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Fart Oral, California Disposal And Reuse

/ Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

RECORD OF DECISXON

The Army plans to dispose of excess property as a result
of the base realignment and closure actions at Fort Oral,
California. A Record of Decision (ROD) for the disposal and
reuse actions evaluated in the June 1993 Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) was signed on December 23, 1993. In
that ROD, the Army committed to additional environmental
analysis to address the impacts of those uses in the local
communities’ reuse plan not already addressed in the FEIS.
Additionally, other conditions changed sufficiently to also
warrant preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact
StatemenE (SEIS) to continue with the disposal process. The
changed conditions include the completion by the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority (FORA) of the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (December 12,
1994), and the addition of approximately 250 acres excess to
the Armyis needs resulting from changes in the Army’s Presidio
of Monterey (PC)M)Annex boundary.

In my capacity as the Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Installations, Logistics and Environment, and based on the
analysis contained in the Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (FSEIS) for Fort ord disposal and reuse, I
have determined that the FSEIS adequately addresses impacts of
the Army~s actions relating to the continued disposal of
property at the former Fort OrdI California, on the biological,
physical, and cultural environment. As a result of this ROD,
the Army will continue to dispose of excess property at former
Fort Oral, including approximately 250 acres of additional lands
excessed due to the reduced size of the Presidio of Monterey
Annex (POM Annex) . The Army will place covenants or restric-
tions on transferred property and/or enter into Memorandums of
Agreement (MOAS), as neces~ary, to implement the environmental
mitigation measures described in the FSEIS as Army responsi-
bilities for transfer of lands and to provide for the health
and safety issues related to the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) cleanup, and
the ordnance and explosives investigation and response actions.

In making my decision, I have considered environmental and
socioeconomic impacts identified in the FSEIS, information
received from the scoping meeting, public hearings, -d all
verbal and written comments received during the public comment
periods associated with preparation of the FSEIS. In addition,
I have considered results of screening for the real estate
needs of the Department of Defense, other federal, state, and
local agencies and the continued coordination with FORA and
other federal, state, and local agencies and public groups.
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The Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse FEIS and FSEIS describe
the no action alternative and reasonable alternatives for Army
actions for disposal of excess lands and establishment of a POM
Annex. Reuse of former Fort Ord lands is not an Army action,
but is an action of others.

As the decision maker, I must consider and take into
account impacts of my decision to dispose of the property
including the secondary impacts associated with reuse. The
indirect or secondary effects of reuse alternatives and
mitigation measures needed to reduce the effects of these
alternatives have been described in the FEIS and the FSEIS.
The Army has adopted all practicable means to avoid or minimize
environmental harm from the Army’s disposal action and, where
it is the Army’s responsibility, from the indirect effect~ of
the most likely reuse of transferred property (Tables 1 and 2) .
The following reuse alternatives have been considered:

FEIS and ROD Reuse Alternatives:

Alternative 1: High-Intensity Mixed Use
Alternative 2: Medium-Intensity Mixed Use
Alternative 3: Low-Intensity Mixed Use
Alternative 4: Institutional Use
Alternative 5: Open Space Use
Alternative 6R Modified: Anticipated Reuse

In addition Eo the above reuse alternatives, the FEIS contained
the following subaltermtives:

Subalternative A: No Presidio of Monterey Annex/No
Reserve Center (analyzed under Alternatives 1, 2, and
5),

Subalternative B: Seaside’s Recommended Presidio of
Monterey Annex/No Resemm Center (analyzed under
Alternatives 1 and 2), and

Subalternative C: Partial Variation of High-Intensity
Mixed Use (analyzed under Alternative 1) .

Additional alternatives considered in the FSEIS:

Alternative 7: FORA Final Base Reuse Plan (December
1994) ,

Revised Alternative 7: Draft Revised-FORA Reuse Plan
(March 1996)/Habitat Management Plan/Real Estate
Screening Requests, and

Alternative 8: Modification in Public BenefiE Conveyances
and Preliminary RequesEs for Newly Excessed Lands.

The following is a summary of the environmental effects of
the reuse alternatives included in the FEIS and FSEIS.
Alternatives 1-3 in the FEIS were mixed-use alternatives with
ultimate build out populations of from 82,900 to 250,000.
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Each of these options and their subalternatives (A through C)
would have major environmental effects due to the location and
extent OE new development. New water and wastewater require-
ments, endangered species impacts, and conflicts in land use
and transportation plans for the region would require extensive
and costly mitigation programs. Alternative 4 in the FSEIS was
an institutional use proposal with a build out population of
31,000. Although the population-related demands on services
would be lower with this plan, the planned location of
development would also have significant effects on biological
resources, and it did not accurately reflect the results of the
real estate screening process. Alternative 5 in the FEIS was
an open-space alternative and was considered one of the
environmentally preferable alternatives. This alternative
supported a very low build out population of 4,800 and had few
environmental impacts, but it left large tracts of the base in
a caretaker status and did not allow for the economic recovery
of the surrounding communities following closure. Alternative
6R Modified in the FEIS and ROD allowed for a build out
population of 58,000 and was designed to best reflect the
results of the real estate screening process at that time and
local reuse planning that had been analyzed in the FEIS. The
alternative also contained considerations to avoid or mitigate

potentially significant effects on biological resources, water
and wastewater supply and traffic.

