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REGULAR MEETING  
FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Friday, June 13, 2014 at 2:00 p.m. 
910 2nd Avenue, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenters Union Hall) 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 
3. CLOSED SESSION  

a. Public Employee Performance Evaluation – Executive Officer (Gov Code 54957)   

b. Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation, Gov Code 54956.9(a) – 2 Cases  
i. Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), Case Number: M114961 
ii. The City of Marina v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority, Case Number: M11856 

 
4. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION  

 
5. ROLL CALL 

 
6. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND CORRESPONDENCE 

 
7. CONSENT AGENDA  ACTION  

a. Approve May 16, 2014 Board Meeting Minutes (pg. 1-4) 

b. Approve May 30, 2014 Board Meeting Minutes (pg. 5-6)      
            

8. BUSINESS ITEMS 

a. Fort Ord Reuse Authority FY 2014-15 Annual Budget (pg. 7-16)  
i. Consider New Staff Position   INFORMATION/ACTION 
ii. Consider Employee Cost-of-Living Adjustment (COLA) ACTION 
iii. Approve FY 2014-15 Annual Budget  ACTION 

b. Approve Fort Ord Reuse Authority FY 2014-15 Capital Improvement Program (pg. 17-94) ACTION 

c. Approve Preston Park FY 2014-15 Annual Budget (pg. 95-107) ACTION 

d. Consistency Determination: Consider Certification, in whole or in part,  
of the City of Seaside Zoning Code amendments related to the 2013  
Zoning Code update as Consistent with the 1997 Fort Ord Reuse Plan (pg. 108-115)  

i. Noticed Public Hearing 
ii. Board Determination of Consistency                                                                 ACTION 

e. Approve Memorandum of Agreement between the County of Monterey, UCP East  
Garrison, LLC, and FORA Regarding Parker Flats Habitat Management (pg. 116-174)      ACTION 
 

 

http://www.fora.org/


 
 

 

f. 2nd Vote: Adopt Resolution 14-XX to Retain Preston Park Property  
in Accordance with Government Code Section 67678(b)(4) (pg. 175-180) ACTION 

g. Marina-Salinas Multimodal Corridor Plan (pg. 181-192) 
i. TAMC Presentation            INFORMATION 
ii. Consider Supporting Recommended Corridor Alignment                                          ACTION 

h. Regional Trails Planning Update (pg. 193-206)        INFORMATION 
 

9. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  
Members of the public wishing to address the FORA Board of Directors on matters within the 
jurisdiction of FORA, but not on this agenda, may do so during the Public Comment Period for up 
to three minutes.  Comments on specific agenda items are heard under that item. 
 

10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 

a. Outstanding Receivables (pg. 207) INFORMATION 

b. Habitat Conservation Plan Update (pg. 208-210) INFORMATION 

c. Administrative Committee (pg. 211-218) INFORMATION 

d. Veterans Issues Advisory Committee (pg. 219-221) INFORMATION 

e. Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee (pg. 222-225) INFORMATION 

f. Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force (pg. 226-230) INFORMATION 

g. Post Reassessment Advisory Committee (pg. 231-237) INFORMATION 

h. Travel Report (pg. 238-239) INFORMATION 

i. Public Correspondence to the Board (pg. 240) INFORMATION 
   

11. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
NEXT REGULAR BOARD MEETING: JULY 11, 2014 

Persons seeking disability related accommodations should contact FORA 48 hrs prior to the meeting. 
This meeting is recorded by Access Monterey Peninsula and televised Sundays at 9 a.m. and 1 p.m. 

on Marina/Peninsula Chanel 25. The video and meeting materials are available online at www.fora.org. 
 

http://www.fora.org/


FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Friday, May 16, 2014 at 2:00p.m. 
910 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenters Union Hall) 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Edelen called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mayor Pendergrass led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. CLOSED SESSION 
The Board adjourned into closed session at 2:02 p.m. 

a. Public Employee Performance Evaluation - < 

b. Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing 
i.Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse 

ii.The City of Marina v. Fort Ord Reuse Autho 

4. ANNO NCEMENT 
The Board reconvened into open ses Counsel Jon Giffen announced no 
reportable action was taken. 

5. ROLL CALL 

Voting Members Prese 
Chair/Mayor Edelen 
Mayor Pro-Tern 
Mayor Gunter (C 
Mayor Kampe* (Ci 
Mayor Pro-Tem Ogl 

Univers 
Tribley, Da 
Salinas Trans 
Army), and Lyle 

6. STATE LEGISLAT 

upervisor Parker (County of Monterey) 
Mayor Pendergrass (City of Sand City) 

upervisor Potter (County of Monterey) 
ncilmember Alexander* (City of Seaside) 
ncilmember Selfridge (City of Monterey)* 

rs Present: Senator Bill Manning (1 ih State Senate District), 
Assembly District) - later replaced by Taina Vargas 

iversity of California, Santa Cruz), Andre Lewis* (California State 
i Nakamura* (Monterey Peninsula College) - later replaced by Walter 

rey Peninsula Unified School District), Hunter Harvath (Monterey
e (Transportation Agency for Monterey County), Dan Carpenter* (US 

ort Ord BRAC Office). 

a. Receive Report from Senator Bill Menning (17th State Senate District) 
Chair Edelen introduced Senator Manning, who provided an update on the California Central Coast 
Veterans Cemetery (CCCVC), discussed SB 936 and current state water bond legislation, and 
reviewed the recent release of the Governor's May revise budget. Senator Manning acknowledged 
tremendous ongoing local community efforts to keep the CCCVC project on schedule, noting that 
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California Department of Veterans Affairs was currently ahead of schedule and a1m1ng for 
groundbreaking in September. He added that colleagues in the legislature had become very 
interested in what was being referred to as the "Monterey Model" of establishing state veterans 
cemeteries. He provided an overview of SB 936 "water rate relief bonds" to authorize the issuance 
of bonds through the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District upon a Public Utilities 
Commission finding that the bonds would provide a customer savings. He provided a history of 
state water bond legislation and discussed the progress of water bond bills currently in the 
legislature. Senator Manning provided an update on the state budget process, noting that as the 
fragile recovery continued the challenge would be in prioritizing pro restoration and preparing 
for reduced future revenues. 

b. Receive Report from Assemblymember Mark Stone (29th 
Chair Edelen introduced Assemblymember Stone, who 
budget. He noted positive changes were happening 
unanimous bi-partisan vote in both the Assembly 
Stabilization Act on the November 2014 ballot. He 

embly District) 
the state water bond and 

:· .. ,.,.,,,, .. "-.v".enced by the recent 
Rainy Day/Budget 

Water Bond, adding 
that he and Senator Manning had been working 
be able to take advantage of whatever provis 
Stone discussed his current legislation, p 
authority to propose sales taxes within an um 
voters residing within that unincorporated area. 
unincorporated Monterey County a quested FO 

Senator Manning and Assemblym 
and public. 

7. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, 
Chair Edelen sugge 
representatives to be 

1 Oa. Approve P 
Executive 
provided detai 

ntral coast would 
emblymember 

unties the 
··of a county, to approved by 

d the benefit of the measure to 
support. 

ents and questions from the Board 

permit the state 

proposed for a "watch" Board position and 
ended for Board support. 

Y: Ayes: Parker, Oglesby, Beach, Selfridge, Edelen, Alexander, 

a. 

Chair Edele 
United Latin A 
presented a plaq 

8. CONSENT AGENDA 

· Morton, O'Connell, Calcagno, Potter. 

ciation for Mayor Bill Kampe's Service 
read the resolution into the record and thanked Mayor Kampe for his 

that on April 25, 2014, he and Mr. Houlemard had attended the League of 
Citizens (LULAC) Day of Remembrance event in Monterey and had been 

in recognition of FORA's advocacy for veterans issues. 

a. Approve April 11, 2014 Board Meeting Minutes 
b. Approve Highway 68 Operational Improvements Reimbursement Agreement 
c. Approve Denise Duffy & Associates Contract Amendment #8 
d. Approve Property Transfer Recordation Resolution 
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MOTION: Councilmember Alexander moved, seconded by Mayor Gunter, to approve the Consent 
Agenda. 

MOTION PASSED: Ayes: Parker, Oglesby, Beach, Selfridge, Edelen, Alexander, Pendergrass, 
Gunter, Kampe. Absent: Morton, O'Connell, Calcagno, Potter. 

Councilmember Selfridge requested to abstain from item 7a. 

9. OLD BUSINESS 

a. Approve Resolution Requesting Preston Park Loan Extensio 
Mr. Houlemard presented the item, provided a history of P 
discussed the loan extension terms. Mr. Houlemard 
representative, responded to clarifying questions from 

MOTION: Mayor Pro-Tem Oglesby moved, second 
Resolution 14-10 requesting Preston Park loan 

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY: Ayes: P . 
Pendergrass, Gunter, Kampe. Absent: Morton, 

Park financing efforts, and 
Reynolds, Rabbobank 
the public. 

nder, to approve 

n, Alexander, 

i. Presentation by 
Senior Planner 
obligations. 

formation and reviewed FORA's 

ii. ms 
to developer fee calculation and provided the 

r Alexander left at 4:40 p.m. 

2014/15 Capital Improvement Program 
several key policy decisions, as outlined in the 

to questions from Board members. 

p.m. Chair Edelen announced that because the Board no longer had 
ceed as a meeting of the whole. 

mments from members of the public and provided input to staff on items 

iv. Approve Reso ution to Implement Fee Adjustment 
The Board took no action on the item. 

c. Fort Ord Reuse Authority Fiscal Year 2014-15 Annual Budget 
Mr. Houlemard provided an overview of the draft budget and staff responded to questions from the 
Board. 

Mayor Pro-Tem Beach left at 5:35p.m. 
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MOTION: Mayor Kampe moved, seconded by Supervisor Parker, to extend the meeting to 5:45 
p.m. 

MOTION PASSED: Ayes: Parker, Edelen, Pendergrass, Kampe. Absent: Morton, O'Connell, 
Calcagno, Potter, Oglesby, Beach, Alexander, Gunter, Selfridge. 

Supervisor Parker requested that staff prepare next year's budget for review/discussion in April and 
a vote in May, so that a second vote would not prevent budget approval by June. 

10. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

11. EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT 
Mr. Houlemard provided an update on the Regional Urban 
process, noting that staff anticipated having a consultant in 

a. Outstanding Receivables 
b. Habitat Conservation Plan Update 
c. Administrative Committee 
d. Veterans Issues Advisory Committee 
e. Finance Committee 
f. Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee 
g. Regional Urban Design Guidelin k Force 
h. Post Reassessment Advisory 
i. Legislative Committee 
j. Travel Report 
k. Public Correspondence to the Boa 

None. 

13. ADJOURNMEN 
Chair Edelen adjo 

es Task Force solicitation 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES 

Friday, May 30, 2014 at 1 :00 p.m. 
910 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenters Union Hall) 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Edelen called the meeting to order at 1 :00 p.m. 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Mayor Pro-Tem O'Connell led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. CLOSED SESSION 
The Board adjourned into closed session at 1:01 p.m. 

a. Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing L 
i.The City of Marina v. Fort Ord Reuse Au 

4. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACTION TAKEN IN CLOS 
The Board reconvened into open session at 1 :32 p. Counsel Jon Giffen announced no 
reportable action was taken. 

5. ROLLCALL 

6. 

Voting Members Present: (*alternates)(A 
Chair/Mayor Edelen (City Oaks) on nell (City of Marina) 

lesby (City of Seaside) 
yor Pende · rass (City of Sand City) 

Supervisor Potter (County of Monterey) 

Mayor Pro-Tem Beach 1-by-the 
Supervisor Calcagno ) 
Mayor Gunter (C" 
Councilmember 
Councilmember M 

Executive 
Services (DG 
Project schedule. 
end of July. DGS 

yor Rubio (City of Seaside) 
yor Della Sala (City of Monterey)* 

embers Pres Nicole Charles* (1 ih State Senate District), Taina 
sembly District), Graham Bice* (University of California, Santa 
tate University, Monterey Bay), Walter Tribley AR (Monterey 

nterey-Salinas Transit), and Director Moore (Marina Coast 

c;tq•,>>;t;···;•,v· ulemard stated that representatives of the Department of General 
easide, and FORA met that week to discuss the Veterans Cemetery 

nded to advertise the project for bids by June 181
h and receive bids by the 

heduled to host a Pre-bid Conference at the FORA Office on June 19th. 

8. BUSINESS ITEMS 

a. Adopt Resolution 14-XX to Retain Preston Park Property in Accordance with Government 
Code Section 67678(b)(4) 
Chair Edelen noted that the Board was being asked to make two specific findings: 1) whether 
retention of Preston Park is necessary or convenient to carrying out FORA's responsibilities 
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pursuant to law, and 2) whether retention of Preston Park will cause significant financial hardship to 
the City of Marina. He emphasized that the ongoing litigation would be adjudicated by the courts 
and that Board discussion and public comments should be limited to the two findings before the 
Board. 

Authority Counsel Jon Giffen provided an introduction/background of the item and outlined the 
staff recommended actions. The Board received comments from members of the public. Three 
representatives from the City of Marina read excerpts from Marina Mayor Delgado's May 29, 2014 
letter to the Board (letter available on FORA website). 

MOTION: Mayor Rubio moved, seconded by Supervisor Potter, 
retain Preston Park Property in Accordance with Government 

MOTI N RECEIVED MAJORITY APPROVAL 2nd VOT 
Edelen, Gunter, Lucius, Morton, Oglesby, 
O'Connell. Absent: Parker. 

Mayor Pro-Tem Beach left at 2:07pm 

d Resolution 14-XX to 
67678(b)(4). 

b. Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) FY 201 

i. Presentation by FORA Staff 
Assistant Executive Officer Steve 
Community Budget review proce 
meetings of the Administrative 

FORA's MCWD Ord 

Endlsey also provided a history of 

ii. 

iii. 

pensation plan, past MCWD 
presentative of Carollo Engineers 
CWO, including methodology and 

m the Board and members of the public. 

and 14 dopting a Compensation Plan for Base-wide 
the Former Fort Ord 

, seconded by Mayor Gunter, to 1) refer the item back to the 
the Committee to provide a recommendation for placement 

, and request that MCWD provide additional information regarding 
ommunity Ratepayer Advisory Committee. 

mplications of a continuation and MCWD-FORA contractual obligations 
I. 

ORITY AP ROV · Ayes: Edelen, Gunter, Lucius, Morton, Oglesby, 
r, Rubio, Selfridge. No: Lucius. Absent: Beach, Calcagno. 

10. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
The Board received comments from members of the public. 

12. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

13. ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Edelen adjourned the meeting at 3:59 p.m. 
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Subject: FORA FY 2014-15 Annual Budget 

Meeting Date: June 13, 2014 
Agenda Number: Ba 

RECOMMENDATION: 

i. Consider New Staff Position 
ii. Consider Employee Cost-of-Living Adjustment (COLA) 
iii. Approve FY 2014-15 Annual Budget 

BACKGROUND: 

INFORMATION/ACTION 

INFORMATION/ACTION 
ACTION 
ACTION 

The FORA Fiscal Year Annual Budget is typically presented to the Board for its initial review in 
May of each year. Prior to the Annual Budget being presented to the Board the Budget is first 
reviewed by the Finance Committee (FC) for both fund availability and presentation format and 
the Executive Committee (EC) for employment/staffing related items. FC has reviewed the 
attached draft budget on April 9 and April 23; EC on June 4. 

FORA staff, in coordination with the FC, modifies the annual budget format from time to time 
as required or is necessary to best present an overall illustration of the FORA financial position 
for the FORA Board members and public. Most recent adjustments to the budget format were 
made in 2005, 2008, and 2011. This year, a new chart, Annual Budget by Fund, has been 
added to provide information on FORA individual funds and to supplement the overall Annual 
Budget - All Funds Combined chart. The budget also: 1) prorates the multi-year FORA/Army 
Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ESCA) funding to show upcoming fiscal year 
expenditures that accurately represent FORA finances (as ESCA funding is strictly project 
specific); and 2) includes anticipated overall budget for capital projects (itemized in the CIP 
budget). The CIP budget is prepared and adopted separately, please refer to item Bb on this 
Agenda. The overall budget chart compares the current FY approved, mid-year and year-end 
projected budgets. 

DISCUSSION: 

Attachments A- E illustrate the annual FY 14-15 budget. 

Attachment A illustrates the overall budget combining all funds. 

Attachment 8 depicts the budget by individual funds. 
Attachment C itemizes expenditures. 
Attachment D provides proposed Salary/Benefits adjustments (includes Job Description for a 

proposed staff position). 
Attachment E shows detail on ESCA budget and remaining funds. 

Principal areas of budget impacts are discussed below: 

Reuse slowdown and Economic Recession: Despite the economic downturn/recession of the 
last six years delaying development activities on the former Fort Ord, FORA has maintained 
financial stability. There is evidence of gradual economic recovery as building permit 
issuances have returned, and we expect this trend to continue in the coming years. 
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Federal revenue: In FY 14-15 FORA staff will pursue a planning grant from the DOD Office of 
Economic Adjustment to fund a business plan/study of concrete building removal in the 
Seaside Surplus II area; staff may also seek and evaluate potential for additional federal 
funding for priority roadway improvements within the former Fort Ord footprint which could 
include the realignment and widening of South Boundary and the last 900 feet of GJMB. 

FORA holds the remaining funds for the ESCA remediation program, scheduled to complete 
munitions cleanup and transfer of remaining Economic Development Conveyance (EDC) 
properties in 2016. 

Preston Park: FORA has owned the Preston Park housing complex since 2000. It has been a 
central asset to FORA's basewide building removal, infrastructure, and operations financing. It 
is the key asset that has enabled/financed more than $22 million of $32 million in roadway 
construction in Marina and an equivalent amount across the remainder of the former Fort Ord. 
Preston Park collateral was also essential to funding building removal for the Dunes on 
Monterey Bay and providing Pollution Legal Liability coverage for FORA jurisdictions, and 
other property owners. Preston Park's final disposition will significantly affect FORA funding 
for Building Removal and other future programs and directly impact next year's developer fee 
calculation, land sales and lease revenues and implementation of Post-Reassessment policy 
choices. That disposition is subject to current litigation between FORA and the City of Marina. 

Despite these economic and funding challenges, FORA has contained expenses and 
improved operational efficiencies - while continuing its capital program, completing projects 
and maintaining services. 

The following summarizes the FY 14-15 (Attachment A) draft annual budget figures: 

REVENUES 

• $261.000 MEMBERSHIP DUES 
In addition to State law stipulated fixed membership dues of $224,000, FORA collects 
membership dues from Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) under contract terms. 

• $245.000 FRANCHISE FEES 
This amount represents MCWD's projected FY 14-15 payments to FORA from water and 
sewer operations on Fort Ord and associated administrative fees. This amount is based on 
past collections; the current MCWD budget is not available at this time. 

• $933.970 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT (Attachment D) 
In March 2007, FORA was awarded a $99.3 million federal grant to undertake Army 
munitions removal requirements on Economic Development Conveyance parcels. FORA 
collected an adjusted amount of $97.7 million in December 2008, which pre-paid all ESCA 
management related services and expenditures through project completion (the US Army 
earned a $1.6 million credit for the prepayment). The draft annual budget includes the FY 
14-15 ESCA grant regulatory response and management/related expenses. 

• $694,920 POLLUTION LEGAL LIABILITY INSURANCE PREMIUM FROM DEL REY 
OAKS (ORO) 
ORO owes for the PLL premium. In August 2013, FORA and ORO entered an MOU to 
retire this obligation (plus interest) by June 30, 2015. 

• $5,099,000 DEVELOPER FEES 
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This reflects jurisdictional forecasts included in the CIP FY 14-15 budget. 
Please refer to CIP budget, item 10b on this Agenda. 

• $0 LAND SALE PROCEEDS 
No land sale revenue is anticipated in the FY 14-15 CIP budget. 
Please refer to CIP budget, item 10b on this Agenda. 

• $1.758.924 LEASE/RENTAL PAYMENTS 
This consists of FORA's 50% share of lease revenue from Preston Park and other leasing 
projects on the former Fort Ord, including the Ord Market, Las Animas courtyard, etc. 
Revenue from Preston Park housing complex may be impacted by the disposition of 
current litigation. The FC recommends including the usual annual revenue until the Preston 
Park litigation concludes. 

• $1.531.630 PROPERTY TAX PAYMENTS 
Anticipated payments from the County Auditor/Controller. Any additional property tax 
revenue (exceeding the $1 ,300,000 amount) collected from all new assessed value after 
July 1, 2012 has been committed to funding the CIP with 10o/o of such revenue shared with 
certain member jurisdictions. 

• $11.000 IN REIMBURSEMENTS FOR ESCA ACCESS SERVICES 
Payments by future property owners to fund FORA ESCA access services. 

• $175,594 INVESTMENT/INTEREST INCOME 
Anticipated income from FORA bank accounts and certificates of deposit; includes interest 
payments on the outstanding Pollution Legal Liability insurance premium by the City of Del 
Rey Oaks until they are able to repay the premium. 

I EXPENDITURES 

• $2.320.082 SALARIES AND BENEFITS (Attachments C, D) 
Effective January 2012, the FORA Board adopted new salary ranges to bring FORA 
employees to equity with other labor market agencies. To sustain the equity process, the 
budget includes scheduled salary step advances (within the Board approved salary ranges) 
for eligible personnel. The budget includes the following staffing and compensation 
adjustments for FY 14-15: 

1. 2% Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) for eligible personnel. Fiscal impact up to 
$34,074. 
Eligibility: Must be full time employed with FORA for the past 12 months. 

2. New hire: Community Economic Development Specialist. Fiscal impact up to $164,000. 
(Compensation up to $160,000, support cost (potential dues, training, etc.) up to 
$4,000) 
Description: Position will promote job creation, local business development, economic 
development, and Monterey regional military mission retention on the former Fort Ord. 

FC and EC reviewed these adjustments and concluded: 
FC confirmed availability of funds for the proposed changes. 
EC recommended Board approval (3-1 vote) of the 2°/o COLA. 
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EC did not reach a consensus on the Community Economic Development Specialist position 
and determined to make no Board recommendation on the item. EC directed staff to agendize 
the item for Board input. 

• $149.500 SUPPLIES AND SERVICES (Attachment C) 
This expense category is budgeted at the previous FY level. While product price increases 
continue, staff has implemented cost saving procedures and secured decrease rates for 
some items such supplies, video services, and . As a result, slightly reduced costs are 
anticipated in several line items such as meeting expenses, equipment, and televised 
meetings (while maintaining the required level of service). Some items such 
communications, dues/ subscriptions, and training report an increase from the last FY. In 
FY 13-14 FORA purchased a video conferencing system which will be further enhanced 
and utilized in coming year; the budget provides for added support (dues, training) for the 
new staff position. The budget provides for all recurring expenditures, and no deviations 
are anticipated in this category. 

• $2.649.165 IN CONTRACTUAL SERVICES (Attachment C) 
Contractual services are slightly decreased from the previous FY level. The 
initiatives/election costs were paid in FY 13-14 and therefore, not included in the FY 14-15 
budget. 
In addition to FORA's recurring consulting expenses such as the Annual Auditor, Public 
Information, Human Resources, and Legislative consultants, the budget includes increased 
and or significant costs for: 
1. Base Reuse Plan implementation process budgeted at $780,000 ($350,000 carried 

over from FY 13-14) to implement Regional Urban Design Guidelines, incomplete 
policies and any related environmental review. 

2. Legal fees $530,000, including ongoing legal representation, Authority Counsel, and 
special practice consulting; 

3. Financial Consultant $100,000 to implement any BRP actions and/or environmental 
review; 

4. ESCA regulatory and legal costs $480,000 -associated with scheduled property 
transfers; 

5. HCP consultants $150,000 to prepare the final EIS/EIR and HCP; and 
6. CEQA consultants $300,000 to finish category I and II post-reassessment items. 

• $4.827.811 IN CAPITAL PROJECTS (Attachment C) 
The upcoming budget includes mandated/obligatory expenditures such as habitat 
management and UC Natural Reserve annual cost. Other capital projects are development 
fee and land sale revenue collection dependent. The FY 14-15 CIP budget provides 
itemization and timing of capital projects. 
Please refer to CIP budget, item 10b on this Agenda. 

• $1,364,880 DEBT SERVICE (PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST) (Attachment C) 
The FY 14-15 debt service consists of the following liabilities: 
$1 ,364,880 for Preston Park loan monthly debt service (principal and interest); financed by 
FORA 50o/o share of Preston Park revenue and CFD revenue. The Preston Park loan 
matured in June 2014. Repayment and/or refinancing options are subject to the current 
litigation with the City of Marina. The FC recommended including the full 12-month debt 
financing until this issue is resolved. 
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jACCOUNTING ENTRIES/FUND CLOSING 

The FY 14-15 budget includes the following accounting entries: 

1. Transfer from the Land Sale/Leases (LS) fund to the General Fund of any remaining lease 
proceeds (after Preston Park debt service and other budgeted costs) leaving only Land 
Sale proceeds in the LS fund, thus providing an accurate balance of the funds available for 
building removal and other CIP projects. 

2. Transfer from the CFD/Developer Fee Fund to the General Fund to partially repay the $7.9 
million borrowed and as budgeted in the CIP program. 

3. Transfer from the Pollution Legal Liability (PLL) Fund to the General fund when the ORO 
debt ($694,920 plus interest) is collected and close out the PLL fund as all activities 
accounted for in this fund will be completed. 

jENDING BALANCE/FORA RESERVE 

It is anticipated that FORA will have accrued reserves of approximately $7.8 million at the end 
of FY 14-15 in the General Fund (based on development fee projections). This amount 
includes a $4 million repayment for monies borrowed (total borrowed $7.9 million) from the 
General Fund by the CFD. As collected, these funds will be retained in the reserve to cover 
FORA operating costs and obligations through June 2020. 

COORDINATION: 

FC, EC, FORA Annual Auditor. FC met on April 9 and April 23, 2014 to review and discuss 
the draft annual budget. At the April 23 meeting, FC completed its review and recommend 
FORA Board approval of the draft annual budget pending EC review. EC reviewed the 
proposed compensation adjustments on June 4, 2014 and recommend FORA Board approval 
of the draft annual budget and the 2o/o COLA; EC was not able to reach a consensus on the 
new staff position and decided to bring this item to the Board for discussion and input 
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I CATEGORIES 

REVENUES 

Membership Dues 

Franchise Fees - MCWD 

Federal Grants- ESCA 

PLL Loan Payments 

Development Fees 

Land Sale Proceeds 

Lease/Rent Proceeds 

Property Taxes 

Planning Reimbursements 

Investment/Interest Income 

TOTAL REVENUES 

EXPENDITURES 

Salaries & Benefits 

Supplies & Services 

Contractual Services 

Capital Projects (CIP) 

Debt Service (P+I) 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

NET REVENUES 

Surplus/(Deficit) 

FUND BALANCES 

Budget Surplus/(Deficit) -
Beginning 

Budget Surplus/(Deficit) -
Ending 

nsfer to CA Dept of Finance 

Attachment A to Item Sa 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY- FV 14-15 ANNUAL BUDGET- ALL FUNDS COMBINED 

FY 13-14 

APPROVED 

$ 261,000 $ 
245,000 

970,325 

694,920 

11,090,443 

6,291,800 

1,758,380 

1,300,000 

5,000 
110,000 

22,726,868 

2,106,975 

144,750 

2,865,344 

3,717,641 
1,480,880 

10,315,590 

12,411,278 

5,425,802 

FY 13-14 

MID-YEAR 

261,000 

245,000 

970,325 

11,090,443 

6,291,800 

1,758,380 

1,300,000 

5,000 
110,000 

22,031,948 

2,106,975 

150,250 

2,913,844 

3,717,641 
1,480,880 

10,369,590 

11,662,358 

8,089,428 

$ 

FY 13-14 

ACTUAL 

projected 

261,000 

245,000 

748,492 

1,555,886 

1,090,024 

1,758,380 

1,300,000 

5,000 
130,000 

7,093,782 

2,066,975 

138,732 

2,051,697 

1,064,870 
1,480,880 

290,629 

8,089,428 

$ 17,837,080 $ 19,751,786 $ 8,380,057 

100,000 

__ __;;;,;35~0~,0;..;;;.0.:;..0 Repaid by CCCVC Foundation 2/2014 

450,000 

(450,000} 10/2013 

~y<-t4d:iS ._IN_o_TE_s _____________________ ___. 

$; ' '-<2:tt1,0QC)i 

245,000 

·< 
g33,,970 ESCA field activities complete, final review process by regulators underway 

694~920: DRO unpaid PLL to be collected in FY 14-15 per Agreement 

5,099,000 I* Based on draft FY 14-15 CIP budget 

- * Based on draft FY 14-15 CIP budget 
~~ ......... --........,... 

1,788,924 Preston Park lease revenue thru 6/2015 plus other rent payments 

,· 1,53.1,63,0 

_ 11,000' Reimbursements by future property- owner agencies to manage ESCA access services 

17'5,S;l.lt Interest income from money market/COD accounts 

10,741,038, 

2,;320,082 INCLUDES proposed staffing addition ($160K). 2% COLA ($36K) 

*~~,sao. 
2~649~165 

4,827,8111 * Required Habitat management, other projects CFD fee/land sale revenues dependent 

·- <·.±;364;,,&8E):: Preston Park loan payments thru 6/2015 (extension rate/fees unknown) 

Beginning fund balance lower than projected (CIP projections not realized) 

Ending Fund Balance/FORA Reserve 

* FY 14-15 jurisdictional forecasts: 

Reviewed/discussed with the Admin Committee during several meetings, 

forecast approach/methodology included in the FY 14-15 CIP report. 
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Attachment 8 to Item Sa 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY- FY 14-15 ANNUAL BUDGET- BY FUND 

CATEGORY s:eGt&:r:·, <: TOTAL 
GENERAL LEASES CFD Tax PLL ARMY ANNUAL 

REVENUES FUND LAND SALE Developer Fees Fund ESCA BUDGET 

Membership Dues 261,000 261,000 

Franchise Fees- MCWD 245,000 245,000 

Federal Grants- ESCA 933,970 933,970 

PLL Loan Payments 694,920 694,920 

Development Fees 5,099,000 5,099,000 

Land Sale Proceeds 

Rental/Lease Revenues 45,000 1,743,924 1,788,924 

Property Tax Payments 1,531,630 1,531,630 

CSU Mitigation Payments 

Construction Reimbursements 

Planning Reimbursements 11,000 11,000 

Loan Reimbursements 

Investment/Interest Income 120,000 55,594 175,594 

Other Income 

Total Revenues 2,213,630 1,743,924 5,099,000 750,514 933,970 10,741,038 

EXPENDITURES 

Salaries & Benefits 1,723,455 264,559 332,067 2,320,082 

Supplies & Services 122,304 12,294 14,903 149,500 

Contractual Services 1,832,509 102,000 127,656 587,000 2,649,165 

Capital Projects 2,725,714 2,102,097 4,827,811 

Debt Service 791,630 573,250 1,364,880 

Total Expenditures 3,678,268 3,619,344 3,079,856 933,970 11,311,438 

- ---

REVENUES OVER (UNDER) (1,464,638) (1,875,420) 2,019,144 750,514 (570,400} 

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES) 

Transfer ln/(Out) - PP lease proceeds 850,294 (850,294) 

Transfer In/( Out) - PP loan principal repay 2,226,749 (2,226,749) 

Transfer ln/(Out) -Property Tax to CIP (208,467) 208,467 
Transfer In/( Out) - PLL Fund close out 750,514 (750,514) 

Total Other Financing Sources (Uses) 3,619,090 (850,294) (2,018,282) (750,514) 

REVENUES & OTHER SOURCES OVER 2,154,452 (2,725,714) 862 (570,400) 

FUND BALANCE-BEGINNING 7/1/14 5,654,343 2,725,714 8,380,057 

FUND BALANCE-ENDING 6/30/15 7.808.795 862 7,809,657 

FUND GLOSSARY 
General Fund Accounts for general (non designated) financial resources 

Lease/Land Sale Proceeds Fund Land sale proceeds finance CIP (building removal), 
Lease proceeds finance Preston Park loan - and FORA general operations 

CFD Tax/Developer Fees CFD tax/Developer fees finance CIP (CEQA mitigations) 
Polution Legal Liability (PLL) Fund Accounts for purchasing and financing of the PLL coverage 

ET/ESCA Army Grant Finances the munitions and explosives cleanup activities 
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ANNUAL FY 14-15 BUDGET 

EXPENDITURE CATEGORIES 

SALARIES & BENEFITS 14 positions 

Staff- Salaries 1,459,795 

Staff- Benefits/Employer taxes 587,180 

Temp help/Vac cash out/Stipends 60,000 

TOTAL SALARIES & BENEFITS 2,106,975 

SUPPLIES & SERVICES 
COMMUNICATIONS 7,500 
DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS 3,000 
SUPPLIES 12,000 
EQUIPMENT & FURNITURE 6,000 
TRAVEL, LODGING, REGISTRATION FEES 20,000 
TRAINING & SEMINARS 5,000 
MEETING EXPENSES 5,000 
TELEVISED MEETINGS 12,000 
BUILDING MAINTENANCE & SECURITY 6,000 
UTI LITES 12,000 
INSURANCE 22,000 
IT/COMPUTER SUPPORT 22,500 
PAYROLL/ACCOUNTING SERVICES 5,000 
OTHER: 

NOTICES, PRINTING, POSTAGE, ETC 6,750 

TOTAL SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 144,750 

CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 
AUTHORITY COUNSEL/FORMER 77,344 
AUTHORITY COUNSEL 135,000 

LEGAL/LITIGATION FEES 500,000 
LEGAL FEES- SPECIAL PRACTICE 10,000 
OTHER LEGAL FEES- REFERENDA, POOLS 600,000 
AUDITOR 20,000 
SPECIAL COUNSEL (EDC-ESCA) 200,000 
ESCA PROPERTY CARETAKING 50,000 
ESCA/REGULATORY RESPONSE/QUALI"l"VASSURANCE 420,000 
VETERANS CEMETERY TBD 
FINANCIAL CONSULTANT 50,000 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICES CONSULTANT 43,000 
PUBLIC INFORMATION/OUTREACH 25,000 

HCP CONSULTANTS 260,000 
REUSE PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 450,000 
CEQA CONSULTANTS 
PARKER FLATS BURN 
CIP/ARCHITECTS & ENGINEERS 
PROPERTY TAX SHARING/REUSE 

OTHER CONSULTING/CONTRACTUAL EXP 25,000 

TOTAL CONTRACTUAL SERVICES 2,865,344 

CAPITAL PROJECTS 

TRANSPORTATION/OTHER CIP PROJECTS 945,030 

BUILDING REMOVAL 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT/HCP ENDOWMENT 2,772,611 

TOTAL CAPITAL PROJECTS 3,717,641 

DEBT SERVICE {Princi12al and Interest} 
PRESTON PARK LOAN DEBT SERVICE 1,364,880 
PRESTON PARK LOAN- PAY OFF 
FIRE TRUCK LEASE 116,000 

TOTAL DEBT SERVICE 1,480,880 

ITOTAL EXPENDITURES 10,315,590 1 

Attachment C to Item Sa 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

ITEMIZED EXPENDITURES 

NOTES 

14 positions 14 positions 15 positions 

1,459,795 1,459,795 1,612,641 * New position included- up to $160K 

*2% COLA included- $36,074 

587,180 587,180 647,441 

60,000 20,000 60,000 

2,106,975 2,066,975 2,320,082 see Attachment D- Staffing/Salary Adjustments 

7,500 7,500 10,000 Video/teleconferencing 
3,000 4,080 6,500 $2.5K increase/potential dues for new staff position 

12,000 12,000 12,000 
11,500 10,000 8,880 
20,000 20,000 20,000 

5,000 5,200 6,500 $1.5K increase/training for new staff position 
5,000 3,000 3,500 

12,000 5,500 6,000 
6,000 6,000 6,000 

12,000 11,000 11,000 
22,000 23,452 23,000 
22,500 20,000 22,500 
5,000 5,000 5,000 

6,750 6,000 8,620 Public notices, printing- higher volume in FY 14-15 

150,250 138,732 149,500 

77,344 77,344 
135,000 204,300 210,000 Adjustment based on FY 13-14 cost 

500,000 160,000 300,000 Preston park, Eastside Parkway 
10,000 20,000 CEQA, Real Estate; on-call services/former Auth Counsel 

611,000 654,453 
20,000 17,000 18,000 Annual Audit 

200,000 80,000 140,000 ESCA property transfer, Army/EPA dispute 
50,000 

420,000 420,000 48o;ooo Increased services due to public review/transfers 

12,500 5,600 
75,000 50,000 100,000 Fort Ord Marketing/Branding plan 
43,000 43,000 43,000 Blight legislation, CCCVC, HCP approval 
25,000 20,000 20,000 Print, internet, broadcast PI/media support 

260,000 200,000 150,000 To finish final EIS/EIR and HCP 
450,000 100,000 780,000 Complete RUDG/plan implementation/jobs/environmental 

300,000 To finish categ. I and II Post Reassessment items 
25,000 CSUMB-FORA contract/post burn reporting requirements, final 
15,000 PRR/Eastside Pkwy; South Boundary 
23,165 Payment to Jurisdictions/County per modified lA's 

25,000 20,000 25,000 HR/Real Estate/miscellaneous consulting 

2,913,844 2,051,697 2,649,165 

945,030 589,714 472,199 Refer to CIP 14-15 for 12roject detail 

2,725,714 

2,772,611 475,156 1,629,898 HM set aside, UC Natural Reserve annual cost ($90K) 

3,717,641 1,064,870 4,827,811 

1,364,880 1,364,880 1,364,880 Preston Park loan payments thru 6/2015 
- PP sale delayed due to litigation 

116,000 116,000 - Final payment in FY 13-14 

1,480,880 1,480,880 1,364,880 

10,369,590 1 6,803,1541 11,311,4381 
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ANNUAL FY 14-15 BUDGET PROPOSED STAFFING/BENEFIT 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Attachment D to Item Sa 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

Effective January 1, 2012, pursuant to independent human resources consultant and FC/EC recommendations, the FORA Board 

adjusted salary ranges to bring FORA employees to equity with other Monterey Bay Regional labor market agencies and 

affiliated jurisdictions. To sustain this equity, the preliminary budget includes scheduled salary step increases. Proposed 

staffing addition and Cost-of Living adjustment (COLA) are provided. 

Proposed staffing and benefit adjustments for FY 14-15: 

S&B before adjustments - 14 positions 

If new staff position added 

Total S&B- 15 staff positions 

If COLA awarded 

Total S&B- 14 staff positions 

Total S&B -15 staff positions 

Total Impact 

%Increase 

2,124,008 

taofd~o' 
2,284,008 7.5% 

36,074 
2,160,082 1.7% 

2,320,082 9.2% 

196,074 Salaries & Benefits 

4,000 Supplies & Services 

1 New staff position (2 years) 

Community Economic Development Specialist ($95K-$110K/year plus benefits) 

up to I 160,000 jplus $4K for support 

training/dues 

To facilitate promote former Fort Ord job creation and ensure educationally based community 

and economic development, secure opportunities for local business development, job creation, 

and Monterey Regional military mission retention. 

JOB DESCRIPTION IS ATTATCHED 

2 Cost-of Living-Adjustment (COLA) 

CPI SF-SJ reports (available data thru 2/14}: 2% COLA 1.___36_,0_7_4 _ __. 

