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AJtemstive6Rproposesa~cre transitcenterthatwoufdinvolvedevelopmentofapproximately
20acreswestofStateRoute(SR)1, inthecoastalzone. TheareawestofSR1ispotentialhab~tfor

.+ SeVedsp?ddstatusspeciesofwildlifeandplants.Theseareasareconsideredto hSVesigni’kant
environmentalresourcesanddevelopmentinthisareawouldeitherd~royordisturbtheseresources.

Thisimpactandanyrecommendedmitigationaredescrfkfh SectIon6.11,Vegetation,Wildlife,
andWetiandResources=.

Men-dive6Rproposesa63-acrenaturalareaexpansioninthesouthwestemmostpinionofthe
installation,whichmaybeincompatiblewiththeproposal352-acre@cepstitothenortheastamfthe6
acreooqnationwrdtothew Thenaturalarasexpansionshoufdb $urrouti@bylikeuses,suchas
additionalopens~~ orrecreationuses.Thoseusesthatwouldrecurinanoffiieparkar-, suchasoffice
buildingsandparkinglots,andthoseinoradjacenttothem~tlon yard,suchasvehiclemaintenance

---- ad storage,wouldnotcomplementthenaturalareaexpansionandmaycreatenuisancesincluding,but
notlimitedto,increasesoflightarxfglare,noise,traffic,at-dairp3Mion.

Alandscaped(withnativespecies),openspacebuffercouldlx providdaroundtheofice
parkandcorporationyard.Thebuffershouldbewideenoughtoaccommufateextensiveopenspace.A

4..- 200-foot-wide(minimum)bufferzoneisrecommetied.(Localagenciesandprivateentitiesresponsiblefor
development)

ThisisconsiderdfeasiblemitigationforthisimpactBoththeofficeparkandcorpcmtion
yarduseshaveasubstantialamountofacreage(352and46acres,respectively)toprovideanopenspace
bufferzoneIMweentheuses.Therewouldh noadverseenvironmentalimpactsassociatedMththis
mitigationmeasureaslongastheexistingnativevegetationisnotdisturbdintheprwessofcreatingthe.- bufferzonear~.

Thepro~sed690agri+enterwouldM similartoalightitiustriilusesbecauseitcouldinvolvelight
manufacturingandIatxx-intensiveusesandcouldcreatenuisances,includingincreasednoiseandairpdlu-.-
tion.Thiswould& incompatiblewiththepro- adjacentRVpark/~mpground.

● Miligstia:Ptrnklea m- ~ ~ce &d7w.-
Alandscapedo~nspacebuffercouldb providedaroundtheagri-center’slightimhstrial

facilitiesorotherusesthatmayPrducetheabvedescribedimpacts.Thebuh!ershouldbewideenough
toadequatelyshieldtheagri+enterusesfromtheRV~rk/~mpground.Nativetreesthatwouldgr~...
largeenoughtoeffectivelyshieldusescouldheplanted.A300-fmt-widebufferareamnningthelength
ofthebounda~ofthetwousesisrecommended.(Localagenciesarulprivateentitiesres~nsibiefor
development),.+.

Thisisconsideredfeasiblemitigationforthisimpact.Theproponentsoftheagri-center
proposestodevelopapproximetefy25%oftheares,retainingasubstantialamountofareaasopmspace
andtheprovisionofaIandecap@,openspacebufferzonebetweentheuses.Therewouldbenoadverse
environmentalimpctsassociatedwiththismitigationmeasureaslongastheexistingnativevegetationis
notdisturbedintheprocessofcreatingthebufferzonearea.
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Alternative6Rpro~sesa 2g-acremutti-useareainthecoastalzoneinbetweentwoprofm@
disturbdhabitatzones“(127and41I acres,res~ivety).Thepropxeclmulti-useareswhichwould
potentiallyindufeStilweilHailanda regiowtisitorscentermaycreateanobstaclepreventingpublic
accessInbetweenthetwodisturbedhab~tzones.Sincethiszonewouldprovidepublicaccess,the
disturbedhabitatzoneshouldW continuous.

m MidgalknKCreateaDi~ HaMatZm AccessGnridw

Acorridorconnectingthetwodisturbedhabtitzonescouldk cr-td sothataccessto
thetwoareasisnotinterruptedbythemulti-usearea.(bcalagenciesandprivateentitiesresponsiblefor
developmentwithapprovalfromthetWfomiaCoastalCommission)

Thisisconsideredfeasiblemitigationforthisimpact.However,theCaliforniaCoastal
Commissionwouldn-to reviewtheplantodeterminetheadequacyofthecorridor.Therewouldh no
adverseimpactsassociatedwiththismitigationmeasure.

■ impactImmpm ““thy betwenP- Schdm-on ad PrqmsdT~
~

AltematNe6Rincludesa 150-acreexpansionareafortheYorkSchmLwhichislocatedsouthof
theinstallationintheCityofMonterey,intothesouthernpmtionoftheinlandrangeareaTheproposed
transportationcorridorwouldextendbetweentheschoolexpansionareaandtheexistingschoolfacilities.
Theseparationoftheschoolexpansionareafromtheexistingschoolfacilitybecauseofthetransportation
corridor,createsanincompatibil”~betweentheproposalschmiexpansionandtransportationcorridor
uses.Studentswouldhavetocrossthetranspon.ationcorridortoaccesstotheexpansionarea,which
couldcreatesubstantialsafetyissuesforstudentsatYorkSchool.

YorkSchoolshouldcoordinatewithCaltranstoconstructanoverpassorunderpassatthe
transpmtationcorridor.ThiswouldprovidesafeaccessforthestudentsMweentheexistingschoolfacility
andtheschoolexpansionarea.(YorkSchooland&ltnans)

Thismitigationmeasureisconsideredfeasible.Theconstructionoftheoverpassorutierpass
wouldresultinvariousconstruction-relatedimpacts,suchasthepotentiallossofbldogicalIasb@t,
dependingonwhichbypassischosen.