The FSEIS analyzed mixed use Alternatives 7, Revised 7
and 8, which supported build out populations ranging from
41,500 (Alternative 7) to 45,000 (7R and 8). While these
alternatives support a larger build out population than
Alternative 6R, they were designed to more accurately reflect
the current status of real estate screening and plans to avoid
biological resource impacts through the Habitat Management Plan
(HMP). Of the three alternatives, Revised Alternative 7
generated the fewest new on-site jobs and therefore had the
fewest traffic and air quality impacts. Each of the
alternatives had similar water demand, but Revised Alternative
7 had slightly smaller effects on habi~at of the federally
protected plants on the installation.

The Army does not select a preferred reuse alternative in
the ROD because the redevelopment decisions are made by others.
Reuse Alternative 6R Modified was described in the 1993 ROD as
the most likely reuse scenario. Revised Alternative 7 is the
FSEIS environmentally preferred alternative and contains most
elements of the local base reuse plan. The most likely reuse
scenario will contain sae elements of Alternative 6R Modified,
with the coastal zone being transferred to the California
Department of Parks and Recreation for habitat and park uses;
the inland range and training areas being transferred to the
U.S. Bureau of Land Management for open space and natural
resource management uses; the southwest corner of the base
being transferred to the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park
District for natural area expansion; o~her areas transferred to
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the City of Monterey, City of Marina, and Monte~ey County for
recreation uses; portions of the cantonment area being
transferred to California State University at Monterey Bay for
a new campus; and the airfield areas already transferred to the
City of Marina and the University of California for airport and
education and related research-oriented business park uses.
Elements of Alternative 7, Revised Alternative 7, and
Alternative 8 analyzed in the FSEIS, are likely reuse scenarios
for the areas that remain to be transferred with residential,
commercial, retail, and business park uses in the Marina area;
residential, resort hotel, and office park uses in the Seaside
area; and golf course, residen~ial, resort hotel, office park,

school expansion, and peace officer training in the Monterey
County area. Other land uses proposed by recipients of former
Fort Ord lands may also occur. These reuses would be subject
to encumbrances imposed by the Army as a condition of transfer
as well as the local land use regulations, federal and state
laws and regulations, and the FORA reuse plan to the extent
these have jurisdiction. If reuse plans are altered in the
future, consideration of environmental effects will be the
responsibility of local planning entities developing these
changes. FORA is considering an Environmental Impact Report,
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), that includes some changes from the existing reuse
plans. Additional mitigation for reuse is being developed by
FORA through its CEQA compliance efforts.

Practical mitigation methods are described in the FEIS and
FSEIS for reuse alternatives. The Army is implementing Ehose
identified as Army responsibilities (Tables 1 and 2) by
entering into MOAS or by placing deed restrictions on lands
being transferred. The April 1997 Installation-Wide
Multispecies Habitat Management Plan for Former Fort Ord was
completed by the Army and approved by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Sewice and will be used to guide Army predisposal and
disposal actions that may affect the HMP Earget species.

The Army has no authority to compel the implementation of
non-Army mitigations described in the FEIS and FSEIS. The Army
does, however, encourage implementation of mitigation by FC)RA
and others, as needed, co reduce or eliminate impacts of reuse.

Fort Ord was listed on Lhe CERCLA Superfund list in 1990.
A base-wide Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study was
completed in October 1995 identifying all sites as remedial
investigation sites, interim action sites, or no action sites.
To accelerate the cleanup process, interim action and no action
site categories are supported by individual remedial action
(CERCLA) RODS. In March 1997, another CERCLA ROD for the
Remedial Investigation Sites and an Interim CERCLA ROD for
Site 3 - Beach Trainfire Ranges were also completed. The FSEIS
describes Lhe s~atus of all sites and the ongoing actions
associated with cleanup for disposal and reuse. In some cases,
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the CERCLA process will result in placing restrictive covenants
On the traXISfer and use of former Fort Ord lands.

The Army is conducting separate studies and initiating
response actions for ordnance and explosives (C)E). The Army
uses the adopted FORA reuse plan as one criteria for
determining the type and priority of appropriate OE response
actions for former Fort Ord lands. In addition to the FORA
reuse plan, the Army will consider the Bureau of Land
Management Site Use Management Plan prior to making recommen-
dations regarding OE response actions in the multi-range
area. Some former Fort Ord lands will likely be transferred
with restrictive covenants based upon the results of OE
investigation, response actions, and the intended reuse.

Based on the December 1993 ROD and Records of
Consideration, portions of former Fort Ord lands that are
excess have been transferred to the Bureau of Land Management,
University of California (UC), California State University
(Csu) , and the cities of Marina and Seaside; or are being
transferred to other agencies under McKinney Act transfers,
Public Benefit Conveyance (PBC) transfers, and Economic
Development Conveyance (EDC) transfers to UC and CSU. The two
existing golf courses have been transferred to the City of
Seaside under the provisions of special legislation.

The U.S. Department of Defense and federal screenings for
the new excess lands resulting from the smaller POM Annex were
completed on July 7, 1995. Requests for lands were received
from the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, Veterans Health
Administration, and the California Army National Guard. State,
local, and McKinney Act screenings were initiated concurrently
in February 1996. The McKinney Act screening was completed in
April 1996. However, the state and local screening process for
the new excess lands was deferred until after the McKinney Act
applications were finalized, due to the large number of
McKinney Act requests received and overlaps between requests
received from other applicants. One McKinney Act application
was approved by Human Health Services. The state and local
screening process resumed September 3, 1996, for other public
benefit uses with application deadlines established for
~OVetier 1996. The state and local screening for new excess
lands has resulted in conflicting requests for lands. The Army
and FORA are working with the requesting entities to resolve
the conflicts. All of the proposed uses are consistent with
the general intensive urbanized uses that were analyzed in the
FEIS and FSEIS. The competing requests would not be signifi-
cantly different in environmental impacts from past use or from
each other. The process of disposal of the new excess lands
will continue along with the disposal of the other excess lands
at former Fort Oral.

