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September 17, 2013

Via Hand Delivery
Fernando Armenta, Chair

and Members of the Board of Supervisors
County of Monterey

168 West Alisal Street, 1st Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Agenda item 7.1 (added via addendum after 4:15 PM on Friday)
County plans’ inconsistency with Fort Ord Reuse Plan

Dear Chair Armenta and Members of the Board of Supervisors:

This Office represents Keep Fort Ord Wild and The Open Monterey Project. We
submit these comments on the matter of the 2010 Monterey County General Plan
consistency with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.! KFOW and TOMP also join in the
comments of LandWatch and the Sierra Club.

The County 2010 General Plan is inconsistent with the Reuse Plan in significant
material ways. Some of the problems are explained below.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA

It appears that the County has positioned itself as the lead agency under CEQA
for this project. Is it the County position that the County is the lead agency?

Inconsistency #1:

Fort Ord Does Not Have a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply,
Contrary to County General Plan Policy PS-3.1

The County policy PS-3.1, as amended, states that there is a rebuttable
presumption that all development in Zone 2C has a long term sustainable water supply.
Fort Ord is in Zone 2C. Large parts of Fort Ord, including land designated for the
County, are not over a usable groundwater aquifer. Other parts of Fort Ord are over the
aquifers that are seawater intruded. Other parts of Fort Ord are over the contaminated
groundwater. The rebuttable presumption of a long term sustainable water supply is
inconsistent with reality. It also is inconsistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.

' The proper name is of the document is the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. The County
repeatedly and incorrectly refers to the document as the “Base Reuse Plan.”
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The presumption ignores the very serious water supply issues and limitations in
the Reuse Plan and in the County/Army/MCWRA agreement.

Lack of available water supply is a significant issue. The Reuse Plan and the
EIR calls water a “scarce resource” and is concerned with water's “scarce resource
availability” (p. 197). The Reuse Plan Table 3.11-2, “Allocation of Existing Potable
Water Supply by Jurisdiction,” states that Monterey County has a “total water allocation”
of 545 acre feet per year at the former Fort Ord. That very limited supply is inconsistent
with the General Plan’s presumption of a long term sustainable water supply. And as
we explain elsewhere, the 545 AFY figure is more water than actually exists or has
been documented.
3.11.5.4 (d) Water Supply Management and Augmentation

Programs. The management of existing

groundwater supplies, water conservation, and

providing alternative sources of water supply

are all necessary water management

measures required to implement the objectives

of the Reuse Plan. Development beyond the

limits defined in the DRMP will be allowed only

upon the augmentation of existing water
supplies.

1) Protection of Yield and Quality of Water
Supplies. Pumping from the on-site well-water
supply for FORA has been shown to [a]ffect
the extent of seawater intrusion into the
shallow aquifers.

(Republished Fort Ord Reuse Plan, p. 199, underlining added for emphasis.)
The Fort Ord Reuse Plan policies require:

3.11.5.4 Management of Water Supply

Water supply is a central resource constraint for
development of Fort Ord. Insuring that development does

not exceed the available water supply and safe vield is a

major component of the DRMP. The following measures
ensure that development is managed within this resource
constraint.

(Republished Fort Ord Reuse Plan, p. 196, underlining added for emphasis.)
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Land Use Jurisdiction Responsibility. Development projects
approved by each land use jurisdiction will require a finding

by that land use jurisdiction that the project can be served
with their jurisdictional water allocation or by water imported

to the former Fort Ord from another available water source.

FORA Responsibility. If projects approved by the land use
jurisdictions cannot be served by water supplied by the
FORA water purveyor from the jurisdiction’s allocation or by
water imported to the former Fort Ord from another available
water source, the FORA Board will be required to determine

that the project is Not Consistent with the Reuse Plan.
(Republished Fort Ord Reuse Plan, p. 197, underlining added for emphasis.)

. Managed Water Supply._Assure a sufficient water
supply for the major economic and
employment-generating uses, so as to accommodate
16,000 to 18,000 replacement jobs at the former Fort
Ord by the time the 6,600 acre feet/year of available
water is in use.

. Managed Residential Development. Monitor

residential development so that demand for water

does not outstrip the available supply for
employment-generating uses in the 2015 period.

(Republished Fort Ord Reuse Plan, p. 187, underlining added for emphasis.)

The Plan sets a standard as follows:

Water supply should be guaranteed and available before

any building permits are issued.

(Republished Fort Ord Reuse Plan, p. 192, underlining added for emphasis.)

FORA Master Resolution section 8.01.010, subdivision (h) states in pertinent

part as follows:

No development will be approved by FORA or any land use
agency or local agency . . . unless and until the water
supplies, wastewater disposal, road capacity, and the

infrastructure to supply these resources to serve such

development have been identified, evaluated, assessed, and
a plan for mitigation has been adopted as required by
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California Environmental Quality Act (*CEQA"), the Authority

Act, the Master Resolution, and all applicable environmental
laws.

In that same section, subdivision (j) states as follows:

The Authority will record a notice on all property in the Fort
Ord Territory advising all current and future owners of
property . . . that development of such property is limited by
the Reuse Plan, the policies and programs of the Authority,
including the Master Resolution, and/or the constraints on
development identified in the Reuse Plan, including lack of
available water supply . . .

The Reuse Plan alludes to an “existing potable water supply of 6,600 afy” (e.g.,
p. 197) which is reliance on paper water — the Army/MCWRA agreement from the
1990s. That agreement purported to transfer water rights, but the Army had no right to
transfer groundwater rights in that way, and MCWRA, which does not own land at Fort
Ord, had no right to hold any overlying groundwater rights at Fort Ord. The 6,600 AFY
has been improperly relied on by the agencies. No environmental review has ever
been done of the actual amount of water available to Fort Ord, and its sustainability, or
lack thereof.

Further, the EIR on the Fort Ord Reuse Plan specifically stated that the 6,600
acre feet could only be used if the pumping did not exacerbate seawater intrusion:

Through an agreement between the Army and MCWRA,
6,600 acre feet per year (afy) of water is available from the
Salinas Valley groundwater basin for former Fort Ord land
uses, provided that such provisions do not aggravate or
accelerate the existing seawater intrusion.

(EIR, p. 4-49.) Of course, since the EIR was certified, the pumping of the Salinas
Valley Groundwater Basin has aggravated and accelerated the existing seawater
intrusion, as County records demonstrate. For this reason, under the EIR, the 6,600 AF
pumping should not be allowed now, even if it were a valid pumping right, which it is
not.

The EIR expressed serious concerns with the water supply for Fort Ord, as
shown here:

By reason of an Army agreement with the Monterey County

Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), a potable water supply
of 6,600 afy is assumed to be assured from well water until a
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replacement is made available by the MCWRA (provided

that such withdrawals do not accelerate the overdraft and
seawater intrusion problems in the Salinas Valley
groundwater aquifer). The 6,600 afy of well water could
support the first phase of development of the proposed

project to the year 2015. . . .. However, given the existing

condition of the groundwater aquifer, there is public concern
over the ability of the water wells to “assure” even 6,600 afy.

(EIR, p. 4-53, underlining added.) As a result, the EIR merely “assumed” that
groundwater wells on the former Fort Ord would be able to supply 6,600 AFY. The EIR
did not investigate whether that assumption was true, or what the environmental
impacts would be.

The Reuse Plan required the County to do the following:

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy B-2: The City/County
shall condition approval of development plans on verification
of an assured long-term water supply for the projects.

(EIR, p. 4-55.) The County General Plan policy’'s rebuttable presumption (PS-3.1) is
inconsistent with the Reuse Plan's requirement of a “verification of an assured long-
term water supply.”

In the past, Fort Ord got its water supply from the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers,
but those groundwater aquifers became so contaminated with seawater and manmade
contaminants from the Army use, that those two aquifers’ supply had to be abandoned
due to permanently compromised water quality. Currently, Marina Coast Water District
provides water to Marina and more than 99% of Fort Ord from the Deep Aquifers.
Essentially all Fort Ord water is supplied by the Deep Aquifers.

All foreseeable development on Fort Ord will depend on additional withdrawals
from the Deep Aquifers. The Deep Aquifers are at approximately 900 feet and 1200
feet below ground. The only studies of the Deep Aquifers show as follows:

. in the deep aquifers, the volume of stored groundwater is "small."
. Deep Aquifers are ancient water, not sustainable water.
. Recharge to the deep aquifers comes from the overlying shallower

aquifers (180" and 400') which are contaminated by seawater intrusion.

. The safe yield of the Deep Aquifers is exceeded by current pumping.
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(See enclosed materials on the Deep Aquifers, environmental analysis of development
at Fort Ord, and FORA water allocation.)

The baseline groundwater pumping at the three MCWD wells is 2,400 AF [which
is a total of] 1,750 AFY from layer 3, and 650 AFY from layer 4. (WRIME, Marina Coast
Water District Deep Aquifer Study, 2003, p. 4-1.) All the figures indicate that
groundwater heads will continue to decline in almost all aquifer layers if groundwater
production from the deep aquifers is increased significantly from baseline levels [of
2400 AF). (WRIME, Marina Coast Water District Deep Aquifer Study, 2003, p. 4-7, p.
4-1 (baseline).) In 2011, Marina Coast pumped 4,046 AF from the Deep Aquifers.
(Marina Coast Water District, 2011 well production summary.) That is more than 1600
AF over the baseline amount of 2400 AF, which, if exceeded, will cause seawater
intrusion in almost all aquifer layers.

“Water levels in the Marina area deep aquifers have been substantially below
mean sea level since the initiation of extractions.” (WRIME, Marina Coast Water
District Deep Aquifer Study, 2003, p. 5-1.) Geologic, hydraulic, and geochemical data
all suggest the "deep aquifer" to be two distinct aquifers. (WRIME, Marina Coast Water
District Deep Aquifer Study, 2003, p. 5-1.) “[S]torage coefficients suggest that the
volume of groundwater in storage in the lower [Deep] aquifers is small.” (WRIME,
Marina Coast Water District Deep Aquifer Study, 2003, p. 5-1.) The Salinas Valley
Water Project EIR does not analyze the deep aquifer. The EIR merely makes brief
mentions in passing. (Salinas Valley Water Project EIR, 2001 and 2002.)

A safe yield (discussed in the Army's Final EIS, Volume [, page 4-57) is that
amount of water that can be pumped annually on a long-term basis without causing
undesirable effects, the greatest of which in the Fort Ord area are excessive drawdown
which precipitates seawater intrusion. A drawdown associated with well pumping
creates a downhill gradient vis-a-vis the seawater. The seawater will then flow (through
capillary action) inland and down gradient toward the wells. It is such a situation that
occurred over a period of years which precipitated the U.S. Army to relocate its
[shallow-aquifer] wells further inland in 1986. (Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR,
1997, Volume Il, p. 27-28.)

Limiting future development to a safe yield water supply without any regional
approach to ameliorate seawater intrusion would require a significant reduction in well
pumping along the entire Monterey County coastal area. This would result in massive
economic impacts to farmers and would be expected to significantly reduce Fort Ord
development opportunities and options. Of course, to not limit use of water to a safe
yield level will also result in a similar outcome. (Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program
EIR, Volume ll, p. 28.)

“The exact nature of the connection between the Deep Zone and the ocean is
unknown. Seawater intrusion has not been detected in Deep Zone wells, but there is
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no evidence indicating that the Deep Zone is not connected to the ocean. Lacking this
evidence, it must be assumed that the Deep Zone, like the 180-foot and 400-foot
aquifers above it, is connected to the ocean and vulnerable to seawater intrusion if
ground water levels fall below sea level. Similarly, the aquitards between the 400-foot
and the Deep Zone are subject to leakage of degraded water downward to the Deep
Zone as the water level is lowered.” (Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR, Volume
Il, p. 32-33.) “The hydrogeologic interpretation of the deep aquifers raises questions
regarding the nature and magnitude of recharge to these aquifers. . . . . [T]he low
estimates for storage coefficients for this aquifer system suggest that the volume of
groundwater that can be removed from storage is not large.” (WRIME, Marina Coast
Water District Deep Aquifer Study, 2003, p. 2-32.)

The County General Plan and the Fort Ord Master Plan are inconsistent with
these FORA policies described in this letter and other FORA policies because of the
County’s presumption of long term sustainable water supply in Zone 2C. The County
has failed to state how the presumption can be rebutted in Fort Ord. Monterey County
and MCWRA are attempting to use the rebuttable presumption under General Plan
policy PS-3.1 in place of proof of actual (wet) sustainable water supplies. The effort
fails, and the effort is inconsistent with CEQA, CEQA's policies and goals, and CEQA
case law. These are very serious inconsistencies. As a long line of CEQA cases hold,
water is too important to be given such cursory treatment.

inconsistency #2:
The Fort Ord Area Plan Does Not Comply with the Land Swap Agreement

The Land Swap Agreement is a contract between the County and other
agencies. Itis a binding agreement. The County and other agencies have relied on the
contract to take several actions to implement the land swap agreement. The County
General Plan and Fort Ord Master Plan do not reflect the land swap in numerous
significant and material ways. The County statements to the contrary are not accurate
(e.g., the first and sixth whereas on page two of the proposed resolution). We provide
here some specific examples of what the Land Swap Agreement required, the County’s
violation of the Land Swap Agreement, the lack of consistency, and the inaccuracy of
the proposed County resolution.

Master Plan/Land Swap Violation 2A: The Land Swap Agreement traded
residential density at Parker Flats for increased residential density at East Garrison.
Pursuant to the Land Swap Agreement, the County increased the residential density at
East Garrison, and adjusted the County plans accordingly. However, the County did
not reduce the residential density at Parker Flats as the County has agreed in the Land
Swap Agreement. That is a breach of contract and a violation of the purpose and terms
of the Agreement: a trade.
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The Parker Flats area is an area of dense oak woodlands. The Land Swap
Agreement was to protect the oak woodlands and adjacent area as habitat, as
described in the agreement and the assessment.

To resolve the land use conflicts posed by competing
requests in the East Garrison Area, and to meet the
County's need for developing work-force housing at former
Fort Ord, MPC, the County and FORA have generally
agreed to an exchange of uses between the Parker Flats
and East Garrison areas. Under the agreement, MPC would
locate its law enforcement training center and EVOC facility
at Parker Flats. MPC would reuse existing Range 45 just
south of Parker Flats and also be granted management
responsibility of the former Military Operations/Urban Terrain
(MOUT) facility for use in cooperation with other law
enforcement agencies. The County would pursue

community-based residential development at East Garrison
instead of Parker Flats and would accommodate other

potential East Garrison stakeholders.

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. 8.) The County accommodated MPC as
described in the Agreement, but the County did not transfer away its residential
designations or policies applicable to Parker Flats, which violated the Agreement. The
Agreement was for Parker Flats Area would have "all housing eliminated” (Land Swap
Agreement Assessment, p. 9, § 3.2.2).

The Parker Flats area is comprised of several HMP
polygons (E19a series, E21a, E21b series, L23.2) and Base
Reuse Plan polygons (19a and 21 a, b, c) that are all
designated for development without restrictions. The Parker
Flats area occupies about 1200 acres in the central part of
the former base generally bounded by Watkins Gate Road,
the Multi-Range Area (MRA) and the NRMA on the south,
Gigling Road and lands of California State University
(CSUMB) on the north, the City of Seaside city limits on the
west . ...

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. 9, footnote deleted.) “NRMA" refers to the
property of the Bureau of Land Management, and now is the National Monument.

Under the Agreement, the Parker Flats development was to change: residential
development was to be eliminated.
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The Base Reuse Plan designates the Parker Flats area
primarily for low density residential, commercial, office and
light industrial development. It also anticipates opportunities
for equestrian center, hotel resort and golf course
development in the area.

3.3.2 Proposed Parker Flats Land Uses

The modifications proposed for Parker Flats would change
the Base Reuse Plan designations for the area by removing

the residential, light industrial, golf course and other uses to
accommodate the MPC officer training and EVOC facilities.

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. 11.)

The County increased residential density at East Garrison, that increased density
would not have happened but for the Land Swap Agreement. After the increase, the
East Garrison development ended up larger — more units and with more acreage — than
the County had originally planned. The County sacrificed the habitat at East Garrison
as a tradeoff for protecting the habitat at Parker Flats. There was no environmental
review of the Land Swap Agreement because environmentalists believed that there was
an adequate trade. Butitis not a tradeoff . The County got what it wanted at East
Garrison, but has violated the agreement because the County has not fulfilled its
contractual commitment to amend the plans and policies that affect Parker Flats.

After the Land Swap Agreement was executed, the County did not amend its
Fort Ord plan. Further, in its General and master plans (former and current), the
County did not reduce the allowable development and density at Parker Flats. As a
result, the County plans are vertically inconsistent with the County contracts, which is
illegal.

The County has not designated its land in Parker Flats pursuant to the Land
Swap Agreement.

4.1.2 Parker Flats

The existing HMP land use designation for most of the
Parker Flats area is development with no restrictions. The
proposed modifications would require boundary adjustments
to designate approximately 380 acres adjacent to BLM'’s
NRMA and the central habitat corridor polygon (HMP
polygon L.20.2.1) as habitat reserve. Approximately 70
acres of oak woodlands within the proposed Monterey Horse
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Park area would also need to be designated as habitat
reserve . ..

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. 17.)

“Development with no restrictions” means no development, pursuant to the
Habitat Management Plan that has been adopted by FORA and the County. (See
Habitat Management Plan, p. 19.) In contrast, “Development with Reserve Areas” are
“habitat reserve requirements that apply to a portion of a larger area” (Republished Fort
Ord Reuse Plan, p. 7.)

The Parker Flats development footprint as proposed (Figure
[8]) would result in the preservation of about 249 acres of
oak woodland, 196 acres of maritime chaparral and 18 acres
of grassland habitats that were not anticipated for
preservation in the HMP (Table 3).

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. 19.)

Under the Land Swap contract, the County committed itself to, but failed to carry
out, the following action:

The area proposed for use as the Monterey Horse Park, as
illustrated on Figure 5 in this report, shall be designated as
development with reserve area and restrictions .. . . An
approximately 150-foot wide section of a proposed
cross-country course shall be allowed through the eastern
end of oak woodland reserve, or possibly through the oak
woodlands and grasslands to the east of the Horse Park
area, but shall be sited and designed to minimize vegetation
removal and maintain wildlife movement corridors between
habitat reserves. Any other trails and courses through
habitat reserves shall use existing or realigned roads and

trails. No buildings, grandstands, corrals. parking areas or

other developments shall be allowed in designated habitat
reserves.

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. C-2, underlining added.) The County has not
implemented these land designations “as development with reserve area.” Instead of
prohibiting development in designated habitat reserves, the County has thrown its full
weight behind constructing the Eastside Parkway, a brand new road that would cut
across the area that is required to be “designated habitat reserves” under the County
contract.

Attachment D, p. 10 of 1882



Fernando Armenta, Chair

and Members of the Board of Supervisors
September 17, 2013

Page 11

Master Plan/Land Swap Violation 2B: The Land Swap Agreement makes the
Eastside Parkway no longer desirable or planned as a primary travel route.

With the proposed modifications, Parker Flats would
become less of a destination or source of traffic, almost
certainly reducing travel on these connector roads below the
levels that would have accompanied HMP buildout.

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. 16, underlining added.)

Inter-Garrison Road and Reservation Road (via the future
road corridor connection) are expected to be the primary
travel routes servicing East Garrison . . . [not a future
Eastside Parkway]

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. 17.)

However, the County plans do not reflect that change or the reduction in Parker
flats as a destination and source of traffic. Instead, the County plans still show Eastside
Parkway as a major roadway through Parker Flats. And the County and FORA have
aggressively push to build Eastside Parkway. The County and FORA approved a
specific alignment for the road, and the road's 90% plans have already been prepared
by the engineer. FORA's environmental consultant has recommended an EIR due to
the major impacts that the proposed road would have.

Master Plan/Land Swap Violation 2C: The Land Swap Agreement says this:

The parties acknowledge that the portion of Eucalyptus
Road identified as Segment L20-18 will be closed, and that
Eucalyptus Road will be re-routed to avoid habitat around
the easterly side of MPC's facilities within Polygons 19a,
21a, 21b and 21c.

(Land Swap Agreement Assessment, p. 4.) This material term of the Agreement has
already been significantly violated in two ways: (1) FORA has already extended
Eucalyptus Rd. into L20.18 and (2) alignment of the ESP continues to ignore this term
of the Agreement.

In fact, Eucalyptus Road was not re-routed around the identified habitat. The
location of the newly developed large Eucalyptus Road directly affects the identified
habitat. The location also directly affects the designated plant reserve that is protected
under Army agreements, called in some documents the “MPC reserve” or similar. (See,
e.g., “MPC Reserve” on Figures 5 and 6 of the Agreement Assessment, and p. 11 of
the Agreement Assessment, referring to “a relatively small (+15-acre) parcel (HMP
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polygon L23.2) is a PBC transfer as a plant reserve and outdoor teaching facility for the
MPC Biology Department.”)

As a whole, the County has not conformed its Master Plan to all of the terms of
the Land Swap Agreement. The County has cherry-picked the terms of the Agreement
that the County has implemented (e.g., intensified development at East Garrison,
accommodating MPC uses). At the same time, the County has refused to implement
key terms including the elimination of residential development at Parker Flats. Under
the doctrine of equal dignities, the County’s highest planning documents — the General
Plan and Master Plan — must be amended to reflect the Agreement.

Inconsistency #3:
A Veterans Cemetery Is Not in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan,

Contrary to the 2010 County Fort Ord Area Plan

The County Master Plan includes a Veterans Cemetery. But there is no
Veterans Cemetery in the adopted Fort Ord Reuse Plan. This is a significant
inconsistency between the plans. A Veterans Cemetery has not been evaluated under
CEQA by any agency.

Supervisors Potter, Calcagno and Parker are aware that there is no Veterans
Cemetery in the adopted Fort Ord Reuse Plan because they sit on the FORA Board
where that omission has been a big issue. This Office made a presentation to the
FORA Board. In that presentation, we showed that the adopted 1997 Reuse Plan map
was later doctored. The map was doctored to add a designation that said “VC" and to
label an area on the map as “VC.” The doctored map was not adopted by the Board
and was not evaluated under CEQA. FORA staff has admitted that the doctored map
showing the VC has not been adopted by the FORA Board.

We enclose the presentation in which we showed how the doctored map came
about. The County documentation is clear that the County relied on the inaccurate and
unadopted map on the FORA website in order to create the County's map in the Fort
Ord Master Plan. We have an email from Carl Holm that confirms that when the
County prepared the Fort Ord Master Plan in the 2010 General Plan, the County relied
on the doctored Land Use Concept Map on the FORA website. That email is dated
after the Master Plan was prepared. The email is one of the County public records on
this item.

Inconsistency #4
County Still Has Not Complied with Fort Ord Reuse Plan Policies
after Fifteen (15 Years)

The Fort Ord Reuse Plan was adopted in 1997. Now, 15 years later, the County
still has not complied with the mandatory policies in the Reuse Plan. The General Plan
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and Fort Ord Master Plan are not consistent with the Reuse Plan. As Attachment C
admits, the County has not implemented numerous significant Reuse Plan policies and
programs. Attachment C is not a complete or accurate list of the policies and programs
that have not been implemented. Implementation of the County plans is not a different
issue from the consistency of the County plans with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.

The County deliberately has not complied with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan for 15
years. The County’s lack of compliance for one-and-a-half decades with Plan policies
and programs cannot be considered “consistent” with the Plan under any interpretation.
The County should be embarrassed — both for its lack of compliance for 15 years, and
its current brazen and wrongheaded insistence that it is in compliance.

The Last Board Meeting On This Issue

County planning staff emailed to us the planning staff's request for this item to be
continued based on the absence of Supervisor Potter from the meeting. We asked Mr.
Novo for a clarification of this issue, because it would not be productive for us to drive
to Salinas if the item would be continued to a future date. Mr. Novo stated that he had
intended that the continuance show on the face of the agenda.

On Friday afternoon, August 23, 2013, John Ford called me, stating that Mr.
Novo had asked him to call. Mr. Ford told me: “Our intent is fully that it is to be
continued. It did not get marked on the Clerk's agenda as continued. Because the
continuance did not get on the agenda, the public hearing may be opened on August 27
in case anyone cannot be there on September 10. But Staff will make sure that the

public hearing will stay open through September 10 so that the public can speak then.

The full oral staff report will not be made until September 10.” (Quoted words taken
from my contemporaneous notes, underlining added for emphasis.)

Accordingly, we advised County Planning Staff of our intent not to attend the
hearing for that reason. The Board went ahead and acted anyway. The Board took
final action. The Board resolution 13-290 had been signed and published. It is a final
action by the Board.

Enclosures

Enclosed are various records that have been obtained from files of the County
and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, or have been submitted to the County and FORA in
the past. These records contain information referenced in this letter. The County no
doubt is familiar with these records, which have been referenced in the past by our
Office and by others, including LandWatch. To conserve resources, | enclose them in
electronic format on a CD. | also include by reference the County’s records showing
the East Garrison development density changes, the MPC actions to implement the
land swap, and other implementation of the land swap agreement. [f the County wants
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me to file a paper copy of any of these records with the County, please let me know and
| will be happy to do so.

The County frequently provides records on CD. As one example, for today’s
hearing on this item, the County sent me the brief two-page staff report, and enclosed a
CD containing the hundreds and hundreds of pages of attachments. The approach we
take here is consistent with the County's approach.

Interests of Keep Fort Ord Wild and The Open Monterey Project

Keep Fort Ord Wild is an unincorporated association under California law. Keep
Fort Ord Wild and its members are beneficially interested in the enforcement and
application of environmental laws and laws assuring public disclosure and responsible
decision making by local governments. Keep Fort Ord Wild and its members are
beneficially interested in the way and manner that land use decisions are made and in
the environmental consequences of development in Fort Ord, including the impacts of
the Eastside Parkway project. Keep Fort Ord Wild has successfully litigated a
California Public Records Act lawsuit against the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, resulting in
the release of thousands of documents that FORA had kept secret.

The Open Monterey Project is an unincorporated association under California
law. The Open Monterey Project and its members are beneficially interested in the
enforcement and application of environmental laws and laws assuring public
accountability of decision makers in local government. TOMP and its members are
beneficially interested in the way and manner that land use decisions are made and in
the environmental consequences of development throughout the County of Monterey.
For more than ten years, The Open Monterey Project has actively participated in the
public processes of Monterey County.

Conclusion

The County Plan is not consistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. The Board
should take the appropriate action to amend the County plans to make them consistent.

Very truly yours,
U
Mol y Erlck
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Fernando Armenta, Chair
and Members of the Board of Supervisors
September 17, 2013

Enclosures (on CD):

(1)  Presentation to FORA on Original 1997 Land Use Concept Map in Fort Ord
Reuse Plan, and How in 2001 Veterans Cemetery was added to “map” without
amending Fort Ord Reuse Plan, and therefore Cemetery is not in Plan Map;
includes Original 1997 Land Use Concept Map in Fort ord Reuse Plan

(2)  Original 1997 Fort Ord Reuse Plan

(3)  Board approval A-09555 of Land Swap Agreement and Board report dated
September 23, 2003

(4) Assessment of Land Swap (2002)
(5)  Chart and Maps showing parcel numbers at the former Fort Ord
(7) MCWRA maps showing seawater intrusion of 180" and 400' aquifers

(8) (A) Records showing that available groundwater in deep aquifers is “small”
and finite, has been carbon dated to show age over 10,000 years, is not
being recharged, and is not sustainable.

(B)  Water supply pumping records from MCWD - showing amount pumped
from Deep Aquifer

(99 MCWRA/Army agreement re Fort Ord
(10) Eastside Parkway 90% plans (excerpts)

(11) The Open Monterey Project letter objecting to the General Plan amendments,
February 2013

(12) Monterey County Weekly article
(13) Monterey Herald article
(14) Water Allocations at Fort Ord

(15) Installation- Wide Multispecies Habitat Management Plan (excerpts)
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What Kind of Revised
Land Use Maps Are Being
Used by FORA?
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Adopted Base Reuse Plan
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But the adopted map is not on
FORA’s website.

On FORA’s website:
another version, not adopted
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the current status of reuse planning for the former Fort Ord area and related economic conditions.
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+ Draft
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scoping report. The first addendum was Appendix D-2.1 (additional timely email comments)

Public Workshop, August 29, 2012:
+ Video
+ Transcript

Written comments received through September 4 have been incorporated into the scoping report
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the Friday, September 14 FORA Board meeting. Any comments received after September 4 will nat
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attachment to the final scoping report. Additional opportunities for public comments on the
reassessment will occur with the Reassessment Document publication this fall. Questions or
comments? Email to: plan@fora.org
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2001 "Republished"” Base Reuse Plan -
not adopted by FORA Board
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The 2001 “revised” map adds “VC”
(Veterans Cemetery) to the map.

The change was made by EMC
Planning, under direction of
Executive Officer Houlemard.
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FORA has admitted that

“The FORA Board did not take an
action to adopt Figure 3.3-1
(Rev. 7/30/01).”

(FORA letter, October 9, 2012)

Attachment D, p. 23 of 1882



“Revised” Maps are Inaccurate,
Misleading, and Deceptive

FORA Board should:

1. Acknowledge that the "revised” figures
3.3-1 and 3.3-2 have never been adopted

2. Direct that the “revised” figures be removed
from the FORA website

3. Stop passing off the deceptive figures as the
adopted official maps
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It is a crime for a public official to

alter or falsify maps in his custody.
(Gov. Code § 6200)
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It is time for the FORA Board to
put an end to the deception.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Introduction

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) has been prepared by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA) as the Lead Agency in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
implementing guidelines. The proposed project is the adoption of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse
Plan) for the former military base known as Fort Ord.

As established by Senate Bill (SB) 899, FORA is a governing body, formed to accomplish the transfer of
former Fort Ord property from the Department of the Army (Army) to the local communities. The Fort
Ord Reuse Authority Act (Title 7.85, Section 67651(a)(b)(c)(d) of the Government Code) requires FORA
to accomplish the following:

a) To facilitate the transfer and reuse of Fort Ord with all practical speed;

b) To minimize the disruption caused by the base’s closure on the civilian economy and the
people of the Monterey Bay area;

¢) To provide for the reuse and development of the base area in ways that enhance the economy
and quality of life of the Monterey Bay community; and

d) To maintain and protect the unique environmental resources of the area.

The proposed project is the intended vehicle for achieving these goals.

Section 67652(a) of the Government Code identifies the basis for establishing FORA as follows: “The
policy set forth in Section 67651 is most likely to be achieved if an effective governmental structure
exists to plan for, finance, and carry out the transfer and reuse of the base in a cooperative, coordinated,
balanced, and decisive manner.” FORA is governed by a 13-member board consisting of representatives
from the following jurisdictions:

City of Carmel

City of Del Rey Oaks
City of Marina

City of Sand City
City of Monterey
City of Pacific Grove
City of Salinas

City of Seaside
County of Monterey

1.1  Background to the Project.

The former Fort Ord Base was downsized and realigned in 1991 pursuant to the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Act of 1990, commonly referred to as BRAC. Before former Fort Ord property can be
transferred from military to civilian use, a reuse plan and an environmental review document on the
reuse plan must be developed. This Draft EIR has been prepared to evaluate potential impacts to the
environment under CEQA that may result from implementing the proposed Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan,
following disposal of former Fort Ord lands by the Department of the Army (Army).

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Introduction
May, 1996
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A FORA Interim Reuse Plan was presented and analyzed in the Army’s Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) and approved by the FORA Board on December 12, 1994. The basis of the Interim
Reuse Plan was driven in large measure by the desires and needs of the land use agencies involved.
Based on early assessments of the Interim Reuse Plan and extensive outreach to the community, a series
of plan refinements were developed and incorporated that addressed both the shortcomings in the
original plan and the substantial number of refinements initiated by each of the land use agencies. The
result is a revised plan, referred to as the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan represents an ultimate buildout scenario for the reuse of the former Fort
Ord over the next 40 to 60 years. The level of development proposed under the proposed project is
consistent with the level of projected regional growth (as predicted by AMBAG until the year 2015).
Some of the environmental impact analyses (e.g., projected traffic impacts) in Chapter 4.0 of this Draft
EIR are based on the year 2015, in cases where specific requirements projected for a 40-60 year buildout
could not be realistically determined. ‘A description of the 2015 development scenario is provided in the
Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan. Table 52-1 in Chapter 5.0 of this Draft EIR also represents 2015
development scenario projections for employment, population, and housing.

1.2  Background and Purpose of the EIR

Since the realignment of the former Fort Ord, the Army has prepared the following documents relating to
the disposal and reuse of the military base: the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Final Environmental
Impact Statement (June, 1993) and the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (December, 1995), herein referred to as the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS. Senate Bill 1180
(as amended February, 1995 and contained in CEQA Sections 2100-21178.1 of the California Public
Resources Code and the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15221) allows FORA to rely in part on the
Army’s previous analyses in the FEIS and DSEIS for environmental review of the proposed project.

SB 1180 states that the Lead Agency may “utilize an environmental impact statement prepared pursuant
to federal law as the environmental impact report for a federal military base reuse plan,” as defined by
conditions described in SB 1180 Section 21083.8.1(c). Section 21083.8.2 requires that “the draft
environmental impact report shall consist of all or part of the environmental impact statement and any
additional information that is necessary to prepare a draft environmental impact report in compliance
with this division.” Therefore, this Draft EIR has two major objectives:

1) To supply any missing elements from the NEPA documents required in order to comply
with CEQA in adopting the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan; and
2) To evaluate revisions in the Reuse Plan made since December 12, 1994.

This program-level Draft EIR thus incorporates by reference pertinent background information and
analysis from the previous NEPA documents, which is relevant to the identification and evaluation of
base-wide environmental impacts addressed in this Draft EIR. This Draft EIR is therefore a
supplemental document to the FEIS and DSEIS prepared by the Army.

1.2.1 Indexing the Army’s FEIS, DSEIS, and Other Documents =
An Index has been provided in Section 1.9 in the form of a table (Table 1.9-1), in order to simplify for

the reader access to relevant information from the Army’s previous documents. The Draft EIR
summarizes key information from the FEIS and DSEIS where appropriate. Readers interested in further
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particular resource or analysis will need to refer directly to the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS. Since so much
environmental documentation on the reuse of former Fort Ord is already available to the public, this Draft
EIR seeks not to duplicate previous information, nor to provide additional extraneous detail, but to focus on
the critical modifications to previous plans in a concise manner.

1.2.2 Baseline Determination

As with the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS, this Draft EIR determines whether the proposed project may have a
significant impact on the environment based on physical conditions that were present at the time the
decision became final to close Fort Ord as a military base (September, 1991). This complies with Section
21083.8.1 of the Public Resources Code and utilizes the extensive research already conducted for the
Army’s NEPA documents which use the same bascline year. Section 21083.8.1 (b)(1) of the Public
Resources Code states:

“When preparing and certifying an environmental impact report for a reuse plan, including
when utilizing an environmental impact statement....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.”

1.3  Intended Uses of the EIR

This program-level EIR is intended to be used as the CEQA compliance document for “all public and
private actions taken pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a reuse plan [which] shall be deemed a single project
(Public Resources Code, Section 21166).” Additional, future CEQA analysis beyond this Draft EIR shall
be conducted, however, if any of the events specified in Public Resources Code Section 21166 should
occur, as follows: .

“When an environmental impact report has been prepared for a project pursuant to this division,
no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report shall be required by the lead agency
or by any responsible agency, unless one or more of the following events occurs:

a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
environmental impact report;

b) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being
undertaken which will require major revisions in the environmental impact report; or

c) New information, which was not known and could not have been know at the time the
environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available.”

CEQA environmental review conducted for future individual projécts that implement the Final Fort Ord
Reuse Plan will be tiered to this EIR to the extent this program-level analysis remains adequate for such
purposes. Section 15152(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines establishes:

“Where an EIR has been prepared for a program, plan, policy, or ordinance consistent with the
requirements of this section, any Lead Agency for a later project pursuant to or consistent with
the program, plan, policy, or ordinance should limit the EIR on the project 1o effects which:

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Introduction
May, 1996

1-3 Attachment D, p. 34 of 1882



1) Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the prior EIR; or

2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific revisions in the
project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means.”

Additional CEQA analysis may also be required at the specific project level to give decision makers more
information about site-specific issues which are not addressed in this program-level EIR. Agencies that are
expected to utilize this Draft EIR in project approvals include the following:

Local Agencies

County of Monterey

City of Marina

City of Seaside

City of Del Rey Oaks

Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)

State Agencies

e Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA)
California Coastal Commission
California State Parks Department

_ California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB)
University of California

Federal Agencies
e United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
e United States Army (Army)

It is understor - ‘nat certain project-specific environmental documents are in preparation for facilities such
as UCMBES" and CSUMB. This document is intended to provide guidance for such project-specific
documents and also adequate CEQA review of cumulative and base-wide issues, which may not need to be
addressed in subsequent tiered documents. In response to comments received on the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), this Draft EIR includes a listing of policies, programs, and CEQA-specific mitigations for which
key land use agencies would be responsible. '

14  Focus of the EIR

The Draft EIR focuses on the additional CEQA analysis that is needed to supplement existing analyses in
the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS. The new information included in this document is highlighted below. [The
Army’s FEIS and DSEIS should be consulted for all other impact analyses, including impacts associated
with the Army’s disposal of the former Fort Ord.]

1.4.1 CEQA Considerations Not Present in the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS

The FEIS and DSEIS were reviewed for coverage of CEQA issues not required under NEPA, including:

e Areas of known controversy of the proposed project;

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Introduction
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Effects of the proposed project found not to be significant;

Impacts to resources of local or statewide concern;

Reasonable mitigation measures;

Definition of significance criteria in the impact analyses and conclusions regarding the level of
significance of each impact;

Growth inducing impacts of the proposed project;

Significant irreversible environmental changes resulting from the proposed project; and
Unavoidable significant impacts of the proposed project.

The above issues are addressed in this document.
1.42 Changes in the Proposed Project

The Draft EIR also focuses on the proposed project as a modification of FORA’s Interim Reuse Plan of
December 12, 1994 (Alternative 7), which is analyzed in the Army’s DSEIS. The proposed project
includes a land use concept as well as several implementation plans and programs (refer to Chapter 3.0 for
a more detailed description). The following project components are addressed in this document:

e New Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan which contains revised land use areas (refer to Figure 3.2-2)
that have been modified from the FORA Interim Reuse Plan of December 12, 1994;
Conservation plan; - '

Recreation plan;

Transportation plan

Capital improvement program;

Local general plan modifications to incorporate former Fort Ord properties;

Redevelopment planning for former Fort Ord properties; and

Potential changes in city, county and special district boundaries within former Fort Ord.

The revised land use areas contained in the proposed project consist of additional golf, hotel, equestrian,
grade school, community park, and convenience retail opportunities. Additional dwelling units and mixed-
use areas are proposed, as well as a slight reconfiguration of the Presidio of Monterey (POM) annex, and a
smaller and less-costly circulation infrastructure. :

Accompanying plans and programs are included as part of the proposed project in order to implement the
land use concept. The Draft EIR has been prepared concurrently with the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
(released May, 1996), so as to maximize opportunities to build necessary environmental mitigations into
the project planning process. New policies and programs have been developed for each resource element in
order to alleviate potential impacts and make the proposed project as self-mitigating as possible. The
policies and programs organized as amendments to local general plans serve as a separation of mitigation
responsibilities by jurisdiction. FORA must adopt the Reuse Plan, including all policies and programs
incorporated in it, in order to approve implementation of the proposed project. This assumes
implementation of the policies and programs as a pre-condition of reuse and represents a commitment
embodied in the certification of the EIR by FORA.
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143 Project Alternatives

The Draft EIR evaluates a new No Project Alternative which takes into account the land conveyances that
have already been completed. This differs from the No Project Alternative used in the DSEIS, which is
primarily a “caretaker alternative” that would occur if the Army was unable to dispose of its property. n
this Draft EIR, the No Project Alternative recognizes the current reality of land transfer agreements alreaay
in place. [Refer to Section 6.4 in this EIR for a description of lands conveyed under this alternative.]

In addition, the Draft EIR considers three alternatives to the proposed project which were analyzed in detail
in the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS: Alternatives 6R, 7 and 8. Alternative 6R is evaluated in the FEIS and
represents the Revised Anticipated Reuse Plan in that document. Alternative 7 is evaluated as the proposed
project in the DSEIS and represents the FORA Interim Reuse Plan of December 12, 1994. Alternative 8 is
also evaluated in the DSEIS and represents a slight modification of Alternative 7.

1.5 Environmental Review Process

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released on January 8, 1996 for a 30-day public review period. The
NOP describes the proposed project that is examined in this Draft EIR (a copy is included as Appendix A).
Two Public Information and Comment meetings were held on January 22, 1996 and February 12, 1996 to
obtain comments on the scope of the EIR. Each issue that was raised during the scoping process has been
considered, and those deemed to be within the scope of this EIR are addressed within the document.
Following public review of this Draft EIR, a Final EIR will be prepared in response to written comments
received during the review period. The FORA Board must take the final action to certify the EIR as
adequate for decision-making purposes and to approve or deny the proposed Reuse Plan. Specific Findings
of Fact pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081 will be prepared to reflect the final action of the
FORA Board.

FORA has conducted a continuous coordination program with the local community and regulatory agencies
in the process of developing the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan through regular working group sessions. Other
methods to involve the public in the EIR process have included and will include: publishing public notices
of hearings; mailing public announcements; coordinating media coverage, press releases and feature
articles; and creating and updating a mailing list to disseminate information. FORA has also been working
to provide the public with an EIR which is as simple to understand and user-friendly as possible, while
being consistent with and making reference to previv:.s environmental documents.

1.6  Areas of Known Controversy

As required by Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines, the areas of known controversy known to the lead
agency are identified below and addressed in this EIR:

e Effects on traffic and the need for an adequate road network to serve the proposed level of

development;
e Need for an available and adequate water supply and concern over seawater intrusion into the
local groundwater aquifer;
e Need for and effects of economic development and local growth to replace economic losses due
to the military base closure;
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Introduction
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e Regional need for additional and appropriately-located housing, in order to balance the number
of local jobs created and to accommodate projected regional population growth;

e Protection of the visual quality along State Highway 1, the scenic entry to the Monterey
Peninsula;
Preservation of natural resources and open space; and
Effects on the coastal zone.

1.7  Effects Found Not to be Significant

An Initial Study for the proposed project was not required (pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15063(a) and Public Resources Code Section 21083.8.1), since FORA determined that an EIR would be
necessary based on FORA’s decision to rely on the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS in identifying significant
issues. The NOP identified the following areas of potential impact:

Land Use;

Socioeconomics;

Geology and Soils;

Public Services, Utilities and Water Supply;
Hydrology and Water Quality;
Public Health and Safety;
Traffic and Circulation;
Climate and Air Quality;
Noise;

Biological Resources;

Visual Resources; and
Cultural Resources.

" The potential for the proposed project to result in significant adverse effects to these environmental
resources is analyzed in Chapter 4.0.

Effects on energy resources are discussed in this Draft EIR in terms of gas and electrical requirements
under Public Services and Utilities, and as a significant irreversible impact (refer to Section 5.3).

Potential effects of the proposed project on mineral resources were found not to be significant, because
former Fort Ord lands do not contain significant mineral resources which would potentially be used for
extraction, and proposed reuse activities are not expected to substantially alter landforms containing
mineral resources. Effects on mineral resources are therefore not analyzed further in this Draft EIR.

1.8  Organization of the Document

This document is organized into the following sections:

1.8.1 Chapter 1.0 - Introduction

The Introduction provides a context for the EIR and describes the EIR background and scope, the

environmental review process leading to approval of the EIR, as well as some assumptions critical to the
environmental analysis.
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1.8.2 Chapter 2.0 - Summary

This chapter summarizes the environmental impacts that would result from the propbsed project and
mitigation measures identified to reduce or eliminate these impacts, other CEQA considerations including
cumulative impacts, and alternatives to the project and their associated impacts.

1.83 Chapter 3.0 - Project Description

The Project Description describes the proposed project, including: its objectives; the policie: and programs
associated with the project; modifications to local general plans; redevelopment planning for former Fort
Ord properties; and potential changes in city, county, and special district boundaries.

' .4 Chapter 4.0 - Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

aapter 4.0 briefly characterizes baseline conditions for former Fort Ord land (referencing the Army’s
FEIS and DSEIS), discusses the environmental impacts associate:' “vith the proposed project, identifies
levels of significance, and identifies mitigation measures to reduce or ¢iiminate the impacts.

1.8.5 Chapter 5.0 - Other CEQA Considerations

Other considerations required by CEQA are analyzed in this section, including cumulative impacts of the
project, growth-inducing impacts, significant irreversible environmental changes, and unavoidable
significant impacts.

1.8.6 Chapter 6.0 - Alternatives

This chapter discusses the alternatives to the proposed project and the impacts associated with each
alternative. It provides a comparison of the impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project.

1.8.7 Chapter 7.0 - Report Preparation

Report Preparation lists the document preparers, persons and organizations consulted, bibliography, and
acronyms used in the Draft EIR.

1.8.8 Appendices
The Appendices include supporting documentation for the environmental analyses.
1.9 Index to Other Environmental Documents |

Table 1.9-1 indexes relevant resource sections of the Army NEPA documents and other key documents,
and indicates where these resource sections are used in this Draft EIR. Page numbers refer to the first page
of the referenced sections. Where necessary, the Draft EIR repeats or condenses key sections from the
referenced documents. In general, the environmental setting descriptions presented in this Draft k.
essentially summarize the environmental setting (in 1991) described in the FEIS. Additional information on
the environmental setting provided in the Army’s DSEIS is also incorporated where necessary.
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The Impacts and Mitigations and Cumulative Impacts sections of this Draft EIR differ in format and
some content from similar sections in the other relevant environmental documents. However, the impact
discussions contained in this Draft EIR reference the FEIS and DSEIS and incorporate applicable
information wherever appropriate. The primary difference in the impact analyses contained in this Draft
EIR is that new information pertaining to the proposed project and CEQA criteria are included.

Table 1.9-1 Index Table to Other Environmental Documents

1. Land Use
nvironmental Setting p4-3 p4-1 p4-3
mpacts and Mitigations p4-7 pS5-12; 5-87 p6-3
umulative Impacts pS-2 p5-48; 5-92 p6-6
. Socioeconomics
nvironmental Setting p4-20 p4-3 p4-7
pacts and Mitigations p4-24 p5-12; 5-87 p6-7
umulative Impacts pS-3 p5-49; 5-87 p6-14
. Geology and Soils
nvironmental Setting p4-27 p4-8 p4-31 Soils (entire
pacts and Mitigations p4-29 ps5-19 p6-27 report); Other (p9-
umulative Impacts p5-3 pS5-52 p6-31 13 and 9-20)
. Public Services, Utilities and -
ater Supply
nvironmental Setting p4-36 p4-8 p4-45
pacts and Mitigations p4-39 p5-20 p6-32
umulative Impacts p5-4 p5-53 p6-37
. Hydrology and Water Quality
nvironmental Setting p4-45 p4-8 p4-53 OPABS (p6-7 and
pacts and Mitigations p4-47 p5-22; 5-87 p6-52 p9-25)
umulative Impacts p5-5 p5-55; 5-93 -56
. Public Health and Safety
nvironmental Setting p4-53 p4-11 p4-61
mpacts and Mitigations p4-56 p5-23 p6-62
umulative Impacts p5-6 p5-57 p6-62
. Traffic and Circulation
nvironmental Setting p4-68 p4-11 p4-65
pacts and Mitigations p4-76 p5-6; 5-88 p6-71
umulative Impacts p5-6 5-58; 5-93 p6-74
. Climate and Air Quality
nvironmental Setting p4-90 p4-12 p4-66
mpacts and Mitigations p4-94 p5-26; 5-88 p6-76
umulative Impacts p5-6 p5-61 p6-76
. Noise
nvironmental Setting p-98 p4-13 p4-72 IOPABS (Section 3
mpacts and Mitigations p-104 p5-26 p6-77 d p9-17)
umulative Impacts 5-8 5-65 6-95 IBI\
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f10. Biological Resources
nvironmental Setting p4-113 p4-23 p4-88
pacts and Mitigations pd-124 p5-32; 5-88 p6-106
umulative Impacts p5-8 5-66; 5-93 p6-130
11. Visual Resources
nvironmental Setting pd-143 p4-33 p4-120
pacts and Mitigations p4-145 p5-44 p6-132
umulative Impacts p5-9 p5-85 p6-134
12. Cultural Resources
nvironmental Setting p4-150 p4-33 p4-124
pacts and Mitigations p4-151 p5-45 D6-135
umulative Impacts p5-10 p5-85 p6-136

Key: FORP 4 = Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, Chapter 4.0 - Reuse Plan Elements, sections indicated (May, 1996).
- FORP App = Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, Appendix: The Business and Operations Plan, sections indicated (May,

1996).
Soils = Soils Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California (April, 1992).
OPABS = Other Physical Attributes Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California (April, 1992).

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR

May, 1996

1-10

-ntroduction

Attachment D, p. 41 of 1882



2.0 SUMMARY
Introduction

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) has been prepared by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA) as the Lead Agency in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
implementing guidelines. The proposed project is the adoption of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse
Plan) for the former military base known as Fort Ord. The Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act (Title 7.85,
Section 6765 1(a)(b)(c)(d) of the Government Code) requires FORA to accomplish the following:

a) To facilitate the transfer and reuse of Fort Ord with all practical speed;

b) To minimize the disruption caused by the base’s closure on the civilian economy and the
people of the Monterey Bay area;

c) To provide for the reuse and development of the base area in ways that enhance the economy
and quality of life of the Monterey Bay community; and

d) To maintain and protect the unique environmental resources of the area.

The former Fort Ord Base was downsized and realigned in 1991 pursuant to the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990, commonly referred to as BRAC. Before former Fort Ord property can be
transferred from military to civilian use, a reuse plan and an environmental review document on the reuse
plan must be developed. This Draft EIR has been prepared to evaluate potential impacts to the
environment under CEQA that may result from implementing the proposed Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan,
following disposal of former Fort Ord lands by the Department of the Army (Army).

Since the realignment of the former Fort Ord, the Army has prepared the following documents relating to
the disposal and reuse of the military base: the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse F inal Environmental Impact
Statement (June, 1993) and the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (December, 1995), herein referred to as the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS. Senate Bill 1180 allows
FORA to rely in part on the Army’s previous analyses in the FEIS and DSEIS for environmental review of
the proposed project. This Draft EIR has two major objectives:

1)  To supply any missing elements from the NEPA documents required in order to comply with
CEQA in adopting the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan; and
2)  To evaluate revisions in the Reuse Plan made since December 12, 1994.

This program-level Draft EIR thus incorporates by reference pertinent background information and
analysis from the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS, and essentially serves as a supplemental document to these
previous NEPA documents.

As with the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS, this Draft EIR determines whether the proposed project may have a
significant impact on the environment based on physical conditions that were present at the time the
decision became final to close Fort Ord as a military base (September, 1991).

CEQA environmental review conducted for future individual projects that implement the Final Fort Ord
Reuse Plan will be tiered to this EIR to the extent this program-level analysis remains adequate for such

purposes.
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Additional CEQA analysis may also be required at the specific project level to give decision makers more
information about site-specific issues which are not addressed in this program-level EIR.

2.1  Proposed Project

The proposed project represents an ultimate buildout scenario for the former Fort Ord over the next 40-60
years. Under the proposed project, approximately 27,000 acres of the former Fort Ord would be
transferred from the Department of the Army (Army) to a number of government agencies and local
organizations which would have land use control within the former Fort Ord. The transfer and
redevelopment of such a large area would necessitate substantial restructuring of local jurisdictional
boundaries, the incorporation of new local policies and programs to guide development, implementation
strategies including capital improvements, and future land management plans. The proposed project
addresses all these factors and therefore serves as a long-term, regionally-focused, and comprehensive reuse
plan, functioning at the general plan level.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan incorporates substantial development of educational, residential, office,
light industrial, commercial, and recreational land uses with the majority of the former Fort Ord managed
for open space and habitat protection under the Habitat Management Plan recently agreed to by the
involved agencies. Implementation of the proposed project would result in the development of
approximately 22,232 dwelling units (including dormitory housing), 45,457 jobs, and a buildout population
of approximately 51,773 with an additional 20,000 CSUMB residential students. [For a more detailed
description, refer to Chapter 3.0 of this Draft EIR.] Accompanying policies and programs .~ included as
part of the proposed project in order to implement the land use concept. The Draft EIR has veen prepared
concurrently with the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (released May, 1996), so as to maximize opportunities to
build necessary environmental mitigations into the project planning process. New policies and programs
have been developed for each resource element in order to alleviate potential impacts and make the
proposed project as self-mitigating as possible. The policies and programs organized as amendments to
local general plans serve as a separation of mitigation responsibilities by jurisdiction. FORA must adopt
the Reuse Plan, including all policies and programs incorporated in it, in order to approve implementation
of the proposed project. ’

Significant Differences Between the Proposed Project and Alternatives Presented in the Army’s FEIS
and DSEIS ‘

The Army’s DSEIS analyzes Alternative 7 (FORA's Interim Reuse Plan) and a minor modification of this
alternative labeled Alternative 8. The Army’s FEIS analyzes Alternatives 1 through 6R and their
subalternatives. The proposed project in this Draft EIR is relatively similar to Alternatives 7 and 8, but is
significantly different from Alternatives 1 through 6R. The principal differences between the current Draft
Fort Ord Reuse Plan and previous Alternatives 7 and 8 have resulted in a proposed project that:

is more economically feasible;

contains a down-scaled and less-costly circulation infrastructure;
satisfies the demand for adequate housing in the local region;
includes increased recreational and tourist opportunities; and
better integrates land uses.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Summary
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2.2 Summary of Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

This summary provides an overview of the analysis contained in Chapter 4.0 - Environmental Setting,
Impacts and Mitigation. This summary includes discussion of:

Beneficial impacts;

Less than significant impacts;
Significant but mitigable impacts; and
Unavoidable significant impacts.

The reuse of former Fort Ord under the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan would result in a number of
beneficial impacts in comparison with 1991 conditions. Beneficial impacts include:

e Socioeconomic impacts associated with the improved employment base and jobs:housing
balance;
Visual quality improvements in existing developed or disturbed areas; and
Cumulative biological resource protection due to implementation of the Habitat Management
Plan.

The reuse of former Fort Ord under the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts in
the following resource areas:

Socioeconomics;

Geology and Soils;
Hydrology and Water Quality;
Climate and Air Quality;
Noise;

Biological Resources; and
Cultural Resources.

Under CEQA, a significant effect on the environment is defined as a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any physical conditions within the area affected by the proposed project.
Significant or potentially significant but mitigable impacts under the proposed project would include:

e Land use impacts relating to incompatible land uses and development in the coastal zone;
Public services, utilities, and water supply impacts relating to the need for new systems,
services, and supplies; ‘

e Public health and safety impacts relating to the exposure to hazardous and toxic materials;

and
e Visual resources impacts relating to reduced visual quality from increased development
within the former Fort Ord and reduced visual quality seen from the Salinas Valley.

Significant impacts which would be unavoidable under the proposed project include:

e Proposed project and cumulative-level public health, and safety impacts relating to the
increased demand for law enforcement services and the increased demand for fire protection/
emergency services;
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e Cumulative public services, utilities, and water supply impacts associated with the need for
local water supplies;

e Proposed project and cumulative-level traffic and circulation impacts relating to the
increased demand on the regional transportation system; and

e Cumulative visual resource impacts associated with landscape change along the SRI
corridor.

A more detailed summary of the impact analyses contained in Chapter 4.0 is presented in Table 2.5-1 at
the end of this chapter. The summary table is arranged in seven columns. The first column registers
impacts to the resources of concern that would result from the proposed project. The second column lists
the policy and program statements developed in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan), which are
designed to mitigate potential impacts. These policies and programs represent commitments by FORA
and its member agencies that are “built in” to the project, and in many cases additional “mitigation
measures” are not needed. The level of significance before and after mitigation is also summarized in
the table.

Mitigation measures are identified for those impacts which are considered to be significant or potentially
significant, after implementation of the Reuse Plan policies and programs. Generally, program-level
mitigation for the impacts includes modifications to the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan or the addition of
other requirements. The mitigations recommended to address significant impacts identified in this
document form the basis of the mitigation monitoring plan.

2.2.1 Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Mitigation measures are identified for those i: ~acts which are considered to be significant or potentially
significant, after implementation of the Reus: “lan policies and programs. In compliance with CEQA
Guidelines (Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code), a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program must be developed as part of the CEQA process prior to project approval. The draft Mitigation
Monitoring Plan for the proposed project has been combined with the summury of impacts and
mitigation measures into Table 2.5-1 (at the end of this chapter). The mitigation schedule and mitigation
responsibility are included as columns six and seven of the summary table.

2.3  Summary of Other CEQA Considerations

.This summary provides an overview of the analyses contained in Chapter 5.0 - Other CEQA
Considerations. The following discussion summarizes:

Cumulative Impacts;

Growth inducing impacts;

Significant irreversible environmental changes; and
Unavoidable significant impacts.

2.3.1 Cumulative Impacts B

In conformance with CEQA, a cumulative imp:. ~of the proposed project is “the change in the
environment which results from the incremental im;act of the proposed project when added to other
closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15355(b)).” The cumulative impact analyses in this Draft EIR refer to the combined effects of
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both the proposed project and AMBAG projections for regional growth, including reasonably foreseeable
future projects in Monterey County and local cities as identified in Table 5.1-1. These impacts are
discussed in Section 5.1 of this Draft EIR and identified in Table 2.5-1.

23.2 Growth Inducing Impacts

Under CEQA, a growth inducing impact of the proposed project is one that would foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either indirectly or directly, in the
surrounding environment.

The initial phase of development to the year 2015 would not result in a growth inducing impact.
Economic, population, and residential increases occurring until the year 2015, as proposed by the Reuse
Plan, would constitute only a recovery to the approximate 1991 levels of activity. Beyond 2015, buildout
of the proposed project is intended to absorb a substantial portion of peninsula growth that is already
predicted by AMBAG to occur. Because the proposed project is designed to capture much of the future
growth, it is not expected that the Reuse Plan would substantially foster growth in the surrounding
environment, although a component of additional growth related to education is possible. The
establishment of an educational/research center on the former Fort Ord has the potential to attract
statewide and nationwide populations to the area which would not otherwise occur; however, the overall
Reuse Plan is not expected to remove certain obstacles to growth. The regional water supply shortage in
particular would not be solved by the proposed project and would remain a limitation on regional growth.

2.3.3 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

Implementation of the proposed project is not expected to involve a large commitment of renewable
resources, except for the building materials required to develop new structures. The reuse of existing
buildings on the former Fort Ord would decrease the need for these materials. The proposed project
would contribute to the permanent conversion of nondeveloped land to residential, business, public
facility, educational, and mixed uses on the former Fort Ord. This would commit future generations to
developed uses.

The proposed project would result in the irretrievable commitment of energy resources for increased
electricity and gas demands and in the form of gasoline for construction vehicles and vehicles
commuting to the area. The proposed project would also result in the irretrievable commitment of water
resources in the form of potable and non potable water supplies. The proposed project is not expected to
pose a high risk of environmental accidents.

2.3.4 Unavoidable Significant Impacts

Under CEQA, a significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project is one that would cause a
substantial adverse effect on the environment and for which no mitigation is available to reduce the
impact to a less-than-significant level if the Reuse Plan is approved. These impacts are discussed in
Section 5.4 of this Draft EIR and identified in Table 2.5-1.
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2.4  Summary of Alternauives Analysis

The four alternatives to the proposed project considered in this EIR consist of:

Alternative 6R (Revised Anticipated Reuse; as described in the Army’s FEIS)

Alternative 7 (FORA 12-12-94 Interim Reuse Plan; as described in the Army’s DSEIS)

Alternative 8 (Slight modification of Alternative 7; as described in the Army’s DSEIS)

No Project Alternative (New alternative; caretaker status under the Army except for existing
conveyances)

Table 2.4-1 compares the general characteristics of Alternatives 6R, 7, 8, and No Project with the
proposed project. The table provides a summary comparison of the population, housing, employment,
and land use division characteristics of the various reuse scenarios proposed for the former Fort Ord and
contained in Chapter 6.0. The five reuse scenarios propose total housing in the range of 4,816-17,132
dwelling units (not including student housing). Total population ranges from 14,388-51,773 (not
including student population) and employment ranges from 25,630-58,500. These numbers represent the
general levels of development being considered for the former Fort Ord area.

Table 2.4-2 summarizes the key distinguishing impacts of the project alternatives, as evaluated in
Chapter 6.0, and compares it to the proposed project impacts (after application of mitigation measures).

