impact Analysis, for a 
discussion of the cumulative impact analysis.   

Response to LWMC-4 

See Section 3.3, MR-2: Alternatives Analysis and MR-6: Biological Resources, for discussions of 
alternatives and biological resources. 

Response to LWMC-5 

See Section 3.3, MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy, for a discussion of land use planning.  The commentor 
requests that Marina development be allowed to proceed prior to buildout of East Garrison.  The County 
has an obligation to provide its “fair share” of the Regional Housing Allocation, which is in part fulfilled 
by development at East Garrison.  However, the City of Marina has already approved construction of 
2,287 units of its Fort Ord growth, even with East Garrison’s water use.   

Response to LWMC-6 

The comment states that the DSEIR does not adequately examine alternatives to the EGSP, including 
using water for other projects. Please see Response to SC-19. This project has been requested, is being 
considered by the Board, and is in conformance with the Monterey County General Plan, including its 
2003 Housing Element, the Redevelopment Plan, and the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.  Please also see Section 
3.3, MR-2: Alternatives, for further discussion of the formulation of alternatives and the alternatives 
analysis.  Buildout of Fort Ord is governed by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, which prepared the DRMP as 
a tool to manage buildout of the Reuse Plan.  The purpose of the DRMP is to maintain growth in line with 
resources and services.  The DRMP established Level of Service standards for transportation, water, public 
services, and capital planning.  As stated in the DRMP, development of the FFO is allowed on a first-
come, first-serve basis. See also Response to SC-1 regarding residential development limits pursuant to the 
DRMP.  

Response to LWMC-7 

See Appendix A, Attachments 3 and 4 for a discussion of traffic methodology.   
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Response to LWMC-8 

The widening of Blanco Road and Davis Road are projects included in the analysis in the FORA FEIR.  
Environmental impacts due to the potential widening of Blanco Road and/or Davis Road were previously 
analyzed and mitigated in the FORA FEIR.  Please see Section 3.3, MR-3: Subsequent DEIR and Tiering, 
for a discussion of subsequent EIRs. 

Response to LWMC-9 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-5: Schools, for a discussion of school impacts. 

Response to LWMC-10 

The comment states that based on the comments above, the DSEIR is inadequate.  Please see the above 
responses for an explanation of the adequacy of the DSEIR analyses. 

 



P hone: 831-647-2440

F ox: 831-647-2441

c

November 1, 2004

HAND.DE LIV E R E D

NOV  0 1 2004Mr. Mike Novo, AC IP

Monterey C ounty
P lanning and B uilding

Inspection Department
2620 F irst Avenue
Marina, C A 93933

MONT E R E Y  C OUNT Y

P LANNING  & B UILDING
INS P E C T ION DE P T .

R e Draft S ubsequent E nvironmental Impact R eport: E ast G arrison S pecific P lan (S tate
C learinghouse Number 2003081086 P LN 030204)

Dear Mr. Novo

E ast G arrison P artners  I,  LLC , the project applicant and des ignated developer, is  pleased to
submit the following comments  for your cons ideration with reference to the Draft S upplemental
E nvironmental report ("DS E IR ") for the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan ("E G S P ").

A.

G E NE R AL C OMME NT S : INT R ODUC T ION (P AR T  1.0 of DS E IR )

1. We generally concur with the determination made pursuant to C E QA that the
purpose of the DS E IR  is  to provide a project-level subsequent environmental impact analys is
that accurately analyzes  the E G S P  project in light of current conditions , circumstances , and new
information that was  not available and not analyzed in the previous ly certified environmental
documentation including the Army E IS  and the F OR A F E IR  (DS E IR , pp. 1-2, 1-3). However, we
believe the reference to "current conditions" is  a somewhat conservative approach, broader
than the legal required circumstances  for a subsequent E IR  set forth in P ublic R esources  C ode
(P R C ) § 21166. C E QA G uidelines , § 15162 (implementing P R C  § 21166) requires  a
subsequent E IR  if there are: I

(1) S ubstantial changes  are proposed in the project which will require major
revis ions  of the previous  E IR  due to the involvement of new s ignificant
environmental effects  or a substantial increase in the severity of previous ly
identified s ignificant effects ; ,

(2) S ubstantial changes  occur with respect to the circumstances  under which

the project is  undertaken which will require major revis ions  of the previous  E IR

due to the involvement of new s ignificant environmental effects  or a substantial

increase in the severity of previous ly identified s ignificant effects ; or I.

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was  not known and
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time
the previous  E IR  was  certified as  complete, shows any of the following: .

(a) T he project will have one or more s ignificant effects  not discussed
in the previous  E IR ;
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(b) S ignificant effects  previous ly examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous  E IR ;

(c) Mitigation measures  or alternatives  previous ly found not to be
feas ible would in fact be feas ible and would substantially reduce one or
more s ignificant effects  of the project, but the project proponents  decline
to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(d) Mitigation measures  or alternatives  which are cons iderably
different from those analyzed in the previous  E IR  would substantially
reduce one or more s ignificant effects  on the environment. but the project
proponents  decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

(C E QA G uidelines  § 15162; note, also C E QA G uidelines . § 15229, establishing "baseline
phys ical conditions" for closed military bases , discussed in C omment A.3, below).

We do not object to the reference to "current conditions" or to the scope of this  DS E IR , but we
do suggest that the term be clarified as  to whether it is  intended to be same as  "change
circumstances" in P R C  § 21166 and C E QA G uidelines  § 15162, or whether this  DS E IR  is  taking
a more conservative approach and broader analys is  than is  legally required under C E QA.

2. T he DS E IR  correctly notes  (at page 1-3) that the F OR A F E IR  was  prepared
under the authority of P ublic R esources  C ode (P R C ) § 21083.8.1 dealing with reuse plans  for
closed military bases . In addition to the reference in that section that all public and private
activities  taken pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a reuse plan shall be deemed to be a s ingle
project, we would also note the language in that section that "the determination of whether the
reuse plan may have a s ignificant effect on the environment may be made in the context of the
phys ical conditions  which were present at the time that the federal decis ion became final for the
closure or realignment of the base or reservation" (called "baseline phys ical conditions" under
C E QA G uidelines , § 15229).

3. T he F OR A F E IR  recites  that it was  a program-level E IR  prepared pursuant to the
above referenced sections  and that any subsequent project-level E IR s  by F ort Ord jurisdictions
should tier off the F OR A F E IR  as  specified in P R C  § 21166 (F OR A F E IR , pp. 1-3,1-4). T he
same principles  should apply with respect to mitigation measures  adopted by F OR A pursuant to
the F OR A F E IR  and analys is  and cons ideration of alternatives  contained in the F OR A F E IR , as
well as  environmental documentation relied upon therein.

4. We suggest that when and if appropriate to respond to comments  received by
the C ounty on this  DS E IR  and in preparing the F inal S E IR , these legal principles  be referred to
and relied upon, particularly with respect to analys is  and suggested mitigation measures  of
traffic, air quality and other adverse environmental impacts  which cannot be feas ibly mitigated to
a less  than s ignificant level. T he DS E IR  purports  to do this  (DS E IR , p. 1-2) but it is  not always
clear in the DS E IR  how the baseline phys ical conditions  and F OR A F E IR  were taken into
account with respect to the "current conditions , circumstances  and new information not
analyzed in previous ly certified environmental documentation." (DS E IR , p. 1-2). T he F S E IR
should clarify this  wherever it is  appropriate to do 50.
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5. Y ou may also reference, if and when appropriate, in order to respond to any
comments  received on the DS E IR  and in cons idering feas ible mitigation measures , the decis ion
in S ave Our NT C . Inc. v. C itv of S an Dieao, (2003) 105 C al. App. 4th 285, Op. modified in 105
C al. App. 4th 1381c, where the C alifornia C ourt of Appeal concluded: "P ursuant to the federal
and statutory schemes governing reuse planning and transfer of military base properties , the
federal government's  transfer of the surplus .. .  property to the C ity did not trigger the application
of all exis ting zoning ordinances  to the property, but instead only those that were cons istent with
the reuse plan approved by the Defense Department and HUD." T he C ourt held that a height
limitation adopted by the C ity's  electorate was  not cons istent with the reuse plan, and
accordingly did not apply to the base property, regardless  of whether the voters  would have
intended it to apply to property acquired by the C ity after its  adoption (105 App. 4th at pages
294-295, as  modified by 105 C al. App. 4th at pages  1381 c.-1381 d.).

B o E XE C UT IV E  S UMMAR Y  (P AR T  2.0 of DS E IR )

1. T he third paragraph of S ection 2.1 (DS E IR , p. 2-1) lis ts  approvals  from agencies
other than the C ounty or its  redevelopment agency. It is  not clear from this  reference whether
the DS E IR  is  intended to serve as  the C E QA analys is  for these approvals  (see the last sentence
of the firs t paragraph of S ection 1.2, DS E IR , p. 1-2). Later in the DS E IR , S ection 3.4.2 (DS E IR ,
p. 3-45) suggests  that these R esponsible and T rustee Agencies  may rely on the DS E IR  in
consideration of the issuance of their respective permits  although it is  not entirely clear. P lease

clarify.

2. In the firs t line of S ection 2.2 (DS E IR , p. 2-1), we would suggest adding, after "to
be resolved through the E IR  process" the words  ", to the extent not previous ly analyzed in the
F OR A F E IR  and prior environmental documentation,"

3. In the F inal S E IR , please check for cons istency throughout with the P roject
description in the 9th and 10th bullets  of S ection 2.2 (DS E IR , p.2-2).

4. In S ection 2.3 (DS E IR , pp. 2-3, 2-4), cons istent with our prior comments , and
because this  is  in the part of the DS E IR  -the E xecutive S ummary -that most casual readers
will focus  on, we suggest clarifying, with respect to each of the major impacts  identified as
s ignificant and unavoidable, the extent to which these impacts  were analyzed under the F OR A
F E IR  and other environmental documentation, including the "baseline phys ical conditions" and
those assumed in the R euse P lan. T he same comment refers  to the E xecutive S ummary T able
2.1 (commencing DS E IR , p. 2-7).

c. P R OJ E C T  DE S C R IP T ION (P AR T  3.0 of DS E IR )

1. It would be helpful in S ection 3.2.3 (DS E IR , pp. 3-9, 3-10). to emphasize that the
P roject. for purposes  of the DS E IR , is  a more detailed local implementation of the R euse P lan
and that this  DS E IR  is  tiering off the F OR A F E IR  and prior environmental document in light of
additional project-level analys is  required under P R C  § 21166 for the proposed P roject.

2. In S ection 3.2.12 (DS E IR , p. 3-43), regarding the Historic District, please delete
the reference to covenants  in the deed and refer instead to covenants  to be included in a
Memorandum of Understanding between S HP O and F OR A to be recorded at the time of
conveyance of the E ast G arrison P roperty.
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E NV IR ONME NT AL IMP AC T  ANALY S IS  (P AR T  4.0)D.

1. In S ection 4.4 (commencing DS E IR , p. 4.4-1), T ransportation and C irculation,
please refer to our general C omments  in A., above, comments  in 8.4, above. We believe it
would be helpful to generally clarify and summarize and compare the "baseline phys ical
conditions" and the F OR A F E IR  analys is  and mitigation measures  in the F OR A F E IR  and other
environmental documentation, in order to provide context for the analys is  and proposed
mitigation and conclus ions  in S ection 4.4.

2. We have additional technical comments  to S ection 4.4 which have been
prepared by our traffic consultant, Hexagon T ransportation C onsultants , Inc. T heir letter
comments  are attached to this  letter and incorporated by reference for your cons ideration and
response. P lease also note where their comments  (and your responses) will affect the
E xecutive S ummary, T able 2.1.

3. In S ection 4.5 (commencing DS E IR , p. 4.5-1), Air Quality, please refer to our
G eneral C omments  in A., above, and our comments  in 8.4, above. We believe it would be
helpful to generally clarify, and summarize and compare the "baseline phys ical conditions" and
the analys is  and mitigation measures  in the F OR A F E IR  and other environmental
documentation, in order to provide context for the analys is , proposed mitigations  and Iconclus ions  in S ection 4.5.

4. In Mitigation Measure 4.7-8-1 (DS E IR , pp. 4.7-24, 4.7-25), please delete the 9th
bullet paragraph in order to preclude inconsistent application of the requirements  of the S pecific
P lan conditions  of approval and other DS E IR  mitigation measures  pertaining to tree removal,
retention and protection. P lease make the same deletion in T able 2.1, Mitigation Measure 4.7-

8-1, 9th bullet paragraph (DS E IR , p. 2-24).

5. In Mitigation Measure 4.8.1-G  (DS E IR , p. 4.8-24), please delete the words  "and
implemented" in the second line, as  implementation will not be feas ible or appropriate during
construction. P lease make the same deletion in T able 2.1, Mitigation Measure 4.8.1-G  (DS E IR ,

p. 2-31).

6. With respect to archeological matters , we question the feas ibility and relevancy
of Mitigation Measures  4.8.2-8 and 4.8.2-C  (DS E IR , pp. 4.8-25, 4.8-26), in that they appear
unnecessary in light of Mitigation Measure 4.8.2-A (the retention of a qualified archeologist to
monitor the s ite), and the remaining Mitigation Measures  in S ection 4.8.2 to govern excavations .
Mitigation Measures  4.8.2-8 and 4.8.2-C  would make project activities  subject to actions  and
agreements  of third parties  which are not controlled by the C ounty or the applicant and the
failure to satis fy those requirements  could delay or prevent the P roject from moving forward.
We request that these Mitigation Measures  be deleted. T he same deletions  would occur in

T able 2.1, Mitigation Measures  4.8.2-8 and 4.8.2-C  (DS E IR , pp. 2-32,2-33).
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T hank you for your cons idering our comments .