Following signing
continue with property

of this ROD, the Army intends to
disposal at former Fort Oral. While the
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Army does not select a preferred reuse
disposal will be coordinated with FORA
with the final base reuse plan of FORA
conflict with laws and other policies.
intends to honor approved McKinnev and

alternative, the
and will be consistent
where it is not in
However, the Army
PBC reques~s and land.- .

transfers to other federal agencies and inten& Eo proceed with
transfers for which MOAS have been completed and signed. l-my
lands not transferred through these processes will be available
for conveyance to FORA through an EDC. Any remaining
properties will be available for negotiated sale to public
bodies and for private sale (see Figure 1 for status of former
Fort Ord lands) .

Reuse of transferred lands must be consistent with Army
and other federal requirements for historic preservation;
Endangered Species Act requirements for special-status plants
and animals; implementation requirements of the Installation-
Wide Multispecies Habitat Management Plan (Figure 2); and
conditions contained in the Army’s Coastal Zone Management Act
Consistency Determinations (Table 3). The Army will proceed
with disposal and place the restrictions and covenants on
property as described in the 1993 ROD, the FSEIS, and this ROD
(Tables 1 and 2) to implement the requirements of federal laws
and policies. These include the National Historic Presenmtion
Act, the Endangered Species Act, the Coastal Zone Management
ACL , and the Installation-Wide Multispecies Habitat Management
Plan.

In accordance with AR 200-2, 6-5i, the Army will establish
a program to review, on a quarterly basis, the mitigation
measures described in Tables 1-3 of this ROD, for which the
Army has implementation responsibility, to monitor and enforce,
as appropriate, the effective implementation of said measures.

Eased on consideration of the relevant factors identified in
the FSEIS, along with the public responses, the Army will
proceed with the disposal of the former Fort Ord property in
accordance with the approaches indicated in the FEIS, FSEIS,
the 1993 Record of Decision, and this Record of Decision.

(u’&P?u ti&
Robert M. Walker

Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Installations, Logistics and Environment)

June 18, 1997

(Date)



Page 1 Of2Table 1. Disposal (Army Action) lmpac!sand Mitigation Measures

Issue Area Mitigation Measure
Impact Location Where Implementation

Land Use Mitigation Described Re.sponsibifi@Potential temporary land use contlicts
Limit properties !hat maybe outgranted

between interim uses allowed by Army 1993 NEPA ROD Armyand restrict access to remecfiation
and necessary ramediation activities

areas during remediation activities
Socioeconomic Temporary population growlh and an

NOmitigation required . . —accompanying demand for housing
compared to Army ownership of prope~
(positive effect)

Temporary generation of new spending and
employment compared to Army
ownership of property (positive effect)

Increase In the counly property tax base
compared to Army ownership of prope~
(positive effect)

Decreased demand for community services
and job opportunity programs-compared
to Army ownership of property (positive
effect)

NOmitigation required

NOmitigation required

~0 mitigation required

----

-- -.

.. --

Short term potential minor negative impact
No mitigation required

on local land markets compared to Army .- --
ownership of propefly

Soils, Geology, Topography, None
and Seismicity -- -- - .-

Pubtic Services and Utilities Potentiai lack of adequate access to
Provide easements for existing

infrastructure facilities !993 NEPA ROD Armyinfrastructure and utilities
Degradation of semices because of reduced Conduct periodic maintenance

facilities maintenance 1993 NEPA HOD
Water Resources

Army
None

—..
Public Health and Safely - ..Slight increase in demand for law

~o mitigation required
enforcement, fire protection, and medical
services

Short term seismic safety risk for interim-
NOmitigation required

leased structures (effect considered
minor)

Traffic and Circulation Interruption of access between the motor
Disposal will provide for continued access

Final S/3S (pg. 5-6) Armypool area and the POM Annex area



. .

Page 2 of12

Air Qualiiy Exposure of the public to asbes[os during Disclosure of [he locations and quantities Final SEIS (pg. 5-7) Army
building demolition or after transfer of of buildings with asbestos-containing
buildings to third parties material when transferred

Noke Potential for shofi-term excessive noise from No mitigation required
remedial ac[ion activities (short term and
corrsidered minor)

Hazardous and Toxic Waste Potentiel risks to public health and safety Continue state-mandated and federally Final SEIS (pg. 5-6) Army
Site Remedial Action associated with hazardous materials mandated cleanup process and

remedial actions; cleanup of wastes is
pati of the project

Ordnance and Explosives Potential risks to public health and safety Continue OE investigations and removal Final SEIS (pg, 5-B) Army
associated with unexploded ordnance actions; preparation of engineering
and explosives evaluations, community education

plan, and site rnainkrnmce and
emergency response plan; and inform
recipients of land of the potential for

nr
WL

Vegetation, Wlldli!e, and Loss of federal protection for Monierey Develop and coordinate an installation- 1993 FEIS (Volume 1)
Wetland Resources

Army
spineflower wide muiti-species habitat (pages ES-9 and 6-109)

management plan

Implement Ihe HMP, including HfvlP Final SEIS (pg. 4-29) Army
protective covenants in deed transfers

visual Resources None .- — 1993 NEPA ROD Army

CulhJral Resources None -- - - --

Coastal Resources None -- -. .- --

Cumulative Impacts Incremental increases in new properties on No mitigation required beyond that
the market, structures available for described above
interim lease that do not meet seismic
safety construction standards, number of
near-term remediation sites, ricros of
Monterey splneflower that would lose
federal protection

