
Chapter 4.0
Reuse Plan Implementation 
Status

4.1 Review of BRP Goals, Objectives, Policies,  
and Programs ........................................................................4-1

Context and Purpose ......................................................4-1

BRP Elements ..................................................................4-1

Capital Improvement Program ......................................4-2

BRP Maps .........................................................................4-3

Program and Policy Format ..........................................4-3

Objectives, Policies, and Programs Review ..................4-3

4.2 Review of Mitigation Measures ..........................................4-3

Context and Purpose ......................................................4-3

Environmental Impact Report ...................................4-157

Mitigation Measures Review .....................................4-157

Completed Program-level Mitigation Measures .....4-157

Incomplete Mitigation Measures ..............................4-169

4.3 Review of Completed Consistency Determinations ......4-170

Context and Purpose ..................................................4-170

Consistency Process ...................................................4-170

Master Resolution Provisions .............................4-170

FORA Consistency Procedures ...........................4-176



Legislative Consistency Determinations .................4-177

City of Marina – 1998 ...........................................4-177

City of Seaside – 1998 ...........................................4-177

City of Del Rey Oaks – 1998 ................................4-177

City of Marina – 2001 ...........................................4-178

City of Seaside – 2001 ...........................................4-179

City of Seaside – 2002 ...........................................4-179

County of Monterey – 2002 .................................4-179

City of Marina –  
(Marina Heights Specific Plan) – 2004 ...............4-179

City of Seaside – 2004 ...........................................4-180

City of Marina (Housing Element) – 2005 .........4-181

City of Marina – 2005 ...........................................4-182

City of Marina  
(University Villages Specific Plan) – 2005 .........4-182

County of Monterey  
(East Garrison Specific Plan) – 2006 ...................4-182

City of Marina (Imjin Office Park General Plan 
Amendment) – 2006  ..............................................4-183

City of Marina (Las Animas Concrete  
General Plan Amendment) – 2006 .......................4-183

City of Marina (Housing Element Zoning 
Amendments) – 2006 ..............................................4-183

City of Marina (Fort Ord Zoning) – 2006 .........4-183

City of Marina (Cypress Knolls) – 2006 – 2007 ..4-183

City of Marina (Young Nak Church  
Specific Plan Amendment) – 2007  .......................4-184

City of Marina (General Plan Circulation  
Element Amendment) – 2007  ...............................4-184

City of Marina  
(Preston Park Zone Change) – 2009  ...................4-184



County of Monterey  
(Housing Element) – 2010 ....................................4-184

City of Seaside  
(Main Gate Specific Plan) – 2010 .........................4-184

City of Seaside (Housing Element) – 2011 ..........4-184

Maps of Land Use and Changes to Land Use ...........4-185

4.4 Consistency with Regional and Local Plans .................4-185

Context and Purpose ..................................................4-185

Plans Requiring Consistency ....................................4-185

Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
Regional Transportation Plan ............................4-185

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District (MBUAPCD) Air Quality  
Management Plan .................................................4-201

Regional Water Quality Control Board  
Water Quality Control Plan for the  
Central Coastal Basin ..........................................4-204

Bureau of Land Management Resource Management 
Plan for the Southern Diablo Mountain Range  
and Central Coast of California ........................4-206

Coastal Program ...................................................4-206

Marina Airport Land Use Plan ............................4-206

Local Plans Requiring Consideration .....................4-207

Envisioning the Monterey Bay Area ...................4-207

UC MBEST Center Plans .....................................4-208

Marina General Plan ............................................4-208

Seaside General Plan ............................................4-209

Del Rey Oaks General Plan .................................4-209

Monterey General Plan  ......................................4-209

Monterey County 2010 General Plan and  
Fort Ord Master Plan..........................................4-209



California State University Monterey Bay  
Master Plan ...........................................................4-210

Other Plans Reviewed ................................................4-210

The Base Closure and Realignment Act  
of 1990....................................................................4-210

Base Realignment Implementation Manual ........4-210

McKinney–Vento Homeless Assistance Act  
of 1987....................................................................4-210

4.5 Transfer and Reuse Progress ...........................................4-211

Context and Purpose ..................................................4-211

Base Closure and Transfer Activities ......................4-211

Hazardous Materials Cleanup ............................4-211

Building Removal and Blight Associated  
with Derelict Buildings ......................................4-223

Land Transfers ......................................................4-227

Base Reuse Constraints ..............................................4-227

Traffic ...................................................................4-227

Water Supply .........................................................4-229

Base Reuse Progress ....................................................4-235

Job Creation ..........................................................4-235

Characteristics of Re-development at  
Fort Ord ................................................................4-237

Housing Development ..........................................4-238

Commercial Development ....................................4-247

Institutional Development .................................4-247

Development Projects Recently or Currently 
Proposed ................................................................4-251

Utility Infrastructure Development .................4-252

Transportation Infrastructure Development...4-252



Habitat Protection ..............................................4-254

Open Space Recreational Use ..............................4-260

Cultural Resources ..............................................4-264

Veterans’ Cemetery ...............................................4-264

BRP Population Forecasts ...................................4-264

FORA Procedures .................................................4-268

4.6 Other Completed Actions Affecting the BRP ..............4-268

Context and Purpose ..................................................4-268

East Garrison – Parker Flats Land Swap ..................4-268

Seaside – U.S. Army Agreement ..................................4-269

National Monument Establishment .........................4-270

Intermodal Corridor Relocation.............................4-270

Alignment Change at General Jim Moore/ 
Lightfighter/2nd Avenue ..........................................4-270



This side intentionally left blank.



4.1	 Review	of	BRP	Goals,	
Objectives,	Policies,	and	
Programs

Context and Purpose
This section provides a review of the goals, objectives, 
policies, and programs contained within the BRP. 
These goals, objectives, policies, and programs are 
included within the BRP Elements (Volume II of the 
BRP) and provide specific guidance for reuse of the 
former Fort Ord. The status of their implementation 
provides insights as what has been accomplished and 
what remains to be accomplished. This section pres-
ents a summary table of every goal, objective, policy, 
and program contained in the BRP, an assessment of 
the degree to which each program has been imple-
mented, and explanatory notes. 

BRP Elements
The Authority Act requires the adoption of a base 
reuse plan, and the base reuse plan is required to 
include several specific components. Authority Act 
Section 67675(c) spells out these requirements:

The Fort Ord Reuse Plan shall include all of 
the following elements:

(1) A land use plan for the integrated arrange-
ment and general location and extent of, 
and the criteria and standards for, the uses 
of land, water, air, space, and other natural 
resources within the area of the base. The 
land use plan shall designate areas of the 
base for residential, commercial, industrial, 
and other uses, and may specify maximum 
development intensities and other standards 
and criteria. The land use plan shall provide 
for public safety.

(2) A transportation plan for the integrated 
development of a system of roadways, tran-
sit facilities, air transportation facilities, and 
appurtenant terminals and other facilities 
for the movement of people and goods to, 
from, and within the area of the base.

(3) A conservation plan for the preservation, 
development, use, and management of nat-
ural resources within the area of the base, 
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including, but not limited to, soils, shore-
line, scenic corridors along transportation 
routes, open spaces, wetlands, recreational 
facilities, historical facilities, and habitat of, 
or for, exceptional flora and fauna.

(4) A recreation plan for the development, 
use, and management of the recreational 
resources within the area of the base.

(5) A five-year capital improvement pro-
gram that complies with the requirements 
of Section 65403. The program shall include 
an allocation of the available water supply, 
sewage treatment capacity, solid waste dis-
posal capability, and other limited pub-
lic service capabilities among the potential 
developments within the area of the base. 
The program shall also identify both of the 
following:

(A) Base-wide facilities identified pursuant 
to Section 67679. 

(B) Local facilities that are in the county or 
a city with territory occupied by Fort Ord 
and that primarily serve residents of the 
county or that city.

Thus the BRP contains four required elements: Land 
Use, Transportation, Recreation and Open Space, 
Conservation. In addition to the required elements, 
the BRP includes two optional elements: Noise and 
Safety. Note, however, that the Safety Element aug-
ments one of the requirements listed for the Land Use 
Element; that requirement is to provide for public 
safety. 

Capital Improvement Program
The Capital Improvement Program is a separate 
document that is reviewed and updated on a regu-
lar basis. The original Capital Improvement Program 
was called the Public Facilities Implementation Plan 
and covered the period from 1996 to 2015. Since 
2001, a review of the Capital Improvement Program 
has been undertaken annually, and is separate from 
the reassessment process. FORA has established a 
protocol for review of the Capital Improvement 
Program. The Capital Improvement Program com-
mittee meets quarterly, and confers with other inter-
ested entities (Caltrans, Transportation Agency for 
Monterey County, Monterey Salinas Transit, etc.). 

The following priorities 
are set in the selection of 
funding for projects that 
address basewide obliga-
tions for transportation, 
water augmentation, 
storm drainage, habitat 
management, building 
removal, and fire fight-
ing enhancement:

 Project is necessary to mitigate BRP;

 Project environmental and design phases are 
completed;

 Project can be completed prior to FORA sunset 
date;

 Project uses FORA funding as matching funds 
to leverage grant monies;

 Project can be coordinated with another 
agency;

 Project furthers inter-jurisdictional equity;
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 Project supports jurisdictions’ flagship projects; 
and/or

 Project nexus to jurisdictional development  
programs. 

An updated Capital Improvement Plan is prepared 
each year. The 2012-2013 Capital Improvement 
Plan was released recently. The 2012-2013 Capital 
Improvement Plan calls for completion of the Habitat 
Conservation Plan, transit improvements, payments 
for wildfire response units previously provided, and 
infrastructure design work. The pace of the projects is 
dependent on development fees and securing federal 
and state grants. 

BRP Maps
Review of the maps in the BRP indicates that some 
maps have issues with formatting, legends and incon-
sistent content. Representative examples include:

 Volume 1, Figure 3.6-3: Legend and map colors 
do not match; State Park color incorrectly applied 
east of State Route 1; some designations differ 
from Land Use Concept maps in Volume 2. 

 Volume 2, Figure 4.1-6 and 4.1-7: VC designa-
tion for Polygon 21a appears on one map but not 
the other.

Program and Policy Format
In all but the Circulation Element, the BRP pres-
ents objectives, policies, and programs separately 
for City of Marina, City of Seaside, and County of 
Monterey. No objectives, policies, or programs are 
specifically targeted to City of Del Rey Oaks or City 
of Monterey. For the most part, the objectives, poli-
cies, and programs are essentially the same for each of 
the three jurisdictions; in a few instances objectives, 
policies, or programs specific to the jurisdictions are 
presented. 

Objectives, Policies, and Programs 
Review
Table 8 Program Review and Status, presents every 
goal, objective, policy, and program included in the 
BRP. Where there is significant variation between 
jurisdictions, the entire wording is presented for each 
jurisdiction. In cases where only minor differences 
occur, the alternate language is presented in paren-
theses. For each program, and for each jurisdiction, 
one of the following three assessments is presented:

 Complete ();

 Incomplete (); or

 Ongoing (). 

The final column of the table provides a brief explana-
tion of how the assessment was determined. Ongoing 
programs are those that do not have a definite end 
point; (i.e. they would be continually implemented). 
An incomplete program would have a definite end 
point, but that end point has not been achieved. 

4.2	 Review	of	mitigation	
measures

Context and Purpose
This section provides a review of the mitigation mea-
sures contained within the BRP Final Environmental 
Impact Report (Volume IV of the BRP). This section 
presents a summary table of each mitigation mea-
sure, an assessment of the degree to which each miti-
gation measure has been implemented, and explan-
atory notes. For mitigation measures that call for 
changes or additions to BRP policy or programs, the 
relevant policy or program is presented and a com-
parison of the two is discussed. Implementation of 
the mitigation measures, including collecting devel-
opment impact fees, is an obligation of FORA as the 
lead agency for environmental review. 
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Environmental Impact Report
A Notice of Preparation was submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse on January 12, 1996, and public infor-
mation and comment meetings were held on January 
22 and February 12, 1996 to obtain comments on 
the scope of the EIR. The Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan 
Environmental Impact Report was circulated for 
public review from May 31, 1996 through October 
11, 1996. Based on 360 comment letters received, 
revisions were made and the Final Environmental 
Impact Report was prepared. The FORA Board of 
Directors certified the Final Environmental Impact 
Report on June 13, 1997. 

Mitigation Measures Review
Table 9 Mitigation Measures Review and Status, 
presents each mitigation measure in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report. For each mitigation 
measure, one of the following three assessments is 
presented:

 Complete ();

 Incomplete (); or

 Ongoing (). 

The final column of the table provides a brief explana-
tion of how the assessment was determined. Ongoing 
mitigation measures are those that do not have a defi-
nite end point; (i.e. they would be continually imple-
mented). An incomplete mitigation measure would 
have a definite end point, but that end point has not 
been achieved.

Completed Program-level 
Mitigation Measures
The majority of the mitigation presented in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report is in the form of poli-
cies or programs already included in the BRP; (i.e., 
existing policies or programs are cited as reducing 
impacts). Many of the mitigation measures call for 

the addition of a new policy or program to the BRP, 
or revision of an existing policy or program. This sec-
tion focuses on program-level mitigation measures 
where new or revised policies and programs result-
ing from mitigation measures adequately implement 
the mitigation measure. The mitigation measure and 
the program or policy are presented together to facil-
itate comparisons. Revisions to policies or programs 
are shown with strikethrough and underline to show 
deletions and insertions, respectively. 

mitigation	measure

Amend Program B-2.1 within the Fort 
Ord Reuse Plan to state: The County of 
Monterey shall review each future develop-
ment project for compatibility with adja-
cent 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. 
When buffers are required as a condition of 
approval adjacent to habitat management 
areas, the buffer shall be at least 150 feet. 
Roads shall not be allowed within the buf-
fer area except for restricted access mainte-
nance or emergency access roads.

	 Revised	Program

[Monterey County Recreation and Open 
Space Land Use] Program B-2.1: The 
County of Monterey shall review each 
future development project at the former 
Fort Ord with regard to the need for com-
patibility with adjacent open space land 
uses and require that suitable open space 
buffers between land uses are incorporated 
into development plans of incompatible 
land uses as a condition of project approval. 
When buffers are required as a condition of 
approval adjacent to habitat management 
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areas, the buffer shall be at least 150 feet. 
Roads shall not be allowed within the buf-
fer area except for restricted access mainte-
nance or emergency access roads. 

Discussion: The Final Environmental Impact Report 
required this revised language only for the County of 
Monterey, and the revised language was added. For 
the City of Seaside and City of Marina a program 
similar to the original County of Monterey program 
was retained. 

Inconsistencies: None

mitigation	measure

A Development and Resource Management 
Plan (DRMP) to establish programs and 
monitor development at the former Fort 
Ord to assure that it does not exceed resource 
constraints posed by transportation facili-
ties and water supply shall be established by 
FORA.

	 new	Programs	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

[City of Marina/City of Seaside Hydrology 
and Water Quality] Program B-1.4: The 
City/County shall continue to actively par-
ticipate in and support the development 
of “reclaimed” water supply sources by 
the water purveyor and the MRWPCA to 
insure adequate water supplies for the for-
mer Fort Ord.

[City of Marina/City of Seaside Hydrology 
and Water Quality] Program B-1.5: The 
City/County shall promote the use of on-
site water collection, incorporating mea-
sures such as cisterns or other appropriate 
improvements to collect surface water for in-
tract irrigation and other nonpotable use.

[City of Marina/City of Seaside Hydrology 
and Water Quality] Program B-1.6: The 
City/County shall work with FORA to 
assure the long range water supply for the 
needs and plans for the reuse of the former 
Fort Ord.

[City of Marina/City of Seaside Hydrology 
and Water Quality] Program B-1.7: The 
City/County, in order to promote FORA’s 
DRMP, shall provide FORA with an annual 
summary of the following: 1) the number 
of new residential units, based on build-
ing permits and approved residential proj-
ects, within its former Fort Ord boundaries 
and estimate, on the basis of the unit count, 
the current and projected population. The 
report shall distinguish units served by 
water from FORA’s allocation and water 
from other available sources; 2) estimate of 
existing and projected jobs within its Fort 
Ord boundaries based on development 
projects that are on-going, completed, and 
approved; and 3) approved projects to assist 
FORA’s monitoring of water supply, use, 
quality, and yield.

Discussion: There is no requirement in the mitiga-
tion measure to revise or add programs to the BRP. 
However, several new policies were added that com-
plement the purpose of the DRMP. 

Inconsistencies: None. 
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mitigation	measure

All construction plans for projects in 
the City/County shall be reviewed by 
the Presidio of Monterey, Directorate of 
Environmental and Natural Resources 
Management (DENR), to determine if 
construction is planned within known or 
potential OE areas. Construction crews 
and contractors must stop all work and 
contact the federal police when ordnance is 
found. The contractor must have an Army 
approved plan for OE avoidance and the 
avoidance must be performed by a trained 
OE specialist.

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

[Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety] 
Program A-1.3: All construction plans 
for projects in the City/County shall be 
reviewed by the Presidio of Monterey, 
Directorate of Environmental and Natural 
Resources Management (DENR), to deter-
mine if construction is planned within 
known or potential OE areas unless an 
alternative mechanism is approved by the 
City/County and DENR.

Discussion. Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety 
Program A-1.3 was added for City of Marina, City 
of Seaside, and County of Monterey, and reflects the 
language of the mitigation measure. 

Inconsistencies: None

mitigation	measure

Before construction activities commence 
on any element of the proposed project, all 
supervisors and crew shall attend an Army 
sponsored OE safety briefing. This brief-
ing will identify the variety of OE that are 

expected to exist on the installation and the 
actions to be taken if a suspicious item is 
discovered.

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

[Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety] 
Program A-1.4: Before construction activi-
ties commence on any element of the pro-
posed project, all supervisors and crews shall 
attend an Army sponsored OE safety brief-
ing. This briefing will identify the variety of 
OE that are expected to exist on the instal-
lation and the actions to be taken if a suspi-
cious item is discovered.

Discussion. Hazardous and Toxic Materials Safety 
Program A-1.4 was added for City of Marina, City 
of Seaside, and County of Monterey, and reflects the 
language of the mitigation measure. 

Inconsistencies: None

mitigation	measure

Amend Streets and Roads Policy [sic] 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 improve-
ments so as to maximize the effectiveness 
of these contributions in reducing traffic 
impacts to the regional roadway system.
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	 Revised	Policy

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 and implement FORA’s Development 
and Resource Management Plan (DRMP).

	 Revised	and	new	Programs

[Streets and Roads] Program A-1.1: Each 
jurisdiction with lands at the former Fort 
Ord shall provide a funding mechanism to 
pay for former Fort Ord’s share of impact on 
the regional transportation system through 
FORA’s DRMP, shall fund its “fair share” 
of “on-site,” “off-site” and “regional” road-
way improvements based on the nexus anal-
ysis of the TAMC regional transportation 
model. The nexus is described in the Public 
Facilities Improvement Plan, Volume 3 of 
the Reuse Plan, as amended from time to 
time. The nexus has been updated to reflect 
TAMC’s re-prioritizing of improvements 
in the network and is reported in the “Fort 
Ord Regional Transportation Study,” pre-
pared by TAMC, January 6, 1997.

[Streets and Roads] Program A-1.2: FORA 
and each jurisdiction with lands at the for-
mer Fort Ord shall identify issues that affect 
former Fort Ord and support and partic-
ipate in regional and state planning efforts 
and funding programs to provide an effi-
cient regional transportation effort to access 

former Fort Ord will retain the flexibility to 
build roadway improvements to the “on-site” 
and “off-site” network, as described in the 
Reuse Plan to serve development activities 
at the former Fort Ord. FORA will partici-
pate in reimbursement programs to recover 
expenses beyond Fort Ord’s fair share when 
alternative programs for financing roadway 
and transit improvements are established.

[Streets and Roads] Program A-1.3: Each 
jurisdiction, through FORA’s DRMP shall 
participate in a regional transportation 
financing mechanism if adopted by TAMC, 
as provided in 3.11.5.3(a) of the DRMP. If 
not, FORA will collect and contribute Fort 
Ord’s “fair share” to construction of a road-
way arterial network in and around the for-
mer Fort Ord. FORA’s participation in the 
regional improvements program constitutes 
mitigation of FORA’s share of cumulative 
impacts.

[Streets and Roads] Program A-1.4: In 
order for FORA to monitor the transporta-
tion improvements and to prevent develop-
ment from exceeding FORA’s level of ser-
vice standards, each jurisdiction shall annu-
ally provide information to TAMC and 
FORA on approved projects and building 
permits within their jurisdiction (both on 
the former Fort Ord and outside the former 
base), including traffic model runs, traffic 
reports, and environmental documents.

Discussion: Both the policy and related pro-
grams were revised, and two new programs added. 
Streets and Roads Policy A-1 and Program A-
1.2 were revised to incorporate a reference to the 
Development and Resource Management Plan. The 
Development and Resource Management Plan was 
adopted by FORA, and a “fair share” development 
impact fee was implemented to collect funds for this 
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program. Program A-1.2 was also revised to refer-
ence the nexus established by the Fort Ord Regional 
Transportation Study.

Inconsistencies: None.

mitigation	measure

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

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

None.

	 similar	existing	Policies	and	Programs

Cultural Resources Policy B-1: The County 
of Monterey shall provide for the identifi-
cation, protection, preservation and resto-
ration of the former Fort Ord’s historically 
and architecturally significant resources. 
Program B-1.1: The County of Monterey 
shall seek funding that can be used to reha-
bilitate, restore and preserve existing historic 
resources at the former Fort Ord.

[Cultural Resources] Program B-1.2: The 
County of Monterey shall maintain historic 
buildings at the former Fort Ord in accor-
dance with local and state historic preser-
vation standards and guidelines, and con-
dition their sale or transfer with protective 
covenants. These covenants will be devel-
oped in consultation with the SHPO, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
and interested parties.

[Cultural Resources] Program B-1.3: The 
County of Monterey shall regulate demoli-
tion of buildings of architectural or histori-
cal importance at the former Fort Ord and 
make sure that such demolition does not 
occur without notice and hearing. Wherever 
possible, the City shall encourage the mov-
ing of buildings proposed to be demolished 
when other means for their preservation 
cannot be found.

Cultural Resources Policy B-2: The County 
of Monterey shall promote the preservation 
and enhancement of the East Garrison his-
toric area. Program B-2.1: The County of 
Monterey shall use land use and circulation 
policies that are effective in maintaining the 
character of the East Garrison historic area.

[Cultural Resources] Program B-2.2: The 
County of Monterey shall ensure that devel-
opment of the East Garrison historic area 
is consistent with maintaining its historic 
scale and character. 

[Cultural Resources] 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 U.S. 
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.
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Discussion: The specific wording in the mitigation 
measure was not adopted, although other policies and 
programs (Cultural Resources policies B-1 and B-2, 
and the associated programs noted above) protect-
ing historic resources at East Garrison are included 
in the BRP. The existing policies and programs will 
adequately protect the historic resources, which also 
receive protection under CEQA. Future develop-
ment projects at East Garrison will continue to be 
subject to consistency determinations with the BRP, 
including consistency with the policies and programs 
noted in this section.

Inconsistencies: None. 

mitigation	measure

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 man-
dates a reduction in generated solid waste to 
a target rate of 5.4 lb/cap/day, by develop-
ing and enforcing a solid waste reduction 
and recycling program for the former Fort 
Ord area.

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

None.

Discussion: Assembly Bill 939 (Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989) mandated local jurisdic-
tions to meet solid waste diversion goals of 25 per-
cent by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000. The word 
“cap” in this mitigation measure is understood to 
mean “capita.” According to the CalRecycle website 
(http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/reports/
diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversionPost2006.
aspx), the cities of Marina and Seaside are below the 
5.4 pounds per capita per day threshold (i.e. in com-
pliance), and the unincorporated areas of the County 
of Monterey are above the threshold. 

Inconsistencies: Although no program was added to 
the BRP, Assembly Bill 939 instituted a state-wide 
program that did not require local adoption. 

mitigation	measure

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 com-
ply with State of California Water Well 
Standards and well standards established by 
the Monterey County Health Department.