Since new schedules 5.00% (1/12- 2/14} 

Past 12 months 2.40% {2/13- 2/14} 

FY Effective COLA Salary Adjustments 

FY 11-12 1/12 New Salary Schedules adopted; FORA employees brought to equity with other 

area agencies at median level 

FY 12-13 7/12 0% 

FY 13-14 7/13 2.5% All staff received COLA 
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST JOB DESCRIPTION 

                   Job Group: Exempt Professional                 Effective Date: _________                       
 

Classification Summary: 
The primary function of this position is to perform economic development recovery from former Fort Ord 
closure and to retain the Monterey Bay Region’s military mission.  These responsibilities are to be 
accomplished through implementing the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s (FORA’s) regional program to create 
educational, agricultural, environmental, recreational, and hospitality based jobs as may be identified in 
the 1997 Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan. Job Responsibilities include attracting new businesses and aiding 
existing businesses in expansion while supporting efforts to strengthen and retain the Monterey Bay 
Region’s military mission including the Naval Post Graduate School and Presidio of Monterey.  
 

The employee will create and maintain information resources and databases and prepare reports and 
analyses in coordination with the education institutions and jurisdictions (University of California and 
California State University, and former Fort Ord cities/County of Monterey) focused on the regional 
recovery from the closure of the former Fort Ord.  This employee will report to the Executive Officer and 
will work with the Principal Analyst for general assignments and duties.  
 

Essential Functions:  
The following is not intended to be an exhaustive list of all responsibilities, duties and skills – but is 
intended to accurately reflect the required/expected responsibilities of this job classification. FORA 
employees are responsible for all other duties as assigned. 
 

• Perform economic development and support work to implement FORA’s policy to generate or 
broaden educationally based, recreationally supportive and environmental/agricultural/tourist 
industry focused research, development and commercial jobs;  

• Expand connectivity between the educational institutions/military missions and the regional light 
industrial base;  

• Initiating planning, research, and marketing efforts to attract new industries and businesses to 
Fort Ord and assist in the expansion of existing businesses;  

• Prepare economic and other analyses to assist/recruit businesses in site/market research and to 
provide information regarding applicable taxes/ fees, development, and related information - 
providing reports and deliverables as instructed by the Board/Executive Officer; 

• Assist existing businesses in preparing marketing and revitalization programs; 
• Provide site specific information to businesses interested in locating to California and coordinate 

inquiries with local economic development professionals;  
• Serve as FORA liaison for local and regional economic development, including retail, business, 

marketing, Chambers of Commerce, Monterey Bay Business Council, Monterey Bay Economic 
Partnership,  and related associations, and at meetings, conferences, and trade shows;  

• Coordinate with County and jurisdictional efforts to retain the Monterey Region’s military mission;  
• Coordinate with state, federal and regional sources to assist in business expansion and 

entrepreneurial development;  
• Maintain records and data bases of business prospects and contacts;  
• Present oral and written reports to FORA member agencies, the FORA Board of Directors, 

economic development interest groups, other interested parties and groups, and the public;  
• Perform work duties and activities in accord with FORA safety policies and procedures;  
• Follow FORA-wide safety policy and practices and adhere to responsibilities concerning safety 

prevention, reporting, and monitoring, as outlined in the FORA’s Employee Policies/Handbook. 
• Coordinate with regional work force development Board and Commissions. 

 



 
Knowledge, Skills and Abilities: 
 

Knowledge of:  
• Principles, procedures, and strategies of economic and community development/analysis in a 

governmental environment;  
• Planning and zoning, demographics, economic trends, forecasts, data collection and 

management, and market shift impacts; 
• Marketing and research methods, statistical and financial analyses and presentation, database 

development/maintenance; 
• Regional business retention principles and methodology; 
• Computer software/applications used in land use and economic planning and data 

collection/management;  
• Real estate development procedures an impact of permitting on business processes; and  
• Workforce development principles and relationship to economic development.  

 

Experience:   
• Evaluating/recommending appropriate business site locations and expansions; 
• Providing technical economic development assistance to businesses, business organizations, and 

community groups; 
• US Department of Defense military missions relationship to economic development; 
• Analyzing and implementing economic development marketing concepts; 
• Demonstrated knowledge of Central California’s agricultural/environmental industry and other 

science and technology issues, programs, and sources; and 
• Experience evaluating, developing, and implementing technology based businesses. 

 

Ability to:  
• Follow written and oral instructions;  
• Read and interpret economic, marketing, statistical, and analytical documents research material, 

blueprints, and maps;  
• Work independently with Microsoft word and excel software; prepare oral, written, and graphic 

reports, documents, brochures, pamphlets, maps, and related planning and economic 
development documentation;  

• Plan and implement economic development programs and marketing strategies;  
• Operate standard office equipment, including a personal computer using program applications 

appropriate to assigned duties;  
• Communicate effectively and establish and maintain effective working relationships with the 

public, developers, customers, citizen groups, and other employees.  
 

Supervision Received:  
The work is performed under the direct supervision of the Executive Officer. 
 
Supervision Exercised: 
Administer consultant/vendor services contracts; Intern(s) 
 
Minimum Qualifications: 
Bachelor’s Degree in Economic Development, Planning, or a related field; and four (4) to six (6) years 
experience in economic development, marketing, or a related field; and Valid California Driver’s License; 
or any equivalent combination of experience and training which provides the knowledge and abilities 
necessary to perform the work.  
 



 
Desirable Qualifications:  
Ideal incumbent possesses a major university/college postgraduate degree in economics/business 
administration/marketing or related field and 7-10 years of economic development experience. 

Work Environment:  
The primary duties are performed in a public office-building environment with some field assignments.  
 
Essential Physical Abilities: 
Sufficient clarity of speech and hearing, with or without reasonable accommodation, which permits the 
employee to discern verbal instructions, use a telephone, and communicate with others; sufficient visual 
acuity, with or without reasonable accommodation, which permits the employee to comprehend written 
work instructions and review, evaluate, and prepare a variety of written material, documents and 
materials; sufficient manual dexterity with or without reasonable accommodation, which permits the 
employee to operate standard office equipment and computer systems and to make adjustments to 
equipment; sufficient body flexibility and personal mobility, with or without reasonable accommodation, 
which permits the employee to work in an office setting. 

Compensation: 
Salary range is to be consistent with the qualifications of the candidate and consistent with similar 
positions in the Central Coast/Northern California Region.  This is to be a full time position for two years 
and as such qualifies for full retirement and employee benefits. The position may be extended beyond 
the two year time limit only by action of the FORA Board. 
 
Reply to: 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A 
Marina, CA 93933 
831-883-FORA 
 



ANNUAL FY 14-15 BUDGET 

CATEGORY 

Federal Grant Award March 2007 

Credit to Army for early payments 

GRANT FUNDS ALLOCATION 

FORA/Program Management 

EPA/DTSC/ERRG Regulatory Response Cost 

FORA/Future PLL coverage 
LFR/AIG commutation account 

TOTAL 

* 

** 

REVENUES 

3/2007 - 6/2009 

99,316,187 

(1,587,578) 

97,728,609 

3,392,656 

4,725,000 

916,056 
88,694,897 

I 97,728,609 

ET/ESCA 

EXPENDITURES 

3/2007 - 6/2014 

(94,946,539) 

(2,845,843) 

{2,489,743) 

(916,056) 
{88,694,897) 

(94,946,539) 

AVAILABLE FUNDS 

FOR FY 14-15 

2,782,070 

Attachment E to Item 8a 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

"EXP~~DltURES 
;;~:.·:~;4,.15 

AVAILABLE FUNDS 

FOR FY 15-16 

1,848,100 

546,813 (453~;$!1·0) 92,843 

1,755,257 2,235,257 (fLIJSo~Qoo}· 

2,782,070 (933;,91:0~ 1,848,100 ___ ____;..._,;....__ 

* The $99.3M Federal Grant was paid in three phases: $40M in FY 06-07, $30M in FY 07-08, and $27.7M in FY 08-09. The Army made payments ahead of 

schedule securing a $1.6M credit; FORA collected the last payment on 12/17/2008. 

** FORA made the last payment to LFR (now Arcadis)/AIG commutation account upon receipt of the final grant payment. The commutation account will continue 

to pay for ESCA remediation to completion of the ESCA proj~ct. 

The preliminary FY 14-15 budget includes $934K of the $2.78M available balance prorated to cover FY 14-15 expenditures. 
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Approve Fort Ord Reuse Authority FY 2014-15 Capital Improvement 
Pro ram 
June 13, 2014 
8b 

ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

i. Approve the FY 2014-15 Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) (Attachment A). 

ii. Approve Resolution 14-xx (Attachment B) to implement a Community Facilities District 
(CFD) Special Tax and Base-wide Development Fee adjustment. 

BACKGROUND: 

FORA staff and Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) provided CIP presentations at the May 
16th FORA Board meeting and the Board report (Attachment C) outlined CIP modifications and 
ongoing FORA Administrative Committee (AC) CIP review. EPS's analysis is included under 
Attachment D. The AC met and further discussed CIP modifications at their May 21st and June 
4th meetings, recommending FORA Board approval on June 4th. 

DISCUSSION: 

At the May 16th FORA Board meeting, Board members had questions about: 1) the staff/EPS 
suggested FORA CFD Special Tax/Development Fee reduction; 2) the Marina Coast Water 
District (MCWD) "voluntary contribution;" 3) the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) endowment 
and payout rate; 4) transportation costs and contingencies; 5) water availability and 
development demands prior to a water augmentation project; 6) transit projects sufficiently 
addressing Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan) anticipated demand; and 7) burdening future 
projects with higher development fees by lowering the fee for near-term development. 

1) The suggested CFD Special Tax/Development Fee reduction directly addresses the impact 
of removing the MCWD "voluntary contribution" ($21.6M) from the fee calculation. Other 
minor factors such as removal of the $3.5 million additional utilities and storm drainage 
contingency are included, but removing the "voluntary contribution" is the bulk of the 
reduction. 

2) The MCWD "voluntary contribution" was not part of the original FORA CIP. Following 
negotiations with MCWD, consultants and stakeholders, the FORA Board added this line 
item - funded by the FORA CIP contingency - in 2005. This line item is not a required 
mitigation, and is separate and distinct from the water augmentation ($24) line item. MCWD 
made their first budget presentation at the May 30th special FORA Board meeting, which 
included an increased capacity charge, essentially collecting the "voluntary contribution" 
through their own fee program. FORA staff concurs with this approach and has removed the 
"voluntary contribution" from the FY 2014-15 CIP to avoid duplication in fees. 

3) No changes to the HCP Endowment and HCP Endowment Contingency amounts would 
result from the recommended Board actions. FORA's current policy is to divert 25% of all 
CFD Special Tax/Development Fee collections into the HCP endowment. If the fee is 
lowered, that amount would increase to approximately 30°/o of the fee collected. When the 
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endowment amount and payout rate are finalized, those numbers will be incorporated into 
the CIP and subsequent formulaic fee calculations. 

4) No changes to the Transportation/Transit and Transportation Contingency amounts would 
result from the recommended Board actions. CIP projects and FORA's share of those costs 
were first identified in the Reuse Plan as the Public Facilities Implementation Plan. The 
2005 Transportation Agency for Monterey County FORA Fee Reallocation Study indicated 
that fully funding on-site projects would allow FORA to complete a majority of these 
improvements/meet CEQA requirements prior to FORA's sunset. Off-site and Regional 
projects are outside of FORA's purview and although the project costs are fixed, they have 
been annually inflated by the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index. 

5) MCWD indicates they are currently using about 1/3 of their 6,600 acre-foot/per year (AFY) 
available water supply. Based on jurisdiction provided development projections, individual 
allocations within the 6,600 AFY threshold could be reached in four to five years. Entitled 
development projects such as East Garrison also depend on recycled water to complete 
future project phases. The Cities of Seaside and Del Rey Oaks need augmented water 
supplies to complete future planned development on former Fort Ord. MCWD has 
suggested that developing a program of allocation sharing among former Fort Ord 
jurisdictions might benefit ratepayers by utilizing the groundwater source first- a more cost
effective water source - before developing more expensive water sources such as recycled 
or desalinated water. MCWD will present water augmentation project alternatives to the 
FORA Board in the near future. 

6) The draft FY 2014/15 Cl P includes $8.5M for transit vehicle purchase/replacement and 
$6.6M toward intermodal centers ($15.2M total). These costs originated in the Reuse Plan, 
have been annually indexed, and are anticipated to meet Reuse Plan environmental 
mitigation requirements. 

7) As development occurs in the near-term, FORA will collect CFD Special Taxes/ 
Development Fees and will fund its CIP obligations. Over time, those obligations will be 
reduced or retired. Future developers will be paying a fee that includes lowered overall 
obligations, i.e. a $1OOM program versus a $200M program. The Board adopted the CFD 
Special Tax/Development Fee formula in 2012 in order to make periodic adjustments and 
ensure the CIP costs were balanced with fees and other funding sources. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller -If~ ~ 3. 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 

Administrative Committee, CIP Committee, Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee 

Prepared by__,._(J=-JW__,_/:__,_:, ./.....__[~.;:;.._;~=..;;....· / __ a __ 
Crissy Maras D. Steven Endsley 

Approved by ~uz~ ~t ~· foe 
ic ael A. lemard, Jr. 
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3 

I.      EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Capital Improvement Program (CIP) was created in 2001 to 

comply with and monitor mitigation obligations from the 1997 Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP). These 

mitigation obligations are described in the BRP Appendix B as the Public Facilities Implementation Plan 

(PFIP) – which was the initial capital programming baseline. The CIP is a policy approval mechanism 

for the ongoing BRP mitigation requirements as well as other capital improvements established by 

FORA Board policy decisions. The CIP is re-visited annually by the FORA Board to assure that projects 

are implemented on a timely basis.    

This FY 20134/145 – “Post-FORA” CIP document has been updated with reuse forecasts by the FORA 

land use jurisdictions and adjusted to reflect staff analysis and Board policies. Adjusted annual 

forecasts are enumerated in the CIP Appendix B. Forecasted capital project timing is contrasted with 

FY 20123/134 adopted timing, outlining adjustments. See Tables 2 & 3, depicting CIP project forecasts. 

Current State law sets FORA’s sunset on June 30, 2020 or when 80% of the BRP has been implemented, 

whichever occurs first– either of which is prior to the Post-FORA CIP end date. The revenue and 

obligation forecasts will be addressed in 2018 under State Law and will likely require significant 

coordination with the Local Agency Formation Commission. 

1) Periodic CIP Review and Reprogramming

Recovery forecasting is impacted by the market. However, annual jurisdictional forecast updates 

remain the best method for CIP programming since timing of project implementation is the 

purview of the individual on-base FORA members. Consequently, FORA annually reviews and 

adjusts its jurisdiction forecast based CIP to reflect project implementation and market 

changes. The protocol for CIP review and reprogramming was adopted by the FORA Board on 

June 8, 2001. Appendix A, herein, defines how FORA and its member agencies review reuse timing 

to accurately forecast revenue. A March 8, 2010 revision incorporated additional protocols by 

which projects could be prioritized or placed in time. Once approved by the FORA Board, this CIP 

will set project priorities. The June 21, 2013 Appendix A revision describes the method by which the 

“Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s Basewide Community Facilities District (“CFD”), Notice of Special Tax 

Lien” is annually indexed. 

The Finance Committee reviewed the FY 2014/15 CIP budget as a component of the overall FORA 

mid-year and preliminary budgets. They made known their concern for a higher degree of 

accuracy and predictability in FORA’s revenue forecasts. Board members concurred and 

recommended that staff, working with the Administrative and CIP Committees, hone and improve 

CIP development forecasts and resulting revenue projections.  

CIP Development Forecasts Methodology 

From January to May 2014, FORA Administrative and CIP Committees formalized a methodology 

for developing jurisdictional development forecasts: 1) Committee members recommended 

differentiating between entitled and planned projects (Appendix B) and correlate accordingly, 2) 

Basic market conditions necessary to moving housing projects forward should be recognized and 

reflected in the methodology. On average, a jurisdiction/project developer will market three or 

four housing types/products and sell at least one of each type per month, 3) As jurisdictions 

coordinate with developers to review and revise development forecasts each year, FORA staff 

and committees will review submitted jurisdiction forecasts, using the methodology outlined in #2, 

translated into number of building permits expected to be pulled from July 1 to June 30 of the 

prospective fiscal year and consider permitting and market constraints in making additional 

revisions; and 4) FORA Administrative and CIP Committees will confirm final development forecasts, 

and share those findings with the Finance Committee. 
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In FY 2010/11, FORA contracted with Economic & Planning Systems (“EPS”) to perform a review of 

CIP costs and contingencies (CIP Review – Phase I Study), which resulted in a 27% across-the-

board CFD/Development Fee reduction in May 2011. On August 29, 2012, the FORA Board 

adopted a formula to calibrate FORA CIP costs and revenues on a biennial basis, or if a material 

change to the program occurs. Results of the EPS Phase II Review resulted in a further 23.6% 

CFD/Development Fee reduction. Those reductions are continued in this CIP. However, an 

increase of 2.8% as noted in the January Engineering News Record (“ENR”) Construction Cost 

Index (“CCI”) is applied across the board to developer fees to keep pace with inflationary 

construction cost factors (as described in Appendix A). A Phase III review, to update CIP project 

and contingency costs and revenues, is planned prior to the formulaic application in early 2014 will 

resulted in a FY 2014/15 CFD/Development Fee rate recommendation for a 17.19% fee reduction 

to take effect on July 1, 2014.  

2) CIP Costs

The costs assigned to individual CIP elements were first estimated in May 1995 and published in the 

draft 1996 BRP. Those costs have been adjusted to reflect actual changes in construction expenses 

noted in contracts awarded on the former Fort Ord and to reflect the Engineering News Record 

(ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCI) inflation factors. This routine procedure has been applied 

annually since the adoption of the CIP – excepting 2011, at Board direction. It is expected, 

according to tThe Phase III CIP Review study results just completed, that the recently adopted 

formulaic fee review will be were applied and are submitted for FORA Board consideration in this 

CIP. in spring 2014. 

3) CIP Revenues

The primary CIP revenue sources are CFD special taxes, development fees, and land sale 

proceeds. These primary sources are augmented by loans, property taxes and grants. The CFD has 

been adjusted annually to account for inflation, with an annual cap of 5%. Development fees 

were established under FORA policy to govern fair share contributions to the basewide 

infrastructure and capital needs. The CFD implements a portion of the development fee policy 

and is restricted by State Law to paying forfunds mitigations described in the BRP Final 

Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). The FORA CFD pays CIP costs including Transportation/Transit 

projects, Habitat Management obligations, Water Augmentation, Water and Wastewater 

Collection Systems improvements, Storm Drainage System improvements and Fire Fighting 

Enhancement improvements. Land sale proceeds are earmarked to cover costs associated with 

the Building Removal Program per FORA Board policy.   

Tables 4 and 5 herein contain a tabulation of the proposed developments with their corresponding 

fee and land sale revenue forecasts. Capital project obligations are balanced against forecasted 

revenues on Table 3 of this document. 

4) Projects Accomplished to Date

FORA has actively implemented capital improvement projects since 1995. As of this writing, FORA 

has completed approximately: 

a) $756M in roadway improvements, including underground utility installation and landscaping,

predominantly funded by US Department of Commerce – Economic Development

Administration (EDA) grants (with FORA paying any required local match), FORA CFD fees,

loan proceeds, payments from participating jurisdictions/agencies, property tax payments

(formerly tax increment), and a FORA bond issue.

b) $75M 82M in munitions and explosives of concern cleanup on the 3.3K acres of former Fort

Ord Economic Development Conveyance propertiesy, funded by a US Army grant and

property tax payments.
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c) $29M in building removal at the Dunes on Monterey Bay, East Garrison, Imjin Parkway and

Imjin Office Park site.

d) $10M in Habitat Management and other capital improvements instrumental to base reuse,

such as improvements to the water and wastewater systems, Water Augmentation

obligations, and Fire Fighting Enhancement.

Section III provides detail regarding how completed projects offset FORA basewide obligations. As 

revenue is collected and offsets obligations, they offsets will be enumerated in Tables 1 and 3. 

This CIP provides the FORA Board, Administrative Committee, Finance Committee, jurisdictions, and 

the Monterey Regional Public with a comprehensive overview of the capital programs and 

expectations involved in former Fort Ord recovery programs. As well, the CIP offers a basis for 

annually reporting on FORA’s compliance with its environmental mitigation obligations and policy 

decisions by the FORA Board. It is also accessed on the FORA website at: www.fora.org. 

II. OBLIGATORY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS –  DESCRIPTION OF CIP  ELEMENTS

As noted in the Executive Summary, obligatory CIP elements include Transportation/Transit, Water 

Augmentation, Storm Drainage, Water and Wastewater Collection System, Habitat Management, Fire 

Fighting Enhancement and Building Removal. The first elements noted are to be funded by 

CFD/development fees. Land sale proceeds are earmarked to fund the Building Removal Program to 

the extent of FORA’s building removal obligation. Beyond that obligation, land sale proceeds may be 

allocated to CIP projects by the FORA Board. Summary descriptions of each CIP element follow: 

a) Transportation/Transit

 

 

 

 

Toward that goal, and following Board direction to coordinate a work program with TAMC, FORA and 

TAMC entered into a cooperative agreement to move forward with re-evaluation of FORA’s 

transportation obligations and related fee allocations. TAMC, working with the Association of 

Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) and FORA, completed that re-evaluation. TAMC’s 

recommendations are enumerated in the “FORA Fee Reallocation Study” dated April 8, 2005; the 

date the FORA Board of Directors approved the study for inclusion in the FORA CIP. The complete 

study can be found online at www.fora.org, under the Documents menu.  

TAMC’s work with AMBAG and FORA resulted in a refined list of FORA transportation obligations that 

are synchronous with the TAMC Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Figure 1 illustrates the refined FORA 

During the preparation of the BRP and associated FEIR, the 

Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) 

undertook a regional study (The Fort Ord Regional 

Transportation Study, July 1997) to assess Fort Ord 

development impacts on the study area (North Monterey 

County) transportation network.   

When the BRP and accompanying FEIR were adopted by the 

Board, the transportation and transit obligations as defined 

by the TAMC Study were also adopted as mitigations to 

traffic impacts resulting from development under the BRP. 

The FORA Board subsequently included the Transportation/ 

Transit element (obligation) as a requisite cost component of 

the adopted CFD. As implementation of the BRP continued, it 

became timely to coordinate with TAMC for a review and 

reallocation of the FORA financial contributions that appear 

on the list of transportation projects for which FORA has an 

obligation. 

General Jim Moore Boulevard at 

Hilby Avenue; one of three 

intersections upgraded/opened in 

the City of Seaside 
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transportation obligations that are further defined in Table 1. Figure 2 reflects completed transportation 

projects, remaining transportation projects with FORA as lead agency, and remaining transportation 

projects with others as lead agency (described below).   

Transit 

The transit obligations enumerated in Table 1 remain unchanged from the 1997 TAMC Study and 

adopted BRP. However, current long range planning by TAMC and Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) 

reflect a preferred route for the multi-modal corridor than what was presented in the BRP, FEIR and 

previous CIPs. The BRP provided for a multi-modal corridor (MMC) along Imjin Parkway/Blanco Road 

serving to and from the Salinas area to the TAMC/MST intermodal center planned at 8th Street and 1st 

Avenue in the City of Marina portion of the former Fort Ord. Long range planning for transit service 

resulted in an alternative Intergarrison/Reservation/Davis Roads corridor to increase habitat protection 

and fulfill transit service needs between the Salinas area and Peninsula cities and campuses. 

A series of stakeholder meetings were conducted to advance adjustments and refinements to the 

proposed multi-modal corridor plan-line. Stakeholders included, but were not limited to, TAMC, MST, 

FORA, City of Marina, Monterey County, California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB), and the 

University of California Monterey Bay Education, Science and Technology Center. The stakeholders 

completed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) outlining the new alignment of the multi-modal 

transit corridor plan line in February 2010. Since all stakeholders have signed the MOA, the FORA Board 

designated the new alignment and rescinded the original alignment on December 10, 2010.  

TAMC is in the process of re-evaluating the MMC route, holding stakeholder and public outreach 

meetings, to determine how to best meet the transit needs of the community. If a new route is 

selected, the 2010 MOA must be amended to reflect that alignment and the FORA Board will be 

apprised as to any proposed changes. 

Lead Agency Status 

FORA has served as lead agency in accomplishing the design, environmental approval and 

construction activities for all capital improvements considered basewide obligations under the BRP 

and this CIP. As land transfers continue and development gains momentum, certain basewide capital 

improvements may be advanced by the land use jurisdictions and/or their developers.   

As of this writing, reimbursement agreements are in place with Monterey County and the City of 

Marina for several FORA CIP transportation projects. Table 2 identifies those projects. FORA’s obligation 

toward those projects is financial, as outlined in the reimbursement agreements. FORA’s obligation 

toward projects for which it serves as lead agent is the actual project costs. Other like reimbursement 

agreements may be structured as development projects are implemented and those agreements will 

be noted for the record. 
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b) Water Augmentation

The Fort Ord BRP identifies availability of water as a resource constraint. The BRP anticipated build out 

development density utilizes the 6,600 acre-feet per year (AFY) of available groundwater supply, as 

described in BRP Appendix B (PFIP section p 3-63). In addition to groundwater supply, the BRP assumes 

an estimated 2,400 AFY augmentation to achieve the permitted development level as reflected in the 

BRP (Volume 3, figure PFIP 2-7). 

FORA has contracted with Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) to implement a water augmentation 

program. Following a comprehensive two-year process of evaluating viable options for water 

augmentation, the MCWD Board of Directors certified, in October 2004, a program level 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzing three potential augmentation projects. The projects 

included a desalination project, a recycled water project and a hybrid project (containing 

components of both recycled water and desalination water projects).  

In June 2005, MCWD staff and consultants, working with FORA staff and Administrative Committee, 

recommended the hybrid project to the FORA and MCWD Boards of Directors. Additionally, it was 

recommended that FORA-CIP funding toward the former Fort Ord Water and Wastewater Collection 

Systems be increased by an additional $17M to avert additional burden on rate payers due to 

increased capital costs. However, a 2013 MCWD rate study recommended removing that “voluntary 

contribution” from the MCWD budget and the EPS Phase III CIP Review results concurred, resulting in a 

potential commensurately lowered FORA CFD/developer fee.  

Subsequently, sSeveral factors required reconsideration of the water augmentation program. Those 

factors included increased augmentation program project costs (as designs were refined); MCWD 

and the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) negotiations regarding the 

recycled component of the project were not accomplished in a timely manner; and the significant 

economic downturn (2008-2012). These factors deferred the need for the augmentation program and 

provided an opportunity to consider the alternative “Regional Plan” as the preferred project for the 

water augmentation program.   

At the April 2008 FORA Board meeting, the Board endorsed the Regional Plan as the preferred plan to 

deliver the requisite 2,400 AFY of augmenting water to the 6,600 AFY groundwater entitlements. Since 

that time, the Regional Plan was designated by the State Public Utilities Commission as the preferred 

environmental alternative and an agreement in principal to proceed entered into by Cal-Am, MCWD 

and MRWPCA. This agreement is unlikely to proceed under the present circumstances. MCWD is still 

contractually obligated to provide an augmented source for the former Fort Ord as distinct from the 

Regional Project. The proposed CIP defaults to the prior Board approved ‘hybrid’ project that MCWD 

has performed CEQA for and is contractually required to implement. It is expected that MCWD will 

present the FORA Board with alternatives for moving forward during the coming fiscal year. 

c) Storm Drainage System Projects

The adopted BRP recognized the need to eliminate the discharge of storm water runoff from the 

former Fort Ord to the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (Sanctuary). In addition, the BRP FEIR 

specifically addressed the need to remove four storm water outfalls that discharged storm water 

runoff to the Sanctuary. 

Section 4.5 of the FEIR, Hydrology and Water Quality, contains the following obligatory 

Conservation Element Program: “Hydrology and Water Quality Policy, C-6:  In support of Monterey 

Bay’s National Marine Sanctuary designation, the City/County shall support all actions required to 

ensure that the bay and inter-tidal environment will not be adversely affected, even if such actions 

should exceed state and federal water quality requirements.” 

“Program C-6.1:  The City/County shall work closely with other Fort Ord jurisdictions and the California 

Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR) to develop and implement a plan for storm water 

disposal that will allow for the removal of the ocean outfall structures and end the direct discharge of 
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storm water into the marine environment. The program must be consistent with State Park goals to 

maintain the open space character of the dunes, restore natural land forms and restore habitat 

values.” 

With these programs/policies in mind, FORA and the City of Seaside, as co-applicants, secured EDA 

grants to assist in funding the design and construction of alternative disposal (retention) systems for 

storm water runoff that allowed for the removal of the outfalls. FORA completed the construction and 

demolition project as of January 2004. Table 3 reflects this obligation having been met.   

In the future, following build-out of on-site storm water disposal facilities, FORA or its successor will 

remove, restore and re-grade the current, interim disposal sites on CDPR lands. The cost of this 

restoration is currently unknown and therefore presented as a CIP contingency. 

d) Habitat Management Requirements 

The BRP Appendix A, Volume 2 contains the Draft Habitat Management Program (HMP) 

Implementing/Management Agreement. This Management Agreement defines the respective rights 

and obligations of FORA, its member agencies, California State University and the University of 

California with respect to implementation of the HMP. For the HMP to be implemented tTo allow FORA 

and its member agencies to implement the HMP and BRP meet the requirements ofin compliance with 

the Endangered Species Act, the California Endangered Species Act, and other statutes, the US Fish & 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) must also approve the 

Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and its funding program, as paid for and caused to be 

prepared by FORA. 

The funding program is predicated on an earnings rate assumption acceptable to USFWS and CDFW 

for endowments of this kind, and economies of scale provided by unified management of the 

Cooperative’s (the future HCP Joint Powers Authority) habitat lands by qualified non-profit habitat 

managers. The Cooperative will consist of the following members:  FORA, County of Monterey, City of 

Marina, City of Seaside, City of Del Rey Oaks, City of Monterey, State Parks, University of California 

(UC), CSUMB, Monterey Peninsula College (MPC), Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District, Bureau of 

Land Management and MCWD. The Cooperative will hold the HCP endowments, except in the case 

of the UC endowment, and secure the services of appropriately experienced habitat manager(s) via 

a formal selection process. The Cooperative will control expenditure of the annual line items. FORA will 

fund the endowments, and the initial and capital costs, to the agreed upon levels.   

FORA has provided upfront funding for management, planning, capital costs and HCP preparation. In 

addition, FORA has dedicated $1 out of every $4 collected in development fees to build to a total 

endowment of principal funds necessary to produce an annual income sufficient to carry out required 

habitat management responsibilities in perpetuity. The original estimate was developed by an 

independent consultant retained by FORA and totaled $6.3M.   

Storm drainage outfall removal – Before and After 
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Based upon recent conversations with the regulatory agencies, it has become apparent that the 

Habitat Management obligations will increase beyond the costs noted aboveoriginally 

projected. Therefore, this document contains a ± $4039.1M line item of forecasted requisite 

expenditures (see Table 3 column ‘2005-143’ amount of $5,654,0846,042,831 plus column ‘20134-154 to 

Post FORA Total’ amount of $33,437,41934,067,170).  As part of the FY 2010-11 FORA CIP Review 

process conducted by EPS, TAMC and FORA, at the FORA Board’s April 8, 2011 direction, included 

$19.220.3M million in current dollars as a CIP contingency for additional habitat management costs 

should the assumed payoutearnings rate for the endowment be 1.5% less than the current 4.5% 

assumption. It is hoped that this contingency will not be necessary, but USFWS and CDFW are the final 

arbiters as to what the final endowment amount will be, with input from FORA and its 

contractors/consultants. It is expected that the final endowment amount will be agreed upon in the 

upcoming fiscal year. FORA’s annual operating budget has funded the annual costs of HCP 

preparation, including consultant contracts. HCP preparation is funded through non-

CFD/development fee sources such as FORA’s share of property taxes. 

The current administrative draft HCP prepared in March 2012 includes a cost and funding chapter, 

which provides a planning-level cost estimate for HCP implementation and identifies necessary funds 

to pay for implementation. Concerning the annual costs necessary for HCP implementation and 

funded by FORA, of approximately $1.86 million in annual costs, estimated in 20141 dollars, 

approximately 34% is associated with habitat management and restoration, 27% for program 

administration and reporting, 23% for species monitoring, and 16% for changed circumstances and 

other contingencies. 

e) Fire Fighting Enhancement Requirements 

 

 

 

f) Building Removal Program 

As a basewide obligation, the BRP includes the removal of building stock to make way for 

redevelopment in certain areas of the former Fort Ord.  The FORA Board established policy regarding 

building removal obligations with adoption of the FY 01/02 CIP. That policy defines FORA obligations 

and has been sustained since that time. For example, one of FORA’s obligations includes some City of 

Seaside Surplus II buildings. The policy fixes the overall FORA funding obligation to Surplus II at $4M, and 

the City of Seaside decides which buildings to remove. The FORA Board additionally established 

criteria to address how the building removal program would proceed at Surplus II: 1) buildings must be 

within Economic Development Conveyance parcels; 2) building removal is required for 

redevelopment; 3) buildings are not programmed for reuse; and, 4) buildings along Gigling Road 

potentially fit the criteria. When the City of Seaside, working with any developer, determines which 

In July 2003, the FORA Board authorized FORA to lease-

purchase five pieces of fire-fighting equipment, including 

four fire engines and one water tender to supplement the 

equipment of existing, local fire departments. The 

equipment recipients included the Cities of Marina, 

Monterey and Seaside, the Ord Military Community Fire 

Department and the Salinas Rural Fire Department. 

This lease purchase of equipment accommodated FORA’s 

capital obligations under the BRP to enhance the firefighting 

capabilities on the former Fort Ord in response to proposed 

development. The lease payments began July 2004, and will 

be paid throughwere retired in FY 2013/14.  Once Now that 

the lease payments, funded by developer fees, have been 

satisfied, FORA’s obligation for fire-fighting enhancement will 

hasve been fully met. FORA transferred equipment titles to 

the appropriate fire-fighting agencies in April 2014. 

Fire engines received by Fire Departments in 

the Cities of Marina, Monterey and Seaside 

and the Ord Military Community were utilized 

during the Parker Flats habitat burn in 2005 
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buildings should be removed, FORA would forego a portion of land sale proceeds in an amount 

commensurate with actual costs, up to $4M (December 1996 Reimer Associates Fort Ord Demolition 

Study). All jurisdictions have been treated in a similar manner but have widely varying building removal 

needs that FORA does its best to accommodate with available funds. 

As per Board direction, building removal is funded by land sale revenue and/or credited against land 

sale valuation. Two MOAs have been finalized for these purposes, as described below: 

In August 2005 FORA entered into an MOA with the City of Marina Redevelopment Agency and 

Marina Community Partners (MCP), assigning FORA $46M in building removal costs within the Dunes on 

Monterey Bay project area and MCP the responsibility for the actual removal. FORA paid $22M and 

MCP received credits of $24M for building removal costs against FORA’s portion of the mutually 

agreed upon land sale proceeds. FORA’s building removal obligation was thus completed as agreed 

by the City of Marina and MCP in 2007.  

In February 2006 FORA entered into an MOA with Monterey County, the Monterey County 

Redevelopment Agency and East Garrison Partners (EGP). In this MOA, EGP agreed to undertake 

FORA’s responsibility for removal of certain buildings in the East Garrison Specific Plan for which they 

received a credit of $2.1M against FORA’s portion of land sale proceeds. Building removal in the East 

Garrison project area is now complete. Since this agreement was made, the property was acquired 

by a new entity who is complying with the financial terms of the MOA.   

FORA’s remaining building removal obligations include the former Fort Ord stockade within the City of 

Marina (± $2.2M) and as previously discussed, buildings in the City of Seaside’s Surplus II area (± 

$4M). In 2011, FORA, at the direction of the City of Seaside, removed a building in the Surplus II area 

which is explained in more detail in Appendix C. FORA will continue to work closely with the Cities of 

Marina and Seaside as new specific plans are prepared for those areas. 

Since 1996 FORA has been aggressively reusing, redeveloping, and/or deconstructing former Fort Ord 

buildings in environmentally sensitive ways to reuse or reclaim significant building materials. FORA has 

worked closely with the regulatory agencies and local contractors to safely abate hazardous 

materials, maximize material reuse and recycling, and create an educated work force that can take 

advantage of the jobs created on the former Fort Ord. FORA, CSUMB and the jurisdictions continue to 

leverage the accumulated expertise and experience and focus on environmentally sensitive reuse, 

removal of structures, and recycling remnant structural and site materials, while applying lessons 

learned from past FORA efforts to “reduce, reuse and recycle” materials from former Fort Ord 

structures as described in Appendix C. 

g) Water and Wastewater Collection Systems 

Following a competitive selection process in 1997, the FORA Board approved MCWD as the purveyor 

to own and operate water and wastewater collection systems on the former Fort Ord. By agreement 

with FORA, MCWD is tasked to assure that a Water and Wastewater Collection Systems Capital 

Improvement Program is in place and implemented to accommodate repair, replacement and 

expansion of the systems. To provide uninterrupted service to existing customers and to track with 

system expansion to keep pace with proposed development, MCWD and FORA staff coordinate 

system(s) needs with respect to anticipated development. MCWD is engaged in the FORA CIP 

process, and adjusts its program coincident with the FORA CIP. 

In 2005, MCWD staff and consultants conducted a study of their rates, fees and charges to determine 

projected adjustments through five budget years. At the time, the study projected a significant 

increase to capacity charges to fund the improvements to and expansion of the former Fort Ord 

Water and Wastewater Collections Systems. The FORA Board made the policy decision to voluntarily 

increase the FORA CIP contribution toward this basewide obligation. However, with no agreement or 

other funding mechanism in place to transfer this additional contribution to MCWD, a 2013 MCWD rate 

study included recommendations to remove the additional FORA funding from their budget and 
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increase their capacity charge.  Table 3 reflects this funding being removed from the FORA CIP and 

the FORA CFD/developer fee commensurately reduced. 

In 1997, the FORA Board established a Water and Wastewater Oversight Committee (WWOC), which 

serves in an advisory capacity to the Board. A primary function of the WWOC is to meet and confer 

with MCWD staff in the development of operating and capital budgets and the corresponding 

customer rate structures. Annually at budget time, the WWOC and FORA staff prepare recommended 

actions for the Board’s consideration with respect to budget and rate approvals. This process provides 

a tracking mechanism to assure that improvements to, and expansion of, the systems are in sequence 

with development needs. Capital improvements for system(s) operations and improvements are 

funded by customer rates, fees and charges. Capital improvements for the system(s) are approved on 

an annual basis by the MCWD and FORA Boards. Therefore, the water and wastewater capital 

improvements are not duplicated in this document. 

h) Property Management and Caretaker Costs

During the EPS Phase I CIP Review process in FY 10/11, FORA jurisdictions expressed concern over 

accepting 1,200+ acres of former Fort Ord properties without sufficient resources to manage 

them. Since the late 1990’s, FORA carried a CIP contingency line item for “caretaker costs.” The EPS 

Phase I CIP Study identified $16M in FORA CIP contingencies to cover such costs. These obligations are 

not BRP required CEQA mitigations, but are considered basewide obligations (similar to FORA’s 

additional water augmentation program contribution and building removal obligation). In order to 

reduce contingencies, this $16M item was excluded from the CIP cost structure used as the original 

basis for the 2011-12 CFD Special Tax fee reductions. 