2.4.1 The Environmentally Superior Alternative

The reuse scenario under the No Project Alternative would result in the least environmental impacts, and
is, therefore, the environmentally superior alternative at a local level. This is based on the acreage of
open space and habitat conservation in relation to development, projected population, and the level of
construction for development and infrastructure.

Under the No Project Alternative, only 13% of the total former Fort Ord property (or 3,800 acres) would
be developed; this would include already-existing development and land remaining under the Army.
Approximately 56% of the former Fort Ord would be left undeveloped for habitat management (15,648
acres), 5 % of the land would have little or no development for parks and recreation (1,320 acres), and an
additional 26% (7,200 acres) would be left undeveloped under Army caretaker status. The No Project
Alternative would have more adverse impacts than the proposed project in terms of jobs:housing ratios
and regional traffic. It would have less impact in many categories, as shown in Table 2.4-2.

However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project objectives of developing an
economic/employment recovery to compensate for base closure and accommodate regional growth. At
the cumulative level, substantial regional growth would still be projected, with potentially greater
impacts on other land (e.g., farmland or open space) should development occur outside the former Fort
Ord. ‘

The CEQA Guidelines require that an additional environmentally superior alternative be identified in
cases where the No Project Alternative represents the environmentally superior alternative. Alternative
6R has been selected as the second environmentally superior alternative. This selection is based on
projected population and the assumption that the 3,700 acres (13% of the former Fort Ord) designated as
No Proposed Use would not be developed. Under Alternative 6R, approximately 22.5% (6,100 acres) of
total former Fort Ord land would be developed, and 53% (17,915 acres) would be left undeveloped for

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Summary
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habitat management and parks and recreation. A comparative discussion with the proposed project is
provided in the next section.

2.4.2 Comparisons with the Proposed Project

Table 2.4-2 provides a summary comparison of alternatives. Chapter 6.0 should also be consulted for
more details of impacts by alternative.

Compared with Alternative 6R, the proposed project would have less adverse impacts in terms of coastal
land use compatibility, jobs:housing ratios, loss of coastal habitat, effects on beach/dune habitat, loss of
oak woodland, effects on wetlands, and effects on visual resources. The proposed project would have
more adverse impact in terms of potential incompatibility of land uses at East Garrison, increased
generation of solid waste, demand for water supply, demand for law enforcement and fire protection
services, increased traffic, and increased noise. However, unlike Alternative 6R, the proposed project -
contains a comprehensive set of policies and programs which reduce the potential impacts to these
resources substantially, as described in Chapter 4.0. Alternative 6R would also not fully meet the project
objectives. .

Compared with Alternative 7, the proposed project would have less impact in terms of general
incompatibility of adjoining land uses within the former Fort Ord, jobs:housing ratios, hydrology and
water quality, traffic noise, loss of coastal strand habitat, loss of dune scrub, effects on beach/dune
habitat, loss of oak woodland, and effects on wetlands and visual resources. The proposed project would
have more adverse impact in terms of potential incompatibility of land uses at East Garrison, increased
generation of solid waste, and demand for law enforcement services. However, the project includes a
comprehensive set of policies and programs which reduce the potential impacts considerably, as
described in Chapter 4.0. Relative to the proposed project, Alternative 7 would have greater cumulative
and regional effect on traffic and associated environmental effects due to the creation of over 10,000
more jobs with a population at the former Fort Ord of approximately 10,000 fewer residents.

The anticipated impacts of Alternative 8 would be very similar in general to those described above for
Alternative 7 in relation to the proposed project. The principal difference would be that Alternative 8
would produce similar impacts as under the proposed project in terms of jobs:housing ratio and demand
for law enforcement services and traffic, although without the benefits of the policies and programs.

2.5 Summary Table

Table 2.5-1 provides a detailed and comprehensive summary of proposed project impacts and mitigation
measures. '

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Summary
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Table 2.4-1 Genera® Characteristics of the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives

14,388

General population * 22,770 45,100
CSUMB residential students 20,000 N/A 20,000 20,000 20,000
General housing (dwelling units) 17,132 10,210 13,800 15,000 4,816
CSU'MB residential student housing 5,100 N/A 5,100 5,100 5,100
Employment (jobs) © 45457 27,000 58,500 48,100 25,630
Jobs:housing ratio 205 2.64 310 3.39 2.59
Land use categories:
Habitat Management 62% 53% 62% 61% 56%
Educational/Institutional/ 9% 9% 10% 10% 5%
Public Facilities (includes
airport)
Retail 1% N/A 1% 1% N/A
Business/Planned Development/ 5% 3% 7% 6% 3%
Light Industrial (commercial)
Residential 7% 0.5% - 6% , 6% 2%
Parks and Recreation (golf, beach) 10% 11% 6% 7% 5%
Agri-Business (agriculture) N/A 3% 3% 3% N/A
Other (ROW, POM annex) ¢ 1% 6%+ 4%+ 5%+ 4%
Visitor Serving (tourism) <1% 1% 1% 1% <1%
¢ aretaker Status N/A N/A N/A N/A 26%
-1 Proposed Use N/A ‘13% N/A N/A N/A

d

-]

Population totals for Alternative 7 and Alternative 8 were estimated in the Army’s FEIS bascd on 3 persons per dwelling
unit. This methodology did not reflect student populations, and 20,000 CSUMB residential have been added in this table
to reflect this difference. Although CSUMB is *alanmng for 25,000 FTE students, it is estimated that 20,000 students will
be living within the former Fort Ord.

Population total for the No Project Alternative includes 4,827 military associated with the POM annex and 406 associated
with McKinney Act housing, and 9,155 associated with CSUMB facuity, staff and graduate students.

General population totals includes military population.

For Alternative 7 and Alternative 8, 5,100 residential student housing units have been added to the total units listed in the
Army’s FEIS.

General housing total for the No Project Alternative includes 1,590 units for the military POM Annex, 133 McKinney Act
housing units, and 3,093 units associated with CSUMB faculty, staff and graduate student housing.

General housing total for the proposed project assumes 1,590 for military POM Annex housing, 12,449 for community
housing, 3,093 for CSUMB facuity, staff and graduate housing, and does not include the 1,790 hotel rooms planned for
this alternative.

Employment total for the No Project Alternative includes 310 military associated with the POM Annex, 3,200 associated
with CSUMB, 210 associated with the beach park, golf, and habitat management, 9,737 associated with the City of
Marina airport and Business/Planned Development/Light Industrial development, and 12,173 associated with the County
of Monterey Planned Development use.

The proposed project includes 1,147 acres for rights-of-way infrastructure; figures from the other alternatives account for
only around 320 acres of ROW infrastructure and underestimate these total percentages.

Land use category percentages have been reaggregated from the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS.

N/A = Not Applicable
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Table 2.4-2 Comparison of Key Distinguishing Impacts of the Proposed Project
and Project Alternatives

1. Land Use
e Inconsistency with Required policies/ Greater than | Greater than Greater than Greater than
state and local policies programs would proposed proposed proposed proposed
make local plans project, project, project, project,
consistent with all inconsistency | inconsistency inconsistency | without
other policies; with policies | with policies with policies | reuse plan,
revised coastal regarding regarding regarding use of
consistency habitat, habitat, habitat, transferred
determination infrastructure | infrastructure, infrastructure, | properties
required , land use, land use, land use, may be
groundwater, | groundwater, groundwater, inconsistent
and Coastal and Coastal Act | and Coastal with state,
Act Act local policies
e  Incompatibility between No impact; transit Greater than | No impact; No impact; No impact;
transit center and center removed from | proposed transit center transit center | transit center
coastal habitat coastal area project; removed from removed from | removed
transit coastal arca coastal area from coastal
center area
located in
coastal
natural
habitat area
¢ Incompatibility between Potential Similar to Similar to Similar to No impact;
natural area expansion incompatibilities with | proposed proposed proposed caretaker
and development natural area project, but project, but project, but status in this
expansion reduced by | without without without location
impact with required | mitigating mitigating mitigating
policies/ programs policiesand | policies and policies and
programs; programs; programs;
impact from | impact from impact from
Golf course / | Golf Golf
Hotel/ course/Hotel/ course/Hotel/
Business Business Park Business Park
Park on on Natural Area | on Natural
Natural Area | Expansion Area
Expansion ’ Expansion
e Incompatibility Potential Fewer Fewer impacts Fewer impacts | No
between East Garrison incompatibility of impacts than | than proposed than proposed | impact;
uses in historic area proposed uses proposed project due to project dueto | caretaker
incompatible with project due to | fewer competing | fewer status in
each other and with fewer uses competing this
adjacent youth camp; | competing uses location
reduced impact with uses
required policies/
programs
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Summary
May, 1996 0
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Table 2.4-2 Comparison of Key Distinguishing Impacts of the Proposed Project
and Project Alternatives (continued)

1. Land Use cont.

e Incompatibility Proposed Hwy. 68 Similar to Similar to Similar to No
between Highway 68 incompatible with proposed proposed project | proposed impact;
bypass and adjacent York School, Laguna | project but but without project but carctaker
land uses Seca; reduced impact | without mitigating without status in

with required mitigating policies and mitigating this
policies/ programs policies and programs; policies and location

programs; impact from programs;

impact from | proposed Hwy. impact from

proposed 68 on York proposed

Hwy. 68 on School, Laguna | Hwy. 68 on

York School, | Seca York School,

) Laguna Seca Laguna Seca

2. Socioeconomics

¢ General housing (dwelling | 17,132 10,210 13,800 15,000 4,816
units - excludes CSUMB
students)

o  Employment (jobs) 45,457 27,000 58,500 48,100 25,630

Jobs:housing ratio of | Jobs:housing | Jobs:housing Jobs:housing | Jobs:housing
2.05 is improved over | ratio=2.64 ratio=3.10 ratio = 2.39 ratio = 2.59
previous alternatives

3. Geology and Soils Potential impacts Slightly less | Similar to Similar to Less than

' on unique soil than under proposed proposed proposed
types, soil proposed project; potential | project; project;
fertility, coastal project; for less erosion | potential for potential for
facilities, wind potential for | impacts in East less erosion greater
erosion, water less erosion Garrison area impacts in long-term
erosion, landslide impacts in East Garrison | loss of soil
susceptibility, and East Garrison area fertility
increased area; caused by
sedimentation potential for fire
would be reduced - greater long- suppression
with required term loss of
programs and soil fertility
policies caused by

fire
suppression
4. Public Services, Utilities,
and Water Supply
e Need for new local water | 18,262 afy 12,000 afy 17,700 afy 18,000 afy 9,346 afy
supplies Policies/programs L:=s than Similar to Similar to Substantially

and mitigation p osed proposed proposed less than
measures reduce pr ot project, but project, but proposed
effect on groundwater without without project
supplies, but mitigating mitigating
additional water policies and policies and
supplies required programs programs

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Summary

May, 1996
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Table 2.4-2 Comparison of Key Distinguishing Impacts of the Proposed Project
and Project Alternatives (continued)

4. Public Services, Utilities,
and Water Supply cont.
e Need for new and 9.8 mgd Less than Slightly less Slightly less Substantially
upgraded utility systems Capital pro-posed than proposed than proposed | less than
- Wastewater Generated improvements, project; project, based on | project, based | proposed
policies/ potential fewer dwelling on fewer project,
programs, and impacts units dwelling units | basedon a
mitigation measures associated lower
-reduce effect with utility population
system
deterioration
- Solid Waste Generated 193 tons per day Substantially | Slightly less Slightly less Substantially
generated at build- less than than proposed than proposed | less than
out proposed project, based on | project, based | proposed
project, a lower on a lower project,
based on population population based on a
lower lower
population population
- Storm Drainage Drainage Less than Similar to Similar to Less than
improvements on proposed proposed proposed proposed
8,701 acres of project, project, based on | project, based | project,
developed land; based on similar acres on fewer acres | based on
capital improvements | fewer acres developed developed fewer acres
and policies/ developed; developed;
programs reduce potential additional
effect impacts *impacts
| associated associated
with utility with utility
system system
deterioration deterioration
5. Hydrology and Water Potential impacts Slightly less | Slightly greater | Slightly Less than
Quality associated with than than proposed greater than proposed
site run-off, water proposed project proposed project
quality project project
degradation, and
groundwater
recharge would be
reduced with
required programs
and policies
6. Public Health and Safety
e Increased demand for law | Demand for increased | Less than Less than the Slightly less Substantially
enforcement law enforcement (103 | the proposed | proposed than the less than the
.additional law project, project, based on | proposed proposed
enforcement officers); | based on lower project, based | project,
policies, programs lower population on lower based on
and mitigation mea- population population lower
sures reduce effect population
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Drafit EIR Summary
May, 1996
: 2-11

Attachment D, p. 52 of 1882



Table 2.4-2 Comparison of Key Distinguishing Impacts of the Proposed Project
and Project Alternatives (continued)

6. Public Health and Safety
cont.
e Increased demand for fire | Increased demand for | Less than Similar to Similar to Less than
protection fire protection; proposed proposed proposed proposed
policies/ programs project project, based on | project, based | project
and mitigation similar amount | on similar
measures reduce of acres served amount of
effect acres served
e  Exposure to hazardous Potential exposure to | Less than Similar to Similar to Less than
and toxic materials hazardous materials proposed proposed project | proposed proposed
reduced by policies/ project project project
programs
e  Long-term exposure to
unexploded ordnance Long-term exposure Similar to Similar to Similar to Similar to
to unexploded proposed proposed project | proposed proposed
ordnance reduced by | project project project
policies/
programs
7. Traffic and Circulation
e  Daily Vehicle Trips 390,000 228,000 435,139 425,000- 195,000
Generated ’ 430,000
e Increased traffic demand Improved Substantially | Would generate | Would Would
on Fort Ord and regional | jobs:housing balance | lower impact | more trips due to | generate generate
transportation would minimize off- | both greater slightly more | about one-
: site trips; programs internally and | iobs:housing daily trips, but | half the
and policies assure regionally imbalance, greater number of
capacity for on-site due to fewer | causing greater | jobs:housing | trips but
trips and reduce but trips impact on imbalance absence of
do not eliminate regional system | would result community
cumulative regional without in more trips housing
impacts mitigating to from points | within the
policies and outside the former Fort
programs former Fort Ord is
Ord thus expected to
causing result in
greater impact | higher % of
on regional trips to or
system,; from points
impacts not outside the
reduced by former Fort
mitigating Ord, causing
policies and regional
programs impacts
without
mitigating
policies and
programs
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Summary
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Table 2.4-2 Comparison of Key Distinguishing Impacts of the Proposed Project
and Project Alternatives (continued)

8. Climate and Air Quality

Potential violations of } Slightly less | Similar to Similar to Less than
ambient air quality than proposed project | proposed proposed
standards would be proposed project project
reduced with required | project
programs and policies
9. Noise
e  Noise from construction Potential impacts Less than Similar to Similar to Substantially
would be reduced proposed proposed project | proposed less than
with required project because amount | project because| proposed
programs and policies } because of development | amount of project
development | would be similar | development | because
would be less would be substantially
intense similar less
development
would occur
e Noise impacts from traffic | Potential impacts Less than Slightly more Slightly more | Substantially
to new and proposed than proposed than proposed | less than
existing noise- project project because | project because| proposed
sensitive land uses because amount of traffic | amount of project
would be reduced traffic would be traffic would be] because
with required volumes increased, increased, substantially
programs and would be without without less traffic
policies lower mitigating mitigating would occur
policies and policies and
programs programs
e Noise impacts from Potential impacts Less than Similar to Similar to Less than
airports to new noise- proposed proposed project | proposed proposed
sensitive land uses project because location | project because| project,
would be reduced because- and intensity of | location and because
with required development | development intensity of fewer
programs and close to would be similar | development | sensitive
policies airports but without would be land uses
would be less | mitigating similar but would be
intense policies and without exposed to
programs mitigating aircraft noise
policies and
programs
¢ Noise from non- Potential impact Less than Similar to Similar to Fewer land
transportation sources to new and proposed proposed project | proposed uses with
existing noise- project because project sources of
sensitive land uses because development because of noise would
would be reduced development | would be similar | similar be located
with required would be less | without development | adjacent to
programs and intense mitigating without mitig- | noise-
policies policies and ating policies | sensitive
programs and programs | land uses
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Summary
May, 1996
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Table 2.4-2 Comparison of Key Distinguishing Impacts of the Proposed Project
and Project Alternatives (continued)

10. Biological Resources
e Loss of sensitive habitats | Potential impacts on Slightly less | Slightly less Slightly less Less than
addressed in the HMP 2,333 acres would be | than than proposed than proposed | proposed
- Loss of maritime reduced with required | proposed project project project but
chaparral (acres) policies and programs | project more
potential for
habitat
degradation/
isolation
from lack of
active
habitat
management
- Loss of coastal strand No loss of habitat; Slightly more | Slightly more Slightly more | Similar to
potential impacts to than than proposed than proposed | proposed
special status species | proposed project project project
would be reduced project
with required policies
and programs
- Loss of dune scrub Potential impacts on 2 | Slightly less | Slightly more Slightly mor= | Similar to
acres would be than than proposed than proposed | proposed
reduced with required | proposed project project project
policies and programs | project
e  Effects on beach, Potential impacts to More than Slightly more Slightly more | Less than
blowouts, ice plant mats, 71 acres would be proposed than proposed than proposed | proposed
disturbed dune reduced with required | project project project project
policies and programs
e  Effects on coastal scrub Potential impactson } Less than Less than Less than Less than
348 acres would be proposed proposed project | proposed proposed
negligible project project project
e  Effects on annual Potential impactson | Less than Less than Less than Less than
grassland 1,525 acres would be | proposed proposed project | proposed proposed
negligible project project project
e  Effects on coast live oak Potential impacts More than More than More than Less than
woodland and savanna 1,584 acres would be | proposed proposed project | proposed proposed
reduced with required | project project project
policies and programs
e  Effects on native perennial | Potential impacts on 6 | Slightly less | Slightly less Slightly less Slightly less
grassiand acres would be than than proposed than proposed | than
negligible proposed project project proposed
project project
e  Effects on vernal ponds, Potential impacts on Slightly more | Slightly more Slightly more | Similar to
riparian corridors, other up to 5 acres would than than proposed than proposed | proposed
wetland areas be reduced with proposed project project project
policies and programs | project
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft LiR Summary
May, 1996
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Table 2.4-2 Comparison of Key Distinguishing Impacts of the Proposed Project
and Project Alternatives (continued)

10. Biological Resources cont.

e  Removal of sensitive Potential impacts Slightly less | Slightly less Slightly less Less than
species not addressed in would be reduced with | than than proposed than proposed | proposed
the HMP required policies and | proposed project project project but

programs project potential for
habitat
degradation/
isolation
from lack of
active habi-
tat mangmt.

e  Conflict with the goals of | Potential impacts of Similar to Similar to Similar to Less than
the Sanctuary urban run-off or proposed proposed project | proposed proposed
Management Plan for the | erosion would be project project project
Monterey Bay National reduced with required
Marine Sanctuary policies and programs

11. Visual Resources Potential impacts to More than More than More than Similar to

on-site visual quality, | proposed proposed project | proposed proposed
views from State project project project but
Route 1 and 68, and without
view from Salinas mitigating
Valley would be policies and
reduced with required programs
policies, programs and

mitigation measures

12. Cultural Resources

e  Disrupt Native American | Potential impact due to| Less than Similar to Similar to Less than
resources more intense land use | proposed proposed project | proposed proposed.

would be reduced with | project project project
required policies and | because less because less
programs intense land intense land
use use; impact
from loss of
federal
protection

e  Disrupt historical Potential impact due | Less than Similar to Similar to Similar

resources to more intense land proposed proposed project | proposed impact on
use, especially in East | project regarding project Stilwell Hall;
Garrison area; impact | because less | Stilwell Hall; regarding greater impact}
would be reduced intense land slightly less for— | Stilwell Hall;, | on East
with required policies | use East Garrison slightly less Garrison
and programs historic district | for East because of
Garrison loss of federal
historic protection
district
Different methodologies were used for Alternative 7 and the proposed project.
®  Different methodologies were used for Alternative 7 and the proposed project; this figure is underestimated.
N/A Not Available
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Summary
May, 1996
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Introduction

The proposed project being evaluated in this Draft EIR is the land use development plan and related
implementation components contained in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan). The Reuse Plan
includes a “land use concept” as well as the following related components:

Conservation plan;

Recreation plan;

Transportation plan;

Capital improvement program; _

Local general plan modifications to incorporate former Fort Ord properties;
Redevelopment planning for former Fort Ord properties; and

Potential changes in city, county and special district boundaries within the former Fort Ord.

The land use concept is the primary focus of the impact analyses contained in this Draft EIR. For the
purpose of describing the comprehensive plan, the project components listed above are briefly summarized
in this chapter. This chapter also describes the project objectives and the approvals and permits required
by local governments and regulatory agencies to implement the proposed project.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan is summarized in this chapter and is herein incorporated by reference. The
Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan document should be read in conjunction with this Draft EIR. :

Project Site

The project site is the former Department of the Army (Army) military facility known as Fort Ord. The
former Fort Ord occupies approximately 27,964 acres of land along the Pacific Ocean, 100 miles south of
San Francisco, California. The site is located in northern Monterey County and is adjacent to the Cities of
Marina, Seaside, Sand City, Del Rey Oaks, and Monterey (refer to Figure 3.1-1).

Under the proposed project, approximately 27,000 acres of former Fort Ord would be transferred from the
Army to a number of government agencies and local organizations that would have land use control within
former Fort Ord. The transfer and redevelopment of such a large area would necessitate substantial
restructuring of local jurisdictional boundaries, the incorporation of new local policies and programs to
guide development, implementation strategies including capital improvements, and future land management
plans. The proposed project addresses all these factors and therefore serves as a long-term, regionally-
focused, and comprehensive reuse plan.

31  Project Objectives

With the closure of the former Fort Ord, the local region has lost a substantial portion of its population,
jobs, and amount of economic activity previously supplied by the Army. At the same time, however, the
local region has gained a well-located and environmentally-rich piece of property, which has effectively
been unavailable to the community since 1917. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan endeavors both to satisfy
local community needs, and take advantage of new opportunities by replacing lost jobs and revenue and
preserving the natural beauty and biological resources of the property. FORA’s vision for the proposed

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Project Description
May, 1996
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project is a reuse and development strategy focused on “the three Es:” economic development, the
environment, and education.

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act (Title 7.85, Section 67651(a),(b),(c),(d) of the Government Code)
declares the following goals for the reuse of former Fort Ord to be the policy of the State of California:

a) To facilitate the transfer and reuse of Fort Ord with all practical speed;

b) To minimize the disruption caused by the base’s closure on the civilian economy and the
people of the Monterey Bay area;

c) To provide for the reuse and development of the base area in ways that enhance the economy
and quality of life of the Monterey Bay community; and

d) To maintain and protect the unique environmental resources of the area.

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act indicates that all former Fort Ord property that has been transferred
from the federal government must be used in a manner that is consistent with the FORA Board’s Reuse
Plan, except for property transferred to the California State University or the University of California that
is used for education related or research-oriented purposes, and excluding property transferred to the
California Department of Parks and Recreation.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan represents an ultimate buildout scenario for the former Fort Ord over the
next 40 to 60 years. The level of development proposed under the proposed project is consistent with the
level of projected regional growth (as predicted by AMBAG until the year 2015). It is the intent of the
proposed project to accommodate a substantial portion of this regional growth, and also to share in the
funding of regional expenditures such as circulation infrastructure improvements.

The proposed project, as considered within the context of the overall Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, is also
intended to be self-mitigating. Policy and program statements included in Chapter 4.0 - Reuse Plan
Elements of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan are designed to mitigate potential adverse effects of the
proposed project.

3.1.1 Basis of the Revised Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan

FORA'’s Interim Reuse Plan was presented and analyzed in the Army’s DSEIS and approved by the FORA
Board on December 12, 1994. The basis of the Interim Reuse Plan was driven in large measure by the
desires and needs of the land use agencies involved. Early assessment of the plan concluded the following:

o Market Support. The balance of land uses in the plan did npt match the market on the
Peninsula for these uses. There was a significant oversupply of industrial/business park land
uses and an insufficient amount of residential land uses.

e Circulation Capacity. The extent of new circulation network in the plan appeared to be
significantly out of balance with the land served resulting in serious coast considerations. In
addition, the roadway network pattern resulted in a significant impact on State Highway 1 by
overloading the 12th Street interchange and under-utilizing the capacity of the Main Gate
intersection.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Praject Description
May, 1996
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Figure 3.1-1
Draft EIR Regional Context Map

EDAW, Inc. May, 1996 AttachrrentB, Ayny/Forpf of §@ihcers, 1993




e Infrastructure Costs. The cost estimates prepared during the FORIS Infrastructure Study
completed in January 1995 indicated a potentially significant burden on the land that
threatened the financial feasibility of the plan.

Plan Refinements

Based on the early assessments and on extensive outreach to the community, a series of plan refinements
were developed. A Community Vision Session was sponsored by FORA to provide a forum to identify
issues and concerns. Plan refinements were incorporated that addressed both the shortcomings in the
original Interim Reuse Plan, and the substantial number of refinements prompted by the Community Vision
Session and initiated by each of the land use agencies. The revised Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan maintains
the fundamental elements of the original community vision through incorporation of the following:

e Environmental Protection. The Habitat Management Plan (HMP) was respected and only
minor refinements of the boundary within the U. S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
habitat lands were incorporated into the Land Use Concept.

e Mix of Land Uses. The same mix of land uses is retained. The proportional representation of
each land use has been changed to reflect the Peninsula real estate market and a reuse strategy
that leveraged the housing market to enhance the attractiveness of the former Fort Ord as a
jobs center. _ :

e Circulation System. Several changes were made to the circulation network to reduce land
committed to roadways, reduce the size of the roadway, and take advantage of existing
improvements to reduce costs.

Develdpment Strategies

As a result of the refinement process, the focus shifted to the implementation strategies that could optimize
the financial viability of the Reuse Plan. Development strategies were articulated for the market,
circulation, infrastructure extension, community-building synergies, and fiscal strategies.

3.12 Significant Differences between the Proposed Project and Alternatives presented in the
Army’s FEIS and DSEIS

The Army’s DSEIS analyzed Alternative 7 (FORA's Interim Reuse Plan) and a minor modification of this
alternative labeled Alternative 8. The Army’s FEIS analyzed Alternatives 1 through 6R and their
subalternatives. The proposed project in this Draft EIR is relatively similar to Alternatives 7 and 8, but is
significantly different from Alternatives 1 through 6R. The principal differences between the current Draft
Fort Ord Reuse Plan and previous Alternatives 7 and 8 have resulted in a proposed project that:

¢ is more economically feasible;

e contains a down-scale:. ..nd less-costly circulation infrastructure;

e satisfies the demand for adequate housing in the local region;

e includes increased recreational and tourist opportunities; and

e better integrates land uses.
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Project Description
May, 1996
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A more detailed description of the differences between the proposed project and Alternatives 7 and 8 is
presented in Table 3.2-1.

3.2 Land Use Concept

Figure 3.2-1 shows the ultimate development land use concept for the proposed project. Implementation of
the proposed project would result in the development of approximately 22,232 dwelling units (including
5,100 CSUMB on-campus housing), 45,457 jobs, and a buildout population of approximately 51,773 plus
20,000 CSUMB on-campus students. The appropriate division of total acreage on the former Fort Ord by
land use category would be as follows:

62% Habitat Management;

9% Educational/Institutional/Public Facilities (includes airport);
1% Retail;

5% Business Park/Light Industrial/Planned Development;

7% Residential;

10% Parks and Recreation (beach, golf);

0% Agri-Business; _

7% Other (rights-of-way 4%; POM annex 3%); and

<1% Visitor Serving.

Under the proposed project, 62% (or 17,367 acres) of the former Fort Ord would be left undeveloped and
would be included as part of a habitat management program. The BLM would manage approximately
15,000 acres and the remainder would be managed by the California Department of Parks and Recreation
(CDPR), the University of California Natural Reserve System, Monterey County, and the City of Marina.
Under the proposed project, approximately 782 acres would stay under the Army as a military enclave (i.e.,
POM annex, reserve center). The remaining approximately 29% of former Fort Ord (or 7,919 acres)
would be developed according to the urban land uses described above, and 10% of land (or 2,692 acres)
would be developed: or left undeveloped for parks and recreation. Consistent with the analysis in the
Army’s DSEIS, the easement for potential future SR 68 improvements in the southern portion of former
Fort Ord is treated as an open space and habitat management area (refer to Figure 3.2-1).

3.2.1 Proposed Project Land Uses

The proposed project is a modification of FORA’s Interim Reuse Plan of December 12, 1994 (Alternative
7). Compared to Alternative 7, the proposed project represents lower land use densities associated with
commercial and industrial uses, fewer overall jobs created, and a down-scaled circulation plan. The
proposed project also represents an overall increase in dwelling units and mixed-use development, in order
to create a more balanced jobs-housing ratio. The proposed project is more economically feasible than
Alternatives 7 and 8 and responds to the lack of adequate housing in the local communities, while still
providing educational opportunities, economic recovery, environmental protection, and recreational
opportunities.

The primary land use differences between Alternative 7 and the proposed project are described in Table
3.2-1 and shown in Figure 3.2-2, and are represented as either substantially revised or slightly revised
areas. Three polygon areas revised under the proposed project differ substantially from reuse alternatives
considered in the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS; these are polygons 1c, 4 and 1b. Polygon 1c is a light

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Project Description
May, 1996
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industrial use area in both Alternative 7 and the proposed project, but opportunities for golf and hotel are
included under the proposed project. Polygon 4 is modified from low density to medium density residential,
with opportunities for a golf course, high school, community park, and convenience retail. Polygon 11b is
designated for agri-business use under Alternative 7 and has been changed to business park development
with equestrian use opportunities.

Several other polygons represent slightly different changes in land use intensity or type, and are associated
primarily with residential, mixed-use areas, and recreational uses. A potential site for a desalination plant
(polygon 14c) is assumed for purposes of the impact assessment. The reconfiguration of the military
enclave is also considered a slight revision from Alternative 7.

Table 3.2-1 Revised Land Use Areas

la Airport (AIR) BP/LI/O/R&D Land uses are consistent

1b Habitat Preserve (HAB) Habitat Management Slight Boundary Shift

lc Business Park (AIR/BP) BP/LI/O/R&D with Hotel and Golf Course Hotel and Golf Course
Opportunity Sites

1id This polygon was eliminated by

the Blanco Road right-of-way
reserve. )

le Habitat Preserve (HAB) Habitat Management Land uses are consistent

1f High Tech Business Park (TECH) | Public Facility/Institutional and BP/LI/O/R&D | Land uses are.consistent
2a Retail (RET) Mixed-Use District, Med. Residential and Med. Residential
Open Space/Recreation

2b Multiple Uses (HR/CBUS) Mixed-Use District Land uses are consistent

2c High Tech Business Park (TECH) | Mixed-Use District with Convenience Retail Difference in predominant uses

2d Retail (RET) and High Density Mixed-Use District and Open Difference in predominant uses

Residential Space/Recreational
2e Corporation Yard (CORP) Half of Polygon Now Considered Mixed-Use Portion of polygon considered
. District mixed-use district

2f Bus Transfer Center (BTC) Mixed-Use District Difference in predominant uses

2g Equestrian Center Equestrian Center Expansion of use to the south

3 University Community College School/University Land uses are consistent

(UNIV/CC)

4 Low Density Residential (LR) Med. Residential with Residential Infill, Golf | Increase in housing density;
Course, and High School opportunities; Open | potential golf course and high
space/recreation; and convenience retail school; park

4a School (SCH) School/University Land uses are consistent

5a Retail (RET) Mixed-Use District with Convenience Retail Potential difference in predominant
and High School Opportunity uses and potential high school

5b Business Park (BP) Habitat Management Difference in predominant uses
5¢ University Research Area (HAB) Habitat Management No Change

6a Reserve Center (RC) Military Enclave No Change

6b University Research Area (HAB) Habitat Management No Change

Ta University Science Office (USO) Mixed-Use District Land uses are consistent; new road

alignment

7b University Research Area (HAB) Habitat Management Slight boundary shift

Te University Science Office (USO) Mixed-Use District with Convenience Retail Potential difference in predominant

) and Hotel Opportunity uses and potential hotel
8a Landfill Research Area (LFRA); Open Space/Recreation; Habitat Management: { Potential Equestrian arid public
Golf Course Considered Under Convenience Retail; Equestrian; Golf Course; | amphitheater; convenience retail
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Project Description
May, 1996
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Alt. 8; Area Potentially Removed | and Public Amphitheater Considered
from HMP
8b University Science Office ((USO) Mixed-Use District Potential difference in predominant
uses
8 Bus Transfer Center (BTC) Mixed-Use District Potential difference in predominant
uses
8d University Community College Public Facility/Institutional Potential difference in predominant
(UNIV/CC) uses
9a University Research Arca (HAB) Habitat Management Slight boundary shift
9b University Science Office (USO) Mixed-Use District Potential difference in predominant
uses; slight boundary shift |
10 University (UNIV) Med. Housing with residential infill - Potential increased housing density
' opportunities
10a School School/University No Change
11la Habitat Preserve Habitat management and open Land uses are consistent with Alt. 8
space/recreational
11b Agri Center; Residential (AGRI); | Mixed-Use District with Equestrian Center; Change in Land Uses
Public Safety Training Center Potential Business Park
(POST)
12a Coastal Dune Zone (CDZ) Open Space/Recreation Land uses are consistent
12b Disturbed Habitat Zone (DHZ) Open Space/Recreation with Proposed Beach | Land uses are consistent except for
through Road __| Beach Through Road
13 Aquaculture/Marine Research Open Space/Recreation Removal of Developed Uses
(AQ/MRC) and Desalination
Facility
14a Multi-Use/Asilomar (MUA/ATF) | Visitor Serving with Hotel Opportunity Site Land uses are consistent
14b Service Area (SA) Public Facility/Institutional Land uses are consistent
14¢ Not Identified in SEIS Public Facility/Institutional (Desalination) Specific location not determined.
15 Retail (RET) and Central Regional Retail and Open Space/Recreation Regional Retail may be an
Business District (CBUS) ) unanalyzed use
16 University (UNIV) School/University No Change
17a Community Park Open Space/Recreation; Convenience Retail, Convenience Retail and Equestrian
Equestrian Opportunity Opportunity
17b RV Park (RV) Habitat Management and Public No Change
Facility/Institution
18 Office Park (OP) and Med. Public Facility/Institution; Open Public Facility/Instijution and open
. Residential (MR) Space/Recreation/Military Enclave space/recreation (Military enclave
: considered consistent with MR)
19a Alt. 7 = Light Industrial (LI); Low Density Residential with Golf Low density residential adjacent to
Alt. 8 = Golf; Residential; and Opportunity; and BP/LI/Office/R&D NRMA
20a Med. Residential (MR) and Med. Residential Absence of Resort Hotei
Resort Hotel (RH)
20b Med. Residential (MR) Med. Residential No Change
20c Med. Residential (MR) Military Enclave Land Uses are consistent
20d Institutional (INST) and Office School/University Potential difference in predominant I
Park (OP) uses
20e Office Park (OP) Mixed-Use District with Convenience Retail Difference in predominant uses
and Neighborhood Retail
20f School (SCH) School/University No Change I
20g High Density Residential (HR) High Density Residential with Convenience Convenience retail !
Retail
20h Army’s POM Annex (Army) Med. Residential with Convenience Retail; Land Uses are consistent i
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Project Description
May, 1996
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y Enclae

20i School (SCH) School/University No Change
20i School (SCH) School/University No Change
20k School (SCH) School/University No Change
2la Med. Residential (MR) Low Density Residential Reduction in housing density
21b Light Industrial (LI) Low Density Residential with Hotel Low density residential adjacent to
: Opportunity NRMA; hotel opportunity
2lc School Habitat Preserve (HAB) School/University No Change
22 Golf Course (GOLF) Visitor Serving; 2 Golf Course and 1 Hotel Hotel Opportunity
Opportunity
23 Resort Hotel (RH) and Low Med. Residential and Neighborhood Retail Neighborhood Retail; increased
Density Residential (LR) T housing density; exclusion of resort
: hotel; residential adjacent to
NRMA
24 Office Park (OP) Med. Residential and Open Space/ Recreation | Change in Land Uses and
Residential Adjacent to NRMA
(portion of | Natural Resource Management (refer to the small portion of the southwest Residential development proposed
25) Area (NRMA) part of polygon 25, located east of North/South | for portion of polygon
Road and north of Broadway Ave. extended)
Med. Residential
25 Natural Resource Management Habitat Management No Change
Area (NRMA)
26 Peace Officers Training (POST) Public Facility/Institutional No Change
29a Office Park (OP) and Golf Course | Visitor Serving with Convenience Retail; Golf | Convenience Retail
Resort Hotel (GOLF/RH) Course and Hotel Opportunity; BP/LI/O/R&D
29b Office Park (OP) BP/LIIO/R&D Land uses are consistent
29¢ Office Park (OP) Public Facility/Institutional Potential difference in predominant
uses
29d Office Park (OP) BP/LI/O/R&D Land uses are consistent
29¢ Community Park (CPRK) Open Space/Recreation No Change
30a Recreation Area Expansion (RAE) | Open Space/Recreation No Change
30b Recreation Area Expansion (RAE) | Open Space/Recreation No Change
30c Recreation Area Expansion (RAE) | Open Space/Recreation No Change
3la Natural Area Expansion (NAE) Habitat Management No Change
31b Office Park (OP) BP/LIVO/R&D Land Uses are consistent
32 School Expansion (SE) Open Space/Recreation Land Uses are consistent
40 Monterey Institute for Research in | MIRA No Change ’
Astronomy (MIRA)
4] Transit Center (TC) TC-Public Facility/Institutional No Chanﬁe

3.3 Project Plans and Programs

Section 67675(c) of the Government Code (Senate Bill 80) requires that the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
include the following components in association with the land use concept: a conservation plan; a recreation
plan; a transportation plan; and a capital improvement program.

3.3.1

Conservation Plan

A conservation plan is described in the Conservation Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (refer to
Chapter 4.0 - Reuse Plan Elements). The Conservation Element conveys goals and policies related to soils’

and geology, hydrology and water quality, biological resources, and air quality.

The Conservation

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR

May, 1996
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Element, which is state-mandated, requires that the natural resources within the boundaries of former Fort
Ord are supervised in perpetuity and that these resources are not diminished. It identifies important natural
resources at former Fort Ord, recognizes their irreplaceable value and limited quantities, and provides
specific strategies for their preservation. The Conservation Element’s contents respond to California
environmental laws, including the Clean Water Act and the Clean Air Act.

3.3.2 Recreation Plan

A recreation plan is described in the Recreation and Open Space Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
(refer to Chapter 4.0 - Reuse Plan Elements). The Recreation and Open Space Element provides goals,
policies, and programs for recreational uses of open space. Recreational opportunities at former Fort Ord
include golf, baseball, tennis, track and field, mountain biking, stadium use, equestrian activities, and use

of numerous neighborhood parks and playgrounds. Recreation standards for two types of community-

oriented recreation facilities were considered in the reuse planning effort: Neighborhood Parks and
Community Parks. Ample quantities of regional parkland are provided in the Reuse Plan, due to the
development of Fort Ord Dunes State Beach and the BLM lands, so standards for regional park demand
were not developed. '

333 Transportation Plan

A transportation plan is described in the Circulation Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (refer to
Chapter 4.0 - Reuse Plan Elements). The Circulation Element defines the long-term vision for a
comprehensive circulation network for the movement of people, goods, and vehicles within and through
former Fort Ord. It focuses on the system of freeways, arterials, bus and rail transit, and bicycle and
pedestrian routes to determine the most effective design possible, while enhancing the community and
protecting the environment. The Circulation Element also recognizes the close relationship between the
transportation system and land use plan.

334 ‘A Capital Improvement Program

A capital improvement program is included within the Public Facilities and Implementation Plan of the
Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (refer to the Appendix A). Capital improvements required to implement the
proposed project have been developed based on a 20-year horizon to the year 2015, even though Section
67675(c)5) of the Government Code only requires that a five-year capital improvement be developed.
Capital improvement projects are identified for the following areas: Regional ~Fransportation
Improvements, Off-site and On-site Roadway Improvements, Potable Water Supply and Distribution
Improvements, Wastewater Collection System and Pump Station Improvements, Existing Drainage
Systems Modifications, and Habitat Management Improvements. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan also
plans for Community and Neighborhood Park Improvements to be financed by local jurisdictions. All
infrastructure improvements would be developed through phasing as buildout of the former Fort Ord lands
occurs.

3.3.5 Habitat Management Plan

In addition, the proposed project accommodates the installation-wide Habitat Management Plan (HMP), as
approved by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in February 1994. The HMP was developed as a
mitigation measure for impacts on vegetation, wildlife, and wetland resources identified in the Army’s
FEIS. The HMP is intended to establish a regional conservation program for the HMP resources and

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Project Description
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thereby to obviate the need for review of individual projects by the USFWS and CDFG, and project-
specific mitigation measures to protect such resources. For the HMP to be implemented in a manner that
meets the requirements of relevant federal and state regulations, an Implementing/Management Agreement
has been developed that establishes the conditions under which FORA and its member agencies will receive
certain long-term permits and authorizations from the USFWS and the CDFG.

The Implementing/Management Agreement (Agreement) defines the respective rights and obligations of
FORA and its member agencies with respect to implementation of the HMP. Specifically, the
Implementing/Management Agreement will ensure implementation of the conservation measures outlined in
the HMP, contractually bind FORA and its members to fulfill and faithfully perform the obligations,
responsibilities, and tasks assigned to it pursuant to the terms of the HMP and Agreement; and provide
remedies and recourse should FORA or any member agency fail to perform their obligations,
responsibilities, and tasks as set forth in the HMP and the Agreement. I

3.4  Local General Plan Modifications to Incorporate the Former Fort Ord Properties

Upon the FORA Board’s adoption of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan for the future use and development of
the land occupied by former Fort Ord, an agency that is a member of FORA may adopt and rely on the
Reuse Plan as its local general plan for land in its jurisdiction that is also within the territory of former Fort
Ord. The FORA Act indicates that all former Fort Ord property that has been transferred from the federal
government must be used in a manner that is consistent with the Board’s Reuse Plan, except for property
transferred to the California State University or the University of California that is used for educationally-
related or research-oriented purposes, and property transferred to the California Department of Parks and
Recreation.

Modifications to the local general plans are incorporated into the Reuse Plan Elements chapter of the Draft
Fort Ord Reuse Plan. These modifications are embodied as policy and program statements, by
jurisdiction. Goals, objectives, policies and programs for several resources of concern have been developed
into the following elements: Land Use Element, Circulation Element, Recreation and Open Space Element,
Conservation Element, Noise Element, and Safety Element. These elements focus on the specific
provisions of the three land use jurisdictions with responsibility for controlling development of former Fort
Ord lands: the City of Marina, the City of Seaside, and Monterey County.

The applicable policies and programs included in the Reuse Plan Elements are identified in Chapter 4.0 of
this Draft EIR under the impact section of each resource area. The policies and programs serve as
mitigation measures to lessen or alleviate the potential impacts of the proposed project. The policies and
programs are, in effect, a separation of mitigation responsibilities by jurisdiction and can be considered in
that light when general plan amendments and master plans are proposed for adoption. The Draft Fort Ord
Reuse Plan will assist local governments in determining what changes may need to be made to their local
general plans so that the former Fort Ord properties may eventually be incorporated into the boundaries of
local cities or Monterey County.

3.5 Redevelopment Planning for Former Fort Ord Properties

Specific redevelopment plans have not been prepared as part of the overall Fort Ord reuse planning
process. If future redevelopment plans are completed for areas inside former Fort Ord or for the former
Fort Ord property as a whole, these plan(s) should be reviewed for consistency with the Draft Fort Ord
Reuse Plan and the local general plan amendments. Pursuant to Section 15168 of the State CEQA
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Guidelines, this progrzm-level EIR would provide the basis for the required environmental review of these
subsequent plans. If it is determined that o new effects would occur or no new mitigation would be
required, these subsequent plan could be approved as within the scope of this EIR, and no separate
environmental documentation would be necessary. However, if the proposed plans would result in effects
not covered in this EIR, subsequent CEQA documentation would be needed. This documentation may
include: an Initial Study; Negative Declaration; or a Subsequent EIR.

3.6 Potential Changes in City, County and Special District Boundaries

Within the boundaries of former Fort Ord, the City of Seaside currently has jurisdiction over 4,028 acres,
the City of Marina has jurisdiction over 3,115 acres, and Monterey County has jurisdiction over 20,565
acres. Sphere of influence expansion and annexation requests submitted by the cities of Marina, Seaside,
Del Rey Oaks, and Monterey would change the jurisdictional boundaries within former Fort Ord. The
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) has a policy not to process any sphere of influence
changes until a final Fort Ord reuse plan is approved and environmental documentation is provided. Figure
3.6-1 reflects sphere of influence expansion and annexation requests that would be necessary to incorporate
former Fort Ord land into the local cities and the County, and to set up special service districts, such as
fire, water and sewer districts. These requests are summarized below (refer to Figure 3.2-1 for the location
of polygons referenced below).

3.6.1 Cityof Marina

The City Council approved a request on May 26, 1992 to expand the City’s sphere of influence at the
eastern boundary of former Fort Ord and in the dune area west of State Highway 1. This action has not
reached the status of a formal application due to the LAFCO policy of not processing any Fort Ord

requests.
3.6.2 City of Seaside

In September 1991, the City submitted two separate requests to amend its sphere of influence, with the goal
of defining its former Fort Ord sphere of influence for general planning purposes. The proposed Seaside
sphere of influence boundaries would extend to the dunes area west of State Highway 1 and 10,000 feet
into Monterey Bay, as well as east and south of the City’s existing and general plan sphere of influence.
As with all other requests related to former Fort Ord, the City’s request to LAFCO is on hold pending
certification of the EIR and adoption of the Reuse Plan.

3.6.3 City of Del Rey Oaks

The City is currently meeting informally with LAFCO officials, the Cities of Monterey and Seaside, and its
general plan consultants regarding sphere of influence extensions and annexations of former Fort Ord
polygons 29a, 31a and 31b.

3.64 City of Monterey

The City passed a resolution in 1983 to expand its sphere of influence to include the former Fort Ord
planning area between South Boundary Road and Ryan Ranch. It is still planning to request sphere of
influence expansions and annexations of former Fort Ord polygons 29 b, c, d and e within the next 20
years.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Project Description
May, 1996 .
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While these sphere adjustments and annexations act as an overlay to the proposed land use map, and are
considered a required approval of the proposed project, they do not include any adjustments to the proposed
land uses. The jurisdictional changes, therefore, are not the focus of attention in this Draft EIR. Most of
the effects of boundary adjustments will be financial in nature or will relate to the detailed provision of
public services and utilities.

3.7 Approvals and Permits Required by Local Governments and Regulatory Agencies
to Implement the Proposed Project

The following approvals and permits will be required by local governments and regulatory agencies in
order to implement the proposed project:

3.7.1 City of Marina

General Plan Amendment

Area Plan Amendment

Zoning Amendment

Sphere of Influence Amendments and Annexations
Use Permit Approval

Map Approval

3.72 City of Seaside

General Plan Amendment

Area Plan Amendment

Zoning Amendment

Sphere of Influence Amendments and Annexations
Use Permit Approval

Map Approval

3.73 County of Monterey

General Plan Amendment

Area Plan Amendment

Zoning Amendment _
Sphere of Influence Amendments and Annexations
Use Permit Approval

Map Approval

3.7.4 California Coastal Commission

e Local Coastal Plan Amendment

e Proposed project activities must comply with the nonpoint source pollution control plan
developed by the California Coastal Commission and the SWRCB (pursuant to Section 6217
of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990), if any
stormwater would be discharged into the ocean.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Project Description
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3.75

3.7.6

3.7.7

3.78

3.79

State Water Resources Control Board

e A stormwater discharge permit must be obtained for construction and industrial activities prior
to discharging stormwater.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
e Sewage treatment facilities must comply with waste discharge requirements.
State of California Health Department

e Distribution and storage for potable and non-potable water must comply with State Health
Department (Title 22) regulations.

e The installation of water supply wells must comply with State of California Water Well
Standards and well standards established by the Monterey County Health Department.

Air Quality Management District

¢ Consistency Determination with 1994 Air Quality Management Plan

Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary

e The Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 requires that entities

discharging to the bay comply with a management plan aimed at protecting the bay’s national
marine sanctuary resources.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Dre- IR Project Description
May, 1996
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Introduction

This chapter contains an analysis of each environmental issue and identifies the significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines. Sections 4.1 through 4.13 describe for
each environmental issue area: the Environmental Setting and the Environmental Impacts and
Mitigation.

The Setting sections describe physical and socioeconomic conditions at former Fort Ord that were
present at the time the decision became final to downsize or close former Fort Ord as a military base
(September, 1991). The Setting section also provides reference sources.

The Environmental Impacts and Mitigation section first establishes the significance criteria for
determining impacts. Specific criteria used for determining the significance of a particular impact are
identified prior to the impact discussion in each subsection and are consistent with significance criteria
set forth in the State CEQA Guidelines.

The Environmental Impacts and Mitigation section then identifies impacts of the proposed project.
Impacts are numbered consecutively within each section. In most sections, the initial impact discussion
is followed by a listing of relevant policies and programs built into the proposed project (found in
Chapter 4.0 - Reuse Elements of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan) for the purpose of minimizing
environmental impacts. A determination of these impacts which are significant or potentially significant,
taking into account the applicable policies and programs, is then provided. Discussion of consistency
with existing plans and policies is provided in section 4.1 - Land Use. Discussion of cumulative impacts
can be found in Chapter 5.0 - Other CEQA Considerations.

For all project impacts that are determined to be significant adverse environmental impacts, the State
CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to describe feasible mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen
such impacts [Section 15021(a) and 15126(c)]. Because of the general nature of the Reuse Plan, many of
the impacts cannot be precisely quantified, and therefore identifying specific mitigation measures to
address such undefined impacts is impractical. In such cases, CEQA case law has endorsed an approach
that permits an agency to defer specific mitigation measures until later, if the agency commits to
satisfying specific performance criteria articulated at the time of project approval.

If a significant impact of the proposed project cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level through
the application of feasible mitigation measures, it is categorized as a “significant unavoidable” impact
and as such must be given special attention in considering approval of the proposed project. In preparing
the required findings, FORA must provide an explanation as to why no feasible mitigation is available.
It should be noted that pursuant to CEQA statutes and the State CEQA Guidelines, FORA may balance
the benefits of the proposed project against its unavoidable significant environmental impacts in
determining whether to approve the project. If the benefits are found to outweigh the impacts, the
adverse effects may be considered “acceptable.” In this scenario, FORA would have to adopt a
“Statement of Overriding Considerations” in determining to approve the project.

Table 2-5.1 in Chapter 2.0 provides a summary of applicable environmental impacts, policies 'and
~ programs, mitigations, and residual impacts. Mitigation responsibilities under the mitigation monitoring

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR ' [Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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plan provided in Table 2.5-1 are specified in terms of the measure to be undertaken, the date for
implementation, and agencies responsible. Those mitigations apply mainly to the three jurisdictions
responsible for adopting general plan amendments under the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, i.e. Monterey
County, City of Marina and City of Seaside. However, state agencies with autonomy for land use
decisions, e.g., University of California, California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB), and
California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) may exercise their jurisdiction over the planning
and approval of certain projects on their lands. In such cases, this EIR assumes that programs and
policies in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan and mitigation measures identified in this chapter will need to
be adopted and implemented by the state agencies, in order for these agencies to gain the benefit of this
EIR and Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan.

This program-level Draft EIR is essentially a supplement to the Army’s 1993 FEIS and 1995 DSEIS,
which analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated with the disposal and reuse of former
Fort Ord. This Draft EIR is focused on the additional CEQA-required analysis which pertains to the
reuse of Fort Ord, following the Army’s disposal of the property, and on changes in the Reuse Plan since
-~ December 12, 1994. This Draft EIR incorporates by reference pertinent background information and
analysis from the previous documents which are relevant to the identification and evaluation of
environmental impacts addressed in this Draft EIR. CEQA environmental review conducted for future
individual projects that implement the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan as amended, will be tiered to the FEIS,
Final SEIS, and the Final EIR to the extent this combined program-level analysis remains adequate for
such purposes. .

Approach to Program-level Environmental Analysis

The appropriate level of analysis required by CEQA is guided by the principle that EIR requirements
must be sufficiently flexible to encompass very different projects with varying levels of specificity. As a
result, a program-level EIR that addresses proposed amendments to a long range development plan need
not be as precise as an EIR on the specific projects which might follow. The degree of specificity in an
EIR need only correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is
described in the EIR, i.e. adoption of the Reuse Plan.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan is intended to serve as a general plan to guide physical development on
former Fort Ord and is not a commitment to any specific project, construction schedule, or funding
priority. Each specific development project that implements the Reuse Plan will continue to be approved
individually and will be accompanied by a tiered environmental analysis in accordance with CEQA.
Future tiered environmental review prepared for individual projects will focus on environmental impacts
:nat have not been fully addressed in the program-level environmental review prepared for the Draft Fort
Ord Reuse Plan. .

The existing conditions described in this EIR will continue to evolve over time. Consistent with the
direction of the State CEQA Guidelines for early preparation of EIRs, and with CEQA case law that
indicates preparation need not await the conclusion of all potentially relevant studies, this EIR presents
reasonable assumptions about those elements of the project that could affect the environmental analysis.
These assumptions, where necessary, are identified. To the extent these assumptions may prove to be
inaccurate in the future, additional environmental review at that time will be required.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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4.1 Land Use
4.1.1 Environmental Setting

This section describes existing land uses and relevant plans and policies for former Fort Ord and the
local jurisdictions approving development within the former Fort Ord. Currently, this responsibility lies
with the Cities of Marina and Seaside, and the County of Monterey.

The information incorporates by reference information from the Land Use Baseline Study of Fort Ord,
California (US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District, 1992b), the FEIS, and the DSEIS.

Land Use Context
Fort Ord

General Characteristics. The former Fort Ord is bounded by Marina on the north; unincorporated
county land on the east; Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, ‘and unincorporated land on the south; and Sand City,
Seaside, and Monterey Bay on the west (see Figure 4.1-1).

Most of the approximately 28,000-acre former Fort Ord area consists of undeveloped training and open
space areas, with approximately 82% (23,000 acres) undeveloped and 18% (5 ,000 acres) developed. The
three major developed areas within former Fort Ord are the former Main Garrison and East Garrison
areas and the Marina Municipal Airport, formerly known as Fritzsche Army Airfield. (See Figure 4.1-2.)

City of Marina

General Characteristics. The City of Marina is located immediately north of former Fort Ord and
south of the Salinas River. The City was incorporated in 1975 and consists of approximately 6,400 acres.
The area located within former Fort Ord encompasses approximately 55% of the total number of acres
within the City. The Marina planning area, which excludes former Fort Ord but includes a substantial
area north of the City, totals 6,145 acres (City of Marina General Plan, 1982). A large portion of the
land is undeveloped, but the predominant land use in the incorporated area is single-family residential.

Marina's sphere of influence (SOI) extends north and east of the existing city limits. The northern
portion of the SOI lies within the planning area, while the eastern portion includes former Fort Ord and is
outside the planning area. A portion of Marina is located in the coastal zone, primarily the incorporated
area west of Highway 1. The Local Coastal Program (LCP) is the controlling plan in these areas.

Existing Land Use. The City of Marina’s predominant land use is residential. Another major land use
is the approximately 320-acre Armstrong Ranch. Located partially within the northern portion of the city
boundaries, the ranch is currently undeveloped and used as cattle grazing land. The part of Armstrong
Ranch which is located in Marina is designated in the general plan as a single family use. The remainder
of the Armstrong Ranch is located within the City’s sphere of influence (SOI) in unincorporated
Monterey County. This adjoining portion is designated in the general plan as single family residential
and parks and open space land use. The Monterey County General Plan designates the area as permanent
grazing. CSUMB is an existing land use with housing, academic, and support facilities.

Located north of Reservation Road is the 1,395-acre former Fritzsche Army Airfield, now renamed
Marina Municipal Airport. The City of Marina received a public benefit conveyance from the Army of

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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approximately 845.5 acres for public airport use. The remainder of the site is the subject of a public
benefit conveyance request by the University of California for the Monterey Business, Education,
Science and Technology Center (UCMBEST).

South of Reservation Road in the urbanized area of the City, land adjacent to former Fort Ord is
developed with single family homes, except at Highway 1, where office and public buildings are located
on the east side and Marina State Beach is on the west side. Commercial land uses front Reservation
Road and Del Monte Avenue.

City of Seaside

General Characteristics. The City of Seaside is located in Monterey County near the south end of
Monterey Bay, bordered by the Cities of Monterey and Del Rey Oaks to the south, Sand City to the west
and former Fort Ord to the east and north. The City was subdivided in 1890 as a resort and incorporated
in 1954. The City encompasses a total area of approximately nine square miles. It is divided into two
distinct portions; Seaside proper consists of 2.69 miles, while former Fort Ord, which comprises 70% of
land within Seaside's city boundaries, consists of 6.44 square miles (Seaside General Plan Update
Program/Preliminary General Plan, November 1993). Seaside’s SOI is currently the same as its city
limits.

Existing Land Use. The current area occupied by Seaside proper is essentially built out. Over 800
acres, or almost 50% of its land, are devoted to residential use, predominantly single-family housing.

Seaside proper is characterized by a wide range of uses including residential, commercial, public, vacant
land, and limited industrial/wholesale uses. Of these, residential is the largest single land use, making up
48.4% of all land use. The second largest use of land is rights-of-way for streets and the Southern Pacific
Railroad, with 28.4% of all use. CSUMB is an existing land use with housing, academic, and support
facilities. ,

Seaside contains 500 feet of ocean frontage. The City’s beach area adjacent to Monterey Bay (Del Monte
Beach) is approved for visitor serving commercial use, parking and beach access in the Local Coastal
Plan (LCP). The California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) has purchased and improved
the area adjacent to the water for inclusion in the State Parks System. Other areas covered by the LCP
include Roberts Lake and Laguna Grande, both located in the southern part of the City adjacent to
Canyon Del Rey and Del Monte Boulevards. In addition, Seaside covers the area adjacent to the beach
which will be transferred to CDPR.

The Central Business District and retail/commercial areas are located in the western part of the City
between and adjacent to Del Monte and Fremont boulevards, as well as on the section of Broadway close
to the commercial center.

The existing areas adjacent to former Fort Ord are primarily developed with single-family homes (up to
9.9 units per acre). A retail shopping center is located at the Fremont Boulevard/Military Avenue
intersection near Highway 1. The Mission Memorial Park cemetery, which also includes the Monterey
Peninsula Mortuary, is located along North-South Road. A few neighborhood parks are also located in
the residential areas adjacent to former Fort Ord.

The amount of vacant land currently available in the City is approximately 53 acres, or 3% of the total
land within Seaside proper. Of the total, 24.67 acres (46%) are located in residential zones; 23.12 acres

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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(44%) are in commercial zones; and 5.14 acres (10%) are in special treatment, or multi-zone areas. As
Seaside proper is essentially built out, any new residential growth here will come on the few remaining
vacant lots, through redevelopment, or through expansion into former Fort Ord lands or through density
changes.

County of Monterey

General Characteristics. The County consists of 2,127,400 acres (3,324 square miles), of which 10%
includes military reservations, and 22% is in the Los Padres National Forest and the Ventana Wilderness.
Among the prominent geographic features in the County are the Santa Lucia and Gabilan Ranges, the
Salinas and Carmel Valleys, and 100 miles of California's central coast. '

The County is divided into eight planning areas. The former Fort Ord is located in the Greater Monterey
Peninsula Area Plan (GMPAP), adjacent to the Greater Salinas and Toro planning areas. The GMPAP
consists of 140,222 acres and includes seven incorporated cities that constitute 15% of the total acreage.
They are: Marina, Seaside, Sand City, Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, Pacific Grove, and Carmel. The former
Fort Ord represents 27,954 acres of the total GMPAP area (Monterey County Peninsula Area Plan,
1984).

Existing Land Uses. Public and quasi-public use is the largest category of existing land use in the
County's unincorporated area, accounting for a total of 45,458 acres. The largest components of this land
use category are military (primarily former Fort Ord), natural resource management (US Bureau of Land
Management, portions of Los Padres National Forest, and the Salinas River Wildlife Area),
recreational/cultural (primarily Jacks Peak Park, Laguna Seca Recreation Area, Garland Ranch Regional
Park, Point Lobos State Reserve, and various public and private golf courses), transportation (primarily
the Monterey Peninsula Airport, which has self-government status under state law, and State Highway 1
and US Highway 101, which link the north and south county), education, and emergency services
facilities. CSUMB is an another existing land use with housing, academic, and support facilities.

