2.0 Summary
Introduction

This-BraftEnvironmentalmpactReportEIR has been prepared by the Fort Ord Reuse Aythor
(FORA) as the Lead Agency in accordance with lif@@a Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and implementing guidelines. The proposed projine adoption of thBraft-Fert-OrReuse Plan
(ReusePJdor the former military base known as Fort Ortle Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act
(Title 7.85, Section 67651 (a)(b)(c)(d) of ther@Goemt Code) requires FORA to accomplish the
following:

. I§To Facilitate the transfer and reuse of Fort Ord with all practical speed,;
- E To minimize the disruption caused by therdasefs dwilian economy and the Meoykref the
Bay area,;
- E To provide for the reuse and developneeates thevags that enhance the econonoy lifecbfjuality
_ the Monterey Bay community; and
- E To maintain and protect the unigue environmental resources of the area.

The former Fort Ord base was downsized and reahligrnk991 pursuant to the Defense Base
Realignment and Closure Act of 1990, since commedaityed to as OBRACO. Before reuse of
former Fort Ord property can be effectively trarsfiefrom military to civilianugsvnership a
reuse plan and an environmental review documém oeuse plan must be developed. Fhis Draft
EIR has been prepared to evaluate potential intpaitts environment under CEQA that may
result from implementing the-propesed-BraftFort Redse P)daollowing disposal of former Fort
Ord lands by the Department of the Army (Army).

Since the realignment of the former Fort Ord, tirayAhas prepared the following documents
relating to the disposal and reuse of the mildtasg: thd=ort Ord Disposal and Reuse Final
Environmental Impact Stai@oent 1993) and tRert Ord Disposal and Reuse Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact StatBmesnber, 1995), herein referred to as the ArBEand DSEIS.

Senate Bill 1180 allows FORA to rely in part orttrg/Os previous analyses in the FEIS and
DSEIS for environmental review of the proposed project—FhisHNRaftas two major objectives:

1) To supply any missing elements from the NEPAnuetis required in order to
comply with CEQA in adopting tBraftFert-OrReuse Pjand
2) To evaluate revisions in the Reuse Plan made since December 12, 1994.

This program-levet-BraitIR thus incorporates by reference pertinent bagkg information and
analysis from the ArmyOs FEIS and DSEIS, andadlyssetves as a supplemental document to
these previous NEPA documents.

As with the ArmyQOs FEIS and SDEIS-this BtRfdetermines whether the proposed project may
have a significant impact on the environment lmaspbysical conditions that were present at the
time the decision became final to close Fort Ord as a military base (Sep@hyber, 1
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CEQA environmental review conducted for futureviddal projects that implement tieal Fort
Ord Reuse Plaitl be tiered to this EIR to the extent this paogtevel analysis remains adequate
for such purposes.

Additional CEQA analysis may also be require@ aptcific project level to give decision makers
more information about site-specific issues which are not addresse¢uagrdms-level EIR.

2.1 ProposedEProject

The proposed project represents an ultimate bugdenario for the former Fort Ord over the
next 40-60 years. This EIR focuses on the devehbmapacity through year 2015. Under the
proposed project, more than 27,000 acres of timefdfort Ord would be transferred from the
Department of the Army (Army) to a number of government agandié¢ocal organizations which
would have land use control within the former ®ait The transfer and redevelopment of such a
large area would necessitate substantial restrgctdriocal jurisdictional boundaries, the
incorporation of new local policies and prograngsiitte development, implementation strategies
including capital improvements, and future landagement plans. The proposed project
addresses all these factors and therefore seraedoag-term, regionally focused, and
comprehensive reuse plan, functioning at the general plan level.