However, the Board recommended that a “Property Management/Caretaker Costs” line item be 

added back as an obligation to cover basewide property management costs, should they be 

demonstrated.   

As a result of EPS’s Phase II CIP Review analysis in FY 11/12 and FY 12/13, FORA has agreed to reimburse 

its five member jurisdictions up to $660,000 in annual funding for these expenses based on past 

experience, provided sufficient land sales revenue is available and jurisdictions are able to 

demonstrate property management/caretaker costs. Additional detail concerning this analysis is 

provided under Appendix D. These expenses are shown in Table 5 – Land Sales as a deduction prior to 

net land sales proceeds. The expenses in this category (FY 134/145 through Post-FORA) are planning 

numbers and are not based on identified costs. EPS’s analysis also assumes that, as jurisdictions sell 

former Fort Ord property, their property management/caretaker costs will diminish. 

III. FY  20134/20145  THROUGH POST-FORA  CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM 

Background Information/Summary Tables 

Table 1 graphically depicts fiscal offsets of completed projects that have reduced BRP obligations. 

Since 1995, FORA has advanced approximately $756M in capital projects and BRP obligations. These 

projects have been predominantly funded by EDA grants, loan proceeds and developer fees.  

Developer fees are the primary funding source for FORA to continue meeting its mitigation obligations 

under the BRP. Table 1 includes fiscal offsets inclusive of not only completed projects, but also funded 

projects to-be-completed during the course of the next fiscal year. As previously noted, work 

concluded in conjunction with TAMC and AMBAG has resulted in modification of transportation 

obligations for consistency with current transportation planning at the regional level.   

Table 2 details current TAMC recommendations that are compatible with the RTP, and “time places” 

transportation and transit obligations over the CIP time horizon. 
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A summary of the CIP project elements and their forecasted costs and revenues are presented in 

Table 3. Annual updates of the CIP will continue to contain like summaries and account for funding 

received and applied against required projects. 

Table 4, Community Facilities District Revenue, reflects forecasted annual revenue from CFD fee 

collection. On an annual basis, FORA requests updated development forecasts from its member 

agencies as a component of FORA’s CIP preparation process. The five land use jurisdictions and other 

agencies with land use authority on former Fort Ord provide updated development forecasts for Table 

A1: Residential Annual Land Use Construction and Table A2: Non-Residential Annual Land Use 

Construction (Appendix B). FORA staff reviews the submitted development forecasts to ensure that 

BRP resource limitations are met (i.e. 6,160 New Residential Unit limit, etc.). FORA staff may make 

adjustments to the forecasts based on past experience. In previous years, jurisdictions’ forecasts have 

been overly optimistic. In this FY 20134/145 CIP, FORA staff included development forecasts as 

submitted by the land use jurisdictions in July April 20134.  See ‘1) Periodic CIP Review and 

Reprogramming’ on page 3 of this document for additional information. 

FORA staff applied the anticipated FORA CFD special tax/Development Fee Schedule rates 

anticipated as of July 1, 20134 according to EPS’s Phase III CIP study analysis to the forecasted 

development to produce Table 4 – Community Facilities District Revenue projections (see Appendix A 

for more information). 

Table 5 - Land Sale Revenue reflects land sales projections resulting from EPS’s Phase III CIP Review. EPS 

projected future FORA land sales from July 1, 2014 through June 30, 20220. EPS’s land sales projections 

are shown in Table B-1D-2 included in Attachment CA to Item 10b7c CIP Review – Phase II Study, May 

160, 20143 FORA Board Packet. For this FY 20134/145 CIP, FORA staff based its land sale revenue 

forecasts using the same underlying assumptions as Table B-1D-2. Using past land sales transactions on 

former Fort Ord where FORA received 50% of the proceeds, EPS determined an underlying land value 

of $1880,000 per acre of land. This value was applied to future available development acres to 

forecast land sale revenue, assuming the land sale would precede actual development by two years. 

As in Table B-1D-2, FORA staff calculated FORA’s 50% share of the projected land sales proceeds, then 

deducted estimated caretaker costs, FORA costs, and other obligations (Initiatives, Petitions, Pollution 

Legal Liability Insurance, etc.) from the land sales revenue projections. Finally, FORA staff applied a 

discount rate of 4.855.3% prior to determining net FORA land sales proceeds. 
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Project # Project Title Project Limits FORA Offsets FORA Remaining FORA Remaining
TOTAL COST FORA PORTION 2005-2014 Obligation Obligation Inflated

R3 Hwy 1-Seaside Sand City Widen highway 1 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from Fremont Avenue Interchange south to the Del Monte Interchange    45,000,000   15,282,245 -     21,332,350   21,844,326 
R10 Hwy 1-Monterey Rd. Interchange Construct new interchange at Monterey Road    19,100,000   2,496,648 -     3,485,049   3,568,690 
R11 Hwy 156-Freeway Upgrade Widen existing highway to 4 lanes and upgrade highway to freeway status with appropriate interchanges. Interchange modification as

needed at US 156 and 101
  197,000,000   7,092,169 

-     9,899,896   10,137,494 
R12 Hwy 68 Operational Improvements Operational improvements at San Benancio, Laureles Grade and at Corral De Tierra including left turn lanes and improved signal timing   9,876,000   223,660 312,205    -   - 

  270,976,000   25,094,722 312,205     34,717,295   35,550,510 

-   
1 Davis Rd n/o Blanco Widen to 4 lanes from the SR 183 bridge to Blanco   3,151,000   506,958 -     707,658   724,642 

2B Davis Rd s/o Blanco Widen to 4 lanes from Blanco to Reservation; Build 4 lane bridge over Salinas River    22,555,000   8,654,502 462,978    11,594,107   11,872,366 

4D Widen Reservation-4 lanes to WG Widen to 4 lanes from existing 4 lane section East Garrison Gate to Watkins Gate    10,100,000   3,813,916 476,584    4,747,829   4,861,777 

4E Widen Reservation, WG to Davis Widen to 4 lanes from Watkins Gate to Davis Rd   5,500,000   2,216,321 -     3,093,742   3,167,992 

8 Crescent Ave extend to Abrams Extend existing Crescent Court Southerly to join proposed Abrams Dr (FO2)   906,948   906,948 -     1,266,001   1,296,385 
  42,212,948   16,098,645 939,562     21,409,337   21,923,161 

FO2 Abrams Construct a new 2-lane arterial from intersection with 2nd Ave easterly to intersection with Crescent Court extension   759,569   759,569 -     1,060,275   1,085,722 
FO5  8th Street Upgrade/construct new 2-lane arterial from 2nd Ave to Intergarrison Rd   4,340,000   4,340,000 -     6,017,440   6,161,859 
FO6 Intergarrison Upgrade to a 4-lane arterial from Eastside Rd to Reservation   4,260,000   4,260,000 1,559,469    4,079,909   4,177,827 
FO7 Gigling Upgrade/Construct new 4-lane arterial from General Jim Moore Blvd easterly to Eastside Rd   5,722,640   5,722,640 353,510    7,542,368   7,723,385 
FO9B (Ph-II) GJM Blvd-Normandy to McClure Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from Normandy Rd to McClure  6,252,156    -   - 
FO9B (Ph-III) [1] GJM Blvd-s/o McClure to s/o Coe Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from McClure to Coe 3,476,974    -   - 
FO9C GJM Blvd-s/o Coe to S Boundary Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from s/o Coe to South Boundary Rd  13,698,746    986,813   1,010,497 
FO11 Salinas Ave Construct new 2 lane arterial from Reservation Rd southerly to Abrams Dr   3,038,276   3,038,276 -     4,241,102   4,342,888 
FO12 Eucalyptus Rd Upgrade to 2 lane collector from General Jim Moore Blvd to Eastside Rd to Parker Flats cut-off   5,800,000   5,800,000 5,328,055    485,159   496,803 
FO13B Eastside Pkwy (New alignment) Construct new 2 lane arterial from Eucalyptus Rd to Parker Flats cut-off to Schoonover Dr    12,536,370   12,536,370 510,000    16,950,540   17,357,353 
FO14 S Boundary Road Upgrade Upgrade to a 2 lane arterial, along existing alignment from General Jim Moore Blvd to York Rd   2,515,064   2,515,064 338,986    3,076,067   3,149,893 

   63,036,919   63,036,919 31,517,896    44,439,673   45,506,225 

376,225,867        104,230,286       32,769,663      100,566,305          102,979,896           

T3 Transit Vehicle Purchase/Replace 15 busses    15,000,000   6,298,254 378,950    8,344,527   8,544,796 

T22 Intermodal Centers
(PFIP T-31) includes 3 elements: 1. Intermodal Transportation Center @ 1st. Avenue South of 8th. Street 2. Park and Ride Facility @ 12th
Street and Imjin, and 3. Park and Ride Facility @ 8th. Street and Gigling   3,800,000   4,786,673   6,681,673   6,655,674 

   18,800,000   11,084,926 378,950    15,026,200   15,200,470 

395,025,867       115,315,212 33,148,613  115,592,505     118,180,366      

Previous Offsets 1995 - 2004
1. Transportation/Transit - TAMC Study 1995
FORA offsets against obligations for transportation/transit network per 1995 TAMC Study  from 1995-2004.  Funded by EDA grant funds, state and local matching funds, revenue bond proceeds, development fees. 32,235,648  
2. Storm Drainage System
Retain/Percolate stormwater; eliminate discharge of stormwater to Monterey Bay Sanctuary.  Project completed/financial obligation met in 2004. Funded by EDA grant proceeds. 1,631,951   

TOTAL CUMULATIVE OFFSETS AGAINST TRANSPORTATION/TRANSIT AND STORM DRAINAGE PROJECTS TO DATE 67,016,212      

Transit Totals

Transportation/Transit Totals

   24,065,000   24,065,000 

Subtotal On-Site

Transportation Totals
[1] Remaining construction may be phased in future CIP documents based on available funds and habitat/environmental clearance.

Transit Capital Improvements

On-Site Improvements

TAMC Reallocation Study 2005

Regional Improvements

Subtotal Regional

Off-Site Improvements

Subtotal Off-Site
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Lead Agency
Proj# Description 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 POST FORA TOTALS Proj#

TAMC/Caltrans R3a Hwy 1-Del Monte-Fremont-MBL 21,844,326           21,844,326              R3
TAMC/Caltrans R10 Hwy 1-Monterey Rd. Interchange 3,568,690             3,568,690                R10
TAMC/Caltrans R11 Hwy 156-Freeway Upgrade 5,000,000             5,137,494             10,137,494              R11

- - - - 5,000,000             5,137,494             25,413,016           35,550,510              

Proj# Description 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 POST FORA TOTALS Proj#
Monterey County 1 Davis Rd north of Blanco 724,642                724,642                   1
Monterey County 2B Davis Rd south of Blanco 472,199                6,500,000            2,500,000             2,400,167 11,872,366              2B
Monterey County 4D Widen Reservation-4 lanes to WG 2,440,000             2,421,777             4,861,777                4D
Monterey County 4E Widen Reservation, WG to Davis 616,220                616,220               1,935,552             3,167,992                4E
City of Marina 8 Crescent Ave extend to Abrams 650,000                646,384               1,296,385                8

472,199                - 1,990,862             7,762,604            6,875,552             4,821,944             - 21,923,161              

Proj# Description 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 POST FORA TOTALS Proj#
City of Marina FO2 Abrams 545,000                540,722               1,085,722                FO2
City of Marina FO5 8th Street 3,090,000             3,071,859            6,161,859                FO5
FORA FO6 Intergarrison 4,177,827             4,177,827                FO6
FORA FO7 Gigling 2,500,000 5,223,385             7,723,385                FO7
FORA FO9C GJM Blvd 1,010,497             1,010,497                FO9C
City of Marina FO11 Salinas Ave 2,130,000             2,212,888            4,342,888                FO11
FORA FO12 Eucalyptus Road 496,802               496,803                   FO12
FORA FO13B Eastside Parkway 8,712,577 8,644,776            17,357,353              FO13B
FORA FO14 South Boundary Road Upgrade 1,500,000             1,649,892             3,149,893                FO14

- 1,500,000             23,815,793           14,967,047          5,223,385             - - 45,506,225              

472,199                1,500,000             25,806,655           22,729,651          17,098,937           9,959,438             25,413,016           102,979,896            

Proj# Description 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 POST FORA TOTALS Proj#
MST T3 Transit Vehicle Purchase/Replace 1,715,634             1,715,634             1,715,634 1,715,643             1,682,251             8,544,796                T3
MST T22 Intermodal Centers 3,340,000             3,315,674             6,655,674                T22 

- 1,715,634             1,715,634             1,715,634            1,715,643             5,022,251             3,315,674             15,200,470              

472,199  3,215,634  27,522,289   24,445,285  18,814,580   14,981,689   28,728,690   118,180,366   

Transportation Totals

Transit Capital Improvements

Subtotal Transit

Transportation and Transit
GRAND TOTALS

Regional Improvements

Subtotal Regional

Off-Site Improvements

Subtotal Off-Site

On-Site Improvements

Subtotal On-Site
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SUMMARY OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 2014/15 - POST FORA

2005-14 (1) 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Post FORA

2014-15 to 

Post FORA Total

A.  CIP PROJECTS FUNDED BY CFD DEVELOPMENT FEES

Dedicated Revenues

Development Fees 24,171,322  5,099,000  11,763,000  18,743,000  26,602,000  30,736,000  22,365,000  47,676,000  162,984,000  

Other Revenues 

Property Taxes (2) 5,796,078  208,467  497,366  846,755  1,610,582  2,412,112  5,645,454  -  11,220,736  

Loan Proceeds (3) 7,926,754  -   

Federal Grants (4) 6,426,754  -   

CSU Mitigation fees 2,326,795  -   
Miscellaneous Revenues (Rev Bonds, CFD credit) (11) 2,762,724  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -   

TOTAL REVENUES 49,410,427  5,307,467  12,260,366  19,589,755  28,212,582  33,148,112  28,010,454  47,676,000  174,204,736  

Expenditures

Projects

Transportation/Transit 33,148,613  472,199  3,215,634  27,522,289  24,445,285  18,814,580  14,981,689  28,728,690  118,180,366  

Water Augmentation (5) CEQA Mitigation 561,780  1,176,300  1,874,300  2,660,200  3,073,600  2,236,500  12,994,748  24,015,648  
Storm Drainage System [Completed by 2005 ] (6) [Table 1] -   

Habitat Management (7) 6,042,831  1,539,898  3,375,981  5,660,386  8,033,804  9,282,272  6,174,713  34,067,054  

Fire Rolling Stock 1,160,000  -   
Property Management/Caretaker Costs (8) 20,000   -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -   

Total Projects 40,933,223  2,012,097  7,767,915  35,056,975  35,139,289  31,170,452  23,392,902  41,723,438  176,263,068  

Other Costs & Contingency (9)

3,014,400  -  -  -  -  -  -  17,727,055  17,727,055  

842,104  90,000   -  -  -  -  -  20,193,097  20,283,097  

CIP/FORA Costs 925,690  404,509  400,000  400,000  400,000  400,000  395,491  -  2,400,000  
3,695,010  2,800,000  3,992,624  -  -  -  -  -  6,792,624  

Total Other Costs & Contingency 8,477,204  3,294,509  4,392,624  400,000  400,000  400,000  395,491  37,920,152  47,202,776  

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 49,410,427  5,306,606  12,160,539  35,456,975  35,539,289  31,570,452  23,788,393  79,643,590  223,465,844  

Net Annual Revenue 862   99,827   (15,867,220)  (7,326,707)   1,577,660  4,222,061  (31,967,590)  

-  862   100,688  (15,766,532)  (23,093,239)  (21,515,579)  (17,293,518)  

-  862   100,688  (15,766,532)  (23,093,239)  (21,515,579)  (17,293,518)  (49,261,108)  (49,261,108)  

B.  CIP PROJECTS FUNDED BY LAND SALE REVENUES

Dedicated Revenues

Land Sales (10) 15,680,714  -  34,821,117  9,011,094  13,887,758  5,862,610  3,689,508  3,933,720  71,205,808  

Land Sales - Credits (11) 6,767,300  6,750,000  -  -  12,659,700  -  19,409,700  

Other Revenues (12) 1,425,000  -  -  -  -  -   
Loan Proceeds (3) 7,500,000  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -   

Total Revenues 31,373,014  -  34,821,117  15,761,094  13,887,758  5,862,610  16,349,208  3,933,720  90,615,508  

Expenditures
Projects (13)

Building Removal 28,767,300  2,605,714  3,594,286  6,750,000  12,659,700  -  25,609,700  
-  -  18,000,000  -  -  -  -  -  18,000,000  

TOTAL PROJECTS 28,767,300  2,605,714  21,594,286  6,750,000  -  -  12,659,700  -  43,609,700  

Net Annual Revenue 2,605,714  (2,605,714)   13,226,831  9,011,094  13,887,758  5,862,610  3,689,508  3,933,720  

-  2,605,714  -  13,226,831  22,237,925  36,125,684  41,988,294  45,677,802  

2,605,714  -  13,226,831  22,237,925  36,125,684  41,988,294  45,677,802  49,611,522  49,611,522  

TOTAL ENDING BALANCE-ALL PROJECTS 862  13,327,520  6,471,393  13,032,445  20,472,715  28,384,284  350,414  350,414  

Beginning Balance

Ending Balance Land Sales & Other

Additional CIP Costs 

Habitat Mgt. Contingency

Other Costs (Debt Service) (14)

Beginning Balance

Ending Balance CFD & Other

Other Costs (Loan Pay-off) (14)
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Table 3 CIP Summary Table Footnotes 

(1) This column summarizes CIP revenues and expenses from July 2005 through June 20143. These 

totals are not included in the 20143-154 to Post FORA totals. 

(2) “Property Taxes” (former Tax Increment)” revenue has been designated for operations and as a 

back-up to FORA CIP projects; to date, approximately $5.8M was spent on ET/ESCA change 

orders and CIP road projects. See Tables A-1, A-2 and A-3 from the EPS Phase III Study for more 

information. 

(3) “Loan Proceeds”: In FY 05-06 FORA obtained a line of credit (LOC) to ensure CIP obligations be 

met despite cash flow fluctuations. The LOC draw-downs were used to pay road design, 

construction and building removal costs and were partially repaid by available CIP funding 

sources. In FY 09-10 FORA repaid the remaining $9M LOC debt ($1.5M in transportation and 

$7.5M in building removal) through a loan secured by FORA’s share of Preston Park. The loan 

also provided $6.4M matching funds to US Department of Commerce EDA/American Recovery 

and Reinvestment Act (“ARRA”) grant funds. 

(4) “Federal grants”: In FY 2010 FORA received ARRA funding to finance construction of General 

Jim Moore Boulevard (GJMB) and Eucalyptus Road. FORA obtained a loan against its 50% share 

in Preston Park revenues to provide required match to the ARRA grant (see #3 “Loan 

Proceeds”). 

(5) “Water Augmentation” is FORA’s financial obligation for the approveda CEQA required water 

augmentation project.  The original indexed CEQA obligation ($243,015452,648781) is included 

in the total. The previous “voluntary contribution” has been subsumed in MCWD’s capacity 

charge and FORA developer fee reduced commensurately so as not to double charge. The 

FORA Board approved an additional contribution ($21,655,302) to keep MCWD capacity 

charges in check.  Please refer to Section II g) Water and Wastewater Collection Systems. 

(6) FORA’s “Storm Water Drainage System” mitigation has been retired. Through agreement with 

the California Department of Parks and Recreation, FORA is obligated to remove storm water 

disposal facilities west of Highway 1 following replacement of the outfall storm drains with on-site 

storm water disposal.  Funding for this work is shown under Other Costs & Contingencies. 

(7) “Habitat Management” amounts are estimates. Habitat management endowment final 

amount is subject to approval by USFWS and CDFW. Please refer to Section II d) Habitat 

Management Requirements. 

(8) “Property Management/Caretaker Costs” amounts are deducted from net land sales 

revenue.  As a result of EPS’s CIP Review – Phase II Study analysis, FORA has agreed to reimburse 

its five member jurisdictions up to $660,000 in annual funding for these expenses, provided 

sufficient land sales/lease revenue is available and jurisdictions are able to demonstrate 

property management/caretaker costs. Please refer to Section II h) Property Maintenance and 

Caretaker Costs. 

(9) “Other Costs & Contingencies” are subject to cash flow and demonstrated need. 

Primarily, this item is not funded until distant “out-years” of the program. 
“Additional Transportation CIP Costs” are potential and unknown additional basewide 

expenditures not included in current cost estimates for transportation projects (e.g. contract 

change orders to the ESCA, general consulting, etc.)street landscaping, unknown site 

conditions, project changes, habitat/environmental mitigation, etc.) and unknown additional 

basewide expenditures (street landscaping, unknown site conditions, project changes, 

additional habitat/environmental mitigation, Board discretion, etc.). 

“Habitat Management Contingency” provides interim funding for the University of California Fort 

Ord Natural Reserve until adoption of the HCP and as a result of CIP Review policy decisions, 

includes sufficient funding for Habitat Conservation Plan endowments should a lower 

endowment payout rate be required by Regulatory Agencies. 

“CIP/FORA Costs” provides for FORA CIP staff, overhead, and direct CIP consulting costs (EPS, 

legal, etc.). These FORA costs were included as a part of transportation and other projects 

through FY 2012/13. During the FY 2013/14 budgeting process, in an effort to synchronize the 

FORA annual budget and CIP budget, the presentation format for both were revised (reporting 

FORA costs as a separate line item in the CIP budget) to provide consistent information. 
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 “Additional Utility and Storm Drainage Costs” provides for restoration of storm drainage sites in 

State Parks land and relocation of utilities. 

(10) “Land Sales” revenue projections were evaluated by EPS as a component of their CIP Review 

– Phase II and III Studiesy. The same approach of determining a residual land value factor

based on past FORA or Land Use Jurisdictions’ land sales transactions (resulting in $1880,000 per 

acre) was used.  The factor was then applied to non-transacted remaining development acres. 

The land sales revenue projections shown are net revenue after deducting identified costs, 

which include $660,000 annually in property management/caretaker costs (obligation reduced 

as land is reused) and $250,000 annually in other obligations (Initiatives, Petitions, Pollution Legal 

Liability Insurance, Etc.).  

(11) “CFD/Land Sales – Credit” is credit due specific developers who perform roadway 

improvements/building removal by agreement with FORA. The value of the work is subtracted 

from the developer’s CFD fee/land sale proceeds due FORA. Regarding CFD fees, FORA 

entered into agreement with East Garrison Partners for a total credit of $2,075,621.Regarding 

land sale proceeds, FORA entered into two such agreements with Marina Community Partners 

($24M) and East Garrison Partners ($2.1M) for a total land sale credit of $26,177,000. 

(12) “Other Revenues” applied against building removal include Abrams B loan repayment of 

$1,425,000. 

(13) “Projects” total include building removal at 1) Dunes on Monterey Bay ($46M), 2) Imjin Office 

($400K), 3) East Garrison ($2.177M), and remaining to be completed 4) Stockade ($2.2M), and 

5) Surplus II ($4M).

(14) ”Other Costs (Debt Service)” payment of borrowed funds, principal and interest (see #3 “Loan 

Proceeds”). The $7.96M repayment of remaining principal by FORA Development Fees/CFD 

special taxes, anticipated in through FY 153-164, will be retained in the FORA Reserve fund. On 

May 10, 2013, the FORA Board approved a 23.6% reduction in the Basewide FORA Development 

Fee Schedule and FORA CFD special tax as a result of EPS’s CIP Review - Phase II Study. The 

study showed that FORA operations costs through 2020 will be offset by the $7.96 M loan 

repayment from FORA Development Fees/CFD special taxes. The actual Preston Park loan will 

be paid off upon Preston Park disposition.  
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Number Jurisdiction
2014-15 to 

Post FORA Total 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Post-FORA
New Residential

Marina Heights 1050 MAR 23,656,000$               451,000$                1,712,000$             3,244,000$             4,055,000$      4,191,000$      4,055,000$      5,948,000$        
The Promontory MAR - - - - - - - - 
Dunes on Monterey Bay 1237 MAR 25,439,000                 1,127,000               1,352,000               2,028,000               2,028,000        2,028,000        2,028,000        14,848,000        
TAMC Planned 200 MAR 4,506,000                   - - - - 2,253,000        2,253,000        - 
CSUMB Planned CSU 554,300 - - - 169,000           169,000           169,000           47,300               
UC Planned 240 UC 5,406,000                   - - 901,000                  901,000           901,000           901,000           1,802,000          
East Garrison I 1472 MCO 29,334,000                 2,073,000               2,028,000               2,028,000               4,393,000        3,830,000        3,830,000        11,152,000        
Seaside Highlands Homes 152 SEA - - - - - - - - 
Seaside Resort Housing 126 SEA 2,771,000                   45,000 23,000 90,000 135,000           1,239,000        1,239,000        - 
Seaside Planned 987 SEA 22,238,000                 - - 563,000                  3,380,000        3,380,000        3,312,000        11,603,000        
Del Rey Oaks Planned 691 DRO 15,568,000                 - - 2,929,000               6,466,000        6,173,000        - - 
Other Residential Planned 8 Various 180,000 - - - - - - 180,000             

Existing/Replacement Residential 
Preston Park 352 MAR 3,265,000$                 -$  3,265,000$             -$  -$  -$  -$  -$  
Cypress Knolls 400 MAR 9,012,000                   - - 2,253,000               2,253,000        2,253,000        2,253,000        - 
Abrams B 192 MAR - - - - - - - - 
MOCO Housing Authority 56 MAR - - - - - - - - 
Shelter Outreach Plus 39 MAR - - - - - - - - 
Veterans Transition Center 13 MAR - - - - - - - - 
Interim Inc 11 MAR - - - - - - - - 
Sunbay (former Thorson Park) 297 SEA - - - - - - - - 
Brostrom 225 SEA - - - - - - - - 
Seaside Highlands 228 SEA - - - - - - - - 

Office 
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 38,000$  -$  -$  19,000$           -$           19,000$      -$           -$             
Monterey Planned MRY 139,000 - - 23,000 23,000             23,000             35,000             35,000               
East Garrison I Office Development MCO 6,000 3,000 2,000 1,000 - - - - 
Imjin Office Park MAR 2,000 2,000 - - - - - - 
Dunes on Monterey Bay MAR 139,000 29,000 10,000 10,000 - 19,000             19,000             52,000               
Cypress Knolls Community Center MAR 3,000 - - 3,000 - - - - 
Interim Inc. - Rockrose Gardens MAR - - - - - - - - 
TAMC Planned MAR 8,000 - - - - 4,000               4,000               - 
Seaside Planned SEA 17,000 - - 5,000 5,000               5,000               2,000               - 
UC Planned UC 67,000 - - 8,000 8,000               27,000             8,000               16,000               

Industrial 
Monterey Planned MRY 36,000$  -$  -$  -$  -$                12,000.00$      12,000.00$      12,000.00$        
Industrial -- City Corp. Yard MAR - - - - - - - - 
Dunes on Monterey Bay MAR - - - - - - - - 
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Number Jurisdiction
2014-15 to 

Post FORA Total 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Post-FORA
Cypress Knolls Support Services MAR 1,000 - - 1,000 - - - - 
Marina Planned MAR 40,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000               5,000               5,000               10,000               
TAMC Planned MAR 6,000 - - - - 3,000               3,000               - 
Seaside Planned SEA 27,000 - - 13,000 8,000               6,000               - - 
UC Planned UC 18,000 - - 3,000 3,000               3,000               3,000               6,000                 

Retail
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 112,000$  -$  -$  112,000$                -$  -$  -$  -$  
East Garrison I Retail MCO 224,000 - - 112,000                  112,000           - - - 
Cypress Knolls Community Center MAR 168,000 - - 168,000                  - - - - 
Dunes on Monterey Bay MAR 1,118,000                   861,000                  257,000                  - - - - - 
TAMC Planned MAR 420,000 - - - - 210,000           210,000           - 
Seaside Resort Golf Clubhouse SEA 91,000 - 91,000 - - - - - 
Seaside Planned SEA 5,657,000                   - - 559,000                  559,000           3,689,000        850,000           - 
UC Planned UC 2,054,000                   - - 294,000                  439,000           294,000           294,000           733,000             

Hotel (rooms)
Del Rey Oaks Planned 550 DRO 2,767,000$                 -$  -$  2,767,000$             -$                -$                -$                -$                  
Dunes - Limited Service 100 MAR 503,000 503,000                  - - - - - - 
Dunes - Full Service 400 MAR 2,012,000                   - 2,012,000               - - - - - 
Seaside Golf Course Hotel 330 SEA 1,660,000                   - - - 1,660,000        - - - 
Seaside Golf Course Timeshares 170 SEA 855,000 - - - - - - 855,000             
Seaside Planned 570 SEA 2,867,000                   - 1,006,000               604,000                  - - 880,000           377,000             
UC Planned 0 UC - - - - - - - - 

Total 162,984,300$             5,099,000$             11,763,000$           18,743,000$           26,602,000$    30,736,000$    22,365,000$    47,676,000$      

Adopted 2002 Effective 7/1/13 Fee Adjustment Effective 7/1/14
New Residential (per du) 34,324$             27,180$  -17.1% 22,530$                  

Existing Residential (per du) 10,320               8,173 -17.1% 6,780 
Office & Industrial (per acre) 4,499                 3,567 -17.1% 2,960 

Retail (per acre) 92,768               73,471 -17.1% 60,910 
Hotel (per room) 7,653                 6,065 -17.1% 5,030 
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Jurisdiction
2014-15 to
Post-FORA 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Post-FORA

New Residential
Seaside Planned SEA 32,977,620              795,719              4,842,058           4,914,688         4,888,641           6,744,229           10,792,285              
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 22,382,858              4,140,794           9,258,014           8,984,050         
Other Residential Planned Various 273,405 273,405 

Existing/Replacement Residential 
Preston Park MAR 56,900,558              56,900,558         
Cypress Knolls MAR 13,010,436              3,180,333           3,228,038           3,276,459         3,325,606           

Office 
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 2,541,044                - 1,251,607           - 1,289,437         
Monterey Planned MRY 9,339,947                - 1,508,841           1,531,474           1,554,446         2,354,931           2,390,255           
Cypress Knolls Community Center MAR 200,257 - 200,257              
Seaside Planned SEA 1,109,523                - 312,902              317,595              348,148            130,878              

Industrial 
Monterey Planned MRY 2,476,923                - - - 813,379            825,580              837,964              
Cypress Knolls Support Services MAR 65,709 - 65,709                
Seaside Planned SEA 1,498,335                - 547,653              555,792              394,890            

Retail
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 350,450 - 350,450              
Cypress Knolls Community Center MAR 525,675 - 525,675              
Seaside Planned SEA 18,221,234              - 1,752,250           1,778,534           11,905,370        2,785,080           

Hotel (rooms)
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 2,761,868                - 2,761,868           
Seaside Planned SEA 2,910,710                989,474              602,589              - - 918,917              399,729              

Subtotal: Estimated Transactions $167,546,552 989,474              74,897,207         21,511,504         33,480,868        15,229,633         10,372,176         11,065,690              
FORA Share - 50% 83,773,276              494,737              37,448,604         10,755,752         16,740,434        7,614,816           5,186,088           5,532,845                
Estimated Caretaker/Property Mgt. Costs ($2,577,939) (494,737)             (673,437)             (576,204)             (451,043)           (239,591)             (142,927)             
Other obligations (Initiatives, Petitions, PLL, etc.) ($1,408,116) (265,225)             (273,182)             (281,377)           (289,819)             (298,513)             (306,307)                  
FORA Costs (69,336)               
Net FORA Land Sales Proceeds 79,787,221              (0) 36,509,942         9,906,366           16,008,014        7,085,406           4,675,312           5,226,538                
 Net Present Value (4.85% Discount Rate) 71,205,808              (0) 34,821,117         9,011,094           13,887,758        5,862,610           3,689,508           3,933,720                

Note #1:  FORA and local jursdiction split land sales revenue 50/50 with FORA paying sales costs from its share.  Actual land sales revenue may vary from that shown here.
Note #2:  Assumes per acre value of $188,000 and that values escalate by 1.5% annually. 188,000              
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Appendix A 

Protocol for Review/Reprogramming of FORA CIP 

(Revised June 21, 2013) 

1.) Conduct quarterly meetings with the CIP Committee and joint committee meetings as needed 

with members from the FORA Administrative Committee. Staff representatives from the 

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS), TAMC, AMBAG, and MST may be 

requested to participate and provide input to the joint committee. 

These meetings will be the forum to review developments as they are being planned to assure 

accurate prioritization and timing of CIP projects to best serve the development as it is 

projected. FORA CIP projects will be constructed during the program, but market and 

budgetary realities require that projects must “queue” to current year priority status. The major 

criteria used to prioritize project placement are: 

 Project is necessary to mitigate reuse plan

 Project environmental/design is complete

 Project can be completed prior to FORA’s sunset

 Project uses FORA CIP funding as matching funds to leverage grant dollars

 Project can be coordinated with projects of other agencies (utilities, water, TAMC,

PG&E, CALTRANS, MST, etc.)

 Project furthers inter-jurisdictional equity

 Project supports jurisdictional “flagship” project

 Project nexus to jurisdictional development programs

The joint committee will balance projected project costs against projected revenues as a 

primary goal of any recommended reprogramming/reprioritization effort.   

2.) Provide a mid-year and/or yearly report to the Board (at mid-year budget and/or annual 

budget meetings) that will include any recommendations for CIP modifications from the joint 

committee and staff. 

3.) Anticipate FORA Board annual approval of a CIP program that comprehensively accounts for 

all obligatory projects under the BRP. 

These basewide project obligations include transportation/transit, water augmentation, storm 

drainage, habitat management, building removal and firefighting enhancement. 

This protocol also describes the method by which the basewide development fee (Fee) and Fort Ord 

Reuse Authority Community Facilities District Special Tax (Tax) are annually indexed. The amount of the 

Fee is identical to the CFD Tax. Landowners pay either the Fee or the Tax, never both, depending on 

whether the land is within the Community Facilities District. For indexing purposes, FORA has always 

used the change in costs from January 1 to December 31. The reason for that choice is that the Fee 

and CFD Tax must be in place on July 1, and this provides the time necessary to prepare projections, 

vet, and publish the document. The second idea concerns measurement of construction costs. 

Construction costs may be measured by either the San Francisco Metropolitan index, or the “20-City 

Average.” FORA has always used the 20-City Average index because it is generally more in line with 

the actual experience in suburban areas like the Monterey Peninsula. It should be noted that San 

Francisco is one of the cities used for the 20-City Average. 

The Fee was established in February 1999 by Resolution 99-1.  Section 1 of that Resolution states that 

“(FORA) shall levy a development fee in the amounts listed for each type of development in the… fee 

schedule until such time as … the schedule is amended by (the) board.” The CFD Tax was established 

in February 2002 by Resolution 02-1. Section IV of that CFD Resolution, beginning on page B-4, 
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describes “Maximum Special Tax Rates” and “Increase in the Maximum Special Tax Rates.” That 

section requires the Tax to be established on the basis of costs during the “…immediately preceding 

Fiscal Year...”  The Tax is adjusted annually on the basis of “…Construction Cost Index applicable to the 

area in which the District is located…”1 

The CFD resolution requires the adjusted Tax rate to become effective on July 1. It would be difficult to 

meet that deadline if the benchmark were set for a date later than January. FORA staff uses the 

adjusted Tax rate to reprogram the CIP. FORA staff requests development forecast projections from 

the land use jurisdictions in January. The forecasts allow staff to balance CIP revenues and 

expenditures, typically complete by April, for Administrative Committee review. The FORA Board 

typically adopts the CIP, and consequently updates the “Notice of Special Tax Lien” (Notice) in June.     

Additionally, the Notice calls for “… (2) percentage change since the immediately preceding fiscal 

year in the (ENRs CCI) applicable to the area in which the District is located...” To assure adequate 

time for staff analysis, public debate and FORA Board review of modifications to the Special Tax Levy, 

it is prudent to begin in January. In addition, the FORA Board adopted a formulaic approach to 

monitoring the developer fee program which is typically conducted in the spring – as will be the case 

in 2014. If the anticipated Fee adjustment is unknown at the time of the formulaic calculation then the 

level of certainty about the appropriateness of the Fee is impaired. This factor supports that the Fee 

should be established in January. 

To determine the percentage change, the CCI (Construction Cost Index) of the immediately prior 

January is subtracted from the CCI in January of the current year to define the arithmetic value of the 

change (increase or decrease). This dollar amount is divided by the CCI of the immediately prior 

January. The result is then multiplied by 100 to derive a percentage of change (increase or decrease) 

during the intervening year. The product of that calculation is the rate presented to the FORA Board. 

Since the start of the CIP program in FY 2001/02, FORA has employed the CCI for the “20-City 

Average” as presented in the ENR rather than the San Francisco average. The current 20-City Average 

places the CCI in the range of $9K to $10K while the San Francisco CCI is in the $10K to $11K range. 

The difference in the two relates to factors which tend to drive costs up in an urban environment as 

opposed to the suburban environment of Fort Ord. These factors would include items such as time 

required for transportation of materials and equipment plus the Minimum Wage Rates in San Francisco 

as compared to those in Monterey County. Over a short term (1 year) one index may yield a lower 

percentage increase than the other index for the same time period.  

