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Introduction 

Maintaining a balance between natural and developed space has become a prominent modern- 

day challenge. Humans as a society now need development to thrive; it provides shelter, food, 

clothing, entertainment, jobs and a sort of social structure. Development is progress; 

development is social and economic succession. However, as a global society, it is possible that 

we are creating ecological instability by overdeveloping. Development is beneficial, but 

widespread environmental vulnerability is not. The dilemma should not be a matter of “us” 

versus “them” or developers versus environmentalists. This is a collective issue that affects 

everyone equally; it is merely an effort to maintain balance. 

There is currently a development proposal regarding the popular recreation area Fort Ord, an old 

military base of the central coast, which has become a local controversy called the Monterey 

Downs (also referred to as “The Downs”). This development would utilize 550 acres of the Fort 

Ord open space, cut down 30,000-50,000 Coast Live Oaks, could displace or remove around 46 

species in the area (“Development Threat”, n.d.), as well as possibly add 3,000 jobs, and 

generate approximately $100 million annually just from events, hotels, and retail (“Public 

Benefits”, n.d.). The first major stakeholder involved, against the development, is comprised of 

local residents interested in conserving the Fort Ord environment along with its array of species 

and local community members who enjoy using the area for recreational purposes. The second 

stakeholder, favoring the development, consists of those focused on the economic benefits the 

development would bring to the local community, who enjoy gambling/horse racing, who would 



benefit directly from the development, and individuals who want the opportunity for a job. This 

paper will examine whether or not development of the Downs should be permitted at all, taking 

into consideration the potential environmental degradation as well as economic benefits. 

Background 

Fort Ord has a unique history. Not only was the Fort Ord National Monument recently 

established last April because of its historical and cultural significance, but because restoration 

efforts have been successful, the area is recovering from 77 years of being used as a military base 

(“Historic California Posts”, n.d.). The United States Government purchased 15,000 acres in 

1917 as part of the Fort Ord military installation, and in 1940 increased their acreage to 28,000 

as the area offered unique opportunities for training in jungle warfare and other combat 

exercises. Since the base closed, reuse of the land has since been debated countless times due to 

disagreements over who the land would “serve”. In 1993 the Ford Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) 

was created through Senate Bill 899, which authorized certain local agencies of Monterey 

County to form FORA in order to prepare, adopt, finance, and implement a plan for the future 

use and development of the territory (Mello, 1994).  

At a hearing in 2001 James Perrine, then mayor of Marina, stated that the community’s 

economic base had shifted from one supporting a military installation to one supporting 

educational and research facilities (Allen, T. et al., p. 21). While this supports leaving the open 

space for its educational habitat and using the environment itself as a “research facility,” because 

closure of the base caused more than 21,000 jobs to be lost (“History and Overview,” n.d.) the 

creation of jobs by the development would not go unnoticed. 



Should it be developed, the Downs would consist of: a horse training facility (with horse track, 

stabling area and ancillary buildings), a 6,500 seat sports arena, a commercial center, a horse 

park (with visitor’s center, office space, stables and veterinary clinic), two extended stay hotels 

with 256 units, a 200-room hotel, 1,280 residential units (mix of apartments and single family 

houses), an office park, tennis courts, swimming pools, 73 acres of habitat preserve, and 74 acres 

of open space with parks and other infrastructure (“Monterey Downs and Horse Park Specific 

Plan”, n.d.). The Monterey Downs would be developed on Parker Flats, about 1200 acres of 

undeveloped land, an old munitions training area on the base (Zander Associates, 2002). There 

are still many aspects of the development that need to be worked out, for example, providing 

water. In 2011, the Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) placed a bid that would annex 44 

square miles of Fort Ord into its boundaries as a way to ensure it would continue providing water 

and wastewater management to the area and also to make sure it would provide for the 

development, should it happen (Johnson, 2011). Presently, the MCWD now operates the water 

supply system. More recently late last year, the developers were waiting on a decision from the 

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) regarding its stance on the required 

environmental studies (“Your town,” 2012). If LAFCO approves the annexation of Monterey 

County land into Seaside, the next important aspect regarding the decision to develop the Downs 

is the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which will be released later this year. 