Nofes
—-, = Not applicable



Table 2. Summary of Reuse Impacts and Mitigation Measures (secondary actions by others [non-Army])s Page 1 of 1.3

Action Location Where implementation
(issue area) Impac! Mitigation Measure Mitigation Described Responsibility

Alternative 7

Land Use Potential incmnpatibilily of coastal zone
development in parcels 13 and 14a with
natural habitat resources

Potential incompatibility of coastal zone
development in parcels 13 and 14a with the
Disturbed Habitat Zone

Potential incompatibility of Natural Area
Expansion with Office Park and Resort Hotel
In Parcels 31b and 29a

Poten[lal incompatibility of Natural Area
Expansion with Golf Coursa in Parcel 29a

Publlc safety, noise, and light and glare risks
associated with adjacent and conflicting land
uses. (Public Safety Training Center and
other public uses in parcels 1lb, 17b and 25)

None required; Army disposing of coastal
property 10!S4afeParks, consistent with I-IMP

None required; Army disposing of coastal
property 10Stale Parks, consis[enf with HMP

Implement HMP-prescribed greenbelt as
firebreak around office complex

Include HMP protective covenants in deed
transfers

Maintain 200-foot-wide open space buffer within
golf course parcel

Include HMP protective covenants in deed
transfers

Concentrate live-firing proposals in a single
location

Maintain 30@foot-wide open space buffer
between public safety training area and RV
park /campground

Isolate driver training activities from RV
parklcampground and NRMA

Include HfvlP protective covenants in deed
transfers

Final SE/S,
pg. 2-4

Final SEtS,
pg. 2-4

Final SEIS,
pg. 5-14

Final SEIS,
pg. 4-29

Final SEIS,
pg. 5-14

Final SEIS,
pg. 4-29

Final SEIS,
pg. 5-15

Final SHS,
pg. 5-15

Finai SEk5,
pg. 5-75

Final SEIS,
pg. 4-29

Army

Army

FORA

Army

FORA

Army

Monterey Peninsula
College

FORA

Monterey Peninsula
College

Army
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Action location Where Implementation
(issue area) Impacl Mitigation Measure Mitigation Described Responsibility

Alternative 7 (continued)

Land Use (continued) Potential land use conflict from trespassing info
impact areas wilh tJXO and other OE

Deviations from current local plans and policies
on development and growih likely to affect
tha character of [he Monterey Peninsula

Conflic[s beiween planned roadways and
proposed land uses and between land uses

See Ordnance and Explosives, Section 5.2.12 for
ini!igation

Coordinate FORA Base Reuse Plan with Final SEIS, FORA, Cities,
revisions to local plans and policies pg. 5-46 Monterey County

Implement location and design changes to Final SEE, FORA
roadways durlfig development cdFORA base pg. 5-46
reuse plan and EIR

.

Socloeconom[cs Increase of approximately 41,500 residents -”
(environm&titally neutral effect}

Development of approximately 13,8C10housing
units (posi[ive effect)

Generation of approximately 58,500 jobs
(positive effect)

Generation of approximately $7.0 billion in
industrial output (positive effect)

Generation of approximately $2.5 billion in
personal income (positive effect)

Net increase in Monterey County’s population
(environmentally neutral effect)

Increased imbalance of jobs to housing ratio

No mitigation required

No mitigation required

No mitigation required

No mitigation required

No mitigation required

No mitigation required

Develop additional housing eisewhere in the
county as employment generating uses are
approved; or

Decrease the number of jobs in the reuse plan

Final SIX, Cities,
pg. 5-49 Monterey County

Final SEIS, FORA
pg. 5-49
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Action location Where Implementation
(issue area) Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation Described Responsibility

Alternative 7 (continued)

Socioemmmics Economic growth in !he Monlerey Peninsula No mitigation required
(continued) region (positive effect)

Decreased demand for community services No mitigation required
compared to the ROD, such as welfare
payments and crisis intervention programs
(positive effect)

Soils, Geology, Loss of facilities to coastal erosion Observe setback requirements to accommodate Final SEES,pg. 5-17 Stale Parks
Topography, and coastalerosion rates; reuse in coastal zone
Selsmiclly evaluated in State Parks geneml plan

Severe engineering limitations because of Implement appropriate engineering techniques Final SEIS, pg. 5-18; Cities,
sandy, unaggregated soils during design and construction; meei 1993 FEIS, pg. 6-31 Monierey County

appropriate building codes

Existing and new structures susceptible to Construct new or modify existing structures to Final SEIS, pg. 5-l&: Cities,
damage from ground shaking meet building codes 1993 FEIS, pg. 6-31 Monterey County

Disturbance or loss of existing soil resources Minimize ground disturbance in areas with highly Final SEIS, pg. 5-50; Cities,
through excavation, grading, paving, erosive soils and revegetale disturbed areas 1993 FEIS, Volume 1, Monterey County
landscaping pp. 6-28 and 6-29

Jncreased hazard of wind and waler erosion and Mhimize ground disturbance in areas with highly Final SEIS, pg, 5-50; FORA, Cities,
landslide susceptibility erosive soils and revegetate disturbed areas; 1993 FELS,Volume 1, Monterey County

use runoff control structures Pp. 6-28 to 6-30

Suppression of low-temperature natural Maintain a fire management program with Final SEIS, pg. 5-50; BLM
wildfires, resulting in a buildup of fuel and periodic controlled burns 1993 FEK, Volume 1,
eventuai high-temperature wildfire pg. 6-28

