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1.0 Introduction to Volume II

1.1  Organization of the Final Program EIR

1.1.1 Volumel

The Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) consists of the
following documents: Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR (Volume I and
Volume II) and the Draft Program EIR (incorporated herein by reference) and the
comments.

Volume I of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR contains the written

comments received on the draft program Fort Ord Reuse Plan and EIR, written and
oral comments submitted at public hearings held by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA) and member agencies. Volume II of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program

EIR contains the responses to the comments.

The comments received have been arranged in chronological order by the date of
transmittal referenced on the letter or by the date of the public hearing the comment
was made. This organizational approach reflects the FORA)desire to treat each
comment received in an equal manner. The response to comments contained in
Volume II also reflects this order. An index listing the comments received in
chronological and alphabetical order is also included in Volume 1 to assist the reader
in making it easier to find a comment (Appendix A and B, respectively).

How to Find a Particular Comment Letter

To make a search for a particular comment located in Volume I easier for the reader,
an alphabetized index of all comments is included in Appendix B of Volume I. This
index is organized alphabetically based on the names of organizations, agencies and
individuals who submitted oral or written comments. To find where in Volume I a
particular comment is located, look up the comment number assigned to the
commenter from the alphabetical list in Appendix B of Volume I and then look for
this number in Volume L

1.1.2 Volume 11

Volume II contains the response to comments and changes to the Reuse Plan and the
EIR, as well as new policy considerations for the FORA Board to consider. The
policy considerations may or may not be decided by the FORA Board prior to
adoption of the Reuse Plan. Volume II also contains the following appendices:

Table of Comments; Assessment of Planning Baseline and Market Data Fort Ord
Base Reuse Plan; Fort Ord Regional Transportation Study; and the Land Use - Air

Quality Linkage.
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VOLUME 11 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

How to Find a Particular Response to Comment

To make a search for a particular response to comment in Volume II easier the
reader should obtain the comment number from the alphabetized index (contained
in Appendix B of Volume I) and then refer to the response corresponding to the

comment in Volume II.
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2.0 Response to Comments

CEQA Guidelines section 15200 indicates that the purposes of the public review
process include sharing expertise, disclosing agency analyses, checking for accuracy,
detecting omissions, discovering public concerns, and soliciting counter proposals.

CEQA Guidelines section 15132(b) requires that the final environmental impact
report contain a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies who have
commented on the draft environmental impact report. These comments are located
in Volume I of the Final PEIR. In addition, CEQA Guidelines section 15132(d)
requires that the final environmental impact report contain the response to
comments. These are contained in Volume II of the Final PEIR. Where required,
revisions have been made to the text of the Draft EIR based on the responses to
comments, which are contained in Volume II (CEQA Guidelines 15132(a). Any
revisions are located immediately following the response. Deletions to the EIR text
are shown with strike-threugh type. Additions to the EIR text are shown with
underlined type. Changes to the Reuse Plan as a result of public and agency
comments received are similarly made.

Because there are approximately 2,000 comments, a Table of Comments has been
constructed to expedite review of the Final Program EIR document. Accompanying
this volume is Appendix C which contains the “Table of Comments”. The Table of
Comments contains three columns of information. The first column represents the
comment number. The second column indicates the gist of the comment. The third
column represents the comment “subject”. The Table of Comments is organized
alphabetical by “subject” so the reader will have quick access to all comments of a
similar nature. For the benefit of the reader, some comments are assigned multiple
subjects (e.g., TRANSPORTATION / CEQA) to imply that there is more than one
important issue conveyed by the commenter.

Objectivity

This Final Program EIR is a factual, objective public disclosure document that takes
no position on the merits of the project, but instead provides information on which
decisions about the project can be based. Thus, the findings of this EIR do not
advocate a position “for” or “against” development. The EIR has been prepared
according to the professional standards and practices of the EIR participant’s
individual disciplines and in conformance with the legal requirements and
informational expectations of CEQA and its implementing guidelines. The
preparers of this EIR are independent professionals under contract to the Fort Ord
Reuse Authority.

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume II Response to Comments

Response to Letter 1

1-1. The commenter questions whether the description of the “vision” for
Fort Ord described in Chapter 1 of the Context and Framework gives the impression
that the CSUMB campus will be a focal point from which all other development will
spread. The commenter refers to descriptions of the CSUMB campus as the “Town
Center” with Fort Ord emerging as a “separate city” that does not fit in “seamlessly”
into the existing community structure.

The CSUMB campus has been identified as one of several major existing assets and
public commitments that underlie the “community-building strategies” in the plan.
These are explicitly listed on page 3-151 and include: “1) provide a community that
supports the emerging CSUMB campus; 2) build on the activity that is emerging at
the new Marina Municipal Airport; 3) support the inherent opportunities at the
UCMBEST Center to attract new technology-driven and research-based employers;
4) fully integrate the communities with the former Fort Ord with the regional
recreation and open space resources managed by the State Parks and BLM; 5) take
advantage of the proximity to State Highway 1 to create a gateway to the former
Fort Ord; 6) utilize the two existing golf courses in Seaside; 7) integrate the existing
housing stock into the surrounding communities; and 8) build on the continuing
commitments by the DOD represented by the Defense Facility Accounting System
(DFAS), and POM Annex and other elements of the military enclave.” The
commenter has identified a central role for the CSUMB campus implicit throughout
the plan but certainly not an exclusive role for the CSUMB campus. The vision
described in the Plan Framework is built on the potential role of several educational
institutions (principle 1), the landscape setting (principle 2), mixed-use villages
(principle 3), neighborhoods (principle 4), and sustainability (principle 5).

Planning Areas and Districts are established in the Reuse Plan to facilitate the
management of various spatial components of the plan. The “Town Center Planning
Area” is a designated planning area within the City of Marina that is adjacent to the
CSUMB Planning Area and includes the Del Monte Mixed Use District, the
University Office Park/R & D District, the Marina Village District, and the Mixed
Use Corporate Center District. The CSUMB campus is not within Marina’s Town
Center Planning Area.

There are many aspects of the Reuse Plan that contribute to eliminating the historic
boundaries of the military reservation and the adjacent Cities of Marina and Seaside.
These strategies will promote the “seamless integration” of the reuse of Fort Ord
into the surrounding communities. The strategies include: 1) interconnecting
roadways such as California Street in Marina or Broadway in Seaside; 2) orienting
residential neighborhoods such as the Seaside “Planned Residential Extension
Districts” to the adjacent neighborhoods west of North-South Road; and 3)
providing an integrated and continuous bicycle and trail network that connects the
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume II Response to Coments

open space resources of the former base with the existing surrounding
neighborhoods.

1-2. The commenter questions whether the CSUMB campus will create a
level of economic activity approximating that of the military departing the area since
the students are only around for approximately 9 months (or 180 academic days).

The Campus enterprise is much larger than just the student population. The
CSUMB campus will employ 3,000 when fully developed, with an estimated annual
budget of approximately $200 million (Vol. 1, Page 2-6). The campus includes a
substantial housing resource for (1,253 existing units) for faculty, staff and upper-
division and graduate students. It is anticipated that this housing could be occupied
year-round. In addition, the campus plans to incorporate housing on the central
campus area for students and has identified a goal of achieving a very high
percentage of students living on the campus.

The estimate of average off-campus expenditure of $1,000 annually per student
(Volume I, Page 2-32) refers only to “convenience goods and entertainment” and
does not reflect the total contribution of the local economy of the campus
population.

1-3. The commenter would prefer to see the ethnicity breakdown for all
cities on the peninsula rather than for just Marina, Seaside and Sand City.

The purpose of the socio-economic setting in the Framework Plan is to paint a broad
brush picture of several characteristics and refers to background documents that can
provide the information the commenter is looking for.

1-4 and 1-5. The commenter asks for clarification of whether the AMBAG
population forecasts include student, POM Annex, and the rehabilitation of existing
residential neighborhoods on the base.

The reader is referred to the revised language under changes to the Reuse Plan
section below.

Changes to the Reuse Plan
Volume I, Context and Framework, Section 2.2.4 Demographic Forecasts.

Page 2-15: Amend the first full paragraph to read as follows:

Table 2.2-3 reflects AMBAG's forecasts for population growth in
Monterey County and-deesnetinclude CSUMB-students:

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I1 Response to Comments

Page 2-15 to 2-16: Amend the last sentence in the last paragraph to read as follows:

During this period, an average of nearly 3,300 persons are expected to
be added annually to the Peninsula’s population. Approximately 84%
of this growth is anticipated to be accommodated in Marina and
Seaside, reflecting the redevelopment and reuse of the former Fort Ord

property, including the student, faculty and staff forecasts for the new
CSUMB campus at Fort Ord.

1-6. The commenter states that page 2-6 of the Reuse Plan is incorrect as it
pertains to soldiers spending in the local community. See Response to comment 1-2.

1-7. The commenter asks where the “Town Center” is envisioned to be.

The “Marina Town Center” is a descriptive term used in the Reuse Plan to refer to a
particular Planning Area on the north side of the CSUMB Campus. Because of the
size and development capacity of this planning area, and because of the mixed use
development permitted in the plan, this planning area has the potential to become
larger in extent and developed to a greater intensity than other “village centers”
identified in the Reuse Plan. Hence the descriptive term, “Marina Town Center.”

1-8. The commenter asks how many village centers are in the plan and
would like to know if there is an artist’s depiction.

The location of the mixed use villages is diagrammatically illustrated in Volume I,
Page 3-5, next to the description of Principle 3.

1-9. The commenter asks whether compact, identifiable development
patterns (consistent with Peninsula Prototypes) with definable edges, entries and
structure is incompatible with the objective of linking the development seamlessly
into the existing communities.

The vision for the Reuse Plan reflects the strong edges created by the Habitat
Management Plan and topographic or improvement features that have given rise to
the planning area structure used to define and manage the development process.
Design Principle 2 illustrates how gateways and scenic corridors can both identify
different components of development at Fort Ord as well as provide those links that
promote a seamless integration with the existing communities.

The Peninsula community prototypes that are characterized by mixed use
development and reflect village-scale life are described in the discussion of urbanism
of the Monterey Peninsula (Vol. 1, Pages 3-28 to 3-31).

1-10. The commenter asks for clarification on how the Highway 1 Scenic
Corridor is defined.

6 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I1 Response to Coments

Design Principle 6 introduces the Highway 1 Scenic Corridor as one of several areas
of “regional urban design significance”. The Reuse Plan requires that FORA adopt
design guidelines for the following areas: 1) Highway One Scenic Corridor, 2) the
freeway entrances to the former Fort Ord area from Highway One (12th Street Gate
and the Main Gate areas) and from the east, 3) areas bordering the publicly
accessible habitat conservation areas, 4) Major through roadways such as
Reservation Road and Blanco Road, and 5) Other areas to be determined by FORA.
Standards are to be established for road design, setbacks, building height,
landscaping, signs, and other matters of visual importance (Vol. 1, Page 3-8). The
design guidelines will be developed prior to the start of new development at Fort

Ord.

General Development Character and Design Objectives are provided for each
Planning Area in the Reuse Plan Context and Framework beginning on Page 3-97.

Between the 12th Street Gate and the Main Gate, the Scenic Highway One Corridor
is typically 100 feet wide measured from the CalTrans ROW. (Vol. 1, Page 3-110.
Page 3-122). For the New Golf Course Community District in Seaside, the
development character and design objectives are identified but no specific corridor
dimension is provided. (Vol. 1, Page 3-126)

Reuse Plan Volume II, Reuse Plan Elements, provide specific programs to
implement the regional design objectives. These programs are found in the
Recreational/Open Space Land Use Objectives for each of the three jurisdictions.
Note: the reference to 500 feet could not be found in the document, nor could the
reference to Program D-13.

1-11. The commenter would like to have Bostrom Park to be specifically
mentioned as one of the existing residential neighborhoods throughout the Reuse
Plan.

The Reuse Plan provides for the redevelopment of the Bostrom Park area and
includes Bostrom Park in the New Golf Course Community Planning District that
surrounds the two existing golf courses in Seaside.

1-12. The commenter requests clarification regarding how the Reuse Plan
identifies the development areas for the City of Del Rey Oaks.

The Reuse Plan identifies Planning Areas within the County that are consistent with
the proposed annexations for Del Rey Oaks and the City of Monterey. The South
Gate Planning Area corresponds to the Del Rey Oaks proposed annexation area.
The York Road Planning Area corresponds to the City of Monterey proposed
annexation area (Vol. 1, Figure 3.10-1, and Table 3.10-1).

1-13. The commenter would like additional information on “edge”. Refer to
response to comments 1-7 through 1-10.
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume 11 Response to Comments

1-14. The commenter states that the South Gate Planning Area should be
identified as Del Rey Oaks. Refer to response to comment 1-12

1-15. The commenter states that the reference to “seamless’ appears to
contradict other references in the Reuse Plan regarding “discernible and urban
edges”. Refer to response to comments 1-7, through 1-10.