E ast G arrison P artners  I,  LLC

B y

Ian C . G illis

AT T AC HME NT : Letter from Hexagon T ransportation C onsultants , Inc.



 

 40 South Market Street, Suite 600    San Jose, California 95113 
phone 408.971.6100    fax 408.971.6102    www.hextrans.com 

 
November 1, 2004 
 
Mr. Keith McCoy 
East Garrison Partners 
24571 Silver cloud Court, Suite 101 
Monterey, CA 93940 
 
Re: Traffic Comments on East Garrison Specific Plan DEIR 
 
Dear Mr. McCoy: 
 
At your request Hexagon has reviewed the traffic section of the above-referenced DEIR, and we have the 
following comments. 
 
Thresholds of Significance (p.4.4-18). The significance thresholds are very unclear. They seem to read that 
the project would have a significant impact if it causes an intersection or road segment to exceed either 
LOS C (Monterey County and Seaside) or LOS D (Marina, Salinas, and Caltrans). However, clearly the 
thresholds are not being applied in this fashion. For example, the intersection of Davis Road and Blanco 
Road is shown to operate at LOS F under existing conditions (Table 4.4-7), yet the project is said to have 
an impact there (Impact 4.4-1). The project would not “cause” the intersection to operate worse than LOS 
C because already it operates at LOS F. The FEIR should clarify the actual significance thresholds that 
were used.  
 
Roadway Segment Methodology (p. 4.4-12). It is Hexagon’s professional opinion that Chapter 20 of the 
Highway Capacity Manual is not the appropriate methodology to analyze two-lane highways in this part of 
Monterey County. That methodology is designed to analyze rural highways where the important issue is 
travel speed and the ability to pass slower traffic. As parts of Monterey County become more urbanized, 
which they will with the East Garrison Specific Plan and other pieces of the FORA plan, free-flow travel 
speed and ability to pass become irrelevant to traffic operations. The key measure becomes roadway 
capacity, which is dictated by intersection capacity. Rather than analyzing every intersection along all the 
roadways, which is impractical, Hexagon suggests the expedient of determining a daily traffic capacity and 
comparing the existing and forecast volumes to that. Level of service would be determined based on the 
standard volume-to-capacity ratio ranges in the HCM: LOS A up to v/c=0.60, LOS B v/c=0.61-0.70, LOS 
C v/c=0.71-0.80, LOS D v/c=0.81-0.90, LOS E v/c=0.91-1.00, LOS F over 1.00. Hexagon recommends 
the use of 25,000 vehicles as the daily capacity of a two-lane roadway. 
 
Roadway Segment Impacts (p. 4.4-26). Hexagon has prepared the attached table based on the methodology 
described above. The volumes in the table come from a table labeled “Link Segment Analysis” in the 
DEIR Appendix E.  It is our professional opinion that the project would have an impact on three roadway 
segments, not seven segments as identified in the DEIR: Blanco Road from Reservation Road to the 
Salinas River Bridge, Blanco Road from the Salinas River Bridge to Davis Road, and Davis Road between 
Ambrose and Central. In our opinion the other four roadway segments would be operating at LOS C or 
better. 
 
Roadway Improvements Included in FORA CIP (p. 4.4-26). The DEIR is unclear about which 
improvements to roadways are included in the FORA CIP. The text says “Improvements previously 
approved and funded for the following roadway segments are included in the FORA CIP,” but there is no 
list following that sentence. Also, the next sentence references Table 4.4-9 as listing improvements to five 
roadway segments, but Table 4.4-9 lists intersection improvements, not roadways. 
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Mitigation for Roadway Impacts (p. 4.4-26). The mitigation discussion for roadway impacts consists of a 
single sentence that reads “Construction of an additional roadway lane will mitigate impacts to these 
roadways.” It is our professional opinion that this mitigation statement is too general. Each roadway 
should be studied and discussed. Perhaps additional lanes may be needed in only certain areas, or perhaps 
only spot intersection improvements are necessary, or perhaps intermittent passing lanes would suffice. 
Planners should bear in mind that the wholesale addition of lanes to long stretches of roadway is very 
expensive and may not be the best use of scarce transportation improvement funding. 
 
Project Fair Share Analysis (p. 4.4-28). To our knowledge there is not a standardized method to calculate 
project fair shares within the traffic engineering industry. The FEIR should acknowledge that there are 
many ways to calculate fair share and should state that the numbers included in the DEIR are just an 
example of how fair share might be presented. Also, the FEIR should describe the fair share calculation 
method that was used and should demonstrate how it results in the numbers that are presented. 
 
Improvement Cost Estimates (p. 4.4-31). The FEIR should describe the source for the project cost 
estimates. If the estimates were done specifically for this DEIR, then the FEIR should include calculation 
sheets showing how the costs were derived. Also, the FEIR should describe the degree of accuracy that 
should be attributed to the estimates. 
 
Cumulative Roadway Impacts (p. 5-17). The same comments as described above apply to the cumulative 
analysis. Specifically, the FEIR should clarify which roadway segments would be significantly impacted 
by the project, which segments already are planned for improvement as part of the FORA CIP, for 
segments not already planned for improvement discuss improvement options, describe and show the 
methodology used to calculate project fair share, and describe and show the methodology used to calculate 
the improvement cost estimates. Also, as shown on our attached table, the project would result in a 
decrease in traffic on Blanco Road between Reservation Road and Davis Road, and on SR 183 between 
Cooper Road and Espinosa Road. The FEIR should describe how the project could be said to impact those 
segments when the volume is projected to decrease, or the FEIR should acknowledge that the project 
would not have an impact on those segments. 
 
Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review the East Garrison DEIR. Please contact us if you 
have any questions about our review. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. 
 
 
 
Gary K. Black 
President       
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3.3.6 Individuals 
EAST GARRISON PARTNERS (APPLICANT) 

Response to EGP-1 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-3: Subsequent DEIR and Tiering, for a discussion of subsequent EIRs and 
tiering.   

Response to EGP-2 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-3: Subsequent DEIR and Tiering, for a discussion of baseline conditions.   

Response to EGP-3 

The comment is correct in stating that mitigation measures should be incorporated in the DSEIR as 
adopted by the FORA from its FEIR.  As permitted by § 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the DSEIR 
referenced several technical studies, analyses, and previously certified environmental documentation 
including the FORA FEIR.  Information from the documents, including mitigation measures, is 
incorporated into the DSEIR by reference and is considered in the analyses and during the crafting of 
mitigation measures for the EGSP.  Therefore, the analysis considered mitigation measures previously 
adopted and only recommended additional mitigation measures if they were necessary.  All applicable 
FORA FEIR measures will be included in the conditions of approval for the EGSP.  These documents 
included all technical reports prepared for the EGSP and the Final Environmental Impact Statement Fort 
Ord Disposal and Reuse (June 1993); Record of Decision (ROD) for Fort Ord, California; Disposal and 
Reuse Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (December 1993); Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse (June 1996); Record of Decision (ROD) for Fort Ord, 
California, Disposal and Reuse Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) (July 14, 
1997); and Fort Ord Reuse Plan Environmental Impact Report (June 13, 1997).   

Response to EGP-4 

A summary of the changes that trigger the need for additional analysis is included in the introduction to 
each topical analysis contained in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis.  Examples of these 
changes include revisions to the originally proposed project description such as the change in project 
location from Parker Flats to East Garrison, preparation of a site plan for the project site, or changes to 
baseline conditions, such as changes in background traffic levels on roadways, changes in jobs and 
housing, etc.  

Response to EGP-5 

The comment cites a legal case that the County may rely on in the event that comments raise issues 
relating to a conflict with the approved Reuse Plan and local regulations governing the use of the East 
Garrison area.  No such conflict is identified and no further response is required.   

Response to EGP-6 

The SEIR will be used to provide information to these agencies about the project, but will not be the only 
documentation considered in the approval of these discretionary actions.  These approvals include a take 
permit from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), a discharge permit from the Central 
Coast Regional Water Quality Board (CCRWQB), and eventual annexation of the project site into the 
Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) and the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District (SFPD) by LAFCO 
of Monterey County.  These actions are all discretionary actions by various agencies, requiring further 
applications and documentation in accordance with the above agencies requirements.   The listed agencies 
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can use this FEIR for their CEQA analysis of discretionary actions pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15357. 

Response to EGP-7 

The SEIR is a subsequent DEIR containing analyses that supplements the Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
(FORA) EIR for the reuse of the FFO.  Therefore, Page 2-1, paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 

The potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved through the EIR process are derived through 
analysis conducted during preparation of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) (Appendix A) and consideration 
of responses received from public agencies and the public during scoping meetings and circulation of the 
NOP.  The areas of controversy and issues addressed in this DSEIR do not extend to matters that 
are the subject of previous analysis in the FORA EIR that remain valid under current conditions. 
These areas are summarized as follows: 

Response to EGP-8 

The comment asks for consistency between the ninth and tenth bullet points describing the project under 
Section 2.2, Areas of Controversy/Issues to be Resolved.  This section describes potential issues for each 
environmental topic and the project description is relevant to the potential impact.  Page 2-2, paragraph 10 
is revised as follows: 

• The proposed project will result in the construction of up to 1,470 residential units, 75,000 sq ft of 
commercial uses, 11,000 sq ft of public and institutional uses, and 100,000 sq ft of 
artist/cultural/educational space resulting in an increase in population of approximately 4,337 
persons in the project area, and the creation of approximately 380 employment opportunities on the 
project site (see Section 4.10, Population, Housing, and Employment). 

Response to EGP-9 

The EGSP project is a smaller component of the Reuse Plan and contains project-specific details and 
mitigation measures; therefore, impacts for the EGSP project may differ from those described in the 
FORA FEIR.  The FORA FEIR identified significant and unavoidable impacts to law enforcement and fire 
protection/emergency response services, transportation, and transit operations.  The FORA FEIR also 
identified cumulatively significant and unavoidable impacts to water supply, visual resources, 
transportation, law enforcement and fire protection/emergency response services, and transit services.  The 
Executive Summary is meant to summarize information related to the project description, areas of 
controversy, impacts, and alternatives of this project.  Readers can refer to Section 4.0, Environmental 
Impact Analysis for further details of the project. 

Response to EGP-10 

The comment requests that Section 3.2.3 be revised to clarify the relationship between the EGSP, the 
Reuse Plan, and FORA FEIR.  A detailed discussion of the relationship between the EGSP DSEIR and the 
FORA FEIR is contained in Section 1.3, Tiering and Basis for Subsequent EIR, and Section 1.8 
Incorporation By Reference.  Page 3-10, paragraph 2 has been revised as follows: 

The Reuse Plan provides program-level policies for the redevelopment of the entire FFO.  The 
EGSP is a project-level specific plan that implements the Reuse Plan for redevelopment of the East 
Garrison area.  The EGSP is required to be consistent with the Reuse Plan.  The EGSP project will 
implement the Reuse Plan by: 
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• Accommodating the proposed 2015 Transportation Network by improving Reservation Road and 
creating a connection between Inter-Garrison Road and Watkins Gate Road. 

• Creating a mixed-use village. 

• Implementing the HMP, as amended. 

• Limiting water use/demand to 470 acre-feet/year. 

• Providing park space in accordance with the Quimby Act. 

• Providing trail heads connecting the East Garrison to the regional trail system. 

• Providing a Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems Plan. 

• Assuring a broad multimodal transit network is accommodated. 

• Providing housing near jobs. 

Response to EGP-11 

Page 3-43, Paragraph 2 of the DSEIR is revised as follows: 

A programmatic agreement exists between the Department of the Army Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and the California State Historic Preservation Officer regarding existing areas and buildings 
in East Garrison.  The Army has agreed to attach covenants to the deed of those Covenants between the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and FORA were signed in August 2004 and recorded 
regarding East Garrison buildings that have been determined to be contributors to the National Register 
Historic District.  The agreed upon covenants provide dictates that buildings be maintained in accordance 
with the guidelines of The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Structures and that all All construction, alteration, demolition or other 
modification be approved by the SHPO. in the Historic District will comply with the Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Buildings at the East Garrison. 

Response to EGP-12 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-3: Subsequent DEIR and Tiering, for a discussion of subsequent EIRs.  
Additionally, please see response to comment EGP-3.   

Response to EGP-13 

Comments related to the Hexagon Transportation Consultants letter are addressed below in EGP-ATT-1 
though 8.  Any changes to the Executive Summary will be noted within the response to each specific 
comment.   

Response to EGP-14 

Please see Section 3.3, MR-3: Subsequent DEIR and Tiering, for a discussion of subsequent EIRs.  
Additionally, please see response to comment EGP-3. 
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Response to EGP-15 

The measure referred to is required by the County Agricultural Commissioner as needed to control the 
spread of oak diseases; therefore, the mitigation measure will not be revised.  The conditions of approval 
will be consistent with the mitigation measures identified in the FSEIR. 

Response to EGP-16 

The comment is correct in stating that implementation of an East Garrison History Walk Plan is not 
feasible during construction.  The correct timing of implementation is following construction.  Page 4.8-
24, paragraph 4 and Table 2.1, page 2-31 shall be revised as follows: 

4.8.1-G Prior to demolition, An East Garrison History Walk Plan interpreting the development of 
site and the role of WPA and Army shall be created and implemented by the project 
applicant.  The walk shall include signs that are self-guided and durable.  Said Plan shall 
be reviewed and approved by the MCPBID in conjunction with the Parks and Public 
Works Department.  Said Plan shall include a phasing schedule for development of the 
walk in conjunction with project specific development of the Specific Plan to ensure 
public health, welfare, and safety, during construction. 