Fort Ord’s ecological and environmental significance is a central reason why the Downs is such 

a controversial issue. Not only is the area one of the few remaining California Oak Woodlands of 

the central coast, but it also has the highest density of the endangered tiger salamander in the area 

(Snyder, 2011). It is also an ideal example of the rare habitat, maritime chaparral. Maritime 

chaparral has been identified as a rare plant community by the California Department of Fish and 



Game; it is made up of low growing, dense, woody shrubs such as Manzanita and hosts many 

threatened plant species such as the Monterey Spineflower and Sand Gilia. Fort Ord in particular 

has the largest remaining expanse of maritime chaparral on the Central Coast.  

Policy Context  

Balancing environmental and economic interests can be addressed through several policy areas at 

different levels of government. Policy areas such as water use allocations, development of 

natural areas, zoning and growth boundaries, and education of the local community are the main 

contexts this issue relates to. Due to the fact that unless the development has a very effective 

buffer zone, the developed space could encroach on natural areas; policies regarding zoning and 

growth boundaries should be considered. Also, because this is such a complex issue with a lot of 

“literature” the community should be more thoroughly educated on the environmental and 

economic implications. However since there are so many components to examine, this paper 

focuses on water use allocations and primarily the development of natural areas because the 

Downs would influence these domains the most. Regarding the development of natural areas, the 

1975 Quimby Act established the requirement for developers to set aside land for parks 

(“Quimby Act 101”, 2002). Less than three acres per thousand local residents is considered park 

poor, and Seaside only has about 0.17 acres per 1,000 residents (Kay Cline – Sustainable Seaside 

Chairperson, personal communication, February 14, 2013).  

The question of whether the Downs should be developed would best be addressed at county and 

city levels of government because this is a local issue. The key decision makers on this issue are: 

FORA, MCWD, Seaside City Council, Dave Potter, LAFCO, Monterey County, and the Fort 

Ord Access Alliance (FOAA). FORA approved the Base Reuse Plan and oversees how the area 



will be used while LAFCO decides on political boundaries between local governmental 

jurisdictions and is involved in whether or not the city of Seaside will annex the land from 

Monterey County. Due to the fact that the City of Seaside is looking to annex the site where the 

Downs would be developed, and it is considered to be an advantageous deal for the city, Seaside 

is the lead agency considering the environmental review process (Abraham, 2012). Dave Potter 

is a key decision maker because he brought the developer, Brian Boudreau, to the area and has a 

controversial friendship with Mr. Boudreau. Dave Potter also sits on numerous councils, 

including the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District and he is one of the directors of 

FORA. The FOAA has recently become a key decision maker because they are currently 

circulating the Open Space Initiative in an attempt to get this issue on the November ballot, 

giving the community time to learn more and make a choice about the Downs. It is hard to say 

whether one decision maker has more power than the others because it’s such an interconnected 

social and political process. 

Stakeholder Analysis  

The first key stakeholder regarding the Downs includes local residents opposed to the 

development who value conserving the natural environment and species of Fort Ord, using the 

natural area for economic benefit, as well as continuing their recreational activities in the area. 

An empirical fact central to this stakeholder is that Fort Ord receives about 45,000-50,000 

visitors per year and increasing (K. Cline, personal communication, February 14, 2013), who 

come specifically for the natural environment. This data is accurate because this information 

originally comes from the Bureau of Land Management (an unbiased government agency), 

which is responsible for monitoring these numbers. Based on this data, an assumption made by 

those opposed to the development is that the Downs would draw away from what could be 



considered the area’s “eco-tourism” and direct tourists to less sustainable activities. While a key 

argument the developers are using is the boost to the local economy, it is overlooked that in 

California outdoor recreation alone is a $46 billion economy providing about 408,000 jobs 

(FOAA meeting, April 4, 2013). A leading strategy this stakeholder is using in order to 

emphasize revenue possibilities of the natural area is public education and encouraging people to 

get out there so they can prove just how valuable that land can be.  