The Braft FoertOrdReuse Plarcorporates substantial development of edudatresalential,
office, light industrial, commercial, and recrestiand uses with the majority of the former Fort
Ord managed for open space and habitat protectanr the Fort Ord Installation Wide Multi-
Species Habitat Management Plan recently agteethinvolved agencies. Implementation of
the proposed project would result in the developwfeapproximately 22,232 dwelling units
(including dormitory housing), 45,457 jobs, anddobt population of approximately 51,773 with
an additional 20,000 CSUMB residential studehts.adbpted project is significantly reduced in
size and accomplishes about 50% of these progebtid?015. [For a more detailed description,
refer to Chapter 3.0 of this-Br&tR.] Accompanying policies and programs arelettlas part

of the proposed project in order to implementdhd use concept. The-Br&tR has been was
prepared concurrently with tBeaft-Fert-Or&euse Plarleased May, 1996), so as to maximize
opportunities to build necessary environmentaatidns into the project planning process. New
policies and programs have been developed foresacince element in order to alleviate potential
impacts and make the proposed project as selitmgdignd possible. The policies and programs
organized as amendments to local general plamaseargeparation of mitigation responsibilities by
jurisdiction. FORA must adopt the Reuse Planding all policies and programs incorporated in
it, in order to approve implementation of the proposed project.

SignificantEDifferencesEBetweenEtheEProposedEProjedEandEAlternativesEPresented
inEtheEArmyOsEFEISEandEDSEIS

The ArmyOs DSEIS analyzes Alternative 7 (FOReXiDs Reuse Plan) and a minor modification
of this alternative labeled Alternative 8. They@s1FEIS analyzes Alternatives 1 through 6R and
their sub-alternatives. The proposed projecisbiaft EIR is relatively similar to Alternatives 7
and 8, but is significantly different from Alteuest 1 through 6R. The principal differences
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between theeurrent Braft Fert OR®Buse Pland previous Alternatives 7 and 8 have resuléed in
proposed project that:

. Elimits impacts on limited water supply;

. I; is more economically feasible;

. E contains a down-scaled and less-costly circulation infrastructure;
. E satisfies the demand for adequate housing in the local region;

. I; includes increased recreational and tourist opportunities; and

- E Integrates land uses better.

2.2 SummaryEofESetting, ElmpactsEandEMitigation

This Summary provides an overview of the anatyg@ireed in Chapter 4.0 B Environmental
Setting, Impacts on Mitigation. This summary includes discussion of:

. I; Beneficial impacts;

. E Less than significant impacts;

. I; Significant but mitigable impacts; and
- E Unavoidable significant impacts.

The reuse of former Fort Ord under BmftFort OriReuse Plarould result in a number of
beneficial impacts in comparison with 1991 conditions. Beneficial impaes inclu

. ESocioeconomic impacts associated with the impemplbyment base and jobs to
_housing balance;
. EVisuaI guality improvements in existing developed or disturbed areas; and
- ECumulative biological resource protection due pdementation of the Habitat
Management plan.

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

. I; Socioeconomics;

- E Geology and Soils;

. I; Hydrology and Water Quality;
- E Climate and Air Quality;

. E Biological Resources; and

- E Cultural Resources.

Under CEQA, a significant effect on the environnsedefined as a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any physical @mnavithin the area affected by the proposed
project. Significant or potentially significantrbiigable impacts under the proposed project
would include:

. ELand use impacts relating to incompatible landamskdgevelopment in the coastal
zone;
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- E Public services, utilities, and water supply isnpEating to the need for new systems,
_services, and supplies;
- EPublic health and safety impacts relating to thesese to hazardous and toxic
_ materials;
- E Visual resources impacts relating to reduced giglay from increased development
within the former Fort Ord and reduced visual quality seen from the Saligas Valle

Significant impacts, which would be unavoidable under the proposedinjdet,

- E Proposed project and cumulative-level public healthsafety impacts relating to the
increased demand for law enforcement servicehandcteased demand for fire
_ protection/emergency services;
- E Cumulative public services, utilities, and watptysimpacts associated with the need
_for local water supplies;
- EProposed project and cumulative-level traffic aodlation impacts relating to the
_increased demand on the regional transportation system; and
- ECumulative visual resource impacts associatethmdgtape change along the SR1
corridor.

A more detailed summary of the impact analysesnaahin Chapter 4.0 is presented in Table 2.5-
1 at the end of this chapter. The summary tahleaisged in seven columns. The first column
registers impacts to the resources of concernvthad result from the proposed project. The
second column lists the policy and program stateheveloped in tHeraft-Foert-OrReuse Plan
(Reuse Plan), which are designed to mitigate ipbteracts. These policies and programs
represent commitments by FORA and its member ag¢hat are Obuilt inO to the project, and in
many cases additional Omitigation measuresOraedact The level of significance before and
after mitigation is also summarized in the table.