Response to EGP-17 

Until excavation occurs on the project site, it is not clear as to the extent of Native American involvement 
that will be required under the implementation of the EGSP.  The comment by the applicant is correct in 
stating that implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.8.2-B and 4.8.2-C could be infeasible due to the fact 
they would be subject to actions and agreements of third parties, not in theirs or the County’s control.  The 
retention of a qualified archaeologist and the provisions of mitigation measures that provide oversight 
during excavation activities at the EGSP site are deemed sufficient to reduce potential impacts on 
archaeological resources to less than significant levels.  Moreover, other pertinent mitigation measures 
were provided in the DSEIR to ensure the protection of Native American resources during excavation of 
the project site.  Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.8.2-B and 4.8.2-C can be deleted without reducing the 
protection of these resources.  

Page 4.8-25 and 4.8-26 have been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measures 
4.8.2-A A qualified archaeologist shall monitor the site during all potential ground disturbance 

activities.  The archaeologist shall prepare a monitoring plan that details the procedures 
that shall occur in the event that cultural resources are uncovered.  At a minimum, all 
excavation shall cease within 5 meters of the discovery until it is evaluated by a qualified 
cultural resource specialist and/or County coroner, as applicable. 

4.8.2-B Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall obtain current status of 
Letters of Intent to Petition from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for federal recognition by 
the following entities: Costanoan Band of Carmel Mission Indians, Ohlone/Costanoan 
Muwekma Tribe, Indian Canyon Band of Costanoan/Mutsun Indians, Salinan Nation, 
Amah Band of Ohlone/Costanoan Indians, Esselen Tribe of Monterey County, 
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation, the Ensen Tribe, Salinan Tribe of Monterey County, 
Costanoan-Rumsen Carmel Tribe, and Costanoan Ohlone Rumsen-Mutsun Tribe. 

4.8.2-C A Memorandum of Agreement shall be prepared between the County, recognized local 
Native American descendants, the State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory 
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Council on Historic Preservation regarding the presence/absence of Traditional Cultural 
Properties (TCP) at East Garrison.  If TCPs are found to exist therein, ensure that the 
protection covenants, discussed under Program A-2.2 of the FORA EIR, are in place 
prior to project commencement. 

4.8.2-D B If, during the course of construction, cultural, archaeological, historical or paleontological 
resources are uncovered at the site (surface or subsurface resources) work shall be halted 
immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the find until a qualified professional 
archaeologist can evaluate it.  The MCPBID and a qualified archaeologist (i.e., an 
archaeologist registered with the Society of Professional Archaeologists) shall be 
immediately contacted by the responsible individual present on-site.  When contacted, the 
project planner and the archaeologist shall immediately visit the site to determine the 
extent of the resources and to develop proper mitigation measures required for the 
discovery. 

4.8.2-E C Prior to the commencement of project excavations, all construction personnel shall read 
and sign an agreement that describes and protects Native American remains and any/all 
potential, subsurface cultural resources. 

4.8.2-F D An archaeological sensitivity map of East Garrison shall be prepared.  The map shall 
incorporate former, current, and future theoretical information regarding potential 
prehistoric deposits.  Existing conditions (i.e. buildings, roads) and future plans (i.e. 
trenching for residential projects) and potential impacts to archaeological resources shall 
be taken into consideration when developing the map. 

4.8.2-G E The expertise of local archaeological specialists shall be utilized for the preparation of 
subsequent cultural resources reports at East Garrison. 

4.8.2-H F All future Army documents and related material regarding cultural resources at Fort Ord 
shall be provided to the California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest 
Information Center at 1303 Maurice Avenue in Rohnert Park, California 94928-3609. 

4.8.2-I G If archaeological resources or human remains are accidentally discovered during 
construction, the following steps will be taken: 

• There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: 

• The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be contacted 
to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and  

• If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 

- The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission and 
MCPBID within 24 hours. 

- The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or 
persons it believes to be most likely descended from the deceased Native 
American. 



Response to Comments 
East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments 
 

 
Michael Brandman Associates 140 
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370006\RTC Final\21370006_RTC Final.doc 

- The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner 
or the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or 
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any 
associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98, or 

- Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized 
representatives shall rebury the Native American human remains and 
associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a 
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance. 

• The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely 
descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation within 
24 hours after being notified by the commission. 

• The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or 

• The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the 
descendent, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails 
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner. 

Response to EGP-ATT-1  

Impact 4.4-1 specifically states that the proposed project will result in an incremental increase in delay at 
five project study intersections that are currently operating unacceptably.  The FEIR clarifies the actual 
significance thresholds that were used, especially for Caltrans intersections and roadway segments. 

Response to EGP-ATT-2 

Since it is impractical to study every intersection along a roadway segment, the East Garrison Traffic 
Study included level-of-service analysis of 28 study intersections for AM and PM peak hour conditions.  
The intersection analysis provides a fair estimate of how a proposed project may increase average delay on 
the approaches to study intersections, but it doesn’t provide much information regarding the possible 
impacts on roadway segments.  Therefore, the East Garrison Traffic Study also included the level of 
service analysis of 30 roadway segments.  This roadway segment analysis is based on peak hour 
directional volume, while the methodology recommended in the 11/l/04 letter from Hexagon is based on 
daily capacity. 

Chapter 20 of the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) presents “operational analysis for two-way and 
directional segments of two-lane highways,” with the objective “to determine the level of service (LOS) 
for an existing or proposed facility operating under current or projected demand.”  Appendix D-2 of the 
County’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (dated October 2003), states that for roadway 
segments: 

A significant impact would occur if a roadway segment operating at A through E degrades to a 
lower level of service of D, E, or F.  If a segment is already operating at LOS F, any increase 
during peak hour (one vehicle) is considered significant. 

Use the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual to determine levels of service. 

The 2000 HCM is the latest edition, and it provides a LOS for peak hour conditions (the time frame stated 
above). 
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The methodology recommended in the 11/4/04 letter is more expedient than the operational analysis 
presented in Chapter 20 of the 2000 HCM.  Part of the reason why it is a faster method is that vehicles per 
day (vpd) is essentially the only variable in the proposed method, while vpd is not even a variable for the 
LOS calculations presented in Chapter 20 of the 2000 HCM.  With this in mind, perhaps the question is 
whether the County wants to know the expected impact of project traffic on roadway segments specifically 
during the peak hours (rather than more general “daily” conditions).  There is no question that, for the 
study intersections, the County is interested in the LOS during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

Although vpd is not used in Chapter 20 of the 2000 HCM, it is used in Table 8-10 (Maximum Annual 
Average Daily Traffic vs. Level of Service and Type of Terrain for Two-Lane Rural Highways) of the 
1994 HCM.  The range for level terrain is 1,600 vehicles per day (LOS A with a 0.15 K-Factor) to 22,900 
vpd (LOS E with a 0.10 K-Factor).  Therefore, a 25,000-vpd capacity would exceed the LOS E threshold 
presented in this Table.  As a reminder, K-Factor is the design hour factor, i.e., the proportion of AADT 
expected to occur in the design hour. 

Response to EGP-ATT-3 

Based on the methodology provided in the Chapter 2000 of HCM and the corresponding LOS calculations 
during the peak hours, the impacted segments identified in the DEIR seem to be correct.  

Response to EGP-ATT-4 

The comment is correct in stating that Table 4.4-9 lists intersection improvements.  The bulleted list on 
Page 4.4-26 identifies seven roadway segments including five funded and two un-funded segments.  
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2-A on Page 4.4-27 correctly states that the County will work with FORA to 
include the Reservation Road (between Portola Drive and SR 68) and SR 183 (between Cooper Road and 
Espinosa Road) segments in the CIP.  The other five segments are currently on the FORA CIP. 

Response to EGP-ATT-5 

Unlike intersections, there are not many options available for mitigating a roadway segment other than 
adding lanes.  As part of the DEIR, specific sections as well as the direction on a particular roadway were 
identified as candidates for mitigation (lane addition) as opposed to the entire roadway in general.  
Specific roadway segments are being studied in greater detail to determine the cost effectiveness of 
roadway widening.  

Response to EGP-ATT-6 

The project fair share analysis was based on the methodology presented in the County Public Works 
Department’s Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies dated October 2003.  The fair share 
calculation methods are summarized as following:  

• Existing Fair Share = (Project traffic)/(Existing + Project traffic); 

• Cumulative Fair Share = (Project Traffic)/(Cumulative Traffic), if there is an existing deficiency; 

• Cumulative Fair Share = (Project Traffic)/(Cumulative-Existing Traffic), if there is a cumulative 
deficiency.  

Response to EGP-ATT-7 

The County provided the project cost estimates used in the fair share calculations.   
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Response to EGP-ATT-8 

Please see responses to comments EGP ATT-2, EGP ATT-6, EGP ATT-7.  The traffic on Blanco Road 
between Reservation Road and Davis Road, and on SR 183 between Cooper Road and Espinosa Road is 
expected to decrease from Cumulative (Year 2020) scenario to Cumulative (Year 2020) plus Project 
scenario because of possible rerouting of traffic under future conditions due to the opening of internal 
roadways and connections to Reservation Road and Inter-Garrison Road when the East Garrison project is 
built.   



C omments  on E ast G arrison S pecific P lan Draft S ubsequent E IR
S tate C learing House No. 2003081086 P LN030204
Dated S ept 2004

October 29,
Monterey C ounty
P lanning and B uilding Inspection Department
Mike Novo, AIC P
2620 F irst Ave.
Marina, C A 93933

Dear Mr. Novo,
T he E ast G arrison S pecific P lan includes  many innovative ideas . F or instanct

the project includes  preservation and restoration of many historic buildings , the additJ
of a town center with a library, a fire s tation, open space that provides  spectacular vie
of the S alinas  V alley, and other amenities . In addition the mixed-use and varied s ize!
homes in the des ign of the project is  laudable. Overall the project is  vis ionary and
represents  the future of development in C alifornia. With these pos itive aspects  said, f
are several areas  of the project that need attention prior to approval. I have put the m,
s ignificant impacts  in bold below and also commented on other impacts .
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B iological Impacts
I am a biologist at C S UMB  who lives  in the nearby C S UMB  housing. I am

familiar with the property do to its  nearby location. I am also the local expert on ven
pools  on F ort Ord and thus  have provided information based on my many years  of s tt
near the property.
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Impact 4.7-B . Although there is  much discuss ion on how to protect trees  neal
existing buildings , there is  no mention that the intention of the project is  to preserve ~
nearly all heritage coast live oak trees . In particular trees  that are in the undeveloped
areas  appear to not be protected, even though large heritage oak trees  are protected b~
Monterey C ounty law. Indeed the arboris t for the project describes  more than 177 tr(
greater than 24" on the s ite. G iven there is  a county ordinance against cutting such
heritage trees  additional plans  need to be included to protect heritage trees  throughou
project s ite.

B es ides  the inherent value of such magnificent trees , the added property value
houses  that would have such trees  already on the property is  s ignificant. T his  added
value more than covers  the cost to protect them during construction. Also, replanting
trees  from seed is  not a mitigation as  it will take hundreds  if not thousands  of years  f(
planted to trees  to reach the same s ize and majesty and those on the project s ite.

One particularly magnificent heritage tree is  either on the property or
immediately west of the property where Monterey C o. intends  to build the new
Intergarrison/R eservation connector (NW comer of project). T his  particular tree is  a
magnificent tree with a circumference near the base of 168" and is  actually much wid
breast height (the traditional measurement height) because of 2 mass ive branches  aris
at that s ite. T he G P S  coordinates  of this  tree are N 360 39.407 and W 121044.618 ba

ler 
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SW-4

SW-5

SW-6

SW-7



show the commit of the developer and the county to reducing vehicular traffic. T his
should be an important project added on county land to increase the number of bike
commuters . (S uch a bike path would connect with C S UMB  bike paths  both to campI
and ultimately to the S R  1 bike path and also down Abrams to Imjin R oad, ultimatel,
connecting to the R eservation R d. to Marina bike path.)

P opulation, Affordable Housing, J obs-Housing B alance
Impact 4.1 O-A. Although I support redevelopment of the developed portion 0

E ast G arrison at some time in the future, I don't support developing it as  one of the e~
projects  on F ort Ord. My reasoning is  that it represents  leapfrog development rather 1
growing F ort Ord development from the more urban areas  firs t. F or instance, S eas idc
Highlands  and Univers ity V illages  are both more immediately adjacent to current urb
areas  or S R  1. T he locations  of these developments  makes  more sense in terms of
expanding away from existing urban areas . Leap frog development of a new urban al
on the east s ide of F ort Ord such as  the current timing of the E ast G arrison developm4
leads  to greater impacts  on traffic and wildlife than would occur if the development a
proposed E G S P  s ite were postponed for another 5-10 years .
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Impact 4.10-D. T he current plan does  not ensure there will be any workforce
housing. G iven the regional critical shortage of affordable and workforce housing, tl1
a s ignificant impact that is  relatively easy to mitigate for. Although many homes are
supposed to be "affordable by des ign" (which I applaud in principal), local real estate
market forces  are likely to make even the smallest houses  have starting prices  in the ~
to $500,000 range. T his  is  not adequate for supplying workforce housing. Most
importantly, this  land was  given as  a public benefit by the federal government E ast
G arrison P artners  have a responsibility to give back to the community through workf
housing. R epresentative S am F arr proposed that all new projects  on F ort Ord include
40% affordable and workforce housing. T his  project should comply with his  request
R epresentative F arr was  able to help procure this  land for public benefit (and the

developer's  profit).
In addition, under Impact 4.10-C , the plan of the project is  to provide local

housing to offset the jobs-housing imbalance in the region. T he two local employers
provided are C S UMB  and UC MB E S T . T he vast majority of those employees  fall int
the category of "workforce housing". Without an inclus ionary housing element that
provides  for sustained workforce housing, none of the units  in E G S P wil1 be affordab
employees  at C S UMB  and UC MB E S T . In the scenario outlined in the DS E IR  this  w
lead to a s ignificant impact to the local jobs  housing balance. However with the inch
of workforce housing the plan could be a s ignificant benefit to local employees  and
substantially improve the jobs-housing balance.
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Impact 4.11.3-A. T he need for additional educational services  as  a result of tI
project is  a s ignificant impact and needs  to be mitigated. I understand that at K -8 sch
is  in the plans  for the southern part of the property. It is  important to include the timc
frame for such a development in the DS E IR  even if it is  not part of the current
environmental impacts .
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Impact 4.11.6-A. In order to meet the development needs  of all of F ort Ord,
project needs  to fit within its  water allotment through the county and F OR A. With
sufficient conservation measures  put in place including recycling on-s ite water, us ing
non-potable water for irrigating, s tate of the art fixtures  and water saving means , E G ~
could fit within its  official allotment. In addition, Marina Heights  has  asked for
additional water beyond what it was  allocated. If every project on F ort Ord gets
additional water beyond its  allocation and now E G S P  is  proposing the same. If each
project gets  extra water, the planned build out of F ort Ord will not be able to occur. ,
projects  must share this  precious  resource.