Unincorporated Monterey County includes the coastal zone of approximately 1,050 acres adjacent to
former Fort Ord, extending 4 miles along Monterey Bay. Vacant/unimproved lands in Monterey County
total 41,480 acres, much of which is located in the steeper southern portions of the GMPAP. Lands in
this use category have traditionally sustained development pressure, primarily for residential purposes.
Agricultural, grazing and rangeland uses total 25,603 acres and are primarily grazing land and range land
north of the City of Marina, in the hillside areas north and south of Carmel Valley, and to the east of
Carmel Valley Village. Some row crops are grown north of the City of Marina near the Salinas River
and on the floor of the Carmel Valley at the mouth and in the mid-valley area. Agricultural uses in the
flatter areas have come under pressure for development of residential, commercial and industrial uses.
Grazing land and range land areas have come under development pressure also, primarily for residential

purposes.

Residential development in the County totals approximately 5,029 acres, of which 4,576 acres are
developed in single-family residential units and 453 acres in multiple units. Most residential
development in the unincorporated area is found in the De! Monte Forest, the Carmel Highlands, the
Carmel Valley, the Aquajito area, and to a lesser extent, Hidden Hills, Toro Park and Laguna Seca
Ranch.
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Commercial land uses in the County total 188 acres and include businesses which serve both residents
and the large number of tourists who visit the former Fort Ord. Most of the major commercial uses in
the unincorporated area are located in Carmel Valley.

Industrial uses total 187 acres and include a variety of facilities such as the Dole processing and
packaging plants near the Salinas River on State Highway 1 and near Soledad off State Highway 101, the
Monterey Peninsula Regional Sanitation District landfill northeast of Marina, the Carmel Sanitary
District sewage plant at the mouth of the Carmel Valley, and mineral extraction (sporadic) facilities in
the Del Monte Forest area.

Streets, highways and railroads in the GMPAP cover 1,760 acres. Major water bodies in the planning
area total 55 acres and are all constructed water storage facilities. Included in this total is a portion of the
San Clemente Reservoir. The other facility is the Forest Lake Reservoir in the Del Monte Forest
(currently drained).

Plans and Policies

The following documents were reviewed to determine project consistency with relevant plans and
policies pertaining to environmental issues:

Local Land Policies
¢ Monterey County General Plan;
*  Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan;
 City of Marina General Plan and Coastal Plan Land Use/Open Space Element;

City of Seaside General Plan Update Program;
Regional Plans and Policies

e California Coastal Act of 1976, Chapter 3;

e  Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments Regional Land Use Element;

» Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission Spheres of Influence Policies and
Criteria;

e Sand City Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan;

 City of Del Rey Oaks General Plan Land Use/Open Space Element;

e City of Monterey General Plan Land Use/Open Space Element; and

« City of Monterey Highway 68 Plan.

The above documents and relevant policies are described briefly in the FEIS, Vol. IL Section I1.1, Table

I1.1-1. The entire text of these policies is contained in the appendices of the Land Use Baseline Study of

Fort Ord (US Army Corps of Engineers, 1992). It is important to note that these plans and policies were

developed before it was known that the former Fort Ord would be closed, and that local plans that would

otherwise be applied to former Fort Ord would be superseded by the Reuse Plan Elements proposed for

adoption as part of this proposed project. The physical environmental consequences of applying these

new plans and policies to former Fort Ord are described in the impact sections for each resource, which

follow in the remainder of this chapter. The impact of applying the existing local land use and

environmental plans and policies to former Fort Ord is described under the No Project Alternative in

Chapter 6.0 - Alternatives.
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4.12 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

Significance Criteria

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines and other professional standards, this analysis assumes
that the proposed project would have a significant impact on land use if it resulted in:

substantial conflicts between proposed land uses;

substantial conflicts between proposed and existing adjacent land uses; or

substantial conflicts with adopted land use goals and policies of the jurisdictions that
encompass former Fort Ord.

Comparison of FORA’s Interim Reuse Plan of December 12, 1994 (Alternative 7) to the Prop;)sed

Project

Compared to Alternative 7 in the Army’s DSEIS, the proposed project’s land use concept represents
lower densities associated with commercial and industrial uses, but greater densities associated with
housing, as well as a substantial increase in dwelling units, mixed-use development, and recreational
opportunities. Among the revised land uses, shown in Figure 3.2-2 and summarized in Table 3.2-1
within Chapter 3.0 - Project Description, are three significantly altered uses which are described as

follows:

o r

” ;ﬁrport Planning Area: Polygon 1c continues be designated as a light industrial use area, but

opportunities for golf and hotel are included under the proposed project.

Existing City of Marina Neighborhoods: Polygon 4 is modified from low density to medium
density residential, with opportunities for a golf course, high school, community park, and
convenience retail.

Reservation Road ‘Planm’ng Area: Polygon 11 b (East Garrison area) has been changed from
agri-business use to business park development with equestrian use opportunities.

The proposed project’s slightly revised land uses include:

Existing City of Marina Neighborhoods: Polygon 2a is modified from retail to a mixed use
district, with medium density residential use added. Polygon 5a has the same modification,
with a potential high school site as an additional use.

Airport Planning Area: Polygon 7c has changed from University Science Office to a mixed
use district, with an added potential hotel site.

Recreational Planning Area: Polygon 8a has added a potential equestrian center, public
amphitheater and convenience retail to its open space/recreation use.

Fort Ord Dunes State Park: A desalination plant was relocated more specifically within
Polygon l4c. The lodging unit numbers were reduced from 8G to 40. The proposed
Aquaculture use was consolidated with the proposed State Parks maintenance yard.

Recreational Planning Area: Polygon 17a was modified to include convenience retail and an
equestrian opportunity site, in addition to an open space/recreation use.
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e  Eucalyptus Road Planning Area: The new land use under the proposed project on Polygon
21b is low density residential instead of the previous light industrial use. This land is located
next to the Natural Resource Management Area (NRMA) and includes a hotel and golf
course opportunity site.

e Seaside Residential Planning Area: A hotel opportunity site was added to the golf course
designation on Polygon 22. In the planned residential extension in polygon 23, added land
uses are neighborhood retail, increased housing density, exclusion of a resort hotel, and
residential adjacent to the NRMA. Polygon 24 has been changed from office park to
medium residential and open space/recreation, with residential land use located adjacent to
the NRMA.

Potential land use impacts from changes in these polygons are analyzed below. The FEIS and DSEIS
address the same impact types, although they reflect differences in land use described above. The
mitigation measures herein replace those identified in the FEIS and DSEIS. Discussion of potential land
use conflicts from trespassing into areas with unexploded ordinance is provided in Section 4.6 - Public
Health and Safety.

Policy Consistency

Consistency analysis has been conducted at the local level and the regional level. The Reuse Elements in
Chapter 4.0 of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan provide policy guidance to enable each of the local
jurisdictions responsible for planning land uses at former Fort Ord (i.e. Marina, Seaside, and Monterey
County) to reach their goals and visions for base reuse. The Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act indicates that
upon the FORA Board’s adoption of a Reuse Plan, an agency that is a member of FORA may adopt and
rely on the Reuse Plan as its local general plan for land in its jurisdiction that is also within the territory
of former Fort Ord. The FORA Act indicates that all former Fort Ord property that has been transferred
from the federal government must be used in a manner that is consistent with the Board’s Reuse Plan,
except for property transferred to the California State University or the University of California that is
used for educationally-related or research-oriented purposes, and except for property transferred to the
California Department of Parks and Recreation. Thus, the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan effectively
replaces all environmental policies of the individual, adopted general plans of the local jurisdictions as
they apply to former Fort Ord, so that policy consistency is ensured. No significant policy inconsistency
is therefore anticipated at the local level.

At the regional policy level, analysis of the documents identified above indicates that implementation of
the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan would not result in significant policy inconsistencies impacts, with the
potential exception of a conflict with the existing coastal consistency determination (described in Impact
#2 below) in relation to environmental effects of development in the coastal zone.

Land Use Compatibility Impacts

The following impact analysis applies both to potential land use incompatibilities within former Fort Ord
and between former Fort Ord properties and surrounding areas. No significant land use impacts of
former Fort Ord reuse affecting adjoining, off-site land have been identified.

1. Impact: Incompatibility of Proposed Developments Adjacent to Open Space Areas
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Several developments included as part of the proposed project would be potentially incompatible with
adjacent open space uses, upon implementation of the proposed project. They are all located on former
Fort Ord lands under Monterey County jurisdiction, as follows:

e In the South Gate Planning Area : ' -'ygon 31a), a 22-acre expansion of the Regional Park
District for park use and habitat proiection would expand the “Frog Pond,” which is already
an open space protected area under the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District. This use
may be incompatible with the following planned surrounding uses: in the South Gate
Planning Area, a 48-acre Office Park/R&D District that will accommodate 415,000 square
feet of development; and in the adjacent York Road Planning Area, a 147-acre Office
Park/R&D District with up to 413,000 square feet of development, and a 33-acre site for
public facilities to be used as a future Monterey City corp«:ration yard. Incompatibility could
result from noise, visible activity, and air pollution adversely affecting recreation activities at
the park.

e In the BLM habitat management/recreation area (polygon 25), approximately 39 acres are
projected for Police Officer Safety Training (POST) under the Monterey Peninsula
Community College direction. The training program would use the existing Military
Operations Urban Terrain (MOUT) facility for various police training activities. For
planning purposes, the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan assumes a combined program and some
training activities (including SWAT team, KP, and chemical training but excluding firing
ranges and emergency vehicle programs) with an employment center program. These uses
may be incompatible with the surrounding open space/habitat management land which is set
aside for habitat conservation and passive recreational activities.

e The Reservation Road Planning Area includes the Youth Camp District (polygon 17b), a
125-acre public recreational facility subject to a public benefit conveyance by the County.
One of the projected land uses in the adjacent East Garrison District calls for a Mixed Use
Urban Village and Employment Center with approximately 85 acres dedicated to
Office/R&D and Business Park/Light Industrial land uses. These manufacturing and
possibly labor-intensive uses could create nuisances including increased noise, traffic, and
air pollution, which may adversely affect the recreational opportunities and experiences at
the Youth Camp District. The MOUT facility would also potentially conflict with the Youth
Camp District due to noise and public safety risks. -

The fol'l’owing policies and programs developed for the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan for Monterey County
relate to both the protection of open space and compatibility of open space areas with adjacent areas:

Land Use Element

. Recreation/Open Space Land Use Policy A-1: The County of Monterey shall encourage the
conservation and preservation of irreplaceable natural resources and open space at former Fort
Ord.

Program A-1.1: The County of Monterey shall identify natural resources and open space, and
incorporate them into Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and zoning designations.

Recreation/Open Space Land Use Policy B-2: The County of Monterey shall use open space as
a buffer between various types of land use.
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Program B-2.1: The County of Monterey shall review each development project at former Fort
Ord with regard to the need for open space buffers between land uses.

Recreation /Open Space Land Use: Program E-1.6: The Youth Camp District in the
Reservation Road Planning Area is intended for rehabilitation of the existing travel camp. The
County of Monterey shall assure that this planned use is compatible with adjacent land uses
which may include a public safety agency training facility with shooting ranges in the East
Garrison area located to the East.

Institutional Land Use Policy A-1: The County of Monterey shall review and coordinate with
the universities, colleges and other school districts or entities the planning of both public lands
designated for university-related uses and adjacent lands.

Program A-1.4: The County of Monterey shall minimize the impacts of proposed land uses
which may be incompatible with public lands, such as major roadways near residential or
university areas, location of the York School augmentation area adjacent to the habitat
management area, and siting of the Monterey Peninsula College’s Military Operations Urban
Terrain (MOUT) law enforcement training program in the BLM Management/Recreation
Planning Area. .

Further policies regarding the general protection of open space areas can be found in Section 4.3 -
Recreation and Open Space Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan. Additional policies and
programs to protect natural habitat resources and implement the HMP are listed in Section 4.4.3 -
Biological Resources section of the Conservation Element.

While these policies and programs require the identification of open space and natural habitat areas and
review of compatibility with adjacent uses, they provide no mechanism for assuring that incompatible
land uses will not be introduced. Therefore, significant adverse impacts on adjacent open space areas
may occur. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to the
extent that they would be considered less than significant.

Mitigation: Amend Program B-2.1 within the Fort Ord Reuse Plan to state: The County of
Monterey shall review each future development project for compatibility with adjacent open
space land uses and require that suitable open space buffers are incorporated into the
development plan of incompatible land uses as a condition of project approval.

2. Impact: Development in the Coastal Zone

Implementation of the proposed project would result in development of the coastal zone. In the Fort Ord
Dunes State Park Planning Area, the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan proposes a 59-acre multi-use area, a 23-
acre future desalination plant, and 919 acres reserved for park and open space. This coastal area, which
contains significant environmental and natural resources, would be managed by the California
Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) for habitat restoration and limited visitor-serving activities.
Development of the proposed multi-use area, which would potentially include a 40-room lodge
(including Stilwell Hall) and other associated facilities, has the potential to destroy or disturb a portion of
these resources. The following policy and programs relate to protection and appropriate use of the
coastal area:
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Land Use Element

Recreation/Open Space Land : se Policy E-1: The County of Monterey shall limit recreation in
environmentally sensitive areas, such as dunes and areas with rare, endangered, or threatened
plant or animal communities to passive, low-intensity recreation, dependent on the resource and
compatible with its long term protection.

Program E-1.1: The County ../ Monterey shall assist the CDPR to develop and implement a
Master Plan for ensuring the management of the former Fort Ord coastal dunes and beaches for
the benefit of the public by restoring habitat, recreating the natural landscape, providing public
access, and developing appropriate day use and overnight lodging facilities (limited to a capacity
of 40 rooms). :

Program E-1.2: The County of Monterey shall assist CDPR to carry out a dune restoration
program for the Fort Ord Dunes State Park.

Additional policies and programs to protect natural habitat in the coastal zone and to implement the HMP
are described in Section +.10 and are listed in the Biological Resources section of the Conservation
Element. Any development in the coastal zone would need to be consistent with the base-wide
multispecies KMP, the State Parks General Plan, and the Coastal Zone Management Act, all of which
provide protection for the affected species.

While the policies and programs described above would protect coastal resources in general, the
proposed project contains modified land uses that may be inconsistent with California Coastal
Commission Determination CD-16-94. This potential inconsistency with the California Coastal Act
would constitute a potentially significant impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure
would ensure consistency and reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation: FORA and CDPR will coordinate future use of the coastal zone through the CDPR
master planning process and shall comply with the requirements of the Coastal Zone
Management Act and coastal consistency determination.

3. Impact: Expansion of School Adjacent to Proposed Transportation Corridor

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the expansion of a school adjacent to the
proposed transportation corridor. The proposed project inciudes a 66-acre expansion to the York School
campus to provide additional low-intensity educational activities associated with the school’s athletic
program, primarily cross country sports activities. The expansion, which is located in the
BLM/Recreation Area, extends north of the existing campus into the inland range area. The proposed
Highway 68 bypass transportation corridor would be located immediately adjacent and north of the
expansion area. This creates potential incompatibility between the proposed school expansion and
transportation corridor uses due to safety, noise, and air pollution concemns. The following policies and
programs in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan relate to land use compatibility when planning for public
lands designated for, or adjacent to, educational uses:

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996

4-11 )
Attachment D, p. 103 of 1882



Land Use Element

Institutional Land Use Policy A-1: The County of Monterey shall review and coordinate with
the universities, colleges and other school districts or entities on the planning of both public
lands designated for university-related uses and adjacent lands.

Program A-1.4: The County of Monterey shall minimize the impacts of proposed land uses
which may be incompatible with public lands, such as major roadways near residential or
university areas, location of the York School expansion area adjacent to the habitat management
area, and siting of the Monterey Peninsula College’s Military Operations Urban Terrain (MOUT)
law enforcement training program in the BLM Management/Recreation Planning Area.

Institutional Land Use Policy B-1: The County of Monterey shall provide a safe environment
for schools serving Fort Ord areas when planning land use and infrastructure improvements.

Program B-1.1: The County of Monterey shall review all planning and design for Fort Ord land
use and infrastructure improvements in the vicinity of schools and ensure appropriate
compatibility, including all applicable safety standards for development near schools, as a
condition of project approval. :

Because these policies and programs require compatible land use planning for lands adjacent to
educational facilities and provide for a safe environment for schools, this impact is considered less than
significant. :

Mitigation: None required.

4. Impact: Incompatibility of Expanded Regional Park District with Proposed Highway 68
Transportation Corridor

Implementation of the proposed project would potentially result in incompatible uses related to the
expanded regional park district and the proposed Highway 68 corridor. A potentially conflicting use in
the BLM/Recreation Area would be the augmentation of the Laguna Seca Regional Park District which
would extend north of the current park facilities. Approximately 591 acres are set aside for uses
associated with the park, including hiking, ecology, parking, and passive and active recreational uses.
The proposed Highway 68 corridor would pass through this expansion area, separating its northern
extension from the existing Laguna Seca Regional Park facilities. This creates a potential
incompatibility between the proposed expansion and transportation corridor uses, because the highway
would act as a physical or perceived barrier for recreational access and could potentially cause noise, air
quality, and safety concerns. The following policies and programs relate to the protection of park land
and other open space areas and their compatibility with adjacent areas:

Land Use Element
Recreation/Open Space Land Use Policy A-1: See Impact #1 above for description of policy.

Program A-1.1: See Impact #1 above for description of program.
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Recreation/Open Space Land Use Policy B-2: See Impact #1 above for description of
program.

Program B-2.1: See Impact #1 above for description of program.

While these policies and programs encourage protection of open space areas and their compatibility with
adjacent uses, they provide no mechanism for assuring that incompatible land uses will not be
introduced. Therefore, significant adverse impacts on adjacent open space may occur. Implementation
of the following mitigation measure would reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than-
significant level. ‘

Mitigation: Amend Program B-2.1 within the Fort Ord Reuse Plan to state: The County of
Monterey shall review each future development projects for compatibility with adjacent open
space land uses and require that suitable open space buffers are incorporated into the
development plan of incompatible land uses as a condition of project approval.

5. Impact: Incompatibility Between Land Uses Within the Historic East Garrison District

Implementation of the proposed project may result in conflicting uses in the historic East Garrison
District. The proposed project provides for several uses to accommodate competing visions for the
development of the East Garrison District.

A Mixed Use Urban Village and Employment Center is under evaluation by the County. This concept
would include an East Garrison Village with an arts district, agricultural showcase and open space areas,
as well as a 30-acre office park and 55-acre business park. A 150-room hotel and winery annex would be
located on 33 acres in the District’s Conservation Area. The remaining 550 acres would be protected
habitat as provided for in the HMP. :

The Monterey Peninsula College (MPC) District has submitted a competing public benefit conveyance
 request for reuse of the East Garrison as a Police Officer Safety Training Center (POST). Existing
training opportunities in the area would be continued by the college for the CDPR personnel and others,
and could include firearms and high-speed pursuit training.

For planning purposes, the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan assumes a program that combines some of the
POST activities, without the firing ranges and emergency vehicle program, with an employment center
program. Even with the reduced program for POST uses, the combined program may not constitute
compatible use for this historic area, depending on whether POST uses are planned to encroach upon or
abut the historic district. SWAT team, K-9 and chemical training would still be proposed for the site,
making this use potentially incompatible with the other proposed uses of the historic area, including
business and office park and a specialty retail center. The POST activities may also compromise the
setting of the East Garrison historic district, which is discussed further in the Section 4.12 - Cultural
Resources. The following programs relate to required planning and zoning procedures for various uses
in the East Garrison District, and compatibility of uses in the East Garrison District and adjacent areas:

Land Use Element
(Residential Land Use) Program C-1.2: The County of Monterey shall amend the Greater

Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and zone for the development of new housing and other use in the
East Garrison historic district in the County Reservation Road Planning Area, to be designated as
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a Planned Development Mixed Use District. This district may include a residential component,
perhaps in a village setting incorporated into the designated historic district, depending on the
ultimate location of the POST facilities within former Fort Ord.

Program E-1.2: The County of Monterey shall prepare one or more specific plans for the East
Garrison District and incorporate provisions to support transportation alternatives to the
automobile.

(Recreation/Open Space Land Use) Program E-1.6: See Impact #1 above for description of
program. -

The following additional policies and program address the consideration of facilities proposed by
Monterey Peninsula College for the East Garrison District.

Land Use Element
Institutional Land Use Policy A-1: See Impact #3 above for description of policy.
Institutional Land Use Policy B-1: See Impact #3 above for description of policy.
Program B-1.1: See Impact #3 above for description of program.

The future status of the East Garrison District will remain unclear until the conflicting land use requests
have been resolved. The policies and programs listed above require Monterey County to amend its
planning process related to the East Garrison District and to consider compatibility of land uses and the
special educational needs of Monterey Peninsula College. However, they do not assure that land uses
incompatible with the historic character and proposed associated uses would be introduced, and therefore
significant adverse effects of land use incompatibility may occur. These would be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measure identified below. Any further
impacts should be addressed in greater detail during separate environmental review of individual
development projects as they are proposed.

Mitigation: Adopt a policy and/or program within the Fort Ord Reuse Plan that states: The
County of Monterey shall review future development projects at East Garrison to ensure
compatibility with the historic context and associated land uses as a condition of project
approval.

6. Impact: Incompatibility of Mixed-Use District Adjacent to Patton Elementary School

Implementation of the proposed project would result in locating a mixed use district adjacent to Patton
Elementary School. The Del Monte mixed use district is located on the extension of Del Monte Blvd.,
north of the 12th Street Gate, and shares a boundary with the existing City of Marina Neighborhoods
Planning Area, including Patton Elementary School. This district is an extension of the existing
commercial uses within the City of Marina and would provide the transition to the new Town Center for
Marina. Permitted uses for this location include residential, office, and retail. Proximity of this district to
the school may impact the safety of the students because of traffic and high levels of human activity.
The following policies and programs for the City of Marina relate to land use compatibility and school
safety:
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Land Use Elemeﬁt

Institutional Land Use Policy A-1: The City of Marina shall review and coordinate with the
universities, colleges and other school districts or entities, the planning of both public lands
designated for university-related uses and adjacent lands.

Institutional Land Use Policy B-1: The City of Marina shall provide a compatible and safe
environment for schools serving Fort Ord areas when planning land use and infrastructure
improvements. :

Program B-1.1: The City of Marina shall review all planning and design for land use and
infrastructure improvements in the vicinity of public school or college facilities, especially with
respect to land use compatibility (expected impacts of residential and other development), school
safety and ensure appropriate compatibility, including all applicable safety standards for
development near schools, as a condition of project approval.

Program B-1.2: The City of Marina shall inform the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District
and Monterey Peninsula College of all proposed land use and infrastructure improvements which
may impact school and college sites.

Because these policies and programs require the City of Marina to ensure land use compatibility and
safety in the vicinity of schools, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
7. Impact: Incompatibility of Land Uses Adjacent to University Campus

Implementation of the proposed project would result in locating ‘potentially incompatible land uses
adjacent to the California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) campus. The Town Center Planning
Area is a planned development mixed use area that wraps around the CSUMB campus from State
Highway 1 to the Imjin/12th Street corridor. Several planned uses in this area may constitute an
incompatible use with the adjacent university area, including an equestrian center as a part of the
proposed project in the Marina Village District, the 23-acre Marina City Corporation Yard, and a
potential transit station. These uses could result in noise, traffic (including heavy vehicles), air pollution,
.odors, and other potential nuisance effects to an area designated for learning activities. The following
policy and programs have been developed for the City of Marina to assure that planning in this area
incorporates compatible, university-related uses.

Land Use Element

Institutional Land Use Policy A-1: The City of Marina shall review and coordinate with the
universities, colleges and other school districts or entities the planning of both public lands
designated for university-related uses and adjacent lands.

Program A-1.1: The City of Marina shall be :ncluded in the master planning efforts undertaken
by the University of California and California State University, and jointly with those agencies
ensure compatible land uses between university lands and non-university land.
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Program A-1.2: The City of Marina shall designate the land surrounding the UCMBEST Center
and CSUMB planning areas for compatible use, such as Planned Development Mixed Use
Districts, to encourage use of this land for a university and research oriented environment and to
prevent the creation of pronounced boundaries between the campus and surrounding
communities.

Program A-1.3: The City of Marina shall review and, if necessary, revise its zoning ordinance
regulations on the types of uses allowed in areas adjacent to the MBEST Cooperative Planning
District and the CSUMB Planning Area District, so as to ensure compatibility of uses; the City
will adopt zoning standards to ensure a suitable transition of land use types, density, design,
circulation and roadways to the areas designated for university-related uses.

Program A-1.4: The City of Marina shall minimize the impacts of or eliminate land uses which
may be incompatible with public lands, such as a public maintenance yard and a bus transfer
station, and an existing equestrian center located in the Marina Village District north of the
CSUMB campus.

Locating the proposed transit center in this area may expose existing and proposed noise-sensitive land
uses, such as student housing, class rooms, and libraries, to excessive noise. For noise impacts related to
the proposed transit center, Section 4.5 - Noise Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan identifies the
following policies and programs that address the effects of noise on existing and proposed noise-
sensitive land uses: Policy A-1, Programs A-1.1, A-1.2, Policy B-1, Program B-1.1, and Policies B-2
through B-8. See Section 4.9 - Noise of this Draft EIR for a description of these policies and programs.

Because these policies and programs, through extensive coordination between the City of Marina and the
universities, require designation of compatible land uses adjacent to the campus, minimize impacts or
eliminating land uses which are not compatible, and limit transit center noise levels to a normally
acceptable level, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

8. Impact: Incompatibility Between Equestrian Center and Public Amphitheater Adjacent to
Residential Area and University Park

Implementation of the proposed project would result in locating an equestrian center (described above in
Impact 7) and public amphitheater adjacent to a residential area and university park. The Monterey
County Recreational/Habitat District, located to the north of and immediately adjacent to the CSUMB
campus, includes 141 acres reserved for parks and open space on a former landfill site. Uses considered
for this site, following clean-up by the Army, incorporate an amphitheater, a golf course, and a region-
serving equestrian center which may be potentially incompatible with each other and with adjacent land
uses, including: the existing residential community to the north (in the City of Marina), the University
housing area to the east, and University lands to the south and west. The equestrian center could also
introduce potential nuisance effects of noise, odors, etc. and safety concerns due to horses and heavy
vehicles in the vicinity.

The following policies and programs for the County of Monterey relate to this area:
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Land Use Element

Institutional Land Use Policy A-1: The County of Monterey shall review and coordinate with
the universities, colleges and other school districts and entities in the planning of both public
lands designated for university-related uses and adjacent lands.

Program A-1.1: The County of Monterey shall be included in the master planning efforts
undertaken by the University of California and California State University and jointly with those
agencies ensure compatible land uses in the transition between university and non-university
lands.

Program A-1.2: The County of Monterey shall review and, if necessary, revise its zoning
ordinance regulations on the types of uses allowed in areas adjacent to the MBEST Cooperative
Planning District and the CSUMB Planning Area District, so as to ensure compatibility of uses;
the County will adopt zoning standards to provide a suitable transition of land use types, density,
design, circulation and roadways to the areas designated for university-related uses.

Program A-1.3: The County of Monterey shall designate the land surrounding the UCMBEST
Center and CSUMB planning areas for compatible use, such as Business Park/Light
Industrial/Office/R&D and Planned Development Mixed Use, to encourage use of this land for a
university and research oriented environment and to prevent the creation of pronounced
boundaries between the campus and surrounding communities.

(Recreation/Open Space Land Use) Program E-1.4:-The County of Monterey shall work with
and support the Army to investigate clean-up of the Recreation/HMP District in the Recreation
Planning Area (Polygon 8a). This area is proposed to be used for remediation and reuse
research, habitat management, open space/recreation (including an equestrian center, a golf
course opportunity site, and an amphitheater), and a convenience center. This proposed use is
subject to capping of the landfill and remediation of groundwater beneath it. A minimum of 120
acres will require mitigation measures by the Army. The polygon is considered for an
annexation request by the City of Marina. Drainage, slumping, toxic fumes or gases associated
with old landfill need to be considered.

Locating the proposed amphitheater in this area may expose existing and proposed noise-sensitive land
uses, such as residences, to excessive noise. The Noise Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
identifies the following policies and programs that address the effects of noise from non-transportation
sources on existing and proposed noise-sensitive land uses: Policy A-1, Programs A-1.1, A-1.2, Policy
B-1, Program B-1.1, and Policies B-2 through B-8. See Section 4:9.2 - Noise of this document for a
description of these policies and programs. [Also see Section 4.6.2 - Public Health and Safety of this
document for a description of potential impacts, policies, and programs related to risks associated with
hazardous materials, and Section 4.11.2 - Visual Resources for a discussion of potential aesthetic effects
of the amphitheater. The Recreation and Open Space Element of the Reuse Plan also contain policies
and programs related to open space impacts].

Because these policies and programs, through coordination of land uses with adjacent universities,
require the proper management of open space and park lands and implementation of policies and
programs to limit theater noise levels to a normally acceptable level, this impact is considered less than
significant.
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Mitigation: None required.

9. Impact: Possible Location of a New High School Near Incompatible Land Uses in the City
of Marina

Implementation of the proposed project would result in potentially locating a new high school near
incompatible land uses in the City of Marina. The City of Marina is considering siting of a new high
school at several optional locations at former Fort Ord. There is potential for the school to be located
adjacent to land uses associated with noise, traffic, light industrial activity, and other safety or nuisance
concerns. The following policy and programs for the City of Marina address this potential impact.

Land Use Element

Institutional Land Use Policy B-1: The City of Marina shall provide a compatible and safe
environment for schools serving former Fort Ord areas when planning land use and infrastructure
improvements.

Program B-1.1: The City of Marina shall review all planning and design for land use and
infrastructure improvements in the vicinity of public school or college facilities, especially with
respect to land use compatibility (expected impacts of residential and other development), school
safety and ensure appropriate compatibility, including all applicable safety standards for
development near schools, as a condition of project approval.

Program B-1.2: The City of Marina shall inform the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District
and Monterey Peninsula College of all proposed land use and infrastructure improvements which
may impact school and college sites.

Program B-l.3£ The City of Marina shall designate the location of a new high school in
accordance with state and local safety and siting standards.

Implementation of this policy and its programs will provide for proper planning in locating the new high
school to avoid substantial land use conflicts; therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

10. Impact: Incompatibility of Residential Developments Adjacent to the Natural Resource
Management Area (NRMA)

Implementation of the proposed project would result in locating residential developments adjacent to the
proposed NRMA. Potential incompatibility between residential land use and the NRMA may occur in
newly added land uses in the County’s Eucalyptus Road Planning Area, and in the Seaside Residential
Planning Area. In general, residential development is considered to be a less-desirable land use adjacent
to this sensitive area compared to open space and other less intensive uses, because of potential tresspass
activities, disturbance by residents, and possible conflicts between wildlife and humans. The following
policy and programs address the need to designate open space areas and open space buffers and ensure
compatible zoning in planning for the development of residential areas adjacent to the NRMA.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

May, 1996

18 Attachment D, p. 110 of 1882



Land Use Element

Recreation/Open Space Land Use Policy B-2 (County of Monterey): The County of
Monterey shall use open space as a buffer between various types of land use.

Program B-2.1: The County of Monterey shall review each development project at former Fort
Ord with regard to the need for open space buffers between land uses.

Program B-2.2: The County of Monterey shall require clustering of all types of land uses, where
appropriate, to allow for a portion of each project site to be dedicated as permanent open space.

Program B-2.3: The County of Monterey shall designate open space areas, wherever possible,
on the perimeter of all development undertaken at former Fort Ord.

Program B-2.4: The County of Monterey shall designate a fire-resistant buffer between BLM
lands and residential land use.

Residential Land Use Policy B-1 (Seaside and Monterey County): The City/County shall
encourage land uses that are compatible with the character of the surrounding districts or
neighborhoods and discourage new land use activities Wthh are potentlal nuisances and/or
hazards within and in close proximity to residential areas.

Progmm B-2.1: The City/County shall revise zoning ordinance regulations on the types of uses
allowed in districts and neighborhoods, where appropriate, to ensure compatibility of uses in the
former Fort Ord planning area.

Program B-2.2: The City/County shall adopt zoning standards for the former Fort Ord lands to
achieve compatible land uses, including, but not limited to, buffer zones and vegetative
screening. :

For further policies and programs regarding the development of residential areas adjacent to the NRMA,
refer to Policy A-4 and Programs A-4.1 and A-4.2, as well as Policy A-5 and Programs A-5.1 and A-5.2
of the Biological Resources section in Section 4.4 - Conservation Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse
Plan. . .

Because implementation of these policies and programs in combination requires special siting
considerations and measures to protect the habitat protection areas from negative impacts associated with
residential development, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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4.2 Socioeconomics

This section presents the socioeconomic conditions of former Fort Ord in 1991 and the potential for
socioeconomic impacts resulting from the proposed project. The impact analysis addresses the proposed
project’s effect on population, housing, employment, personal income, social services, military retiree
benefits, and schools. Monterey County has been established as the region of influence (ROI) for the
purpose of this analysis. For some issue areas, the Cities of Marina and Seaside, which are within and
contiguous to the boundaries of former Fort Ord, are specifically discussed because of particular impacts
on these communities.

42.1 Environmental Setting

The discussion of the affected environment for socioeconomics is summarized from the Army FEIS,
Section 4.2, which is incorporated herein by reference.

Population

In 1991, Monterey County’s population was 361,560 residents, most of whom lived in urban areas of the
Monterey Peninsula including: Monterey, Marina, Sand City, Seaside, Carmel-by-the-Sea, Pacific
Grove, and Salinas Valley cities. The former Fort Ord lies within the incorporated areas of Monterey
County, and the western portions lie within the incorporated boundaries of the Cities of Marina and
Seaside. Table 4.2-1 shows the Historical and Recent Population of Monterey County.

Table 4.2-1 Historical and Projected Population of Monterey County and
Cities within Monterey County

All Monterey County 290,444 355,660 394,171 478,623 233 1.47
Carmel-by-the-Sea 4,707 5,160 4,671 4,846 0.92 -0.31
Del Rey Oaks 1,557 1,661 1,671 1,709 0.65 14

Gonzales 2,891 5,180 7,200 8,200 5.83 2.30
Greenfield 4,181 7,290 10,800 12,000 5.56 249
King City 5,495 8,581 10,190 11,140 4.46 1.30
Marina 20,647 26,436 18,950 35410 247 1.46
Monterey 27,558 31,954 32,727 34,826 1.48 0.34
Pacific Grove 15,755 16,117 16,758 17,630 023 045
Salinas 80,479 108,777 141,521 175,995 3.01 - 241
Sand City 182 200 592 975 0.94 7.92
Seaside 36,567 38,901 28,650 39,432 0.62 0.07
Soledad 5,928 8,090 20,380 22,200 3.11 5.05
Unincorporated 83,914 103,095 100,058 113,080 2.06 46

County

*Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990 (1980 and 1990 county and city population).

®Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 1990 (2000 and 2010 projections for Monterey County).
‘Source: Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 1994(2000 and 2010 projections for cities).
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The Cities of Seaside and Marina, which stand to 2xperience the most direct population impacts as a
result of the realignment and reuse of the former Fort Ord, are the second and fourth largest citie: - the

unty respectively. In 1991, the population of Seaside was 40,288, while the population of Marina was
20,830.

In total, the resident population of former Fort Ord was 31,270 during fiscal year (FY) 1991.
Approximately 85% or 26,580 of the permanent military personnel and transient military and military
family members resided on the former Fort Ord. The former Fort Ord’s permanent military population
during FY 1991 totaled 14,372 personnel, including 1,281 officers, 267 warrant officers, and 12,824
enlisted personnel. Former Fort Ord’s civilian population totaled 3,855 resident employees, including
1,550 civilian employees, 879 Army-Air Force exchange service employees, 524 nonappropriated fund
employees, 136 commissary employees, 585 medical and dental department employees, and 113
information management employees. Former Fort Ord also supported a total of 18,283 personnel and
family members, including 1,026 transient military personnel, 219 other active military personnel, and
17,038 family members of active duty personnel.

On-base and off-base military and civilian personnel represented a substantial portion of the total
population of local cities. Over 50% of Marina’s population, 25% of Seaside’s population and 5% of
Monterey’s population was comprised of former Fort Ord military and civilian personnel and their
families. The largest number of former Fort Ord personnel residing off-base lived in the Cities of
Marina and Monterey. During FY 1991, 1,251 former Fort Ord military personnel lived in Marina, 1,351
lived in Monterey and 231 lived in Seaside, representing 33%, 30%, and 6% respectively of total off-
base personnel. In FY 91, 22% of former Fort Ord’s civilian personnel resided in Marina, while 24%
lived in Monterey and 13% lived in Seaside.

Over 10,000 retired military lived within a 60-mile radius of former Fort Ord. Former Fort- Ord
personnel estimates indicate that 20,000 retirees and family members continued to use such facilities as
the commissary and post exchange at former Fort Ord in 1991.

Housing
Characteristics of existing housing supply include the following:

e In 1990, the U.S. Bureau of the Census recorded 112,965 housing units in Monterey County,
comprised of single family and multifamily units.

e Vacancy Rates: The county-wide 1990 vacancy rate was 6.8%, while the Cities of Seaside
and Marina experienced a 4.3% and 5.3% vacancy rate respectively.

e Jobs-io-Housing Balance: Jobs:housing ratios demonstrate to what degree a community is
providing sufficient housing to meet the needs of a local work force. Communities are
generally considered to be in balance when the ratio of jobs to housing units lies within the
range of .75 -1.25 (Sedway and Associates, 1992). Achieving a jobs-to-housing balance
reduces excessive commute distances, automobile-related air pollution, and traffic
congestion. Table 4.2-2 shows the 1990 ratio for jobs:housing units for total Monterey
County and selected housing market areas.

According to this table, none of the cities maintains an optimum jobs:housing balance. The Cities of
Marina and Se:side have historically provided housing for military personnel and civilians working at
former Fort Ord, as indicated by their low ratios of jobs:housing. The Cities of Salinas and Monterey
serve as employment centers within Monterey County, as indicated by their high ratios of jobs:housing.
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The total county jobs:housing ratio is based on 165,000 jobs and 112,965 housing units and reflects a
moderate imbalance in the need for more housing overall.

Former Fort Ord in 1991 held a large regionally significant supply of housing, supporting 23,716 housing
units. This includes 6,365 family housing units and 9745 barracks for unaccompanied military
personnel. The on-base jobs: housing ratio was approximately 0.77, taking into account the full
complement of military employees.

Table 4.2-2 1990 Jobs to Housing Units for Monterey County

Marina 0.13 $172,500 $607

Monterey 1.35 $266,600 $654

Seaside 0.55 $150,000 $565

Salinas 1.54 $161,500 $528
Total Monterey County 1.46

Source: Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Final EIS, Volume I, June 1993
Employment

Monterey County’s economy has historically relied on three main employment sectors: tourism,
agriculture, and the military. The distribution of employment is shown in Table 4.2-3. The government,
including federal, state, and local agencies, accounts for almost 20% of county-wide employment. Not
included in government employment figures are an estimated 21,600 military jobs (noncivilian positions
at former Fort Ord, Camp Roberts, Fort Hunter-Liggett, the Defense Language Institute, the Naval
Postgraduate school, the Presidio of Monterey, and the County of Monterey). Another large employment
sector is retail trade (17%).

Former Fort Ord in 1991 employed a total work force of 18,227, including 14,372 permanent military
personnel, 3,855 civilian personnel, and a varying number of contractual workers.

Table 4.2-3 Distribution of Employment in Monterey County, 1990

Agricultural

Services 20%
Retail Trade 17%
State and Local Government 13%
Federal Government 6%
Manufacturing 7%
Wholesale Trade 4%
Mining and Construction 3%
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 4%
Transportation and Public Utilities ' 3%

Source: California Employment Development Department, 1991
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Personal Income

The most recent personal income data for Monterey County was published in 1989 and reflects 1988
personal income levels. Pe:sonal income within Monterey County totaled approximately $6.8 billion in
1988, resulting in a per capita personal income of $19,500.

Social Services

Social services are provided by Monterey County, local organizations, and the Army. Family-related
services provided by Monterey County include basic subsistence, emergency services, services for adults
and the elderly, services for children, family planning, and financial planning. These services are funded
primarily by state and federal transfer payments.

Support services available in Monterey County include substance abuse services, senior systems, suicide
prevention, armed services retiree services, and disability services. The primary support organization for
seniors (retired military) was Silas B. Hayes Army Community Hospital, which is currently closed but
was operating in 1991. Specific numbers of individuals in substance abuse treatment were not available.
Between 10% and 15% of the clients serviced by adult services were retired military, and 10% were
family members of retired military. Almost 39,000 retired military, 23,286 active military, and 40,226
military family members used some type of family-related services, according to responses to a human
services survey conducted by the Fort Ord Community Task Force (1992).

A wariety of job development and job placement resources exist within Monterey County, including the
Private Industry Council, the Center for Employment Training, Joblink, Mission Trails Regional
Occupation Program (ROP), and the county Office of Employment Training.

Over 55,000 county residents (about 15.5% of total county population) were considered economically
disadvantaged in 1990. Economically disadvantaged persons are defined-as those persons whose income
or family income was below the Federal Poverty Guideline ($12,700 for a family of four) and/or below
70% of the Lower Living Standard Income Level which varies by county of residence ($15,130 for a
family of four in Monterey County). In May of 1990, almost 17,000 people within the County (5% of
total county population) received basic assistance in the form of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children. Almost 20,000 individuals received food stamps, 367 received general relief, and 22 received
refugee cash assistance. :

About 250 emergency shelter bed spaces in Monterey County were available for the homeless on 1991.
Of these, only 30 were located on the Monterey Peninsula. There are currently no transitional housing
programs for the homeless in Monterey County (Fort Ord Community Task Force, 1992). An estimated
1,300-2,200 homeless adults and 370-630 homeless children reside in Monterey County. The following
represents the approximate distribution of the homeless population in the County: Salinas area 47%,
Monterey Peninsula area 22%, North County area 8%, South County 15%, and unknown 8%.

Military Retiree Benefits

Access to free or low-cost medical treatment on a space-available basis at Silas B. Hayes Army
Community Hospital was an important service available to retired military personnel in 1991. Other
major services available to retirees at former Fort Ord included the commissary, post exchange, library, -
athletic facilities, and social clubs. The commissary served active-duty personnel, reservists, and their
family members, in addition to retirees. It served an estimated 8,000 retirees and 12,000 of their family

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996 .
4-23

Attachment D, p. 115 of 1882



members in the local area. Details of military retiree benefits affected by realignment of the former Fort
Ord are provided in the FEIS Section 4.2, which is incorporated herein by reference.

Schools

The Monterey Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) serves the former Fort Ord and the Monterey
Peninsula. 1991 district-wide school enroliment was 14,152, and capacity was at 17,606. The MPUSD
operated five schools at former Fort Ord on land leased from the Army. More than half of the students at
two elementary schools in the City of Marina were from military families. Seaside High School's
students were predominantly from military families. Approximately one-third of all enrolled students
were children of military personnel or civilians who worked at former Fort Ord. The MPUSD received
reimbursement from the federal government for each child of a former Fort Ord military or civilian
family that attended a MPUSD school (81,400 for resident child of Fort Ord, $14 for nonresident child).

The City of Salinas has four elementary school districts: Salinas City, Alisal, Santa Rita, and
Washington. All four districts were operating above capacity in 1991. There were plans to construct
several facilities within the districts to increase capacity and decrease overcrowding, but funding has not
been available. Through interdistrict agreements, approximately 185 students from former Fort Ord
families attend classes in one of the elementary school districts in Salinas. :

Approximately 300 students from former Fort Ord families attended a Salinas Union High School
District facility (RKG Associates 1992). By 2000, the district expects to more than double its
enrollment. Growth plans include the addition of Alvarez High School. This facility would increase the
district's capacity by 2,000 students. However, even if the district begins construction on Alvarez High
School within the next 3 years, the district will still need another high school.

The North County Unified School District (NCUSD) had an enroliment of approximately 4,900 students
in 1991, and a capacity of approximately 200 additional students. NCUSD's current administration
estimate that a maximum of approximately. 75 students attending NCUSD facilities in 1991 were from
former Fort Ord families.

At least one-third of the students enrolled at Monterey Peninsula College in 1991 were not military
personnel, but they attended that campus because of its convenient location. Approximately 20% of
Golden Gate University's student body and their family members were military personnel.

4.2.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
‘ Significance Criteria

The significance criteria for socioeconomic impacts were formulated in accordance with Appendices G
and 1 of the State CEQA Guidelines. - The proposed project would result in a significant effect on the
environment if it would: h

e induce growth or change in concentration of population and employment resulting in
substantial increases to existing jobs:housing imbalances; or

e substantially increase demand for additional public assistance programs, beyond available
capacity, resulting in physical effects on the environment.
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The impacts and mitigations addressed in the FEIS and DSEIS have generally been incorporated into the
proposed action. The DSEIS concluded that no mitigations were required for socioeconomic impacts of
Alternative 7, the alternative most similar to the proposed project.

1. Impact: Increase in Monterey County Population, Employment and Demand for
Community Services

Implementation of the proposed project would induce a change in concentration of population and
employment, potentially resulting in adverse physical effects on the environment. The proposed project
through total buildout is projected ultimately to increase Monterey County’s total population by 51,773
residents plus 20,000 residential CSUMB students. This would include 12,837 residents in the City of
Marina and 20,356 residents in the City of Seaside. At buildout, this would represent an increase of
40,503 over the 1991 population at former Fort Ord. When distributed over a buildout period of
approximately 40-60 years, this growth represents an average increase of approximately 810 persons per
year. It is anticipated that approximately 28,859 residents plus 10,000 CSUMB students would be
present at former Fort Ord in the year 2015. This would represent an increase of approximately 7,000
over 1991 baseline conditions and would be substantially lower than the Association of Monterey Bay
Area Government (AMBAG) projections for former Fort Ord at 2015 (66,612 residents plus 20,000
CSUMB students). :

The proposed project would generate 45,457 jobs in contrast to the total work force of 18,227 (including
3,855 civilian jobs) which formerly existed at former Fort Ord. The largest proportion (11,350) of newly
generated jobs would occur with the development of Office Park and. Industrial land uses upon
implementation of the proposed project. The remainder would occur in smaller increments with the
development of retail, visitor serving, public facilities, parks and open space, and educational land uses.
Because regional personal income is closely tied to the change in the number of jobs, it would experience
increases commensurate with job increases generated by the proposed project. These would be
beneficial impacts and no mitigation is required.

A balance between the number of jobs and housing units available in a specific area reduces excessive
commute distances, automobile-related air pollution and emissions, and traffic congestion, which in turn
imparts beneficial impacts to the surrounding environment. Implementation of the proposed project
would produce a jobs:housing ratio of 45,457 jobs to 22,232 dwelling units or 2.05 within the project
area. This would reverse the historically imbalanced jobs:housing rations for the City of Seaside (.55 in
1991) and the City of Marina (.13 in 1991). It would create a surplus of jobs for the project area
population and reverse the strong local job shortage, while improving the overall housing supply which
would benefit Monterey County. It is a major improvement over the Alternative 7 jobs:housing ratio,
especially in the City of Marina and the City of Seaside (see Table 4.2-2 and Table 2.4-1 in this Draft
EIR). Thus, it is considered a beneficial impact.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in some decreased demand for community services
and job development programs because of decreased unemployment and increased economic activity in
the region. Additionally, increased economic development would result in some reduction in the demand
for services such as welfare and crisis interventics programs. Reduced demand for job development and
welfare services is considered a less-than-significunt impact.

Buildout of the proposed project would result in a (school-age) student population of 7,250 in the former
Fort Ord area. This number includes approximately 1,450 high school students, 1,450 middle school
students, and 4,350 elementary students. Some of these students would attend private schools. Existing
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public schools at former Fort Ord include Marshall, Hayes, Stilwell, and Patton elementary schools and
Fitch Middle School. One new high school, one new elementary and the expansion of Patton Elementary
School would be constructed as a result of the proposed project. Capacity of these and existing former
Fort Ord schools would be 6,820 students. The increased population of school age youth in the region
would be served by the existing and planned schools in the former Fort Ord region. Effects on
educational services are considered less than significant, since capacity would be increased in step with
demand for services.

Mitigation: None Required.
2. Impact: Increase in Monterey County Housing Capacity

Buildout of the proposed project would result in 17,132 dwelling units plus an additional 5,100
dormitory units for CSUMB at former Fort Ord. This figure assumes that approximately 4,066 currently
existing dwelling units would remain and be reused, and 13,066 new housing units and 5,100 dormitory
units would be developed.

Compared with the 1991 housing stock at former Fort Ord, this represents a slight decrease in the
number of dwelling units (from 23,716 to 22,232), but an overall substantial increase in housing capacity
(from a residential population of 31,270 to 71,773). This is explained by the fact that many of the
dwelling units at former Fort Ord in 1991 were barracks for enlisted personnel, whereas the majority of
new housing units proposed under the proposed project would be single family dwellings and would be
able to accommodate a greater number of persons per dwelling unit. The majority of existing dwelling
units at former Fort Ord are not suitable for family housing, are in poor condition, and would be
demolished under the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan.

The Residential Land Use section of the Land Use Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan contains
policies and programs regarding density of residential development. Based on improvements in the
supply of housing and policies/programs to accommodate increased densities and numbers of residents,
the impact. of housing development is considered less than significant, and may be beneficial in
restoring an improved jobs:housing balance in the region. [Refer to discussion under Impact #1 for
additional information on jobs: housing balance.]

The physical effects of construction of the additional housing under the proposed project are discussed in
Sections 4.1 - Land Use, 4.3 - Geology and Soils, 4.8 - Air Quality and Climate, and 4.10 - Biological
Resources of this Draft EIR.

Mitigation: None required.
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43  Geology and Soils
43.i Environmental Setting

This section of the Draft EIR provides a general description of soils, geology, and topography at former
Fort Ord. A more detailed description of these conditions is included in the Soils Baseline Study of Fort
Ord, California and the setting section in the Army’s FEIS (Vol. I).

Soils

Most soils at former Fort Ord were formed by deposition of sand during the rising and falling sea levels
associated with the ice ages of the mid- and late Pleistocene Epoch. Nearly 200 feet of sand were
deposited in some areas, creating the sandstone ind compacted sandy soils common throughout the base.
More recently, very high dunes have developed along the coast as coastal beach and recent-age dune
deposits. :

The soils at former Fort Ord are characteristically medium-grained sand of low organic content. The
soils are low in fertility and water-holding capacity, highly erodible, and excessively well drained.
Although there are some minor inclusions of other soils, most of the soils at former Fort Ord are
represented in seven soil series (Oceano, Baywood, Santa Ynez, Amold, Antioch, San Andreas, and
Diablo) and three general classifications (Coastal beaches, Dune land, and Xerorthents) (Figure 4.3-1).

Erosion

The severe coastal erosion at former Fort Ord is a natural process that has been occurring for at least
several thousand years. Some of the causes are the postglacial sea level rise and the wave patterns and
geomorphic structure of Monterey Bay. The erosion rate has accelerated in this century from about 1.5
feet per year up to 7.0 feet per year in 1983. This increase is the result of reduced sediment supply from
sand mining along the coast and sediment trapping in reservoirs in the Salinas River watershed, and loss
. of vegetation in shoreline dunes.

Wind erosion can affect Dune land, Oceano, and Baywood soils, and wind and water erosion can affect
Amold soil if vegetation is removed and the ground surface is disturbed. Organic matter accumulation
or minimal development of soil structure in the surface horizons of the Oceano and Baywood soils may
retard wind erosion and lower the erosion hazard if the topsoil has not been disturbed or removed. Sand
blown from exposed soils damages existing and replanted vegetation and accumulates in areas from
which it must be removed. Wind erosion continues until the source areas are stabilized and revegetated.
Removing trees that act as windbreaks increases the wind erosion potential.

Two regions of former Fort Ord are highly susceptible to water erosion: the Amold and Xerorthents soils
of the Aromas formation and the Santa Ynez and Diablo soils of the Paso Robles formation (Figure 4.3-
2). The red sandstone layer characteristic of the Aromas formation, and most evident in ridgetop edge
outcrops, are slowly eroding. Rill and gully erosion sufficient to produce palisade or badlands-like
features is a naturally occurring process. Excavations in this profile produce immediate springs above
the sandstone layer where it is exposed. Such induce surface runoff accelerates the natural erosion
process. Disturbances of this formation, such as by roadcuts, further accelerates erosion. The Paso
Robles formation also has a high potential erosion hazard. The Santa Ynez soil series may include an
infiltration-impeding layer of clay accumulation or may be underlain by unconsolidated alluvial deposits
and sandstone. Under disturbed conditions, especially when concentrated in stream channels, induced
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erosion in the Paso Robles formation can be more extensive and dramatic than under the Aromas
formation.
Soil Limitations

Some soils on former Fort Ord have limitations as substrates for engineering and construction purposes.
These limitations are primarily related to piping, low-strength, and shrink-swell potential.

Soils with high piping potential are unconsolidated sands with very little organic or clay binders.
Unconsolidated soils have large pore spaces between the soil particles. When water flows in these large
pores, sand particles are washed away, which enlarges the pores further until they coalesce and form a
continuous pipe-like passag& The flow rate accelerates, causing sand particles to break away and the
pipe to enlarge. Concentrated flows of water or natural infiltration causes piping. Large amounts of soil
material can be washed away below the soil surface without being detected until the surface collapses.
Most of the soils at former Fort Ord have high piping potential, and special consideration must be given
to this soil hazard when developing these areas (Figure 4.3-3).

Soils with low strength lack adequate cohesion between the soil particles to support the weight of the
soil. Sandy soils typically have low strength because of the lack of organic or clay materials to bind the
grains together. When moisture is added to the soil, the weight may exceed the cohesive bonds. Low-
strength soils typically fail on cut and fill banks that are excessively steep. Sandy soils, such as
Baywood, Oceano, and Dune land, may be subject to low-strength conditions (Figure 4.3-4). In addition,
soils with high shrink-swell potential contain clay minerals that expand when wet and shrink when the
moisture content is reduced. These soils also have low-strength properties. High shrink-swell potential
in soils typically causes seasonal uplifting of roads and foundations that result in cracking. Clay soils,
such as Diablo and Santa Ynez, have limitations caused by both low-strength and shrink-swell potential

(Figure 4.3-5).
Topography

Extensive areas in the southwestern quadraxﬁ of former Fort Ord have slopes in excess of 30% (Figure
43-6). Certain areas have slopes approaching vertical. Development has been limited in these areas
because of the severe erosion and landslide hazard that exists.

Agriculture/Horticulture

Before former Fort Ord was established as a military base, only limited agriculture was practiced on the
property. Tomatoes and other vegetables were grown on the alluvial flats along Toro Creek; dryland
spring peas were grown on the dunes at the north end of former Fort Ord; and hay may have been grown
on the grassy flats amidst the sand dunes. Most of the soils on former Fort Ord are generally unsuitable
and severely limited for agriculture.

A small portion of former Fort Ord, less than 50 acres in the segment along the northeast boundary that
extends out to and encompasses the Salinas River, consists of soils suitable for prime farmland.
Extensive areas of Oceano soils and very limited areas of Antioch and Amold soils are suitable as soils
of statewide (farmland) importance. Extensive acreage in the southeast quadrant of former Fort Ord has
value as grazing land and is presently used for that purpose.
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4.3.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Significance Criteria

The following significance criteria for soils and geology impacts were formulated based on Appendices
G and I of the Sta:e CEQA Guidelines, professional judgment, and knowledge of the project area. The
proposed project would result in a significant effect on the environment if it would result in:

e destruction of a substantial portion of any unique soil type or geologic feature;
construction in a zone of high beach or coastal erosion;

e accelerated wind or water erosion, resulting in a substantial reduction in on-site soil
productivity, revegetation potential, or = -:-:‘on/sedimentation of receiving waters;

e exposure of people or property to erosic:.-ciated hazards such as landslides, surface collapse
from piping, or other ground failures; or

e asubstantial change in topography or ground surface relief features.

The Army’s FEIS and DSEIS address the impacts identified below. Implementation of the policies and
programs identified below replace the mitigations incorporated in the FEIS and DSEIS. ¢

1. Impact: Loss of Unique Soil Type Supporting Rare Plant Communities and Endangered
and Threatened Species

Implementation of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan would result in disturbance or destruction of the soil
component of the natural ecosystem supporting rare plant communities and endangered and threatened
species at former Fort Ord. This loss would result from grading, paving, excavating, contouring, and
landscaping of undeveloped lands. These areas are proposed for urban development and are within the
city boundaries of Marina and Seaside and the western area of Monterey County within former Fort Ord,
the East Garrison area, Laguna Seca satellite parking areas, and the southwest annexation areas west of
the proposed North/South Road. The following policy and program for the Cities of Marina and Seaside
and Monterey County address the conservation of natural soil ecosystem components.

Conservation Element

Soils and Geology Policy C-1: The City/County shall support and encourage existiug state and
federal soil conservation and restoration programs within its borders.

Program C-2.1: The City/County shall require that the land recipients of properties within the
former Fort Ord implement the Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan.

In addition, policies and programs from the Biological Resources section of the Conservation Element of
the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan are also applicable. (See Section 4.10.2. of this Draft EIR for a
description.) These policies and programs, especially those related to implementation of the HMP,
require the preservation, management, and enhancement of habitat management areas and the resources
within those areas to offset impacts assoc:: *. with future development of the former Fort Ord (see
section 4.10.2 for more details). The habi: ..nagement areas comprise 62% of the former Fort Ord.
The HMP was developed as part of the Arm.  ~“EIS process for disposal and reuse to mitigate impacts
to biological resources and associated soil ecosystem in such a way that there would be no net loss for
species and biological resources specifically addressed in the HMP. Because these policies and
programs require the preservation, management, and enhancement of natural areas and resources and
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potentially affected areas, they mitigate potential destruction of the soil component. This impact is
considered less than significant.

Mitigation. None required.
2. Impact: Long-term Loss of Soil Fertility Caused by Fire Suppression

The suppression of low-temperature natural wildfires could result in a buildup of fuel and the eventual
occurrence of a high-temperature wildfire, which could severely deplete the soil surface horizon reserve
of organic matter on undeveloped lands. In sandy soils with very low clay content, such as in the
Oceano, Baywood, and Amold series, organic matter represents the only reserve of soil fertility, and its
loss could severely reduce the soil’s ability to support rare plant communities. The loss of organic
matter, caused by a high-temperature wildfire, could result from the suspension of fire management
activities caused by the proximity of development to natural areas or the decision of natural land
managers not to utilize wildfire as a habitat management tool. The following program for the Cities of
Marina and Seaside and Monterey County addresses the use and management of wildfires in natural
areas:

Conservation Element

(Soils and Geology) Program C-2.1: The City/County shall require that the land recipients of
properties within the former Fort Ord implement the Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan.

In addition, policies and programs from the Biological Resources section of the Conservation Element
are applicable. (See Section 4.10.2 of this Draft EIR for a description of these policies and programs.)

The HMP includes habitat management requirements for parcels identified as “habitat preserve areas.”
For some of these parcels, controlled burning is specifically required as a habitat management tool. For
those parcels in which controlied burning is not included as a specific requirement in the HMP, the HMP
calls for implementation of actions to maintain special-status species populations. These actions would
require controlied burning or other forms of fuel management. Because these policies and programs
require controlled burning and implementation of actions to maintain special status populations, this
impact is considered less than significant. : ’

Mitigation. None required.

3. Impact: Potential Loss of Coastal Facilities Due to Construction in a Zone of High Beach
or Coastal Erosion

Implementation of the proposed project would result in construction in a zone of high beach or coastal
erosion. Facilities proposed in the coastal zone, including reuse of Stilwell Hall as a visitor’s center in
the multi-use area (polygon 14a) and development of public/institutional uses in the proposed service
area (polygon 14b) would be subject to coastal erosion and may be harmed or destroyed. The following
policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County address the prevention
of coastal erosion.
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Conservation Element

Soils and Geology Policy A-1: In the absence of more detailed site speciiic information, the
City/County shall use the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Soil Survey of Monterey
County in determining the suitability of soil for particular land uses.

