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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In accordance with 8 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:
e Section 1 - Introduction

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

e 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.

e 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
DepartmMent OF the ATIMY ...c..oi ettt e s teese e e e neesseeseeneenaenreans ARMY

State Agencies

State of California, Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics ............ccccevevevverierernnnnn AERO
State of California, Department of Transportation.............ccccovveveieiieiieeie s CALTRANS
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(0L Yo T 1Y, T4 - USSR MARINA
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Monterey County Airport Land Use COMMISSION ..........ccuoviiiiiiiiiieieic ittt ALUC
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Organizations

League OF WOMEN WOLEIS ......cueitiiiiiteite ittt sttt b ettt bbb bt b e bttt be e LWV
STEITA CHUD .ttt b ettt b et e et et e b e b e et e sb e e e beebe st e e eneabeebe e SC
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Individuals
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DAVIA SIMITN L.ttt bbbt bt e et b e e bt e b et e bt e bt b e e e e st bt b e b e e b e b e nes DS
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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 21% 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 8 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:

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

e 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.

o 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.

o 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.

o 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.

o 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.’

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 2" 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 TIKM 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 TIKM 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 TIKM-
provided volumes. These three intersections and their respective recommended improvements are as
follows:

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

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

o 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 11" income-restricted housing. The
“Workforce I1” 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
11" 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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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Fort Ord Office, Army Base Realignment and Closure
Bldg 4463 Gigling Rd - P.O. Box 5004
Monterey, California 93944-5004

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Fort Ord BRAC Office

Monterey County

Planning and Building Inspection Department
Mike Novo, AICP

2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Dear Mr. Novo:

The U.S. Department of the Army (Army) has reviewed the Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the East Garrison Specific Plan, which was
prepared by Michael Brandon Associates for Monterey County. The Army has the
following comments on the DSEIR:

1.

(V8

General: This DSEIR is one of the better California Environmental Quality At
(CEQA) documents prepared in recent years for property within the former Firt
Ord (FFO). The document is well organized, easy to read and fairly
comprehensive, within limitations of the analysis. However, sections of the
report are either flawed or do not extend far enough to provide a complete
environmental impact analysis of the proposed project.

“1,6 DSEIR FOCUS,” page 1-7. The potentially significant impacts listed in
the second paragraph address the major of environmental issues associated wih
this project. However, one important category is missing, Socio-economics.
Without a socio-economic impact analysis as part of this EIR the environmenal
impacts of the project cannot be fully assessed.

“2.3 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL
EFFECTS,” page 2-3. The second subsection entitled “SIGNIFICANT
UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT” lists four
appropriate areas of environmental concern: Air Quality; Cultural Resources;
Public Services and Utilities; and Transportation and Circulation. The list
needs to include six additional areas of concem: Aesthetics; Biological/Natun]
Resources; Land Use; Population, Housing and Employment; Socio-economis;
and Water Quality. A development project of this magnitude has potentially -
adverse and/or significant environmental impacts on all the areas of concemn
indicated above.

ARMY-1

ARMY-2

ARMY-3
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4. “2.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS,” 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 DSEIR. Considering ARMY-4
potentially significant and unavoidable impacts occur in ten separate areas of
environmental concern, additional cumulative impacts are certain to result.

5. The range of alternatives should be expanded to include several medium densirty
or mid-sized developments and the associated potential environmental impacts
The existing alternatives essentially deal with only one high density
development versus reduced, medium or low density developments. There is
no compromise level or “happy medium” being considered. When only a sing Je ARMY-5
“Reduced Density Alternative” is considered in a cursory manner and
eliminated because it “...would not fully attain the objectives of the EGSP
project...” an “all or nothing” proposal exists. This condition does not meet the
goals of the CEQA by providing an acceptable or reasonable range of
alternatives.

6. There are several acronyms in Table 2-1 that do not appear to be referenced in
previous text (e.g. CSD, FMP). Please ensure all abbreviations and acronyms ARMY-6
are explained accordingly.

7. The mitigation measures shown throughout the DSEIR are fairly extensive anc
cover a wide range of potentially significant environmental impacts. Howeve: s
indicating “no mitigation measures are necessary” for several potential
environmental impacts is questionable or highly speculative at best. For
example, the EIR states over 90 acres of oak woodlands/ savannah or habitat
will be removed. This amount of vegetation covers over 25% of the total
project area. Under “LAND USE AND RELATED PLANNING
PROGRAMS,” the EIR states removal of this vegetation “...will not conflict -
with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan.” This statement seems contradictory with regard to the
obvious loss of natural resources. No mitigation measures are recommended t 0
off-set this loss. Likewise, under “GEOLOGY AND SOILS,” the proposed
mitigation measures of grading, setbacks and soil compaction sound reasonabl le.
However, the significant increase in impervious ground cover, combined with
the loss of natural vegetation, means less water absorbed and filtered by the
sandy soils. Resultant environmental impacts are increased stormwater runofl 1,
contamination, debris and siltation in the Monterey Bay. The text addressing
“HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY” acknowledges this increase in
impervious ground cover alters the existing drainage pattern and amount of
surface runoff, but indicates no mitigation measures necessary. This is anothe
seemingly contradictory statement.

ARMY-7
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8.

10.

11.

12.

831 242 70198

The potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures addressed under
“TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION” need to be reassessed. Future
mitigation measures and/or traffic improvements undertaken by the County of
Monterey, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) and the Transportation
Agency of Monterey County should help maintain accepted level of service

“(LOS) along Reservation Road. However, mitigation in the EIR does not fully

address vehicular access/egress and traffic safety impacts from convergence of
four roads at the East Garrison Gate. Hence, this analysis is incomplete.

Under “BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES” mitigation measure 4.7-B-1 states “To

maximize tree retention and protection...” This statement also appears
contradictory considering over 90 acres of oak woodland/habitat are being lost
as a result of the project. The loss of sand gilia is shown as a “less than
significant” environmental impact under the pretext of the CDFG granting an .
incidental “take” permit. Other environmental mitigations and impacts should
be identified as a contingency for disapproval of this permit.

“3 2.3 The EGSP’s Relationship to Other Plans” indicates appropriate
interrelationships between and among the various existing local plans for FFO
properties. In the event Monterey County and/or the EGSP project proponent
plan to utilize data (e.g. biological resources baselines or assessments) from
documents previously prepared by the U.S. Army (i.e. “EIS Fort Ord Disposal
and Reuse” and/or the “Installation-Wide Multispecies Habitat Management
Plan for FFO, CA”™) references must be made in the EIR.

“4.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, Exhibit 4.7-2, Plant Communities Map.”

The Oak Woodland Habitat Reserve boundary needs to be consistent with the
revised Habitat Management Plan (HMP) Map. The Interface between the
development parcels and Habitat Reserves should also be depicted as a
“Borderlands Interface” consistent with the revised HMP.

«“4,7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, Mitigation Measures 4.7-A-1,” second
paragraph, page 4.7-21. The compliance status needs to be updated to reflect
that the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed by Monterey County,
the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
and Monterey Peninsula College (MPC) has been modified based on changes’
made by the Department of the Army (Army). The Army signed the revised
MOU in August 2004 and the revised MOU is being re-circulated for signature
by the remaining agencies. Also, another paragraph should be added to this
section that describes the recent developments regarding the Memorandum of
Agreement between FORA, Monterey County, the City of Del Rey Oaks
(DRO), developers, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the
proposed development of East Garrison and DRO using the Army’s incidental
take limits prior to completion of the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

3
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13.

14.

15.

16.
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«4.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, Impact 4.7-D,” fourth paragraph, page 4.7-
28. The paragraph should be updated to reflect that the California tiger
salamander (CTS) has been listed as a threatened species and the USFWS has
also proposed designation of critical habitat for CTS. In addition, the section
should recognize that the Army has submitted a final biological evaluation for
formal consultation on impacts that may occur during Army predisposal and
transfer actions. The acreages of known and potential CTS breeding habitat
have changed to 39 acres of known CTS breeding habitat and 35 acres of
potential CTS breeding habitat that will be protected and managed through the
establishment of HMP Habitat Reserves and Corridors.

“4.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES, 4.8.1 Environmental Sefting,
REGULATIONS AND CRITERIA OF EVALUATION, National Register of
Historic Places,” first paragraph, first sentence, page 4.8-1. Replace “historic™
with “cultural.” NRHP includes archaeological sites, which are a cultural
resource.

“4,8 CULTURAL RESOURCES, Exhibit 4.8-4, Historic Map — December 13,
1959.” The 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 @
page 4.8-17 (third paragraph under “East Garrison Specific Plan™).

The proposed project maximizes land use resulting in significantly higher
density of development than other subdivisions throughout unincorporated
Monterey County. Plus, the DSEIR indicates most of the potential
environmental impacts are readily dismissed as “less than significant” with an
unspecified mitigation monitoring plan (the DSEIR states a mitigation
monitoring plan will be adopted after it is certified). Therefore, the
environmental impact analysis comes up short in addressing the comprehensive
effects, particularly with regard to Aesthetics; Biological/Natural Resources,
primarily losses of native vegetation; Population, Housing and Employment;
Socio-economics; Transportation and Circulation; and Water Quality.
Consequently, 5.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS” requires additional analysis.

ARMY-13

ARMY-14

ARMY-15

ARMY-16
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to the DSEIR. If you have
questions, please contact Derek Lieberman at Derek.Lieberman(@monterey.army.mil or

(831) 242-4873,
Sincerely,
MW
aren Fisbeck, Director
Amy BRAC, Fort Ord Office
Copy Furnished:

James M. Willison, Director
Environmental and Natural Resources
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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)

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

o 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)

e 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-treeretention-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
Understandlng on behalf of the County Wlth FORA BLM, MPC and the Army AH

eupmnﬁyundepmvmmﬁemgna{u;eﬂbﬁheﬂ%m% The Army 5|qned 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

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 3739 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 MW%MMMHMW%W

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 histerie 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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: September 29, 2004
Mr. Mike Novo

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Dear Mr. Novo:

Re: Monterey County's Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for East Garrison
Specific Plan; SCH# 2003081086

The California Depariment of Transportation (Department), Division of Aeronautics (Division),
reviewed the above-referenced document with respect (o airport-related noise and safety impacts
and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the Califormnia Environmental Quality

- Act (CEQA). The Division has technical expentise in the areas of airport operations safety and
airport land use compatibility. The Division is a funding agency for airport projects and has
permit authority for public use airports and heliposts. We offer the following comments for your
consideration. .

1. The proposal is for the development of a new mixed-use community on 244 acres
approximately a mile and a half southeast of the Marina Municipal Airport. The proposal will
include 1,400 residential units plus up to 70 accessory (carriage house) units, 75,000 square | AERO-1
feet of commercial space, 11,000 square feet of institutional uses, and 100,000 square feet of
artist studio space.

2, In accordance with Government Code Section 25302.3 (a) general plans, specific plans and.
amendments shall be consistent with the adopred airport land use plans. The proposal should,
therefore, be consistent with the Marina Municipal Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan
(CLUP) developed by the Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). Figure
4-1 of the CLUP depicts the Marina Municipal Airport Planning Area. A portion of the | AERO-2
project site is within the airport planning area. According to Section 2.4.1 under Overflight
Policies on page 21 of the CLUP, all “new uses within the airport planning area shall provide
an avigation easement to the City of Marina or the current owner of the airport.” We advise
coordinating the proposal with the ALUC. S

3. For future reference, CEQA, Public Resources Code 21096, requires the Department’s Airport
Land Use Planning Handbook (Handbook) be utilized as a resource in the preparation of
environmental documents for projects within an airport land use compatibility plan boundaries
or if such a plan has not been adopted, within two nautical miles of an airport. The Handbook
is g resource that should be applied to all public use airports. The Handbook is published on-
line at http://www.dot.ca goy/hq/planning/aeronaut/htmifile/landuse php. '

AERO-3

4. Although no school sites are proposed at this time, the EIR mentions the possible need for
new schools in the vicinity at “some point in the future.” Education Code, Section 17215

“Cirans improves mability across Californja” - : . AERO-4
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requires a school site investigation by the Division prior to acquisition of land for a proposed |
school site located within two miles of an airport runway. The Division’s recommendations AERO-4
are submitted to the State Department of Education for use in determining acceptability of the

site. This should be a consideration prior {0 designating residential uses in the vicinity of an
airport.

5. Public Utilities Code, Section 21659, “Hazards Near Airports Prohibited” prohibits structural
hazards near airports. To ensure compliance with Pederal Aviation Regulation, Part 77, .
“Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,” submission of a Notice of Proposed Construction or AERO-5
Alteration (Form 7460-1) to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) may be required.
For further technical information, please refer to the FAA’s web sitc of

hllg;llwww.faa.govlats/aIaIATA40010caaa.l_1tml.

6. Another consideration is the recently enacted legislation AB 2776 amending Section 11010
of the Business and Professions Code and Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353 of the Civil
Code. This bill changed buyer notification requirements for lands around airports. AERO-6
According to the new law, any person who intends to offer land for sale or Jease within an
airport influence area is required to disclose that fact to the person buying the property. :

7. Marina Municipal Airport is an economic asset that should be protected through effective
airport Jand use compatibility planning and awarencss. Although the need for compatible and
safe land uses near airports in Califomia is both, a locdl and a state issue, airport staff, airport
land use commissions and airport land use compatibility plans are key to protecting an airport
and the people residing and werking in the vicinity of an airport. Consideration given 1o the
issue of compatible land uses in the vicinity of an airport should help to relieve future conflicts | - 0-7

between airports and their neighbors.

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Department’s Division of Aeronautics with

respect to airport-related noise and safety impacts and regional airport land use planning issues.

We advise you to contact our district office conceming surface transportation issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have any
questions, please call me at (916) 654-5314.

Sincerely,

!dea l®

SANDY HESNARD
Aviation Environmental Planner

c:  State Clearinghouse, Marina Municipal Airport, Monterey County ALUC

=Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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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—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

ARNOILD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
50 HIGUERA STREET

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415

PHONE (805) 549-3101

FAX (805)549-3329

TDD (805) 549-3259
http://www.dot.gov/dist05

October 28, 2004

SCH# 2003081086

Mike Novo

Monterey County

Planning and Development Inspection Department
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

SUBJECT: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report on the East Garrison project

Dear Mr. Novo:

The California Department of Transportation (Department) District 5 has reviewed Draft
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the East Garrison project. The project
site is in Monterey County on the former Fort Ord site at the intersection of Reservation
Road and Intergarrison Road. In reviewing the proposed traffic study, the District 5 staff
offers the following comments for your consideration:

1.

The minimum acceptable level of service for all facilities within the State Right of Way

is the cusp "C/D", not LOS "D" as reported in the document. Please make the appropriate
changes.

CEQA requires full disclosure of regional and statewide significance. The DSEIR failed

to provide figures depicting the ‘project-only trips,” and the subsequent distribution of
those trips. The Traffic Study has also failed to provide an analysis of Highway 1,
Highway 68, Highway 156, Highway 183, Highway 218, and Highway 101.

Since the “project-only” trips were not disclosed, the Department staff compared Figures
4,5,6,7, & 8 of Volume II - Appendix E to ascertain this information. After review, it is
the opinion of the Department that the Traffic & Circulation element of the DSEIR is
fundamentally flawed and without merit. The Department has drawn this conclusion
because the traffic study shows the addition homes, 1470 and 2887 respectively, will
result in a decrease of volume on the State Highway System under the cumulative
analysis. Under the “existing + project” conditions (1470 homes), the traffic study shows
approximately 50% (PM peak hour - 52.9%, AM peak hour - 42.1%) of the “project-
generated trips” enter/exit the project site and roughly 30% (PM peak hour - 23.4%, AM
peak hour - 29.0%) enter/exit via the State Highway System.

A. The Department compared the major intersections leading in/out of the project site
(nodes 12, 17, and 22) with each alternative to see the actual number of project trips
leaving/entering the project site. The complete analysis is included. A summary of the
analysis is as follows: '

1) Under the AM peak hour “existing + project” conditions, this project is adding 85
trips to the intersection of Blanco Road & Reservation Road, 356 trips to the
intersection of S. Davis Road & Reservation Road, and 241 trips to the
intersection of Inter Garrison Road & General Jim Moore Blvd. The net of the
three intersections is 682 AM peak hour trips. This represents 52.9% of the 1,290
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2)

3)

4)

3)

6)

AM peak hour trips that will be generated by this project. The 1,290 AM peak
hour trips can be found in Table 4.4-6 on page 4.4-18 of volume 1 and Table II on
page 17 of Appendix E of Volume IL

Under the AM peak hour “cumulative + project” (1,470 Homes) conditions, this
project is adding -706 (negative 706) trips to the intersection of Blanco Road &
Reservation Road, 246 trips to the intersection of S. Davis Road & Reservation
Road, and 285 trips to the intersection of Inter Garrison Road & General Jim
Moore Blvd. The net of the three intersections is -175 (negative 175) AM peak
hour trips. This represents a reduction by 13.6% of the 1,290 AM peak hour trips
generated by this project. The 1,290 AM peak hour trips can be found in Table
4.4-6 on page 4.4-18 of volume 1 and Table II on page 17 of Appendix E of
Volume II. '

Under the AM peak hour “cumulative + Full Buildout” (2,887 Homes) conditions,
this project is adding -763 (negative 763) trips to the intersection of Blanco Road
& Reservation Road, 346 trips to the intersection of S. Davis Road & Reservation
Road, and 379 trips to the intersection of Inter Garrison Road & General Jim
Moore Blvd. The net of the three intersections is -38 (negative 38) AM peak hour
trips. This represents reduction of 1.6% of the 2,322 AM peak hour trips that will
be generated by this project. The 2,322 AM peak hour trips can be found in Table
II on page 17 of Appendix E of Volume IL

Under the PM peak hour “existing + project” conditions, this project is adding -72
(negative 72) trips to the intersection of Blanco Road & Reservation Road, 413
trips to the intersection of S. Davis Road & Reservation Road, and 239 trips to the
intersection of Inter Garrison Road & General Jim Moore Blvd. The net of the
three intersections is 580 PM peak hour trips. This represents 42.1% of the 1,379
PM peak hour trips that will be generated by this project. The 1,379 PM peak
hour trips can be found in Table 4.4-6 on page 4.4-18 of volume 1 and Table II on
page 17 of Appendix E of Volume II.

Under the PM peak hour “cumulative + project” (1,470 Homes)'conditions, this
project is adding -845 (negative 845) trips to the intersection of Blanco Road &

‘Reservation Road, 283 trips to the intersection of S. Davis Road & Reservation

Road, and 327 trips to the intersection of Inter Garrison Road & General Jim
Moore Blvd. The net of the three intersections is -235 (negative 235) PM peak
hour trips. This represents a reduction of 17.0% of the 1,379 PM peak hour trips
that will be generated by this project. The 1,379 PM peak hour trips can be found
in Table 4.4-6 on page 4.4-18 of volume 1 and Table II on page 17 of Appendix E
of Volume II.

Under the PM peak hour “cumulative + Full Buildout” (2,887 Homes) conditions,
this project is adding -727 (negative 727) trips to the intersection of Blanco Road
& Reservation Road, 421 trips to the intersection of S. Davis Road & Reservation
Road, and 388 trips to the intersection of Inter Garrison Road & General Jim
Moore Blvd. The net of the three intersections is 82 PM peak hour trips. This
represents 3.3% of the 2,467 PM peak hour trips that will be generated by this
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project. The 2,467 PM peak hour trips can be found in Table II on page 17 of
Appendix E of Volume II.

. The Department compared the major intersections leading to/from the State Highway

System (nodes 2, 5, 18, 21, 23, 27, and 28) with each alternative to see the actual
number of project trips leaving/entering via the State Highway System. The complete
analysis is attached. A summary of the analysis is as follows:

1) Under the AM peak hour “existing + project” conditions, this project is adding
374 AM peak hour trips to the State Highway System. This represents 29.0% of
the 1,290 AM peak hour trips that will be generated by this project. The 1,290
AM peak hour trips can be found in Table 4.4-6 on page 4.4-18 of volume 1 and
Table II on page 17 of Appendix E of Volume II. '

2) Under the AM peak hour “cumulative + project” (1,470 Homes) conditions, this
project 1s adding 762 am peak hour trips to the State Highway System. This
represents 59.1% of the 1,290 AM peak hour trips that will be generated by this
project. The 1,290 AM peak hour trips can be found in Table 4.4-6 on page 4.4-18
of volume 1 and Table II on page 17 of Appendix E of Volume II.

3) Under the AM peak hour “cumulative + Full Buildout” (2,887 Homes) conditions,
this project is adding 818 AM peak hour trips to the State Highway System. This
represents 35.2%of the 2,322 AM peak hour trips that will be generated by this
project. The 2,322 AM peak hour trips can be found in Table 1T on page 17 of
Appendix E of Volume II.

4) Under the PM peak hour “existing + project” conditions, this project is adding

332 PM peak hour trips to the State Highway System. This represents 23.4% of
the 1,379 PM peak hour trips that will be generated by this project. The 1,379 PM
peak hour trips can be found in Table 4.4-6 on page 4.4-18 of volume 1 and Table
IT on page 17 of Appendix E of Volume II.

5) Under the PM peak hour “cumulative + project” (1,470 Homes) conditions, this
project is adding -210 (negative 210) trips to the State Highway System. This
represents a reduction of 15.2% of the 1,379 PM peak hour trips that will be
generated by this project. The 1,379 PM peak hour trips can be found in Table
4.4-6 on page 4.4-18 of volume 1 and Table II on page 17 of Appendix E of
Volume II.

6) Under the PM peak hour “cumulative + Full Buildout” (2,887 Homes) conditions,
this project is adding -235 (negative 235) trips to the State Highway System. This
represents a reduction of 9.5% of the 2,467 PM peak hour trips that will be
generated by this project. The 2,467 PM peak hour trips can be found in Table II
on page 17 of Appendix E of Volume II.

. The Department compared the major intersections leading in/out of the project site

(nodes 12, 17, and 22) with the major intersections leading to/from the State Highway
System (intersections 2, 5, 18, 21, 23, 27, and 28) to see if their was consistency
within the Traffic Study. A summary of the analysis is as follows:
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1) Under the AM peak hour “existing + project” conditions, this project is adding
682 trips to the intersections encompassing the project site and 374 trips to the
State Highway System.

2) Under the AM peak hour “cumulative + project” (1,470 Homes) conditions, this
project is adding -175 (negative 175) trips to the intersections encompassing the
project site and 762 trips to the State Highway System.

3) Under the AM peak hour “cumulative + Full Buildout” (2,887 Homes) conditions,
this project is adding -38 (negative 38) trips to the intersections encompassing the
project site and 818 trips to the State Highway System.

4) Under the PM peak hour “existing + project” conditions, this project is adding
580 trips to the intersections encompassing the project site and 322 trips to the
State Highway System.

5) Under the PM peak hour “cumulative + project” (1,470 Homes) conditions, this
project is adding -235 (negative 235) trips to the intersections encompassing the
project site and -210 (negative 210) trips to the State Highway System.

6) Under the PM peak hour “cumulative + Full Buildout” (2887 Homes) conditions,
this project is adding 82 trips to the intersections encompassing the project site
and -235 (negative 235) trips to the State Highway System.

4. The County of Monterey and Higgins & Associates have entered into a Model Use

Agreement with AMBAG. As of today, the County and Higgins & Associates have not
fulfilled their obligation under the Model Use Agreement. The modeling work for the
East Garrison traffic study is not a valid tool until the County and Higgins & Associates
have fulfilled their obligation as specified in the Model Use Agreement. Modeling
assumptions and outputs set the conditions that provide the results upon which a project's
traffic contributions and impacts to the transportation infrastructure are based.
Unsubstantiated and/or inconsistent assumptions and their subsequent application will
skew or invalidate the subsequent project analysis and resulting impacts and mitigation.
The Department feels that these unresolved issues constitute a major deficiency in the
project approval process and fails to meet the burden of "full disclosure" as required
under CEQA.

. “Existing + Project” (1.470 Homes): Mitigation measures for intersection numbers 4,

26, & 28 listed on page 4-4-19 and Table 4.4-9 (page 4.4-25) of volume 1 of the Draft
SEIR will require approval of the Department. A signal warrant analysis based upon 12-
hour count data will be required before the Department evaluates the need to install a
signal. A Roundabout Fact Sheet will be required before the Department considers the
construction of a Roundabout at the SR 1 SB Ramps/ Canyon Del Rey Boulevard
intersection. It is likely the Department will ask that a project study report (PSR) be
prepared to determine the appropriate solution at the SR 1 SB Ramps/Canyon Del Rey
Boulevard intersection. Any work within the State Right of Way will require an
encroachment permit and be completed to State Standards and Specifications. For the
intersection of General Jim Moore Boulevard & Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 218),
the Department will not support the removal of the protected left turn phase. The
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protected left turn phase assigns the Right of Way to an exclusive movement while a
permitted phase requires vehicles to yield the Right of Way to oncoming traffic.