If the project redes igns  some of the larger homes to be smaller, having no mol
than 2 bathrooms, this  will both help with affordability and it will reduce the water
required for the project.

re

T hank you for address ing my concerns .

S incerely,

~ ~:2:<IIUl7~-e~--'P ~-e...('Z--
suzanne¥~:~: ~, P h.D.
1604 Hodges  C t
Marina, C A 93933
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SUZANNE WORCESTER 

Response to SW-1 

The comment restates some facts of the project description and serves as an introduction to the comments 
responded to below. 

Response to SW-2 

The County’s Zoning Ordinance (Section 21.64.260) seeks to preserve as many trees as possible or, if 
removed, to replace them, typically on a 1:1 basis. The ordinance does not prohibit the removal of 
protected trees, but requires a permit to remove protected trees. The replacement requirement may be 
varied if there will be a special hardship in the use of the site. The DSEIR states that the 5,100 oak trees to 
be removed cannot be replaced by planting on a 1:1 basis because there is not enough undeveloped area 
remaining within the EGSP boundary and it is not feasible to plant additional trees at Parker Flats without 
compromising the existing habitats in that area. With the proposed density of the project, and the extensive 
grading needed to accommodate infrastructure, it is not possible to preserve individual landmark trees 
except in the future open space areas.  Please see Section 3.3, MR-6: Biological Resources, for a 
discussion on the oak tree removal issue and its relationship to site biological resources.   

The tree described by the latitude and longitude coordinates is outside the development area of the new 
connector road (Heritage Oak Tree Exhibit, East Garrison, dated December 6, 2004, found in project file) 
and will be protected pursuant to mitigation measure 4.7-B-1.   

Response to SW-3 

Since the text of the DSEIR was prepared, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has confirmed that it 
considers the EGSP area to be within upland habitat for California Tiger Salamander (CTS) and has 
prepared a Biological Opinion for the Army based on the Biological Evaluation of Army Actions that May 
Affect California Tiger Salamander and Contra Costa Goldfields Critical Habitat submitted July 19, 2004. 
The Biological Opinion was issued by USFWS on March 14, 2005 and includes measures to address and 
protect CTS. 

Response to SW-4 

The EGSP includes a landscape palette for all development within the community.  The palette was 
developed in consultation with a landscape architect and biologist familiar with the local flora and fauna.  
Although ice plant is listed as a recommended Highly Fire Retardant Succulent in Section 4, Infrastructure 
of the Specific Plan, it is not included in the East Garrison Pattern Book, which provides the landscaping 
guidelines for development of the project.  Exotic, invasive species are prohibited. 

Response to SW-5 

The comment notes the lack of development in sensitive maritime chaparral areas.  No further response is 
required.   

Response to SW-6 

The DSEIR includes analysis for two roadway segments on Inter-Garrison Road, one between 7th Avenue 
and Abrams Drive and another between Abrams Drive and West Camp Road.  These two roadway 
segments cover a major portion of Inter-Garrison Road in the vicinity of the project site extending from 7th 
Avenue to the west to West Camp Road (near Schoonover Drive) to the east.  Project impacts were 
identified on both of these roadway segments on Inter-Garrison Road, which is currently a two-lane 
roadway.  Mitigation measures in the DSEIR include an additional westbound lane on Inter-Garrison Road 
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between 7th Avenue and Abrams Drive, as well as an additional lane in each direction between Abrams 
Drive and West Camp Road. 

Response to SW-7 

The EGSP will facilitate the commuter and recreational cycling routes as planned for in the Monterey 
County General Plan and the FORA Reuse Plan.  Existing Class 2 bikeways along Inter-Garrison Road 
will extend both through the project area (to the Town Center) and around the community (on West Camp 
Road and Watkins Gate Road).  These facilities will accommodate commuters and visitors destined for the 
Town Center as well as recreational bicyclists for the Fort Ord trail system.  In addition, bicycle facilities 
within the Track Zero boundary will connect to existing roadways and bicycle facilities at Inter-Garrison 
Road, Watkins Gate Road, Barloy Canyon Road, and Reservation Road.  Neighborhood streets without 
dedicated bicycle lanes will be designed for low vehicular speed and volume and should be relatively safe 
for bicyclists.  Specific details on bicycle facilities within the project can be found in the East Garrison 
Specific Plan. 

Response to SW-8 

Other projects planned as part of the redevelopment of Fort Ord include Seaside Highlands, Marina 
Heights, and University Villages.  Buildout of these projects is subject to market conditions and 
construction of those projects will occur as dictated by developer interest and demand.  Residents will 
begin occupying houses constructed as part of the EGSP in 2007, with completion of buildout anticipated 
by 2012-13.  Please see Section 3.3, MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy, for a discussion of land use 
planning. 

Response to SW-9 

The EGSP will include 10 percent “Workforce II” housing, and will include 20 percent of the units for 
very-low-, low-, and moderate-income housing, which would be priced lower than workforce housing.  
For a discussion of the EGSP consistency with the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, please see 
Section 3.3, MR-8: Inclusionary Housing. 

Response to SW-10 

See Section 3.3, MR-5: Schools, for a discussion on schools. 

Response to SW-11 

See Responses to SC-19 and LWMC-6.  

Response to SW-ATT-1 

Attachment SW-ATT-1 includes a hand drawn map noting the location of an oak tree as scouted by the 
letter author.  Please see response to SW-2 and Section 3.3, MR-6: Biological Resources, for a discussion 
of biological resources.   



David S mith
3230 G ettysburg C ourt

Marina, C A 93933

November 1,2004

Monterey C ounty
P lanning and B uilding Inspection Department
Mike Novo, AIC P
2620 F irst Avenue
Marina, C A 93933

R e: C omments  R egarding the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan and S ubsequent DE IR I
[S ubmitted via email and hand delivered] I

Dear Mike Novo:

I have the following comments  on the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan and Draft S ubsequent
E nvironmental Impact R eport.

I have outlined in various  subsections  my specific comments  to the impacts  of E ast G arri
F ort Ord. However, in general the DS E IR  for the E ast G arrison S pecific P lan is  flawed h

son a!lecause:

1) :  C ons ideration of E ast G arrison is  premature because Monterey C ounty's  G eneral
! outdated and therefore inadequate. T he C ounty should not cons ider E ast G arrisoI
: to the adoption of an updated C ounty G eneral P lan. E ast G arrison, which is  not a
Ii incons istent with the current G eneral P lan, but also might very well be inconsistel

an updated G eneral P lan. T he most prudent and fair decis ion for the public is  for
Monterey C ounty to wait for an adopted updated G eneral P lan prior to cons ideri~
G arrison.

P lan is
.prior
Inly
lit with

gE ast.

2) Impacts  and Mitigation Measures  for biological resources , population housing an
employment, traffic and public services  are inadequate and do not actually mitigaJ
adverse impacts  while taking for granted many of the potential outcomes associat
the impacts . In other words , the mitigation measures  assume the outcome rather 1
provide evidence for the poss ible results  of the mitigation. S imply saying that thc
mitigations  will reduce s ignificant environmental impacts  to less  than s ignificant j
actually make it so. .

ld

teed 
withban

does  

not.

T he F inal E nvironmental Impact R eport should address  both the geneml and specific con
made in this  letter and should be re-circulated to the public in order to ensure that mitiga1
measures  adequately address  the s ignificant impacts  E ast G arrison wiM have on F ort Ord
surrounding communities . T his  is  only fair for current and future res iAents  of Monterey t
who will have to live with and bear the burden of the environmental and social impacts  a
G .,am son. .

Iments
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DS-1
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DS-3



G eneral P lan Inadequacy

C uuently" land use decis ions  in Monterey C ounty are measured against an outdated and
inadequate G eneral P lan. T herefore" cons ideration of E ast G arrison is  premature and sha
delayed until an adequate G eneral P lan is  adopted by Monterey C ounty. It is  not reasona1
fair to the public to adopt a project that should be tested against an updated G eneral P lan
of being pushed under the aegis  of an outdated G eneral P lan.

Uld 

beble 
orinstead

E ven if it were appropriate for the county to cons ider E ast G arriso~ it.  is  incons istent wit)
Monterey C ounty's  1982 G eneral P lan. T he following two policies  ar,e just examples  of]
E ast G arrison is  incons istent with the current G eneral P lan. T hese policies  below are jus .
samples  of policies  contained in the current but outdated G eneral P lan'that illustrate E ast
G arrison's  incons istency with the current G eneral P lan.

1

~ow

P olicy 7. J . J  Development shall be carefully planned in, or adjacent to, areas  containing I
or threatened plant communities , and shall provide for the con.vervan6n and maintenanc~
plant communities . T he E ast G auison S pecific P lan is  NOT  located ili an area "containid
limited [emphasis  added] or threatened plant communities". F urthermore, to remove 1.5
spineflower and 5100 acres  of oak trees  is  hardly a way provide for th~ "conservation and
maintenance of plant communities".

rimited

~ of the

19acres  
of

9.1.1 Development shall be carefully planned in areay known to have particular val~e fo~
wildlife and; where allowed; shall be located so that the reasonable value of the habltat:A
wildlife is  maintained. E ast G arrison is  also inconsistent with this  policy, as  the mass ive 1
of habitat that is  lost does  not illustrate a "carefully planned" developlJ lent that maintains
for wildlife. In fact, E ast G arrison is  the complete antipode to this  policy.

:>r

amount
habitat

My point: even if the county were to cons ider E ast G arrison prior to the adoption of an U
G eneral P lan, E ast G arrison would prove inconsistent with the current G eneral P lan by J
Monterey C ounty currently directs  growth.

pdatedl1ich

P opulation, Housing, and E mployment ,

C omment to Impact 4.1 O-C  and S ubseguent Mitigation Measure:

T he analys is  of this  impact and its  following mitigation is  flawed because it assumes that
providing housing that E G S P  will contribute to the county's  and surroimding cities ' jobs  1
balance. With the exception of Monterey C ounty's  inclus ionary housing ordinance, there
nothing that assures  that homes built at E ast G arrison will be affordable or those who liv«
work in Monterey C ounty and surrounding communities . In fact, given the strength of M
C ounty's  hous ing market to set hous ing prices  extremely high, most of the homes, argua1:
percent of the homes, built at E ast G arrison will be unaffordable to below average and av,
income res idents  of Monterey C ounty. .

s implyhousing: 

IS ~and

:onterey
~ly 80erage

Most res idents , then, will not be able to afford housing at E ast G arrisob. According to a J
study completed by Applied Development E conomics  for Monterey O>unty's  G eneral P I,
Update, 85 percent of the res idents  of Monterey C ounty cannot afford'homes priced at $3.

iecent
in176,000

2
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.theIe

yke~

or morel, T here are few ways  to assure that homes built at a new development will meet
needs  of the community in terms of hous ing prices , S imply building homes is  not a viab
solution. Absent any additional policy or regulation like Monterey C ounty's  Inclus ion~
Housing Ordinance, 80 percent of the homes built at E ast G arrison will be set by the mar
which currently sets  hous ing prices  extremely high. If 85 percent of Monterey C ounty's
res idents  cannot afford housing priced $376,000 and above, market rate homes at E ast ili
will not meet the housing needs  of the surrounding community unless  the developer were
required to build a more substantial amount of affordable housing. A fecent s tudy
commiss ioned by F OR A and completed by B ay Area E conomics  said rthat building 40 pq
the new homes as  affordable is  profitable and therefore achievable for~ developeri. Am

ovide an such' obs-housin balance because the vast ma' ori of thbse homes will not

Monterey C ounty,

lmson

rcent of~UlMt

~

,
,

Another flaw with the analys is  of this  impact is  the claim that workm in the some 380 jo
will be created at E ast G arrison will actually live on-s ite and therefore will help establish
housing balance. T here is  no mention of what the income categories  ~r these jobs  might
there is  not a sufficient guarantee that people employed in the E ast G ajT ison S pecific P la1
will actually be able to afford to live where they work. T his  is  especially true if most of t
that are created are retail jobs . F urthermore, even if E ast G arrison project provided home
workers  in those 380 jobs , then there would still be a s ignificant job-housing imbalance b
most of the homes will be unaffordable to res idents  who live and work in Monterey C OWl
explanation in the paragraph above)

bs  

that.
a jobs
be so.Areahe 

jobs :s  
forecause

lty (see

,
,

Y et another flaw is  the claim that E ast G arrison will help provide a jo.s  hous ing balance
surrounding communities . More likely than not, homes built at E ast qarrison will not sel
need of folks  working in the surrounding community or those who work at E ast G arrison.
next draft of the E m, include an analys is  that provides  evidence that ~sures  that the E ast
G arrison S pecific P lan will actually establish a jobs-housing balance in the surrounding
communities . I personally believe that the conclus ion that there is  a l~ss  than s ignificant j
of E ast G arrison on the regions  jobs  housing balance is  incredibly dis ingenuous . With so
mass ive project, the public should receive some benefit from its  completion. Unless  the D
provides  evidence that E ast G arrison will meet such a goal, the proje~ is  guilty until pro'¥
innocent. T he public deserves  more than broad, unconvincing claims about E ast G arriS O1
contribution to the area's  jobs-housing balance, especially in the prese:nce of an urgent ho

cnS lS .

tor,lye 

the

In the

impactcha

~E IR
!ena's

lusmg

,
F or the same reasons  mentioned above, I am not convinced that the E ast G arrison S pecifi
will provide affordable housing through its  "affordable by des ign" s tr~tegy. Market forcc
the price of the home, not the cost of constructing the home. T here n~eds  to be a more

,

c 

P lan
~S  set

F ebruary
.