1 The pertinent paragraph reads as follows:  

“On each July 1, commencing July 1, 2002, the Maximum Special Tax Rates shown in Table 1 shall be 

increased by an amount equal to the lesser of (1) five percent (5%) or (2) the percentage change since 

the immediately preceding Fiscal Year in the Engineering News Record’s (ENRs) Construction Cost Index 

(CCI) applicable to the area in which the District is located (or, if such index is no longer published, a 

substantially equivalent index selected by the CFD Administrator).” 
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Table A1: Residential Annual Land Use Construction (dwelling units)

Land Use Type
Juris-

diction
Existing

7/1/14

Existing 
to 

2021-22 
Total  2014-15  2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  2019-20  2020-21  2021-22 

New Residential
Marina Heights MAR 1,050           20             76             144           180           186           180           141           123           
The Promontory MAR
Dunes on Monterey Bay MAR 108            1,237           50             60             90             90             90             90             50             609           
TAMC Planned MAR 200              100 100

Marina Subtotal 2,487           
CSUMB Planned CSU 150 150           150           42             
UC Planned UC 240              40             40             40             40             40             40             
East Garrison I MCO 170            1,472           92             90             90             195           170           170           170           325           
Seaside Highlands Homes SEA 152            152              
Seaside Resort Housing SEA 3                126              2               1               4               6               55             55             
Seaside Planned SEA 987              25             150           150           147           200           315           

Seaside Subtotal 1,265           
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 691              130 287 274
Other Residential Planned Various -                 8                  -                -                -                -                -                -                -                8               

Subtotal 433            6,163           164           227           523           948           1,065        782           601           1,420        
TOTAL NEW RESIDENTIAL

Existing/Replacement Residential 
Preston Park MAR 352            352              
Cypress Knolls MAR 400              100           100           100           100           
Abrams B MAR 192            192              
MOCO Housing Authority MAR 56              56                
Shelter Outreach Plus MAR 39              39                
Veterans Transition Center MAR 13              13                
Interim Inc MAR 11              11                
Sunbay (former Thorson Park) SEA 297            297              
Brostrom SEA 225            225              
Seaside Highlands SEA 228            228              -                -                -                -                -                -                -                -                

Subtotal 1,413         1,813           -                -                100           100           100           100           -                -                
TOTAL EXISTING RESIDENTIAL

Total 1,846         7,976           164           227           623           1,048        1,165        882           601           1,420        

DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

6,160

1,813
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Table A2: Non-Residential Annual Land Use Construction (building square feet or hotel rooms)
DRAFT

Land Use Type
Juris-
diction

Existing 
7/1/14

Existing to 
2021-22 Total  2014-15  2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  2019-20  2020-21  2021-22 

Office 
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 200,000 100,000             100,000            
Monterey Planned MRY 721,524 120,552             120,552             120,552            179,934             179,934           
East Garrison I Office Development MCO 35,000 18,000               12,000               5,000                 
Imjin Office Park MAR 37,000               46,000 9,000                 - 
Dunes on Monterey Bay MAR 40,000               760,000 150,000             50,000               50,000               100,000            100,000             270,000           
Cypress Knolls Community Center MAR 16,000 16,000               
Interim Inc. - Rockrose Gardens MAR 14,000               14,000 - 
TAMC Planned MAR 40,000 20,000              20,000               
Seaside Planned SEA 87,000 25,000               25,000               27,000              10,000               
UC Planned UC - 340,000 - - 40,000               40,000               140,000            40,000               40,000             40,000             

Subtotal 91,000               2,259,524 177,000             62,000               356,552             185,552             507,552            349,934             219,934           310,000           

Industrial 
Monterey Planned MRY 216,275 72,092              72,092               72,092             
Industrial -- City Corp. Yard MAR 12,300               12,300 
Dunes on Monterey Bay MAR - - - - - 
Cypress Knolls Support Services MAR 6,000 6,000                 
Marina Planned MAR 250,000             486,000 29,500               29,500               29,500               29,500               29,500              29,500               29,500             29,500             
TAMC Planned MAR 35,000 17,500              17,500               
Seaside Planned SEA 160,320 75,320               50,000               35,000              
UC Planned UC 38,000               158,000 - - 20,000               20,000               20,000              20,000               20,000             20,000             

Subtotal 300,300             1,073,895 29,500               29,500               130,820             99,500               174,092            139,092             121,592           49,500             

Retail
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 20,000 20,000               
East Garrison I Retail MCO 40,000 - - 20,000               20,000               
Cypress Knolls Community Center MAR 30,000 30,000               
Dunes on Monterey Bay MAR 368,000             568,000 154,000             46,000               
TAMC Planned MAR 75,000 - - - - 37,500              37,500               - - 
Seaside Resort Golf Clubhouse SEA 16,300 16,300               
Seaside Planned SEA 1,011,500 - 100,000             100,000             659,500            152,000             - - 
UC Planned UC 367,000 - - 52,500               78,500               52,500              52,500               52,500             78,500             

Subtotal 368,000             2,127,800 154,000             62,300               222,500             198,500             749,500            242,000             52,500             78,500             

Hotel (rooms)
Del Rey Oaks Planned DRO 550 550 
Dunes - Limited Service MAR 100 100 
Dunes - Full Service MAR 400 400 
Seaside Golf Course Hotel SEA 330 330 
Seaside Golf Course Timeshares SEA 170 170                  
Seaside Planned SEA 570 200 120 175 75 
UC Planned UC - - - - - - - - - - 

Subtotal - 2,120 100 600 670 330 - 175 245                  - 

DRAFT DRAFT
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Appendix C 

Building Removal Program to Date 

FORA Pilot Deconstruction Project (PDP) 1996 

In 1996, FORA deconstructed five wooden buildings of different types, relocated three 

wooden buildings, and remodeled three buildings. The potential for job creation and 

economic recovery through opportunities in deconstruction, building reuse, and recycling 

was researched through this effort.   

Lessons learned from the FORA PDP project: 

 A structure’s type, size, previous use, end-use, owner, and location are important

when determining the relevance of lead and asbestos regulations.

 Profiling the building stock by type aids in developing salvage and building removal

projections.

 Specific market needs for reusable and recycled products drive the effectiveness of

deconstruction.

 Knowing the history of buildings is important because:

o Reusing materials is complicated by the presence of Lead Based Paint (LBP),

which was originally thinned with leaded gasoline and resulted in the

hazardous materials penetrating further into the substrate material.

o Over time, each building develops a unique use, maintenance and repair

history, which can complicate hazardous material abatement survey efforts.

 Additional field surveys were needed to augment existing U.S. Army environmental

information. The PDP surveys found approximately 30 percent more Asbestos

Containing Material (ACM) than identified by the Army.

 Hazardous material abatement accounts for almost 50 percent of building

deconstruction costs on the former Fort Ord.

 A robust systematic program is needed for evaluating unknown hazardous materials

early in building reuse, recycling and cleanup planning.

FORA Survey for Hidden Asbestos 1997 

In 1997, FORA commissioned surveys of invasive asbestos on a random sample of buildings on 

Fort Ord to identify hidden ACM. Before closure, the U.S. Army performed asbestos surveys on 

all exposed surfaces in every building on Fort Ord for their operation and maintenance 

needs. The Army surveys were not invasive and therefore did not identify asbestos sources, 

which could be spread to the atmosphere during building deconstruction or renovation. In 

addition to commissioning the survey for hidden asbestos, FORA catalogued the ACM found 

during the removal of seventy Fort Ord buildings.   

The survey for hidden asbestos showed: 

 The Army asbestos surveys were conducted on accessible surfaces only which is not

acceptable to the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD). 

 Approximately 30 percent more ACM lies hidden than was identified in the Army

surveys. 

 The number one cause for slow-downs and change orders during building

deconstruction is hidden asbestos (see FORA website). 
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 A comprehensive asbestos-containing materials survey must identify all ACM.

 All ACM must be remediated before building deconstruction begins. It is important to

note that this includes non-friable ACM that has a high probability of becoming or has

become friable - crumbled, pulverized, or reduced to powder by the forces expected

to act on the material in the course of deconstruction.

 All ACM must be disposed of legally.

FORA Hierarchy of Building Reuse 1998 

In response to the PDP project, FORA developed a Hierarchy of Building Reuse (HBR) protocol 

to determine the highest and best method to capture and save both the embodied energy 

and materials that exist in the buildings on Fort Ord. The HBR is a project-planning tool. It 

provides direction, helps contractors achieve higher levels of sustainability, and facilitates 

dialogue with developers in order to promote salvage and reuse of materials in new 

construction projects. The HBR protocol has only been used on WWII era wooden buildings. 

The HBR protocol prioritizes activities in the following order: 

1. Reuse of buildings in place

2. Relocation of buildings

3. Deconstruction and salvage of building materials

4. Deconstruction with aggressive recycling of building materials

FORA Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for Building Deconstruction Contractors 1998 

FORA went through an RFQ process in an attempt to pre-qualify contractors throughout the 

U.S. to meet the Fort Ord communities’ needs for wooden building deconstruction (removal), 

hazardous material abatement, salvage and recycling, and identifying cost savings. The RFQ 

also included a commitment for hiring trainees in deconstruction practices. 

FORA Lead-Based Paint Remediation Demonstration Project 1999 

FORA initiated the LBP Remediation Demonstration Program in 1999 to determine the extent 

of LBP contamination in Fort Ord buildings and soil, field test possible solutions, and document 

the findings. The first step in controlling LBP contamination is to accurately identify the 

amount and characteristics of the LBP. This ensures that LBP is properly addressed during 

removal and reuse activities, in ways that protect the public, environment, and workers. 

The FORA Compound and Water City Roller Hockey Rink were used as living laboratories to 

test the application of LBP encapsulating products. Local painting contractors were trained 

to apply various encapsulating products and the ease, effectiveness and expected product 

life was evaluated. This information was shared with the jurisdictions, other base closure 

communities and the regulatory agencies so that they could use the lessons learned if 

reusing portions of their WWII building stock.  

FORA Waste Characterization Protocol 2001 

A Basewide Waste Characterization Protocol was developed for building debris generated 

during the deconstruction of approximately 1,200 WWII era wooden structures. By profiling 

standing buildings utilizing the protocol, contractors are able to make more informed waste 

management and diversion decisions resulting in savings, greater implementation of 

sustainable practices, and more environmentally sensitive solutions.   
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The following assumptions further assist decision-making for a large-scale source-based 

recovery program: 

 Individual buildings have been uniquely modified over time within each building type.

 The basewide characterization protocol was verified by comparing it with the actual

waste generated during the 12th street building removal.

FORA Building Removal for 12th Street/Imjin Parkway 2002 

FORA, in 2002, remediated and removed 25 WWII era buildings as the preparatory work for 

the realignment of 12th Street, later to be called Imjin Parkway.  

FORA Building Removal for 2nd Avenue Widening 2003 

FORA, in 2003, remediated and removed 16 WWII era buildings and also the remains of a 

theater that had burned and been buried in place by the Army years before the base was 

scheduled for closure. 

FORA/CSUMB oversight Private Material Recovery Facility Project 2004 

In 2004, FORA worked with CSUMB to oversee a private-sector pilot Material Recovery Facility 

(MRF), with the goal of salvaging and reusing LBP covered wood from 14 WWII era buildings. 

FORA collaborated in the development of this project by sharing its research on building 

deconstruction and LBP abatement. CSUMB and their private-sector partner hoped to 

create value added products such as wood flooring that could be sold to offset 

deconstruction costs. Unfortunately the MRF operator and equipment proved to be 

unreliable and the LBP could not be fully removed from the wood or was cost prohibitive.    

Dune WWII Building Removal 2005 

FORA, in partnership with Marina and Marina Community Partners, removed 406 WWII era 

buildings. Ninety percent of the non-hazardous materials from these building were recycled. 

FORA volunteered to be the Hazardous Waste Generator instead of the City of Marina and 

worked with the California Department of Toxic Substance Control, the State Board of 

Equalization and the hazardous waste disposal facility so that as stipulated by state law, 

State Hazardous Waste Generator taxes could be avoided. 

East Garrison Building Removal 2006 thru 2007 

FORA, in 2006, provided the East Garrison developer with credits/funds to remove 31select 

WWII and after buildings from East Garrison.  

Imjin Office Park Building Removal 2007 

FORA, in partnership with Marina and Marina Community Partners, removed 13 WWII era 

buildings to prepare the Imjin Office Park site.   
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FORA Removal of Building 4470 in Seaside 2011 

In 2011, FORA had a concrete building in Seaside removed.  Building 4470 was one of the first 

Korean War era concrete buildings removed on the former Fort Ord. Removal revealed the 

presence of hidden asbestos materials. The knowledge gained during this project will be 

helpful in determining removal costs of remaining Korean War era concrete buildings in 

Seaside and on CSUMB. 

FORA/CSUMB Korean War Concrete Building Removal Business Plan Grant Application 2011 

In 2011, FORA approached the U.S. Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) about the 

possibility of applying for grant funds to assist in the removal of Korean War era concrete 

buildings located on CSUMB and Seaside property. The OEA was receptive to the idea and 

encouraged an application, noting that the amount available would likely be less than 

$500,000. Since a large portion of the Korean War era concrete buildings are located on 

CSUMB property, FORA asked CSUMB to co-apply for the grant funds, which would be used 

to accurately identify hazardous materials in the buildings both on CSUMB and Seaside 

property, and to develop a Business Plan that would harness market forces to reduce 

building removal costs and drive economically sound building removal decisions. FORA and 

CSUMB have completed the grant application and submitted it to the OEA, who will consider 

it once federal funding becomes available. 

Continuing FORA support for CSUMB Building Removal Projects 

Over the years, FORA has shared knowledge gained through various deconstruction projects 

with CSUMB and others, and CSUMB has reciprocated by sharing their lessons learned. Over 

the years FORA has supported CSUMB with shared contacts, information, review and 

guidance as requested for the following CSUMB building removal efforts:  

 2003 removal of 22 campus buildings

 2006 removal of 87 campus buildings

 2007 removal of 9 campus buildings

 2009 removal of 8 campus buildings

 2010 removal of 33 campus buildings

 2011 removal of 78 campus buildings

 2013 removal of 24 campus buildings
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority J 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

Phone: (831) 883-3672 • Fax: (831) 883-3675 • www.fora.org 

Date: July 18, 2012 

Materials for Item 7(d)(ii) 
Admin. Comm. Meeting, 7/18/12 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA") Administrative Co 

CC: Michael A. Houlemard, Jr., Executive Officer 
Steve Endsley, Assistant Executive Officer 

From: Jonathan Garcia, Senior Planner 

Re: Caretaker Costs, item 7(d)(ii) 

Caretaker status has been 
maintain an installation i 
Army term may have 
Caretaker costs 
footnote reading: 
capital costs associ 
Marston t 

FORA 
the I 
d 
draft 
plannin 
Wildlife 
should be fu 

perty Management 
have been discussed in 

-Phase II study/formulaic 
nd on Caretaker costs for 

ckground material on caretaker 

imum required staffing to 
safety, ty, and health standards." This 

analysis of Caretaker costs in the late 1990's. 
FY 2001/2002 as a $14 million dollar cost with 

in redevelopment and represent interim 
transfer for development (as per Keyser-

in its annual CIPs since the initial FY 2001/2002 CIP. Within 
Monterey Office of Housing and Redevelopment staff 
"'"''"'''""'""" with the County's habitat property described in the 

"). FORA and its HCP consultant note that trails 
blic on these properties are costs that the U.S. Fish and 
ent of Fish and Game do not allow to be funded by the HCP, but 
anal resources. 

During FORA's C ase I Study, concluded in May 2011, FORA's Financial Consultant 
recommended that Management costs be removed from FORA's CIP 
Contingencies since no had been defined. FORA jurisdictions requested that Caretaker costs be 
added back in order to cover basewide property management costs, should they be demonstrated. 

FORA expended $20,000 in the previous fiscal year toward Monterey County's Fort Ord Recreational 
Habitat Area ("FORHA") Master Plan preparation process, in which the County has undertaken 
planning for a proposed trail system. This line item is wholly dependent on whether sufficient revenue 
is received during the fiscal year. In its current CIP, FORA maintains a $12.2 million dollar line item for 
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32

Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

Phone: (831) 883-3672 • Fax: (831) 883-3675 • www.fora.org 

caretaker costs. FORA Assessment District Counsel opined that FORA Community Facilties District 
Special Tax payments cannot fund caretaker costs. For this reason, funding for Caretaker costs would 
have to come from FORA's 50% share of lease and land sales proceeds on former Fort Ord, any 
reimbursements to those fund balances, or other designated resources should they materialize. 

From approximately 2000 to 2004, the U.S. Army entered into Cooperative/Caretaker Agreements with 
the City of Marina, the City of Seaside, and the County of Monterey. Bel two tables summarizing 
the agreement periods, amounts of f1,mding involved, and an example of included in these 
agreements. It is noted that these tables are not a comprehensive su of the Army's caretaker 
agreements with the jurisdictions, but provide additional info ubject. 

Cooperative/Caretaker Agreements between the U.S. 
Jurisdictions 
Summary of Marina Funding 
Caretaker 

reement Periods 
July 2000- June 
2001 
July 2002-
December 2002 
July 2002- June 
2003 
July 2002 - une 
2003 
October 2003- June 
2004 

$49,500 

$74,754 

( 

( 

( 
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Attachment B to Item 8b 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

Resolution 14-XX 

Resolution of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board adjusting the FORA 
Community Facilities District Special Tax Rates and the Basewide 
Development Fee Schedule. 

THIS RESOLUTION is adopted with reference to the following facts and circumstances: 

A. Government Code section 67679(e) authorizes the Fo 
referred to as "Authority") Board of Directors (herei 
development fees on a development project within t 
Government Code section 66000, et seq. The se 

use Authority (hereinafter 
to as "Board") to levy 

in compliance with 
o local agency shall 

issue any building permit for any developme r Fort Ord until 
the Board has certified that all development 

B. 

C. On January 18, 
Ord Reuse 
"CFD") und 
(the "RMA") an 
in sele 
ad 

anticipate 
to the app 
consideration o 

sewide Devel nt Fees for 
obligations inten ed to mitigate 

e Fort Ord territory. The basewide 
the Public Facilities Improvement 
of the Board's adopted Capital 
· ular the transportation, habitat 

as identified in the Final 
'1997. 

pted Resolution No. 02-1 establishing the Fort 
acilities District (hereinafter referred to as the 

nd method of apportionment of special taxes 
taxes (the "Special Taxes") on real property 

, on October 14, 2005, the Authority Board 
15, which ly amended the CFD RMA in order to provide 

uld encourage and benefit the development of affordable and 

ony professional consultants, affected businesses, and 
on August 29, 2012, and through adoption of resolution 12-5, 
Agreement Amendments with Fort Ord land use jurisdictions. 

lation of a formula, which analyzes CIP contingent expenses and 
calibrate FORA's Development Fee Schedule and CFD Special Tax 

evel. The formula calculation will be used as a basis for Board 
JUstments in the maximum Special Taxes for the CFD and Fee Policy. 

E. As part of their CIP Review- Phase Ill Study contract work for the Authority, Economic and 
Planning Systems, Inc. ("EPS") performed the Board-directed formula calculation 
(Attachment C to Item 10b, FORA Board meeting May 16, 2014), recommending an 
immediate proportional 17.1 o/o reduction in FORA's Development Fee Schedule and CFD 
Special Tax. There is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public projects 
included in the CIP and the type of development project on which the development fee or 
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Special Tax is imposed. There is also a reasonable relationship between the amount of the 
development fee or Special Tax and the cost of the public projects attributable to the 
development on which the fee or Special Tax is imposed and the Board has determined that 
the fee and Special Tax structure will continue to provide sufficient fees and Special Taxes 
to meet its State Law obligations and basewide expenses. 

F. The purpose of this Resolution is to amend Resolution 99-1 and to provide for levies of 
Special Taxes in the CFD at rates lower than the authorized maximum Special Tax rates in 
the RMA in order to lower the fees charged to, and th cial Taxes levied on, 
development occurring on the former Fort Ord, while main financial resources to 
meet the Authority's mitigation measure and basewide e obligations and to sustain 
parity between the Special Taxes levied within the CF lopment fees charged 
in non-CFD areas. 

G. Section 6.01.010 of the Authority Master 
refunds, reimbursements and charges im 
resolution and amended by the Board. In 
Implementation Agreements with each 
Agreements require all development proje 
to mitigate development impacts. The Autho 

fees, penalties, 
be adopted by 

into separate 
ns. Those 

r share of the A rity's costs 

with individual jurisdictions a their deve 
as approved further agreements 

to carry out the Implementation 
this Resolution. Agreements and the other aut 

H. The Board's annually 
Authority CFD sp 
accompanying text 

Ord Reuse 
ees are to be used and 

I. ecial Tax rates listed in Table 1 reflect a 
onable relationship between the need for the 

of development project on which the 
. There is also a reasonable relationship 

develo or Special Tax and the cost of the public 
velopment on which the fee or Special Tax is imposed and the 

e fee and Special Tax structure will continue to provide 
to meet its State Law obligations and basewide expenses. 

J. n 660 1 requires the Authority to do the following before adopting 
nt impact fee: 

1. end the fees. 
2. year following the first deposit into the account or fund, and every 

five yea reafter, make all of the following findings with respect to that portion of 
the account or fund remaining unexpended, whether committed or uncommitted: 

i. Identify the purpose of the fee (as described in "E." above). 
ii. Identify all sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete financing 

in incomplete improvements listed in the CIP. 
iii. Designate the approximate dates on which the funding necessary to complete 

the project is expected to be deposited into the appropriate account or fund 
serving the CIP. 
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K. Any development fee so adopted shall be effective on July 1, 2014. 

NOW THEREFORE the Board hereby resolves that: 

1. The CFD Special Tax and the Basewide Development Fee is amended in the amounts 
listed for each type of development in the attached fee schedule (Table 1) and these fees 
will hereafter be levied as Special Taxes at the maximum Spe ax rates in the attached 
schedule (Table 1). 

2. This Basewide Development fee schedule and CFD m 
the CFD maximum Special Tax rates and indexed i 
year as evidenced in the attached Table 1 -Taxa 
Development Fee Rates. 

3. The adjusted Development Fees and the 
effective July 1, 2014. 

4. 

Upon motion by ___ _ 
this_ day of ___ _ 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSTENTIONS: 
ABSENT: 

ecial Tax shall be fixed to 
ner on July 1st of every 

tions and Maximum 

hall be appropriately segregated 
unting methods according to the 
rovided for in section B and G of 

elution was passed on 

Mayor Jerry Edelen, Chair 
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TABLE 1- TAXABLE PROPERTY CLASSIF 
MAXIMUM DEVELOPMENT FEE 

(Figures as of July 1, 2014) 

PROPERTY 
CLASSIFICATION 

Hotel 

On July 1, commencing July 
by an amount equal to the 
preceding Fiscal Year · 
the fee overlay is 
Development Fee 

;w"""'."'"''~ in Table 1 shall be increased 
) the change since the immediately 
struction Cost Index applicable to the area in which 

a substantially equivalent index selected by the 
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TABLE 1- TAXABLE PROPERTY CLASSIFICATIONS AND 
MAXIMUM SPECIAL TAX RATES 

(Figures as of July 1, 2014) 

PROPERTY 
CLASSIFICATION 

Industrial 

Hotel 

On July 1, commencing July 1, 2015, the 
amount equal to the lesser of (1) five perc 
Fiscal Year in the Engineering News Record' 
District is located (or, if such index is no 
Administrator) 

in Table 1 shall be increased by an 
since the immediately preceding 

icable to the area in which the 
index selected by the CFD 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

FY 2014/15 Capital Improvement Program 

May 16, 2014 
10b 

Attachment C to Item 8b 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

INFORMATION/ACTION 

i. Receive a Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) FY 2014/15 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
staff presentation; 

ii. Receive an Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) CIP Review- Phase Ill Study presentation; 
iii. Provide direction on the FY 2014/15 CIP (Attachment A); and 
iv. Approve Resolution 14-xx (Attachment B) to implement a Community Facilities District (CFD) 

Special Tax and Base-wide Development Fee adjustment. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
i. Annually, FORA staff provides a CIP overview, including reprogramming updates and text 

editing. The most significant updates this year include: 1) budget adjustments reflecting actual 
CFD tax/development fee collection ($1.5M) versus FY 2013/14 forecasts ($11M); 2) moving 
transportation projects and other Cl P expenditures forward to accommodate CFD tax/ 
development fee collection, land sales and property tax collection and development forecasts; 
3) incorporating market methodology for current and future fiscal year forecasting (described 
through text edits); 4) removal of the Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) "voluntary 
contribution" per MCWD request and EPS recommendation, and 5) budget adjustments 
reflecting actual Land sale proceeds collection ($1.1 M) versus FY 2013/14 forecasts ($6.3M). 
FORA staff will provide a PowerPoint presentation on these and other relevant issues. 

ii. In December 2013, the FORA Board approved a CIP Review- Phase Ill Study by EPS, to follow 
on their first two studies and to further review: 1) the appropriate cost-index; 2) transportation 
costs and contingencies; 3) other contingency costs (including Habitat Conservation Plan 
endowment funding, additional utility/storm drainage, and other costs); 4) water augmentation 
costs; 5) any surplus fund balance; 6) calibration of FORA CFD fee/ development fee as a result 
of contingency reductions; and 7) removing the CIP Capital expense line item MCWD "voluntary 
contribution" (since it is not a California Environmental Quality Act obligation and there is no 
mechanism in place to transfer funds to MCWD). EPS will present their findings and 
recommendations, as well as their suggested fee adjustment (The EPS work product is included 
as Attachment C). It is noted that at the May 7th Administrative Committee meeting, members 
of the public/development community requested that the Board consider retaining the "voluntary 
contribution" in the FORA Cl P, direct FORA and MCWD staff to enter into an agreement to 
collect and transfer FORA funds to MCWD, and for MCWD to subsequently include this funding 
in their rate study and commensurately reduce their proposed capacity charge. FORA staff 
notes that if the Board considers that request, it would require an agreement that the Monterey 
Local Area Formation Commission/State legislature would have to review/approve as a part of 
the future FORA dissolution process. Such agreement must address a mechanism for the 
collection and transfer of the funds to MCWD post-FORA. Alternatively, EPS and MCWD 
consultants recommend removing this "voluntary contribution" from the FORA CIP. Board 
direction on this matter is desired, including suggestions for the Administrative/Capital 
Improvement Program Committees to assess. 

iii. Annually, staff requests updated reuse forecasts from the land use jurisdictions. FORA staff 
reviews the forecasts to ensure that resource-constrained limits of the Base Reuse Plan and 
associated environmental documentation/Sierra Club Settlement Agreement are met and that 
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forecasts are realistic. Using reuse forecasts and other data, FORA staff coordinated with EPS 
to estimate CIP funding sources, including CFD fees/development fees, land sales, property 
taxes, grants, etc. anticipated to be received per fiscal year. The estimated revenue stream is 
used to place in time FORA expenditures on transportation/transit, water augmentation, habitat 
management, property management/caretaker costs, and building removal. 

The CIP Phase Ill Study work product recommends a 17.1% CFD fee/development fee 
reduction to balance CIP revenues and expenditures through FORA's legislated dissolution on 
June 30, 2020. The draft FY 2014/15 CIP currently assumes CFD fee/development fee rates 
consistent with the proposed fee reduction. 

Due to the nature of forecasting, today's best reuse forecasts may differ from what may be 
realized in current market conditions. Recognizing this, CIP reprogramming continues to be a 
routine procedure every fiscal year to assure that mitigation projects are implemented in the 
best possible sequence with reuse needs. Next year's CIP may differ, based on updated 
jurisdiction forecasts and actual fee collection. The CIP is typically presented to the FORA 
Board for its initial review in May each year. The CIP has either been adopted at this first 
presentation or at the June meeting in order to implement the program and CFD fee/ 
development fee adjustments by the start of the fiscal year on July 1. The draft FY 2014/15 CIP 
is included as Attachment A for Board consideration and/or direction. 

iv. In August 2012, the FORA Board adopted a formula for calculating periodic CFD Special Tax 
and Base-wide Development Fee adjustments on a biennial or material change basis. 
Resolution 14-xx (Attachment B) implements a fee adjustment consistent with the formula, 
indicating that a 17.1 o/o fee reduction is appropriate. The recommended fee reduction calibrates 
the CFD Special Tax and Development Fee with CIP adjustments. Those adjustments include 
removing FORA's MCWD "Voluntary Contribution" and other expenditure and funding source 
factors. If the Board adopts Resolution 14-xx, the fee reduction would take effect on July 1, 
2014. If the Board does not adopt Resolution 14-xx, the existing fee ($27, 180/new residential 
unit, et.al.) would be indexed, increasing by 2.4%> on July 1, 2014. 

FISCAL IMPACT: I /' I 
Reviewed by FORA Controller __l_21. 
Staff time and consultant (EPS) cost are included in the approved FY 13-14 annual budget. 

COORDINATION: 
Administrative Committee, CIP Committee 

Prepared by __ ___,j_s-.~/~....-___ _ I s/ Approved by------=--..:;...._ ______ _ 
Crissy Maras Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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DRAFT
Table 1-1
FORA Phase III CIP Review
CFD Special Tax Options

Preliminary
Existing Adjusted Percentage

Land Use Basis Rate Rate Difference Change

July 1, 2013 June 5, 2014

ROUNDED

New Residential per du $27,180 $22,560 ($4,620) -17.0%
Existing Residential per du $8,173 $6,780 ($1,393) -17.0%
Office & Industrial per acre $3,567 $2,960 ($607) -17.0%
Retail per acre $73,471 $60,980 ($12,491) -17.0%
Hotel per room $6,065 $5,030 ($1,035) -17.0%

prel_tax

Sources:  FORA and EPS.

Development Fee Policy/CFD Special Tax

Prepared by EPS 6/5/2014 P:\132000\132143 FORA Phase III\Models\132143 model1.xls
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DRAFT

process

Figure 1-1
Periodic Process to Update 

Basewide Development Fee Schedule 
and CFD Special Tax 

STEP 1

Determine total remaining CIP Costs
(Equals the Sum of all CIP Cost Components)

STEP 5

Adjust Policy and CFD Special Tax (as necessary) 
(by comparing Step 3 with Step 4)

Land Sales/Lease Revenues

Land Sales Revenues / Proceeds (LSR/P)A

(Less) Credits retained to offset CIP-funded
projects in prior yearsB

Adjusted LSR/P                                 C

Lease RevenuesD

(Less) Other obligations for LSR/P & Lease RevenuesE

Net LSR/P & Lease Revenues     F

=        -

= + -

C A B

F D EC

FORA Property Tax Revenues
Calculate future Assessed Valuation (AV):

Reuse Forecast x AV = New AV > July 1, 2012
i

Calculate Total Tax Revenue Available:ii
New 
AV x 1% – Set 

Aside – Pass 
Through

Calculate FORA Property Tax Revenue (Continued) ii

= Net Tax 
Available

Net Tax 
Available x 35% = FORA 

Allocatio

Discount Remaining Years (through 2020) of
Annual FORA Property Tax Revenues at  5.28% 

(Bond Buyer Revenue Bond Index + 50 basis points)
[Example: In 2015, discount annual revenues for years 2015-2020] 

iii

Allocate present value of future annual 
FORA property tax revenueiv

FORA CIP Annually to
Member Jurisdictions

Present Value of
Future  FORA Property Tax Revenue

90% 10%

NOTE:   Adjusted Tax Rate cannot exceed the
Maximum CFD Special Tax (as escalated annually)

STEP 2

Determine the sources and amount of funds:

● Fund Balances

● Grant Monies

● Loan Proceeds

● CSU Mitigation Fees

● Land Sales/Lease Revenues

● FORA Property Tax Revenues

STEP 3

Determine Net Costs funded through 
Policy and CFD Special Tax Revenues

(Net Costs = Step 1 - Step 2)

STEP 4

Calculate Policy and CFD Fee Revenue
(Using prior year rates and reuse forecast)

Prepared by EPS 5/8/2014 P:\132000\132143 FORA Phase III\Models\132143 model1.xlsPage 62 of 240



DRAFT
Table 1-2
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Calculation of CFD Special Tax Funding Required

Step/ Item Calculation Amount

STEP 1 Remaining Capital Improvement Program and Other Costs
Transportation/Transit a $118,180,000
Water Augmentation - CEQA mitigation b $24,016,000
Water Augmentation - voluntary contribution c $0
HCP Endowment [1] d $40,110,000
HCP Endowment Contingency e $20,283,000
Fire Fighting Equipment f $0
Contingency (MEC, Soil mgt. plans, insurance retention, etc.) g $17,727,000
Additional Utility and Storm Drainage Costs h $0
Other Costs (PLL Insurance) i $0
Other Costs (CFD Administration) j $2,400,000
Subtotal CIP Costs k = sum (a to j) $222,716,000

Preston Park Land Sale Loan Repayment [2] l $18,000,000
Developer Fee Repayment to Land Sale Revenue Account [3] m $6,793,000

Total Costs n = k + l + m $247,509,000

STEP 2 Estimated Sources of Funds
Existing Fund Balances [4] o $0
Existing Fund Balance for HCP Endowment [5] p $6,043,000
Grants q $0
CSU Mitigation Fees r $0
Loan Proceeds s $0
FORA Property Tax Revenues u $11,221,000
Land Sale Revenues [6] t $67,612,000
Other Revenues v $0
Total Sources of Funds w = sum (o to v) $84,876,000

STEP 3 CFD Special Tax Revenue Required
CFD Special Tax Revenue x = n - w $162,633,000

FORA CFD Special Tax Revenue Summary

STEP 4 (Table 1-3) Estimated Policy & CFD Special Tax Revenue  - Current Estimates [7] y $195,943,000
   

Net Cost Funded by Policy and CFD Special Tax Revenue z = x $162,633,000

CFD Special Tax Required as a % of Maximum aa = z / y 83.0%

STEP 5 Adjustment Factor Applied to Prior Year CFD Special Tax Rate (Rounded) 83.0%

cip_fund_1

Source:  FORA and EPS.

Amounts rounded to the nearest thousand.

 (Tables 3-1, 3-2a & b,
  Appendix C) 

 (Tables 4-1, 4-2,   
  Appendices A & B) 

[6]  Reflects land sale revenue available after building removal obligations are met.
[7]  Based on remaining development subject to Basewide Development Fee Policy & CFD Special Tax and current rates.

[1]  Includes existing fund balance for habitat mitigation.
[2]  Reflects entire loan amount outstanding against Preston Park property to be paid off by land sale revenues.
[3]  Reflects amount borrowed against land sale revenue account to construct CIP improvements.  This amount must be 
      repaid by developer fee revenues, and may be used to offset FORA operation costs (see Table B-1).
[4]  Existing fund balance provided by FORA as of April 2014.
[5]  Equals existing fund balance for habitat mitigation as of April 2014.

Prepared by EPS 6/5/2014 P:\132000\132143 FORA Phase III\Models\132143 model1.xls
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DRAFT
Table 1-3
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Estimated CFD Tax Revenues 

Land Use
Remaining 

Development

Existing
CFD Tax Rate
(FY 2013/14)

Total CFD 
Revenue

Residential Units

New Residential [1,2] 6,130 $27,180 $166,613,400
Employer Based Housing [3] 492 $1,359 $668,628
Existing/Replacement Residential 0 $8,173 $0

Total Residential 6,622 $167,282,028

Nonresidential Revenues Acres

Office 142.2 $3,567 $507,354
Industrial 44.4 $3,567 $158,369
Retail 161.6 $73,471 $11,872,752

Rooms

Hotel 2,120 $6,065 $12,857,800
Total Nonresidential $25,396,275

Total Residential and Nonresidential [4] $192,678,303

Plus Preston Park $3,265,000

TOTAL CFD Revenue $195,943,303

tax_rev

[4]  Assumes no discount for affordable housing above the minimum requirement.

[3]  CSUMB North Campus housing anticipated to meet employer based housing 
      requirements and would be charged the associated reduced rate equal to 1/20 of the 
      new residential rate.

[1]  Cypress Knolls units charged the new residential rate.
[2]  Includes 400 Cypress Knolls units, which do not count towards the 6,160 unit threshold.

Prepared by EPS 5/8/2014 P:\132000\132143 FORA Phase III\Models\132143 model1.xls
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DRAFT
Table 2-1
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Jurisdictional Forecasts: Projected Absorption by Land Use [1]

Item Residential [2,3] Office Industrial Retail Hotel

Year units rooms

2013-14 233 14,000 0 0 0
2014-15 164 177,000 29,500 154,000 100
2015-16 227 62,000 29,500 62,300 600
2016-17 623 356,552 130,820 222,500 670
2017-18 1,048 185,552 99,500 198,500 330
2018-19 1,165 507,552 174,092 749,500 0
2019-20+ 2,903 879,867 310,183 373,000 420

Total 6,363 2,182,524 773,595 1,759,800 2,120

abs

Source: FORA.

Nonresidential

[2]  Includes demand for both affordable and market rate housing. Excludes 
      CSUMB Employer Based housing units.

[1]  Reflects jurisdictional forecasts used for purposes of FY 2014/15 CIP.

square feet

[3]  Includes 174 units from The Promontory Project and 400 Cypress Knolls units, 
      which do not count towards the 6,160 unit threshold.

Prepared by EPS 5/8/2014 P:\132000\132143 FORA Phase III\Models\132143 model1.xls
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DRAFT
Table 2-2
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Summary of Total Annual Forecasted Development - Taxable Uses

Item Residential [1] Office Industrial Retail Hotel

Year units rooms

2013-14 198 14,000 0 0 0
2014-15 139 177,000 14,750 154,000 100
2015-16 193 62,000 14,750 62,300 600
2016-17 530 336,552 106,070 222,500 670
2017-18 891 165,552 74,750 198,500 330
2018-19 990 437,552 149,342 749,500 0
2019-20+ 2,468 819,867 235,933 373,000 420
Total 5,409 2,012,524 595,595 1,759,800 2,120

land_use

Source: FORA and EPS.

[1]  Excludes residential non-taxable uses: CSUMB, Portion of Marina Dunes, Preston Park, 
   Abrams B, MOCO Housing Authority, Shelter Outreach Plus, Veterans Transition Center,
   Army Housing, and Interim Inc. 

Taxable Land Uses

square feet

Nonresidential [2]

[2]  Excludes nonresidential non-taxable uses: Veteran's Cemetery, Marina Corp. Yard, 
      Seaside Corp. Yard, Monterey City Corp. Yard, CSUMB.  Assumes 50 percent of UC MBEST 
      and Marina Industrial Airport Area office and industrial development will be taxable.

Prepared by EPS 5/8/2014 P:\132000\132143 FORA Phase III\Models\132143 model1.xls
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DRAFT
Table 2-3
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Forecasted Acreage Absorption for Transferrable Land [1]

Total 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22

New Residential
Seaside Planned 164.5 0.0 0.0 4.2 25.0 25.0 24.5 33.3 52.5
Del Rey Oaks Planned 115.2 0.0 0.0 21.7 47.8 45.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Residential Planned 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3
Subtotal New Residential 281.0 0.0 0.0 25.9 72.8 70.7 24.5 33.3 53.8

Existing/ Replacement Residential
Cypress Knolls 66.7 0.0 0.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL 347.7 0.0 0.0 42.5 89.5 87.4 41.2 33.3 53.8

Office
Del Rey Oaks Planned 13.1 0.0 0.0 6.6 0.0 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Monterey Planned 47.3 0.0 0.0 7.9 7.9 7.9 11.8 11.8 0.0
Cypress Knolls Community Center 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Seaside Planned 5.7 0.0 0.0 1.6 1.6 1.8 0.7 0.0 0.0
Subtotal Office 67.2 0.0 0.0 17.2 9.5 16.2 12.5 11.8 0.0

Industrial
Monterey Planned 12.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 4.1 4.1 0.0
Cypress Knolls Support Services 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Seaside Planned 7.7 0.0 0.0 2.9 2.9 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal Industrial 20.5 0.0 0.0 3.2 2.9 6.1 4.1 4.1 0.0

Retail
Del Rey Oaks Planned 1.8 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cypress Knolls Community Center 2.8 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Seaside Planned 92.9 0.0 0.0 9.2 9.2 60.6 14.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal Retail 97.5 0.0 0.0 13.8 9.2 60.6 14.0 0.0 0.0

Hotel
Del Rey Oaks Planned 14.5 0.0 0.0 14.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Seaside Planned 15.0 0.0 5.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 4.6 2.0 0.0
Subtotal Hotel 29.5 0.0 5.3 17.6 0.0 0.0 4.6 2.0 0.0

Total All Uses 562.3 0.0 5.3 94.3 111.1 170.3 76.3 51.2 53.8

trans

Source: Fort Ord Reuse Authority. TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

[1]  Long term land sales are uncertain but will be reviewed and updated in the future. 
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Table 3-1
FORA Phase III CIP Review
2013 Summary of Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 2012/13-2021/22

Item Total 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Post FORA

CIP Projects Funded by CFD Development Fees

CIP Projects
Transportation/Transit $118,180,366 $472,199 $3,215,634 $27,522,289 $24,445,285 $18,814,580 $14,981,689 $28,728,690
Water Augmentation - CEQA Mitigation $24,015,648 $0 $1,176,300 $1,874,300 $2,660,200 $3,073,600 $2,236,500 $12,994,748
Water Augmentation - Voluntary Contribution $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Storm Drainage System [Completed by 2005] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Habitat Management $34,067,054 $0 $1,537,614 $3,378,680 $5,652,005 $8,023,233 $9,269,888 $6,205,635 $0
Fire Rolling Stock $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total CIP Projects $176,263,068 $2,009,813 $7,770,614 $35,048,594 $35,128,718 $31,158,068 $23,423,824 $41,723,438

Other Costs and Contingencies
CIP Contingency $17,727,055 $70,830 $482,345 $4,128,343 $3,666,793 $2,822,187 $2,247,253 $4,309,304
HCP Contingency $20,283,097 $915,476 $2,011,624 $3,365,133 $4,776,932 $5,519,175 $3,694,757 $0
Additional Utility and Storm Drainage Costs $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
PLL Insurance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
CFD Administration $2,400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $0

Total Other Costs and Contingencies $40,410,152 $1,386,306 $2,893,969 $7,893,476 $8,843,725 $8,741,362 $6,342,010 $4,309,304

Total Expenditures [1] $216,673,220 $3,396,118 $10,664,583 $42,942,070 $43,972,443 $39,899,430 $29,765,834 $46,032,742
  

rev_cip_1

Source: FORA.