Soils and Geology Policy A-2: The City/County shall require developers to prepare and
implement erosion control and landscape plans for projects that involve high erosion risk. Each
plan shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified professional in the field of
erosion and sediment control and shall be subject to approval of the public works director for the
City/County. The erosion component of the plan must at least meet the requirements of Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) required by the California State Water Resource
Control Board. ' :

Program A-2.3: The City/County shall develop and make available a list and description of
feasible and effective engineering and design techniques that address the soil limitations
characteristic of the former Fort Ord.

Soils and Geology Policy A-3: Through site monitoring, the City/County shall ensure that all
measures included in the developer’s erosion control and landscape plans are properly
implemented. .

Soils and Geology Policy A-4: The City/County shall continue to enforce the Uniform Building
Code to minimize erosion and slope instability problems.

Soils and Geology Policy A-5: Before issuing a grading permit, the City/County shall require
that geotechnical reports be prepared for developments proposed on soils that have limitations as
substrates for construction or engineering purposes, including limitations concerning slope and
soils that have piping, low-strength, and shrink-swell potential. The City/County shall require
that engineering and design techniques be recommended and implemented to address these
limitations. ' w

Program A-5.2: The City/County shall designate areas with severe soil limitations, such as those
related to piping, low-strength, and shrink-swell potential, for open space or similar use if
adequate measures cannot be taken to ensure the structural stability of these soils. This shall be
designated at the project-specific level though a geotechnical study.

Because these policies and programs require the analysis of soil and slope conditions prior to
development, the implementation of measures to prevent coastal erosion, and the exclusion of
development in areas where adequate measures cannot be taken to ensure the structural stability of soils
and slopes, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation. None required.
4. Impact: Accelerated Wind Erosion

Development of relatively undisturbed areas at former Fort Ord would remove vegetation and disrupt the
soil surface horizon in areas where soils are highly susceptible to wind erosion (areas with Dune land,
Oceano, Baywood, and Amnold soils, as shown in Figure 4.3-1). Sediment and sand blown from exposed
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soils could damage structures and existing and replanted vegetation and would accumulate in wetlands
and natural and developed areas. This could occur with both short-term construction impacts and long-
term erosion where vegetative cover is not re-established. The following policies and programs for the
Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County relate to the prevention of wind erosion:

Conservation Element
Soils and Geology Policy A-2: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Program A-2.1: The City/County shall develop and make available a list and description of
feasible and effective erosion control measures for various soil conditions within the
City/County to be used by all future development at former Fort Ord.

Program A-2.2: The City/County shall develop and make available a list of recommended native
plant species, application rates, and planting procedures suitable for erosion control under
various soil, slope, and climatic conditions that may be encountered in the City’s/County’s
sphere of influence.

Program A-2.3: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.
Soils and Geology Policy A-3: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.-
Soils and Geology Policy A-4: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Because these policies and programs require that soil conditions be analyzed prior to development and
that appropriate measures be taken to prevent wind erosion, this impact is considered less than
significant.

Mitigation. None required.
5. Impact: Accelerated Water Erosion

Development under the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan would remove vegetation and disrupt the soil surface
horizon over areas with soils highly susceptible to water erosion (areas with Amold, Xerorthent, Santa
Ynez, and Diablo soils, as shown in Figure 4.3-2). Soil disturbance associated with construction and the
concentration of run-off from impermeable surfaces could result in greatly accelerated water-induced
erosion. Results of accelerated water erosion could include gullying, channel incisions, sedimentation in
wetlands or stream channels downslope from erosion sites, and landslides in some areas. Severe erosion
could ultimately jeopardize the stability of the proposed developments.

Under the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, polygon 11b is proposed as a planned development mixed use
district with equestrian opportunities and possible business park and light industrial uses. Although
earlier versions of the Reuse Plan limited development of this polygon to the northern portion of the area,
the proposed project allows development of the southern portion of this area, which contains steep slopes
and soils highly susceptible to water erosion. If development in the southern portion of polygon 11b
occurs, implementation of extensive engineering and design measures and erosion control techniques
would be required to. prevent adverse effects. The following relevant policies and programs for the
Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County address erosion control:
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Conservation Element

Soils and Geology Policy A-1: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Soils and Geology Policy A-2: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Program A-2.1: See Impact #4 above for a description of this program.

Program A-2.2: See Impact #4 above for a description of this program.

Program A-2.3: See Impact #3 above for a description of this program.

Soils and Geology Policy A-3: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Soils and Geology Policy A-4: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Soils and Geology Policy A-5: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Program A-5.2: See Impact #3 above for a description of this program.
Because these policies and programs require consideration of soil conditions prior to development, the
implementation of appropriate erosion control and design techniques to prevent water erosion, and the
exclusion of development in areas where adequate measures cannot be taken to ensure the structural
stability of soils, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation. None required.
6. Impact: Increased Landslide Susceptibility
Implementation of the proposed project could result in development occurring on slopes suscepﬁble to
landslides. The risk of landslides is related to-several factors including slope, soil type, and previous
landslide history. The following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and
Monterey County address slope instability problems:
Conservation Element

Soils and Geology Policy A-2: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Program A-2.1: See Impact #4 above for a description of this program.

Program A-2.2: See Impact #4 above for a description of this program.

Program A-2.3: See Impact #3 above for a description of this program.

Soils and Geology Policy A-4: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Soils and Geology Policy A-5: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.
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Soils and Geology Policy A-6 (Seaside and Monterey County): The City/County shall require
that development of lands with a prevailing slope above 30% include implementation of
adequate erosion control measures.

Program A-6.1: The City/County shall prepare and make available a slope map to identify
locations in the study area where slope poses severe constraints for particular land uses.

Program A-6.2: The City/County shall designate areas with extreme slope limitations for open
space or similar use if erosion control measures and engineering and design techniques cannot be
implemented.
Because these policies and programs minimize or eliminate the susceptibility of development to
landslides through the analysis of soil conditions prior to development, the implementation of
appropriate design techniques to accommodate soil conditions and limitations, and the exclusion of
development in areas where adequate measures cannot be taken to ensure the structural stability of soils,
this impact is considered less than significant.
Mitigation: None required.
7. Impact: Increased Sedimentation
Increased erosion and landslide susceptibility as a result of proposed developments could result in
increased creek channel sedimentation downslope and downstream of developments. Sedimentation
reduces a creek’s water carrying capacity and increases the risk of the creek overflowing its banks during
storms. Affected creeks would include those in Impossible Canyon, Barloy Canyon, Pilarcitos Canyon,
other small drainage in the southeast quadrant of former Fort Ord, and the small drainage near the
southwestern boundary of former Fort Ord. Toro Creek presents the greatest hazard because
sedimentation already: creates a potential flood hazard to developments outside the former Fort Ord

boundary. The following policies and programs for the Cities of Seaside and Marina and Monterey
County address the prevention of sediment accumulations in creek channels.

Conservation Element
Soils and Geology Policy A-2: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.
Program A-2.1: See Impact #4 above for a description of this program.
Program A-2.2: See Impact #4 above for a description of this program.
Program A-2.3: See Impact #3 above for a description of this program.
Soils and Geology Policy A-3: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.
Soils and Geology Policy A-4: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.
Soils and Geology Policy A-5: See Impact #3 above for a description of this policy.

Program A-5.2: See Impact #3 above for a description of this program.
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Because these policies and programs reduce erosion caused by wind, water, and other factors, they also
reduce the deposition of sediment in stream channels. Implementation of these policies and programs
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation. None required.
8. - Impact: Engineering Limitations on Use of Soils

Areas of proposed development on Baywood, Oceano, and Amold soils, as shown in Figure 4.3-1, have
severe limitations to engineering as a result of excavation caving and slope and embankment piping
potential. Development proposed in these areas would require the implementation of engineering
techniques that can be costly. '

Proposed development on Baywood, and Dune land soil would have engineering limitations because of
low strength. Santa Ynez and Diablo soils would have limitations due to shrink swell properties. Soils
with low strength and shrink swell limitations are primarily located in the southeast portion of former
Fort Ord. The high potential for erosion, landslides and sedimentation.as a direct consequence of the
Highway 68 roadway extension planned for construction on Santa Ynez and Diablo soils, together with
low strength and shrink-swell limitations, could make road construction costly and hazardous. The
following policies and programs for the Cities of Seaside and Marina and Monterey County address
engineering limitations associated with the soil series at former Fort Ord:

Conservation Element

Soils and Geology Policy A-1: See Impact #3 above for description of this policy.

Program A-2.3: See Impact #3 above for description of this program.

Soils and Geology Policy A-5: See Impact #3 above for description of this policy.

Program A-5.2: See Impact #3 above for description of this program.
Because these policies and programs ensure that engineering limitations associated with site-specific soil
conditions are identified and addressed prior to construction, this impact is considered less than

significant.

Mitigation. None required.
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4.4  Public Services, Utilities and Water Supply

This section describes the public services, utilities infrastructure, and water supply conditions that
existed at former Fort Ord in 1991 when the military was present. Potential impacts to services, utilities
and water supply that would result from the proposed project are also addressed. [For a more detailed
discussion, refer to the Army’s FEIS (vol. I, p.4-4 and p.4-56).]

Most of the infrastructure described below has, since 1991, been deactivated by the Army and put into
long-term storage (closed status) pending transfer of the facilities from the Army to the new landowners.
Some portions of this infrastructure are still active in support of properties that have already been
transferred, are under an interim lease, or are still being used by the Army or Army contractors pending
transfer. The Army has agreed to provide for the reservation of easements where required for
infrastructure and utilities in conjunction with disposal or transfer of property. In addition, the Army
will conduct periodic maintenance for utilities and infrastructure until the systems components are
disposed of, transferred, or abandoned.

4.4.1 Environmental Setting
Wastewater

The former Fort Ord lies within the service boundary of the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control
Agency (MRWPCA). Wastewater is collected on former Fort Ord by a system of mains and pump
stations owned and operated by the Army and is treated by MRWPCA’s regional treatment plant and the
East Garrison sewage treatment plant. MRWPCA's regional treatment plant is located north of Marina.
This plant has a design capacity of 29.6 million gallons per day (mgd), is permitted to treat 27 mgd, and
received average flows of 20 mgd in 1991. Former Fort Ord purchased 3.3 mgd of capacity at this plant,
of which it consumed an average of approximately 2.4 mgd. The East Garrison sewage treatment plant
treated up to 0.03 mgd in 1991. The FEIS predicted that the treatment of more than these flows may not
allow the plant to comply with Central Coastal Regional Water Quality Control Board standards.

Maintenance of all wastewater collection facilities has been hampered by a lack of telemetry equipment
to monitor pump station operation and pipe condition and by insufficient maintenance staff. Treatment
plants on the installation that are no longer in use include the Ord Village (only a pump station remains),
Main Garrison (in a state of disrepair), and Fritzsche Army Airfield wastewater treatment (no longer in
existence). »

Solid Waste

Solid waste generated on former Fort Ord is collected by Monterey Disposal Company and is deposited
in the Monterey Regional Waste Management District’s landfill in Marina. The Marina landfill has a
capacity of approximately 32 million tons and accepted 1,000 tons of refuse per day in 1991.
Approximately 94 tons-per-day of this amount originated at former Fort Ord. Incorporating anticipated
growth and waste reduction measures, the landfill life was estimated in 1991 to be approximately 100
years. Recyclable materials are also collected and stored at the landfill. A waste transfer station is
operated at former Fort Ord by the Directorate of Engineering and Housing with a permitted capacity to
store approximately 100 cubic yards of material.
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Some unauthorized dumping of solid waste has occurred at former Fort Ord. Unauthorized disposal of
waste concrete and asphalt has occurred, and tree trimmings from Toro Park, a subdivision located
adjacent to the eastern boundary of former Fort Ord, have been dumped into adjacent former Fort Ord
property. There have been no known incidences of hazardous waste dumping.

Telephone Service

The former Fort Ord maintains its own telephone system, which is networked into the Pacific Bell
telephone system. Former Fort Ord’s switching center on North-South Road (Building 4250) is served
by underground copper cables delivered from the Pacific Bell Seaside station. Pacific Bell provides
substantial support to former Fort Ord through a lease signed in 1976, which allows for the reciprocal use
of telephone infrastructure. Service in 1991 was provided under a modified version and extension of this
lease.

Pacific Bell provides direct telephone service to the following areas from two switching centers: the
Seaside switching center servicing Hayes Park, Fitch Park, Thorson Village, Brostrom Mobile Home
Park, Marshall Park, two child development centers, and the Fort Ord Credit Union. The Marina
switching center serves Patton Park, Abrams Park, Frederick Park, Schoonover Park, and a minimart post
exchange. Pacific Bell leases poles and conduit to serve portions of the residential areas and the Army
switching center. No Pacific Bell facilities are in the East Garrison area or at Fritzche Army Airfield.

Gas and Electric Service

In 1991, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) provided gas and electric service to former Fort Ord
under a general services agreement. In addition, two modifications to the general services agreement
covered gas service to the Army’s commercial-type uses at former Fort Ord. These two modifications
extend until August, 1993 and cover the Presidio of Monterey (POM) annex and former Fort Ord. The
facilities serving former Fort Ord are divided into three categories: transmission, regulation/substation,
and distribution. ’

Transmission of gas occurs through two PG&E lines that traverse the installation and serve former Fort
Ord and surrounding cities within the Monterey Bay area. The 1991 rate of consumption of gas on the
installation was 146 million cubic feet per hour (MCFH). Two electric transmission line systems
traverse former Fort Ord. An easement for a future Neponset transmission exists adjacent to the
. easement for the existing 60-kV line. Annual electricity consumption on the installation in 1991 was
approximately 105,000 megawatts (MW).

Gas is regulated at various metering stations on former Fort Ord. The distribution lines are primarily
Army owned, and the condition of the lines varies depending on the age and composition of gas mains.
Some of the lines do not meet California Public Utility Commission standards. The substation
equipment, belonging to PG&E, is on Army property but is secured by an easement. All seven Army
owned and operated distribution feeders begin from this station. The Army’s distribution and metering
systems provide gas and electric service to the entire former Fort Ord, except for several parks and
schools.

Cable Television

Cable television service to former Fort Ord is provided and maintained primarily by Coastside Cable TV,
doing business as WestStar Cable TV. Cable infrastructure exists throughout former Fort Ord but is
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primarily at two facilities. A 15-year nonexclusive franchise use contract composed of two leases was
initiated with the Army on October 1, 1989. Two contracts servicing former Fort Ord and the POM
allowed Coastside to serve 6,500 customers in 1991.

Storm Drainage System

An extensive design of storm sewer branches, separate from the sanitary sewer lines, feed into major
lines running either to Monterey Bay or inland to the Salinas River basin. Surface runoff is directed to
catch basins or pipe inlets from housing and recreational areas, motor pools, maintenance yards, and
industrial facilities.

The primary storm drain lines for the Main Garrison area discharge at three outfalls in the dune and
beach areas, and four additional storm drain lines discharge directly into Monterey Bay. The three major
outfalls draining the East Garrison discharge into agricultural land south of the Salinas River. The
Fritzsche Army Airfield is drained by a storm drain line that also discharges into agricultural land south
of the Salinas River. The remainder of former Fort Ord is drained by minor outfalls discharging into
depressions or open fields. The existing drainage system functions without any major problems. Army
maintenance consists of periodic clearing of sediment and debris from culverts and drain site areas. The
condition of some portions of the existing storm drainage system is unknown.

Water Distribution System

Wells provide the sole source of water supply for former Fort Ord. The main potable supply wells are
located in the Salinas Valley groundwater basin, and one supply well is located in the Seaside
groundwater basin. These wells are within the Cities of Marina and Seaside near the northwest and
southwest corners of former Fort Ord, respectively. A total of 29 wells in the Salinas Valley
groundwater basin have been used at various times for water supply, but only four were in regular use in
1991. Because of seawater intrusion in the 180-foot aquifer, the City of Marina obtains all of its water
from one well completed in the 400-foot aquifer and three wells perforated in the 900-foot aquifer. The
City of Seaside Water System receives water supplies from local groundwater and surface water from the
Carmel River distributed by the Cal-Am Water Company. ’

The former Fort Ord’s water storage and distribution system includes 13 reservoir/tanks, with a
combined capacity of 10.3 mg, and six pump stations and distribution mains covering a 20 square-mile
area. Most of former Fort Ord’s water mains have been inconsistently maintained; 10% of water
pumped is assumed lost due to leaks in the system. Since 1991 conditions, the existing water distribution
system has been found to have operational deficiencies.

Water Supply

Two regional water management agencies have jurisdiction at former Fort Ord. The Monterey County
Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) is responsible for regulation and supply of water from the Salinas
Valley, and the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) is responsible for regulation
and supply of water from the Seaside Valley. Through an agreement between the Army and MCWRA,
6,600 acre feet per year (afy) of water is available from the Salinas Valley groundwater basin for former
Fort Ord land uses, provided that such provisions do not aggravate or accelerate the existing seawater
intrusion. The Seaside Valley groundwater basin supplies an additional 400 afy of water, which is used
for the City of Seaside golf course.
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Regulatory Issues

The general stor: --ater discharge permitting system, adopted by the SWRCB in 1991, requires that a
stormwater dischaize permit be obtained for construction and industrial activities prior to discharging
stormwater.

Assembly Bill 939 (AS 939) mandates a reduction in Monterey County’s generated solid waste by
setung a target rate of 5.4 pounds per person per day (Ib/cap/day) of solid waste.

Waste discharge requirements must be complied with for the operation of sewage treatment facilities,
as established by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board.

The installation of water supply wells must comply with State of California Water Well Standards and
well standards established by the Monterey County Health Department.

Distribution and storage for potable and non-potable water must comply with State Health Department
regulations through Title 22.

Proposed project activities must comply with the ponpoint pollution control plan developed by the
California Coastal Commission and the SWRCB, pursuant to Section 6217 of the Federal Coastal Zone
Management Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, if any stormwater is discharged into the ocean.

442 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Significance Criteria

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, this analysis assumes the proposed project would have a
significant impact on public services, utilities and water supply if it would:

e result in the need for new systems or supplies exceeding capacity, or substantial alterations
to: water distribution, stormwater, or wastewater utility systems, or telephone, cable, gas and
electric services;
substantially decrease landfill life relative to projected capacity; or

result in the need for new systems or supplies exceeding capacity, related to local or regional .

water supply.
1. Impact: Need for New and Upgraded Utility Systems and Services

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the need for new systems and supplies and
substantial alterations to wastewater, solid waste, water distribution and stormwater infrastructure
systems, as well as telephone, cable, gas and electric services, as a consequence of development and
associated increases in population. The current capacities of these systems serving former Fort Ord are
inadequate to handle the future needs generated by the proposed project. Table 4.2-1 summarizes the
estimated public services and utilities requirements needed to support ultimate buildout of the proposed
project. As shown in this table, the proposed project would result in increased requirements for all
systems and services.
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Table 4.2-1. Estimated Public Services and Utilities Requirements

Wastewater generated (mgd) 24 9.8
Solid waste éenerated (tde) 94 193
Landfill life reduction (years) 100 less than 10 years
Telephone service area 5,190 8,701
(developed acres)
Gas service (MCFH) 146 1562
Electric service (MW) 18 114
Cable television area 5,160 8,701
(developed acres)
Storm drainage (developed acres) 4,960 8,701
Water distribution (acres) 1,700 8,701
Key: mgd = million gallons per day

tpd = tons per day

MCFH = million cubic feet per hour

MW = megawatts

NA = not applicable

afy = acre feet per year

To serve reuse activities under the proposed project, the existing services and utilities would require
expansion and upgrading. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Appendix A: Public Facilities Implementation
Plan) includes capital improvement projects recommended for construction between 1996 and 2015. The
need for additional improvements to public services and utilities beyond the year 2015 would be
evaluated and necessary improvements would be implemented on a project-by-project basis. Capital
improvement projects are identified for those utility systems with limited facility or service capacities,
including: Potable Water Supply and Distribution Improvements, Wastewater Collection System and
Pump Station Improvements, and Existing Drainage Systems Modifications.

Telephone, cable, and gas and electric services would need to be expanded as necessary to accommodate
increased demand. The increased demand for these public services is not considered to be a significant
impact of the proposed project, because needs generated by the project would not exceed existing
capacity. All structural improvements necessary to provide these services at former Fort Ord would be
considered costs of the project. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Appendix A: Public Facilities
Implementation Plan) also includes transition strategies for transferring utilities systems from the Army
to private service providers.

The second significance criterion relates to the decrease in landfill life. The reduction in landfill life
would be less than ten years. Solid waste generation of 193 tons per day at buildout was estimated for
the proposed project based on a population of 71,773 and a generation rate of 5.4 1b/cap/day, the target
rate mandated by Assembly Bill 939. This calculation rate assumes a solid waste reduction and
recycling program for former Fort Ord. The decrease of landfill life resulting from the increase in solid
waste generated by the proposed project would not be considered a significant impact.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan contains the policies and programs below for the Cities of Marina and
Seaside and Monterey County which address wastewater and stormwater drainage systems. [See also
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Section 5.5 - Hydrology and Water Quality-for a discussion of Policy C-2 and Program C-2.1, which
both address stormwater drainage as it relates to water quality impacts.]

Conservation Element

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-%: The City/County shall support all actions necessary
to ensure that sewage treatment faciiities operate in compliance with waste discharge
requirements adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-7: The City/County shall condition all development
plans on verification of adequate wastewater treatment capacity.

Program C-1.1: The City/County shall comply with the nonpoint pollution control plan
developed by the California Coastal Commission and the SWRCB, pursuant to Section 6217 of
the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, if any
stormwater is discharged into the ocean.

Program C-1.2: The City/County shall comply with the General Industrial Storm Water Permit
adopted by the SWRCB in November 1991 that requires all storm drain outfalls classified as
industrial to apply for a permit for discharge. : ’

Program A-1.1: The City/County shall develop and make available a description of feasible and
effective best management practices and site drainage designs that could be implemented in new
development to ensure adequate stormwater infiltration. '

These policies and programs do not adequately address-all the regulatory requirements identified above,
and therefore the following programs should be added to the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan.

Mitigation: Write a program to be adopted by the Cities of Marina and Seaside and the County
of Monterey that states: the City/County shall comply with Assembly Bill 939, which mandates a
reduction in generated solid waste to a target rate of 5.4 Ib/cap/day, by developing and enforcing
a solid waste reduction and recycling program for the former Fort Ord area.

‘Mitigation: Write a program to be adopted by the Cities of Marina and Seaside and the County
of Monterey that states: the City/County shall carry out all actions necessary to ensure that the
installation of water supply wells comply with State of California Water Well Standards and well
standards established by the Monterey County Health Department.

Mitigation: Write a program to be adopted by the Cities of Marina and Seaside and the County
of Monterey that states: the City/County shall carry out all actions necessary to ensure that
distribution and storage of potable and non-potable water comply with State Health Department
regulations through Title 22.

Because these policies, programs, and mitigation measures include regulatory compliance and planning
for wastewater capacity and stormwater infiltration measures, and because proposed capital
improvements support development under the proposed project until at least 201 §, the impact is
considered less than significant.
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2. Impact: Need for New Local Water Supplies

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the need for new water supplies, as a
consequence of development and the associated increases in demand. The current water supply yields
serving former Fort Ord are inadequate to handle the future needs generated by the proposed project.

It is estimated that ultimate buildout of the proposed project would result in a water demand of
approximately 18,262 afy (this figure allows for a 10% loss due to leaks). This demand represents a
significant increase in comparison with 1991 conditions, when water demand averaged 4,700 afy, and
conditions between 1986 and 1989, when water demand averaged 5,100 afy. Future demand also
exceeds the current permitted water allowance for former Fort Ord of 6,600 afy from the Salinas River
Basin and 400 afy from the Seaside Valley Basin. In light of the existing, region-wide water supply
shortage, this increased demand is the primary constraining factor for the proposed project.

By reason of an Army agreement with the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), a
potable water supply of 6,600 afy is assumed to be assured from well water until a replacement is made
available by the MCWRA (provided that such withdrawals do not accelerate the overdraft and seawater
intrusion problems in the Salinas Valley groundwater aquifer). The 6,600 afy of well water could
support the first phase of development of the proposed project to the year 2015. Development to 2015
would result in a water demand of 6,469 afy; this figure accounts for a 10% distribution loss due to leaks
and does not include an additional demand of 1,952 afy expected to be supplied by reclaimed water.
However, given the existing condition of the groundwater aquifer, there is public concern over the ability
of the water wells to “assure” even 6,600 afy.

Assuming groundwater wells on former Fort Ord were able to supply 6,600 afy, an additional 11,662 afy
of water would need to be secured to support ultimate buildout of the proposed project. It is estimated
that approximately 3,330 afy could be supplied from reclaimed water, which would include recycled
water used for parks and golf courses and approximately 1,200 afy of water reclaimed from institutional
and public facility water use. [Contrary to the Army’s DSEIS, this EIR does not assume there would be
significant water recharge in the newly developed areas from leaks in underground pipes.] In addition,
400 afy of water needed for the existing City of Seaside golf course could continue to be supplied by the
Seaside Valley basin, which has historically supported this golf course without exceeding the basin’s
safe yield. The remaining 7,932 afy would need to be supplied by other sources. Other water supply
sources being considered include an on-site desalination plant, on-site recharge ponds, on-site storage
facilities, and the importation of water from other sources. A desalination plant opportunity site (west of
State Route 1) has been included as part of the proposed project and could potentially satisfy the
remaining water demand. This is a costly alternative, however, and additional evaluation of water supply
alternatives would be necessary before 2015.

If groundwater wells were unable to supply the projected 2015 demand. of 6,600 afy of water for former
Fort Ord land uses, e.g., if pumping caused further seawater intrusion into the Salinas Valley aquifer, the
desalination plant could be developed earlier than the year 2015. It is recommended that an alternate
water supply source, such as on-site storage facilities, be considered.

In order to ensure the water supply issue is resolved and the proposed project does not aggravate or
increase the seawater intrusion problem, policies and programs have been developed that would need to
be adopted before development of the proposed project could proceed. The following policies and
programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County relate to water supply. [Also refer
to the policies and programs related to groundwater recharge in Section 4.5.2].
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Conservation Elemen:

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy B-1: The City/County shall ensure additional water to
critically deficient areas.

Program B-1.1: The City/County, with input from the MCWRA and MPWMD, shall identify
potential reservoir and water impoundment sites on the former Fort Ord and zone those areas for
watershed use, which would preclude urban development.

Program B-1.2: The City/County shall work with the appropriate agencies to determine the
feasibility of developing additional water supply sources for the former Fort Ord, such as water
importation and desalination, and actively participate in implementing the most viable
options(s).

Program B-1.3: The City/County shall adopt and enforce a water conservation ordinance, which
includes requirements for plumbing retrofits and is at least as stringent as Monterey County’s
ordinance, to reduce both water demand and effluent generation.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy B-2: The City/County shall condition approval of
development plans on verification of an assured long-term water supply for the projects.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-3: The City/County shall prevent further seawater
intrusion, to the extent feasible.

Program C-3.1: The City/County shall work with the MCWRA and MPWMD to estimate the
current safe yields of those portions of the former Fort Ord overlying the Salinas Valley and
' Seaside groundwater basins to determine available water supplies.

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

These programs and policies serve to define the local jurisdictions’ involvement in future water supply
planning for former Fort Ord, identify potential water supply sources on- and off-site, and affirm the
local jurisdictions’ commitment to preventing further harm to the local aquifers. They also ensure that
water supply remains the primary constraining factor for ultimate buildout of the proposed project, by
limiting development in accordance with the availability of secured supplies. However, these programs
and policies do not adequately address groundwater recharge; therefore, the following mitigation
measures have been recommended for consideration.

Mitigation: Write a program to be adopted by the Cities of Marina and Seaside and the County
of Monterey prior to implementing the proposed project that states: the City/County shall adopt
and enforce a stormwater detention plan that identifies potential stormwater detention design and
implementation measures to be considered in all new development, in order to increase
groundwater recharge and thereby reduce potential for further seawater intrusion and augment
future water supplies.

Because a number of reasonable, new water supply sources have been identified to support the proposed
project, including the siting of an on-site desalination plant assuming adoption of the policies, programs,
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and mitigations identified above, the increased demand for water would be considered a less than
significant impact at the project level. (See Section 5.1 for a discussion of water demand as a significant
cumulative impact.)
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4.5 Hydrology and Water Quality

This section contains a brief discussion of hydrology and water quality at former Fort Ord. A more
detailed discussion of these systems can be found in the setting sections in the Army’s FEIS (vol. I) and
DSEIS.

4.5.1 Environmental Setting
Surface Water Hydrology

The former Fort Ord, located between the Salinas and Carmel River watersheds, covers approximately
44 square miles. The area has a moderate Mediterranean climate, receiving 90% of its 14.2 inches of
annual precipitation from November through April. The topography of former Fort Ord is characterized
by stabilized sand dunes in the western half of the base, transitioning to rolling hills and canyons in the
eastern half. The sandy soils in the western half of the base are highly permeable and absorb much of the
rainfall and runoff without forming distinct creek channels. The streams in the canyons in the eastern
part of the base are small and intermittent. A number of creeks drain into the Salinas River. Canyon Del
Rey drains the southern portion of the base and empties into Monterey Bay, a designated national marine
sanctuary. '

Groundwater Hydrology

Three distinct geological and hydrological regions exist at former Fort Ord (see Figure 4.5-1 in the
Ammy’s FEIS vol. I). The northwest part of former Fort Ord overlies a small part of the Salinas Valley
groundwater basin, which contains several aquifers separated by aquicludes or clay layers. Beneath the
Salinas Valley Aquiclude in the Main Garrison area is the 180-foot aquifer, the shallowest of the aquifers
in former Fort Ord used for water supply. The aquiclude is absent along a strip near the coast and in an
area extending south from East Garrison. In these areas, recharge from the surface can percolate down to
the 180-foot aquifer. Beneath the 180-foat aquifer are two deeper aquifer zones referred to as the 400-
foot and 900-foot aquifers,

Historically, most pumpage from former Fort Ord and the City of Marina came from the 180-foot
aquifer. By the early 1980s, seawater intrusion caused by pumping extended approximately 2.5 miles
into the 180-foot aquifer and 1.2 miles into the 400-foot aquifer in the vicinity of Marina. Intrusion has
slowed if not stabilized in the aquifers since the 1980s as the result of decreases in the number of Army
personnel, conservation, changes in well depths and locations, and drought-related decreases in total
pumpage.

The southwest part of former Fort Ord overlies the Seaside groundwater basin. Fomer Fort Ord overlies
most of the northern part of the basin and supplies a substantial amount of total recharge to the basin.
The only pumpage from this basin by former Fort Ord is for irrigation at the golf course. Most of the
remaining pumpage is by municipal wells in Seaside and Sand City. With the exception of one shallow
well near the shoreline, seawater has not intruded into wells in this basin. The historical amount of
pumping appears to be close to the safe yield of the basin.

The eastern part of former Fort Ord is hilly and lacks the surficial dune deposits that cover the western
part of former Fort Ord. Although the geological formations of the eastern part of former Fort Ord are
less permeable than the sands of the western part, they are capable of supporting water wells. The
recharge that occurs in the eastern part of former Fort Ord contributes groundwater inflow to the western part.
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Surface Water Quality

Surface water quality of drainage channels within the base varies with the seasons. During the first
stron: rains of the season, ditches and storm drainage systems draining the urban areas of the base
reces. = the highest concentration of urban pollutants, such as oils, grease, heavy metals, pesticide
residues, and coliform bacteria. In general, surface waters of this region are hard and high in total
dissolved solids. Streams may contain elevated levels of sulfates, bicarbonates, calcium, magnesium,
and sodium, depending on local conditions. '

Urban stormwater runoff discharging into the ocean may locally impair coastal water quality. Because
Monterey Bay is designated as a national marine sanctuary, resource protection is assigned a higher
priority than research, education programs, and visitor use. The Marine Protection, Research, and
Sanctuaries Act of 1972 requires a management plan to protect the sanctuary’s resources.

Winter storms contribute to erosion and gullying in some areas, particularly the drainage of the eastern
half of the installation. Surface erosion can cause high concentrations of suspended sediment loading in
streams causing increased siltation, turbidity, and accompanying high total dissolved solids.

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater quality within former Fort Ord is variable, depending on the location and depth of the well.
The safe yield of the Seaside basin in the vicinity of former Fort Ord approximately equals historical
pumpage, and any increase in pumpage in the southern part of former Fort Ord could cause total
pumpage to exceed the Seaside basin’s safe yield. Safe yield is the amount of groundwater that can be
pumped annually on a long-term basis without causing undesirable effects. The concept of safe yield is
usually applied to an entire groundwater basin. However, overdraft can result in seawater intrusion
locally, with other parts of the basin maintaining a positive groundwater balance. In the Salinas Valley
groundwater basin, recent pumpage in former Fort Ord exceeded safe yield in the 180-foot and 400-foot
aquifers, as indicated by seawater intrusion and water levels below sea level. Conditions in the 900-foot
aquifer are uncertain, althoug!: seawater has not intruded into any of the Marina wells there.

Seawater intrusion from groundwater pumping has caused the water to be unacceptable for drinking in
most wells in the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers in the Main Garrison area. Water quality data for other
active and standby potable supply wells in the East Garrison area and the golf course well in the Seaside
basin have shown some concentrations of dissolved solids that exceed the recommended limit for
drinking water. However, water from wells with high salinity can be blended with higher quality water
to meet drinking water standards. [Refer to section 4.4.1 - Water Supply for additional information on
groundwater quality and supply.]

Regulatory Issues

A number of regulations designed to protect water resources from the impacts of urbanization are
applicable to the former Fort Ord area:

Sec:ton 6217 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, Reauthorization Amendments of
1990, requires local entities that discharge any stormwaters into the ocean to participate in a non-po:nt-
pollution control plan developed by the California Coastal Commission and the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB).
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The general stormwater discharge permitting system, adopted by the SWRCB in 1991, requires that a
stormwater discharge permit be obtained for construction and industrial activities prior to discharging
stormwater.

The Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended, and its implementing
regulations require that entities discharging to the bay comply with a management plan aimed at
protecting the bay’s national marine sanctuary resources. Under this act, the Marine and Estuarine
Management Division of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration can regulate all
substances that enter the sanctuary from outside sources that can injure sanctuary resources.

452 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Significance Criteria

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, this analysis assumes the proposed
project would have a significant impact on hydrology and water quality if it has the potential to:

substantially degrade water quality;

contaminate a public water supply;

substantially degrade or deplete groundwater resources;
substantially interfere with groundwater recharge; or
cause substantial erosion or siltation.

The Army’s FEIS and DSEIS address these same impacts described below. The policies and programs
below replace the mitigations incorporated in the FEIS and DSEIS.

1. Impact: Increased Site Runoff

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the conversion of land from open space to urban
and other uses, which would alter site runoff peaks and duration. This could reduce the volume of
groundwater infiltration by increasing the area of impervious surfaces and causing runoff to move across
areas suitable for infiltration at a faster rate, which could interfere with groundwater recharge. The Draft
Fort Ord Reuse Plan identifies the following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside
and Monterey County related to site runoff:

Conservation Element

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy A-1: At the project approval stage, the City/County shall
require new development to demonstrate that all measures will be taken to ensure that runoff is
minimized and infiltration maximized in groundwater recharge areas.

Program A-1.1: The City/County shall develop and make available a description of feasible and
effective best management practices and site drainage designs that shall be implemented in new
development to ensure adequate stormwater infiltration.

Program B-1.1: The City/County, with input from MCWRA, shall identify potential reservoir
and water impoundment sites on the former Fort Ord and zone those areas for watershed use that
precludes urban development.
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Hydrology and Water Quality Policy A-2 (Monterey County): To avoid adverse effects on
groundwater recharge or surface water users in downstream areas, the County shall ensure that
land use and drainage facilities on newly developed lands do not decrease the magnitude and
duration of flows less than the mean annual flow in creeks downstream of the development sites.

Program A-2.1: The County shall implement a stream gauging program for creeks in the eastern
part of former Fort Ord if proposals are submitted for development in that area. The gauging
program should be partially or entirely funded by development fees.

Because these policies and programs require minimization of runoff and maximization of infiltration and
the identification of potential water impoundment sites, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
2. Impact: Water Quality Degradation from Urban Runoff

The proposed project would cause an increase in urban runoff and associated urban runoff pollutants.
Runoff from urban areas can carry a variety of accumulated pollutants such as oil, grease, heavy metals
(lead, cadmium, copper), sediment, pesticide residues, fertilizers, and coliform bacteria from roadways,
parking lots, rooftops, and other surfaces. The highest concentrations of these pollutants are typically
found during fall when pollutants accumulated during the dry period are washed away by the first storms
of the season. Increases in urban runoff would degrade downstream water quality, aquatic habitat, and
resources in surface waterways (Salinas River, El Toro Creek, and Canyon Del Rey) and in Monterey
Bay, a designated marine sanctuary. The following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and
Seaside and County of Monterey address water quality degradation from urban runoff:

Conservation Element

(Hydrology and Water Quality) Program C-1.1: The City/County shall comply with the
nonpoint pollution control plan developed by the California Coastal Commission and the
SWRCB, pursuant to Section 6217 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act
Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, if any stormwater is discharged into the ocean.

Program C-1.3: The City/County shall comply with the management plan to protect Monterey
Bay’s resources in compliance with the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of
1972, as amended, and its implementing regulations.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-2: At the project approval stage, the City/County shall
require new development to demonstrate that all measures will be taken to ensure that on-site
drainage systems are designed to capture and filter out urban pollution, to the extent feasible.

Program C-2.1: The City/County shall develop and make available a description of feasible and
effective measures and site drainage designs that could be implemented in new development to
minimize water quality impacts.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-6: In support of Monterey Bay’s national marine
sanctuary designation, the City/County shall support all actions required to ensure that the bay
and intertidal environment will not be adversely affected, even if such actions should exceed
state and federal water quality requirements.
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These policies and programs, in addition to compliance with applicable water quality regulations, would
require development of on-site drainage systems for new developments and protection of Monterey Bay.
This impact is therefore considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

3. Impact: Water Quality Degradation from Golf Course Adjacent to Natural Area
Expansion

Implementation of the proposed project may result in water degradation from the golf course which
would be adjacent to a natural area expansion. An 18-hole golf course is proposed on 164 acres
(including a 300-room hotel) adjacent to the 22-acre augmentation of the Regional Park District, which
includes the Frog Pond. Although golf courses offer a park-like setting that would be more compatible
with the natural area than some urban uses, landscape management may require the heavy use of
chemical fertilizers and pesticides, which can introduce water pollution into the adjacent natural area.
These adjoining uses may potentially be incompatible. The following policies and programs in the Draft
Fort Ord Reuse Plan relate to the protection of open space and use of buffers between adjacent land uses
and address runoff into the Frog Pond: :

Land Use Element

Recreation/Open Space Land Use Policy B-2 (Monterey County): The County of Monterey
shall use open space as a buffer between various types of land use.

Program B-2.1: The County of Monterey shall review each development project at former Fort
Ord with regard to the need for open space buffers between land uses.

Conservation Element

Biological Resources Policy A-8 (Monterey County): The County shall maintain the quality of
the habitat in the Frog Pond Natural Area.

Program A-8.1: The County shall prohibit development in Polygon 3 1b to discharge stormwater
or other drainage into the ephemeral drainage in this parcel that feeds into the Frog Pond.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-1 (Marina, Seaside and County of Monterey): The
County shall comply with all mandated water quality programs and establish local water quality
programs as needed.

Program C-1.1: The City/County shall comply with the nonpoint pollution control plan
developed by the California Coastal Commission and the State Water Resources Control Board,
pursuant to Section 6217 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act Reauthorization
Amendments of 1990, if any stormwater is discharged into the ocean.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-2: At the project approval stage, the City/County shall
require new development to demonstrate that all measures will be taken to ensure that on-site
drainage systems are designed to capture and filter out urban pollution, to the extent feasible.
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Progrém C-2.1: The City/County shall develop and make availab . . lescription of feasible and
effective measures and site drainage designs that could be implemciized in new development to
minimize water quality impacts.

Non-point source groundwater contamination from fertilization of landscaped areas and should be
addressed in greater detail during separate environmental review of individual development projects as
they are proposed.

Because the above policies and programs require open space protection, compliance with applicable
water quality regulations, and development of on-site drainage systems for new developments, this
impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None is required.
4. Impact: Water Quality Degradation from Increased Erosion During Construction

Implementation of the proposed project would require extensive construction and grading throughout the
watersheds and possible disturbance of existing drainage channels. Construction and grading activities
could temporarily cause significant increases in site erosion associated with storm runoff. Sediment-
laden runoff entering nearby drainage causes increased channel siltation. Increased erosion may degrade
downstream aquatic habitat in streams and in Monterey Bay. The following policies and program for the
Cities of Marina and Seaside and County of Monterey address water quality degradation rélated to
construction and erosion control:

Conservation Element

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-4: The City/County shall prevent siltation of
waterways, to the extent feasible.

Program C-4.1: The City/County, in consultation with the National Resources Conservation
Service, shall develop a program that will provide, to owners of property near waterways and
other appropriate entities, information concerning vegetation preservation and other best
management practices that would prevent siltation of waterways in or downstream of the former
Fort Ord. '

Program C-1.3: See above for description of program.
Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-6: See above for description of policy.

Conservation Element

Soils and Geology Policy A-2: The City/County shall require developers to prepare and
implement erosion control and landscape plans for projects that involve high erosion risk. Each
plan shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer or certified professional in the field of
erosion and sediment control and shall be subject to the approval of the public works director for
the City/County. The erosion component of the plan must at least meet the requirements of
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) required by the SWRCB.
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Program A-2.1: The City/County shall develop and make available a list and description of
feasible and effective erosion control measures for various soil conditions within the
City/County to be used by all future development at former Fort Ord.

Program A-2.2: The City shall develop and make available a list of recommended native plant
species, application rates, and planting procedures suitable for erosion control under various soil,
slope, and climatic conditions that may be encountered in the City/County’s sphere of influence.

Program A-2.3: The City/County shall develop and make available a list and description of
feasible and effective engineering and design techniques that address the soil limitations
characteristic of the former Fort Ord.

Because these policies and programs require the implementation of siltation control measures and
protection of Monterey Bay, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

S. Impact: Degradation of Water Quality from Potential Hazardous Material Spills During
Construction : .

Construction related to implementation of the proposed project would require the use of gasoline and
diesel-powered heavy equipment, and hazardous materials could potentially spill on-site and wash into
nearby drainage. Bulldozers, backhoes, water pumps, air compressors, and construction materials would
be on-site during construction activities. Chemicals such as gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil,
hydraulic oil, lubricating grease, automatic transmission fluid, paints, solvents, glues, and other
substances would also be on-site during grading and construction activities. An accidental spill of any of
these substances could degrade the water quality of surface water in the drainage systems on- and off-
site. Hazardous spills entering adjacent waterways and groundwater may lead to degradation of
downstream aquatic habitat and other beneficial uses. The following program for the Cities of Marina
and Seaside and County of Monterey relate to water quality degradation from hazardous material spills:

Conservation Element

(Hydrology and Water Quality) Program C-1.5: The City/County shall adopt and enforce a
hazardous substance control ordinance that requires that hazardous substance control plans be
prepared and implemented for construction activities involving the handling, storing, transport,
or disposal of hazardous waste materials.

Because this program requires adoption and enforcement of a hazardous substance control ordinance,
this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
6. Impact: Changes in the Amount and Quality of Groundwater Recharge
The increase in impervious areé, related to implementation of the proposed project, could decrease direct
rainfall recharge, as noted under Impact #1. Much of the rain that falls on impervious areas would still

become recharge if it runs off to adjacent pervious areas or if it is routed to stormwater detention ponds
that allow it to percolate into the ground. Urbanization of former Fort Ord would also tend to increase
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groundwater recharge from leaky pipes and irrigation return flow in landscaped areas. By concentrating
recharge in small areas, thereby decreasing evapotranspiration losses, a net increase in overall recharge
could potentially be achieved with urbanization.

Increased recharge from urbanization would not be able to directly reach the 180-foot aquifer in areas
underlain by the Salinas Valley aquiclude. However, the aquiclude is discontinuous along the coast and
in the vicinity of the East Garrison, and recharge would eventually flow to the 180-foot aquifer in those
areas. Increased recharge near the coast would elevate the existing low-water level and thereby tend to
repel seawater intrusion near the Main Garrison. Increased recharge near the East Garrison would
increase the availability of water to existing potable supply wells in that area.

Under the proposed project, urbanization would occur in areas overlying both the Salinas Valley and
Seaside groundwater basins. The increase in recharge would increase the local safe yield of both
groundwater basins. The amount of increase cannot be estimated accurately until details regarding
landscaping, stormwater disposal, and water conservation measures are known.

Groundwater recharge from urban areas could contain contaminants that would deteriorate existing water
quality. Most of the proposed urban development would require new construction. Regulations that
apply to new construction would reduce potential contamination from point sources, such as
underground storage tanks and handling or hazardous materials transfer areas. Non-point-source
contaminants would be most likely to significantly impair groundwater quality, particularly nitrate from
leaky sewer pipes and fertilization of landscaped areas. This is a secondary impact and should be
addressed during separate environmental review of individual development projects as they are
proposed. The following policy and program for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and County of
Monterey address changes in groundwater recharge:

Conservation Element
Hydrology and Water Quality Policy A-1: See above for description of policy.
Prograrh A-1.1: See above for description of program.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy A-2 (Monterey County): See above for description of
policy. : -

Program A-2.1: See above for description of program.
The proposed project would result in a beneficial impact associated with an increase in the quantity of
recharge, and an adverse but mitigatable impact associated with deterioration of the quality of recharge.

Because the policies and programs listed above require that runoff be minimized and infiltration
maximized, the overall impact to groundwater recharge is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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4.6  Public Health and Safety

This section addresses the potential public health and safety effects of the proposed project as they relate
to the provision of law enforcement services, fire protection services, emergency medical services, and
seismic safety. This section also discusses existing hazardous materials contamination.

4.6.1 Environmental Setting
Law Enforcement

Law enforcement for former Fort Ord was provided by the Army's Law Enforcement Command, which
employed 144 federal civilian and 10 military patrol personnel who responded to crimes at the
installation. Other law enforcement agencies in the vicinity of former Fort Ord included the Monterey
County Sheriff's Department, the Marina Public Safety Department, and the Seaside Police Department.
The Army will continue to provide law enforcement services to former Fort Ord until these
responsibilities are transferred to the appropriate agencies that will have jurisdiction. While large
portions of former Fort Ord are presently closed to the public, isolated incidents of trespassing have been
reported.

Fire Protection

Fire protection services at former Fort Ord were provided by the Fort Ord Fire Prevention and Protection
Division, Directorate of Engineering and Housing, which operated two fire stations and a total of 12 fire
vehicles. The fire stations were staffed by 40 firefighters, and responded to an average of 2,243 calls per
year. The eastern portion of the property is located in the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District, which
maintained an automatic aid agreement with former Fort Ord for fire response. The Salinas Rural Fire
Protection District operates three fire stations; the closest to the former base is located in the Toro area.
Other fire protection agencies in the vicinity of former Fort Ord include the Marina Public Safety
Department and the Seaside Fire Department. :

Fire protection services at former Fort Ord are currently provided by the U.S. Navy under an inter-
service support agreement with the Army until responsibilities are transferred to the appropriate agencies
that will have jurisdiction. The automatic aid agreement with the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District is
also still in effect. ‘

Emergency Medical Services

Emergency medical services at former Fort Ord were previously provided by the Silas B. Hays Army
Community Hospital, which has since been converted to non-medical use, and other regional facilities.
At present, emergency medical services are provided exclusively by civilian hospitals in neighboring
communities. These include Natividad Medical Center and Salinas Valley Memorial Hospital located in
the City of Salinas, and the Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula located in the City of
Monterey. Limited non-emergency out-patient medical services are provided at the Presidio of Monterey
(POM) clinic during normal working hours.

Seismic Safety

Several inferred or concealed earthquake faults (i.e., the Reliz or Gabilan, Chupines, Ord Terrace, and
Seaside faults) either cross or are adjacent to former Fort Ord. The Palo Colorado-San Gregorio and
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Monterey Bay faults are within 14 miles and lie offshore of former Fort Ord, respectively. None show
activity in the last 10,000 years, but the potential cannot be ruled out. The San Andreas fault, historically
active in the last 200 years, is within 25 miles of former Fort Ord. The potential of earthquake damage
from ground shaking is moderate to very high, with the highest potential in the coastal dune zone. Most
buildings on former Fort Ord were built before modern seismic safety provisions were incorporated into
the California building codes and Army technical manuals, and therefore do not comply with current
local buildings codes.

Other earthquake-related hazards of concern include liquefaction and landslides. High to very high
liquefaction potential exists on recent alluvial sediments along Toro Creek. Landslide potential as an
earthquake effect is present in landslide-prone areas, including the Aromas formation and the shoreline
dune cliffs. (See Section 4.3 - Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR for further discussion of landslides.
Further discussion of safety issues is found in section 4.3 of the Army’s FEIS, which is incorporated
herein by reference.)

Hazardous Materials

The Army is currently conducting separate, but overlapping clean-up actions for hazardous, toxic and
radioactive waste (HTRW) and ordnance and explosives (OE). Under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Army is required to
remediate chemical contamination of soil and groundwater. The Army is also clearing OE from the
multi-range area and other locations.

Former Fort Ord was added to the National Priorities List of Hazardous Waste Sites (Superfund List) on
February 21, 1990. The identification, remediation, and disposal of hazardous waste associated with the
Superfund clean-up process at former Fort Ord is regulated by the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA); CERCLA; the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act; California Code of
Regulations (CCR), Titles 22 and 23; the California Water Code; and other relevant requirements. Under
the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA), the Army is responsible for conducting the Superfund clean-up
process, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead agency for regulatory
enforcement and oversight of Superfund activities. However, the Army must also submit findings to the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), both of which are part of the California EPA (Cal EPA). The Central Coast RWQCB
also regulates non-hazardous wastes that have affected groundwater. The FFA, as well as the Army’s
Record of Decision (ROD) on the FEIS, identify the Army's responsibility for long-term monitoring and
clean-up.

The site characterization and Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIFS) process associated with
the CERCLA clean-up process has progressed at former Fort Ord since certification of the FEIS and
adoption of the ROD by the Army.

A RI/FS was completed in 1993 for the former Fort Ord landfills, and a remedial action ROD was issued
for clean-up in August ;994. Clean-up will include extracting and treating contaminated groundwater
and capping the landfills to limit future infiltration and minimize additional leaching. chav

it

Potentially hazardous sites have been characterized in the Basewide Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study for Fort Ord, California (Harding Lawson Associates 1994). After initial characterization by the
Basewide RI/FS, the sites were categorized as remedial investigation (RI) sites, interim-action sites, or
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Table 4.6-1 Hazardous and Toxic Waste Sites in Fort Ord

2 Main Garrison sewage treatment plant - remedial mvcst:gauon
3 Beach trainfire ranges remedial investigation
5 Range 36A (east of 39) remedial investigation
. 6 Range 39 (abandoned car dump) interim action -
8 Range 49 (Molotove cocktail range) interim action
9 Range 40A (flame field expedient training arca remedial investigation
(part of 39)
10 Burn pit interim action
12 Lower meadow, automotive yard, parts salvage yard remedial investigation
14 707 maintenance facility interim action
15 Directorate of Engineering and Housing yard interim action
16 Maintenance yard and Pete's Pond remedial aétion
17 1400 block motor pool remedial action
20 South parade grounds, 3800 block motor pool, and 519 interim action
motor pool .
21 4400/4500 block motor pool, east block interim action
22 4400/4500 block motor pool, west block interim action
23 3700 motor pool interim action -
24 *. Old Directorate of Engineering and Housing yard interim action
30 Driver training arca interim action
31 Former dump site remedial investigation
34 FAAF fueling facility interim action
39 Multi-range area (includes sites 5, 6, and 9) remedial investigation
39A East Garrison ranges interim action
39B Inter-Garrison training area interim action
40 FAAF defueling area interim action
41 Crescent Bluff fire drill area interim action

Notes: The locations of the sites listed above are shown in Figure 4.6-2. Sites where no further action is
required (sites 1, 4, 7, 11, 13, 18, 19, 25, 26, 29, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, and 38) are not shown in the table or in

Figure 4.6-1.

Source: Based on the Basewide Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Site Characterization Draft Final
(Harding Lawson Associates 1994).
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no-action sites. No-action sites have been determined not to warrant remedial action under CERCLA.
Interim-action sites have a limited volume and extent of contaminated soil and, as a result, are easily
excavated and remediated without further investigation. RI sites have sufficient contamination to
warrant full remedial investigations, baseline human health risk assessments, ecological risk
assessments, and feasibility studies. Figure 4.6-1 shows the location of groundwater contaminant plumes
and Figure 4.6-2 shows the location of hazardous and toxic waste sites. Sites shown in Figure 4.6-2 are
listed in Table 4.6-1 below. Buildings and areas at former Fort Ord that potentially were used to store or
maintain licensed radioactive equipment or materials were identified in a memo Revised List of Buildings
at Fort Ord Recommended for Radiological Decommissioning (Chmar 1993). Radiological surveys,
conducted in accordance with Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Regulatory Guide CR 5489,
began in January 1994 and were completed in April 1994 for buildings located in the BRAC priority
parcels 1, 2, 3, and 5. Surveys are continuing in buildings outside the priority parcels. Surveys were
conducted by the U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency. Minor remediation was performed by the
survey teams. Major remediation, if needed, will be performed by the Army Material Command, Low-
level Radioactive Waste Office (Harding Lawson Associates 1994).

Section 4.1 of the DSEIS should be consulted for details of remedial investigations, risk assessments, and
feasibility studies conducted for former Fort Ord, and is incorporated herein by reference. Discussion of
OE, including unexploded ordnance is found in section 4.12 of the Army’s DSEIS and is incorporated
herein by reference. : '

4.6.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Significance Criteria

Based on the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed-projeci would have a significant effect on the
environment if it would:

result in a need for new or altered police protection services beyond available capacity;
result in a need for new or altered fire protection services beyond available capacity;

disrupt or reduce the effectiveness of emergency response or evacuation plans;

subsequently increase exposure of people or structures to major geologic hazards;

expose the public to risks from hazardous and toxic materials; or

potentially create an undue risk of upset (accidents) related to human or environmental
health or safety.

1. Impact: Increased Demand for Law Enforcement Services

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the demand for new law enforcement services
required at former Fort Ord, as a result of development and an associated population increase. The
Army’s FEIS (vol. I, p. 6-60) estimated that two law enforcement officers would be needed for every
1,000 residents, resuiting in a demand for 103 officers under the proposed project (this figure is based on
a community population of 51,773 and does not include the 20,000 CSUMB students). The FEIS also
estimated that one law enforcement ranger or officer would be needed for every 5,000 acres of parks and
recreation, resulting in a demand for more than one ranger (full-time equivalents).

The Army has made arrangements for law enforcement services to be provided at former Fort Ord by
federal police until property is transferred to other entities. When property is transferred, law
enforcement would be provided by the receiving entities. Under the local jurisdictions obtaining control
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of the former Fort Ord property, the Monterey County Sheriff's Department, the Marina Public Safety
Department, and the Seaside Police Department would provide law enforcement service, including
equipment, within their respective boundaries. Mutual aid agreements could be maintained by all
jurisdictions to provide for rapid law enforcement response. Although the Army’s FEIS found that the
local cities have generally been able to maintain adequate law enforcement services, the Monterey
County Sheriff’s Department has exhibited a steady decline in funding. The increased demand for law
enforcement without increased funding to provide those services would constitute a significant impact.

Mitigation: FORA, jointly with the local city managers and law enforcement agencies involved,
shall develop a regional law enforcement program that promotes joint efficiencies in operations,
identifies additional law enforcement needs, and identifies and seeks to secure the appropriate
funding mechanism to provide the required services.

Since FORA cannot be assured that funding will be obtained to support adequate law enforcement
services, even with implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact should be considered
significant and unavoidable. ‘

2. Impact: Increased Demand for Fire Protection and Emergency Response Services

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the demand for new fire .p;otection and
emergency response services required at former Fort Ord, as a result of development and an associated
increase in population.

The Army’s FEIS (vol. 1, 6-65) described a substantial impact on fire protection that would result from
the disposal of excessed property, because the Army's fire response would be limited to lands it owned.
Through an inter-service support agreement with the U.S. Navy, the Army currently provides fire
protection services for Army-owned lands and has mutual aid agreements with local fire protection
entities. The disposal of former Fort Ord lands would increase the area that must be served by local fire
protection entities, as the Army will cease providing this service once land is transferred from Army
ownership.

Local fire service agencies have expressed an inability to provide the additional needed service, given the
current lack of financing for these services. While service agencies under local city jurisdictions could
receive minimal funding from redevelopment funds, rural agencies under the County of Monterey would
not receive similar funding. This impact is considered potentially significant, since demand for fire
protection services would exceed capacity and emergency response capabilities would be compromised.
The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan contains the following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina
and Seaside and Monterey County related to fire protection services and emergency response services:

Safety Element

Fire, Flood and Emergency Management Policy A-1: The City/County shall reduce fire
hazard risks to an acceptable level by inventorying and assigning risk levels for wildfire hazards
and regulating the type, density, location, and/or design and construction of new developments,
both public and private.

Program A-1.1: The City/County shall incorporate the recommendations of the City Fire
Department for all residential, commercial, industrial, and public works projects to be
constructed at the former Fort Ord in high fire hazard areas before a building permit can be
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issued. Such recommendations shall be in conformity with the current applicable Uniform
Building Code (UCB) Fire Hazards Policies. These recommendations should include standards
of road widths, road access, building materials, distances around structures, and other standards
for compliance with the UCB Fire Hazards Policies.

Fire, Flood and Emergency Management Policy A-2: The City/County shall provide fire
suppression water system guidelines and implementation plans for existing and acquired former
Fort Ord lands equal to or greater than those recommended in the Fort Ord Infrastructure Study
(FORIS) (Table 4.1.8) for fire protection water volumes, system distribution upgrades, and
emergency water storage.

Fire, Flood and Emergency Management Policy A-3: The City/County shall develop, in
cooperation with othér former Fort Ord jurisdictions and the surrounding communities fire
protection agencies, a fire management plan to ensure adequate staff levels, response time, and
fire suppression operations in high fire hazard areas of the former Fort Ord. The fire
management plan shall also include a fire “fuel management program” in conjunction with the
County of Monterey and the Bureau of Land Management.

Program A-3.1: The City/County shall develop with appropriate fire protection agencies a
mutual and/or automatic fire aid agreement to assure the most effective response: -

Program A-3.2: The City/County shall develop a public education program on fire hazards and
citizen responsibility, including printed material, workshops, or school programs, especially
alerting the public to wildfire dangers, evacuation routes, fire suppression methods, and fuel
management including methods to reduce fire hazards such as bush clearing, roof materials,
plant selection, and emergency water storage guidelines.

Fire, Flood and Emergency Management Policy A-4: The City/County shall evaluate the need
for additional fire station and fire suppression facilities and manpower within areas of the former
Fort Ord which the City/County plans to annex in order to provide acceptable fire/emergency
response time. -

Fire, Flood and Emergency Management Policy C-1: The City/County shall develop an
emergency response preparedness and management plan, in conjunction with the City of Marina,
City of Seaside, and the County of Monterey, and appropriate fire, medical, and law enforcement
agencies.

Program C.1-1: The City/County shall identify city emergency evacuation routes and emergency
response staging areas with those of the City of Marina, City of Seaside, and the County of
Monterey, and shall adopt the Fort Ord Evacuation Routes Map as part of the city/county’s
emergency response plans. :

Program C-1.2: The City/County shall establish a community education program to train
volunteers to assist police, fire, and civil defense p: rsonnel during and after a major ear: :: 1ake,
fire, or flood.’

Program C-1.3: The City/County shall identify a “critical facilities” inventory, and in
conjunction with appropriate emergency and disaster agencies, establish guidelines for
operations of such facilities during an emergency.
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The local jurisdictions ultimately obtaining control of the former Fort Ord property would provide fire
protection and emergency response services within their respective boundaries. Mutual aid agreements
could be maintained by all jurisdictions to provide for rapid response.

Monterey County, the State of California, and/or other jurisdictions would prepare and implement fire
protection master plans, or incorporate newly acquired areas into existing plans. The plans would
identify goals for staff levels and response times in urban, rural and undeveloped areas. The plans would
also identify mechanisms that could be used to meet these goals, such as mutual and automatic aid
agreements and alternative financing mechanisms.

Approval of new development could be conditioned on availability of fire protection response consistent
with standards specified in the fire protection master plans. Project proponents could be required to
prepare a statement indicating how fire protection response that would be required by their project would
be met from the time of building occupancy.