1 Applied Development E conomics . Monterey C ounty G eneral P lan Update: E conomic Impact Analys is .
2004: Available via internet: www.co.monterery.ca.us  ' .
2 B ay Area E conomics . E conomic Analys is  of B elow Market R ate Housing. P repared for the F ort Ord R e

Authority .

use

1

DS-5

DS-6



substantial guarantee than the "word" of the developer that a s ignificant amount of homes built at
E ast G arrison will be affordable to average and below average income households .

B iological R esources

C omments  to !mood 4.7-B  and S ubseQuent Mitigations  Measures :

T he mitigation measures  dealing with the impact of lost wildlife habitat are flawed and do not
adequately address  the loss  of valuable and unique habitat through the. construction of E ast
G arrison. F irs t, to say that removal of 5100 oak trees  at the project s ite is  a mitigation because
it's  a trade off for the removal of oak tress  at the former E ast G arrison P roject s ite at P arker F lats
is  wrong. S imply reducing the amount of trees  to be removed is  not a\l adequate mitigation
measure, especially s ince 5100 oak tress  will be removed as  the end result. Ultimately, the
public is  the one to deal with the costs  and benefits  of a project and th!lS  decides  on what is  an
appropriate trade off, not the developer or E IR  consultant. Mitigation.measure should nOt force
unwarranted trade offs  on to the public, especially s ince so much is  at ~take with respect to F ort
Ord's  unique environment. ,

I.
In addition to the unwarranted trade-offs  forced upon the public, it is  &imply not poss ible;to
reduce this  impact of the substantial loss  of habitat to less  than s ignificant because the ~t
G arrison removes  less  trees  (but s till a mass ive proportion of oak tree~) than it would have
otherwise under a different project s ite. T he impact after mitigation sAould be s ignificant and
unavoidable. T he whole point of C E QA and E IR  process  is  to allow qecis ion-makers  and the
public to make informed choices  about a proposed project. Informed ~ecis ion-making is  not
poss ible when a DE IR  is  s ignificantly flawed because it misrepresents : the impact that the project
will have on the environment. T he E IR  should face the fact that unique and valuable habitat,
particularly oak woodland, will be removed and that such removal is  ~ s ignificant and I
unavoidable impact. if the project. is  ultimately approved. !

T he DE IR  also mentions  the environmental tradeoff between the P arker F lats  and current
location with respect to special s tatus  species  as  a poss ible mitigation.! E ast G arrison, as
proposed, will have s ignificant and unavoidable negative environmental impacts  irrespective of
project location and regardless  if the amount of oak trees  that are removed are less  at one project
location than another. E ast G arrison, as  proposed, will have s ignificarit and unavoidable
negative environmental impacts  irrespective of project location. Offelting this  "tradeoff"of
parker flats  habitat to the projects  current location as  a mitigation m,eafure throughout the DE IR
must be removed. Again, there is  no reason to force such a tradeoff on to the public. It does  not
matter if the impact in the current project location is  not as  bad as  w~t would have occurred if
E ast G arrison were proposed at P arker F lats . C omments  to this  draft E IR  are not directed at the
P arker F lats  project s ite, they are directed at the current s ite and the injpacts  are s till s ignificant.
F or example, even if the project removes  5100 oak tress  as  opposed to 10000 oak trees , or kills
1.5 acres  of spine flower as  opposed to 2 acres , the project s till s ignifiC antly impacts  the
environment regardless . ,

C ounty R egulations  require tree replacement at a 1: 1 ratio, but the DrJ ft E IR  fails  to
acknowledge the historical/biological impact of removing trees  that have grown at F  oft ard for,.

,
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hundreds  of years . T hese trees  should be protected. R eplacement through the planting of new
trees , particularly only a few in comparison to what is  being removed, does  not make up for
impact of lost old growth oak trees  that have stood for hundreds  of years . T he DE IR  mtt;t
address  the removal of old growth oaks  at the project location.

In addition to the above flawed proposed mitigation measures , s imply us ing protective fe
protect oaks  does  not offer a proper alleviation for the loss  of valuable oak woodland hat
fact, the DE IR  does  not propose any criteria for which "experts" should use to fence off!
to be protected. T he DE IR  just says  that the guidance of a biologist or landscape expert 1
used to evaluate the protection of certain trees  within the project s ight. If the DE IR  were

properly mitigate the negative impact of mass ive tree removal, the report would offer gui
in terms of s tandards  or goals  by which habitat experts  would follow ih order to protect . ,
of high habitat value. T his  mitigation measure, like many proposed in this  section of the
does  little, if anything, to reduce the s ignificant impact that the removal of 5100 oak tree~
have on the unique environment of F ort Ord because it does  nothing substantial to allevi~
negative environmental impacts  associated with the mass ive development of E ast G arrisc

,

:ncing 

to.itat. 
In>pecleswill 

be
~ toidancepecles

E m,; 
will

lte the)n.

With respect to species  management, in general, the biological resources  section of the D
inadequate in reducing the negative impact on special s tatus  species , s 'pecies  of special cc
and state or federally protected species . T he DE IR  takes  a myopic view at how to miti~
impacts  on local wildlife by offering mitigation measures  such as : a biplogist will advice
construction staff on how to best avoid negative impacts  on protected bat species . S uch a
by species  approach fails  to recognize that in order for a species  to be protected it must ru
habitat in which to inhabit. T his  concept. does  not require epistemological expertise in bit
forestry, rather it's  a s imple concept that. habitat. must exist for species  to live. In other w
is  not poss ible to properly mitigate the negative impact of a mass ive project such as  E ast
G arrison when so much habitat for protected species  is  removed. T he,DE IR  should be e}
and genuine about. the negative impacts  E ast. G arrison will have on the F ort Ord's  biologi
resources  especially with respect. to the protection of threatened, protected or endangered

,

IE IR  

is~ncem,

~ specIesive,logy 

orords , 
it

~Iicitcal

specIes .

P ublic S ervices  and Utilities

C omment to Imoact 4.11.3-A and S ubseQuent MitigatiQ!!:

As  described in the DE IR , I believe that the impact of E ast G arrison o~ local schools  is  I

inadequately reported and does  not take into account the impact of o~r development on
Ord including Marina Heights  and Univers ity V illages . T he DE IR  should reevaluate the
E ast G arrison will have on local public schools  given the overall impact of E ast G arrison
coupled with other major F ort Ord projects .

F ort
impact

.
F irst, It is  entirely unlikely that 1,470 new homes will produce only 500 or so students  frc
project area. In fact, MP US D's  figure of 0.34 students  per household seems unreasonab~
T hat is  because little growth has  occurred in the Monterey P eninsula Unified S chool Dis1
over the last several years . Mass ive developments  like E ast G arrison Will likely attmct 111
students  per household that what is  normally experienced in the Monterey P eninula Unifi
S chool District. Also, the population at E ast G arrison will probably b~ a lot younger thai.

)m the~low.

~ctloreed

lthat
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contained in the Monterey P eninsula Unified S chool District. It is  more appropriate to w
statis tics  compiled for Monterey C ounty's  G eneral P lan Update regarding the amount of
per household. T hat table is  below (I've included an extra column for projected E ast G al
student per household)3:

oe

students
noon

T able 1: Likely Number of New S tudents  E ast G arrison Will G enerate at Local S chools  in Marina a
S eas ide

T he chart above, according to county student generation rates , would more than double t
current figure estimated by the DE IR  for s tudent generation of E ast G arrison. T he next dJ
the DE IR  should reevaluate the impacts  of s tudent generation that E ast G arrison will hav
local schools , especially given the fact that E ast G arrison does  not include plans  to build
of school.

te

raft of
~on
my sort

B es ides  the fact that the DE IR  does  not properly address  s tudent generation impacts  of E
G arrison, Marina and S eas ide high schools  will s truggle to pay for the:additional costs  of
new students  in the area, especially s ince neither Marina nor S eas ide will receive any of 1
property tax revenue from res idential development at E ast G arrison. Marina and S eas ide
bear the burden of the students  generated from growth in the unincoflX)rated county. T hi~
will be tremendous : C urrently the Monterey P eninsula Unified S choo1 District spends  a[
$6,959 per s tudent, where about $2,741 (approximately 40 percent of the total revenue DC
spend per s tudent) of that per s tudent expenditure is  generated by local property tax revel
E ast G arrison, by not providing property taxes  to local governments  like Marina and S ~
will result in a $2,820,489 ($2741 multiplied by 1029 new students) ahnual deficit to 100
schools , while adding a s ignificant number of s tudents  to schools  already on the brink 01
becoming overcrowded.

1st

1029he

WIll

burden
out:eded 

to
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be

B es ides  the costs  per s tudent that E ast G arrison will cost the public in the fonner F ort Or,
the S pecific P lan or the DE IR  does  not offer a solution to help pay for new schools . Aoo
the Monterey C ounty G eneral P lan Update F act S heet on school costs , it would cost $35.
for a high school, $8,690,000 for an elementary school and $17,000,000 (a total of
$60,690,000)5. T here currently is  not a provis ion that s tates  how the county would pay t~
a cost. much less  on-going expenditures  to serve the community. In aQdition, developme
which do not completely cover the cost of facilities  (if developer fees  did cover the comIJ
of building infrastructure building would be prohibitive for develope~ because the cost v
too high), are allocated for paying for new roads , new sewage systems, a poss ible water
augmentation system to provide potable water to res idents , expans ion :of police and fire s
and parks  and open space. With all these needed expenditures , it would cost a s ignificant.

,

~rvlceS

about

3 Monterey C ount G eneral P lan Update, C ounty F acts . Available via internet:

http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/gpu/countyfacts/schools .html4 F inancial S tatement for Monterey P eninsula Unified S chool District. 2002-2003 S chool Y ear. Available

internet: http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/welcome.asp ,
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of money to pay for such facilities . In short, E ast G arrison is  too much too soon. T he ~
must be delayed until adequate facilities  and services  are available for res idents  who live
G arrison.

roject

at E ast

A .It's  more' ons ideration of
en infras  nt. Otherwise fax

C  will be see of S alinas ' current
B  ndC .

~

masures

C onclus ion

In summary, before Monterey C ounty cons iders  E ast G arrison, there ~ught to be an u~
G eneral P lan by which make sure that E ast G arrison meets  public goals  and policies  as  51
and mandated by the G eneral P lan. It is  not appropriate to cons ider E ast G arrison at this :
especially under a G eneral P lan that is  s ignificantly outdated. Also, ~t G arrison needs  .
scaled back and delayed until services  can adequately be provided and so that devastatioJ
unique wildlife habitat can be avoided.

redatedtime

to be
lof

I for..e 
and

our
on

ntyOrd

E ast G auison, though being a model of New Urban Des ign, is  s imply too much, too S OOf.
Monterey C ounty res idents . S uch a project with so much potential must be urban in natu
must not contribute to unbridled growth, which undermines  our economy and devastates
environment. In the future E ast G arrison must avoid the tremendous  impact it will have I
wildlife and wildlife habitat on F ort Ord. F ort Ord is  a jewel and a gift to Monterey C ow
citizens . P rojects  like E ast G arrison, in its  current form will devastate the beautiful F ort I
environment which all Monterey C ounty citizens  are privileged to enj9Y . .

r I
T hank you for taking these comments  into cons ideration.

-~;: : :~--

B cc: Interested P ersons

7

--David S mith
R es ident of F ort Ord
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DAVID SMITH 

Response to DS-1 

See Section 3.3, MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy and MR-9: Monterey County General Plan for 
discussions of the relationship of the EGSP to the MCGP and land use planning policy. 

Response to DS-2 

The comment states that mitigation measures proposed for biological resources, population, housing, and 
employment, traffic, and public services are inadequate and do not mitigate adverse impacts.  No specifics 
are presented in the letter.  The DSEIR identified significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality, traffic, 
public services and utilities, and cultural resources.  As described in CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(1)(A), an 
EIR is required to identify mitigation measures for each significant environmental effect that could 
minimize that effect  The mitigation measures proposed in the DSEIR are subject to a lead agency 
determination that they could reasonably be expected to reduce adverse impacts if required as conditions 
of approval.  If a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those 
caused by the project, those effects must be discussed.  Mitigation measures must be enforceable through 
permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.   

Mitigation measures should be capable of: 1) avoiding the impact altogether, 2) minimizing or reducing 
the magnitude of impacts, 3) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 
environment, or 4) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the lifetime of the action.  In formulating mitigation measures, the lead agency is subject 
to the “rule of reason.”  