[1]  Excludes Preston Park loan repayment.
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Table 3-2a
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Summary of CFD Tax Revenue Required for HCP Funding - Before Fee Adjustment

FY Total
Ending CFD Revenue % of CFD Rev. Net Revenue

2014 $0 0.0% $0
2015 $6,150,454 25.0% $1,537,614
2016 $13,514,721 25.0% $3,378,680
2017 $22,608,020 25.0% $5,652,005
2018 $32,092,931 25.0% $8,023,233
2019 $37,079,551 25.0% $9,269,888
2020 $26,981,020 23.0% $6,205,635

TOTAL $195,943,303 $34,067,054

cfd sum

Habitat Mgmt. Revenue
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Table 3-2b
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Summary of CFD Tax Revenue Required for HCP Funding - After Fee Adjustment

FY Total
Ending CFD Revenue % of CFD Rev. Net Revenue

2014 $0 0.0% $0
2015 $5,104,559 30.1% $1,537,614
2016 $11,770,026 28.7% $3,378,680
2017 $18,762,346 30.1% $5,652,005
2018 $26,636,435 30.1% $8,023,233
2019 $30,776,640 30.1% $9,269,888
2020 $22,394,049 27.7% $6,205,635
Post FORA $47,738,989 0.0% $0

TOTAL $163,183,046 $34,067,054

cfd sum adjust

Habitat Mgmt. Revenue
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Table 3-3
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Summary of General Assumptions - HCP Endowment Funding

Item

Permit Term Begins 2015
Post Permit Term Begins 2065

Endowment (2014 $) Maximum Needed Annual Return Annual Revenue
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) $25,285,002 4.50% $1,137,825
University of California (UC) $5,446,621 4.20% $228,758
Implementation Assurances Fund (IAF) $3,574,974 4.50% $160,874
Borderlands Management (BL) $3,980,432 4.50% $179,119
Total $38,287,029 $1,706,576

Beginning Endowment Balance (2014 $)
Initial Balance $6,042,831

Initial Balance Uses
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) $3,550,180
University of California (UC) $2,492,651
Implementation Assurances Fund (IAF) $0
Borderlands Management (BL) $0
Total $6,042,831

Starting Special Tax Rate
New Residential $27,180 per Unit
Employer Based Housing $1,359 per Unit
Existing/Replacement Residential $8,173 per Unit
Office $3,567 per Acre
Industrial $3,567 per Acre
Retail $73,471 per Acre
Hotel $6,065 per Room

Annual Special Tax Escalation 0.0%

assump2
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Table 3-4
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Summary of Initial and Ongoing Costs - Individual Endowments

Permit FY Initial Ongoing Initial Ongoing Initial Ongoing Initial Ongoing
Year Ending Costs Costs Total Costs Costs Total Costs Costs Total Costs Costs Total

2014 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2015 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

1 2016 ($321,487) ($538,636) ($860,122) ($823,746) ($52,977) ($876,723) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2017 $0 ($875,146) ($875,146) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2018 $0 ($875,146) ($875,146) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2019 $0 ($875,146) ($875,146) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2020 $0 ($875,146) ($875,146) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2021 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2022 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2023 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2024 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)

10 2025 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2026 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2027 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2028 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2029 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2030 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2031 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2032 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2033 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2034 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)

20 2035 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2036 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2037 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2038 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2039 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2040 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2041 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2042 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2043 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2044 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)

30 2045 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2046 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2047 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2048 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)

UC EndowmentHCP Endowment IAF Endowment Borderlands Endowment
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Table 3-4
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Summary of Initial and Ongoing Costs - Individual Endowments

Permit FY Initial Ongoing Initial Ongoing Initial Ongoing Initial Ongoing
Year Ending Costs Costs Total Costs Costs Total Costs Costs Total Costs Costs Total

UC EndowmentHCP Endowment IAF Endowment Borderlands Endowment

2049 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2050 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2051 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2052 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2053 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2054 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)

40 2055 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2056 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2057 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2058 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2059 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2060 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2061 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2062 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2063 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)
2064 $0 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,825) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)

50 2065 $1 ($1,137,825) ($1,137,824) $0 ($228,758) ($228,758) $0 ($160,874) ($160,874) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)

Post Permit
2065 + $0 ($720,685) ($720,685) $0 ($191,677) ($191,677) $0 ($34,011) ($34,011) $0 ($179,119) ($179,119)

costs_indiv

Source: Fort Ord Reuse Authority.
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Table 4-1
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Net Present Value of FORA Property 
Tax Revenue after July 1, 2012

FORA 90% of FORA
Item Property Tax Property Tax

Reference Table A-3

Factor 90%

Fiscal Year
2014-15 $231,630 $208,467
2015-16 $579,431 $521,488
2016-17 $1,034,313 $930,882
2017-18 $2,062,746 $1,856,471
2018-19 $3,239,132 $2,915,219
2019-20+ $7,948,745 $7,153,870

Total $15,095,997 $13,586,397

Net Present Value
4.85% Discount Rate [1] $11,220,736

npv

[1]  Based on proposed Bond Buyers Revenue Bond Index annual average as of
   June 2013 plus 50 basis points.  
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Table 4-2
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Land Sales Revenue for CIP Projects

Item
Source/ 

Reference Amount

Land Sales Revenues [1]
Land Sale Account Balance $2,606,000
Preston Park [2] FORA $0
Marina Community Partners (credits) FORA $19,400,000
Other Future Transfers Table B-1 $71,206,000
Total $93,212,000

Expenditures
Marina Community Partners - Dunes FORA $19,400,000
Stockade (Marina) FORA $2,200,000
Surplus II (Seaside) FORA $4,000,000
Total Other Sources $25,600,000

Land Sales Revenue for CIP Projects $67,612,000

lsr_calc

Source:  FORA and EPS.

Amounts rounded to the nearest thousand.

[1]  Long term land sales revenues are uncertain but will be reviewed and updated in the

[2]  Included in Table B-1.  Loan payoff requirement is denoted in Table 1-2.
      future.
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Table A-1
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Estimated Assessed Value from Total Forecasted Development

Annual
Item Residential Office Industrial Retail Hotel Total

per unit per room

Estimated Finished Value [1] $400,000 $215 $100 $255 $141,000

Year [2]
2014-15 $79,200,000 $3,010,000 $0 $0 $0 $82,210,000
2015-16 $56,434,000 $38,625,825 $1,497,125 $39,859,050 $14,311,500 $150,727,500
2016-17 $79,533,370 $13,732,899 $1,519,582 $16,366,669 $87,157,035 $198,309,556
2017-18 $221,683,816 $75,663,982 $11,091,511 $59,329,177 $98,785,236 $466,553,721
2018-19 $378,269,969 $37,777,911 $7,933,693 $53,723,570 $49,385,246 $527,090,388
2019-20+ $1,490,099,234 $291,238,513 $41,505,059 $308,359,080 $63,796,759 $2,194,998,645
Total $2,305,220,389 $460,049,130 $63,546,969 $477,637,546 $313,435,776 $3,619,889,810

av

Source: EPS.

[2]  For purposes of this analysis, the absorption schedule has a one year lag to reflect when the estimated
   assessed value would be reflected on the assessor's tax roll.

Land Uses

per sq. ft. 

[1]  See Table A-4 & Table A-5 for commercial finished value assumptions as of 2014. Assumes an annual market appreciation rate 
      of 1.5%.  Estimated finished values amounts for nonresidential building square feet rounded to nearest $5.
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Table A-2
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Estimated Change in FORA Assessed Value Since July 1, 2012

Item Percent Formula July 1, 2012 July 1, 2013 Difference

Property Taxes Received [1] A $1,300,000 $1,332,000 $32,000

Total Net Property Tax Generated 35.0% B = A / 35.0% $3,714,286 $3,805,714 $91,429

Plus Pass Throughs
Tier 1 Pass Throughs 13.5% $667,439 $683,868 $16,429
Tier 2 Pass Throughs 11.3% $560,649 $574,449 $13,801

Subtotal Pass Throughs 24.8% C $1,228,088 $1,258,318 $30,230

Property Tax Net of Housing Set Aside 75.2% D =  B / (1 - C) $4,942,374 $5,064,032 $121,658

Plus Housing Set Aside 20.0% E $1,235,593 $1,266,008 $30,415

Total Property Tax (1%) F = D / (1 - E) $6,177,967 $6,330,040 $152,073

Total Assessed Value 1.0% G = F / 1.0% $617,796,721 $633,004,025 $15,207,304

Total Assessed Value (Rounded) $617,797,000 $633,004,000 $15,207,000
TRUE

base

Source: FORA.

[1]  As of April 2014, FORA has received $754,199.57 in property tax revenues.  A second payment is anticipated in May or June. 
      This calculation assumes the second installment will be lower than the first installment, as it has been in prior years.  EPS assumes 
      that the second payment will be the same proportion of the first payment as experienced in FY 12/13 (roughly 77%).  
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Table A-3
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Estimated FORA Property Tax Revenue for Development After July 1, 2012

Property 
New AV New AV Tax Less: Housing Property Tax Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 Annual

Beginning Annual 2% Added Ending Since (Formerly T.I.) Set Aside Net of Housing Years 1-45 Years 11-45 Years 31-45 Net Property
Item AV Growth to Roll [2] AV July 1, 2012 1% 20% Set Aside 13.5% 11.3% 7.6% Tax Annual Cumulative

Formula a b c = a + b d e f e = c + d + e + f

Base Assessed Value (July 1, 2012) [1] $617,797,000 35%
Current Assessed Value (July 1, 2013) [1] $633,004,000

2014-15 $633,004,000 $12,660,080 $82,210,000 $727,874,080 $110,077,080 $1,100,771 ($220,154) $880,617 ($118,922.21) ($99,894.66) $0 $661,800 $231,630 $231,630
2015-16 $727,874,080 $14,557,482 $150,727,500 $893,159,062 $275,362,062 $2,753,621 ($550,724) $2,202,896 ($297,489) ($249,890) $0 $1,655,518 $579,431 $811,061
2016-17 $893,159,062 $17,863,181 $198,309,556 $1,109,331,798 $491,534,798 $4,915,348 ($983,070) $3,932,278 ($531,032) ($446,067) $0 $2,955,180 $1,034,313 $1,845,374
2017-18 $1,109,331,798 $22,186,636 $466,553,721 $1,598,072,155 $980,275,155 $9,802,752 ($1,960,550) $7,842,201 ($1,059,044) ($889,597) $0 $5,893,560 $2,062,746 $3,908,120
2018-19 $1,598,072,155 $31,961,443 $527,090,388 $2,157,123,986 $1,539,326,986 $15,393,270 ($3,078,654) $12,314,616 ($1,663,018) ($1,396,935) $0 $9,254,663 $3,239,132 $7,147,252
2019-20+ $2,157,123,986 $43,142,480 $2,194,998,645 $4,395,265,111 $3,777,468,111 $37,774,681 ($7,554,936) $30,219,745 ($4,081,003) ($3,428,042) $0 $22,710,700 $7,948,745 $15,095,997

ti

Source: Monterey County and EPS.

[1]  See Table A-2.
[2]  See Table A-1.  Assumes an annual market appreciation rate of 1.5%.
[3]  Pass-Through based on calculation below.  Model assumes RDA commenced in FY 1997-98.

Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3
Pass-through 25.0% 21.0% 14.0%
Share 54.0% 54.0% 54.0%
Derived Rate 13.5% 11.3% 7.6%

[4]  This analysis estimates net new property tax to FORA based upon estimates of new development and growth in existing assessed values. 

Less: Other Agency Pass-Throughs [3]

(35% of Annual Net Tax) [4]
FORA Property Tax
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DRAFT
Table A-4
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Estimated Retail, Office, Industrial Finished Values

Item Amount Amount Amount

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM ASSUMPTIONS

Site Area (Acres) 10.00 10.00 10.00
Land Square Feet 435,600 435,600 435,600
Assumed FAR 0.25 0.35 0.40
Gross Building Square Feet 108,900 152,460 174,240
Net Leasable Area (Sq. Ft.) 87,120 121,968 139,392
Rent per Sq. Ft. $30.00 $25.00 $10.00

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS

Gross Lease Revenue (Weighted Average) $30.00 /NLA sq. ft./year $2,613,600 $25.00 /NLA sq. ft./year $3,049,200 $10.00 /NLA sq. ft./year $1,393,920
(less) Vacancy 5.0% ($130,680) 5.0% ($152,460) 5.0% ($69,696)
(less) Leasing Commissions 3.0% 5 years' rent ($372,438) 3.0% 5 years' rent ($434,511) 3.0% 5 years' rent ($198,634)
(less) Replacement/Reserve 5.0% ($130,680) 5.0% ($152,460) 5.0% ($69,696)

Subtotal, Annual Net Operating Income $1,979,802 $2,309,769 $1,055,894

Capitalized Value 7.10% cap rate $27,884,535 7.10% cap rate $32,531,958 7.10% cap rate $14,871,752

Finished Value per Gross Bldg. Sq. Ft. $256 $213 $85

comm_val

Source: CoStar and EPS.

Retail, Office, Industrial/R&D

Office Industrial/ R&D
Assumption

Retail
Assumption Assumption

Prepared by EPS 5/8/2014  P:\132000\132143 FORA Phase III\Models\132143 model1.xls

Page 79 of 240



DRAFT
Table A-5
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Hotel Development Finished Value

Item Assumption Total

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM ASSUMPTIONS
Number of Rooms 100
Average Room Rate $150
Square Footage Per Room 375 37,500
Efficiency Ratio 70%
Gross Building Sq. Ft. (Rounded) 55,000

Occupancy Rate 70%

REVENUE ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Room Revenue $3,832,500
Other Operating Revenue [1] 25% $958,125
Total Revenue $4,790,625

Less Operating Expenses [2] 75% $3,592,969

Annual Net Operating Income $1,197,656

Capitalized Value 8.50% cap rate $14,090,074

Value per Room (Rounded) $141,000

hotel

Sources: STR Hospitality, PKF Consulting, and EPS.

[1]  Includes F & B, telecommunications, and other.
[2]  Includes departmental, overhead, management fee, and fixed expenses.

Hotel
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DRAFT
Table B-1
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Estimated Land Sale Revenues to FORA

Total Subtotal Plus Other FORA 
Item Acres Land Value Transactions

p
Costs

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]
Year [7]

2014-15 5.3 $989,474 $989,474 $494,737 ($494,737) $0 $0 $0
2015-16 94.3 $17,996,649 $56,900,558 $74,897,207 $37,448,604 ($673,437) $0 ($265,225) $36,509,941
2016-17 111.1 $21,511,504 $21,511,504 $10,755,752 ($576,204) $0 ($273,182) $9,906,366
2017-18 170.3 $33,480,868 $33,480,868 $16,740,434 ($451,043) $0 ($281,377) $16,008,014
2018-19 76.3 $15,229,633 $15,229,633 $7,614,816 ($239,591) $0 ($289,819) $7,085,406
2019-20 51.2 $10,372,176 $10,372,176 $5,186,088 ($142,927) ($69,336) ($298,513) $4,675,312
Post FORA 53.8 $11,065,690 $11,065,690 $5,532,845 $0 $0 ($306,307) $5,226,538

Total 562.3 $110,645,994 $56,900,558 $167,546,552 $83,773,276 ($2,577,940) ($69,336) ($1,714,423) $79,411,577

Net Present Value
4.9% Discount Rate $95,882,435 $54,268,534 $150,150,970 $75,075,485 ($2,363,489) ($54,716) ($1,451,472) $71,205,807

TRUE TRUE TRUE
land$

[1]  Assumes per acre value of $188,000 and that values escalate by 1.5% percent annually.
[2]  Preston Park transaction.   Reflects FORA's share of anticipated transaction price net of developer fee obligation and cost of sale.

Year
Operations 

Cost

Developer
Fee 

Repayment

Net 
Operations 

Cost

2014-15 ($1,060,900) $1,060,900 $0 
2015-16 ($1,092,727) $1,092,727 $0 
2016-17 ($1,125,509) $1,125,509 $0 
2017-18 ($1,159,274) $1,159,274 $0 
2018-19 ($1,194,052) $1,194,052 $0    
2019-20 ($1,229,874) $1,160,538 ($69,336)

Total ($6,862,336) $6,793,000 ($69,336)
TRUE

[6]  Reflects land sale proceeds available to offset infrastructure costs.   

FORA 
Share - 50%

Est. Caretaker/ 
Property 

Management 
Costs

[5]  Estimates provided by FORA reflect anticipated PLL insurance, special election and other costs related to legislative initiatives, petitions,  etc.

[4]  Operations costs offset by repayment of $6.3 million of borrowed funds from the CFD.   FY 2012/13 costs provided by FORA and assumed to escalate by 3.0% annually. 
      See detailed calculation below.

Other 
Obligations 
(Initiatives, 

Petitions, Etc.) 
Total 

Land Value

[7]  For purposes of land sale revenue analysis, the absorption schedule is accelerated 2 years to reflect when the land transaction would actually occur.  Land sale revenues
      for FY 2015/16 absorption shown in FY 2014/15.

[3]  Caretaker costs in FY 2012-13 estimated based on FORA memorandum to Administrative Committee dated July 26, 2012 and funded only to the extent that land sale
      revenues are available.  Costs assumed to escalate 3.0% annually and are prorated based on the estimated remaining acreage maintained 
      by public agencies.

Net FORA
 Land Sale 
Proceeds
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DRAFT
Table B-2
FORA Phase III CIP Review
FORA Land Transactions to Date

Property [1] Acreage
Transaction 

Price
Price 

per Acre

[2]

Marina Heights 248.0 $10,620,000 $42,823

Imjin Office Park 4.6 $1,616,947 $348,480

Monterey County/ East Garrison 244.0 $3,673,270 $15,054

Young Nak Church 1.5 $298,000 $205,517

Salinas Valley Memorial Healthcare System 5.6 $2,400,000 $431,655

Interim #2 3.3 $240,000 $72,072

Dunes on Monterey Bay 290.0 $48,000,000 $165,517

The Promontory 8.54 $1,900,000 $222,482

Total 805.5 $68,748,217 $85,346

Average Price per Acre per Transaction $187,950

lsr

Source: FORA.

[2]  Reflects total transaction price, not just amount accruing to FORA.

[1]  Some of the identified transactions anticipate future FORA participation in profits or 
      other terms that influence the net transaction price.
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DRAFT
Table C-1
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Special Tax Revenue Generated for Habitat Management by Year

FY New Employer Exist./Replac. Total
Ending Residential Based Housing Residential Office Industrial Retail Hotel CFD Revenue % of CFD Rev. Net Revenue

[1] [2] [3]

Special Tax Rate [3] $27,180 $1,359 $8,173 $3,567 $3,567 $73,471 $6,065 See Table C-2

Per Unit Per Unit Per Unit Per Acre Per Acre Per Acre Per Room

2015 $4,457,520 $0 $0 $41,411 $6,039 $1,038,984 $606,500 $6,150,454 25.0% $1,537,614
2016 $6,169,860 $0 $3,265,000 $14,506 $6,039 $420,316 $3,639,000 $13,514,721 25.0% $3,378,680
2017 $16,933,140 $0 $0 $83,420 $26,781 $1,501,129 $4,063,550 $22,608,020 25.0% $5,652,005
2018 $28,484,640 $203,850 $0 $43,412 $20,369 $1,339,210 $2,001,450 $32,092,931 25.0% $8,023,233
2019 $31,664,700 $203,850 $0 $118,748 $35,640 $5,056,613 $0 $37,079,551 25.0% $9,269,888
2020 $23,972,760 $203,850 $0 $81,871 $28,475 $1,632,689 $1,061,375 $26,981,020 23.0% $6,205,635
2021+ $54,930,780 $57,078 $0 $123,985 $35,025 $883,811 $1,485,925 $57,516,604 0.0% $0

TOTAL $166,613,400 $668,628 $3,265,000 $507,354 $158,369 $11,872,752 $12,857,800 $195,943,303 $34,067,054

tax_rev

[1]  Includes 400 Cypress Knolls units charged the new residential rate.
[2]  Includes fee revenue from the already constructed Preston Park in FY 2015/16.
[3]  Represents the estimated annual percentage to meet endowment funding needs and accelerate capitalization.

Habitat Mgmt. Revenue
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DRAFT
Table C-2
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Summary of Assumptions Varying by Year

Share of CFD Special
FY Tax Allocated to

Ending FORA Habitat Mgmt HCP UC IAF BL Mgmt
[1]

2014 0.0% 64.7% 10.9% 11.0% 13.4%
2015 25.0% 64.7% 10.9% 11.0% 13.4%
2016 25.0% 64.7% 10.9% 11.0% 13.4%
2017 25.0% 64.7% 10.9% 11.0% 13.4%
2018 25.0% 64.7% 10.9% 11.0% 13.4%
2019 25.0% 64.7% 10.9% 11.0% 13.4%
2020 23.0% 64.7% 10.9% 11.0% 13.4%

assump1

[1]  Represents the estimated annual percentage to meet endowment
   funding needs and accelerate capitalization.

Special Tax Revenues Available
for Habitat Management Allocation 
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DRAFT
Table C-3
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Endowment Requirements

Assumed Annual Assumed Annual
Item Payout Revenue 2014$ Payout Revenue

[1] [1]

HCP Endowment Fund 4.50% $1,137,825 $16,015,233 4.50% $720,685

UC/NRS Endowment Fund 4.20% $228,758 $4,563,727 4.20% $191,677

Implementation Assurances Fund
Remedial Measures 4.50% $118,606 $0 $0
BLM and State Parks 4.50% $34,011 $755,794 4.50% $34,011
Contingency (5%) 4.50% $8,257 $0 $0
Subtotal 4.50% $160,874 $755,794 4.50% $34,011

Borderlands Management Cost 4.50% $179,119 $3,980,432 4.50% $179,119

TOTAL ENDOWMENTS $1,706,576 $25,315,187 $1,125,492

cost

Source: FORA

[1]  Adjusted from Phase II estimates based on CPI change between December 2011 and December 2013.

Permit Term Post-Permit Term
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DRAFT
Table C-4
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Planned Land Use Summary by Year

FY New Employer Existing/Replac.
Ending Residential Based Housing Residential Office Industrial Retail Hotel 

Units Units Units Acres Acres Acres Rooms

2015 164 0 0 11.6 1.7 14.1 100
2016 227 0 0 4.1 1.7 5.7 600
2017 623 0 0 23.4 7.5 20.4 670
2018 1,048 150 0 12.2 5.7 18.2 330
2019 1,165 150 0 33.3 10.0 68.8 0
2020 882 150 0 23.0 8.0 22.2 175
Post-FORA 2,021 42 0 34.8 9.8 12.0 245

TOTAL 6,130 492 0 142.2 44.4 161.6 2,120
TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE TRUE

LU_planned

Source: FORA.
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DRAFT
Table C-5
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Tax Revenues Allocated by Endowment

FY
Ending Annual [1] Cumulative Annual Cumulative Annual Cumulative Annual Cumulative Annual Cumulative

2015 $1,537,614 $1,537,614 $995,144 $995,144 $166,985 $166,985 $169,291 $169,291 $206,194 $206,194
2016 $3,378,680 $4,916,294 $2,186,682 $3,181,825 $366,925 $533,910 $371,993 $541,284 $453,081 $659,275
2017 $5,652,005 $10,568,299 $3,657,978 $6,839,803 $613,808 $1,147,717 $622,286 $1,163,570 $757,934 $1,417,209
2018 $8,023,233 $18,591,532 $5,192,636 $12,032,439 $871,323 $2,019,040 $883,358 $2,046,928 $1,075,916 $2,493,124
2019 $9,269,888 $27,861,420 $5,999,471 $18,031,911 $1,006,710 $3,025,750 $1,020,615 $3,067,542 $1,243,092 $3,736,216
2020 $6,205,635 $34,067,054 $4,016,287 $22,048,197 $673,932 $3,699,682 $683,240 $3,750,783 $832,176 $4,568,392

TOTAL $34,067,054 TRUE $22,048,197 $3,699,682 $3,750,783 $4,568,392

rev_alloc

[1] See net revenue projected in Table C-1.

BL MgmtSpecial Tax Revenue HCP UC IAF
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DRAFT
Table C-6
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Preliminary Endowment Cash Flow - All Endowments

Interest Transfer Annual Transfer
Permit FY Beginning Earnings Deposits In Costs Out Ending
Year Ending Balance (+) (+) (+) Subtotal (-) (-) Balance

2014 $6,042,831 $264,449 $0 $0 $6,307,280 $0 $0 $6,307,280
2015 $6,307,280 $276,036 $1,537,614 $0 $8,120,929 $0 $0 $8,120,929

1 2016 $8,120,929 $356,822 $3,378,680 $0 $11,856,431 ($2,076,838) $0 $9,779,593
2017 $9,779,593 $432,629 $5,652,005 $0 $15,864,226 ($1,443,898) $0 $14,420,329
2018 $14,420,329 $639,994 $8,023,233 $0 $23,083,555 ($1,443,898) $0 $21,639,658
2019 $21,639,658 $962,561 $9,269,888 $0 $31,872,107 ($1,443,898) $0 $30,428,209
2020 $30,428,209 $1,355,241 $6,205,635 $0 $37,989,084 ($1,443,898) $0 $36,545,187
2021+ $36,545,187 $1,628,580 $0 $0 $38,173,767 ($1,706,576) $0 $36,467,190
2022 $36,467,190 $1,625,086 $0 $0 $38,092,277 ($1,706,576) $0 $36,385,700
2023 $36,385,700 $1,621,436 $0 $0 $38,007,136 ($1,706,576) $0 $36,300,560
2024 $36,300,560 $1,617,623 $0 $0 $37,918,183 ($1,706,576) $0 $36,211,606

10 2025 $36,211,606 $1,613,638 $0 $0 $37,825,244 ($1,706,576) $0 $36,118,668
2026 $36,118,668 $1,609,475 $0 $0 $37,728,143 ($1,706,576) $0 $36,021,566
2027 $36,021,566 $1,605,125 $0 $0 $37,626,691 ($1,706,576) $0 $35,920,115
2028 $35,920,115 $1,600,581 $0 $0 $37,520,696 ($1,706,576) $0 $35,814,119
2029 $35,814,119 $1,595,833 $0 $0 $37,409,952 ($1,706,576) $0 $35,703,375
2030 $35,703,375 $1,590,872 $0 $0 $37,294,247 ($1,706,576) $0 $35,587,670
2031 $35,587,670 $1,585,688 $0 $0 $37,173,359 ($1,706,576) $0 $35,466,782
2032 $35,466,782 $1,580,273 $0 $0 $37,047,055 ($1,706,576) $0 $35,340,479
2033 $35,340,479 $1,574,615 $0 $0 $36,915,094 ($1,706,576) $0 $35,208,517
2034 $35,208,517 $1,568,703 $0 $0 $36,777,220 ($1,706,576) $0 $35,070,644

20 2035 $35,070,644 $1,562,527 $0 $0 $36,633,171 ($1,706,576) $0 $34,926,594
2036 $34,926,594 $1,556,073 $0 $0 $36,482,667 ($1,706,576) $0 $34,776,091
2037 $34,776,091 $1,549,331 $0 $0 $36,325,421 ($1,706,576) $0 $34,618,845
2038 $34,618,845 $1,542,286 $0 $0 $36,161,131 ($1,706,576) $0 $34,454,554
2039 $34,454,554 $1,534,925 $0 $0 $35,989,480 ($1,706,576) $0 $34,282,903
2040 $34,282,903 $1,527,235 $0 $0 $35,810,139 ($1,706,576) $0 $34,103,562
2041 $34,103,562 $1,519,200 $0 $0 $35,622,763 ($1,706,576) $0 $33,916,186
2042 $33,916,186 $1,510,805 $0 $0 $35,426,992 ($1,706,576) $0 $33,720,415
2043 $33,720,415 $1,502,034 $0 $0 $35,222,449 ($1,706,576) $0 $33,515,873
2044 $33,515,873 $1,492,870 $0 $0 $35,008,743 ($1,706,576) $0 $33,302,166

30 2045 $33,302,166 $1,483,295 $0 $0 $34,785,461 ($1,706,576) $0 $33,078,885
2046 $33,078,885 $1,473,291 $0 $0 $34,552,176 ($1,706,576) $0 $32,845,599
2047 $32,845,599 $1,462,838 $0 $0 $34,308,438 ($1,706,576) $0 $32,601,861
2048 $32,601,861 $1,451,917 $0 $0 $34,053,779 ($1,706,576) $0 $32,347,202
2049 $32,347,202 $1,440,507 $0 $0 $33,787,709 ($1,706,576) $0 $32,081,133
2050 $32,081,133 $1,428,585 $0 $0 $33,509,718 ($1,706,576) $0 $31,803,142
2051 $31,803,142 $1,416,129 $0 $0 $33,219,271 ($1,706,576) $0 $31,512,694
2052 $31,512,694 $1,403,115 $0 $0 $32,915,809 ($1,706,576) $0 $31,209,233
2053 $31,209,233 $1,389,517 $0 $0 $32,598,750 ($1,706,576) $0 $30,892,174
2054 $30,892,174 $1,375,310 $0 $0 $32,267,484 ($1,706,576) $0 $30,560,907

40 2055 $30,560,907 $1,360,466 $0 $0 $31,921,374 ($1,706,576) $0 $30,214,797
2056 $30,214,797 $1,344,957 $0 $0 $31,559,754 ($1,706,576) $0 $29,853,178
2057 $29,853,178 $1,328,753 $0 $0 $31,181,930 ($1,706,576) $0 $29,475,354
2058 $29,475,354 $1,311,822 $0 $0 $30,787,176 ($1,706,576) $0 $29,080,599
2059 $29,080,599 $1,294,132 $0 $0 $30,374,732 ($1,706,576) $0 $28,668,155
2060 $28,668,155 $1,275,650 $0 $0 $29,943,805 ($1,706,576) $0 $28,237,229
2061 $28,237,229 $1,256,339 $0 $0 $29,493,568 ($1,706,576) $0 $27,786,991
2062 $27,786,991 $1,236,162 $0 $0 $29,023,154 ($1,706,576) $0 $27,316,577
2063 $27,316,577 $1,215,081 $0 $0 $28,531,659 ($1,706,576) $0 $26,825,082
2064 $26,825,082 $1,193,056 $0 $0 $28,018,138 ($1,706,576) $0 $26,311,561

50 2065 +

Post Permit
2065 + $25,775,028 $1,145,998 $0 $0 $26,921,026 ($1,125,492) $0 $25,795,533

CF_all

All Endowments
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DRAFT
Table C-7
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Preliminary Endowment Cash Flow - Habitat Conservation Plan

Interest Transfer Annual Transfer
Permit FY Beginning Earnings Deposits In Costs Out Ending
Year Ending Balance (+) (+) (+) Subtotal (-) (-) Balance

Source Table 3-3 Table C-5 Table 3-4
Annual Return Starting in FY 2014 4.50%

2014 $3,550,180 $159,758 $0 $0 $3,709,938 $0 $0 $3,709,938
2015 $3,709,938 $166,947 $995,144 $0 $4,872,028 $0 $0 $4,872,028

1 2016 $4,872,028 $219,241 $2,186,682 $0 $7,277,952 ($860,122) $0 $6,417,829
2017 $6,417,829 $288,802 $3,657,978 $0 $10,364,609 ($875,146) $0 $9,489,463
2018 $9,489,463 $427,026 $5,192,636 $0 $15,109,125 ($875,146) $0 $14,233,979
2019 $14,233,979 $640,529 $5,999,471 $0 $20,873,979 ($875,146) $0 $19,998,833
2020 $19,998,833 $899,947 $4,016,287 $0 $24,915,067 ($875,146) $0 $24,039,921
2021+ $24,039,921 $1,081,796 $0 $0 $25,121,718 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,983,892
2022 $23,983,892 $1,079,275 $0 $0 $25,063,168 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,925,343
2023 $23,925,343 $1,076,640 $0 $0 $25,001,983 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,864,158
2024 $23,864,158 $1,073,887 $0 $0 $24,938,045 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,800,220

10 2025 $23,800,220 $1,071,010 $0 $0 $24,871,230 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,733,405
2026 $23,733,405 $1,068,003 $0 $0 $24,801,408 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,663,583
2027 $23,663,583 $1,064,861 $0 $0 $24,728,444 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,590,619
2028 $23,590,619 $1,061,578 $0 $0 $24,652,197 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,514,372
2029 $23,514,372 $1,058,147 $0 $0 $24,572,519 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,434,693
2030 $23,434,693 $1,054,561 $0 $0 $24,489,255 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,351,430
2031 $23,351,430 $1,050,814 $0 $0 $24,402,244 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,264,419
2032 $23,264,419 $1,046,899 $0 $0 $24,311,318 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,173,493
2033 $23,173,493 $1,042,807 $0 $0 $24,216,300 ($1,137,825) $0 $23,078,475
2034 $23,078,475 $1,038,531 $0 $0 $24,117,006 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,979,181

20 2035 $22,979,181 $1,034,063 $0 $0 $24,013,244 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,875,419
2036 $22,875,419 $1,029,394 $0 $0 $23,904,813 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,766,988

  2037 $22,766,988 $1,024,514 $0 $0 $23,791,502 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,653,677
2038 $22,653,677 $1,019,415 $0 $0 $23,673,093 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,535,268
2039 $22,535,268 $1,014,087 $0 $0 $23,549,355 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,411,530
2040 $22,411,530 $1,008,519 $0 $0 $23,420,048 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,282,223
2041 $22,282,223 $1,002,700 $0 $0 $23,284,923 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,147,098
2042 $22,147,098 $996,619 $0 $0 $23,143,718 ($1,137,825) $0 $22,005,893
2043 $22,005,893 $990,265 $0 $0 $22,996,158 ($1,137,825) $0 $21,858,333
2044 $21,858,333 $983,625 $0 $0 $22,841,958 ($1,137,825) $0 $21,704,133

30 2045 $21,704,133 $976,686 $0 $0 $22,680,819 ($1,137,825) $0 $21,542,994
2046 $21,542,994 $969,435 $0 $0 $22,512,428 ($1,137,825) $0 $21,374,603
2047 $21,374,603 $961,857 $0 $0 $22,336,460 ($1,137,825) $0 $21,198,635
2048 $21,198,635 $953,939 $0 $0 $22,152,574 ($1,137,825) $0 $21,014,749
2049 $21,014,749 $945,664 $0 $0 $21,960,413 ($1,137,825) $0 $20,822,587
2050 $20,822,587 $937,016 $0 $0 $21,759,604 ($1,137,825) $0 $20,621,779
2051 $20,621,779 $927,980 $0 $0 $21,549,759 ($1,137,825) $0 $20,411,934
2052 $20,411,934 $918,537 $0 $0 $21,330,471 ($1,137,825) $0 $20,192,646
2053 $20,192,646 $908,669 $0 $0 $21,101,315 ($1,137,825) $0 $19,963,490
2054 $19,963,490 $898,357 $0 $0 $20,861,847 ($1,137,825) $0 $19,724,022

40 2055 $19,724,022 $887,581 $0 $0 $20,611,603 ($1,137,825) $0 $19,473,778
2056 $19,473,778 $876,320 $0 $0 $20,350,098 ($1,137,825) $0 $19,212,272
2057 $19,212,272 $864,552 $0 $0 $20,076,825 ($1,137,825) $0 $18,939,000
2058 $18,939,000 $852,255 $0 $0 $19,791,255 ($1,137,825) $0 $18,653,430
2059 $18,653,430 $839,404 $0 $0 $19,492,834 ($1,137,825) $0 $18,355,009
2060 $18,355,009 $825,975 $0 $0 $19,180,984 ($1,137,825) $0 $18,043,159
2061 $18,043,159 $811,942 $0 $0 $18,855,101 ($1,137,825) $0 $17,717,276
2062 $17,717,276 $797,277 $0 $0 $18,514,554 ($1,137,825) $0 $17,376,729
2063 $17,376,729 $781,953 $0 $0 $18,158,681 ($1,137,825) $0 $17,020,856
2064 $17,020,856 $765,939 $0 $0 $17,786,795 ($1,137,825) $0 $16,648,970

50 2065 + $16,648,970 $749,204 $0 $0 $17,398,173 ($1,137,824) $0 $16,260,349

Post Permit
2065 + $16,260,349 $731,716 $0 $0 $16,992,065 ($720,685) $0 $16,271,380

CF_HCP

HCP Endowment
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DRAFT
Table C-8
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Preliminary Endowment Cash Flow - University of California

Interest Transfer Annual Transfer
Permit FY Beginning Earnings Deposits In Costs Out Ending
Year Ending Balance (+) (+) (+) Subtotal (-) (-) Balance

Source Table 3-3 Table C-5 Table 3-4
Annual Return Starting in FY 2014 4.20%

2014 $2,492,651 $104,691 $0 $0 $2,597,342 $0 $0 $2,597,342
2015 $2,597,342 $109,088 $166,985 $0 $2,873,415 $0 $0 $2,873,415

1 2016 $2,873,415 $120,683 $366,925 $0 $3,361,024 ($876,723) $0 $2,484,301
2017 $2,484,301 $104,341 $613,808 $0 $3,202,449 ($228,758) $0 $2,973,691
2018 $2,973,691 $124,895 $871,323 $0 $3,969,909 ($228,758) $0 $3,741,151
2019 $3,741,151 $157,128 $1,006,710 $0 $4,904,989 ($228,758) $0 $4,676,231
2020 $4,676,231 $196,402 $673,932 $0 $5,546,565 ($228,758) $0 $5,317,807
2021+ $5,317,807 $223,348 $0 $0 $5,541,155 ($228,758) $0 $5,312,396
2022 $5,312,396 $223,121 $0 $0 $5,535,517 ($228,758) $0 $5,306,759
2023 $5,306,759 $222,884 $0 $0 $5,529,643 ($228,758) $0 $5,300,885
2024 $5,300,885 $222,637 $0 $0 $5,523,522 ($228,758) $0 $5,294,764