1-16. The commenter would like a reference to housing stock relative to the
Sun Bay Apartments and Bostrom Park. Refer to response to comment 1-11

1-17. The commenter refers to text in the Administrative draft that has been
subsequently changed in the draft Reuse Plan (Vol. 2, Page 4-35).

1-18. The commenter refers to text in the Administrative draft that has been
subsequently changed in the draft Reuse Plan (Vol. 2, Page 4-94).

1-19. The commenter provides additional descriptive material regarding
existing bicycle access to the Pacific Coast Bikeway. No response necessary.

Response to Letter 2

2-1. The commenter requests changes in the Reuse Plan to reflect the .
requests for conveyances for lands to serve the Monterey Salinas Transit (MST)
facilities and a change in the text description in the Plan to designate the proposed
Intermodal Center.

The Reuse Plan Land Use Concept depicts the combined MST Operations and
Maintenance Facility and adjacent Park and Ride Facility with a “Public Facility “
designation based on a footprint that has been subsequently refined. As public
benefit conveyances are completed, FORA’s maps may be refined again to reflect
completed surveys.

The proposed Multimodal Corridor is diagramatically indicated on Figure 3.5-2 in
the Reuse Plan and includes a letter “P” to indicate the general locations for Park
and Ride Facilities to illustrate the functional relationships of the transit corridor
rather than a specific land parcel. Figure 3.5-2 also designates “potential transit
stations” that, though not presently included in MST’s conveyance requests,
represent diagrammatically opportunities to provide increased levels of service in
the long run. Transit services are also described in section 4.2.3 of the Reuse Plan
and the multimodal corridor is illustrated diagrammatically in Figure 4.2-5.

Changes to the Reuse Plan
Volume II. Page 4-111: Amend the following sentences to read:

Based on further evaluation from the land use plan, a merespecifie
alternative site has been recommended for further consideration at 8th Street.
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume 11 Response to Coments

This site would effectively support the mixed-use area as well as recreational
travel to Fort Ord Dunes State Park.

Though no changes to the Reuse Plan and EIR graphics or tables will be included
with the Reuse Plan and Final PEIR documents, a compilation of the requests from
commenters for changes to graphics will be provided to FORA. It will then be the
responsibility of FORA to provide the changes requested at a future date.

Response to Letter 3

3-1. The commenter expresses concern that the Public Service Plan in
Appendix B of the Reuse Plan may overstate the revenues to the City of Marina.

The Public Service Plan reflects the estimate of revenue to the City prepared by the
public financing consultant that is based on response from each fiscal entity
included in the Reuse Plan.

Response to Letter 4

4-1. The commenter has submitted the same comments in comment letter 1
above.

Response to Letter 5

5-1. The commenter addresses an issue pertaining to the 45-day public
review period originally established by FORA, which commenced on June 1, 1996
and ended on July 15, 1996. Based on the number of comments received regarding
the public review period FORA responded by extending the review period to
October 11, 1996. The total public review period was 133 days.

During the public review period three public hearings on the EIR were held. These
hearings occurred on July 1, August 22 and October 7, 1996. The FORA Board also
held monthly meetings which were advertised in a local newspaper with wide
distribution. These meetings were open to the public and were available as a public
forum for discourse pertaining to the Reuse Plan and EIR. FORA member cities also
held public hearings on the Reuse Plan and the EIR. No “workshops” were
conducted by FORA or FORA member cities.

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 9



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume II Response to Comments

Response to Letter 6

6-1. The commenter states that the Reuse Plan and EIR graphics and text
reference “Fort Ord Dunes State Beach”. This is incorrect and should read “Fort Ord
Dunes State Park”.

Changes to the EIR

Though no changes to the Reuse Plan and EIR graphics or tables will be included
with the Reuse Plan and Final PEIR documents, a compilation of the requests from
commenters for changes to graphics or tables will be provided to FORA. It will then
be the responsibility of FORA to provide the changes requested at a future date after
the certification of the EIR.

Page 4-10: Amend the second sentence in the last paragraph to read as follows:

In the Fort Ord Dunes State Park Planning Area, the Draft Fort Ord Reuse Plan
proposes a 59-acre multi-use area, a 23-acre future desalination plant and 803
919 acres reserved for park and open space.

Changes to the Reuse Plan

Volume I and 2. Replace all references to “Fort Ord Dunes State Beach” with “Fort
Ord Dunes State Park”.

6-2. The commenter states the EIR reference to the State Park being 1001
acres shall be amended to read 885 acres instead. The reader is referred to the
revised language under the Reuse Plan sections below.

Changes to the Reuse Plan

Though no changes to the Reuse Plan and EIR graphics or tables will be included
with the Reuse Plan and Final PEIR documents, a compilation of the requests from
commenters of requests for changes to graphics or tables will be provided to FORA
separately. It will then be the responsibility of FORA to provide the changes
requested at a future date after the certification of the EIR.

As it pertains to the Reuse Plan text, the following changes are proposed:
Volume I. Page 3-37:

Amend the first sentence in the last paragraph on page 3-37 to read as
follows: Approximately 1000 885 acres of the coastal zone land unit are
pending public conveyance to the State of California Department of Parks and
Recreation...

10 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume 11 Response to Coments

Volume I. Page 3-42:

Amend the acreage for Fort Ord Dunes State Park in Monterey County from
977 acres to 850 acres and adjust the total acreages accordingly.

Volume I. Page 3-85:

Amend the title “Fort Ord Dunes State Beach” to “Fort Ord Dunes State
Park”.

Amend the second sentence in the last paragraph on page 3-85 to read as

follows: Approximately 885 acres, including 48 acres of sandy beach, 305
acres of coastal dunes, and 532 acres of disturbed habitat, 1,000-acres-ofland,

will be affected.

Volume I, Page 3-129, Section 3.10.1 Fort Ord Dunes State Park Planning Area,
Projected Land Uses:

Amend Open Space Land use as follows: 919 803 acres are reserved for park
and open space which will be managed for habitat restoration and limited
visitor-serving activities.

Volume I, Table 3.10.1, Monterey County Land Development Intensity Summary
Table:

Amend Fort Ord Dunes State Park and open space from 919 acres to 803 acres
and adjust the total acreages accordingly.

6-3. The commenter requests that the lead agency responsible for future
construction of a sewage treatment plant work with the Department of Parks and
Recreation. The commenter does not address the content of the Reuse Plan or PEIR.
No response is necessary.

6-4. The commenter suggests an alternative location for the multi-agency
visitor center and requests that affected jurisdictions pertaining to the center will
work cooperatively with the Department of Parks and Recreation. The commenter
does not address the content of the Reuse Plan or PEIR. No response is necessary.

6-5. The commenter states that a coastal road on the west side of Highway
1 is not proposed in the State Park plan for the beach area. The Reuse Plan and EIR
does not indicate there being a coastal road. Changes to the Reuse Plan and PEIR
are not necessary.

Response to Letter 7

7-1. The commenter addresses annexation procedures. The reference to
Del Rey Oaks and Monterey having future jurisdiction on Fort Ord lands is included

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY ‘ 11



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume II Response to Comments

in the Reuse Plan (page 4-17; Figure 4.1-4) and the EIR (page 3-10). Further
discussion of annexation procedures currently underway between the County and
local jurisdictions in the Reuse Plan and EIR is not necessary. The issue of excluding
these two jurisdictions in the Reuse Plan at the level of detail requested in this
comment was a decision by the FORA staff based on input from the County of
Monterey.

7-2. The commenter refers to page IV-18 that is claimed to have a dramatic
impact on the role and financial future of FORA. The revision and correction to the
Draft Business Plan are incorporated into this response to comments document.

Numerous changes have been made in text portion of the Comprehensive Business
Plan to be consistent with the final runs of the financial performance model.

Changes to The Reuse Plan

Business and Operations Plan. Page II-7 (Exhibit 3): For purposes of clarification,
the following notes have been added to Exhibit 3, explaining why some of the
numbers in that exhibit, which was produced as a part of the original market
analysis, do not precisely conform to the numbers in the later land use plan:

“At the time that the market study was conducted, it was assumed that 1,522
existing units could be reused; subsequently, the Army determined that some
units require demolition due to env1ronmental concerns, for a net total of
1,300 units.”

“The above figures reflect the conclusions of the SKMG market study. In the
development of a land use plan, the real estate development projected to be
captured from this demand potential differs slightly to take advantage of
characteristics of probable development sites and for strategic reasons.”

Page II-18: Replace second paragraph under “Implications for Marketability” with
the following revised text:

“Secondly, certain key job generating uses would not be marketable if a pure
‘nexus’ approach to burden was utilized. For example, the infrastructure cost
burden projected in the preliminary cost screens (PFIP p. 2-23) for light

industry, business park and office/R&D uses is so high as to preclude earl
development.”

Page II-20: Delete Exhibit 5.

Page III-6: Insert the following text as a new paragraph just after the current last
paragraph:

“It should be noted that, as the market forecasts indicated in Exhibit 3 were

applied to the realities of the land plan, projected demand does not precisely
correspond with development projections on specific sites.”

12 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume I1 Response to Coments

Page III-17: Delete next to last sentence in third paragraph:

Page IV-17: Add the following language before the last sentence of the second
paragraph under Introduction:

“Two sets of factors were used in the PFIP to allocate the cost of public
improvements to land use categories. The factors in Section 2 of the PFIP
were based strictly on the demand placed on facilities by each land use (i.e.,
they met the strict test of ‘rational nexus’). However, as noted in CBP Section
I1, this pure nexus approach would likely preclude certain job-generating
uses. Therefore, if these factors were adjusted to reduce the burden on

commercial and industrial land uses, to encourage economic development.
The cost allocation factors defined in Section 5 are the factors that will define

the responsibility of private parties to pay a special tax that will finance
public improvements.”

Page IV-18: Change the estimated cash flow in the third line of the first paragraph
from $69.0 to $70.4 million.

Page IV-18: In the second paragraph under 2. Summary Financial Results -
Basewide Pro Forma, change $249.2 to $240.9, and add a new footnote to that figure
as follows:

“The $240.9 million consist of $189.3 million basewide infrastructure (PFIP
Table 1-10); $16.0 million to complete Highway 156 (CBP recommendation);
$22.6 million for Parks/Recreation (PFIP Table 1-10); $13.0 million for local
facilities (PFIP, page 4-3).”

Page IV-18: In first paragraph under 3, Summary Financial Results - FORA
Operations, change to $18.9.

Page IV-18: Replace last two sentences in first paragraph under 3. Summary
Financial Results - FORA Operations, with the following:

“FORA’s primary anticipated sources of funding are $10.1 million in member
dues and federal grants and $46.7 in net proceeds from land sales. The $46.7
represents FORA'’s 50 percent share (per its legislation) and was calculated as
follows:

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 13



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume II Response to Comments

$260.7 million Projected Land Sales

Less $120.0 for demolition

Less $ 30.0 for Facilities Management
Less $ 1.3 Marketing Incentives
Less $ 16.0 to complete Highway 156
Equals $ 93.4 x 50 percent

Equals $ 46.7 million

Page IV-18: Replace the second paragraph under 3. Summary Financial Results -
FORA Operations, with the following:

“The total cost of FORA operations over the 20-year period is estimated at
$29.4 million (see Table 14 for detailed summary of first five years). This
excludes the cost of Habitat Management, since the final responsibility has
not yet been assigned. As a result, FORA is projected to generate a net
surplus of approximately $18.9 million over the 20-year period.”

Pages IV-19-22: Replace with revised versions of Exhibits 9 and 10 (attached). Note
that the revised Exhibit 9 summarized land sales proceeds by land use type, and that
Exhibit 10 subtotals FORA Operations as a discrete item.

Page IV-23: Change next to last sentence in third paragraph to read:
“See Exhibits 11A and 11B for absorption by phase.”
Page IV-24: Replace Exhibit 11 with Exhibits 11A and 11B (attached).

Page IV-2: Replace Exhibit 12 with revised Exhibit 12 (attached), which is now titled
Net Land Value Assumptions, and which now contains a fifth note explaining how
these number are derived for Exhibit 6.

Page IV-27: Revise Exhibit 13 (attached).

Page V-1: In the last sentence of the first paragraph under 1. Long-term Plan
Viability, change $49 million to $50 million.

Page V-5: Revise Table 14 (attached).

Page V-6: In order to conform with the new Table 14, make the following changes to
Estimated Budgets for Reuse Plan: Adoption Maintenance and Update:

Change $175,000 to $325,500; and
Change $136,500 to $286,500.