The EGSP SEIR proposes mitigation measures that are enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or actions proposed in other planning documents or Capital Improvement Plans and that, at a 
minimum, can reasonably be expected to reduce adverse project impacts. A Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan will be adopted by the Board of Supervisors, in compliance with CEQA Guidelines section 
15097. The SEIR does not list any significant impacts for population, housing, and employment; therefore, 
no mitigation measures are required.   

Response to DS-3 

A DEIR only requires recirculation if the lead agency adds significant new information such as substantial 
changes in the project, environmental setting, or additional data.  Under CEQA Guidelines 15088.5(a), 
new information added to an EIR is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.  Revisions to the DSEIR are not significant.  
All comments are responded to in this document, and recirculation of the DSEIR is not required. 

Response to DS-4 

See Section 3.3, MR-6: Biological Resources, MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy, and MR-9: Monterey 
County General Plan for discussions on biological resources and MCGP adequacy.   

Response to DS-5 

See Section 3.3, MR-8: Inclusionary Housing for a discussion of inclusionary housing. The DSEIR 
analyzed the effects of implementation of the EGSP on the County’s jobs to housing balance, housing 
needs, and affordable housing.  In compliance with the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, the 
EGSP would reserve 20 percent of the units as deed-restricted affordable units.  No County policies are in 
place that would allow the County to require a larger percentage of affordable units. However, the 
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developer has agreed to provide 10 percent “Workforce II’ housing in addition to the inclusionary housing 
requirements.  This comment relates to the merits of the project and not the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis; therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to DS-6 

The County and the surrounding cities currently have more jobs than housing.  Therefore, employees of 
local companies must commute from outlying areas.  This trend is expected to worsen within the County.  
However, improvement is expected in the cities of Marina and Salinas according to AMBAG forecasts.  
To assist in offsetting the impact of jobs lost as a result of the base closure, the Reuse Plan established a 
policy to maintain a local jobs-to-housing balance at FFO and has planned for such a balance.  See the 
discussion in DSEIR Section 4.10.1. 

New housing at FFO is intended to first serve new jobs created by the implementation of the Reuse Plan.  
The greatest new employment concentration at FFO is related to the California State University-Monterey 
Bay Campus (CSUMB) and the University of California-Monterey Bay Education, Science, and 
Technology Center (UCMBEST) mixed-use district.  The EGSP site is adjacent to the UCMBEST area 
and only two miles from the CSUMB campus.  The new EGSP community has been designed to meet the 
needs of those job centers.  The commentor is correct in asserting that people may not live near their work.  
All that can be done is to supply a sufficient number of housing units so that a shortage does not 
artificially increase housing prices.  In addition, providing housing near job centers provides the 
opportunity for a balance, but does not guarantee one.  

Response to DS-7 

Page 4.7-24 of the DSEIR states that the loss of 5,100 oak trees cannot be mitigated through replacement 
planting on a 1:1 basis because there is not enough undeveloped area remaining within the EGSP 
boundary and it is not feasible to plant additional trees at Parker Flats without compromising the existing 
habitats in that area.  The DSEIR does not claim that there are less trees being lost at East Garrison than 
would have been lost at Parker Flats had the Land Swap Assessment not been approved, as the commentor 
suggests.  However, the FORA FEIR identified tree removal as a less than significant impact due to 
implementation of the HMP as part of the Reuse Plan.  Please see Section 3.3, MR-6: Biological 
Resources, MR-3: Subsequent DEIR and Tiering, and MR-2: Alternatives Analysis, for further response to 
this comment. 

Response to DS-8 

See Section 3.3, MR-5: Schools, for a discussion on schools.  The analysis in the DSEIR uses student 
generation factors as established by Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) and which are 
used by the MPUSD in their facilities planning process.  The analysis must use generation rates adopted or 
certified for use by each agency or service districts and cannot use unofficial generation rates from the un-
adopted Monterey County General Plan.  The EGSP would be located in an area served by utilities, 
roadways, and existing development and is considered as infill development.  The cities of Marina and 
Seaside do not pay for schools with their property tax share.  The MPUSD provides schools for their 
communities and East Garrison.  Property taxes are the same for incorporated and unincorporated areas. 

Response to DS-9 

See Section 3.3, MR-7: Land Use Planning Policy, for a discussion of the relationship of the EGSP to the 
MCGP and land use planning policy. 
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Response to DS-10 

The comment relates to the merits of the project and not to the adequacy of the environmental analysis.  
Therefore, no further response is required.  
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MIKE WEAVER 

Response to MW-1 

The FORA Capital Improvements Program (CIP) is responsive to the capital improvement obligations 
defined under the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP) as adopted by the FORA Board in June 1997.  The 
BRP carries a series of mitigative project obligations defined in Appendix B of that plan as the Public 
Facilities Implementation Plan (PFIP).  The PFIP, which serves as the baseline CIP for the Reuse Plan, is 
re-visited annually by the FORA Board to assure that required projects are implemented in a timely way to 
meet development needs.  The PFIP was developed as a four-phase program spanning a twenty-year 
development horizon (1996-2015) and was based upon the best at-the-time forecasts of development 
patterns anticipated in concert with market absorption schedules for the area.  As such, it also anticipated 
that property transfers (Army to FORA to land use jurisdictions) would be completed in a timely fashion at 
the onset of the twenty-year horizon.  

The costs assigned to the various elements of the CIP were originally estimated in May 1995 and 
published in the draft 1996 BRP.  This current CIP has inflated costs to January 2003, and will continue to 
be routinely updated each year.  The primary sources of revenue anticipated to cover the costs of 
obligatory CIP projects are Development Fees and Land Sale (and lease) proceeds.  These primary sources 
can be augmented by Tax Increment Revenue.  The current FORA Development Fee policy has been 
structured to accommodate CIP costs of Transportation/Transit Projects, Habitat Management obligations, 
Potable Water Augmentation, Storm Drainage System Improvements and Public Facility (Fire Fighting 
Enhancement) Improvements.  The Development Fee policy adopted by the Board in 1999 was 
implemented by the formation of the FORA Basewide CFD, which is structured to allow annual inflation 
adjustments to account for cost escalation.  Land Sale (and lease) proceeds are expected to cover costs 
associated with the Building Removal Program. 

As stated above, the primary funding sources for the CIP obligations are land sale (and lease) revenues and 
special taxes paid through a CFD.  However, another essential element in funding CIP projects is tax 
increment revenue (or a jurisdiction’s substitute, as per the Implementation Agreements) from the 
adoption of redevelopment at the former Fort Ord.  Note that this revenue source is relatively small 
compared to the other two main sources, does not accrue in any significant amount for several years, and 
is subject to a 12-18 month lag behind project completion and revenue receipt by FORA.  Therefore, tax 
increment revenue serves as a back up to the primary sources of capital. 

The FORA Board has approved the indexing of development fees to inflation.  Capital improvement costs 
have increased approximately 21 percent since first compiled in 1995.  Additionally, as FORA performs 
its reviews of development timing and patterns, the opportunity to vary the timing of projects based on 
need can occur.    

Response to MW-2 

Please see response to comment SC-16. 

Response to MW-3 

Cumulative impacts are listed in Section 2.4, Cumulative Impacts and described in Section 5, Other CEQA 
Considerations of the DSEIR.  The cumulative analysis considered all reasonably foreseeable projects 
planned in the County over the cumulative planning horizon of 2020.   

Response to MW-4 

Please see response to comment SC-16. 
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The study intersections were chosen in consultation with the County based on the likelihood of the project 
adding enough traffic to an intersection to increase delay for critical movements.  For example, Canyon 
Del Rey Boulevard/General Jim Moore Boulevard was chosen as a study intersection even though the 
project is expected to increase traffic at this intersection by only approximately one percent of the existing 
traffic during the peak hours (which barely met the criteria for studying an intersection for project 
impacts).  However, expected project trips at this intersection indicate that the project is expected to only 
slightly increase the volume at the intersection of SR 218 (Canyon Del Rey)/SR 68.  Based on forecasted 
Existing plus Project volumes for General Jim Moore/Canyon Del Rey (Intersection #28), the project is 
expected to generate only 12 trips onto southbound Canyon Del Rey Road (between General Jim Moore 
and SR 68) during the AM peak hour, and 7 trips during the PM peak.  Similarly, the project is expected to 
generate only five trips on northbound Canyon Del Rey Road during the AM peak, and 14 during the PM 
peak.   

Response to MW-5 

The County has confirmed that cusp “C/D” is the Caltrans level of service standard for state highways.  
See the discussion in Response to Caltrans-1. 

Response to MW-6 

The Fort Ord Reuse Plan, Volume 1: Context and Framework provides additional information on area 
roadways and acts as the existing conditions description for the FORA EIR.  Information from the FORA 
EIR is incorporated into the DSEIR by reference (see Section 1.3, Tiering and Basis for Subsequent EIR).  

Response to MW-7 

Traffic conditions on the roadway segments were evaluated using the methodologies provided in the 2000 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).  LOS criteria for the multi-lane roadway segments (with more than 
two lanes) were based on the typical speed-flow and density-flow relationships provided in Chapter 20 in 
the HCM.  The EGSP modeling and traffic study is based on the regional traffic model that has been used 
by Caltrans, the cities of Salinas, Monterey, and Seaside, and Monterey County for corridor studies and 
General Plan updates.  The model has been updated with year 2000 land use and network information in 
these jurisdictions to better represent the existing conditions and more accurately estimate traffic forecasts.  
The model’s geographic study area spans three counties: Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito.  

The traffic model is a set of custom-made tools that operates in MINUTP software.  The model uses state-
of-the-art enhancements including cross-classification trip generation that uses persons per dwelling unit 
and income per dwelling unit as independent predictors of trip generation.  In the mode choice component, 
person trips choose between nine modes of travel based on economic criteria.  An iterative, capacity 
constrained traffic assignment is used for AM, PM, and off-peak periods.  Various land uses were assumed 
during the traffic modeling process.  This scenario estimates traffic conditions as if the project would be 
fully occupied in the very near future, while in reality, full occupancy would probably not occur until 
2012.  As such, the model conservatively estimates traffic impacts.  

Response to MW-8 

The bullet points on Page 4.4-13 do not list the General Jim Moore Boulevard roadway segment, which is 
operating at LOS D.  Page 4.4-13 is revised as follows:  

The study evaluated conditions for roadway segments in the project area that could be potentially impacted 
by the proposed project.  Table 4.4-4 lists the roadway segments analyzed under existing conditions.  As 
shown on Exhibit 4.4-4 and Table 4.4-4, the following roadway segments currently operate at 
unacceptable LOS under existing conditions:  
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• Blanco Road between Reservation Road and Salinas River Bridge (segment 2): 
LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours. 

• Blanco Road between Salinas River Bridge and Davis Road (segment 3): 
LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours. 

• Davis Road between Ambrose Avenue and Central Avenue (segment 21):  
LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours. 

• Reservation Road between Portola Drive and SR 68 (segment 24): 
LOS D during the PM peak hours. 

• SR 183 between Cooper Road and Espinosa Road (segment 26): 
LOS E during the PM peak hours.  

• General Jim Moore Boulevard between Broadway and South Boundary Road (segment 27) 
LOS D during the AM and PM peak hours.  

Response to MW-9 

As stated above in MW-1, the PFIP was developed as a four-phase program spanning a twenty-year 
development horizon (1996-2015) and was based upon the best at-the-time forecasts of development 
patterns anticipated in concert with market absorption schedules for the area.  The PFIP, which serves as 
the baseline CIP for the reuse plan, is re-visited annually by the FORA Board to assure that required road 
improvement projects are implemented in a timely way to meet development needs.  Improvements 
required for all projects associated with redevelopment of Fort Ord are also planned and implemented 
through the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP).  The 
County is committed to working with FORA for the timely implementation of needed improvements. 
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4.0  ERRATA AND REFINEMENTS TO THE DRAFT SUBSEQUENT EIR 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 
The following section includes revisions to the text of the DSEIR.  These revisions are listed by page 
number.  Text additions are bolded and underlined and text deletions are shown in strikeout text.  The 
original analysis contained within the DSEIR is adequate.  The following text revisions are required for 
clarity purposes only. 

4.1.1 Revisions to the Text of the Draft Subsequent EIR 
PAGE 2-1 

Paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 

The potential areas of controversy and issues to be resolved through the EIR process are derived through 
analysis conducted during preparation of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) (Appendix A) and consideration 
of responses received from public agencies and the public during scoping meetings and circulation of the 
NOP.  The areas of controversy and issues addressed in this DSEIR do not extend to matters that 
are the subject of previous analysis in the FORA EIR that remain valid under current conditions . 
These areas are summarized as follows: 

PAGE 2-2 

Bullet point 6 is revised as follows: 

• Development of the project will remove 53 44 acres of oak woodland, and 38 41 acres of oak 
savannah, 40 acres of grassland, and 2 acres of coastal scrub, resulting in the removal of 
approximately 5,100 oak trees in varying size classes spread throughout these habitats thereby 
impacting other vegetation communities, including grassland, coastal scrub, and ruderal 
communities (see Section 4.7, Biological Resources). 

PAGE 2-2 

Bullet point 10 is revised as follows: 

• The proposed project will result in the construction of up to 1,470 residential units, 75,000 sq ft of 
commercial uses, 11,000 sq ft of public and institutional uses, and 100,000 sq ft of 
artist/cultural/educational space resulting in an increase in population of approximately 4,337 
persons in the project area, and the creation of approximately 380 employment opportunities on the 
project site (see Section 4.10, Population, Housing, and Employment). 

PAGE 3-10  

Paragraph 2 is revised as follows: 
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The Reuse Plan provides program-level policies for the redevelopment of the entire FFO.  The 
EGSP is a project-level specific plan under the Reuse Plan for redevelopment of the East Garrison 
area.  The EGSP is required to be consistent with the Reuse Plan.  The EGSP project will implement the 
Reuse Plan by: 

• Accommodating the proposed 2015 Transportation Network by improving Reservation Road and 
creating a connection between Inter-Garrison Road and Watkins Gate Road. 