Mitigation measures are identified for those ispatich are considered to be significantly or
potentially significant, after implementation efRieuse Plan policies and programs. Generally,
program-level mitigation for the impacts includedifroations to th®raftFort-OrReuse Plan

the addition of other requirements. The mitigatienommended to address significant impacts
identified in this document form the basis of the mitigation monitoring plan.

2.2.1 EMitigationEMonitoringEPlan

Mitigation measures are identified for those impesttich are considered to be significant or
potentially significant, after implementation oRiiese Plan policies and programs. In compliance
with CEQA Guidelines (Section 21081.6 of the PRielsources Code), a mitigation monitoring
and reporting program must be developed as pidwt &FEQA process prior to project approval.
The -draft Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the proposed projees been combined with the
summary of impacts and mitigation measures inte Zab1 (at the end of this chapter). The
mitigation schedule and mitigation responsibritynaluded as columns six and seven of the
summary table.
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2.3 SummaryEofEOtherECEQAEConsiderations

This summary provides an overview of the analgatsned in Chapter 5.0 B Other CEQA
Considerations. The following discussion summarizes:

. ECumuIative Impacts;

. E Growth inducing impacts;

. I; Significant irreversible environmental changes; and
- E Unavoidable significant impacts.

2.3.1 ECumulativeElmpacts

In conformance with CEQA, a cumulative impact efptoposed project is Othe change in the
environment which results from the incremental aingfathe proposed project when added to
other closely related past, present and reasdoasgeable probable future projects (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15355(b)).0 The cumulatisetimpalyses in this-Br&tR refer to the
combined effects of both the proposed project aM8AG projections for regional growth,
including reasonably foreseeable future projedisnterey County and local cities as identified in
Table 5.1-1. These impacts are discussed im&ettmf this-BrafEIR and identified in Table
2.5-1.

2.3.2 EGrowthElnducingElmpacts

Under CEQA, a growth inducing impact of the prappseject is one that would foster economic
or population growth, or the construction of add#l housing, either indirectly or directly, in the
surrounding environment.

The initial phase of development to the year 20l wot result in a growth inducing impact.
Economic, population, and residential increasasriogcuntil the year 2015, as proposed by the
Reuse Plan, would constitute only a recovery tapfireximate 1991 levels of activity. Beyond
2015, buildout of the proposed project is intetol@dbsorb a substantial portion of Monterey Bay
Peninsula_(OPeninsula®) growth that is alreatheprdy AMBAG to occur. Because the
proposed project is designed to capture much &ittive growth, it is not expected that the Reuse
Plan would substantially foster growth in the gaodiag environment-withautA component of
additional growth is possible since the establishwhen educational/research center on the
former Fort Ord has the potential to attract stdewand nationwide populations to the area which
would not otherwise occur. However, the overalbdrPlan is not expected to remove certain
obstacles to growth. The regional water suppitagban particular would not be solved by the
proposed project and would remain a limitation on regional growth.

2.3.3 ESignificantElrreversibleEEnvironmentalEChanges

Implementation of the proposed project is not drpgeto involve a large commitment of
renewable resources, except for the building atatequired to develop new structures. The reuse
of existing buildings on the former Fort Ord walgdrease the need for these materials. The
proposed project would contribute to the permawrentersion of nondeveloped land to
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residential, business, public facility, educatemaélmixed uses on the former Fort Ord. This
would commit future generations to developed uses.

The proposed project would result in the irretblevaommitment of energy resources for
increased electricity and gas demands and inrihe@ffgasoline for construction vehicles and
vehicles commuting to the area. The proposedcpmeild also result in the irretrievable
commitment of water resources in the form of petabld non-potable water supplies. The
proposed project is not expected to pose a high risk of environneaaégitac

2.3.4 EUnavoidableESignificantElmpacts

Under CEQA, a significant and unavoidable impadbeqgiroposed project is one that would cause
a substantial adverse effect on the environmeriblanthich no mitigation is available to reduce
the impact to a less-than-significant level Réuse Plan is approved. These impacts are discusse
in Section 5.4 of this BrdfiR and identified in Table 2.5-1.