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

None.

Discussion: Local well ordinances are required to 
be consistent with state regulations. Therefore, com-
pliance with this program is enforceable at the state 
level and the BRP program is not necessary. 

Inconsistencies: Although this program has not been 
added to the BRP, the provisions of the program are 
enforceable at the state level. 

mitigation	measure

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.

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

None.
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Discussion: Local water supply infrastructure 
is required to be consistent with state standards. 
MCWD is responsible for water infrastructure. 

Inconsistencies: Although this program has not been 
added to the BRP, the provisions of the program are 
enforceable at the state level.

Incomplete Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures have not been 
implemented; i.e., they call for new programs, but 
no new programs have been added to the BRP, or 
the programs added are not adequate. When new or 
revised policies or programs are presented, revisions 
are shown with strikethrough and underline to show 
deletions and insertions, respectively.

mitigation	measure

Write a program to be adopted by the Cities 
of Marina and Seaside and the County of 
Monterey prior to implementing the pro-
posed project that states: the City/County 
shall adopt and enforce a stormwater deten-
tion plan that identifies potential stormwa-
ter detention design and implementation 
measures to be considered in all new devel-
opment, in order to increase groundwa-
ter recharge and thereby reduce potential 
for further seawater intrusion and augment 
future water supplies.

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

[City of Seaside Hydrology and Water 
Quality] Program A-1.2: A Master Drainage 
Plan should be developed for the Fort Ord 
property to assess the existing natural and 
man-made drainage facilities, recommend 
area-wide improvements based on the 
approved Reuse Plan and develop plans 

for the control of storm water runoff from 
future development, including detention/
retention and enhanced percolation to the 
ground water. This plan shall be developed 
by the FORA with funding for the plan to 
be obtained from future development. All 
Fort Ord property owners (federal, state, 
and local) shall participate in the funding of 
this plan. Reflecting the incremental nature 
of the funding source (i.e., development), 
the assessment of existing facilities shall be 
completed first and by the year 2001. This 
shall be followed by recommendations for 
improvements and an implementation plan 
to be completed by 2003.

Discussion: This program was added to the BRP for 
City of Seaside only.

Inconsistencies: Program was not adopted in the 
BRP for City of Marina or County of Monterey. 

mitigation	measure

Add a new program that shall require prep-
aration of a Master Drainage Plan should 
be developed [sic] for the Fort Ord prop-
erty to assess the existing natural and man-
made drainage facilities, recommend area-
wide improvements based on the approved 
Reuse Plan and develop plans for the con-
trol of storm water runoff from future devel-
opment, including detention/retention and 
enhanced percolation to the ground water. 
This plan shall be developed by FORA with 
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funding for the plan to be obtained from 
future development. All Fort Ord property 
owners (federal, state, and local) shall partic-
ipate in the funding of this plan. Reflecting 
the incremental nature of the funding source 
(i.e. development), the assessment of exist-
ing facilities shall be completed first and 
by the year 2001 and submitted to FORA. 
This shall be followed by recommendations 
for improvements and an implementation 
plan to be completed by 2003 and submit-
ted to FORA.

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

None. 

Discussion. The BRP includes Hydrology and 
Water Quality Program A-1.1, which requires local 
jurisdictions to prepare standard drainage designs for 
implementation by new development. This existing 
program does not include a requirement for a com-
prehensive drainage plan. Note that the mitigation 
measure has a typographical error.

Inconsistencies: No program was added to the 
BRP. 

mitigation	measure

Develop policies and programs to imple-
ment design guidelines for proposed devel-
opment on the bluffs to avoid strong visual 
contrasts seen from the Salinas Valley. 

	 new	Program	added	as	CeQa	
mitigation

None.

Discussion: No policies or programs specific to the 
bluffs have been included in the BRP. Several poli-
cies and programs require general design guidelines, 

which could include design guidelines for the area 
above the Salinas Valley bluffs.

Inconsistencies: No policy relating specifically to 
the bluffs was added to the BRP. 

4.3	 Review	of	Completed	
Consistency	
Determinations

Context and Purpose
This section of the Scoping Report presents the plan-
level consistency determinations undertaken by the 
FORA Board of Directors since adoption of the 
BRP. Each consistency determination is reviewed, 
and determinations that suggest a change to the 
BRP’s Land Use Concept are identified. This section 
focuses on land use changes that have modified the 
BRP Land Use Concept map. 

Consistency Process

master	Resolution	Provisions

Master Resolution Chapter 8 establishes the require-
ment for local plans to be consistent with the BRP and 
establishes procedures for FORA to review member 
jurisdictions’ land use decisions affecting sites within 
the former Fort Ord, to confirm that they are consis-
tent with the BRP (Section 8.01.010). The California 
State University, University of California, and State 
Department of Parks and Recreation are generally 
excluded from consistency requirements (Section 
8.01.010(e). Note, however, that a Court determined 
in early 2000 that purely commercial activities con-
ducted by California State University (i.e. activities 
that are not related to the academic mission) would 
be subject to consistency determinations. 

Chapter 8 sets forth separate procedures for con-
ducting consistency determinations for legislative 
acts (general plan, zoning, etc.) and for development  
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entitlements (tentative maps, site plans, etc.). 
Legislative consistency determinations are consid-
ered by the FORA Board. Once a jurisdiction has an 
adopted general plan consistent with the BRP, devel-
opment entitlement consistency is only considered by 
the FORA Board if brought on appeal or on Board 
initiative. 

General Consistency Evaluation Criteria. FORA 
Master Resolution section 8.02.010 provides the 
general criteria with which a proposal’s consistency 
with the BRP is to be evaluated:

(a) In the review, evaluation, and determi-
nation of consistency regarding legislative 
land use decisions, the Authority Board shall 
disapprove any legislative land use decision 
for which there is substantial evidence sup-
ported by the record, that:

(1) Provides a land use designation that 
allows more intense land uses than the uses 
permitted in the Reuse Plan for the affected 
territory;

(2) Provides a development more dense 
than the density of use permitted in the 
Reuse Plan for the affected territory;

(3) Is not in substantial conformance with 
applicable programs specified in the Reuse 
Plan and Section 8.02.020 of this Master 
Resolution.

(4) Provides uses which conflict or are 
incompatible with uses permitted or allowed 
in the Reuse Plan for the affected property 
or which conflict or are incompatible with 
open space, recreational, or habitat man-
agement areas within the jurisdiction of the 
Authority;

(5) Does not require or otherwise provide 
for the financing and/or installation, con-
struction, and maintenance of all infrastruc-
ture necessary to provide adequate public 
services to the property covered by the leg-
islative land use decision; and 

(6) Does not require or otherwise provide 
for implementation of the Fort Ord Habitat 
Management Plan.

(b) FORA shall not preclude the transfer 
of intensity of land uses and/or density of 
development involving properties within 
the affected territory as long as the land use 
decision meets the overall intensity and den-
sity criteria of Sections 8.02.010(a)(1) and 
(2) above as long as the cumulative net den-
sity or intensity of the Fort Ord Territory is 
not increased.

(c) The Authority Board, in its discretion, 
may find a legislative land use decision is in 
substantial compliance with the Reuse Plan 
when the Authority Board finds that the 
applicant land use agency has demonstrated 
compliance with the provisions specified in 
this section and Section 8.02.020 of this 
Master Resolution.

Specific Consistency Requirements. FORA Master 
Resolution section 8.02.020 provides detailed and 
specific criteria for consistency with BRP policies 
and programs:
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(a) Prior to approving any development 
entitlements, each land use agency shall act 
to protect natural resources and open spaces 
on Fort Ord territory by including the open 
space and conservation policies and pro-
grams of the Reuse Plan, applicable to the 
land use agency, into their respective gen-
eral, area, and specific plans.

(1) Each land use agency shall review 
each application for a development enti-
tlement for compatibility with adjacent 
open space land uses and require suit-
able open space buffers to be incorpo-
rated into the development plans of any 
potentially incompatible land uses as a 
condition of project approval.

(2) When buffers are required as a con-
dition of approval adjacent to Habitat 
Management areas, the buffer shall be 
designed in a manner consistent with 
those guidelines set out in the Habitat 
Management Plan. Roads shall not be 
allowed within the buffer area adjacent 
to Habitat Management areas except for 
restricted access maintenance or emer-
gency access roads.

(b) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans that 
will ensure consistency of future use of the 
property within the coastal zone through the 
master planning process of the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, if 
applicable. All future use of such property 
shall comply with the requirements of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act and the 
California Coastal Act and the coastal con-
sistency determination process. 

(c) Monterey County shall include poli-
cies and programs in its applicable gen-
eral, area, and specific plans that will ensure 
that future development projects at East 
Garrison are compatible with the historic 
context and associated land uses and devel-
opment entitlements are appropriately con-
ditioned prior to approval.

(d) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans that 
shall limit recreation in environmentally 
sensitive areas, including, but not limited 
to, dunes and areas with rare, endangered, 
or threatened plant or animal communities 
to passive, low intensity recreation, depen-
dent on the resource and compatible with 
its long term protection. Such policies and 
programs shall prohibit passive, low-den-
sity recreation if the Board finds that such 
passive, low density recreation will compro-
mise the ability to maintain an environmen-
tally sensitive resource.

(e) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans that 
shall encourage land uses that are compat-
ible with the character of the surrounding 
districts or neighborhoods and discourage 
new land use activities which are poten-
tial nuisances and/or hazards within and in 
close proximity to residential areas. Reuse 
of property in the Army urbanized foot-
print should be encouraged.

(f) Each land use agency with jurisdiction 
over property in the Army urbanized foot-
print shall adopt the cultural resources poli-
cies and programs of the Reuse Plan concern-
ing historic preservation, and shall provide 
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appropriate incentives for historic preserva-
tion and reuse of historic property, as deter-
mined by the affected land use agency, in 
their respective applicable general, area, and 
specific plans.

(g) The County of Monterey shall amend 
the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
and designate the Historic East Garrison 
Area as an historic district in the County 
Reservation Road Planning Area. The East 
Garrison shall be planned and zoned for 
planned development mixed uses consistent 
with the Reuse Plan. In order to implement 
this aspect of the plan, the County shall 
adopt at least one specific plan for the East 
Garrison area and such specific plan shall be 
approved before any development entitle-
ment shall be approved for such area.

(h) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans that 
shall support all actions necessary to ensure 
that sewage treatment facilities operate in 
compliance with waste discharge require-
ments adopted by the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board.

(i) Each land use agency shall adopt the fol-
lowing policies and programs:

(1) A solid waste reduction and recy-
cling program applicable to Fort Ord 
territory consistent with the provi-
sions of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989, Public 
Resources Code Section 40000 et seq.

(2) A program that will ensure that each 
land use agency carries out all action 
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; 
and

(3) A program that will ensure that each 
land use agency carries out all actions 
necessary to ensure that distribution 
and storage of potable and non-pota-
ble water comply with State Health 
Department regulations.

(j) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans to 
address water supply and water conser-
vation. Such policies and programs shall 
include the following:

(1) Identification of, with the assis-
tance of the Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency;

(2) Commence working with appropri-
ate agencies to determine the feasibility 
of developing additional water supply 
sources, such as water importation and 
desalination, and actively participate in 
implementing the most viable option or 
options;

(3) Adoption and enforcement of a water 
conservation ordinance which includes 
requirements for plumbing retrofits 
and is at least as stringent as Regulation 
13 of the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District, to reduce both 
water demand and effluent generation.
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(4) Active participation in the support 
of the development of reclaimed or recy-
cled water supply sources by the water 
purveyor and the Monterey Regional 
Water Pollution Control Agency to 
ensure adequate water supplies for the 
territory within the jurisdiction of the 
Authority.

(5) Promotion of the use of on-site 
water collection, incorporating mea-
sures such as cisterns or other appro-
priate improvements to collect surface 
water for in-tract irrigation and other 
non-potable use.

(6) Adoption of policies and pro-
grams consistent with the Authority’s 
Development and Resource Management 
Plan to establish programs and monitor 
development at [sic] territory within the 
jurisdiction of the Authority to assure 
that it does not exceed resource con-
straints posed by water supply.

(7) Adoption of appropriate land use 
regulations that will ensure that develop-
ment entitlements will not be approved 
until there is verification of an assured 
long-term water supply for such devel-
opment entitlements.

(8) Participation in the development 
and implementation of measures that 
will prevent seawater intrusion into the 
Salinas Valley and Seaside groundwater 
basins.

(9) Implementation of feasible water 
conservation methods where and when 
determined appropriate by the land use 
agency, consistent with the Reuse Plan, 

including: dual plumbing using non-
potable water for appropriate functions; 
cistern systems for roof-top run-off; 
mandatory use of reclaimed water for any 
new golf courses; limitation on the use of 
potable water for golf courses; and publi-
cation of annual water reports disclosing 
water consumption by types of use.

(k) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans that 
will require new development to demon-
strate that all measures will be taken to 
ensure that storm water runoff is minimized 
and infiltration maximized in groundwater 
recharge areas. Such policies and programs 
shall include:

(1) Preparation, adoption, and enforce-
ment of a storm water detention plan that 
identifies potential storm water deten-
tion design and implementation mea-
sures to be considered in all new devel-
opment, in order to increase groundwa-
ter recharge and thereby reduce poten-
tial for further seawater intrusion and 
provide for an augmentation of future 
water supplies.

(2) Preparation, adoption, and enforce-
ment of a Master Drainage Plan to assess 
the existing natural and man-made 
drainage facilities, recommend area-wide 
improvements based on the approved 
Reuse Plan, and develop plans for the 
control of storm water runoff from 
future development. Such plans for con-
trol of storm water runoff shall consider 
and minimize any potential for ground-
water degradation and provide for the 
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long term monitoring and maintenance 
of all storm water retention ponds.

(l) Each land use agency shall adopt policies 
and programs that ensure that all proposed 
land uses on the Fort Ord territory are con-
sistent with the hazardous and toxic materi-
als clean-up levels as specified by state and 
federal regulation.

(m) Each land use agency shall adopt and 
enforce an ordinance acceptable to the 
California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) to control and restrict 
excavation or any soil movement on those 
parcels of the Fort Ord territory which 
were contaminated with unexploded ord-
nance and explosives. Such ordinance shall 
prohibit any digging, excavation, develop-
ment, or ground disturbance of any type 
to be caused or otherwise allowed to occur 
without compliance with the ordinance. A 
land use agency shall not make any substan-
tive change to such ordinance without prior 
notice to and approval by DTSC.

(n) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective applica-
ble general, area, and specific plans that will 
help ensure an efficient regional transporta-
tion network to access the territory under 
the jurisdiction of the Authority, consistent 
with the standards of the Transportation 
Agency of Monterey County. Such policies 
and programs shall include:

(1) Establishment and provision of a 
dedicated funding mechanism to pay 
for the fair share of the impact on the 
regional transportation system caused 
or contributed by development on ter-
ritory within the jurisdiction of the 
Authority; and

(2) Support and participate in regional 
and state planning efforts and funding 
programs to provide an efficient regional 
transportation effort to access Fort Ord 
territory.

(o) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans that 
ensure that the design and construction of 
all major arterials within the territory under 
the jurisdiction of the Authority will have 
direct connections to the regional network 
consistent with the Reuse Plan. Such plans 
and policies shall include:

(1) Preparation and adoption of poli-
cies and programs consistent with the 
Authority’s Development and Resource 
Management Plan to establish programs 
and monitor development to assure that 
it does not exceed resource constraints 
posed by transportation facilities;

(2) Design and construction of an effi-
cient system of arterials in order to con-
nect to the regional transportation sys-
tem; and 

(3) 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 the 
territory under the jurisdiction of the 
Authority. 



4-1�� Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

Ch
ap

te
r 4

(p) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans to 
provide regional bus service and facilities 
to serve key activity centers and key corri-
dors within the territory under the jurisdic-
tion of the Authority in a manner consistent 
with the Reuse Plan.

(q) Each land use agency shall adopt poli-
cies and programs that ensure development 
and cooperation in a regional law enforce-
ment program that promotes joint efficien-
cies in operations, identifies additional law 
enforcement needs, and identifies and seeks 
to secure the appropriate funding mecha-
nisms to provide the required services.

(r) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective appli-
cable general, area, and specific plans that 
ensure development of a regional fire protec-
tion program that promotes joint efficien-
cies in operations, identifies additional fire 
protection needs, and identifies and seeks to 
secure the appropriate funding mechanisms 
to provide the required services.

(s) Each land use agency shall include poli-
cies and programs in their respective applica-
ble general, area, and specific plans that will 
ensure that native plants from on-site stock 
will be used in all landscaping except for 
turf areas, where practical and appropriate. 
In areas of native plant restoration, all cul-
tivars, including, but not limited to, manza-
nita and ceanothus, shall be obtained from 
stock originating on Fort Ord territory.

This section of the FORA Master Resolution re-
states the key policy areas of the BRP and resource 
constraints of the Development and Resource 

Management Plan. A project must be found consis-
tent with these policies to be considered consistent 
with the BRP. 

FORa	Consistency	Procedures

FORA staff has established procedures for conduct-
ing consistency determinations that augment the pro-
visions of FORA Master Resolution Chapter 8. The 
BRP is similar to a general plan, providing umbrella 
policy and land use context for the jurisdictions with 
land use control while providing those jurisdictions 
with some flexibility and autonomy. FORA uses 
the California Office of Planning and Research’s 
General Plan Guidelines definition for consistency: 
“An action, program, or project is consistent with 
the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will 
further the objectives and policies of the general plan 
and not obstruct their attainment.” In general, the 
BRP provides a framework for reuse planning, not 
a plan to be copied verbatim. FORA does not look 
for a carbon copy match for land uses, but rather an 
equivalency of uses and intensities. The land use cate-
gories on the FORA land use concept map don’t nec-
essarily match the local jurisdictions’ land use desig-
nations, and a degree of interpretation is required in 
determining consistency. Additionally, under clause 
8.02.010(b), land use locations and intensities may 
be shifted from those shown on the FORA land use 
concept map as meets the jurisdiction’s needs, pro-
vided overall density within the former Fort Ord is 
not increased. Therefore, a jurisdictional land use 
map that differs from the FORA land use concept 
map could still be found consistent. Likewise, the 
policy content of the jurisdictions’ general plans may 
vary in wording or presentation. 

A key aspect of consistency determinations is con-
sistency with FORA’s Development Resource 
Management Plan, which was adopted along with 
the BRP, and delineates constraints on redevel-
opment/replacement activities to the resources 
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described in the BRP. To be consistent, a plan must 
meet the eight criteria included in Master Resolution 
Chapter 8 and fall within the BRP and Development 
Resource Management Plan limitations on housing 
units and water supply. If these two constraints are 
met, then positioning of land uses can be considered 
flexible provided cumulative effects on the BRP are 
unchanged. In making consistency determinations, 
FORA staff requests information from jurisdictions 
(such as projected water use assessment, traffic impact 
studies, etc.) to demonstrate that cumulative effects 
will be unchanged. 

Because the principal purpose of this review of past 
consistency determinations is to identify land use 
changes to the BRP Land Use Concept map, this 
review focuses on the land use aspects of the consis-
tency review. 

Legislative Consistency 
Determinations
Since adoption of the BRP, FORA has completed 
legislative consistency determinations for the cities of 
Seaside, Del Rey Oaks, and Marina, and the County 
of Monterey. The consistency determinations dis-
cussed in this section are either major determina-
tions (such as general plans and zoning amendments) 
or those that have resulted in land use distributions 
that differ from the BRP land use concept map. The 
FORA Board meeting agendas, staff reports, and 
minutes relating to these consistency determinations 
are presented in Appendix F, FORA Consistency 
Determinations. A complete list of consistency deter-
minations (including those not discussed below) is 
provided as a summary table in Appendix F, FORA 
Consistency Determinations. 

Maps showing the changes to the BRP land use con-
cept map are included at the end of this section. 

City	of	marina	–	1998

The City of Marina modified its zoning ordinance 
definition of development to include the civilian 
reuse of former Fort Ord land to assure application 
of the City’s Design Review Approval requirements. 
The FORA Board approved consistency on March 
13, 1998. 

City	of	seaside	–	1998

The City of Seaside adopted its General Plan 
Amendment and zoning for the Fort Ord Lands on 
August 12, 1998. The FORA Board considered con-
sistency of the 1998 Amendment at several meetings 
(September 11, 1998, October 9, 1998, October 23, 
1998, November 13, 1998, November 20, 1998, 
and December 11, 1998). The FORA Board found 
the 1998 Amendment consistent with the BRP with 
votes on November 20, 1998, and December 11, 
1998. The land use map and policies included in the 
1998 Amendment were nearly exact copies of the 
BRP policies and land use concept.

City	of	Del	Rey	Oaks	–	1998

The City of Del Rey Oaks adopted its General Plan 
on June 17, 1997. The FORA Board considered con-
sistency of the Del Rey Oaks General Plan amend-
ment at several meetings (October 9, 1998, October 
23, 1998, November 13, 1998, and December 11, 
1998). The FORA Board found the Del Rey Oaks 
General Plan Amendment consistent with the BRP 
with a vote on December 11, 1998. There are minor 
variations between the Del Rey Oaks General Plan 
land use map and the BRP Land Use Concept; how-
ever, no specific findings regarding differences were 
made. The minor differences are summarized below: 

 Business Park/Light Industrial/Office/R&D 
in the BRP is reflected as General Commercial 
- Visitor/Office in the Del Rey Oaks General 
Plan;
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 Habitat Management in the BRP is reflected as 
Public-Quasi Public in the Del Rey Oaks Gen-
eral Plan;

 Visitor Serving with Golf Course, Hotel, and 
Convenience Retail opportunity sites in the BRP 
is reflected as General Commercial - Visitor and 
Neighborhood Commercial in the Del Rey Oaks 
General Plan;

 Boundaries between uses vary slightly, most 
notably at the boundary between the golf course 
and commercial land use at the southeast end of 
the City. 

A map of the changes is provided at the end of 
this section. Table 10, Del Rey Oaks General Plan 
Changes to the Base Reuse Plan Land Use Concept, 
provides a summary of changes by acreage.

City	of	marina	–	2001

The City of Marina adopted its General Plan amend-
ment on October 31, 2000. The Marina Planning 
Area includes lands within the Marina city limits 
and unincorporated land to the east of the city lim-
its. The FORA Board considered consistency of the 
Marina General Plan amendment at several meetings 
(February 9, 2001, March 9, 2001, and March 22, 
2001). The FORA Board found the Marina General 
Plan consistent with the BRP with a vote on March 
22, 2001. 

The BRP Land Use Concept designates large por-
tions of Marina as Planned Development Mixed Use 
(primarily bordering CSUMB and along Reservation 
Road) and Medium Density Residential (north 
of Imjin Parkway). The Marina General Plan pro-
vides a more precise allocation of more specific land 
uses within those areas. For example, the Planned 
Development Mixed Use area directly west of CSUMB 
(part of University Villages/The Dunes Specific Plan) 
is designated as Low Density Residential, Office/
Research, Multiple Use, Institutional, Retail/Service, 
and Parks and Recreation in the Marina General Plan. 
Other land uses on the BRP Land Use Concept are 
School/University, Open Space/Recreation, Habitat 
Management, Public Facility/Institutional, and 
Business Park/Light Industrial/Office/R&D. 

During the FORA Board’s consideration of Marina 
General Plan consistency, the most significant issue 
that arose concerned whether the mixed use desig-
nation can include visitor-serving uses, specifically a 
hotel. The FORA Board determined that visitor serving 
uses are not excluded from the Planned Development 
Mixed Use designation. FORA staff concluded that 
590 additional hotel rooms, with a corresponding 
decrease in commercial square footage, would result in 
negligible cumulative effect. The FORA Board deter-
mined that the Marina General Plan adheres to water 
limitations and to housing unit caps.
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Table 11, Marina General Plan Changes to the 
Base Reuse Plan Land Use Concept, shows differ-
ences between the Marina General Plan and the 
BRP Land Use Concept. Most land designated as 
Planned Development Mixed Use in the BRP Land 
Use Concept has been excluded from this table, as 
explained in the notes. A map of the changes is pro-
vided at the end of this section.