10 2025 $5,294,764 $222,380 $0 $0 $5,517,144 ($228,758) $0 $5,288,386
2026 $5,288,386 $222,112 $0 $0 $5,510,498 ($228,758) $0 $5,281,740
2027 $5,281,740 $221,833 $0 $0 $5,503,573 ($228,758) $0 $5,274,815
2028 $5,274,815 $221,542 $0 $0 $5,496,357 ($228,758) $0 $5,267,599
2029 $5,267,599 $221,239 $0 $0 $5,488,838 ($228,758) $0 $5,260,080
2030 $5,260,080 $220,923 $0 $0 $5,481,004 ($228,758) $0 $5,252,245
2031 $5,252,245 $220,594 $0 $0 $5,472,840 ($228,758) $0 $5,244,082
2032 $5,244,082 $220,251 $0 $0 $5,464,333 ($228,758) $0 $5,235,575
2033 $5,235,575 $219,894 $0 $0 $5,455,469 ($228,758) $0 $5,226,711
2034 $5,226,711 $219,522 $0 $0 $5,446,233 ($228,758) $0 $5,217,475

20 2035 $5,217,475 $219,134 $0 $0 $5,436,609 ($228,758) $0 $5,207,851
2036 $5,207,851 $218,730 $0 $0 $5,426,580 ($228,758) $0 $5,197,822
2037 $5,197,822 $218,309 $0 $0 $5,416,131 ($228,758) $0 $5,187,373
2038 $5,187,373 $217,870 $0 $0 $5,405,243 ($228,758) $0 $5,176,484
2039 $5,176,484 $217,412 $0 $0 $5,393,897 ($228,758) $0 $5,165,139
2040 $5,165,139 $216,936 $0 $0 $5,382,075 ($228,758) $0 $5,153,316
2041 $5,153,316 $216,439 $0 $0 $5,369,756 ($228,758) $0 $5,140,998
2042 $5,140,998 $215,922 $0 $0 $5,356,920 ($228,758) $0 $5,128,161
2043 $5,128,161 $215,383 $0 $0 $5,343,544 ($228,758) $0 $5,114,786
2044 $5,114,786 $214,821 $0 $0 $5,329,607 ($228,758) $0 $5,100,849

30 2045 $5,100,849 $214,236 $0 $0 $5,315,085 ($228,758) $0 $5,086,327
2046 $5,086,327 $213,626 $0 $0 $5,299,952 ($228,758) $0 $5,071,194
2047 $5,071,194 $212,990 $0 $0 $5,284,184 ($228,758) $0 $5,055,426
2048 $5,055,426 $212,328 $0 $0 $5,267,754 ($228,758) $0 $5,038,996
2049 $5,038,996 $211,638 $0 $0 $5,250,634 ($228,758) $0 $5,021,876
2050 $5,021,876 $210,919 $0 $0 $5,232,795 ($228,758) $0 $5,004,037
2051 $5,004,037 $210,170 $0 $0 $5,214,206 ($228,758) $0 $4,985,448
2052 $4,985,448 $209,389 $0 $0 $5,194,837 ($228,758) $0 $4,966,079
2053 $4,966,079 $208,575 $0 $0 $5,174,654 ($228,758) $0 $4,945,896
2054 $4,945,896 $207,728 $0 $0 $5,153,624 ($228,758) $0 $4,924,866

40 2055 $4,924,866 $206,844 $0 $0 $5,131,710 ($228,758) $0 $4,902,952
2056 $4,902,952 $205,924 $0 $0 $5,108,876 ($228,758) $0 $4,880,118
2057 $4,880,118 $204,965 $0 $0 $5,085,083 ($228,758) $0 $4,856,325
2058 $4,856,325 $203,966 $0 $0 $5,060,290 ($228,758) $0 $4,831,532
2059 $4,831,532 $202,924 $0 $0 $5,034,456 ($228,758) $0 $4,805,698
2060 $4,805,698 $201,839 $0 $0 $5,007,538 ($228,758) $0 $4,778,780
2061 $4,778,780 $200,709 $0 $0 $4,979,488 ($228,758) $0 $4,750,730
2062 $4,750,730 $199,531 $0 $0 $4,950,261 ($228,758) $0 $4,721,503
2063 $4,721,503 $198,303 $0 $0 $4,919,806 ($228,758) $0 $4,691,048
2064 $4,691,048 $197,024 $0 $0 $4,888,072 ($228,758) $0 $4,659,314

50 2065 + $4,659,314 $195,691 $0 $0 $4,855,005 ($228,758) $0 $4,626,247

Post Permit
2065 + $4,626,247 $194,302 $0 $0 $4,820,549 ($191,677) $0 $4,628,873

CF_UC

UC Endowment
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DRAFT
Table C-9
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Preliminary Endowment Cash Flow - Implementation Assurances Fund

Interest Transfer Annual Transfer
Permit FY Beginning Earnings Deposits In Costs Out Ending
Year Ending Balance (+) (+) (+) Subtotal (-) (-) Balance

Source Table 3-3 Table C-5 Table 3-4
Annual Return Starting in FY 2014 4.50%

2014 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2015 $0 $0 $169,291 $0 $169,291 $0 $0 $169,291

1 2016 $169,291 $7,618 $371,993 $0 $548,902 ($160,874) $0 $388,028
2017 $388,028 $17,461 $622,286 $0 $1,027,775 ($160,874) $0 $866,901
2018 $866,901 $39,011 $883,358 $0 $1,789,270 ($160,874) $0 $1,628,396
2019 $1,628,396 $73,278 $1,020,615 $0 $2,722,289 ($160,874) $0 $2,561,415
2020 $2,561,415 $115,264 $683,240 $0 $3,359,919 ($160,874) $0 $3,199,045
2021+ $3,199,045 $143,957 $0 $0 $3,343,002 ($160,874) $0 $3,182,128
2022 $3,182,128 $143,196 $0 $0 $3,325,324 ($160,874) $0 $3,164,450
2023 $3,164,450 $142,400 $0 $0 $3,306,850 ($160,874) $0 $3,145,977
2024 $3,145,977 $141,569 $0 $0 $3,287,545 ($160,874) $0 $3,126,672

10 2025 $3,126,672 $140,700 $0 $0 $3,267,372 ($160,874) $0 $3,106,498
2026 $3,106,498 $139,792 $0 $0 $3,246,290 ($160,874) $0 $3,085,417
2027 $3,085,417 $138,844 $0 $0 $3,224,260 ($160,874) $0 $3,063,387
2028 $3,063,387 $137,852 $0 $0 $3,201,239 ($160,874) $0 $3,040,365
2029 $3,040,365 $136,816 $0 $0 $3,177,182 ($160,874) $0 $3,016,308
2030 $3,016,308 $135,734 $0 $0 $3,152,042 ($160,874) $0 $2,991,168
2031 $2,991,168 $134,603 $0 $0 $3,125,770 ($160,874) $0 $2,964,896
2032 $2,964,896 $133,420 $0 $0 $3,098,317 ($160,874) $0 $2,937,443
2033 $2,937,443 $132,185 $0 $0 $3,069,628 ($160,874) $0 $2,908,754
2034 $2,908,754 $130,894 $0 $0 $3,039,648 ($160,874) $0 $2,878,774

20 2035 $2,878,774 $129,545 $0 $0 $3,008,319 ($160,874) $0 $2,847,445
2036 $2,847,445 $128,135 $0 $0 $2,975,580 ($160,874) $0 $2,814,706
2037 $2,814,706 $126,662 $0 $0 $2,941,368 ($160,874) $0 $2,780,494
2038 $2,780,494 $125,122 $0 $0 $2,905,617 ($160,874) $0 $2,744,743
2039 $2,744,743 $123,513 $0 $0 $2,868,256 ($160,874) $0 $2,707,382
2040 $2,707,382 $121,832 $0 $0 $2,829,215 ($160,874) $0 $2,668,341
2041 $2,668,341 $120,075 $0 $0 $2,788,416 ($160,874) $0 $2,627,542
2042 $2,627,542 $118,239 $0 $0 $2,745,782 ($160,874) $0 $2,584,908
2043 $2,584,908 $116,321 $0 $0 $2,701,229 ($160,874) $0 $2,540,355
2044 $2,540,355 $114,316 $0 $0 $2,654,671 ($160,874) $0 $2,493,797

30 2045 $2,493,797 $112,221 $0 $0 $2,606,018 ($160,874) $0 $2,445,144
2046 $2,445,144 $110,031 $0 $0 $2,555,176 ($160,874) $0 $2,394,302
2047 $2,394,302 $107,744 $0 $0 $2,502,045 ($160,874) $0 $2,341,171
2048 $2,341,171 $105,353 $0 $0 $2,446,524 ($160,874) $0 $2,285,650
2049 $2,285,650 $102,854 $0 $0 $2,388,505 ($160,874) $0 $2,227,631
2050 $2,227,631 $100,243 $0 $0 $2,327,874 ($160,874) $0 $2,167,000
2051 $2,167,000 $97,515 $0 $0 $2,264,515 ($160,874) $0 $2,103,642
2052 $2,103,642 $94,664 $0 $0 $2,198,305 ($160,874) $0 $2,037,432
2053 $2,037,432 $91,684 $0 $0 $2,129,116 ($160,874) $0 $1,968,242
2054 $1,968,242 $88,571 $0 $0 $2,056,813 ($160,874) $0 $1,895,939

40 2055 $1,895,939 $85,317 $0 $0 $1,981,257 ($160,874) $0 $1,820,383
2056 $1,820,383 $81,917 $0 $0 $1,902,300 ($160,874) $0 $1,741,426
2057 $1,741,426 $78,364 $0 $0 $1,819,790 ($160,874) $0 $1,658,916
2058 $1,658,916 $74,651 $0 $0 $1,733,568 ($160,874) $0 $1,572,694
2059 $1,572,694 $70,771 $0 $0 $1,643,465 ($160,874) $0 $1,482,591
2060 $1,482,591 $66,717 $0 $0 $1,549,308 ($160,874) $0 $1,388,434
2061 $1,388,434 $62,480 $0 $0 $1,450,914 ($160,874) $0 $1,290,040
2062 $1,290,040 $58,052 $0 $0 $1,348,092 ($160,874) $0 $1,187,218
2063 $1,187,218 $53,425 $0 $0 $1,240,643 ($160,874) $0 $1,079,769
2064 $1,079,769 $48,590 $0 $0 $1,128,358 ($160,874) $0 $967,484

50 2065 + $967,484 $43,537 $0 $0 $1,011,021 ($160,874) $0 $850,147

Post Permit
2065 + $850,147 $38,257 $0 $0 $888,404 ($34,011) $0 $854,393

CF_IAF

IAF Endowment
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DRAFT
Table C-10
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Preliminary Endowment Cash Flow - Borderlands Management

Interest Transfer Annual Transfer
Permit FY Beginning Earnings Deposits In Costs Out Ending
Year Ending Balance (+) (+) (+) Subtotal (-) (-) Balance

Source Table 3-3 Table C-5 Table 3-4
Annual Return Starting in FY 2014 4.50%

2014 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2015 $0 $0 $206,194 $0 $206,194 $0 $0 $206,194

1 2016 $206,194 $9,279 $453,081 $0 $668,554 ($179,119) $0 $489,434
2017 $489,434 $22,025 $757,934 $0 $1,269,393 ($179,119) $0 $1,090,273
2018 $1,090,273 $49,062 $1,075,916 $0 $2,215,251 ($179,119) $0 $2,036,132
2019 $2,036,132 $91,626 $1,243,092 $0 $3,370,849 ($179,119) $0 $3,191,730
2020 $3,191,730 $143,628 $832,176 $0 $4,167,533 ($179,119) $0 $3,988,414
2021+ $3,988,414 $179,479 $0 $0 $4,167,893 ($179,119) $0 $3,988,773
2022 $3,988,773 $179,495 $0 $0 $4,168,268 ($179,119) $0 $3,989,149
2023 $3,989,149 $179,512 $0 $0 $4,168,660 ($179,119) $0 $3,989,541
2024 $3,989,541 $179,529 $0 $0 $4,169,070 ($179,119) $0 $3,989,951

10 2025 $3,989,951 $179,548 $0 $0 $4,169,498 ($179,119) $0 $3,990,379
2026 $3,990,379 $179,567 $0 $0 $4,169,946 ($179,119) $0 $3,990,826
2027 $3,990,826 $179,587 $0 $0 $4,170,414 ($179,119) $0 $3,991,294
2028 $3,991,294 $179,608 $0 $0 $4,170,902 ($179,119) $0 $3,991,783
2029 $3,991,783 $179,630 $0 $0 $4,171,413 ($179,119) $0 $3,992,294
2030 $3,992,294 $179,653 $0 $0 $4,171,947 ($179,119) $0 $3,992,828
2031 $3,992,828 $179,677 $0 $0 $4,172,505 ($179,119) $0 $3,993,385
2032 $3,993,385 $179,702 $0 $0 $4,173,088 ($179,119) $0 $3,993,968
2033 $3,993,968 $179,729 $0 $0 $4,173,697 ($179,119) $0 $3,994,577
2034 $3,994,577 $179,756 $0 $0 $4,174,333 ($179,119) $0 $3,995,214

20 2035 $3,995,214 $179,785 $0 $0 $4,174,998 ($179,119) $0 $3,995,879
2036 $3,995,879 $179,815 $0 $0 $4,175,694 ($179,119) $0 $3,996,574
2037 $3,996,574 $179,846 $0 $0 $4,176,420 ($179,119) $0 $3,997,300
2038 $3,997,300 $179,879 $0 $0 $4,177,179 ($179,119) $0 $3,998,060
2039 $3,998,060 $179,913 $0 $0 $4,177,972 ($179,119) $0 $3,998,853
2040 $3,998,853 $179,948 $0 $0 $4,178,801 ($179,119) $0 $3,999,682
2041 $3,999,682 $179,986 $0 $0 $4,179,667 ($179,119) $0 $4,000,548
2042 $4,000,548 $180,025 $0 $0 $4,180,573 ($179,119) $0 $4,001,453
2043 $4,001,453 $180,065 $0 $0 $4,181,518 ($179,119) $0 $4,002,399
2044 $4,002,399 $180,108 $0 $0 $4,182,507 ($179,119) $0 $4,003,387

30 2045 $4,003,387 $180,152 $0 $0 $4,183,540 ($179,119) $0 $4,004,420
2046 $4,004,420 $180,199 $0 $0 $4,184,619 ($179,119) $0 $4,005,500
2047 $4,005,500 $180,247 $0 $0 $4,185,747 ($179,119) $0 $4,006,628
2048 $4,006,628 $180,298 $0 $0 $4,186,926 ($179,119) $0 $4,007,807
2049 $4,007,807 $180,351 $0 $0 $4,188,158 ($179,119) $0 $4,009,039
2050 $4,009,039 $180,407 $0 $0 $4,189,445 ($179,119) $0 $4,010,326
2051 $4,010,326 $180,465 $0 $0 $4,190,790 ($179,119) $0 $4,011,671
2052 $4,011,671 $180,525 $0 $0 $4,192,196 ($179,119) $0 $4,013,077
2053 $4,013,077 $180,588 $0 $0 $4,193,665 ($179,119) $0 $4,014,546
2054 $4,014,546 $180,655 $0 $0 $4,195,200 ($179,119) $0 $4,016,081

40 2055 $4,016,081 $180,724 $0 $0 $4,196,804 ($179,119) $0 $4,017,685
2056 $4,017,685 $180,796 $0 $0 $4,198,481 ($179,119) $0 $4,019,361
2057 $4,019,361 $180,871 $0 $0 $4,200,233 ($179,119) $0 $4,021,113
2058 $4,021,113 $180,950 $0 $0 $4,202,063 ($179,119) $0 $4,022,944
2059 $4,022,944 $181,032 $0 $0 $4,203,976 ($179,119) $0 $4,024,857
2060 $4,024,857 $181,119 $0 $0 $4,205,975 ($179,119) $0 $4,026,856
2061 $4,026,856 $181,209 $0 $0 $4,208,064 ($179,119) $0 $4,028,945
2062 $4,028,945 $181,303 $0 $0 $4,210,248 ($179,119) $0 $4,031,128
2063 $4,031,128 $181,401 $0 $0 $4,212,529 ($179,119) $0 $4,033,409
2064 $4,033,409 $181,503 $0 $0 $4,214,913 ($179,119) $0 $4,035,793

50 2065 + $4,035,793 $181,611 $0 $0 $4,217,404 ($179,119) $0 $4,038,285

Post Permit
2065 + $4,038,285 $181,723 $0 $0 $4,220,007 ($179,119) $0 $4,040,888

CF_BL

Borderlands
 Endowment
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DRAFT
Page 1 of 2

Table C-11
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Comparison of Annual Interest Earnings and Costs

Permit Interest Annual Interest Annual Interest Annual Surplus/ Interest Annual Surplus/
Year Year Earnings Costs Difference Earnings Costs Difference Earnings Costs (Deficit) Earnings Costs (Deficit)

Source Table C-7 Table C-7 Table C-8 Table C-8 Table C-9 Table C-9 Table C-10 Table C-10

2014 $159,758 $0 $159,758 $104,691 $0 $104,691 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2015 $166,947 $0 $166,947 $109,088 $0 $109,088 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

1 2016 $219,241 ($860,122) ($640,881) $120,683 ($876,723) ($756,039) $7,618 ($160,874) ($153,256) $9,279 ($179,119) ($169,841)
2017 $288,802 ($875,146) ($586,344) $104,341 ($228,758) ($124,417) $17,461 ($160,874) ($143,413) $22,025 ($179,119) ($157,095)
2018 $427,026 ($875,146) ($448,120) $124,895 ($228,758) ($103,863) $39,011 ($160,874) ($121,863) $49,062 ($179,119) ($130,057)
2019 $640,529 ($875,146) ($234,617) $157,128 ($228,758) ($71,630) $73,278 ($160,874) ($87,596) $91,626 ($179,119) ($87,494)
2020 $899,947 ($875,146) $24,801 $196,402 ($228,758) ($32,356) $115,264 ($160,874) ($45,610) $143,628 ($179,119) ($35,492)
2021+ $1,081,796 ($1,137,825) ($56,029) $223,348 ($228,758) ($5,410) $143,957 ($160,874) ($16,917) $179,479 ($179,119) $359
2022 $1,079,275 ($1,137,825) ($58,550) $223,121 ($228,758) ($5,637) $143,196 ($160,874) ($17,678) $179,495 ($179,119) $375
2023 $1,076,640 ($1,137,825) ($61,185) $222,884 ($228,758) ($5,874) $142,400 ($160,874) ($18,474) $179,512 ($179,119) $392

10 2024 $1,073,887 ($1,137,825) ($63,938) $222,637 ($228,758) ($6,121) $141,569 ($160,874) ($19,305) $179,529 ($179,119) $410
2025 $1,071,010 ($1,137,825) ($66,815) $222,380 ($228,758) ($6,378) $140,700 ($160,874) ($20,174) $179,548 ($179,119) $428
2026 $1,068,003 ($1,137,825) ($69,822) $222,112 ($228,758) ($6,646) $139,792 ($160,874) ($21,081) $179,567 ($179,119) $448
2027 $1,064,861 ($1,137,825) ($72,964) $221,833 ($228,758) ($6,925) $138,844 ($160,874) ($22,030) $179,587 ($179,119) $468
2028 $1,061,578 ($1,137,825) ($76,247) $221,542 ($228,758) ($7,216) $137,852 ($160,874) ($23,021) $179,608 ($179,119) $489
2029 $1,058,147 ($1,137,825) ($79,678) $221,239 ($228,758) ($7,519) $136,816 ($160,874) ($24,057) $179,630 ($179,119) $511
2030 $1,054,561 ($1,137,825) ($83,264) $220,923 ($228,758) ($7,835) $135,734 ($160,874) ($25,140) $179,653 ($179,119) $534
2031 $1,050,814 ($1,137,825) ($87,011) $220,594 ($228,758) ($8,164) $134,603 ($160,874) ($26,271) $179,677 ($179,119) $558
2032 $1,046,899 ($1,137,825) ($90,926) $220,251 ($228,758) ($8,507) $133,420 ($160,874) ($27,453) $179,702 ($179,119) $583
2033 $1,042,807 ($1,137,825) ($95,018) $219,894 ($228,758) ($8,864) $132,185 ($160,874) ($28,689) $179,729 ($179,119) $609

20 2034 $1,038,531 ($1,137,825) ($99,294) $219,522 ($228,758) ($9,236) $130,894 ($160,874) ($29,980) $179,756 ($179,119) $637
2035 $1,034,063 ($1,137,825) ($103,762) $219,134 ($228,758) ($9,624) $129,545 ($160,874) ($31,329) $179,785 ($179,119) $665
2036 $1,029,394 ($1,137,825) ($108,431) $218,730 ($228,758) ($10,028) $128,135 ($160,874) ($32,739) $179,815 ($179,119) $695
2037 $1,024,514 ($1,137,825) ($113,311) $218,309 ($228,758) ($10,450) $126,662 ($160,874) ($34,212) $179,846 ($179,119) $726
2038 $1,019,415 ($1,137,825) ($118,410) $217,870 ($228,758) ($10,888) $125,122 ($160,874) ($35,752) $179,879 ($179,119) $759
2039 $1,014,087 ($1,137,825) ($123,738) $217,412 ($228,758) ($11,346) $123,513 ($160,874) ($37,360) $179,913 ($179,119) $793
2040 $1,008,519 ($1,137,825) ($129,306) $216,936 ($228,758) ($11,822) $121,832 ($160,874) ($39,042) $179,948 ($179,119) $829
2041 $1,002,700 ($1,137,825) ($135,125) $216,439 ($228,758) ($12,319) $120,075 ($160,874) ($40,798) $179,986 ($179,119) $866
2042 $996,619 ($1,137,825) ($141,206) $215,922 ($228,758) ($12,836) $118,239 ($160,874) ($42,634) $180,025 ($179,119) $905
2043 $990,265 ($1,137,825) ($147,560) $215,383 ($228,758) ($13,375) $116,321 ($160,874) ($44,553) $180,065 ($179,119) $946

30 2044 $983,625 ($1,137,825) ($154,200) $214,821 ($228,758) ($13,937) $114,316 ($160,874) ($46,558) $180,108 ($179,119) $988
2045 $976,686 ($1,137,825) ($161,139) $214,236 ($228,758) ($14,522) $112,221 ($160,874) ($48,653) $180,152 ($179,119) $1,033
2046 $969,435 ($1,137,825) ($168,390) $213,626 ($228,758) ($15,132) $110,031 ($160,874) ($50,842) $180,199 ($179,119) $1,079
2047 $961,857 ($1,137,825) ($175,968) $212,990 ($228,758) ($15,768) $107,744 ($160,874) ($53,130) $180,247 ($179,119) $1,128
2048 $953,939 ($1,137,825) ($183,886) $212,328 ($228,758) ($16,430) $105,353 ($160,874) ($55,521) $180,298 ($179,119) $1,179
2049 $945,664 ($1,137,825) ($192,161) $211,638 ($228,758) ($17,120) $102,854 ($160,874) ($58,020) $180,351 ($179,119) $1,232
2050 $937,016 ($1,137,825) ($200,809) $210,919 ($228,758) ($17,839) $100,243 ($160,874) ($60,630) $180,407 ($179,119) $1,287
2051 $927,980 ($1,137,825) ($209,845) $210,170 ($228,758) ($18,589) $97,515 ($160,874) ($63,359) $180,465 ($179,119) $1,345
2052 $918,537 ($1,137,825) ($219,288) $209,389 ($228,758) ($19,369) $94,664 ($160,874) ($66,210) $180,525 ($179,119) $1,406
2053 $908,669 ($1,137,825) ($229,156) $208,575 ($228,758) ($20,183) $91,684 ($160,874) ($69,189) $180,588 ($179,119) $1,469

40 2054 $898,357 ($1,137,825) ($239,468) $207,728 ($228,758) ($21,030) $88,571 ($160,874) ($72,303) $180,655 ($179,119) $1,535

UC EndowmentHCP Endowment IAF Endowment Borderlands Endowment
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Table C-11
FORA Phase III CIP Review
Comparison of Annual Interest Earnings and Costs

Permit Interest Annual Interest Annual Interest Annual Surplus/ Interest Annual Surplus/
Year Year Earnings Costs Difference Earnings Costs Difference Earnings Costs (Deficit) Earnings Costs (Deficit)

Source Table C-7 Table C-7 Table C-8 Table C-8 Table C-9 Table C-9 Table C-10 Table C-10

UC EndowmentHCP Endowment IAF Endowment Borderlands Endowment

2055 $887,581 ($1,137,825) ($250,244) $206,844 ($228,758) ($21,914) $85,317 ($160,874) ($75,557) $180,724 ($179,119) $1,604
2056 $876,320 ($1,137,825) ($261,505) $205,924 ($228,758) ($22,834) $81,917 ($160,874) ($78,957) $180,796 ($179,119) $1,676
2057 $864,552 ($1,137,825) ($273,273) $204,965 ($228,758) ($23,793) $78,364 ($160,874) ($82,510) $180,871 ($179,119) $1,752
2058 $852,255 ($1,137,825) ($285,570) $203,966 ($228,758) ($24,792) $74,651 ($160,874) ($86,223) $180,950 ($179,119) $1,831
2059 $839,404 ($1,137,825) ($298,421) $202,924 ($228,758) ($25,834) $70,771 ($160,874) ($90,103) $181,032 ($179,119) $1,913
2060 $825,975 ($1,137,825) ($311,850) $201,839 ($228,758) ($26,919) $66,717 ($160,874) ($94,157) $181,119 ($179,119) $1,999
2061 $811,942 ($1,137,825) ($325,883) $200,709 ($228,758) ($28,049) $62,480 ($160,874) ($98,394) $181,209 ($179,119) $2,089
2062 $797,277 ($1,137,825) ($340,548) $199,531 ($228,758) ($29,227) $58,052 ($160,874) ($102,822) $181,303 ($179,119) $2,183
2063 $781,953 ($1,137,825) ($355,872) $198,303 ($228,758) ($30,455) $53,425 ($160,874) ($107,449) $181,401 ($179,119) $2,281

50 2064 $765,939 ($1,137,825) ($371,887) $197,024 ($228,758) ($31,734) $48,590 ($160,874) ($112,284) $181,503 ($179,119) $2,384

Post Permit
2065 + $731,716 ($720,685) $11,030 $194,302 ($191,677) $2,626 $38,257 ($34,011) $4,246 $181,723 ($179,119) $2,603

performance
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Approve Preston Park FY 2014-15 Annual Budget 

June 13, 2014 
8c 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

ACTION 

Approve FY 2014/2015 Preston Park Housing Operating (Attachment B) and Capital 
Expenditure Budgets (Attachment C) to include funds for Capital Improvements and a 2.4o/o 
rent increase. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The staff has reviewed the Alliance Management Budget Memorandum (Attachment A) on the 
Preston Park FY 2014/15 Operating Budget and Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
Assessment and recommends approval of the Housing Operating and Capital Replacement 
Program Budgets and with the recommended rent increase. In the coming year we anticipate 
an increase in the amount and cost of maintenance and small repairs (Attachment C). 
Additionally, previously approved projects have been rescheduled in order to perform the 
emergency assessments and will be scheduled to have the least impact on the residents of the 
units. 

The proposed 2.4 °/o rental increase has been derived from using the Consumer Price Index 
applied to the current and prospective Preston Park residents. The overall budget sustains the 
formulas for setting annual market rents approved by the Board in June 2010. The adopted 
formulae are: 1) Move-ins - establishing market rents on an on-going basis according to a 
market survey, and 2) Existing tenants - increase rent once a year by the lesser of 3°/o or the 
Consumer Price Index. The financial impacts of the rent increase are displayed by unit type in 
(Attachment E) and the Revenue Summary (Attachment F) displays the budget impacts of 
the rental proposal. 
In prior Preston Park Board reports the lengthy items such as the Market Survey (Attachment 
-D) and Standa-rd Operating -Budgets were- presented with- only summarY pages of tne full 
reports. Due to the fact that Attachments B and D are quite lengthy, only the summary pages of 
those attachments are included in the packet. The full documents are available on the FORA 
website using the links provided below. 

Attachment 8: http://fora.org/Board/2014/Packet/Additional/0613141tem8c-AttachB.pdf 
Attachment D: http://fora.org/Board/2014/Packet/Additional/0613141tem8c-AttachD.pdf 

FISCAL IMPACT: ./~ ·r_~ , 
Reviewed by FORA Controller ~f::l?- d 6 · 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 
FORA Staff, Alliance Staff, Administrative Committee, Executive Committee. 

Prepared by {Q ~ eviewed by ~ ~ h 
Robert J. V D. Steven Endsley 

Approved by 
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May 28, 2014                                                                
 
 
Mr. Michael Houlemard, Jr. 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
920 Second Street, Suite A 
Marina, California 93933 
 
Re:  Preston Park FY 2014/15 Proposed Budget  
 
Dear Mr. Houlemard: 
 
It has been a pleasure to continue to work with residents and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority over 
the last year. With the combination of wonderful residents and effective staff, a number of 
positive changes have been seen in Preston Park: 
 

1) Exterior Building Upgrades: Re-roofing of the buildings is currently underway and the 
entire project will be complete by the end of June. The project anticipated an 80% 
overlay/20% tear off formula, and includes replacement of damaged gutters. Garage 
motion sensor lights are being installed shortly after the construction clears each court. 
Termite treatment began in early May, and will be conducted in such a manner as to not 
require relocation of any residents. A three year warranty will be in effect from the date 
of service. Staff members are planning the replacement of all windows in the community 
as well as steel front and back doors. This project is anticipated to be underway in July.  

2) Code Compliance/Safety Improvements: The electrical sub-panel in each home was 
serviced, and grounding rods were replaced at each meter panel site throughout the 
community. All required attic repairs were completed. Each oven flue vent was re-
sealed, and notable issues reported for repair in the coming year. One time use Fire 
Extinguishers were installed in each home within Preston Park. A Property Assessment 
took place from which a plan of action was developed to address exterior building as 
well as interior unit issues. 

3) Concrete Grinding: Concrete grinding was performed throughout the community. 
Three sites on Brown Court were located indicated to require tree root removal and re-
pouring of concrete or asphalt.  

4) Tree Trimming: The community has performed the first phase of tree trimming and is 
obtaining bids for the larger phase to begin in July.  

5) Units of Long Term Residents: Several long-term residents have seen upgrades in their 
flooring, paint, and appliances with little intrusion or inconvenience. These services are 
extended to long-term residents upon notification or inspection indicating replacement 
is necessary. 

6) Green Initiatives: The community continues to implement water and energy saving 
programs inspired by Alliance’s own Focus Green Initiative. Devices designated as 
water or energy saving are purchased and installed as replacement fixtures as needed. 
PG&E has been working with residents in the Below Market and Section 8 programs to 
weatherize their homes at no cost to the resident or the community. Planned 
landscaping changes will reduce the amount of water usage in the common areas of the 
community, and will continue to evolve into larger cost savings as we work in 
conjunction with Paul Lord at Marina Coast Water. The community participates in an 

 

Attachment A to Item 8c 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 
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appliance buy-back program where used and/or broken appliances are purchased from 
the community and recycled. 

 
Alliance looks to continue to provide the residents at Preston Park a comfortable and quality 
living experience. Continued capital improvements throughout the community will allow this 
property to remain a desirable neighborhood for renters, as well as a continued source of 
affordable housing for the general populace of Marina.  
 
Revenues   
The primary source of revenue is rents, Section 8 voucher payments from the Housing 
Authority of the County of Monterey, and associated charges to residents such as late fees. The 
community experienced a delayed 1.7% rental increase in February 2013. An increase of 2.4% 
took place in September 2013. Previous to the February 2013 increase, the community had not 
seen a rental increase since August 2010. 
 
The proposed budget reflects projected revenues according to the approved formula indicating 
that the annual increase in market rents for in-place tenants shall be capped at the lesser of three 
percent (3%) or the Department of Labor’s Consumer Price Index for San Francisco-Oakland-
San Jose, All Items, for All Urban Consumers (referred to as CPI-U) Average percentage for the 
previous year (February to February) be applied to the next fiscal year, provided that the 
increased rent for in-place residents does not exceed the market rent charged to move-in 
residents. The proposed Budget Option 1 assumes the maximum rent increase for in-place 
residents of two point four percent (2.4%) resulting in an anticipated 3.5% increase in Total 
Income ($198,159) over the FY 2013/14 Estimated Actuals. The proposed Budget Option 2 
assumes no increase in the FY 2014/15 rent schedule for in-place residents, however still results 
in a 2.5% increase in Total income ($141,049) due to new move-in rent values. Both budgets 
capture revenue from the addition of Pet Rent and Month to Month Fees for new move-ins. 
Please see Attachment B for a summary of Revenue Income under the two options. 
 
In Place Residents – Market Rent 
The rents proposed in Budget Option 1 are as follows: 
 

In-Place Market Rate Rents 
Unit Size 
 

Current Rent 
Range FY13/14 

Proposed  
FY14/15 Rent 

Change 8/1/14 

Section 8 – Two BR $1,029 - $1,198 $1,054 - $1,227 $25 - $29 
Section 8 – Three BR $1,423 - $1,562 $1,457 - $1,599 $34 - $37 
Two Bedroom $1,208 - $1,715 $1,236 - $1,756 $29 - $41 
Three Bedroom $1,499 - $2,010 $1,535 - $2,058 $36 - $48 
Luxury – Two BR* $1,800 - $2,200 $1,843 - $2,253 $43 - $53 
Luxury – Three BR* $1,947 $1,994 $47 

 
* Note: Three 2-Bedroom homes and one 3-Bedroom home have additional features 
that warrant higher than average rental rates.  
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Fair Market Rents (FMR) for Monterey County on a County-wide basis as published in October 
2013 by the Monterey County Housing Authority (MCHA) are as follows: 
 

    Unit 
Bedroom Size  

Fair Market 
Rent 

Two Bedroom $1,234 
Three Bedroom $1,800 

 
The two bedroom average in-place market rent at Preston Park is $1,459 which represents a 
difference of $225 from the FMR table above. The general cause of the difference in two-
bedroom rents relates to the unique amenities and space available in the two-bedroom 
apartments at the community as compared to the general marketplace. Conversely, the majority 
of in-place market renters in Preston Park three bedroom homes are below the MCHA Fair 
Market Rent for a home of this size. The average in-place rent for the three bedroom units at 
Preston Park is $1,754, which represents a difference of $46 from the FMR table above.  
 
Please refer to Attachment E for detailed information regarding Preston Park rental rates, 
including utility estimates, as compared to other communities that pay for Water, Sewer, and 
Trash service.   
 
Affordable Rents 
Affordable rental rates are derived from median income schedules published by governmental 
agencies. Rental rates at Preston Park are based upon 50% and 60% of the median income for 
Monterey County. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development calculates the 
maximum household income by family size in Monterey County, generally once a year. As of 
the date of this memo new rental rates have not been released.  
 
An increase is not proposed at this time.  
 

In-Place Affordable Rate Rents 
Unit Size 
 

Current Rent Range FY13/14 

Two Bedroom VL - L $677 – $832 
Three Bedroom VL - L $756 – $928 

 
Maximum Household Income Limits for 2014 as published in January 2014. 
 

Income  
Category 

Two 
Person 

Three 
Person 

Four 
Person 

Five  
Person 

Six 
Person 

Seven 
Person 

Eight 
Person 

50% VL $28,800 $32,400 $35,950 $38,850 $41,750 $44,600 $47,500 
60% L $34,560 $38,880 $43,140 $46,620 $50,100 $53,520 $57,000 

 
 
Current Market Rent Conditions 
The market rent for new move-ins is calculated by comparable market rent levels in the 
competitive market throughout the year. Additionally, the comparables as outlined in the 
attached Market Survey dated 5.13.14 (Attachment D) are smaller in square footage than units 
at Preston Park, and many do not offer the specialized features including in-home laundry 
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room, gated back yard with patio, direct access garage, generous storage space, dogs and cats 
accepted with pet deposit (Breed restrictions apply, max 2 animals per home). Please refer to 

Attachment D for detailed information. 
 
Per the approved rent formula in 2010, the market rents for new move-ins are fluid throughout 
the year and change according to market conditions.  Should a rental increase be approved, 
market rents for incoming residents would be as follows: 
 

Unit Size 
 

Current Rent Range 
for Incoming Market 
Rate Residents 

Two Bedroom $1,650 - $1,775 
Luxury – Two BR $1,850 - $2,275* 
Three Bedroom $2,035 - $2,060 
Luxury – Three BR $2,275* 

 
* Note: Three 2-Bedroom homes and one 3-Bedroom home have additional features 
that warrant higher than average rental rates. 

 
Budget Summary 
Expenses as outlined in Attachment B include Operating Expense projections and relevant 
changes from the FY 2013/14 budget. Operating expenses typically include expenditures for 
routine maintenance of the property, redecorating expenses as they apply to unit turns, and 
expenditures relating to the daily operations of the Leasing Office.  Non-Routine expenses are 
included as they pertain directly to the daily function of the community, however are not 
typically able to be forecasted (i.e. large plumbing leaks requiring vendor service, unit specific 
rehabilitation projects). Annual Inspection materials are included with the Non-Routine 
expenses as they are a one-time yearly expense. Overall, total operating expenses proposed for 
FY 2014/15 are 10.1% higher than the estimated actual expenses for FY 2013/14 ($153,667). 
Alliance seeks to maximize cost savings, e.g. lower utilities expenses through installation of 
water/energy saving devices, while contending with inescapable cost increases such as fuel for 
maintenance vehicles. 
 
Note the large increase in Non-Routine expenses ($115,668) over 2013/2014 Estimated Actuals. 
This increase is largely due to projects (such as bathtub replacements) that are necessary to 
complete over the course of the next several years. Without a rental increase, the property will 
experience a deficit of $19,461.   
 
Capital Expenses 
Expenses categorized as Capital expenses directly impact the long term value of the 
community, including roof replacements, exterior painting, large-scale landscaping 
improvements, and interior upgrades including appliances and carpeting/vinyl. Capital 
projects that are currently pending completion as approved in the 2013/14 FY include: 
 

1) Roofing - $1,827,297 
2) Termite Remediation - $35,000 
3) Exterior Unit Windows - $1,240,000 
4) Exterior Unit Doors - $200,000 
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The following Capital projects were delayed to the 2014/2015 FY due to timing: 
 

1) Exterior Building/Flashing Repairs - $500,000 
2) Exterior Paint - $200,000 
3) Seal Coat Streets - $155,787 

 
2014/2015 FY Capital Improvement Program  
Recommended Capital Projects to be managed through the Construction Department 
(excluding continuing projects or completions of projects from 2013/14): 
 

1) Dry Rot Repairs - $40,000 
2) Landscape/Irrigation Upgrades - $100,000 
3) Leasing Office/Signage - $90,000 
4) Playgrounds - $65,000 

 
Capital Reserves Fund   
In accordance with the 2014 reevaluation of the Replacement Reserves Study conducted in April 
2008, Alliance recommends a minimum reserve withholding of $2,179 per unit per year during 
the 2014/15 fiscal period. Please refer to Attachment C. This withholding would ensure that 
the asset holds adequate reserves to perform necessary replacements and repairs to protect the 
useful life of the buildings and account for possible unforeseen cost increases.  
 
Budget Option 1 (Maximum rent increase of 2.4% for in-place residents) offers an opportunity 
to increase the property’s replacement reserve account through revenue generation, thus 
allowing for many of the critical Capital Improvement projects throughout the community to 
take place over time. (Attachment F) 
 
Budget Option 2 (No rent increase for in-place residents) outlines community needs to continue 
daily operations, but may compromise long-term capital projects due to restricted funds 
available to complete such projects. (Attachment F` page 2) 
 
We will continue to look for new ways to improve our services over the coming year and 
remain committed to meeting the objectives set by FOR A. 
 