. Cumulative Conditions: Mitigation measures for intersection numbers 4, 18, 19, 20, 21,

26,27, & 28 listed in Table 5-1 on pages 5-4 through 5-6 of Volume 1 of the Draft SEIR
will require approval by the Department. Signal warrant analysis based upon 12-hour
count data will be required before the Department evaluates the need to install a signal. A
Roundabout Fact Sheet will be required before the Department considers the construction
of aroundabout at the SR 1 SB Ramps/ Canyon Del Rey Boulevard intersection. It is
likely the Department will ask that a project study report (PSR) be prepared to determine
the appropriate solution at the SR 1 SB Ramps/Canyon Del Rey Boulevard intersection.

- Any work within the State Right of Way will require an encroachment permit and be

completed to State Standards and Specification. Mitigations # 18 & #19 are not
appropriate as the mitigation measures degrade the SR 68 EB Ramps/Reservation Road
intersection LOS from that of "C" (delay = 34.5 sec/veh) to that of LOS "D" (delay =
44.6 sec/veh) during the AM Peak Hour. A degradation in LOS or delay to an
intersection within the State Right of Way cannot be considered a mitigation measure.
For the intersection of General Jim Moore Boulevard and Canyon Del Rey Boulevard
(SR 218), the Department will not support the removal of the protected left turn phase.
The protected left turn phase assigns the Right of Way to an exclusive movement while a
permitted phase requires vehicles to yield the Right of Way to oncoming traffic.

Cumulative + Project (1.470 Homes): Mitigation measures for intersection numbers 4,
18, 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, & 28 listed in Table 5-2 on pages 5-9 through 5-12 of Volume 1 of
the Draft SEIR will require approval of the Department. A signal warrant analysis based
upon 12-hour count data will be required before the Department evaluates the need to
install a signal. A Roundabout Fact Sheet will be required before the Department
considers the construction of a Roundabout at the SR 1 SB Ramps/Canyon Del Rey
Boulevard intersection. Again, it is likely the Department will ask that a project study
report (PSR) be prepared to determine the appropriate solution at the SR 1 SB
Ramps/Canyon Del Rey Boulevard intersection. Any work within the State Right of Way
will require an encroachment permit and be completed to State Standards and
Specification. Mitigations # 18 & 19 are not appropriate as the mitigation measures
degrade the SR 68 EB Ramps/Reservation Road intersection LOS from that of "C" (delay
= 28.7 sec/veh) to that of LOS "D" (delay = 42.3 sec/veh) during the AM Peak Hour. A
degradation in LOS or Delay to an intersection within the State Right of Way cannot be
considered a mitigation measure. And again, for the intersection of General Jim Moore
Boulevard & Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 218), the Department will not support the
removal of the protected left turn phase. The protected left turn phase assigns the Right of
Way to an exclusive movement while a permitted phase requires vehicles to yield the
Right Of Way to oncoming traffic.

Cumulative + Full Buildup (2,887 Homes): Mitigation measures for intersection

numbers 4, 18, 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, & 28 listed in Table 5-5 on pages 5-20 through 5-24 of

volume 1 of the Draft SEIR will require approval of the Department. A signal warrant
analysis based upon 12-hour count data will be required before the Department evaluates
the need to install a signal. A Roundabout Fact Sheet will be required before the
Department considers the construction of a Roundabout at the SR 1 SB Ramps/ Canyon
Del Rey Boulevard intersection. It is likely the Department will ask that a project study
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report (PSR) be prepared to determine the appropriate solution at the SR 1 SB

Ramps/Canyon Del Rey Boulevard intersection. Any work within the State Right of Way

will require an encroachment permit and be completed to State Standards and
Specification. Mitigations # 18 & 19 are not appropriate as the mitigation measures

degrade the SR 68 EB Ramps/Reservation Road intersection LOS from that of "C" (delay

=29.3 sec/veh) to that of LOS "D" (delay = 43.0 sec/veh) during the AM Peak Hour. A
degradation in LOS or Delay to an intersection with the State Right of Way cannot be

considered a mitigation measure. For the intersection of General Jim Moore Boulevard &
Canyon Del Rey Boulevard (SR 218), the Department will not support the removal of the

protected left turn phase. The protected left turn phase assigns the Right Of Way to an

exclusive movement while a permitted phase requires vehicles to yield the Right Of Way

-to oncoming traffic.

Therefore, and because of the numerous unresolved issues identified within the study, the
Department requests traffic study be redone to address these issues. Thank you for your

consideration and action upon these issues. If you have questions regarding our comments
please contact me at (805) 549-3099.

Sincerely,
(. 1 3 7
Dibate (- K W

Keith Hinrichsen
Development Review
Caltrans Planning, District 5
keith_hinrichsen@dot.ca.gov

Cc: D. Murray — Branch Chief - Dev Rev; R. Barnes — Traf Ops; A. Cook — TAMC; J.
Brennan - MBUAPCD

CALTRANS-8



—
- 940
T
<
7))
Z
<
o
T
-
<
@)
CAI] abuBYD Usoied
L2y 1 68 | 96-| 61~ | 561 0 |egzt 0 |2y - 0 g sdi] pappy 18loid 18N
899¢ | 81 | 9/8 lo9iL| ZiL | €68 L 09 S |89zl 9 S vl | InoH Yead Nd (SeWoH /88Z) nop|ing ind + 0702 JBa A
vee | 21 T 282 fosei] el | see L | SIE S JoE| 2 S 6 InoH Yesd Wd aulloseg 0g0z JesA
oL jy¥g3 | 193 [193 | HaM | 19M [ 19m [ H8S | 198 [19S | HaN | 1aN | 7aN [usweaopy
PEOY UOHEAISSOY 9 peOY sIAe(q 'S ~ L1 # LN ‘uojossiaju)
%0'8 ) abueyn jusdled
€8z | ¢- 28 lex~T 21- Toer 0 Jzoe] o w1 0 0 Z , sdu1 peppy 109loid 19N
gese | SL | 698 |€8LL| L | 829 A AR S |69z 2 S 1! InoH ead |Nd (sawoH 0/%1) 108loid + 0Z0Z JesA
Lvze | LV | 284 [9sel] 1€l | g6€ ARG g loe| 2 g 6 INoH Yesd Wd suljeseq 0Z0¢ 489
{elol jyg3 | 183 (193 [ yam | L19m [1am [dgs ] 185 T18s | yaN | 1an [ 1aN |auswaaop
peoy UOHBAISSOY ¥ PEOY SINBE( 'S - LL # LNi ‘uonossiaju]
%6 ¢ . mmcmco Juedlad
ey Z 0 Jovl] @ L9 0 J1wz] o 0]l o 0 € Sdli} pappy 108lold 18N
i€/l | € eze |8l 2L | voe / |e8z] ¢ we| € 5 S InoH Yead Wd (sewoH 0/t 1) waloid +bupsixa
gLEL L g2e lezez | ziL | €oe J] 8 s Jivg| ¢ S Z INOH Yead Nd bupsixg
Blol {¥g3 | 193 |193 [ yam | Lam [1am [das | 1as |18s | ¥aN | LaN | 1aN [austiarop
PEOY UOljBAIDSBY R peOY siAed 'S -~ L1 # INI ‘uoDasIsluyj
%0°9lL- mmcmcU usdlad
2.~ 10 [ees-] 9 Gl 2z 0 0 0 (42 0 0 0 sdi] pappy 108[0id 18N
sy | 0 | ¥sel 16SEL| OF | 669 0 {8iLL] 0 Ll 0 0 0 | 4noH Yeed Nd (sewoH /88¢2) nopjing [in4 + 0Z0Z JB9A
vies | 0 | ovoz Jesel]| sz | /69 0 |sLit] 0 GE 0 0 0 inoH Yead Nd eulleseg 020z JesA
Elol |Me3 | 193 [J93 | dam | 1am | 1gm lygs | 1d9s (1as | ¥aN | 1an | 1anN [auswenop
. pEOY co_«m?_mmmm_ '® PEOY oduelg - 2l % ._.Z_ “:o_uowwhmuc_
%L 6L abuey) jusdlad
s¥8- | 0 fzges-] 6 [ 01 gl- 0 0 0 62 0 0 0 sdu| pappy 108[o.d 19N
6zvy | 0 [vaLL [vvel] se | ve9 0 Istt] o 9 0 0 0 InoH Yeed |Nd (sawoH 0/f1) 108loid + 0202 1B9A
¥226 | 0 | 9boz [esel| sz | 269 0 et} o Ge 0 0 0 InoH ¥ead WNd auljeseg 0z0zZ Jes A
Blod |yg3 | 193 [193 | dam | 1am [ 1gm [ uas ] 1as [1as | uanN | 1aN | 1gN [ausweropy
Umom co_«mammmm .m Umom Oocm_m LA % ._.Z_ ”:o_.._omm._mwc_
AN abuey) jusdisd
al- 0 9¢ 0 6L 1991-] 0 0 0 68 0 0 0 sdi | peppy 1o8loid 18N
e | 0 Zl9 JeveEl| v | 8.2 0 JsliL] 0 Ly 0 0 0 InoH Yead d (sewoy 0/p1) 1w8loid +bunsixa
plee | 0 98 level| sz | vov 0 Jeiill o 8 0 0 0 INOH %ead Wd bunsix3
ol (M3 | 193 [1g3 jdam [ tam gmuas | 1as 11gs | gan | 1aN | 78N [uswaroy
Umom co_umamwmm 9 Umow_ Oocm.m -0l # 1NI ‘uonoosIaf

VIYV 103rodd ONIAVIT/ONIAIYYY SdIML LO3royd
SIAWNTOA NOILOISYHILNI ¥NOH Mv3ad Nd



CALTRANS-ATT-1

9f0¢

ﬁo_o_,n* bulABe SALI| %

%E € %0 L1~ %l ey
19V2 BLEL 651 UOREJoUsD) AU [OPON
z8 gee- 08S "SI L 1NOH Yeod Nd 19N

SHUN /88'2 + 0202

SIUN 04¢°)L + 0202

SHUN 02%') + IsIX3

%6°LE abueyy Wv2I8d
98¢ 0 v 0 0 ! (44 L- 0 0 z9¢ 0 0 sdil} pappy 109lold 18N
gk oz [kt | vl ! oy | 06t | ¢z | 260 1 G | 6eF | 961 | g€ | InoHeed Wd (sewoH [88z) InopIing ing + 0207 JesA
628 | 0z | 80l | v) ! [ g0 | ez | €L | 6L | 291 | 961 | s€ INoH Yead Wd auljeseg 0Z0Z JesA
felop [Hg3 | 193 (193 | yam | 1am [1am | Has | 18as | 19s | HaN | LaN | 18N [uswaasop
‘PAIG 2JOON WIT |BIBUDS) ,m PEOY uosiles) Jojul - 22 # LNI ”:o_uowm‘_mwc_
%€°8¢ mm:mco uadiad
128 0 € 0 0 3 S01 0 0 0 | 91z 0 0 sdi | pappy 108l04d 18N
oGLL | 02 | LLL | pb L gy | €1 | €2 | Z¢1 | g1 | €8¢ | 961 [ g€ INoH Yead Wd (seWwoH 0/t ) 198l01d + 0202 1B9A
628 | 0 | 801 | ¥l L SP g9 | ez | 261 | s | 9L | 961 | g€ INOH Yead Wd aullaseq 0Z0g JeeA
felol fug3 | 193 {193 [ vam | 1am [ram luas | 1gs [19s | HaN | 1aN | 1aN [sueweron
‘PAIG SIOON Wi {Blauas) @ peoy Uosiles) ajul - gz # LNI -uoioaesialy|
9,662 abuey) juanied
62T 0 0l 0 0 )] L 0 0 0 | syl 0 0 sdii| peppy 109/01d 18N
w6 | 02 8. 11 ! 1g | 82l 8 /€L L gt | ¥9z | 961 | s¢ INOH Yeod Wd (SeWoH 0/F}) 109/0ld +bunsixg
5oL | oz 89 Ll } 4 LS ] 6L 1 sL [ ekl | 961 | S€ 1noH yead N bulsixd
ol |yg3 | 193 [1a3 [ yam | Lam | 1am uas | 19s 1719s | "anN | 19N | 19N |auswsion
‘PAIG SO0 LW [BIBURL) R PEOY uoslles) Jajul - 22 # LNI ‘uonoestsu|

VRV 103rodd ONIAVIT/ONIARRIV Sdi¥1 103rodd
S3INNTOA NOILOISYILNI ¥NOH Xv3d Ad




CALTRANS-ATT-1

gljog
%10 . abueyn jusdled
4 0 8 ¥ g l- 0 0 0 0 £ 0 e- sdui | pappy 108l0id 18N
pECL 0 96€ 61 144> 192 0 0 0 0 882 } T4 InoH Yead d (sswoy /887) nopiingd {ind + 0Z0g 1EaA
(4% 0 88€ £€¢ 6E€ 292 0 0 0 0 16¢ | 8¢ INOH ¥esd Nd suljesed 0Z0¢ 48 A
jejol [H93 | 193 |183 { ¥aM | 1M | TaM 1 HGS | 19S | 198 | JEN | LGN | TGN |[IUSWBAON
peoy uoneaissey % sdwey gN | AMH - G # IN| U0J}0asISU|
%20 abuey) jusdiad
€ 0 € ! 0 Z 0 0 0 0 b~ 0 ¢ sdii] pappy j08[oid 1oN
geel | 0 16¢ | ¥2 | e8¢ | ¥92 0 0 0 0 | 062 ! o9z INOH Yead Wd (salioH 0/11) 10910id + 0202 1ESA
CEEl 0 | 88¢ | €2 | 6€€ | 29¢ 0 0 0 0 162 L 8¢ JINoH Yead Nd aulieseg 0g0g 4e9A
jeJol |93 | 193 |83 | ¥GM | 1M | 1aM 4GS | 19S | 78S | 8N | 18N | T9N |- JusWisAoly
PEOY uojeAlasay B maEmm aN | >>>I -G# 1IN ‘uojjoasisiu]
%6°C abueyd Juadiad
8z 0 S ! ! 0 0 0 0 0 | 12 0 0 sdu| pappy 198loid 18N
G/6 0 9sz | €L | e6L | ¢le 0 0 0 0 | /6C ! € INoH yead Wd (selwoH p/¥1) 108[old +buisixy
V6 0 LGe 143 26l [4%4 0 0 0 0 9/.¢ L € INOH Yead Nd buisix3a
eljol (yg3 | 1693 [7193 | d9M | LGM | 19 | 49S | 189S [T19S | JEN | LGN | TN [JUSWISAON
pPEOY UONEAISTY B waEmM gN L >>>I -G # INI ruonosstaluy
%L abueyn jusdiad
0l 0 0 0 £ 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 sdul pappy 1oeloid 19N
S8y 8 8 61l 9 Gt 6EL 9 9c¢ 8¢ 89 L 8 InoH yead d (sewoH 2882) inopiing |ind + 0Z0gZ Je9A
Sl 8 28 6l 19 Ge 6EL 9 9¢ 8¢ 9 1l 8 INOH Yead Nd 8ul|eseg 0202 J1EaA
ejol (Y93 | 193 (193 { 4GM | 1M | 18M | 48S | L89S 19S5 | ¥EN | L8N | 19N |- JUsWaroly
YHON @juopy [8Q @ sdwey aN | AMH - g # INI -Uojjoesieiu|
%e'7 _ sbuey) jusdiad
Ll 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 L 0 0 sdii| pappy jo0eloid 18N
98y 8 28 6l L9 Gt 6EL 9 9¢ 8¢ 1S L 8 InoH Yead Wd (SeloH (/i) 199l01d + 0202 1B9A
Sly 8 28 61 29 Ge 6EL 9 9¢ 8¢ 9y Ll 8 INOH Mead Nd suljased 00 JEA
[elol jd93 | 193 {193 | 49M § LM | 19M [ HgS | 189S | T1dS | J9N | LGN | 18N [ JUSLUSAON
YHON ajuopy [oq g sduiey gN | AMH - 2 # LN -uonoasiaul|
%E'E abueyn jusdiad
Gl 0 0L 0 ¥ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | sdl} pappy 1o8loid 18N
0sv 8 ¢6 6l LG Ge 6E1 9 9¢ 8¢ 9¢ Ll 6 INOH Yeod Wd (SewioH 0/y|) 10eloid +bunsix3
GeY 8 8 6l YA Gg 6E1 9 9¢ 8¢ 9¢ 13 8 inoH yead Nd bupsix3g
[Blol (¥Hg93 | 193 |93 | H8M | LM | 19M | HES | 195 | 1dS | JGN | LGN | 19N [ JUSWSAON
‘uonossiaui

YHON Sjuol [0 8 sdwey aN | AMH - Z# LNI

W3LSAS AVMHOIH 31V.1S VIA ONIAVIT/ONIARINY SdiML 103rodd
S3INWNTOA NOILOISUILNI ¥NOH MV3d Nd




CALTRANS-ATT-1

gl0p
%9 |- : abueyD juedlad
o~ 0 LL- 0 6/- | og- 0 0 0 0 (2] 0 0 sdill peppy Josiold 1oN
g8z | 0 olv | vb | 92 | 118 0 0 0 0 feett [ 0O ¥ | InoH ead Nid (SSWoH /882) nop|ing lind + 0Z0Z JE8A
¥68¢ | 0 RAENECRES 0 0 0 0 |esol| o ¥ INOH Yead Wd suljeseq (z0zZ JeaA
elol [yg3 | 183 |93 jyam [ 1am | 1gm [ Has ] 198 [19S | HaN | LaN | 18N [uswsaoly
Aemydeg wil) g sdiey gN Lot AMH - LZ # LNI EEIBEENT .
%G1 mmcm;O Jusdloy
N 0 L 0 Ll | 61- 0 0 0 0 09 0 0 sdu | pappy 109[0.d 10N
1682 0 vy | vL | 8% | 228 0 0 0 0 | 6LLL 0 2 INOH Yead Wd (sawioH 0.1 ) 198[01d + 0202 JESA
682 | 0 bey | vb | ssS | 18 0 0 0 0 |650L| O ¥ 1NOH 3ead Wd auljesed 0z0g JeaA
ol juga | 183 [1aa [ uam [ 1am [ am [uas | 185 [19s | ¥anN | 1aN | 1gN [juswsaoly
Aemjied uilwi g sduwey aN 101 AMH - 1Z # LNI “uojoesIa|
%50 abuey) Jusoiad
Z 0 0 0] 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -sdul pappy Joslold 19N
6V 0 R ENETED 0 0 0 0 | 091 0 ¥ Jnop Yead Wd (S8WoH 0/¥1) 108/0id +busix3y
1EY 0 zv | vL | 9ok | 1Lt 0 0 0 0 | 09 0 |4 INoH Meed Wd Bunsix3g
eol [ya3a | 183 a3 yam | Ltam | 1am [gas | 1gs [1as | "aN | 1aN | 18N [suswenony
Aemied ulfuif g sdwiey gN 101 AMH - LZ # LNI :uopossJtau|
%G b- ebuey) Juadled
ou- oe- | 19 0 0 €5 Z- | €0l 0 Jsez-| 0 0 0 sdu ] psppy 108[0.id 18N
zovz |9tz | ¥e6 | O 0 oie | eeL | v¥e 0 Jogs| o 0 0 | inoH desd Wd (SswoH /88¢) Inopling liNd + 0202 JeaA
zisz lovz e/ [ o 0 262 | vel ive 0 Jizs] o 0 0 INOH Yead Wd euijeseq 0zZ0z Jes A
lelo) 1¥g3 | 193 [193 | yam | 1am [ 1gam [ yNgs | 1as [19S [ ¥eN | 18N | 19N uswanopn
peoy :O_umP_mmmm 2 sawey m>> 89 >>>I -8l # LNI “uonoestall
%,G0- sbue(n 1uadiad
oGL- [ 0g- | 89 0 0 1€ e | o 0 |see-| 0 0 0 sdu1 pappy psloid 18N
oive otz | w6 | 0 0 v6z | LEL | LiE o0 Jezss] o 0 0 INoH %ead Wd (SaWoH 0/ 1) 108{0id + 0202 J89A
zisz oy | e8| o 0 62 [ ver [lvgz] 0 [iz8| o 0 0 InoH Yesd Wd dulfeseq 0Z0z e A
ol Jyga ] 1a3 [1aayam | 1am [am uas | 1gs [19s | "aN | 18N | 18N [usweaop
peoy uoljenIasay g sdwey gm 89 AMH - 81 # INI RIGNGERET]
%8'€ , abuey 1uadlad
99 0 0 0 0 0 0 99 0 0 0 0 0 sdul pappy 108loid 18N
ozt 129t w8 | 0 0 20z o1t {gse] o [eer]| © 0 0 INOH Yead Wd (SewoH 0/f1) 108loid +buiisix3y
¥solL |29 [ ¥8Y | © 0 20z | oLl | 26l 0 Jesp| 0 0 0 INoH Yead Wd bunsixg
ol fyaa ] a3 [1aafyam | 1am [iamyas | 1as [1gs | ygnN | LaN | 1an [ausweaop
pEOY UolEeAIasay R sdwey gM 89 AMH - 8L # INI HIGIRERTENT]

N31SAS AVMHOIH 31V1S VIA ONIAVIT/ONIARIRIV Sdi¥l 103rodd
SINNTOA NOLLOASHILNI ¥NOH Mvad Nd




CALTRANS-ATT-1

g9jog
oy ) \ sbueyy jussiad
Sol- | 0 L 0 | S¥ 0 0 0 0 0o [tei-[ o 0 sdu] pappy 108foid 18N
1gee G g6 | G1 | 1€9 | e6v 0 0 0 0 8.y 0 101 | 1noH ¥eed INd (sswoH /88z) Inopiing lINd + 0Z0Z JB8A
98¢¢e S 16V | Sl | 929 | 66F 0 0 0 0 665 0 L0L JnoH ead Wd aullaseg 0z0g Je9A
ol [yg3a | 193 [193 [ yam | 1M | 1am [ HES | 1dS {198 | AN | 18N | TN |JUsusAo
Aoy [2q uokuen g sdwey gGN | AMH - /Z # LNI IR ER
%aC G- abueyn sdlad
6)1- 0 £ 0 G- 0 0 0 0 0 12- 0 0 sdu), peppy 108lold 1aN
7922 | S | vy | S1 | 1€9 [ 66V | O 0 0 0 | 226 | 0 | L0} | InoH Yead A (SeWwoH 0/1) 108loid + 0Z0Z JBSA
98€C ) 16¥ | Sl | 929 | e6¥ 0 0 0 0 665 0 101 INOH Yead Nd suijesed 020¢ JESA
jelol | ¥g3 | 1a3 | 193 | uam | Lam [1gmdas | 1as [ 1as | ¥aN | 1aN [ 1gN [qusisrop
ey [oq uokue) g sdwey gN | AMH - /2 # LNl :uonoesialu|
%60 abueyn jusdiad
6l 0 1 ¢ | 9l 0 0 0 0 0L 0 0 0 Sdu] pappy 108l0id J1eN
9.0¢ S €9 | L1 | I¥9 | 66V 0 0 0 0 LAk 0 10l INOH Yead Wd (S8WoH g/¥}) 109loid +bullsix3
Jg0z | s | 2oe | sl | 1e9 | e6b 0 0 0 0 | b 0 Lol InoH Yead Wd bupsixg
felol | Hg3 | 193 {193 | ¥aM | 18M | 19M [ HES | 198 1719S | ¥aN | 18N | 19N jUswaro
. Rey |eq uokue) 3 sdwey gnN | AMH - 2Z # LNI :uonoasIe)uj
%€ abuey) usdiad
652 | v¢ | 90L | 0 0 GEL | 8 0 0 0 | 92 0| ot sdii| pappy 102[oid 18N
6607 | Sc/ | 820l | O 0 250} | 2g¢ | 84 } [4 162 0 6.G | InoHead |Nd (sewoH /8gz) Inopling [INd + 0Z0T JB8A
Ov8E | 102 | 226 | 0 0 226 | veE | 8. | Z | 12| o |69 noH Yead Wd euljeseg 0Z0z JeaA
[ejol |Ha3 | 193 |193 | MEM | 1GM | 19M [ ¥gS | 19S §19S | HGN | L8N | T8N {:JUSWSAOW
15414 8 181yB14 WBIT - €2 # LNI \ :LiofjossIa|
%G9 abuey) Jusdiad
99z | 8¢ [ 02k | 0 0 8zl | / 0 0 0 [ /2 0 [ v sdl1 | pappy 108[o.d 18N
90y {62 | 2v0L | O 0 0501 | le€ i 8/ b 4 862 0 GG InoH Yead |Ald (sawoy 0/+1) 108l04d + 0Z0Z 4B
0v8€ | L0 | ¢26 0 0 2c6 | v2e | 81 } Z L2 0 619 INoH Xead Wd duljaseqd 0Z0Z JesA
[Blol Y93 { 193 |193 | HgM | 1GM | 19M | H9S | 189S {18S | 8N | LaN | TGN |‘JUsSWsAopy
1siid B Je)y6id b - €2 # INI -uonoesia|
%16 abueyD uadiad
G9l 0 ¥0L 0 0 4% 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 sdi | peppy 109loid 1oN
608l | €9l | Thl 0 0 619 JA 8. 1 [4 €€ 0 091 INoH Yead Wd (SeWoH 0.y} ) 108loid +buysix
0v9l | €91 | 8€9 0 0 695 L 8. I Z 92 0 09} INOH Yead Wd bunsixg )
jejol {¥g3 | 193 | 193 [ HgM ] L9M | 19M | HgS | 19S |T19S | "EN | 19N | 9N {:JUSWaAr0N
1s14 9 Jo1yb14 1yB] - €2 # NI :uojjoesIaluj