Public Services and Increased demand for services and utilities
Utilities (wastewater lreahnent, so~idwaste,

lelephone, gas, eleciric, storm drainage,
cable TV, water distribution, recreation sites,
schools)

Develop infrastructure master plans artd approve Final SEIS, pp. 5-51 FORA, Cities, and
local development contingent on availability of to 5-52 Monterey County
services and utilities

I
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flssue area) Impact Mitigation Measure
location where Implementation

Mitigation Described ResponsibilityAlternative 7 (conthued)

Water Resources--Water Increased demand for water
Cooperate with MCWRA plans andlor develop

Supply and Demand Final SEIS, pp. 5-20 FORAprivate plans for additional waler supplies;
and 5-54

phase development based on waler supply
availability

Polerdial increases in groundwater recharge No Mitigation Required
(positive effect)

Water Resources-- Increases in sile runoff Consiruct onsite detention and drainage facilities
Hydrology and Water Final SEiSr pg. 5-21; FOR,4and possible expansion of storm drain
Quality

Infrastructure
1993 FEIS, pg. 6-53

Risk of flood damage from development in Expand storm drain infraskucture for increasing
100-year floodplain Final SEIS, pg. 5-27; FOtV+10D-year ffood elevations and exclude

1993 FEK, pg. 6-53
development within 100-year floodplain

Water quality degradation from urban Construct onsile drainage facjiities and obiain
development, construction-related erosion, Final SEIS,pp. 5-21 FOIWnecessary stormwater discharge permits

and 5-53;and hazardous material spills
1993 FEIS, pg. 6-54

Public Health and Safety Increased demand for law enforcement oficers Prepare and implement a law enforcement

by local jurisdictions Final SEIS, pg. 5.54 FORA, Cities,master plan to’ ensure adequate staff and
equiprnen~ approve development in
unincorporated areas contingent on availability
of law enforcement semice,

Monterey Coung

Increased demand for firefighters Prepare and implement a fire protection master
plan to ensure adequate staff and equipment

Increased demand for medical and emergency Expand medical facilities in the county
medical services

Final SEIS, pg, 5.55 slateDepartment of
Foreshy and Fire
Protection, Ci[ies,
Monterey Counw

Final SEIS, pg. 5-55 Others
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Action location Where implementation
(issue area) impact Mitigalirm Measure Mitigation Described Responsibility

Attmative 7 (continued)

Traffic and Circulation Increased travel on former Fort Ord and travel Update general plan circulation elements to Final SEIS, pg, 5-61 Cities,
between former Fort Ord and surrounding address increased Irailc Monterey Coun~
communities

Review tra!lic effects of p{an and develop Final SEIS, pg. 5-61 FORA
demand management strategies as needed to
minimize local congestion

Provide additional lanes of access !Omaintain 1993 FEIS, pg. 6-72 FORA
acceptable level of service

Ah Quallty Uncontrolled PMI Oconstruction emissions of 56 Implement dust-reducing measures during Final SEIS, pg. 5-62; All reuse entities
ppd (below significance Mresholds) construction to !irnit PM 10 emissions 1993 EIS NO]. 1, pg. 6-75)

Increase in CO concentrations from arcawide No mitigation required
vehicle trips compared to the 7fh 101
presence, but below significance thresholds

Noise Increase in noise along roadway segments, Provide sound barriers along roads; provide Final SEIS, pg. 5-29 FORA
affecting noise-sensitive land uses (primarily acoustic treatment to noise sensitive buildings;
residential) re!ocate noise sensitive land uses

Potential exposure of the RV parkkarnpground, Employ design arrd construction methods to Final SEIS, pg. 5-29 Monterey County
residential land uses, and the tdRMA to noise reduce sound transmission;
from the pub!ic safety and peace oficer
training areas

11 Restrict hours of operation of [raining facilities Finai SEIS, pg. 5-29 Monterey Peninsula
Collsge

r, Relocale noisier portions of training areas away Final SEIS, pg. 5-29 Monterey Peninsula
from sensitive areas (see summary under College
Land tke)

[
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Action Location Where Implementation
(issue area) impact Mitigation Measure Mitigaticm Described Responsibility

Alternative 7 (continued)

Hazardous Materials and Exposure to hazardous materials including Continue siate-mandated and federally mandated Final SEIS, pp. 5-8 Army
Toxic Waste asbestos and lead-based paints cleanup process; cleanup of wastes is part of and 5-29

the project

Hazardous and toxic waste sites and associated Cleanup underway Final SEIS, pp, 5-8 Army
plumes of VOC may affect groundwater and 5-29

Planned road segments cross hazardous and Realign road segments that conflict with cleanup Final SEIS, pg. 5-66 FORA
toxic waste remediation sites plans (as proposed in Revised Alternative 7)

Ordnance and Explosives Exposure to unexploded ordnance and Mitlgath measures being implemented during Final SE!S, pp. 5-8 Army
explosives the Army carelaker and disposal processes, and 5-30

such as engineering evaluations, community
education, and emergency response plans

Risk to construction workers at planned Mitigation measures being implemented during Final SEIS, pp. 5-8
development sites bordering !he inland range the Army caretaker and disposal processes, and 5-30

such as engineering evaluations, community
education, and emergency response plans

Arm y

Disseminate Army-produced community Final SEIS, pg. 5-30 FORA
education material

Vegetation Resources-- Loss or Degradation of Common and Special Implement the April 1997 HMP
Common and Special Native Biological Communities due to
Native Biological development
Communities