As previously stated, the area of Fort Ord possesses a large expanse of the rare and 

environmentally sensitive habitat, maritime chaparral. Ecosystems such as maritime chaparral 

are believed to contain nearly 20% of the planet’s known species according to a study at UC 

Santa Cruz (Vasey, 2012). A fact central to the values of this stakeholder group is that the area 

around Monterey Bay holds 20% of the world’s maritime chaparral habitat (Lambrinos, 2000). It 

is assumed that due to rapid development, maritime chaparral is one of the area’s most 

threatened regions of the coast. If the Downs were to be developed, it would negatively affect 

areas of maritime chaparral both directly and indirectly. Fundamental effects on the habitat 

would include habitat fragmentation and fire suppression. The majority of the area’s maritime 

chaparral occurs just outside the Fort Ord National Monument; therefore it is subject to 

degradation by the development. Due to the habitat’s rarity, it is protected by the California 

Coastal Act and locally by Monterey County’s Local Coastal Plan (“Environmentally Sensitive 

Habitat Areas”, 2003). Yet, permits (subject to review and approval) can be attained to develop 

on or adjacent to this habitat. 

Water supply for the Downs is also a major concern. A key empirical fact considering potential 

issues with water usage is that Seaside is allocated 1012.5 AFY (acre feet per year), and it is 

estimated that the project would require 852.5 AFY. Recent observation of Seaside water usage 



shows that Seaside has already exceeded its allocation by 3 AFY (“Water Math Just Doesn’t Add 

Up,” n.d.). While this information was obtained from an organization against the Downs, the 

actual data is most likely ethically sound because it is a product of the Monterey Downs Water 

Supply Assessment and Sierra Club analysis (two opposite organizations, therefore maintaining 

objectivity). From this data it is assumed that along with the development, water supply strain 

would accompany it. It would be the responsibility of Monterey County to provide water for the 

development (or a taxpayer funded project), leaving Monterey Downs with about 187.5 AFY 

while the development would actually require about 852.5 AFY. Using recycled water has been 

considered, however it is not a realistic solution because Monterey County has not approved 

recycled water for residential use.  

Also regarding the area’s water supply, an additional environmental concern would be the 

increased runoff due to the development altering the area’s hydrologic response. Construction 

compacts soil which in turn diminishes infiltration rates eventually resulting in increased 

volumes of storm water runoff (“Impacts of development,” 2004). If the Downs were developed, 

the area’s flooding and erosion rates could increase because there will no longer be as much 

native vegetation available for absorption; runoff will be discharged directly into waterways 

through storm sewers. Also, developing the open space decreases the opportunity for 

groundwater recharge and the natural removal of pollutants. A piece of empirical data supporting 

that natural removal of pollutants is highly beneficial is that typical storm water contains 3600 

MPN (most probable number) of fecal coliform per 100 mL of water (“Impacts of development,” 

2004). Water above 2000 MPN, or colonies of fecal coliform, is unsafe for even partial body 

contact because multiple diseases and infections can be contracted. From the empirical data it is 

assumed that the new impervious surfaces would cause degraded surface water and an 



accumulation of polluted water. The source of this data is reliable because it’s an official manual 

for statewide storm water management practices in New Jersey and has data collected in a 

scientifically sound manner accompanied by citations (one being the Environmental Protection 

Agency). Even though the manual is for New Jersey, they are general management practices 

relatable nationwide.  

Another fact central to those opposed to the Downs is that Monterey County’s economy is 

primarily dominated by agriculture, tourism, and the rising sector of education (“At a Glance”, 

2011). This fact originated from the Monterey County Economic Development Department 

website, therefore it was likely collected and reported in an ethically sound and accurate manner. 

It is assumed that the Downs could decrease the attraction of students; parents may not want their 

children pursuing higher education adjacent to a gambling facility because in general, many 

college students are financially inexperienced and relatively irresponsible. 