WILSAS AVMHOIH 31V1S VIA ONIAVITONIARIYY SdiML 103royd
SANNTOA NOLLIO3SYHALNI ¥NOH MVid Nd




CALTRANS-ATT-1

gjog
%S 6" %2 G- %¥'€C 10001 BUIAEST SAU] %
L9V2 6.€1 6.€1 uojeisuen) diiy [opo
Ge¢- 0lLe- (44 sduy dNOH ¥esd Nd 18N
SHUN 288'C + 0202 | SHUN 0/F'L +020¢ | SWUN Q¥ L+ sk i
%08~ abueys uadied
G81- 0 8¢- € 4 1l 0 8l- 0 1Sk-1 0 0 0 Sdu] peppy 108]oid 19N
80T 0 ey | 26 | 889 | 6.6 0 o 0 961 0 0 0 InoH Jead Wd (sewol /8gz) inopjing Iind + 020z JesA
£6vC 0 So9b 68 09G 896 0 9 0 JA4S 0 0 0 ANOH Yead Wd duljesed Qc0g JBsA
felol {Ha3 | 193 1193 | ¥9M | LM | 19M | 89S | 189S | 19S | HgN | LEN | 18N |Juswsiop
Ry [8Q UoAuen) @ 8I00W Wil "UBD) - §Z # NI RTLES B
Y% L- abuey)) Jusaiad
CLL- 0 1~ € al 9 0 8- 0 8G1- 0 0 0 sdi] pappy 10eloid 18N
beez | o0 | ¥vb | 26 | 946 | 16 0 o 0 |esLj -0 0 0 INoH ead Wd (S8WoH 0./41) 108i0id + 0Z0Z JesA
£6¥2 0 G9% | 68 | 095 | 896 0 ¥9 0 LYE 0 0 0 INOH Yead Nd aulfeseq 0202 JERA
o)l 1yg3 | 183 [193 ] dam | 1M | 19M [ H8S | 189S {19S | HEN | LN | 19N [ JuswsAop
A8y |9 UoAUBD B BI00 WIP "USS) - 8Z # LNI HIGISES B
%9l abuey] Juadied
12 0 G } 14} 0 0 0 0 JA 0 0 0 sdi] pappy jo9loid 18N
1991 | 0 {982 | S. | 61 | 9v8 0 9g 0 66 0 0 0 INOH Yead Wd (SewoH 0./+1) 108lold +bunsixg
eIl 0 182 | ¥. | S0¢ | 98 0 9¢ 0 26 0 0 0 INoH Yead Wd busixg
[elol {¥Mg3 | 193 |19 | ¥gM | LM | 19M [ HgS | 198 | 19S | HaN | LN | 19N [-JUSWSAON
A8y |a@ UoAue) B 8100 W "USS) - 8Z # INI HIGRER ]

IN3LSAS AVMHOIH 3LVLS VIA ONIAVITVONIARNYY SdidL 193roNd
SIWNNTOA NOLLO3SHILNI HNOH Mv3d Nd




CALTRANS-ATT-1

9401
%56 , sbusy?) Juedied
ove | 1} J Ok [ ¥8 | 6 Iy 0 |ZlL] O 0ol 1-16 19 sduL peppy 1sfoid 9N
¥29€ | 2L | ¢/€ |6/9 ] 60C | 282 | ¢ |eeck| L |e0z| € G | 61 | InoHead WV (s8WoH /882) Inopjing [Ind + 0Z0Z JESA
g2 | V |29z [ses| ooz | w2 | z Jeizv| L [e0z| ¥l vl | 12 INOH ead WY euljeseg 020z 1esA
fBlol |93 | 183 | 193 | ¥gM | 1aM | 1gM [ HES | 188 |19S | JaN | 19N | 79N |lusWisAoly
peoy UoNeAlasay ' peoy SIAeq 'S - /1 # INI :uonoesiayy
%02 abuey) 194
ovc | 9 v, [91-] 0L 16 0o Joir] o 0 | L~ | 6- [ 6 sdi| pappy 108oid 19N
v2GE | L | 95€ | 661 01z | 2e8 | ¢ |eeel| Z |60z | € s [z INOH YE3d Y (S8WoH 0/¥1) 18old + 0202 18sA
8/2€ | L | coz |65t 00z | WL | ¢ leveb| 4 [60c| v | v | i2 INOH Yesad Y 8uljeseg 0g0g JeeA
ol |ug3 | 1a3 (193 [ yam | 1am | 1am [udas | 1as [1gas | daN | L8N [ 1N [auswerony
peOY UOHEAISSSY B peoyd Sihed 'S - /| # INI TUORDBSIBU|
%222 abueyd juesiad
9Ge 14 0 6¥ci 0 8 0 €6 0 0 0 0 4 _sdi ] pappy 0sloid 10N
09l | & 622 | /bP | €51 | S0E ¢ lz2] £ Jeoc| € g Z INOH Sead WV (SSWoH 0/11) 109[01d +bunsix3
gyl | | | 62c |86L ) €St | /62 | ¢ ¥l | L |e60z| € G 0 noH yead WY bugsixg
ol [ug3 | 193 [193 | yam | 18m [ 1am [ aas | 1gas [1gs | "aN | 1aN | 1aN [Jusiusropy
pEOY UOIBAIaSaY B PeoY SiAB( 'S - 21 # LNI HIGHGERIE]
%0°8l- sbuey) Jusaled
£94- 0 syl- 0 [4% Ly9- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 sdu] pappy j09[oid 19N
9gTy 869 | 916 | ce | LOE) 8/2l Ll INoH Jeed WV (SewoH /88g) INopiing |ind + 0202 {88
6667 o8 | 916 ] 0 | 8¥6l 8/zl ! INoH Yead WY 8ulleseg 020 JesA
el [ue3 | 193 [193 | vam | 1am [Jam [uas | 1as [1as | danN | 19N | 18N [[uswerow
peoy UORBAISSSY % peoy oduelg - Z1 # NI :uooasIau}
% 9l- abueyn juasiad
90Z- 0 yad5 0 14 16G- 0 0 0 0l 0 0 0 sdu | pappy 108lo/d I8N
£62¥ 20L 1916 ] Se | lsEl 8.2Z) 1e NoH Yead IV (seuloH 0.y} ) 108lold + 0Z0g Jeap
6661 9y8 | 916 0 8v6l 8.Cl Ll INOH Yead NV suljeseg 020¢ JESA
el [ Mg | 193 [193 | 4gM | L8M | T1gM [ HgS | 19SS (1 18S 1 HaN | 18N | TN |SJUSLUSAON
PEOY UOHEAISSSY @ peOY odue|g - 2} # LNI ‘uoljoaslially
%82 abuey) Juadiad
G8 0 82 0 L€ 4 0 0 0 9l 0 0 0 sdii| peppy 109loid 1eN
000€ vpe 1916 | LE 86¢€ 8L¢C| yx4 INOH Yead WYV (seWoH 0/y1) s8lold +bunsixg
gLec 91 [ 916 0 ¥6¢ 8121 1l NOH Yead Wy bunsixg
Blol (dg3 | 193 |193 | ¥gM | 18M | 190 | HgS | 189S 11198 | MAN | 18N | TIN [JUSWSA0N
peOY UoNBAISSSY @ PEOY odue|g - 2V # LNt ‘uonoastaju|

VIYV 123rodd ONIAVIT/ONIARIRIY Sditl 103rodd
S3ANNTOA NOILOISYHILNI ¥NOH Mvid NV




CALTRANS-ATT-1

9ioc

“om_oha Buaea sdul

%9 L~ %9~ %6'¢S Y%
[44%4 06¢l 0621 uoljelauas) du| |opop
8e- SlLL- 89 ‘sdi| oy jead WV 18N
SHUN /88'2 + 0202 SHUN 0/1') + 0202 | SHUN 0/F') + I1sIX3 . e
946°GE abuBy) jusdied
6.8 0 [ 0 0 - [0} 44 L [4 0 g6 0 0 sdiul pappy 108loid 18N
£.01 19 69 0l L G9 0Ly 1€ €9} S | 9rl 18 GE INOH Yeed Wy (Sewoy /88z) INOpiiNg |Ind + 0202 JE3A
69 19 9¢ 0l L 19 0L} 0¢ 19} g 1S 18 1% INOH Yesd vV 8uljased 0Z0c JeSA
jelol j¥g3 | 193 {199 | 4gM | LM | 19M | "9SS | 18S | 19S ] "GN | 19N | 18N [JUswsro
"PAlg 2100| WL [BJBUSS) ¢ PEOY UOSIIES) 18JU] - 22 # LNI :uonoasiau|
%162 abueln usoied
G8¢ 0 GE 0 0 I i1 43 Gi- 0 18 0 0 sdu] pappy o8loid 19N
6.6 19 19 0L L G9 1443 [4 2143 S [4%3 18 Ge 1NoH dead Y (sswoH /1) 198loid + 020¢ 189 A
69 19 9¢ 0} JA 19 0LL 0c 191 g LG 18 Ge INOH Mesd Ny suljeseg (0z0¢ JESA
2ol [M93 | 183 |193 | H8M | LM | 19M [ H8S | 168 {19S | HaN | 19N | 18N [Juswanoly
"PAIE 9100 WIf |BJSUSE) g PBOy] LOSIIBS) JolU] - 22 # LNI -uonoasIal|
%9°Z¢ . abuey) Jusdiad
[} 74 0 € 0 0 0l 181 0 0 0 JA4 0 0 sdu| psppy 108l01d 18N
6EL 19 6C 0L L [ VAL4 9 88 ] 86 18 Ge INoH Yead Wy (sawoH 0/¥1) 1w8lold +bulisixg
86% 19 9Z 0l L 29 99 9 88 G LG 18 GE InoH Yead Y Buisix3
jejol |Hg3 | 193 {193 | 4gM | 19M | 19M | HES | 1dS 198 | 48N | 19N | 19N |- JUSWSAOK
“PAg @IO0[Y WIF [BJaUss) '3 peoy UoSHies) 1oy - g2 # LN :Lopoesiay]

VIUV LOIrO¥Ud ONIAVIT/ONIARIYEY Sdidl 103rodd
SINNTOA NOILOISHILNI HNOH Mv3d WV




CALTRANS-ATT-1

gjog
%06 abueyD) Ueolad
8¢~ 8 } 6. /- 0 0 0 6¢ 0 € sdu] pappy j09l0id 1oN
9.2l 0.2 8 £¢¢ | 809 0 0 0 81 0 0¢ | InoH deed WY (sawoH /88z) Inopjing lind + 0Z0Z 482A
yLEL 88} L 20e | 289 0 0 0 801 0 12 INOH ¥ead WY auljeseg 0z0g Jes A
|ejol 193 |7g3 | ¥gGMm | LaM | 19m 198 | 198 | ¥8N g 19N |-1usienoiy
peOY uonealssay g sdwey gN | AMH - G # LNI :uonoestay
LT abUBUD) JU901ad
Ge- 28 I 6.- Gl- 0 0 0 £e 0 € sdid | pappy 308lold 18N
6.¢L 0.2 8 £ec 209 0 0 0 3745 0 0g INOH Yead Wy (saWoH 0/ L) 109i01d + 0202 4EBA
YIEL 881 L 20E | 289 0 0 0 801 0 yxé INOH Mead Y auljeseg Qg0g JesA
1BjoL 193 {193 | ¥8M | LM | 19M 188 [ 189S{ H8N g 19N |-IUBSLUSAOWN
pEOY UoleAlasay] @ sdWey gN | AMH - G # INI :uoNDasIaILy
%81 . abueyq juedled
0c 9l L 0 r 0 0 0 0 0 I _sdii| pappy Josloid 10N
8801 Y0z | 8 | €8l | S/§ 0 0 0 | 80l 0 04 INOH Yeod NV (SeWwoH 0/¥}) 19loid +bupsixg
890} 881 L €81 [9A] 0 0 0 801 0 6 InoH yeed v buisix3
jejo . 193 17193 | ¥gM | L9M | T19M 189S | 189S | °9N g 19N |-JUslWOAON
PEOY UONBAISSOY ¥ marcm”_ aN 1 >>>I -G # .LNI -uofjoasiajuj
%011 abuey) jusdlsad
St 0 0 Gb 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 sdu] pappy Josloid 1N
oLy ¥6 14 98 6¢ L6 7l 143 6¢ L 4 INOH Yead WY (SewoH /88z) nopiing {in4 + 0202 189A
GOt 6 14 34 6¢ 16 i e 6¢ L [4 INOH Yead WY aulleseqg Qg0c 1Bs A
|eloL 193 |793 | ¥GM | 19M | T18M 195 |19S | M8N | 19N | 18N [ JusW8ACH
UHON SjUuoN [eg % WQENI 9 >>>I - ¢ # LNI ‘uonoasiay
%0 L1 abueyn) usolad
Gy 0 0 {44 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 sdu 1 pappy 109loid 18N
1154 76 4 Gg 6€ L6 7l e 0€ L [4 INoH Yesd WY (SewoH 02p1) 1w8loid + 020z JeeA
GOE 76 ¥ Ly 6€ 16 14 143 62 JA 4 JNOH Yead WY suljaseg 0Z0g 4B\
1ejo |, 193 171930 | 49M | LM | 19M 19S {198 | 49N TN | IUSWBAOWN
YHON ejuoiy 9 g sdwey g MH - C # LNI :uofjossisiuf .
%P'E abueyn) uadiayg
Zl 8 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 sdi| peppy josloid 1oN
1G€ 20l ¥ 14 6€ 16 i 143 6¢ L 4 INOH Yead NV (SeWoH 0/¥1) 108lo.d +bugsixy
14143 ¥6 ¥ L2 6€ 16 14 143 62 L 4 InoH Yead Y buisix3a
[elo L 193 1193 | ¥gM | 19M | 18M 195 [ 19S | ’9N d TN |-JUSWSAOWN
:uofossisjuf

UHON 8juoy 8 ® sdwey gN | AMH - Z # INI

W31SAS AVMHOIH 31V1S VIA ONIAVIT/ONIAIMYY SdiRML 103rodd
‘ S3NNTOA NOILLO3ISHILNI ¥NOH MV3d WV




CALTRANS-ATT-1

gloy
% 0- abuByq 1ediad
g- 0 -1 0 iz {8ol-] 0 0 0 0 86 0 0 sdu ] psppy 108loid 18N
$652 | 0 | oss | 9 | 2sg 12zl | O 0 0 0 | sal 0 € | JnoH Yeed v (SaioH /88Z) INOpHing IIN4 + 0Z0Z JBaA
0092 | O €6 1 9 [ ez loglt ]| 0O 0 0 0 | /99 0 € INOH Yedd INY duljaseg 0Z0g JesA
ol | ug3a | 193 [183 | ¥am | Lam | 1am [ yas | 195 [18S | "GN | LGN | 18N [usiisAciy
Aemyied uifwj g sdwey gN L0l AMH - 1Z# INI :UojosIe1U)
%S°L abueyn juaniad
- OF 0 z- 0 0z 8.~ 0 0 0 0 | 00l 0 0 sdu] psppy 109[0d 19N
o9z | 0 16 | 9 [ isz Tesor | o 0 0 0 | /82 0 £ INoH Jead Y (SewoH 0.1 ) Josloid + 0202 JesA
0092 | 0 gls | 9 Lz [oetL | o 0 0 0 | 299 0 £ InoH Yead Wy eullaseg 020z JesA
ol [yaa | 193 [1ga Tyam | 1am [ 1am [ Hgs | 19S §718S | HaN | LGN | TGN |uswaAop
Aeavtied ullwj g sdwey gN 0L AMH - L2 # INI :uopossia]
%00 abue(q juadied
0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~sdil]. pappy 199[04d 19N
G6e 0 9zl | 9 T | &5l 0 0 0 0 G8 0 £ iNOH Yead WY (SewoH (/1) Jo8lold +buisixg
G6€ 0 ozl | 9 zZ | €61 0 0 0 0 58 0 £ INoH Sesd WV buisixg
el [yg3 | 1g3 Tiga [ yam | tam [amldas | 19S 119 | HEN [ LaN | 19N [;uswarol
Remyied ujfwy g sdwey dN L0l AMH - L2 # INI :uoloasisjuj
%8 01 abueyn jusolsd
8Lz 0 z0L [ o 0 lz- Tel-Jze 0 62 0 0 0 sdil]. pappy 109[0id 18N
Loz | 6sb {ogy | O 0 9e9 | sez {sse | o0 |o9ge]| o 0 0 | InopH esd Wy (sawoy /88z) opling lind + 020T JeaA
6Ll [ 6EL 18l | O 0 €99 [8cc {82z ] 0 [zs02] o 0 0 INoH Yead WV aulfosed 020z J/BsA
Blol |¥g3 | 193 [193 [ dam | 1am [1gm 1das | 19S | 19S | ¥EN | 18N | TdN [Juswsnopy
PEOY UOHEAIBSSY B sauley ga\ 89 >>>I - 8L # 1LNi ‘uoljoesialy|
%86 abueyo juadlad
¥61 0 68 0 0 £e- 6~ 1 ¥l 0 €E. 0 0 0 sdi] psppy 109/0.d 18N
/861 lect | 200 [ O 0 0¢9 | 622 | Tve 0 lovz]| o 0 0 InoH Yead AV (sswoH 0/11) 199101d + 0Z0Z JedA
c6/l JecL | 8le | o 0 €99 | gcz 1822 ] 0 |20Z2] 0O 0 0 INoH Yead WY duljosed 020z JesA
elol [uga b 1a3 [1aa{yam | 1am [1am 1 Hgs | 1as [ 19s | ¥aN | 1aN | 19N [‘JusisAoy
PEOY UoleAlasay @ sawiey gm 89 >>>I - 8L # 1NI ‘uohjoesasiu]
%02 abueyn jusdied
12 g 0 0 0 0 ¥ 8 0 0 0 0 0 sdi| peppy 199l0id 1N
pzel [y P eie | o 0 68z | /61 ] LiL 0 l0z] 0 0 0 INOH Yead NV (SeWoH 0/71) 190loid +buisixg
ezl | eeL | cie | 0 fi 68z | e61 | est 0 |zl o 0 0 JnoH yead Wy buisixg
Blol [ Hg3 ] 193 [193 | Ham | 19m | 1am [ Hgs [ 1gs [ 1gs | ¥aN | LGN | TGN |Juswaron
peoy cozm?_mmmm R sdwey gmM 89 >>>I ~gl # .._.Z_ ‘uofjoasIeIu

Em._.w>w AVMHOIH 31V1S VIA ONIAVIT/ONIARRYVY SdIYL 103arodd
SIWNTOA NOLLOISHILNI ¥NOH MVId WV




9§0G

CALTRANS-ATT-1

%Ee . abueyn juenlad
[543 0 80L- | k- | 811 1EL 0 0 0 0 8- 0 0 sdu | pappy 10oloid 19N
[44:] 0 L0G 12 | €0F | 219 0 0 0 0 Zve 0 8¢ | InoH esad Wy (seWwoH /§8z) Inopling ind + 020z J1esA
1821 0 609 | €€ | S¢¢ | 98¥ 0 0 0 0 06¢ 0 8¢ INOH yead Y suljeseg 0c0cZ JEBA
jeyol |Hg3 | 183 | 193 [ HEM | 1am | 1gM | HES | 19S | 19S | WaN g TAN [ JUsWaAoN
Aay (e uokuen @ sdwey gN L AMH - 22 # LNI :uopoasial|
%6 L - abueyn juaolad
4] 0 €8- | Cl- | ¥} 62} 0 0 0 0 1G- 0 l sdu), peppy 108lold 18N
€61 0 9¢s 1 | 66 | S19 0 0 0 0 % 0 66 InoH Yead Wy (SeWoH 0/} ) 198i0ld + 0202 129 A
1821 0 609 | €€ | S2¢ | 98¥F 0 0 0 0 .| 06€ 0 8¢ INoH yead Y suljaseq 0Z0Z 1edA
feol [H93 | 193 |93 { ¥aM | 1M | 19M | 89S | 1S {T18S | W8N | 18N | TaN [FJUSWSAON
Ay 1o uoAue) x sdwey gN | AMH - ZZ # LINI “U0N09SIU|
%e8 . abuBy) usdled
0zl 0 6kl 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 _sdi] pappy 1oslold 18N
¥s¥L | 0 29y | V2 | G2z | 18¥ 0 0 0 0 | lzz 0 8¢ InOH Yeed NV (SewoH 0./¥1) 19loid +buisixg
7EEL 0 (943 114 2144 08¥y 0 0 0 0 Y44 0 8¢ InoH Yead WV buisix3a
jejol {¥g3 ] 193 [193 | ¥8M | LM | 19M | b8S | 18S | 18S | JEN d TGN [-JUSWSAOIN
Aay jag UoAue) g sduiey gN | AMH - ZZ # LNI ITEERER]
9% 8l abuey) jusoiad
G¥9 Vi- JAZ4 0 0 144 Ll 0 0 0 9€ 0 €l sdi1), psppy 108[oid 1N
Iye | LEV | Sv6 0 0 6v6 | €6C | 9¢€ 4 0L | glc 0 196 | JnoH>eed Wy {sewoH /8g8z) inopjing iInd + 0Z0T JeaA
108C | IS¥ | 869 0 0 €0 9.¢ a¢ 4 0l LL) 0 {2144 INOH Mead NV auljeseq QZ0g JESA -
Blol {83 | 193 (183 | ¥9M | L9M | T19M | ¥9S | LE8S | T19S | HaN q 19N - JusiieAoiy
18414 @ JeIybid oI - €2 # INI :uojjossialuy]
%9°9} abueyn Jusoied
8G9 7l 1414 0 0 j44 gl 0 0 0 9¢€ 0 £0L sdii) peppy jo8loid 18N
6SEE | LeY | CIB 0 0 206 | 162 | 9€ Z oL | €igd 0 1SS INOH Yesad WY (SawoH 0/¥1) 198[01d + 0Z0Z 1BSA
108C | LSY | 869 0 0 €0. | 9/¢ | 9 4 0L | L1 0 a4 INOH Yead Y suljeseg 0Z0g JEdA
[ejol {dg3 § 193 [ 183 | HGM | LM | 18M | 89S | 19S | 1S | HEN d T8N | Jusiaroly
15114 8 J81YBLd YBIT - €2 # LNI :uoljoesiaju|
%0zl abuUBUD 1ue0ad
TR oc [ o 0 grL | 1- 0 0 0 3 0 0 sdii1 pappy 108lold 19N
9/l | ¢9 [ 885 | 0 0 689 | vL | of 4 oL | 4 0 .5 INoH Yead NV (seWwoy p/y1) 99loid +buisixy
6621 | €9 8GG 0 0 y¥S Sl 9g - 0} ¥l 0 LS INOH Yead WY Bunsix3g
elol jyg3d | 193 [193 | J9gM | L8M | 18M [ H9S | 19SS | 719S | HEN d 19N - JusWsAol
18414 9 JOIyBI4 YOI - €2 # LNI :uojjoesiaju}

W3LSAS AVMHOIH 31LV1S VIA ONIAVIT/ONIARMYYV SdIdL LO3rodd
‘ SINNTOA NOLLOISYHILNI ¥NOH Mv3ad NV




CALTRANS-ATT-1

909
%2 GE %L 6G %062 AemybiH 9)€1S 0} pappy %
[44344 06z 06¢1 uoljessuss) Al opop
818 79. 5
SHUN /887 + 0202 | SWUN 0F'L + 0202 | SHUN 0ZF'L + 1sIX3
%9~ abuey] Jusolad
181" 0 i8l- | 2 Ll el 0 61~ 0 {16k-] 0O 0 0 sdu| pappy 108lold 1eN
6svz | 0 £69 | 09 | 9zL | 189 0 vl 0 128 0 0 0 | InoH yead Wy (sewioH /88z) Inoping jind + 0Z0z {28\
vz | 0 /8 1 86 | g5 | oss 0 €6 0 lzior| o 0 0 INOH Yeed IV auljased 020z JeaA
Bol [ Hg3 | 193 [793 | Ham | 1M | 1am | Hgs | 198 [118S | HEN | LGN [ 19N [usiisrol
(817 ¥S) A9y 2@ UoAue g 8100 WIf "UdY) - 8Z # LN “U00BsIO|
%8 /- ebueyn) uadIad
Z6l- | 0 LGLk- | ¢ zL | sct 0 6L~ 0 |eez-| o 0 0 sdu] psppy 198lo.d 1N
os¥z | 0 gel | 19 | gL | 889 0 2 0 L] 0 0 0 InoH Yead Y (saWwoH 0/¢1) 108loid + 0202 188A
9z | 0 ¥/8 | 86 | SS | 0SS 0 £6 0 leioL|l o 0 0 INoH Yead |\ auljaseq 0g0g JesA
eot Juga} 193 jigaldam lam {igmlygs | 1as [1gs | ¥anN | LanN [ 1aN [usweson
A (glz HS) Aey l8Q UDAUBD R 8100 WP "UBD) - 8Z # LNI ITRER ]
%60 abueyd juaiad
8l 0 0 0 S 0 0 1 0 2l 0 0 0 sdi| pappy j98loid 18N
gz6l | 0 69 | 25 | 09 | 0g§ 0 65 0 lzos] o 0 0 INOH eed WY (sawoy 0/¥1) 1palold +bulisixy
o6l | 0 sy9 | 26 | G5 | 0SS 0 85 0 {oss| o 0 0 INOH Yead Wy bupsix3
Blol |¥g3 | 193 |193 [ daM | 1em | 1gm | ¥gs | 1gs [19S | ¥aN | LanN [ 1aN [quewanop
(812 ¥S) A9y [9Q UOAURD % BIOOIN Wi "USS) - 82 # LNI HIESERE]

-INFLSAS AVMHOIH J1V1S VIA ONIAVIT/ONIAIMYEVY SdIYL LO3rodd

S3INNTOA NOILOISYUILN]I HNOH MV3d NV




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

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 VVolumes (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—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services

Northern California Drinking Water Field Operations Branch
Monterey District

California
Department of
Heaith Services

SANDRA SHEWRY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
Director Governor

State Clearinghouse (SCH)
Office of Planning and Research
P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Schedule No. 2003081086

Title: East Garrison Specific Plan Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(September 2004)

The Department of Health Services, Drinking Water Field Operations Branch (Department),
Monterey District office, has received and reviewed the above-cited document and provides the
following comments:

1. The Department has the responsibility of ensuring that public water systems comply with the
Safe Drinking Water Act and other regulations, including the California Waterworks
Standards. These statutes and regulations require that water utilities provide an adequate
quantity and quality of water to customers. The California Waterworks Standards also
specify criteria for the water supply infrastructure design. The University Villages water
supply system and sources must comply with all aspects of the Safe Drinking Water Act and
the California Waterworks Standards. The Department has the following specific comments DHS-1

related to the water supply: )

» The existing source of water supply for the Ord Community Water System includes Well
29, which has confirmed concentrations of trichloroethylene (TCE) and coliform bacteria.
As such, the Department does not find Well 29 to be a viable long-term source of water
supply to support growth within the Ord Community. The rehabilitation of Well 29,
identified in the Water Supply Assessment Report, should target  eradication of the
coliform and sealing off of the strata that produce water contaminated with TCE.