City	of	seaside	–	2001

The City of Seaside adopted several amendments 
to their zoning ordinance primarily to accommo-
date development in and around the golf courses; for 
example, to allow residential uses integrated with the 
golf courses within the commercial recreation zone. 
The zoning amendments were found consistent with 
the BRP on August 10, 2001.

City	of	seaside	–	2002

The City of Seaside adopted an amendment to its 
zoning ordinance to make certain golf course and 
related uses a conditional use in the ME-FO (Military 
Enclave) zoning district. The FORA Board deter-
mined that the amendments were consistent with the 
BRP on September 13, 2002. 

County	of	monterey	–	2002

The County of Monterey adopted an amendment to 
the General Plan covering the areas within the for-
mer Fort Ord and east of State Route 1 on November 
20, 2001. The FORA Board considered consistency 
of the County of Monterey General Plan amend-
ment on January 18, 2002 and determined that the 
County of Monterey General Plan amendment was 
consistent with the BRP with a vote on that same 
date. The land use map and policies included in the 
2001 Amendment were nearly exact copies of the 
BRP policies and land use concept, with the inclu-
sion of additional design objectives and land use 
description clarification, especially as to housing and 
affordable housing.

City of Marina – (Marina Heights Specific 
Plan)	–	2004

The City of Marina approved the Marina Heights 
Specific Plan on March 3, 2004. The FORA Board 
considered consistency of the Marina Heights 
Specific Plan on April 16, 2004 and May 14, 2004. 
The FORA Board found the Marina Heights Specific 
Plan consistent with the BRP with a final vote on 
May 14, 2004. 
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The Marina Heights Specific Plan included removal 
of 828 abandoned housing units and construction 
of 1,050 townhouse, cottage, and single-family resi-
dential housing units. The BRP Land Use Concept 
designated the site for Medium Density Residential 
uses. 

City	of	seaside	–	2004

The City of Seaside adopted a comprehensive update 
of its General Plan on August 5, 2004. The terri-
tory within the City of Seaside Planning Area is also 
within the Seaside City Limits. The FORA Board 
considered consistency of the Seaside General Plan 
update at two meetings (November 11, 2004 and 
December 10, 2004). The FORA Board found the 
Seaside General Plan consistent with the BRP with 
a vote on December 10, 2004. Several notable vari-
ations between the Seaside General Plan Land Use 
Map and the BRP Land Use Concept are identified 
and discussed in the FORA staff report for the con-
sistency determination. The following list summa-
rizes differences between the Seaside General Plan 
Land Use Map and the BRP Land Use Concept:

 Realignment of military enclave sites to reflect 
the land swap agreement between the City and 
the U.S. Army, which was initiated by the U.S. 
Army to better facilitate its Residential Com-
munity Initiative. Specifically, this realignment 
included;

• re-designation of Medium Density Residential 
along Monterey Road to Military;

• re-designation of Military Enclave east of 
General Jim Moore Boulevard to Commercial 
Recreation (intended at the time for the First 
Tee golf project), Low Density Residential, 
and Parks and Open  Space; and

• re-designation of Military Enclave south of 
Lightfighter Drive to Mixed Use. 

 Re-designation from Open Space to Regional 
Commercial at State Route 1 and Lightfighter 
Drive (“Drumstick Parcel”) and re-designation 
from Medium Density Residential to Commu-
nity Commercial at Coe Avenue and Monterey 
Road (Shoppette site);

 Reduced commercial intensity and increased res-
idential intensity (Neighborhood Retail re-des-
ignated to Mixed Use) at Lightfighter Drive and 
General Jim Moore Boulevard;

 Increased residential density east of General Jim 
Moore Boulevard and Eucalyptus Road;

 Reduced residential density at Coe Avenue 
and Monterey Road (Seaside Highlands and 
Brostrom Mobile Home Park);

 Reclassification of an area south of Eucalyptus 
Road from Retail to Low Density Residential;

 Re-designation of an area near Gigling Road 
from Open Space to High Density Residential; 
and

 Re-designation of an area near Monterey Road 
and Coe Avenue from Medium Density Resi-
dential to Parks and Open Space (Seaside High-
lands). 

The FORA Board made findings that the differences 
in the City’s land use map did not on balance change 
the cumulative effects of the BRP, did not result in 
any site-specific effects, did not result in conflicts 
with BRP policies and programs, and would not 
lead to populations or water demand in excess of the 
BRP and Development Resource Management Plan 
limitations. 

A map of the changes is provided in the following 
section. Table 12 Seaside General Plan Changes to 
the Base Reuse Plan Land Use Concept, provides a 
summary of changes by acreage.
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The modified land use designations result in the fol-
lowing approximate net changes:

 Increase in open space area;

 Increase in commercial recreation area;

 Reduction in commercial area;

 Increase in mixed use area;

 Decrease in medium density residential area; 

 Increase in low density residential area;

 Location shift of high density residential, but no 
significant change in area; and 

 Overall housing density decreased.

City	of	marina	(Housing	element)	–	2005

The City of Marina approved its 2000-2007 Housing 
Element on December 14, 2004. The FORA Board 
considered the Marina Housing Element on March 
11, 2005 and found the Marina Housing Element 
consistent with the BRP with a vote on the same date. 
The Housing Element included several site-specific 
adjustments to the Marina General Plan, including 
the realignment of housing sites to better reflect the 
replacement of existing housing projects, but which 
do not increase the total number of housing units 
or impacts from the BRP, and slight adjustments to 
housing densities, which do not increase the cumula-
tive effect on the BRP, water usage, or create site spe-
cific impacts not previously anticipated.



4-1�� Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

Ch
ap

te
r 4

City	of	marina	–	2005

The City of Marina approved several amendments to 
its General Plan on April 5, 2005. The amendments 
were related to housing policy, urban growth limits, 
and street re-classification. The amendments did not 
affect the land use map. The FORA Board found the 
amendments to the Marina General Plan consistent 
with the BRP with a vote on May 13, 2005.

City of Marina (University Villages Specific 
Plan)	–	2005

The City of Marina approved the University Villages 
Specific Plan (now known as The Dunes) on May 31, 
2005. The FORA Board considered consistency of 
the University Villages Specific Plan at three meetings 
(June 10, 2005, June 30, 2005, and July 8, 2005). 
The FORA Board determined that the University 
Villages Specific Plan was consistent with the BRP 
with a final vote on July 8, 2005. 

The BRP Land Use Concept designated the site for 
Planned Development Mixed Use. Land use desig-
nations include Low Density Residential, Office/
Research, Multiple Use, Institutional, Retail/
Service, and Parks and Recreation. The University 
Villages Specific Plan proposed 1,237 housing units, 
500 hotel rooms, 600,000 square feet of retail and 
600,000 square feet of office/commercial develop-
ment. Zoning changes were also made regarding 
building heights, floor area ratios, and other changes 
consistent with the BRP and Highway 1 Design 
Corridor Guidelines. 

The BRP shows the Intermodal Corridor passing 
through this area. The Dunes Specific Plan reserves a 
transit corridor of about 40 feet in width to the south 
of Eighth Street (which is realigned to the north of 
the location shown in the BRP – refer to Section 4.6 
Other Completed Actions Affecting the BRP). 

County of Monterey (East Garrison Specific 
Plan)	–	2006

The County of Monterey amended its General Plan by 
adopting the East Garrison Specific Plan on October 
4, 2005. The FORA Board considered consistency 
of the East Garrison Specific Plan on November 18, 
2005, December 9, 2005, and January 12, 2006. 
The FORA Board determined that the East Garrison 
Specific Plan was consistent with the BRP with a 
vote on January 12, 2006. 

County adoption of, and the FORA finding of con-
sistency for the East Garrison Specific Plan followed 
completion of the East Garrison – Parker Flats Land 
Swap in 2002. The land swap amended the Habitat 
Management Plan designations for the territory within 
the East Garrison Specific Plan from Development 
with Reserve Areas/Restrictions to Development. 
Under the original Habitat Management Plan, the 
East Garrison area was permitted a 200-acre devel-
opment footprint, 10 acres of development at the 
site of existing utilities, and a 31-acre road corri-
dor; under the revised Habitat Management Plan, 
the East Garrison area has 451 acres of Development 
area with no restrictions (Zander 2002). For back-
ground information on the land swap, including 
changes at the Parker Flats areas, refer to the discus-
sion of the East Garrison – Parker Flats Land Swap, 
in Section 4.6 Other Completed Actions Affecting 
the Base Reuse Plan. 
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The BRP Land Use Concept designates the area 
within the East Garrison Specific Plan for Planned 
Development Mixed Use. The East Garrison Specific 
Plan covers an area of 244 acres within the 751-acre 
Reservation Road Planning Area. About 208 acres 
are proposed for development (including streets and 
parks, but excluding open space and natural areas). 
The East Garrison Specific Plan includes mostly resi-
dential uses (about 100 acres), with smaller areas des-
ignated for town center (commercial), live-work, and 
cultural uses. 

City of Marina (Imjin Office Park General 
Plan	amendment)	–	2006	

The City of Marina amended its General Plan to 
change the land use designation from Retail/Service 
to Office/Research for a five-acre site at the corner 
of Imjin Parkway and 2nd Avenue on December 20, 
2005. On February 10, 2006, the FORA Board con-
sidered consistency of the General Plan amendment 
and determined that the General Plan amendment 
was consistent with the BRP. The BRP Land Use 
Concept designates the site for Planned Development 
Mixed Use. FORA found that the proposed change 
to office uses would not result in a significant cumu-
lative increase in that type of use. 

City	of	marina	(las	animas	Concrete	
General	Plan	amendment)	–	2006

The City of Marina amended its General Plan to 
change the land use designation from Office/Research 
to Light Industrial/Service Commercial for a five-
acre site on 9th Avenue east of California Avenue 
on December 20, 2005. The FORA Board consid-
ered consistency of the General Plan amendment on 
February 10, 2006 and determined that the General 
Plan amendment was consistent with the BRP with a 
vote on that same date. The BRP Land Use Concept 
designates the site for Planned Development Mixed 
Use. FORA found that the proposed change to light 

industrial uses would not result in a significant cumu-
lative increase in that type of use, or negatively affect 
nearby uses. 

City	of	marina	(Housing	element	Zoning	
amendments)	–	2006

The City of Marina amended its zoning ordinance 
for consistency with the updated housing element on 
January 24, 2006 and made permanent the zoning 
designations already assigned to its former Fort Ord 
territory. The FORA Board considered consistency 
of the zoning amendment on March 10, 2006 and 
determined that the zoning amendment was consis-
tent with the BRP with a vote on that same date. 
The changes were determined not to result in signifi-
cant cumulative changes to the density of residential 
development within the former Fort Ord. 

City	of	marina	(Fort	Ord	Zoning)	–	2006

The City of Marina’s South Marina Zoning Map 
Amendments (applying to former Fort Ord) assigned 
permanent zoning districts, replacing assigned tem-
porary zoning and reducing the processing timelines 
for future projects that are consistent with the zoning 
designation. These amendments are consistent with 
the Marina General Plan land use map which was 
found consistent by the FORA Board on March 22, 
2001. This zoning amendment was considered by the 
FORA Board on March 10, 2006 and found consis-
tent with the BRP. 

City	of	marina	(Cypress	Knolls)	–	2006	
–	2007

The City of Marina approved the Cypress Knolls 
project in November 2006. The FORA Board con-
sidered the Cypress Knolls project at three meetings 
(December 8, 2006, January 12, 2007, and February 
9, 2007). The FORA Board found the Cypress 
Knolls project consistent with the BRP with a vote 
on February 9, 2007. 
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The Cypress Knolls project proposed up to 712 resi-
dential units on 188 gross acres and 36,000 square 
feet of commercial and/or community facilities build-
ings. While the BRP called for single family dwelling 
units with medium density, the Cypress Knolls proj-
ect will allow multiple-family residential units to be 
built on a portion of the site.

City of Marina (Young Nak Church Specific 
Plan	amendment)	–	2007	

The City of Marina amended the University Villages 
Specific Plan to facilitate development of the Young 
Nak Church on a 1.5 acre site at 235 Tenth Street. 
The FORA Board considered the Specific Plan 
amendment on September 14, 2007 and found the 
Specific Plan amendment consistent with the BRP 
with a vote on the same date. 

The Specific Plan amendment did not establish a land 
use designation that is more intense than the uses 
permitted in the BRP. The site is designated Multiple 
Use, and shown on the BRP Land Use Concept map 
as Mixed Use Planned Development. The amend-
ment added road width, parking, setback, utility, 
and street rights of way development standards to 
the University Villages Specific Plan. 

City	of	marina	(General	Plan	Circulation	
element	amendment)	–	2007	

This proposal changed the designation of Imjin 
Parkway as a six-lane roadway, rather than a four-
lane roadway. No changes were made to the Base 
Reuse Plan Land Use Concept. 

City	of	marina	(Preston	Park	Zone	Change)	
–	2009	

The City of Marina rezoned the 98.4-acre Preston Park 
site from R-4 (Multiple-Family Residential District) 
to R-1 (Single-Family Residential District in 2009). 
The site is shown on the BRP Land Use Concept as 

Medium Density Residential with a density of 5 to 10 
dwelling units per acre. The City of Marina’s R-1 zone 
district does not state a maximum density, but the 
minimum lot size is 6,000 square feet, which equates 
to a maximum density of about 5.5 houses per acre, 
assuming 25 percent of land area is used for public 
purposes such as streets. The Preston Park zone change 
has not yet been submitted to FORA for a consistency 
determination. 

County	of	monterey	(Housing	element)	
–	2010

The FORA Board considered the City’s updated 
housing element on July 9, 2010 and determined the 
housing element was consistent with the BRP. 

City of Seaside (Main Gate Specific Plan) 
–	2010

The City of Seaside adopted the Projects at Main 
Gate Specific Plan on August 5, 2010. Most of 
the site has a BRP Land Use Concept designation 
of Regional Retail. The western portion of the site 
has a BRP Land Use Concept designation of open 
space and was originally envisioned for development 
of State Park facilities; however, this parcel was part 
of the Seaside/Army/State Parks land swap agree-
ment (refer to Section 4.6), and the FORA Board 
found commercial uses in this area consistent with 
the BRP when it found the Seaside General Plan con-
sistent with the BRP in 2004. The Specific Plan pro-
poses retail and hospitality uses that are consistent 
with the Seaside General Plan. The FORA Board 
found the Specific Plan consistent with the BRP on 
10/8/2010.

City	of	seaside	(Housing	element)	–	2011

The FORA Board considered the City’s updated 
housing element on November 18, 2011 and deter-
mined the housing element was consistent with the 
BRP. 
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Maps of Land Use and Changes to 
Land Use
Maps showing the changes to the BRP Land Use 
Concept are presented on the following pages. The 
maps are presented with notations on the juris-
diction’s general plan land use map. Changes that 
involved Planned Development Mixed Use to a 
mix of specific developed uses are not noted, but 
are illustrated on the Marina General Plan and the 
East Garrison Specific Plan land use maps. Figures 3 
through 5 present land use maps from the Del Rey 
Oaks (1998), Marina (2001), and Seaside (2004) 
general plans. Figure 6, Land Use Changes, shows 
locations where those general plan land use maps dif-
fer from the BRP Land Use Concept. The BRP Land 
Use Concept is presented for reference in Figure 7.1 
Base Reuse Plan Land Use Concept 1997 and an 
updated Land Use Concept is presented in Figure 
7.2 Base Reuse Plan Land Use Concept 2012. 

4.4	 Consistency	with	
Regional	and	local	Plans

Context and Purpose
The Authority Act provides mandates for consistency 
of the BRP with regional and local plans. Section 
67675(f) of the Authority Acts states:

In preparing, adopting, reviewing, and 
revising the reuse plan, the board shall be 
consistent with approved coastal plans, air 
quality plans, water quality plans, spheres 
of influence, and other county-wide or 
regional plans required by federal or state 
law, other than local general plans, includ-
ing any amendments subsequent to the 
enactment of this title, and shall consider 
all of the following:

(1) Monterey Bay regional plans.

(2) County and city plans and proposed 
projects covering the territory occupied by 
Fort Ord or otherwise likely to be affected 
by the future uses of the base.

(3) Other public and nongovernmental 
entity plans and proposed projects affecting 
the planning and development of the terri-
tory occupied by Fort Ord.

Thus, the reuse plan is required to be consistent with 
state and federal plans as described in the first para-
graph, and must consider the other plans enumerated 
in the list. Applicable plans are discussed below. 

Plans Requiring Consistency

transportation	agency	for	monterey	
County	Regional	transportation	Plan

The 2010 Monterey County Regional Transportation 
Plan (“Regional Transportation Plan”) was prepared 
by the Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
(TAMC) to guide transportation development over 
a 25-year plan timeframe. The plan is updated about 
every five years. The “constrained” scenario presents 
a realistic outlook for transportation improvements 
and programs based on anticipated funding sources. 

Through the Regional Transportation Plan, TAMC 
designates a County-wide regional roadway net-
work, which includes four routes that pass through 
or adjoin the former Fort Ord: State Route 1, 
State Route 68, Imjin Parkway, Reservation Road, 
and Blanco Road. The 
Regional Transportation 
Plan also sets priorities 
for road, transit, bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transpor-
tation management proj-
ects and programs. FORA 
collects a development 
impact fee that funds 
transportation projects 
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in and near the former Fort Ord. TAMC updated 
the nexus study in 2005 and the current Regional 
Transportation Plan allocates FORA development 
impact fees based on that study. FORA maintains a 
capital improvement program that is correlated with 
the Regional Transportation Plan. FORA constructs 
and/or funds transportation improvements within 
the former Fort Ord and funds a share of other 
transportation improvements both within and out-
side of the former Fort Ord. The BRP has general 
policies regarding the roadway network, public tran-
sit, transportation demand management, and bicycle 
facilities.

The Regional Transportation Plan establishes a 
policy framework within which transportation 
improvements are prioritized and carried out. Most 
of these policies are written for implementation by 
TAMC, but may be applicable for implementation 
by FORA or member jurisdictions as well. Regional 
Transportation Plan objectives and policies are sum-
marized below, with reference to BRP objectives 
and policies. Refer to Chapter 3 of the Regional 
Transportation Plan for the full objectives and pol-
icy text. A brief discussion of BRP consistency with 
each set of objectives and policies is presented in 
the concluding paragraph for each set of Regional 
Transportation Plan objectives and policies.

Inconsistencies Identified. Review of the objectives 
and policies within the Regional Transportation 
Plan indicates that FORA and its jurisdictions’ prac-
tice is to implement many of these policies, whether 
present in the BRP or not. Many of the Regional 
Transportation Plan objectives and policies are more 
appropriately implemented by TAMC or by indi-
vidual land use jurisdictions, than by FORA in the 
BRP. However, there are several areas where the BRP 
does not adequately address Regional Transportation 
Plan objectives and policies. For consistency with 
the Regional Transportation Plan, additional or 
expanded policies and programs are needed in the 
BRP. A bullet list of additional policies is provided 

at the end of the discussion for each set of Regional 
Transportation Plan objectives and policies. 

 Road and Highway Transportation Objectives 
and Policies Summary. Prioritize improvements 
to and maximize use of existing infrastructure; 
apply new technologies for roadway efficiency; 
consider complete street designs; consider use of 
roundabouts; and implement road and highway 
capacity improvements. 

The BRP includes several street design standards, 
which include bicycle and pedestrian provisions, 
and a policy to address safety issues. The BRP does 
not have policies specifically addressing the remain-
ing areas. The following additional streets and roads 
policies would be required to address the Regional 
Transportation Plan:

• prioritize improvements to and maximize 
use of existing infrastructure (new);

• apply new technologies for roadway efficiency 
(new);

• consider use of roundabouts (new); 

• implement road and highway capacity 
improvements (new);

• signal synchronization (new); and

• intelligent transportation systems (new).

 Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Objec-
tives and Policies Summary. Identify and prior-
itize funding for elimination of bicycle network 
gaps; determine bicy-
cle funding needs and 
locate funding; update 
County bikeways map; 
encourage bicycle facil-
ity maintenance; sub-
sidize bike racks and 
lockers; support edu-
cation programs; promote bicycle and pedestrian 
travel; coordinate bicycle  route signage; main-
tain the TAMC Bicycle and Pedestrian Facili-
ties Advisory Committee; support new bicy-
cle and pedestrian facilities in conjunction with 
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Land Use Designation Differences
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

Legend

Marina

Del Rey Oaks

Fort Ord Boundary

# 1997 Base Reuse Plan 
Designation 

Del Rey Oaks General Plan 
Designations 

Acres 

1 Open Space/Recreation General Commercial – Visitor/Office 6.9 
2 Visitor Serving General Commercial – Visitor/Office 11.0 
3 Business Park/ Lt. 

Ind./Office/R&D 
General Commercial – Visitor/Office 12.4 

4 Visitor Serving Neighborhood Commercial  4.6 
 

# 1997 Base Reuse Plan 
Designation 

Marina General Plan Designation Acres 

1 Medium Density Residential Single Family Residential (5 du/acre) 388.6 
2 Open Space High Density Residential 11.1 
3 Regional Retail Light Industrial/Service Commercial 9.8 
4 Planned Development Mixed 

Use 
Parks and Recreation 59.6 

 

# Refers to areas of Land Use Designation Differences
(corresponds with # column in tables below)

# 1997 Reuse Plan 
Designation 

Seaside General Plan Designation Acres 

1 Medium Density Residential Military 316.4 
2 Medium Density Residential Park and Open Space 10.2 
3 Medium Density Residential Low Density Residential 325.9 
4 Medium Density Residential Community Commercial 5.2 
5 High Density Residential Medium Density Residential 53.8 
6 Military Enclave Commercial Recreation 147.8 
7 Military Enclave Low Density Residential 87.0 
8 Military Enclave Park and Open Space 100.0 
9 Military Enclave Mixed Use 22.5 

10 Neighborhood Retail Mixed Use 28.4 
11 Neighborhood Retail Low Density Residential 48.9 
12 Open Space/Recreation Regional Commercial 11.3 
13 Open Space/Recreation High Density Residential 43.3 
 

Figure 6

Seaside
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new development; encourage inclusion of bicy-
cle and pedestrian accommodation in transpor-
tation project design; encourage construction of 
bikeways in accordance with bikeways plans and 
Caltrans standards. 

The BRP includes two general policies, one for 
pedestrians and one for bicycles, encouraging devel-
opment and maintenance of an attractive, safe and 
comprehensive network. No further bicycle or pedes-
trian policies are presented in the BRP. The follow-
ing additional bicycle and pedestrian policies would 
be required to address the Regional Transportation 
Plan:

• bicycle facilities (expand existing);

• identify and prioritize funding for elimination 
of bicycle network gaps (new);

• encourage bicycle facility maintenance 
(new);

• coordinate bicycle signage (new);

• support new bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
and bike racks and lockers (expand existing); 
and

• encourage design of bikeways to Caltrans 
standards and utilize the Designing for 
Transit document for the design of transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian projects, (expand 
existing).

 Public Transit Services Objectives and Policies 
Summary. Increase bus ridership and work with 
Monterey-Salinas Transit to secure increased 
funding for transit. Provide transit to disadvan-
taged communities, ensure transit is planned 
into new development, and use technology to 
improve service. 

The BRP includes transit policies calling for coordi-
nation with MST and TAMC. It also has programs 
to bring transit to key activity centers and to serve 
elderly and disabled populations. No policies discuss 

the use of technology to improve service, although this 
is more easily addressed by 
transit service providers 
than by FORA. The fol-
lowing additional transit 
policy would be required 
to address the Regional 
Transportation Plan:

• public transit (expand existing).

 Rail Transportation Objectives and Policies 
Summary. Develop rail service on the Monterey 
Branch line from Fort Ord to Monterey, pre-
serve rail corridors, consider incorporation of 
multiple transportation uses within rail corri-
dors, and encourage higher density development 
near rail stations. 