• Creating a mixed-use village. 

• Implementing the HMP, as amended. 

• Limiting water use/demand to 470 acre-feet/year. 

• Providing park space in accordance with the Quimby Act. 

• Providing trail heads connecting the East Garrison to the regional trail system. 

• Providing a Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems Plan. 

• Assuring a broad multimodal transit network is accommodated. 

• Providing housing near jobs. 

TABLE 3-1 

Table 3-1 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-1: Proposed Housing Types 

Dwelling Size (SF) Approximate 
Percentage 

Number of Dwelling 
Units Housing Type 

1,300 to 3,410 56 780 Single Family Detached 

1,300 to 2,200 16 227 Town houses 

500 to 1,485 20 280 Condo/Loft/Apartments 

1,100 to 2,310 8 113 Live/Work  

450 to 850 n/a 70* Accessory (Carriage House) 

Total 100% 1470  

The Option Agreement allows for a maximum of 1470 units. 
* Water Permitting 
Source: Urban Design Associates, July 2004. 

 
PAGE 3-39 

Page 3-39, paragraph 7 and page 3-40, paragraph 1 of the DSEIR have been revised a follows: 

An additional 4-million gallon reservoir and its booster station are planned to be constructed by Marina 
Coast Water District (MCWD) adjacent to the existing off-site reservoir.  According to MCWD’s recently 
adopted Water Supply Master Plan, Capital Improvement Program (June 2004), this a 4-million gallon 
(mg) reservoir is required to meet water storage requirements throughout the Fort Ord community in 
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Year 2004 (refer to Table 7-1, Water Supply Master Plan).  A portion of the new storage capacity is 
estimated for use to meet the commercial fire flow and fire suppression requirements of the EGSP project 
with the remaining storage capacity used to accommodate water storage requirements of future 
development on the remaining portion of the Ord Community (as addressed in the Reuse Plan).  The 
volume required to accommodate the water storage requirements of the EGSP project has been estimated 
to be approximately 20 percent of the total storage volume planned for construction pursuant to the 
description of the planned development.  Subsequent to the adoption of the Water Supply Master 
Plan, MCWD conducted further preliminary analyses and refined its water storage requirements to 
one 3.2 mg or two 1.6-mg storage tanks to be sited on a parcel outside of East Garrison, in the future 
Youth Camp parcel. This parcel will be requested to be transferred to MCWD from FORA. The 
concrete storage tank(s) will supply Pressure Zone “B” that has a service elevation of 130 to 220 feet.  
Approximately 2.2 mg of Zone “B” storage is required to meet the projected 2020 maximum day 
demand of the East Ord community, while 1.0 mg of Zone “B” is required to meet commercial fire 
flow demands.  This refinement is intended to expedite MCWD’s ability to design and construct the 
required facilities in a time frame consistent with proposed development and thus, water storage 
needs within the Fort Ord community.  In addition, the MCWD plans to construct a large an 
approximate 2,000 linear foot water transmission line from the new Zone “B” storage tanks(s) to 
Inter-Garrison Road where it will connect into an existing pipeline. as part of any roadway 
construction project from Reservation Road to and along West Camp Street to Watkins Gate.  This 
pipeline would serve planned development identified in the Reuse Plan and analyzed in the Reuse Plan 
FEIR. 

PAGE 3-43 

Paragraph 2 of the DSEIR is revised as follows: 

A programmatic agreement exists between the Department of the Army Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation and the California State Historic Preservation Officer regarding existing areas and buildings 
in East Garrison.  The Army has agreed to attach covenants to the deed of those Covenants between the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and FORA were signed in August 2004 and recorded 
regarding East Garrison buildings that have been determined to be contributors to the National Register 
Historic District.  The agreed upon covenants provide dictates that buildings be maintained in accordance 
with the guidelines of The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Historic Structures and that all All construction, alteration, demolition or other 
modification be approved by the SHPO. in the Historic District will comply with the Guidelines for 
Rehabilitating Buildings at the East Garrison. 

PAGE 4.4-13 

Paragraph 2 is revised as follows:  

The study evaluated conditions for roadway segments in the project area that could be potentially impacted 
by the proposed project.  Table 4.4-4 lists the roadway segments analyzed under existing conditions.  As 
shown on Exhibit 4.4-4 and Table 4.4-4, the following roadway segments currently operate at 
unacceptable LOS under existing conditions: 

• Blanco Road between Reservation Road and Salinas River Bridge (segment 2): 
LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours. 

• Blanco Road between Salinas River Bridge and Davis Road (segment 3): 
LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours. 
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• Davis Road between Ambrose Avenue and Central Avenue (segment 21):  
LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours. 

• Reservation Road between Portola Drive and SR 68 (segment 24): 
LOS D during the PM peak hours. 

• SR 183 between Cooper Road and Espinosa Road (segment 26): 
LOS E during the PM peak hours. 

• General Jim Moore Boulevard between Broadway and South Boundary Road (segment 27) 
LOS D during the AM and PM peak hours. 

PAGE 4.5-2 

Paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 

Control of mobile sources of air pollution is exercised at the state and federal levels.  Vehicular emissions 
standards are established by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for vehicles sold in California.  
ARB establishes statewide ambient air quality standards, monitors air pollutants, designates air basins, and 
if necessary exercises control of stationary air pollutant sources.  Air quality in the NCCAB is 
monitored by the MBUAPCD. 

PAGE 4.5-7 

Paragraph 2 is revised as follows: 

In the last five years, only one state measurement and no federal measurements exceeded ambient air 
quality standards at the Salinas monitoring station (see Table 4.5-2).  The only recorded violation was the 
state standard for PM10 in 1999, which was likely associated with the wildfires in the Los Padres National 
Forest.  The wildfires are not considered representative of normal ambient conditions.  Therefore, since the 
air quality in the project area is generally good, the goal is to maintain the air quality status rather than 
implementing control programs to achieve attainment.  However, because Monterey County is a source 
area for ambient air quality farther downwind, emissions control continues to be an important part 
of air quality planning even if local air quality is much better than in many areas of California. 

PAGE4.5-8 

Paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 

Planning for attainment of state standards is embodied in the MBUAPCD’s 1991 Air Quality Management 
Plan (AQMP).  The 1997 update demonstrates that the 20 percent reduction target in ozone precursor 
emissions from the 1987 baseline has been met and that no new control measures (contingency measures) 
are needed beyond those already in the plan.  The 2000 AQMP update for state standards concluded that 
the NCCAB will remain on the borderline between attainment and nonattainment of the state 1-hour ozone 
standard.  A combination of meteorological variability, pollution transport from outside the air basin and 
local sources will all contribute to a continuing small number of violations.  An updated AQMP was 
adopted by the MBUAPCD Board of Directors on September 15, 2004.  The updated plan generally 
continues the previous level of air pollution control, but updates the baseline assumptions within the 
plan. 

PAGE 4.5-9 

Third bullet point is revised as follows: 
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• Many air pollutants require additional chemical transformations to reach their most unhealthful 
form.  Emissions from any single project are diluted to immeasurably small levels by the time this 
process is completed.  The MBUAPCD has therefore developed emissions-based threshold 
guidelines as defining “substantial” even if the actual resulting ambient air quality is typically not 
directly quantifiable.  The following daily project-related emissions are considered individually and 
cumulatively significant. 

Particulate Matter (PM10)................82 lb 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) ....137 lb 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) .................137 lb 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)......................150 lb 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) ................550 lb 

• The analysis matrix shown below contains impacts that result from emissions that are already 
released in their most unhealthful forms (called “primary” pollutants), as well as those 
created by chemical conversion in the atmosphere (“secondary” pollutants).  CO is a primary 
pollutant.  PM10 and SOX can be either primary or secondary.  Ozone is a classic secondary 
pollutant (formed by ROG, NOx and sunlight).  The impacts of secondary pollutants cannot 
be evaluated on a project-specific basis.  Emission levels of the ozone precursors ROG and 
NOx in excess of 137 pounds per day of either pollutant is considered individually and 
cumulatively significant by the MBUAPCD.  The emissions levels of other pollutants shown 
below are considered screening levels requiring a more detailed analysis of impact potential.  
The significance thresholds should thus be interpreted as follows (lb/day): 

Significant 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) .137 lb 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)................137 lb 
 

 Requiring Additional Analysis (Direct Emissions) 
Particulate Matter (PM10) ............82 lb 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx).....................150 lb 
Carbon Monoxide (CO)..............550 lb 

Consistency (or lack thereof) with the growth projections in the AQMP is generally considered a 
cumulative regional ozone impact issue.  The project is consistent with their growth projections.  
The 137 lb/day of ROG or NOx are considered an individual or project-level impact.  The proposed 
project will cause ROG emissions to exceed the 137 lb/day threshold at anticipated build-out.  PM10 
emissions from on-road travel would also exceed the 82 lb/day level, but PM10 impacts are only 
considered significant for direct sources such as quarries, or for off-road (dirt) travel.  PM10 
emissions may exceed 82 pounds/day during construction grading, but the size of the simultaneous 
daily grading area is not known with adequate precision.  Mitigation of the “excess” ROG emissions 
is considered a reasonable project objective. 

PAGE 4.5-11 

Paragraph 2 is revised as follows: 

The Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department (MCPBID) MBUAPCD requires that 
the monthly daily maximum grading disturbance area of a project shall be maintained at 8.1 acres or less.  
This limited acreage is feasible for smaller projects, but would not be feasible for construction of the 
EGSP.  Verification of the maximum daily grading area at an active major grading project is almost 
impossible because the grading dynamics change in very short times.  Observer safety is also an 
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issue because of the large size of the equipment and the visibility limitations experienced by the 
equipment operator.  Because a restriction of the grading area to 8.1 acres, or 2.2 acres of 
excavation, is not always logistically possible in a project of this size and cannot be reliably enforced, 
it is recommended that maximum daily PM10 emissions be considered a temporary significant 
impact.  However, because it is infeasible to establish the magnitude or the location of the variable 
PM10 emissions, there is no reliable mechanism to translate these emissions into an actual air quality 
impact relative to ambient air quality standards.  Because such emissions are transitory and 
undefined as to location or magnitude, it is also impossible to develop mitigation measures that 
would guarantee that significance thresholds would not be exceeded.  However, mitigation measures 
identified in the SEIR reduce air quality construction impacts to the extent feasible. 

PAGE 4.5-12  

Paragraph 10 has been revised as follows: 

Stationary source emissions would be generated due to an increased demand for electrical energy and 
natural gas consumption with the operation of the proposed project.  This assumption is based on the 
supposition that those power plants supplying electricity to the site continue to use fossil fuels.  Electric 
power generating plants are found in the NCCAB and western United States and their emissions contribute 
to the total regional pollutant burden.  However, it is not possible to quantify project-related power 
plant emissions generated within the air basin since the project would use energy generated 
throughout the Western Grid.  The primary use of natural gas by the proposed land uses would be for 
combustion space heating and water heating.  As shown on Table 4.5-3, stationary source emissions 
generated directly from the natural gas consumption or indirectly from the power plant would not exceed 
MBUAPCD “criteria pollutant” thresholds.  Area sources also include a variety of miscellaneous 
residential sources from household products, paints and solvents, herbicides/pesticides, landscape 
maintenance equipment and recreational fires for cooking, warmth, or ambiance. 

PAGE 4.5-13 

Paragraph 2 is revised as follows: 

Table 4.5-3: Project Operational Source Emissions (2005) 

Emissions (pounds per day) 
Source 

ROG NOx CO PM10 SOx 

Mobile 188.6 
233.2 

191.1 
256.9 

1,976.7 
2548.8 

148.3 
205.8 

1.6 
2.1 

Area Sources 75.4 
74.6 

18.7 
15.6 

25.8 
18.7 

0.1 
— 

0.5 
0.3 

TOTAL 264.0 
307.8 

209.8 
272.5 

2,002.5 
2567.5 

148.4 
205.8 

2.1 
2.4 

MBUAPCD Threshold 137.0 137.0 550.0 82.0 150.0 
Source: Giroux & Associates, December  September 2004, URBEMIS2002 Computer Model, 1470 dwelling units. 

 
As shown on Table 4.5-3, mobile source emissions for 4 of the 5 “criteria pollutants” analyzed are above 
the MBUAPCD CEQA-significance threshold.  Project-related mobile emissions plus area sources range 
from less than 2 percent of the threshold for SOx to a maximum of 364 percent of the CO threshold.  
However, buildout will not occur by 2005, rather it will be phased over a number of years, with buildout 
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estimated to be completed in 2012.  Thus, buildout will occur with a “cleaner” vehicle fleet than in 2005.  
In 2012, emissions will be lower, but still not fully reduced to less-than-significant, as identified in Table 
4.5-4.  There is limited on-site potential to reduce ozone precursor emissions to less-than-significant 
for these two development alternatives (pre-2020 build-out or maximum unit count).  The impact 
derives from a combination of consumer products and from vehicle travel.  Developers have little 
influence on product selection or on travel choices.  The most promising possibility would be for off-
site mitigation.  A fair share contribution to off-site programs to convert heavy equipment to less 
polluting engines or to retire older (“gross polluters”) cars could generate measurable ROG and 
NOx reductions from the project that could have ROG and NOx levels exceeding the MBUAPCD 
thresholds. 