2. The Department has the responsibility for reviewing all new proposals for the use of
recycled water to ensure compliance with California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Water
Recycling Criteria. The Water Recycling Criteria require the submission of an engineering -
report to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the Department of Health
Services before recycled water projects are implemented. |If the project is intended to use DHS-2
recycled water for public areas or irrigation of the residential landscaping via a dual plumbed
project, the DEIR should evaluate the effectiveness of the water utility’s Cross Connection
Control Program and improvements or mitigations needed to ensure there will be adequate

1 Lower Ragsdale, Building 1, Suite 120, Monterey, CA 93840-5741
(831) 655-6939; Fax (831) 655-6944
Internet Address: hitp:/www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/ddwem/
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pubhc health protection to domestic water users once the recycled water distribution system | pHS-2
is.in place.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the East Garrison DSEIR. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (831) 655-6933.

Sincerely,

Bty fyeit

Betsy S. Lichti, P.E.
District Engineer, Monterey District
DRINKING WATER FIELD OPERATIONS BRANCH

BSL/bl

cc: CDHS-DWP Environmental Coordinator
Monterey County Environmental Health
Mike Novo, Monterey Co. Planning & Bldg Inspection Dept, 2620 First Ave., Marina, CA 93933

Marina Coast Water District



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

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.

Michael Brandman Associates 51
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370006\RTC Final\21370006_RTC Final.doc
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November 2, 2004

Mike Novo

Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Subject: East Garrison Specific Plan
SCH#: 2003081086

Dear Mike Novo:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on November 1, 2004, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State

Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questioas regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

Terry RoZrts

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov

OPR-1



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

OPR-ATT-1
SCH# 2003081086
Project Title  East Garrison Specific Plan
Lead Agency Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description  Specific Plan to accommodate up to 1470 housing units, 75,000 square feet of commerical space,
100,000 square feet for studio space for artist community / public uses.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Mike Novo
Agency Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection
Phone 831-883.7518 Fax
email ) '
Address 2620 First Avenue
City Marina State CA  Zip 93933

Project Location

County

City

'Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Monterey
Marina

Reservation Road
031-011-030, 031

Range Base MDBM

Section

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports Marina
Rallways
Waterways Salinas River
Schools CSU Monterey Bay
Land Use Former Military Base-Vacant Buildings/Public-Quasi Public/Mixed Use Development
Project Issues  Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption;. Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire
Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services: Recreation/Parks;
Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste;
' Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wildlife; Landuse;
Cumulative Effects; Agricultural Land; Growth inducing
- Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Office of Historic Preservation;
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, Division of

Aeronautics; Caltrans, District 5; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage
Commission; State Lands Commission

Date Received

09/16/2004 Start of Review 09/16/2004 End of Review 11/01/2004

Note: Blanks in data fields resuit from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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STATE CLEARMG MY ‘ September 29, 2004

Mz. Mike Novo

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Dear Mr. Novo:

Re: Monterey County’s Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for East Garrison
Specific Plan; SCH# 2003081086

The California Department of TransponatiOn (Department), Division of Aeronautics (Division),
reviewed the above-referenced document with respect to airport-refated noise and safety impacts
and regional aviation land use planning {ssues pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The Division has technical expertise in the areas of airport operations safety and
airport Jand use compatibility. The Division is a funding agency for airport projects and has
- permit authority for public use airports and heliports. We offer the following comments for your
consideration.

1. The proposal is for the development of a new mixed-use community on 244 acres
approximately a mile and a half southeast of the Marina Municipal Airport. The proposal will
include 1,400 residential units plus up to 70 accessory (carriage house) units, 75,000 square
feet of commercial space, 11,000 square feet of institutional uses, and 100,000 square feet of
artist studio space.

2. In accordance with Government Code Section 25302.3 (a) general plans, specific plans and
amendments shall be consistent with the adopted airport land use plans. The proposal should,
therefore, be consistent with the Marina Municipal Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan
(CLUP) developed by the Monterey County Aitport Land Use Commission (ALUC). Figure
4-1 of the CLUP depicts the Marina Municipal Airport Planning Area. A portion of the
project site is within the airport planning area. According to Section 2.4.1 under Overflight
Policies on page 21 of the CLUP, all “new uses within the airport planning area shall provide
an avigation easement to the City of Marina or the cumrent owner of the airport.” We advise
coordinating the proposal with the ALUC.

3. For future reference, CEQA, Public Resources Code 21096, requires the Department’s Airport
Land Use Planning Handbook (Handbook) be utilized as a resource in the preparation of
environmental documents for projects within an airport land use compatibility plan boundaries
or if such a plan has not been adopted, within two nautical miles of ari airport. The Handbook
is a resource that should be applied to all public use ajrports, The Handbook is published on-

line at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/htmlfile/landuse.php.

4. Although no school sites are proposed at this time, the EIR mentions the possible need for
new schools in the vicinity at “some point in the future.” Education Code, Section 17215

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”




e SO LT e T O Dl N PILINGH WD L L 1

Mr. Mike Novo OPR-ATT-2
September 29, 2004
Page 2

requires a school site investigation by the Division prior to acquisition of land for a proposed
school] site Jocated within two miles of an airport unway. The Division’s recommendations
are submitted to the State Department of Education for use in determining acceptability of the
site. This should be a consideration prior to designating residential uses in the vicinity of an
airport.

5. Public Utilities Code, Section 21659, “Hazards Near Airports Prohibited” prohibits structural |
~ hazards near airports. To ensure compliance with Federal Aviation Regulation, Part 77,
“Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace,” submission of a Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration (Form 7460-1) to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) may be required.
For further technical information, please refer to the FAA’s web site at
hitp://www.faa.gov/ats/ata/ AT A400/ceaaa html, '

6. Another consideration is the recently enacted legislation AB 2776 amending Section 11010
of the Business and Professions Code and Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353 of the Civil
Code. This bill changed buyer notification requirements for lands around airports.
According to the new law, any person who intends to offer land for sale or lease within an
airport influence area is required to disclose that fact to the person buying the property,

7, Marina Municipal Airport is an economic asset that should be protected through effective
airport land use compatibility planning and awareness. Althongh the need for compatible and
safe land uses near ajrports in Califomia is both a local and a state jssue, mirport staff, airport
land use commissions and airport land use cornpatibility plans are key to protecting an airport
and the people residing and working in the vicinity of an airport, Consideration given to the
issue of compatible land uses in the vicinity of an airport should help to relieve future conflicts
between airports and their neighbots. ‘

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Department’s Division of Aeronautics with
respect to airport-related noise and safety impacts and regional airport land use planning issues.
We advise you to contact our district office concerning surface transportation issues,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have any
questions, please call me at (916) 654-5314, '

Sincerely,
Original Signed by

SANDY HESNARD
* Awviation Environmental Planner

c: State Clearinghouse, Marina Municipal Airport, Monterey County ALLUC

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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November 3, 2004

Mike Novo

Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Subject: East Garrison Specific Plan
SCH#: 2003081086

Dear Mike Novo:

The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end
of the state review period, which closed on November 1, 2004. We are forwarding these comments to you
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental
document.

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental OPR2-1
document and to consider them prior to taking final’action on the proposed project.

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2003081086) when contacting this office.

Sincerely,
\M7 W
Terry Roberts

Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency
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State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services

Northern California Drinking Water Field Operations Branch
Monterey District

California
Departmen
Health Services

SANDRA SHEWRY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
Director Governor

OPR2-ATT-1

State Clearinghouse (SCH)
Office of Planning and Research
P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Schedule No. 2003081086

Title: East Garrison Specific Plan Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(September 2004)

The Department of Health Services, Drinking Water Field Operations Branch (Department),
Monterey District office, has received and reviewed the above-cited document and provides the
following comments:

1. The Department has the responsibility of ensuring that public water systems comply with the
Safe Drinking Water Act and other regulations, including the California Waterworks
Standards. These statutes and regulations require that water utilities provide an adequate
quantity and quality of water to customers. The California Waterworks Standards also
specify criteria for the water supply infrastructure design. The University Villages water
supply system and sources must comply with all aspects of the Safe Drinking Water Act and
the California Waterworks Standards. The Department has the following specific comments
related to the water supply:

» The existing source of water supply for the Ord Community Water System includes Well
29, which has confirmed concentrations of trichloroethylene (TCE) and coliform bacteria.
As such, the Department does not find Well 29 to be a viable long-term source of water
supply to support growth within the Ord Community. The rehabilitation of Well 29,
identified in the Water Supply Assessment Report, should target eradication of the
coliform and sealing off of the strata that produce water contaminated with TCE.

2. The Department has the responsibility for reviewing all new proposals for the use of
recycled water to ensure compliance with California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Water
Recycling Criteria. The Water Recycling Criteria require the submission of an engineering -
report to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the Department of Health
Services before recycled water projects are implemented. If the project is intended to use
recycled water for public areas or irrigation of the residential landscaping via a dual plumbed
project, the DEIR should evaluate the effectiveness of the water utility’s Cross Connection
Control Program and improvements or mitigations needed to ensure there will be adequate

1 Lower Ragsdale, Building 1, Suite 120, Monterey, CA 93840-5741
(831) 655-6939; Fax {831) 655-6944
Internet Address: http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/ddwem/
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November 1, 2004
Page 2 OPR2-ATT-1

pubhc health protection to domestic water users once the recycled water distribution system
is.in place.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the East Garrison DSEIR. If you have any
questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (831) 655-6933.

Sincerely,

Bt fyeit

Betsy S. Lichti, P.E.
District Engineer, Monterey District
DRINKING WATER FIELD OPERATIONS BRANCH

BSL/bl

cc: CDHS-DWP Environmental Coordinator
Monterey County Environmental Health
Mike Novo, Monterey Co. Planning & Bldg Inspection Dept, 2620 First Ave., Marina, CA 93933

Marina Coast Water District



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

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.

Michael Brandman Associates 59
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11 HILLCREST AVENUE
' MARINA, CA 93933
’ITELEPHONE (831) 884-1278
FAX (831) 384-9148

October 28, 2004

Mr. Mike Novo

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON DRAFT EAST GARRISON SPECIFIC PLAN AND
DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ON THE PLAN

Dear Mr. Novo:

The City of Marina appreciates the opportunity to provide the below comments on the L' -aft East
Garrison Specific Plan and Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on e Draft
Plan. We also appreciate the cooperation shown by County Staff and the East Garrison Partners
during the City’s consideration of possible comments on the Draft Plan and EIR In the
comments below, reference will be made to an October 14, 2004, meeting of City staff County
staff, and the East Garrison Partners, 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 airived at
during that meeting. Also attached is an exhibit to a Marina City Council staff repo:t on the
Draft Plan and EIR considered at their October 19, 2004, meeting. The exhibit includes City
concerns from the City’s most recent previous comment letter regarding the project, a ( ity staff
analysis of how the Draft Plan and EIR responded to the prior list of concerns, and how each
item was addressed at the October 14, 2004, meeting of City staff, County staff, and ithe East
Garrison Partners.

1. Relative to demands for fire and public safety services, please clarify within the 'Specific

Plan and EIR and then implement the formation of a Community Services District anc . Mello-
Roos District to provide funding mechanisms for full fire and public safety servici . to be
provided for the development from the County Sheriff and the Salinas Rural Fire District ’ Please
also indicate that the City and the Salinas Rural Fire District, with assistance from the C Dunty as
necessary, will work together towards a specific fire department mutual aid agreement h lieu of
or in addition to the normal blanket automatic aid agreement. Given the typical wind cc mditions
in the area, we also have concerns that although a fire station will be located r iear this
development the local fire departments may be significantly stressed in their response | mould a
fire occur in a non developed area nearby the project.

2. It is proposed that a K-8 school (approx. 20 acres) site will be located betwee| phase I

and phase II developments (South of Watkins Gate Road and east or west side of Barlo'Canyon
Road.) Please include it the final Specific Plan or EIR a mitigation, requirement, or other
provision to ensure that this facility is constructed concurrent with residential devc]opment

MARINA-1

MARINA-2

MARINA-3




Otherwise, Marina K-8 schools would likely be impacted for one or more years until the East
Garrison K-8 school is completed. Also, as understood at the October 14, 2004, meeting, please
add language to the Specific Plan and Final EIR providing that that local impact fees collected on
construction are to kept locally, thus providing additional revenues for school facility funding.

3. As understood at the October 14, 2004, meeting, please insert additional langusge in the

Specific plan and EIR to have a Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) mechanism in place
between the City and County that will allow the City and County to jointly deal with fiscal
impacts when the nexus is shown. In addition, if not already addressed in both the Spetific Plan
and draft EIR, add the language about a Community Services District that will provid: various
levels of community services associated with the East Garrison development, including ongoing
maintenance.

4. The Draft East Garrison Specific Plan project proposes to develop 1,400 units, iscreasing
the county population by approximately 4,337 persons. It would create approximately 380
employment opportunities based on the proposed commercial square footage. The jobshousing
ratio associated with this project is 0.27 (380 jobs divided by 1,400 units). It was undastood at
the October 14, 2004, meeting that the project meets both the County and Base Reuse Plan
consistency in this regards, particularly given employment which the County anticipatés adding
within the East Campus of the UC MBEST Center. However, please add some discussbn to the
Specific Plan, EIR or another document about how the project may or may not exacerbate the
current job-housing imbalance with the City of Marina nearby.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Please feel free to contact nk at 884-
1215 should you have any questions while responding to these requests.

CC: Mayor and City Council
City Manager

S:1Planning\East Garrison SP & DEIR Letter #2.doc
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EXHIBIT C

Comments and Concerns related to the East Garrison Specific Plan & Draft Subequent

Environmental Impact Report
¥ October 13, 2004

Note that the original questions in bold type font were derived from the Planning Director’s
response to Mr. Mike Novo, Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department,
September 12, 2003, regarding the Notice of Preparation of the Proposed East Garrison Specific
Plan. Planning staff reviewed the recent East Garrison Specific Plan (EGSP) an Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) to determine if the City’s' original
questions and concerns had been addressed by this current Specific Plan and DSEIR. |

1 Please address the proposed Specific Plan project provisions regarding af Tordable
housing and indicate if it is consistent with various applicable housing plans, i ncluding
AMBAG’s Regional Housing Allocation Plan and the anticipated final versic m of the
County’s new General Plan Housing Element.

The DSEIR consistency analysis indicates that the EGSP will provide 20% of the tgtal 1400
homes dedicated to affordable “Inclusionary” Housing (70 additional units are seconc carriage
units- water dependent.) 1400 units x 20% = 280 units + 70 carriage units = 350 potential
affordable units. (25%)

AMBAG’s Regional Housing Allocation Plan 2000-2007: 3,925 total units in the unincerporated
area. 25% very low income = 963 units. 21% low income = 813 units. 26% moderate ncome =
1,028 units. 29% above moderate income = 1,121 units.

Monterey County General Plan Housing Element: 2,511 lower income and moderat} income
units in the unincorporated area. 10% very low income = 251 units. 20% low incolke = 502
units. 40% moderate income = 1,004 units.

10/14/04 Joint Agency and Developer meeting: Conclusion on question was that the sroposed
development is consistent with FORA Reuse Plan and latest Monterey County Geniral Plan
adopted policies.

2. Please analyze demands for fire and public safety services and assess a possible
mitigation to add a fire station within or adjoining the project site.

Fire Service: Figure 3.4 of the East Garrison Specific Plan indicates a new fire statior located
near the southeast corner of the intersection of Inter-Garrison and West Camp Roals. The
Salinas Rural Fire District (SRFD) will be located within the new building. The E(?EI\’ states
that staffing for the new station will consist of a minimum of two firefighters on duty atall times
by the end of Phase II of the EGSP and a minimum of three firefighters at all times by tie end of
Phase III of the EGSP. The apparatus serving the EGSP area will be a fully equipped 75-foot
Quint fire apparatus. The funding mechanism for the fire station and fire apparatus i to be a
requirement of the Development Agreement between the County, the project proponent and the
SRFD.



MARINA-ATT-1

In addition, the City of Marina’s Fire Chief indicates that a Monterey County mutual aid
agreement is in place with the Salinas Rural Fire District in regards to this project. |
Police Protection: The East Garrison Specific Plan notes that “The Monterey County Sheriff’s
Department provides police protection in the unincorporated areas of the county, including the
project area.” “According to the Sheriff’'s Department, the proximity of existing, stations
precludes the need for a full station at East Garrison.” “The project proposes to provide a
community field office for deputies to work on reports and have an address in the community.”
“The field office, if needed, will be located in a library or fire substation.”

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

10/14/04 Joint Agency and Developer meeting: Consensus of joint meeting indicated further
clarification was needed and would be added to the Specific Plan and/or DSEIR. The added
information included the formation of a Community Services District and Mello-Roos District
funding mechanisms. City Staff raised a question related to the fire department mutual aid
agreement versus a blanket automatic aid agreement and that this needs to be addressed and
resolved at some point between the City and the Salinas Rural Fire Department.

3. Please 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. Please then also
compare these to the overall water allocation from the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA) for all County jurisdiction land, and the portion of this land which is still
available given other County projects and uses to which some of the overall allocation
may have already been targeted. Finally, please list the projects/uses and the water
associated with each of them.

East Garrison Specific Plan Response: 470 acre-feet per year is anticipated for the EGSP
development Track Zero. Residential water demand is based upon water use factors ranging
from 0.20 afy/unit for mixed use residential (small apartments) and second dwelling units to 0.30
for single-family detached units.

Fort Ord Reuse Authority Table 3.11-2 Existing Water Allocation by Jurisdiction (FORA’s
April 12, 1996 Resolution) - Monterey County has been allocated 560 Acre Feet per Year.

10/14/04 Joint Agency and Developer meeting: Consensus reached and determined that the
water allocations were consistent with the Base Reuse Plan. However, this only applies to the
proposed Zero Track boundary of development and not the second phase of East Garrison or any
future School site. i

4. Please address project impacts upon public schools, both in and nearby Marina,
including a possible mitigation to build an elementary school within or adjacent to the
project site. |

East Garrison Specific Plan Response: Proposed K-8 school (approx. 20 acres) site to be located
between phase I and phase II developments. (South of Watkins Gate Road and east or west side
of Barloy Canyon Road.) To staff’s knowledge, there is no mitigation or requirement, however,
to ensure that this facility is constructed concurrent with residential development. As a result,

2
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FORA Reuse Plan and County of Monterey Subdivision Ordinance park standards require 3
acres per 1,000 people. 4,337 approximate population x 3 acres = 13 acres +/-. .
Planning staffs observations on park acreage ratio formulas for the EGSP. Based upon the
different population assumptions for the East Garrison development and park acreage ratio
formulas, the total required park acreage varies from 10 plus acres to approximately 13.5 acres.
Therefore, the proposed parks and open space acreages are slightly under the 3 acres per 1,000
residence park standards per the Monterey County Subdivision Ordinance with the assumption of
4,337 people living within the 1,400 unit development. However, the difference is probably
insignificant give the additional improved facilities included in designated open space that is not
included in the total improved park acreage count.

10/14/04 Joint Agency and Developer meeting: The County Planning staff representative
indicated that the number of persons per dwelling unit in the County is normally 3.16. Thus,
based upon this ratio, it is anticipated that the population at East Garrison within the Track Zero
boundary will be 4,424 people. Using the County’s ratio would indicate a requirgment for
approximately 13.272 acres of improved park acres. The EGSP indicates 12.65 acres of
improved park areas and 50 acres of open space with improved amenities. The consensus from
the joint meeting was that the proposed parks and open space is consistent with the base reuse
plan and county standards.

7. Pleases address project traffic impacts upon current and planned roads, both in and
nearby Marina. Similarly, please address project impacts upon other current and
planned circulation facilities, both in and nearby Marina, including bike
routes/facilities, public transit facilities, and trails. Please look particularly closely at
the impacts upon Reservation and Inter-Garrison Roads, both inside and adjoining
Marina.

Traffic Circulation: The 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 PM peak hour. With
an additional 1,417 homes proposed (in a future second phase) for a total of 2,887 homes, total
development, including the EGSP project, is expected to generate a total of approximately
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. '

The Level Of Service (LOS) will be reduced and incrementally worsen to unacceptable levels at
some project area intersections and roadway segments. Since it is uncertain at this time that the
Reservation/Davis Road intersection improvements will be approved and funded by FORA, CIP
and County, this impact to roadways and intersections will remain significant and unavoidable.

The 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 Reservation Road
and Davis Road.

Pedestrian and bicycle connections, links and trails are planned to be designed and integrated
into the proposed development. Bike paths from East Garrison will connect to existing surface
streets and tie into the regional bike routes, including Marina’s portion of Fort Ord
developments.

[T
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Public transportation and CSUMB buses will be provided with bus stops within -minute
walking distance of residential units served.

10/14/04 Joint Agency and Developer meeting: The County Department of Transortation
representative indicated that the proposed East Garrison circulation pattern of usin existing
street systems and a new road alignment that traverses Parker Flats and connects to Lightfighter
Drive and Highway 1 will basically route East Garrison traffic around the City of Ma%a, even
though it is anticipated that some vehicles from East Garrison will be using portionsof Imjin
Parkway to access services in the University Villages area. The developer repreientative
indicated that approximately $50 million would be collected through FORA fees to b¢ utilized
for regional road improvements.

8. In reference to the Base Reuse Plan and Proposed County Policies, “The focis of the
community planning process is to create a vibrant, mixed—use urban villige that
balances jobs and housing.” Please analyze the project’s consistency with this focus,
which is supportable by the City of Marina. Please particularly address impa:ts upon
jobs-housing balance, within the Community Area alone, within the Community Area
plus the City of Marina, within the former Fort Ord, and within the overall Monterey
Peninsula area.