Implementation of these policies and programs would provide guidelines, agreements, and planning
measures related to the demand for additional fire protection services. These policies and programs,
however, fail to ensure an adequate financing mechanism to fund these services. The capital
improvements section of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan identifies a financing plan for an additional fire
station, and recommends a development impact fee to finance the portion of a fire station that can be
determined to be of base-wide significance; the appropriate basis for levying the fee would be the
acreage being served. However, no mechanism for ensuring the funding of other portions of the fire
station is identified. The potential lack of adequate fire services is considered to be a significant impact.
Therefore, the following additional mitigation measure is recommended for inclusion in the Draft Fort
Ord Reuse Plan.

Mitigation: FORA, jointly with the local city managers and fire protection agencies involved,
shall develop a regional program that promotes joint efficiencies in operations, identifies further
sources of funding for additional required fire protection services such as a special fire district or
other standard mechanism, and seeks to secure adequate funding to maintain existing levels of
service.

Since FORA cannot be assured that funding will be obtained to support adequate fire protection and
emergency response services in allowances, even with the policies/programs and mitigation measure
described above, this impact should be considered significant and unavoidable.

3. Impact: Risk of Injury or Damage from Seismic Activity

Implementation of the proposed project would result in exposing increased numbers of people and
structures to major geologic hazards, with potential for moderately high to very high ground-shaking due
to seismic activity (see Figure 4.6-3). New construction on former Fort Ord would be required to meet
current seismic safety standards. However, most of the 8,000 buildings existing on former Fort Ord were
not constructed to meet current local building codes and those which are not demolished would need
substantial modifications to comply with current seismic regulations.

The FEIS points out that seismic safety provisions of California building codes focus on buildings that
receive concentrated public or sensitive uses. At former Fort Ord, this category includes public schools,
owned and operated by the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District. Other affected buildings in the
project area include theaters, recreational facilities, and community centers generally constructed before
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1973. The FEIS also identifies earthquake hazards related to liquefaction along Toro creek and other
localized areas and landslides in areas of the Aromas formation and along the shoreline dune cliffs. The
following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County relate to
seismic safety:

Safety Element

Seismic and Geologic Hazards Policy A-1: The City/County shall develop standards and
guidelines and require their use in new construction to provide the greatest possible protection
for human life and property in areas where there is a high risk of seismic or geologic occurrence.

Program A-1.1: The City/County shall regularly update and make available descriptions and
mapping of seismic and geologic hazard zones and associated risk factors for each, including
feasible and effective engineering and design techniques that address the seismic and geologic
hazard zone characteristics of former Fort Ord. Seismic and geology hazard zones should
include areas and risk factors associated with ground-shaking, ground rupture, ground failure and
landslides susceptibility, liquefaction and tsunamis.

Program A-1.2: The City/County shall establish setback requirements for new construction,
including critical and sensitive facilities, for each seismic hazard zone with a minimum of 200
feet setback to a maximum of one quarter (1/4) mile setback from an active seismic fault.
Critical and sensitive buildings include all public or private buildings essential to the health and
safety of the general public, hospitals, fire and police stations, public works centers, high
occupancy structures, schools, or sites containing or storing hazardous materials.

Seismic and Geologic Hazards Policy A-2: The City/County shall use the development review
process to ensure that potential seismic or geologic hazards are evaluated and mitigated prior to
construction of new projects.

Program A-2.1: The City/County shall require geotechnical reports and seismic safety plans
when development projects or area plans are proposed within zones that involve very high
seismic risk. Each plan shall be prepared by a certified geotechnical engineer and shall be
subject to the approval of the Planning Director for the City/County.

Program A-2.2: Through site monitoring, the City/County shall ensure that all measures
included in the project’s geotechnical and seismic safety plans are properly implemented and a
report shall be filed and on public record prepared by the Planning Director and/or Building
Inspector, confirming such.

Program A-2.3: The City/County shall continue to update and enforce the Uniform Building
Code to minimize seismic hazards impacts from resulting from earthquake induced effects such
as ground shaking, ground rupture, liquefaction, and or soils problems.

Seismic and Geologic Hazards Policy A-3: The City/County shall designate areas with severe
seismic hazard risk as open space or similar use if adequate measures cannot be taken to ensure
the structural stability of habitual buildings and ensure the public safety.
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Prograni A-3.1: As appropriate, the City/County should amend :: General Plan and zoning
maps to designate areas with severe seismic hazard risk as open s:. .. . if not other measures are
available to mitigate potential impacts.

Seismic and Geologic Hazards Policy B-1: The City/County shall develop an inventory of
critical and sensitive buildings and structures on former Fort Ord, including all public or private
buildings essential to the health and safety of the general public, hospitals, fire and police
stations, public works centers, high occupancy structures, school, or sites containing or storing
hazardous materials. :

Program B-1.1: The City/County shall evaluate the ability of critical and sensitive buildings to
maintain structural integrity as defined by the Uniform Building Code (BBC) in the event of a
6.0 magnitude or greater earthquake. The Public Works Director shall inventory those existing
facilities determined to be unable to maintain structural integrity, and make recommendations for
modifications and a schedule for compliance with the UBC. The City/County shall implement
those recommendations in accordance with the schedule.

Seismic and Geologic Hazards Policy C-1: The City/County shall, in cooperation with other
appropriate agencies, create a program of public education for earthquakes which includes
guidelines for retrofitting of existing structures for earthquake protection, safety procedures
during an earthquake, necessary survival material, community resources identification, and
procedures after an earthquake.

Program C-1.1: The City/County shall prepare and/or make available at public libraries and other
public places, information and educational materials regarding earthquake preparedness.

Implementation of the proposed project, including the policies and programs listed above, would reduce
existing hazard levels, even with an increased population. This would be achieved through construction
of new and safer buildings, demolition of older buildings, and retrofit of critical and sensitive buildings.
Therefore seismic impacts are considered to be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
4. Impact: Exposure to Hazardous and Toxic Materials

As a result of redeveloping currently contaminated lands and introducing new land uses with the
potential to produce or handle certain hazardous materials, the proposed project could potentially expose
the public to risks from hazardous and toxic materials.

As part of the continuing base reuse process, existing buildings containing asbestos and lead-based paint
will be demolished, posing a potential hazard to people or animal populations in the immediate
demolition area. It has been assumed that contaminated sites at former Fort Ord will be remediated to a
level commensurate with proposed land uses. Clean-up levels are being determined subsequent to the
site identification and characterization process outlined in the Other Physical Attributes Environmental
Baseline Study (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 1992¢). The results of the process
are described in the Basewide RI/FS (Harding Lawson Associates 1994). These studies were completed
in late 1994 and are awaiting approval of the FFA agencies.
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Before potentially contaminated land or remediated parcels are transferred to non-federal agencies, the
Army and FFA agencies must complete a remedial action ROD certifying that the lands are clean and
protective of human health and the environment. The ROD will specify the Army's long-term clean-up
and monitoring responsibilities. In some instances, long-term remedial action may continue as an Army
responsibility after property transfer. In these cases, remedial action will have to be proven effective
prior to transfer. A Finding of Suitability is completed to document the environmental conditions of the
property. This ongoing process, combined with the implementation of the above policies and programs,
will ensure that no significant risks are associated with the transferring of property.

The proposed project identifies, by density, residential uses and a possible golf course in polygons 1a, 1b
and 21, which were previously designated for Light Industrial uses under Alternative 7 in the DSEIS.
These areas would require higher levels of clean-up in order to meet residential standards.

The proposed project may lead to the potential use of hazardous materials, most likely connected to the
educational institutions to be located at former Fort Ord. Hazardous materials may be used by CSUMB
educational labs and by the UCMBEST Center in educational settings, research, and potential
manufacturing processes. This use could potentially expose employees to situations that exceed accepted
worker health or safety standards. Also, several light industrial areas where hazardous materials may be
utilized have been designated for the project within the boundaries of each responsible land use
jurisdiction.

The following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County relate to
hazardous and toxic waste site remedial actions and address safe handling of hazardous materials within
former Fort Ord.

Safety Element

Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy A-1: The City/County shall monitor and report
to the public all progress made on the remedial action record of agreement (RA-ROD).

Program A-1.1: The City/County shall make timely reviews of the RA-ROD implementation
progress and maintain a public record of property locations which contain hazardous material,
including a timetable for and the extent of remediation to be expected.

Program A-1.2: The City/County shall make timely reviews of the Army’s RA-ROD
implementation progress and report to the public the Army’s compliance with all of the federal
Environmental Protection Agency’s rules and regulations governing munitions waste
remediation including treatment, storage, transportation, and disposal.

Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy B-1: The City/County shall monitor
implementation procedures of the RA-ROD and work cooperatively with the U.S. Army and all
contractors to ensure safe and effective removal and disposal of hazardous materials, ensure
compliance with all applicable regulations of hazardous materials, and provide for the protection
of the public during remediation activities.

Program B-1.1: The City/County shall develop and make available a list of the locations and
timeframe for remediation of buildings scheduled for renovation which contain asbestos and/or
lead base paint.
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Program B-1.2: The City/County shall ensure public safety for asbestos and/or lead paint
removal by reviewing remediation plans and ietermining that such remediation is being
conducted by licensed and certified asbestos abatement and building demolition contractors.

Program B-1.4: The City/County shall require, by resolution, permits from all hazardous
remediation contractors for the transport of hazardous material, including ordnance and
explosives, through City/County streets. The permit will require disclosure of the type, volume,
risk factor, transport routes and any other such information deemed necessary by the
City/County for protection of the public safety.

Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy B-2: The City/County shall monitor
implementation procedures of the RA-ROD and work cooperatively with the U. S. Army and all
contractors and future users/operators of landfill or hazardous materials storage sites zv the
former Fort Ord. a

Program B-2.1: The City/County shall develop and make available a list of the locations and
timeframe for remediation of landfill or hazardous materials storage sites, including closure and
postclosure activities. '

Program B-2.2: The City/County shall review and make public its review of administrative
covenants on remediation of landfills or hazardous materials storage to ensure that landfill
closure or hazardous materials storage restoration activities are complete and in compliance with
all applicable regulations, that liability responsibilities are identified to entities intending to use
the landfill, and that such uses are consistent with the administrative covenants and all post
closure activities.

Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy B-3 (Marina): The City shall follow all
applicable procedures and regulations for the Marina Municipal Airport (formerly Fritzsche
Airfield) underground and above ground storage tanks, maintenance inventory and
documentation of hazardous material and dispose of hazardous waste at properly certified
facilities. :

Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety Policy C-1: The City/County of Monterey shall require
hazardous materials management and disposal plans for any future projects involving the use of
hazardous materials.

Program C-1.1: The City/County of Monterey shall review the use of hazardous materials as a
part of environmental review and/or include as a condition of project approval a hazardous
materials management and disposal plan, subject to review by the Environmental Health
Department.

These policies and programs do not address the potential change in clean-up levels required by the
revised land uses proposed as part of the proposed project. This is particularly relevant in those areas
previously designated for Light Industrial use in Alternating 7 and now being proposed for residential
use. Clean-up levels are being determined subsequent to the site identification and characterization
process outlined in the Other Physical Attributes Environmental Baseline Study (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Sacramento District 1992¢). The results of the process are described in the Basewide RI/FS -
(Harding Lawson Associates 1994). This impact is considered potentially significant. The following
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additional mitigation measure is recommended for the Cities of Seaside and Marina and Monterey
County:

Mitigation: FORA, through consultation with the Army and involved agencies, shall ensure that
clean-up levels are consistent with all revised land uses proposed in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.

Implementation of these policies and programs and mitigation measure would render this impact less
than significant.

5. Impact: Long-term Exposure to Unexploded Ordnance

Implementation of the proposed project would potentially expose people to unexploded ordnance in the
long term, thus creating risk of upset (accidents) related to human or environmental health or safety.

Following hazardous waste cleanup activities implemented by the Army health and safety risks would
still exist from long-term exposure to unexploded ordnance. Implementation of the proposed project
could expose people to these risks where the inland trainfire ranges were previously located (refer to
Figure 4.6-4). The highest density of unexploded ordnance and spent ammunition is expected in the
central portion of the inland range area. Lower densities of unexploded ordnance are expected in the
outer portions of the inland range area and in the training areas to the north and east of the inland range
area. These lands have been conveyed to the Bureau of Land Management for habitat management use,
and they will be closed off to public access. Appropriate fencing and signage is expected to minimize
the incidence of trespassing in areas (where there would otherwise be potential land use, conflicts, e.g.).
closest to public access and residential land uses.

Unexploded ordnance on former Fort Ord property is recognized in this Draft EIR as a hazardous waste,
and policies and programs that make reference to hazardous waste include unexploded ordnance. In
addition, the following program for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County specifically
relates to unexploded ordnance:

Safety Element
(Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety) Program B-1.3: The City/County shall develop and
make available a list of the locations and timeframe for remediation of those sites containing
ordnance and explosive (OE) and shall work cooperatively with responsible agencies, including
the Bureau of Land Management, in notification, monitoring, and review of administrative
covenants for the reuse or closure of such OE sites.

Implementation of this program would render this impact less than significant.

Mitigation: None required
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation

This section describes the existing and future transportation characteristics of former Fort Ord and the
surrounding area. The transportation system examined includes freeways, arterials, bus and rail transit,
and bicycle and pedestrian routes. It also includes both facilities and services internal to former Fort
Ord, as well as key facilities on the regional network outside former Fort Ord.

State Highway 1 extends across the former Army base in a north-south alignment approximately one-
quarter mile inland from the ocean. State Highway 1 provides connections between Marina on the north
and Seaside/Sand City to the south. There are two east-west corridors in the vicinity of former Fort Ord:
Highway 68 runs along the south and east margins of former Fort Ord, connecting Salinas with the
Monterey Peninsula; and Reservation Road extends through the base on the north between Marina and
East Garrison. Blanco and Davis Roads intersect Reservation Road, providing connections to Salinas.
The primary entrances to former Fort Ord are the gates at Lightfighter (Maingate) and 12th Street. These
entrances are accessed from Highway 1. Entrances to former Fort Ord are also provided on Reservation
Road, at Imjin and Inter-Garrison, Fremont, Broadway, and Highway.

Internally, the existing road system was developed by the Army as the base expanded over the past fifty
years. The layout is a collage of roadways and parking facilities scattered about to serve the Army's
unique needs. The Army, unlike the civilian sector, was not constricted by property lines, easements, or
aesthetic standards. In addition, land use patterns by the Army did not produce the same types of traffic
patterns as those that might be found in a civilian urban population. This has resulted in a roadway
system that is, in many instances, not compatible with the proposed civilian land uses.

The proposed land use plan includes approximately 45,457 jobs and approximately 22,232 housing units
at buildout. In addition, the California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) campus is to be located
on former Fort Ord. CSUMB is expected to have 25,000 full-time equivalent students, with on-campus
housing for 80% (or 20,000) of these students. The redevelopment of former Fort Ord would increase
the demand for transportation infrastructure and services both within the base area and the region. The
transportation plan for former Fort Ord reuse includes strategies and improvements for the system on-
site, as well as for those regionally significant facilities that provide access to former Fort Ord.

4.7.1 Analysis Approach

The analysis of existing and future traffic conditions requires a methodology both to evaluate system
performance and to forecast future year conditions. These methodologies are described below.

Level-of-Service Methodology

For this study, the performance of the roadway network is described using the LOS concept. LOS refers
to a hierarchy of performance measures describing different levels of operational conditions within a
traffic stream and the perception of these conditions by motorists and/or passengers. LOS is represented
by a continuum of six grades of progressively more congested traffic flow, LOS A through LOS F, where
LOS A represents free and unobstructed traffic flow, and LOS F represents "stop and go" traffic.

A number of methodologies exist for determining roadway LOS. Since the methodology used in this
study must be applied to both existing and forecasted future year conditions, a key determinant in
selecting the appropriate methodology was the nature of forecast outputs available from the regional
travel demand forecasting model. Because the model used in this study produces only daily forecasts of
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traffic volumes, a methodology based on daily volumes was required. To convert daily traffic volume to
an LOS grade, the methodology described in the Florida Department of Transportation's (FDOT) Level of
Service Standards and Gui:ielines i:anual (August 1995) was used. The FDOT methodology is derived
from the methods contained in the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual, and results in a range of daily
volumes that correspond to each LOS grade. This methodology is the same as the one used by the
Monterey County Congestion Management Agency (CMA) to prepare their Congestion Management
Program (CMP).

The FDOT manual includes three sets of LOS tables representing different area types: urbanized,
transitioning and rural. These tables reflect differences in the assumed capacities and free flow speeds
that are primarily a function of differences in driver behavior between these area types. The
“transitioning" area type tables were selected for this analysis because the former Fort Ord region is a
mix of low density urban and rural areas. The "urbanized” tables were also considered, but were not
selected because they are intended to be used for major metropolitan areas.

The ranges of daily volumes corresponding to each LOS grade for the facility types examined in this
study are identified in Table 4-7-1. As indicated in the table, the range of daily volumes corresponding
to a particular LOS grade varies depending on the type of the facility. Facility type refers to a categorical
classification of roadways based on speed, capacity, and signal spacing (e.g. freeways, arterials, and local
roads). The roadway categories used in this study are listed below. '

Freeways: These are high-speed facilities designed to carry large volumes of traffic. Freeways
are limited-access roadways, so traffic can only enter and exit at specific locations.

Uninterrupted Flow Highways/Arterials: These are facilities with one or more travel lanes in
each direction with no fixed causes of delay or interruptions external to the traffic stream.

Interrupted Flow Arterials: This classification refers to a range of roadways that include urban
and rural streets. Arterials have one or more lanes, with traffic signals, STOP or Yield signs, or
other fixed causes of periodic delay or interruption to the traffic stream. Arterials are generally
designed to serve through traffic. They are categorized in four classes according to the number
of signalized intersections per mile. Class IA arterials are generally rural roads, while Class III
arterials are found in densely-developed urbanized areas.

Local Roads: These facilities are designed for lower volumes of traffic. Intersections are
controlled by stop signs or signals.

It should be noted that volume ranges for LOS A or B are not defined for some facility types. As a
result, local roads identified as operating at LOS C may actually be operating at a higher LOS and have
reserve capacity available before falling to LOS D. Another important consideration is that LOS F does
not necessarily indicate that congested traffic conditions exist throughout the day. When using LOS
grades based on daily volumes (as in Table 4.7.-1), an LOS grade of F indicates that traffic volumes
during certain periods are greater than the roadway was designed to handle, and that there may be
congestion during these periods.

One common way to establish where roadway system deficiencies exist is to observe where the
calculated LOS falls below the acceptable level of performance. The Transportation Agency of
Monterey County (TAMC) has established acceptable service levels as LOS D or better. It should be
noted, however, that the Congestion Management Program (CMP) states that the CMP LOS standard
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Table 4.7-1 LOS Grades by Facility Type

Freeway 4 - Divided 20,100 32,500 47,900 60,400 68,100
6 - Divided 30,400 48,500 72,200 91,100 107,300
Uninterrupted Highway/Arterial 2 - Undivided 8,400 13,000 17,000 23,300 31,000
4 - Divided 20,600 34,500 47,800 57,000 66,300
Arterial - Class Ia (less than 2.5 2 - Undivided s 11,500 14,000 15,300 15,900
signalized intersections per mile)
4 - Divided bl 25,500 30,600 32,800 33,500
6 - Divided b 39,600 46,400 49,700 50,300
Arterial - Class Ib (2.50 to 4.50 2 - Undivided g g 8,000 13,200 14,600
signalized intersections per mile)
4 - Divided b b 17,600 28,600 31,300
6 - Divided A b 26,900 43,600 47,300
Arterial - Class II (more than 4.50 4 - Divided i s e 24,600 30,900
signalized intersections per mile)
6 - Divided e b e 37,800 47,000
Other Local Road 2 - Undivided b i 4,700 9,200 10,600
4 - Divided b b 10,300 20,500 22,800
ADJUSTMENTS (alter corresponding two-way volume by indicated percent)
DIVIDED/UNDIVIDED
Lanes Median Left Tum Bays
2 Divided Yes + 5%
2 Undivided No -20%
Multi Undivided Yes - 5%
Multi . Undivided .No -25%
ONE-WAY
One-Way Corresponding Adjustment
Lanes Two-Way Lancs Factor
2 4 -40%
3 6 - 40%

* Assume Left Turn Bays in all cases (except for freeways where not applicable)
** yolume cannot exceed threshold to classify roadway at the LOS grade

*** cannot be achieved

Source: Florida Department of Transportation, 1995
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shall be equal to existing (1991) LOS if that LOS was below LOS D. For this study, a roadway service
level goal of LOS D was used.

It must be recognized that traffic volumes will vary within a given roadway segment due to vehicles
entering or exiting at minor intersections or driveways. Thus, for this analysis, the median traffic volume
within a given segment was used to determine LOS. This approach is consistent with that used by the
Monterey County CMA.

Forecasting Methodology

Future year conditions in this study were forecasted using the Monterey County Traffic Analysis Model
(MCTAM). As with all travel demand forecasting models, the MCTAM uses forecasts or assumptions
regarding future year land uses and the transportation network as inputs to estimate future travel demand.
This model is maintained by the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC). It covers the
Monterey Bay region, but is focused specifically for Monterey County.

Land use inputs for MCTAM include the number of households and jobs by Traffic Analysis Zone
(TAZ). A TAZ is a small geographic area, often bounded by major roadways. Because MCTAM is a
regional model, these land use inputs were required for TAZ both inside former Fort Ord and the region.
Land use forecasts for the area outside former Fort Ord were provided by the Association of Monterey
Bay Area Governments (AMBAG). Assumptions regarding the transportation network include the
location, number of lanes, free flow speed and capacity of roadways. The model network does not
contain every roadway in Monterey County, but does include most collectors, as well as all arterials,
highways and freeways. Using a set of mathematical formulas, the number of trips generated by each
TAZ is calculated. These trips are then distributed to destination zones based on their relative
“attractiveness” (for example, a zone with a significant amount of housing would produce a large number
of work trips, while a zone with a large number of jobs would attract such trips). The trips are then
assigned to the transportation network. .

Buildout of former Fort Ord is expected to occur in approximately 40-60 years, and ideally,
transportation conditions for this year would be modeled. However, regional land use forecasts from
AMBAG were not available beyond year 2015. Thus, the assessment of buildout roadway needs for
former Fort Ord is based upon a qualitative extrapolation of the year 2015 results obtained through the

forecasting methods described above. Compared to buildout, approximately 13,000 housing units and .

18,000 jobs are expected at former Fort Ord by the year 2015. A number of alternative transportation
systems were tested to develop an effective and cost-efficient transportation system.

4.72 Setting

Streets and roads form the basic element of the transportation system. Accessibility and mobility of
former Fort Ord relies upon both its internal roadway network and the network of major regional
roadways. This regional network includes state highways and major arterial roads that serve intra- and
inter-regional travel needs of former Fort Ord and Monterey County. Figure 4.7-1 illustrates the primary
existing roadway facilities within former Fort Ord, as well as the elements of the regional roadw:-
network considered most relevant to former Fort Ord. For this study, the regional network is compris:.
of all major arterials and state facilities included in the CMP network in the vicinity of the former Fort
Ord area.
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Internal Roadway Network

The roadway network within former Fort Ord consists of a mix of arterial and local roads. The older
area of former Fort Ord (area of WWII vintage barracks and structures) was laid out in a traditional street
pattern (integrated). Subsequent residential development on the former base incorporated the curvilinear
and cul-de-sac street patterns common to residential developments following WWIL. The existing
roadway system in former Fort Ord generally consists of four types of roads: 2-lane Rural local,
Residential local, Urban Arterial (both 4 and 6-lane) and Rural Arterial. The 2-lane rural roads primarily
serve the artillery ranges and remote areas of the Base, examples are: Parker Flats Road and Barloy
Canyon Road. These roads are paved but not engineered to any specific standard. The residential streets
serve permanent housing areas as well as several mobile home park facilities such as Marshall Park
Family Housing and Patton Park Family Housing. :

Four lane urban arterials consist of streets such as Gigling Road, Lightfighter Drive (main entrance road)
and the portion of North-South Road between Lightfighter Drive and Ardennes Circle. These streets
have curbs and in some cases sidewalks and a median. Rural arterials such as Inter-Garrison Road,
Reservation Road, and the remaining portion of North-South Road have no curbs, sidewalks, or medians.

Existing roadways within former Fort Ord provide the foundation for planning the future network within
the reuse area. The key existing roadways within former Fort Ord include 2nd Avenue, Light Fighter
Drive, Gigling Road, Imjin Road, Inter-Garrison Road, Coe Avenue, North-South Road, and Eucalyptus
Road. These facilities are described below. :

2nd Avenue - This roadway is a north-south facility aligned east of State Highway 1. It connects
Light Fighter Drive east of the Main Gate to 11th Street.

12th Street - 12th is an east-west collector road running between Imjin Road and Highway 1.
Access to State Highway 1 is provided at the 12th Street interchange.

8th Street/8th Street cut-off - This arterial runs from the railroad tracks just east of Highway 1
eastward toward Imjin Road. Near this location the roadway turns to a southeast direction and
intersects Inter-Garrison Road.

Light Fighter Drive - Light Fighter Drive is a short east-west arterial that provides access to
State Highway 1 via former Fort Ord’s Main Gate. It also connects to 2nd Avenue and North-
South Road.

Gigling Road - This roadway is a east-west facility in the central part of former Fort Ord, aligned
south of Light Fighter Drive. It connects with several north-south streets, including North-South
Road, which provides access to Light Fighter Drive and the Main Gate.

Imjin Road - Imjin Road is an arterial roadway running south from Reservation Road through
former Fort Ord where it ends at 8th Street. The northern portion of Imjin is four lanes,
narrowing to two lanes in the southern portion.

Inter-Garrison Road - Inter-Garrison Road is an east-west two-lane arterial that provides a
connection from Reservation Road to the central area of former Fort Ord, where Inter-Garrison
Road becomes 3rd Street. Inter-Garrison could become a major east-west facility for former Fort
Ord, and could be used to relieve congestion from the Blanco Road/Imjin corridor.
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Coe Avenue - Coe Avenue, a two-lane arterial, currently provides access to former Fort Ord
areas south of the golf courses from North-South Road. It starts at North-South Road and ends
immediately east of State Highway 1 at its intersection with Monterey Road.

North-South Road - This facility is the major north-south roadway through the southern part of
former Fort Ord. It begins north of State Highway 218 and follows the western edge of former
Fort Ord at the Seaside city limits. There is a gate at Broadway, that was recently reopened and
provides access to Seaside. Farther north, North-South Road intersects the Coe
Avenue/Eucalyptus Road intersection, and continues to an intersection with Light Fighter Drive,
which provides access to the Main Gate. North-South Road ends at 3rd Street, where it becomes
4th Avenue in central, former Fort Ord. It is currently a two- to four-lane facility. The roadway
has the potential to operate as a parallel facility to Highway 1 providing a link from the Marina
area to the Cities of Seaside and Del Rey Oaks.

Eucalyptus Road - This facility begins at the intersection of Coe Avenue and North-South Road
just north of Seaside. It is aligned to the northeast. The pavement ends before it intersects
another roadway. While Eucalyptus Road does not currently provide any connections, future
improvements in the eastern part of former Fort Ord in county jurisdiction could make this an
important element in the roadway system. :

Access into former Fort Ord is limited to a number of entry gate locations. Since the closure of the base,
some of the gates have remained closed, limiting access into the former Fort Ord area. As the transition
to civilian use continues, additional gates will be opened. The gates that are relevant to the Draft Fort
Ord Reuse Plan are illustrated in Figure 4.7-1 and described below.

The Main Gate, at Light Fighter Drive, east of the State Highway 1 freeway interchange and
west of 1st Avenue.

The 12th Street Gate, across 1st Avenue near 12th Street immediately east of the State Highway
1 freeway interchange.

The Imjin Gate, at Imjin Road, immediately south of Reservation Road, east of Marina.

The East Garrison Gate, at Inter-Garrison Road, immediately southwest of Reservation Road.
(This gate is currently closed to the general public.)

The Barloy Canyon Road Gate, Barloy Canyon Road, immediately north of State Highway 68.
(This gate is currently closed to the general public.)

The North-South Road Gate, at North-South Road, immediately north of State Highway 218.
(This gate is currently closed to the general public.)

The Broadway Gate, at Broadway Avenue, immediately west of North-South Road at the border
of Seaside and former Fort Ord.

The Ord Gate, at Ord Avenue in the southwest corner of former Fort Ord south of Coe Avenue
and immediately east of State Highway 1.
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Regional Roadway Network

The major regional roadways that are most significant for former Fort Ord are summarized below.

State Highway 1 - State Highway 1 is a major north-south roadway that roughly follows the
Pacific Coast from Northern California to Los Angeles and points south. The roadway is aligned
immediately to the west of former Fort Ord, providing access to Watsonville and Santa Cruz (to
the north) and Monterey and Carmel (to the south). State Highway 1 is a limited access
(freeway) facility from Castroville to just north of Carmel. In the project vicinity, there are
freeway interchanges at Reservation Road, Del Monte Boulevard, 1st Ave (12th Street Gate),

Light Fighter Drive (Main Gate), and Fremont Boulevard in Seaside.

State Highway 68 - Within the study area, State Highway 68 is aligned to the south and east of
former Fort Ord, from State Highway 1 to Salinas. State Highway 68 primarily provides access
from Salinas to Monterey and areas south of Seaside. South of the study area, State Highway 68

extends west of State Highway 1 into Pacific Grove, and is known as Holman Highway.

State Highway 156 - State Highway 156 links State Highway 1 (north of Marina) with U.S. 101

to the northeast.

State Highway 183 - State Highway 183 is aligned roughly east-west to the north of former
Ord and connects Salinas to State Highway 1 to the west.

State Highway 218 - State Highway 218 starts at State Highway 1 in Sand City and provides
access through Del Rey Oaks to the southeast where it joins State Highway 68. State Highway
218 is an alternative route to the westernmost segment of Route 68. It also serves areas on the

south side of the City of Seaside.

U.S. 101 - The U.S. 101 freeway is a major north-south route in California. It is aligned to the

east of State Highway 1, through Prunedale and Salinas in the vicinity of former Fort Ord.

Del Monte Avenue/Boulevard - Del Monte Avenue/Boulevard is a non-continuous roadway,
roughly parallel to State Highway 1, extending from Washington Avenue in Monterey to the

interchange with State Highway 1 on the north side of Marina.

Fremont Street/Boulevard - Fremont Street/Boulevard is a key four-lane arterial providing an
important link through Seaside. It runs north-south, roughly parallel to State Highway 1, and has

interchanges with State Highway 1 at either end.

Broadway Avenue - Broadway Avenue is a four-lane arterial that provides an east-west

connection between Del Monte Boulevard, Fremont Boulevard, and North-South Road.

Reservation Road - This facility is aligned approximately east-west, from State Highway 1 past
the northern boundary of former Fort Ord to State Highway 68 south of Salinas. It is currently
classified as a rural highway east of Imjin Road, and a signalized arterial from Imjin Road west

to State Highway 1.
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Blanco Road - Blanco Road is an east-west route north of former Fort Ord that provides a
connection between Highway 101 and Reservation Road. This facility currently provides an
important link between former Fort Ord and Salinas.

Davis Road - Davis Road is an arterial between Salinas and Reservation Road, aligned
approximately parallel to State Highway 68.

Transit Service

Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) provides local bus service for the Monterey Peninsula. The service
area includes former Fort Ord as well as Seaside, Monterey, Marina, Carmel, and other Peninsula cities.
Service originates from two primary locations: the Monterey Transit Plaza in downtown Monterey, and
the Salinas Transit Center in downtown Salinas. There is connecting service between Monterey and
Salinas via former Fort Ord, as well as a Monterey-Marina line that serves former Fort Ord. In October
1995, the Monterey-Marina line was modified to include service to CSUMB. This line (#7) operates
with service approximately once each hour. Within former Fort Ord, bus stops are located on North-
South Road, Gigling Road, Imjin Road, Abrams Drive, and Preston Drive. Not all bus stops have
shelters. Bus stop locations and bus headways are subject to change.

Pedestrian and Bicycles Network

Non-motorized modes of travel are an important focus for any circulation system. The two most
common non-motorized modes of travel are walking (pedestrian) and bicycling. Both pedestrian and
bicycle travel are non-polluting, do not contribute to roadway congestion, and are healthy altematives to
vehicular travel.

Sidewalks currently exist on some former Fort Ord roadways, but a comprehensive network of pedestrian
facilities is not in place. No sidewalks are available on Inter-Garrison Road or Imjin Road, and are
missing on parts of Lightfighter Road, Gigling Road, and North-South Road. Also, on many former Fort
Ord roadways, there are no shoulders or parking lanes, so vehicular traffic may pass close to pedestrians
even where sidewalks do exist.

Currently, there are no bicycle facilities within former Fort Ord. There are a limited number of bicycle
facilities in the vicinity of former Fort Ord. The most significant is the CalTrans Pacific Coast Bikeway,
which roughly follows the coastline. It is aligned along Del Monte Boulevard through Marina, and then
it follows State Highway 1 past former Fort Ord and into Seaside and Sand City. There are, however, no
connections to the Pacific Coast Highway from former Fort Ord, and there are no other bicycle facilities
within former Fort Ord or connecting to Marina or Seaside. Also, at present there are no designated
bicycle networks in either Marina or Seaside.

4.7.3 Operating Conditions

With the closure of former Fort Ord as a military base, roadways within former Fort Ord currently carry
only low volumes of traffic. For this reason, no current LOS analysis for these roadways was performed.
However, many of the regional roadways that provide access to and from former Fort Ord continue to
carry high volumes of traffic. The existing (1993/94) daily volumes and LOS for the relevant regional
road segments are presented in Table 4.7-2. The LOS analysis was based on traffic volumes obtained
from TAMC.
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As noted above, the LOS analysis presented in this section is based on 1993/94 traffic volumes. This
Siffers from the FEIS which used 1991 as its base year. This variance is due to the need to use more
detailed and comprehensive 1993/1994 data for developing the Reuse Plan rather than the more limited
traffic data used in the FEIS. From 1991 to 1993/94, activity at former Fort Ord was significantly
reduced, resulting in similar reductions in traffic volumes on on-site roadways and former Fort Ord-
related volumes on regional roadways off the base. During this period, however, regional traffic
volumes grew, with the net impact being that the traffic volumes observed in 1993/94, overall, varied
only slightly from those observed in 1991. According to the Traffic Volumes on California State
Highways manual produced by CalTrans, vciumes on Highway 1 directly adjacent to former Fort Ord
decreased from 1991 to 1993/94, but increased slightly on most other state highway segments. Based on
this finding, it is assumed that the assessment of project impacts is not affected by the use of differing
base year for traffic analysis. '

As shown in Table 4.7-2, most existing road segments in the region operate at LOS D or better, with a
few notable exceptions. Roadway segments currently operating at LOS E or worse include: State
Highway 1 north of Castroville (LOS E), State Highway 68 from State Highway 1 to San Benancio Road
(LOS F), State Highway 156 (LOS E), State Highway 183 in Salinas (LOS E), portions of Del Monte
Boulevard in Monterey (LOS F), Reservation Road in Marina ( LOS E), Blanco Road (LOS E), and
Davis Road in Salinas (LOS E and F).
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4.7.4 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Assumptions on Future Conditions

The reuse of former Fort Ord along with growth throughout the remainder of the region would place
increased demands on the roadway system. Enhancements to the roadway network would be needed to
respond to this increased demand. Within former Fort Ord this means developing a roadway network to
meet the needs of development that, for the most part, does not yet exist. In some instances, particularly
in the near term, existing facilities may be used with only minor improvements. In the longer term,
upgraded roadways along existing alignments may be necessary. The opportunity also exists for "wiping
the slate clean" and developing a new roadway network designed specifically for the redevelopment land
use plan. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan proposes a combination of these approaches be used for the
internal former Fort Ord roadway network. For the regional network, there is much less flexibility. For
the most part, the layout of the network may be viewed as fixed. Improvements to existing roadway
would be needed, with only limited opportunity for the construction of new facilities. In both instances,
there are numerous physical, environmental and financial constraints.

The key goals of the roadway element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan are to reduce the infrastructure
needs, both internally to former Fort Ord and regionally, and to reduce traffic volumes on key roadways
as an effort to eliminate or reduce deficient service levels and other traffic-related impacts. The principal
method proposed in the Reuse Pian to achieve these goals is to enhance the distribution of trips among
the travel routes available by: enhancing regional access alternatives; providing additional local access
routes; and enhancing the internal circulation system to reduce through trips on facilities in the higher
density or otherwise sensitive areas.

As part of the reuse planning process, transportation impacts under three scenarios were examined which
reflect differing roadway network and land use assumptions for former Fort Ord and the region:

"POM Use Only" Scenario - In this scenario, growth within the region to the year 2015 levels
(as protected by AMBAG, 1994) was assumed, but the redevelopment of former Fort Ord was
limited to continued POM Annex use. The network included the opening of existing, former
Fort Ord roads to public travel, plus committed off-base projects. This scenario was used to
identify the location and magnitude of regional deficiencies that would occur even without the
civilian reuse of former Fort Ord. This scenario does not apply to the proposed project, but is
relevant to the No Project Alternative discussed in Section 6.4.

"Financially Constrained" Scenario - For this scenario, land uses within former Fort Ord were
modified to reflect the proposed project at the year 2015. An internal roadway system, assumed
as part of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, Business and Operations Plan, was incorporated into
the model network. Off-site improvements were limited to those currently committed or those
on facilities directly adjacent to the base and deemed critical to the redevelopment of former Fort
Ord. Off-site improvements included widening of State Highway 68 in Monterey, Del Monte
Boulevard in Monterey/Seaside, State Highway 218 south of Seaside, and Reservation Road in
Marina. This scenario was used to define the internal transportation system (a system that would
result in roadway service levels of LOS D or better.) This scenario also identifies the added
impact of civilian reuse on the regional system if this system remains largely as it currently
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exists. Thus, this scenario reflects the unmitigated impacts on the regional roadway network of
the project plus cumulative growth through 2015 (See Table 5.2-1 for assumptions on cumulative
growth).

"Optimistic Financing Scenario” - In this scenario, the land use assumptions for 2015 were the
same as in the Financially Constrained Scenario, but improvements to the regional transportation
system were added in order to achieve LOS goals. These improvements were designed to address
the system deficiencies identified in the previous scenario, while recognizing environmental and
financial constraints. This network represents the proposed system of roadways, both outside
and within former Fort Ord, that serves the 2015 development in the area. Key improvements
include the widening of State Highway 1 both in Seaside/Sand City and north of Castroville,
State Highway 156 east of Castroville, State Highway 183 north of Salinas, State Highway 218
south of Seaside, Blanco Road west of Salinas, Reservation Road in from Del Monte to Inter-
Garrison, and Del Monte Boulevard in Marina. Major new regional facilities included the State
Highway 68 By-pass Freeway and the Prunedale By-pass.

A summary of the roadway improvements included in each scenario is provided in Table 4.7-2.
Forecasted volumes and service levels for key off-site roadway segments under each of these scenarios is
provided in Table 4.7-3. Year 2015 volumes and service levels for on-site facilities under both
“buildout” scenarios are presented in Table 4.7-4. LOS results for the individual scenarios are presented
in Appendix C.

Results of Traffic Modeling

The addition of former Fort Ord development under the Financially Constrained Scenario would increase
volumes on many of the region’s roadways relative to 1991 and existing conditions. The addition of an
arterial network on former Fort Ord, however, would result in traffic decreases on some roadways,
notably Del Monte and Reservation in Marina (refer to Table 4.7-3). Service levels on these segments
would improve to LOS D or better. Service levels on the widened segments of Highway 68 and
Highway 218 would also improve. Roads that would exhibit little or no change of LOS E/F include:
State Highway 1 in Seaside and north of Castroville, State Highway 68 south of former Fort Ord, State
Highway 183 north of Salinas, Del Monte Boulevard in Monterey, and Davis Road in Salinas. Roads
that would experience a reduction in LOS from D or better to LOS E/F include: Fremont Boulevard in
Seaside, Reservation Road from Inter-Garrison Road to Davis Road, and Davis Road south of Blanco.

The assumptions of the proposed 2015 roadway network for the Optimistic Financing Scenario for the
former Fort Ord area, including the number of lanes on key facilities, are illustrated in Figure 4.7-2. The
proposed internal roadway network for buildout of former Fort Ord is illustrated in Figure 4.7-3. Arterial
components of the roadway element within former Fort Ord for 2015 and full buildout are described
more fully in Appendix C.

As a result of the roadway network improvements, under the Optimistic Financing Scenario, the service
levels for several roadway segments would improve significantly (refer to Table 4.7-3). Portions of
Highways 1, 68, 156 and 183 would all improve from LOS E/F to LOS D or better. Reservation,
Fremont and Davis would also experience similar improvement. Segments of Highway 1, Highway 183,
and Davis Road would remain at LOS E or F due to constraints limiting improvements to these facilities.
As shown in Table 4.7-3, however, several segments would remain at, or be reduced to, LOS E or F.
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Figure 4.7-2
Draft EIR Proposed 2015 Transportation Network

Source: JHK, 1996

EDAW, Inc. May, 1996
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Figure 4.7-3

Draft EIR Buildout Transportation Network
EDAW, Inc. May, 1996 Source: JHK, 1996
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Table 4.7-3 Regional Off-Site Roadway Facilities LOS Summary

State State Highway 68 to Del Monte Blvd 56,000/D 66,700/E 65,000/E 65,000/E
Highway 1 (Seaside)
Del Monte Blvd (Seaside) to State 60,000/D 72,700/F 72,200/F 71,900/D
Highway 218
State Highway 218 to Fremont Blvd 59,000/D 75,000/F 87,500/F 89,000/D
Fremont Blvd to Main Gate 75,000/D 92,600/E 101,200/E 99,700/E
Main Gate to 12th Street 65,000/C 77,900/D 80,200/D 79,700/D
12th Street to S. Marina (Del Monte Blvd) 71,000/C 84,100D 75,100/D 75,600/D
S. Marina (Del Monte Bivd) to 35,500/C 1 41,500/C 48,400/D 48,900D
Reservation Road ) .
Reservation Road to N. Marina (Del 35,500/C 41,200/C 47,400/C | 47,600/C
Monte Blvd)
N. Marina (Del Monte Bivd) to State 37,500/C 46,700/C 53,800/D 52,800/D
Highway 156 ’
State Highway 156 to Santa Cruz County 30,000/E 60,800/F 60,200/F 70,700/F
line
State ] State Highway 1 to State Highway 218 22,800/F 27,600/F 36,300/F 38,700/C
Highway 68
State Highway 218 to San Benancio Road 20,600/F 25,500/F 30,200/F 10,000/B
(Highway) -
State Highway 218 to San Benancio N/A N/A N/A 21,900/B
(Freeway Bypass)
San Benancio Road to Reservation Road 25,000/B 30,800/B 36,000/C 34,600/C
Reservation Road to E. Blanco Road 29,500/B 34,600/C 43,900/C 42,500/C
State Hwy 1 to 0.1 miles East of Castroville 22,000/B 31,060/B 35,600/C 30,900/B
Highway 156 | Blvd. |
0.1 miles East of Castroville Blvd. to US 25,000/E 31,700/F 26,500/E 35,500/C
101
State US 101 to Davis Road ' 29,500/E 43,900F _ 37,900/F 38,900/F
Highway 183 | Davis Road to Espinosa Road 16,000/C 33,800F 32,900/F 30,700/B
Espinosa Road to State Highway 156 22,000/D 53,900/F 53,300F 50,900/D
State State Highway 1 to Fremont Boulevard 14,000/D 17,200/D 19,700/D 22,600/D
Highway 218 | Fremont Boulevard to North-South Road 10,850/B 12,000/C 10,900/B 12,200/C
North-South Road to Hwy 68 10,850/B 12,000/C 16,500/B 17,800/B
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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Del Monte El Estero to Highway 1 34,300/F 38,900/F 50,000/F 49,300/D
Boulevard State Highway 1 to Broadway Ave 27,026/D 26,900/D 29,500/D 29,400/D
Broadway Ave to Fremont Blvd 9,757/C 10,500/C 9,400/C 10,000/C
State Highway 1 (S. Marina) to 28,836/D 37,800/E 29,700/D 29,600/D
Reservation Road
Reservation Road to State Highway 1 (N. 4,825/A 9,400/B 10,800/B 9,800/B
Marina)
Fremont Bivd | State Highway 1/State Highway 68 to 25,166/D 29,200/E 27,200/D 27,500/D
Broadway Ave
Broadway Ave to Statc Highway 1 16,363/C 16,800/C 31,300/F 28,200/D
Broadway Del Monte Bivd to Noche Buena Street 13,895/C 14,200/C 16,800/C 16,800/C
Avenue -
Noche Buena Street to North-South Road 8,742/C 9,000/C 15,100/C 15,000/C
Reservation Hwy 1 to Del Monte Boulevard 10,205/B 13,800/C 14,800/D 14,800/D
Road ,
Del Monte Boulevard to Crescent Ave 26,046/E 33,300/F 31,600/D 30,000/D
Crescent Ave to Imjin Road 22,8748 25,600/D 32,300D 32,300/D
Imjin Road to Blanco Road - NA 27,100/C 47,500/D 29,700/C
Blanco Road to Inter-garrison Road 3,700/A 4,300/A 22,700/B 15,600/B
Inter-Garrison Road to Davis Road 4,700/A 4,300/A 24,200/E 15,600/C
Davis Road to State Highway 68 6,200/A 10,200/B 9,600/B 11,600/B
Blanco Rd Reservation Road to Davis Road 20,252E 25,700/F 18,300/D 36,300/C
Davis Road to Statc Highway 68 18,836/B 23,500/B 18,400/B 23,100/B
Blanco Rd/ State Highway 68 to US 101 26,600/C 35,100/F 31,100/C 30,700/D
Sanborn Rd
Davis Road Reservation Road to Blanco Road 7,500/A 10,900/B 23,800/E 14,800/B
Blanco Road to Rossi Street (Hwy 183) 24,000/E 29,300/E 29,000/E 24,100/E
Rossi Street (Hwy 183) to uUs 101 34,829/F 38,300F 35,900/F 36,300/F
Source: JHK Associates, 1996
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Table 4.7-4 On-Site Facilities LOS Summary

12th/Imjin State Highway 1 to California Avenue 20,800/D }9,900ID
California Avenue to Eastside Road N/A 12,800/B 12,500/B
F.astside Road to Reservation Road 19,400/B 7,00/B
Blanco/Imjin Connector Eastside to Reservation NA N/A 10,800/B
8th Street State Highway 1 Overpass to 2nd N/A 300/C 300/C
Avenue
2nd Avenue to Inter-garrison - 2,800/C 2,500/C
Inter-garrison Road 8th Street to Gigling Connector N/A 3,500/B 3,000/B
Gigling Connector to Reservation Road 13,100/C 7,400/A
Lightfighter State Highway 1 to North-South Road N/A 24,400D 23,500/D
Gigling North-South Road to Eastside N/A 16,900/B 15,200/B
Coe Avenue Ord Avenue to North-South Road N/A 600/C 600/C
2nd Avenue Del Monte Blvd to 12th Street N/A 3,900/C 3,900/C
12th Street to Lightfighter 12,100/D 11,800/D
North-South Road Lightfighter to Gigling N/A 19,700/D 18,400/D
| Gigling to Coe/Eucalyptus 16,900/B 16,200/B
Coe to Broadway 15,500/E 14,900/D
" Broadway to State Highway 218 5,500/A 5,400/A
California Avenue Reservation Road to 12th Street N/A -~ 9,600D 13,200/D
12th Street to 8th Street : 1,700/D 2,100/D
Eastside Road Imjin to Gigling N/A 9,900/B 12,100/C

Source: JHK Associates, 1996
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Significance Criteria
A project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in:

e an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system, particularly if the LOS on area roadways drops to “E” or “F” as a resuit of
project implementation; or

e reduced circulation, access, or safety for pedestrians and bicycles.

Transportation Impacts

The assessment of transportation impacts is based on the modeling conducted for the purpose of reuse
planning, as described above. This analysis, while going considerably beyond the level of detail a
geographic coverage of studies conducted in the FEIS and DSEIS, requires further interpretation in order
to permit conclusions of impact significance. Specifically, the following assumptions and extrapolations
have been made:

o The project-specific assessment incorporates AMBAG projections for regional growth, and
therefore is effectively the same as the cumulative impact analysis, at least where addressing
off-site impacts.

e The existing (1993/1994) traffic estimates are assumed to be similar to those of the 1991
baseline year for overall traffic volumes, although local variations due to reduced volumes
within former Fort Ord are recognized.

e Transportation impacts of full buildout are assumed to be similar to, or worse than, those
projected for year 2015, as a conservative worst-case estimate in the absence of definitive
data.

o The Optimistic Financing Scenario is assumed to represent the proposed project, since it
reflects FORA’s specific attempts in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan to mitigate any impacts’
resulting from reuse. However, to the extent that the mitigating measures built into the plan
for off-site improvements lie within the jurisdiction of agencies outside FORA’s control, and
cannot therefore be assured by FORA, the ultimate basis for existing impact significance at
the regional level must remain the Constrained Financing Scenario.

e The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan policies and programs on transportation, which are cited
below, -are considered to promote the achievement of the Optimistic Financing Scenario
and/or to provide additional mitigations which may reduce the impacts identified under the
traffic scenarios. The latter type of mitigations would include transit development and
Transportation Demand Management.

1. Impact: Increased Travel Demand on Regional Transportation System
The proposed project would increase the demand placed on the regional transportation infrastructure and

services that provide access to and from former Fort Ord. As would be expected, traffic volume
increases related to former Fort Ord would be most significant for those facilities, such as Reservation
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and Blanco Roads, that are adjacent to or feed directly into former Fort Ord. The proposed project
combined with regional traffi: growth would result in worsening of several currently deficient roadway
segments, and the degradation of several additional roadways to deficient levels (LOS E or F). These
effects are discussed in the previous section and are summarized in Table 4.7-3. With the proposed
project, travel demand forecasts indicate that there would be approximately 185,000 person trips between
former Fort Ord and the surrounding region by the year 2015; based on current mode choice
characteristics in Monterey County, this would equate to over 130,000 vehicle trips. This number is
estimated to increase to over 220,000 with buildout. For comparison, traffic counts taken at the former
Fort Ord gates in 1990 (Army FEIS, 1993) suggest 58,000 such trips occurred.

To a large extent, the attractiveness of former Fort Ord for redevelopment will depend on the ability of
the regional transportation system to provide for efficient intra- and inter-regional travel. Efforts and
improvements that address the efficient operation of the regional transportation system would be
required. These may include roadway improvements, transit connections and demand management
programs. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan contains policies and programs related to each of these areas,
as discussed below.

Adding system capacity through roadway improvements represents the most direct means of mitigating
the impacts of increased demand. The operating analysis presented in the previous section identified
those roadway facilities which are forecast to operate at deficient service levels in 2015 (see Table 4.7-
3), where roadway improvements would be needed to achieve or maintain acceptable service levels (see
Table 4.7-2 ). The proposed regional roadway network includes a number of major improvement
projects with varying levels of relationship to the reuse of former Fort Ord. In some instances, these
improvements address existing system deficiencies or future deficiencies to which former Fort Ord has
an insignificant contribution. With respect to Fort Ord, roadway facilities considered most critical
include those most proximate to former Fort Ord (State Highway 1, Reservation Road, Del Monte
Boulevard, Fremont Boulevard), those that connect to Salinas (State Highway 68, Blanco Road, Davis
Road), and those to the north that provide connections to Santa Cruz and the Bay Area (State Highway 1,
State Highway 156, U.S. 101).

A key step in the transportation analysis process was the identification of former Fort Ord’s contribution
to the volume increases on the regional roadways examined in this study. This analysis, termed a
“nexus” test, was used to determine former Fort Ord’s fair share requirement for each of the proposed
improvements. This information was in turn used to develop a funding mechanism by which former Fort
Ord development would pay for its share of the impact on the regional transportation system.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan also highlights the need for high quality connections between the
regional network and the internal network. Provision of multiple connections would provide the
opportunity for trips to be direct between their origin and destination. As a result, this will reduce
vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and emissions and avoid overloading a small number of existing
roadways. It is important that these connections be between arterial and higher class roadways to avoid
excessive volumes on local streets. Furthermore, this interface must take into consideration the
movement of goods along designated truck routes.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan identifies the following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina
and Seaside and for Monterey County, intended to mitigate the impact on regional roadway system
improvements to the extent possible:
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Circulation Element

Streets and Roads Policy A-1: FORA and each jurisdiction with lands at former Fort Ord shall
coordinate with and assist TAMC in providing funding for an efficient regional transportation
network to access former Fort Ord.

Program A-1.1: FORA and each jurisdiction with lands at former Fort Ord shall provide a
funding mechanism to pay for Fort Ord's share of impact on the regional transportation system.

Program A-1.2: FORA and each jurisdiction with lands at former Fort Ord shall identify specific
transportation issues that affect former Fort Ord and support and participate in regional and state
planning efforts and funding programs to provide an efficient regional transportation effort to
access former Fort Ord. '

Streets and Roads Policy B-1: FORA and each jurisdiction with lands at former Fort Ord shall
design all major arterials within former Fort Ord to have direct connections to the regional
network (or to another major arterial that has a direct connection to the regional network)
consistent with the Reuse Plan circulation framework. "

Program B-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall coordinate with FORA to design and provide an efficient
system of arterials consistent with (EIR) Figure 4-7-2 (for year 2015 ) and (EIR) Figure 4-7-3
(for buildout) in order to connect to the regional transportation network.

Program B-1.2: Each jurisdiction shall identify and coordinate with FORA to designate local
truck routes to have direct access to regional and national truck routes and to provide adequate
movement of goods into and out of former Fort Ord.

Transit service is also an essential component of the regional transportation system and can eliminate or
delay the need for roadway improvements. It is especially important for the elderly, students, the
disabled, and others who cannot drive or who do not have access to an automobile. Also, it can be an
attractive transportation alternative for those who want to avoid the cost, stress, and delays of driving,
and the nuisance of parking. Transit vehicles are generally less polluting on a per passenger basis, and
can help to lessen roadway congestion. Bus and rail transit are both potentially viable options as transit
service is expanded to serve former Fort Ord. The aggregate impact of an effective fixed-route transit
system (i.e., rail) complemented by lower-capacity transit vehicles (i.e., buses) can be a logical and
reasonable alternative to automobile use in areas where there is sufficient housing and employment. The
Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan contains the following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and
Seaside and Monterey County which address mitigation of the impact on the regional transportation
system:

Circulation Element

Transit Policy A-1: Each jurisdiction with lands at former Fort Ord shall coordinate with MST
to provide regional bus service and facilities to serve the key activity centers and key corridors
within former Fort Ord.
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Program A-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall identify key activity centers and key corridors, coordinate
with MST to identify bus routes that could serve former Fort Ord, and support MST to provide
service responsive to the local needs.

Program A-1.3: Each jurisdiction shall identify the need for transit/paratransit services for the
elderly and disabled and coordinate with and support MST to implement the needed transit
services.

Transit Policy B-1: Each jurisdiction shall support TAMC and other agencies to provide
passenger rail service that addresses transportation needs for former Fort Ord.

Program B-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall support TAMC and other agencies to assess the need,
feasibility, design and preservation of rights-of-way for passenger rail service that addresses
transportation needs at former Fort Ord.

Transit Policy C-1: Each jurisdiction shall support the establishment of intermodal centers and
connections that address the transportation needs at former Fort Ord.

Program C-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall coordinate with and support TAMC and MST to identify
the need, location, and physical design of intermodal centers and regional and local
transportation routes to connect with the intermodal centers. '

It is clear that the redevelopment of former Fort Ord, plus growth throughout the remainder of Monterey
County and the region, would significantly increase the demand placed on the region's transportation
infrastructure and services. To some extent, the increases in travel demand would be managed by
building or improving transportation facilities and services, but there exists a variety of concepts and
objectives that can be used to minimize the demand for vehicle trips as an alternative to increasing
roadway capacity. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan,
attempts to reduce the number of people who drive alone and to increase the number of people who walk
and who use carpools, vanpools, transit, and bicycles. The approach being taken as part of the proposed
project seeks to balance these two elements to achieve a transportation system that is both financially
feasible and operationally acceptable. The TDM section programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside
and Monterey County address mitigation of the impact on the regional transportation system, as follows:

Circulation Element
Transportation and Demand Management Policy A-1: TDM programs shall be encouraged.
Program A-1.1: Promote TDM programs at work sites.

Program A-1.2: Promote TDM programs in residential developments, retail centers, and other
activity centers. .

Program A-1.3: Require new development to incorporate design features that will strengthen
TDM programs.

Program A-1.4: Enforce CMP trip reduction programs.
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The following policy and program for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County relate to
reducing the number of vehicle trips:

Conservation Element

Air Quality Policy A-3: Integrate the land use strategies of the California Air Resources
Board’s The Land Use - Air Quality Linkage - How Land Use and Transportation Affect Air
Quality, into local land use decisions.

Program A-3.1: Each jurisdiction shall plan and zone properties, as well as review development
proposals to promote the Land Use-Air Quality linkage. This linkage includes, but is not limited
to, enhancement of Central Business Districts, compact development patterns, residential
densities that average above seven dwelling units per acre, clustered employment densities and
activity centers, mixed use development, and integrated street patterns.

The policies and programs described above would implement improvements and strategies that minimize
former Fort Ord’s impact on the regional transportation system and would result in former Fort Ord
contributing its fair share for improvements needed to achieve or maintain acceptable LOS (LOS D or
better) on the major regional roadways impacted by the reuse of former Fort Ord. In some areas,
beneficial impacts could occur with the Optimistic Financing Scenario, as shown in Table 4.7-3.

However, even under the Optimistic Financing Scenario, some reductions in level of service toEorF
would occur, resulting in significant adverse impacts. Furthermore, funding for the non-Fort Ord share
of off-site improvements may not be available, leading to a great number of significant impacts as
indicated in the Constrained Financing Scenario in Table 4.7-3. The policies and programs for transit,
transportation demand management, and non-vehicular circulation within the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
would help to reduce impacts, but would not be sufficient to eliminate significant impacts due to
deterioration of LOS on regional roadways.

Mitigation: Amend Streets and Roads Policy A-1.2 to add the following wording: FORA shall
review the options for distributing its financial contributions to all or selected off-site
transportation improvements so as to maximize the effectiveness of these contributions in
reducing traffic impacts to the regional roadway system.

This mitigation measure would reduce the number or geographic distribution of locations sustaining
deterioration in LOS, but some significant unavoidable impacts would remain.

2. Impact: Increased Travel Demand Within Former Fort Ord

The reuse of former Fort Ord would greatly increase the demand placed on the internal transportation
system: Although an internal transportation system exists, it was designed for military uses and would
be incompatible with the proposed civilian uses. With reuse, many roadways would be expected to
operate at unacceptable service levels if maintained in their current condition. Furthermore, the designs
of the existing roads are not consistent with accepted civilian-use standards related to safety and
multimodal travel. The internal system would need to accommodate a portion of those trips going to or
coming from outside the former Fort Ord boundaries, as well as those trips between points within former
Fort Ord. Forecasts for the year 2015 indicate that former Fort Ord would generate approximately
290,000 person trip ends. This includes the 185,00 person trips to or from points outside former Fort Ord,
as well as approximately 106,000 person trip ends between points within former Fort Ord (for internal
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trips, one trip involves two trip ends). For buildout, the number of person trip ends is expected to
increase to over 550,000. Based on current mode choice characteristics, this equates to 205,000 vehicle
trip ends in 2015 and 390,000 for buildout.

The reuse of most areas provides the opportunity to redesign the transportation network to meet these
new needs. This system must provide access to areas identified for redevelopment and do so as directly
and efficiently as possible. Part of the efficiency is recognizing that different roads would serve different
functional purposes. Another element is maintaining acceptable service levels to provide mobility. An
efficient system operates with little or no congestion, thus limiting negative impacts such as delay,
vehicle emissions, and intrusion into residential areas. The roadway network would form the backbone
of the internal transportation system, but it is important to acknowledge the role of transit, non-motorized
modes and transportation demand management in mitigating the impacts on the internal system and
minimizing infrastructure requirements. - '

As part of the travel demand forecasting and service level analysis conducted for the Draft Fort Ord
Reuse Plan, an internal arterial roadway system was developed and tested. The extent of the network
and size (number of lanes) of individual facilities were assessed. The goal of this process was to develop
a network that met the access and circulation needs at an acceptable LOS, while minimizing
infrastructure costs. The following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and
Monterey County relate to mitigation of the impact on the internal transportation system:

Circulation Element

Streets and Roads Policy C-1: Each jurisdiction shall identify the functional purpose of all
roadways and design the street system in conformance with Reuse Plan design standards.