PolicyConsistency

Alternative6Rwouldbeinconsistentwiththefallowingrefevantplansandpolicies:30240(a),
3024C)(b),and30232oftheCaliforniaCoastalActof1976(CCA);ResourceProtectionMeasure”~ofthe
MontereyBayNationalMarineSanctuary-FinalEnvironmentalImpactStatement(MB-FEIS);1.1.3,7.1.4,
40.2.7,and4t).2.9(d)oftheGreaterMontereyPeninsulaAreaPlan(GMPAP);4.3.4,4.3.6.A1,4.3.6.A2,ad
RecreationManagementMeasure1oftheMontereyCountyLod CoastalProgram- NorthCountyknd
UsePlan(MCLCP);andA,A4.b,A4.c,andA4.doftheAssociationofMontereyBayAr~ Governments-
RegionalbndUseElement(AMBAG-RLU).
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Altemative6RproposesdevelopmentInsomeenvironmentallysensitivehabitats.Thesehabitats
includetheareaswestofSR1,thesouthernmost~ion oftheInstallationwherethetratwfmrtation-or

.-. ispropsd,andsomeoakwomflandareaswherethefiretrainingareaisproposalAlternative6R
pro-s potentialdwelopmentintheseareasthatwoufdeitherdisturbordestroytheseenvironmentally
sensitivehabitats.

.- ThisImpactandanyrecommendedmitigationaredescrifxlinSection6.11,Vegetation,Wdlife,
ad WetlardResources=.

,.. ● lnQa&1~ Wti Pdides~ng itm
WdmlafMaqmlte1~

Alternative6Rwoufdbeinconsistentwiththefallowing
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relevantplansandpolicies:30250of
the~; 26.1.4,26.I .14,26.1.18,and31.1.1d theMCGP;4.3.6~D2and4.3.6.D5oftheMCLCP;1ofthe
MontereyCountyGrowthManagementPolicy(MCGMP);B3.c,Cl.b,andWCoftheAMBAG-RLU;atd
policies111.1and111.8ofLAFCO’SSpheresofInlluencePoliciesardChteria.

Alternative6Rproms somedwelopmentinareaswhereadequatepubliceewicesad facilities
arenotavailable.AfthoughtheArmyownsamfowratessomeservicesandfacilities,theydonotprovide
sewicestothesouthwestern~tiionoftheinstallationwherethe352-acre~lce parkamlthe46-acre
co~tion yardarepro-. Additionalpro- usesontheinstallationwillr~uireutilitysetvicefrom
existingFortOrdInfmstructure.MuchoftheutilitiesandInfmtructureisbelowstandardandIn~r
opatingcondition,thereforeadditionalinfrastmcturewillk requiredtosetvicethevariousprom fand
usesinbothareasthatarecunentiydwe!opedaswellasinthoseareasthatareundevelopedbutpro-
fordevelopment.

ThisimpactandanyrecommendedmitigationaredescribedinSection6.4,“PublicSewicesand
Utilities”.

Alternative6Risinconsistentwiththefallowingpolicies:27.3.1,29.3,and29.3.1oftheMCGP;
and4.3.6.C6ati 4.3.6.G3oftheMCLCP.

Alternative6Rpro- swerallardusesthatareinternallyincompatible.Theseuses,their
respctiveimpacts,amfanyrecommencklmitigationaredescri~utierkrd UseCompatibilityatmve.

Alternative6Risinconsistentwiththefallowingpolicies:4.3.4and4.3.5.7oftheMCLCP;ardA3.b
amM.eoftheAMBAG-RLU.

Alternative6Rpro- waterandgrourdwaterdependentusessuchasthePresidioofMonterey
(POM)annex,theuniversity,andtheagkenter.AintershortageexistsintheMontereyarea,aml
Alternative6Rpro- thedevelopmentthatwouldrquireadditionalwatersupplythatcurrendydoesnot
existandlimitsthe=fe utilizationofgrourdwaterresourceswithinthoseresource’sabilitytoreclwrge.

ThisimpactandanyrecommendedmitigationaredescribedinSection6.5,WaterResources=.
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● 1- 1~ wifhPdky~51 d tfmCaMwnh-Act d 1976GwEern@Um
PdacliWlofScs!llkalnYvWal&4dtieaofum@aaEslAms

Alternative6Rpro-a 36-acretransitcenterthatwouldInvolvedevelopmentofapproximately
20acreswestofSR1,intheCCWtaIzone.Developmentinthisareamaydegradethescenicandvisual
qualitiesoftheccwtalarea.Thisimpactandanyrecommendedmitigationmeasuresaredescribedin
Section6.12,WlsualResources”.

6.1.4CumulativeEffects
Extensivedevelopmentisexpectedintheares,&sal onprojectdgrowthoftheMontereyPenin-

sulaar~ anddevelopmentoftheinstallation.ThisdevelopmentwouldplacepressureonIod communities
thatplantolimitgrowth.Developmentoftheinatalfationwouldrsdir- growthawayfromcommunities
eitherseekingorrmtseekinggrowth.lWsgrowthpressurecould,however,Werrtuallyjeopardizethenatural
resourcesoftheMontereyBaycoastline.StrictadherencetoIoaliyadoptedplansandpdicii on
developmentardgrowthnwlstocontinuetoretaintheexistingckmcteroftheMontereyPeninsula.

6.1.5SummaqComparisonofReuseAlternatives

Attematives1and2wouldresultinthegr=testlanduseimpacts-use oftheextensivedevelop
mentpro~sdforreuse.Alternatives3and4wouldalsoresultinlanduseimpactssimilartoAlternatives1
and2,butwithlessereffects.Alternatives5and6Rwm.ddhavetheleastlanduseim~ctsofthereuse
alternatives.Alternative5proposestoretainamajorityoftheinstallationinownspaceandwouldtherefore
havetheleastimpactsontheundevelopedportionsoftheinstallation,whereastheAlternative6Rproposes
tocontinuetouseseveraldevelopedareas,contributingtosomeimpactsinthedevelopdareas,ati only
a smallamountofdevelopmentinthecurrentlyundevelopedareas.

6.2 SOCIOECONOMIC

6.2.1PopulationandHousing

6.2.1.1Introduction

Thissectiondescribeschangestothepopulation,housing,andhousingsupplywithinMonterey
CountyandtheCfiiesofMarinaandSeasideasaresultofthedosure,disposal,andreuseofFortOral.

6.2.1.2DisposalImpacts

Dispxalofparcelsoflardcouldcwcurimmediately.However,notallFortOrdlardswouldW
disposedofatonetime.HazardousmaterialremdiationwouldhavetooccurMoreinstallationproperty
couldbe dis~ andreusd. ThepruesswouldIikefyspanmanyyears. In addition,many
uncontaminat~installationfacilitiescouldbeusdbyotherfederalagenciesorleasedtoprivateconcema
intheinterimbeforedispxial.