East Garrison Specific Plan Response: The proposed project will consist of the folloving land
use development types on the 244 gross acres (125 net acres) of Track Zero. Housing censity is
approximately 5.7 units/acre or 11 units per net developed acre.

a. 1,400 residential units plus up to 70 accessory (carriage house) unit (water
permitting.)
b. Single family detached: 780 units (1,300 to 3,200 sq. ft.) Carriage house units

(450 to 850 sq. ft.)

2-3 story Townhouses: 227 units (1,300 to 2,000 sq. ft.)

Condominiums/Loft/Apartments: 280 units (500 to 1,200 sq. ft.)

e. Live/work units — approximately 49 located adjacent to the Town Cenrer. An
additional 65 inclusionary live/work units to be developed at the center off Phase 3

Arts District. (1,100 to 1,975 sq. ft.)

20% inclusionary housing

Mixed Use — located in the center of the community and phase 3 Arts District.

Three neighborhoods separated and connected to a central commercial area.

75,000 square feet of commercial use.

11,000 square feet of artist/cultural/educational space in new construction and

renovated existing structures. 4

k. Cultural Land Use — approximately 100,000 square feet of affordable studio space

provided by the renovation of the WPA buildings.

50 acres approximately of open space.

12 acres approximately of improved parks and trails.

oo
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Monterey County Draft January 2004 General Plan Appendix E, Fort Ord Gendal Plan
Amendment (adopted 11/20/01):
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“The Regional Housing Needs Allocation for Monterey County includes adoption of aSpecific
Plan for the East Garrison area that would allow for approximately 1,390 housing unit.” “The
EGSP includes a proposed amendment to the MCGP to endure its consistency with the CGP.”
(DSEIR pg. 3-9)

The proposed development indicates all the residential units are planned at a mediun to high
density (between 5 and 36 units per acre.) This is consistent with the Monterey Cowty Draft
January 2004 General Plan Appendix E, Fort Ord General Plan Amendment 11/20/01 Byse Land
Use Designations.

Jobs-Housing Balance: The EGSP project proposed to develop 1,400 units, increising the
county population by approximately 4,337 persons. It would create approximaely 380
employment opportunities based on the proposed commercial square footage. The jobshousing
ratio associated with this project is 0.27 (380 jobs divided by 1,400 units). Although ths project
does not begin to achieve a jobs-housing balance, the County may justify such a jobs{leficient
project by noting its location in the jobs-rich Monterey Peninsula region.

Public Services and Utilities: The project will require the replacement and expansion > public
services and utilities. New water facilities must be constructed within and outside the ppject site
in order to provide potable water service and fire protection. MCWD plans to construcia new 4
million gallon storage reservoir and booster pump station adjacent to existing Storage Leservoir
“F”. However, specific plans for the new storage reservoir do not exist at this time, terefore,
this impact is significant and unavoidable.

The construction activities could potentially unearth or release hazardous materialssuch as
asbestos or lead through earth moving or demolition activities. |
10/14/04 Joint Agency and Developer meeting: Consensus reached and agreed that khe East
Garrison project meets both the County and Base Reuse Plan consistency.



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

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 Fhese 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

Michael Brandman Associates 67
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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.

Michael Brandman Associates 68
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FAX NO. P 02

MONTEREY BAY

Unified Air Poflution Control District
serving Mantersy, San Benio, 2nd Santa Crux couniies

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER
Douglas Quotin

24580 Silver Cloud Court » Monterey, California 93040 » 831/647-8411 » FAX 831/647-8501
October 8, 2004
Mike Novo

Monterey County Planning and Building
2620 1* Avenue
Marina, CA 93933
SUBJECT: DSEIR FOR EAST GARRISON SPECIFIC PLAN
Dear Mr. Novo:

Staff has reviewed the referenced document and has the following comments:
Air Qualy

1. Page 4,5-2, para 4, The District monitors air quality in the NCCAB, not ARB.

2. Page 4.5-8, para. 4. Reference should be made to the 2004 AQMP adopted by the

District Board on September 15, 2004.

3. The discussion of air quality should note that while air quality in Monterey County is

generally good, emissions generated in the county affect downwind air quality.

4. 4.5- 4.5-9. Consistency with the AQMP addresses a project’s
cumulative jmpact on ozone levels. Project level impacts are addressed by comparing 4
project’s emissions to the thresholds of significance for ozone precursor emissions.

5. Page 4.5-9, bullet 3. The docurnent suggests that impacts of pollutants for which
thresholds of significance are established are not quantifiable. The impacts of direct PM CO,

and SOx can all be modeled and thus quantified. The statement applies only 1o ozone precursor

emissions and aerosols.

6. Page 4.5-9, hullet 3. The document states that the thresholds of significance are
considered individually and cumulatively significant. Please see item 4 above for ozone. The
PM o and CO thresholds are primanily screening level thresholds, i.e., at the threshold Jevel
mo(ie‘ling can be undertaken to determine a project’s impact in relationship to ambient air
quality standards.

7. Page 4.5-11. The District’s Guidelines indicate that up to 2.2 acres per day of
excavation and grading and 8.1 acres per day of grading can be undertaken without a significant
impact on PM 1 levels. The document references 8.1 acres per month. The project’s air
quality impact assessment should be revised using the District’s recommended guidelines,
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8. Page 4.5-12. The discussion of project level emissions from natural gas combustion
indicates that emissions are both directly and indirectly emitted (i.e., power plant emissions).
Since energy is provided from the Western grid, it is not possible to quantify project related
emissions generated within the air basin.

9. Page 4.5-13. Reference is made to the threshold of 550 ibs/day of CO. This threshold
only applies to stationary sources (See District’s CEQA Axr Quality Guidelines, p. 5). The CO
threshold for indirect sources relates to traffic congestion and LOS,

10. 4.5-13, ]
73 lbs/day of NO x emissions in excess of the District’s threshold of significance.

The document states that there are no mitigation measures that will create sufficient emission
reductions to achieve a less-than-significant impact. Off-site mitigation as recommended in the
Distric’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines is feasible and should be addressed. District staff
should be contacted for sugpestions regarding retrofitting off-site sources or other potential
off-sets.

11.  Page 4.5-14. The document states that CO is the one criteria poliutant that allows for
direct calculation of ambient exposure. This is incorrect; see comment 5. above.

12.
Prescribed buming could bring the project population into contact with unhealthful levels of
PM  and acrolein {see District Smoke Management Plan FEIR, May 2002).

13,
CO and that daily operational impacts wonld be cumulatively sigmficant. As pointed out earlier,
the 550 1bs/day applies only to stationary sources. The CO analysis for indirect sources (i.c., the
Caline modeling), shows that indirect CO emissions would not be cumulatively significant.

14.  Page 5-27. The District ’s threshold of significance for PM, applies only to direct
sources, not indirect sources. The District does not have a thn:shokf for indurect sources of
PMm, which is emitted over time and distance and not possible to model. The discussion
regarding the cumulative impact of PM | emissions should be modified to address the
applicability of the threshold to the proposed project.

15.  Appendix F: Urbemis2002 Model Based on the information provided in the Appendix,
the model was run for residential use only and did not include the other uses, e.g., commercial,
institutional, etc. The input data for the residential uses assumed all single family units rather
than the proposed mix of single family, multiple family, condos, etc. which results in an
overcstimation of emissions for the residential units. The Vehicle Fleet Mix and Operational
Emissions do not reflect those for the NCCAB (See District CEQA Air Quality Guidelines,
Tables 7-1 and 7-2). Also see comments below regarding the underestimation of tnps for the
project. The model should be rerun for all land uses using the applicable input data. Emissions
should be calculated for the date of occupancy.

ifigation Measures. The project would generate 127 Ibs/day of ROG and

The DSEIR should address the impact of future prescribed bumns on project residents.

Page 5-25. The DSEIR states that the project exceeds the threshold of significance for
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Traffic

16. DSEIR p. 4.4-17. "The EGSP modeling and traffic study is based on the regional traffic
mode) that has been used by Caltrans; the cities of Salinas, Monterey, and 8easide; and Monterey
county”. The DSEIR should further state that this EGSP traffic study uses the AMBAG regional
waffic forecast model developed by AMBAG staff for regional purposes. Use by others for a
detailed site specific traffic study is subject to conditions agreed 1o in a user agreement with
AMBAG. To date, those conditions have not been met by any of the consultants preparing the
EGSP traffic study. The DSEIR also should note thai AMBAG has specifically not yet approved
the modifications made 1o this model by the traffic consultants or sub-consultants whose work is
presented in this DSEIR.

17. DSEIRp44-17. *Inthe mode choice component, person trips choose between nine
modes of travel based on economic criteria”. The DSEIR should note that no choices between
transit, auto, or other travel modes were modeled for this DSEIR. In fact, the model’s mode
choice component was tumed off and not used to forecast the traffic impacts shown in this
DSEIR. As a consequence, any polential to reduce or mitigate the project’s traffic impacts due to
the choice of alternative travel modes was neither assumed nor assessed by the study.

18. DSEIR p.44-17. Which of the two project descriptions is comrect: "Jand use assumptions
[include)...the creation of 380 jobs, or " the project will...[have] a total of 164 jobs" (Traffic
Impact Study p. 17).

19.  Tiaffic Study, p. 15. The following siatement should be revised: "The traffic model has
been used for traffic and land use studies since 1998, including three air quality conformity
analyses and four major corridor studies” to read as follows: "The traffic model has been
modified from the authorized version developed by AMBAG for this study, but is not currently
approved for this traffic impact study usec by AMBAG. Other versions of this model were used
for traffic and land use studies (etc)...” The onginal statcment in the DSEIR incorrectly identifies
the traffic model used for the DSEIR as the same as the other versions noted.

20. DSEIR p. 4.4-17 and table 4.4-6 state the project will generate 13,692 daily trips, of
which 1,379 occur during the PM peak hour, 814 of those inbound. Since the project land use
characteristics were also detailed in the DSEIR, the number of daily (ADT), PM peak houar and
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Response to Comments
East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments

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 PMyg 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 PMyg 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
NOy as project-specific impacts versus CO and PMyq as indicators that additional analysis is required.
Page 4.5-9, third bullet point is revised as follows:

e 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. PM;, and SOx can be either primary or secondary. Ozone is a classic secondary
pollutant (formed by ROG, NO, and sunlight). The impacts of secondary pollutants cannot
be evaluated on a project-specific basis. Emission levels of the ozone precursors ROG and
NO, 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 (Ib/day):

Significant
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) .1371b
Nitrogen Oxides (NOy) ..., 137 1b
Requiring Additional Analysis (Direct Emissions)
Particulate Matter (PMyg) ............ 82 1b
Sulfur Oxides (SOX) ...ooeviiieiiieese. 150 Ib
Carbon Monoxide (CO).............. 550 Ib

Consistency (or lack thereof) with the growth projections in the AOMP is generally considered a
cumulative regional ozone impact issue. The project is consistent with their growth projections.
The 137 Ib/day of ROG or NO, are considered an individual or project-level impact. The proposed
project will cause ROG emissions to exceed the 137 Ib/day threshold at anticipated build-out. PM;o
emissions from on-road travel would also exceed the 82 Ib/day level, but PM;, impacts are only
considered significant for direct sources such as quarries, or for off-road (dirt) travel. PMy,
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:

, MBUAPCD requires that
the memhly M maximum gradlng dlsturbance 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 PMs, emissions be considered a temporary significant
impact. However, because it is infeasible to establish the magnitude or the location of the variable
PM,, 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-erindirecthy-from-the-powerplant 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 NOy in excess the of the MBUAPCD significance threshold
if all development were to occur instantaneously. With phased development with a build-out around 2012,
NOy 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 PM;o emissions would exceed the
annual emissions budget for a less-than-significant source by 12 tons per year. However, PM;o 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 PMyg
mitigation potential, there is no clear-cut nexus between impact significance and mitigation for PMyg.

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 PMyq offset calculated by District staff from improvement to diesel-powered farm engines is not a
CEQA issue because project PMyo 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 0zone 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 NO,
emissions could be reduced through the Carl Moyer heavy engine retrofit programs, and that PM;q
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.
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Response to MBUAPCD-12

Residents of the proposed project will not be exposed to different levels of PMyo 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 unigue 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 NOy).

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 NOy CO PM3o SOx
Mobile 188:6 1911 1,976+ 1483 16
233.2 256.9 2548.8 205.8 2.1
Area Sources 54 187 258 01 o5
14.6 15.6 18.7 — 0.3
TOTAL 2640 2098 2;002.5 1484 21
307.8 2725 2567.5 205.8 24
MBUAPCD Threshold 137. 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 NOy CO PM3o SOx
Mobile 94.0 109:0 13,0207 1481 11
60.6 65.8 733.5 204.0 1.3
Area Sources 54 187 258 01 66
14.6 15.6 18.7 01 03
TOTAL 1694 277 14,0465 1482 17
135.2 814 752.2 204.1 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. Asan 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 5 .
. . ercent o
ADT Trips | PM Trips Generated Trips
Reservation Road WB 1199 98 22 22
West of 1st MBEST Driveway EB 1263 151 29 29
Blanco Road WB 212 27 4 6
at the Salinas River Bridge EB 202 16 4 2
South Davis Road NB 1406 123 26 28
North of Reservation Road SB 1209 134 21 19
Highway 68 WB 308 43 6 10
East of Reservation Road EB 63 4 1 1
Highway 68 WB 8 8 1 2
West of Reservation Road EB 77 8 1 1
Inter-Garrison Road WB 1436 106 26 24
West of West Camp EB 1520 199 27 29
River Road WB 187 19 3 4
South of Highway 68 EB 191 19 3 3
Source: TIKM 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 12" 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 I1: 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.

Michael Brandman Associates 86
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370006\RTC Final\21370006_RTC Final.doc



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

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 EI 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 2" Avenue and Reindollar Avenue in
Marina (FORA).

M.) 2" 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).
0.) 8" Street, construct two-lane arterial from Highway 1 overpass to Inter-Garrison (FORA).

P.) Inter-Garrison Road, upgrade to a two-lane arterial between 8" 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 I11: 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 1in 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.

0.) 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.
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October 14, 2004
Mr. Mike Novo
County of Montercy
Planning and Building Inspection
2620 First Avenue
Marina, CA 93933
RE: MCH# 100418 — Notice of Availability for East Garrison Specific Plan and
Vesting Tentative Map
Dear Mr. Novo:
AMBAG’E. Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary of notice of your
environmental document to our member agencies and interested parties for review and
comment.
Th AG Board i idered th iect on October 13,2004 and h
e AMBAG Board of Directors considered the project on Uclober and has no AMBAG-1

comments at this time. However, we are forwarding comments received from other
agencies.

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process.

Sincerely,
(/bt i «(/‘/\A>

Nicolas Papadakis
Executive Director

SERVING OUR REGIONAL COMMUNITY SINCE 1968
245 RESERYATION ROAD, SUITE G +P. 0. BOX 802 4-MARINA, CA 93933-0809
(B31) BB3-3T50 4+ FAX (831) BE3-3755 +-wum.ambag.org -
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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.
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COUNTY OF MONTEREY

Airport Land Use Commission

November 19, 2004

Mike Novo, AICP

Planning and Building Services Manager

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Dear Mr. Novo,

On behalf of the Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), I would like to thank
you for your informative presentation at our regularly scheduled meeting on October 25, 2004.
We certainly appreciated learning about the East Garnison Specific Plan (EGSP) and having the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR).

The Marina Municipal Airport is located north of Reservation Road within the eastern boundary
of Marina City limits, south of the Salinas River, and west of Blanco Road. At the meeting, it
was clearly determined that a northeastern portion of the EGSP site is within the airport planning ALUC-1
area as identified on Figure 4-1 of the Marina Municipal Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan
(CLUP). The portion of the EGSP site within the airport planning area is at approximately the
same elevation as the airport. It will be developed with a clay-lined detention basin,
approximately six live-work units, and the potential for development of studio space or assembly
space. Other uses will include parking areas and open space/park locales. Building elevations
could reach a height of 45 feet.

Several issues were raised during the discussion period. These include: the specific area of the
project within the airport planning area, the potential for the detention basin to attract birds and
increase the potential for bird strikes, and the potential to occupy assembly space with “sensitive
receptors” {generally defined as the young, infirm or elderly people).

While the Commission in general has no objection to the project, it’s proximity to the Marina
Municipal Airport renders it subject to Section 2.4 Overflight Policies within the CLUP (page
21). Specifically, CLUP policies 2.4.1 through 2.4.3 require that project owners within the
airport planning area provide an aviation easement to the airport owner (which is currently the
City of Marina) and that local jurisdictions establish a method of notifying new property owners
within the planning area of potential airport impacts and provide similar noticing to existing
property owners.

As was discussed at the October 25, 2004 meeting, we will require that an aviation easement for ALUC-2
the entire East Garrison Specific Plan site be depicted on the final map. We also require that a
note identifying the site as being within an aviation easement be shown on the final map. This
will satisfy the policy requirement of notifying new owners as the notes would be identified
through subsequent title searches. Because the property is owned by the Army and not currently
inhabitable, the ALUC is not concerned with the policy for notification to existing owners. As
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Airport Land Use Commission

required by Policy 2.4.1, the easement shall be mutually agreeable to the ALUC, airpost owner, ALUC-2
and land owner at the time the final map is recorded.

With regard to the potential for bird strikes, it is our understanding that the detention basin will
not hold water for an extended period of time. It will detain storm water during events for
continual metering to the EGSP drainage system rather than direct percolation into the sandy ALUC-3
soil. This is (o preserve the integrity of the bluff on which the detention basin is to be located.
We therefore have no further concerns regarding potential bird strikes.

With regard to the proposed land use designation that could attract sensitive receptors, the ALUC
recommends that a condition of approval prohibit parcels within the airport planning area be
used for assembly, This was mutually acceptable with the County, the ALUC, and the project
proponent. We understand that assembly space is only one of many uses that are allowed under
the proposed land use designation in question and that other sites within the EGSP site are so
designated. Therefore, this proposed land use designation will not prevent adequate assembly
space from being developed onsite. The condition specifying which parcels cannot be used for ALUC-4
assembly must also be shown on the final map and in the map notes.

The ALUC has agreed to provide sample easement language to East Garrison Partners, LLC as
the project proponent and anticipates that negotiations on the easement language will commence
in early 2005. With these recommendations incorporated into the project, we have no objections,
and in fact support the EGSP project. Please feel free to contact ALUC staff at 831-262-1731
with questions or concerns.

Y

Sincerely,

Steve Johnstin
Vice-Chairman
Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission

MICHAEL BRANDMAN ASSOCIATES
2000 Crow Canyoun Road Suite 415 (831) 262-1731
San Ramon, CA 94583 FAX (925) 830-2713



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

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.

Michael Brandman Associates 94
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TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
FOR MONTEREY COUNTY

Regional Transporiation Planning Agency * Congaslion Management Pianning
Local Transpor fation Commission » Monterey County Servico Authority for Freeways & Expressways

November 1, 2004

Mike Novo Via fax and mail
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department

2620 1* Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the
East Garrison Specific Plan and Vesting Tentative Map

Pear Mr. Novo:

Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) staff has reviewed the Draft Subsequent
Linvironmental Impact Report (DSEIR) prepared for the proposed East Garrison Specific Plan
and Vesting Tentative Map. The project will govern construction of 1470 residential units, 11,000
square fect of civic buildings, 75,000 square feet of commercial development, and up to 100,000
square feet of artist studio space. TAMC supports the pedestrian, bicycle, and transit orientation
of this plan, which is generally consistent with the “Transportation-Related Principles for
Community Development” adopted by the TAMC Board of Dircctors in February of this year.

As the Regional Traasportation Planning Agency and Congestion Management Agency for
Monterey County, Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) stalf offers the
following comments for your consideration:

East Garrison Traffic Model

1 Section 4.4.2 on page 4.4-17 of the DEIR describes the methodology followed to analyze the
traffic impacts associated with implementation of the East Garrison Specific Plan. This
discussion notes that the regional travel demand model, administered by the Association of
Montercy Bay Area Governments (AMBAG), was used to prepare the traffic impact analysis
presented in Section 4.4 of the DEIR. TAMC would like o note that changes madc to, and
analysis produced from the regional travel demand model have not been provided to AMBAG | TAMC-1
for roview and validation pursuant to the model use agreement between the County of
Montcrey and AMBAG. This point was also noted in the October 8" comment lctter on this
project submitted by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (the Air
District), and in the comments submitted by Caltrans District 5. The comments provided by
both the Air District and Caltrans also highlight significant flaws in the East Garrison Specific
Plan’s modcl analysis and subsequent results which TAMC requests responses to in the Final
Subsequent EIR, :

55.B Maza Circle, Salinas, CA 93701-2902 « Tel: (831) 775-0903 « Fax: [831) 775-0897 « Website: www.tamemontersy.org
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TAMC East Garrison Specific Plan DSEIR Commenis — E04835
Page 2

TAMC agrees with Caltans District 5 staff that the traffic impacts of the East Garrison
development, and the mitigation measures identified to address those impacts, cannot be
confirmed or accepted pending model validation by AMBAG, and responses to the comments | TAMC-1
provided by the Air District and Caltrans District S that either explain or correct the specific
model analysis deficicncies noled in those comments.

2. With respect to comment #20 regarding project trip generation in the MBUAPCD letter,
TAMC would also add thal therc appears to be a discrepancy between the project Lrip
gencration shown in Table 4.4-6 (page 4.4-17) and the actual trip assignment/distribution
derived from the turning movement numbers shown in the DEIR amounting to a loss of 33% TAMC-2
of the total project trip generation (Caltrans District 5 also identified specific discrepancies).
This loss is in addition to the reduction in trip generation between standard ITE trip
generation rates and the trip generation listed in Tablc 4.4-6. This discrepancy between
project trip generation and assignment should be explained.

Impacts to Regional Transportation Infrastructure

3. TAMC policy is to request that development projects contribute financially toward mitigations
for their proportional transportation impacts and recognizes the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA) infrastructure development fee program as the mechanism for addressing the
cumulative (raflic impacts of FORA area development. Model analysis issucs aside, as the
East Garrison project will contribute its fair share of FORA infrastructure fees for traffic
impacts both within, and outside of the former Fort Ord, TAMC accepts that the project’s
cumulative regional traffic impacts will be adequately mitigated through payment of the FORA
fee.

TAMC is in the process of working with FORA and affectcd FORA-area stakeholders to TAMC-3
analyze the FORA transportation project obligations toward which infrastructure fees are
allocated. This process aims to provide an updated list of transportation projects to meet the
needs of development in the former Fort Ord. The County of Monterey has actively
participated in this process to date. TAMC expects to continue to work with FORA area
stakeholders, including the County, over the next several months to complete the FORA Fee
reallocation analysis, which will allow the FORA Capital Improvement Program to be
updated.

As part of this work, TAMC will specifically be analyzing the sharc of new trallic on the
Reservation/Davis Road corridor between Blanco Road and the Salinas City Limits that can
be attributed to new development within the FORA area. This analysis will be used in the final
process to assign FORA’s fee obligations.

4. In addition to the project’s FORA fec contribution, TAMC supports the assessment of

contributions to off-site improvements requested by County of Montercy staff, which arc TAMC-A
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TAMC Liast Garrison Specific Plan DSEIR Comments ~ E0485
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necessary to address project-specific impacts on regional roads, particularly on Reservation | tAMC-4
Road between Blanco Road and Davis Road.

Pablic Transportation

5. TAMC stall'is pleased that the vast majority of East Garrison Development, as proposed in
the Specific Plan and presented in Exhibit 3-11 of the DEIR, is within a reasonable i mile
walking distance of a proposed transit stop. TAMC requests that the project developer, in TAMC-5
coordination with Monterey-Salinas transit, provide the transit facilities proposed within the
East Garrison development.

cc:  Dave Murray, Caltrans District 5
Michael I{oulemard, Fort Ord Reuse Authority
1.ew Bauman, Monterey County Depariment of Public Works
Nick Chiulos, Monterey County Environmental Resource Policy |
Diana Ingersol, City of Seaside Department of Public Works
Charles Johnson, City of Marina Department of Public Works
Nicolas Papadakis, Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)
Douglas Quetin, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD)
Frank Lichtanski, Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST)
Nick Nichols, County of Monterey Redevelopment Agency
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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.

Michael Brandman Associates 98
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November 10, 2004

Mike Novo

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department
2620 1" Avenue .