The BRP includes a transit program to reserve 
rail rights-of-way within the former Fort Ord. An 
Intermodal Corridor is included in the BRP and 
the University Villages (Dunes) Specific Plan. The 
location of the corridor east of General Jim Moore 
Boulevard has been shifted from an Imjin Road 
alignment to an Inter-Garrison Road alignment to 
avoid habitat impacts, but the functionality of the 
corridor remains. 

• No inconsistencies were identified. 

 Transportation Demand Management Objec-
tives and Policies Summary. Increase vehicle 
occupancy, encourage telecommuting and flex-
ible work schedules, and other means to reduce 
traffic. 

The BRP includes one policy encouraging transporta-
tion demand management, with programs calling for 
flexible work arrangements, ridesharing, encourage-
ment of transit and bicycle use, and incorporation of 
design features to strengthen transportation demand 
management. The following additional transporta-
tion demand management policy would be required 
to address the Regional Transportation Plan:
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• transportation demand management (expand 
existing).

 Accessibility Objectives and Policies Sum-
mary. Improve accessibility to transportation 
facilities.

The BRP Land Use Residential Objective G states: 
“Improve access for people with disabilities by cre-
ating a barrier-free environment.” The BRP also 
includes policies for provision of parking that is 
accessible to persons with disabilities. Although 
broader access polices are not included in the BRP, 
the Americans with Disability Act requires accom-
modations for persons with disabilities, and must be 
implemented. 

• No inconsistencies were identified. 

 Environmental Preservation Objectives and 
Policies Summary. Reduce environmental 
effects of transportation projects, support reduc-
tion of greenhouse gas emissions, and coordi-
nate with road-construction agencies to mini-
mize habitat loss. 

The BRP does not include policies specific to envi-
ronmental preservation for transportation projects 
per se. However, FORA transportation improvement 
projects are subject to CEQA requirements, includ-
ing incorporation of all feasible impact-avoidance 
and mitigation measures.. The BRP includes policies 
that do not directly address greenhouse gas reduc-
tion, but that do achieve many of the approaches to 
greenhouse gas reduction; these include policies for 
mixed use development and high density residential 
redevelopment near transit lines, which are intended 
to reduce vehicle trips, and therefore, would reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. Reduction of greenhouse 
gas emissions would also be directly addressed by 
the required CEQA review for FORA transportation 
improvement projects. Although these two issues are 
adequately addressed by existing BRP policies and 
CEQA procedures, the BRP could more directly 
address these issues by the strengthening of existing 
polices to address:

• environmental protection and

• greenhouse gas emissions.

 Safety and Security Objectives and Policies 
Summary. Reduce traffic collisions, utilize the 
Designing for Transit document for the design 
of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian projects, and 
ensure safe truck routes, safe emergency routes, 
and repair of storm-damaged roadways.

The BRP includes a program to identify and rec-
tify locations with high accident rates (Streets and 
Roads Program C-2.1. The BRP includes a program 
to establish truck routes (Streets and Roads Program 
C-1.5) 

• No inconsistencies were identified. 

 Coordinated Land Use and Transportation 
Planning Objectives and Policies Summary. 
Increase residential density within one quarter 
mile of transit stops, encourage non-automo-
bile transportation, complete streets, mixed use 
development, and a jobs-housing balance. 

The BRP includes a policy in the Land Use element 
that encourages mixed use and high density residen-
tial development along transit corridors, and devel-
opment designs to encourage non-automobile trans-
portation. The BRP includes several street design 
standards, which include bicycle and pedestrian 
provisions. The BRP does not have a specific pol-
icy regarding job-housing balance, but the plan is 
designed to provide such a balance. BRP Land use 
Objective A states: “Designate sufficient area for a 
variety of commercial centers to meet the retail and 
business needs of the Fort Ord community.” BRP 
Land use Objective C states: “Ensure that various 
types of commercial land use categories are balanced, 
and that business and industry enhance employment 
opportunities in and self-sufficiency of Fort Ord 
communities.”

 Public Outreach Objectives and Policies 
Summary. Encourage public participation in 
project planning.
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The BRP does not include a policy requiring pub-
lic participation regarding the design of circulation 
improvements. FORA conducts public hearings 
regarding the capital improvement program and spe-
cific improvement projects.

• No inconsistencies were identified. 

 

Regional Transportation Financing Objec-
tives and Policies Summary. Apply the 
regional development impact fee throughout the 
County. 

Although the BRP does not include a policy regard-
ing fee payments, FORA collects a development fee/
Community Facilities District Special Tax that is 
considered the equivalent to the regional fee for proj-
ects developed within the former Fort Ord and in the 
former Fort Ord region. 

• No inconsistencies were identified. 

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution 
Control	District	(mBuaPCD)	air	Quality	
management	Plan

The 2008 Air Quality Management Plan for the 
Monterey Bay Region (“Air Quality Management 
Plan”) was adopted in August 2008 and is the sixth 
revision to the 1991 Air Quality Management Plan 
for the Monterey Bay Region. The Air Quality 
Management Plan prescribes control measures 
intended to reduce emissions of targeted pollutants 
for which the MBUAPCD is in non-compliance 
with state and/or federal standards. Many of the con-
trol measures are prescribed for particular industrial 
emissions and of minimal relevance to development 

at the former Fort Ord – and in any case, these con-
trol measures are directly enforceable through Air 
District permitting. Potentially more relevant to the 
former Fort Ord are the transportation control mea-
sures, which are aimed at reducing vehicular emis-
sions, and which can be facilitated through policy 
direction of individual jurisdictions. The Air Quality 
Management Plan does not include a policy section.

This consistency review focuses in two areas: con-
sideration of the MBUAPCD’s consistency model, 
which is based on population forecasts; and consis-
tency of BRP policy with Air Quality Management 
Plan transportation control measures. 

MBUAPCD Consistency Model. The policies and 
programs established in the Air Quality Management 
Plan depend to a high degree on population growth 
consistent with the estimates used in developing 
emissions forecasts. Therefore, consistency of a res-
idential development project with the Air Quality 
Management Plan can be ascertained by comparing 
housing units proposed to the housing and popula-
tion projections used in developing the Air Quality 
Management Plan. The Air Quality Management 
Plan is based on the housing and population pro-
jections of the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG). The MBUAPCD has 
developed a model that utilizes these population and 
housing forecasts to assist local jurisdictions in deter-
mining if a project is consistent with the Air Quality 
Management Plan. This tool is intended for use with 
specific projects for environmental analysis. 

With recognition that this model is designed and 
intended for analysis of specific development proj-
ects, and not build-out of planning documents, the 
BRP ultimate build-out figures were compared to the 
model’s parameters. According to BRP section 3.3.1, 
full residential build-out of the BRP is estimated to 
occur between 2037 (40 years) and 2057 (60 years), 
and includes a total of 22,232 units. Assuming 6,257 
existing residential units, the former Fort Ord has 
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a remaining residential capacity of approximately 
15,975 units. This information is summarized in 
Table 13, Fort Ord Housing Units at Build-out 
(Subject to Water Availability – Identification of 
Additional Water Resources Required). 

The BRP ultimate development limits were compared 
to the “Data” sheet in the “MBUAPCD Consistency_
Procedure_2011.xls” spreadsheet model. The “Data” 
sheet provides Department of Finance figures for 
existing (2010) housing units, and AMBAG pro-
jections for housing units by jurisdiction in five-
year increments through 2035. The relevant data is 
shown in Table 14, AMBAG/MBUAPCD Housing 
Units Through 2035, and Table 15, BRP Build-out 
Compared to Air Quality Management Plan. The 
maximum new units available column is not part of 
the MBUACD or AMBAG data, and was calculated 
by subtracting existing units from maximum units. 
AMBAG is currently revising its population pro-

jections, and the data in this table could be revised 
within the coming year. 

Note that this Air Quality Management Plan consis-
tency analysis utilizes the 1997 projections on which 
the BRP is based, compared against the current 
AMBAG data in the MBUAPCD model. AMBAG 
growth projections are expected to be revised down-
ward in their current update process. 

AMBAG Referencing Table 15, at the earliest ultimate 
build-out date (the 2037 scenario), former Fort Ord 
housing units would essentially equal growth capac-
ity under the AMBAG projections, by just under 100 
units if all new growth within those jurisdictions is con-
tained within the former Fort Ord. Therefore, under 
the most conservative analysis, the BRP ultimate hous-
ing development would exceed slightly MBUAPCD 
assumptions and be considered inconsistent with the 
Air Quality Management Plan. However, the BRP 
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ultimate development capacity timeframe extends up 
to 20 additional years; (i.e. up to a 45-year timeframe 
compared to the 25-year timeframe of the conserva-
tive analysis). Under an average 35-year build-out 
scenario, growth within the former Fort Ord would 
be about 4,100 units below that projected by the Air 
Quality Management Plan. Under a long range (45-
year) build-out scenario, growth within the former 
Fort Ord would be about 6,500 units below that pro-
jected by the Air Quality Management Plan. Some 
growth within each jurisdiction would occur outside 

the former Fort Ord, but that level of growth cannot 
be predicted this far in advance. 

Inconsistencies Identified. Housing development at 
the former Fort Ord is below the BRP’s projections 
and may not reach the ultimate development num-
bers allowed by the plan, due to market conditions, 
growth constraints such as water limitations, or both. 
Therefore, housing development on the former Fort 
Ord is expected to be within population projections. 

• No inconsistencies were identified.
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Air Quality Management Plan Transportation 
Control Measures. The Air Quality Management 
Plan’s transportation control measures are focused on 
implementation of specific projects, and fall into the 
following general categories: improved public tran-
sit service, expanded transportation demand man-
agement, signal synchronization, new and improved 
bicycle facilities, alternative fuels, regional initiatives 
to improve air quality, and intelligent transportation 
systems. The BRP has general policies regarding pub-
lic transit, transportation demand management, and 
bicycle facilities. 

Inconsistencies Identified. The BRP does not include 
detailed policies in these areas, nor does it include 
policies on signal synchronization, alternative fuels, 
regional initiatives to improve air quality, and intel-
ligent transportation systems. For consistency with 
the Air Quality Management Plan, additional or 
expanded policies and programs in the following areas 
are needed in the BRP:

• alternative fuels (new); and

• regional initiatives to improve air quality 
(new).

The following additional or strengthened policies, 
also presented in the discussion of the Regional 
Transportation Plan, would be required to address 
the Air Quality Plan: 

• prioritize improvements to and maximize 
use of existing infrastructure (new);

• apply new technologies for roadway efficiency 
(new);

• consider use of roundabouts (new); 

• implement road and highway capacity 
improvements (new);

• signal synchronization (new); 

• intelligent transportation systems (new);

• bicycle facilities (expand existing);

• identify and prioritize funding for elimination 
of bicycle network gaps (new);

• encourage bicycle facility maintenance 
(new);

• coordinate bicycle signage (new); 

• support new bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities and bike racks and lockers (expand 
existing); 

• encourage design of bikeways to Caltrans 
standards and utilize the Designing for 
Transit document for the design of transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian projects, (expand 
existing); 

• public transit (expand existing); and

• transportation demand management (expand 
existing).

Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	
Water	Quality	Control	Plan	for	the	Central	
Coastal	Basin

The Regional Water Quality Control Board adopted 
amendments to the 1994 Water Quality Control 
Plan in June 2011. The Water Quality Control Plan 
for the Central Coastal Basin was prepared pursuant 
to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
of 1969, and establishes management standards to 
ensure provision of the highest water quality reason-
ably possible. The Central Coastal Basin encompasses 
all of Santa Cruz, San Benito, Monterey, San Luis 
Obispo, and Santa Barbara Counties as well as the 
southern one-third of Santa Clara County, and small 
portions of San Mateo, Kern, and Ventura Counties. 
The former Fort Ord lies within the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board’s Salinas River Hydrologic 
Unit. 
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The Regional Water Quality Control Board is a sig-
natory to the clean-up programs underway at the for-
mer Fort Ord and takes an active oversight role in 
that effort. Clean-up activities relating to water qual-
ity occur at four areas located in the northern portion 
of former Fort Ord (Operable Unit (OU) 1, OU-
2, Sites 2/12, and OU Carbon Tetrachloride Plume 
(OUCTP). 

A portion of the former Fort Ord borders Monterey 
Bay and is subject to the specific restrictions of the 
1990 California Ocean Plan. This plan prohibits dis-
charge into designated ocean areas and places water 
quality standards for discharge into other areas. 
The Basin Plan prohibits waste discharges to waters 
between Point Pinos and the Salinas River mouth. 
FORA has eliminated the outfalls that once dis-
charged into this area of Monterey Bay. The BRP is 
consistent with ocean discharge requirements. Other 
than the 1990 California Ocean Plan, there are no 
policies specific to the former Fort Ord. One Basin 
Plan policy directly relevant to the BRP concerns the 
requirement for permits to allow discharges during 
construction. General water quality and waste dis-
charge standards apply to point and non-point pol-
lutant sources in the former Fort Ord. The BRP 
includes several relevant objectives that address water 
quality and related issues:

 Prevent soil transport and loss caused by wind 
and water erosion and promote construction 
practices that maintain the productivity of soil 
resources.

 Protect and preserve watersheds and recharge 
areas, particularly those critical for the replen-
ishment of aquifers.

 Eliminate long-term groundwater overdraft as 
soon as practicably possible.

 Control nonpoint and point water pollution 
sources to protect the adopted beneficial uses of 
water.

 Ensure the timely and complete compliance by 
the U. S. Army with the Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study and associated remedial action 
ROD [Record of Determination] as part of the 
land transfer process.

Inconsistencies Identified. Comparison of the BRP 
with the Basin Plan indicates there are several water 
quality policies not addressed in the BRP. For an 
optimal level of consistency with the Basin Plan, 
additional policies and programs in the following 
areas are needed in the BRP:

• demolition activity groundwater protection;

• industrial activity groundwater protection 
(specifically for concrete and asphalt 
recycling); and

• low-impact development and best 
management practices for development 
projects. 

• Protection of groundwater during demolition 
activities.

• Protection of groundwater from industrial 
activities (including concrete and asphalt 
recycling).

• Project design using low-impact development 
and best management practices to reduce 
non-point source pollutants. 

Most of these are addressed through detailed stan-
dard procedures that are routinely incorporated into 
environmental clearance requirements and project 
activities, and are enforced by the Regional Water 
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Quality Control Board regardless of the presence or 
non-presence of objectives and policies in the BRP. 

Bureau	of	land	management	Resource	
management	Plan	for	the	southern	Diablo	
mountain	Range	and	Central	Coast	of	
California

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) approved 
the Record of Decision (ROD) implementing the 
Hollister Field Office’s Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) for the Southern Diablo Mountain Range 
and Central Coast of California in September 2007. 
The plan provides management guidance for use 
and protection of the resources on approximately 
274,000 acres of public lands in Alameda, Contra 
Costa, Monterey, San Benito, San Mateo, Santa 
Clara, and Santa Cruz, Fresno, Merced, Stanislaus, 
and San Joaquin counties, and includes approxi-
mately 7,212 acres at the former Fort Ord now 
included within the Fort Ord National Monument. 
The plan balances resource conservation and ecosys-
tem health with the production of commodities and 
with public use of the land. The former Fort Ord ter-
ritory is identified as an area of critical environmental 
concern and a special recreation management area. 
The plan restricts the conversion of natural lands to 
development-oriented uses (i.e., roads, trails, park-
ing areas to less than two percent of the land area. 
Mineral extraction and wind energy generation are 
not allowed. The plan requires BLM’s Class II level 
of visual resource management, the second highest 
level of visual protection. The plan addresses wildfire 
fuel reduction, protection of habitat in accordance 
with the HMP, and recreational uses focused on hik-
ing, equestrian, and bicycling. A management plan 
has not yet been prepared for the Fort Ord National 
Monument, and the existing plan remains in effect.

Inconsistencies Identified. The BRP‘s Habitat 
Management designation and conservation policies 
are consistent with the intent of the BLM plan. 

• No inconsistencies were identified. 

Coastal	Program

The portion of the former Fort Ord west of State 
Route 1 is within the Coastal Zone and is within 
unincorporated Monterey County. The territory is 
included in the County’s Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Area Plan, which was adopted by Monterey County 
in December 1984. The Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Area Plan is not a certified local coastal program, and 
jurisdiction of this territory lies with California State 
Parks. The BRP desig-
nates this area primar-
ily for Open Space/
Recreation, with small 
areas designated Visitor 
Serving and Public 
Facility Institutional. The Fort Ord Dunes State 
Park General Plan notes that the California Coastal 
Commission would review development proposals at 
Fort Ord Dunes State Park and issue any necessary 
coastal permits. 

Inconsistencies Identified. The BRP’s designation 
of the beach areas for open space is consistent with 
the Coastal Commission policies.

• No inconsistencies were identified.

marina	airport	land	use	Plan

The Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission 
is responsible for oversight and planning for land 
use within airport zones within the County. The 
Marina Airport Land Use Plan was adopted by the 
Commission on November 18, 1996, shortly after 
the conversion of Fritschze Field to civilian use. The 
airfield is comprised of about 845 acres, of which 
402 acres are used for aviation purposes, 265 acres 
are used for commercial purposes, and 167 acres are 
used for habitat management. The airport is located 
at the northern edge of the former Fort Ord, and 
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the flight pattern is on the north side of the land-
ing strips. Only small portions of the runway protec-
tion zones and approach protection zones are within 
Fort Ord; the protection zones are located between 
2,000 and 3,000 feet north of Reservation Road, and 
mostly eastward of Blanco Road. The areas within 
these protection zones are zoned Public Facility/

Institutional (the airport and airport business park) 
and Planned Development Mixed Use (east of Blanco 
Road) are within these zones. The Airport Land Use 
Plan includes land use restrictions within the protec-
tion zones. The land use restrictions protect residents 
and workers from noise effects and are intended to 
reduce dangers from aircraft to an acceptable level. In 
particular, population densities are restricted within 
the protection zones. Most residential uses, day care 
facilities, schools, hospitals, nursing homes, and 
shopping centers are not allowed in the protection 
zones. The types of uses and densities proposed in 
the BRP (business park and office/research) are gen-
erally compatible, so long as worker density does not 
exceed 50 persons per acre. Project planning within 
the airport protection zones will require consider-
ation of these density limits. A small portion of the 
UC MBEST area is within runway exclusion zones, 
and these areas are shown as such on the UC MBEST 
Master Plan. 

Inconsistencies Identified. The BRP does not place 
land uses or objects in places that restrict air opera-
tions or present operational hazards.

• No inconsistencies were identified.

Local Plans Requiring Consideration
The Authority Act lists local and regional plans as 
requiring consideration in the reassessment of the 
BRP, but consistency is not a requirement of the 
Authority Act. In the case of local jurisdictions’ gen-
eral plans, the general plans are required to be consis-
tent with the BRP, not the other way around. Local 
jurisdictions’ general plans are briefly described in 
this section, but there is no requirement for the BRP 
to be consistent with them. 

envisioning	the	monterey	Bay	area

Envisioning the Monterey Bay Area is an advisory 
document prepared in 2011 by the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments, intended to pro-
vide a regional policy framework for planners and 
policy makers in the communities of the Monterey 
Bay Area. The focus of Envisioning the Monterey 
Bay Area is the adequate provision of a range of hous-
ing and transportation choices through 2035. 

Envisioning the Monterey Bay Area presents the fol-
lowing four goals:

1. Evaluate current trends regarding the dis-
tribution of population and employment in 
comparison with: improving mobility & 
accessibility; reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions; providing housing & employment 
opportunities; protecting natural & cul-
tural resources.

2. Develop a preferred growth scenario that 
maximizes the achievement of these out-
comes while retaining the autonomy of 
local jurisdictions.

3. Use the preferred growth scenario as a 
basis for SB 375’s Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, which will be used to inform 
regional transportation plans and to be a 
platform for future regional housing needs 
and housing elements.



4-�0� Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

Ch
ap

te
r 4

4. Provide a forum for ongoing discus-
sions and coordination of issues of regional 
significance.

However, the plan’s principal emphasis is on imple-
mentation of a sustainable growth pattern, which 
would reduce consumption of outlying vacant land 
from 40,000 to 20,000 acres through 2035. The plan 
identifies “Blueprint Priority Areas” that are defined 
as homes or work places within one-half mile of pro-
posed bus rapid transit or rail service, and areas desig-
nated for 15 dwelling units or greater per acre, or for 
high density commercial or industrial use. Designated 
open space areas are generally excluded from Blueprint 
Priority Areas. 

The western portions of the Main Garrison area are 
included within the Blueprint Priority Areas iden-
tified in Envisioning the Monterey Bay Area. Also 
included are the areas adjacent to Reservation Road 
west of Imjin Parkway in the City of Marina and 
the Planned Development Mixed Use area south of 
CSUMB in Seaside. East Garrison, Parker Flats, and 
most of the UCMBEST Center are located outside 
Blueprint Priority Areas. It appears that the BRP’s 
Intermodal Corridor was not considered in estab-
lishing the Blueprint Priority Areas; recognition of 
the Intermodal Corridor would expand the extent of 
Blueprint Priority Areas within the former Fort Ord, 
particularly in the development areas within one-half 
mile of Inter-Garrison Road. 

uC	mBest	Center	Plans

The UC MBEST Master Plan was adopted in 1997 
to guide future use of 1,042 acres of land at the inter-
section of Reservation Road and Blanco Road. The 
Master Plan includes 605 acres of habitat reserve and 
437 acres for research uses. An additional 47 acres 
of UC land at Eighth Street is outside the Master 
Plan area. The Master Plan establishes four campus 
areas; a circulation and utility system; and criteria for 
research and development tenants within the center, 

consistent with UC’s educational mission. In 2010, 
UC announced that the MBEST Center would be 
reduced in size to the 70 acres on which infrastruc-
ture is already developed, and that new visions for 
the remaining 417 acres would be developed. A mar-
ket study prepared for the visioning process deter-
mined that build-out of the entire UC MBEST site 
could take many decades. The visioning process came 
to several conclusions: a) adjust the campus scale, b) 
seek and secure anchor tenants, c) complete entitle-
ments on UC MBEST Center lands, d) consider sim-
plified transactional paths for development propos-
als, and e) make peripheral lands (West Campus, 
Central South Campus, East Campus, and Eighth 
Street parcel) attractive for near-term development.

Inconsistencies Identified. Envisioning the 
Monterey Bay Area provides sample transportation 
policies that would achieve the plan’s goals. Most are 
also included within the Regional Transportation 
Plan, and called out in that discussion. Additional 
policies not specifically addressed in BRP policy are 
safe routes to school program; and a parking man-
agement program (to balance parking subsidies). 
However, these subject areas would be more appro-
priately addressed at the level of the individual land 
use jurisdictions within FORA. 

marina	General	Plan

The City of Marina includes most of the Main 
Garrison area on the western side of the former 
Fort Ord, and the housing areas north and east of 
the Main Garrison. The majority of Marina’s ter-
ritory within the former Fort Ord is designated as 
Planned Development Mixed Use in the BRP, and 
the Marina General Plan provides more detailed 
planning information. 

Inconsistencies Identified.

• No inconsistencies were identified.
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Refer to the discussion of consistency with the BRP 
in Section 4.3 Review of Completed Consistency 
Determinations.

seaside	General	Plan

Seaside includes the southern edge of the Main 
Garrison and the golf courses and housing areas 
south of the Main Garrison on the western side of 
the former Fort Ord. The City of Seaside adopted a 
Fort Ord Lands amendment to the General Plan in 
1998, and a comprehensive General Plan update in 
2004. 

Land uses shown on the Seaside General Plan differ 
from the BRP land use concept in large part due to 
changes initiated by the U.S. Army to configure the 
Presidio of Monterey Annex differently than envi-
sioned in the BRP. 

Inconsistencies Identified.

• No inconsistencies were identified.

Refer to the discussion in Section 4.3 Review of 
Completed Consistency Determinations.

Del	Rey	Oaks	General	Plan

Del Rey Oaks includes a small portion of the south-
west corner of the former Fort Ord. The Del Rey 
Oaks General Plan was adopted by the City in 1997, 
several months prior to adoption of the BRP. The 
Del Rey Oaks plan was prepared concurrently with 
the BRP and the Del Rey Oaks land use map for the 
former Fort Ord territory is generally consistent with 
the BRP land use concept. 