PopulationandhousingeffectsofthedisposalprocesscannotbefullydeterminedbutwouldIikdy
besubstantial.Hazardouswastecleanupcrwsmaybebroughtinfromoutsidethecountyforextedd
pendsandwouldrmquiresemipermanentIdgingintheImalarea.Federalagenciesthatwouldussthe
facilitiesalsowouldlikelyincreaselocalpopulation,therebyincreasinglocalhousingdemand.Thisincrease
wouldbeconsideredbeneficial~use itwouldlessenadverseclosureeffects.
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6.2.1.3ReuseImpacta

.. ...

. .

ImplementationofAlternative6Rwouldresultintheconstructionorrehabilitationofhousingthat
wouldaccommodatea populationofapproxlnwtely23,000.Closureefhctswouldr~ucethistoa net
populationdecreaseofapproximately7,000.Thisnetdecreaseinpopulationwouldrepresenta 1%
decreasefromMontereyCounty’s1991populat”m.Sprmdoverthe50-yearbuildoutIMricdthisdedlne
resultsinanaverageannualdecreaseoflessthan0.1%.Thiseffectisnotconsideredmajorhues itdoes
notexceedthethresholdgrowthrateof2.3%.

TheCityofMarinewouldk theI-t-bn oftheconstructionorrehabilitationofenoughhousingto
supm over4,000people,resutthgina nat-ation dwreased wer5,000aftersubtmctingthe
populationdecreaseresultingfromtheinstallationclosure.

ThepopulationoftheC~ ofSeasidewouldgrowbyover9,000bybuiidoutofAJten@ive6R,
resultinginanetpopulationdecreaseof2,000aftersubtractingthe~pulationdecreaseresultingfromthe
installationclosure.

■ Midgation:N- Requimcl

ImplementationofAlternative6Rwouldresultintheconstmctionorrehabilitationofover10,000
housingunits.Subtractingtheclosureeffectoftheloseofabout14,000unitswouldresultinthenet
decreaseof4,000unitsinthecountyhousingsuppiy.Thisrepresentsa3%decreaseinthetotalcounty
housingsupply.Thiseffectisnotconsideredmajorbecause,overthe50-yearbuildoutPriedtheannual
dedinedoesnotexceedthethresholdchangeof2.3%.

Over2,000housingunitswouldbeconstructorrehabilitatedwithintheC~ ofMarinaunder
Alternative6Randwouldresultinanetdecreaseofapproximately1,000units.

TheCmofSeas.klewouldbethelocationofalmost4,000housingunitsunderAlternative6R.
Subtractingthedosureeffectsresultsinanetdecreaseofapproximately3,000inthecity’shousingsupply.

.A

,“-..

-d

.-

lmplernentatlonofAlternative6RwouldresultInthedevelopmentofempioymentfleneratlnglard
useswithnoaccompanyinghousingconstruction.Applyingthecountyaverageof1.4Swofkersperhouw
hddtothenumb ofemploymentpositionsdirecdygenerat~bythisalternate(26,149)resultsina
demandforanadditional18,000housingunits.Thiseffectisconsideredmajor~use buildoutofthealter-
nativewouldresultinasubstantialincreaseinhousingdemandinanareaalreadyexperiencingahousing
shortage.ThisimpactisunavoidablebutcouldIMrducd byimplementingthefallowingmitigation.
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The
compwwitdforby
agencies)

Ma-: ~ m lmmasdM@IKI~ ty ReahifgWqg
R&swentki-S Desigtmtdfof& ~ ~

incr~seddematiforhousinglikelygenerat~byonsiteemdoymentwoufd~
retainingtheexistingonsitehousinginareasdesignatedfOrrloprOpOsduse.(Local

ThisisconsideredfeasibfemitigationforthisimpactCountypopulationwouldincr~se,
aswouldpotentialstdentgenemtion,butnoadverseimpactsrqulringadditionalmitigationwouldoccur
withthismitigationmessure.

m l~e Increasein~e Jd@fasiw-- 1.=to1.57

ImplementationofAftemative6RwouldresultinanIncreasefrom1.36to1.57inthecourt@ratio
ofjobstohousing.ThiseffectIsconsiderednwjor-US itincmsesthecountyidemtiothatafready
excedstheratioofjobstohousinggenerallyconsider~opthnalformaintainingajobs/housingbalance.

● M~-: ~ ~ 1~ Wng ~ byRe&u”ningGA#iIw
ResiderdiafAmesDesigrmtdWNo~Use

TheIncreasddemandforhousingIikefygeneratafbyonsiteemploymentcouldk
comp?nsatwlforbyretainingexistingonsitehousingthatisdesignatedunderAfternatlve6Rfornoproposal
use.(L-1 Agencies)

ThisisconsiderdfeasiblemitigationforthisimpactCountypopulationwouldincrease,aswould
potentialstudentgeneration,butnoadverseimpactsrquiringadditionalmitigationwouldwcurwiththis
mitigationmeasure.

6.2.2RegionalEconomy
6.2.2.1Introduction

Thissectiondescribesestimat~effectsofcfosure,dism, andreuseontheregionaleconomy.
EconomicvariablesU% to measureeffectsonther~ionaleconomyindudeemployment,personal
income,andtotaloutput(i.e.,businessvolume).

ThedetaildanalysisforAlternative6Rsocimconomicanalysisdmsnotallowforcomparison
betweenalternatives~use dataus@fortheanalysisofAlternative6Rr~uireda changetoseveraf
employmentgenerationassumptionsusedintheanalysisofallotheralternatives.Thesechangeswere
madebasedonmoredetailedandaccurateinformationavailableatthetimeofthesubsequentanalysis.
Employmentgenerationrateschangwffortheagrkenter,officepark,firetraining,POSTacademy,andthe
transitcenter.Tb changesarehighlightinchangestoTable1-2,AppendixI ~dumeIV,SectiorI6.0)
ofthisdocument,Allotherassumptionsardthemethddogyusd intheanafysisofAltematlve6R
remaindidenticaltothoseusedintheanalysesoftheotherreusealternativesinVolume11,Section11.2of
theEIS.

6.2.24?DisposalImpacts
Regionafeconomicactivityeffectsofthedisposalprocessmmotbepreciselydetermined,but

wou~likelybesubstantial.Remed-@tionisexpectedtocosthundredsofmillionsofddlars.Althoughthe
majorityoftheremed”htioncontractingwouldbefutfIlledbyfirmsIodedoutskfethecounty,crewswould
lMrquir~ tospedextendedpwhxlsneartheinstallationandwouldincursubstantialexpendituresfor
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Idging,meals,recreation,clothing,andotherseM”ces.Thiseconomicactivitywouldbeconskferd
benticialbecauseftwouldlessenadverseclosureeffects.NOmitigationwouldber~uir-.