Loss of populations and habitat of special-status Implement the April 1997 HMP
plant and wildlife due to development

Losses of biological resources beyond those Implement mitigation measures agreed to by the
described in the original February 1994 HMP Army, UC, USFWS, and FORA on March 15
due to fhe proposed road network and 28, 1996 and the April 1997 l-fMP

1993 EIS (vol. 1, pp, 6-105 all reuse entities
and 6-106);

Final SEIS, Appendix D

1993 EIS (Vo[, 1, pp. 6-105 ail reuse eniities
and 6-106);

Final SEIS, Appendix D

Final SEIS, Appendix D all reuse eniities

I
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Action Locafion Where Implementation
(issue area) Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation Described Responsibility

Alternative 7 (continued)

Vegetation Resources-- Overall losses of biological resources beyond Implement mitigation measures agreed to by the Final SEE, Appendix D FORA and

Common and Speciai those described in the original February 1994 Army, UC, USFWS, and FORA on March ~5 all reuse entities
Native Biological HMP and 28, 1996 and the April ‘t997 I-IMP
Communities (continued)

Revise HMP to incorporate mitigation measures Final SEIS, Appendix D Army
agreed to by the Army, UC, USFWS, and
FORA ORMarch 15 and 28, 1996

Include HMP protective covenants in deed Final SEIS, pg, 4-29 Army
transfers based Onthe April 1997 HMP
requirements

Vrsual Resources Reduced visual unity and intachess for some Corwider adapljve-reuse of Stilwell Hall
visually sensitive areas resulting from sflort-
and tong-term construction impacts

Maintain and enhance natural Ianciform screening
immediately east of SRf

Reduced visual quality of areas seen from SR 1 Develop a mechanism 10ensure the consisten[
explication of visual resource management
standards at former Fort Ord

Alterations of views of former FortOrd from SRI No mitigation required
and 68 and the Salinas Valley

Crntrlbution to regional urbanization of the No mitigation required
Greater Monte~y Bay region.

1993 FEIS, pg. 6-132: California
Final SEE, pg. 5-42 Department of

Parks and
Recreation

FOR#Caltrans

1993 FEIS, pg. 6-133; FORA/Callrans
Final SEIS, pg. 5-44

Cultural Resources Potential to adversely affect National Register Inchrde protective covenants in deed transfers Final SEIS, pg. 5-76 Army
of Historic Places - eligible properties
(Stiiwell Hall; East Garrison)

Redefine transportation system proposals that Final SEK3,pg. 5-76 FORA
affect historic resources
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(issue area) Impact Mitigation Measure
Location Where Implementation

Mitigation Described ResponsibilityAlternative 7 (c~ntinued)

CoastalResowces Potential inconsistency with California Coastal Transfer coastal propedy to State Parks
Acl (e.g., impacts on !rafTtc,noise, air and Final SEIS, pg. 2-4 An-nylconsistent with HMP and coasta I consistency
water quality, biological resources) determination for earlier An-ny disposal aclion

Potential to alter Iarrdforms and remove habitat Place limitations on development on former Fort
areas Ord and prepare a traffic study to determine

the proper ba!ance of transportation suppiy
and demand.

State tiarks

Final SEIS, pg. 5.76 FORA

Adopt land use measures to reducs the number
of vehicle trips If 6upply and demand are not in
balarrce

Potenliai inconsistency with Stale Parks Coordinate future use of the coastal zone
General Plan through State Parks master planning process

and State Parks’ CZMA consistency
determination

Fhal SEIS, pg, 5.76 FORA

Final SEIS, pg. 5-45 FORA,
Stale Patis

Potential increase in urban pollutant loading of Comply with NPDES permit and Sanctua~
Monterey Bay sanctuary Management Plan as modified

Revised Alternative 7

Final SEIS, pg. 5-45 FORA, Cities,
Monterey County

Land Use Potential incompatibility of Natural Area
Same as Alternative 7

Expansion with Office Park and Resort Hotel Same as Alternative 7 Same as
in Parcels 3fb and 29a

Potential incompatlbiliiy of Nalural Area
Expansion with GolfCourse in Parcel 29a

Public safety, noise, and light and glare risks
associated with adjacent and conflicting [and
uses. (Public Safely Training Center and
other public uses in parcels Ilb, 17b and 25)

Polential land use conflict from trespassing into
impact areas with UXO and other OE

Alternative 7

Same as Alternative 7 Sameas Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7

Same as Alternative 7
Same as Al[ernat[ve 7 Same as

Alternative 7

See Ordnance and Explosives, Section 5,2.12 for
mitigation



. .

Page 9 of 13

Action Location Where Implementation
(issue area) Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation Described Responsibility

Revised Alternative 7 (continued)

Land Use (continued) Deviations from current local plans arid policies Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
on development and growth likely 10affect
the character of the Monterey Peninsula

Alternative 7

Conflicts between planned roadways and Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
proposed land uses and behveen land uses Alternative 7

Socioecunornics increase of approximately 45,000 residents
(environmentally neutral effect)

Development of approximately 15,000 houshg
units (positive effect)

Generation of approximately 38,800 jobs
(positive effect)

Generation of approximately $2.3 billion in
industrial output (positive effec!)