Program C-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall assign classifications (arterial, collector, local) for each
street and design and construct roadways in conformance with the standards provided by the
Reuse Plan (Table 4.7-5 and Figure 4.7-4).

Program C-1.2: Each jurisdiction shall preserve sufficient right-of-way for anticipated future
travel demands based on buildout of the FORA Reuse Plan.

Program C-1.3: Each jurisdiction shall assign an appropriate threshold performance standard for
its roadway system in order to measure the impacts of future growth on the system.

Program C-1.4: Each jurisdiction shall design and construct the roadway network consistent with
the phasing program identified in the Fort Ord Business and Operations Plan (Appendix A in the
Reuse Plan).

Program C-1.5: Each jurisdiction shall designate arterials and roadways in commercially zoned
areas as truck routes.

Streets and Roads Policy C-2: Each jurisdiction shall provide improvements to the roadway
network to address high accident locations.

Program C-2.1: Each jurisdiction shall collect accident data, identify and assess potential.
remedies at high accident locations and implement improvements to lower the identified high
accident rates.
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Table 4.7-5 Roadway Design Standards

No. of Lanes 4 2 4-6 2-4 2

Design Traffic 1800 VPHPL <5000 ADT 1200 VPHPL <10000 ADT <2000 ADT

Volume

Design Speed 65 MPH 55 MPH Preferred | 45-65 MPH 25-35 MPH 25 MPH Min.
' ' 40 MPH Min.

Stopping SD 725 ft. 325-550 ft 400-725 ft 150-250 ft 150 ft

Passing SD 2000 ft 1500-1950 f N/A N/A N/A

Alignment

Minimum 1600 ft 300ft 1500 ft 600 ft 300 ft

Radius

Grade .

Profile Grade | 3-5% max for] | 6-9% for level & 5-8% max | 9-11% max Residential: <15%
level & rolling | rolling terrain 0.40% min Comm/
terrain : Indust: <8%

Cross Slope 2% or standard | 2% or standard 2% except, 0.50% min <5% desirable
superelevation | superelevation per | standard desirable
- per CalTrans CalTrans HDM | superelevation 2% 2%
HDM for expressway
ROW Width | 110# 60 ft 122-138 ft 64-94 ft 56 ft
{w/o slopes)
Vertical | 165# 15 ft 1651 15 ft 15f
Clearance 15 frok if 15 ftokiif
allowed by allowed by local
local ordinance " | ordinance
Signing and PerCalTrans | Per CalTrans Per CalTrans PerCalTrans | Per CalTrans
Pavement Traffic Manual | Traffic Manual Traffic Manual Traffic Manual | Traffic Manual
Delineation

Key ADT  Average Daily Traffic
MPH Miles per Hour
ROW Right of Way
Sb Sight Distance
VPHPL Vehicles Per Hour Per Lane

Source: Fort Ord Reuse Infrastructure Study, Traffic Safety Standards (HMH, Incorporated)
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As with the regional transportation system, transit service is an important component of the internal
transportation system. Public transit can serve both longer, regional trips and shorter, local trips. An
efficient and effective transit system requires the provision of both services and transit-related facilities.
In most instances, these would be provided by region’s public transit agency, Monterey-Salinas Transit
(MST), however other entities may also provide complimentary services. For example, CSUMB has
discussed plans to operate a shuttle between the campus and surrounding area for students, staff and
visitors. It is important to coordinate such services with those provided by MST. The following policies
and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County relate to mitigation of the
impact on the internal transportation system and reducing the number of vehicle trips:

Circulation Element

Transit Policy A-1: Each jurisdiction with lands at former Fort Ord shall coordinate with MST
to provide regional bus service and facilities to serve the key activity centers and key corridors
- within former Fort Ord.

Program A-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall identify key activity centers and key corridors, coordinate
with MST to identify bus routes that could serve former Fort Ord, and support MST to provide
service responsive to the local needs.

Program A-1.2: Each jurisdiction shall develop a program to identify locations for bus facilities,
including shelters and turnouts. These facilities shall be funded and constructed through new
development and/or other programs in order to support convenient and comprehensive bus
service.

Program A-1.3: Each jurisdiction shall identify the need for transit/paratransit services for the
elderly and disabled and coordinate with and support MST to implement the needed transit
services.

Transit Policy C-1: Each jﬁﬁsdiction shall support the establishment of intermodal centers and
connections that address the transportation needs at former Fort Ord.

Program C-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall coordinate with and support TAMC and MST to identify
the need, location, and physical design of intermodal centers and regional and local
transportation routes to connect with the intermodal centers.

Conservation Element

Air Quality Policy A-3: Integrate the land use strategies of the California Air Resources
Board’s The Land Use - Air Quality Linkage - How Land Use and Transportation Affect Air
Quality, into local land use decisions. '

Program A-3.1: Each jurisdiction shall plan and zone properties, as well as review development
proposals to promote the Land Use-Air Quality linkage. This linkage includes, but is not limited
to, enhancement of Central Business Districts, compact development patterns, residential
densities that average above seven dwelling units per acre, clustered employment densities and
activity centers, mixed use development, and integrated street patterns.
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A third critical element of the internal transportation system is facilities and services to support non-
motorized travel. Non-motorized modes of travel are an important focus for the former Fort Ord
circulation system. The two most common non-motorized modes of travel are walking (pedestrian) and
bicycling. Both pedestrian and bicycle travel are non-polluting, do not contribute to roadwa*' congestion,
do not require the higher level of capital that roadway infrastructure requires, and are healthy alternatives
to vehicular travel. People often find walking and bicycling to be pleasant experiences when they have
clearly defined facilities and feel safe using them.

A critical factor in promoting pedestrian activity is to have land uses that permit trips that can be easily
and safely walked. Some examples of pedestrian-friendly land uses are a mixture of uses located in
proximity to one another, or transit stops placed near residential areas. Creating an interesting pedestrian
environment with landscaping and minimal building setbacks in commercial areas also helps to
encourage pedestrian activity. However, people will not take pedestrian trips if safe places to walk are
not provided. By providing pedestrian facilities and routes, walking can be encouraged as an alternative
to vehicle use. Similarly, bicycle transportation can be encouraged with the right mixture of land uses
and good bicycle routes. To be a feasible alternative to driving, bicycling must be convenient and safe.
The following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County relate to
mitigation of the impact on the internal transportation system.

Circulation Element

Pedestrian and Bicycles Policy A-1: Each jurisdiction shall provide and maintain an attractive,
safe, and comprehensive pedestrian system.

Program A-1.1: Each land use jurisdiction shall prepare a Pedestrian System Plan that includes
the construction of sidewalks along both sides of urban roadways, sidewalks and pedestrian
walkways in all new developments and public facilities, crosswalks at all signalized intersections
and other major intersections, where warranted, and school safety features. This plan shall be
coordinated with adjacent land use jurisdictions, FORA, and appropriate school entities.

Pedestrian and Bicycles Policy B-1: Each jurisdi&ion shall provide and maintain an attractive,
safe and comprehensive bicycle system.

Program B-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall prepare a Bicycle System Plan that includes an overall
bicycle network consistent with the Reuse Plan (Figure 4.7-5) and local bicycle networks with
the appropriate class of bikeways for each functional class of roadway. The Bicycle System Plan
shall include appropriate design standards to accommodate bicycle travel and secure bicycle
parking facilities at public and private activity centers. This plan shall be coordinated with
adjacent land use jurisdictions, FORA, and appropriate school entities.

Program B-1.2: Each jurisdiction shall review new development to provide bicycle system
facilities consistent with the Reuse Plan and the Bicycle System Plan.

Because these policies and;programs contain improvements:and strategies that will result in an internal
transportation system that-operates in a safe and efficient manner (LOS D or better), and provides for
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increased opportunities for effective alternatives to automobile travel, this impact is considered less than
significant.

Mitigation:  None required.
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4.8 Climate and Air Quality

Subsequent to preparation of the Army’s FEIS and DSEIS, the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District (MBUAPCD) prepared the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, which establishes specific
guidelines for analysis of potential air quality impacts. In order to be consistent with CEQA, this section
of the Draft EIR reflects these guidelines.

The previous impact analysis prepared for the Army could not be used in this Draft EIR because the
premise of the analysis assumes full buildout in 2010 and uses different model methodology.

4.8.1 Environmental Setting
Topography and Meteorology

The proposed project is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB) which is comprised of
Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito counties. The NCCARB lies along the central coast of California
covering an area of 5,159 square miles. The northwest sector of the NCCAB is dominated by the Santa
Cruz Mountains. The Diablo Range marks the northeastern boundary, and together with the southern
extent of the Santa Cruz Mountains, forms the Santa Clara Valley which extends into the northeastern tip
of the NCCAB. Farther south, the Santa Clara Valley evolves into the San Benito Valley, which runs
northwest-southeast and has the Gabilan Range as its western boundary. To the west of the Gabilan
Range is the Salinas Valley which extends from Salinas at the northwest end to south of King City. The
western side of the Salinas Valley is formed by the Sierra de Salinas, which also forms the eastern side of
smaller Carmel Valley; the coastal Santa Lucia Range defines the western side of the valley.

The semi-permanent high pressure cell in the eastern Pacific is the basic controlling factor in the climate
of the NCCAB. In the summer, the high pressure cell is dominant and causes persistent west and
northwest winds over the entire California coast. Air descends in the Pacific High forming a stable
temperature inversion of hot air over a cool coastal layer of air. The onshore air currents pass over cool
ocean waters to bring fog and relatively cool air into the coastal valleys. The warmer air aloft acts as a
lid to inhibit vertical air movement.

The generally northwest-southeast orientation of mountainous ridges tends to restrict and channel the
summer onshore air currents. Surface heating in the interior portion of the Salinas and San Benito
Valleys creates a weak low pressure which intensifies the onshore air flow during the afternoon and
evening. In the fall, the surface winds become weak, and the marine layer grows shallow, dissipating
altogether on some days. The air flow is occasionally reversed in a weak offshore movement, and the
relatively stationary air mass is held in place by the Pacific High pressure cell, which allows pollutants to
build up over a period of a few days. It is most often during this season that the north or east winds
develop to transport pollutants from either the San Francisco Bay area or the Central Valley into the
NCCAB. ' : -

During the winter, the Pacific High migrates southward and has less influence on the NCCAB. Air
frequently flows in a southeasterly direction out of the Salinas and San Benito Valleys, especially during
night and morning hours. Northwest winds are nevertheless still dominant in winter, but easterly flow is
more frequent. The general absence of deep, persistent inversions and the occasional storm systems
usually result in good air quality for the basin as a whole in winter and early spring.
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Regulatory Setting
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Historically, air quality laws and regulations have divided air pollutant$ into two broad categories of
airborne pollutants: “criteria poliutants” and “toxic air contaminants.” In general, criteria pollutants are
pervasive constituents such as those emitted in vast quantities by the use of fossil fuels.

Toxic air contaminants are a category of air pollutants which are highly toxic in small doses. Toxic air
contaminants are only briefly discussed herein because they are generally associated with commercial,
industrial and agricultural sources -and are regulated separately from “criteria” pollutants. Future
proposed projects that are known to emit toxic air contaminants would be subject to a separate level of
federal and state restrictions, oversight and application processes administered by the MBUAPCD.

Criteria Pollutants. Both the State of California and the federal government have developed ambient
air quality standards for the criteria pollutants, which include ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide,
sulfur dioxide, and suspended particulates 10 microns and less. Table 4.8-1 indicates both federal and
state ambient air quality standards for criteria air pollutants. The state standards are more stringent than
those of the federal standards. The ::levant standards for which this proposed project is subject are the
state standards. The state standards are not to be equaled or exceeded. When standards are exceeded an
“attainment plan” must be prepared that outlines how an air quality district will comply. Generally,
these plans must provide for district-wide emission reductions of 5% per year averaged over consecutive
three-year periods. California also grants air districts explicit statutory authority to adopt indirect source
regulations and transportation control measures, including measures to encourage or require the use of
ridesharing, flexible work hours, or other measures that reduce the number or length of vehicle trips.

Table 4.8-1 Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Ozone 1 hour 0.12 ppm
Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 35.00 ppm

8 hour 9.00 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide 1 hour —

Annual 0.053 ppm
Sulfur 1 hour —
Dioxide 24 hours 0.14 ppm

Annual - 0.03 ppm
Particulates* 24 hours 150.0 pg/m3
(PM10) Annual 50.0 p§/m3

Key: ppm = parts per million; mg/m3 = microns per cubic meter.
PMijo = Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter.

* Promulgated in pg/m3 only.
Source: California Air Resources Board

Note also that Table 4.8-1 of the FEIS summarizes the total cxisting (1992) criteria pollutants emission
from all sources at former Fort Ord. Table 4.8-2 summarizes emissions from former Fort Ord’s
permitted sources (i.e. sources for which the Army held a permit to operate from the MBUAPCD). The
total pollutant emissions and total permitted emissions are compared in Table 4.8-3 in the FEIS.
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During closure, the Army obtained emission reduction credits as Ft Ord’s emission sources were shut
down. Emission reduction credits are surplus emission reductions that represent a permanent,
enforceable and quantifiable decrease in emissions. Emission reduction credits are important to the reuse
of former Fort Ord lands because credits may be used to offset emissions associated with future
economic growth (COE 1993).

Toxic Air Contaminants. Toxic air contaminants are highly toxic in small doses. Examples include
certain chlorinated hydrocarbons, certain metals and asbestos. Adverse health effects of toxic air
contaminants may be carcinogenic (cancer-causing), short-term (acute) non-carcinogenic, and long-term
(chronic) non-carcinogenic. Several hundred such pollutants are currently regulated by various federal,
state and local programs.

Toxic air contaminants are generated by a number of sources, including stationary sources, such as dry
cleaners, gas stations and laboratories; mobile sources such as automobiles, aircraft, and railroads;
natural sources, such as wind blown dust and wildfires; and area sources, such as forms, construction
sites, or residential areas.

The regulatory structure that deals with toxic air contaminants includes the National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants, Assembly Bill 1807 (ak.a., the Tanner Bill) and Assembly Bill 2588
(ak.a., the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987).

Attainment Status of the NCCAB

The NCCAB is designated a moderate nonattainment area for the federal ozone standard. However, the
NCCAB has met the federal ozone standards since 1990, but until the Environmental Protection Agency
formally redesignates the basin (expected to be by mid year 1996), it remains classified as
nonattainment.

Under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), the basin is also a moderate nonattainment area for the state
ozone standard. The CCAA states that an ozone nonattainment area becomes nonattainment-transitional
if the state standard is not exceeded more than three times at any monitoring station in the air basin.
Table 4.8-2 summarizes the attainment status of the NCCAB. The MBUAPCD Air Quality Management
Plan is designed to bring the NCCAB into attainment with state ozone standards.

Table 4.8-2 Attainment Status of the North Central Coast Air Basin

s
S

Ozone (03) Moderate Nonattainment Moderate Nonattainment

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Unclassified/Attainment Monterey Co.-Attainment
San Benito Co.-Unclassified
Santa Cruz-Unclassified
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Unclassified/Attainment Attainment
[ Sulfur Dioxide (502) Unclassified Attainment
Inhalable Particulates(PM10) Unclassified Nonattainment

Source: MBUAPCD
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Existing Ambient Air Quality

Ambient air quality in the project area is monitored at eight locations in the MBUAPCD. In addition, the
National Park Service operates a station at the Pinnacles National Monument. Based on the monitoring
data provided by the MBUAPCD, ozone concentrations exceeded state standards on nine days in 1992,
sixteen days in 1993 and six days in 1994. The majority of these violations occurred at the Pinnacles
monitoring station, where the State Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) was exceeded on 20
different days between 1992-1994. For PM](, the NCCAB violated the state standard one time in 1992,
seven times in 1993 and one time in 1994 (MBUAPCD 1995).

Health Effects of Pollutants

The primary air quality problems in the NCCAB are ozone and suspended particulates (PM1(0). The
following is a discussion of the health effects of Ozone and PM] ¢ pollutants.

Ozone

Ozone is produced by chemical reactions, involving nitrogen oxides (NOyx) and reactive organic gases
(ROG), that are triggered by sunlight. Nitrogen oxides are created during combustion of fuels, while
reactive organic gases are emitted during combustion and evaporation of organic solvents. Since ozone
is not directly emitted to the atmosphere, but is formed as a result of photochemical reactions, it is
considered a secondary pollutant. Ozone is a seasonal problem, occurring roughly from April through
October.

Ozone is a strong irritant that attacks the respiratory system, leading to the damage of lung tissue.
Asthma, bronchitis and other respiratory ailments, as well as cardiovascular diseases are aggravated by
exposure to ozone. A healthy person exposed to high concentrations may become nauseated or dizzy,
may develop a headache or cough, or may experience a burning sensation in the chest. Research has
shown that exposure to ozone damages the alveoli (the individual air sacs in the lung where the exchange
of oxygen and carbon dioxide between the air and blood takes place). Research has shown that ozone
also damages vegetation.

PM10

PM| ¢ is small suspended particulate matter, 10 microns or less in diameter, that can enter the lungs. The
major component of PM1( are dust particles, nitrates, and sulfates.. PM)g is directly emitted to the
atmosphere as a byproduct of fuel combustion, wind erosion of soil and unpaved roads. Small particles
are also created in the atmosphere through chemical reactions.

Particles greater than 10 microns in diameter can cause irritation in the nose, throat, and bronchial tubes.
Natural mechanisms remove much of these particles, but particles less than 10 microns in diameter are
able to pass through the body's natural defenses and the mucous membranes of the upper respiratory tract
and enter into the lungs. The particles can damage the alveoli, tiny air sacs responsible for gas exchange
in the lungs. The particles may also carry carcinogens an: :ther toxic compounds, which adhere to the
particle surfaces and can enter the lungs.
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Air Quality Rules
Consistency with Air Quality Management Plan

A consistency analysis of the proposed project with the adopted Air Quality Management Plan would be
required as part of the approval process. This analysis and subsequent determination would be
performed by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG).

Transportation Conformity Rule

The Conformity Rule will not apply to the proposed project. However, future transportation facilities
subject to NEPA and/or CEQA, such as new highways or other projects that would be included in the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan or are regionally significant, will be subject to the Conformity Rule.

MBUAPCD Rule 216

Future expansion of sewage treatment facilities associated with project buildout will require
implementation of the requirements of Rule 216. Specifically, future project proponents of projects that
would require expansion of treatment facilities will be required to prove their project to be consistent
with the MBUAPCD’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). :

4.8.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

In the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District’s October, 1995 CEQA Air Quality
Guidelines, CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each of which require
a different level of air quality analysis. For example, program-level EIRs generally apply to multiple
projects, phased projects, and/or regulatory programs. The air quality analysis for a program-level EIR
will be less detailed than a project-level EIR because the effects cannot be predicted with the same level
of accuracy. -

Program-level EIRs are prepared for projects that involve the implementation of a series of actions that
can be characterized as one large project, such as multiple and phased projects, general plans, specific
plans and zoning ordinances. A program-level EIR characterizes the overall program by analyzing the
cumulative effects of the elements that comprise the proposed project (i.e., the Draft Fort Ord Reuse
Plan).

It is important to note that the air quality analysis of an EIR for a general plan will necessarily defer any
unknown impacts related to subsequent projects to future EIRs or negative declarations (MBUAPCD
1995). Therefore, this air quality analysis is limited to the analysis of the existing physical conditions
and the regulatory environment, as well as cumulative conditions. The cumulative analysis provided in
Section 5.1 of this Draft EIR presents the results of the Caline 4 modeling exercise which was conducted
for CO, based on cumulative traffic conditions (in the year 2015).

The significance criteria for determining potential impacts are included below for reference only and
should be used in conjunction with the MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines for future projects on
the former Fort Ord.
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Significance Criteria

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a proposed project would have a significant impact
on climate and air quality if it results in:

e aviolation of any ambient air quality standard which contributes substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation or exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.-

The following impact analysis considers both construction and operational activity effects to climate and
air quality.

Criteria for Determining Construction Impacts

The construction impacts relate to emissions associated with construction activities which are temporary.
All quality impacts can nevertheless be acute during construction periods, resulting in significant
localized impacts to air quality. For example, the greatest source of construction-related impacts would
be expected to be associated with disturbing large acreage of land, such as development of a golf course,
or a large residential or business park development. Within the category of construction impacts, there
are three primary emissions constituents of concern: Inhalable particulates, ozone and “other pollutants.”

Inhalable Particulates (PM1¢). Inhalable particulates associated with construction activities (e.g.
excavations, grading, on-site construction vehicles) which directly generate 82 pounds or more of PM1
would have a significant impact on local air quality. Because there are no specific projects associated
with the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, all future projects on former Fort Ord would be subject to an air
quality analysis that determines the potential to exceed the 82 pound threshold (MBUAPCD 1995). A
general rule of thumb to determine if a proposed future project may have a significant construction
related impact is to determine if it would disturb 1.2 acres per day through grading and/or excavation.

Ozone. Construction projects which temporarily emit precursors of ozone (i.e., reactive organic gases
(ROG) or oxides of nitrogen (NOx), are accommodated in the emission inventories of state- and
federally-required air plans and would not have a significant impact on the attainment and maintenance
of ozone AAQS. The state and federal air plans are premised on the AMBAG population projections.
Therefore, it is important to note that upon approval of the Final Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan and
certification of its EIR by the FORA Board, AMBAG will commence with new population projections
based on this approved Reuse Plan, whereby all future development on the former base will be consistent
with the new AMBAG population projections.

Other Pollutants. Construction projects which may cause or substantially contribute to the violation of
other state or national AAQS or which could emit toxic air contaminants could result in temporary
significant impacts. Potential toxic air contaminants associated with any future project on the former
base will be an issue discussed and resolved at the time an application is submitted to the local
jurisdiction.

Criteria for Determining Operational Impacts

Emissions from long-term operations generally represent a project’s most substantial air quality impact.
Table 4.8-3 summarizes the project-level thresholds of significance for operational impacts by pollutant
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that are relevant to future projects. An exceedance of any threshold would represent a significant impact
on local or regional air quality.

Other Pollutants. Construction projects which may cause or substantially contribute to the violation of
other state or national AAQS or which could emit toxic air contaminants could result in temporary
significant impacts. Potential toxic air contaminants associated with any future project on the former
base will be an issue discussed and resolved at the time an application is submitted to the local
jurisdiction.

Future projects which would emit pollutants associated with objectionable odors in substantial
concentrations could result in significant impacts if odors would cause injury, nuisance, or annoyance to
a considerable number of persons or would endanger the comfort, health, or safety of the public.

Table 4.8-3 Thresholds of Significance Criteria for Pollutants of Concern Operational Impacts*

ROG 150 Ib/day (direct + indirect)
NO, as NO, 150 Ib/day (direct + indirect)
PM,, 82 Ib/day (on-site)**
AAQS exceeded along unpaved roads (off-site)
co LOS at intersection/road segment degrades form D or better to E or F

or V/C ratio at intersection/road segment at LOS E or F increases by 0.05 or more
or delay at intersection at LOS E or F increases by 10 seconds or more
QI reserve capacity at unsignalized intersection at LOS E or F decreases by 50 or
more*** -

550 Ib/day (direct)***

SO, as SO, 150 lb/day (direct)**

*  Projects that emit.other criteria pollutant emissions would have a significant impact if emissions would cause or
substantially contribute to the violation of State or national AAQS. Criteria pollutant emissions could also have a
significant impact if they would alter air movement, moisture, temperature, climate, or create objectionable odors in
substantial concentrations. When estimating project emissions, local or project-specific conditions should be considered.

**+ District-approved dispersion modeling can be used to refute (or validate) a determination of significance if modeling
shows that emissions would not cause or substantially contribute to an exceedance of State and national AAQS.
*s*  Modeling should be undertaken to determine if the project would cause or substantially contribute (550 1b/day) to
exceedance of CO AAQS. If not, the project would not have a significant impact.
Source: Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District.

1. Impact: Potential Violation of Ambient Air Quality Standards

Proposed future development may result in a violation of ambient air quality standards that contributes
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or exposes sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan identifies the following policies and programs
for the Cities of Marina and Seaside that address potential significant impacts to the NCCAB.

Conservation Element

Air Quality Policy A-1: Each jurisdiction shall participate in regional planning efforts to
improve air quality.
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Program A-1.1: Each jurisdiction shall ¢~ntinue to cooperate with the MBUAPCD in carrying
out the regional Air Quality Management ; "an.

Program A-1.2: Each jurisdiction shall coordinate with the TAMC to carry out the Congestion
Management Plan. ‘

Air Quality Policy A-2: Each jurisdiction shall promote local efforts to improve air quality.

Program A-2.1: Each jurisdiction shall use the CEQA process to identify and avoid or mitigate
potentially significant project specific and cumulative air quality impacts associated with
development. As a Responsible Agency, the MBUAPCD oversees issuance of air pollution
permits for toxic air contaminants, and thus is responsible for U.S. EPA health standards as they
relate to air emissions. ' '

Program A-2.2: Each jurisdiction shall use Transportation Demand Management Ordinance and
similar transportation measures to encourage commute alternatives. :

Air Quality Policy A-3: Integrate the land use strategies of the California Air Resources
Board’s The Land Use - Air Quality Linkage - How Land Use and Transportation Affect Air
Quality, into local land use decisions. '

Program A-3.1: Each jurisdiction shall plan and zone properties, as well as review development
proposal to promote the Land Use-Air quality link-age. This linkage includes, but is not limited
to, enhancement of Central Business Districts, compact development patterns, residential
densities that average above seven dwelling units per acre, clustered employment densities and
activity centers, mixed use development, and integrated street patterns.

Program A-3.2: Each jurisdiction shall zone high density residential and employment land uses
to be clustered in and near activity centers to maximize the efficient use of mass transit.

Because implerﬁentation of these policies and programs would help to limit the amount of air pollution
generated within former Fort Ord and reduce potential violations of ambient air quality standards, this

impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation. None required.
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4.9 Noise .
49.1 Environmental Setting

This section describes the noise environment in and around former Fort Ord in 1991, when the 7
Infantry Division (IDL) was stationed at the base. For a more detailed discussion, refer to the Army’s
FEIS vol. I and the Other Physical Attributes Baseline Study of Fort Ord (US Army Corps of Engineers,
Sacramento District 1992 e). The baseline study, hereby incorporated by reference, provides background
information on environmental noise and includes a discussion of existing noise-sensitive locations,
sources of noise, Department of the Army noise standards, and local agency noise standards for planning.

Terminology

Sound level meters measure pressure fluctuations caused by sound waves. These measurements are
reported in a logarithmic decibel (dB) scale. Most sounds consist of a broad range of sound frequencies.
Because the human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies, several different frequency-weighting
schemes have been used to develop composite dB scales that approximate the way the human ear
responds to noise levels. The A-weighted dB scale (dBA) is the most widely used for this purpose.
Typical A-weighted noise levels for various types of sound sources are summarized in Table 4.9-1.

The equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) is used to develop a single-value description of average
noise exposure over various periods. This average noise exposure often includes additional weighting
factors for annoyance potential attributable to time of day or other considerations. The L, data used for
these average noise exposure descriptors are generally based on A-weighted sound level measurements.

Average noise exposure over a 24-hour period is often presented as a day-night average sound level
(DNL). DNL is calculated from hourly Leq values, with the L., values for the nighttime period (10
p.m.-7 am.) increased by 10 dB to reflect the greater disturbance potential from nighttime noises. The
community noise equivalent level (CNEL) is also used to characterize average noise levels over a 24-
hour period, with weighting factors for evening and nighttime noise levels. The Lo, values for the
evening period (7 p.m.-10 p.m.) are increased by 5 dB, whereas Leq values for the nighttime period (10
p.m.-7 a.m.) are increased by 10 dB. Except in unusual situations, the CNEL descriptor will be within
1.5 dB of the L¢q descriptor for the same set of noise measurements.

Most people have difficulty distinguishing the louder of two noise sources that differ by.less than 1.5-2
dB. Except in controlled laboratory conditions, an increase of less than 1 dB cannot be perceived.
Outside of laboratory conditions, an increase in noise of 3 dB is typically considered to be the threshold
of perceptibility. An increase of at least 5 dBA can be described as being a distinctly noticeable increase
and is typically required before a noticeable change in community response to noise can be expected.
For this reason, an increase in noise of 5 dB is often used as the threshold for a substantial noise increase.

Noise Standards

Relevant local noise standards are summarized below.
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Monterey County

The noise element of the Monterey County General Plan identifies goals, objectives, and policies related
to noise. The County uses the land use compatibility guidelines in Table 4.9-2 to guide planning in the
County.

City of Marina

The noise element of the City of Marina General Plan identifies goals, policies, and standards related to
noise. The plan specifies the maximum acceptable sound levels for various land uses that are identified
in Table 4.9-3.

City of Seaside

The noise element of the City of Seaside General Plan identifies goals, policies, and standards related to

noise. The plan designates land uses exposed to exterior noise levels exceeding 60 dB (DNL or CNEL)
as being noise impacted. - <

Table 4.9-1 Weighted Sound Levels and Human Response

Carrier Deck Jet Operation
Limit of Amplified Speech 130 Painfully loud
Jet Takeoff (200 feet) 120 Threshold of feeling and pain
Automobile Horn (3 feet)
Riveting Machine 110
Jet Takeoff (2,000 feet)
Shout (6 inches) : ) 100 Very annoying
New York Subway
Heavy Truck (50 feet) 90 Hearing damage
Pneumatic Drill (50 feet) (8-hour exposure)
Freight ' raffic (50 feet) -80 Annoying
Garbage Disposal in Home
Freeway Traffic (50 feet) . 70 Telephone use difficult
Air-conditioning Unit (20 feet) 60
Light Automobile Traffic .
Speech in Normal Voice (15 feet) 50 Quiet
In-house Movement of People, 40
No Television or Radio
Soft Whisper (15 feet) ’ 30 Very quiet
Recording Studio 20
] 10 Very famt
0 Threshold hearing
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Key: * Typical A-weighted sound levels. The A-weighted decibel scale approximates the frequency response of the
human ear.
Source: U.S. Council on Environmental Quality 1970.

Table 4.9-2 Monterey County's Land Use Compatibility Criteria for Exterior Community Noise

assively used open spaces WW 55-70 70+
Auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters 45-50 50-65 65-70 70+
Residential low density single family, duplex, mobile homes | 50-55 55-70 70-75 75+
Residential multi-family 50-60 60-70 70-75 75+
Transient lodging motels, hotels 50-60 60-70 70-80 80+
Schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes - 50-60 60-70 70-80 80+
Actively used open spaces playgrounds, neighborhood parks | 50-67 - 67-73 73+
Golf courses, riding stables, water recreation, cemeteries 50-70 -— 70-80 - 80+
Office buildings, business, commercial and professional 50-67 67-75 75+ -
Industrial, manufacturing, utilities, agriculture 50-70 70-75 75+ -

Notes:  Noise Range 1 Normally acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings
involved are of normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.
Noisc Range II Conditionally acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the
design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will
normally suffice. - ..
Noise Range 111 Normally unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new
construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and
needed noise insulation features included in the design.
Noise Range IV Clearly unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.

Source: Monterey County Planning Department (1982).
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Table 4.9-3 City of Marina Maximum Allowable Ambient Noise Exposure

Residential

Low density 60

Multifamily 65
Transient lodging 65
Schools, libraries, churches, hospitals 65
Auditoriums ‘ 60
Playgrounds, parks 65
Commercial 70
Industrial 75

Source: City of Marina (1985)
Noise Sensitive Receptors on Post and in the Vicinity of Former Fort Ord

On-post noise-sensitive receptors located in the Main Garrison include family and troop housing,
schools, existing CSUMB housing, and Silas B. Hayes Hospital. The East Garrison consists of buildings
that are used primarily for storage purposes and is maintained to retain expansion capabilities.

Civilian residential areas adjacent to former Fort Ord ‘are the most sensitive off-post noise receptors.
Substantial residential encroachment has occurred on the southwest, south, southeast, and northwest
sides of former Fort Ord, with more planned for the future. In addition to residential areas, the City of
Marina general plan noise element identifies additional sensitive receptors within the City including
churches, schools, and open space/park areas. Sensitive receptors in the City of Seaside include schools,
churches, parks, rest homes, and a library.

Similar residential, park, school, and health care facilities are located in the City of Monterey, directly
southwest of former Fort Ord, and in the City of Salinas, approximately 1 mile northeast of the northern
boundary of former Fort Ord. A small number of residential and park uses are in Del Rey Oaks. Sand
City is a commercial and industrial city with fewer than 100 residences. In addition to residential areas
in the unincorporated county, the Monterey County general plan identifies school, park, and recreation
areas as noise-sensitive areas.

Sources of Noise

Fort Ord 7" IDL

With the departure of the 7" IDL, roadway traffic and aircraft using local airports remain the primary
sources of noise in the area.
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City of Marina

Traffic on roadways is the major source of noise within the City of Marina. Major highways and

roadways within the city include:

Table 4.9-4 summarizes existing traffic noise (1991-1992, depending on the roadway segment) modeling
results for these roadways taken from the Other Physical Attributes Baseline Study of Fort Ord,
Freight rail service is provided to former Fort Ord and local industries via the
Southern Pacific tracks that run paraliel to SR 1 through former Fort Ord. A spur line parallel to Del
Monte Boulevard in the Cities of Marina and Seaside provides service to these cities. Service to local
industries is provided approximately two to three times a week. Because of the infrequency of train
activity, noise from these operations is not a major concern.

California report.

Table 4.9-4 Summary of Traffic Noise Analysis for Existing Conditions (l990J992)

State Route (SR) 1;
Del Monte Boulevard;
Reservation Road;
Blanco Road; and

Imjin Road.

JSR 1 SR 68 to Del Monte Avenue 739 392 845 1,820
Del Monte Avenue to SR 218 74.2 411 884 1,905
SR 218 to Ord Village interchange 74.1 404 871 1,876
Ord Village Interchange to 0.5 mile north of Oordf 74.7 443 955 2,057
Village ‘
0.5 :ngilc north of Ord Village to Main Gate 753 486 1,047 2,256
Main Gate to 12th Street Gate 74.7 443 955 2,057
12th Street Gate to South Marina interchange 75.1 471 1,015 2,188
South Marina interchange to Reservation Road 72.6 321 692 1,491
SR 218 SR 1 to Fremont Boulevard 643 90 193 417
Fremont Boulevard to SR 68 64 86 185 398
SR 68 SR 1to SR 218 - 64 86 185 398
SR 218 to Toro Park 67.3 142 307 661
Toro Park to Spreckels Boulevard 70.6 236 509 | 1,09
Spreckels Boulevard to Blanco Road 68.5 171 369 794
eservation Road Del Monte Boulevard to Marina city limit 66.1 118 255 550
Marina city limit to East Garrison Road 66.4 124 267 575
East Garrison Road to SR 68 59.4 42 91 196
vis Road Blanco Road to Market Street 63 74 158 341
IDel Monte Boulevard |Marina city limit to SR 1 65.9 115 247 533
lBlanco Road Reservation Road to Davis Road 65.7 111 240 517
remont Boulevard South of SR 218 65.1 102 219 471
IF SR 218 to Broadway Avenue 65.3 105 226 486
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Broadway Avenue to SR 1 - 64 86 185 398

roadway Avenue Del Monte Boulevard to Fremont Boulevard 60.5 50 108 233
Fremont Boulevard to North-South Road 61.6 59 128 275

1 Monte Boulevard [SR 218 to Broadway Avenue 63.8 83 ~ 179 386
Broadway Avenue to Fremont Boulevard 61.9 62 134 288

mjin Road Abrams Drive to Reservation Road 63.5 79 171 369
nter-Garrison Road _|8th Street to East Garrison Road 559 25 53 115
INorth-South Road North of Broadway 56 25 54 117

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District (1992)

City of Seaside

Traffic on roadways is the major source of noise within the City of Seaside. Table 4.9-4 summarizes
traffic noise modeling results for the following roadways taken from the Other Physical Attributes
Baseline Study of Fort Ord. Major highways and roadways within the city include:

SR 1; : ) A
SR 68;

SR 218;

Fremont Boulevard;

Del Monte Boulevard;

North-South Road; and

Broadway Avenue.

Aircraft activity around Monterey Peninsula Airport is another significant source of noise in Seaside.
Figure 4.9-1 depicts noise contours around the airport. The 55-60 CNEL contour affects only a small
portion of the southerly limits of the City of Seaside. According to the Federal Aviation Regulation Part
150 Noise Compatibility Program for the airport, no reside::ial units in Seaside would require mitigation
as a result of adoption of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Monterey Peninsula Airport.  As
discussed previously, the Southem Pacific spur line paralleling Del Monte Boulevard provides service to
the City of Seaside. Because of the infrequency of train activity, noise from these operations is not a
major concern. '

Monterey County

Unincorporated Monterey County, in the vicinity of former Fort Ord, does not have major or large-scale
noise problems. Traffic on highways and roadways is the primary source of noise in the county. Tabie
4.9-4 summarizes traffic noise modeling results for the following roadways taken from the Other
Physical Attributes Baseline Study of Fort Ord. Major highways and roadways in the county near former
Fort Ord include:
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SR 1;

SR 68;

SR 183;

SR 218;

Fremont Boulevard;
Del Monte Boulevard;
North-South Road;
Reservation Road;
Blanco Road;

Imjin Road;
Inter-Garrison Road;
Davis Road; and
Blanco Road. ‘

Aircraft activity around Monterey Peninsula Airport is another significant source of noise in the area.
Figure 4.9-1 depicts noise contours around the airport. Although industrial facilities, food-packing
plants, and several mining operations are located in the county, none of these operations creates noise
conflicts in the vicinity of former Fort Ord. As discussed previously, the Southern Pacific spur line
parallel to Del Monte Boulevard provides service to the City of Marina. Because of the infrequency of
train activity, noise from these operations is not a major concern. ‘

492 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Significance Criteria

According to the State CEQA guidelines, a project will normally have a significant effect on the
environment if it:

e substantially increases the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas; or
e exposes people to severe noise levels.

In practice, more specific professional standards have been developed to implement the intent of the
State CEQA guidelines. This analysis judges impacts to be significant if the project would result in:

e the generation of noise that would conflict with applicable noise regulations or standards;
e asubstantial increase in existing ambient sound levels for affected uses; or
e land uses that are incompatible because of noise.

The Monterey County compatibility guidelines presented in Table 4.9-2 are used in this evaluation to
determine the significance of noise impacts. These guidelines are generally consistent with guidelines
lines used by the Cities of Seaside and Marina. A noise level of 60 dB-DNL is used as the significance

threshold for residential us-

1. Impact: Excessive -oise from Construction Activities

Implementation of the proposed project may result in excessive noise from construction activities.
Figure 4.9-2 illustrates noise levels produced by various types of construction equipment. Properly
maintained equipment would produce noise levels near the middle of the indicated ranges. The types of
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CONSTRUCTION Noise Leve! (dBA) at 50 feet
EQUIPMENT 60 70 80 90 100 110

Generators

T e 1

Pile drivers (peaks)

Vibrators

| Fort Ord Reuse Plan Figure 4.9-2
Draft EIR Construction Equipment Noise Ranges

Source: Jones & StoAks, 1993; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1971
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equipment that would be used for grading and constructing the proposed development would typically
generate noise levels of 80-90 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 50 feet while the equipment is
operating. Construction equipment operations can vary from intermittent to fairly continuous, with
several pieces of equipment operating concurrently. Assuming that a bulldozer (87 dBA), backhoe (90
dBA), grader (90 dBA), and front-end loader (82 dBA) are operating concurrently in the same area, peak
construction-period noise would generally be about 94 dBA at 50 feet from the construction site.

Noise impacts expected in the vicinity of an active construction site based on a composite source noise
level of 94 dBA at 50 feet are summarized in Table 4.9-5. The atmospheric absorption parameter in
Table 4.9-5 reflects minimal absorption for typical construction equipment noise spectra (e.g., bulldozer,
water truck).

Locations within about 1,900 feet of a construction site would be exposed to occasional episodes of noise
levels greater than 60 dBA. Areas within about 740 feet of a construction site would be exposed to
episodes of noise levels greater than 70 dBA. However, such episodes of high noise levels would not be
continuous throughout the day and would typically be restricted to daytime hours. Heavy trucks
transporting construction materials to construction sites could be a source of excessive noise. The extent
of potential noise impacts is highly variable depending on the intensity of construction on a given site,
the amount of materials that must be trucked to the site, the number of access roads to the construction
site, and the distance of noise-sensitive receptors to access roads. '

Table 4.9-5 Distance Attenuation for Noise Near a Construction Site

50 94.0 105 14
100 87.9 100 25
200 81.8 95 45
400 75.5 90 79
600 7.7 85 138
800 68.9 80 240

1,000 66.6 75 417
1,500 62.3 70 736
2,000 59.1 65 1,115
2,500 .56.4 60 1,918
3,000 54.1 55 2,902
4,000 50.0 50 4,006
5,280 45.7 45 5,365
7,500 39.3 40 7,407

Notes: The following assumption were used:
Basic sound-level drop-off rate = 6.0 dB/doubling.
Atmospheric absorption cocfficient = 0.5 dB/100 meters.
Reference noise level = 94 dBA.
Distance for reference noise level = 50 feet.
Drop-off calculations include atmospheric absorption at 0.5 dB/100 meters centered at reference distance.
Except for sounds with highly distinctive tonal characteristics, noisc from a particular source will not be identifiable
when its incremental noise level contribution is significantly less than background noise levels.
Contour distance calculations are most accurate within the decibel range of the direct attenuation calculations.
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This construction would result in increased noise levels in areas around construction sites and along
access roads to construction sites. These increased noise levels have the potential to adversely affect
residences and other noise-sensitive land uses near these sites or roads. Ambient noise levels may be
substantially increased or local noise standards may be exceeded. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
identifies the following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County
that address noise from construction activity:

Noise Element

Noise Policy A-1: The City/County shall coordinate with the other local entities having
jurisdiction within the former Fort Ord in establishing a consistent set of guidelines for
controlling noise.

Program A-1.1: The City/County shall adopt the land use compatibility criteria for exterior
community noise shown in Table 4.9-2 for application in the former Fort Ord.

Program A-1.2: The City/County shall adopt a noise ordinance to control noise from non-
transportation sources, including construction noise, that incorporates the performance standards
shown in Table 4.9-6, for application in the former Fort Ord.

Noise Policy B-1: The City/County shall ensure that the noise environments for existing
residences and other existing noise-sensitive uses do not exceed the noise guidelines presented in
Tables 4.9-2 and 4.9-6, where feasible and practicable.

Program B-1.1: The City/County shall develop and implement a program that identifies
currently developed areas that are adversely affected by noise impacts and implement measures
to reduce these impacts, such as constructing noise barriers and limiting the hours of operation of
the noise sources.

Noise Policy B-2: By complying with the noise guidelines presented in Tables 4.9-2 and 4.9-6,
the City/County shall ensure that new development does not adversely affect existing or
proposed uses.

' Noise Policy B-9: The City/County shall require construction contractors to employ noise-
reducing construction practices. ,

Because these policies and programs will limit how noise from construction can effect existing and
planned noise-sensitive uses and how construction noise will be limited to normally acceptable levels,
this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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Table 4.9-6 Noise Level Performance Standards for Non-Transportation Noise Sources

30 ) 45

15 - 55 50
5 60 | 55
1 65 60
0 70 65

2 Impact: Exposure of Existing Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Excessive Traffic Noise and
Substantial Increases in Ambient Noise Levels

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the exposure of existing noise-sensitive land uses
to excessive traffic noise and substantial increases in ambient noise levels. Projected traffic noise levels
have been evaluated based on traffic conditions projected for 2015 with implementation of the proposed
project. Table 4.9-7 summarizes the modeled 2015 traffic noise day-night average sound levels at a
fixed distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline of each roadway segment analyzed This table
also summarizes the predicted distance to the 55-, 65-, and 70-dB contour lines. Traffic ..oise levels
under ultimate buildout would be expected to be within 1 to 2 dB of those projected for 2015. The traffic
noise modeling results indicate that the noise criterion for residential land uses of 60 dB would be
exceeded within 100 feet of the centerline of many existing roadways and that substantial increases in
noise (increases in excess of 5 dB) would occur along some roadways.

Noise-sensitive land uses (primarily residential) exist adjacent to all of the existing roadway segments
evaluated. Some of the noise-sensitive land uses adjacent to these roadways include educational,
religious, and healthcare facilities. Residential land uses vary from rural residential with scattered
houses adjacent to roadways, to high-density urban residential development. Commercial, industrial, and
recreational land uses also exist adjacent to some of the roads. However, impacts are evaluated based on
the most sensitive land use that exists adjacent to a given roadway segment. The following policies and
programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County address roadway-traffic noise on
existing noise-sensitive land uses.

Noise Element
Noise Policy A-1: See above for description of this policy.
Program A-1.1: See above for description of this program.
Noise Policy B-1: See above for description of this policy.
Program B-1.1: See above for description of this program.

Noise Policy B-2: See above for description of this policy.
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Because implementation of these policies and programs will limit traffic noise levels to normally
acceptable levels at existing residential and other sensitive areas, this impact is considered less than

significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Table 4.9-7 Summary of Noise Modeling for the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan in 2015

1. Ldnat ]
Centerline istance (in feet) from Centerlineof .
o e . ‘Roadwa Rosdway:to Lidn Contour Line
~iRoadway il o uio Segment AdB)- 170 Ldn: | 65 Ldn ]:60Ldn |55 Ldn
[State Route 1 SR 68 to Del Monte Avenue 74 175 n 813 1,752
Del Monte Avenue to SR 218 75 209 451 971 2,093
SR 218 to Fremont Boulevard 76 233 502 1,082 | 2,330
Fremont Boulevard to Main Gate 75 232 501 1,078 | 2,323
Main Gate to 12th Street Gate 75 226 487 | 1,049 | 2,260
12th Street Gate to South Marina interchange (Del 75 221 476 1,025 | 2,209
Monte Boulevard) .
South Marina (Del Monte Boulevard) to 73 161 347 748 1,612
Reservation Road
Reservation Road to North Marina (Del Monte 73 149 320 689 | 1,485
Boulevard) A
North Marina (Del Monte Boulevard) to SR 156 73 159 342 736 1,586
SR 156to County line 74 185 398 858 1,849
tate Route 68 SR 1to SR 218 74 172 370 797 1,716
SR 218 to San Benancio Road 71 121 260 561 1,209
San Benancio Road to Reservation Road 73 162 349 752 1,621
Reservation Road to East Blanco Road 72 131 283 610 1,314
fOid Highway 68| SR 218 to San Benancio Road 66 53 114 245 527
State Route 156 | SR 1 to 0.1 miles cast of Castroville Boulevard n 118 253 546 1,176
0.1 miles east of Castroville Boulevard to U.S. 101 2 129 279 600 1,293
State Route 183 | U.S. 101 to Davis Road 69 85 183 395 851
Davis Road to Espinosa Road 7n 114 245 529 1,139
Espinosa Road to SR 156 n 133 286 617 1,328
State Route 218 | SR 1 to Fremont Boulevard 65 48 103 221 476
Fremont Boulevard to North-South Road 67 63 135 291 628
North-South Road to SR 68 68 m 165 356 766
1 Monte SR 1 to Reservation Road 61 65 140 301 | 649
oulevard SR 1 to Broadway Avenue 66 54 116 249 537
Broadway Avenue to Fremont Boulevard 61 26 56 121 261
SR 1 (South Marina) to Reservation Road 66 54 116 250 539
Reservation Road to SR 1 (North Marina) 65 . 43 93 201 432
remont SR 1/ SR 68 to Broadway Avenue 65 49 106 227 490
oulevard Broadway Avenue to SR 1 65 47 101 218 47
roadway Del Monte Boulevard to Noche Buena Street 64 37 80 172 370
Iivcnue Noche Buena Street to North-South Road 63 34 74 159 343
eservation SR 1 to Del Monte Boulevard 61 25 55 118 254
oad Del Monte Boulevard to Crescent Avenue 65 44 95 204 439
Crescent Avenue to Imjin Road 69 82 176 378 815
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R soldnat. f.
R 1000 from o o o
B "] ‘Centerline:: |- . Distance (in feet) from Centerline of
po i : .."“Roadway to Ldn Contour Line . -
Roadway | ' " Segment (dB) 70 Ldn__ | 65Ldn | 60 Lan |55 Ldn
Imjin Road to Blanco Road 70 93 201 433 932
Blanco Road to Inter-Garrison Road 65 48 104 225 484
Inter-Garrison Road to Davis ioad 65 47 101 217 467
Davis Road to SR 68 65 48 104 223 481
lanco Road Reservation Road to Davis Road 70 101 217 468 1,009
Davis Road to SR 68 65 4 95 204 441
SR 68 to US 101 69 86 186 400 862
avis Road Reservation Road to Blanco Road 64 42 90 T4 417
Blanco Road to Rosi Sirect (SR 183) 64 42' 90 193 416
Rosi Street (SR 183) 1o US 101 67 59 128 275 593
12th Street/Imjin| SR 1 to California Avenue 64 41 89 192 414
§Road California Avenue to Eastside Road 63 37 79 170 367
Eastside Road to Reservation Road 66 54 115 249 536
rth Street SR 1 overpass to 2nd Avenue 43 -1 -1 -1 -1
2nd Avenue to Inter-Garrison Road 54 -1 -1 39 . X]
ter-Garrison 8th Street to Eastside Road 56 -1 25 54 115
oad Eastside Road to Reservation Road 62 30 66 141 304
ightfighter SR 1 to North-South Road 62 29 62 133 | 286
oad
lGigling Road North-South Road to Eastside Road 63 35 74 160 346
ICoc Avenue Ord Avenue to North-South Road 46 -1 -1 -1 26
12th Street to Lightﬁghter Road 61 24 51 110 237
2nd Avenue Del Monte Boulevard to 12th Street 57 -1 30 65 140
orth-South Lightfighter Road to Gigling Road 63 32 69 148 319
oad Gigling Road to Coe Road 65 44 94 203 437
jcont. Coe Road to Broadway Avenue 64 38 81 175 378
. Broadway Avenue to SR 218 60 21 45 96 207
§California Reservation Road to 12th Street 61 25 54 115 249
Avenue 12th Street to 8th Street 53 -1 -1 34 74
IEastside Road Imjin Road to Gigling Road 63 35 76 163 352
[Eucalyptus Road| Presidio of Monterey Collector to North-South 52 -1 14 30 64
Road
[Abrams Road Del Monte Boulevard to Imjin Road 52 -1 15 31 68
onterey/Ord | Fremont Boulevard to Gigling Road 56 -1 26 57 122
idio of Gigling Road to Eastside Road 43 -1 -1 16 33
onterey .
ollector
Notes: ! Contour does not extend beyond the edge of the road.
Based on transportation data provided by Terry Klim (pers. comm.).
3. Impact: Exposure of New Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Excessive Traffic Noise

Implementation of the proposed project may result in the exposure of new noise-sensitive land uses to
excessive traffic noise. Table 4.9-7 summarizes the modeled 2015 traffic noise day-night average sound
levels at a fixed distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline of each roadway segment analyzed.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR
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This igble also summarizes the predicted distance to the 55-, 65-, and 70-dB contour lines. Based on
predi;ﬁted 2015 traffic noise levels, traffic noise levels under ultimate buildout of the proposed project
would be expected to be within 1 to 2 dB of those projected for 2015. The traffic noise modeling results
indicate that the noise criterion of 60 dB for residential land uses would be exceeded within 100 feet of
the centerline of many existing roadways and that substantial increases in noise (increases in excess of 5
dB) would occur along some roadways. It is likely that these conclusions for 2015 conditions would also
apply to plan buildout. The following policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and
Monterey County address roadway-traffic noise on new noise-sensitive land uses:

Noise Element
Noise Policy A-1: See above for description of this policy.
Program A-1.1: See above for description of this program.
Program B-1.1: See above for description of this program.
Noise Policy B-2: See above for description of this policy.

Noise Policy B-3: The City/County shall require that acoustical studies be prepared by qualified
acoustical engineers for all new development that could result in noise environments above noise
range I (normally acceptable environment), as defined in Table 4.9-2. The studies shall identify
the mitigation measures that would be required to comply with the noise guidelines, specified in
Tables 4.9-2 and 4.9-6, to ensure that existing or proposed uses will not be adversely affected.
The studies should be submitted prior to accepting development applications as complete.

Noise Policy B-4: The City/County shall enforce the State Noise Insulation Standards
(California Administrative Code, Title 24) which require that interior sound levels of 45 dB-Ldn
be achieved for new multi-family dwelling, condominium, hotel, and motel uses.

Noise Policy B-5: If, through site planning or the architectural layout of buildings, it is not
feasible or practicable to comply with the noise guidelines presented in Tables 4.9-2 and 4.9-6,
the City/County shall require the following, as conditions to approval: that noise barriers be
provided for new development to ensure that the noise guidelines are met; or that acoustical
treatments be provided for new buildings to ensure that interior noise levels would be reduced to
less than 45 dB-Ldn. "'

Noise Policy B-6: If the ambient day-night average sound level (DNL) exceeds the normally
acceptable noise range for residential uses (low density single family, duplex, and mobile homes;
multi-family; and transient lodging), as identified in Table 4.9-6, new development shall not
increase ambient DNL in residential areas by more than 3 dBA measured at the property line. If
the ambient DNL is within the normally acceptable noise range for residential uses, new
development shall not increase the ambient DNL by more than 5 dBA measured at the property
line.

Noise Policy B-7: If the ambient DNL exceeds the normally acceptable noise range for
commercial (office buildings and business, commercial, and professional uses) or industrial
(industrial, manufacturing, utilities, and agriculture) uses, as identified in Table 4.9-6, new

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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development in commercial or industrial areas shall not increase the ambient DNL by more than
5 dBA measured at the property line.

Noise Policy B-8: If the ambient DNL exceeds the normally acceptable noise range for public or
institutional uses (passively and actively used open spaces; auditoriums, concert halls, and
amphitheaters; schools, libraries, churches, hospitals and nursing homes; golf courses, riding
stables, water recreation areas, and cemeteries), as identified in Table 4.9-6, new development
shall not increase ambient Ldn by more than 3 dBA measured at the property line.

Because irﬁplementation of these policies and programs will limit traffic noise levels to normally
acceptable level at planned residential and other sensitive areas, this impact is considered less than
significant.

Mitigation: None required.

4. Impact: Exposure of New Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Noise from Monterey Peninsula
Airport and Marina Municipal Airport ,

Implementation of the proposed project may result in exposure of new noise-sensitive land uses to noise
from Monterey Peninsula Airport and Marina Municipal Airport. Figures 4.9-3 and 4.9-4 depict future
noise contours from Monterey Peninsula Airport and Marina Municipal Airport. Sound levels in excess
of 60 dB may occur at planned noise-sensitive uses. The following policies and programs address
aircraft noise on new noise sensitive land uses:
Noise Element

Noise Policy A-1: See above for description of this policy.

Prograni A-1.1: See above for description of this program.

Noise Policy B-2: See above for description of this policy.

Noise Policy B-3: See above for description of this policy.

Noise Policy B-4: See above for description of this policy.

Noise Policy B-5: See above for description of this policy.

Noise Policy B-6: See above for description of this policy.

Noise Policy B-7: See above for description of this policy.

Noise Policy B-8: See above for description of this policy.

Because implementation of these policies and programs will limit aircraft noise levels to normally
acceptable level at residential and other sensitive areas, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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5. Impact: Exposure of Existing and Planned Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Noise from Non-
Transportation Sources, Including the Proposed Amphitheater, Peace Officers Training
Facility, and the Transit Center

Implementation of the proposed project may result in the exposure of existing and planned noise-
sensitive land uses to noise from non-transportation sources, including the proposed amphitheater, peace
officers training facility, and the transit center. Proposed land uses that may potentially generate noise
include the amphitheater, peace officers training facility, and the transit center. Use of these proposed
facilities may expose existing and planned noise-sensitive land uses to excessive noise. The following
policies and programs address the exposure of existing and proposed noise sensitive land uses to noise
from non-transportation sources:

Noise Element

Noise Policy A-1: See above for description of this policy.
Program A-1.1: See above for description of this program.
Program A-1.2: See above for description of this program.
Noise Policy B-1: See above for description of this policy.
Program B-1.1: See ab;)ve for.description of this program.
Noise Policy B-2: See above for description of this policy.
Noise Policy B-3: See above for description of this policy.
Noise Policy B-4: See above for description of this policy.
Noise Policy B-5: See above for description of this policy.
Noise Policy B-6: See above for description of this policy.
Noise Policy B-7: See above for description of this policy.
Noise Policy B-8: See above for description of this policy.

Because implementation of these policies will limit noise from these sources to normally acceptable
levels at planned residential and other sensitive areas, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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4.10 Biological Resources

This section summarizes the description of biological resources at former Fort Ord that can be found in
detail in the following documents: Flora and Fauna Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California (December
1992); Draft Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Biological Assessment (February 1993); Supplement to the
Draft Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Biological Assessment (April 1993); Final Environmental Impact
Statement, Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse (April 1993); Installation-Wide Multispecies Habitat
Management Plan for Fort Ord, California (February 1994); and University of California-Fort Ord Step
Center Biotic Study, Phase I (July 1994).

4.10.1 Environmental Setting

The former Fort Ord is located on California's central coast, a floristically diverse and unusual region.
The wide range of climatic, topographic, and soil conditions at former Fort Ord contribute to the variety
and uniqueness of the biological communities present. Eight broad categories of biological communities
have been identified at former Fort Ord: beaches, bluffs & coastal strand; disturbed dune; coastal scrub;
maritime chaparral; coast live oak woodland & savanna; native grassland; annual grassland and
wetlands. A description of each of these communities follows.

Biological Communities
Coastal Strand and Dune Communities

Coastal strand and dune communities occur adjacent to Monterey Bay and west of State Highway 1. The
native dune vegetation at former Fort Ord is mostly absent or degraded because of the aggressive growth
of African ice plant. Native plants have been largely excluded except in scattered patches and at the far
north end of the dunes. Five types of coastal strand and dune communities are recognized on former Fort
Ord: beaches, bluffs and blowouts; disturbed dunes; coastal strand; dune scrub; and ice plant mats

Most of the coastal areas at former Fort Ord support a stabilized dune community dominated by the non-
native, aggressive ice plant - about 575 acres. This ice plant spreads as large, thick mats derived from
individual seeds or vegetative clones. It crowds out native perennial species by taking up space, water,
and light, and eliminates habitat for native annual species by stabilizing dune sands. Ice plant mats
provide cover for some wildlife but they provide very little forage. :

The beaches, bluffs, and blowouts adjacent to Monterey Bay, and disturbed dunes comprise about 300
acres. These areas are generally devoid of vegetation because of the frequently moving substrates or
intense ground disturbance in firing ranges, around structures, and in borrow pits. The vegetation that
does establish in these areas consists of species tolerant of frequent ground disturbance such as sea
rocket, beach primrose, soft chess, ripgut brome, annual fescue and kukuya grass. Common wading
birds, such as sanderlings, plovers, and godwits occur along the beaches; California ground squirrels,
deer mice, and red foxes occur in the disturbed dune.

Coastal strand and dune scrub are of limited extent at former Fort Ord. Coastal strand occurs on
approximately 89 acres and dune scrub comprises only 8 acres. These communities contain native .
perennial herbs and subshrubs including wild buckwheat, broadleaf paintbrush, Douglas' bluegrass, bush
lupine and coyote brush. Wildlife diversity increases in the central dune scrub relative to other dune
communities because soils are more stable and vegetation is more abundant.
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Maritime Chaparral

- Maritime chaparral is former © - Ord's dominant vegetation type, covering approximately 12,500 acres.
This vegetation is characteri . oy a wide variety of evergreen, sclerophyllus (hard-leaved) shrubs
occurring in moderate to high ....:sity on sandy, well-drained substrates within the zone of coastal fog.
Maritime chaparral integrates with coastal scrub and coast live oak woodland.

This community is primarily dominated by shaggy-barked manzanita. Other species found in the shrub
layer include chamise, Toro manzanita, sandmat manzanita, toyon, blue blossom ceanothus and
Monterey ceanothus. The greatest diversity of wildlife species at former Fort Ord occur in the chaparral.
Birds such as orange-crowned warbler, rufous-sided towhee, and California quail nest in the chaparral.
Small mammals such as California mouse and brush rabbit forage in this habitat and serve as prey for
gray fox, bobcat, spotted skunk and western rattlesnake.