Please feel free to contact me should you have additional questions or concerns at  
(415) 336-3811. Approval of the final budget prior to June 20, 2014, would be helpful in order to 
implement rental increases by August 1, 2014. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Jill Hammond 
Regional Manager 
 
Cc:  Jonathan Garcia, FOR A 

Ivana Bednarik, FOR A 
Robert Norris, FOR A 

 Brad Cribbins, Chief Operating Officer, Alliance Communities, Inc.  
 Annette Thurman, Vice President of Operations, Alliance Communities, Inc. 
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Attachments:  
 

 FY 2014/15 Budget Revenue Summary 

  Unit Matrix  

  May 2014 Market Survey 

 Capital Improvement Plan/Reserve Withholding 

  Budget Option 1 – Rental Increase 

  Budget Option 2 – No Rental Increase 
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PRESTON PARK 
2015 STANDARD BUDGET 
CONSOLIDATION & SIGN-OFF 

Physical Occupancy 
Economic Occupancy 

Gross Market Potential 

Market Gain/Loss to Lease 

Affordable Housing 

Non-Revenue Apartments 

Rental Concessions 

Delinquent Rent 

Vacancy Loss 

Prepaid/Previous Paid Rent 

Other Months' Rent/Delinquency Recovery 

Bad Debt Expense 

Other Resident Income 

Miscellaneous Income 

Corp Apartment Income 
Retail Income 

TOTAL INCOME 

PAYROLL 

LANDSCAPING 

UTILITIES 

REDECORATING 

MAINTENANCE 

MARKETING 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

RETAIL EXPENSE 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

INSURANCE 

AD-VALOREM TAXES 

NON ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 

TOTAL OPERATING EXP 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

DEBT SERVICE 

DEPRECIATION 
AMORTIZATION 
PARTNERSHIP 

EXTRAORDINARY COST 

NET INCOME 
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 
MORTGAGE PRINCIPAL 
TAX ESCROW 
INSURANCE ESCROW 

INTEREST ESCROW 

REPLACEMENT RESERVE 

REPLACEMENT RESERVE REIMBURSE 

WIP 
OWNER DISTRIBUTIONS 
DEPRECIATION AND AMORTIZATION 
NET CASH FLOW 

97.87% 
93.50% 

$6,298,571 

($209,691) 

$0 
($64,266) 

$0 

$0 

($134,232) 

$0 

$0 

($1,218) 

$44,398 

$6,200 

$0 

$0 

$5,939,763 

$541,800 

$69,800 

$104,309 

$86,843 

$104,812 

$15,475 

$92,088 

$0 

$148,594 

$207,012 

$107,472 

$194,225 

$1,672,429 

$4,267,333 

$0 

$417,696 
$0 

$8,000 

$0 

$3,841,637 
$2,259,037 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

$771,467 

($2,259,037) 

$0 
$3,487,866 
($417,696) 

!iiO 

Alliance Residential Budget Template 
Standard Chart of Accounts 

97.89% 
94.25% 

$6,038,519 $260,052 

($153,411) ($56,280) 

$0 $0 

($68,070) $3,804 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 

($127,385) ($6,847) 

$0 $0 

$1,110 ($1,110) 
$0 ($1,218) 

$40,287 $4,111 

$10,554 ($4,354) 

$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$5,741,604 $198,158 

$525,709 ($16,091) 

$73,968 $4,168 

$98,813 ($5,496) 

$83,478 ($3,365) 

$103,214 ($1,598) 

$15,449 ($26) 

$91,881 ($207) 

$0 $0 

$142,718 ($5,876) 

$197,507 ($9,505) 

$107,469 ($3) 

$78,557 ($115,668) 

$1,518,762 ($153,667) 

$4,222,842 $44,491 

$0 $0 

$417,425 ($271) 
$0 $0 
$0 ($8,000) 
$0 $0 

$3,805,417 $36,220 
$2,388,423 $129,386 

$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$0 $0 

$734,976 ($36,491) 

($2,388,423) ($129,386) 

$0 $0 
$3,487,866 ($0) 
($417,425) $271 

!iiO $0 

4.3% 

-36.7% 

0.0% 
5.6% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

-5.4% 

0.0% 

-100.0% 

-100.0% 

10.2% 

-41.3% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

3.5% 

-3.1% 

5.6% 

-5.6% 

-4.0% 

-1.5% 

-0.2% 

-0.2% 

0.0% 

-4.1% 

-4.8% 

0.0% 

-147.2% 

-10.1% 

1.1% 

0.0% 

-0.1% 
0.0% 

-100.0% 

0.0% 

1.0% 
5.4% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

-.5.0% 

-5.4% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.1% 

19.4% 

Attachment B to Item 8c 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

Owner Date 

Asset Manager Date 

coo Date 

VP Date 

Regional Manager Date 

Business Manager Date 

Alliance Residential, LLC makes no guarantee, warranty or representation 
whatsoever in connection with the accuracy of this Operating Budget as it 
is intended as a good faith estimate only. 

Page 1 
Printed: 4/24/2014 

2:59PM 
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CAPITAL EXPENDITURES- 2014/2015 Preston Park Budget 
PRESTON PARK- REVISED PHYSICAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT (7 Year Look Forward -Alliance Residential Recommendation) Updated: 5/13/2014 Attachment C to Item 8c 
Project Detail C.ommitte.d P[oj~cts 2014 - 20.15 2015 ~2016' 2016:-.2017 201'7-2018 2018-2019 201'9•- 2020 2020-:2021 FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 1410 
Property Assesssment 74,600 
Site Lighting Repair I Replacement /Install *Exterior site upgrades 200,000 50,000 
Roof *Replacement 1,827,297 10,000 10,000 10,000 
Exterior Paint *Full Paint 200,000 200,000 
Exterior Unit Windows *Replacement 1,240,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 
Exterior Unit Doors *Replacement 200,000 2,500 2,500 2,500 
Building Exterior *Dryrot Repairs 40,000 2,000 $ 2,000 40,000 2,000 
Fence Repairs/Slat Replacement Replacement 50,000 
Resident Business Center FF&E 12,000 
Landscape/Irrigation *Replacement I Upgrades 100,000 150,000 
Leasing Office I Signage *Upgrades: Wheelchair Access 90,000 
Playgrounds *Replacement/Upgrades 65,000 65,000 150,000 
Fire Extinguishers Add Fire Extinguishers to each hom $ 13,000 13,000 
Termite Remediation Tennite remediation $ 50,000 
Building Fascia/Flashing Repairs Repairs to exterior walls ~OO;G~ . ..$-1 500,000 
Heater Vent Cleaning/Repairs Cleaning/Repairing Heater vents $ 145,000 
1415 
New Office Computers Replace existing old computers 2,600 
1416 
One Maintenance Truck Needed for hauling etc ... 15,000 15,000 
1420 
Seal Coat Streets 155,787 155,787 
1425 
Dishwasher replacement (assume 10 year life) 12,160 $ 24,700 24,700 24,700 24,700 24,700 24,700 24,700 
Refrigerators replacement (assume 15 year life) 16,800 $ 12,120 12,120 12,120 12,120 12,120 12,120 12,120 
Range/Rangehood replacement (assume 15 year life) 18,360 $ 27,900 27,900 27,900 27,900 27,900 27,900 27,900 
Garbage Disposal replacement (assume 10 year life) 3,000 $ 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 
Hot Water Heaters replacement (assume 15 year life) 18,000 $ 6,650 6,650 6,650 6,650 6,650 6,650 6,650 
Carpet replacement (assume 5 year life) 56,532 $ 80,400 80,400 80,400 80,400 80,400 80,400 80,400 
Vinyl replacement (assume 1 0 year life) 73,100 $ 66,000 66,000 66,000 66,000 66,000 66,000 66,000 
HVACFumace replacement (assume 20 year life) 26,400 $ 16,800 16,800 16,800 16,800 16,800 16,800 16,800 
1430 
Applicable Contruction Management Expenses Miscellaneous (see *items) 196,038 65,147 54,000 $ $ 18,000 $ 9,347 

Captial Expenses (uninflated} 3,825,287 1,453,804 1,336,870 304,870 257,470 688,370 255,370 487,504 

Inflation Factor 0.00% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 

Capital Expenses (Inflated} $ 3,825,287 1 ,490,149 1,370,292 312,492 263,907 705,579 261,754 499,692 

Total Projected Replacement Reserve Funds $ 734,975 715,784 715,784 715,784 715,784 715,784 715,784 715,784 

Replacement Reserve Fund Balance on 3/1/14 $ 4,569,609 

Remainder of Projected Replacement Reserve Additions 3/1/14-6/30/14 $ 243,462 

Remainder of Projected Captial Expenses 3/1/14-6/30/14 $ 3,377,297 

Anticipated Replacement Reserve Fund Balance 7/1/14 $ 1,435,774 

Holdbacks and Reserve Summary with no Rental Increase 

Replacement Reserve Fund AFTER Annual Addition, BEFORE Annual Expenses 2,151,558 1,377,194 722,686 1,125,979 1,577,857 1,588,062 2,042,092 

Replacement Reserve Fund AFTER Annual Addition, AFTER Annual Expenses 661,409 6,902 410,195 862,072 872,277 1,326,308 1,542,400 

$/Unit/Year (Average) 

Replacement Reserve Capability with NO RENT INCREASE $ 715,784 $ 2,021.99 

Physical Needs Over the Term: $ 4,903,865 $ 1,978.96 

Replacement Reserve Capability with PROPOSED INCREASE 771,469 2,179.29 

Holdbacks and Reserve Summary with Proposed Increase 

Replacement Reserve Fund AFTER Annual Addition, BEFORE Annual Expenses 2,207,243 1,488,562 889,739 1,348,716 1,856,278 1,922,167 2,431,882 

Replacement Reserve Fund AFTER Annual Addition, AFTER Annual Expenses 717,093 118,270 577,247 1,084,809 1,150,698 1,660,413 1,932,190 
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Preston Park 

Street address 682 Wahl Court 
City, State, Zip Code Marina, CA 93933 
Telephone (831) 384-0119 
Construction type Mixed use 
Year built 1987 
Owner Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
Management Alliance Residential Company 
Total units 354 
Physical occupancy 98% 

Application fee $44 
Lease terms MTM and 6 months 
Short term premium N/A 
Refundable security deposit Equal to one months' rent 
Administrative fee $0 
Non refundable pet deposit N/A 
Pet deposit $250 covers up to 2 pets 
Pet rent $0 

Accent color walls No Paneled doors 
Air conditioning No Patio/Balcony 
Appliance color White Refrigerator 
Cable TV No Roman tubs 
Ceiling No Security system 
Ceiling fans No Self cleaning oven 
Computer desk No Separate shower 
Crown molding No Upgraded counters 
Fireplace No Upgraded flooring 
lcemaker No Upgraded lighting 
Kitchen pantry Yes Vaulted ceiling 
Linen closets Yes Washer/Dryer 
Microwave No WID connection 
Outside storage No Window coverings 

Market Survey 

May 13,2014 

!!lm,Millfi!UI!I!II~Hlllll}, 
Location B 
Visibility C 
Curb appeal B 
Condition B 
Interiors C 
Amenities D 

Attachment D to Item 8c 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

iW'~!Mii!ll,liiil:ill!UII!DIIIl',,[' 
Gas Resident 
Electric Resident 
Water Res/Meter 
Sewer Resident 
Trash Resident 
Cable TV NA 
Internet Resident 
Pest control Community 
Valet trash N A 

No concessions. Community is partially Below Market Rent and Section 8. 

50% complete replacing roofs. All units have an attached garage, in-home 
laundry room, and gated backyard. $25 fee for end units. 

No Access gates No Free DVD/movie library No 
Yes Addl rentable storage No Laundry room No 

Frost-Free Attached garages Yes Movie theater No 
No Barbecue grills No Parking structure No 
No Basketball court Yes Pet park No 
No Billiard No Playground Yes 
No Business center No Pools No 
No Club house Yes Racquetball No 

Plush Cpt Concierge services No Reserved parking No 
No Conference room No Sauna/Jacuzzi No 
No Covered parking No Tennis court No 
No Detached garages No Volleyball No 

Full size Elevators No Water features No 
1" mini Fitness center No WiFi No 

FLOORPLANS AND RENTS 
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Attachment E - Unit Matrix

Bedrooms Bathrooms Square footage

Average Rent 

per unit

Total 

Utilities

Total Rent 

including 

utilities

Total Rent 

per square 

foot BEFORE 

rent increase

Total Rent 

per suare 

foot after 

2.4% 

increase

Total Rent 

per square 

foot AFTER 

rent 

increase

Sunbay 

Suites rent 

per square 

foot (650 sq 

ft)

Marina 

Square rent 

per square 

foot (1000 

sq ft)

Marina 

del Sol 

rent per 

square 

foot (736 

sq ft)

Shadow 

Market 

rent per 

square foot 

(850 sq ft/ 

1700 sq ft)

Abrams Park 

rent per 

square foot 

not including 

utilities (1000 

sq ft)

2 1 1150 $1,521.00 $122.70 $1,644 $1.43 $1,676.70 $1.46 $1.88 $1.36 $1.77 $1.59 $1.50

2 1.5 1278 $1,443.81 $122.70 $1,567 $1.23 $1,599.51 $1.25 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

2 1.5 1323 $1,447.34 $122.70 $1,570 $1.19 $1,603.04 $1.21 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

3 2.5 1572 $1,754.00 $122.70 $1,877 $1.19 $1,918.20 $1.22 N/A N/A N/A $1.09 N/A

Market Survey Data

In addition to the rental amounts paid by in-place residents, Preston Park residents pay for Water, Sewer, and Trash services that the majority of the comparables in the 

market place pay on behalf of the household. 

Utility costs as listed reflect the average household in Marina, whereas actual bills suggest utility costs of $85 per month and $96 per month respectively for           2 and 3 

bedroom homes in Preston Park.

Square footage listed for Preston Park units includes interior space only.  Each home has an attached garage that provides roughly 400 square feet of additional storage space.
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Preston Park Budget Memo Attachment A - Revenue Summary

Budget Option 1 –  2.4% Rent Increase

GROSS MARKET POTENTIAL $5,816,930 $6,038,519 $6,298,571 I $221,589 3.7% The community continues to 

outperform expectations as new 

move-in rents increase.

I $260,052 4.3% Large increase due mostly to 2.4% 

rental increase.

I $481,641 8.3%

MARKET GAIN/LOSS TO LEASE $16,124 ($153,411) ($209,691) D ($169,535) 110.5% D ($56,280) 36.7% D ($225,815) -1400.5%

NON-REVENUE APARTMENTS ($56,187) ($68,070) ($64,266) D ($11,883) 17.5% Decrease in this category as several 

large maintenance issues arose 

requiring residents to move within 

the community.

I $3,804 -5.6% Shared office/community center 

expense with Abrams Park. 

Reduction due to major repair 

units coming back online.

D ($8,079) 14.4%

VACANCY LOSS ($114,328) ($127,385) ($134,232) D ($13,057) 10.3% Decrease in income as homes were 

vacant for longer periods than 

expected.

D ($6,847) 5.4% Projecting slightly higher turn 

times as major repair items are 

uncovered.

D ($19,904) 17.4%

BAD DEBT EXPENSE ($1,750) $0 ($1,218) I $1,750 0.0% Increase due to higher average 

collection of owed rent and 

damages.

D ($1,218) 0.0% Decrease in income projected in 

anticipation of average collection 

rate of rent and damages.

I $532 -30.4%

OTHER RESIDENT INCOME $36,750 $40,287 $44,398 I $3,537 8.8% Collection of Cleaning/Damage 

Fees increased vs. previous 

period3.

I $4,111 10.2% Increase due to addition of MTM 

Fees and Pet Rent for incoming 

residents.

I $7,648 20.8%

MISCELLANEOUS INCOME $8,450 $10,554 $6,200 I $2,104 19.9% Interest collection on Reserve 

Account outperformed 

expectations.

D ($4,354) -41.3% Anticipating reduction in interest 

income in correlation with 

reduction in Reserve Account 

Balance.

D ($2,250) -26.6%

TOTAL INCOME $5,705,989 $5,741,604 $5,939,763 I $35,615 0.6% Increase in overall income. I $198,159 3.5% Increase in overall income. I $233,774 4.1%

 

NET INCOME $3,898,422 $3,805,417 $3,841,637 I $93,005 2.4% Increase in overall income. I $36,220 1.0% Increase in overall income. D ($56,785) -1.5%

I -- DESIGNATES INCREASE (Reults in Increase in Revenue)

D -- DESIGNATES DECREASE (Results in Decrease in Revenue)

2014/2015 Proposed 

Budget vs. 

2013/2014 

Approved Budget

%% Comments Variance of Proposed 

Budget from FY 

2013/2014 Estimated 

Actuals

% CommentsRevenue Approved Budget 

FY 2013/2014

Estimated Actuals FY 

2013/ 2014

Proposed FY 

2014/ 2015

Variance of 

Approved Budget 

From 2013/2014 

Estimated Actuals
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Preston Park Budget Memo Attachment A - Revenue Summary

Budget Option 2 – No Rent Increase Proposed

GROSS MARKET POTENTIAL $5,816,930 $6,038,519 $6,178,925 I $221,589 3.7% The community continues to 

outperform expectations as new 

move-in rents increase.

I $140,406 2.3% No rental increase proposed. 

Increase generated by new move-in 

rental rates.

I $361,995 6.2%

MARKET GAIN/LOSS TO LEASE $16,124 ($153,411) ($151,048) D ($169,535) 110.5% I $2,363 -1.5% D ($167,172) -1036.8%

NON-REVENUE APARTMENTS ($56,187) ($68,070) ($62,948) D ($11,883) 17.5% Decrease in this category as several 

large maintenance issues arose 

requiring residents to move within 

the community.

I $5,122 -7.5% Shared office/community center 

expense with Abrams Park. 

Reduction in due to major repair 

units coming back online.

D ($6,761) 12.0%

VACANCY LOSS ($114,328) ($127,385) ($131,667) D ($13,057) 10.3% Decrease in income as homes were 

vacant for longer periods than 

expected.

D ($4,282) 3.4% Projecting slightly higher turn 

times as major repair items are 

uncovered.

D ($17,339) 15.2%

BAD DEBT EXPENSE ($1,750) $0 ($1,206) I $1,750 0.0% Increase due to higher average 

collection of owed rent and 

damages.

D ($1,206) 0.0% Decrease in income projected in 

anticipation of average collection 

rate of rent and damages.

I $544 -31.1%

OTHER RESIDENT INCOME $36,750 $40,287 $44,398 I $3,537 8.8% Collection of Cleaning/Damage 

Fees increased vs. previous 

period3.

I $4,111 10.2% Increase due to addition of MTM 

Fees and Pet Rent for incoming 

residents.

I $7,648 20.8%

MISCELLANEOUS INCOME $8,450 $10,554 $6,200 I $2,104 19.9% Interest collection on Reserve 

Account outperformed 

expectations.

D ($4,354) -41.3% Anticipating reduction in interest 

income in correlation with 

reduction in Reserve Account 

Balance 

D ($2,250) -26.6%

TOTAL INCOME $5,705,989 $5,741,604 $5,882,653 I $35,615 0.6% Increase in overall income. I $141,049 2.5% Increase in overall income. I $176,664 3.1%

NET INCOME $3,898,422 $3,805,417 $3,785,956 I $93,005 2.4% Increase in overall income. D ($19,461) -0.5% Decrease in income due to large 

Non-Routine Expense

D ($112,466) -2.9%

I -- DESIGNATES INCREASE (Reults in Increase in Revenue)

D -- DESIGNATES DECREASE (Results in Decrease in Revenue)

Revenue Proposed FY 

2014/ 2015

Estimated Actuals FY 

2013/ 2014

Variance of Proposed 

Budget from FY 

2013/2014 Estimated 

Actuals

%% Comments 2014/2015 Proposed 

Budget vs. 

2013/2014 

Approved Budget

%Approved Budget 

FY 2013/2014

Variance of 

Approved Budget 

From 2013/2014 

Estimated Actuals

Comments
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Subject: 

Meeting Date: 
enda Number: 

Consistency Determination: Consider Certification, in whole or in 
part, of the City of Seaside Zoning Code amendments related to the 
2013 Zoning Code update as Consistent with the 1997 Fort Ord 
Reuse Plan 
June 13, 2014 
8d 

ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

Approve Resolution 14-XX (Attachment A), certifying the City of Seaside's (Seaside's) 
legislative land use decision that the Seaside Zoning Code text amendments related to the 
2013 Zoning Code Update are consistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan). 

BACKGROUND: 

Seaside submitted the legislative land use decision for their 2013 Zoning Code Update for 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) certification of their consistency determination on May 
19, 2014 (http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us!Modu/es/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=9519 
and http://www. ci. seaside. ca. us/Modu/es/ShowDocument. aspx?documentid=642). At that 
time, Seaside requested a legislative land use decision review of these items in 
accordance with sections 8.02.010 and 8.02.030, respectively, of FORA Master 
Resolution. 

Under state law, (as codified in FORA's Master Resolution) legislative land use decisions 
(plan level documents such as General Plans, General Plan Amendments, Zoning Codes, 
Redevelopment Plans, etc.) must be scheduled for FORA Board review under strict 
timeframes. This item is included on the Board agenda because it includes a legislative 
land use decision, requiring Board certification. 

On January 16, 2014 the Seaside City Council adopted Resolution No. 14-06: Adopting a 
negative declaration for proposed text amendments_ as part of a comprehensive_update to 
the zoning code (Title 17 of the Seaside Municipal Code); and on February 20, 2014 the 
Seaside City Council adopted Resolution No. 1012: Adopting amendments to Title 17 
(Zoning Code) of the Seaside Municipal Code as part of a comprehensive update to the 
zoning code consistent with the goals, policies and implementation programs of the 2004 
Seaside General Plan. 

DISCUSSION: 

Seaside staff will be available to provide additional information to the Administrative 
Committee on June 4, 2014. In all consistency determinations, the following additional 
considerations are made and summarized in a table (Attachment 8). 

Rationale For Consistency Determinations FORA staff finds that there are several 
defensible rationales for certifying a consistency determination. Sometimes additional 
information is provided to buttress those conclusions. In general, it is noted that the Reuse 
Plan is a framework for development, not a precise plan to be mirrored. However, there are 
thresholds set in the resource constrained Reuse Plan that may not be exceeded without 
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other actions, most notably 6,160 new residential housing units and a finite water allocation. 
More particularly, the rationales for consistency analyzed follow: 

LEGISLATIVE LAND USE DECISION CONSISTENCY FROM SECTION 8.02.010 
OF THE FORA MASTER RESOLUTION 

(a) In the review. evaluation. and determination of consistency regarding legislative land use 
decisions. the Authority Board shall disaeprove any legislative land use decision for which 
there is substantial evidence sueeort by the record. that: 

(1) Provides a land use designation that allows more intense land uses than the uses 
permitted in the Reuse Plan for the affected territory; 

Seaside's submittal is consistent with the Reuse Plan and would not result in land use that 
would be more intense than the uses permitted in the Reuse Plan for the affected area within 
the City of Seaside. Staff notes that the 2013 Zoning Code Update did not result in changes 
to the Seaside Zoning Map. 

(2) Provides for a development more dense than the density of uses permitted in the Reuse 
Plan for the affected territory; 

Seaside's submittal is consistent with the Reuse Plan and would not result in any type of 
land use that would be denser than the uses permitted in the Reuse Plan for the affected 
area within the City of Seaside. 

(3) Is not in substantial conformance with applicable programs specified in the Reuse Plan 
and Section 8. 02.020 of this Master Resolution; 

Seaside's submittal is in substantial conformance with the applicable programs in the Reuse 
Plan and Master Resolution. 

The 2004 Seaside General Plan was certified consistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan on 
Dec 10, 2004. The proposed zoning cod~ text amendments nave _been_developed to 
implement the policies of the 2004 Seaside General Plan and are also consistent with the 
Reuse Plan and the Master Resolution. 

The proposed zoning code text amendments will not change Seaside General Plan policies 
relating to: historical/cultural resources; waste reduction and recycling; on-site water 
collection; and inter-jurisdictional cooperation. 

(4) Provides uses which conflict or are incompatible with uses permitted or allowed in the 
Reuse Plan for the affected property or which conflict or are incompatible with open space. 
recreational. or habitat management areas within the jurisdiction of the Authority; 

Seaside's submittal is consistent with the Reuse Plan and noted documents. The submittal 
would not result in any type of land use that would be incompatible with the uses permitted 
in the Reuse Plan for the affected area within the City of Seaside. 

(5) Does not require or otherwise provide for the financing and/or installation. construction. 
and maintenance of all infrastructure necessary to provide adequate public services to the 
property covered by the legislative land use decision; 
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Any future development affected by the 2013 Zoning Code Update will be required to comply 
with the policies & regulations of the Seaside General Plan, Zoning Code and the Reuse 
Plan relevant to this issue. 

(6) Does not require or otherwise provide for implementation of the Fort Ord Habitat 
Management Plan; 

The City of Seaside 2013 Zoning Code Update provides for implementation of the Fort Ord 
Habitat Management Plan. 

(7) Is not consistent with the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines as such 
guidelines mav be developed and approved by the Authority Board; and 

The City of Seaside 2013 Zoning Code Update is consistent with the Highway 1 Design 
Corridor Design Guidelines. 

(8) Is not consistent with the jobs/housing balance requirements developed and approved 
by the Authority Board as provided in Section 8. 02. 020(t) of the FORA Master Resolution. 

The City of Seaside 2013 Zoning Code Update is consistent with the jobs/housing balance 
requirements of Section 8.02.020. Any future development will be required to comply with 
the adopted job/housing policies and regulations of the Seaside General Plan and the 
Reuse Plan. 

Additional Considerations 

(9) Is not consistent with FORA's prevailing wage policy, Section 3.03.090 of the FORA 
Master Resolution. 

The City of Seaside 2013 Zoning Code Update is consistent with FORA's prevailing wage 
policy in FORA Master Resolution Section 3.03.090. Any future development will be required 
to comply with the policies & regulations of the Seaside General Plan, Zoning Code and the 
Reuse Plan relevant to this issue. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Contrail~~--t£~-~.&, 
This action is regulatory in nature and should have no direct fiscal, administrative, or 
operational impact. Seaside has agreed to provisions for payment of required fees for future 
developments in the former Fort Ord under its jurisdiction. 

Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 

Seaside staff, Authority Counsel, ministrative Committee, and Executive Committee 

Prepared by_-i'-f__..__,;,_.;:;....__L....--_-:f-_/_ ~eviewed by ~.~ /-!> 

~
r~e Endsley 

'"" ;'itt<. ~ ,(bv 
ichael A. Ho emard, Jr. 

Approved by 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
Resolution 14-XX 

Attachment A to Item Sd 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

Resolution Determining Consistency of Seaside General Plan 
Zoning Text Amendments for the 2013 Zoning Code Update 

THIS RESOLUTION is adopted with reference to the following facts and circumstances: 

A. On June 13, 1997, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA") adopted the Final Reuse Plan 
under Government Code Section 67675, et seq. 

B. After FORA adopted the reuse plan, Government Code Section 67675, et seq. requires 
each county or city within the former Fort Ord to submit to FORA its general plan or 
amended general plan and zoning ordinances, and to submit project entitlements, and 
legislative land use decisions that satisfy the statutory requirements. 

C. By Resolution No. 98-1, the Authority Board of FORA adopted policies and procedures 
implementing the requirements in Government Code 67675, et seq. 

D. The City of Seaside ("Seaside") is a member of FORA. Seaside has land use authority 
over land situated within the former Fort Ord and subject to FORA's jurisdiction. 

E. After a noticed public meeting on December 11, 2013, the City of Seaside adopted a 
General Plan zoning text amendment related to the 2013 Zoning Code update. 
Seaside also found these items consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan, FORA's 
plans and policies and the FORA Act and considered the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan 
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") in their review and deliberations. 

F. On May19, 2014, the City__of Seaside-recommended that FORA-concur-in-the-Citis 
determination that FORA's Final Reuse Plan, certified by the Board on June 13, 1997, 
and Seaside General Plan zoning text amendments related to the 2013 Zoning Code 
update are consistent. Seaside submitted to FORA these items together with the 
accompanying documentation. 

G. Consistent with the Implementation Agreement between FORA and Seaside, on May 
19, 2014, Seaside provided FORA with a complete copy of the submittal for lands on the 
former Fort Ord, the resolutions and ordinance approving it, a staff report and materials 
relating to the City of Seaside's action, a reference to the environmental documentation 
and/or CEQA findings, and findings and evidence supporting its determination that the 
Seaside General Plan zoning text amendments related to the 2013 Zoning Code update 
are consistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Plan and the FORA Act (collectively, "Supporting 
Material"). Seaside requested that FORA certify the submittal as being consistent with 
the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan for those portions of Seaside that lie within the jurisdiction 
of FORA. 

H. FORA's Executive Officer and the FORA Administrative Committee reviewed Seaside's 
application for consistency evaluation. The Executive Officer submitted a report 
recommending that the FORA Board find that the Seaside General Plan zoning text 
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amendments related to the 2013 Zoning Code update are consistent with the Fort Ord 
Base Reuse Plan. The Administrative Committee reviewed the Supporting Material, 
received additional information, and concurred with the Executive Officer's 
recommendation. The Executive Officer set the matter for public hearing regarding 
consistency of the Seaside General Plan zoning text amendments related to the 2013 
Zoning Code update before the FORA Board on June 13, 2014. 

I. Master Resolution, Chapter 8, Section 8.02.01 O(a)(4) reads in part: "(a) In the review, 
evaluation, and determination of consistency regarding legislative land use decisions, 
the Authority Board shall disapprove any legislative land use decision for which there is 
substantial evidence supported by the record, that [it] (4) Provides uses which conflict or 
are incompatible with uses permitted or allowed in the Reuse Plan for the affected 
property ... " 

J. FORA's review, evaluation, and determination of consistency is based on six criteria 
identified in section 8.02.010. Evaluation of these six criteria form a basis for the Board's 
decision to certify or to refuse to certify the legislative land use decision. 

K. The term "consistency" is defined in the General Plan Guidelines adopted by the State 
Office of Planning and Research as follows: "An action, program, or project is consistent 
with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and 
policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment." This includes compliance 
with required procedures such as 8.02.010 of the FORA Master Resolution. 

L. Master Resolution, Chapter 8, Section 8.02.01 O(a)(1-6) reads: "(a) In the review, 
evaluation, and determination of consistency regarding legislative land use decisions, 
the Authority Board shall disapprove any legislative land use decision for which there is 
substantial evidence supported by the record, that ( 1) Provides a land use designation 
that allows more intense land uses than the uses permitted in the Reuse Plan for the 
affected territory; (2) Provides for a development more dense than the density of use 
permitted in_ the Reus~--Plan for the_ ~ffeGt~d _t~_rritory; (3) Is r1P~ _in_ ~ubstantial 
conformance with applicable programs specified in the Reuse Plan and Section 8.02.020 
of this Master Resolution. (4) Provides uses which conflict or are incompatible with uses 
permitted or allowed in the Reuse Plan for the affected property or which conflict or are 
incompatible with open space, recreational, or habitat management areas within the 
jurisdiction of the Authority; (5) Does not require or otherwise provide for the financing 
and/or installation, construction, and maintenance of all infrastructure necessary to 
provide adequate public services to the property covered by the legislative land use 
decision; and (6) Does not require or otherwise provide for implementation of the Fort 
Ord Habitat Management Plan." 

NOW THEREFORE be it resolved: 

1. The FORA Board recognizes the City of Seaside's December 11, 2013 recommendation 
that the FORA Board certify consistency between the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan and the 
Seaside General Plan text amendments related to the 2013 Zoning Code update was 
appropriate. 

2. The Board has reviewed and considered the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan Final 
Environmental Impact Report and Seaside's environmental documentation. The Board 
finds that this documentation is adequate and complies with the California Environmental 
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Quality Act. The Board finds further that these documents are sufficient for purposes of 
FORA's determination for consistency of the Seaside General Plan zoning text 
amendments related to the 2013 Zoning Code update. 

3. The Board has considered the materials submitted with this application, the 
recommendation of the Executive Officer and Administrative Committee concerning the 
application and oral and written testimony presented at the hearings on the consistency 
determination, which are hereby incorporated by reference. 

4. The Board finds that the Seaside General Plan zoning text amendments related to the 
2013 Zoning Code update are consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan. The Board 
further finds that the legislative decision consistency determination made herein has 
been based in part upon the substantial evidence submitted regarding allowable land 
uses, a weighing of the Base Reuse Plan's emphasis on a resource constrained 
sustainable reuse that evidences a balance between jobs created and housing provided, 
and that the cumulative land uses contained in Seaside's submittal are not more intense 
or dense than those contained in the Base Reuse Plan. This finding does not modify 
the BRP Land Use Concept Ultimate Development Figure 3.3-1. It remains Public 
Facilities Institutional. 

5. The Seaside General Plan zoning text amendments related to the 2013 Zoning Code 
update will, considering all their aspects, further the objectives and policies of the Final 
Base Reuse Plan. The Seaside application is hereby determined to satisfy the 
requirements of Title 7.85 of the Government Code and the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan. 

Upon motion by , seconded by , the foregoing 
Resolution was passed on this 13th day of June, 2014, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTENTIONS: 

ABSENT: 

Jerry Edelen, Chair 

ATTEST: 

Michael A. Houlemard, Jr., Clerk 
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FORA Master Resolution Section Finding of 
Consistency 

(1) Does not provide for a land use designation that allows more Yes 
intense land uses than the uses permitted in the Reuse Plan for the 
affected territory; 

(2) Does not provide for a development more dense than the density Yes 
of uses permitted in the Reuse Plan for the affected territory; 

(3) Is in substantial conformance with applicable programs specified Yes 
in the Reuse Plan and Section 8.02.020 of this Master Resolution. 

( 4) Does not provide uses which conflict with or are incompatible Yes 
with uses permitted or allowed in the Reuse Plan for the affected 
property or which conflict with or are incompatible with open space, 
recreational, or habitat management areas within the jurisdiction of 
the Authority; 
(5) Requires or otherwise provides for the financing and/ot Yes 
installation, construction, and maintenance of all infrastructure 
necessary to provide adequate public services to the property covered 
by the legislative land use decision; 

( 6) Requires or otherwise provides for implementation of the Fort Yes 
Ord Habitat Management Plan ("HMP"). 

(7) Is consistent with the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Yes 
Guidelines as such standards may be developed and approved by the 
Authority Board. 

ATTACHMENT 8 to Item 8d 
FORA Board Meeting, 06/13/14 

Justification for finding 

Uses would not result in any type of land use that 
would be more intense than the uses permitted in the 
Reuse Plan for the affected area within the City of 
Seaside. 
Uses would not result in any type of land use that 
would be denser than the uses permitted in the Reuse 
Plan for the affected area within the City of Seaside. 
With the adoption of its 2004 General Plan 
(December 10, 2004), Seaside fulfilled its obligations 
to FORA for long range planning to implement the 
Base Reuse Plan. 
Uses would not result in any type of land use that 
would be incompatible with the uses permitted in the 
Reuse Plan for the affected area within the City of 
Seaside. 

Zoning ordinance does not address these issues. Any 
future development will be required to comply with 
the policies & regulations of the Seaside General 
Plan, Zoning Code and the Reuse Plan relevant to 
this issue. 
Zoning ordinance does not affect this issue. Any 
future development will be required to comply with 
the policies & regulations of the Seaside General 
Plan, Zoning Code and the Reuse Plan relevant to 
this issue. 
Zoning ordinance does not address this issue. Any 
future development will be required to comply with 
the design policies and regulations of the Seaside 
General Plan, the Base Reuse Plan, and associated 
documents. 
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(8) Is consistent with the jobs/housing balance requirements Yes Zoning ordinance does not address this issue. Any 
developed and approved by the Authority Board as provided in future development will be required to comply with 
Section 8.02.020(t) of this Master Resolution. the adopted job/housing policies and regulations of 

the Seaside General Plan and the Base Reuse Plan. 
(9) Prevailing Wage Yes Zoning ordinance does not address this issue. Any 

future development will be required to comply with 
the prevailing wage policies and regulations of the 
Seaside General Plan and the Base Reuse Plan. 
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Subject: 

Meeting Date: 
enda Number: 

Approve Memorandum of Agreement between the County of 
Monterey, UCP East Garrison, LLC, and FORA Regarding Parker 
Flats Habitat Mana ement 
June 13, 2014 
Be ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

Approve Memorandum of Agreement between the County of Monterey, Union Community 
Partners (UCP) East Garrison, LLC, and Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) regarding Parker 
Flats Habitat Management (Attachment A). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

At its January 12, 2006 meeting, the FORA Board certified the County of Monterey's East 
Garrison Specific Plan, zoning, and project development entitlements as consistent with the 
1997 Fort Ord Reuse Plan. On August 4, 2004, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) listed the California Tiger Salamander (CTS) as a threatened species under the 
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). The USFWS issued a 2004 CTS Biological Opinion, 
allowing development at the East Garrison to occur provided certain restrictions were enforced. 
The developer, at that time, East Garrison Partners I, LLC, FORA, County of Monterey, and 
County of Monterey Redevelopment Agency entered into a Memorandum of Agreement 
regarding ESA enforcement of development restrictions at East Garrison, dated October 6, 
2005. That agreement assures the USFWS that restrictions are fully implemented as part of 
East Garrison development. 

On March 3, 2010, the California Fish and Game Commission designated CTS as threatened 
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Several years ago, the current 
developer UCP East Garrison, LLC, sighted an unconfirmed CTS within the East Garrison 
development project site and has pursued a State of California 2081 Incidental Take Permit 
(ITP) since that time. To obtain an ITP, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
requires the -County of Monterey, UCP East Garrison, LLC, and FORA to execute- an 
agreement whereby the parties agree to ensure CTS habitat preservation at a 134-acre habitat 
preservation and restoration area within the Parker Flats Habitat Reserve on former Fort Ord. 
According to this draft agreement, the County currently owns or will own these 134-acres and 
would agree to allow preservation and restoration on these habitat deed-restricted lands. UCP 
East Garrison would agree to fund five years of habitat management and restoration on these 
lands. FORA would agree to fund and implement long-term habitat management and 
restoration on these lands through terms of the future Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP). 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller ~~,! ,6. 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. Collection of the FORA 
Community Facilities District (CFD) Special Tax/Development Fee is the primary funding 
source for the future Fort Ord HCP. FORA has collected more than $2,000,000 in CFD Special 
Taxes from the East Garrison development project in the past 18 months. If UCP East 
Garrison, LLC, obtains a CDFW-issued ITP, it will allow the developer to proceed with future 
project phases in a timely manner. 
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COORDINATION: 

Authority Counsel, County of Monterey, UCP East Garrison, LLC, CDFW, Administrative and 
Executive Committees. 