6.2.2.3ReuseImpacts

ImplementationofAlternative6Rwouldresuttinthedevelopmentofempioymentgeneratingland
usesthatwoulddirectlyincreasetheexistingnumtwrofjobsinMontereyCountybymorethan26,000.
Over5:000ofthosejobswouldbeloMd withintheCityofSeaskfeardjustover10,000withintheCity
ofMarina.Indiraad inducedemploymentgenerat~byonsitedevelopmemwouldgenerateanestimatd
27,000additionaljobswithinthecounty.TheeffwtsofdosureresultsInanetIncrSSSeofapproximately
27,000jobs.Thisrepresentsa16%incr~seinemploymentoverexistingCordtions,oranaverageanru.d
empbymentIncreaseof0.3%.BasAontheFSIthresholdforempfoymenLthisannualgrowthratewould
notb consideredtorepresentmajorgrowth.Employmentgrowthisgenerallyconsider~abeneficial
effect.

● Mifi@fm;NoneRequimf

■ Inlpadhkflncmasad omr$1.78illibnin_ O@ui

ImplementationofAlternative6RwouldresultInadirectincrementalincreaseof$1.2billionamf
indirectincreaseofapproximately$0.9billionoverexistingMontereyCountyoutput.TheCityofSeaside
wouldexperienceover$177millionofthatincreaseandtheCWofMarinawouldexperienceover$170
millionoftheincrementalincreaseinoutput.Applyingtheinstallationdosureeffectstothisincr~seresults
ina countyWenetoutputincreaseofover$1.7billion.Thiswouldrepresenta 14%increaseoverthe
existingcountyoutputofapproximately$12.2billion.Thisannualincrease,thoughbeneficial,wouldnot
exceedtheFSIthresholdforIndustrialoutput.

● Mi2i@I”on:NmaRequired

ImplementationofAlternative6Rwouldresuftinanincrementalincreaseofover$695millionIn
countypersonalincome.TheCityofSeasidewouldbeneftifromapproximately$A3millionofthisincrease
andtheCityofMarinabyjustover$183millionoftheincrementalincreaseinpersonalincome.Closure
effectswouldreducethistoacountyAdenetincrea~of$152million.Thiswouldrepresenta3%increase,
anaverageannualincreaseoflessthan0.1%,overtheexistingmuntyincomeofapproximately$48billion.
ThisannualincreasewouldnotexceedtheFSIthresholdforpersonalincomechanges.

8 Mi@mbrr- Requi&

6.2.3SocialSewices

6.2.3.1Introduction
Thissectiondiscussesthecoun~e effwtsoncommunitysewicesandmilitaryretiree&nefits

ofclosure,disposal,ardreuseofFortOral.
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6.2.3.2DisposalImpacts
Dispodactivities,includinghazardouswastecfeanupandtem~ra~useor interimuseof

installationfacilitiesbyotherfederalagencies,wouldresultinincrea~I@ employmentince~insectom
andslightlyreduc-dernwwfforcommunitysendcesandjobdevelopmentprogramsthanwouldtiur
underclosureconditions.Homelesssewicesandretir=benefitsarenotexpectdtok affectedbythe
dis~ process.

6.2.3.3Reuselmpa~

Alternative6Rwouldresultindecreasdunem@oymentati increasdeconomicactiviithroughout
ther~ion. IncreasdeconomicdevelopmentwouldresultIndwreasdgrowthinthedematifor
communitysewicessuchaswelfarepaymentsandcrisisinterventionprograms.

Alternative6Rwouldresultindecreasdunempioymerrtandincr-- economicactiviithroughout
theregion.Employmentgrowthrelatedtoonsitedevelopmentwouldbenefitprogramsdesignedtoassist
unemployedandunder-tmin~pxsonsseekingemploymentopportunitieswithinMontereyCounty.

■ MiifgsticuuNmeReqw”ti

● ImpactRducdmintheAmiiabiliiyofH~ SwWoesforMili&uyRetkss

Theregionafmaid centerthatwouldbedevelopedumferAlternative6RIsassum~toprovide
medicalsewicessimilartothoseprov”~dbySilasB.HaysArmyCommunityHospitalin1991,butItwould
notbeaCHAMPUS-ontracthospital.Retireesad theirfamilymemberscouldusethisfacilityandapply
forpartialreimbursementofcoststhroughCHAMPUSStandardorMdi&re.Beneficiariesenrdklinthe
CHAMPUS/PRIMEprogramwouldnotbeabietousethisfacility.

Theregionalm~icalcenterwouldincr~sethesupplyofredid servicesavailabletomostretirws
andfamilymemks;however,populationgrowthgeneratedbydevelopmentunderAlternative6Rwould
increasetheregionaldemardformedicalsdces,asdescribedinSection4.6.3,‘Mdid Semites’.
Becausethecom@tionforrwgionalmedialsewiceswouldincr~seunderAlternative6R,im~ctsonthe
availabilityofhealthmresewicesformil”ti~retireesad theirfamilymemberswouldbesimilartothose
descrbdunderSection11.2.4.2,ZfosureEffects”,inVolumeIl. Retirwsthatreachtheagewheretheyare
eligibieforMedicarewouldnothaveaccesstoCHAMPUSandmanyhavepr~xistingconditionsthatwould
prohibfithemfromobtainingsupplementalMd”karecoverage.

■ Mh@sfiwrNaneAwWablewittm#CMnjrgLe#adon

CurrentlegislationwouldnotallowtheU.S.DeprtmentofDefense(DOD)tocompensatefor
thelossofinpatientmedidsewices.,

.
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● lnps&1~ in&@sforMdd GtramReh”mW lhirFamilYMemkrs

Becausetheregionalmadi~centerdev~opedutierthisalternativewouldnotbeaCHAMPUS--.+
contractfacility,tii~ coatim~ctsonmilitaryretireesamltheirfamilymemberswouldbethesameas
thosedescribedunderSection11.2.4.2,‘closureEffectsm,inVolumeIl.