Inconsistencies Identified.

• No inconsistencies were identified.

Refer to the discussion in Section 4.3 Review of 
Completed Consistency Determinations.

monterey	General	Plan	

The City of Monterey includes a small portion of the 
southwest corner of the former Fort Ord. The cur-
rent Monterey General Plan was adopted by the City 
in January 2005. The Land Use map shows Industrial 
and Parks and Open Space designations within the 
former Fort Ord territory. 

Inconsistency Identified. There is one difference 
between the Monterey General Plan and the BRP:

• Public Facility/Institutional on the BRP 
is reflected as Industrial in the Monterey 
General Plan.

The Monterey General Plan has not been submit-
ted for evaluation by FORA for consistency with the 
BRP. 

monterey	County	2010	General	Plan	and	
Fort	Ord	master	Plan

The bulk of the former Fort Ord is within Monterey 
County, and the majority of this territory is within 
the Fort Ord National Monument or Fort Ord 
Dunes State Beach. Monterey County also includes 
the eastern edge of the Main Garrison and the East 
Garrison. The Fort Ord Master Plan is part of the 
2010 General Plan and was approved concurrently 
by the County on October 26, 2010.  

The Fort Ord Master Plan land use map essentially 
matches the BRP Land Use Concept, with the excep-
tions noted below. 

Inconsistency Identified. There is one difference 
between the Monterey General Plan and the BRP:

• the Youth Camp site near East Garrison, 
which is shown in the BRP as Public Facility/
Institutional and in the Fort Ord Master 
Plan as Habitat Management.
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The Monterey County General Plan was found con-
sistent with the BRP in 2002. The 2010 Monterey 
County General Plan and Fort Ord Master Plan have 
not been submitted for evaluation by FORA for con-
sistency with the BRP. The following is a potential 
inconsistency:

• The Fort Ord Master Plan describes the East 
Garrison – Parker Flats land swap, but does 
not reflect changes on the land use map.

California	state	university	monterey	Bay	
master	Plan

The California State University Monterey Bay 
(CSUMB) Master Plan was prepared by the University 
in December 2007. The BRP Land Use Concept des-
ignates most of CSUMB as School/University, with a 
housing designation for the east housing area. 

The CSUMB Master Plan provides for various nodes, 
focused on a concentration of uses (e.g. administra-
tive, academic, housing). The plan includes three 
planning horizons (through 2014, 2015-2024, and 
post-2025, with ultimate build-out providing a 
capacity for about 8,500 full time equivalent stu-
dents. Ultimate student enrollment is subject to 
water and traffic constraints imposed by the FORA 
water allocation program and by a court settlement. 
The Master Plan anticipates synergy with surround-
ing Planned Development Mixed Use areas to the 
north, west, and south of campus. 

Inconsistency Identified. The BRP Land Use 
Concept identifies the CSUMB site as a university. 

• No inconsistencies were identified.

Other Plans Reviewed

the	Base	Closure	and	Realignment	act	of	
1990

This act established the first independent commis-
sion “to provide a fair process that will result in the 

timely closure and realignment of military installa-
tions inside the United States.” This law authorized 
the creation of an independent BRAC Commission 
to recommend installation realignments and clo-
sures in 1991, 1993, 1995, and 2005. Fort Ord was 
included on the 1991 closure list, and BRAC contin-
ues certain functions related to land transfers. 

Inconsistencies Identified.

• No inconsistencies were identified.

Base	Realignment	Implementation	manual

This document was prepared by the Department of 
Defense in 1997 and provides guidance on the base 
closure process. Referenced requirements from vari-
ous federal acts apply almost entirely to federal agen-
cies related to transfer and clean-up of military lands. 
Ongoing operations or policy as contained in the 
BRP are not addressed. 

Inconsistencies Identified.

• No inconsistencies were identified.

mcKinney–Vento	Homeless	assistance	act	
of	1987

The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act made 
serving the homeless the first priority for use of sur-
plus Federal properties, including military installa-
tions. Land at military bases planned for closure is 
available for distribution to qualified entities, such as 
non-profit organizations. A notice of interest period 
is advertised and applications for land distribution 
requests must be submitted during the advertise-
ment period. There is no ongoing obligation to offer 
or distribute land for homeless assistance purposes 
after this notice of interest period passes. The Base 
Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless 
Assistance Act of 1994 superseded the McKinney-
Vento Homeless Assistance Act, but the latter was 
applicable because the Fort Ord closure was included 
on the 1991 base closure list. 
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The BRP includes Residential Land Use Objective 
F and policies addressing housing for homeless 
persons.  

According to BRP Table 2.4-1, five conveyances 
were made under the McKinney Act. These included 
the Child Development Center, 92 housing units at 
Abrams Park (56 conveyed to the Housing Authority 
of Monterey County, 13 conveyed to Interim, Inc., 
and 23 conveyed to Shelter Plus), and nine housing 
units conveyed to Peninsula Outreach. 

Inconsistencies Identified.

• No inconsistencies were identified.

4.5	 transfer	and	Reuse	
Progress

Context and Purpose
This section provides a snapshot of the status of vari-
ous aspects of the conversion of the former Fort Ord 
to civilian uses. Among other topics, this section 
presents information on environmental clean-up 
activities, infrastructure development, and re-devel-
opment of land uses at the former Fort Ord since 
1997. Where applicable, a brief description of pub-
lic comments is provided for the topic under discus-
sion, and the consultant’s professional observations 
are noted. 

Base Closure and Transfer Activities

Hazardous	materials	Cleanup

Hazardous materials on the former Fort Ord fall into 
two broad categories: munitions and toxic materi-
als. The former is represented by ordnance, while the 
later is represented by groundwater/soil contamina-
tion, lead paint, and asbestos. Refer to the follow-
ing discussion, the U.S. Army’s Fort Ord BRAC 
Environmental Cleanup Annual Reports, and the 

ESCA website (http://www.fora-esca-rp.com) for 
additional information. 

Cleanup Authorization and Process. The environ-
mental cleanup at the former Fort Ord site is required 
by a federal law known as the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 as amended (CERCLA), better 
known as “Superfund.” As the lead federal agency, 
the U.S. Army funds the cleanup at the former Fort 
Ord. To facilitate transfer and immediate reuse, the 
U.S. Army transferred property to FORA as part of 
an agreement known as the Environmental Services 
Cooperative Agreement (ESCA). In this 2007 agree-
ment, FORA committed to completing the evalu-
ation of munitions and explosives of concern haz-
ards on approximately 3,340 acres and will take any 
remedial actions deemed necessary to protect human 
health and the environment with respect to muni-
tions and explosives of concern based on the future 
uses. The U.S. Army provided funding to complete 
the munitions cleanup under the ESCA. The ESCA 
lands are primarily those outside the areas previ-
ously developed by the U.S. Army. Approximately 
one-third of these lands are preserved as habitat in 
accordance with the Installation-Wide Multispecies 
Habitat Management Plan for Former Fort Ord 
(HMP). The remaining two-thirds of these lands 
are within areas designated for development in the 
HMP. This includes the lands immediately east of 
Seaside and Marina, and portions of East Garrison. 
Small areas within Del Rey Oaks and Monterey are 
also included. Figure 8, 1997 Baseline Built and 
Munitions Conditions, shows areas with clean-up 
requirements. 

The cleanup process proceeds on four tracks. Track 
0 areas contain no evidence of munitions and explo-
sives of concern and have never been suspected of hav-
ing been used for military munitions-related activi-
ties of any kind. Track 1 sites are areas where mili-
tary munitions were suspected to have been used but 
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no further action is required because investigation 
has shown that the suspected training did not occur; 
that training did not involve explosive items; or that 
training at these sites involved only the use of prac-
tice and/or pyrotechnic items that are not designed 
to cause injury. Track 2 sites are areas where muni-
tions and explosives of concern items were present 
and have been removed. These areas typically have 
restrictions, including safety education programs for 
site users, construction support, and restrictions on 
residential use for specified areas. Track 3 areas are 
locations where munitions and explosives of con-
cern are known to be present, including the impact 
area east of Seaside. Extensive removal programs are 
required in the Track 3 areas. Cleanup levels are 
determined based on the expected future use of the 
land, with uses such as residential and schools requir-
ing the highest levels of cleanup, and habitat areas 
where public access is not envisioned receiving low-
est levels of cleanup. 

Munitions Cleanup Activities. Munitions cleanup 
areas comprise approximately 13,000 acres of the 
former Fort Ord. Types of munitions and explo-
sives of concern found include artillery projectiles, 
rockets, hand grenades, practice land mines, pyro-
technics, bombs, and demolition materials. The U.S. 
Army divides the former Fort Ord into three geo-
graphic areas for purposes of munitions removal: 1) 
the impact area, which comprises about 6,560 acres 
east of Seaside, 2) remaining sites, found elsewhere 
on the former Fort Ord and under the U.S. Army’s 
responsibility (3,000 acres of munitions response 
areas and 5,000 acres of in-between areas), and 3) 
the ESCA areas under FORA’s responsibility (3,340 
acres). 

The impact area is the main area of the former Fort 
Ord where munitions were deployed during prac-
tice operations. The primary method of munitions 
clean-up begins with a prescribed burn of vegeta-
tion, to clear the ground of brush and facilitate 

removal. Munitions are removed from the surface of 
cleanup areas and from beneath the ground in loca-
tions (such as fire roads) where public access is likely 
in the future. Prescribed burns were conducted in 
2003, 2008, 2009, and 2010, and another is sched-
uled for 2012. Brush cutting was employed in 2011 
in lieu of burning due to safety concerns about the 
types of munitions on the surface. Specific weather 
conditions are identified during which a burn can 
be authorized. However, the 2003 burn went out of 
control and burned a much larger area than intended, 
and lasted for several days, resulting in a significant 
level of smoke throughout the region. The U.S. Army 
has since increased its notification process prior to 
burns. Approximately 3,000 acres within the impact 
area will have had vegetation removed at the end of 
2012, and munitions cleanup will be completed or 
underway in those areas.

The areas classified as remaining sites, (3,000 acres 
of munitions response areas and 5,000 acres of “in-
between” areas) consist mainly of lands already 
transferred to the Bureau of Land Management, 
and are addressed in the Final Remaining Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study Areas Management Plan, 
Former Fort Ord, Revision 0 (Shaw Environmental 
Inc. 2010). The remaining sites were divided into  
nine geographic areas and have undergone or are 
undergoing final review and assessment. These sites 
are on the Track 1 and Track 2 processes. 

The ESCA areas are under a remediation program led 
by FORA and identified by four groupings of muni-
tions response areas. Approximately one-third of the 
ESCA lands are preserved as habitat through the 
HMP. The remaining two-thirds are generally areas 
where development is planned on the BRP Land Use 
Concept map. The ESCA lands include the following 
areas, as shown on Figure 9, ESCA Lands: 

1) Seaside and Parker Flats. These areas are imme-
diately east of Seaside and Marina;
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1997 Baseline Built, Munitions, & Groundwater Contamination Conditions
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

1. The “Army Urbanized Footprint” is derived from the Draft
Land Use Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California, prepared
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District in
March 1992. The majority of the urbanized footprint
boundary is taken from Figure 3 – Fort Ord Existing Land
Use Map. Adjustments to this line were made for the
Frederick Park and Schoonover Park housing areas based
on Figure 7 Fort Ord Locator Map; the revised line matches
actual development in this area.
2. The areas considered "Built" were determined by a visual
survey of an historic 1999 aerial photograph.  "Built" areas
include buildings, structures, paved areas, and other
development features.
3. The Structure/Building Footprints represent existing
structures or buildings that existed at the time of base
closure in 1997, based on information from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers GIS Database.
4. Areas established by the Army Environmental Program
and implemented under the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).
These areas include Army Munitions Cleanup Sites, military
firing ranges and target points, and the former solid waste
landfill site.  A large portion of these areas are located within
lands designted as Habitat Management in the Fort Ord
Base Reuse Plan. This information is from the Fort Ord Base
Realignment and Closure Commission's (BRAC) GIS
Database.

Legend

Notes

Map Description
This map illustrates the existing land characteristics of Fort
Ord at the time of base closure in 1997.

Army Munitions Areas (see note 4)

Fort Ord Boundary
Army Urbanized Footprint (see note 1)

Built Areas (see note 2)

Structure/Building Footprints (see note 3)

Figure 8

Munitions Investigation Areas

Soil and Groundwater Response Areas



4-�14 Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

Ch
ap

te
r 4

This side intentionally left blank.





4-�1� Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

Ch
ap

te
r 4

This side intentionally left blank.



Re
us

e P
la

n 
Im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

St
at

us

4-�1�Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

2) CSUMB Off-Campus and County North. These 
areas are located south of Inter-Garrison Road 
and east of the main campus.

3) Del Rey Oaks and Monterey, Laguna Seca, 
MOUT and Interim Action Range. The Del Rey 
Oaks and Monterey area covers about 29 acres of 
land within those cities’ share of the former Fort 
Ord; the Laguna Seca area is immediately north 
of Laguna Seca Regional Park; and the MOUT 
site is Monterey Peninsula College land located 
north of Laguna Seca encompassed by the Fort 
Ord National Monument. The Interim Action 
Range is located south of Eucalyptus Road and 
Parker Flats Road. 

4) Future East Garrison. This area is the south 
extension of East Garrison. 

According to the current ESCA status map, reg-
ulatory site closure has been completed for all but 
a small portion of the County North munitions 
response area and much of the Parker Flats muni-
tions response area.  Field work has been completed 
for most of the remaining area within the ESCA; 
field work continues in several areas, most notably 
the East Garrison, the northern part of Parker Flats, 
the Interim Action Range, and the southern part of 
Seaside. Approximately one-third of the ESCA lands 
have received regulatory site closure as of May 2012, 
as shown on Figure 10, ESCA Progress.

Contamination Cleanup. Military activities 
resulted in contamination of soils and groundwater 
in various locations in the former Fort Ord. Cleanup 
efforts have been undertaken at these sites. Figure 
11, Groundwater Contamination, shows areas where 
groundwater contamination has been identified. 

 Beach Firing Ranges. The cleanup of lead con-
tamination in the Beach Range dunes area was 
completed in 1998 to a level that protects human 
and environmental health for the intended pur-
pose of open space use. The cleanup effort 
focused on small particle lead contamination, 

while many larger lead-containing objects (i.e. 
bullets) were not removed. The larger objects 
were considered to pose a lower health risk as 
compared to the small particles. Monitoring 
indicates that remaining lead has not affected 
the health of restorative plantings (California 
Department of Parks and Recreation 2011). The 
area was opened to the public as Fort Ord Dunes 
State Park in 2009. 

 Fritzsche Army Airfield Fire Drill Area (Opera-
ble Unit 1). The fire drill area was established near 
the airfield in 1962 and consisted of an unlined 
burn pit, a drum loading area, a storage tank, and 
underground piping connecting the storage tank 
to a discharge nozzle. Fuel was discharged from 
the storage tank into the pit, ignited, and extin-
guished as part of firefighting training exercises. 
Approximately 90 percent of the fuel burned at 
the fire drill area was reported to be JP- 4 helicop-
ter fuel that was either contaminated with water 
or outdated. Other substances burned at the site 
included hydraulic and lube oils, gasoline, diesel 
fuel, and small quantities of industrial solvents. 
Training activities at the fire drill area were dis-
continued in 1985. Primary chemicals of concern 
were benzene, trans-l,2- dichloroethene (DCE), 
methyl ethylketone (MEK), and trichloroethene 
(TCE) in groundwater (with highest concentra-
tions to the north of the burn pit); and light and 
heavy petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in surface 
and shallow soil. Cleanup of the site began in 
1988 and is ongoing (U.S. Army ROD 1995). 

 Fort Ord Landfills (Operable Unit 2). The 
former landfills at the former Fort Ord occupy 
about 150 acres and are located west of Abrams 
Road and mostly south of Imjin Parkway. The 
landfills consist of six cells, labeled A-F. The con-
tents of 30-acre landfill cell A, which is the cell 
located north of Imjin Parkway, was removed to 
the other cells prior to capping of the landfill. 
The north landfill (cell A) was used from 1956 to 
1965. The main landfill (cells B-F) was operated 
from 1960 until 1987, and may have received 
a small amount of chemical waste along with 
household and commercial refuse. The main 
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landfill facility stopped accepting waste for dis-
posal in May 1987 (U.S. Army ROD 1994). The 
landfill is used now only for disposal of contam-
inated soils from elsewhere on the former Fort 
Ord.

 Groundwater contamination in the A, 180-foot 
and 300-foot aquifers occurred from migration 
of chemicals. Trichloroethene (TCE) was the 
most important chemical detected in ground-
water (U.S. Army ROD 1994). The surface of 
the landfill has been covered with an imperme-
able material to prevent rainwater from leach-
ing additional contaminants into the groundwa-
ter. The landfill cap was completed in 2002. A 
groundwater cleaning system has been operating 
north of Imjin Parkway, near Fourth Avenue, 
since 1995 and is being refurbished and relo-
cated to a location within the landfill site this 
year. Groundwater is extracted and treated with 
granular activated carbon. The Record of Deci-
sion estimated a 20 to 40 year timeframe for 
completion of groundwater cleanup (U.S. Army 
ROD 1994).  

 The landfill area also has a methane venting and 
treatment system, which removes and processes 
methane that results from decaying organic mat-
ter buried in the landfill. This system is antici-
pated to be necessary until about 2025, when 
methane levels are expected to decrease to an 
acceptable level. 

 Carbon Tetrachloride plume (Operable Unit 
Carbon Tetrachloride Plume). This area of 
contaminated groundwater is located primar-
ily west of Davis Road and Imjin Parkway and 
north and south of Reservation Road, extend-
ing along the north side of Reservation Road to 
about Seacrest Avenue. The apparent source of 
the carbon tetrachloride is located on what is 
now Lexington Court (off Abrams Road north 
of Imjin Parkway). No records exist to indicate 
exactly when, how often, or how much carbon 
tetrachloride may have been used, stored, or dis-
posed of; however, by delineating the areas of 
highest concentration in the groundwater and in 
the soil vapor (or “air” within the pore spaces of 

the unsaturated subsurface), the apparent carbon 
tetrachloride disposal location has been identi-
fied. Historical practices (cleaning electronic 
equipment and radios) gleaned from personal 
interviews and the knowledge that carbon tetra-
chloride was a very commonly-used solvent from 
the 1940s through the 1960s, led to the hypoth-
esis that used carbon tetrachloride was likely dis-
posed of to the ground over a period of years 
at a facility near what is now Lexington Court. 
Groundwater within the carbon tetrachloride 
plume is located in a “Prohibition Zone” within 
which the installation of new supply wells is pro-
hibited by Monterey County (U.S. Army ROD 
2007).

 The source area near Lexington Court has been 
remediated. Cleanup of the contaminated 
groundwater is ongoing. Lactate is injected into 
the contaminated water, and naturally-occurring 
bacteria consume the lactate to begin a series of 
metabolic processes that break down carbon tet-
rachloride into by-products such as carbon diox-
ide. (Fort Ord BRAC Environmental Cleanup 
Annual Report 2011).

 Munitions Impact Areas (Site 39). Soils in the 
munitions impact areas, collectively known as Site 
39, can be contaminated with metals (including 
lead, copper, and antimony) and explosive resi-
dues (including TNT, RDX, and HMX). Fol-
lowing munitions removal the soils are tested 
for the presence of significant concentrations of 
these contaminants and excavation is conducted 
as needed. Contaminated soil is transported to 
the landfill site for disposal. A second membrane 
seal will be installed over the contaminated soil 
once it is all in place. 

 Localized Contamination Sites. A number of 
other localized sites within the former Fort Ord 
have been affected by soils contaminations. For 
example, near the maintenance buildings for the 
golf courses, petroleum and pesticides spills had 
resulted in local soil contamination. This type 
of localized contamination is likely at any loca-
tion where fuels are dispensed or chemical used. 
The Army has completed cleanup of localized 
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soil contamination sites as described in the Base-
wide Record of Decision and the Interim Action 
Record of Decision.

 Asbestos and Lead in Buildings. Many of the 
buildings at the former Fort Ord were con-
structed using materials that contained asbestos 
and/or were painted with paints with high lev-
els of lead. Additionally, lead paints were diluted 
with leaded gasoline, which resulted in the lead 
penetrating the wood. Prior to demolition or 
refurbishment, buildings are tested for these 
contaminants and standard remediation meth-
ods are used to clean the buildings and dispose of 
the asbestos or lead at landfills that accept these 
materials. 

Public Comment. Most public comments on haz-
ardous materials were general to cleanup or requested 
more available information on progress. The issue of 
toxic substances affecting health was also raised. 

Observations. The cleanup efforts are proceeding, 
but the schedule for clean-up is subject to changes 
dependant on a refined understanding of the level of 
effort required; additionally, weather conditions can 
affect timing on controlled burns, and subsequent 
cleanup efforts. FORA has completed environmental 
clearance on large portions of the ESCA lands under 
its control. Information on ESCA progress is posted 
at http://www.fora-esca-rp.com/. Information on 
U.S. Army-controlled lands is posted at http://www.
fortordcleanup.com/.

Building	Removal	and	Blight	associated	
with	Derelict	Buildings

Building Removal. Based on analysis of U.S. Army 
GIS data, Fort Ord had 5,500 buildings, including 
six schools, a hospital, military and family housing, 
offices, shopping areas, restaurants, and machine 
shops (note that some “structures” in the GIS data-
base are not buildings).. Many of these buildings are 
considered obsolete and not suitable for rehabilita-
tion, and therefore are planned for removal. FORA 

is responsible for demolition, deconstruction, and/or 
relocation of approximately 1,200 structures, includ-
ing about 900 within the Dunes (University Villages) 
Specific Plan area. In total, about 4,000 buildings are 
anticipated for removal or relocation. Approximately 
2,000 buildings have been removed so far, based on 
the U.S. Army’s GIS data, which shows 1,986 struc-
tures removed. However, this data may not be com-
pletely up to date, so the number of buildings removed 
could be higher. Regardless of the precise number 
of buildings removed, many buildings planned for 
removal remain, and present a major source of blight 
in the Main Garrison area. Major constraints to 
building removal include cost, regulatory conflicts, 
and disposal of hazardous materials. Total cost for 
removal of the former Fort Ord buildings was esti-
mated at about $76,000,000 (International City/
County Management Association 2004). However, 
this estimate is likely low viewed in terms of actual 
costs to date – refer to the discussion later in this sec-
tion. Figure 12, Building Status, shows which build-
ings have been removed. 

FORA’s Pilot Deconstruction Project, a coopera-
tive effort of local businesses, labor and educational 
institutions was run from 1996 to 2001 to gather 
data on the feasibility of building re-use and building 
deconstruction and reuse of materials. To maximize 
diversion of waste from landfills, the project devel-
oped the “Hierarchy of Building Reuse,” a review to 
determine if structures can be economically salvaged 
by: 1) reuse in place, 2) relocation and reuse, 3)  
deconstructed for material reuse, or 4) demolition 
with aggressive recycling. The project also established 
a training academy for contractors. The project led 
to the following findings, among others: lead-based 
paint contaminated materials were found 30 percent 
more frequently than indicated by prior surveys, and 
due to a practice of thinning paint with gasoline, lead 
had penetrated into the wood; the presence of sev-
eral standard building types facilitates a removal pro-
gram; hazardous material removal accounts for about 
half the cost of building removal; deconstruction did 
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not contribute to lead contamination in underlying 
soils; and many of the building materials are of high 
quality but low value. 

The FORA Building Removal Program is an out-
growth of the pilot program, and incorporates many 
of the re-use and salvage principals of the pilot pro-
gram, modified to increase feasibility. About 70 per-
cent of building materials are being diverted from 
landfills. Based on experiences with relocation and 
removal of buildings for the Imjin Road realignment 
at State Route 1, about five percent of buildings are 
considered feasible to relocate. The Fort Ord Inter-
Agency Lead-based Paint Group was formed to coor-
dinate the efforts of private developers, contractors, 
and regulators. This group ended its coordination 
efforts in 2006.