Many special-status plant species occur in this community, including Toro manzanita, sandmat
-manzanita, Hooker's manzanita, Monterey ceanothus, Eastwood's ericameria, Monterey spineflower and
sand gilia. ‘

Coastal Scrub

Coastal scrub occurs near the coast on sandy soils and on inland hills on shallow soils. It integrates with
grassland, maritime chaparral, coast live oak woodland and dune scrub. More inland areas of former
Fort Ord support coastal sage scrub on rocky slopes as habitat patches within annual grassland and oak
woodland. The vegetation is characterized by sparse to dense cover of soft-leaved, low-stature shrubs
such as coyote brush, California sagebrush, and black sage. Wildlife using this habitat are similar to
those species expected in the maritime chaparral. Approximately 550 acres of coastal scrub occurs at
former Fort Ord.

The coastal scrub at former Fort Ord is classified as Lucian or Central coastal scrub in Holland's (1986)
classification. Lucian coastal scrub is locally abundant on the west side of the Santa Lucia range
between Monterey and Point Conception. Coastal scrub is considered an important natural community
because it provides habitat for several special-status plants, provides forage for wildlife, and stabilizes
sandy soils and steep slopes.

Coast Live Oak Woodland and Savanna

The coast live oak is the dominant tree of woodlands and savannas at former Fort Ord. The live oak
woodland is an open-canopied to nearly closed-canopied community with a grass or sparsely scattered
shrub understory. Coastal forms of this community are characterized by short, wind-pruned trees
exposed to persistent salt spray, which grow on sandy soils. Inland coast live oaks grow tall because
they are protected by topographic position from the coastal weather influences. There are approximately
5,000 acres of oak woodlands at former Fort Ord.

Oak habitats in general are important for a variety of wildlife species. Oaks provide nesting sites and
cover for birds and cover for many mammals. Common wildlife species in coast live oak woodlands
include black-tailed deer, California mouse, raccoon, California quail, scrub jay, and Nuttall’s
woodpecker. Red-tailed hawks and great-horned owls nest and roost in the inland coast live oaks, but
probably make little use of the coastal oaks because the tightly spaced branches discourage them from
entering the tree canopies.
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Oak woodlands and savannas are considered important natural communities because they provide a
variety of ecological, aesthetic, and economic values. The extent of oak woodlands in California has
declined as a result of agricultural conversion, urban development, fuelwood harvesting, and grazing
activities. Because of this decline, the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, California
Department of Fish and Game, California Native Plant Society, and The Nature Conservancy have
identified the conservation and management of oak woodlands as a priority.

State agencies are encouraged by California Senate Concurrent Resolution Number 17 (California
Resolution Chapter 100, 1989) to preserve and protect native oak woodlands (sites with greater than five
trees per acre) to the maximum extent feasible or to provide replacement plantings where Blue,
Engleman, Valley or Coast Live Oak are removed. In its Joint Policy on Hardwoods, the Fish and Game
Commission recognizes the importance of the hardwood resources (including oaks) in California and
establishes joint policies with the California Department of Forestry for managing and maintaining these
resources. In addition, several local jurisdictions maintain policies to preserve and protect native
vegetation. Monterey County specifically addresses the preservation of oak trees through a County
Ordinance (Ordinance No. 3420).

Grasslands

The former Fort Ord supports mostly annual grassland comprised of non-native species but there are
some areas where native perennial bunchgrasses are well-represented. Grasslands occur-at the most
inland, southeast section of former Fort Ord; at the Marina Municipal Airport; and as scattered, small
meadows within coast live oak woodland and maritime chaparral. Approximately 4,240 acres of annual
grasslands, and 475 acres of perennial grassiands occur at former Fort Ord.

Annual grasslands dominated by introduced species such as slender wild oats, soft chess, and ripgut
brome are the most common grassland community at former Fort Ord. Perennial grasslands are of two
types at former Fort Ord: valley needlegrass grassland and blue wildrye. Valley needlegrass grassland,
dominated by native purple needlegrass, is scattered throughout the southeastern portion of the
installation. Small patches of blue wildrye grassland occur sporadically in the southeastern portion of
the installation. Common wildlife species include California ground squirrel, Heerman’s kangaroo rat,
narrow-faced kangaroo rat, western meadowlark, and kestrel.

Riparian Communities

Riparian communities occur on the banks of seasonal or permanent creeks and drainages. There are
approximately 37,170 linear feet of creeks and drainages total and 7,660 linear feet of creecks and
drainages with riparian habitat. Riparian habitats at former Fort Ord are limited to the Salinas River,
Toro Creek, Pilarcitos Canyon, and Merrill Ranch Canyon. The riparian communities along the Salinas
River and Toro Creek are mixed riparian forests supporting a variety of tree species. The communities in
Pilarcitos and Merrill Ranch Canyons are oak riparian forests dominated by coast live oaks with a dense
understory of annual grasses.

Riparian corridors are important wildlife habitat because they typically support the highest diversity of
wildlife and provide movement corridors between different communities. Common wildlife species that
occur in riparian communities include Pacific tree frog, California slender salamander, Wilson’s warbler,
dark-eyed junco, striped skunk, coyote, and black-tailed deer.
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Wetland and Open Water Communities

Four major types of wetland and open water communities are scattered throughout former Fort Ord:
vernal pools, freshwater marshes, ephemeral drainages, and artificial ponds. Wetlands include sites of
both permanent and seasonal inundation. The general distribution of these wetland and open water
communities is illustrated on Figure 4.10-1.

Vernal pools are small, seasonally flooded basins in grasslands. Plant and wildlife species in these pools
are specially adapted to live through winter and spring flooding and summer and fall drought. Common
plant species include common spike-rush, hyssop loosestrife, and Vasey’s coyote thistle. Common
wildlife species include western spadefoot toad, garter snake, and northern rough-winged swallow. At
former Fort Ord, vernal pools are most common on sites mapped as Antioch soils in isolated grassland
patches within a matrix of maritime chaparral. The largest of these vernal pools is at Machine Gun Flats.

Freshwater marshes are characterized by perennial, emergent plants that thrive in areas permanently
flooded or saturated by fresh water. This community is usually found around freshwater ponds and
perennial stream channels. Common plants include water smartweed and broad-leaved cattail. Common
wildlife species include mallard, red-winged blackbird, and marsh wren. At former Fort Ord, freshwater
marsh occurs around the perimeter of ponds and in patches in the channels of Toro Creek and the Salinas
River.

The former Fort Ord is bordered on the north by the Salinas River which carries water year round. Most
of the other drainages at former Fort Ord are intermittent or ephemeral. Intermittent streams carry water
during the rainy season. Ephemeral streams are watercourses that convey runoff during and immediately
after rainfall events to intermittent and perennial drainages. Drainages in Pilarcitos and Merrill Ranch
Canyons are intermittent and ephemeral watercourses occur in areas adjacent to Toro Creek and the
Salinas River. Poorly defined drainages are dominated by upland plants including soft chess, Italian
wildrye, barley and wild oats. More well-defined drainages support more moisture-tolerant species such
as rabbitfoots grass and Mediterranean barley. Deeply cut drainages that transport larger amounts of
water support dense bank vegetation, including coast live oak, California blackberry, and coyote brush.
Wildlife species found in drainages with at least seasonal moisture are similar to those occurring in
vernal pools and freshwater marshes.

Atrtificial ponds have been constructed throughout former Fort Ord to provide water for livestock and
wildlife. Most of the ponds, however, occur in the southeastern portion of the base and are associated
with the livestock grazing lease. The largest pond at former Fort Ord is Mudhen Lake. The immediate
edges of most of these ponds are typically unvegetated because of widely fluctuating water levels. When
ponds and reservoirs are full, mallards, cinnamon teal, canvasback, pintail and other waterfowl forage
and rest in the open water. Other species that use freshwater marsh habitat around rivers and vernal
pools will also use the limited marsh habitat available at ponds and reservoirs.

Marine Community
The marine environment of Monterey Bay is widely recognized as important habitat for an array of
marine wildlife and has been approved for federal protection as part of the Monterey Bay National

Marine Sanctuary.

Approximately 27 species of marine mammals and 94 species of seabirds are known to occur in the
Monterey Bay region, including nine special-status mammals, 17 special-status birds, and three
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endangered sea turtles. Most species occur as nonbreeding residents or spring and fall migrants. All the
special-status birds may fly over the marine range area at former Fort Ord or in the open water, and
southern sea otters may occasionally feed in the marine range area; howe ... no important marine
mammal haul-out or breeding areas or seabird nesting colonies occur at former Fort Ord.

Special Status Species
For purposes of this report, special status species are those which fall into the following categories:

e Plants or animals listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the federal
Endangered Species Act.

e Plants or animals that are Category 1 or 2 candidates for possible future listing as threatened
or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.

e Plants or animals listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or
endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.

e Plants or animals that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under the California
Environmental Quality Act.

Plants listed under the California Native Plant Protection Act.
Plants considered by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) to be “rare, threatened, or
endangered in California”.

e Plants listed by CNPS as plants about which more information is needed to determine their
status and plants of limited distribution which may be included as special-status species on
the basis of local significance or recent biological information.

e Animal species of special concern to the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFQG).

Botanical surveys during spring 1992 identified populations of 22 special-status plant species at former
Fort Ord. Three of the species are listed as threatened or endangered under the federal or state
endangered species acts: sand gilia, Monterey spineflower, and Seaside bird’s beak. There are also 22
special-status wildlife species known to occur or have potential to occur in terrestrial and freshwater
environments at former Fort Ord. Two species, Smith’s blue butterfly and American peregrine falcon,
are federally listed as endangered, and coastal populations of the western snowy plover are listed as
threatened.

The Army’s FEIS for the disposal and reuse of former Fort Ord identified the need to develop and
implement an installation-wide multispecies Habitat Management Plan (HMP) as a mitigation measure
for impacts on vegetation, wildlife, and wetland resources, The HMP was developed with input from
federal, state, local and private agencies and organizations concerned with the natural resources and
reuse of former Fort Ord. The final HMP was completed in February 1994 and has been approved and
signed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The wildlife and plant species addressed in the HMP are a subset of the species analyzed in the FEIS.
The species addressed in the HMP are those that were federally listed or proposed for listing as
threatened or endangered, species with a significant portion of their range at former Fort Ord, or species
with a significant portion of their local distribution at Fort Ord. Habitats important to these species also
were included in the HMP. A list of the species and habitats addressed by the HMP is provided in Table
4.10-1. There are other sensitive biological resources at former Fort Ord that were not addressed in the
HMP. These resources typically include species or habitats that have limited legal protection status but
may be considered sensitive for various reasons by CDFG, other resource agencies and interest
organizations. These “non-HMP species” and habitats are listed in Table 4.10-2.
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Natural Communities

The Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) Natural Communities Program has the responsibility of
maintaining up-to-date records of the state's rare natural communities. Of the approximate 280 natural
communities recognized by the NDDB, about 135 are considered rare enough to warrant tracking. The
rare natural communities have no legal status but CDFG, as a "trustee agency" with jurisdiction over fish
and wildlife of the state carefully considers the potential effects on these communities through the
CEQA process. Several natural communities identified as rare by the NDDB occur on former Fort Ord.
These communities are listed below along with a brief description as to why they are identified as rare.

e Native coastal strand - native coastal strand communities have been reduced by dune
disturbance and coastal development to remnants of what were once more extensive
communities.

-PDune scrub - dune scrub has been reduced similarly to native coastal strand.

‘Central maritime chaparral - the type on former Fort Ord is known only to occur on the
Monterey Peninsula.

Valley needlegrass grassland - less than 1% of the historic range remains in California.
Riparian forest - over 90% of California's riparian forests have been eliminated.

Vernal pool - vernal pools are considered wetlands and over 90% of California's wetlands
have been lost.

Freshwater marsh - this is also a wetland habitat and is included for the same reason given
for vernal pool. '

As is indicated in Table 4.10-1, only native coastal strand, dune scrub and central maritime chaparral
habitats were considered in the HMP.

Preserves and Significant Natural Areas

Specific sites at former Fort Ord have been designated as biologically important by federal and state
agencies and private organizations. These sites are the CNPS native plant reserves, Smith’s blue
butterfly reserve, and CDFG significant natural areas.

Native Plant and Butterfly Reserves. Former Fort Ord’s mosaic of biological communities creates a
unique set of conditions for several special-status plants and wildlife. Recognizing that large portions of
these unique and declining biological resources occur at former Fort Ord, the Army, with assistance from
CNPS, has identified and agreed to protect 11 native plant reserves and on butterfly reserve. Under the
agreement with CNPS, the Army affords protection to them as long as there is no overriding military
need for the sites. Plant reserves 6, 7, 11, and 12, were included as mitigation sites in a November 1990
draft mitigation and monitoring plan for construction of the ammunition supply point on Barloy Canyon
Road.

Significant Natural Areas. The California Significant Natural Areas Program is administered by CDFG
and designed to encourage recognition of the state’s most significant natural areas and seek perpetuation
of these areas. Significant natural areas have no legal status, but they have been identified in response to
a legislative mandate to raise the level of awareness about California’s natural diversity and to identify
opportunities where cooperative efforts can conserve important biological resources. The CDFG has
recognized the unique biological resources at former Fort Ord and identified three significant natural
areas.
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e  Marina Dunes: This significant natural area includes the Marina Dunes along the northern
boundary of former Fort Ord. In addition to a part of former Fort Ord, this area includes
private lands and lands belonging to the City of Marina and the California Department of
Parks and Recreation’s Marina State Beach. This significant natural area is reported by
NDDB to contain eight rare elements including the federally listed endangered Smith’s blue
butterfly, sand gilia, and Menzie’s wallflower, coastal populations of western snowy plover
which are federally listed as threatened, and Monterey spineflower which is federally listed
as threatened. The other elements are Salinas harvest mouse, black legless lizard, and
central dune scrub habitat.

e West Eucalyptus Road: This significant natural area encompasses a general area along
Eucalyptus Road directly east of the developed area of former Fort Ord. It is reported by
NDDB to contain one rare element: sandmat manzanita.

e Central Eucalyptus Road: This significant natural area encompasses a general area centered
about 1.5 miles east of the West Eucalyptus Road significant natural area. The site is
reported by NDDB to include the rare central maritime chaparral habitat and two rare plant
species: Eastwood’s ericameria and sandmat manzanita.

4.10.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Significance Criteria

This analysis assumes the proposed project would have a significant impact on biological resources if it
would:

reduce a fish or wildlife population below self-sustaining levels;

possibly eliminate a plant or animal community;

substantially reduce the number, or restrict the range of any unique, rare, or endangered
species of animals or plants, or the habitat of these species;

e substantially interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species;

e introduce new species of plants or animals into an area or introduce a barrier to the normal
replenishment of existing species; :
adversely effect riparian habitat, wetlands, or other special-status biological communities;

e conflict with federal or state policies, such as those regarding wetlands and oak woodlands
and specifically with the approved HPM;
substantially conflict with special ecological areas; or

e substantially conflict with special status species.

1. Impact: Loss of Sensitive Species and Habitats Addressed in the Habitat Management Plan
(HMP)

The proposed project would result in the loss of up to approximately 2,333 acres of maritime chaparral,
zero acres of native coastal strand, two acres of dune scrub, and the potential loss of special-status
species associated with these habitats. The loss of these habitats and their associated special-status
species is consistent with the assumptions included in the proposed revised HMP as described in the
Army’s DSEIS.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

May, 1996
4-126 Attachment D, p. 238 of 1882



From a federal perspective, HMP species and * '»itats are considered protected through implementation
of the HMP as approved in February 1994; nc .rther mitigation beyond the HMP shoulid be required to

- satisfy the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). For the HMP
to be implemented to allow FORA and its member agencies to meet the requirements of the ESA, the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA), the
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act of 1991 (NCCP Act), the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for HMP Resources, an
Implementing/Management Agreement has been developed that establishes the conditions under which
FORA and its member agencies will receive certain long-term permits and authorizations from the
USFWS and the CDFG.

A modification to the February, 1994 HMP has recently been agreed on by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Army in consultation with FORA, the University of California, the BLM and others. The
modification brings the original HMP map in line with the boundaries shown in the Draft Fort Ord
Reuse Plan without compromising the objectives for management of listed, proposed and candidate
species and other wildlife addressed in the HMP.

The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan includes the following policies and programs to preserve and protect the
sensitive species and habitats addressed in the HMP for former Fort Ord, in conformance with its
resource conservation and habitat management requirements and with the guidance provided in the HMP
Implementing/Management Agreement.

The Conservation Element

Biological Resources Policy A-1 (City of Marina): The City shall manage, or cause to be
managed, the Salinas River Habitat Area (Polygons le and 1d) to maintain existing habitat
values for HMP species.

Program A-1.1: The City shall restrict development in parcels adjacent to the Salinas River
Habitat Area to areas above the bluffs.

Program A-1.2: The City shall monitor, or cause to be monitored, the Salinas River Habitat Area
in accordance with the HMP Implementing/Management Agreement and submit annual
monitoring reports to CRMP.

Program A-1.3: The City may contract with an appropriate CRMP agency (or other such agency
as approved by USFWS) to manage natural resources within the polygon.

Biological Resources Policy A-2: The City shall manage, or cause to be managed the remaining
habitat within Marina Habitat Area #2 (Polygon 1b) to maintain existing habitat values for HMP
species.

Program A-2.1: The City shall submit to the USFWS and CDFQG, thrcugh the CRMP program, a
plan for implementation of both short-term and long-term habitat management and protection
measures for the Marina Habitat Area #2, including consideration of funding sources, legal
mechanisms and a time table to provide for prompt implementation of HMP requirements along
with the following actions to prevent degradation of habitat:
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e Control of off-road vehicle use.
e Prevention of any unauthorized disturbance to the habitat.
e Prevention of the spread of non-native, invasive species that may displace native habitat.

Program A-2.2: Development in this parcel shall be limited to FAA-required airport support
facilities (navigational aids, access, and utilities), as well as a six-lane road through the area.
Prior to proceeding with the design of allowable facilities, the City shall evaluate alternatives in
coordination with a qualified biologist to ensure that the design and/or alignment is
environmentally sensitive.

Program A-2.3: The City shall ensure that gates or vehicle barriers are constructed along access
roads to prevent unauthorized off-road vehicle travel within the Habitat Area.

Program A-2.4: The City shall maintain, or cause to be maintained, small areas within the
Habitat Area with disturbed sandy soils to support Monterey spineflower habitat.

Program A-2.5: The City shall monitor, or cause to be monitored this conservation area in
accordance with the HMP Implementing/Management Agreement and submit annual monitoring
reports to CRMP.

Program A-2.6: The City may contract with an appropriate CRMP agency (or other such agency
as approved by USFWS) to manage natural resources within the polygon

Biological Resources Policy A-3: The City shall preserve in perpetuity the population of
Yadon’s piperia in Polygon 2a.

Program A-3.1: The City shall require seasonally-timed surveys for Yadon's piperia in Polygon
7a over time in order to establish suitable boundaries for the habitat preserve and proposed
mixed-use areas. Consecutive annual surveys for a period of years will provided a
comprehensive data base from which to plan land use.

Program A-3.2: Once the habitat preserve for Yadon's piperia has been established, the City
shall erect a barrier around the preserve sufficient to restrict vehicle access and require adjacent
development to direct its runoff and storm drainage away from the preserve.

Program A-3.3: The City shall monitor, or cause to be monitored this preserve in accordance
with the HMP Implementing/Management Agreement and submit annual monitoring reports to
CRMP.

Biological Resources Policy A-4: The City shall ensure that all habitat conservation and
corridor areas are protected from degradation due to development in, or use of adjacent

polygons.

Program A-4.1: The City shall install or require the installation of a barrier sufficient to prevent
vehicle access to all habitat conservation and corridor areas within its jurisdiction. Barriers are
to be erected on the parcels adjacent to the conservation and corridor areas and are to be
maintained in perpetuity. The barrier erected to protect the habitat corridor in Polygon 5c shall
also be sufficient to strongly discourage pedestrian access.
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Program A-4.2: The City shall require stormwater drainage plans for all developments adjacent
to habitat conservation and co-idor areas to direct its runoff and storm drainage away from these
areas to minimize potential for hydrologic modifications and erosion problems. The City shall
require that all developments comply with the drainage plan as well as employ Best Management
Practices during construction.

Program A-4.3: The City shall coordinate with the University of California Natural Reserve
System when reviewing project applications for city lands that abut the habitat areas managed by
the University of California to incorporate appropriate barriers and/or drainage controls into the
project design.

Biological Resources Policy A-5: The City shall protect structures in parcels adjacent to the
habitat corridor south of Reservation Road and west of Imjin Road (Polygon 5¢) from wildfires
that may originate in the corridor.

Program A-5.1: The City shall not permit any structures which directly abut the habitat corridor.

Program A-5.2: The City shall require a greenbelt, park, or other fire-resistant, non-residential
land use at the boundary between development structures and the habitat corridor.

Biological Resources Policy A-6: The City shall design the Community Park within the
residential development north of Imjin Road to incorporate natural habitat features.

Program A-6.1: The City shall encourage the use of native vegetation for landscaping, either as
preserved during construction or planted as part of a landscaping plan after construction.

Program A-6.2: The City shall install permanent interpretive displays within the Community
Park that describe the natural resources on former Fort Ord and their importance to the Monterey
Bay Area.

Biological Resources Policy A-7: Where possible, the City shall encourage the preservation of
small pockets of habitat and populations of HMP species within and around developed areas.

Program A-7.1: The City shall require project applicants who propose development in
undeveloped natural lands to conduct reconnaissance-level surveys to verify the general
description of resources for the parcel provided in the biological resource documents prepared
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The information gathered through these reconnaissance-
level surveys shall be submitted as a component of the project application package.

Program A-7.2: The City shall encourage project applicants to incorporate small pockets of
habitat containing HMP species and/or habitats amidst the development, where feasible.

Program A-7.3: Where development will replace existing habitat which supports sensitive
biologic: resources, the City shall encourage attempts to salvage some of those resources by
collecting seed or cuttings of plants, transplanting vegetation, or capturing and relocating
sensitive wildlife species.

Biological Resources Policy A-8: The City shall protect the coastal zone west of State Highway
1 from habitat degradation due to increased public access.
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Program A-8.1 The City shall abide by the habitat protection measures outlined in the State
Parks Public Works Plan prepared by the State Department of Parks and Recreation for the Fort
Ord Dunes State Park.

Biological Resources Policy A-1 (City of Seaside): The City shall ensure that the NRMA is
protected from degradation due to development in, or use of, adjacent parcels within its
jurisdiction.

Program A-1.1: The City shall coordinate with BLM in the design and installation of appropriate
firebreaks to be required on all parcels that border the NRMA. Potential firebreaks include
greenbelts, fuel reduction zones, fire roads, paved roads, tilled firebreaks, and parking lots. All
firebreaks shall be .at the development/habitat boundary, not necessarily at the parcel boundary,
and shall be installed within the parcel, not on NRMA lands. Firebreaks on adjacent parcels
shall be contiguous.

Program A-1.2: The City shall coordinate with BLM in the design and siting of barriers
sufficient to prevent unauthorized vehicle access to the NRMA from adjacent parcels. Gates
shall be installed at appropriate points in the barrier to allow for emergency access and BLM and
other appropriate agencies shall be provided keys to the gates. The City shall maintain, repair
and replace, or cause to be maintained, repaired or replaced, the barrier as necessary in

perpetuity.

Program A-1.3: The City shall require stormwater drainage plans for all developments adjacent
to the NRMA to incorporate measures for minimizing the potential for erosion in the NRMA due
to stormwater runoff.

Biological Resources Policy A-2: The City shall ensure that measures are taken to prevent
degradation and siltation of the ephemeral drainage that passes through the Planned Residential
Extension District and Community Park in Polygon 24.

Program A-2.1: The City shall require preparation of erosion control plans for proposed
developments in vicinity of the ephemeral drainage that specifically address measures for
protecting the drainage.

Biological Resources Policy A-3: The City shall protect the coastal zone west of State Highway
1 from habitat degradation due to increased public access.

Program A-3.1 The City shall abide by the habitat protection measures outlined in the State
Parks Public Works Plan prepared by the State Department of Parks and Recreation for the Fort
Ord Dunes State Park.

Biological Resources Policy A-4: The City shall encourage the preservation of small pockets of
habitat and populations of HMP species within and around developed areas.

Program A-4.1: The City shall require project applicants who propose development in
underdeveloped natural lands to conduct reconnaissance-level surveys to verify the general
description of resources for the parcel provided in the biological resource documents prepared
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The information gathered through these reconnaissance-
level surveys shall be submitted as a component of the project application package.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996

130 Attachment D, p. 242 of 1882



Program A-4.2: The City shall encourage project applicants to incorporate small pockets of
habitat containing HMP species and/or hab: :ts amidst the development, where feasible.

Program A-4.3: Where development will replace existing habitat which supports sensitive
biological resources, the City shall encourage attempts to salvage some of those resources by
collecting seed or cuttings of plants, transplanting vegetation, or capturing and relocating
sensitive wildlife species.

Biological Resources Policy A-1 (County of Monterey): The County shall preserve all habitat
in the County of Monterey Habitat Area (Polygon 11a) in perpetuity and manage, or cause to be
managed, the area to maintain existing habitat values for HMP species.

Program A-1.1: The County shall submit to the USFWS and CDFG, through the CRMP
pr--—m, a plan for implementation of both short-term and long-term habitat management and
prc. - -ion measures for this habitat corridor, including consideration of funding sources, legal
mec;:znisms and a time table to provide for prompt implementation of HMP requirements along
with the following actions to prevent degradation of habitat:

e Control of off-road vehicle use.

e Prevention of any unauthorized disturbance to the habitat.

o Prevention of the spread of non-native, invasive species that may displace native habitat.

Program A-1.2: Management of this habitat conservation area shall include:
e Maintenance of areas with disturbed sandy soils to support sand gilia and Monterey
spineflower.
e Maintenance of north-south trending linear habitat, such as dirt roads or firebreaks and to
retain and improve the area’s function as a corridor for sand gilia dispersal.

Program A-1.3: The County shall monitor, or cause to be monitored, the Monterey County
Habitat Area in accordance with the HMP Implementing/Management Agreement and submit
annual monitoring reports to CRMP.

Program A-1.4: The County may contract with an appropriate CRMP agency (or other agency
approved by the USFWS) to manage resources.

Biological Resources Policy A-2: The County shall limit development in the East Garrison area
(Polygon 11b) to approximately 200 acres and retain the remainder of the parcel as natural
habitat.

Program A-2.1: The County shall ensure the majority of the development in this parcel is
contained within existing developed areas of East Garrison. Development that cannot be
accommodated in existing developed areas shall be constructed in areas with less than 30% slope
and sighted to minimiz - impacts to HMP species. '

Program A-2.2: Development within the East Garrison area shall be planned, sighted, and
designed to retain natural habitat areas that are contiguous within the parcel and with natural
habitats in adjacent parcels.

Program A-2.3: The County shall prepare, or cause to be prepared, a management plan that
addresses; special-stat:s species monitoring, development and maintenance of fire breaks,
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controlied burning as appropriate, vehicle access controls, erosion control, and regular patrol to
assure that passive public use and/or unauthorized actions are not adversely affecting natural
habitats. The management plan shall be submitted to the USFWS and CDFG, through the
CRMP program.

Program A-2.4: The County shall monitor, or cause to be monitored, the remaining natural areas
within the parcel in accordance with the HMP Implementing/Management Agreement and
submit annual monitoring reports to CRMP.

Program A-2.5: The County may contract with an appropriate CRMP agency (or other agency
approved by the USFWS) to manage resources.

Biological Resources Policy A-3: The County shall maintain the habitat values and integrity of
the habitat corridor through the western portion of the Recreational Vehicle Park/Youth Camp
(Polygon 17b)

Program A-3.1: The County shall require that plans for expansion of the existing campground be
approved by USFWS and CDFG.

Program A-3.2: The County shall restrict uses in the natural lands outside of campground
facilities to low-impact programs for youth, outdoor nature education, resource management, and
trails. The existing pond in the parcel shall continue to be used for recreational fishing.

Program A-3.3: The County shall prepare, or cause to be prepared, 2 management plan for the
parcel that addresses special status species monitoring, controlled burning and firebreak
construction/maintenance, vehicle access controls, erosion controls, and regular patrols to assure
public use/unauthorized actions are not impacting the habitat. The County shall coordinate with
the California Department of Forestry and CDFG to determine suitable habitat management
practices for retaining and enhancing habitat values within the oak woodlands.

Program A-3.4: The County shall require the preparation and installation of interpretive
signs/displays that describe the importance of the area as a wildlife corridor and methods for
maintaining values such as trash removal, limiting ground disturbance, restraining pets, and
discouraging capture or harassment of wildlife. The County shall also require that campers be
notified not to collect any of the rare plants in the area. Interpretive signs/displays shall be
installed at the RV park entrance and in selected locations throughout the park and camping
areas.

Program A-3.5: The County shall require surveys for the Monterey ornate shrew throughout the
natural lands in the RV parcel. If found, the following management practices shall be
implemented: wood collection for campfires shall not be permitted (wood shall be provided at
the entrance to the campground); if trees or snags must be cut down for public safety reasons, the
trunk shall be left on ground to provide potential habitat for the shrew.

Program A-3.6: The County shall require that landscaping within the campground consist of
species native to the project site.

Biological Resources Policy A-4: The County shall protect the habitat corridor in the RV
park/youth camp parcel from degradation due to development in, or use of adjacent parcels.
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Program A-4.1: The County shall design the Community Park adjacent to the RV park/youth
camp such that it does not impede the function of the habitat corridor in this area.

Program A-4.2: The County shall control unauthorized vehicle access into the habitat corridor
area from adjacent parcels by erecting appropriate barriers along the boundaries between the
parcels and the corridor.

Program A-4.3: The County shall direct all lighting in the Community Park and in the
residential areas west of the RV parcel away from the natural lands in the habitat corridor.

Program A-4.4: Where possible, the County shall use vegetation native to former Fort Ord in the
landscaping for the Community Park. '

Program A-4.5: The County shall include permanent interpretive displays in the Community
Park design that describe the natural resources within former Fort Ord and their importance to
the Monterey Bay region.

Program A-4.6: The County shall require the following measures of development in the
residential lands adjacent to the habitat corridor to protect structures from wildfires and
minimize the potential for erosion in the corridor:
e No structures shall be constructed immediately along the boundary of the residential area
and the habitat corridor.
e A non-flammable surface (parking lots, green belt) shall be constructed where
development in the residential area abuts the natural lands.
e Stormwater runoff and other drainage from the residential area shall be directed away
from the habitat corridor.

Biological Resources Policy A-5: The County shall ensure that the NRMA is protected from
degradation due to development in, or use of adjacent parcels within its jurisdiction.

Program A-5.1: The County shall coordinate with BLM in the design and installation of
appropriate firebreaks to be required on all parcels that border the NRMA. Potential firebreaks
include greenbelts, fuel reduction zones, fire roads, paved roads, tilled firebreaks, and parking
lots. All firebreaks shall be at the development/habitat boundary, not necessarily at the parcel
boundary, and shall be installed within the parcel, not on NRMA lands. Firebreaks on adjacent
parcels shall be contiguous.

Program A-5.2: The County shall coordinate with BLM in the design and siting of barriers
sufficient to prevent unauthorized vehicle access to the NRMA from adjacent parcels. Gates
shall be installed at appropriate points in the barrier to allow for emergency access and BLM and
other appropriate agencies shall be provided keys to the gates. The County shall maintain, repair
and replace, or cause to be maintained, repaired or replaced, the barrier as necessary in

perpetuity.

Program A-5.3: The County shall require stormwater drainage plans for all developments
adjacent to the NRMA to incorporate measures for minimizing the potential for erosion in the
NRMA due to stormwater runoff.
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Program A-5.4: The County shall require that plans for construction of facilities in the
northeastern portion of Polygon 19a include measures to protect the flow to and water quality of
the ponds nearby, in the NRMA.

Program A-5.5: To minimize the potential for erosion or accelerated sedimentation, prevent
fires from spreading, and prevent unauthorized access in the adjacent NRMA, the County shall
require the following in the Laguna Seca Regional Park expansion areas on former Fort Ord:

e Maintain grass over the majority of the areas where vegetation is removed to allow for
parking. Mow the grass prior to using the area for parking.

e Require construction of a firebreak along the inside perimeter of each of the expansion
areas. The firebreak shall be inspected before each event for which the areas are used
and shall be improved as necessary to ensure its effectiveness.

e Require the removal of all trash immediately following each event in which the
expansion areas are used.

e Post signs before each event in the expansion areas that state off-road vehicle use is not
permitted in the NRMA.

Program A-5.6: The County shall monitor, or cause to be monitored, the two ponds within the
NRMA adjacent to the Laguna Seca Regional Park expansion areas to identify any impacts to
these areas from the adjacent use. The ponds shall be inspected after each event for which the
expansion areas are used. If adverse impacts are noted, the County shall require appropriate
actions to prevent similar effects during future events.

Biological Resources Policy A-6: The County shall protect the coastal zone west of State
Highway 1 from habitat degradation due to increased public access.

Program A-6.1 The County shall abide by the habitat protection measures outlined in the State
Parks Public Works Plan prepared by the State Department of Parks and Recreation for the Fort
Ord Dunes State Park.

Biological Resources Policy A-7: The County shall coordinate with California State University
and UCNRS to minimize the potential for HMP species in the habitat conservation and corridor
areas adjacent the CSUMB land to be adversely affected by human activity associated with
access.

Program A-7.1: The County shall consult with CSUMB during its Master Plan Process regarding
potential pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle access to adjacent habitat conservation and corridor
areas from the campus. Methods for controlling this access should be developed by CSUMB
with assistance from the County and UCNRS.

Biological Resources Policy A-8: The County shall maintain the quality of the habitat in the
Frog Pond Natural Area.

Program A-8.1: The County shall prohibit development in Polygon 31b to discharge storm water
or other drainage into the ephemeral drainage in this parcel that feeds into the Frog Pond.

Program A-8.2: The County shall require installation of appropriate firebreaks and barriers
sufficient to prevent unauthorized vehicle access along the border of Polygons 31a and 31b.
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Firebreaks should be designed to protect structures in Polygon 31b from potential wildfires in
Polygon 31a. Barriers should be designed to prohibit unauthorized access into Polygon 31a.

Biological Resources Policy A-9: The County shall encourage the preservation of small
pockets of habitat and populations of HMP species within and around developed areas.

Program A-9.1: The County shall require project applicants who propose development in
undeveloped natural lands to conduct reconnaissance-level surveys to verify the general
description of resources for the parcel provided in the biological resource documents prepared by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The information gathered through these reconnaissance-
level surveys shall be submitted as a component of the project application package.

Program A-9.2: The County shall encourage project applicants to incorporate small pockets of
habitat containing HMP species and/or habitats amidst the development, where feasible.

Program A-9.3: Where development will replace existing habitat which supports sensitive
biological resources, the County encourage attempts to salvage some of those resources by
collecting seed or cuttings of plants, transplanting vegetation, or capturing and relocating
wildlife species.

Implementation of the resource conservation and habitat management requirements of the HMP and the
above policies and programs would compensate for the loss of sensitive species and habitats addressed in
the HMP and its Implementing/Management Agreement. This impact is therefore considered less than
significant.

2. Impact: Affecting up to Approximately 71 Acres of Beach and Blowouts, Ice Plant Mats,
and Disturbed Dune

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of up to approximately 71 acres of beach
and blowouts, ice plant mats, and disturbed dune. This represents approximately 8% of the total acreage
of these communities at former Fort Ord. The beach and blowouts, and disturbed dunes are communities
generally devoid of vegetation and do not provide valuable habitat for wildlife. The ice plant mats crowd
out native perennial species by taking up space, water, and light, and eliminating habitat for native
annual species by stabilizing dune sands. The ice plant mats provide cover for some wildlife but they
provide little forage.

Army firing ranges located within these habitat areas have contributed to the disturbed nature of the dune
zone and introduced lead contamination. The Army is committed to cleaning up the lead contamination
and restoring dune habitats wherever lead removal is necessary. The California Department of Parks and
Recreation is scheduled to receive the property (once the area has been remediated by the Army) and is
committed to comprehensive management of the coastal dune habitats over time. The multispecies HMP
prepared by the Army requires the preservation and enhancement of coastal dune habitat and the CDPR
will prepare a Master Plan that will identify the specific planning and land use goz:is and management
procedures in conformance with the requirements of the HMP. The following policies and programs
relate to the preservation and restoration of the coastal dune habitat.
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Conservation Element
Biological Resources Policy A-8 (City of Marina): See above for description of this policy.
Program A-8.1: See above for description of this program.
Biological Resources Policy A-3 (City of Seaside): See above for description of this policy.
Program A-3.1: See above for description of this program.

Biological Resources Policy A-6 (County of Monterey): See above for description of this
policy.

Program A-6.1 See above for description of this program.

Because the beach and blowouts, disturbed dunes, and ice plant mats provide little habitat value, and
implementation of the HMP would result in the restoration of much of the coastal dune habitat at former
Fort Ord, removal of these habitats would not be considered a significant adverse impact.

Mitigation: None required
3. Impact: Affecting up to Approximately 348 Acres of Coastal Scrub

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of up to approximately 348 acres of
coastal scrub. This represents approximately 63% of the total acreage of this community at former Fort
Ord. Coastal scrub is considered an important natural community because it provides habitat for several
special-status plants, provides forage for wildlife, and stabilizes sandy soils and steep slopes. The
coastal scrub-at former Fort Ord is of the type which is locally abundant on the west side of the Santa
Lucia Range between Monterey and Point Conception (USACE, 1992). It also integrates with many of
the other plant communities in the area and therefore does not support any special status species that
would not be found in other habitat types at former Fort Ord. Under the proposed project, areas of
coastal scrub habitat would be preserved within the NRMA, the Salinas River Habitat Area and Marina
Habitat Area #2. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan incorporates policies and programs addressing the
preservation and management of these habitat areas, and also includes measures to preserve pockets of
native habitat where feasible in compliance with the requirements of the HMP and its
Implementing/Management Agreement. These policies are described further under Impact 1 above.

Due to the common occurrence of the coastal scrub habitat type found at former Fort Ord, and the
preservation of portions of this habitat within the NRMA, Salinas River Habitat Area and Marina Habitat
Area #2, removal of coastal scrub as proposed by the proposed project would not be considered a
significant impact.

Mitigation: None required
4. Impact: Affecting up to Approximately 1,525 Acres of Annual Grassland
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of up to approximately 1,525 acres of

annual grassland. This represents approximately 36% of the total acreage of this community at former
Fort Ord. A substantial portion of the annual grasslands at former Fort Ord would be preserved within
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the NRMA. The retained grasslands would continue to provide foraging and nesting habitat for a wide
variety of common and sensitive species including loggerhead shrike, tricolored blackbird, horned lark,
burrcwing owl, northern harrier, short-eared owl, prairie falcon, golden eagle and American badger.
Moreover, the preserved grassland areas would occur in the context of an approximately 15,000 acre
open space area.

Since the majority of the grasslands at former Fort Ord would be preserved within the NRMA, the
habitat type would not be eliminated or substantially reduced as a result of the proposed project. Where
grassland areas would be removed by development, measures to reduce impacts on sensitive species that
use them would be in place through land use policy (Biological Resources Policy B-2) dealing directly
with sensitive species. Therefore, removal of the annual grasslands would not be considered a
significant impact.

Mitigation: None required.
5. Impact: Affecting up to Approximately 1,584 Acres of Coast Live Oak Woodlands

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of " oak trees within an area of
approximately 1,584 acres, due to new construction and development. This represents approximately
34% of the total acreage of this community at former Fort Ord. This would potentially degrade
important habitat values and visual qualities over large areas of former Fort Ord. Of the approximately
5,000 acres of existing coast live oak woodland on former Fort Ord, about 1,800 acres of this habitat
would be preserved within the NRMA and an additional 750 acres would be included within
conservation areas and corridors; the remainder would occur amidst land uses of varying density. The
largest contiguous areas of coast live oak woodland are currently within the central portion of former
Fort Ord between Reservation Road and Eucalyptus Road. Although implementation of the HMP would
preserve some of this woodland within conservation areas and corridors, the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
proposes to preserve an additional contiguous stand of oak woodland that connects to the areas preserved
by the HMP. This would maintain the value of this habitat in the central portion of former Fort Ord.

The Conservation Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan incorporates policies and programs that
establish an oak woodland conservation area connecting the open space lands of the NRMA on the south,
the oak woodland corridor in the County of Monterey RV park and East Garrison area on the east, and
the oak woodlands surrounding the former Fort Ord landfill on the north. The Conservation Element
also includes policies and programs for the preservation and enhancement of oak woodland elements in
the natural and ouilt environments. The following policies and programs establish the oak woodland
conservation area and preservation of oak woodland elements.

Conservation Element

Biological Resources Policy C-2 (City of Marina): The City shall encourage the preservation
and enhancement of oak woodland elements in the natural and built environments.

Progran: C-2.1: The City shall protect the small patches of oak woodland located along the
bluffs in Polygon 1c unless project-specific plans for development in those areas cannot proceed
without selective tree removal.

Program C-2.2: Where development incorporates oak woodland elements into the design, the
City shall provide the following standards for plantings that may occur under oak trees; 1)
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plantings may occur within the dripline of mature trees, but only at a distance of five feet from
the trunk and 2) plantings under and around oaks should be selected from the list of approved
species compiled by the California Oak Foundation (see Compatible Plants Under and Around
Oaks).

Program C-2.3: The City shall require that paving within the dripline of preserved oak trees be
avoided wherever possible. To minimize paving impacts, the surfaces around tree trunks should
be mulched, paving materials should be used that are permeable to water, aeratior: vents should
be installed in impervious pavement, and root zone excavation should be avoided.

Biological Resources Policy B-2 (City of Seaside): As site-specific development plans for a
portion of the Reconfigured POM Annex Community (Polygon 20c) and the Community Park in
the University Planning Area (Polygon 18) are formulated, the City shall coordinate with
Monterey County, California State University, FORA and other interested entities in the
designation of an oak woodland conservation area connecting the open space lands of the NRMA
on the south to the landfill polygon (8a) in the north.

Program B-2.1: For lands within the jurisdictional limits of the City that are components of the
designated oak woodland conservation area, the City shall ensure that those areas are managed to
maintain or enhance habitat values existing at the time of base closure so that suitable habitat is
available for the range of sensitive species known or expected to use these oak woodland
environments. Management measures shall include, but not be limited to maintenance of a large,
contiguous block of oak woodland habitat, access control, erosion control and non-native species
eradication. Specific management measures should be coordinated through the CRMP.

Program B-2.2: For lands within the jurisdictional limits of the City that are components of the
designated oak woodland conservation area, the City shall monitor, or cause to be monitored,
those areas in conformance with the habitat management compliance monitoring protocol
specified in the HMP Implementing/Management Agreement and shall submit annual
monitoring reports to the CRMP.

Biological Resources Policy C-2: The City shall encourage the preservation and enhancement
of oak woodland elements in the natural and built environments.

Program C-2.1: The City shall adopt an ordinance specifically addressing the preservation of
oak trees. At a minimum, this ordinance shall include restrictions for the removal of oaks of a
certain size, requirements for obtaining permits for removing oaks of the size defined, and
specifications for relocation or replacement of oaks removed.

Program C-2.2: When reviewing project plans for developments within oak woodlands, the City
shall encourage clustering of development wherever possible so that contiguous stands of oak
trees can be maintained in the non-developed natural land areas.

Program C-2.3: The City shall require project applicants to submit a plot plan of the proposed
development which: 1) clearly shows all existing trees (noting location, species, age, health, and
diameter; 2) notes whether existing trees will be retained, removed or relocated, and 3) notes the
size, species, and location of any proposed replacement trees.
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Program C-2.4: The City shall require the use of oaks and other native plant species for project
landscaping. To that end, the City shall recommend collection and propagation of acorns and
other plant material from former Fort Ord oak woodlands to be used for restoration areas or as
landscape material.

Program C-2.5: The City shall provide the following standards for plantings that may occur
under oak trees; 1) plantings may occur within the dripline of mature trees, but only at a distance
of five feet from the trunk and 2) plantings under and around oaks should be selected from the
list of approved species compiled by the California Oak Foundation (see Compatible Plants
Under and Around Oaks).

Program C-2.6: The City shall require that paving within the dripline of preserved oak trees be
avoided wherever possible. To minimize paving impacts, the surfaces around tree trunks should
be mulched, paving materials should be used that are permeable to water, aeration vents should
be installed in impervious pavement, and root zone excavation should be avoided.

Biological Resources Policy B-2 (County of Monterey): As site-specific planning proceeds for
Polygons 8a, 16, 17a, 19a, 21a and 21b, the County shall coordinate with the Cities of Seaside
and Marina, California State University, FORA and other interested entities in the designation of
an oak woodland conservation area connecting the open space lands of the NRMA on the south,
the oak woodland corridor in Polygons 17b and 1la on the east and the oak woodlands
surrounding the former Fort Ord landfill in Polygon 8a on the north.

Program B-2.1: For lands within the jurisdictional limits of the County that are components of
the designated oak woodland conservation area, the County shall ensure that those areas are
managed to maintain or enhance habitat values existing at the time of base closure so that
suitable habitat is available for the range of sensitive species known or expected to use those oak
woodland environments. Management measures shall include, but not be limited to maintenance
of a large, contiguous block of oak woodland habitat, access control, erosion control and non-
native species eradication. Specific management measures should be coordinaied through the
CRMP.

Program B-2.2: For lands within the jurisdictional limits of the County that are components of
the designated oak woodland conservation area, the County shall monitor, or cause to be
monitored, those areas in conformance with the habitat management compliance monitoring
protocol specified in the HMP Implementing/Management Agreement and shall submit annual
monitoring reports to the CRMP.

Biological Resources Policy C-2: The County shall encourage the preservation and
enhancement of oak woodland elements in the natural and built environments.

Program C-2.1: The County shall encourage clustering of development wherever possible so
that contiguous stands of oak trees can be maintained in the non-developed natural land areas.

Program C-2.2: The County shall apply certain restriction for the preservation of oak and other
protected trees in accordance with Chapter 16.60 of Title 16 of the Monterey County Code
(Ordinance 3420).
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Program C-2.3: The County shall require the use of oaks and other native plant species for
project landscaping. To that end, the County shall recommend collection and propagation of
acorns and other plant material from former Fort Ord oak woodlands to be used for restoration
areas or as landscape material.

Program C-2.4: The County shall provide the following standards for plantings that may occur
under oak trees; 1) plantings may occur within the dripline of mature trees, but only at a distance
of five feet from the trunk and 2) plantings under and around oaks should be selected from the
list of approved species compiled by the California Oak Foundation (see Compatible Plants
Under and Around Oaks).

Program C-2.5: The County shall require that paving within the dripline of preserved oak trees
be avoided wherever possible. To minimize paving impacts, the surfaces around tree trunks
should be mulched, paving materials should be used that are permeable to water, aeration vents
should be installed in impervious pavement, and root zone excavation should be avoided.

The proposed project includes the establishment of an oak woodland conservation area, in addition to the
preservation of oak woodlands within the NRMA and other conservation areas and corridors established
by the HMP, which would result in the retention of large contiguous areas of oak woodland habitat.
Because the proposed policies and programs would minimize loss of oak trees through careful site design
in development areas and effectively require a 1:1 replacement for all trees removed (as called for in the
Monterey County Ordinance), effects on oak woodlands would be considered a less-than-significant
1mpact.

Mitigation: None required
6. Impact: Affecting up to Approximately Six Acres of Native Perennial Grassland

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of up to approximately six acres of
native perennial grassland. This represents approximately 1% of the total acreage of this community at
former Fort Ord. The majority of native perennial grassland on former Fort Ord (470 acres) will be
protected within the NRMA lands. As a result, the potential loss of 6 acres within the development
envelope would not eliminate this plant community from the vicinity and therefore would not be
considered a significant impact. :

Mitigation: None required
7. Impact: Loss of vernal ponds, riparian corridors and other wetland areas

Through implementation of the proposed project, there is a potential that vernal ponds, riparian corridors
or other wetland could be affected. The only wetland area that has been identified as potentially being
lost is the approximately five acres of riparian forest habitat within the proposed corridor for SR 68,
which would be affected by construction of the road. The affected riparian habitat would probably not
be considered jurisdictional wetlands, but may be considered jurisdictional waters of the United States.
All vernal ponds and most other riparian corridors and wetlands currently mapped for former Fort Ord
occur within the NRMA and would therefore be preserved. However, there is potential for additional
wetland areas to be identified through site-specific surveys in undeveloped natural lands in the future.

Filling of vernal ponds, streams and other wetland areas may be subject to regulation by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Similarly, the alteration of streams
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and ponds is regulated by the California Department of Fish and Game. Should wetland areas occur on a
project site, future landowners would have to comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if the
-placement of dredged or fill material is proposed in wetlands or other waters of the United States.
Additionally, landowners of sites that support riparian forest and other riparian habitats would have to
reach agreement with CDFG prior to undertaking actions that would alter the streambeds and associated
vegetation. Implementation of the following policies and programs would reduce disturbance to afrected
riparian habitats and other wetlands identified at the site-specific level to a less-than-significant impact.

Conservation Element

Biological Resources Policy B-3 (City of Marina): The City shall preserve, enhance and
protect coastal ponds and other wetland areas.

Program B-3.1: The City shall manage the coastal pond in Polygon 2a in conformance with the
Coastal/Vernal Ponds Comprehensive Management Plan prepared for the City in 1993.

Program B-3.2: The City shall evaluate areas proposed for new development during the site
planning process to determine whether wetlands occur. In the event that wetlands are present,
the City shall require that they either be avoided or replaced so that there is no net loss to
wetland resources as a result of development on the site. Wetlands replacement/mitigation plans
should be coordinated through the CRMP.

Program B-3.3: The City should incorporate wetland features into stormwater control facilities
to the extent practicable.

Biological Resources Policy B-3 (City of Seaside): The City shall preserve, enhance and
protect wetland areas.

Program B-3.1: The City shall evaluate areas proposed for new development during the site
planning process to determine whether wetlands occur. In the event that wetlands are present,
the City shall require that they either be avoided or replaced so that there is no net loss to
wetland resources as a result of development on the site. Wetlands replacement/mitigation plans
should be coordinated through the CRMP.

Program B-3.2: The City should incorporate wetland features into stormwater control facilities
to the extent practicable.

Biological Resources Policy B-3 (County of Monterey): The County shall preserve, enhance,
restore and protect, vernal ponds, riparian corridors and other wetland areas.

Program B-3.1: The County shall require that, prior to any development activities within the
watersheds of riparian drainages, vernal ponds or other important wetlands in the NRMA or
other habitat conservation areas, a watershed management plan be prepared to assure that such
activities do not adversely affect the flow to or water quality of those drainages, ponds or
wetlands.

Program B-3.2: The County shall evaluate areas proposed for new development during the site
planning process to determine whether wetlands occur. In the event that wetlands are present,
the County shall require that they either be avoided or replaced so that there is no net loss to
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wetland resources as a result of development on the site. Wetlands replacement/mitigation plans
should be coordinated through the CRMP.

Program B-3.3: The County should incorporate wetland features into stormwater control
facilities to the extent practicable.

Program B-3.4: The County shall coordinate with the State Department of Transportation in the
design of SR 68 to assess the feasibility of avoiding the riparian forest within the alignment.
Where riparian forest removal is unavoidable, the County shall request CalTrans to compensate
at a 2:1 ratio of newly created habitat to lost habitat or a 4:1 acreage ratio of enhanced habitat to
lost habitat. Compensation and restoration could occur on other areas of Toro Creek.

Implementation of the above policies and programs would reduce impacts on wetlands to a less-than-
significant level due to requirements for avoidance and, if necessary, replacement of wetland habitat.

Mitigation: None required
8. Impact: Loss of Sensitive Species not Addressed in the HMP

Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of sensitive species not addressed in the
HMP. A list of sensitive species not addressed in the HMP is provided in Table 4.10-2. Two of the plant
species listed in Table 4.10-2 would meet the definition of rare and endangered pursuant to Section
15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines based on their listing status; Hickman's onion and wedge-leaved
horkelia. A third species, Monterey Indian paintbrush would also meet the definition of rare and
endangered due to the fact that former Fort Ord may constitute an important part of the range of this
species. The remainder of the species warrant tracking because they are listed by CNPS as plants about
which more information is needed to determine their status, and plants of limited distribution, but they
are not considered rare and endangered under CEQA. All of the animal species listed in Table 4.10-2
meet the definition of rare and endangered pursuant to Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

It is likely that habitat containing sensitive species not addressed in the HMP would be removed as
development under the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan proceeds. However, some habitat for these species
would be preserved within the conservation areas and corridors established in the HMP, and potentially
within pockets of habitat that may be retained within the developed areas. The following policies and
programs are designed to reduce the impacts on sensitive species not addressed in the HMP.

Conservation Element

Biological Resources Policy B-1 (City of Marina): The City/County shall strive to avoid or
minimize loss of sensitive species listed in Table 4.4-2 (Reuse Plan) that are known or expected
to occur in areas planned for development.

Program B-1.1: The City/County shall require directed, seasonally-timed surveys for sensitive
species listed in Table 4.4-2 (Reuse Plan) as an early component of site-specific development
planning.

Program B-1.2: If any sensitive species listed in Table 4.4-2 (Reuse Plan) are found in aréas
proposed for development, all reasonable efforts should be made to avoid habitat occupied by
these species while still meeting project goals and objectives. If permanent avoidance is
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unfeasible, a seasonal avoidance and/or salvage/relocation program shall be prepared. Protocol
for seasonal avoidance, salvage and relocation are provided in Table 4.4-2 (Reuse Plan). The
seasonal avoidance and/or salvage/relocation program for these species should be coordinated
through the CRMP.

Biological Resources Policy B-2 (City Seaside and County of Monterey): Same description as
Policy B-1 above.

Program B-2.1 and Program B-2.2: Same description as Program B-1.1 and B-1.2 above.

Implementation of the above policies and program and the conservation and management requirement of
the HMP would reduce impacts on sensitive species not addressed in the HMP to a less-than-significant
level.

Mitigation: None required

9. Impact: Conflict with the Goals of the Sanctuary Management Plan for the Monterey Bay
National Marine Sanctuary

There are no marine mammal haul-out or breeding areas, marine turtle egg-laying areas, or seabird
nesting colonies at or near former Fort Ord. Marine mammals, reptiles, and birds are not expected to be
affected by the development of the proposed project. There may, however, be impacts to the sanctuary
from urban runoff or erosion as a result of the proposed project. The following policies and programs
are designed to control nonpoint and point water pollution source as well as prevent siltation of
waterways. These policies and programs are consistent for the City of Marina, City of Seaside and the
County of Monterey.

Conservation Element

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-1: The City/County shall comply with all mandated
water quality programs and establish local water quality programs as needed.

Program C-1.1: The City/County shall comply with the nonpoint pollution control plan
developed by the California Coastal Commission and the SWRCB, pursuant to Section 6217 of
the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, if any
stormwater is discharged into the ocean.

Program C-1.3: The City/County shall comply with the management plan to protect Monterey
Bay’s resources in compliance with the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of
1972, as amended, and its implementing regulations.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-2: At the project approval stage, the City/County shall
require new development to demonstrate that all measures will be taken to ensure that on-site
:rainage systems are designed to capture and filter out urban pollution, to the extent feasible.

Program C-2.1: The City/County shall develop and make available a description of feasible and
effective measures and site drainage designs that could be implemented in new development to
minimize water quality impacts.
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Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-4: The City/County shall prevent siltation of
waterways, to the extent feasible.

Program C-4.1: The County, in consuitation with the Natural Resources Conservation Service,
shall develop a program that will provide, to owners of property near waterways and other
appropriate entities, information concerning vegetation preservation and other best management
practices that would prevent siltation of waterways in or downstream of former Fort Ord.

Hydrology and Water Quality Policy C-6: In support of Monterey Bay’s national marine
sanctuary designation, the City/County shall support all actions required to ensure that the bay
and intertidal environment will not be adversely affected, even if such actions should exceed
state and federal water quality requirements.

Implementation of these policies and programs would reduce the incremental increase in urban pollutants
and erosion into the Monterey Bay and Salinas River and reduce this impact to a less-than-significant

level.

Mitigation: None required
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4.11 Visual Resources

This section incorporates by reference information from the Other Physical Attributes Baseline Study of
Fort Ord, California (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 1992e).

The methodology for analyzing visual resources identifies the visual character of the region and study
area, identifies the visual quality of former Fort Ord's physical resources, identifies important zones of
visibility for the study area, and evaluates visual sensitivity of former Fort Ord as a combination of
visual resource quality and visibility.

4.11.1 Environmental Setting

The former Fort Ord is located in a region of diverse, sensitive, and high-quality visual resources,
containing some of the most vivid and important aesthetic images in California: the Monterey Peninsula,
with its rocky cliffs and shores, windswept cypress trees, cove beaches, rolling sand dunes, Fisherman's
Wharf, Cannery Row, and historic mission; Monterey Bay, with ‘; changing colors, sunsets, sailboats,
fishing boats, and migrating whales; the broad pastoral and scenic Salinas Valley, with its agricultural
fields, meandering streams and river, and shifting fog; and rugged coastal hills and ranges, with their
steep slopes and drainages and diverse patterns of oak woodlands, chaparral, and grasslands.

The former Fort Ord contributes substantially to the region's highly valued visual character and quality.
It provides a major area of open space and has a mostly natural appearance and unified development
character. The high visual quality, visibility, and sensitivity of its coastal and other areas contribute
substantially to the region's character and quality.

Within its regional context, much of former Fort Ord is visually unique because it contains vast areas of
natural and diverse vegetative cover, its shoreline appears relatively undisturbed, and it is mostly
undeveloped. Most of the installation's development, largely confined to the Main Garrison and East
Garrison (see Photo 1 of Figure 4.11-1) and associated residential areas, consists of one- or two-story
buildings. Mature landscaping surrounding these buildings partially conceals them from view, softens
their appearance by helping blend them with their surroundings, and contributes to the natural character
of the landscape. With the exception of a few areas near SR 1 and in the north and northeast portions of
the study area, former Fort Ord appears preserved as a largely natural area surrounded by intensively
farmed land and increasing urban development.

The former Fort Ord exhibits relatively high visual quality, due to-its vividness, intactness, and unity.
Vividness of the study area, particularly when viewed from the Salinas Valley, the bay, and in
background of heavily used tourist areas such as Fisherman's Wharf in Monterey, is moderate to high
because of its generally undeveloped scenic appearance in contrast with nearby developed urban areas.
The study area exhibits a generally high level of visual intactness because of its extensive natural
vegetation cover and localized areas of development. Although some built elements (e.g., the Silas B.
Hayes Army Community Hospital, shown in Photo 2 of Figure 4.11-1, and water towers) contrast
strongly in form with other elements in the former Fort Ord landscape, the visual unity of the study area
is generally high. Constructed elements are generally consistent in architectural style, low in height, and
surrounded by considerable continuous cover of mature vegetation that helps blend the elements with
their surroundings; these factors combine to produce a high degree of visual coherence.

Important zones of visibility for the former Fort Ord area include viewsheds from primary and secondary
roads and the area of Monterey Bay located about 0.5-2 miles from the installation's shoreline. Primary
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Photo 1

Photo 2

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Figure 4.11-1
Draft EIR Existing Views of East Garrison and Silas B. Hayes Hospital

_ Source: EDAW, 1996
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roads in the former Fort Ord study area are heavily used by tourists and recreationists and . -lude SR 1, a
proposed state scenic highway, and state-designated scenic highway SR 68. Views fron. 'R 1 include
expansive, highly vivid, and intact views of Monterey Bay; important views of adjacent ..oastal dunes
(Photo 3 in Figure 4.11-2) and shoreline; views of Stilwell Hall; and views of developed lands mostly
east of the highway (Photo 4 in Figure 4.11-2). Particularly important and sensitive views occur at the
two major gateways to former Fort Ord from SR 1: the Main Entrance (Photo 5 in Figure 4.11-3) near
the POM Annex and the 12th Street Gateway (refer to Photo 2 in Figure 4.11-1).

Views of former Fort Ord from SR 68 ge:crally consist of low, rolling hills with moderately steep
slopes, covered mostly with grazed annual grasslands and interspersed with areas of oak woodland and
riparian vegetation. Secondary roads include important paved roads within and near former Fort Ord that
are traveled most often by local area workers and residents. Views from former Fort Ord's secondary
roads include views of developed areas, such as the Main and East Garrisons; residential areas; and
hillsides covered with maritime chaparral, oak woodlands, and savanna, which characterize most of the
installation's interior. Views of Monterey Bay from former Fort Ord range from ex:insive vistas
encompassing the Monterey Peninsula to distant views of the bay meeting the western horizon. High-
quality, expansive views of Monterey Bay and the former Fort Ord coastline can be seen best from
Stilwell Hall and the tops of the coastal dunes, although other high points east of SR1 also permit views
to the Bay.