The second stakeholder group consists of those in favor of the development who value the 

economic benefits Monterey Downs could potentially bring the local community (e.g. local 

business owners), gambling/horse racing, possible job opportunities, and the benefits that could 

be reaped directly (e.g. Brian Boudreau). A central fact related to the interests of this stakeholder 

is that Seaside has an unemployment rate of 7.7% (Homefacts, 2012). It is hard to say whether or 

not this information is accurate based on the web page’s lack of cited sources or just general 

information of how they arrived at their presented estimates; however, comparing Seaside’s 

unemployment rates from other websites suggests it is accurate. It is assumed that the Downs 

will create about 3,000 desired jobs in construction, office, hotel and retail (“Public Benefits”, 

n.d.). It is also assumed that the development will positively affect the local community's 

economy. As stated by Beth Palmer, Boudreau's former land-use attorney who now manages his 



daily procedures, for comparison “Santa Anita race track in Southern California produces $38 

million in payroll alone” (Hennessey, 2012). Not only would the development introduce an 

entirely new recreational activity, but if it produced even half of that in payroll, local citizens in 

search of a paycheck would most definitely be pleased.  

The introduction of horse racing to the peninsula could bring in an entirely new crowd of 

tourists, and economic benefits along with them. Another empirical fact central to the values of 

this stakeholder is that Seaside had a sales and use tax revenue of $2,920,708 from 2008-2009, 

the most recent available data (Coleman, 2011). This is accurate data because it comes from the 

California Local Government Tax Almanac, which has the sole purpose of accurately providing 

data on city finance and uses statistics reported by local agencies to the State Controller. It is 

assumed that the Downs would bring in $12 to $15 million in new annual tax revenues, as well 

as approximately $50 million in FORA impact fees and about $23 million in Monterey County 

and Seaside impact fees (“Public Benefits”, n.d.). From these estimates, it is assumed that not 

only will jobs be created but a generous economic influx will greatly improve the local economy. 

Evaluation of Policy Options 

While there are many different options regarding whether or not development of the Downs 

should be permitted, I’ve focused on three mutually exclusive policy options that would best 

serve the community. The three policy options are: to prohibit the development and recognize 

Parker Flats as part of the monument, to allow the Downs to be developed as planned, or to build 

the Downs on blighted areas. Blight is considered an area with dilapidated buildings on it 

already. The first criterion these options will be evaluated by is effectiveness, meaning the 

degree to which the policy achieves the environmental objective of protecting the environment or 

http://montereydowns.com/public-benefits/economic-benefits/


natural resource. The second criterion the options will be evaluated by is equity; this relates to 

the distribution of costs and benefits as well as impacts on certain groups as well as the effects on 

profitability and competitiveness of local industry.  

The first option is to prohibit the development on land directly adjacent to the national 

monument, considered “Fort Ord open space”, and recognize Parker Flats as part of the 

monument. This would be highly effective because it would protect the ecological integrity of 

the area along with its array sensitive species. However, this would not be the most equitable 

option because it completely rejects the development as well as discounts the possible economic 

benefits it could produce. The second option, in order to secure the economic well-being of the 

community and bring in revenue, is to allow the Monterey Downs to be developed as currently 

planned. This option would be slightly inequitable because it ignores the local community’s 

outcry against the Downs; however, low-income groups and local businesses could benefit from 

the new industry. The second option would also be the least effective due to the ecological 

degradation that would take place in order to develop the Downs. In a compromise, the third 

option is that the Monterey Downs can be built if it is developed on area currently considered to 

be blight. This option would be the most equitable because community members against the 

Downs have even stated that if it were to be developed on blight, they would be less opposed and 

it would also provide job opportunities. Unfortunately, those strongly opposed to the activities 

the horse track could introduce would still be unsatisfied. It is also an equitable option because 

this policy allows community members to use the Fort Ord open space for recreation and access 

to the monument would not be limited. This would satisfy the developers as well because they’ll 

get to develop in relatively the same area despite the slightly inequitable extra costs of leveling 

the buildings and having to eradicate the asbestos. This policy option is effective because the 



sensitive habitat on and around the open space would be unaffected, however asbestos in the 

buildings on blighted areas does pose an environmental hazard and would need to be removed. 