Funding for building removal (particularly seed 
money to start building removal) is the primary 
obstacle, and is ultimately expected to come from 
land sales, within interim funding provided by pri-
vate stakeholders, Preston Park lease revenue, and 
industrial building rental income (International 
City/County Management Association 2004). The 
U.S. Army has discounted the cost of some land sales 
to make private building removal feasible; however, 
this results in a situation where buildings are not 
removed until the private landholder has immediate 
plans for development. 

FORA is obligated to remove buildings in several areas: 
the Stockade, and Seaside’s Surplus II (the area south 
of CSUMB between Colonel Durham and Gigling 
Roads). An August 2005 FORA/Marina memoran-
dum of agreement assigned FORA $46,000,000 in 
building removal costs within the Dunes on Monterey 
Bay (formerly known as University Villages) Specific 
Plan area. Actual removal was conducted by Marina 
Community Partners. FORA paid $22,000,000 
to meet its cash obligation and FORA will credit 
Marina Community Partners $24,000,000 against 

FORA’s share of the land sale proceeds for the 
project area. In a February 2006 FORA/Monterey 
County memorandum of agreement, East Garrison 
Partners agreed to undertake responsibility for build-
ing removal for a $2,100,000 credit against FORA’s 
share of the land sale proceeds. FORA’s remaining 
building removal obligations include the Fort Ord 
Stockade ($2,200,000) and the Surplus II area in 
Seaside, south of CSUMB ($4,000,000). CSUMB 
estimates that their remaining 95 structures will cost 
in excess of $26,000,000 to remove.

Major building removal efforts to date are sum-
marized in the Table 16, Major Building Removal 
Efforts. 

The U.S. Army removals are part of the program 
to modernize housing at the Ord Community, and 
replacement housing has been constructed. 

Blight. The BRP addresses aesthetics in several 
places. The Framework (Volume 1) sets forth the 
Community Design Vision, consisting of six design 
principals and seven design objectives. The Land Use 
Element includes community design objectives for 
each of the types of development envisioned at the 
former Fort Ord. The aesthetics guidance in the BRP 
is forward looking; that is, it sets a vision for future 
development, but it does not address the issue of 
adverse effects from remaining derelict structures. 

A large number of buildings remain along the Second 
Avenue corridor and many of these are also visible 
from State Route 1. Other areas where large num-
bers of vacant buildings remain are north and south 
of the CSUMB campus, as well as some portions of 
the CSUMB campus itself. In addition to the visual 
blight, the remaining vacant buildings present the 
potential for vandalism, dumping, illegal habitation, 
or other unlawful activities. The presence of dilapi-
dated buildings has detrimental effects on public per-
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ception of re-development progress, and decreases 
the desirability of re-use of adjacent areas. 

Public Comment. Considerable public comment has 
focused on removal of buildings and blight associated 
with remaining vacant buildings. Public comment 
has also emphasized prioritizing development within 
the areas of the former Fort Ord that were previously 
developed with buildings by the U.S. Army. 

Observations. Building removal costs can be quan-
tified, but the potential secondary effects of visual 
blight on redevelopment progress are difficult to 
assess. The presence of derelict buildings could sig-
nificantly reduce demand for redevelopment of adja-
cent areas. 

land	transfers

As of May 2012, about 19,214 acres of the former 
Fort Ord have been transferred from the U.S. Army 
to civilian entities, and about 876 acres have been 

retained for continued U.S. Army operations (Ord 
Community). Of the 19,214 acres transferred, 3,340 
acres are controlled by FORA within the ESCA area 
and subject to environmental clearance prior to pub-
lic use. Based on the ESCA Remediation Program 
Progress Map (refer to Figure 10, ESCA Progress, 
presented earlier), about one-third of the ESCA 
lands have received final regulatory closure as of May 
2012. Remaining land to be transferred amounts to 
7,737 acres, of which, about 7,446 acres are located 
in the impact area (Fort Ord BRAC Environmental 
Cleanup Annual Report 2011). 

Base Reuse Constraints

Traffic

Caltrans traffic volume data was reviewed for 1997 
and 2011 (the latest year available) to gauge changes 
in traffic conditions since adoption of the BRP. 
Traffic data for seven segments of State Route 1, five 
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segments of State Route 68, and three segments of 
State Route 218 were reviewed. The following table 
presents peak hour traffic data and percent change 
from 1997 to 2011. Table 17, Peak Hour Traffic 
Volume Comparisons, presents Caltrans data for 
State highways in the area.

The data indicate that, in general, traffic volumes 
are currently lower on State Route 1, and have 
increased on the eastern portions of State Route 68 
and on State Route 218 compared to 1997 volumes. 

This data corresponds with population data pre-
sented later in the report under the section on BRP 
Population Projections. Refer also to the section on 
Transportation Infrastructure Development, pre-
sented later in the report. A sampling of later post-
closure (1999) data indicated variability, with traffic 
volumes dropping compared to 1997 in some loca-
tions and increasing in others. The segment of State 
Route 1 south of State Route 68 East showed a signif-
icant drop in peak hour traffic volumes after 1997. 
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Caltrans prepared the Transportation Concept 
Report for State Route 1 in District 5 in 2006.  On 
the segment of State Route 1 passing the former Fort 
Ord, daily traffic, averaged 66,000 vehicles with a 
level of service “D” in 2002. Traffic on this segment 
is projected to increase to 91,500 daily vehicles by 
2025, and the level of service is projected to drop to 
“F.” TAMC’s 2005 RTP includes projects to widen 
the highway between Fremont Street and Del Monte 
Avenue, construct improvements at the Fremont 
Street, Del Monte Avenue and Canyon Del Rey 
Boulevard interchanges, and construct a Monterey 
Road interchange between Fremont Street and Light 
Fighter Drive. In addition, the City of Marina pro-
poses, in conjunction with TAMC and Caltrans, to 
study modifications to the interchange at 12th Street 
to accommodate future demand.

Caltrans has recently released the draft update to 
the transportation concept report for State Route 68 
(California Department of Transportation 2012). 
Traffic growth along this route has been histori-
cally slow, and Caltrans anticipates a continued slow 
increase in traffic. Future traffic increases along this 
route are projected to be minimal, with an increase in 
delays of about one minute through 2035.

CSUMB Traffic Constraints. As the result of the 
settlement of FORA’s lawsuit against CSUMB, cam-
pus growth is limited by the need for traffic facility 
improvements. CSUMB is allowed up to 4,361 trips 
in addition to the 8,550 trip baseline from Fall of 
2008, and must implement a traffic demand man-
agement program. Each year CSUMB is required to 
prepare a report to assess whether campus-generated 
traffic is expected to reach the threshold. Trip gen-
eration may not exceed the threshold without addi-
tional environmental review and approval of the 
State University Trustees. 

Public Comment. A number of comments were 
received regarding traffic, both in favor of and against 
expansion of the roadway system in and around the 

former Fort Ord. Commenters in favor of expan-
sion of vehicle capacity cite traffic congestion on 
State Route 1, State Route 68 and Imjin Parkway. 
Commenters against expanded roadways cite lower 
than projected population growth and loss of trees 
from construction. Making full use of existing road-
ways (i.e. Inter-Garrison Road and South Boundary 
Road was suggested. CSUMB has indicated that it 
does not want through traffic to be channeled though 
its campus, and would like to see a FORA and juris-
diction commitment to route through traffic around 
the campus. 

Observations. Trip data suggests that expanded 
facilities to accommodate infrastructure shortcom-
ings in existence in 1997 are still warranted, but that 
due to slower than anticipated population and traf-
fic growth, there is not an immediate need for most 
of the new or expanded infrastructure intended to 
accommodate new trips. However, the ultimate need 
for expanded transportation infrastructure should be 
considered, and appropriate rights-of-way reserved. 
An updated TAMC transportation model run and 
base-wide or regional traffic study may be required to 
provide an assessment of future transportation infra-
structure needs. The BRP circulation diagram shows 
through routes avoiding the CSUMB campus core, 
but there is no policy language to this effect. The 
present alignment of General Jim Moore Boulevard 
in relation to Second Avenue (which differs from 
the Circulation diagram) is likely to increase traffic 
traveling into the campus compared to the planned 
re-alignment of these streets (refer to  “Alignment 
Change at General Jim Moore/Lightfighter/Second 
Avenue,” section, below). 

Water	supply

Background and Allocation of Water Supply. Fort 
Ord’s primary water supply is from the Salinas Valley 
Groundwater Basin. Overdraft and seawater intru-
sion problems were identified in the Salinas Valley 
Groundwater Basin as early as 1944 (California 
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Department of Water Resources 1946) and have 
increased over time (Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency 2006). Consequently, conserva-
tion of the groundwater resources and limitations on 
withdrawals from the aquifer are critical to the long-
term preservation of the water supply. The BRP was 
originally prepared with a build-out population of 
about 72,000 people, including 20,000 CSUMB stu-
dents. The BRP Final EIR estimated a requirement 
for 13,500 acre-feet per year (this was revised down-
ward from 18,262 acre-feet per year in the Draft 
EIR). The maximum allowed withdrawals from the 
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin is 6,600 acre-feet 
per year, provided that the level of withdrawals did 
not increase seawater intrusion. The additional water 
was to be obtained from alternative sources, to be 
developed in the future. About 3,330 acre-feet were 
anticipated from recycled water. The remaining sup-
ply source was considered to come from desalination, 
water imported from the Central Valley Project via 
an extension to the San Felipe pipeline near Hollister, 
water imported from upper Salinas Valley wells, or 
water imported from an off-stream storage reservoir 
in the lower Salinas Valley. 

Based on a water supply limit of 6,600 acre-feet per 
year, the Development and Resource Management 
Plan within the BRP’s Context and Framework, esti-
mated an interim build-out population of 37,370 
people. This in turn, resulted in a limitation on hous-
ing units constructed within the plan area under the 
6,600 acre-foot per year water supply: 6,160 new 
units combined with replacement or occupancy of 
the 1,813 existing units for a total not to exceed 
7,973 residential units (excluding CSUMB and POM 
Annex housing). The 6,600 acre-foot supply was also 
anticipated to support up to 18,342 employees, and 
made an assumption that the golf course, CSUMB 
irrigation, and UCMBEST irrigation would be pro-
vided from a recycled water source. Development 
beyond these limitations would require develop-
ment of an alternative supply of water. According 
to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Affordable/Workforce 

Housing Study (Clark 2003), the U.S. Army water 
allocation exceeds their long-term needs by up to 
1,000 acre-feet per year (the U.S. Army’s actual use 
is about 900 acre-feet less than the allocation). Table 
18, Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin Allocation as 
of May 2012 (Acre-feet/Year), presents water alloca-
tion and use information. 

On September 21, 1993, the Monterey County 
Water Resources Agency and U.S. Army entered into 
a memorandum of agreement in regard to annexa-
tion of Fort Ord into Water Conservation District 
2 and the amount of allowable annual groundwater 
withdrawals from the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin. Under the agreement, annual withdrawals up 
to 6,600 acre-feet are allowed until such time a proj-
ect to replace such withdrawals is completed.

Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Fort Ord has an 
allocation of 6,600 acre-feet per year of water from 
the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. According to 
the Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Environmental Impact 
Statement, the 6,600 acre-foot allocation approxi-
mates historic water use (1984) by the U.S. Army. 
At the time the BRP was adopted, each jurisdiction 
was provided with a share of the total allocation. The 
distribution of shares has been adjusted numerous 
times since adoption of the BRP, and some jurisdic-
tions have made arrangements to trade portions of 
their allocations. Current water use from the Salinas 
Valley Groundwater Basin is about 2,220 acre-feet 
per year. 

Seaside Groundwater Basin. At the time the BRP 
was adopted and water allocations defined, a small 
portion of Fort Ord in Seaside (the golf course 
irrigation wells) obtained water from the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin. The Bayonet and Black Horse 
golf course irrigation wells draw from the Seaside 
Groundwater Basin. However, these wells are no 
longer used for golf course irrigation, and the golf 
course is supplied with 400 acre-feet per year from 
Seaside’s Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin alloca-
tion. Ultimately, the City of Seaside intends to use 
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Table 18 Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin Allocation as of May 2012 (Acre-feet/Year)
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augmentation water (presumably recycled water) to 
irrigate the golf courses, and use the Salinas Valley 
Groundwater Basin water for development projects. 

The Seaside Groundwater Basin was adjudicated in 
2006. Under adjudication, each water user is pre-
scribed a limit on water use. The Seaside golf course 
irrigation wells were granted 540 acre-feet per year 
during the adjudication process. The adjudication 
calls for 10 percent annual reductions in groundwater 
production beginning in 2009. In 2008, the City of 
Seaside ceased use of the golf course wells and began 
using water from the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin, provided by the Marina Coast Water District 
(MCWD), for golf course irrigation. No Seaside 
Groundwater Basin water is currently used at Fort 
Ord. Following installation of a new irrigation sys-
tem, the City estimates that the golf course is cur-
rently using about 475 acre-feet of water each year. 

Water Supply Augmentation. Several water supply 
augmentation projects have been proposed since the 
BRP was adopted, but none are currently in opera-
tion or providing water to Fort Ord. Water supply 
augmentation has taken the form of either seawater 
desalination or wastewater recycling. The Monterey 
Regional Water Pollution Control Agency oper-
ates a wastewater recycling plant north of Marina, 

which delivers agricultural irrigation water to areas 
to the north. No recycled water is currently deliv-
ered to Fort Ord. The MCWD opened a desalina-
tion plant in 1997 that has produced up to 300,000 
gallons of water per day (about 335 acre-feet per 
year at full capacity), but the additional water is not 
currently needed, and the plant is not operating at 
this time. Several proposals to construct desalina-
tion plants are currently being promoted, although 
none of these is close to approval. The Pajaro Valley 
Water Management Agency had proposed importing 
water to north Monterey County and south Santa 
Cruz County areas. However, that proposal proved 
infeasible due to the difficulties in obtaining water 
rights from the Central Valley Project and construct-
ing delivery infrastructure. The Pajaro Valley is an 
area originally planned for delivery of Central Valley 
Project water, and Fort Ord is not, so the obstacles 
to the import of Central Valley Water to Fort Ord 
would be very difficult to overcome. 

In 2005, the MCWD and FORA Boards endorsed 
the “hybrid” alternative for the Fort Ord Water 
Augmentation Program, which would provide 
approximately 2,400 acre-feet per year of recycled 
and desalinated water to augment the former Fort 
Ord water supply. MCWD will provide this water 
through its Regional Urban Water Augmentation 
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Program (“RUWAP”). The FORA Board allocated 
1,427 acre-feet per year of recycled water from the 
RUWAP’s recycled water component on May 11, 
2007 to former Fort Ord jurisdictions. Table 19, 
Fort Ord Water Augmentation Program Recycled 
Water Allocations as of August 2012 (Acre-feet/
Year), presents recycled water allocation informa-
tion.  The Recycled component of the RUWAP is 
currently being developed by MCWD.

MCWD was leading the regional desalination proj-
ect, which was intended to provide desalinated water 
to the Monterey Peninsula and the RUWAP’s desal-
inated water to former Fort Ord. The FORA Board 
endorsed the project in December 2008.  However, 
due to a number of issues, it appears that MCWD’s 
regional desalination project will not be developed. 
The RUWAP, however, is still moving forward.

Seawater Intrusion. Seawater intrusion status is 
mapped for the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers by the 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency through 
2009. In an effort to generally assess the change in 
seawater intrusion since the BRP was adopted, seawa-
ter intrusion contours from five years prior to 1997 

and alternating years from 1997 through 2009 were 
reviewed and compared (Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency 2010). These maps are included in 
the Background Documents compilation.

The 180-foot aquifer intrusion is advancing on two 
fronts, one of which follows the Salinas River and 
the other to the north of State Route 183. A third 
front, underlying Marina, had advanced significantly 
through 1985, but does not appear to have advanced 
independent of the Salinas River front since that time. 
The southern 180-foot seawater front had advanced 
about half the distance between the shore and Blanco 
Road by 1997, about one and one-half miles. A large 
advance occurred in the 1997-1999 period, up to an 
additional one and one-half miles, with the advanced 
front reaching Blanco Road. Since that time (through 
2009) the front has advanced slightly more than a 
half mile near Blanco Road. 

The 400-foot aquifer intrusion is advancing on two 
primary fronts, one more or less following the Salinas 
River and one just south of Castroville. A third front 
underlying Marina had advanced through 1985, but 
does not appear to have advanced since. The Salinas 
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River front advance up to one and one-half miles 
in the 1995 to 2001 period, but has advanced only 
about one-half mile more through 2007, and no 
advance is shown for 2009. 

A 2001 study of groundwater at Fort Ord concluded 
that seawater is continuing to migrate inland near 
the city of Marina and Fort Ord areas, in addition to 
along the axis of the Salinas Valley. This intrusion is 
likely due to the continued production of groundwa-
ter from the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers in this 
area, despite a substantial transfer of pumping to the 
400-foot aquifer (Harding ESE 2001). Based on sea-
water intrusion maps, it appears that the seawater 
advance has slowed in both the 180-foot and 400-
foot aquifers since 2001. Although there is demon-
strated variability in the year-to-year rate of advance, 
it is evident that the rate of seawater intrusion has not 
worsened since 1997. 

Two projects have been implemented in Monterey 
County to combat seawater intrusion. The Castroville 
Seawater Intrusion Project began deliveries of recycled 
water in 1998. The project reduces seawater intrusion 
by replacing coastal agricultural well extractions with 
imported recycled water from the Monterey Regional 

Wastewater Treatment Plant, which is capable of 
delivering up to 90 acre-feet of recycled water per 
day. The Castroville project delivers water to about 
12,000 acres of farmland in the north Salinas Valley. 
The Salinas Valley Water Project is designed to hydro-
logically balance the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin and halt seawater intrusion. To determine how 
this goal could be achieved, the Monterey County 
Water Resources Agency developed the Salinas Valley 
Integrated Ground and Surface Water Model to 
project water demand and availability in the Salinas 
Valley Groundwater Basin through the year 2030. 
Components of the Salinas Valley Water Project 
include modifications on up-river dams and construc-
tion of a rubber dam near the mouth of the river. The 
lower Salinas River dam was constructed in 2010 to 
impound water for diversion to the Castroville dis-
tribution lines, and provide a second imported water 
source; however, the dam required repairs in 2011 
and was not functional most of that year. With imple-
mentation of these two projects, seawater advance is 
expected to be halted. 

CSUMB Water Constraints. As the result of the set-
tlement of FORA’s lawsuit against CSUMB, cam-
pus growth is limited by the need for expanded 
water availability prior to development of the second 
phase of the north campus faculty and staff housing. 
CSUMB owes a fair share of the cost for the regional 
water augmentation project, determined by the set-
tlement to be $1,347,350. 

Public Comment. A number of comments were 
received regarding the availability of water supply for 
development planned for Fort Ord. 

Observations. Water availability is the most sig-
nificant long-term constraint to implementing 
the development planned at Fort Ord. The Salinas 
Valley Water Project provides for the continued 
future availability of up to 6,600 acre-feet of Salinas 
Valley Groundwater Basin water for use at former 
Fort Ord. A principal purpose of the Salinas Valley 
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Water Project is to ensure the use of groundwa-
ter without significant adverse seawater intrusion 
effects. However, the Salinas Valley Water Project 
does not provide for increased groundwater use at 
former Fort Ord beyond the 6,600 acre-feet previ-
ously identified. 

Of the augmentation options suggested in the BRP 
Final Environmental Impact Report, only recycling 
and desalination are currently being developed. 
Several desalination projects are currently proposed, 
but the RUWAP desalination project is the one mov-
ing ahead to meet future augmented potable water 
needs on former Fort Ord

Base Reuse Progress

Job	Creation

At its peak, military use of Fort Ord employed about 
3,800 civilians in addition to 14,500 military posi-
tions, a total of about 18,300 jobs. When Fort Ord 
was closed, the majority of those jobs were lost to the 
local economy. Many of the military positions were 
re-located to Fort Lewis, Washington. One of the 
key goals of the BRP is to recover the lost jobs and 
economic opportunities that were associated with the 
Fort Ord military base. The Market Study estimates 
the number of jobs existing at Fort Ord today, as 
summarized in Table 20, Job Creation.

Of about 3,800 current jobs at Fort Ord, about 2,300 
are new or replacement jobs not related to prior mili-
tary use. Refer to the Market Study for in-depth dis-
cussion of current job creation and projections of 
job growth, as well as factors affecting job growth. 
Additional short-term jobs have been created for 
the effort to clean up munitions and contaminated 
groundwater. 

Prevailing wage requirements. Section 3.03.090 
of the FORA Master Resolution addresses prevail-
ing wage requirements on the former Fort Ord. It 
states:

PREVAILING WAGES

(a) Not less than the general prevailing 
rate of wages for work of a similar char-
acter in Monterey County, as determined 
by the Director of the Department of 
Industrial Relations under Division 2, Part 
7, Chapter 1 of the California Labor Code, 
shall be paid to all workers employed on 
the First Generation Construction per-
formed on parcels subject to the Fort Ord 
Base Reuse Plan. This subsection applies 
to work performed under Development 
Entitlements as defined in §1.01.050 of 
this Master Resolution and by contract 
with a FORA member or a FORA member 
agency including their transferees, agents, 
successors-in-interest, developers or build-
ing contractors.

This policy is limited to “First Generation 
Construction” work, which is defined 
in §1.01.050 of this Master Resolution. 
In addition to the exceptions enumer-
ated in the definition of Development 
Entitlements found in §1.01.050 of this 
Master Resolution, this policy does not 
apply to: 

construction work performed by the 
Authority or a member jurisdiction with its 
own workforce;

construction work performed by paid, full-
time employees of the developer, unless the 
developer is performing the work of a con-
tractor as defined in California Business and 
Professions Code §7026;

construction improvements following issu-
ance of an occupancy permit;

affordable housing when exempted under 
California state law; and
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construction of facilities to be used for elee-
mosynary noncommercial purposes when 
owned in fee by a non-profit organization 
operating under §501(c)(3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code.

(b) Member agencies shall include language 
in all of their contracts and deeds for the con-
veyance, disposition and/or development of 
former Fort Ord property to give notice of 
and assure compliance with the policy set 
forth above in subsection 3.03.090(a).

(c) FORA shall determine compliance by 
member agencies with this section at the 
time of and as part of FORA’s consistency 
determination under Chapter 8 of this 
Master Resolution.

Public Comment. Many comments were received 
concerning the need for job growth at Fort Ord. 
Many commenters suggested focusing job growth on 
the eco-tourism sector. 

Observations. Since 1997, approximately 2,300 
new jobs have been created on the former Fort 
Ord, not including temporary jobs in environmen-
tal cleanup or construction. The Market Study pre-
pared by Economic & Planning Systems for the BRP 
Reassessment effort addresses job creation at Fort Ord 
in detail , and the reader is directed to that report. 

Characteristics	of	Re-development	at		
Fort	Ord

BRP Build-out. Full build-out of the BRP would 
result in 22,232 housing units and a population of 
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approximately 72,000 (including resident CSUMB 
students and the POM Annex military commu-
nity). The CSUMB campus was originally expected 
to house 25,000 full time students, but the 2007 
CSUMB Master Plan reduces this to 12,000 stu-
dents, with 8,500 full time equivalent on-cam-
pus students and 3,500 distance learners. Under 
the Development and Resource Management Plan, 
interim build-out is limited by the 6,600 acre-feet 
per year ground water allocation and 7,973 housing 
unit limitation (6,160 new units and 1,813 replace-
ment units), plus CSUMB and U.S. Army units, 
which are not included in the total. The estimated 
population at former Fort Ord under the limitations 
of a 6,600 acre-foot per year water supply and 7,973 
housing unit limitation is 37,370 (again, including 
CSUMB and military assumptions in the population 
estimate). 