Page V-8: Delete first bullet at top of page, referring to Habitat Management, and
delete the words “staff or contractual” in the Organizational/Staffing paragraph.
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Page V-8: In order to conform with the new Table 14, change the estimated budget
for CPI Conformance and Update from $241,000 to $390.500.

7-3. The commenter would like the information in various tables to include
Del Rey Oaks. Del Rey Oaks is separately identified as South Gate Planning Area in
the Reuse Plan tables.

7-4. The commenter requests a modification to figures in the Reuse Plan,
and PEIR. There are no inconsistencies between the two figures identified by the
commenter. The Reuse Plan maps including Figure 4.1-4 reflect refinements in the
South Gate Planning and York Road Planning Areas in the County that correspond
to the intended boundary between the HMP and the developed areas. The roadway
alignment was adjusted to fit the new digitized aerial survey maps and reflect a
consensus alignment to protect habitat resources and achieve roadway engineering
standards. Figure 6.2-1 reflects a land use alternative prepared for the EIS by Jones
& Stokes using an earlier base map.- The polygon boundaries have been adjusted to
reflect the physical boundaries utilized in the initial base reuse planning but
adjusted to the new digitized base map.

7-5. The commenter states that maps he has submitted reflect only the
currently proposed future Del Rey Oaks city boundary lines. The City reserves the
right to request different boundaries in the future. Refer to response to comment 7-
1.

Response to Letter 8

8-1. The commenter believes that the Army should be responsible for
removal of lead paint from existing structures. The Reuse Plan has projected a cost
of approximately $120 million for the demolition and removal of structures
containing lead paint and/or asbestos materials (Sedway Kotin Mouchly Group
1996). This cost projection is based on the engineering estimates of removal of
structures prepared by Reimer and Associates in 1996 drawing on detailed building
characterization supplied by the U.S. Army. Also, refer to response to comment 139-
6 for additional information on lead and asbestos tainted structures.

8-2. The commenter implies that developers will not be able to absorb the
cost of infrastructure plus demolition and disposing of toxic buildings. The cost has
been factored into the reuse plan costs and are integral to the Business and
Operations Plan.

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 15
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EXHIBIT 3
FORT ORD DEVELOPMENT AND ABSORPTION POTENTIAL
g 1996 - 2015 b
] I
| FAR/ 1996 - 2000 2001 - 2005 2006 - 2010 2011 - 2015 Total 1996 - 2015 b
I Land Use DU/AC  Sq.Ft/Units Acres Sq. Ft./Units Acres Sq. Ft/Units Acres Sq. Ft./Units Acres Sq. Ft./Units Acres ’I
Light Industria/R&D/Ofice i - - S i o
Light industriaVBusiness Park 0.25 FAR 206.250 24 29 306,250 s 375,000 [ 43 1,137,500 | 131 |
| Office/R&D 0.25 FAR 300,000 28 35 488,000 45 624.000 ! 57 ‘ 165 !
| induced demand 0.25 FAR o 0 23 300.000 29 375,000 | 34 8 |
i Subtotal (Sq. Ft.) 506,250 52 87 | 1,094,250 109 1,374,000 l 134 3,856,500 | 82 i"
Residentiat I i R o ;
Reuse of Existing Units (1) l____1!§gg { R .. ' 0 R ; .0 ‘ 1522 | --- ”
Reuse of Existing CSU Units 1,253 .- .- 0 ‘- 0 - 1,253 “
Detached i
Low Density 4 DUIAC 50 13 100 25 150 38 200 50 500 125 |
Medium Density 6 DUWAC 600 100 800 133 800 133 900 150 3.100 517
High Density 8 DU/AC 350 44 800 |_ 75 600 75 800 75 2.150 369 i
Attached - ) - - ) €130 . 289 ‘
Low Density 10 DU/AC o o ! 0 0 100 10 _ 100 1| 200 20
High Density 20 DU/AC o 0 0 0 100 5 200 10 300 15
Subtotal (Units) 3,775 156 1,500 233 1,750 261 2,000 295 | 9,025 945 |
Retail o }
Neighborhood/Community 25 FAR 191,000 18 99,000 9 114,000 10 131,000 12| 535000 49
RegionalOutlet 25FAR o0 0 0 0 0 25 250,000 25 250,000 50
Subtotal (Sq/ Ft.) 191,000 18 99,000 9 114,000 35 381,000 a7 765000 | 99
Lodging B j B
Conference Center .25 FAR 0 200 15 .0 o_ i o o | 200 15
ResortHolel (Golt-Oriented) 50 FAR 10 0 0 300 10 200 8 T 800 |28
Subtotal 10 200 1§ 300 10 200 8 1000 | a3
Recreation
Equestrian Center ‘ 0 ’ ..- I 15 ‘ 0 0 ’ 0 l 0 \ -
Golf Course 0 0 ] .- 160 ae- 160 ! . 3
:
i
d that 1,522 existing units could be reused; subsequently, the Army determined that some units require demolition due (o !;

(1 At the time that the market study was conducted, it was

environmental concems, for a net total of 1,300 units.

NOTE: The above figures reflect the conclusions of the SKMG market study. In the development of a land use plan, the real estale development projected to be captured from this demand
potential diffess slightly to take advantage of characteristics of probable development sites and for strategic reasons.

Sources: Sedway Kotin Mouchly Group.
C:\WPDOCS\PROJECTS29694\EXHIB3ICB.WK4 / A [jde]

12:16 PM
24-Jul-96
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EXHIBIT 9
BASE-WIDE PRO FORMA SUMMARY
BASE-WIDE PRO FORMA SUMMARY 20Yr TOTAL FY86/97 FY97/98 FY98/99 FY98/00 FY00/01 FY01/02 FY02/03 FY03/04 FY04/05 FYOGIOG]
SOURCES OF FUNDS (000's)
Land Sales @ 100% .
Industrial/Otfice/R&D $7,243 $0 30 $398 $398 $398 $298 $298 $298 §208 $298
Retait 4,308 0 ] 224 224 224 135 135 135 135 135
Lodging Rooms 16,371 0 0 0 [ 3.367 0 1] 0 0 5,384
Existing Units 9,693 0 1.261 1,261 1,261 1.261 910 910 910 910 910
Residential .
4 DWAC Units 31,145 0 747 747 747 747 1,246 1,246 1,248 1,248 1,246
6 DU/AC Units 123,558 0 5878 5979 5979 5979 6,377 6,377 6.377 6,377 6377
8 DWAC Units 63,253 0 2,578 2,578 2,578 2,578 3,515 3,515 3.515 3,515 3,518
10 DU/AC Units 3,746 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0
20 DWAC Units 1,451 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal L and Sales $260,667 50 $10.565 $11,187 $11,187 $14.554 $12.482 $12,482 $12,482 $12.482 §17.866
Spectal Tax & Development Fees
CcsumB 20,503 0 0 1139 1,139 1,138 1,138 1,139 1,138 1,139 1,139
MBEST
Base-Wide 7.409 1] 1] 0 200 200 200 382 382 382 382
Locat 1,411 1] 0 0 38 38 38 3 n 73 73
FORA :
Base-Wide 117,356 0 3,918 6,128 6,128 8.054 5314 5314 5314 5.314 7.240
Local 34,179 0 1,838 1,935 1,935 1,986 1811 1811 1.811 1.1 1,862
Propeny Tax Increment @ 0 000% 0 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0 .0
Federal & State Granis/Members Dues 10,132 5.735 365 224 224 224 224 224 224 224 224
Waler & Sewer Reserves/Bond Financing 48,830 0 612 2,488 2,358 2,462 1,685 1,685 1,188 1,188 1.188
Total Cash Sources $500,487 5,735 17,299 23,101 23,208 28,6566 22,893 23,109 22,612 22,612 29,973
USES OF FUNDS {000's)
Infrastructwe (Base-wide & Local) $240,893 $560 $2,595 $17,128 $9,884 $16,507 $10.745 $10,745 $11.178 $11.178 $5.823
EDA Infrastiucture 5,230 5,230 4] ] ] 0 0 [1] 0 0 0
Demolition Costs 120,000 0 0 24,000 0 0 24,000 0 0 24,000 0
FORA Operaling Costs 29,400 1,486 1,536 1,497 1,447 1,447 1.466 1.466 1,466 1.466 1.466
Facilines ManagementMainienance 30,000 1,500 1,500 1.500 1,500 1.500 1.500 1,500 1,500 1.500 1.500
Habitat Management Cosls 3,260 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
Markeling Incentives 1,334 0 0 220 220 894 0 0 0 0 0
Total Cash Uses $430,117 8,939 5,794 44,508 13,214 20,510 37,874 13,874 14,306 38,306 8,951
Net Cash Flow $70,370 {3,204) 11,505 (21,407) 9,995 8,146 (14,981) 9,236 8,206 {15,694} 21,021
Cumulative Cash Flow (3,204) 8,301 (13,106) {3,111} 5,035 (9,946) {711} 7,598 (8,09%) 12,922
KEY FINANCIAL DATA (000's)
Cumulative Private invesiment $O $10.565 §66,777  $131,633  $199.856  $307,194  $372,841 $438483 3504136  $575,167
Debt Balances 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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EXHIBIT 8
BASE-WIDE PRO FORMA SUMMARY

BASE-WIDE PRO FORMA SUMMARY 20Yr TOTAL FY06/07 FY07/08 FY08/09 FY09/10 FY10/11 FY11/12 FY12/13 FY13114 FY14/1§ FY15/16
SOURCES OF FUNDS [000's)
Land Sales @ 100%
Industrial/Office/R8D $7,243 $386 $386 $386 $386 $386 $525 $525 §525 $525 $525
Retail 4,308 90 90 90 90 90 503 503 503 503 503
Lodging Rooms 16,371 0 0 0 0 53717 0 0 0 2,243 0
Existing Units 9,893 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Residential
4 DU/AC Units 31,145 1.894 1,894 1,894 1.894 1.894 2,492 2,492 2,492 2,492 2,492
6 DWAC Units 123,558 6,377 6.377 6,377 6.377 6.377 7174 7.174 7.174 7174 7174
8 DU/AC Units 63,253 3.514 3.514 3514 3514 3514 3.559 3.559 3,558 3.559 3,559
10 DWAC Units 3,746 375 375 375 375 3715 375 375 375 375 375
20 DWAC Whts 1,451 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145

Sublotal Land Sales $260.667 $12.780 §$12,780 $12.780 $12.780 $18.157 $14,772 $14.772 $14.772 $17.016 $14.772

Special Tax & Development Fees

CSumb 20,503 1.139 1.139 1,139 1.139 11398 1.139 1139 1.139 1,139 1,139
MBEST
Base-Wide 7,408 382 480 480 480 480 480 769 578 578 578
Local 1,411 73 91 91 91 9 91 147 110 110 110
FORA
Base Wide 117.356 4818 4818 4.818 4818 6,102 7.595 7.595 7.595 8.878 7.595
Local 34,179 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,645 1,679 1.817 1,817 1.817 1,851 1,817
froperty Tax Increment @ 0.000% ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0
Federat & Stale GrantsiMembers Dues 10,132 224 224 224 224 224 224 224 224 224 224
Water & Sewer Reserves/Bond Financing 48,830 1,188 1,393 1,393 1,393 1,393 5444 5444 5.444 5444 5444
Total Cash Sourcos $500,487 22,248 22,570 22,570 22,570 29,264 31,562 31,907 31,678 35,240 31,679
USES OF FUNDS {000's)
infrasiruchuie (Base-wide & Local) $240,893 $3.638 $18.961 $18.961 $18.961 $18,961 $13.014 $13.014 $13.014 $13.014 $13,
EDA Inkiastruciure 5,230 0 0 0 0 [4] 0 0 4] 0 [
Demotition Costs 120,000 0 24,000 [} [} 24,000 0 0 0 0 0
FORA Operating Cosls 29,400 1,466 1,466 1.466 1.466 1,466 1.466 1.466 1,466 1.466 1,466
Faciimes ManagementUMatntenance 30,000 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1.500 1.500 1,500 1,500 1.500
1 abital Management Costs 3,260 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
Marketing incentives 1,334 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q
Total Cash Usos $430,117 6,766 46,090 22,090 22,090 46,090 16,143 16,143 16,143 16,143 16,143
Net Cash Flow $70,370 15,482 {23,520) 480 480 (16,826) 15,418 15,764 15,536 19,087 15,536
Cumulative Cash Flow 28,404 4,884 5,364 5,844 {10,982} 4,437 20,201 35,737 54,834 70,370
KEY FINANCIAL DATA {000s)
Cumulative Pnvate Investment $683,595 $749.965 $816.335 $882,706 $954.453 $1.055.595 $1,138.961 $1.221456 $1,306,194 $1.408.688
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0