Table 4.5-4: Project Operational Source Emissions (2012) 

Emissions (pounds per day) 
Source 

ROG NOx CO PM10 SOx 

Mobile 94.0 
60.6 

109.0 
65.8 

1,020.7 
733.5 

148.1 
204.0 

1.1 
1.3 

Area Sources 75.4 
74.6 

18.7 
15.6 

25.8 
18.7 

0.1 
0.1 

0.6 
0.3 

TOTAL 169.4 
135.2 

127.7 
81.4 

1,046.5 
752.2 

148.2 
204.1 

1.7 
1.6 

MBUAPCD Threshold 137.0 137.0 550.0 82.0 150.0 
Source: Giroux & Associates, December  September 2004, URBEMIS2002.  Average of 2010 and 2015 buildout. 

 
PAGE 4.5-14  

The first sentence of Paragraph 4 has been revised as follows: 

Although CO emissions will be well in excess of MBUAPCD thresholds, CO is the one of several criteria 
pollutants that allows for a direct calculation of ambient exposures. 

PAGE 4.7-2 

Paragraph 5 is revised as follows: 

The proposed modifications were described in the LSA document prepared by Zander Associates and were 
submitted to the Army for review and consideration.  The Army determined that the goals and objectives 
of the HMP would be met through implementation of the modifications and requested concurrence from 
the USFWS on that finding (USDOA 2002).  The USFWS agreed that the proposed modifications were 
consistent with the resource protection goals of the HMP and concluded that the level of effects on HMP 
species would not exceed those already addressed in biological opinion 1-8-99-F/C-39R (USFWS 2002).  
In addition, the Army has submitted a final biological evaluation for formal consultation on impacts 
that may occur during Army predisposal and transfer actions.  The Fort Ord Reuse Authority, 
County of Monterey, Redevelopment Agency, and East Garrison Partners, LLC have agreed to 
enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) regarding Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
enforcement of development restrictions on the East Garrison portion of former Fort Ord to allow 
the proposed development of East Garrison to proceed prior to completion of the Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP).  The MOA will allow development in East Garrison to be exempt from 
the “take” prohibitions under the California Tiger Salamander (CTS) Incidental Take Statement 
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that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued in its Biological Opinion addressing the effects of the 
Army’s actions regarding closure, disposal, and reuse of former Fort Ord as long as the parties 
comply with restrictions set out as part of the MOA. 

PAGE 4.7-21 

Paragraph 6, Mitigation Measure 4.7-A-1 is revised as follows: 

Compliance status:  On September 23, 2003, the Board of Supervisors of the County 
of Monterey approved and authorized the Chair to sign a Memorandum of 
Understanding on behalf of the County with FORA, BLM, MPC and the Army.  All 
parties, with the exception of the Army, have signed the MOU.  The MOU is 
currently under review for signature by the Army.  The Army signed the MOU in 
August 2004 and the revised MOU is currently being recirculated for signature by 
the other agencies.  

PAGE 4.7-25 

The first sentence of the first bullet under Mitigation Measure 4.7-B-1 shall be revised as follows: 

To maximize tree retention and protection, facilitate protection of trees that occur either at 
project or grading margins, a forester, arborist or other tree care professional shall be involved 
in the review and development of final grading and construction plans where trees occur either at 
project or grading margins.   

PAGE 4.7-30 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-D-5 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-D-5 

This mitigation measure could be achieved through completion of the HCP/IA for former Fort 
Ord, issuance of incidental take authorization specific to the project, or other activities 
demonstrated to comply with the ESA.  Because of the potential for the project area to provide 
upland habitat for CTS, compliance with the ESA will be required.  Alternatively, protocol-level 
surveys for CTS could be conducted to demonstrate that CTS are not present in the project area.  
Assuming that the surveys show no CTS using the project area, take authorization may not be 
required. 

The County shall ensure compliance with the restrictions contained in Exhibit “C” of the 
recorded Memorandum of Agreement Regarding Endangered Species Act Enforcement of 
Development Restrictions on the East Garrison Portions of The Former Fort Ord.  
Compliance with these restrictions will render the County, East Garrison Partners, and the 
Redevelopment Agency of the County of Monterey exempt from the prohibitions against 
“take” of California tiger salamander under the ESA arising from development within the 
portions of East Garrison to be transferred to the County prior to approval of the HCP/IA 
(Track Zero). 

PAGE 4.7-28 

Paragraph 4 is revised as follows: 

The project would not substantially reduce the amount of aestivation habitat available on former Fort Ord 
for CTS.  In its draft assessment of CTS habitat on former Fort Ord, the Army estimates that 
approximately 37 39 acres of known CTS breeding habitat, approximately 37 35 acres of potential CTS 
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breeding habitat, and approximately 14,866 acres of potential upland habitat within 2 kilometers of 
breeding ponds will be protected and managed through the establishment of HMP Habitat Reserves and 
Corridors.  The project would not disrupt travel corridors between breeding sites because there are no 
pools on or within a reasonable distance north of the project area that are used by CTS.  Nevertheless, the 
Service may considers the project area potential upland habitat for CTS based on proximity to the known 
breeding pond to the south and therefore will require take authorization.  Such take authorization will 
be provided through completion of the basewide HCP/IA.  However, in order to facilitate 
expeditious transfer of Track Zero to allow the County to meet its commitments to early 
redevelopment in advance of completion of the HCP/IA, the Army submitted a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) signed by the County, East Garrison Partners, and the Redevelopment Agency 
of the County of Monterey as part of the reinitiated consultation required to address its disposal and 
reuse actions on former Fort Ord with respect to the California tiger salamander.  The Service 
issued the Army a Biological Opinion for the CTS in March 2005 (Appendix B).  The Biological 
Opinion includes a requirement to implement the MOA and comply with its restrictions.  As long as 
the signatories of the MOA comply with the requirements of the incidental take statement, they will 
be exempt from the “take” prohibitions of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The Service 
issued the Army a Biological Opinion for the CTS in March 2005.  If CTS is listed as threatened, the 
Service will likely assume that CTS are present in the project area in the absence of protocol-level 
surveys demonstrating the opposite.  Assuming presence of CTS, development within the project 
area could require take authorization from the Service. 

PAGE 4.7-29 AND PAGE 4.7-30 

Page 4.7-29 and 4.7-30 contain redundant language related to mitigation measures for birds.  Mitigation 
measure 4.7-3 has been deleted and the other mitigation measures revised as follows: 

4.7-D-3 Within 30 days of building demolition or tree removal, a qualified biologist shall conduct 
pre-construction surveys for active bird nests and survey the buildings and trees for 
presence of roosting bats.  If special-status bat species are present, the following 
measures should be implemented: 

• Building removal and/or tree removal shall not occur if maternity bat roosts are present 
(between April 15 and August 1) in the building or tree. 

• No building or tree removal shall occur within 300 feet of the maternity roost until all 
young bats have fledged—as determined by a qualified biologist. 

• If special-status bats are present but there is not an active maternity roost, a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) shall be obtained in order to remove the animals prior to building 
demolition and/or tree removal.  Alternate habitat in adjacent open space land managed 
by Monterey County shall be provided if bats are to be excluded from maternity roosts.  
A roost with comparable spatial and thermal characteristics shall be constructed as 
directed by a qualified biologist.  In the event that adult bats need to be handled and 
relocated, a qualified biologist shall prepare and implement a relocation plan subject to 
approval by CDFG that includes relocating all bats found on-site to an alternate suitable 
habitat.  A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan that mitigates for loss of bat roosting habitat 
shall be prepared by a qualified biologist and approved by CDFG prior to building/tree 
removal. 
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4.7-D-4 3 Prior to initiation of construction, a qualified biologist shall be designated to monitor 
construction activities and advise construction personnel of the potential biological issues 
associated with development of the site.  The biological monitor shall attend weekly 
construction meeting and provide onsite direction for addressing habitat- or species-
specific issues as they are encountered during construction.  If as a result of pre-
construction surveys the biologist establishes exclusion zones around trees or buildings to 
protect nesting birds or roosting bats, the biological monitor should advise the 
construction crews of those areas and of the importance of respecting and maintaining 
those zones. 

4.7-D-5 4 This mitigation measure could be achieved through completion of the HCP/IA for former 
Fort Ord, issuance of incidental take authorization specific to the project, or other 
activities demonstrated to comply with the ESA.  Because of the potential for the project 
area to provide upland habitat for CTS, compliance with the ESA will be required.  
Alternatively, protocol-level surveys for CTS could be conducted to demonstrate that 
CTS are not present in the project area.  Assuming that the surveys show no CTS using 
the project area, take authorization may not be required. 

EXHIBIT 4.7-2  

Exhibit 4.7-2 has been revised.  The final Parker Flats Development Concept as represented in the Land 
Swap Assessment (May 2002) and the “Borderlands Interface” are depicted on the graphic. 
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PAGE 4.8-1  

Section 4.8.1, Environmental Setting of the SEIR is revised as follows: 

The requirements of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) provide the regulatory frameworks and criteria used here to identify the impacts of 
the proposed project on historic cultural resources.    

EXHIBIT 4.8-4  

Exhibit 4.8-4 has been revised. 
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Exhibit 4.8-4
Historic Map - December 13, 1959
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PAGE 4.8-24 

Paragraph 4 and Table 2.1, page 2-31 is revised as follows: 

4.8.1-G Prior to demolition, An East Garrison History Walk Plan interpreting the development of 
site and the role of WPA and Army shall be created and implemented by the project 
applicant.  The walk shall include signs that are self-guided and durable.  Said Plan shall 
be reviewed and approved by the MCPBID in conjunction with the Parks and Public 
Works Department.  Said Plan shall include a phasing schedule for development of the 
walk in conjunction with project specific development of the Specific Plan to ensure 
public health, welfare, and safety, during construction. 

Page 4.8-25 and 4.8-26 have been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measures 
4.8.2-A A qualified archaeologist shall monitor the site during all potential ground disturbance 

activities.  The archaeologist shall prepare a monitoring plan that details the procedures 
that shall occur in the event that cultural resources are uncovered.  At a minimum, all 
excavation shall cease within 5 meters of the discovery until it is evaluated by a qualified 
cultural resource specialist and/or County coroner, as applicable. 

4.8.2-B Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall obtain current status of 
Letters of Intent to Petition from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for federal recognition by 
the following entities: Costanoan Band of Carmel Mission Indians, Ohlone/Costanoan 
Muwekma Tribe, Indian Canyon Band of Costanoan/Mutsun Indians, Salinan Nation, 
Amah Band of Ohlone/Costanoan Indians, Esselen Tribe of Monterey County, 
Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation, the Ensen Tribe, Salinan Tribe of Monterey County, 
Costanoan-Rumsen Carmel Tribe, and Costanoan Ohlone Rumsen-Mutsun Tribe. 

4.8.2-C A Memorandum of Agreement shall be prepared between the County, recognized local 
Native American descendants, the State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation regarding the presence/absence of Traditional Cultural 
Properties (TCP) at East Garrison.  If TCPs are found to exist therein, ensure that the 
protection covenants, discussed under Program A-2.2 of the FORA EIR, are in place 
prior to project commencement. 

4.8.2-D B If, during the course of construction, cultural, archaeological, historical or paleontological 
resources are uncovered at the site (surface or subsurface resources) work shall be halted 
immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the find until a qualified professional 
archaeologist can evaluate it.  The MCPBID and a qualified archaeologist (i.e., an 
archaeologist registered with the Society of Professional Archaeologists) shall be 
immediately contacted by the responsible individual present on-site.  When contacted, the 
project planner and the archaeologist shall immediately visit the site to determine the 
extent of the resources and to develop proper mitigation measures required for the 
discovery. 

4.8.2-E C Prior to the commencement of project excavations, all construction personnel shall read 
and sign an agreement that describes and protects Native American remains and any/all 
potential, subsurface cultural resources. 
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4.8.2-F D An archaeological sensitivity map of East Garrison shall be prepared.  The map shall 
incorporate former, current, and future theoretical information regarding potential 
prehistoric deposits.  Existing conditions (i.e. buildings, roads) and future plans (i.e. 
trenching for residential projects) and potential impacts to archaeological resources shall 
be taken into consideration when developing the map. 

4.8.2-G E The expertise of local archaeological specialists shall be utilized for the preparation of 
subsequent cultural resources reports at East Garrison. 

4.8.2-H F All future Army documents and related material regarding cultural resources at Fort Ord 
shall be provided to the California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest 
Information Center at 1303 Maurice Avenue in Rohnert Park, California 94928-3609. 

4.8.2-I G If archaeological resources or human remains are accidentally discovered during 
construction, the following steps will be taken: 

• There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area 
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: 

• The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be contacted 
to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and  

• If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 

- The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission and 
MCPBID within 24 hours. 

- The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or 
persons it believes to be most likely descended from the deceased Native 
American. 

- The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner 
or the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or 
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any 
associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98, or 

- Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized 
representatives shall rebury the Native American human remains and 
associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a 
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance. 

• The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely 
descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation within 
24 hours after being notified by the commission. 

• The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or 

• The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the 
descendent, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails 
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner. 
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PAGE 4.11-7 

Page 4.11-7 of the DSEIR has been revised as follows: 

According to the MPUSD, costs for staff will be provided by State funding that is based upon average 
daily attendance counts.  Costs to build needed school facilities will be provided by developer fees, and 
other sources, which could be earmarked for local development by the School District, thereby 
providing additional revenues for school facility funding.  Statutory These fees are assessed at a rate 
of $2.24 per square foot of residential development and $0.36 per square foot for commercial 
development.  Pursuant to Section 65996 (3)(h) of the California Government Code, payment of these fees 
“is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, 
involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in 
governmental organization or reorganization.”  Any environmental impacts resulting from construction of 
new schools will be analyzed by the MPUSD prior to construction, during the site selection process.  
The Disposition and Development Agreement currently provides that school fees will be paid at 
$5.00 per square foot of residential construction to ensure the district has adequate funding to build 
any needed school facilities.  
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