‘Marina, CA 93933

SUBJECT: Supplemental Commients on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report for the East Garrison Specific Plan and Vesting Tentative Map

Dear Mr, Novog:

TAMC submitted comments on the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report prepared for the
proposed East Garrison Specific Plan on November 2. Following submittal of those comments, TAMC
staff hosted a meeting of FORA’s Coordinated Resource Management and Planning Team (CRMP), a
group composed of staff from FORA member jurisdictions and Fort Ord stakeholder agencies, to
discuss placement of a planned multi-modal transit corridor designed to ultimately serve intercity
Salinas-Mounterey Peninsula nidership through the former Fort Ord. TAMC staff would like to offer the
following supplementary comments with respect to the East Garrison Specific Plan as it relates to the
planming for this multi-modal facility: :

1. The East Garrison Specific Plan (the “SpeciﬁﬁP_lan”) should not preclude siting of 2 multi-
modal transportation corridor along Intergarrison Road. Although this multi-modal corridor is
still in the early planning stages, such a facility is recognized in the plans prepared by the City
of Marina, CSU Monterey Bay, the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP), and TAMC’s 2002
Regional Transportation Plan for Monterey County. The specific alignment considered by the
CRMP group would be routed along Fighth Street and Intergarrison Roads; a route that would TAMC2-1
efficiently serve TAMC’s proposed multi-modal regional rail facility adjacent to Eighth Street,

.the proposed University Villages development, CSUMB, City of Marina development, and the
proposed East Garsison project at the eastern end of Intergarrison Road. This facility would
likely incorporate sidewalks, bike lanes and automobile/ bus travel lanes in either direction,
with a dedicated transit travel-way sited along the center. TAMC also envisions this corridor
eventually extending to the City of Salinas, most likely along the Watkins Gate Road alignment
should the 8® Street/Intergamison route be selected for the multi-modal comidor,

2. The Watkins Gate Road connection from Intergarrison Road to Reservation Road proposed in
the Specific Plan appeass to be inconsistent with the Fort Ord BRP, which calls for a more
substantial upgrading of this facility to increase its capacity and mitigate the traffic impacts of
the total Fort Ord plan. The Watson's Gate Road facility identified in the Specific Plan is TAMC2-2
designed to discourage its use a through route. This discrepancy will likely be raised when the
Fort Ord Reuse Authority evaluates the Specific Plan and makes a consistency determination
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TAMC East Garrison Specific Plan/Intergarrison Corridor Comments — E0485-2
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with the BRP. The Specific Plan should be revisited to achieve cansistency with the Fort Ord
BRP by providing a connection to Reservation Road for through trips.

Thank you for your additional consideration of Fort Ord multi-modal comdor and transportation TAMC2-2
planming as it relates to East Garrison Development Plans. TAMC will be workang closely with County
staff as the Fort Ord multi-modal corridor project is further developed. If you have any questions,
please contact Andrew Cook of my staff at (831) 775-0903. ’

Sincerely,

A

Wm Reichouth PE. ~
Executive Director

cc: Michael Houlemard, Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Lew Bauman, Monterey County Department of Public Works
Nick Chiulos, Monterey County Environmental Resource Policy
Diana Ingersol, City of Seaside Department of Public Works
Charles Johnson, City of Marina Department of Public Works
Nicolas Papadakis, Association of Monterey Bay. Area Governments (AMBAG)
Douglas Quetin, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD)
Frank Lichtanski, Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST)
- Nick Nichols, County of Monterey Redevelopment Agency
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East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments

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.

Michael Brandman Associates 101
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MST

MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT

JOINT POWERS AGENCY MEMBERS:

City of Salinas « City of Seaside » County of Monrora;;

November 1, 2004

Mr. Mike Novo, AICP

Monterey County

Planning & Building Inspection Dept.
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Dear Mr. Novo:

Report for the East Garrison Specific Plan. We arc pleased at the transit-friendly nature of the
project in general and appreciate the opportunity to have met with the project developers and
county staff earlier this year.

project moves forward through the environmental clearance process

In the vicinity of the East Garrison development, MST currently operates its major

well as Line 17 Edgewater-Marina, which travels as far east as the corner of Imjin Parkway and MST-1
Reservation Road. As none of these routes directly serve the property today, MST will have to
cither add a new bus line, extend an existing line or reroute an existing line. In looking at the
possible solutions to this situation, it appears that the replacement of the Davis Road bridge
would be pivotal to enabling MST to successfully serve the East Garrison development. As you
know, this bridge floods in the rainy season and is therefore inappropriate for an MST bus route.
Iu that regard, we urge all project and county staff work with the Transportation Agency for
Monterey County (TAMC) to ensure that this project is completed before the development is
available for occupancy.

Salinas River may hinder MST’s ability to adequately serve the development.

funded and includes money from state and federal programs. The projécf development and
construction schedule also appears to be on track to meet the East Garrison timeline.
any substantial delay due to environmental, funding, or other such issues that would jeapardize

to this cbmmhnity.

One Ryan Ranch Road ¢ Montetey, Calitornla 93940-5795 USA = Fax 831,899.3954 «
www.mst.org = e-mail: mst@mst.org
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Mr. Mike Novo, AICP
November 1, 2004
Page 2 of 2

Overall, MST supports this project and believes it would provide a transit-friendly
eavironment for residents and commercial users of the development. We strongly hope thi1t all
of the tools - including the Davis Road replacement bridge — are in place by the time it is MST-1
completed for MST to play its part in successfully meeting the transportation needs of the uture
inhabitants of East Garrison. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please conta¢:t me
at (831) 393-8129.

L <=

B. Hunter Harvath, AICP
Planning Manager

¢: Fernando Armenta, Chairman — MST Board of Directors
William Reichmuth, Transportation Agency for Monterey County
Michael Houlemard, Fort Ord Redevelopment Authority
Dave Murray, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 5
Lew Baurnan, Monterey County Department of Public Works
Nicolas Papadakis, 4ssociation of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)
Douglas Quetin, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD)
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East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments

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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OF WOMEN VOTERS
OF THE MONTEREY PENINSULA

October 18, 2004

Mike Novo

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Dept.
2620 1st Avenue _ :
Marina, CA 93933

Re:  East Garrison Specific Plan and Draft Subsequent EIR
Dear Mr. Novo,

The League of Women Voters of the Monterey Peninsula appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the above two documents. Our specific comments follow:

Draft Subsequent EIR

1. The project would have a water demand of 470 acre-feet peryear. According to the
. DSEIR (p.4.11-16), “New facilities must be constructed within and outside the project

site in order to provide potable water service and water for fire protection...if MCWD
proceeds with implementation of its Water Master Plan within the tjme frame jdentified
in their Capital Improvement Program.. ., there would be sufficient water storage capacity | LWV-1
to meet both residential and commercial fire flow/fire suppression requirements for
project buildout...”, This finding is inconsistent with the finding in the Water Supply
Assessment prepared by the Marina Coast Water District that there is sufficient water to
meet project demand. This inconsistency should be addressed.

2. A proposed mitigation measure (p.4.11-19) would require “,..Prior to issuance of the first
building permit for commercial development. .., the project applicant shall be required to
obtain written verification from MCWD that sufficient excess storage in Zone C...is
available to accommodate the commercial fire flow suppression requirements associated
with commercial development...”. Under this measure, residential development could be
constructed without the accompanying commercial development and other mixed uses
which are central to the project’s objectives, resulting in unaccounted for environmental
impacts, :

LWV-2

3. The 470 AF of water for this project would use a major portion of the County’s allocation
of 560 AF from the water currently available for the Base Reuse Plan. An additional 52.5
AF is being reserved for the proposed Public Safety Training facility, leaving only 37.5
for other purposes within the County’s allocation. :

The Public Services and Utilities section of the DSEIR (4.11.3 Educational Services)

' notes that the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District has no schools near the project '
with available classrooms or expandable space, and the East Garrison community will LWV-3
requite new school facilities (Impact 4.11.3-A). The payment of developer impact fees to
the School District is considered to be full mitigation of this significant impact.
Depending on the site to be provided, however, the MPUSD will need to conduct a
separate environmental asséssment and obtain plans, permits and financing for new
construction, a process that may take a number of years. At a minimum, the mitigation
should include provision of a specific site and reservation of sufficient water from the-
present Base Reuse supply allocation to serve a school of at least 500 students.

BOX 1895, MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 93942 408#6438VOTE
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4. The DSEIR states (p.2-2) that the development would remove 53 acres of 0ak woodland
and 38 acres of oak savanna. On p.4.7-23 it states the project would result in removal of
about 44 acres of oak woodland, 41 acres of oak savanna, 40 actes of grassland, 2 acres of
coastal scrub, in addition to 5,100 oak trees in varying sizes spread throughout the habitat,

“These discrepancies should be addressed. -

The DSEIR finds that removal of these resources is insignificant because it would be
offset by equivalent or better gains in kind at Parker Flats - preservation of about 249
acres of oak woodland, 196 acres of maritime chaparral and 18 acres of grassland habjtat
that were previously slated for development in the HMP (Habitat Management Plan), i.e., LWV-4
“Implementation of all of the conditions in the LSA (Land Swap Assessment), including '
designation of habitat reserve axeas at Parker Flats, effectively mitigates for habitat losses
that will occur with development at East Garrison” (p. 4.7-24),

CEQA requires that the impact be compared to the existing environment, not to
something that might or could have happened. Meeting requirements of the HMP or LSA
does not meet CEQA requirements. By any measure, removal of 5,100 oak trees and the
other identified resources is a significant iinpact, and all feasible mitigation measures
must be addressed. ' _

5. As identified in the DSEIR, the project would have a significant impact on regional air
quality. However, all feasible mitigation measures have not been addressed, such as LWV-5
mitigating off-site sources and purchasing clean school buses.

- 6. The project would generate approximately 14,000 daily vehicle trips which will create or
add to existing unacceptable levels of service at some intersections (i.e., Reservation
Road/Davis Road) and roadways (i.¢., Portola Drive and SR 68, and SR 183 between
Cooper Road and Espinosa Road). The Cumulative Traffic Impacts analysis (p. 5-17)

. shows the roadway segments listed below are expected to continue to operate at
_unacceptable levels of service and that the impacts are significant and unavoidable.

Blanco Road between Salinas River Bridge and Reservation Road
Blanco Road between Salinas River Bridge and Davis Road

Davis Road between Ambrose Drive and Central Avenue LWV-6
Davis Road between Reservation Road and Salinas River Bridge
Reservation road between Main Project access and Watkins Gate
SR-1 between Lightfighter Interchange and Fremont Interchange
Inter-Garrison Road between Abrams and 7th Avenue B

Inter-Garrison Road between West Camp Road and Abrams

The impact of project traffic on local highways seexns to be underestimated.
For example, the DSEIR does not show an impact on Highway 68; yet, the
proposed project would provide direct access to this major connection to Salinas.

7. The impacts identified in the DSEJR support the need for consideration of a Higher
Density Alternatjve that is adjacent to and integrated into an existing urban area where
urban services are more readily available, travel can be reduced, air quality mitjgated, LWV-7
affordable housing needs more effectively addressed, and biological resources protected.
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Specific Plan '
8. Inits study of the reuse of Fort Ord in 1992, the League of Women Voters supported,

10.

11,

among other policies, development adjacent to existing urban areas. This project would
not be adjacent to an existing urban area and would result in leap-frog development,
thereby exacerbating urban sprawl, traffic congestion, and air pollution. While many of
the proposed land uses are consistent with “smart growth” and sustainable communities,
(e.g., all residences would be located within a quarter-mile of a bus stop and mixed uses
would encourage use of alternative forms of transportation), these benefits are
substantially negated by the project’s location outside an existing urban area,

Twenty percent of the residential units are to be dedicated to inclusionary housing, the

minimum required by the Monterey County Housing Ordinance. Of this percentage, the
Ordinance requires that 6% must be for very low-income, 6% for low-income, and 8% for
moderate-income houscholds as defined by federal standards. The Option Agreement
between the County and the developer of this project requires 6%.of the units to-be for -
very low income, and 14% for moderate income households. The discrepancy between
the Ordinance and the Agreement represents a potential loss of some 80 low-income units
and should be explained. The Specific Plan’s Land Use section includes general
descriptions as to how “affordable housing” will be incorporated in the project, either by
design, variations in types of units, or medium to high-densities in the three phases of

development.

Fort Ord is among the Community Areas proposed in the County Housing Element
(adopted in 2003) for new residential development. The County’s “Housing Program
Strategy 2002-2008,” encourages projects with 40% or even 100% affordable units, and
would offer developer incentives to reach these goals. Studies conducted for the Fort Ord
Reuse Authority regarding. the feasibility of constructing more than 20% affordable
residential units indicated that with incentivesand financing, 40% is achievable. County
Housing Element Policy H-4.2 sets specific densities to provide diversification and
affordability within new Community Areas, The Specific Plan should explain whether
there is an intent to conform ta these policies. , .

The Specific Plan should include the proposed site for a new school, which may also

become a center for recreational and cultural events. The community concept, and
environmental goals of the project, with the emphasis on alternative forms of
transportation, should include planning for safe and convepient routes to the school. .

The project includes proposed revisions te the County’s Title 21-Standards for Ridgeline

Development. It is proposed that the following wording be added to Ridgeline
development criteria: “This policy shall not apply in areas governed by Specific Plaps.
Each Specific Plan shall address viewshed issues as part of the plan’s regulations.” (p. 3-
29).. This project should not be allowed to violate a long established policy that has
helped protect the County’s viewshed over the years.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

8318837599 PLAN BUILD INSPECT PAGE B4

LWV-8

LWV-9

LWV-10

LWV-11
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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:

GeasLWatepoHeeéMGWD}adjaememMngeﬁéﬁ&msen%Accordmg to MCWD S recently
adopted Water Supply Master Plan, Capital Improvement Program (June 2004), this a 4-million gallon

(maq) 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-targe an
approximate 2,000 linear foot water transmission line_from the new Zone “B”” storage tanks(s) to
Inter- Garrlson Road where it WI|| connect into an existing pipeline. as—pan—ef—any—readway

- This
plpellne would serve planned development |dent|f|ed 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:

o 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

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 11" 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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October 27, 2004 By FAX 384-3261

Mike Novo, AICP

Monterey County Planning Department
2620 17 Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

RE: East Garrison Draf? Subscquent Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Novo:

The Sicrra Club Ventana Chapter has the following comments and concermns regarding the
Eest Garrison Draft Subsequent Environmental Report.

Page |-3, Introduction. It is stated that the FORA FEIR analyzed a plan to develop
22,232 dwelling units. This is incorrect, The FORA settlement of Sierra Club’s
litigation on the EIR resulted in “A Resolution of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority,
Amending Section 1,01.050 and Adding Chapter 8 to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Master Resolution, Relating to Base Reuse Planning and Consistency Determinations.”
This document (on page 4) clearly notes that no more than 6,000 new dwelling units shall
be permitted on the Fort Ord temitory “unless and until the water supplies, wastewater SC-1
disposal, road capacity, and the infrastrcture to supply these resources 10 serve such
devolopment have been identified, evaluated, assessed, and a plan for mitigation has been
adopted as required by CEQA, the Authority Act, the Master Resolution, and all
applicable environmental laws.”

This has not been done. Please comect this statement.

Page 3.2.6. Phase 1 will include deed restricted affordable units. ‘Wil this be 20 % of
Phase | housing? What is the ratio of affordsble units in each Phase? SC-2

Pags 3-14. Table 3-1 shows 70 (from 1400 to 1470) units will be built only if water is
available. Please explain. SC-3

Page 3-26. The Public Use designation will allow police and fire stations and

goverament offices. Other than a library and the praposed office for the sheriff's
department, what government offices ave anticipated? Will these be rentals for County SC-4
agencies, for example?

.. . Todxplove, enjiry, and protecs the NAHUN'Y IGTH¢ 7EMNOS . .

L
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The DSEIR (4.11.4-A) states that the East Gamison Specific Plan will add 1470 dwelling
unite and that a full service 7,000 square foot library facility needs 2,400 to 2,500 single
family homes for a population of at lcast 7,500 residents to support a full service library. sSC-5
What is the projected population of EG considering that there will be live/work units,
apartments, condominiums, etc., in the housing mix? Where will the projected 7,500
residents needed for a full service library come from? Please be specific.

Please include alternatives that would include 1) a school site with community room and
adjacent library facility and 2) developer assistance for the Marina Branch of the County sSC-6
Public Librarics to be built at Locke Paddon Park. EG residents will clearly have to use
the already over-used storefront Marina Branch Library.

A school site is not provided for Public Use. The proposed development will have
school children who will be bused to Marina and Seaside. How is this compatible with
the “walking community” concept of the Plan? Please clarify the statemaent on page
4.11-7 that “The County will provide a school site outside of the EGSP axea” According
to the DSEIR (4.11-6), the Monterey Peninsule Unified School District “does not have
enough information at this poi ¢ to consider the number or type of schools needed and SC-7
potential school sites.” It is short-sighted for the County to allow this development :
without a proposed school site provided at developer expense. (The Mountain Home
development in Salinas was required to include a school site; EG should be required to do
the game.) Please clarify.

Page 3.2.8 The DSEIR states that “to the extent practicable,” invasive plant species in
the park and open space areas will bs replaced with native plant materials. Since invasive
plant species are a serious problem on the former Fort Ord properties, a plan must be SC-8
prcpared to require an ongoing program to eradicaic invasive non-native species. Please
comment. Please also show how this plan is in agreernent with the Habitat Management
Plan for the Base Reuse Plan. :

. Page 3-30. The planned regional hiking trail will oxtend through the community along
sidewalks and walking paths. Pleasc explain why a continuous hiking TRAIL cannot be
sccommodated alongside or through this large wact.

SC-9

Page 3-39 The Project Objectives (3-43) swate that new development will pay for 100 :
percent of infrastructuse and services needed to support the new community, Will the SC-10
East Garrison developers pay a proportionate share for the additional 4 million galion
seservoir planned to be constructed by the Marina Coast Water District?

Page 3-43. Fifty-three acves of oak woodland and 38 acres of oak savannab will be
removecd. Proposed mitigation for this is preservation of oak woodland, maritime
chaparral and grasslund at Parker Flats. Project Objectives (3-44) say that development
areas will be targeted where impacts on the environment will be avoided or minimized. SC-11
The DSEIR states that the on-site removal of this oak habitat is insignificant since itis
offset by preservation of an even greater number of acres of oak woodland and maritime
chaparral at Parker Flats. Please explain explicitly how this trade-off meets CEQA
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requiréments. This is clearly a significant impact and on-site mitigations must be
analyzed, regardless of the Land Swap Asscssment (East Garrison for Parker Flats)
agreement and the HMFP modifications (4.7-2).

SC-11

-§. The DSEIR recognizes that ‘No established communities exist near the

project site.” Therefore the proposed project will not divide an established community.
However, this is a clear case of leapfrog development, EG is an isolated community,
removed from any nearby community, particularly from Marina, which will feel the
impacts of this development. Please explain the justification for building an isolated,
stand-alone community which will apparently market a “town center,” where there is no
“town."”

e b il e . SC-12
The only possible justification for such leapfrog development would be to increase the
inclusionaty housing from 20% to 40% or 50%. Furthermore, this development will
intrude on the night skies in 8 rural area affecting two Monterey Institute for Research
Astronomy observatories. This jmpact has not been addressed and must be. Such a large
development is only appropriate in 8 city's adjacent sphere of influcnce.

Page 4.1-9. The DSEIR states that the County will have to approve & Cieneral Plan
Amendment to Policy 26.1.9 which governs ridgeline development. This amendment
would read, “This policy shall not apply in arcas govemed by Specific Plans. Each
Specific Plan shall address viewshed issues as part of the plan’s design and regulations.”
Exhibit 4.9-8, Sight Line Photograph, shows an egregious viojation of established County
policy regarding ridgeline develapment. Should such an amendment be approved, it
would open the door to future Specific Plans permitting such ridgeline violation. This
has the potential of scrious future consequences. This is also a major back-door
amendment to the existing General Plan and long-established county ordinances. As
such, it would requirc environmental review of the consequences county-wide for SC-13
opening up ridgelines to development. Please comment.

Interestingly, the DSEIR shows that the line of sight for this violation is only a short
driving distance along Reservation Road. However, the photograph shows two busloads
of fieldworkers on the ficlds below. Please juslify this ridgeline violation in light of the

.

fieldworkers whose viewshed is violated for most of the day, not just a quick drive-by.

How many units will violate the ridgeline? Planting trees as shown in Photograph 4.9-8
is not & mitigation. Please clarify.

Page 4,1-12. The DSEIR states that the proposed development would include 20%
affordable housing as required by the County. Please specify what the perocutages Will
be: very low income, low income, moderate. will this 20% also includs “workforce” SC-14
housing or will there be additional workforce housing? The Siesra Club recommends that i
EG adopt 40% inclusionary housing. This percentage was shown 10 be atfainable by the
Bay Arca Economics Report prepared for FORA.
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. . SC-14
What will the developers pay Monterey County for the land? How is this determined?

And when?

Page 4.4-2. The DSEIR states that the east side of General Jim Moore Boulevard is
fronted mostly by open space. What are the FORA Seaside and Del Roy Oaks sc-15
development plans for the cast side of this boulevard and what will the cumulative traffic

impacts be?

Page 4.4-11-12, Tebles 4.4-3 and 4,43 (Cony), Where is the Existing LOS Interscction
Analysis for Highway 68 at 218? Gen. Jim Moore at Canyon Del Rey is listed. That is SC-16
only two long blocks from Highway 68. Please includc an analysis for intersection )
218/68, both Existing and Plus Project. ]

Page 4.4-13, Table 4.4-4 (Cont). Is the existing Scgment LOS for General Moore
between Broadway and Boundary referring to South Boutidary Road?

SR 68 between River Road and Spreckels Interchanges and River Road and Portola
Interchanges are shown. At that distance SR 68 is a four-lane freeway. Please include
cxisting LOS for SR 68 when it becomes a two-lane road west of Portola. Furthermore SC-17
existing Segments for SR 68 both east and west of SR 218 should be included. Please
include both Existing and Plus Project. The DSEIR (5-16) states that the proposed road
network in BQG includes three connections to Reservation Road which connects directly to
Highway 68. Please explain why the traffic analysis negleets to include the traffic
impacts on all of Highway 68 instead of just the intersections and Highway 68 frcoway
lengths. : e —

Page 4.4-19. Please be more specific describing the proposed traffic roundabout at
Southbound Ramps/Canyon Del Rey. Would traffic wurning left from Canyon Del Rey SC-18
onto Southbound SR 1 tumn before the roundabout or would that traffic have to circle the

roundabout 1o get on the ramp to SR 17 —

Pagc 4.11-16. What arc the estimated water needs for the revised development at Parker
Flais? After 470 acre feet are allocated to EG, theré arc only 37.5 acve feet remaining for SC-19
County development at the former Fort Ord. How will using 470 acre feet impactother | =
possible development? ' .

Page 4.11-24. The DSEIR states that Laguna Seca Recreation Area is located
approximately $ miles from the proposed project? By what route? SC-20
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Please notify the Sierra Club at the address below when the FEIR is out.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Bast Garrison DSEIR.

M‘%ﬁmwm Co-Chair

23765 Spectacular Bid Lane
Monterey, CA 93940
655-8586

Slaskbeck@redshift.corg

GB/GT
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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 11” 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.
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montere)’ county

Post Office Box 1876, Salinas, C A 93902
Email: LandWatch@r iclw.org
Website: www.landw atch.org
Telephone: 831-4122-9390

FAX: 831-122-9391

November 1, 2004

Mike Novo, Planner [Sent by Email - novom@co.monterey.ca.us - and Hand Delivere:|]
Planning and Building Inspection Department
County of Monterey

2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

RE: Comments on Subsequent DEIR for Proposed East Garrison Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Novo:

LandWatch Monterey County has the following comments on the Draft Subsequent

Envir: ental Impact Report (DSEIR) prepared to evaluate the proposed East Garrison
Speci;;c Plan:

1 The DSEIR is said to be “subsequent” to the Environmental Impact Report prep: red for
the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. LandWatch believes that the environmental analysis ur dertaken
for the proposed East Garrison Specific Plan must satisfy the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on a “stand alone” basis, and tha itisnot |LWMC-1
permissible to rely on environmental documentation prepared for the Fort Ord R zuse
Plan, in view of the significant passage of time and the significant change in con litions
that have occurred since certification of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan EIR. It is inapp ‘opriate
to consider the proposed East Garrison Specific Plan with a “subsequent” EIR.

A Specific Plan for a proposed development within the unincorporated areas of 1 fonterey
County must be consistent with the underlying County General Plan. As noted i1 the

- DSEIR, the proposed project is in fact inconsistent with the current County Gen: ral Plan,
" and cannot be approved without that General Plan being amended. The DSEIR f1ils
adequately to explore or to take into account the multiple and significant interna
inconsistencies found in the current County General Plan, and its current overall LWMC-2
inadequacy. To be adequate, a General Plan must accurately account for current
conditions, and it must be internally consistent. In this case, the amendment projiosed
to allow the East Garrison Specific Plan to go forward does not adequately addr:ss or
remedy the multiple inadequacies and inconsistencies of the existing Monterey (Jounty
General Plan, and because it fails to analyze these issues the DSEIR for the East Garrison
Specific Plan is itself inadequate.