. -.
● Mti~:~~tiN&dMlhM&~tipwmdti Un#unnxl

~ PRIMEWms

.— Tolimittheincr=seinhealthmrecoststoretir=sardtheirfamilymembers,FouwlatlonHealth
willbeencouragwitoincr~sethenumhrofhospitalsandphysiciansutiercontmttoprovidesewfces
toCHAMPUS/PRIMEpatients.Beneficiariesalsowillbeencourag~toenrollintheCHAMPUS/PRIMEpre
grambyprovidingadditionalinformationtoretirwonthecostbnefdsa-iatm withCHAMPUS/PRIME..- TheImpactofIncreas.dcosttoCHAMPUSAigibleretir~andtheirfamilymembersform~ical~rewould
b pdallymitigatdbyenrollingintheCHAMPUS/PRIMEprogmm;hwwer,theimpactonbneficiiries
overtheageofw wouldnotb r~ucd, (U.S..DepartmentofDefense)

.
Thisisconsideredfeasiblemitigationforthisimpact-Therewouldbenoadverseimpacts

associatedwiththismitigationmeasure.
-,’.

= Miti@m:N- Am-Me~ Cku@?gLegkLalim

Currentlegislation.,J sewices.

....
6.2.4.1Introduction

wouldnotallowDODtocompen=teforthelossofinpatientmtii@l

6.2.4Schools

-.
Thequantikdimpactsdescrit@inthissectionwerederivedbydeterminingtherangeofdwelling

unitsardotherstudentgeneratingusesprom ineachofthevariousreusealternativesandmulti@ying
thosenumbersbythefallowingstudentgenerationrates:0.2studentp?rdwellingunitforhighschoolsand
middleschoolsand0.4student~r dwellingunitforelementa~schools.Additionalinformationwas
obtainedfromthewonomicimpactanalysispreparwibyRKGAssmiates(RKGAssociates1992)ati
conve~tionswithl-l schoolofficials.

Thisanalysisassumesthatthepro~sedactionandAlternative6Rwouldhaveasubstantialefkt
ifItresultdinthen- fortheexpansionorsubstantialalterationoftheexistingschoolsystem.
6.2.4.2DisposalImpacts

● l~CE lnS@Ciwf MontsveyPw”muLsUniiiWW DialnZtW toMaintainFaciWeam
m Immatiwl

TherewouldlikelyIMarductionofMPUSDstaff~use ofthelossofstudents.Thiscouldresult
ininsufhcientstafftoeitherteachatormaintaineachoftheMPUSDfacilitiesontheinstallation.

—...

..-.

TheMPUSDschmiscouldbeconsolidatedtomaximizetheremainingstaffandadequately
sewetheremainingst~ents.Thiscouldallowremainingsupportstaffardteacherstofocusonfullyutilized
facilitiiwiths~cientnumbersofstudentstomaintainthestandardratioofstafftostudents.(Monterey
PeninsulaUniMSchcmlDistrict)
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Thisisconsideredfeasi~emitigationforthisimpact.Therewouldk noadverseenvironmental
impactsassmiatedwiththismitigationmeasure.

6.2.4.3ReuseImpacta

Alternative6Rdoesnotpro-e anynewresidentialdevelopment.However,Alternative6Rdoes
propaeeinstitutionalandofficedevelopmentontheinstallation.~is developmentwouldcreatenw jobs
thatwouldrequirenewfamiliestord~te totheMontereyarea.Generationofstudentsfromadditional
employmentopportunitiescombinedwiththenumberofstudentsgenemtedbyinstallationuses,genemtes
atotalofapproximately13,1(N)newstudentsintheMPUSD(Table6.2-1).

Additionals.chcmlfacilitieswithinwalkingdistanceardconsistentwithlocalplansad poiicies
could& plannedandconstwt~ toprovideadaquatecapacwfortheaddtionalstwlentsgeneratedby
thisalternative.(LmalagenciesatwlprivateentitiesrespmwiblefordevelopmentandMontereyPeninsula
UnifkfSchmiDistrict)

Thisisconsiderdfeasiblemitigationforthisimpact.Impactsassociatedwiththismeasuremay
inckiegrowth-imiucingimpactsandvariousconstruction-relatedimpacts,

m Mizftyiffon:RequirEC#cumm~ d &h#l Faciliiieaad ResWmW
Dew-

ConcurrentdevelopmentofschoolfacilitiesandresidentialdevelopmentintheMontereyarea
couldb requiredtoenableMPUSDtoaccommodatetheadditionalstudentsgeneratedbybuildoutand
employmentopportunities.(bl agenciesandprivateentitiesresponsiblefordevelopmentandMonterey
PeninsulaUnifiedSchoolDistrict)

Thisisconsideredfeasiblemitigationforthisimpati Concurrentdevelopmentofschml
facilitieswithgrowthinMontereyCountywouldhavetoaddressthelong-termneedsofcountyschool
districts.Thismitigationmeasurewouldnotapplysolelytothisreu~alternative,buttogrowthingeneral.
Therewouldbenoadverseenvironmentalimpactsassdatedwiththismitigationmeasureexceptfor
growth-inducingimpactsandvariousconstruction-relatedimpactsasaresultofnewfacilitiesMngbuiftto
accommodategrowthintheregion.

A@ancouldbedevelopedtocoordinatewithadjacentschooldistrictstoassessthefeasibility
ofacquiringadditionalcapacitythatmaybeavailableinthoseadjacentdistricts.(MontereyPeninsulaUnikl
SchoolDistrict)

Thisisconsideredfaasiblemitigationforthisimpact.Therewouldbenoadverseenvironmental
impactsasaociatdwiththismitigationmeasure.

FottOrdDisposaiandReuseFinalEIS Detm”ledA@@ ofAltemalive6R
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Tabie6.2-1EstimatdAdditionalStudentCapacityNeded
~r ReuseAlternative

___

MaximumProject~Numbrof Maximum
Reuse.-. St@entsGeneratdfrom AdditiorwlStudent

Alten-@ve Pro- Uses @acttyR~uir@

.—

..*

,—

-.

,-

-.

.%

Alternative1 63,000 54,200
b

SubattemativeA 68,760 57,960

SubalternativeB 6.3,400 54,800

SubalternativeC 74,000 65,000
Alternative2 28,700 19,500

SubsltemativeA 32,660 24,060
SubatternativeB 31,240 22,440

Alternative3 16,000 7,100
Altenwtive4 9,700
Alternative5 0

SublternativeA o
Alternative6R 13,100 4,300

Note:- = noresidentialdevelopmentproposed.

● MontereyPeninsulaUntiedSchoolDistricthasanapproximate=pacityof8,500afterdispod
NorthCountyUnifi@SchoolDistricthasanapproxirmte=pacityof300afterdispod.Allfrve
schooidistrictsinSalinasareoperatingatlevelsabove~pacity.

....