Generation of approximately $1.0 billion in
personal income (positive effect)

Net increase in Monterey County’s population
(envkonmenlally neuiral effect)

Increased imbalance of jobs 10housing ratio

Economic growlh in the Monterey Peninsula
region (positive effect)

Decreased demand for community senfices
compared to the ROD, such as welfare
paymerrts and crisis intervention programs
(positive effect)

No mitigation required

No mi[lgatlcm required

NOmitigation required

No mitigation required

No mitigation required

No mitigation required

Same as Alternative 7

No mitigation required

No mitigation required

Same as Altemaiive 7 Same as
Alternative 7
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(issue area) Impact Mitigation Measure
Location Where lmplementat ion

Mitigation Described ResponsibilityRwised Alternative 7 (continued)

Soils, Geology, Severe engineering limitations because of
Topography, and

Same as Alternative 7 Same asAitemative 7 Same assandy, unaggregaled soils
Seisrnicity Altemative7

Existing and newstructures susceptibleto Same as Alternative 7
damage from ground shaldng Same as Alternative 7 Same as

Atlernative 7
Disturbance or loss of existing soil resources Same as Alternative 7

through excavation, grading, paving, Same as Alternative 7 Same as
landscaping Alternative 7

Increased hazard of wind and water erosion and Same as Ai[ernative 7
landslide susceptibility

Suppression of low-temperature natural Same as Alternative 7
wildfires, resulting in a buildup of fuel and
eventual high-temperalu re wildfire

Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7

Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7

public Services and Increased demand for services and utilities
Utilities Same as Alternative 7

(wastewater treatment, solid waste, Same as Alternative 7
—.

Same as
telephone, gas, electric, storm drainage, A!lernative 7
cable TV, water distribution, recreation sites,
schools) (slightly less than Alternative 7)

Water Resources-Water Increased demand for water (slightly greater
Supply and Demand Same as Alternative 7

than Alternative 7) Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7

Polentiat increases in groundwater recharge
NO mitigation required

(positive effect)

Water Resources-. Increases in si!e runoff
Hydrology and Water
Quality

Same as Alterna[jve 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7
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Action Location ?Wrere Implementation
(issue area) Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation Described Responsibility

Revised Alternative 7 (continued)

Water Resources-- Risk of flood damage from development in Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7
Hydrology and Water 100-ysar floodplain

Same as
Alternative 7

Quality (continued)

Water quality degradation from urban Same as Alternative 7 Same as Ai!ernalive 7 Same as
development, construction-relaled erosion, Alternative 7
and hazardous material spills

Public Health and Safety Increased demand for law enforcement officers
by local jurisdictions (greater than
Alternative 7)

Increased demand for tirefighters(greater than
Alternative 7)

Increased demand for medical and emergency
medical services (greater Iharr Alternative 7)

Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7

Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7

Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Altemaiive 7

Trafic and Circulation Increased travel on former Fort Ord and travel Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
between former Fort Ord and surrounding Alternative 7
communities (less than Allemative 7)

Air Quality Uncontrolled PM10 construction emissions of Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
59 ppd (below significance thresholds) Alternative 7

Increase in CO concsntratiorm from areawide No mitigation required
vehicle trips compared to the 7th IDL
presence, but below significance thresholds

Noise Increase in noise along roadway segments,
affecling noise-sensitive land uses (primarjly
residential) (slightly less than Alternative 7)

Potential exposure of the RV parklcampground,
residential land uses, and the NRMA to noise
from the public safety and peace officer
training areas

Same as Ai[ernalive 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7

Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Alternative 7
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(issue area) Impact Loca[ion Where
Mitigation Measure Implementation

Mitigation Described ResponsibilityRevised Alternative 7 (continued)

HazardousMaterials and Exposure to hazardous materials including
Toxic Waste Same as Alternative 7

Same as Alternative 7asbestos and lead-based paints Same as
Alternative 7

Polential for interference wilh remedial actions Limit development to that which is consistent with Final SE[S, pg. 5.91
at !andfdl site Army and IJC orlandfill ROD and landfill cap design

FORA
Ordnance and Explosives Exposure to unexploded ordnance and

Same as Alternative 7
Same as Alfemative 7explosives (sligh!ly greater than Same as

Alternative 7) Alternative 7

Risk to construction workers at planned Sam~ as Alternative 7
Same as Alternative 7 Same asdevelopment siles bordering Ihe Inland range

(slightly greater than Alternative 7) Altemalive 7

Vegetation Resources-- Loss or Degradation of Common and Special
Common and Special Same as Alternative 7

Native Biological Communities dl~eto Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Native Bio/ogicat development Altemalive 7
Communities

Loss of populations and habitat of special-status Same as Alternative 7
plant and wi[dlife due to development Same as Alternative 7

Losses of biological resources beyond those
Same as Alternative 7

described in the original Februa~ 1994 l-fMP Same as Alternative 7
due to the proposed road network

Overnll losses of biological resources beyond
Same as Alternative 7

those described in the original February 1994 Same as Alternative 7
FIMP

Visual Resources Reduced visual unity and intactness for some
Same as Alternative 7

Same as Alternative 7visually sensitive areas resulting from short-
and long-term construction impacts (slightly
less than Alternative 7)

Alterations of views of former Fort Ord from SRI No mitigation required
and 68 and the Saiinas Valley

Same as
Alternative 7

Same as
Alternative 7

Same as
Alternative 7

Same as
Alternative 7
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Action Location Where Implementation
(issue area) Impact Mitigation Measure Mitigation Described Responsibility

Revised Alternative 7 (continued)

Wsual Resources Contribution to regional urbanization of the No mitigation required
(mntinued) Greater Monterey Bay region,

Cultural Resources Potential 10adversely affect the visual character Same as Alternative 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
of National Register of Historic Places - Alternative 7
eligible property (East Garrison)

Coastal Resources Potential increase in urban pollutant loading of Same as Atternathre 7 Same as Alternative 7 Same as
Monterey Bay sanctuary Alternative 7