3. Related to its failure adequately to explore and analyze the basic inadequacy of he
Monterey County General Plan is the failure of the DSEIR adequately to analyz: the LWMC-3
cumulative impacts of the proposed project. The proposed East Garrison Specific Plan is




not proceeding alone. At the same time that the County is speeding the approval >f this
proposed project, it is speeding towards approval of the massive Rancho San Juaa
project. In fact, a draft schedule circulated by County planners has the Board of
Supervisors holding a hearing on the proposed Rancho San Juan Specific Plan at the
exact same time that the Planning Commission is meeting to consider the propos :d East
Garrison Specific Plan. The County is also entertaining many new subdivisions i 1 Carmel
Valley, in North Monterey County, and along the Highway 68-River Road corric or. The
County and the MBEST Center are also proposing a conversion to residential us¢: of land
located immediately adjacent to the East Garrison area, currently used for agricu ture, and
designated for ultimate industrial development. A Redevelopment Plan for the B )ronda
Area that would put more traffic onto Davis Road is also moving rapidly througt the
County’s process. All these proposals, being considered by the County of Mont rey,
would add traffic and other impacts that would be cumulative to the impacts of tl e
proposed East Garrison Specific Plan. A listing of all pending projects is availab;e on the
County website, at http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/pbi/projects/project main.htm. In
addition, the nearby City of Marina has either approved, or is in the process of af proving,
three large subdivision proposals within its city limits, (Marina Heights, Univers: ty
Villages, and Marina Station). The City of Salinas 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
Salinas Valley are similarly poised to undertake major new annexations, coupled with
subdivision approvals. All of these projects, too, would have traffic and other imacts
that would be cumulative to the impacts from the East Garrison Specific Plan. Tl e
DSEIR simply does not adequately address the contributions that the East Garrison
Specific Plan would make to the mammoth scale of proposed growth now under
consideration by the County and other jurisdictions, and because it fails to do so,

it is inadequate in its environmental analysis of the East Garrison project.

. The “alternatives” analysis contained in the DSEIR is also inadequate. The DSEIR
should consider alternatives that incorporate a redesign of the development propcsed for
the Former Fort Ord that significantly reduce the impact on important natural are as.
There may be an alternative to the massive sacrifice of oak trees, for instance, ca led for
by the current draft of the East Garrison Specific Plan. The DSEIR should analyz e and
illuminate those alternative choices. It does not.

In addition, the DSEIR should consider an alternative that proposes a different “timing”
for the development of the East Garrison area. This area is the most “far flung” part of the
former Fort Ord, and thus is a kind of “skip out” development, as efforts are made to
implement the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. The DSEIR should analyze an alternative that would
phase any development at the East Garrison site until after development has proc zeded in
those portions of Fort Ord (mostly within the City of Marina) that are close by e isting
communities, and that can better utilize existing infrastructure.

. The DSEIR does not adequately examine the “trade offs” that will occur if scarci: water
supplies are utilized by the proposed East Garrison development, instead of usin;; 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 tlie East
Garrison Specific Plan, at this time, would actually undermine other developmert
proposals that would have a lesser impact on the environment. The DSEIR does 10t
illuminate these choices, as it must to comply with CEQA.

LWMC-3

LWMC-4

LWMC-5

LWMC-6
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7. As both CALTRANS and the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control Distr ict have

noted in their separate comments on the DSEIR, the traffic analysis contained in the
DSEIR it totally inadequate, in that it is based on an unsubstantiated and inadeq ate
“model” that has not been approved for use by the relevant state and local agenc es.
Traffic impacts of the proposed project on Intergarrison Road (on and off the CSUMB
campus), on Reservation Road, on Blanco Road, on Highway 68, and even on H ghway
One will be extremely significant. A competent, complete, and adequate traffic ¢ nalysis
is vital. The DSEIR is inadequate because it does not contain one. This failure al >ne is
enough to require that the DSEIR be rewritten, and recirculated for further comn ent.

Because of the traffic generated by the proposed East Garrison Specific Plan, there will
be new pressures to widen Blanco Road and/or Davis Road, as these roadways g>
through prime agricultural land. The DSEIR does not adequately examine the impacts of
the proposed project on agricultural land, and doe not propose appropriate mitig: tion
measures. :

The DSEIR does not properly take account of the impacts on local schools that v'ould be
caused by the proposed project, and there is no analysis of the impact of failing t>
provide for appropriate school sites in the East Garrison area.

In conclusion, LandWatch Monterey County believes that the DSEIR for the proposed F ast
Garrison Specific Plan is inadequate. We believe that it must be rewritten and recirculatcd. We
know that the County’s current plan is to speed this proposed development through the County’s
process (as it speeds through other mammoth development projects at the same time). W e urge
the County not to do that, and to comply with the requirements of the California Enviror mental
Quality Act, which require a much more thorough and thoughtful analysis of the potenti il
environmental impacts of a project of this scale and importance.

Very truly yours,

Patton, Executive Director
ndWatch Monterey County

LWMC-7

LWMC-8

LWMC-9
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Response to Comments
East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments

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 EIRSs.

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.
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24571 SILVER CLOUD COURT Phone: 831-647-2440

SUITE101 Fax: 831-647-2441

MONTEREY, CA 93940
November 1, 2004 C E D

R E IV HAND-DELIVERED

Mr. Mike Novo, ACIP NOV 0 1 2004
Monterey County
Planning and Building MONTEREY COUNTY
Inspection Department PLANNING & BUILDING
2620 First Avenue INSPECTION DEPT.

Marina, CA 93933

Re: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report: East Garrison Specific Plan (State
Clearinghouse Number 2003081086 PLN 030204)

Dear Mr. Novo:

East Garrison Partners |, LLC, the project applicant and designated developer, is pleased to
submit the following comments for your consideration with reference to the Draft Supplemental
Environmental report ("DSEIR") for the East Garrison Specific Plan ("EGSP").

A GENERAL COMMENTS: INTRODUCTION (PART 1.0 of DSEIR)

1. We generally concur with the determination made pursuant to CEQA that the
purpose of the DSEIR is to provide a project-level subsequent environmental impact analysis
that accurately analyzes the EGSP project in light of current conditions, circumstances, and new
information that was not available and not analyzed in the previously certified environmental
documentation including the Army EIS and the FORA FEIR (DSEIR, 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 EIR set forth in Public Resources Code
(PRC) § 21166. CEQA Guidelines, § 15162 (implementing PRC § 21166) requires a
subsequent EIR if there are: I

1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which
the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or '
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 EIR was certified as complete, shows any of the following: .

(a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed
in the previous EIR;

EGP-1
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(b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous EIR;

(c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or
more significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline
to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or

(d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably
different from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially
reduce one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

(CEQA Guidelines § 15162; note, also CEQA Guidelines, § 15229, establishing "baseline
physical conditions" for closed military bases, discussed in Comment A3, below).

We do not object to the reference to "current conditions" or to the scope of this DSEIR, but we
do suggest that the term be clarified as to whether it is intended to be same as "change
circumstances" in PRC § 21166 and CEQA Guidelines §15162, or whether this DSEIR is taking
a more conservative approach and broader analysis than is legally required under CEQA.

2. The DSEIR correctly notes (at page 1-3) that the FORA FEIR was prepared

under the authority of Public Resources Code (PRC) § 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 pian shall be deemed to be a single
project, we would also note the language in that section that "the determination of whether the
reuse plan may have a significant effect on the environment may be made in the context of the
physical conditions which were present at the time that the federal decision became final for the
closure or realignment of the base or reservation” (called "baseline physical conditions” under
CEQA Guidelines, § 15229).

3. The FORA FEIR recites that it was a program-level EIR prepared pursuant to the

above referenced sections and that any subsequent project-level EIRs by Fort Ord jurisdictions
should tier off the FORA FEIR as specified in PRC § 21166 (FORA FEIR, pp- 1-3,1-4). The
same principles should apply with respect to mitigation measures adopted by FORA pursuant to
the FORA FEIR and analysis and consideration of alternatives contained in the FORA FEIR, as
well as environmental documentation relied upon therein.

4, We suggest that when and if appropriate to respond to comments received by
the County on this DSEIR and in preparing the Final SEIR, these legal principles be referred to
and relied upon, particularly with respect to analysis and suggested mitigation measures of
traffic, air quality and other adverse environmental impacts which cannot be feasibly mitigated to
a less than significant level. The DSEIR purports to do this (DSEIR, p. 1-2) but it is not always
clear in the DSEIR how the baseline physical conditions and FORA FEIR were taken into
account with respect to the "current conditions, circumstances and new information not
analyzed in previously certified environmental documentation." (DSEIR, p. 1-2). The FSEIR
should clarify this wherever it is appropriate to do so.
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5. You may also reference, if and when appropriate, in order to respond to any
comments received on the DSEIR and in considering feasible mitigation measures, the decision
in_Save Our NTC, Inc. v. City of San Diego, (2003) 105 Cal. App. 4th 285, Op. modified in 105
Cal. App. 4th 1381c, where the California Court of Appeal concluded: "Pursuant 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 City did not trigger the application
of all existing zoning ordinances to the property, but instead only those that were consistent with
the reuse plan approved by the Defense Department and HUD." The Court held that a height
limitation adopted by the City's electorate was not consistent 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 City after its adoption (105 App. 4th at pages
294-295, as modified by 105 Cal. App. 4th at pages 1381 c.-1381 d.).

B. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (PART 2.0 of DSEIR)

1. The third paragraph of Section 2.1 (DSEIR, p. 2-1) lists approvals from agencies
other than the County or its redevelopment agency. It is not clear from this reference whether
the DSEIR is intended to serve as the CEQA analysis for these approvals (see the last sentence
of the first paragraph of Section 1.2, DSEIR, p. 1-2). Later in the DSEIR, Section 3.4.2 (DSEIR,
p. 3-45) suggests that these Responsible and Trustee Agencies may rely on the DSEIR in
consideration of the issuance of their respective permits although it is not entirely clear. Please
clarify.

2. In the first line of Section 2.2 (DSEIR, p. 2-1), we would suggest adding, after "to
be resolved through the EIR process" the words ", to the extent not previously analyzed in the
FORA FEIR and prior environmental documentation,”

3. In the Final SEIR, please check for consistency throughout with the Project
description in the 9th and 10th bullets of Section 2.2 (DSEIR, p.2-2). ,

4. In Section 2.3 (DSEIR, pp. 2-3, 2-4), consistent with our prior comments, and
because this is in the part of the DSEIR — the Executive Summary — that most casual readers
will focus on, we suggest clarifying, with respect to each of the major impacts identified as
significant and unavoidable, the extent to which these impacts were analyzed under the FORA
FEIR and other environmental documentation, including the "baseline physical conditions" and
those assumed in the Reuse Plan. The same comment refers to the Executive Summary Table
2.1 (commencing DSEIR, p. 2-7).

C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION (PART 3.0 of DSEIR)

1. It would be helpful in Section 3.2.3 (DSEIR, pp. 3-9, 3-10). to emphasize that the
Project, for purposes of the DSEIR, is a more detailed local implementation of the Reuse Plan
and that this DSEIR is tiering off the FORA FEIR and prior environmental document in light of
additional project-level analysis required under PRC § 21166 for the proposed Project.

2. In Section 3.2.12 (DSEIR, 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 SHPO and FORA to be recorded at the time of
conveyance of the East Garrison Property.
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D. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS (PART 4.0)

1. In Section 4.4 (commencing DSEIR, p. 4.4-1), Transportation and Circulation,
please refer to our general Comments in A., above, comments in B.4, above. We believe it
would be helpful to generally clarify and summarize and compare the "baseline physical
conditions" and the FORA FEIR analysis and mitigation measures in the FORA FEIR and othei
environmental documentation, in order to provide context for the analysis and proposed
mitigation and conclusions in Section 4.4.

2. We have additional technical comments to Section 4.4 which have been
prepared by our traffic consultant, Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. Their letter
comments are attached to this letter and incorporated by reference for your consideration and
response. Please also note where their comments (and your responses) will affect the
Executive Summary, Table 2.1.

3. In Section 4.5 (commencing DSEIR, p. 4.5-1), Air Quality, please refer to our
General Comments in A., above, and our comments in B.4, above. We believe it would be
helpful to generally clarify, and summarize and compare the "baseline physical conditions" and
the analysis and mitigation measures in the FORA FEIR and other environmental
documentation, in order to provide context for the analysis, proposed mitigations and

conclusions in Section 4.5.

4, In Mitigation Measure 4.7-B-1 (DSEIR, pp. 4.7-24, 4.7-25), please delete the 9th
bullet paragraph in order to preclude inconsistent application of the requirements of the Specific
Plan conditions of approval and other DSEIR mitigation measures pertaining to tree removal,
retention and protection. Please make the same deletion in Table 2.1, Mitigation Measure 4.7-
B-1, 9th bullet paragraph (DSEIR, p. 2-24).

5. In Mitigation Measure 4.8.1-G (DSEIR, p. 4.8-24), please delete the words "and

implemented” in the second line, as implementation will not be feasible or appropriate during
construction. Please make the same deletion in Table 2.1, Mitigation Measure 4.8.1-G (DSEIR
p. 2-31).

6. With respect to archeological matters, we question the feasibility and relevancy
of Mitigation Measures 4.8.2-B and 4.8.2-C (DSEIR, 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 site), and the remaining Mitigation Measures in Section 4.8.2 to govern excavation:
Mitigation Measures 4.8.2-B and 4.8.2-C would make project activities subject to actions and
agreements of third parties which are not controlled by the County or the applicant and the
failure to satisfy those requirements could delay or prevent the Project from moving forward.
We request that these Mitigation Measures be deleted. The same deletions would occur in
Table 2.1, Mitigation Measures 4.8.2-B and 4.8.2-C (DSEIR, pp. 2-32, 2-33).
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Thank you for your considering our comments.

East Garrison Partners |, LLC

By
lan C. Gillis

ATTACHMENT: Letter from Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.



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 EGP
thresholds are not being applied in this fashion. For example, the intersection of Davis Road and Blanco ATT-1
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 EGP
speed and ability to pass become irrelevant to traffic operations. The key measure becomes roadway ATT-2
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 EGP
segments, not seven segments as identified in the DEIR: Blanco Road from Reservation Road to the ATT-3
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 EGP
approved and funded for the following roadway segments are included in the FORA CIP,” but there is no ATT-4
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.

40 South Market Street, Suite 600  San Jose, California 95113
phone 408.971.6100 fax 408.971.6102 www.hextrans.com
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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 8 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 (MCWND) 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:

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

o Creating a mixed-use village.

e Implementing the HMP, as amended.

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

o Providing park space in accordance with the Quimby Act.

o Providing trail heads connecting the East Garrison to the regional trail system.
o Providing a Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems Plan.

e Assuring a broad multimodal transit network is accommodated.

o 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. Fhe-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-upen covenants provide dietates 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 AH construction, alteration, demolition or other

modification be approved by the SHPO. in-the Histeric District-will-comply-with-the Guidelines for
ohabilatin Burld: - 0
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-demelition;-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. Ata 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.
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4.8.2-DB

4.8.2-EC

4.8.2-FD

48.2-GE

4.8.2-H-F

48.2-+G

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

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

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

e 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

o |f 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.
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- 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.

o 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.

e The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or

o 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 11/1/04 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:

o Existing Fair Share = (Project traffic)/(Existing + Project traffic);
e Cumulative Fair Share = (Project Traffic)/(Cumulative Traffic), if there is an existing deficiency;

e 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.
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Comments on East Garrison Specific Plan Draft Subsequent EIR
State Clearing House No. 2003081086 PLN030204
Dated Sept 2004

October 29,
Monterey County

Planning and Building Inspection Department
Mike Novo, AICP

2620 First Ave.

Marina, CA 93933

Dear Mr. Novo,

The East Garrison Specific Plan includes many innovative ideas. For instancs:,
the project includes preservation and restoration of many historic buildings, the additi ions
of a town center with a library, a fire station, open space that provides spectacular vie ws
of the Salinas Valley, and other amenities. In addition the mixed-use and varied sizess of
homes in the design of the project is laudable. Overall the project is visionary and
represents the future of development in California. With these positive aspects said, fthere
are several areas of the project that need attention prior to approval. I have put the m: ost
significant impacts in bold below and also commented on other impacts.

Biological Impacts

I am a biologist at CSUMB who lives in the nearby CSUMB housing. I am
familiar with the property do to its nearby location. I am also the local expert on verrial
pools on Fort Ord and thus have provided information based on my many years of stvidies
near the property.

Impact 4.7-B. Although there is much discussion on how to protect trees near
existing buildings, there is no mention that the intention of the project is to preserve ¢l or
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 byy
Monterey County law. Indeed the arborist for the project describes more than 177 tre tes
greater than 24” on the site. Given there is a county ordinance against cutting such
heritage trees additional plans need to be included to protect heritage trees throughou t the
project site.

Besides the inherent value of such magnificent trees, the added property value for
houses that would have such trees already on the property is significant. This 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 foor
planted to trees to reach the same size and majesty and those on the project site.

One particularly magnificent heritage tree is either on the property or
immediately west of the property where Monterey Co. intends to build the new
Intergarrison/Reservation connector (NW corner of project). This particular tree is a
magnificent tree with a circumference near the base of 168” and is actually much wid ler at
breast height (the traditional measurement height) because of 2 massive branches arisiing
at that site. The GPS coordinates of this tree are N 36° 39.407 and W 121° 44.618 baised
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on WGS84 map datum system. I’ve included a figure from the DSEIR that indicates
which tree it is on an aerial photo. Due to the majesty of this likely 1000 year old tree, it
is important that the county design its road to not disturb it. (During the process of
getting the GPS coordinates I found out that my neighbor also cherishes exactly the same
tree, so I am not alone in finding it to be spectacular.)

Impact 4.7-D. Breeding populations of CTS occur ~500-1000 m to the southwest

of the project site. They are in 2 vernal pools that are southwest of catfish pond on BLM
property immediately north of the southern BLM property line. Studies of CTS
movements at the vernal pool on Machine Gun Flat on Fort Ord BLM land by students
and faculty at UC Davis have found Fort Ord populations of CTS moving at least 700 m
away from breeding habitat. Studies of CTS in Carmel Valley have found they move
even farther. I provide this information to further help delineate the habitat of CTS with
respect to the project.

Impact 4.9-2. Given the significant biological resources of the former Fort Ord
and in particular the adjacent county and BLM lands, it will be important that the project
site does not become a significant site for introduction of exotic species (in particular
plants). Landscaping should use natives as much as is possible and a specific
requirement that no invasive species be used in plantings. The project will lead to the
removal of significant exotics that have become established among the old buildings that
have languished at East Garrison. This exotic removal will be a significant benefit of the
project. (Examples of invasive exotics currently in the parking areas in the developed
areas of the projects include fennel, jubata or pampas grass, ice plant, poison hemlock
and others.). I appreciate that the plan mentions planting natives and drought-tolerant
plants. However a picture supplied as a landscaping plant looks like ice plant, which is
an invasive. All individuals who will be involved in landscaping need to be educated on

what plants are locally native. The California Native Plant Society would be happy to

help.

Impact 4.7-A. 1 applaud that the plan does not include development in the
sensitive maritime chaparral areas in the southern part of the land swap property. .';W\J

A pevhet suk Wisdlanol on Facker

Traffic Impacts

Impact 4.4-2. There is no mention of impacts on Intergarrison Rd (Blvd.). There
is likely to be huge increase in the number of vehicle trips on Intergarrison next to
CSUMB campus housing. At the 8 am peak traffic time this road is already congested.
In addition this project will put additional traffic pressure on the CSUMB campus as
many if not most drivers will go to Monterey via Intergarrison and the CSUMB campus.
The current models only discuss traffic on Intergarrison from Abrams to the west,
however traffic begins at Schoonover Drive.

Impact 4.5-C. To reduce vehicle traffic a bike lane should be extended west o
Intergarrison to connect with the existing CSUMB bike path that begins at Schoonove
Dr. This will allow a greater variety of travel options from the project site and would

SW-2

SW-3

SW-4

SW-5

SW-6



show the commit of the developer and the county to reducing vehicular traffic. This
should be an important project added on county land to increase the number of bike
commuters. (Such a bike path would connect with CSUMB bike paths both to camp
and ultimately to the SR 1 bike path and also down Abrams to Imjin Road, ultimately
connecting to the Reservation Rd. to Marina bike path.)

Population, Affordable Housing, Jobs-Housing Balance
Impact 4.10-A. Although I support redevelopment of the developed portion o f
East Garrison at some time in the future, I don’t support developing it as one of the e: arly
projects on Fort Ord. My reasoning is that it represents leapfrog development rather 1 than
growing Fort Ord development from the more urban areas first. For instance, Seasid¢®
Highlands and University Villages are both more immediately adjacent to current urban
areas or SR 1. The locations of these developments makes more sense in terms of
expanding away from existing urban areas. Leap frog development of a new urban airea
on the east side of Fort Ord such as the current timing of the East Garrison developmient
leads to greater impacts on traffic and wildlife than would occur if the development a t the
proposed EGSP site were postponed for another 5-10 years.

Impact 4.10-D. The current plan does not ensure there will be any workforce
housing. Given the regional critical shortage of affordable and workforce housing, this is
a significant impact that is relatively easy to mitigate for. Although many homes are
supposed to be “affordable by design” (which I applaud in principal), local real estate
market forces are likely to make even the smallest houses have starting prices in the $p400
to $500,000 range. This is not adequate for supplying workforce housing. Most
importantly, this land was given as a public benefit by the federal government. East
Garrison Partners have a responsibility to give back to the community through workf orce
housing. Representative Sam Farr proposed that all new projects on Fort Ord include
40% affordable and workforce housing. This project should comply with his request as
Representative Farr 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. The two local employers
provided are CSUMB and UCMBEST. The vast majority of those employees fall int o
the category of “workforce housing”. Without an inclusionary housing element that
provides for sustained workforce housing, none of the units in EGSP will be affordab le to
employees at CSUMB and UCMBEST. In the scenario outlined in the DSEIR this w ould
lead to a significant impact to the local jobs housing balance. However with the inclt 1sion
of workforce housing the plan could be a significant benefit to local employees and

substantially improve the jobs-housing balance.

Impact 4.11.3-A. The need for additional educational services as a result of tl 2e
project is a significant impact and needs to be mitigated. I understand that at K-8 sch 0ol
is in the plans for the southern part of the property. It is important to include the time
frame for such a development in the DSEIR even if it is not part of the current
environmental impacts.
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Water

Impact 4.11.6-A. In order to meet the development needs of all of Fort Ord, each
project needs to fit within its water allotment through the county and FORA. With
sufficient conservation measures put in place including recycling on-site water, using
non-potable water for irrigating, state of the art fixtures and water saving means, EGS }P
could fit within its official allotment. In addition, Marina Heights has asked for
additional water beyond what it was allocated. If every project on Fort Ord gets
additional water beyond its allocation and now EGSP is proposing the same. If each
project gets extra water, the planned build out of Fort Ord will not be able to occur. . All
projects must share this precious resource.

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

Thank you for addressing my concerns.

Smcerely,

2 el

Suzanne . Worcester, Ph.D.
1604 Hodges Ct
Marina, CA 93933
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Response to Comments
East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments

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 7" 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 7"
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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Response to Comments
East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Response to Comments

between 7" 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 11" 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.
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David Smith

3230 Gettysburg Court
Marina, CA 93933
November 1, 2004
Monterey County
Planning and Building Inspection Department
Mike Novo, AICP
2620 First Avenue

Marina, CA 93933

Re: Comments Regarding the East Garrison Specific Plan and Subsequent DE
[Submitted via email and hand delivered]

Dear Mike Novo:

I have the following comments on the East Garrison Specific Plan and Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report.

I have outlined in various subsections my specific comments to the impacts of East Garrson at
Fort Ord. However, in general the DSEIR for the East Garrison Specific Plan is flawed iecause:

1) | Consideration of East Garrison is premature because Monterey County’s General Plan is
'outdated and therefore inadequate. The County should not consider East Garrisor i prior
‘ to the adoption of an updated County General Plan. East Garrison, which is not o nly
‘inconsistent with the current General Plan, but also might very well be inconsister nt with
an updated General Plan. The most prudent and fair decision for the public is for
Monterey County to wait for an adopted updated General Plan prior to considerin g East
Garrison.

2) Impacts and Mitigation Measures for biological resources, population housing an d
employment, traffic and public services are inadequate and do not actually mitigai te
adverse impacts while taking for granted many of the potential outcomes associat ed with
the impacts. In other words, the mitigation measures assume the outcome rather t han
provide evidence for the possible results of the mitigation. Simply saying that the
mitigations will reduce significant environmental impacts to less than significant «does not
actually make it so.

The Final Environmental Impact Report should address both the general and specific conments

made in this letter and should be re-circulated to the public in order to ensure that mitigaion
measures adequately address the significant impacts East Garrison will have on Fort Orcand
surrounding communities. This is only fair for current and future residents of MontereyCounty
who will have to live with and bear the burden of the environmental ax'ld social impacts € East
Garrison.
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General Plan Inadequacy

Currently, land use decisions in Monterey County are measured against an outdated and
inadequate General Plan. Therefore, consideration of East Garrison is premature and shuld be
delayed until an adequate General Plan is adopted by Monterey County. It is not reasonble or
fair to the public to adopt a project that should be tested against an updated General Plarinstead
of being pushed under the aegis of an outdated General Plan.