Army Urbanized Footprint. In addition to the Land 
Use Concept, which provides generalized land use 
planning for build-out of the BRP, the BRP includes 
numerous objectives and policies regarding land use 
(refer to Chapter 4.1). The BRP and Chapter 8 of 
the Master Resolution refer to the “Army Urbanized 
Footprint” and policies direct prioritization of the 
reuse of that area for development. Because the Army 
Urbanized Footprint is not defined or illustrated in 
the BRP, the Sierra Club requested that delineation 
be provided. Research led to the Fort Ord Baseline 
Land Use Study that was prepared by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers in 1992. Based on maps in that 
document, and with an adjustment to include an 
existing housing area, and two other minor adjust-
ments, the Army Urbanized Footprint was devel-
oped. Figure 13, Fort Ord Reuse Plan Development 
Footprint, shows the Army Urbanized Area in com-
parison to the BRP development footprint. The 
map was confirmed against historic military opera-
tions maps of Fort Ord (See Background Documents 
compilation). The Army Urbanized Footprint con-
sists of two areas (Main Garrison and surrounding 

areas, and East Garrison), with a total of about 5,338 
acres. The BRP Land Use Concept includes develop-
ment on about 3,238 acres that are outside the Army 
Urbanized Footprint. 

Most development to date has taken place within the 
Army Urbanized Footprint. Likewise, most of the 
approved/entitled projects not yet built, are within 
the Army Urbanized Footprint. Redevelopment 
to date has occurred primarily as rehabilitation of 
existing buildings and demolition/replacement of 
existing buildings. Figure 14, Infill Opportunities, 
shows remaining areas within the Army Urbanized 
Footprint, for which no development plans have 
been approved. Figure 15, Projects Built or entitled 
since 1997, and Figure 16, Projects Built, Entitled, 
Proposed and Areas Planned Since 1997, show 
development which have received jurisdictional 
approvals. 

Housing	Development

Fort Ord had housing for about 31,000 people prior 
to closure. According to the Fort Ord Economic 
Assessment and Conceptual Reuse Plan (U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers 1994), there were 23,716 hous-
ing units at base closure, of which 16,774 were in 
barracks and 6,365 were in family housing areas; the 
remaining 577 units were for officers, senior enlisted 
personnel, and guests. Housing included barracks, 
apartments, duplexes, and detached houses. 

Most U.S. Army housing was located in the Main 
Garrison and adjacent areas to the south and east. 
Much of the newer existing housing is being used 
currently. Such housing includes much of the 
U.S. Army’s Ord Community housing, CSUMB’s 
Frederick Park and Schoonover Park housing areas, 
FORA’s Preston Park housing in Marina, City of 
Marina’s Abrams Park housing, and the SunBay 
Apartments and Brostrom Park mobile homes in 
Seaside. The majority of newly-built units are in the 
Seaside Highlands project in Seaside, on the site of 
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Development Footprint
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

1. The “Army Urbanized Footprint” is derived from the Draft
Land Use Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California, prepared
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District in
March 1992. The majority of the urbanized footprint
boundary is taken from Figure 3 – Fort Ord Existing Land
Use Map. Adjustments to this line were made for the
Frederick Park and Schoonover Park housing areas based
on Figure 7 Fort Ord Locator Map; the revised line matches
actual development in this area.
2. The Base Reuse Plan Development Footprint is derived
from the 1997 Base Reuse Plan. This boundary is taken
from Figure 3.3-1 Land Use Concept Ultimate Development.
For the purposes of this map, the boundary is highlighting
areas outside of the "Army Urbanized Footprint" that the
1997 Base Reuse Plan designates for development.

Legend

Notes

Map Description
This map illustrates locations of areas designated for
development in the 1997 Base Reuse Plan relative to the
Army Urbanized Footprint.

Fort Ord Boundary
Army Urbanized Footprint (see note 1)
Base Reuse Plan Development Footprint
Located Outside the Army Urbanized
Footprint (see note 2)

Figure 13
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Infill Opportunities
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

1. The “Army Urbanized Footprint” is derived from the Draft
Land Use Baseline Study of Fort Ord, California, prepared
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District in
March 1992. The majority of the urbanized footprint
boundary is taken from Figure 3 – Fort Ord Existing Land
Use Map. Adjustments to this line were made for the
Frederick Park and Schoonover Park housing areas based
on Figure 7 Fort Ord Locator Map; the revised line matches
actual development in this area.
2. Areas within the Army Urbanized Footprint that are
undeveloped or contain vacant buildings/stuctures and are
designated for development by the Fort Ord Base Reuse
Plan and the jurisdiction within which the area is located.
3. Locations of planned development that are currently
entitled by one of the local land use jurisdictions.
Note: Infill opportunities within areas under the jurisdiction of
CSUMB, BLM, U.S. Army, U.C. Santa Cruz, MPC, MPUSD,
and California Dept. of Parks and Recreaction are not
included, because they are not under local land use
jurisdiction authority; and CSUMB, U.C., and California
Department of State Parks are exempt from FORA
consistency reviews.

Legend

Notes

Map Description
This map illustrates locations of areas within Fort Ord that
may be appropriate for future infill development.

Already Entitled Areas within or on the edge
of the Army Urbanized Footprint (see note 3)

Infill Opportunities within Army
Urbanized Footprint (see note 2)

Army Urbanized Footprint (see note 1)
Fort Ord Boundary

Figure 14
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Projects Built or Entitled Since 1997
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

Legend

Map Description
This map illustrates the general location of new built
projects, building reuse/refurbishment projects, projects and
entitled since 1997.

Fort Ord Boundary

Projects Entitled Since 1997

Building Reuse/Refurbishment Projects
(list below correspondes to #'s on map)

1. Preston Park
2. Abrams B
3. Non-Profit Housing Areas
4. Marina Airport
5. Neeson Rd. Industrial/Office Building Reuse
6. Assured Aggregate Operations
7. Las Animas Concrete
8. MPC Seaside Safety Training Center
9. Veterans Transition Center
10. Shoreline/Goodwill Industries
11. Marina Equestrian Center
12. MCWD Offices
13. Ord Market
14. County of Monterey Offices
15. Army Veterans Clinic
16. Army DoD Center
17. Army Housing
18. Commissary/Post Exchange
19. Monterey College of Law
20. MPUSD Schools
21. Chartwell School
22. Sunbay
23. Brostrom Mobile Homes
24. BLM Headquarters
25. Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT)
26. Monterey Institute of Research in Astronomy
27. Golden Gate University
28. CSUMB Housing
29. Army Reserve/National Guard
30. Marina High School/MCOE Gladys Stone School

#

New Projects Built Since 1997
Building Reuse/Refurbishment Projects Since 1997
(see list below)

Figure 15
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Projects Built, Entitled, Proposed & Areas Planned Since 1997
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

Legend

Map Description
This map illustrates the general location of new built
projects, building reuse/refurbishment projects, projects
entitled, projects currently proposed, and actively planned
areas since 1997.

Fort Ord Boundary

Projects Entitled Since 1997

Building Reuse/Refurbishment Projects
(list below correspondes to #'s on map)

1. Preston Park
2. Abrams B
3. Non-Profit Housing Areas
4. Marina Airport
5. Neeson Rd. Industrial/Office Building Reuse
6. Assured Aggregate Operations
7. Las Animas Concrete
8. MPC Seaside Safety Training Center
9. Veterans Transition Center
10. Shoreline/Goodwill Industries
11. Marina Equestrian Center
12. MCWD Offices
13. Ord Market
14. County of Monterey Offices
15. Army Veterans Clinic
16. Army DoD Center
17. Army Housing
18. Commissary/Post Exchange
19. Monterey College of Law
20. MPUSD Schools
21. Chartwell School
22. Sunbay
23. Brostrom Mobile Homes
24. BLM Headquarters
25. Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT)
26. Monterey Institute of Research in Astronomy
27. Golden Gate University
28. CSUMB Housing
29. Army Reserve/National Guard
30. Marina High School/MCOE Gladys Stone School

#

New Projects Built Since 1997
Building Reuse/Refurbishment Projects Since 1997
(see list below)

Current Proposed Projects

Areas Being Actively Planned

Figure 16



4-�4� Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

Ch
ap

te
r 4

This side intentionally left blank.



Re
us

e P
la

n 
Im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

St
at

us

4-�4�Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

the former Hayes Park military housing. Table 21, 
Units Built, Entitled, or Approved Since 1997, pro-
vides a summary of existing housing, excluding mili-
tary and CSUMB. 

Ultimate BRP build-out would accommodate 22,232 
housing units, subject to future availability of addi-
tional water resources. Housing development at Fort 
Ord is limited by provisions in the Development 
Resource Management Plan. The Development 
Resource Management Plan calls for 1,813 replace-
ment units and 6,160 new units within the con-
straints of the 6,600 acre-foot per year water alloca-
tion. Full construction of planned residential devel-
opment at Fort Ord will not be eligible to be real-
ized until employment reaches 18,000 jobs on for-
mer Fort Ord and an augmented water supply is in 
place. Figure 17, Fort Ord Housing Status, shows 
the location of housing projects. 

Public Comment. Many comments were received 
concerning the large number of housing units that are 
approved or entitled, but not yet built. Commenters 
noted that the number of approved units exceeded 
current demand. 

Observations. The Market  and Economic Analysis 
prepared by Economic & Planning Systems for the 
BRP Reassessment effort addresses projected hous-
ing demand in the region and at Fort Ord in greater 
detail, and the reader is directed to that report. 

Commercial	Development

Commercial development is concentrated along 
Imjin Parkway, with the Dunes Shopping Center, 
Imjin Office Park, and Peninsula Wellness Center 
located at the intersection of Imjin Parkway and 
Second Street. The UC MBEST Center and business 
park developments south of Neeson Road near the 
Marina Municipal Airport are other examples of new 
development projects in the City of Marina. Most 
other commercial development, which includes the 
U.S. Army’s Ord Community facilities, Ord Market, 

office and light industrial businesses near the Marina 
Municipal Airport, and Black Horse and Bayonet 
golf courses, are left from military times. A number 
of isolated uses are scattered throughout Fort Ord in 
old military buildings; these include North Tree Fire, 
Roller City Hockey, and various small office uses. 

Observations. The Market Report suggests that 
further commercial development along the Imjin 
Parkway and the areas adjacent to CSUMB could 
realize synergistic advantages. Refer to the Market 
Report for more detailed description. 

Institutional	Development

As envisioned in the BRP, the centerpiece of re-
development on Fort Ord has been the educational 
institutions. These are described below. The location 
of these educational institutions lands is illustrated 
on Figure 2, Authority for Land Use Approvals, pre-
sented in Chapter 1. 

CSUMB. CSUMB opened in 1995 with 633 stu-
dents, using existing military buildings, and by 
2006 enrolled approximately 3,800 students, 2,600 
of whom lived on campus. The university will ulti-
mately provide on-campus education for about 8,500 
students, with an additional 3,500 students enrolled 
in distance learning programs. The CSUMB cam-
pus occupies 1,387.7 acres, straddling the Marina-
Seaside border. The eastern end of the campus is des-
ignated for open space and recreation. The campus 
core area is located about one-half mile east of State 
Route 1, with housing, administrative, and athletic 
facilities existing and/or planned to the north, south 
and west of the core area. Buildout of the CSUMB 
Master Plan is constrained by traffic and water obli-
gations stemming from settlement of a lawsuit on the 
CEQA document for the Master Plan. 

Monterey Peninsula College. Monterey Peninsula 
College is part of the State’s community college sys-
tem and holds several parcels throughout Fort Ord 
for development of Education Centers and special 



4-�4� Fort ord reuse Plan reassessment scoPing rePort

Ch
ap

te
r 4



Seaside

CSUMB

BLM

BLM

Marina

1

1

218

68

68

183

101

Blanco Rd.

Reservation Rd.

Intergarrison Rd.
Ge

ner
al J

im 
Mo

ore
 Blv

d.

Im jin Pkwy.

Reservation Rd.

0 1 mile

Source: Fort Ord Reuse Authority 2012, U.S. Army Coprs of Engineers GIS Database 2012, ESRI 2009

Fort Ord Housing Development Status
Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

Legend

Housing Development Status

Fort Ord Boundary

Abrams B
Monterey County Housing Authority
Preston Park
Shelter Outreach Plus
Veterans Transition Center
Interim Inc.
Marina Heights
The Dunes on Monterey Bay
Cypress Knolls
Rock Rose Garden

Sunbay
Brostrom Mobile Homes
Army Housing
Seaside Highlands
Seaside Resort

East Garrison

CSUMB East Campus
CSUMB Dorms

City of Marina City of Seaside

Monterey County

CSUMB

Figure 17

Units Built & Entitled 
BUILT UNITS ENTITLED UNITS  

PROJECT Existing/ 
Replacement New 

Existing/ 
Replacement New 

MARINA 
Preston Park (rental units) 352  -   -   -  
Abrams B 92  -   -   -  
MC Housing Authority 56  -   -   -  
Shelter Outreach Plus 53  -   -   -  
Veterans Transition Center 13  -   -   -  
Interim Inc. 11  -   -   -  
Marina Heights  -   -   -  1,050 
The Dunes on Monterey Bay  -   -   -  1,237 
Cypress Knolls  -   -  512 200 
Rock Rose Garden  -   -   -  21 
Marina Subtotal 577  -  512 2,508 

SEASIDE 
Sunbay 297  -   -   -  
Brostrom Mobile Homes 225  -   -   -  
Seaside Highlands  -  380  -   -  
Seaside Resort  -  1  -  124 
Seaside Subtotal 522 381  -  124 

MONTEREY COUNTY 
East Garrison 1  -  65  -  1,405 
Monterey County Subtotal  -  65  -  1,405 

SUBTOTAL ALL UNITS 1,099 446 512 4,037 
TOTAL UNITS BUILT 1,545   
TOTAL UNITS ENTITLED  4,549 
TOTAL 
EXISTING/REPLACEMENT 1,611 
TOTAL NEW 4,483 
TOTAL UNITS 6,094 
Units – FORA Cap 

  New Units 
Existing/Replacement 

Units 
FORA Cap 6,160 1,813 
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program facilities. Classrooms have been completed 
in Marina and Seaside. Police and fire personnel 
training facilities are planned on land in Parker Flats 
and at an existing U.S. Army facility near Impossible 
Canyon Road within the National Monument. 
Monterey Peninsula College also controls land des-
ignated for habitat protection. 

UC Monterey Bay Educational and Science 
Technology Center. University of California at 
Santa Cruz operates the UC MBEST Center, located 
near the Marina Airport. The western and southern 
portions of its land are designated for habitat pro-
tection. Minimal development has occurred within 
the center or core area, although the University has 
built an educational/office facility and some back-
bone infrastructure for a future business park site. 
The eastern parcel (east of Blanco Road) is currently 
intermittently used for interim agricultural produc-
tion. The University of California also controls a par-
cel to the south of Imjin Parkway near Eighth Street 
and Inter-Garrison Road, which is reserved for future 
development. 

Golden Gate University. The Golden Gate 
University is a private university with campuses in 
San Francisco, Los Angeles, Santa Clara, and Seattle. 
A small satellite campus was located north of Inter-
Garrison Road near Eighth Street, but it has been 
closed for several years now.

Chartwell School. Chartwell School is a private K-
12 school specializing in education for students with 
learning variations such as dyslexia. The school is 
located off Normandy Road/Parker Flats Road east 
of Seaside. 

Monterey College of Law. The Monterey College 
of Law is a private college located at the corner of 
Lightfighter Drive and Colonel Durham Street in 
Seaside. 

Monterey Peninsula Unified School District/
County Office of Education. Four elemen-
tary schools, a middle school, and a special needs 
school operated on Fort Ord to serve military fami-
lies. Because the population at Fort Ord is smaller 
now, several of those schools have been re-config-
ured to serve other educational needs. The Monterey 
Peninsula Unified School District operates five cam-
puses. Marshall Elementary is located on two sites 
on Normandy Road. The original Marshall School, 
east of General Jim Moore Boulevard serves grades 
2-5, while the Marshall West site (formerly Stilwell 
School and located west of General Jim Moore 
Boulevard) serves kindergarten and grade 1. Seaside 
(formerly Fitch) Middle school is located on the cor-
ner of Coe Avenue and General Jim Moore Boulevard 
and serves grades 5-7. The former Hayes Elementary 
School on Coe Avenue was used for adult education 
and is now Central Coast High School, a continu-
ation high school. The former Patton Elementary 
School in Marina was converted to Marina High 
School. The County Office of Education continues 
to operate the Gladys Stone School, next to Marina 
High School in Marina. 

Development	Projects	Recently	or	
Currently	Proposed

Several development projects are currently pro-
posed, including the Monterey Downs / Horse Park, 
Veterans’ Cemetery, and the Monterey Peninsula 
College police and fire training facilities. General 
Plan amendments are expected for the Monterey 
Downs / Horse Park project. 

Monterey County approved the Whispering Oaks 
project north of Inter-Garrison Road in 2011, but 
later rescinded approvals in the face of a lawsuit and 
referendum. The County has since directed staff to 
investigate the possibility of a General Plan and zon-
ing change for the site from Planned Development 
to Open Space.
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FORA’s role in these projects is assurance of con-
sistency with the BRP, a process that is not under-
taken until after the projects have been approved by 
the jurisdiction with land use approval authority. 
With the exception of the Imjin Office Park Project, 
FORA has not conducted environmental review 
under CEQA for individual projects, unless the proj-
ect is an infrastructure project of a regional nature. 
Most individual projects have undergone CEQA 
review with the local land use jurisdiction prior to 
FORA review for consistency. 

utility	Infrastructure	Development

Water. The Marina Coast Water District owns and 
operates the water delivery infrastructure on Fort 
Ord. In 2004 the district upgraded pressure valves 
and pipelines. In August 2005, the Central Marina 
and Ord Community water systems were connected. 
Wells, pumps, and water treatment systems have 
been upgraded. In 2008 the elevated reservoir near 
Eucalyptus Road was replaced by a booster pump, 
and the elevated tank at the Marina Airport was also 
removed. In 2012 a new 1,100 foot deep well was 
completed in the East Garrison area to replace an 
out-of-service well. Other completed water projects 
include a new 20-inch potable water line and a recy-
cled water line under General Jim Moore Boulevard, 
a 12-inch water main under California Avenue, and 
irrigation control improvements at CSUMB. 

Wastewater. The Marina Coast Water District owns 
and operates the wastewater system on Fort Ord. A 
new transport line was installed from East Garrison 
to the Airport lift station. Sewer lift stations and 
pumps have been improved in several locations. 

Storm Water. Storm water was discharged to a pair of 
infiltration basins and five outfalls to Monterey Bay. 
Four of these elevated ocean outfalls (36-inch, 48-
inch, 48-inch, and 54-inch diameters atop wooden 
structures) were removed in 2003, and discharges 

were diverted to temporary percolation basins on 
the west side of State Route 1 and the newly con-
structed Seaside Highlands percolation basin, east of 
State Route 1 near Monterey Road and Coe Avenue. 
Ultimately the temporary percolation basins west 
of State Route 1 will be replaced with percolation 
basins on the east side of State Route 1. FORA is 
not responsible for removal of the remaining U.S. 
Army’s 60-inch outfall to Monterey Bay, which has 
historically taken flows that originate within the Ord 
Community and Caltrans right-of-way. The U.S. 
Army’s 60-inch outfall has broken apart where it dis-
charges, about 400 feet from the shore, west of the 
Lighfighter Drive / State Route 1 interchange.

transportation	Infrastructure	Development

Transportation Projects Completed. FORA over-
sees the development of regional-serving transpor-
tation infrastructure on Fort Ord. Funds collected 
from the FORA Development Fee/Community 
Facilities District Special Tax and from land sales are 
used for these improvements. Table 22, Completed 
Transportation Improvements, presents a list of 
major on-site transportation infrastructure projects 
completed since the BRP was adopted:

Planned Transportation Facilities.  The BRP included 
a network of future roadways, which was reviewed and 
reassessed in the 2005 FORA Fee Reallocation Study, 
prepared by the Transportation Agency for Monterey 
County (TAMC) and the Association of Monterey 
Bay Area Governments (AMBAGS). When the 
FORA Board adopted this study on April 15, 2005, 
this action resulted in a number of modifications to 
FORA’s obligations to the regional transportation net-
work. However, FORA’s overall financial obligation 
remained the same. The differences between FORA’s 
previous obligations and the 2005 Fee Reallocation 
obligations is shown in Exhibit A found on page v of 
the 2005 FORA Fee Reallocation Study.
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FORA is currently designing the Eastside Parkway, 
which is part of the planned roadway network to 
provide adequate regional traffic capacity between 
Salinas and the Monterey Peninsula. The proposed 
alignment is similar to that in the BRP for the portion 
north and east of the General Jim Moore Boulevard/
Coe Avenue intersection, except that alignment has 
been adjusted to bring the roadway corridor closer to 
the urban footprint. 

The BRP reserves an alignment for the develop-
ment of a new freeway bypass for State Route 68. 
A new draft transportation concept report for State 
Route 68 was prepared by Caltrans in June 2012 (see 
Background Documents). Information in this discus-
sion of State Route 68 is from that report. In 1993, a 
MOU between Caltrans and the BLM was approved 
for a transportation corridor plan line for the devel-
opment of a new controlled access bypass alignment. 
The BLM designated a portion of Fort Ord, roughly 
one thousand feet in width and six and a half miles 
in length (approximately 894 acres) for the freeway 
bypass. Under current conditions, Caltrans estimates 
a peak hour/peak direction trip between State Route 1 
and Blanco Road in Salinas will experience about nine 
minutes of delay currently. Future traffic increases 
along this route are projected to be minimal, with an 
increase in delays of about one minute through 2035. 
The route concept for State Route 68 in the Fort Ord 
vicinity is either development of a four-lane conven-
tional highway with a continuous left-turn channeliza-
tion or a four-lane access controlled freeway on a new 
bypass alignment. Short-term improvements focus on 
alleviating congestion points along the route, and the 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County has not 
included the freeway bypass in its list of development 
fee projects. 

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
prepared the Fort Ord Regional Transportation Study 
in 1997, the basis for the original set of transpor-
tation projects for which FORA was obligated to 

construct or provide a share of funding. In 2005 
the Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
prepared the FORA Fee Reallocation Study to 
update FORA’s transportation obligations. FORA’s 
transportation obligations include both on-base 
and regional off-base improvements. The Capital 
Improvement Program establishes funding priori-
ties consistent with the transportation infrastructure 
studies prepared by the Transportation Agency for 
Monterey County. FORA’s contribution to trans-
portation infrastructure improvements mitigates the 
traffic effects of BRP implementation. 

A new State Route 1 interchange to Monterey Road 
(between Lightfighter Drive and Sand City) is included 
on the Seaside General Plan, Caltrans planning for 
the State Route 1 corridor, Regional Transportation 
Plan, and the FORA Capital Improvement Program. 
This interchange is not shown on the BRP circula-
tion diagram.  

Public Comment. Several letters commented on the 
need to expand, or not expand, the regional transpor-
tation facilities located within Fort Ord. 

Observations. Expansion of transportation facilities 
is a key topic and inter-relates with discussions on the 
level of future development within Fort Ord. A com-
prehensive traffic analysis of future traffic demand on 
Monterey Peninsula regional routes could be useful to 
provide a better understanding of the need for reserva-
tion of rights-of-way and capacity planning for existing 
rights-of-way. The BRP is not up to date in regard to 
the planned Route 1 interchange at Monterey Road. 

Habitat	Protection

Habitat Management Plan. Because the U.S. Army’s 
decision to close Fort Ord was considered a major fed-
eral action, consultation between the U.S. Army and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) under the 
Federal Endangered Species Act was required. The 
USFWS issued a biological opinion on the disposal 
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and reuse of Fort Ord lands requiring that a habitat 
management plan be developed to reduce the inci-
dental take of listed species and loss of supporting 
habitat.  