Impncts Unique to Alternative 84

Increased contaminants in urban runoff from Use onsite control or treatment of storm runoff at Final SEIS, pg. 5-127 FORA
golf courses golf cour~es

Conversion of an additional 70-80 acres of area !mplemenl mitigation measures agreed to by the Final SEIS, Appendix D Army and FORA
identified as hab Itat reserve to some other Army, tJSFWS, UC, and FORA on March 15
use and 28, 1996, and the April 1997 HMP

Potential degradation of habitat in areas Implement mitigation measures agreed to by the Final SEIS, Appendix D Army and FORA
adjacent to the landfill golf course Army, IJSFWS, UC, and FORA on March 15

and 28, 1996, and [he April 1997 l-iMP

Golf course uses incompatible with current Retain groundwater hydrologist to investigate Final SEIS, pg. 5-129 FORA, City of
rernediation plans at former landfill site effects of increased recharge Marina

Provide funding and modify landfill caps to Final SEE, pg. 5-129 FORA, Ci~ of
protect public health and safety Marina

‘ The basewide environmental impacts of Alternative 8 are the same as Ihose described for Alternative 7 in this table except for the unique impacts described above. Minor
variations in the numbers associated with socioeconomic and air quality impacts are identified in the text of Section 5.0 of the final Supplemental EIS Mitigation measures
described for Alternative 7 also apply to Alternative 8,



Table 3. Conditions Contained in the Army’s Coastal Zone
Management Act Consistency Dekezminations

Biological Resources

The Army has completed and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service has approved the April 1997 Multispecies Habitat
Management Plan (HMP). The Army will implement the HMP to assure
the protection of sensitive habitat and sensitive species
occurring on Fort Oral.

Soil Resources

The Army will implement a MultiSpecies Habitat Management
Plan to control soil erosion and its effects on sensitive habitat
and sensitive species occurring on Fort Oral.

The Army will work with local ccmummities and agencies
requesting lands to assist them in reducing the intensity of
their reuse plans and formulating measures for the communities
consider and implement as mitigation for potential effects on
coastal zone resources, including soil resources.

Water ResoWces

The reuse of former Fort Ord lands will be planned and
implemented in coordination with the Monterev Countv Water

to

Resources Agency (MCWRA) and other appropria~e agen~ies to ensure
adequate water supplies for all reuse areas. Initial priority
will be given to coastal zone lands, including coastal-dependent
agricultural and visitor-semring uses. The initial phase of
development will use existing water supplies in excess of Army
and coastal needs. Subsequent phases will be based on the
availability of new water sources. The quantity of water
required for coastal zone agricultural uses outside the former
Fort Ord in the initial phase is assumed to be historical use
levels. For the former Fort Ord coastal zone uses, the amount of
water required will be determined in coordination with the
ultimate recipient of the former Fort Ord coastal zone land
(expected to be the California Department of Parks and
Recreation) . For other reuses, water demand estimates developed
for the final EIS and the Supplemental EIS will be updated as
reuse plans are defined. FORA has developed and coordinated a
water allocation plan for reuse based on the short-term water
supply available as a result of Ehe Army/MCWRA agreement.



Stormwater and Wastewater

The Army will obtain all necessary permits to protect the
resources of the coastal
hazardous effects during

Traffic and Circulation

As the communities’
study will be undertaken

zone, hereby mitigating potential
contaminated site cleanup.

final reuse plan is developed, a traffic
by the cities of Del Rev Oaks, Marina,

Montezey, Salinas, Sand Ci~y,
,

and Seaside and Mo~terey Counties[
in coordination with the Transportation Agency for Monterey
County, to assess the cumulative effects of the plamed uses on
area roadways. If the traffic study shows that development will
exceed approved local, Clean Air Act, or Coastal Zone Management
Act standards, transportation supply and demand will be balanced
LO avoid these conflicts. This traffic study also will consider
the potential hindrance to visitor accessibility to the former
Fort Ord coastal zone caused by traffic congestion. Actions to
be taken by the cities of Del Rey Oaks, Marina, Monterey,
Salinas, Sand City, and Seaside and Monterey Counties to balance
supply and demand may include, but not be limited to, modifying
development intensities, improving infrastructure, adopting land
use measures to reduce the number of vehicle trips, and providing
alternative transportation modes to reduce vehicle trips. The
widening of State Highway 1 will be considered as a means of
eliminating congestion only after full evaluation of the
alternatives, comprehensive environmental analysis, and
California Coastal Commission review.

Air Quality

Prior to ownership transfer, the Army will comply with EPA
guidelines and Army policy on remediation of asbestos in
buildings where asbestos has been identified.

During cleanup of hazardous waste and unexploded ordnance,
the Army will apply dust suppressants, minimize ground
disturbance, cover materials transported offsite, stop earth-
moving activities during high winds, and seed and water inactive
areas to control airborne pollutan~s.

The Army will implement measures to limit nikragen oxide
emissions from moEor vehicles during building renovation or
construction activities associa~ed with the Presidio of Monterey
Annex, that have the potential for significant nitrogen oxide
emissions.

Visual Resources

To protect the visual buffer between the former Fort Ord
coastal zone and the inland areas of the former Fort Oral, the
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landscaping and natural landform screening immediately east of
State Highway 1 will be maintained and enhanced by the local
reuse entities where necessary.

To protect views from the coastal zone and State Highway I,
any resort hotel constructed in the vicinity of the existing
Fort Ord golf courses will be located away from the ridge line at
a lower elevation.
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