{ebt Balances
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EXHIBIT 10
FORA OPERATIONS PRO FORMA SUMMARY
[FORA PRO FORMA SUMMARY 20Yr TOTAL FY06/07 FY07/08 FY08/09 FY09/10 FY10/11 FY11/12 FY12/13 FY13/14 FY14/16 FY16/16
SOQURCES OF FUNDS {00Q'3)
Land Sales @ 50% 1/ $46,667 $812 $812 $812 $812 $3,501 $1.808 $1.808 $7.,386 $8,508 $7,386
Property Tax Increment @ 0.000% 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Federal & Stale Granis/Members Dues 10,132 224 224 224 224 224 224 224 ‘224 224 224
Total Cash Sources $56,798 1,036 1,036 1,036 1,036 3,725 2,032 2,032 7610 8,732 7.610
USES OF FUNDS (000°s}
EDA inlrastructure 5,230 0 0 0 ] 0 [} Y] 0 0 [}
FORA Operating Cosls
Plan Monitor/Updale 5,833 287 287 287 287 287 287 287 287 287 287
CIP Planning/Programming 7,870 395 395 39§ 395 385 395 385 295 385 395
Marketing 7,780 385 385 385 385 385 385 385 385 385 385
Agency MgmUGov'l Liaison 6,227 314 314 314 314 314 314 14 314 314 314
Overhead 1,720 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86
Subtotal FORA Operating Costs 29,400 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466
Habilal Management Costs 3,260 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
Total Cash Uses $37,090 1,629 1,829 1,629 1.629 1,629 1,629 1,629 1,629 1,629 1,629
Nel Cash Flow $18,908 {593) (593) {593) (593) 2,096 404 404 5,981 7,103 5981
Cumulative Cash Flow (1,282} (1,876) {2,468) (3,060) {965) (561) {158) 5,024 12,927 18,808
1/ Net ol B de d y 156 reserve costs. propeny W and ]

the tolai of which is lmomzed at L 13} mnuon per year from FY98/99 - FY2012/20|3
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EXHIBIT 10
FORA OPERATIONS PRO FORMA SUMMARY
FORA PRO FORMA SUMMARY 20Yr TOTAL FY96197 FY$7/98 FY98/99 FY99/00 FYo00/01 FY01/02 FY02/03 FY02/04 FYO04/05 FYO05/06
SOURCES OF FUNDS {000'5) :
Land Sales @ 50% 1/ $46,667 $0 35282 $16 $16 $1.699 $663 $663 $663 $663 $3,355
Propenrty Tax Increment @ 0 000% ] 0 0 0 (4] 0 0 o 0 0 0
Federal & Slale Grants/Members Dues 10,132 5735 365 224 224 224 224 224 224 224 224
Total Cash Sources $56,798 5,738 5,647 240 240 1,923 887 887 887 887 3,579
USES OF FUNDS (000's)
EDA infrastructure 6,230 5,230 0 0 Y 0 o o 0 0 0
FORA Operating Cosls
Plan Monitor/Updale 583 326 326 287 287 287 292 292 292 292 282
CIP Planning/Programmung 7.870 391 3N 391 a9 391 398 395 395 395 395
Marketing 7,760 375 425 425 375 3715 385 385 385 385 385
Agency MgmuGov'l Liaison 6,227 309 309 309 309 308 309 309 309 309 309
Qverhead 1,720 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86
Sublotal FORA Operating Costs 29,400 1.486 1,536 1,497 1,447 1,447 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466 1,466
Habitat Management Costs 3,260 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
Total Cash Uses $37.890 6,879 1,699 1,660 1.610 1,610 1.629 1,629 1,629 1,629 1.629
Net Cash Flow $18,908 (1,144) 3,948 (1.420) (1.370) N {742) {742) {742) {742) 1.950
Cumulative Cash Flow {1,144) 2,804 1,384 14 7 (415) {1.157) {1,098) {2,640) {690)
1/ Nel of Base-wide demoiition, Highway 156 reserve costs, propeny g and keling inc.

the total of which, is amortized at $11 million per year from FY98/89 - FY2012/2013.
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EXHIBIT 11A

ABSORPTION BY PHASE

{In Various Units)

~T556-2000 | 2007-2005 | 2006:2010 ]

[ 2011-201% ~ Total

Industrial/Business Park

{sq.ft.) 206,000 249,200 206,000 375,700 1,136,800
R&D/Office (sq.ft.) 297,000 | £36.800 787,200 1,002,700 2,722,800
Retaii - Neighborhood/

Convenience (sq.ft.) 149,800 149,800 119,800 141,600 561,000
Retail - Regional/Outiet

(sq.ft.) 0 0 0 500,000 500,000
Hotels (rooms) 300 } 300 200 200 1,000
Residential - Existing (units) 800 | 500 o] 0 1,300
Residential - 4 DU/acre

{units) 50 100 150 200 500
Residential - 6 DU/acre

{units) 600 800 800 800 3,100
Residential - 8 DU/acre

{(units) 352 600 600 608 2,160
Residential - 10 DU/acre

{units) 0 o] 100 100 200
Residential - 20 DU/acre

{units} 0 o} 100 100 200

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY
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EXHIBIT 11B
ABSORPTION BY PHASE
(In Acres)

7986-2000 | 20071-2005 | 2006-2010 | 2011-2015 ~ Total

Industrial/Business Park 29 34 | 44 60 166
R&D/Office 24 54 | 68 86 233
Retail - Neighbornood/ |

Convenience 15 18 4 10 12 52
Retail - Regionai/Qutlet 0 0 0 46 46
Hotels ) e 15 6 45
Residential - Existing 254 189 | 0 0 413
Residential - 4 DU/acre 12 25 | 38 50 125
Residential - 6 DU/acre 100 133 134 150 517
Residential - 8 DU/acre 44 75 75 76 270
Residential - 10 DU/acre 0 : 0 10 10 20
Residentiai - 20 DU/acre o} Q 5 5 10
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EXHIBIT 12
NET LAND VALUE ASSUMPTIONS
FORT ORD
- Retail Retall -~ On-Site .. Base-Wide Wholesale Net Realizable
. Land Value , Value P«; .7.-CoBt per & Local Facilities  Land Value Value per
Area By Use' - i i~ st ($1Acre) il SqY Rt Acre (3)  ~ - Fees ($/Acre) (4) per Acre ' " *SqiFt.'(5)
Residential (1)
Existing DU (2) $35,000 n.a. n.a. $11,773 $23,227 n.a.
4DU/AC 300,000 $6.89 30 50,932 249,068 $5.72
6 DU/ AC 315,000 7.23 0 75,696 239,304 5.49
8 DU/AC 335,000 7.69 0 100,464 234,536 538
10 DU/ AC 285,000 6.77 0 107,600 187,400 4.30
20DU/AC 295,000 6.77 0 149,820 145,180 3.33
Retail
Convenience 348,480 8.00 75,000 227,770 45,710 1.05
Neighborhood 348,480 8.00 75,000 227,770 45,710 1.05
Regional / Outlet 348,480 8.00 76,500 227,770 44210 1.01
Average 75,704 227,770 45,006 1.03
Ll/ B8P & Office / R&D
LI/ BP 130,680 3.00 61,500 44,760 24,420 0.56
Office / R&D 163,350 375 70,500 62,938 29,912 0.69
Average 67,895 57,676 28,322 0.65
MBEST (3) 163,350 375 69,000 64,897 29,453 0.68
Lodging
Hotel 631,620 14.50 75,000 197,670 358,950 8.24
Notes;
_(1) L.and values indicated are for unfinished lots, net of on-site costs.
(2) Existing dwelling units are valued on a per unit basis.
(3) Reimer Associates estimates of developer required on-site improvement costs, 1/10/96.
(4) Allocation of base-wide capital costs per Reimer Associates estimates, and local faciilities fees per
Angus McDonald & Associates.
(5) Figures consistent with those in Section tlI Exhibit 6, less on-site and base-wide and local facilities fees.
Sources: Angus McDonald & Associates; Reimer Associates; Sedway Kotin Mouchly Group.
NAWPDOCS\PROJECTS\29694\EXHIB12. WK4\DJR 07/17/96
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EXHIBIT 13
j PRELIMINARY FINANCIAL SUMMARY - FORT ORD REUSE PLAN ?
’ 1996 -2015
: Items
[ Sources of Funds (miilions)
" Land Sales (based on all cash sales) 3260.7
One Time Mello Roos Special Tax 31452
Local Development Fees S256 ’
Water anc Sewer Fees & Reserves $48.8 {
EDA Grant and Annual Dues $10.2
i Total Sources: §500.5 E
| Uses of Funds (millions)
Basewide and Locai Infrastructure (1) 5240.9
EDA Projects 352
Demoilition $120.0 :
FORA Operations ' $29.4 }
Facilities Management/Maintenance 330.0
Funding of Shortfall for Local Services $20.0 '
Miscellaneous, Other 546
Total Uses: $450.1
Net Totai Funds {millions}
| Total Sources Minus Uses (millions): $50.4
| Less: 10% Land Sales Contingency (526.1)
Net Total Funds: $24.3
{ Notes:

Sources: Sedway Kotin Mouchiy Group.
DAFTORD\OVERHED4. WK4\[VJM]

{1) In addition to Basewide infrastructure ccsts of $183.3 miilion, this inciudes:
an extra $16 mitlion for Hwy 156, $22.6 miilion for Parks/Recreation. and $13
miilion for local facilities (poiice. fire. library. generai).
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Table 14
FORA OPERATING BUDGET
_ 20 YR. TOTAL FY 96/97 FY 97/98 FY 98/99 FY 99/00 FY 00/01
PROGRAMS -
PLAN MONITOR/UPDATE $325,500 $325,500 $286,500 $286,500 $286,500
CIP PLANNING/PROGRAMMING $390,500 $390,500 $390,500 $390,500 $390,500
MARKETING $375,000 $425,000 $425,000 $375,000 $375,000
AGENCY MGT/GOV'T LIAISON $308,850 $308.,850 $308,850 $308,850 $308,850
Subtotal $27,680,000 $1,399,850 $1,449,850 $1,410,850 $1,360,850 $1,360,850
OVERHEAD :
OFFICE $36,000 $36,000 $36,000 $36,000 $36,000
SUPPLIES $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000
OTHER $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Subtotal $1,720,000 $86,000 $86,000 $86,000 $86,000 $86,000
TOTAL $29,400,000 $1,485,850 $1,535,850 $1,496,850 $1,446,850 $1,446,850
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8-3. The commenter states that FORA should negotiate with the Army to
get the Army to clean up the toxic buildings. Refer to response to comment 8-1.

8-4. The commenter states that the pilot program to determine if toxic
buildings can be recycled is preposterous. The commenter submits an opinion. The
commenter does not address the content of the Reuse Plan or PEIR. No response is
necessary.

8-5. The commenter is concerned with issues pertaining to water. The
following discussion is provided to augment the existing discussion in the EIR.

Agreement No. A-06404/Resolution No. 93-387

By reasons of an Army agreement with the Monterey County Water Resources
Agency (MCWRA)(Agreement No. A-06404/Resolution No. 93-387), a potable water
supply of 6,600 acre feet per year (afy) is assured from the Salinas Valley Ground
Water Basin for the period up to 2015. The source of this water is projected to be a
combination of water derived from Fort Ord wells that tap into the 180-foot, 400-foot
and 900-foot aquifers of Salinas Valley Ground Water Basin or other sources from
within the MCWRA. Army’s position under the agreement with MCWRA is
expected to be assigned to FORA. The anticipated population for the year 2015 that
will coincide with the 6,600 afy (5,610 afy with conservation efforts) is 37,370.
Annual water use at Fort Ord was 5,634 acre feet in 1992, 3,971 acre feet in 1993, and
3,235 acre feet in 1994 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1996).

The fundamental tenet of this contractual agreement is that the Fort Ord wells are
part of the seawater intrusion problem and are also threatened by seawater
intrusion. This situation necessitates future Fort Ord development obtaining water
at a safe yield level from a combination of Fort Ord wells and potentially from
MCWRA'’s inland wells. The 6,600 afy is the amount available through the
Army/MCWRA agreement and is based on the peak water use that occurred at Fort
Ord in 1984 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1993). With a projected overall water
conservation effort at Fort Ord of 15 percent implemented through the Reuse Plan,
the total potable water requirement for the year 2015 would be anticipated to be
5,610 afy (Reimer 1996). Therefore, the 6,600 afy reflects an historical peak only, not
the actual projected water use, which is based on an aggressive conservation effort
promulgated by implementation of Monterey County’s water conservation
regulations (Ordinance number 3539).