Policy Option Effectiveness Equity 

Prohibit the development on land directly 

adjacent to a national monument, considered 

“Fort Ord open space”, and recognize Parker 

Flats as part of the monument 

Pro: Protects the ecological integrity and 

well-being of the area along with its 

sensitive species 

Cons: Rejects the development as well as 

discounts the possible economic benefits, 

low income groups of Seaside lose possible 

employment 

Allow the Monterey Downs to be developed 

as currently planned 

Cons: This would negatively impact the 

environment, particularly California Coast 

Live Oaks and the maritime chaparral 

habitat 

Pro: Low-income groups and local 

businesses could benefit from the new 

industry 

 

Cons: Ignores community members’ outcry 

and efforts against the development 

Monterey Downs can be built if it is 

developed on area currently considered to be 

blight 

Pros: Allows the open space to remain 

natural and unaffected 

 

Cons: Asbestos is an environmental hazard 

and would have to be eradicated from old 

buildings prior to development 

Pros: Community members still have the 

Fort Ord open space for recreation and 

access to the monument will not be limited 

and the developers would be satisfied 

because they can still develop 

Cons: Costs would be higher to develop on 

blight 

 

Recommendation 

The question of whether or not the Monterey Downs should be developed has many possible 

answers depending on whether an individual wants to focus on environmental or economic well-

being. Despite the controversial nature of this option, I’m going to recommend the first policy 

option which would prohibit the development on the Fort Ord open space and recognize Parker 

Flats as part of the monument. An assumption favoring this policy option is that the Downs 

would direct tourism away from sustainable activities and would bring unsavory activities and 

groups to the area. I prioritize this because a main argument for the development is that it would 

bring in revenue, and sustainable activities of the Fort Ord area can just as effectively bring in 

revenue and tourism. Also, going back to what Beth Palmer said about how much revenue the 



track in Southern California brings in (Hennessey, 2012), it is doubtful that this racetrack could 

compete with a track in Southern California because this area has a completely different culture. 

That being said, there is no guarantee that the Monterey Downs would be successful because 

horse racing is an American pastime. Horse racing is declining in popularity due to increased 

horse deaths, unsatisfactory animal husbandry, use of illegal drugs to improve horse 

performance, and illegal activities surrounding those that attend (Bogdanich, Drape, Miles, & 

Palmer, 2012). As Kay Cline beautifully stated, “If this was happening in Carmel, no one else would 

consider it… this will become the new city on the hill, with poverty down below” (K. Cline, personal 

communication, February 14, 2013). It is inequitable that the developers are purposefully targeting a 

poverty stricken area in hopes that they’ll be hungry for jobs and too uneducated to fully understand all 

the implications. 

Seaside’s unemployment rate being at 7.7% is a central empirical fact I am not prioritizing 

because job creation is contingent upon the success of the Downs. The developers are assuming 

the Downs will create about 3,000 jobs and be a benefit to the local community in terms of 

economic and cultural well-being. It is conceivable that not many people, other than some 

wealthy individuals, will be interested in the activities and living provided by the Downs. It is 

also possible that the local culture would suffer due to increasing crime rates, something 

regularly observed around horse racing and gambling facilities. The primary limitation of my 

analysis is that the EIR has not been released yet, and won’t be for months. The EIR assesses 

whether a project: has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, will 

cause a wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threatens to eliminate a plant or 

animal community, has the potential to achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term 

environmental goals, or will cause substantial negative effects on human beings directly or 



indirectly (“Environmental Impact Report,” n.d.). It is possible that because this key information 

is unavailable, I’m assuming the outcome of the EIR based on what I know already about the 

water use allocations and fragility of the local environment. Therefore, I may have more 

thoroughly presented the stakeholders opposed to the development in an attempt to compensate 

for the lack of information.  

I do concede that the two policy options allowing the development, either on blight or the open 

space, would be beneficial options for the community because the Downs could more 

immediately generate economic benefits and jobs. If my recommendation is followed, a possible 

consequence would be that another developer could come along and try to develop the area. An 

implication of another developer targeting the Fort Ord open space is that their development 

could be even more harmful to the environment and less acceptable to the local community. 

However, despite the possibility of another developer pursuing this area, following my policy 

option and denying development of the Downs would maintain the area’s cultural and ecological 

integrity. The Fort Ord open space and Fort Ord National Monument have the potential to bring 

in many (more sustainable) jobs and plenty of revenue if the area is marketed as a tourist 

destination and utilized as a natural asset. 
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