,--

..-
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6.2.5Recreation
6.2.5.1Introdutiion

ThisanalysisaddressestheeffectsoftheproposalactionandAitemtative6Ronexistingrwreatio~
opfwtunities.It isassumtitheproposedactionandAlternative6Rwoufdhavea substantialeffectifit
resuitdin:

■ thenedforsubstantialadditionalparkstoconformtoacceptablelocalstandardsor
● asubstantiallydwmas~qualityami/orquantityofexistingr=reationalopportunities.

Theaverageiti standardofr~uireddeveiopdparkacreage~ presentedinTabie6.2-2.The
pro- developedandumkvelo~r~reationalareaforAltenmttve6RispresantadinTable6.2S.

6.2.5.2DisposalImpacts
Therewouidnotb disposalimpactstorecr~tion.

6.2.5.3ReuseImpacts
Alternative6Rpro~ses17,873acresoflandavaiiabieforundeveio~recreatio~iopportunities

and812(including440intheAmny’sproposalPOMannex)acresofdevelopedr-reation.

Alternative6Rpro~ses17,723acresoflardavaiiableforundeveiopdrecreationalopportunities,
whichwouldIMapproximately3,4.00acresmorethaniscurrentiyavailableontheinstallation.

■ Miiit@amNamqu”mi

Alternative6Rproposes=2 acresofdevelopedrecreatiomlopportunitieswhichwouidb more
thaniscurrentfyavailableontheinstallationandapproximately894acresmorethanrequir~tomeetpark
acreagesta~ards.

■ Miligah”m:NWM~“rd

6.2.6CumulativeEffects
6.2.6.1RegionalEconomy,PopulationandHousing,andSocialSemites

FuildevelopmentofFottOrdpropertiesutierthereusealternativesisassumedtowcurovera50-
ysar@d. Econornicgrowth,includingreskkntial,commercial,anditiustriafdevelopment,would
presumablywcursimuitanmuslythroughoutMontereyCountywarthis@d. Thepopulationand
housinggrowth,andtherelatedgrowthinemployment,fnwsonalincome,andindustrialoutput,genemt~
byreuseofFortOrdpropertieswouldcumulativelyaddtogrmvthelsewhereintheregion.

Becauseofthelongperidanticipatedfordisposalandreuseofinstallationproperties,theamount
ofeconomicgrowththatcouldwcurwithinMontereyCountyoverthebuildoutperfdishighiys@culat”hfe.
Toagr~textent,rns~etforceswilldictatetheamountofeconomicgrowththatwiiloccurwithinMonterey
Countyoverthe5t)-yearperid. Inaddition,physicalandenvironmentalconsiderationssuchaswater

Fo~OrdDiqwsalundReuseFinaIELS DetailedAnalysisofAlternative6R
VolumeI Swioeconomics
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Table6.2-2Requir~DevelopedpatiAcreagebyReuseAJte~tNe

Reuse MaximumRequird
Alternative DevelopedParkAcreage*

Alternative1 709

SubaltemativeA 751

SubalternativeB 713

SubaitemativeC B28

Alternative2 323

SubalternativeA 370

SubattemetiveB 351

Alternative3 177

Alternative4

Alternative5 2

SutdternativeA noacreagerquird

Alternative6R 66

* Basedon3 acresofdevelopedparkandrecreationalarea~r 1,000population.Thiswasdetermin~
byaveragingtherquiredparkacreagespw1,000~pulationineachoftheImaljurisdictions
adjacenttoFortOral.
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Table6.24 ProposedDevelc@andLlndevdOpd
RecreatiorwlAreabyReuseAlternative

Pro~ssdDeveloped Prop3sedUndeveloped
Reuse R=reatiordAr= RecreationalArea

Alternative (acres) (acres)

Alternative1
Subalternatiie
Subaltematiie
Subalternative

Alternative2

3,8@
A 3,691
B 3,911b
c 4,022

1,931”

SubalternatiieA 1,8&9
SubalternativeB 1,w9b

Alternative3 1,969”

Attemative4

Altermtive5
SubakemativeA

Alternative6R

Note: FortOrdexistingconditions:
Developdr~reationalarea:470acres

,267

,494”
,0=

Undevelopedr=reatiomlarea:14,500acres

● Inchdes440acresofdevelopr~reationintheArmy’spro~sdPOMannex.

b Inchdes20acresofdevelopedrecreationinSeaside’srecommendedPOMannex-

2,885
2,86s
2,865
2,507

7,301
7,301-
7,301

17,268

14,053

18,667
18,662

17,723

—

—

—
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,..
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—
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awilability,airqusllty,andprotectionofnaturalresourceswillItiiwtly affecttheamountandI-tion of
mcmomicgrowththatwill~cur.

-,.
ReuseofFortOrdpropertiescouldaffectcumulativedevelopmentIntwoways.Fh’%development

ofFortOrdpropertiescouldaffecttheoveralllevelsofpopulation,housing,andeconomicW- thatcould
recurwithinMontereytiuntyoverthebuildoutperid.Secord,dwelopmentofFortOrdpro~ttkscould.-. shiftdweloprrrentpatternswithinthecourity.

U.S.BureauofEconomicAnalysis(1990)populationprojectionspreparedpriortotheFottOrd
dosureannouncementpredictda populationincreased. 125,CKi0withinMontereyCountyby2040.
Estimatesofthenetpopulationchangethatcouldbedirectlygenerat~byinstallationclosureanddevelop
mentofFottOrdpro~rtiesrangefromadecreaseof30,000utierAlternative5toanIncreaseof225,0W
underAlternative1.

...-

,..+

,,

,.,

,<-.

TheimplementationofAfternative4,5,or6RcouldresultInthecumulativedecrmseoffuture
populationIevetswithinMontereyCounty,withanaccompanyingdecreaseinhousingdemardEconomic
growth,reflectdinemployment,personalincome,arxfoutputIeveh,couldalsobelowerthanx~
underAlternatives4 and5. ImplementationofAtternstive1 couldresultinwpulation,housing,and
economicgrowthIeveissubstantiallyhigherthanexpect~ifthedemandforresidentlsl,commercial,and
industriallandsupportsdevelopmentofFortOrdpropertiesaswellasotherpropertieswithinthecounty.
Aftematives2and3wouldsupportgrowthlevelswellwithinthoseproject~bytheU.S.BurxuofEconomic
Analysis.