The Fort Ord service areas have been officially included in Zones 2 and 2a of the
MCWRA by previous agreement between MCWRA and the Army (Agreement No.
A-06404; Resolution No. 93-387). Under that agreement, a total of 6,600 afy of
potable water is made available for consumption within the Fort Ord boundary.
This amount of water comes from wells which take water from the Salinas
Groundwater Basin or from any imported water source delivered by the MCWRA to
a point within the Fort Ord boundary. The MCWRA /Army agreement also
stipulates that a maximum of 5,200 afy can be pumped from the 180 and /or 400 foot
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aquifers while the additional 1,400 afy is to be obtained from the deeper 900 foot
aquifer. An agreement between the City of Marina, MCWD and MCWRA makes
available to Fort Ord lands the 1,400 afy from the 900 foot aquifer (Malcolm
Crawford, public statement, October 7, 1996). The 5,200 afy threshold corresponds
to the average water withdrawal from 1988 to 1992 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1993) [note: the Supplemental Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse EIR (June 1996) states
that the annual average water use between 1986 and 1989 was 5,100 afy]. The 6,600
afy excludes the water pumped from the Seaside Basin for the two existing golf
courses (400 afy average). The

The surety of the 6,600 afy is based on the following: first, 5,200 afy water supply
from current wells which must be augmented by a deeper well source from which
an additional 1,400 afy can then be pumped under the existing agreement. The
surety of the 1,400 afy appears to be absolute since Marina Coast Water District
(MCWD) has wells into the deep aquifer proximate to the Fort Ord boundary which
already exhibit yield sufficient to produce an additional 1,400 afy without resulting
in saltwater intrusion. Consequently, either a new well, which is authorized by the
MCWRA agreement, or a delivery agreement with MCWD can be expected to
provide for water supplies up to the 6,600 afy agreed upon.

Second, there has been ongoing concern as to whether or not the State Water
Resources Control Board will “adjudicate” the Salinas Groundwater Basin so as to
limit well pumping in order to combat salt water intrusion. In this scenario, it is
uncertain what amount of water Fort Ord would get vis-a-vis Agreement No. A-
06404.

The first phase of the Castroville Agricultural water replacement program now
under construction represents a local response to the seawater intrusion problem
and the state’s adjudication threat. If, or when, the additional step of limiting
pumping from existing wells is mandated, then a percentage reduction in pumping
rights is expected to be applied to all wells in the MCWRA jurisdiction.

Furthermore, the water supply issues between Fort Ord and the more southerly
Monterey Peninsula are separate and distinct. The Peninsula’s water supply
program is the prerogative of the Monterey Peninsula Water Management district
(and, of course, the voters of the District). Fort Ord depends upon the supply
agreement with MCWRA as discussed in response to comment 8-5. The sources of
water supply are geographically separated and independently controlled.

Safe Yield Water Supply

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

As stated in the Final EIS, the safe yield of potable water for future Fort Ord
development may be less than the present total pumpage of 4,700 afy (“present”
means 1991 average water use). A specific amount of water extraction below 4,700
afy that would result in there being no seawater intrusion or at least a stable level of
seawater intrusion is not known at this time, due to the lack of current empirical
data.

Safe yield, as it pertains to seawater intrusion, is subject to a variety of
environmental factors, such as well water pumping rates, “cones of depression”,
drought, precipitation, rate of recharge, and other factors. Therefore, safe yield
should not be construed as something that is static. A safe yield supply of water
during a drought year would be expected to be a less than a safe yield during a year
with heavy precipitation (assuming the groundwater basin is recharged relatively
quickly). This is because during a drought year it would be expected that more
water would be used. Furthermore, a safe yield water supply from Fort Ord wells
may be different in 1991 than it would be in 1997. This is because the population at
Fort Ord has dropped significantly since 1991, which has resulted in a significant
reduction of water pumped from Fort Ord wells, and because there have been at
least two years of heavy precipitation since 1991. At base closure, water use was
approximately 4,700 afy. The current water use is approximately 1,700 afy from the
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (based on 1.5 mgd water use)(Jim Bowles, pers.
com. February 3, 1997). The implication is that the chloride (salt water) contour line
between seawater and groundwater in the area of Fort Ord and Marina is potentially
dynamic and may have moved further west since 1991. However, there is no
empirical evidence that the contour line has moved in any direction. The most
current chloride contour lines applicable to the Fort Ord and Marina area are based
on 1983 data (Kathy Thomasburg, pers. com., January 6, 1997).

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

To address the seawater intrusion problem, the MCWRA is currently completing the
construction phase of the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP), which would
result in reclaimed water being transferred to the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin
via a number of recharge wells. This should start in 1997. In addition, the MCWRA
is currently preparing an environmental document and basin management plan
which addresses future water demand in the County and provide recharge water in
the Castroville area to augment the effort to stop seawater intrusion. The MCWRA
is considering water storage facilities and additional water lines to convey water to
the seawater intrusion area. This includes the proposed surface storage reservoir for
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reclaimed water at Armstrong Ranch or an Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR)
Project that both the MCWRA and the Bureau of Reclamation are currently
investigating. The Armstrong Ranch reservoir is projected to hold 3,000 acre-feet.

Future development on Fort Ord reflects the need to withdraw only an amount of
water through Fort Ord wells which would result in a safe yield extraction from the
Basin. For the purposes of this EIR, a “safe yield” water supply pertaining to Fort
Ord is water extracted from the aquifers (180-foot, 400-foot and 900-foot) which will
result in the 1997 chloride contour lines (not yet determined) remaining stable and
not moving further inland relative to the 1997 conditions. To achieve this goal a
Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP) has been developed which
requires monitoring of seawater in the Marina/Fort Ord area with monitoring wells.

Since the effectiveness of the CSIP has yet to be demonstrated, the observed rates of
seawater intrusion were used to predict the life expectancy of the existing producing
wells on Fort Ord. The FORIS report presents conclusions on the 180- and 400-foot
aquifers based upon the Harding Lawson Associates studies which were conducted
as part of the environmental assessment activity on the base in the early 1990’s. The
FORIS report states that for the 180-foot aquifer in the Fort Ord area the distance
between the last observed location of seawater intrusion and the well field is
approximately 6,500 feet. Assuming that the maintenance of the observed gradient
rate of flow of the intrusion front is approximately 230 feet per year, the travel time
for the seawater intrusion to the existing well field is about 30 years. This estimate
of well life expectancy is based upon previously conducted studies. No more exact
location of seawater intrusion in the 180 foot aquifer has been reported.

The FORIS report also states the groundwater flow direction in the 400-foot aquifer
in the area of the Main Garrison, where seawater was last detected, is currently
toward the northeast. Under predicted conditions, the seawater intrusion front
within the 400-foot aquifer will not advance significantly toward the existing well
field.

FORA would be required to participate in a Development and Resource
Management Plan that relies on the MCWRA to restrict water use from the 180-, 400-
and 900-foot aquifer through a monitoring program to assure that a
hydrogeologically stable relationship between seawater and groundwater. For a
discussion of the Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP) as it
pertains to an assured safe yield water supply, refer to response to comment public
hearing comment 21-1.

Long-term Water Supply

Long term water supply for Fort Ord buildout above and beyond the 6,600 afy
discussed above and in the EIR is projected to come to Fort Ord as either one of or a
combination of the following: imported water, and/or desalination water and/or
on- or off-site water storage.
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The EIR erroneously states that the future water use requirement at buildout is
18,262 afy. This amount represents water requirements of the December 1994
Interim Reuse plan (Reimer 1996). The current Reuse Plan has been significantly
reduced as to the amount of development and, as the result, the predicted water use
at buildout is 13,500 afy, not 18,262. Of the 13,500 afy, 10,500 afy will be consumed
as potable water while 3,000 afy is anticipated to be used for irrigation/industrial
process purposes and is to be supplied from reuse water sources such as reclaimed
water from the Marina Coast Water District (MCWD).

The revised build out water use figure prompted a second look at the anticipated
Fort Ord buildout wastewater flows. The wastewater flows projected in the EIR for
full buildout at Fort Ord has been verified and determined to be correct and a
maximum flow assuming that all 13,500 afy is processed at the MRWPCA
wastewater treatment plant. However, as noted above, only 10,500 afy would be
used as potable water that would end up as flow into the treatment plant. The
remaining water use (3,000 afy) is reclaimed water for use on golf courses, other turf,
landscaping and industrial processes. Therefore, the actual amount of wastewater
flow is projected to be less than the amount discussed in the EIR (9.8 mgd). The 9.8
mgd wastewater treatment plant capacity requirement projected for full buildout of
Fort Ord represents approximately 80 percent of 13,500 afy.

Associated with the source of water for buildout of Fort Ord will be environmental
impacts. The projected environmental impacts of these potential future water
sources are discussed below.

Changes to the EIR

Page 4-42. Amend reference to “18,262 afy” in first sentence of second paragraph to
read “13,500 afy”.

Page 5-5. Amend reference to “18,262 afy” in first line on page to read “13,500 afy”.

Page 4-42. Amend title at top of page to read as follows: Impact: Need for New
Local Water Supplies (2015)

Page 4-44. Add the following discussion.
3. Impact: Need for new Local Water Supplies (Buildout

A. Imported Water From Outside Monterey County

San Felipe Project

Description of Water Source

There is the potential that the San Felipe Project water could be obtained and
piped to Monterey County from an existing 96-inch San Felipe Project water
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line in San Benito County. This line would traverse agricultural land in San
Benito County, and potentially traverse wetlands habitat in San Benito
County and northern Monterey County. This source of water is discussed in

concept only. It is not a project.

Environmental Considerations

If water were imported from the San Felipe Project, it is presumed that this
would result in temporary construction related impacts to agricultural land
and potentially to sensitive/endangered/threatened plant species that occur
in wetlands habitat and other environments. The installation of pipelines
would be the primary impact activity. Mitigation of this sort of activity
would require re-establishing the agricultural operations and revegetation of
disturbed areas. In some cases it may be required that a more extensive
mitigation program be implemented in the case of impacts to

endangered /threatened species (e.g., habitat replacement on a ratio
prescribed by a federal or state agency). Also, because San Felipe Project
water is used for agricultural purposes only, there would be an amount of
agricultural land that would become fallow somewhere in the central
California area that is currently served by San Felipe Project water. The
acreage of agricultural land lost is unknown because it cannot be determined
how much water could potentially be taken from this source. There is also
the potential for growth inducement if the agricultural land taken out of
cultivation is near an urban area. Another potential environmental impact

requiring consideration includes potential impacts to archaeological
resources.

B. Imported Water From the Salinas Valley

Groundwater

Description of water source

The discussion of the impacts of imported water require a general discussion
of the potential impacts of water withdrawal and water conveyance. This
analysis is relevant to the potential importation of water through new pipes
between future MCWRA sources of water and Fort Ord. The discussion that
ensues is derived from the Hydrogeology and Water Supply of Salinas
Valley, A White Paper Prepared by the Salinas Valley Ground Water Basin
Hydrology Conference on behalf of the Monterey County Water Resources
Agency, June 1995.

Euture Water Withdrawal From the Salinas Valley
Future water withdrawal from MCWRA sources is projected to impact the

alinas Vallev ground water basin. The Salinas Valley is a 120 mile lon
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broad, flat bottomed drainage that flows northwest towards Monterey Bay in
central coastal California. The valley is filled with river alluvium up to

several hundred feet thick.

This basin is commonly divided into four subareas for purposes of analysis:
Pressure (includes part of Fort Ord and the area near the coast), East Side
(includes the north half of the Salinas Valley between the coast and the
Forebay subarea), Forebay and the Upper Valley (area farthest upstream).
The alluvial deposits underlying the riverbed are deepest in the Forebay
subarea and relatively shallow along the coast and at the southern end of the
valley. The Upper Valley and Forebay subareas are unconfined and in direct
hydraulic connection with the Salinas River. There are no barriers to the
horizontal flow between these subareas, although aquifer characteristics
decrease the rate of ground water flow in certain parts of the basin.

Ground water in the FEast Side consists of 74,000 acres and is primarily of
unconfined aquifers that are recharged by runoff from the western slope of
the Gabilan Range east of the project area, from groundwater underflow
originating in the adjoining Forebay and Pressure areas, and to a lesser
degree, percolation of rainfall and irrigation water. Water wells in the Salinas
Valley range in depth from a few hundred feet to as much as 1,000 feet.
Production rates in the range of 1,500 to 2,500 gallons per minute (GPM) are

common.

The pressure area is composed primarily of confined and semi-confined
aquifers separated by clay layers (aguitards) that limit the amount of vertical
recharge. The Pressure area covers an approximately 91,000 acres between
Gonzales and Monterey Bay. These deposits include at least three separate
fresh water aquifers labeled the “180-foot”, “400-foot” and “Deep Zone”.
Extensive groundwater pumping for agricultural, municipal and industrial
uses has affected the groundwater supplies of the basin in terms of both
quantity and quality. Annual pumping in excess of recharge has caused a
gradual lowering of water tables and pressure heads. This “overdraft”
condition is the primary cause of salt water intrusion into the Pressure
subarea. Both the 180-foot and 400-foot aquifers are in contact with the salt
water of Monterey Bay which has intruded inland causing agricultural and
domestic water supply wells along the coast in the Pressure subarea to be

abandoned.