Much of former Fort Ord is visually sensitive because large portions of it are of high visual quality and
are highly visible from surrounding areas and features of importance (e.g., residences, roads, tourist
areas, and the bay). The bay and nearby beaches and visitor attractions afford important views of former
Fort Ord's visually sensitive beaches, sand dunes, coastal bluffs, and interior hills. '

Regulatory Issues

California Coastal Act of 1976 planning and management policies applicable to the former Fort Ord
coastal zone are contained in Appendix C of the Land Use Baseline Study (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Sacramento District 1992b). Section 30251 of the Coastal Act, "Scenic and Visual Qualities",
states:

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to
protect views to and along ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of
natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas,
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California
Preservation and Recreation Plan by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by
local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.

Various goals, objectives, and policies of the Monterey County General Plan (Monterey County 1982)
address the importance of preserving unique and important visual resources and the visual character of
the county. Goals, objectives, and policies for preserving visual resources are identified in the plan in
sections for open space conservation (Goal 1, Objective 1.1, Policy 1.1.2), general land use (Policies
26.1.5, 26.1.6, 26.1.8, 26.1.9, 26.1.10, and 26.1.12), watershed areas (Goal 35), scenic highways (Goal
40; Objectives 40.1, 40.2, and 40.3; Policies 40.1.1, 40.2.1, 40.2.2, 40.3.1, and 40.3.2), park and
recreation facilities (Goal 51), and public utilities (Objective 56.2, Policies 56.2.1 and 56.2.2).
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Photo 4

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Figure 4.11-2
Draft EIR Existing Views of Coastal Dunes and Land East of SR 1

Source: EDAW, 1996
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Photo 5

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Figure 4.11-3
Draft EIR _ Existing View of Main Entrance

Source: EDAW, 1996
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4.11.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Significance Criteria

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, this analysis assumes that the proposed project would
have significant visual or aesthetic impacts if it resulted in:

obstruction of a scenic vista or view seen from sensitive public viewpoints; or

long-term strong visual contrasts resulting from vegetation removal, land disturbance, light
and glare, or new construction which is incompatible with the surrounding landscape, seen
from sensitive public viewpoints.

Visual contrast is defined as differences in form, line, color, texture, scale, or position of visual elements
between existing and introduced landscape features.

1. Impact: Reduced Visual Quality On-site

Implementation of the proposed project would require construction of a substantial number of buildings,
renovation of existing buildings, demolition of some buildings, and modification of infrastructure. These
activities would produce short-term visual impacts due to construction and possible long-term visual
impacts where the character of the existing areas is altered adversely in views from the former Fort Ord.

Long-term visual effects are likely to include removal of some mature vegetation; construction of new
buildings and infrastructure; alteration of the appearance of existing buildings and other structures; and
construction of improvements such as recreation facilities, parking areas, lighting standards, signage,
fencing, and new landscaping. More visual contrast would result where existing natural landscapes or
open space are modified, than where areas are already developed. Potential impacts could result from
view blockage towards the ocean due to new buildings and increased tall vegetation (e.g., in views from
higher topography near CSUMB). New sources of lighting could potentially cause a visual nuisance to
residents near the proposed amphitheater close to CSUMB. However, other developed areas of former
Fort Ord would be visually enhanced in places where extensive asphalt parking areas or deteriorating
buildings would be converted to landscaped open space or would be replaced by new structures
conforming to the proposed policies and programs of the proposed project. The visual impact of other
land use changes would depend upon the design character of the new development.

The majority of the former base would remain in natural or semi-natural condition. The proposed HMP
and accompanying policies and programs in the Conservation Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
(see Section 4.10 for further description) would enhance existing visual conditions due to restoration of
currently disturbed areas of the landscape. Potential effects of reuse on the historical landscape integrity
of Stilwell.Hall and the East Garrison area are discussed in Section 4.12. The principal policies within
the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan which govern the visual character of former Fort Ord are as follows:

Land Use Element
Residential Land Use Policy I-1: The City/County shall support FORA in the preparation of

regional urban design guidelines, including a scenic corridor design overlay area, to govern the
visual quality of areas of regional importance.
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Program I-1.1: The City/County shall prepare design guidelines for implementing develonment
on former Fort Ord lands consistent with the regional urban design guidelines (to be prer i by
FORA) and the General Development Character and Design Objectives of the Fort O1.  :use
Plan Framework.

Program I-1.2: The City/County shall review each development proposal for consistency with
the regional urban design guidelines and the General Development Character and Design
Objectives of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Framework.

Residential Land Use Policy I-2: The City/County shall adhere to the General Development
Character and Design Objectives of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Framework.

Commercial Land Use Policy B-3: The City/County will follow hotel building height limits
which are proposed as part of the Community Design standards of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse
Plan and the City/County's design guidelines for former Fort Ord lands.

Commercial Land Use Policy F-1: The City/County shall support FORA in the preparation of
regional urban design guidelines, including a scenic corridor design overlay area, to govern the
visual quality of areas of regional importance.

This policy has similar programs to those described in Policy I-1.

Commercial Land Use Policy F-2: The City/County shall adhere to the General Development
Character and Design Objectives of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Framework for the commercial
development at the former Fort Ord.

Institutional Land Use Policies D-1 and D-2:

These policies contain similar programs (requiring design guidelines and scenic corridor design
overlay area) to those described in Program I-1.1 above.

Recreation and Open Space Element

Recreation Policy B-1 (Monterey County): The County shall work with the Army to review
design of the landfill closure cap and related infiltration ponds to ensure development of a
landscape which enhances the adjacent natural setting and-becomes a visual asset to former Fort
Ord. »

Recreation Policy B-2 (Seaside and Marina): The City shall establish landscape gateways into
the former Fort Ord along major transportation corridors with the intent of establishing regional
landscape character.

Recreation Policy G-3 (Seaside, Marina, and Monterey County): The City/County shall
adopt landscape standards to guide development of streetscapes, parking lots, government
facilities, institutional grounds, and other public and semi-public settings within theformer Fort
Ord.

In general, because these policies govern the visual design and ultimate scenic character of the developed
portions of former Fort Ord, visual impacts are considered to be less than significant.
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2, Impact: Reduced Visual Quality Seen from State Route 1

Implementation of the proposed project would substantially alter the visual character along the SR 1
corridor within former Fort Ord. High intensity land uses within the foreground (up to half a mile) from
SR 1 would reduce the intactness of the area's natural appearance, although considerable existing
development is visible from the highway currently. The mixed use Corporate Center District on the east
side of SR 1 within the City of Marina, and the high-density residential development within the new Golf
Course Community District in the City of Seaside, would be the most visible developments, with some
loss of mature vegetation reducing the degree of screening. More limited views of the potential
desalination plant on the west side and potentially the upper stories of high-rise hotels (depending upon
height and location) could add to the increased visual dominance of development within the scenic
highway corridor.

The preservation, restoration, and enhancement of the Fort Ord Dunes State Park area and improved
design treatment of the local access infrastructure within the corridor, however, would balance the scale
of new development. The proposed project would also add to the amount of open space and landscaped
buffers along the eastern side of the corridor in Marina, in comparison with Alternative 7 studied in the
Army’s DSEIS. The overall visual impact of land use changes in the corridor would depend primarily
upon the design character of the new development.

In addition to the policies identified above under Impact 1 in this section, the following pblicies and
programs have been developed to address visual impacts in the SR 1 corridor:

Land Us.e Element

Recreational/Open Space Land Use Policy D-1 (Marina and Seaside): The City shall protect
the visual corridor along SR 1 to reinforce the character of the regional landscape at this primary
gateway to the former Fort Ord and the Monterey Peninsula.

Program D-1.1: The City shall designate the State Highway 1 highway corridor along the former
Fort Ord as a special design district in its zoning code.

Program D-1.2: The City shall develop special design standards for the State Highway 1 Special
Design District and establish a hierarchy of gateways as part of these standards to help define the
Fort Ord community and signify a sense of entry and threshold into the community.

Program D-1.3 (Marina): The City shall designate the retail and open space areas along the
State Highway 1 area and the Mixed Use Corporate Center area (Polygons 2a and 2b) as a
Special Design District to convey the commitment to high-quality development to residents and
visitors.

Program D-1.3 (Seaside): The City shall designate the retail and open space areas along the
Main Gate area (Polygon 15), the South Village Mixed Use area (Polygon 20e), and a strip 500
feet wide (from the CalTrans R-O-W) along SR 1 (Polygons 20 a and 20h) as Special Design
Districts to convey the commitment to high quality development to residents and visitors.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996

4-149 Attachment D, p. 264 of 1882



Program D-1.5 (Seaside): The City shall develop a coordinated building and landscape .csign
plan in conjunction with FORA and CSUMB representatives to create a "grand entry' at the
main gate entrance area and shall work with the State Department of Parks and Recreation to
create a secondary entry. The landscape plan shall enhance and reinforce the regional character
of the main entrance area.

Recreation and Open Space Element

Recreation Policy B-1 (Marina and Seaside): The City shall designate a Scenic Corridor
adjacent to State Highway 1 to preserve and enhance the State Highway 1 viewshed.

Program B-1.1: The City shall establish guidelines for minimum landscaping standards within
the corridor which incorporate a regional landscape theme with regard to permitted plantings, as
well as other design features.

Program B-1.2 (Marina): The City shall require that all development within the Town Center and
Del Monte Mixed Use Districts incorporate landscape buffers adequate to screen visual intrusion
into the State Highway 1 Scenic Corridor.

Program B-1.2 (Seaside): The City shall require that all development within the Regional Retail
and Golf Course Housing Districts incorporate landscape buffers adequate to screen visual
intrusion into the State Highway 1 Scenic Corridor. '

Because the above policies and programs govern the visual design and protect the scenic character of the
SR 1 corridor, visual impacts in the area are considered to be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
3. Impact: Reduced Visual Quality Seen from State Route 68

Views of former Fort Ord from SR 68, a state designated scenic highway, would be largely unaffected by
the proposed project, since the majority of the area seen in foreground and middleground would remain
as open space under the jurisdiction of BLM. In the southwest portion of former Fort Ord, some views
of a proposed business park may be obtained on County land, although existing business parks closer to
the road would dominate the view. The land uses of the proposed project in this area would be similar to
those described in Alternative 7 in the DSEIS; however, the policies and programs described under
Impact 1 above wou!4 ensure that visual impacts on SR 68 would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
4. Impact: Reduced Visual Quality Seen from the Salinas Valley

Implementation of the proposed project would alter the visual character of some areas along the bluffs at
the northern edge of the project site, as seen from public viewpoints within the Salinas Valley. The more
intense land uses of the North Airport Light Industrial/Tech Center, the mixed use/office park of the
UCMBEST Cooperative Planning District, and the mixed uses of the East Garrison District, could
substantially alter foreground views from Reservation Road and River Road, depending upon screening
by the bluffs and vegetation. Middleground views from roads and housing further east in the Salinas
Valley would also be affected. The degree of visual contrast and landscape compatibility would depend
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upon the height, screening, and design character of the new development; at East Garrison, compatibility
would also depend upon the design scheme of the new buildings in comparison with the remaining
historic structures. The visual character of the development in these areas would be controlled through
the policies and programs described above under Impact 1, and also by the following policy and
program:

Conservation Element

Cultural Resources Policy B-2: The County of Monterey shall promote the preservation and
enhancement of the East Garrison historic area.

Program B-2.2: The County of Monterey shall ensure that the development of the East Garrison
historic area is consistent with maintaining its historic scale and character.

For the most part, the design character of the development proposed by the project would be compatible
with the former Fort Ord design theme and historic landscape context, without more specific design
guidance for buildings closest to the bluffs above the Salinas Valley, significant visual impacts could
result. If the mitigation identified below were implemented, impacts would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. '

Mitigation: Develop policies and programs to implement design guidelines for proposed
development on the bluffs to avoid strong visual contrasts seen from the Salinas Valley.

Design guidelines should be developed governing the design, height, and location of buildings; colors
and material; and tree removal, within a Special Design District of approximately one-quarter mile from
the crest of the Salinas River Valley bluffs. This would apply to both County and City of Marina lands,
with the intent of protecting the largely natural appearing character of the bluffs seen from the west side
of the valiey.
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4.12 Cultural Resources

"This section describes archaeological and historical resources located at former Fort Ori. The
information incorporates by reference information previously prepared by the Army. This analysis also
uses information from past archaeological and architectural inventory studies that have been conducted
at former Fort Ord, as well as archaeological research design and a historic building inventory report
prepared by the US Army Corps of Engineers.

4.12.1 Environmental Setting

Historical Background of Fort Ord

Archaeological evidence and radiocarbon dates establish human occupation of the California Coast
dating back at least 10,000 years. Evidence from coastal areas of Monterey County suggests settlement
of this area by at least 5,000 B.C., and possibly earlier. Proto-Esselen foragers speaking Hokan
represented the Sur Pattern, dating to 5,000 B.C. They were replaced by proto-Coastanoan peoples in the
Monterey Pattern, which began about 500 B.C. and lasted up to the Historic Period.

The former Fort Ord is located within lands historically occupied by the Rumsen Indians who belonged
to a branch of the Coastanoan, or Ohlone, language family. Their closest village center to former Fort
Ord was located at present day San Carlos. Rumsen/Ohlone traditional lifeways were largely destroyed
when Euro-Americans began colonizing their territory in the 1770.

European contact began with the arrival of Spanish explorers in the 16th Century. In 1770, the Portola
expedition established the first mission and the Royal Presidio in Monterey. In 1771, the Mission was
moved to the Carmel Valley adjacent to arable land. By 1778, most of the remaining Rumsen and Esslen
Indians in Carmel and Monterey were baptized and farming church lands, marking the beginning of the
disintegration of Native American traditional lifeways in this area. By the turn of the century, vestigial
Indian communities disappeared, and by 1935 the Ohlone language was extinct.

The former Fort Ord was created in 1917 from iand designated as City of Monterey Tract No. 1 and
several ranches. Originally named Gigling Reservation, the installation was renamed Camp Ord in 1933
after Major General Edward Ord, and later became known as Fort Ord. The former Fort Ord became an
active military installation for the housing and training of Army troops just before World War II. Many
facilities were built beginning in 1940 using funds from the Work Progress Administration. Former Fort
Ord was used as an important staging area during World War II and as a training facility during the
Korean and Vietnam wars.

The areas of greatest archaeological sensitivity at former Fort Ord include all terraces and benches
adjacent to the Salinas River and El Toro Creek, the peripheries of the wet cycle lakes, and areas
adjacent to streams in the BLM lands and the coastal beaches. All other lands in the area have low to
medium potential for possessing archaeological resources. The areas of high archaeological sensitivity
are illustrated in Figure 4.12-1. A cultural resource survey was carried out in high and low probability
areas, which found that there was little potential for cultural deposits or information at three identified
sites and four isolated find localities (Waite, 1995).
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Historical Sites and Buildings

The Army and the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concluded from the results of
five reports conducted for the Army’s FEIS that Stilwell Hall and 35 structures in the East Garrison area
were the only former Fort Ord properties eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places

(NRHP).

Stilwell Hall is located on the edge of Monterey Bay, west of State Highway 1 in an area formerly
occupied by small arms training ranges. Built in 1940 as a soldiers club, the structure was considered
eligible for NRHP status because of its Works Progress Administration construction and interior art
work, as well as its role as an interface between former Fort Ord and the surrounding community. The
East Garrison area includes a variety of concrete and wood frame structures, most built in 1940 in the
Spanish mission revival style as mess hall facilities for the 7th Infantry Division. Thirty-five of these
structures, many converted to other uses, have been determined to comprise the East Garrison historic
district.

More detailed descriptions of these architectural resources and their current condition are contained in
Historical and Architectural Documentation Reports for Fort Ord (Office of Directorate of
Environmental Programs, 1993).

4.12.2 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Significance Criteria

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, this analysis assumes that the proposed project would
have a significant impact on cultural resources if it would:

.o disrupt or adversely affect a prehistoric or historic archaeological site, a property of historic
or cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social group, or a paleontological site
except as a part of a scientific study.

The policies and programs cited below incorporate the mitigation measures identified in the FEIS and
DSEIS.

1. Impact: Disturbance of Lands with Potential to Contain Archaeological Resources

Implementation of the proposed project may disturb lands with potential to contain archaeological
resources. Archaeological surveys conducted for the Army’s FEIS found cultural resources at former
Fort Ord which indicated human occupation dating back 10,000 years (Lapp et al., 1993; Babson, 1993;
Bowman et al., 1994; Waite, 1994). There may be a need for further research to identify additional
archaeological remains at former Fort Ord. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan identifies the following
policies and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County related to protecting
resources and identifying additional archaeological sites that may be affected by the reuse of former Fort
Ord.

Conservation Element

Cultural Resources Policy A-1: The City/County shall ensure the protection and preservation of
archaeological resources at the former Fort Ord.
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Program A-1.1: The City/County shall conduct a records search and a preliminary archaeological
surface reconnaissance as a part of environmental review for any development project(s)
proposed in a high archaeological resource sensitivity zone.

Program A-1.2: The City/County shall require that all known and discovered sites on the former
Fort Ord with resources likely to be disturbed by a proposed project be analyzed by a qualified
archaeologist with local expertise, recommendations made to protect and preserve resources and,
as necessary, restrictive covenants imposed as a condition of project action or land sale.

Program A-1.3: As a contractor work specification for all new construction projects, the City of
Marina shall include that during construction, upon the first discovery of any archaeological
resource or potential find, development activity shall be halted within 50 meters of the find until
the potential resources can be evaluated by a qualified professional archaeologist and
recommendations made.

Because the policy and programs described above require the cities and county to protect and preserve
known and potential archaeological resources, the impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation. None required.

2. Impact: Disturbance of Lands with Potential to Contain Native American Traditional
Cultural Properties

Implementation of the proposed project may disturb lands with potential to contain Native American
traditional cultural properties. Evidence suggests settiement by Native American peoples in the area at
least 5,000 years ago. Former Fort Ord is located within lands historically occupied by the Rumsen
Indians who belonged to the Ohlone language family. Proposed land developments recommended under
the proposed project have the potential to affect Native American traditional cultural properties. The
following polices and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County relate to
protecting Native American cultural properties that may be affected by the reuse of former Fort Ord.

Conservation Element

Cultural Resources Policy A-2: The City/County shall provide for and/or support protection of
Native American cultural properties at the former Fort Ord.

Program A-2.1: The City/County shall coordinate with the California Native American Heritage
Commission and California Native American points of contact for this region to identify
traditional cultural properties located on former Fort Ord lands.

Program A-2.2: If traditional cultural properties are found to exist on the jurisdiction’s lands at
former Fort Ord, the city/county shall ensure that deeds transferring Native American traditional
properties include covenants that protect and allow Native Americans access to these properties.
These covenants will be developed in consultation with interested Native American groups, the
State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Leases
will contain clauses that require compatible use and protection as a condition of the lease.
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Because these policies and programs require protection of Native American cultural properties and
coordination with Native American representatives, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
3. Impact: Disturbance of Lands with Potential to Contain Historically Significant Resources

Implementation of the proposed project may disturb lands with potential to contain historically
significant resources. The Army and the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) have
concluded that several structures at former Fort Ord, including Stilwell Hall and buildings in the East
Garrison area, are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.

Stilwell Hall is located at the shores of Monterey Bay. It is proposed for use as a multiple-use visitor
center for the Fort Ord Dunes State Park. Restoration of this structure could eliminate any impact by
providing the opportunity for historic preservation and management. However, the building is now
threazened by beach erosion which may make it difficult to reuse.

The East Garrison historic district, also eligible for National Register inclusion, is subject to competing
proposals. The County is planning a mixed use urban viliage and employment center for the area, while
Monterey Peninsula College has an approved public benefit conveyance for a Police Officer Safety
Training Center, a continued use from past years. The potential effect of these land uses could include
noise, air quality, and visual changes potentially inconsistent with the historic intensity of the East
Garrison. The transportation system that supports the uses for the proposed project would also affect the
East Garrison historic district. The conceptual transportation corridor connecting the East Garrison area
with the Main Garrison along Inter-Garrison Road would impact the southern edge of the historic district
as currently proposed. This would involve removal ‘of structures and possibly separating a part of the
district from the main sector. Locating the corridor here would introduce a significant amount of traffic
into this district.

The Army has developed an agreement for protection of historic, former Fort Ord properties with the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, in coordination with the SHPO. The agreement conizins 15
stipulations regarding the eligibility of former Fort Ord properties in the National Register of Historic
Places and preservation efforts for historic properties that are leased or transferred by the Army. The
following policy and programs for the Cities of Marina and Seaside and County of Monterey relate to the
protection of historically significant resources that may be affected by transfer of federal lands.

Conservation Element

Cultural Resources Policy B-1: The City/County shall provide for the identification, protection,
preservation and restoration of former Fort Ord's historically and architecturally significant
resources.

Program B-1.1: The City/County shall seek funding that can be used to rehabilitate, restore and
preserve existing historic resources at former Fort Ord.

Program B-1.2: The City/County shall maintain historic buildings at former Fort Ord in
accordance with local and state historic preservation standards and guidelines, and condition
their sale or transfer with protective covenants. These covenants will be developed in
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consultation with the SHPO, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and interested
parties.

Program B-1.3: The City/County shall regulate demolition of buildings of architectural or
historical importance at former Fort Ord and make sure that such demolition does not occur
without notice and hearing. Wherever possible, the City/County shall encourage the moving of
buildings proposed to be demolished when other means for their preservation cannot be found.

Program B-1.4 (City of Marina): The City of Marina should attempt to establish a historic
barracks district near the 8th Street overcrossing and the State Parks entrance. This small area
could represent the historic character of former Fort Ord, be utilized for museums and non-profit
organizations and assist in establishing an activity center in the Town Center Planning Area.

The following additional policy and corresponding programs, related to historic preservation in the East
Garrison area, have been developed for the County of Monterey:

Conservation Element

Cultural Resources Policy B-2: The County of Monterey shall promote the preservation and
enhancement of the East Garrison historic area.

Program B-2.1: The County of Monterey shali use land use and circulation policies that are
effective in maintaining the character of the East Garrison historic area.

Program B-2.2: The County of Monterey shall ensure that development of the East Garrison
historic area is consistent with maintaining its historic scale and character.

Program B-2.3: The County of Monterey, in association with Monterey Peninsula College and
all other proponents of new uses of historic structures in the East Garrison area, shall cooperate
with the California State Historic Preservation Officer to develop a management strategy that
recognizes the historic value of the East Garrison historic district, in accordance with the 1994
agreement developed by the Army, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the
California SHPO. The county will be responsible for initiating any further consultation with the
SHPO needed to modify these covenants or conditions.

Because these policies and programs require the preservation of historically significant resources at
former Fort Ord, with special emphasis on structures and areas already identified as historically

significant, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.
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4.13 UCMBEST

In response to comments received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this Draft EIR, this section
provides a focused description of the impacts of the implementation of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
resulting from development of the University of California at Monterey Bay Education, Science, and
Technology Center (UCMBEST). It itemizes the policies, programs, and mitigations which the
University of California will be responsible for implementing or complying with. The purpose of this
section is 1) to identify and summarize for the public the principal impacts and mitigation which
UCMBEST, as one of the principal core activities underpinning the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, would
contribute to the base-wide development; and 2) to provide a concise summary of issues and
responsibilities for the University of California, as the basis for future environmental documentation at
the project specific level. ~ The other principal land use agency at former Fort Ord with a major
institutional development, CSU, is already preparing its own environmental documentation.

No new analysis at a more detailed level has been conducted for the UCMBEST Planning District within
the Program EIR. The following discussion represents a selective interpretation of base-wide
environmental analysis presented in the preceding sections of Chapter 4.0, within the geographic limits
of the UCMBEST Cooperative Planning District.

4.13.1 Overview of the UCMBEST Project

The UCMBEST Center is located in the UCMBEST Cooperative Planning District and Habitat
Management Districts located in the City of Marina .nd Monterey County. It includes polygons 5c, 7c,
7a, 7b, 9a, and 9b as shown in Figure 4.13-1 and covers approximately 1,041 acres. The UCMBEST
Center is currently utilizing 950 acres of 1,187 acres which the Army has screened for transfer to the
University of California as an Econcmic Development Conveyance; 436 acres of this land is available to
be developed. Prior planning studies for UCMBEST identified a development range of between 5.0 and
7.4 million sq. ft. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan utilizes the lower end of this range (5.0 million sq. ft.)
to represent the ultimate development capacity for UCMBEST. Even at 5.0 million sq. ft., UCMBEST
represents about 40% of the combined total for light industrial/business park and office/R&D capacity
for ultimate buildout at former Fort Ord.

The UCMBEST Cooperative Planning District represents a major location for office and research and
development land uses within former Fort Ord. A total of 127 acres is proposed for this type of
development within the City of Marina, accommodating approximately 1.38 million sq. ft. of Office /
R&D. The portions of UCMBEST proposed for these uses on County land comprise of two major areas
projected to accommodate a total of 3.67 million sq. ft. The larger site is approximately 272 acres and
occupies a triangular area east of Blanco Road and north of Reservation Road. The smaller site is
approximately 37 acres and is located south of Reservation Road.

A 150-room business hotel within the UCMBEST would cater to the UCMBEST visitors and anchor a
small convenience retail and service center anticipated to be located in the City of Marina portion of
UCMBEST. A limited amoun: * residential land use is anticipated to retain for the University the
opportunity to serve the needs oi - * iting scholars and graduate students. The community design vision
of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Pian establishes the UCMBEST Center as a significant focus of
development on the TAMC Multi-Modal Corridor.

Figures 4.13-2 to 4.13-4 illustrate the University of California’s current proposals for parcelization/land
use strategy, business development plan, and landscape plan respectively. These figures also show
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SOURCE: Jones & Stokes, 1995; Reimar Associotes, (Re—projected), 1995; Monterey Co., 1995; EDAW, 1996.
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development on the adjoining airport property. Figure 4.13-1 shows the full extent of the area under the
University of California’s land use control, including those areas which would fall within the habitat
management area.

4.13.2 Applicable Impacts

The impact categories described below are those which are relevant to the UCMBEST Planning District
and land uses as defined in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan. Table 4.13.1 represents a summary of
applicable environmental impacts, policies and programs, mitigation responsibilities, and residual
impacts for UCMBEST. This information is taken from the base-wide Table 2.5-1 in Chapter 2.0. For
purposes of consistency, the impact numbering system used in Table 2.5-1 and the preceding sections of
Chapter 4.0 have been retained. Although UC Santa Cruz is not obligated to follow the Draft Fort Ord
Reuse Plan for locating or developing educationally related or research-oriented facilities (Section 67678
(d), California Government Code), the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan reflects the current plans for the
UCMBEST Center. It is assumed that UC Santa Cruz will follow the provisions of the Fort Ord Reuse
Plan and EIR in order to obtain the benefits of using these documents to assist in its own developments.
UC Santa Cruz may retain the responsibility for implementing mitigations required by the three
jurisdictions at the project-specific level. UC may carry some responsibility for mitigation in all the
impact types identified below where significant or potentially significant impacts may occur. The
corresponding sections in Chapter 4.0 above should be referenced for more details on policies and
programs cited in Table 4.13-1. Impact conclusions cited in the text below represent residual impacts
after mitigation (if required) is applied.

Mitigation responsibilities under the mitigation'monitoring plan provided in Table 2.5-1 for the program-
level EIR are also shown for the applicable impacts in Table 4.13-1. However, these apply mainly to the
three jurisdictions responsible for adopting the general plan amendments under the Draft Fort Ord Reuse
Plan. Institutions such as UC Santa Cruz would retain the responsibility for implementing mitigations
required by the three jurisdictions at the project-specific level. UC may assume that they would carry
some responsibility for mitigation in all the impact types identified below where significant or
potentially significant impacts may occur. The following text assumes that projects undertaken on
MBEST property would be subject to the jurisdiction of the City of Marina or the County of Monterey.
However, when the University of California exercises its jurisdictional autonomy over the planning and
approval of MBEST projects, programs and mitigations that are consistent with the Draft Fort Ord
Reuse Plan and Draft EIR mitigations will need to be adopted and implemented by UC.

Land Use
7. Impact: Location of Incompatible Land Uses Adjacent to University Campus Less than
Significant .

Because UCMBEST lands are situated within the jurisdictions of the City of Marina and the County of
Monterey, UCMBEST will need to coordinate and communicate with the City of Marina and the County
of Monterey about the suitability of land uses adjacent to the University. Land use issues addressed by
the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan include the proximity of University of California development to the
Fritzche Airport and habitat management area lands, residential uses within CSUMB, and the planned
school on a site owned by the Monterey Unified School District.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996
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9. Impact: Possible Location of a New High School Near Incompatible Land Uses in the City
of Marina Less than Significant

UCMBEST, the City of Marina and the Monterey Peninsula Unified School District may need to
coordinate on the siting of a new highschool.

Socioceconomics

1. Impact: Increase in Monterey County Population, Employment, and Demand for
Community Services Less than Significant (beneficial impacts)

The development of the UCMBEST Center would contribute to this impact, which includes beneficial
impacts of improving employment levels and improving the jobs-housing balance, particularly through
the local mixed land uses of the UCMBEST area which combine jobs and housing.

Geology and Soils

1. Impact: Loss of Unique Soil Type Supporting Rare Plant Communities and Endangered
Threatened Species Less than Significant

UCMBEST will, as a recipient of former Fort Ord Lands, be required to comply with the HMP as it has
habitat management area land under its jurisdiction in polygons 5c, 9a, and 7b.

2. Impact: Long-term Loss of Soil Fertility Caused by Fire Suppression Less than Significant

The policies and programs pertaining to this impact apply generically to all habitat management area
lands.

4. Impact: Accelerated Wind Erosion Less than Significant

Development of relatively undisturbed areas would remove vegetation and disrupt the soils surface
horizon in areas with soils highly susceptible to wind erosion as shown in Figure 4.3-1. These areas
include Oceano, Baywood, and Amold soils in the vicinity of the UCMBEST site. This could occur with

short-term construction impacts and long-term erosion where vegetative cover is not re-established.

In developing lands and constructing structures on former Fort Ord lands, UCMBEST would be required
to prepare and implement erosion control measures called for in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan.

5. Impact: Accelerated Water Erosion Less than Significant

The policiés and programs pertaining to this impact apply generally to all lands within former Fort Ord,
including UCMBEST lands.

6. Impact: Increased Landslide Susceptibility Less than Significant
The topography of the UCMBEST planning district is gentle for the most part, consisting of lands at

0-10% slope as shown in Figure 4.3-6. However, there is potential for landslide susceptibility at the
bluffs just outside the UCMBEST property in the County of Monterey jurisdiction. This requires that

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996
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UCMBEST ensure County setback requirements are followed in developing the area, specifically in
polygon 7a.

8. Impact: Engineering Limitations on Use of Soils Less than Significant

Development proposed in the UCMBEST planning district, which is situated in an area characterized by
Baywood and Arnold soils, would require the implementation of engineering techniques to avoid
excavation caving and instability of slopes and embankments.

Public Services, Utilities and Water Supply
1. Impact: Need for New and Upgraded Utility Systems and Services Potentially Significant

UCMBEST’s development plans would need to be coordinated with existing and planned wastewater,
water distribution, and storm drainage infrastructure improvements and additions. It is assumed that
other services and utilities would be provided to meet the capacity of the development at all stages
through ultimate buildout. However, in addition to complying with polices and programs cited in Table
4.13.1, mitigation would be needed in order to meet regulatory requirements. These would require
UCMBEST compliance with FORA’s mitigations, as follows:

Mitigation: Write a program to be adopted by the City of Marina and County of Monterey that
states: the City/County shall comply with Assembly Bill 939, which mandates a reduction in
generated solid waste to a target rate of 5.4 Ib/cap/day by developing and enforcing a solid waste
reduction and recycling program for the former Fort Ord area.

Mitigation: Write a program to be adopted by the City of Marina and County of Monterey that
states: the City/County shall carry out all actions necessary to ensure that the installation of
water supply wells comply with State of California Water Well Standards and well standards
established by the Monterey County Health Department.

Mitigation: Write a program to be adopted by the City of Marina and County of Monterey that
states: the City/County shall carry out all actions necessary to ensure that distribution and storage
of potable and non-potable water comply with State Health Department regulations through Title
22.

2. Impact: Need for New Local Water Supplies Potentially Significant

UCMBEST’s development plans will be dependent upon the City and County verifying that water
supplies will be available to handle UCMBEST"s projected water needs. In addition to complying with
polices and programs cited in Table 4.13.1, which address new water supply sources and aquifer
protection, the following mitigation would be needed, in order to address the issue of groundwater
recharge which would require compliance from UCMBEST development projects:

Mitigation : Write a program to be adopted by the Cities of Marina and Seaside and the County
of Monterey prior to implementing the proposed project that states: the City/County shall adopt
and enforce a stormwater detention plan that identifies potential stormwater detention design and
implementation measures to be considered in all new development, in order to increase
groundwater recharge and thereby reduce potential for further seawater intrusion and augment
future water supplies.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996
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Hydrology and Water Quality
1. Impact: Increased Site Runoff Less than Significant

UCMBEST development plans should anticipate and if necessary mitigate any significant alterations in
peak runoff and duration as a result of development.

2. Impact: Water Quality Degradation from Urban Runoff Less than Significant

At the project approval stage, UCMBEST would need to demonstrate that new development would
include on-site drainage systems designed to capture and filter out urban pollution, to the extent feasible,
and adequate to protect any adjacent water supply wells.

4. Impact: Water Quality Degradation from Increased Erosion During Construction
Less than Significant

UCMBEST would need to prepare and implement erosion control for development projects that that
involve high erosion risk.

5. Impact: Degradation of Water Quality from Hazardous Material Spills During
Construction Less than Significant

UCMBEST would be required to comply with a hazardous substance control ordinance to be ademtad and
implemented by the City of Marina and the County of Monterey, which requires that a ha:ardous
substance plan be prepared and implemented for construction activities involving the handling and
storage and transport of hazardous waste materials.

6. Impact: Changes in Amount and Quality of Groundwater Recharge Less than Significant

Increased recharge may result from concentrated run-off from increased areas of impervious surface,
although there is potential for non-point source contaminants to reduce groundwater quality. The
policies and programs listed in Table 4.13-1 require that runoff be minimized and infiltration maximized.

Public Health and Safety
1. Impact: Increased Demand for Law Enforcement Services Significant

Development and associated increases in population at UCMBEST will require coordination from
UCMBEST and other agencies to assist in providing adequate law enforcement services. The following
mitigation would be adopted which may place responsibilities upon UCMBEST:

Mitigation: FORA, jointly with the local city managers and law enforcement agencies involved,
shal’ develop a regional law enforcement program that promotes joint efficiencies in operations,
identifies additional law enforcement needs, and identifies and seeks to secure the appropriate
funding mechanism to provide the required services.

Because this mitigation does not provide assurance of the financial viability of the measure, the impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996
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2. Impact: Increased Demand for Fire Protection and Emergency Response Services
Significant

Development and associated increases in population at UCMBEST will require coordination from
UCMBEST and other agencies to ensure that adequate fire protection and emergency responses services
are provided. In addition to complying with policies and programs cited in Table 4.13.1, the following
mitigation would be adopted which may require compliance from UCMBEST:

Mitigation: FORA, jointly with the local city managers and fire protection agencies involved,
shall develop a regional program that promotes joint efficiencies in operations, identifies further
sources of funding for additional required fire protection services (such as a special fire district
or other standard mechanism) and seeks to secure adequate funding to maintain existing levels of
service.

Because this mitigation does not provide assurance of the financial viability of the measure, the impact
would remain significant and unavoidable.

3. Impact: Risk of Injury or Damage from Seismic Activity Less than Significant

UCMBEST construction plans and implementation will need to comply with City of Marina and County
of Monterey standards and guidelines for seismic safety. Moreover, UCMBEST should take part in
earthquake preparedness efforts for its location and the region.

4. Impact: Exposure to Hazardous and Toxic Materials Potentially Significant

Toxic cleanup efforts in the UCMBEST district would be regulated by City, County and State agencies.
The appropriate clean-up levels are determined based in part on the proposed land uses, as described in
the Basewide RI/FS (Harding Lawson Associates, 1994). In addition to complying with policies and
programs cited in Table 4.13.1, the following mitigation would be needed which may require
coordination with other agencies, in order to address changes in proposed land use made since the time
that clean-up standards were agreed:

Mitigation. FORA, through consultation with the Army and involved agencies, shall ensure that
clean-up levels are consistent with all revised land uses proposed in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.’

Traffic and Circulation
1. Impact: Increased Travel Demand on Regional Transportation System Significant

The UCMBEST, as an employer and public institution, would be required to encourage and practice
TDM programs. In addition to complying with policies and programs cited in Table 4.13.1, the
following mitigation would be needed which may require compliance from UCMBEST:

Mitigation. Amend Streets and Roads Policy A-1.2 to add the following wording: FORA shall
review the options for distributing its “fair share” financial contributions to all or selected off-
site transportation improvements so as to maximize the effectiveness of these contributions in
reducing traffic impacts to the regional roadway system. :

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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Because FORA and UC cannot assure the full mitigation of regional traffic impacts, even with
implementation of the above mitigation measure, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

2. Impact: Increased Travel Demand Within Former Fort Ord Less than Significant
The UCMBEST, as one of the land use agencies at former Fort Ord, would prepare a Pedestrian System

Plan and new development would be reviewed for bicycle system facilities consistent with the Reuse
Plan and Bicycle System Plan.

Climate and Air Quality

1. Impact: Potential Violation of Ambient Air Quality Standards Less than Significant
UCMBEST would need to comply with policies and programs cited in Table 4.13.1.

Noise

1. Impact: Excessive Noise from Construction Activities Less than Significant |

The UCMBEST would need to cdmply with City of Marina and County of Monterey noise regulations.

2. Impact: Exposure of Existing Noise-sensitive Land Uses to Excessive Traffic Noise and
Substantial Increases in Ambient Noise Levels Less than Significant

UCMBEST would be required to monitor and mitigate noise from its operation activities as discussed in
the policies cited in Table 4.13.1. '

3. . Impact: Exposure of New Noise-sensitive Land Uses to Excessive Traffic Noise
Less than Significant

UCMBEST would be required to comply with regulations intended to monitor and mitigate noise fro: .
its operation activities as discussed in the policies cited in Table 4.13.1.

4. Impact: Exposure of New Noise-sensitive Land Uses to Noise from Monterey Peninsula
Airport and Marina Municipal Airport Less than Significant

The proximity of the Marina Municipal airport to University of California property proposed for
development may result in potential noise impacts to future University of California land uses.
UCMBEST would be required to comply with policies, programs and regulations intended to mitigate
additional noise from its construction and operation activities, as well as other existing noise sources, as
discussed in the policies cited in Table 4.13.1.

5. Impact: Exposure of Existing and Planned Noise-sensitive Land Uses to Noise from Non-
transportation Sources Including the Proposed Amphitheater, Peace Officers Training
Facility, and the Transit Center Less than Significant

UCMBEST will be required to comply with regulations intended to mitigate noise from its operation
activities as discussed in the policies cited in Table 4.13.1.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
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Biological Resources

1. Impact: Loss of Sensitive Species and Habitats Addressed in the Habitat Management Plan
Less than Significant

Habitat regulations of development as set forth in the HMP and its Implementation Agreement in and
adjacent to polygons occupied by UCMBEST will need to be observed and enforced in the UCMBEST
planning district.

3. Impact: Affecting (a portion of 348 acres of ) Coastal Scrub Less than Significant

No policies or programs have been developed for this resource, due to its common occurrence as a
habitat type at former Fort Ord.

4. Impact: Affecting (a portion of 1,525 acres of) Annual Grassland Less than Significant

Biological Resource Policy B-1 which pertains to sensitive species, on grasslands, must be observed or
complied with by UCMBEST as discussed in Section 4.10.

s. Impact: Affecting (a portion of 1,584 acres of) Coast Live Oak Woodlands
Less than Significant

The policies and programs cited in Table 4.13.1 apply to parts of the UCMBEST Planning District which
sustains live oak woodlands. These policies and programs go beyond the provisions of the HMP in

conserving and replacing oak woodlands.

6. Impact: Affecting (a portion of six acres of) Native Perennial Grassland Less than
Significant

No policies or programs are provided in the Reuse Plan for this resource, since the total area affected at
former Fort Ord is very small in relation to the overall habitat type.

8. Impact: Loss of Sensitive Species Not Addressed in the HMP Less than Significant

UCMBEST will need to comply with City of Marina and County of Monterey activities and guidelines
as described in the policies cited in Table 4.13.1.

Visual Resources
1. Impact: Reduced Visual Quality On-site Less than Significant

UCMBEST development plans will need to comply with FORA’s and County of Monterey’s guidelines
as described in policies and programs cited in Table 4.13.1 in order to protect visual resources.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996
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4. Impact: Reduced Visual Quality Seen from Salinas Valley Significant

Portions of UCMBEST site development close to the bluffs above the - ..inas Valley would need to
comply with required policies, programs, and conditional mitigation measures to ensure no adverse
visual impacts, as follows:

Mitigation: Develop policies and proerams to implement design guidelines for proposed
development on the bluffs to avoid strong visual contrasts seen from the Salinas Valley.

Cultural Resources

1. Impact: Disturbance of Lands with Potential to Contain Archaeological Resources
Less than Significant

Polygon 7a is identified in the FEIS as an area of high :ensitivity for the presence of archaeological
resources, however, a cultural resource survey was conducted of high and low probability areas; which
found that little significant information was likely to occur at these sites (P.R. White, 1995). UCMBEST
would be required to comply with guidelines and regula:ions for the preservation of cultural resources
should they be discovered during construction or suspected in the district.

2. Impact: Disturbance of Lands with Potential to Contain Native American Traditional
Cultural Properties Less than Significant '

3. Impact: Disturbance of Lands with Potential to Contain Historically Significant Resources
Less than Significant
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
May, 1996
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5.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

5.1 Cumulative Impacts

In conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this Draft EIR evaluates the
impact of the proposed project within the context of cumulative development, which is defined as “the
change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the proposed project when
added to other closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects™ [State
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355(b)]. Cumulative impacts occur when two or more individual effects
together create a considerable environmental impact or compound or increase other impacts. The State
CEQA Guidelines provide that the framework for a cumulative impact analysis can be based on either a
list approach (a list of other relevant projects) or a plan approach (a summary of projections contained in
an adopted general plan or related planning document which is designed to evaluate regional or areawide
conditions) [State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(B)].

The cumulative impact analysis in this Draft EIR uses a combined approach. Relevant general plans
(including Monterey County, and the Cities of Seaside and Marina) and the Association of Monterey Bay
Area Government (AMBAG) projections are used to establish the cumulative context. Where appropriate
to the impact topic, specific development projects which are considered “reasonably foreseeable” are
considered. A list of future projects in Monterey County and local cities is provided in Table 5.1-1
below. The use of this list is consistent with the approach used in the Army’s DSEIS for the cumulative
impact analysis.

Table 5.1-1 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects in the former Fort Ord Vicinity
(as of May 9, 1995)

gen FESCEIpUO] )

City of Del Rey Oaks 168- to 205-room hotel on 17-acre site along State Highway 218

Note:  If city cannot get hotel approved, it will be developed as an alternative
land use of a lower intensity.)

City of Marina Approximately 330 residences at various locations throughout the city
3,100 square-foot restaurant
16,130 square feet of retail land use
135,000 square feet of business park land use
210,000 square-foot shopping center
29,875 square feet of church land use
4,163 square feet of office remodeling
1,400 square-foot auto repair garage
18,000 square-foot municipal traffic court
41,160 square-foot regional library
1,900 single family and 1,100 multifamily dwelling units on 500 acres
180-acre golf course
300-room hotel
200 acres of business/retail/commercial development

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Cumulative Impacts
May, 1996 o
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149,100 square feet of restaurant land use

333,900 square feet of office land use

19,200 square feet of bank land use

1,613 square-foot theater

20,000 square-foot museum

36 parking spaces

another parking expansion (number of spaces unknown)
1,200,000 square feet of light industrial/office land use
expansion of parking at hospital

City of Sand City 300,000 square feet of retail land use

retail center (no size given)

22,000 square feet of restaurant/fast food land use
public park (no size given)

400-450 residential units

136-room hotel/restaurant

community center (no size given)

200- to 300-room hotel/conference center

21-acre park

595-room hotel and time share .

City of Seaside 60,000 square feet of retail land use
60,000 square-foot entertainment center
48,000 square-foot shopping center expansion

County of Monterey 1,246 units of residential development throughout Monterey County
Improvements to SR 68 (w/o assuming use of the easement crossing the former
Fort Ord) '

University of California, May propose some unknown land use for part of polygons 8b and 8c in the

Santa Cruz future (outside currently proposed university footprint)

Source: Jurisdiction/agency indicated/Army EIS.
5.1.1 Land Use

Buildout of the proposed project land use scenario would result in the development of approximately
38% (or 10,327 acres) of the former Fort Ord property. This area would include undeveloped areas for
parks and recreation. The remaining approximately 62% (or 17,637 acres) of the former Fort Ord would
be left undeveloped for habitat management.

The purpose of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan is to facilitate the conversion of the former Fort Ord from
a military base to a civilian economy. The Reuse Plan was developed to sustain the productive to
capacity of the region’s people, physical assets, environment, and financial resources, and in so doing
achieve a balanced mix of land uses, including commercial, industrial, residential, recreation, parks,
transportation, infrastructure, and open space. As proposed, this development would not result in the
loss of productive agricultural land. Significant cumulative land use impacts are not anticipated.

Fort G+d Reuse Plan Draft EIR Cumulative Impacts
May, 1996
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5.1.2 Socioeconomics

Ultimate buildout of the proposed project would generate a population of approximately 51,773, plus
20,000 residential CSUMB students, and approximately 45,457 jobs. It is anticipated that development
of the proposed project in the year 2015 (the latest year for which AMBAG projections are available)
would result in an on-site population of 28,859 plus 10,000 residential CSUMB students. This number
represents a total increase of less than 7,000 over baseline conditions (31,270), and less than half of the
cumulative growth projected by AMBAG for the former Fort Ord in the year 2015 (66,612 plus 20,000
CSUMB students, as projected by AMBAG in 1994). This would represent approximately 9% of the
total county population projected for 2015 (519,969).

The increase in employment (45,457 jobs), would more than offset the loss of approximately 18,277 jobs
available at Ford Ord in 1991 (including 3,855 civilian jobs) resulting from base closure. It is anticipated
that approximately 18,342 jobs would be generated by the year 2015, which compares to the cumulative
AMBAG projections for 2015 of 21,468 jobs for the former Fort Ord. By reversing the jobs:housing
imbalance within the former Fort Ord, the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan would have a cumulative
beneficial effect on the region.

Overall, cumulative development within the region is anticipated to increase the demand for community
services, such as job development and welfare programs. As discussed in Section 4.2, implementation of
the proposed project would improve economic activity and reduce existing unemployment rates which is
anticipated to offset some of this demand. This offset would be experienced on a regional basis and
would therefore contribute to a reduction in the cumulative demand for these types of services.
Regardless of the proposed project’s contribution to reducing this demand, local cities and Monterey
County would need to plan for additional services and demand in the overall region to accommodate the
anticipated growth in population.

It is anticipated that the increase in residential housing and population resulting from the proposed
project and expected regional development would create a cumulative demand for public schools which
would exceed existing public school capacity. The school districts in the Monterey Peninsula area are
currently operating at near-capacity levels. The proposed project includes opportunity sites for
elementary and high schools, although the Monterey area school districts would need to plan for
additional facilities in the overall region to accommodate the anticipated students generated from
cumulative development.

Due to the beneficial effects of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan on jobs, housing, and consumption of
community services, the cumulative effects of the proposed project are determined to be less significant.

5.1.3 Geology and Soils

The development proposed in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan, in conjunction with likely development
projects in surrounding areas (as shown in Table 5.1-1) and provided for in adopted general plans for the
County of Monterey and Cities of Seaside and Marina, would result in the disturbance or loss of soil
resources. Disturbing the soil and removing vegetation from relatively undisturbed areas would increase
the hazard of wind erosion of the predominantly sandy and poorly aggregated soils that are characteristic
of much of the former Fort Ord and large portions of the surrounding area.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Cumulative Impacts
May, 1996
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The effects of cumulative development on moderately to highly erodible lands and on moderate to steep
slopes would necessitate removing vegetation, excavating and disrupting the soil surface, and
concentrating and redirecting runoff, which would result in greatly-accelerated water-induced soil
erosion. This impact would be especially acute on areas of the Arnold soil series, a sandy soil over a
cemented hardpan.

Development in areas of recent and active landslides, areas susceptible to water erosion, and areas along
the coast could be subject to damage from landslides. Increased water erosion and the occurrence of
landslides would result in increases in creek channel sedimentation downslope and downstream of new
development.

Cumulative development in and around the former Fort Ord’s open lands could result in the suppression
of low-temperature wildfires, resulting in a buildup of fuel and eventual high-temperature wildfires.
High-temperature wildfires could deplete the soil surface horizon reserve of organic matter, thus
depleting the soil fertility and water-holding capacity.

Another cumulative effect of development is a decrease in the soils’ ability to support the natural
ecosystem. Limited areas of native soil along the California coast are capable of supporting coastal
chaparral and scrub vegetation. Development at the former Fort Ord and in the surrounding areas would
add to the cumulative loss of these soil resources in the Monterey Bay region.

Project-level mitigation of impacts to geology and soils, such as the concepts’ and measures
recommended by the policies and programs of the Soils and Geology section of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse
Plan Conservation Element, would substantially reduce these effects within the former Fort Ord. The
cumulative impact of the proposed project within the regional context for geology and soils would
therefore be less than significant.

5.1.4 Public Services, Utilities and Water Supply

Cumulative development would increase the demand for wastewater, telephone, gas and electric, cable,
storm drainage, and water distribution services. The proportion of this cumulative impact attributed to
the reuse of the former Fort Ord would be mitigated by the capital improvemen.: and policies and
programs in the Draft Ford Ord Reuse Plan. The cumulative demand for these services would not be
considered a significant impact. -

Solid Waste

As indicated in Table 5.1-1, there are a considerable number of local development projects outside the
former Fort Ord boundary that are expected to be constructed in the future. Solid waste generated by the
proposed project above and beyond 1991 levels is estimated to shorten the life of the regional Marina
landfill by approximately 3 years in a worse-case situation. Total development projects in the region,
including the proposed project, would contribute to the solid waste stream projected for the 100-year life
span of the Marina landfill. However, since the additional increment of solid waste generated by the
former Fort Ord (over and above pre-1991 levels) is small and the project largely accommodates regional
growth.

Water Supply

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Cumulative Impacts
May, 1996 .
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As it pertains to carbon monoxide, the ambient air quality threshold of significance is 20.0 ppm for the
one-hour averaging time and 9.0 for eight-hour averaging time.

Intersections were evaluated based on the worst-case traffic scenario discussed in Section 4.7 of this EIR
(“Financially Constrained Scenario”), thus the potential for exceeding the ambient air quality standards
at sensitive receptors near intersections would be greatest. The following intersections were evaluated
due their relative proximity to sensitive receptors and high traffic volumes.

e 12th at California: This intersection is adjacent to the Patton Park residential
neighborhood. The segment of 12th Street between Highway 1 and the future California
Avenue extension through Patton Park to 12th Street would carry 20,800 daily vehicle trips
(LOS “D”) in the year 2015. At the same time, California Avenue would carry 9,600 (LOS
“D”). Twelfth Street is proposed to be four lanes from State Highway 1 to Reservation Road.
It is assumed that because two road segments operate at LOS “D” in the year 2015, the
intersection of 12th and California Avenue will operate at LOS “E” or worse.

e Broadway Avenue at North/South Road: This intersection is at the future location of
proposed new residential neighborhoods. Broadway Avenue will be four lanes in the year
2015. The segment of North/South Road from the Coe/Eucalyptus intersection to the north
down to Highway 218 is proposed to be two lanes in the year 2015.

The segment of Broadway Avenue from Noche Buena Street to North/South Road carries
15,100 daily vehicle trips (LOS “C”) in the year 2015. At the same time, North/South Road
carries 15,500 daily vehicle trips (LOS “E”). Again, it is assumed that because road
segments would operate at LOS “D” and “E”, the intersection in these two road segments
would potentially operate at LOS “E” or worse.

¢ Light Fighter at North/South Road: This intersection is at the future location of CSUMB.
Light Fighter would have four lanes in the year 2015. North/South Road would have four
lanes in the year 2015. The segment of Light Fighter would carry 24,400 daily vehicle trips
in the year 2015 (LOS “D”). At the same time, North/South Road would carry 19,700 (LOS
“D™). It is assumed that the intersection of these two road segments would operate at LOS
“D”. The segment of Imjin Road would carry 19,400 daily vehicle trips in the year 2015
(LOS “B”). At the same time, Reservation Road would carry 47,500 daily vehicle trips in
the year 2015 (LOS “D”). It is assumed that the intersection of these two road segments
could potentially operate at LOS “E” or worse. '

e Imjin Road at Reservation Road: This intersection is in the future mixed-use district.
Both Imjin Avenue and Reservation Road would have four lanes in the year 2015. The
segment of Imjin Road would carry 19,400 daily vehicle trips in the year 2015 (LOS “B”).
At the same time, Reservation Road would carry 47,500 daily vehicle trips in the year 2015
(LOS “D”). It is assumed that the intersection of these two road segments could potentially
operate at LOS “E” or worse.

After review of the four intersections, it was determined that only one Caline 4 model run should be
conducted. The mode would be run for the intersection with the greatest potential daily vehicle trips and
the greatest potential impact sensitive receptors. Based on this criteria, the Imjin Road/Reservation Road
intersection was selected as the potential worst case. As many as 66,9000 daily vehicle trips are projected

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Cumulative Impacts
May, 1996
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to occur on these two road segments in the year 2015. Theoretically, and in the worst case scenario, the
intersection of these two road segments would be impacted by these daily trips. The peak hour period
was then selected because it is the time of day with the greatest concentration of vehicle trips (i.e. the
time of day when ten percent [7,000] of the total daily trips would enter and depart the intersection.)

The results of the model indicate that the predicted concentration for the intersection of Imjin Road and
Reservation Road in the year 2015 would be 7.7 ppm for the eight-hour averaging time (California
standard is 9.0 ppm).

Therefore, because the intersection with the projected highest number of vehicle trips in the year 2015
will have carbon monoxide levels that are below the California threshold for both the one-hour and eight-
hour averaging time, it is assumed that other intersections with fewer projected daily vehicle trips would
also be below the state standards for the one-hour and eight-hour averaging time. Therefore, cumulative
impacts to air quality are considered less-than -significant.

It is important to note that other intersections on- and off-base would operate with as high or higher
potential traffic volumes as that of the Imjin and Reservation Road intersection in the year 2015.
However, because these intersections are not currently nor are anticipated (based on adopted general
plans) to be near sensitive receptors in the year 2015, these intersections were not subject to a carbon
monoxide model analysis.

5.19 Noise

The traffic noise analysis for the proposed project was conducted using cumulative traffic conditions.
These conditions assume foreseeable growth and development in the surrounding areas, including the
former Fort Ord. Therefore, the discussion of traffic-related noise provided in Section 4.9 represents the
cumulative impacts.

Cumulative effects could occur when noise from stationary sources combine with other stationary and
mobile sources. For example, noise from an industrial facility, when combined with noise from traffic,
aircraft, and planned noise-generating facilities, could result in an excessive cumulative noise impact.

However, the plans and policies . . the Noise Element would eliminate or substantially reduce the
potential for these types of cumulative impacts to occur within the Fort Ord portion of the Cities of
Marina and Seaside and Monterey County. Cumulative impacts of noise are therefore considered to be
less than significant.

5.1.10 Biological Resources

The effects of the proposed project on biological resources have been analyzed on a regional basis, and
as a result, mitigation strategies to address these effects have also been developed regionally. The
regional approach to addressing effects on biological resources has resulted in the identification and
preservation of key habitats at the former Fort Ord, and the design of a habitat conservation and corridor
system to help preserve these habitats while allowing reuse to proceed. The Habitat Management Plan
(HMP) establishes the parameters for the habitat conservation and corridor system for habitats and
species addressed in the HMP. The Conservation Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan establishes
additional parameters for preservation of sensitive habitats and species not addressed in the HMP.

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Draft EIR Cumulative Impacts
May, 1996
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Although reuse of the former Fort Ord would result in cumulative effects on up to approximately 5.800
acres of undeveloped natural lands containing native habitats, about 17,900 acres of native habitat would
be preserved in perpetuity within the conservation and corridor areas established by the HMP and the
Conservation Element of the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan. Much of the habitat preserved contains special
status plant and animal species that would also be protected in perpetuity. This strategy to protect
biological resources on a regional basis will help maintain the biological diversity of the former Fort Ord
and the Monterey Peninsula.

Central coast maritime chaparral in particular would benefit on a regional basis since over 50% of the
‘range of this habitat type occurs at the former Fort Ord and over 80% of that (about 10,200 acres) would
be preserved in perpetuity under the proposed project. Consequently, the threat to the long-term
sustainability of populations of many of the sensitive species contained in that habitat type would be
reduced. The extent of area of coastal dune habitat preserved in the region would also realize a net gain
since State Parks would not only acquire the entire dune area west of Highway 1, but is committed
(through both HMP and State Parks policy) to restore disturbed dune areas to natural habitat over time.
Again, the threat to both the habitat type and the sensitive species it supports, would be reduced in the
region. Other habitat types that would benefit on a regional basis include native perennial grasslands,
vernal ponds and riparian corridors, since virtually all of these habitat types that occur on the former base
would be preserved as part of the conservation area and corridor system established by the HMP and
maintained in the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan. Effects on approximately 1,580 acres of coastal live oak
woodlands represents a cumulative impact on that habitat type and remains an issue at the regional and
state-wide level. The extent of oak woodlands in California has declined over time as a result of fuel
harvesting, agricultural and rangeland uses and urban development. Incremental losses to oak woodlands
add to the cumulative impacts to this habitat type. However, the policies and programs contained in the
Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan would effectively preserve or replace the oak trees affected by the project.
Cumulative impacts would therefore be considered less than significant for oak woodlands, as with all
other biological resources.

5.1.11 Visual Resources

Cumulative visual impacts result primarily from the combination of new development and landscape
change which occurs along public traveled ways within the former Fort Ord region.

The SR1 corridor would experience cumulative visual changes from both the proposed project and
concurrent development in the adjoining cities. Further development of hotels and other projects within
the foreground and middleground viewshed of the highway would create the most noticeable visual
change. This could potentially result in an overall change in scenic character for this important stretch of
highway at the gateway to the Monterey Peninsula, an important visitor destination of national
importance. These changes would also likely be of concern to local residents who value the natural
landscape image of the region. While the visual design quality and site-specific impact of the proposed
project can be controlled through the policies and programs accompanying the Draft Fort Ord Reuse
Plan and described in Section 4.11.2, the off-site landscape modifications outside the former Fort Ord
property are not under FORA's jurisdiction. Involvemnet of the Cities and County in developing and
implementing corridor visual design guidelines outside former Fort Ord boundaries, consistent with
those prepared for the former Fort Ord under the Reuse Plan, would constitute a mitigation. However,
since this mitigation cannot be assured by FORA, overall change in the landscape character of the
Marina/Fort Ord/Seaside corridor is therefore considered significant and unavoidable.
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Additional de\}elopment of the SR68 highway infrastructure and other development in the region would
alter scenic character in other areas also, although this is expected to be more localized and affect smaller
volumes of travelers.

5.1.12 Cultural Resources

Buildout of the proposed project would result in the development of approximately 10,327 acres of the
former Fort Ord, which would potentially impact a number of areas with Native American and
archaeological resources. However, recent studies discussed in-Section 4.12, indicated relatively few
resources of regional importance within the former Fort Ord.

Additional effects on cultural resources would result from cumulative development in the Monterey
region. Table 5.1 shows a listing of cumulative projects which are proposed for lands in the Monterey
Peninsula area. These projects may impact similar archaeological resources as are found at the former
Fort Ord dating back to early coastal habitation. It is assumed that the areas of greatest archaeological
sensitivity at the former Fort Ord include the terraces and benches adjacent to the Salinas River and El
Toro Creek, the peripheries of the wet cycle lakes, areas adjacent to streams in the BLM lands, and the
coastal beaches. Other planned developments, such as Armstrong Ranch