The Army drafted the Installation-Wide Multispecies 
Habitat Management Plan for Former Fort Ord 
(HMP), to assess impacts on vegetation and wild-
life resources and provide mitigation for their loss. 
The intent of the plan is to establish large, contigu-
ous habitat conservation areas and corridors to com-
pensate for future development in other areas of Fort 
Ord. The Army received input from Federal, State, 
and local agencies and organizations, including the 
USFWS, Bureau of Land Management, California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, State Parks, 
University of California, and FORA. The HMP was 
finalized in April 1997, and has been revised in subse-
quent years. The HMP sets the standards to assure the 
long-term viability of Fort Ord’s biological resources, 
in the context of base reuse, so that no further miti-
gation should be necessary for impacts to species and 
habitats considered in the HMP. The HMP, deed 
restrictions, and Memoranda of Agreement between 
the Army and various land recipients provide the 
legal mechanisms to assure HMP implementation. It 
is a legally binding document, and recipients of for-
mer Fort Ord lands are required to abide by its man-
agement requirements and procedures.

The HMP establishes guidelines for the conservation 
and management of species and habitats on Fort Ord 
lands by identifying lands that are available for devel-
opment (“development with no restrictions”), devel-
opment lands that have some habitat reserve restric-
tions (“development with reserve or restrictions,” or 
“habitat corridor with development (some develop-
ment allowed”), and habitat reserve areas. The desig-
nation of habitat reserve lands is based on a habitat 
conservation area and corridor system that was ini-
tially developed following widely accepted ecological 

concepts such as size, shape, location, connectivity, 
and management considerations. 

Since the HMP was finalized in 1997, changes have 
been made and additional details have become avail-
able with respect to land uses in certain parcels. As a 
result of the 2005 Memorandum of Understanding 
Concerning the Proposed East Garrison/Parker 
Flats Land Use Modification among FOR A, MPC, 
County of Monterey, BLM, and U.S. Army, land use 
modifications were made for the East Garrison and 
Parker Flats areas to clarify land use boundaries and 
add new habitat areas to the original HMP reserve 
configuration. Figure 18, Habitat Plan Changes at 
East Garrison and Parker Flats, shows the changes 
resulting from this action. The proposed Multi-
modal Corridor has been relocated outside UC’s 
South Reserve. See Section 4.6 Other Completed 
Actions Affecting the BRP for additional informa-
tion on the Parker Flats/East Garrison and Multi-
modal Corridor. The final Fort Ord Dunes State Park 
General Plan was approved by State Parks in 2004. 
BLM approved a Resource Management Plan cover-
ing current and future lands that it manages at Fort 
Ord in 2007; and the interim use of the Laguna Seca 
Recreational Expansion Areas has better-defined 
activities for those parcels. 

Habitat Conservation Plan. While the conserva-
tion program established by the HMP is intended to 
be a comprehensive program for the former base, it 
stems from an agreement between the U.S. Army and 
USFWS and does not exempt other landowners from 
the federal or state Endangered Species Acts. FORA 
and its member jurisdictions are currently in the pro-
cess of obtaining a Section 10(a)(1)(B) Incidental 
Take Permit from the USFWS and Section 2081 
Incidental Take Permit from the CDFG, which will 
provide base-wide coverage for take of federal and 
state listed species to non-federal entities. This process 
involves the preparation of a Habitat Conservation 
Plan (HCP) and Implementing Agreement, both of 
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which are in draft form and being reviewed by the 
resource agencies, with agency review scheduled to 
be completed in 2012. Incidental take of federal and 
state listed species is anticipated to occur as the Fort 
Ord is reused. Base-wide Incidental Take Permits are 
expected to be issued by the USFWS and CDFG in 
2013, and would authorize take of the HCP-identi-
fied species during the course of the base reuse. The 
proposed permit term is 50 years.

Under the BRP, approximately one-third of the 
former base was designated for development. 
Approximately 776 acres of development would be 
allowed within the habitat management areas, con-
sisting of roads, trails, fencing, parking areas, camp-
grounds, and structures for plant nurseries and equip-
ment storage. Development within habitat manage-
ment areas is required to be sited in areas of existing 
development or disturbance to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

The HMP conservation program provides the basic 
framework for the conservation strategy of the Draft 
HCP. The habitat reserve areas and habitat corri-
dors are considered habitat management areas in 
the HCP, as are the restricted development parcels. 
Restricted development parcels owners will iden-
tify allowable development areas and areas that will 
remain as habitat reserve lands. HCP Permittees and 
BLM will be responsible for management of HCP 
species and natural communities. Development par-
cels adjacent to habitat management areas (referred 
to as Borderlands), will be required to address the 
urban/wildland interface between development and 
habitat management areas.

The HCP proposes to protect seven animal species 
and 12 plant species. Table 23, Fort Ord Protected 
Species, lists the protected species found at Fort Ord.

Habitat Protection Areas. Approximately 18,552 
acres (67 percent) of Fort Ord is set aside for hab-
itat protection. As shown in Table 24, Habitat 

Management Areas, the Bureau of Land Management 
will manage 14,651 acres and the remainder will be 
managed by State Parks, the University of California 
Natural Reserve System, Monterey County, City of 
Marina, Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District, 
and Monterey Peninsula College under the HMP. 
Figure 19, Habitat Management Areas, shows the 
habitat areas under the control of each jurisdiction. 
The intention of the BRP was that the 67 percent of 
Fort Ord set aside as habitat protection or open space 
would be mitigation for the areas of previously unde-
veloped land that is proposed for development in the 
HMP and on the BRP Land Use Concept. 

Habitat Corridors. The HMP sets aside conserva-
tion areas, which are the areas of habitat most impor-
tant to the protection of special status species. Where 
necessary, corridor areas are identified in the HMP 
to provide connections between conservation areas. 
Habitat values within corridor areas may be less than 
in conservation areas, but the corridors are impor-
tant for maintaining the ecological integrity of the 
conservation areas (Habitat Management Plan 1997, 
page 1-16). Corridors are particularly important in 
providing connections for wildlife, but are also spe-
cifically identified in the BRP for oak woodland and 
sand gilia. One area is specifically identified as a cor-
ridor on the HMP map: Polygon 17b, located south 
of Inter-Garrison Road  and west of the Youth Camp 
site. This corridor utilizes a gap in U.S. Army devel-
opment between Schoonover Park and East Garrison, 
and connects the large area of habitat centered on 
what is now the National Monument and the habitat 
areas west and south of the Marina airport.

Several BRP policies and programs reference wild-
life corridors. Recreation/Open Space Land Use 
Program B-2.4 for Marina calls for protection of the 
habitat corridor on Polygon 5b, which provides a 
link between maritime chaparral habitat near the air-
port with the habitats to the south. Recreation Policy 
C-1 refers to preservation of oak trees within “large 
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1. Areas that are set aside from development to
protect bioliogically important habitat.
2. Areas that require management strategies that
promote maintenance of connections between habitat
reserve areas.
3. Areas transfered to FORA as economic
development conveyance.  The areas are the
responsibility of FORA or other recipients and have no
management restrictions, except along the
development with reserve or restrictions interface.
4. Areas slated for development in the HMP that
contain inholdings of habitat reserve land or require
development restrictions to protect habitat within or
adjacent to the parcel.
5. Areas that have no HMP management restrictions.

Legend

Notes

Map Description
This map illustrates the changes to the HMP resulting
from the East Garrison/Parker Flats land swap
agreement.
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corridors within a comprehensive open space sys-
tem.” Biological Resources Policy A-4 (and support-
ing programs) protect biological resources within 
conservation and corridor areas, and other biologi-
cal resources policies include references to the corri-
dors. Monterey County Biological Resources Policies 
A-3 and A-4 address Polygon 17b, which is identi-
fied as a corridor in the HMP. Although not identi-
fied in the HMP as a corridor, Polygon 11a (north of 
Polygon 17b) is referred to as a corridor in Monterey 
County Biological Resources Programs A-1.1 and A-
1.2. Monterey County Biological Resources Policy 
B-2 refers to the oak woodland corridor on Polygons 
11a and 17b.

Open	space	Recreational	use

The BRP includes open space within each of the cit-
ies and the County of Monterey. The BRP designates 
about two thirds of Fort Ord (18,552 acres) as open 
space (refer to Table 24, Habitat Management Areas 
above). Much of this open space is, or will be, open 
to public recreational use. Some areas are closed to 
public use to protect habitat or special status plant 
and animal species, or to protect users from remain-
ing hazardous materials. The BRP anticipates an 
additional 115 acres of neighborhood and commu-
nity parks within development areas, about 290 acres 
of open space within the Black Horse and Bayonet 
golf courses, about 150 acres of open space at the 
future Del Rey Oaks golf course, and un-tabulated 
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open space within the CSUMB campus. Principal 
recreational uses at Fort Ord are hiking, bicycling, 
horseback riding, and golf. 

Fort Ord National Monument. The largest open 
space area is the Fort Ord National Monument, with 
14,651 acres of land, of which 7,205 acres are cur-
rently open to the public. A system of roads and trails 
across this land provides access. Several undeveloped 
trailheads and one developed trailhead (Creekside 
trailhead near Toro Park) provide entry points. The 
Bureau of Land Management estimates that 100,000 
visitors annually utilize Fort Ord’s public lands, now 
the Fort Ord National Monument. This figure is 
anticipated to grow significantly as more lands are 
opened up to the public, as improvements to trails 
and facilities occur, and as a result of the National 
Monument status. The Bureau of Land Management 
estimates that 50 percent of users are hikers and 
joggers, 40 percent are cyclists, and 10 percent are 
horseback riders (Fort Ord BRAC Environmental 
Cleanup Annual Report 2011). Figure 20, Fort Ord 
National Monument, shows the boundaries of the 
National Monument.

Fort Ord State Park. Fort Ord State Park covers 
about 979 acres west of State Route 1 and includes 
about five miles of beachfront. A paved trail runs 
between Marina and Seaside, with several spurs 
that lead to the dunes and/or beaches, and a tun-
nel beneath State Route 1 that provides bicycle and 
pedestrian access to Divarty Street near CSUMB. 
Vehicular access is via the 8th Street bridge over 
State Route 1. Planned improvements include a visi-
tor center and campground. 

Monterey County Habitat Areas. Monterey County 
will own about1,300 acres of open space/habitat lands 
in non-contiguous parcels that abut the National 
Monument on the north and south, plus the open 
space area at the former landfill. Most of these lands 

are currently under FORA’s ESCA remediation pro-
gram. The County is currently developing a draft trails 
master plan for these areas, with trails that connect 
with adjoining open space areas and several small stag-
ing areas. The Draft Fort Ord Recreational Habitat 
Area Trail Master Plan was released in January 2012. 

University of California and CSUMB Habitat 
Areas. Both universities hold lands dedicated to 
habitat or open space preservation, which would also 
provide outdoor laboratory space for research. 

Trails. The only formal trail networks are within the 
Fort Ord National Monument and the Monterey 
County Habitat Area. The Draft Fort Ord Recreational 
Habitat Area Trail Master Plan was released in January 
2012, and proposes formalizing a network of trails 
within the open space lands under the jurisdiction 
of Monterey County. .The BRP shows conceptual 
trail alignments in both open space and development 
parcels. Open space maps for Marina, Seaside, and 
the County of Monterey designate trails as eques-
trian, regional hiker/biker and local hiker/biker. The 
Regional Open Space System map (Figure 3.6-1 in 
BRP Volume 1) shows three major trail/open space 
links: a scenic corridor along State Route 1; a trail/
open space link between the Eighth Street bridge 
at State Route 1 and the BLM public lands (now 
National Monument); and the Juan Bautista de Anza 
Historic Trail Corridor, which runs from the vicin-
ity of Davis Road to about Broadway in Seaside, pri-
marily near the northern boundary of the National 
Monument. 

The BRP Framework and Figure 3.6-3 identify three 
major trails: the Inter-Garrison Trail, roughly follow-
ing Inter-Garrison Road; the Fort Ord Dunes State 
Beach Trail, along the paved Beach Range Road; and 
the Salinas Valley/Seaside Trail, which would con-
nect from the vicinity of Blanco Road to Seaside, pri-
marily following road rights-of-way. 
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The Beach Range Road trail on the west side of State 
Route 1 was opened in 2009. There are two under-
crossings within one-half mile south of the Eighth 
Street bridge in use for bikeway connections between 
the west and east sides of State Route 1; one connects 
to the Recreation Trail within the Caltrans right-of-
way and one connects to the Beach Range Road trail 
within Fort Ord Dunes State Park. The Beach Range 
Road trail runs about four miles and connects to 
the Recreation Trail at each end. The Eighth Street 
bridge crossing of State Route 1 also provides access 
for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians between Fort 
Ord State Beach and the east side of State Route 1.

Public Input. A large volume of input was received 
regarding open space, public access, and trails. 
Frequent requests have been received for expand-
ing open space areas and ensuring trail connectivity 
between the National Monument and the beach. 

Observations. The BRP includes plans for a trail 
linkage between the beach and areas on the east side 
of Fort Ord, and Seaside and the east side of Fort 
Ord. The BRP would benefit from a comprehensive 
treatment of trails within and showing connections 
beyond Fort Ord. An opportunity exists to provide 
linkage from the National Monument to the beach 
connections at Marina, CSUMB, and/or Seaside. 

Cultural	Resources

The BRP Conservation Element addresses cultural 
resources. Policies for protection of archaeological 
resources and historic resources at East Garrison are 
included.

Public Comment. Members of the public expressed 
an interest in locating a Native American cultural cen-
ter within Fort Ord, with a museum and/or a tribal 
ceremonial area. Several comments suggested includ-
ing this as a feature within the National Monument. 

Commenters stated this use had been previously 
included in planning for Fort Ord, but was not 
included when the BRP was prepared in 1997. 

Observations. A Native American cultural cen-
ter could conceivably be independently pursued 
and developed in cooperation with a public or pri-
vate landowner, in a variety of potential sites and 
settings. 

Veterans’	Cemetery

A location for a veterans’ cemetery is included within 
Polygon 21a, as shown on the Land Use Concept 
for Monterey County. Originally, a federal veter-
an’s cemetery was proposed, but standards regard-
ing proximity of existing federal veterans’ cemeteries 
precluded placing one at the former Fort Ord. The 
currently proposed veterans’ cemetery would be state 
operated. 

Public Comment. Numerous comments addressed 
the veterans’ cemetery, with suggestions to retain the 
present site and to relocate the site to the National 
Monument.

Observations. The veterans’ cemetery is shown on 
several, but not all, land use maps in the BRP. No 
policies or programs address the veterans’ cemetery. 
Relocation of the proposed veterans’ cemetery to the 
Fort Ord National Monument may confer a federal 
status to the cemetery, and therefore, the standards 
regarding proximity of federal cemeteries may pre-
clude this location.  

BRP	Population	Forecasts

The BRP made assumptions based on population 
projections considered valid at the time the BRP was 
prepared. Because population projections depend 
on numerous variables and assumptions about those 
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variables, long-term accuracy is often difficult to 
achieve. Therefore, such projections are revisited and 
revised over time. As shown in Table 25 AMBAG 
Projected and Actual Census Populations for Cities 
in Region, the AMBAG population projections used 
in the BRP overestimated growth over the past 15 
years. BRP population assumptions and actual popu-
lation figures are presented for comparison.

As can be seen from the data in the table, all loca-
tions’ actual 2010 populations were below the pro-
jections, and many of the cities’ 2010 populations 
were lower than they were in 1995. Seaside’s popu-
lation grew by 2,923 and Marina’s population grew 
by 1,362 since 1995, a total of 4,285 persons, but 
not all of this increase occurred at Fort Ord. Seaside, 
for example, saw the addition of about 380 houses 
at Fort Ord during that time span, which would 
account for about 1,140 persons. 

Census data for 2000 and 2010 were compared for 
the same eight cities to provide insights as to the pop-
ulation differences illustrated in the prior table. The 
median age increased significantly, and the house-

hold size decreased slightly for most of these cities 
between 2000 and 2010. Although total housing units 
increased for all cities, other than Marina and Seaside, 
the number of occupied housing units (households) 
decreased in most cases. The decrease in total housing 
units in Marina and Seaside occurred as former U.S. 
Army housing stock was removed from use. Table 26 
Comparison of Households and Median Age 2000 – 
2010, provides comparative census data. 

Public Comment. Several comments noted that 
population projections were higher than actually 
occurred. 

Observations. The review of population data indi-
cates that population growth was well below that 
projected for the BRP. The Reassessment’s Market 
Study uses the most up-to-date relevant AMBAG 
data as of the date of preparation. AMBAG is cur-
rently preparing updated data that will likely result 
in somewhat lower projections for Monterey County 
than those that were available for inclusion in the 
Market Study, but the updated projections will not 
be available until later in 2012. 
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FORa	Procedures

FORA procedures are set forth in the Master 
Resolution. Although the Master Resolution is not 
part of the BRP, and not the subject of this reassess-
ment, the FORA Board of Directors may wish to 
consider the comments received during this process 
relating to FORA procedures.

4.6	 Other	Completed	
actions	affecting	the	
BRP

Context and Purpose
This section of the Summary Scoping Report pro-
vides information on miscellaneous occurrences 
that potentially affect the BRP policies or Land Use 
Concept. These changes have occurred outside the 
land use decisions of the local jurisdictions or the 
consistency review process of the FORA Board, but 
have potential implications for changes to the BRP. 

East Garrison – Parker Flats Land 
Swap
In 2005, FORA, BLM, the U.S. Army, the County 
of Monterey, and Monterey Peninsula College final-
ized a Memorandum of Understanding implement-
ing a land swap agreement (LSA) affecting parcels in 
the East Garrison and Parker Flats areas. The purpose 
of the LSA was to resolve land use conflicts stemming 
from a long history of ordnance and explosives use, 
competing conveyance requests for surplus property 
at the former base, and to address impacts associated 
with potential East Garrison development conflicts. 
The LSA amended the 1997 Fort Ord Installation-
Wide Multi-species Habitat Management Plan (HMP) 
for Fort Ord and was also signed by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish 
and Game. Although the LSA affected the areas of 
allowable development, it resulted in a net increase 
of 246.7 acres in habitat reserve areas. These changes 
are reflected in Figure 7.2, Fort Ord Reuse Plan Land 
Use Concept (2012 Draft, presented earlier.
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The East Garrison-Parker Flats LSA resulted in the 
following principal changes:

 Expansion of the area for development at East 
Garrison from about 200 acres to about 410 
acres, and changed the HMP classification in 
several areas of East Garrison from Development 
with Restrictions to Development;

 Reduction of the development area within Parker 
Flats by about 447 acres;

 Increase in habitat area at the Military Opera-
tions Urban Terrain (MOUT) site;

 Net increase in habitat area of 246.7 acres over-
all; and

 Transfer of Monterey Peninsula College’s Emer-
gency Vehicle Operations Center site from East 
Garrison to Parker Flats. 

Table 27 Habitat Designation Changes Associated 
with the East Garrison-Parker Flats Land Swap (Acres 
Increased or Decreased), summarizes the changes to 
three types of habitat in the three geographic areas 
affected by the LSA. Refer to Figure 18, Habitat Plan 
Changes at Parker Flats and East Garrison, presented 
earlier.

In the Parker Flats area there were both increases and 
decreases in the maritime chaparral and oak wood-
land habitats; the net changes are shown in Table 23. 

The LSA amended the Habitat Management Plan des-
ignations for the territory within the East Garrison 
Specific Plan from Development with Reserve Areas/
Restrictions to Development. Under the original 
Habitat Management Plan, the East Garrison area 
was permitted a 200-acre development footprint, 
10 acres of development at the site of existing utili-
ties, and a 31-acre road corridor; under the revised 
Habitat Management Plan, the East Garrison area 
has 451 acres of Development area with no restric-
tions (Zander 2002).

Seaside – U.S. Army Agreement
The City of Seaside, the U.S. Army, the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, and American 
Youth Hostels entered into a LSA in 2008. The land 
swap included the following major components:

 Transfer of the Stillwell “kidney” parcel (102 
acres south of Gigling Road and west of General 
Jim Moore Boulevard) from the City to the U.S. 
Army for Ord Community housing; 

 Transfer of the “drumstick” parcel (11 acres 
between First Avenue and State Route 1 north 
of Divarty Street) from California Department 
of Parks and Recreation to the City of Seaside;

 Transfer of the Lightfighter Drive parcel (26 
acres south of Lightfighter Drive) from U.S. 
Army to City of Seaside;
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 Transfer of the Firehouse parcel (6 acres on the 
east side of General Jim Moore Boulevard north 
of Gigling Boulevard developed with Presidio 
fire station and Burger King restaurant) from the 
U.S. Army to the City of Seaside; 

 Transfer of the American Youth Hostel site from 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
to City of Seaside along with a water allocation 
of 5.5 acre-feet to serve the hostel; 

 Transfer of 109 acre feet of U.S. Army-con-
trolled water to City of Seaside, with 33 acre feet 
restricted for use at no fewer than 110 affordable 
or workforce housing units;

 U.S. Army agreement to construct at least 140 
units of affordable or workforce housing and no 
more than one hundred fifty (150) market rate 
housing units, and supply water to those units; 
the first 20 affordable housing units to be made 
available to California Department of Parks and 
Recreation employees;

 Release of easement to U.S. Army by City of Sea-
side;

 Granting of street easements by U.S. Army to 
City of Seaside from access to golf course devel-
opment and for a State Route 1 freeway inter-
change for Monterey Road; and

 Granting of pedestrian easement at Drumstick 
parcel to allow public access to Fort Ord Dunes 
State Park via Divarty Street underpass. 

Figure 21 Seaside – U.S. Army – State Parks Parcel 
Swap shows the parcels involved in the LSA.  

National Monument Establishment
In April 2012, President Obama declared 14,651 
acres of land at Fort Ord a national monument 
under the powers granted by the Antiquities Act of 
1906. The land designated as a national monument 
is partly under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 

Management, and the remaining 7,446 acres are still 
under the control of the U.S. Army, but intended 
for transfer to the Bureau of Land Management once 
clean-up activities are complete. The change in status 
to a national monument does not have a direct phys-
ical or land use effect, but does recognize the site’s 
importance as a public resource and will likely result 
in increasing levels of recreational tourism as the 
Federal government develops site access and facilities 
over time.. Refer to Figure 20, Fort Ord National 
Monument, presented earlier. 

Intermodal Corridor Relocation
The BRP includes a transit program to reserve rail 
rights-of-way within Fort Ord. An Intermodal 
Corridor is included in the BRP and the University 
Villages (now Dunes on Monterey Bay) Specific Plan. 
The location of the corridor east of General Jim Moore 
Boulevard has been shifted from an Imjin Parkway 
alignment to an Inter-Garrison Road alignment. The 
realignment of the Intermodal Corridor removes the 
corridor from the University of California’s South 
Natural Reserve. An ultimate extension into Salinas, 
if constructed, would be shifted from Blanco Road 
to Reservation and Davis roads. Figure 22 Inter-
modal Corridor Alignment, shows the old and new 
alignments.  

Alignment Change at General Jim 
Moore/Lightfighter/2nd Avenue
The BRP circulation plan shows General Jim 
Moore Boulevard and Second Avenue realigned at 
Lightfighter Drive to create a continuous north-
south route between Marina and Seaside/Del Rey 
Oaks. Second Avenue and General Jim Moore 
Boulevard have both been improved, but the his-
toric alignment remains in place, with turns onto 
and off of Lightfighter Drive required to access 
General Jim Moore Boulevard and Second Avenue. 
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CSUMB’s 2007 Campus Master Plan establishes 
Third Street (along Second Avenue) as the campus’s 
main entrance, negating the need to realign Second 
Avenue and General Jim Moore Boulevard. The BRP 
circulation diagram purposefully does not include any 
through routes within the CSUMB campus. Figure 
23 General Jim Moore Boulevard – Second Avenue 
Alignment shows the old and new alignments.  
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Figure 21

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

Seaside - U.S. Army - State Parks Parcel Swap

Legend Map Description
This map shows the parcels involved in the Land Swap 
Agreement.Fort Ord Boundary

Subject Parcels
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Legend

Map Description
This map shows mulit-modal 
corridor orginal alignment and 
new realignment.
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Map Description
This map shows the currently 
existing alignment and the Base 
Reuse Plan proposed realign-
ment of General Jim Moore 
Boulevard/2nd Avenue as it 
intersects with Lightfighter Drive.
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Figure 23

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

General Jim Moore Boulevard - Second Avenue Alignment

Source: U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers GIS Database 2012, EMC Planning Group 2001
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