The exact nature of the connection between the Deep zone and the ocean is
unknown. Seawater intrusion has not been detected in Deep Zone wells, but
there is no evidence indicating that the Deep Zone is not connected to the
ocean. Lacking this evidence, it must be assumed that the Deep Zone, like the
180-foot and 400-foot aquifers above it, is connected to the ocean and
vulnerable to seawater intrusion if ground water levels fall below sea level.
Similarly, the aquitards between the 400-foot and the Deep Zone are subject
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to leakage of degraded water downward to the Deep Zone as the water level
is lowered.

The Upper Valley and Forebay areas are unconfined and in direct hydraulic
connection with the Salinas River. The Upper Valley area covers an area of
approximately 92,000 acres near the south end of Salinas Valley from

Greenfield to Bradley. Primary ground water recharge to the Upper Valley

area occurs from percolation in the channel of Salinas River.

The Forebay area from Gonzales to Greenfield consists of approximately
87,000 acres (including Arrovo Seco Cone) of unconsolidated alluvium.
Principal recharge to the Forebay area is from percolation of water from
Salinas River and Arroyo Seco Cone, and ground water outflow from the
Upper Valley.

The Arroyo Seco Cone is located on the west side of southern Salinas Valley
and is a part of the Forebay area. Arroyo Seco Cone receives recharge from
percolation in channels of Arroyo Seco Cone may provide some opportunity
for additional recharge.

Sources of Recharge in the Salinas Valley

Ground water recharge in the Salinas Valley is principally from infiltration
from Salinas River, Arroyo Seco Cone, and, to a much lesser extent, from deep
percolation of rainfall. Minor amounts are derived from infiltration from
small streams and inflow from bedrock areas adjoining the basin. Deep
percolation of applied irrigation water is the second largest component of the
ground water budget, but because it represents recirculation of existing

ground water rather than an inflow of “new” water, it is not considered a

source of recharge for this discussion. Seawater intrusion is another source of

inflow of the basin, but because it is not usable fresh water it is also excluded

as a source of recharge.

Infiltration from the Salinas River and deep percolation of rainfall would
occur under natural conditions, but both are increased by present water use
patterns in the Valley. Ground water extraction increases the amount of
infiltration from the river upstream of Salinas. Irrigation increases the
amount of rainfall that percolates past the root zone by increasing antecedent
soil moisture at the beginning of the rainy season. The low permeability of
the Salinas Valley aquitard in the Pressure Area decreases but does not
altogether eliminate deep percolation of rainfall and irrigation return flow
directly to the 180-foot aquifer in the Pressure Area. Average annual amount

of recharge in the entire Salinas Valley during 1970 to 1992 (most current
information available) derived from various sources is 514,000.

Seawater Intrusion in the Salinas Valley
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Analysis of water samples from wells in the Pressure Area has indicated that
seawater has been intruding the aquifers for the last 60 years or so. The
intrusion is in the 180- and 400-foot aquifers and has moved 6 miles inland in
the 180-foot aquifer and 2 miles inland in the 400-foot aquifer, rendering wells
in the intruded area unusable and decreasing usable basin storage. The
Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project addresses, in part, the sea water
intrusion problem. Additionally, measures must be taken, primarily the
delivery of water from inland locations to the mouth of the Salinas Valley, in
order to further hinder the encroachment of seawater up the Salinas Valley.

Seawater is another source of inflow into the basin. However, the chloride

content of seawater makes it unusable. The average seawater intrusion totals
about 17,000 afy. Combined with the average annual groundwater extraction,
which is 20,000 afy more than total fresh water inflow, the valley wide water

budget shows an average fresh water deficit of 37.000 afy.

Environmental Considerations

There are two potential environmental impacts associated with Salinas Valley
water as a long-term water source option for Fort Ord. The projected
environmental impacts are associated with the withdrawal of water from the
Salinas Valley (surface or groundwater) and the impact of conveying the
water to the users. Pertaining to impacts associated with conveyance are
potential biological impacts, the loss of agricultural land, impacts to
archaeological resources and growth inducement.

As it pertains to the long-term water source for Fort Ord development, it is
assumed in this scenario that 10,500 afy would be taken from the Salinas
Valley Ground Water Basin, either through existing Fort Ord wells or from
wells located elsewhere in the Salinas Valley, and conveyed to Fort Ord via
water pipes.

Withdrawal of 10,500 afy from an aquifer that is currently being pumped at a
rate of 535,000 afy appears insignificant. However, the Salinas Valley Ground

Water Basin is in deficit condition in the amount of 37,000 (20.000 afy from
overdraft and 17,000 afy from seawater intrusion), with the greatest impact
occurring in the Pressure and East Side Area of the Salinas Valley Ground

Water Basin. The overdraft has precipitated a sea water intrusion condition
that has been known since 1946 when the California Department of Water
Resources conducted a study of the basin and provided recommendations to
stave off seawater intrusion and reduce overdraft. A recent “White Paper”
prepared for the MCWRA by a number of hydrologists reiterates the 1946
study and draws the same conclusions, which is that to solve the Salinas
Valley seawater intrusion problem there must be redistribution of water from
the inland areas to the mouth of the Salinas Valley where there is seawater

intrusion.
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The second impact pertains to conveying the water from the source to the
users. It cannot be determined what the path of a water line would be so it
cannot be determined exactly what the potential environmental impacts
associated with construction activities will be. However, it should be
assumed that there are potentially significant temporary adverse impacts to
plant and wildlife species as a result of construction activities.
Implementation of federally and state mandated plant and wildlife
mitigations would adequately mitigate the potential impacts associated with
pipeline construction activities off Fort Ord. Implementation of the HMP for
construction activities on Fort Ord would adequately mitigate the potential
impacts. Short term construction related impacts to agricultural land is not

considered to be significant.

Archaeological impacts would need analysis as well as growth inducement.
An increased water supply would both address seawater intrusion and future

development.

The HMP describes a cooperative federal, state, and local program of
conservation for plant and animal species and habitat of concern known to
occur at Fort Ord. The HMP establishes a long-term program for the
protection, enhancement and management of all HMP resources with a goal
of no net loss of HMP populations while acknowledging and defining an
allowable loss of such resources through the land development process. The
HMP establishes the conditions under which the disposal of Fort Ord lands to
public and private entities for reuse and development may be accomplished
in a manner that is compatible with adequate preservation of HMP resources
to assure their sustainability in perpetuity. Therefore, the HMP establishes
performance standards for all future developments to implement and are
assured to be implemented by local agencies and jurisdictions.

Off-site Storage in the Salinas Valley

Description of water source

Another source of new water that could be used to both hinder seawater

intrusion and provide for future development in the County and at Fort Ord
is the construction of water storage facilities in the Salinas Valley. Currently
the MCWRA is investigating in greater detail two potential future water
storage facilities, the Merritt Lake site and the Espinosa Lake site. A number
of sites have been identified besides these two and are identified in a
Technical Memorandum dated June 1996 prepared by Montgomery Watson
for the MCWRA. A program EIR on the construction of these two storage
facilities is currently being prepared and is anticipated to be available for
public review by the end of 1977. At this time, the information provided in
the discussion below is the only data available on the Merritt Lake and the
Espinosa Lake sites.
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Based on the Montgomery Watson report, the most feasible water storage
facility appears to be the Merritt Lake site. Merritt Lake is approximately 1.5
miles southeast of Castroville and in the area bound by state Highway 101 to
the east, State Highway 156 to the north and State Highway 1 to the west.
The potential size of the Merritt Lake site would be up to 40,000 acre-feet.

The next most feasible water storage facility is the Espinosa Lake site.
Espinosa Lake is approximately 2.5 miles southeast of Castroville. The
existing lake is formed by a small man made dike which impounds a shallow
pond which currently results in a wetland habitat. The potential size of the
Espinosa Lake site would be approximately 20,000 acre-feet.

Environmental Considerations

Merritt Lake: The topographic, geologic and construction material situation
appears to be favorable for construction of a dam and reservoir of the size and
type needed. It appears that reservoir seepage would not be an issue at the
Merritt Lake site. In addition to geo/hydro-technical issues, the loss of
agricultural land will be an important issue (Montgomery Watson 1996).

Espinosa Lake: Issues associated with this project would include temporary
loss of wetlands habitat, potential inundation of residences if the storage
facility is larger than 10,000 acre-feet and geo/hydro-technical issues (ibid.).

Associated with either of these scenarios will be potential impacts associated
with archaeological resources, wetlands, plant and wildlife resources and
growth inducement impacts associated with increased water supply.

C. Desalination

Description of water source

Another source of water is desalination of seawater from the Monterey Bay.
This water source would require a desalination plant in the dunes area where
existing industrial structures are located or on the east side of Highway 1.
These facilities would take sea water through intake pipes, process the sea
water to extract potable non-salty water, and then dispose of brine through a
separate set of pipes back to the Monterey Bay. There is an existing document
titled Near-Term Desalination Project Final FIR (EIP 1992), prepared for the
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, which discusses the
potential environmental impacts associated with a 3 MGD desalination plant
at a Sand City site. This document is incorporated by reference. Refer to this
document for a general discussion of the characteristics of a desalination

ant. [Note: anv future desalination plant on Fort Ord would reguire a

separate environmental analysis, but some of the Sand City project
information could be used].
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Environmental Considerations

Impacts pertinent to desalination projects include impacts to aquatic plants
and animals, terrestrial vegetation and wildlife, air quality, and others issues.
In the Near-Term Desalination Project Final EIR, prepared for the Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District (December 1992), for a proposed 3,000
afy desalination project, all impacts that were identified as potentially
significant were reduced to a less than significant level through
implementation of prescribed mitigations, except one, noise impacts. The
short-term construction impacts would generate a level of noise that could
not be reduced to a less than significant level. Growth inducement impacts
associated with the increased water supply would also occur.

D. On-site Storage at Fort Ord

Description of Water Source

In the Technical Memorandum dated June 1996 prepared by Montgomery
Watson for the MCWRA one Fort Ord water storage site is identified.

Environmental Considerations

This Fort Ord site considered in the technical memorandum has been

eliminated from further consideration because, though the costs of a water
storage facility in Barloy Canyon appears to be slightly lower than for the
Merritt and Espinosa Lake sites (currently favored by the MCWRA), the
foundation and embankment stability problems could not be overcome
during seismic loading. Exacerbating this issue is the fact that Barloy Canyon
is located within the Fort Ord Habitat Management Area, which would
present significant environmental constraints. Though earlier considered a
viable location for a large water storage facility, Fort Ord’s geologic and
environmental constraints make it one of the least desirable. Consequently,
pending environmental analysis by the MCWRA for viable water storage
projects precludes Fort Ord as an option (except in terms of alternatives
analysis).

However, small cisterns could be incorporated in future developments that
would be used to offset potable water use for landscaping. These cisterns
would be located throughout the community and constructed simultaneous
with new and/or remodeled structures. The impacts of this type of water
storage would not be expected to present any significant environmental
impact. However, it would reduce the need for groundwater resources used
“for landscaping, car washes, etc., thus would reduce seawater intrusion a
small incremental amount. Potential recharge of groundwater resources

through cisterns or small ponds is negligible and is not counted in net water
use for Fort Ord.
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Archeological resources would also have to be investigated associated with a

Barloy Canyon project. The proposed project would not be expected to be
growth inducing outside of the context of the water supply providing service
to the project (i.e., Fort Ord reuse). Water would not be available for other .

off-base users.

Because a number of reasonable long-term water supply options exist and are
discussed herein, including the siting of an on-site desalination plant
assuming adoption of the policies, programs, and mitigations identified on

page 4-43 of the Draft EIR, the increased demand for water would be
considered a less than significant impact at the project level.

Response to Letter 9

9-1. The commenter notes that there is a multiplicity of agendas within
FORA. The commenter does not address the content of the Reuse Plan or PEIR. No

response is necessary.

9-2. The commenter asks for clarification of the demographic and
employment overview summarized in the Comprehensive Business Plan and
specifically requests background information for the employment projections. The
discussion is summarized in Exhibit 2 distinguishing the Peninsula from Monterey
County projected employment. The commenter is referred to the “Assessment of
Planning Baseline and Market Data Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan,” (SKMG 1995) for
discussion of the information. This document is included in Appendix D.

9-3. The commenter asks for clarification of the absorption of the existing
residential stock at Fort Ord. The Commenter is referred to response to comment 7-1
which provides a revised Exhibit 3 with additional footnotes that address the reuse
of 1,522 existing units (only 1300 estimated to be remaining after demolition that
addresses environmental concerns). Exhibit 3 is a aggregate of projected absorption.
The Sun-Bay apartments (291) have been included in the Reuse Plan but they are
presently occupied and do not represent an absorption potential for new growth.
Bostrom Park units are assumed to be demolished because of the their uneconomic
reuse potential. Replacement housing in the Bostrom Park location would come out
of the overall absorption potential indicated in Exhibit 3.