2.4 SummaryEofEAlternativeEAnalysis

The four alternatives to the proposed project considered in this BER @abns

- E Alternative 6R (Revised Anticipated Reuse; as described in the ArmyOs FEIS)
. E Alternative 7 (FORA 12-12-94 Interim Reuse Plan; as describdte iArmy@s
DSEIS)
. E Alternative 8 (Slight modification of Alternative 7; as described in the Army@s DSEIS)
-ENo Project (New alternative; caretaker status under the Army except iiog exist
Alternative conveyances)

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

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

2.4.1 ETheEEnvironmentallyESuperiorEAlternative

The reuse scenario under the No Project Alternativéd result in the least environmental
impacts, and is, therefore, the environmentakyisuplternative at a local level. This is lmased
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the acreage of open space and habitat conseruatretation to development, projected
population, and the level of construction for development and ichastru

Under the No Project Alternative, only 13% of dit@ former Fort Ord property (or 3,800 acres)
would be developed; this would include alreadyngxdsvelopment and land remaining under the
Army. Approximately 56% of the former Fort Ord ldobe left undeveloped for habitat
management (15,648 acres), 5% of the land woeldittiavor no development for parks and
recreation (1,320 acres), and an additional Z8% &c¢res) would be left undeveloped under Army
caretaker status. The No Project Alternative wawved more adverse impacts than the proposed
project in terms of jobs to housing ratios an@meagiraffic. It would have less impact in many
categories, as show in Table 2.4-2.

However, the No Project Alternative would not ntlkeetproject objectives of developing an

economic/employment recovery to compensate forchesee and accommodate regional growth.
At the cumulative level, substantial regional lynoadld still be projected, with potentially greate

impacts on other land (e.g., farmland or open)sgfameld development occur outside the former
Fort Ord.

The CEQA Guidelinesquire that an additional environmentally sudternative be identified in
cases where the No Project Alternative repredemtenivironmentally superior alternative.
Alternative 6R has been selected as the secomhervitally superior alternative. This selection
is based on projected population and the assuntipéibthe 3,700 acres (13% of the former Fort
Ord) designated as No Proposed Use would not beloped. Under Alternative 6R,
approximately 22.5% (6,100 acres) of total fororeiCGfd land would be developed, and 53%
(17,195 acres) would be left undeveloped for hatateagement and parks and recreation. A
comparative discussion with the proposed project is provided in thetraxt se

2.4.2 EEComparisonsEwithEtheEProposedEProject

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

Compared with Alternative 6R, the proposed project would rewvedast in terms of coastal land
use compatibility, jobs to housing ratios, lossastal habitat, effects on beach/dune habitat, los
of oak woodland, effects on wetlands, and effectiseal resources. The proposed project would
have more adverse impact in terms of potentiampetibility of land uses at East Garrison,
increased generation of solid waste, demand &rsuaply, demand for law enforcement and fire
protection services, increased traffic, and iecreasse. However, unlike alternative 6R, the
proposed project B contains a comprehensive peliaks and programs, which reduce the
potential impacts to these resources substaasallgscribed in Chapter 4.0. Alternative 6R would
also not fully meet the project objectives.

Compared with Alternative 7, the proposed projeatdirhave less impact in terms of general
incompatibility of adjoining land uses within ¢dnenér Fort Ord, jobs to housing ratios, hydrology
and water quality, traffic noise, loss of coastaidshabitat, loss of dune scrub, effects of
beach/dune habitat, loss of oak woodland, andteféecwetlands and visual resources. The
proposed project would have more adverse impacina of potential incompatibility of land uses
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at East Garrison, increased generation of solid,veasl demand for law enforcement services.
However, the project includes a comprehensivd pelices and programs, which reduce the
potential impacts considerably, as described pte€a0. Relative to the proposed project,
Alternative 7 would have greater cumulative andneggeffect on traffic and associated

environmental effects due to the creation of d@0Q more jobs with a population at the former
Fort Ord of approximately 10,000 fewer residents.

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

2.5 SummaryETable

Table 2.5-1 provides a detailed and comprehensive summary of propasethpeojs and
mitigation measures.
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