ThelikelyoutcomeofimplementingAlternative1,andpossiblyAltemstive2,wouldbetoshift
developmentwithintheregionratherthanresultinsubstantiallyhigherlevelsofcumulativegrowth.FonOrd
pro~rtieswillcompetewithotherpropetiiesfordevelopmentddlarswithinthecounty.Beauseofthe
availabilityoflarge,contiguousparcelsofIarulatFortOral,developmentmayshiftfromotherareasofthe
regiontoFortOral.Cou~ide ~pulation,housing,employment,_ Income,andoutputlevelsmay
notchangesubstantiall~however,economicgrcrwthcould& corrcentrat~intheFortOrdarm.implemen-
tationofAlternative3,4,5or6Rwouldprobablynotresultinmajoreconomicshiftswithinthecounty.

Insummary,implementationofAJternadve1couldresultingreatercumulativedevelopmentwithin
MontereyCountyoverthe5C)-yearbuildoutperiaf:ImplementationofAlternative4or5couldresultinhwer
levelsofcumulativeeconomicgrowth.ThehighlevelsofdevelopmentassociatedwithAItemative1,and
possibiyAlternative2,couldhaveanadversecumulativeeffectonothercommunitieswithinthecountyby
drawingimputationati economicactiviiawayfromtheseareas,resultingindecreasedeconomicactiwii
andthedeteriorationofaldercommunitieswithinthecounty.

6.2.6.2SchoolsandRecreation
Basalontheproject~growthrateoftheMontereyPeninsulaareaandthedevelopmentofFort

Oral,therewouldbeaneedforadditionalschml~pacityforapproximatelylWt,flOflstudents.Theschd
districtsintheMontereyPeninsulaAreaarecumentfyoperatingatnear=PCRYlevels.Additionalfacilities
wouldhavetobeconstructtoaccommulate130,cK)0additionalstudentsbasalonfuturepopulation
projectionsbythe_iation ofMontereyBayArmGovernments.TheMontereyareaschooldktricte
wouldhavetoconstructmoreschmlstoensureadequatecapacityforthenumtwof$tWentsgenerat~
byfuturedevelopment.

BasalontheprojectdgrowthrateoftheMontereyPeninsulaar~ ad thedevelopmentofthe
FortOd installation.therewouldnottMa cumulativeneedforadditionalrecreationalopportunities.
However,thecontinutigrowthoftheMontereyPeninsulaareamayreducetheamountoflandavailable
forundevelopedr~reationelopportunities.Thislossof lad availableforundevelo~recr~tional
opportunitieswouldbeanunavoidaldeimpact.Nomitigationisavailabie.

ForIOrdDisposalandRareFinalEIS Detm”iedAndystiofAltenaative6R
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6.2.7SummaryComparisonofReuseAlternatives
6.2.7.1RegionalEconomy,Population,Housing,andSocialSewices

Figures6.2-1through6.2-5depictthenetpopulation,housing,emlioyment,output,andpersonal
incomeeffectsofthereusealternativesatbuildouLTheseaffectsarealsosum~tiedinTables6.24and
6.2-5.

TheImplementationofAlternative1ad Itssubatternativeewouldgenemtethelargestnetincrea=
indirectpopulationandhousing.Attemative2 wouldalsoresultinfargeincr=sesinpopulationand
housing.Alternatives4,5,ad 6Rwouldresultinnetdecreasesindirect~pulationandhousing-use
littleornohousingwouldbedevelop@onsiteumierthesealternativestooffsetclosureeffects.

TheeconomicactivitygeneratedbyredevelopmentofInstallationprovfiies,aschamcterizdby
employment,outp@and~rsonalincome,wouldh gr~testunderAlternatives1 and2 andtheir
subalternat”wes.Alternative5atwlSubaltemativeAwouldgeneratetheleastamountofemployment,output,
andp’sonalincome.Bauseofthesmallnumbrofjobsgenerat~byAJtemative5,economicconditions
wouldremainsimilartothoseexperiencedafterclosureoftheinstallation.Growthgeneratedelsewherein
thelo@orregionalareawouldb n-~ tohelplo@communitiesretiundfromclosureimpacts.

Nojudgmentismadehereregardingthequalityoflife’associatdwithgrowthgeneratdby
implementationofthereusealternatives.

6.2.7.2SchooisandRecreation
Alternative1wouldhavethegreatestimpactontheschoolsintheMontereyPeninsulaarea.Alter-

native1anditssubahernativeswouldgeneratethenedforadditionalschool~pacityforuptoapproxi-
mately65,CKKIstdents.Alternative2wouldhavethenextgreatestimpactofschools,generatingtheneed
foradditionalschdcapacityforuptoapproximately24,0CKIstudents.Alternative4wouldgeneratean-
foradditionalschmlcapacityforapproximately9,700students,andAlternative3wouldgeneratetheneed
foradditionalschmlmpacityforuptoapproximately7,0Wstudents.Alternative6Rwouldr~uiretheleast
amountofschml=pacityofthedevelopedalternatives,requiringschool@pacityfor4,300additional
$t@ents.Alternative5wouldnotgenetateanedforadditionalschool=pacity.

Alternative1wouldresultinthegreatestlossoflandforundevefopdrecr-tionalopportunities;
however,thisalternativeprovidethegreatestamountofadditionaldevefopedrecr=tionalfacilities,
excewiingwhatwouldber~uirsdbyImaiIMrkacreagestandards.Alternative2wouldresultinthenext
greatestlossoflardavailableforundevelopedr=reationalopportunities;however,thisalterrwtivealso
wouldprovideadditionaldevelopedrecreationfacilities,exceedingwhatwouldtMr~uird bylocalpark
acreagestatiards,butapproximatelyon-thirdtheamountpro~sadbyAlternative1. Alternative4would
resultinthenextgreatestlossofIati availableforurxievelopedrecreationaloppmtunitiesbutonlyslighUy
lessthanwhatIscurrentlyavailableontheinstallation.Alternative4 pro~sesto provideaddltioraal
developalreor=tionalfacilitiesinexcessofwhatwouldbersquirdbyIcmlparkacreagestandardsbut
approximatelyon-thirdtheamountprom byAlternative1. Alternative3wouldresultinanincreaseof
kth developdandundevelopedr~r~tiomiopportunities.Alternative6Rpro- theleastamountof
develo~ rwreatiomlopportunities,buttheproposalisapproximately490acresmorethanexisting
conditions.Alternative5 wouldresultinthegreatestincreaseof bothdevelopdandundevdo@d
r=reationalop~unitiesati theleastamountofdevelopedrecreationalopportunities.