The commenter asks why the 2015 scenario for housing does not total the absorption
potential illustrated in Exhibit 3. The 2015 scenario distinguishes between non- '
market generated housing (supported by institutional activities) and market-
generated housing. A closer look at the market-generated housing identified in the
2015 scenario illustrates some the Reuse Plans response to the absorption potential.
The existing units in Marina have been reduced from 1522 (from exhibit 3) to 1,300
based on better information on the rehabilitation potential of these units. The 1,253
CSU units shown in exhibit 3 are not included in the 7,460 total. And the total
number of units in the 2015 scenario is less than the market potential because the
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scenario reserves water supplies for industrial/commercial development, based on
planning policies.

The commenter suggests an alternative way to display the housing unit market
projections and planning totals. No response necessary.

9-4. The commenter suggests funding for Hwy 156 shouldn’t be the sole
responsibility of FORA and a funding source should be identified for all
transportation needs. The suggestion that Hwy 156 is not the full responsibility of
FORA is born out in the nexus analysis (FORA’s trip contribution is 11.7 %, but the
link fails to meet the nexus criteria because of the large share of trips that cannot be
captured by a development-related financing mechanism). The Comprehensive
Business Plan assumes a nexus based contribution to transportation funding and
suggests an internal financing mechanism by which FORA could contribute its fair
share to the regional network. This is defined as the “Optimistic Financing”
Scenario in the Circulation Element of the Reuse Plan and in the DEIR. Alternative
financing arrangements are possible and FORA will not be adopting a particular
financing approach when it adopts the Reuse Plan and certifies the EIR. The
Comprehensive Business Plan lays out a “benchmark” analysis that indicates FORA
can finance its fair share of improvements. The commenter is correct in identifying
the need to finance the region’s roadway requirements. TAMC is addressing the
issue and has summarized its most recent nexus analysis and funding priorities in
the “Fort Ord Regional Transportation Study” (JHK 1997).

9-5. The commenter disagrees on the marketing approach advanced by the
real estate economist. Comment noted.

9-6. Commenter asks if the 500 foot wide strip designated as a “special
design district” will affect the initial 12 acres of land projected for low-density
single-family detached units in Seaside. The special design district is an overlay
relating to the visual issues along the Highway One corridor. The overlay extends
over a much larger area than the 12 acres identified in the “Early Marketing Action
Plan.”

9-7. Commenter refers to the numerous PBC requests for properties in the
planning area identified as the University Village in Seaside. The Public Benefit
Conveyances represent a wide range of land uses that are consistent with the mixed
use designation for the University Village. The Reuse Plan illustrates one approach
to creating accommodating a wide range of facilities and activities. See the Reuse
Plan, Volume I, Page 3-15.

The commenter asks what the “financial impacts for services” (fiscal burden on the
communities) will be if the majority of “Excess II” buildings and lands do eventually
end up in the hands of the tax-exempt entities. The 2015 scenario allocates water
and assumes the traffic generation from the public facilities identified in Tables 3.8-1,
3.9-1, and 3.10-1, Volume I of the Reuse Plan. The 2015 scenario utilizes the private
market development to generate land sales and development fees sufficient to carry
the cumulative burden of required capital costs and fiscal deficits.
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9-8. The commenter asks how the 500 foot “special design district” (scenic
corridor) will affect the regional retail opportunity site at the Main Gate along
Highway One. The Reuse Plan identifies the regional interest in the visual impacts
in this corridor and provides for FORA to adopt Design guidelines. The
“Development Character and Design Guidelines” are located in Volume I, Page 3-
122 of the Reuse Plan.

9-9. The commenter requests clarification of the ownership of the golf
courses. The commenter is referred to response to comment 7-1.

9-10. The commenter refers to the screening process that will happen in the
Seaside University Planning Area. The commenter is referred changes to the
Comprehensive Business Plan text and tables identifies in response to comment 9-7.

9-11. The commenter requests clarification of the location of the “Planned
Residential Extension Districts.” The commenter is referred to Figure 3.9-1 in
Volume I of the Reuse Plan.

9-12. The commenter expresses concern about the designation of a “special
design district” (referred in the Reuse Plan as the Highway One Scenic Corridor) vis-
a-vis future economic . The General Development Character and Design Objectives
for each jurisdiction are necessary to mitigate potential visual impacts (regional and
on-site). The General Development Character and Design Objectives requirements
are not expected to negatively impact the development opportunities provided for in
the Reuse Plan. The approach used in the Reuse Plan for mitigating visual impacts
includes the following;:

1. Adopting the Design Principles and Objectives for Reuse (Volume 1,
Page 3-1 to 3-20);

2. Describing the “Development Character and Design Guidelines” for
the individual planning areas (Section 3.7 Planning Areas and Districts,
beginning on page 3-97); and

3. Subsequent to the adoption of the Reuse Plan, preparing Regional
Urban Design Guidelines for the areas identified in Design Principal 6 as
areas of regional importance for maintaining the scenic qualities of the
Peninsula (e.g., the Highway One Corridor).

9-13. The commenter recommends that the financial information in the
Comprehensive Business Plan be reviewed to substantiate the development model,
projections and assumptions. The Comprehensive Business Plan was prepared to
assist FORA in devising a viable and equitable financial plan for reuse and is based
on many assumptions for which information is continuously improved. The
Comprehensive Business Plan is not meant to be adopted as a financing limitation.
In fact the Plan recommends strongly that other approaches, such as the use of
redevelopment be explored. The Comprehensive Business Plan serves as a guide to
indicate how FORA could establish fees, and finance the identified capital costs,
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while respecting real estate marketing projections. The recommendations of the
Comprehensive Business Plan will be under continuous review and refinement by
FORA throughout the Reuse process. To clarify the role of the Comprehensive
Business Plan and the Financing recommendations included in the Public Facilities
Improvement Plan, the Reuse Plan will be amended.

Changes to the Reuse Plan

Volume I. Page 1-16, Summary, Business and Operations Plan Development
Strategies, amend to add the following additional paragraph, as follows:

The Business and Operations Plan has been prepared for a twenty-year
planning horizon (to the year 2015) which attempts to optimize financial
performance in order to see whether, under optimal conditions, the identified
program can be feasibly constructed in the market place.

The Comprehensive Business Plan (CBP) was prepared to assist FORA in
devising a viable and equitable financing plan for reuse and is based on many
assumptions for which information is continuously improved. The CBP

serves as a guide to indicate how FORA could establish fees, and finance the
identified capital costs, while respecting real estate market projections. The
recommendations of the CMP and the financing tools recommended in the
Public Facilities Improvement Plan (PFIP) is under review and refinement by
FORA. Adoption of a financing plan and development fees will be separate

actions taken by FORA subseqguent to certification of the Final PEIR and

adoption of the Reuse Plan.

The Business and Operations Plan is built from the following development
strategies:

Volume I. Page 3-150, Add the following discussion after the first paragraph under
the section titled - What Are The Development Strategies for the Business and '

Operations Plan?

The Comprehensive Business Plan (CBP) was prepared to assist FORA in
devising a viable and equitable financing plan for reuse and is based on many
assumptions for which information is continuously improved. The CBP
serves as a guide to indicate how FORA could establish fees, and finance the
identified capital costs, while respecting real estate market projections. The
recommendations of the CMP and the financing tools recommended in the
Public Facilities Improvement Plan (PFIP) is under review and refinement by
FORA. Adoption of a financing plan and development fees will be separate
actions taken by FORA subsequent to certification of the Final PEIR and
adoption of the Reuse Plan.

The Business and Operations Plan is built from the following development
strategies:
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Appendix B. FORA Comprehensive Business Plan (CBP), page I-1, amend to add
the following paragraph beneath the Title and before 1. Introduction and Statement

of Purpose:

The Comprehensive Business Plan (CBP) was prepared to assist FORA in devising a
viable and equitable financing plan for reuse and is based on many assumptions for
which information is continuously improved. The CBP serves as a guide to indicate
how FORA could establish fees, and finance the identified capital costs, while
respecting real estate market projections. The recommendations of the CMP and the
financing tools recommended in the Public Facilities Improvement Plan (PFIP) is
under review and refinement by FORA. Adoption of a financing plan and
development fees will be separate actions taken by FORA subsequent to certification
of the Final PEIR and adoption of the Reuse Plan.

9-14. The commenter repeats the concern over the financing of Highway
156. The commenter is referred to response to comment 9-4.

9-15. The commenter requests that the residential development represented
in the various portions of the Reuse Plan be consistent. The commenter confuses the
Reuse Plan capacity limitations (which are a general plan land use designation), with
the real estate market projections (which are a demand side picture through 2015),
and the 2015 development scenario (which is a particular development program to
simulate market responses, capital improvement requirements, and development
policies in the Reuse Plan).

9-16. The commenter would like to know why will municipalities not be
entitled to either payments in lieu of property taxes or franchise fees from system
earnings. Since Proposition 218 passed in 1996, local jurisdictions cannot charge a
fee unless it strictly reflects the cost associated with the fee. :

9-17. The commenter states the burden of financing non-profit housing by
the City of Marina needs to be addressed. The commenter addresses a political issue
that cannot be resolved in the context of the Reuse Plan and the EIR. The issue
pertaining to cities providing services to non-profits is a serious problem pertinent
to the local jurisdictions affected and the non-profit organizations or public agencies
involved. However, it is not an EIR or reuse plan issue.

9-18. Commenter notes explanations of impact fees, special taxes, cash
flows, LOS, land value analyses, debt service, and capital costs, etc., are presented
without embellishment. No response required.

9-19. Commenter compliments the diagram illustrating the breakdown of
property tax distribution. No response required.
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Response to Letter 10

10-1. Commenter reflects on the lack of meetings to accommodate public
input. Refer to response to comment 5-1.

10-2. The commenter is concerned with the limited number of copies of the
Reuse Plan and EIR available at public places. FORA provided one set of documents
to each of the libraries on the Monterey Peninsula and Salinas for a period of 133
days. Considering the period of time for review, the single set at each library is
considered to be adequate. For the Final PEIR, FORA will provide five sets at each
library that it used as a repository for the Reuse Plan and Draft EIR.

10-3. The commenter is concerned about the York Road connection to the
Highway 68 bypass. The connection to York Road at a future Highway 68
alternative route is intended to provide the mid-valley residents along the existing
Highway 68 corridor an alternative route. A York Avenue connection to the by-pass
will also reduce the number of vehicles that travel the full length of Highway 68.

10-4. The commenter discusses “real” jobs and Fort Ord becoming an
“Orange County” or another “San Jose”. The commenter does not address the
content of the EIR. No response is necessary.

10-5. Comment refers to the public not being aware of the proposed project.
The public was adequately notified of the Reuse Plan process and intent. Refer to
response to comment 5-1.

Response to Letter 11

11-1. The commenter indicates that a rifle range is preferable at the East
Garrison. The East Garrison’s final configuration may include a rifle range, but this
will be for the FORA Board to consider.

Policy Consideration

The Board should consider including a gun range in the East Garrison area.

Response to Letter 12
12-1. Comment states that the level of analysis required is extensive and

requires more than a 45-day public review period. Refer to response to comment 5-
1.

Response to Letter 13
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13-1. Commenter discusses mosquito and/or vector control. CEQA
mandates that significant environmental impacts be discussed. There is no
indication from the comment that mosquito and vector control is a significant
environmental issue. Therefore, no additional discussion is warranted.

[Start July 1, 1996 FORA public hearing comments]

Response to Public Hearing Comment 14

Comments 14 through 26 are from the July 1, 1996 Draft EIR public hearing and are
herein referenced as “Response to Comment” instead of “Response to Letter”.

14-1. Commenter requests an extended public review period. Refer to
response to comment 5-1.

14-2. Commenter requests an extended public review period and
workshops. Refer to response to comment 5-1.

14-3. Commenter suggests lower a lower density for residential units in
Seaside. Refer to response to comment 28.

14-4. Commenter “lost his trailer home”. The commenter does not address
the content of the EIR. No response is necessary.

14-5. The commenter included a comment letter at the hearing. Refer to
response to comment 30.

14-6. The commenter included a comment letter at the hearing. Refer to
response to comment 31.

Response to Public Hearing Comment 15

15-1. Commenter is concerned with the water issue and how it will support
development at Fort Ord. Refer to response to comment 8-5.