Even if it were appropriate for the county to consider East Garrison, itis inconsistent win
Monterey County’s 1982 General Plan. The following two policies are just examples ofiow
East Garrison is inconsistent with the current General Plan. These pohc1es below are just
samples of policies contained in the current but outdated General Plan'that illustrate East
Garrison’s inconsistency with the current General Plan. ‘

Policy 7.1.1 Development shall be carefully planned in, or adjacent to, areas contammg' limited
or threatened plant communities, and shall provide for the conservaﬂdn and maintenance ¢ of the
plant communities. The East Garrison Specific Plan is NOT located in an area “containin \g
limited [emphasis added] or threatened plant communities”. Furthermore, to remove 1.5 acres of
spineflower and 5100 acres of oak trees is hardly a way provide for thé “conservation and
maintenance of plant communities”.

9.1.1 Development shall be carefully planned in areas known to have particular value fo
wildlife and, where allowed, shall be located so that the reasonable value of the habitat or
wildlife is maintained. East Garrison is also inconsistent with this policy, as the massiveamount
of habitat that is lost does not illustrate a “carefully planned” development that maintain: habitat
for wildlife. In fact, East Garrison is the complete antipode to this policy.

My point: even if the county were to consider East Garrison prior to the adoption of an pdated
General Plan, East Garrison would prove inconsistent with the current General Plan by vhich
Monterey County currently directs growth.

Population, Housing, and Employment !

Comment to Impact 4.10-C and Subsequent Mitigation Measure:

The analysis of this impact and its following mitigation is flawed because it assumes thasimply
providing housing that EGSP will contribute to the county’s and surrounding cities’ _]obshousmg
balance. With the exception of Monterey County’s inclusionary housing ordinance, ther is
nothing that assures that homes built at East Garrison will be affordable or those who liv and
work in Monterey County and surrounding communities. In fact, given the strength of Nonterey
County’s housing market to set housing prices extremely high, most of the homes, argualy 80
percent of the homes, built at East Garrison will be unaffordable to below average and aerage
income residents of Monterey County. ,
Most residents, then, will not be able to afford housing at East Gamsdn According to arecent
study completed by Applied Development Economics for Monterey C.ounty s General Pan
Update, 85 percent of the residents of Monterey County cannot afford'homes priced at $76,000
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or more'. There are few ways to assure that homes built at a new development will mec the
needs of the community in terms of housing prices. Simply building homes is not a vialle
solution. Absent any additional policy or regulation like Monterey County’s Inclusionay
Housing Ordinance, 80 percent of the homes built at East Garrison will be set by the maket,
which currently sets housing prices extremely high. If 85 percent of Monterey County’s
residents cannot afford housing priced $376,000 and above, market rate homes at East Grrison
will not meet the housing needs of the surrounding community unless the developer wer
required to build a more substantial amount of affordable housing. A fecent study
commissioned by FORA and completed by Bay Area Economics said that building 40 pecent of
the new homes as affordable is profitable and therefore achievable for'developers”. Agan, |
would like to stress that without a more ambitious policy, homes builtsat East Garrison wll not
provide any such jobs-housing balance because the vast majority of thbse homes will nobe
affordable to residents who live and work in the incorporated and unincorporated areas ¢
Monterey County.

L]

y -
Another flaw with the analysis of this impact is the claim that workers' in the some 380 jbs that

will be created at East Garrison will actually live on-site and therefore will help establista jobs
housing balance. There is no mention of what the income categories for these jobs migh be so
there is not a sufficient guarantee that people employed in the East Gagrison Specific Pla Area
will actually be able to afford to live where they work. This is especially true if most ofhe jobs
that are created are retail jobs. Furthermore, even if East Garrison project provided homs for
workers in those 380 jobs, then there would still be a significant job-housing imbalance lecause
most of the homes will be unaffordable to residents who live and work in Monterey Couty (see
explanation in the paragraph above) ,

Yet another flaw is the claim that East Garrison will help provide a joés housing balancefor
surrounding communities. More likely than not, homes built at East Garrison will not seve the
need of folks working in the surrounding community or those who work at East Garrisor In the
next draft of the EIR, include an analysis that provides evidence that assures that the East
Garrison Specific Plan will actually establish a jobs-housing balance in the surrounding
communities. I personally believe that the conclusion that there is a léss than significantmpact
of East Garrison on the regions jobs housing balance is incredibly disingenuous. With sch a
massive project, the public should receive some benefit from its completion. Unless the JEIR
provides evidence that East Garrison will meet such a goal, the project is guilty until proen
innocent. The public deserves more than broad, unconvincing claims about East Garrisa’s
contribution to the area’s jobs-housing balance, especially in the presence of an urgent husing
Crisis.

'
For the same reasons mentioned above, I am not convinced that the East Garrison Specii Plan
will provide affordable housing through its “affordable by design™ strategy. Market fores set

the price of the home, not the cost of constructing the home. There needs to be a more
4

’

! Applied Development Economics. Monterey County General Plan Update: Economic Impact Analysis February
2004: Available via internet: www.co.monterery.ca.us '

? Bay Area Economics. Economic Analysis of Below Market Rate Housing . Prepared for the Fort Ord Ruse
Authority '

DS-5

DS-6



substantial guarantee than the “word” of the developer that a significant amount of homes built at
East Garrison will be affordable to average and below average income households.

Biological Resources

Comments to Impact 4.7-B and Subsequent Mitigations Measures:

The 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 East
Garrison. First, to say that removal of 5100 oak trees at the project site is a mitigation because
it’s a trade off for the removal of oak tress at the former East Garrison Project site at Parker Flats
is wrong. Simply reducmg the amount of trees to be removed is not an adequate mitigation
measure, especially since 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 théis decides on what is an
appropnate trade off, not the developer or EIR consultant. Mltlgatlon smeasure should nat force
unwarranted trade offs on to the public, especially since so much is at stake with respect to Fort
Ord’s unique environment. '

]
In addition to the unwarranted trade-offs forced upon the public, it is s‘imply not possible to
reduce this impact of the substantial loss of habitat to less than significant because the East
Garrison removes less trees (but still a massive proportion of oak trees:) than it would have
otherwise under a different project site. The impact after mitigation should be significant and
unavoidable. The whole point of CEQA and EIR process is to allow decision-makers and the
public to make informed choices about a proposed project. Informed dec1smn-makmg 1S not
possible when a DEIR is significantly flawed because it mlsrepresents the impact that the project
will have on the environment. The EIR should face the fact that unique and valuable habitat,
particularly oak woodland, will be removed and that such removal is d significant and
unavoidable impact if the project is ultimately approved. g .

The DEIR also mentions the environmental tradeoff between the Parker Flats and current
location with respect to special status species as a possible mitigation.! East Garrison, as
proposed, will have significant 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. East Garrison, as proposed, will have 51gmﬁcant and unavoidable
negative environmental impacts irrespective of project location. Offeting this “tradeoff” of
parker flats habitat to the projects current location as a mitigation measure throughout the DEIR
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 what would have occurred if
East Garrison were proposed at Parker Flats. Comments to this draft EIR are not directed at the
Parker Flats project site, they are directed at the current site and the injpacts are still significant.
For 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 still significantly impacts the
environment regardless. '

County Regulations require tree replacement at a 1:1 ratio, but the Draft EIR fails to
acknowledge the historical/biological impact of removing trees that hgvc grown at Fort Ord for

4
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hundreds of years. These trees should be protected. Replacement through the planting of new
trees, particularly only a few in comparison to what is being removed, does not make up for
mmpact of lost old growth oak trees that have stood for hundreds of years. The DEIR must
address the removal of old growth oaks at the project location.

In addition to the above flawed proposed mitigation measures, simply using protective fincing to
protect oaks does not offer a proper alleviation for the loss of valuable oak woodland habitat In
fact, the DEIR does not propose any criteria for which “experts” should use to fence offspecies
to be protected. The DEIR just says that the guidance of a biologist or landscape expertwill be
used to evaluate the protection of certain trees within the project sight. If the DEIR wer to
properly mitigate the negative impact of massive tree removal, the report would offer gudance
in terms of standards or goals by which habitat experts would follow ih order to protect pecies
of high habitat value. This mitigation measure, like many proposed in this section of the EIR,
does little, if anything, to reduce the significant impact that the removal of 5100 oak tree will
have on the unique environment of Fort Ord because it does nothing substantial to alleviite the
negative environmental impacts associated with the massive developrr‘lent of East Garris)n.

With respect to species management, in general, the biological resources section of the IEIR is
inadequate in reducing the negative impact on special status species, species of special oncern,
and state or federally protected species. The DEIR takes a myopic view at how to mitiga
impacts on local wildlife by offering mitigation measures such as: a biologist will advice
construction staff on how to best avoid negative impacts on protected bat species. Suchi species
by species approach fails to recognize that in order for a species to be protected it must hve
habitat in which to inhabit. This concept does not require epistemological expertise in bilogy or
forestry, rather it’s a simple concept that habitat must exist for species to live. In other vords, it
is not possible to properly mitigate the negative impact of a massive project such as East
Garrison when so much habitat for protected species is removed. The DEIR should be eplicit
and genuine about the negative impacts East Garrison will have on the Fort Ord’s biologcal
resources especially with respect to the protection of threatened, protected or endangerecspecies.

Public Services and Utilities

Comment to Impact 4.11.3-A and Subsequent Mitigation:

t
As described in the DEIR, I believe that the impact of East Garrison on local schools is |
inadequately reported and does not take into account the impact of other development o1Fort
Ord including Marina Heights and University Villages. The DEIR should reevaluate theimpact
East Garrison will have on local public schools given the overall impact of East Garrison
coupled with other major Fort Ord projects.

First, 1t is entirely unlikely that 1,470 new homes will produce only 500 or so students fom the
project area. In fact, MPUSD’s figure of 0.34 students per household seems unreasonaby low.
That is because little growth has occurred in the Monterey Peninsula Unified School Disict
over the last several years. Massive developments like East Garrison Will likely attract rore
students per household that what is normally experienced in the Monterey Peninula Unifed
School District. Also, the population at East Garrison will probably b a lot younger tha that
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contained in the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District. It is more appropriate to u'e
statistics compiled for Monterey County’s General Plan Update regarding the amount ot students

per household. That table 1s below (I’ve included an extra column for projected East Ga rison
student per household)’*:

Table 1: Likely Number of New Students East Garrison Will Generate at Local Schools in Marina ;
Seaside

The chart above, according to county student generation rates, would more than double 11e
current figure estimated by the DEIR for student generation of East Garrison. The next d'aft of
the DEIR should reevaluate the impacts of student generation that East Garrison will hav: on
local schools, especially given the fact that East Garrison does not include plans to build any sort
of school.

Besides the fact that the DEIR does not properly address student generatlon impacts of Eist
Garrison, Marina and Seaside high schools will struggle to pay for the'additional costs o 1029
new students in the area, especially since neither Marina nor Seaside will receive any of he
property tax revenue from residential development at East Garrison. Marina and Seaside will
bear the burden of the students generated from growth in the unincorporated county. Thi burden
will be tremendous: Currently the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District spends a out
$6,959 per student, where about $2,741 (approximately 40 percent of the total revenue n:eded to
spend per student) of that per student expenditure is generated by local property tax reveue”.
East Garrison, by not providing property taxes to local governments like Marina and Seziide,
will result in a $2,820,489 ($2741 multiplied by 1029 new students) ahnual deficit to locu
schools, while adding a significant number of students to schools already on the brink o1
becoming overcrowded.

Besides the costs per student that East Garrison will cost the public in the former Fort O area,
the Specific Plan or the DEIR does not offer a solution to help pay for new schools. Accrding
the Monterey County General Plan Update Fact Sheet on school costs, it would cost $35 00,000
for a high school $8,690,000 for an elementary school and $17,000,000 (a total of
$60,690,000)°. There currently is not a provision that states how the county would pay r such
a cost. much less on-going expenditures to serve the community. In addition, developmint fees,
which do not completely cover the cost of facilities (if developer fees did cover the comylete cost
of building infrastructure building would be prohibitive for developerg because the cost 'rould be
too high), are allocated for paying for new roads, new sewage systems, a possible water
augmentation system to provide potable water to residents, expansion of police and fire :2rvices
and parks and open space. With all these needed expenditures, it would cost a significan about

* Monterey Count General Plan Update, County Facts. Available via internet:
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/gpu/countyfacts/schools. html
* Financial Statement for Monterey Peninsula Unified School District. 2002-2003 School Year. Availabl via

internet: http://www.ed-data k12.ca.us/welcome. asp .
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of money to pay for such facilities. In short , East Garrison is too much too soon. The project
must be delayed until adequate facilities and services are available for residents who live at East
Garrison.

: DS-8
Again: It’s more appropriate for the county to forgo consideration of East Garrison to a ater
date when infrastructure is in place prior to development. Otherwise, tax payers in Montre
County will be seeing more tax measures like the city of Salinas’ current tax increase mesures

A,.B.and C.

Conclusion

In summary, before Monterey County considers East Garrison, there ought to be an updted
General Plan by which make sure that East Garrison meets public goals and policies as sated
and mandated by the General Plan. It is not appropriate to consider East Garrison at thistime DS-9
espectally under a General Plan that is significantly outdated. Also, East Garrison needsto be
scaled back and delayed until services can adequately be provided and so that devastatio of
unique wildlife habitat can be avoided.

East Garrison, though being a model of New Urban Design, is simply too much, too soot for
Monterey County residents. Such a project with so much potential must be urban in natre and
must not contribute to unbridled growth, which undermines our economy and devastatesour
environment. In the future East Garrison must avoid the tremendous impact it will haveon DS-10
wildlife and wildlife habitat on Fort Ord. Fort Ord is a jewel and a gift to Monterey Couty
citizens. Projects like East Garrison, in its current form will devastate the beautiful FortOrd
environment which all Monterey County citizens are privileged to enjoy.

1 4

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration.

Sincerely, _,.-

“" David Smith

Resident of Fort Ord

Bce: Interested Persons
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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 |1’ 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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REC'D DEC 03 2004
Mike Novo
Monterey County Planning Department, Lead Agency
2620 First Avenue
Marina, CA 93933
Phone: §31-883-7518
Fax: 831-384-3261

“November 29, 2004

For the Administrative Record:

Response to East Garrison Specific Plan — Draft Subsequent EiR, Transportatlon and
Circulation

Location: Former Fort Ord in unincorporated Monterey County, Cahforma

Dear Mr. Novo,

1 bave had the opportunity to review the referenced document (dovd'nloaded off Monterey
County’s internet site), specifically pages 4.4-1 to 4.4-31, inclusive; I am writing to
comment on the information contained in this and its flawed analysis.

To begin, the document author correctly states that the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s Final
Environmentsal Impact Report was done on a program level. The ddcument then goes on
to ostensibly address specifics regarding the traffic impacts of this East Garrison
proposed project. T believe the author fails in this report because he misses the forest for
the trees. '

The document fails to recognize, or perhaps the author did not know, that the
Programmed FEIR for the FOR A Reuse Plan estimated that about;$857,000,000
($857 Million dollars) would be needed for both on-site and off-sm: roads and
improvements to roads to handle the traffic generated by the FOR A plan. In 1994
dollars, this $857 million dollar amount can roughly be broken down to include:

$74 Million of on-site improvements

$19 Million of intermodal

$59 Million offsite arterial

$705 Million regional highway projects. Of this $705 Miltion, $117 Million would be -
coming from Fort Ord Developers, dedicated.

So, the first issue ['d like to raise is “Where is the money?” Specifically, how much
for each of the above from East Garrison and how soon? Also, calculations should be
done for the axnoumts in 2005 dollars, or whenever the estimated dattc of actual
construction is, Might I suggest the author call the Transportation Agency for Montexey
County, the Monterey County Public Works Department and the California State
Department of Transportation, District 5, and ask how much money is currently
available?

These dollar figures should then be published in a new report.

MW-1



Page 2

Might 1 also suggest the author ask these three respective agencies their opinion, or best
guess, as to the likelihood of the populace of Monterey County’s willingness to tolerate
increased taxes to help pay for some, or any, of this $857 Million T¥ollars,

Secondly, the Fort Ord Reuse Plan’s traffic scenario hinged on the construction of what

is called the South-West Alternative. This was to be a brand new throughway from
roughly Toro Park in the East to Canyon Del Rey in the West. Please note that official
Plan Lines have been drawn on maps of former Fort Ord for this.

This South-West Alternative was to be a MAJOR MITIGATION for the traffic that
would be generated by the build out of the FOR A Plan, of which East Garrison is a
large component. CalTrans, District 5, has been involved in the negotiations for these
Plan Lines. In the report prepared by Michael Brandman Associate’s for transportation
and circulation of the East Garrison Project. .. .this major mitigation: is simply ERASED!
It is not even mentioned! For that matter, traffic conditions on State Highway 68,
currently at Level of Service (LOS) F are ignored in this transportation and circulation
analysis. As the Plan Line area is cutrently part of the clean-up of unexploded ordnance
at former Fort Ord. It is unknown, as of this date, as to whether this mitigation willbe a
viable one. The author of this report and the lead agency for the project should contact
the California Department of Toxic Substance Control for further information. However,
the point is, mitigations cannot sitaply be erased. Other mitigations need to be created,
with cost analysis to replace this, if need be. *

The third issue I would like to raise is the question, “Where is the tisting of the
cumulative impacts?” In addition to this East Garrison Project, the County of Monterey is
also working on a big project north of Salinas called Rancho San Jitan, a big project in
Pebble Beach, as well as a number of smaller projects, some relatively nearby in San
Benancio. The City of Marina is also processing a large housing development. Also, the
small City of Del Rey Oaks bas plans for a hotel with more rooms than the local Embassy
Suites Hotel in Seaside, plus a golf course, plus retail, coromercial, and time-shares,
Cumulative traffic data really needs to be made available for consideration.

A fourth issue is the Traffic and Circulation author mixes up various current levels of
service, gets them wrong, or ignores them. The author’s charts miss State Highway 68 for
example. And, while the poor level of service is addressed at the intersection of General
Jim Moore Blvd. and Canyon Del Rey, the even worse level of service at nearby

Canyon Del Rey at State Highway 68 is completely ignored. Traffic turning left at
General Jim Moore Blvd. onto Canyon Del Rey currently approaches gridlock during
peak hours at Canyon Del Rey and Highway 68. (This is adjacent to the Stone Creek
Shopping Center). Reminder to the author, when a Level of Service bas deteriorated

to Level of Service F, even ONE MORE VEHICLE TRIP IS A SIGNIFICANT

. IMPACT.

MW-1

MW-2

MW-3

MW-4



Pl

Page 3

The report’s language needs correction in that the State Department of Transportation
does NOT have a threshold Level of Service “D” for their highways in Monterey County.
The acceptable Level of Service is the range of Level of Service “C™.

The reporting of the Environmental Setting, Existing Roadway System, needs more
description than the cutrent one or two sentences per area.

It is difficult to imagine any author concluding, “Currently, all the study intersections

operate at acceptable LOS during both the AM and PM peak hours with the exception of
the following five study intersections:”....
The author really is missing the forest for the trees.

Exhibit 4.4-4, titted “Roadway Scgments with Unacceptable Leveiis of Service-Existing
Conditions” is both incomplete and wrong.

There are many other errors in this report. However, to make this lutter brief, [ would like

to conclude with one final observation that | see full of potential picblems. That occurs
on page 4.4-28, where it is stated that, “The project sponsor (in cogsultation with the
MCPWD) is expected to make payments over the course of the construction of different
phases of the project...” In essence, this invites piecemeal paymexts coming in that
historically, in Monterey County, have never been enough to take care of the proposed
mitigations in a timely fashion. The developer is going to be asked to pay for
improvements to Reservation Road/Davis Road as part of his Phase [ construction,
then get an unknown chunk of his money back as future developments make their fair
share payments. This scenario recalls the failure of the development of Las Palmas on
River Road in regard to the plarmed and resulting traffic mitigations, and the funding
rearrangement.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments regarding the East Garrison Specific
Plan ~ Draft Subsequent EIR.

Sincerely,
Mike Weaver -
52 Corral de Tierra Rd

‘Salinas, CA 93908

Phone: 831-484-2243
Email: michaclrweaver@att.net
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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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o 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.

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

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

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

e 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 strikeeuttext. 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:

o 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

PAGE 2-2

Bullet point 10 is revised as follows:

o 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:

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

o Creating a mixed-use village.

o [Implementing the HMP, as amended.

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

e Providing park space in accordance with the Quimby Act.

o Providing trail heads connecting the East Garrison to the regional trail system.
o Providing a Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems Plan.

e Assuring a broad multimodal transit network is accommodated.

o Providing housing near jobs.

TABLE 3-1

Table 3-1 is revised as follows:

Table 3-1: Proposed Housing Types

Dwelling Size (SF) Ag)e%%ﬂgg;e Numbeonnl;tIZweIIing 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
Ihe Option Agreement allows for a maximum of 1470 units.

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:

itional-4-million-gallonreservo

Coast-Water District (MCWD)-adjacent to-the-existing-off-sitereserveir—According to MCWD'’s recently
adopted Water Supply Master Plan, Capital Improvement Program (June 2004), this a 4-million gallon
(mq) 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 mqg 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-targe an
approximate 2,000 linear foot water transmission line_from the new Zone “B”” storage tanks(s) to
Inter- Garrlson Road where it WI|| connect into an existing pipeline. asqearteefeapryepeadway

- This
plpellne would serve planned development |dent|f|ed 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. Fhe-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-upen covenants provide dietates 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 AH construction, alteration, demolition or other

modification be approved by the SHPO. in-the Historic-District-witl-comply-with-the Guidelinesfor
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:

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

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

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

e 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 PMyq 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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e 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. PM;, and SOx can be either primary or secondary. Ozone is a classic secondary
pollutant (formed by ROG, NO, and sunlight). The impacts of secondary pollutants cannot
be evaluated on a project-specific basis. Emission levels of the ozone precursors ROG and
NO, 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 (Ib/day):

Significant
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) .137 1b
Nitrogen Oxides (NOy) ....covvveeneee. 137 1b
Requiring Additional Analysis (Direct Emissions)
Particulate Matter (PMg) ............ 82 Ib
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)......c.cooevvv.e.. 150 Ib
Carbon Monoxide (CO).............. 550 Ib

Consistency (or lack thereof) with the growth projections in the AOMP is generally considered a
cumulative regional ozone impact issue. The project is consistent with their growth projections.
The 137 Ib/day of ROG or NO, are considered an individual or project-level impact. The proposed
project will cause ROG emissions to exceed the 137 Ib/day threshold at anticipated build-out. PMiq
emissions from on-road travel would also exceed the 82 Ib/day level, but PM;, impacts are only
considered significant for direct sources such as quarries, or for off-road (dirt) travel. PMy,
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:

; , MBUAPCD requires that
the memhly daily maximum gradlng 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

Michael Brandman Associates 170
H:\Client (PN-JN)\2137\21370006\RTC Final\21370006_RTC Final.doc



Response to Comments
East Garrison Specific Plan - Draft Subsequent EIR Errata and Refinements to the Draft Subsequent EIR

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 PM, emissions be considered a temporary significant
impact. However, because it is infeasible to establish the magnitude or the location of the variable
PM;o_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 guality 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-erindirecthy-from-the-powerplant 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 PMio SOx
Mobile 1886 1911 19767 1483 16
233.2 256.9 2548.8 205.8 2.1
Area Sources 54 187 258 61 65
14.6 15.6 18.7 — 03
TOTAL 2640 209.8 20025 1484 23
307.8 272.5 2567.5 205.8 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
NOXx reductions from the project that could have ROG and NO, levels exceeding the MBUAPCD
thresholds.

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

Emissions (pounds per day)
Source

ROG NOy CO PM3o SOx
Mobile 940 109.0 10207 1481 11
60.6 65.8 733.5 204. 1.3
Area Sources 54 187 258 01 06
74.6 15.6 18.7 0.1 0.3
TOTAL 1894 277 10465 1482 17
135. 814 752.2 204.1 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
Understandlng on behalf of the County Wlth FORA BLM, MPC and the Army AH

eumnﬁyundeppevm\m%}a{u;eﬂbﬁheﬂ&m% The Armv S|qned 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-treeretention-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

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 3739 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
|ssued the Armv a Bloloqmal Oplnlon for the CTS in March 2005. #Gq'é—wﬁted—as—th;ea{ened—the

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:
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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-54 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 histerie cultural resources.

EXHIBIT 4.8-4

Exhibit 4.8-4 has been revised.
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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

Priorto-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

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. Ata 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-A

4.8.2-DB

4.8.2-EC

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.

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-FD

48.2-G E

4.8.2-H-F

48.2-4 G

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.

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

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 94928-36009.

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

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

o 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

o |f 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.

e The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or

o 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 Fhese 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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