FotiOrdDisposalandReureFinalEIS Delm”ledA@@ ofAltema.dvc6R
VolumeI Swioeconomics

6-18 June1W3

—

—

---

—

.—

—

.—

.-

—

-.,

-.

--



ComparisonofPopulationunderExisiing Conditionsto Population
under ReuseAlternative1throughAlternative6R
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Figure6.2-4
Comparisonofl~come under ExistingConditionsto Income

under Reuse Alternative 1 lhrou~h Alternative 6R
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Figure6.2-5
ComparisonofEmploymentunderExistingConditionstoEmploytient

underReuse Alternative 1 throughAlternative 6R
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Table6.24 ProjectedtiuntywMePopukt~ad HousingEstimatesbyReuseAlternative

Dir- Direct Percentage
Reuse 1991 Ctosure Reuse Buildout lncr~se

AJtwnative Conditions Effects Effect Conditions fromI*1

Population
Alternative1

SuMtemativeA
SubalterriativeB
SubalternativeC

Alternative2
SubalternativeA
SubaltemativeB

Alternative3
Alternative4
Alternative5

SubalternativeA
Alternative6R

361,560
361,560
361,560
361,560
361,560
361,560
361,560
361,560
361,560
361,560
361,560
361,5W

(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)
(29,970)

242,205
256,861
242,745
282,627
108,002
123,602
117,523
78,168
26,200

0
0

22,no

573,795
58a,471
574,335
614,217
439,592
455,192
449,113
409,758
357,790
331,590
331,590
354,360

58.70
62.76
56.85
69.88
21.58
25.W
24.22
13.33
(1.04)
(8.29)
(8.29)
(2.00)

----------------------- —------- --. -.— ------- .--- —- --- —--- -- —---- --------------------- -

Housing
Alternative1

SubaltemativeA
SubaltemativeB
SubatternativeC

AJtemative2
SubaltemativeA
SubatternativeB

Alternative3
Alternative4
Alternative5

SubaltemativeA
Alternative6R

121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224
121,224

(13,868)
(15,458)
(13,868)
(15,458)
(13,868)
(15,458)
(13,868)
(13,866)
(13,668)
(13,868)
(13,868)
(13,868)

81,510
86,4n
81.565
95,059
38,051
41,251
39,221
28,556
12,400

0
0

10,208

186,866

192,243
188,921

200,825
143,407
147,017
146,57
135,912
119,756
107,356
107,356
117,564

55.8Q
58.58
55.84
65.66
18.30
21.28
20.91
12.12
(1.21)

(11.44)
(11.44)
(3.00)

Note: SecordaVeffectsof~puiationandhousingeffectswerenotestimated.Refertoexplanation
intext

Sources:EconomicImpactandFor~stSystemad ImpactAnalysisforPlanningmcdelruns1991;
PopulationandHousingConditions:CaliforniaDepartmentofFinance1992.
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Table6.2-5proj~~ ~~~e EmploymentOutpWand
PersonalIncomeEstimatesbyReuseAlternative

Total Dir- Secondaw Percentage
Reuse 1991 Closure Reuse Reuse Buildout Incrase

Alternative Codtions’ Effects Effect Effect Conditionsfrom1991

Employment
Alternative1 1W,900

SubaltenmtiveA Iw,m
SubaiternativeB 1W,900
SubalternstiveC 1W,m

Alternative2 1W,9C)0
SubalternativeA lM,m
SubaltemativeB 1M,900

Alternative3 1M,w
Alternative4 1M,WUI
Alternative5 1M,m

SubaltemstiveA 164,m
Alternative6R 1W,900

------------------- ----—-------- -—---

Output(inmillionsof
1991dollars)
Alternative1

SubaltemativeA
SubaltemativeB
SubalternstiveC

Alternative2
Subalternative.A
SuMtemativeB

Alternative3
Alternative4
Alternative5

SubalternativeA
Alternative6R

$12,250
12,250
12,250
12,25a
12,250
12,250
12,250
12,250
12,250
12.250
12,250
12,250

(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
(26,985)
,-------

($402)
(402)
(402)
(402)
(402)
(402)
(402)
(402)
(402)
(402)
(402)
(4Q2)

69,710
69,241

113,032
123,326
79,541
81,032
66,236
39,319
31,931
2,392

121
26,149

46,290
45,739
M,435
70,#l
EA,916
55,329
47,361
22,774
17,839
1,668

61
27,485

253,915
252,895
315,382
331,922
272,372
274,276
251,512
200,008
187,685
141,975
138,097
191,549

53.98
53.36
91.26

101.29
65.17
66.33
52.52
21.29
13.82
(13.W)
(19.41)
16.16

$4,631

4,662
7,731
8,530
5,081
5,241
4,449
2,199
1,292

73
4

1,204

$2,937
2,966
3,955
4,465
3,202
3,291
2,860
1,-
913
44
3

903

$19,416
19,476
23,%
24,843
20,131
20,380
19,177
15,511
14,053
11,s
11,855
13,955

56.85
58.99
92.20

102.8CI
M.33
66.37
56.55
26.62
14.72
(2.33)
(3.33)
13.92
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Table6.2-5Continued

Total Direct Percentage
Reusa 1991 Closure Reuse Buildout lncrwise

Alternative Conditions Effects Effect Conditionsfrom1991

Personalincome
(inmillionsof1991dollars)
Alternative1

SubaltemativeA
SubaltemativeB
SubaltemativeC

Alternative2
SubaiternativeA
SubaltemetiveB

Alternative3
Alternative4
Alternative5

SubaltemativeA
Alternative6R

4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809
4,809

(543)
(w)
(543)
(543)
(543)
(w)
(543)
(543)
(543)
(543)
(543)
(543)

$2,930
2,-
4,713
5,225
3,380
3,477
3,005
1,407
818
38
3

695

$7,1w
7,235
8,979
9,491
7,64’6
7,743
7,271
5,673
5,084
4,304
4,269
4,961

49.64
50.45
86.71
97.36
56.99 -
61.01
51,20
17.97
5.72

(10.50)
(11.23)

3.16

Note:Outputandpwsomlincomeconvertedto1991ddlarsusingtheconsumerpriceindex.Personal
incomeisdefindasemployeecompensationplusproprietaryincome.

● Includesanestimated21,608militatypersonnelemployedbythemilitary.

Sources:EconomicImpactFor~stSystemamilm~ctAnalysisforPlanningm~el runs;&lifomia
EmploymentDevelopmentDepartment1992;IMPIANDataBase1985;U.S.BureauofEconomic
Analysis1989.
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