Response to Public Hearing Comment 16

16-1. Commenter discusses public hearings. Refer to response to comment
5-1. No public workshops were conducted in Salinas during the public review
period. -

16-2. Commenter requests a safe yield alternative be discussed in the EIR.
Refer to response to comment 8-5.
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16-3. Commenter questions the program level EIR approach. FORA
prepared a Program EIR under CEQA Guidelines section 15168. A Program EIR can
be prepared on a series of actions which can be characterized as one large project
and are related geographically or as logical parts in the chain of contemplated
actions. The use of a Program EIR under the circumstances is relevant to the
preparation of the Reuse Plan because the Reuse Plan is a general development
document. A Program EIR is more general in nature and typically covers a plan
area and focuses on the environmental impacts of carrying out the policies and /or
programs of the plan. It is inherently more general in its evaluation of
environmental impacts because it reflects the general nature of a “plan”. On the
other hand, a Project EIR is prepared on a specific development project containing
actions like a tentative subdivision map or a use permit.

A Staged EIR was not prepared because a Staged EIR is best suited to large capital
projects that will require a number of discretionary approvals from government
agencies and one of the approvals will occur several years before construction will
begin. This type of EIR is appropriate for a specific project and not general plans. In
this situation, the EIR is staged or phased over a number of years.

By using the program EIR the public as well as the FORA Board will be assured that
adequate environmental review has been performed. Future environmental review
will be subject to tiering relative to the EIR. Where information in the EIR is
inadequate to adequately address a particular future project’s impact, additional
environmental analysis may be required. This determination will be made at the
local jurisdiction level as required by CEQA Sections 15060 through 15065 and 15070
through 15075, as well as 150151, 15152 and 15153. In conclusion, additional
environmental studies may be completed and subject to public scrutiny before
development consistent with the reuse plan can occur at Fort Ord. Also, refer to the
discussion in the EIR on future environmental review (section 1.3, page 1-3).

16-4. The commenter included a comment letter at the hearing. Refer to
response to comment 32.

16-5. Comment regarding public review period. Refer to response to
comment 5-1. Also, refer to Response to comment 33.

Response to Public Hearing Comment 17

17-1. Comment regarding public review period. Refer to response to
comment 5-1.

17-2. The commenter requests that an “executive summary” be prepared.
CEQA does not require the preparation of an “executive summary” in an EIR per se,
however, a summary is required. Such a summary is included in the Draft EIR. As
it pertains to a program EIR versus a staged EIR, Refer to response to comment 16-3.
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Response to Public Hearing Comment 18

8-1. The commenter requests additional information on water. Refer to
response to comment 8-5.

Response to Public Hearing Comment 19

19-1. Commenter wants to know what Fort Ord will be. The former military
base will be sold and distributed to various federal, state and local entities for reuse.
Portions will be in the jurisdictions that currently exist, which include Monterey
County, Marina, Seaside, UC, CSUMB and the Presidio of Monterey Annex, etc. As
established by Senate Bill (SB) 899, FORA is a governing body, formed to accomplish
the transfer of the former military base. The basis of FORA’s existence is discussed
in the Draft EIR (page 1-1). FORA has a mandated life span of 20-years to the year
20014, or until 80 percent of redevelopment has occurred, which ever is first. As it
pertains to allowing a vote of all the people regarding future use at Fort Ord, this
would be a decision for the FORA Board to make.

Response to Public Hearing Comment 20

20-1. Comment regarding vacancy rate percentage used in the
Comprehensive Business Plan. The vacancy rate referred to applies to the multiple
family supply which reflects the short-run constraints in the market. The market
projections for all housing types that could be captured at Fort Ord is 9,025 units,
including reuse of 1,522 existing units and occupancy by CSUMB of another 1,253
units. The Reuse Plan therefore anticipates market support for 6,250 new units in
that period. Refer to Exhibit 3 on page II-7 in Appendix B of the Reuse Plan.

Response to Public Hearing Comment 21

21-1. Comment refers to phasing of future development at Fort Ord as it
pertains to transportation and water issues.

The Final PEIR identifies an additional mitigation measure to address the phasing of
future development at Fort Ord to mitigate potential environmental impacts
associated with: 1) traffic and circulation (section 4.7) addressing roadway capacity
and capital resources to fund required improvements; 2) hydrology and water
quality (section 4.5) including available water supply and seawater intrusion into the
aquifer; and capital resources to fund required improvements. The additional
mitigation measure is a Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP) to
establish programs and monitor development at Fort Ord to assure that it does not
exceed resource constraints posed by transportation facilities and water supply. The
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components of the DRMP include: 1) Management of transportation improvements,
2) Management of available water supply, 3) Provision of adequate public services,
and 4) Capital Planning. The DRMP requires an annual report on the Development,
Resource and Service Levels.

The Reuse plan will be amended to include the additional mitigation measures to
provide a DRMP to implement the growth management approach and principles
and incorporate the levels of service standards of the Draft Reuse Plan.

Volume I of the Reuse Plan will include a new section 3.11.5 titled FORA’s DRMP.

Volume II of the Reuse Plan will include for the individual land use jurisdictions,
additional programs for: Section 4.4 - “Public Services, Utilities and Water Supply,”
and for Section 4.7 - “Traffic and Circulation.”

Changes to the EIR
Amend Section 4.4 - Public Services, Utilities and Water Supply

Page 4-43. Hydrology and Water Quality Program B-1.1. Amend this program to
read as follows:

“The City /County, with assistance input from FORA, and the MCWRA
MPWMBD, shall identify potential reservoir and water impoundment sites on
the former Fort Ord and zone those areas for watershed use which would
preclude urban development.”

Page 4-43. Hydrology and Water Quality Program B-1.2. Amend this program to
read as follows:

“The City /County shall work with FORA and the MCWRA
ageneies to determine the feasibility of developing additional water supply
sources for the former Fort Ord, such as water importation ...”

Page 4-43. Hydrology and Water Quahty Program B-1.3. Amend this policy to read
as follows:

“The City /County, in conjunction with FORA, shall adopt and enforce ...”

Page 4-43. Hydrology and Water Quality Policy B-1. Add the following new
program:

“Program B-1.4: The City/County shall continue to actively participate in
and support the development of “reclaimed” water supply sources by the
water purveyor and the MRWPCA to insure adequate water supplies for the

former Fort Ord.”

Page 4-43. Hydrology and Water Quality Policy B-1. Add the followmg new
program:
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“Program B-1.5: The City/County. shall promote the use of on-site water
collection, incorporating measures such as cisterns or other appropriate
improvements to collect surface water for in-tract irrigation and other non-
potable use.”

Page 4-43. Hydrology and Water Quality Policy B-1. Add the following new
program:

“Program B-1.6: The City/County shall work with FORA to assure the long-
range water supply for the needs and plans for reuse of the former Fort Ord.”

Page 4-43. Hydrology and Water Quality Policy B-1. Add the following new
program:

“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 building permits and approved residential
projects, 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.”
Page 4-43. Add the following new mitigation:

“Mitigation: A Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP) to
establish programs and monitor development at Fort Ord to assure that it

does not exceed resource constraints posed by transportation facilities and
water supply shall be established by FORA.”

Page 4-84. Add the following new mitigation:

“Mitigation: A Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP) to
establish programs and monitor development at Fort Ord to assure that it

does not exceed resource constraints posed by transportation facilities and
water supply shall be established by FORA.”

Changes to the Reuse Plan

Volume I. Context and Framework. Section 3.11.4. Insert the following new section
3.11.5 and sequentially renumber existing section 3.11.5 to 3.11.6 and section 3.11.6 to
3.11.7:

3.11.5 FORA'’s Development and Resource Management Plan (DRMP)
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3.11.5.1. Objectives of the DRMP

Reuse of the former Fort Ord will utilize the DRMP to restrain development to
available resources and service constraints. The DRMP objectives are:

»_Development on former Fort Ord lands will be limited by the availability of
services;

e Service availability is measured by compliance with Level of Service standards:

e Services are limited by resource and financial constraints. Resource limitations
describe holding capacity limitations. Financial limitations are expressed in the
Capital Improvement Program (CIP), and its periodic updates, for Base Reuse;

and

e Services will be extended to development on a first come first served basis, up to
the financial and resource limitations.

3.11.5.2 Components of the DRMP

To adequately implement the approach and principles described in sections 3.11.1
through 3.11.4, FORA will establish programs and monitor the following
components of the DRMP:

*__Management of Transportation Improvements,
e Management of Water Supply:

¢ Provision of Public Services; and

e Capital Planning.

FORA shall provide an annual report on the Development, Resource and Service

Levels.

3.11.5.3 Management of Transportation Improvements

The development of transportation improvements is more a financial constraint than
a resource constraint. However, the funding of an adequate transportation system
must be paired with measurement of current and future traffic congestion to insure

compliance with Level of Service standards. Programs to implement this component
of the DRMP include:

3.11.5.3 (a) Fair Share Financing Program. FORA shall fund its “Fair Share” of “on-

site.” “off-site,” and “regional” roadway and transit capital improvements based
on the nexus analysis 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
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re-prioritizing of improvements in the network and is reported in the “Fort Ord
Regional Transportation Study.” prepared by TAMC, January 6, 1997.

3.11.5.3 (b) Reimbursement Programs for On-site and Off-site Improvements.
FORA 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 participate in reimbursement
programs to recover expenses beyond Fort Ord’s fair share when alternative
programs for financing roadway and transit improvements are established.

3.11.5.3 (c) Regional Improvements Program. FORA intends to participate in a

regional transportation financing mechanism if adopted by TAMC, as provided
in 3.11.5.3 (a). _If not, FORA will collect and contribute Fort Ord’s “Fair Share” to

construction of a roadway arterial network in and around the former Fort Ord.
FORA'’s participation in the regional improvements program constitutes
mitigation of FORA’s share of cumulative impacts.

3.11.5.3 (d) Monitoring Transportation Improvements. Monitoring of
transportation improvements will prevent development from exceeding FORA's

Level-of-Service Standards.

LAND USE JURISDICTION RESPONSIBILITY. Each Land Use Jurisdiction shall
annually provide information to TAMC and FORA on approved projects and

building permits with their jurisdiction (both on the former Fort Ord and outside

the former base), including traffic model runs, traffic reports, and environmental

documents.

FORA RESPONSIBILITY. FORA shall work with TAMC to monitor current and
projected traffic service levels on links identified as “on-site” and “off-site”
segments in the Reuse Plan.

TAMC RESPONSIBILITY. TAMC shall monitor current and projected traffic
service levels on links identified as “on-site,” “off-site,” and “regional” segments

in northern Monterey County that affect the Reuse of the former Fort Ord.

3.11.5.4 Management of Water Supply

Water supply is a central resource constraint for development of Fort Ord. Insuring
that development does not exceed the available water supply and safe yield is a
major component of the DRMP. The following measures ensure that development is
managed within this resource constraint.

3.11.5.4 (a) Water Allocation Program. FORA has adopted a program for allocation
of the existing potable water supply by jurisdiction. The allocation is
summarized in Table 3.11-2. The allocation will provide the member agencies
the necessary certainty of water supplies to responsibly manage development
within each individual land use jurisdiction.
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1) Implementation Procedures and Annual Report. FORA shall enter into an
allocation agreement or agreements with the member agencies to implement the
allocation program and define procedures to address:

(a) the exchanges of water allocations among member jurisdictions:
(b) _an annual allocation of the strategic reserve;

(¢)_mechanisms to assure the jurisdictions remain within their allocation; and

(d) changes to the allocation resulting from changes in the availability of the
total existing water supply to the former Fort Ord.

2) 5-Year Review. FORA and the member agencies shall review and, if
necessary, revise the water allocation program at least every five years. This
review process will be established in FORA's allocation agreement(s) with the
member agencies.

3) Water Allocation Monitoring. The water allocation will be monitored at the
time of project reviews.

LAND USE JURISDICTION RESPONSIBILITY. Development projects approved
by each land use jurisdiction will require a finding by that land use jurisdiction
that the project can be served with their jurisdictional water allocation or by
water imported to the former Fort Ord from another available water source.

FORA RESPONSIBILITY. If projects approved by the land use jurisdictions
cannot be served by water supplied by the FORA water purveyor from the
jurisdiction’s allocation or by water imported to the former Fort Ord from
another available water source, the FORA Board will be required to determine
that the project is Not Consistent with the Reuse Plan.

3.11.5.4 (b) Residential Development Program. To prevent using u arce

resource availability, overall residential development limitations must be put in
place to save capacity for industrial/commercial land uses and to prevent
residential development from outstripping the existing 6600 afy of potable water
supply at the former Fort Ord. The land use jurisdictions shall manage and
determine the use for their full water allocation. The Residential Development
Program limits total residential development that is served by the FORA existing
potable water supply, based on the planning projections detailed in Table 3.11-3:

1) Residential Population Limit. Based on the existing potable water supply of

600 afv, the total resident population limit at the former Fort Ord is estimated
to be 37.370.

2)