Page 117 of 240



Attachment A to Item 8e 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
REGARDING HABITAT MANAGEMENT ON PORTIONS OF THE 

PARKER FLATS AT THE FORMER FORT ORD, CALIFORNIA 

This Memorandum of Agreement Regarding Habitat Management on Portions of Parker 
Flats at the Former Fort Ord, California (this "Agreement") is made and entered into as of this_ 
day of , 2014 (the "Effective Date") by and among FORT ORD REUSE 
AUTHORITY ("FORA"), the COUNTY OF MONTEREY '), and UCP EAST 
GARRISON, LLC ("UCP") (hereinafter referred to collecti 

WHEREAS, FORA, created under 
Chapters 1 through 7, inclusive, commencing 
provisions of the California Redevelopment Law, 

ent Code, 
650, et seq., selected 

sion 24 of the California Health 
and Safety Code, Part 1, Chapter 4. e 1, VV.LJ.J..I.~~ ... with Section 33492, et seq., and 
Article 4, commencing with Section 
Government Code Section 67650 to 
property from the United States Army 

· onal agency established under 
e transfer of former Fort Ord 

"Army") to the governing 
as the Local Redevelopment 

ation in Monterey, California (the 
Adjustment on behalf of the Secretary of 

local jurisdictions or their . F 
Authority for the 
"Former Fort Ord' 
Defense; 

the East Garris 
of the County of 

_ . oJ the )Hate of Galifornia, whicg_ag~g~y -· 
Ord an (June 13, 1997) (the "Reuse Plan"), the 

(EDC) Agreement between FORA and the Army dated 
on Agreement between FORA and County dated May 8, 

certain property from FORA that has been or will be 

elaware limited liability company and the private developer of 
on the Former Fort Ord and within the unincorporated portion 

WHEREAS, FORA has already or will soon receive fee title to certain land parcels of 
the Former Fort Ord from the Army pursuant to the Reuse Plan ("FORA Property"); 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Reuse Plan, FORA already has conveyed or will convey to 
County by two (2) separate quitclaim deeds the following parcels of FORA Property: Parcels 
L32.1, Parcel R, Parcel V (portions ofE19a.2, E.19a.3 and E.19a.4), Parcels L5.7, L20.2.1 and 
portions of E19a.3 and E19a.4 (hereinafter referred to collectively as the "County Property"). 

4848-5347-7145 
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HABITAT MANAGEMENT MOA -PORTIONS OF PARKER FLATS AT FORMER FORT ORD 

These parcels constitute the property a portion of which is commonly referred to as "Parker 
Flats" on the Former Fort Ord; 

WHEREAS, subject to the terms and conditions set forth below, County intends to allow 
a portion of the County Property totaling approximately 134 acres, more particularly described as 
that portion of the Parker Flats Reserve habitat management area (Parcel E19a.4) located within 
the "County North Deed" property, and depicted in Exhibit " " attached hereto (the 
"California Tiger Salamander (CTS) Preservation and Habitat Area"), to be 
preserved and managed in perpetuity for its value as ha the CTS (Ambystoma 
californiense ). County intends to record a conservation the CTS Preservation and 
Habitat Restoration Area to ensure the preservation 
perpetuity for such purpose (the "Conservation Easem 

WHEREAS, subject to the terms and 
to the CTS Preservation and Habitat Restorati 
for its CTS habitat value in conjunction w1 
preservation and habitat restoration areas in the 
(which may be referred to as the "East Hab1 

WHEREAS, habitat managem 
and Habitat Restoration Area are set 
(dated, , 2014, as it be 
the California Depa-rr..-"'"""' 
CTS at the East 

does not object 
in perpetuity 

and t of other 
nn...-.-,n."' of the Former Fort Ord 

for the CTS Preservation 
Permit No. 2081----
this Agreement) issued by 

for the incidental take of the 
Take Permit") and the East Garrison 

Live Oak Associates, Inc., December 19, 
it "B" (the "Mitigation Plan") as it may 

comprises a portion of the Parker Flats Reserve 
in the draft HCP; 

paid development impact fees in the amount of more than Two 
...... ..., ... ~._. ....... _ ...... Dollars ($2,500,000) of which a substantial portion are fees 

for the funding and management of the habitat management areas identified in the 
HCP when it is approved, including the Parker Flats Reserve habitat management area, identified 
in the Fort Ord HCP when it is approved; and 

WHEREAS, nothing in the Incidental Take Permit or the Mitigation Plan creates legal or 
financial obligations for County relative to the implementation of the Mitigation Plan or 
adherence to the Incidental Take Permit requirements; provided, however, that upon payment of 
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the endowment fund, as set forth below, County agrees to allow the implementation of the 
Mitigation Plan for the CTS Preservation and Habitat Restoration Area. 

4848-5347-7145, v. 5 
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HABITAT MANAGEMENT MOA -PORTIONS OF PARKER FLATS AT FORMER FORT ORD 

WITH REFERENCE TO THE FACTS RECITED ABOVE, the Parties agree as 
follows: 

I. AGREEMENT 

A. FORA AND LONG-TERM HABITAT MANA 

1. FORA and County agree that the CTS Pres Habitat Restoration Area 
perpetuity for its CTS 
tion of the Mitigation 

described and depicted in Exhibit A shall be protected 
habitat value. To this end, FORA and County agree to 
Plan for the CTS Preservation and Habitat Restorati 

2. Subject to the provisions of p agrees to 
the CTS assume the "long term management and 

Preservation and Habitat Restoration Area, as d 
This obligation may be transferred by ORA to a 
Joint Powers Authority that will 
shall not comtnence until FORA is 

success criteria for 
Mitigation Plan 
Interim Habitat 
Section I.B of this A 

allow 
Endowment. 

B. 

plan" and the associated 
Restoration Area are set forth in the 

'). Attainment of the success criteria for the 
"ty ofUCP and County in accordance with 

of the approved land manager designee) under this 
HCP long term management and maintenance plan" and 

obligations is limited to the extent County makes 
ent (the "Endowment" as further defined in Section 

funds for this purpose. FORA (or its designee) agrees to 
to periodically review the expenditure of funds from the 

AND INTERIM HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

1. For purposes of ensuring the protection of the CTS Preservation and Habitat 
Restoration Area for the period from recordation of the Conservation Easement until the 
adoption of the Fort Ord HCP, but in no event exceeding five (5) years from the date of 
recordation of the Conservation Easement thereon, upon UCP's deposit of the endowment funds 
into escrow set forth in Section I.B.3 of this Agreement, County agrees to implement the 
"interim management and maintenance plan" on the CTS Preservation and Habitat Restoration 
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Area as soon as practicable, but in all events, within six ( 6) months after the Incidental Take 
Permit has been approved by CDFW. 

2. Pursuant to its obligations under the Incidental Take Permit, UCP will fund the 
Endowment in accordance with Section I.B.3 of this Agreement for the implementation of the 
"interim management and maintenance plan." As provided for under the Incidental Take Permit, 
County will hold and manage this Endowment for the interim and maintenance plan 
unless another entity is designated by CDFW for this purpose. 

3. Concurrent with its entry into this 
American Title Company Escrow No. __ (the "Es 
One Hundred and Four Thousand, One Hundred F' 
County as an endowment sufficient to implement the 
approved by CDFW for the CTS Preservation 
exceed five (5) years subject to the terms 
Escrow Agreement attached hereto and in 
(the "Endowment"). The amount of the Endo 
contained in the Mitigation Plan. 

4. Upon UCP's deposit of 
and record a Conservation Easement 
the sole purpose of UCP to 
obligations. Recording shall 

shall deposit into First 
endowment amount of 

155) to be paid to 
maintenance plan 

a period not to 
ent and the 

, County agrees to convey 
abitat Restoration Area for 

ermit and Mitigation Plan 
Conservation Easement shall 

"C." Payment of the Endowment and 
upon written approval by CDFW of the 

substantially be in 
conveyance of the 
Incidental Take reflecting the size and location of the 

Eas 
Miti 
the 

transfer 
by this 
recorded by C 
from FORA. 

Exhibit A and otherwise consistent with 
and County shall record the Conservation 

approval of the Incidental Take Permit and the 
est efforts to obtain such approval as quickly as feasible. To 

·on of the CTS Preservation and Habitat Restoration Area 
UV,,.,.L.L{'''""'-'~ . .L.Lf-lleted (as determined by recordation of the deed of 

,.'"" ... , ... ""' ... ""'""''County Recorder) by the time that County is obligated 
Conservation Easement, a Conservation Easement shall be 

portion within thirty (30) days of receipt of title for that portion 

5. County agrees to return and release to U CP any unused Endowment funds 
remaining for the Interim Habitat Management within ten (10) days of CDFW's approval of the 
Fort Ord HCP and the corresponding Incidental Take Permit. 

C. MISCELLANEOUS TERMS 
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1. This Agreement may be modified or terminated only as mutually agreed in 
writing by the Parties. In no event will UCP agree to any modification or termination without 
first securing the approval of, or a statement in writing of "no objection" from, CDFW. 

2. Any or all obligations created by this Agreement for any individual Party may, as 
the law permits, be transferred or assigned by that Party to a third party; provided, however, any 
such transfer or assignment must be approved in writing by the Parties, which approval 
shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed. 

3. The Parties recognize that there may be some 
the subject property to County and obtaining signature of 
For purposes of demonstrating to CDFW that UCP has 
management and maintenance of the CTS Pre 
Effective Date of this Agreement shall be the date 
In the event that County is unable to execu 
issuance of the Incidental Take Permit, FORA 
obligations until such time as County executes this 

4. This Agreement may 
which shall be deemed an original; 
assembled to form a single original 
by the exchange of · .v._,~·.~~~~JLV 

of the signature page 
purposes. 

II. 

ompleting conveyance of 
t on behalf of County. 

commitments for 
Area, the 

s Agreement. 
onths of the 

an-::•rr~1rnent 

identical counterparts, each of 
pages may be detached and 

be executed and delivered 
.pdf) copies or counterparts 

of ink signature pages for all 

hold the other Parties, and their officers, 
, employees, agents, successors and permitted assigns 

ess from and against all claims, demands, losses, damages, 
and actions and all related attorneys' fees and expenses 

·vely )") for injury or death of any person or loss of or 
le personal property or the environment, to the extent that such 
by the acts or omissions or by the willful or intentional 

misconduct whom indemnity is sought, or by its agents, employees, 
contractors, or material suppliers, in connection with or relating to this 
Agreement, the Easement, or the Mitigation Plan. The Indemnified Party will 
notify the indemnifying Party in writing promptly upon learning of any Claim for which 
indemnification may be sought, provided that the failure to do so shall not affect the indemnity 
except to the extent the indemnifying party is prejudiced thereby. The indemnifying Party shall 
have control of the defense or settlement provided that no settlement that materially affects the 
obligations under this Agreement of the other Party shall be entered into without the other Party's 
prior written approval, which shall not be unreasonably withheld or delayed, and provided 
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further that the Indemnified Party shall have the right to participate in the defense or settlement 
with counsel of its own selection and at its sole expense. The indemnified Party shall reasonably 
cooperate with the defense and at the Indemnifying Party's expense. 

III. NOTICES 

Formal notices, demands, and communications among the 
given unless sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, or 
delivery receipt, or personal delivery with a delivery receipt 
of the Parties as follows: 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority: 
ATTN: Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
Executive Officer 
100 12th Street, Bldg. 2880 
Marina, California 93933 

shall not be deemed 
delivery service with a 

e, to the principal office 

Such written notices, demands, and communications may be sent in the same manner to 
such other addresses as the affected Party may from time to time designate as provided in this 
Section. Receipt shall be deemed to have occurred on the date marked on a written receipt as the 
date of delivery or refusal of delivery (or attempted delivery if undeliverable). 
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In addition, a copy of all notices under this Agreement shall be contemporaneously 
provided to CDFW at the following address: 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
ATTN: Habitat Conservation Manager 
Central Region 
1234 E. Shaw Avenue 
Fresno, California 93710 

IV. LIST OF EXHIBITS 

The following listed Exhibits are made a p 

Exhibit A: 

Exhibit B: 

Exhibit C: 

Exhibit D: 

### 
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In Testimony Whereof witness the signature of Parties this __ day of , 
2014 and hereby accepts and approves this Agreement for itself, its successors and assigns, and 
agrees to all the conditions and terms contained therein. 

EAUTHORITY 

U CP East Garrison, LLC 
a Delaware limited liability company, 

### 
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Exhibit B to Item Be 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

S, INC. 
an Ecological Consulting firm 

Prepared by 

LIVE OAK ASSOCIATES, INC. 
Hopkins, Ph.D., Principal and Senior Wildlife Ecologist 

............ H.LL, ...... Krakow, M.S., Project Manager and Staff Ecologist 

Prepared for 

UCP,LLC 
6489 Camden A venue, Suite 204 

San Jose, CA 95120 

PN 1576-02 

San Jose~ 6840 Via Del Oro, Suite 220 • San Joset CA 95119 • Phone: (408} 224~8300 • Fax; (408) 22.4~1411 
Oakhtu·st~ P.O. Box 2691 * 39930 Sierra Way~ Suite B ,. Oakhurst1 CA 93644 • Phone: (559) 642*4880 • 642*4883 

Bakersfield: 8200 Stockdale Highway1 M1Q .. 293 • Bakersfield, CA 93311 • {6.61) 889 ... 2084 

www.~oainc.tom: 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The Applicant, UCP East Garrison, LLC and any subsidiaries and affiliates or assignees, intends 

to construct up to 1,470 residences to be built on 244 gross acres (125 net acres), in 

unincorporated Monterey County, California. The site is approximately 2 miles east of the City 

of Marina and 5.5 miles southwest of the City of Salinas and is adjacent to the former Fort Ord 

(FFO) in an area known as East Garrison (Figure 1). The construction and operation of the 

Project may result in the incidental take of species listed as threatened or endangered under the 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). 

Live Oak Associates, Inc. (LOA) has prepared the following mitigation and monitoring plan 

(MMP) for a 134-acre portion of Parker Flats proposed as mitigation land, hereafter East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands, to compensate for impacts to the California tiger salamander 

(Ambystoma californiense) habitat on the East Garrison Specific Plan project site, including a 

history of conservation actions to date on Parker Flats. 

This plan accounts for up to five years of interim management and monitoring of the East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands. In order to make this MMP both consistent and seamless with the 

Draft HCP in preparation, UCP East Garrison, LLC communicated with both the County of 

Monterey and the preparers of the Draft HCP (Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.). Therefore, 

proposed management and monitoring actions have been designed to be consistent and seamless 

with the Draft HCP. 

1.1 HISTORY OF PARKER FLATS, EAST GARRISON MITIGATION LANDS, AND 
CONSERVATION ACTIONS 

Much of the former Fort Ord lands have been cleared of ordnance and transferred to various 

agencies. The mitigation lands for the East Garrison Specific Plan project includes a subset of 

approximately 134 acres of the northern parcel of Parker Flats Habitat Management Area and is 

referred to as East Garrison Mitigation Lands. Parker Flats Habitat Management Area and the 

East Garrison Mitigation Lands are former Fort Ord lands that were designated as mitigation 

land under the Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan; the East Garrison Mitigation Lands portion 

are proposed as mitigation lands for the East Garrison Specific Plan project site as shown in 
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Figure 2. The Army, County of Monterey, and FORA have been implementing habitat mitigation 

and preservation measures on former Fort Ord under a Habitat Management Plan since 1997,and 

these measures will continue to be implemented until the Fort Ord HCP is adopted. In the 

meantime, this MMP is designed to fill the gap between the HMP and the HCP and provide for 

the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures on the East Garrison Mitigation 

Lands portion of the Parker Flats Habitat Management Area as further discussed below. 

A number of documents pertaining to Parker Flats and former Fort Ord were consulted to 

prepare an appropriate mitigation and monitoring plan for the preservation of the East Garrison 

Mitigation Lands. In order to make this MMP consistent with the Draft HCP in preparation, UCP 

East Garrison, LLC communicated with both the County of Monterey and the preparers of the 

Draft HCP (Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.). Therefore, proposed management and monitoring 

actions have been designed to be consistent and seamless with the Draft HCP. The following 

describes the avoidance and mitigation measures and other applicable restrictions set forth in the 

documents applicable to the East Garrison Mitigation Lands: USFWS Biological Opinion 2005, 

Deed Restriction 2012, Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan 1997, Installation-wide Multispecies Habitat 

Management Plan 1997, Assessment East Garrison-Parker Flats Land Use Modifications; Fort 

Ord, California 2002, Biological Evaluation of Army Actions that May Affect California Tiger 

Salamander and Contra Costa Goldfields Critical Habitat; Former Fort Ord, Monterey County, 

California 2004, and East Garrison Subsequent EIR. These documents primarily discuss "Parker 

Flats" as mitigation area within Fort Ord. A portion of Parker Flats has been designated as 

mitigation land for the Fort Ord HCP, and East Garrison Mitigation Lands are sited within that 

designated land. Consequently, discussions pertaining to "Parker Flats" also pertain to East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands, as these lands are a subset of Parker Flats. 

1.1.1 Biological Opinion 2005 

According to the Biological Opinion (BO) issued by the USFWS (1-8-04-F-25R; 2005), Parker 

Flats is in the "pre-disposal actions" category (as opposed to being in the "disposal and reuse 

actions" category). This category includes actions such as remedial actions necessary to prepare 

lands for property transfer. The County recorded a deed restriction on May 24, 2012 declaring 

the Owner to be Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA). However, the status of active munitions 
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clean-up on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands property is unknown, as signs on the edges of 

the property warn of the possibility of explosives past the point of the sign. Therefore, for 

purposes of this MMP, it is assumed that Parker Flats (and East Garrison Mitigation Lands) is 

currently in the "disposal and reuse actions" category with unknown status of munitions clean

up. On page 7 of the BO, the USFWS outline conservation measures for munitions response 

actions that the Army proposed. This MMP assumes that the Army is currently following these 

measures. The BO also outlines wetland restoration plan and mitigations (page 8), proposed 

conservation measures for contaminated soil remediation (page 11 ), proposed conservation 

measures for weed and erosion control (page 15), and proposed conservation measures for Parker 

Flats Habitat Reserve Interim Use (of which the East Garrison Mitigation Lands are a subset) 

(pages 16-17). The conservation measures for Parker Flats Habitat Reserve Interim Use appear to 

be limited to maintenance of the fuel breaks and access roads; these maintenance activities are 

limited to the summer months to avoid impacts to CTS. Maintenance may also occur when 

necessary to support a prescribed bum or to contain a potential wildfire to Army property. The 

BO states that all recipients of parcels from the Army have signed the HMP (see Section 1.1.3 

below). Page 19 of the BO (USFWS 2005) states that this type of transfer ensures that "entities 

acquiring parcels designated as Habitat Reserves, Habitat Corridors, or Development with 

Reserve Areas or Restrictions manage the land in a manner consistent with the HMP". Page 42 

of the BO (USFWS 2005) also describes caretaker actions for interim uses of Parker Flats 

Habitat Reserve, which includes prescribed burning with no pre-vegetation treatments applied 

and conducted prior to the rainy season, and road and fuel break maintenance limited to summer 

months. Other portions of Parker Flats appears to be in the category of "Borderlands", and the 

BO (page 49, USFWS 2005) identifies HMP requirements of Borderlands including "barriers to 

unauthorized vehicles, measures to prevent erosion, measures to prevent spread of invasive 

nonnative plant species, and fuel break construction on the development side of the boundary". 

1.1.2 Deed Restriction 2012 

A deed restriction was completed on May 24, 2012 declaring the Owner to be FORA, thereby 

documenting that the conveyance of Parker Flats (including the area currently defined as East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands) from the Army to Fort Ord Reuse Authority has been completed. 

This deed restriction is governed by the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (FORA 2012). 
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1.1.3 Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan 1997 and Installation-wide Multispecies Habitat 
Management Plan 1997 

The Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan; FORA 1997) identifies the Installation-wide 

Multispecies Habitat Management Plan (HMP; USACE 1997) as providing guidelines for former 

Fort Ord land; this Plan was developed with input from federal, state, local, and private agencies 

and organizations. The Reuse Plan (page 1-14; FORA 1997) states that "All recipients of the 

former Fort Ord lands will be required to abide by the resource conservation and habitat 

management guidelines and procedures specified in the HMP." Under the 1997 HMP, Parker 

Flats was proposed to be managed according to guidelines in the HMP. According to Figure 4-1 

(dated 2006) on page 4-2 of the HMP (USACE 1997), Parker Flats was not designated as a 

habitat reserve under the 1997 HMP, and was designated as an area for development. 

Subsequently, the Army and FORA approved a land swap agreement as further discussed below 

which anticipated that Parker Flats would be preserved as a habitat reserve in exchange for the 

development of East Garrison. Preservation of the East Garrison Mitigation Lands portion of 

Parker Flats under this MMP will assure that this area will not be developed and will continue to 

provide habitat and retain the value of the surrounding contiguous habitat. 

Figure 4-1 of the HMP, identifies 5 parcels that comprise a portion of Parker Flats (E19a.1, 

E19a.2, E21b.1, E21b.2, and E21b.3). Although species-specific surveys were not conducted for 

CTS for the HMP, no CTS were observed incidentally within these parcels. Although CTS were 

observed on adjacent parcels (F1.2, F1.4, and F1.9) and the adjacent Habitat Corridor (parcels 

L20.2.1 and L20.2.2), the land between East Garrison and Parker Flats is identified as supporting 

habitat for CTS (page 4-17and Appendix B; USACE 1997). More recently, CDFW requested 

that the HCP Team (i.e., Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.) estimate the relative value of the 

upland habitat on the potential conservation lands, including Parker Flat, relying on principles 

derived from Trenham and Shaffer (2005). The relative value of upland habitat is inversely 

proportional with distance from a breeding pond. A more recent study (Searcy and Shaffer 2011) 

has confirmed this inverse relationship with distance from a breeding pond, but its findings 

suggests a shallower shape of the curve, with more CTS estivating further from a breeding pond 

then was detected by Trenham and Shaffer (2005). Subsequently, Denise Duffy & Associates, 

Inc., based on direction from CDFW, generated a map with four Zones. These Zones relied not 
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only on the shallower curve of the Searcy and Shaffer (20 11) work, but on those from Trenham 

and Shaffer (2005), and effectively provided a more conservative estimate as to the habitat value 

of conservation lands for CTS. In other words, this approach reduces the potential of overvalue 

conservation lands. Based on the zonal estimates from Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc., the 

entire East Garrison Mitigation Lands fall within Zones 1 through 4 for upland habitat for CTS. 

A total of 104 acres of upland habitat are within 1 kilometer of breeding ponds just south of the 

East Garrison Mitigation Lands, including 49 acres in Zone 1 (within 380 meters of a breeding 

pond), 51.75 acres in Zone 2 (between 380 and 630 meters of a breeding pond), and 30.76 acres 

in Zone 3 (between 630 meters and 1 kilometer of a breeding pond). An additional 0.46 acres of 

the East Garrison Mitigation Lands are in Zone 4 (between 1 and 2.2 kilometers of a breeding 

pond) (Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc. pers. comm. 2013). 

Pages 4-56 and 4-57 of the HMP (USACE 1997) identify parcels in the Borderland Development 

Areas Along NRMA Interface, some of which are within Parker Flats (parcels E19a.1, E19a.2, 

E21b.1, E21b.2, and E21b.3); the remaining parcels of Parker Flats are not identified in this 

document, although they are within the plan area. The identified parcels do not have defined 

resource conservation requirements because the 1997 HMP identified the parcels as future 

development areas. The 1997 HMP however, identified FORA as the responsible party for 

implementing management of the parcels including "implementing the firebreak/vehicle barrier, 

invasive exotic plant control, and erosion control requirements ... " in the interim before 

development. 

For the East Garrison area (parcels E11b.l-E11b.12; collectively referred to as parcel E11b) 

including the Project site (E-1b.l, E11b.8, and E11b.11), page 4-50 of the HMP (USACE 1997) 

states: 

"The habitat reserve areas in parcel E 11 b will be retained as natural habitat. 

Management will include special-status species monitoring, development and 

maintenance of fire breaks, controlled burning as appropriate, vehicle access 

controls, erosion control, and regular patrols to assure that passive public use 

and/or unauthorized actions are not adversely affecting natural habitat. A 

management plan will be developed to execute this strategy. The management 
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plan will be implemented by Monterey County or MPC [Monterey Peninsula 

College], and either may contract with an appropriate and qualified CRMP agency 

or other appropriate qualified agency, as approved the USFWS, to manage natural 

resources in parcel Ell b. 

If all or part of the 200-acre development area is transferred to an entity other than 

Monterey County, the recipient shall fund its pro-rated share of habitat 

management costs in parcel E 11 b to Monterey County or another designated 

habitat management agency. 

Monterey County, or the designated habitat management agency, will also 

coordinate with California Department of Forestry and DFG to determine suitable 

habitat management practices to retain and potentially enhance habitat values 

within the oak woodlands in parcel Ell b." 

The HMP also designates Monterey County or MPC as the responsible parties for this parcel. 

The HMP (page 4-58; USACE 1997) states that the "BLM is using the CRMP [Coordinated 

Resource Management and Planning] process to develop management plans and prescriptions for 

BLM managed lands at former Fort Ord. The BLM has invited other public entities having 

natural resource management or habitat conservation responsibilities applicable to the former 

Fort Ord area to participate in this cooperative planning effort ... BLM and UC/NRS are willing 

to consider managing species and habitats on other public and private lands on a fee bases for 

those entities required to conserve habitat under this HMP." 

1.1.4 Assessment East Garrison-Parker Flats Land Use Modifications Fort Ord, 
California 2002 

In May of 2002, Zander Associates evaluated the impacts of the Land-Use Modifications 

proposed by FORA and Monterey County for East Garrison and Parker Flats. The modification 

increased the development area at East Garrison by 241 acres and adjusted the boundaries of 

Parker Flats resulting in the designation of approximately 380 acres as habitat reserve land, 

including the East Garrison Mitigation Lands, and approximately 70 additional acres within 

Monterey Horse Park as habitat reserve land. Together, the changes resulted in a total of 
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approximately 447.1 acres (Table 3 of Zander Associates 2002) of habitat reserve on Parker Flats 

land in addition to the habitat reserve acres already designated in the HMP. 

Zander Associates (2002) noted in its report that recent surveys (more recent than the 1997 

HMP) identified CTS present in the large vernal pool to the south of the project site1
. In order to 

address the potential impacts of the proposed land use changes, Zander Associates (2002) 

proposed that FORA and the County conduct prescribed burning and monitoring of chaparral 

habitats in the short term (3-5 years) in areas that were mechanically disturbed. Although the 

status of the implementation of this management measure is unknown, prescribed burning of 

chaparral habitats is included as a possible approach to management on the East Garrison 

Mitigation Lands in this MMP. The Zander Associates report also recommended construction of 

a low wall or other suitable barrier to prevent migration of CTS between breeding areas and 

developed areas; construction of this barrier wall would occur on developed parcel property and 

not on mitigation/habitat management lands. 

1.1.5 Biological Evaluation of Army Actions that May Affect California Tiger 
Salamander and Contra Costa Goldfields Critical Habitat Former Fort Ord, 
Monterey County, California 2004 

The Parker Flats Habitat Reserve supports approximately 104 acres (of a total of 14 7 acres) of 

CTS upland habitat based on a !-kilometer dispersal distance (Directorate of Environmental and 

Natural Resources Management Environmental Management Division, Presidio of Monterey, 

California (DENRM) 2004). Chaparral portions of Parker Flats Habitat Reserve have been 

managed through prescribed burning (DENRM 2004). 

1.1.6 East Garrison Subsequent EIR 2006 

The East Garrison Specific Plan Subsequent EIR (2006) covered the land use modifications to 

the Habitat Management Plan associated with the land swap between East Garrison and Parker 

Flats. These changes were reflected in the East Garrison Specific Plan and the Vesting Tentative 

Map. Zander Associates prepared a biological assessment in May 2002 for the East Garrison and 

Parker Flats land swap and that information was included in the Michael Brandman Associates 

Subsequent EIR for the land swap and the associated modifications to the East Garrison Specific 

1 The 2002 Zander Associates report did not identify the entity responsible for the survey or the time frame in which 
the survey was conducted. 
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Plan. The Zander Biological Assessment noted that there was no suitable breeding habitat for 

CTS in the study area which included East Garrison and Parker Flats (see e.g., Biological 

Resources Assessment January 2004 at p. 9). Additionally, the SEIR stated that the project (East 

Garrison Specific Plan with the land swap) would not substantially reduce the amount of 

aestivation habitat available on the former Fort Ord for CTS as further discussed on page 4.7-28 

of the SEIR. The SEIR stated that if CTS is listed as threatened, the Service likely will assume 

that CTS are present in the project area in the absence of protocol level survey. Monitoring and 

compliance with the HCP/IT were identified as mitigation measures in the SEIR (see e.g., 4.7-D-

4 and 4.7-D-5). The SEIR also evaluated other environmental topics associates with the land 

swap and development of East Garrison and identified mitigation measures for new significant 

impacts and for those impacts that increased in their severity. Thus, the CEQA document 

covered the land swap. 

History Overview 

Monterey County currently owns Parker Flats, and it has been adopted into the reserve system 

and is currently referred to as Parker Flats Habitat Management Area. The East Garrison 

Mitigation Lands are a subset of the Parker Flats Habitat Management Area, and although 

Monterey County owns the East Garrison Mitigation Lands property, which will be incorporated 

into the reserve system under the Fort Ord HCP once it is implemented, UCP East Garrison, LLC 

will fund management and monitoring on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands in the interim. 

Once the Fort Ord HCP is adopted, management and monitoring of these lands will be managed 

by FORA or other organization with management responsibilities for the reserve areas, and will 

be consistent with other Habitat Reserves of former Fort Ord. In the interim, UCP East Garrison, 

LLC will manage and monitor the East Garrison Mitigation Lands in a manner consistent and 

seamless with the Draft HCP including barriers to unauthorized vehicles, measures to prevent 

erosion, measures to prevent spread of invasive nonnative plant species, and fuel break 

maintenance, and trash pick-up. In addition, the East Garrison Mitigation Lands shall be retained 

as natural habitat and management shall include monitoring for change in conservation value for 

special status species and management actions may include controlled burning, however, as the 

reserve system does not plan fencing at this time, management including grazing will not be 
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covered under this MMP; should the reserve system be fenced once the HCP has been 

implemented, grazing may become a suitable management option. 
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2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

2.1 PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

Parker Flats is located slightly south and to the west of the East Garrison Specific Plan project 

site, a portion of Parker Flats has been designated as the Parker Flats Habitat Management Area, 

a part of the Reserve System, in the draft HCP (Figure 2). The mitigation lands for the East 

Garrison Specific Plan project includes a subset of approximately 134 acres of the northern 

parcel of Parker Flats Habitat Management Area and is referred to as East Garrison Mitigation 

Lands (northern section of parcel E19a.4), which supports three natural habitats: oak woodland, 

maritime chaparral, and grassland habitats (Monterey County, 2005, East Garrison Specific Plan 

FEIR), and will preserve upland habitat for CTS (Figure 3). Additionally, three federally and/or 

state listed plant species occur in the Parker Flats area including Monterey spineflower, sand 

gilia, and seaside bird's beak. 

2.2 BIOTIC HABITATS/LAND USES OF THE EAST GARRISON MITIGATION 
LANDS 

Four habitat types: oak woodland, maritime chaparral, grassland, and developed exist on the East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands, all of which the USFWS BO identifies as suitable upland habitat for 

CTS (2005). On November 27, 2012, LOA visited the boundaries of the East Garrison 

Mitigation Lands only, as ordnance signs were posted. The boundary roads were walked and the 

East Garrison Mitigation Lands surveyed from those roads. This survey was adequate enough to 

confirm that habitats previously reported in Figure 5 of an assessment by Zander Associates 

(2002) still existed in the same areas of the East Garrison Mitigation Lands, and that no major 

changes had occurred since the time of the 2002 report. The only notable change between the 

2002 report and the 2012 site visit by LOA was the re-growth of much of the maritime chaparral 

that had previously been mechanically cleared. 

2.2.1 Oak Woodland 

The East Garrison Mitigation Lands support approximately 112.32 acres of the overall oak 

woodland habitat within the greater Parker Flats 
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Habitat Management Area (Figure 4). This woodland is dominated by coast live oaks (Quercus 

agrifolia) with poison-oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) dominating the understory. Wildlife 

likely to occur in this habitat include the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense ), 

California newt (Taricha torosa), California slender salamander (Batrachoseps attenuatus), 

yellow-eyed ensatina (Ensatina eschscholtzii), arboreal salamander (Aneides lugubris), Pacific 

treefrog (Hyla regalia), western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), California kingsnake 

(Lampropeltis getulus californiae), Pacific gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer catenifer), 

terrestrial gartersnake (Thamnophis elegans), Northern Pacific rattlesnake (Crotalus oreganus), 

and an assortment of resident and migratory birds including the Cooper's hawk (Accipiter 

cooperii), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), California quail (Callipepla californica), great

homed owl (Bubo virginianus), bam owl (Tyto alba), Anna's hummingbird (Calypte anna), 

American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), Stellar's 

jay ( Cyanocitta stelleri), tree swallow (Tachycineta bicolor), oak titmouse (Baeolophus 

inornatus), lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria), American robin (Turdus migratorius), as well 

as mammal species including the opossum (Didelphis virginiana), Botta's pocket gopher 

(Thomomys bottae), ornate shrew (Sorex ornatus), western grey squirrel (Sciurus griseus), 

woodrat (Neotoma fitscipes), raccoon (Procyon lotor), coyote (Canis latrans), bobcat (Lynx 

rufits ), cougar (Puma concolor ), and black-tailed deer ( Odocoileus hemionus columbianus ), to 

name a few. 

2.2.2 Maritime Chaparral 

The East Garrison Mitigation Lands support approximately 0.82 acres of the overall maritime 

chaparral habitat within the greater Parker Flats Habitat Management Area (Figure 4). The 

maritime chaparral was largely dominated by manzanita (Arctostaphylos sp.) or coyote brush 

(Baccharis pilularis) with poison-oak and ceanothus (Ceanothus sp.) mixed in. Most of the 

maritime chaparral in the greater Parker Flats Habitat Management Area was mechanically 

cleared before 2002, but since that time, the land has largely returned to chaparral based on the 

fmdings of the 2012 LOA survey. Species in the adjacent habitats are likely to occur in the 

maritime chaparral, with the addition of the alligator lizard (Elgaria coerulea) and brush rabbit 

(Sylvilagus bachmani). 
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2.2.3 Grassland 

The East Garrison Mitigation Lands support approximately 18.83 acres of the grassland habitat 

within the greater Parker Flats Habitat Management Area (Figure 4). The difference in acreage 

between 2002 and 2013 calculations is most likely due to the category to which land was 

assigned, including the addition of the Developed habitat category; additionally, as more than a 

decade passed between calculations, conditions may have changed on the ground. This is the 

smallest habitat in the greater Parker Flats Habitat Management Area, and consisted of both 

native and non-native grasses with come coyote brush mixed along the edges. Species in the 

adjacent habitats are likely to occur in the grassland habitats as well. 

2.2.4 Developed 

The East Garrison Mitigation Lands support approximately 1.96 acres of developed habitat 

(Figure 4). Areas classified as developed include pavement, existing structures, and highly 

disturbed areas. In general, these developed areas are small, and wildlife occurring adjacent to 

developed areas would be expected to occur within the developed habitat. In addition, any 

burrows under developed areas may serve as upland habitat for the California tiger salamander. 
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3 COVERED SPECIES 

California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense) 

Historical Local Distribution - Population centers for the Central California Distinct Population 

Segment identified by the USFWS include the Central Valley Region, Southern San Joaquin 

Region, East Bay Region, and Central Coast Region. Monterey County falls in Central Coast 

Region. The CNDDB has 15 records of the CTS within 5 km of the site (Figure 5) occurring 

primarily south and southeast of the site. Although there are no CNDDB records on Parker Flats 

or the East Garrison Mitigation Lands, they do exist adjacent to, just south of, the East Garrison 

Mitigation Lands. See Appendix A for CTS listing status and ecology. 

Current Local Distribution - Eight CTS (one as a recapture) and one CTS hybrid were caught 

during a take-minimization monitoring program conducted by Zander Associates, in cooperation 

with Bryan M. Mori Biological Consulting Services, in the winter of 2005. The drift fences 

(salamander fence) with one-way ramps used for this study were left in place after the study was 

completed to prevent CTS from moving onto the site. On March 28, 2007, CTS were discovered 

breeding in an undisclosed location in an agricultural pond near the boundary of Former Fort Ord 

and Armstrong Ranch, northwest of Reservation Road (USFWS, 2007). All grading in Phases 1 

and 2 was initiated in January 2007 and completed in early 2008 before CTS was listed under the 

California Endangered Species Act. Construction did not resume until 2011. In 2011, following 

the suggestion of LOA, the salamander fence with one-way ramps was extended so that the 

fencing along the entire southern border of the site became contiguous, as original the fencing 

from the 2005 study had large gaps at the location of trails and roads, and did not suffice as a 

contiguous barrier to CTS movement. In addition, the upper and lower detention basins were 

surrounded by silt fencing to prevent access to the site should a CTS make its way into the basin, 

and to prevent any CTS that may have been on the site from breeding in the detention basins. 

One CTS was observed within a storm drain on the East Garrison Project site on April 3, 2012 

by one of the construction personnel while they were inspecting the storm drain. As a BO was 

issued for this project, the USFWS was contacted and a USFWS representative and LOA 

herpetologist Dr. Mark Jennings attempted to relocate the CTS off-site, however, as it had rained 

since the CTS was located, the blocked off storm drain in which the CTS was found was 

17 

Page 146 of 240



LEGEND 

• California Tiger Salamander CNDDB observation 

2 miles 
!iiMiMM 

l ...... . BlancoHd ........ . 

Live Oak Associates, Inc. 

East Garrison MMP 

Project # Figure # 
1576-02 5 

Page 147 of 240



compromised, and the CTS could not be located. It is not possible to infer with any certainty if 

the individual CTS moved onto the site from adjacent areas through gap in the fence or if the 

CTS had remained onsite after the trapping efforts in 2005. Therefore, because one possibility is 

that this individual CTS estivated in the natural area between Phases I and II just north of the 

upper basin, additional silt fencing was erected around that natural area to prevent future access 

to the site in case this was the point of access. A second CTS was observed on the East Garrison 

Project site within a fresh bore hole in Phase III on February 5, 2013 by LOA ecologists during a 

nesting bird survey. It is assumed that the pond just off-site served as the breeding pond for both 

individuals, as it is the closest known breeding pond to the East Garrison Project site. Chad 

Mitcham with the USFWS, LOA herpetologist Dr. Jennings, and LOA ecologist Katrina Krakow 

relocated the second CTS to the off-site pond on February 6, 2013. 

Status on Conservation Lands - The Army conducted surveys of the former Fort Ord area, in 

which they reported observations of CTS, but were not specific about their locations (USFWS 

2005). Table B-1 of the HMP (1997) shows presence of CTS on each parcel on which it was 

encountered, however, CTS was not a targeted species in this effort, and no CTS were 

incidentally observed within parcels of Parker Flats, including the East Garrison Mitigation 

Lands. Through the Draft HCP process, Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc. has not identified 

breeding ponds on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands, or the greater Parker Flats Habitat 

Management Area, however, per the request of CDFW, they calculated the amount of upland 

habitat for CTS in the area covered by the Draft HCP, which includes the East Garrison 

Mitigation Lands, based on a degrading function of distance from known breeding ponds derived 

from research by Trenham and Shaffer (2005). This calculation resulted in the entire East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands being within Zones 1 through 4 for upland habitat for CTS. A total of 

131.5 acres of upland habitat are within 1 kilometer of breeding ponds just south of the East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands, including 49 acres in Zone 1 (within 380 meters of a breeding pond), 

51.75 acres in Zone 2 (between 380 and 630 meters of a breeding pond), and 30.76 acres in Zone 

3 (between 630 meters and 1 kilometer of a breeding pond). An additional 0.46 acres of the East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands are in Zone 4 (between 1 and 2.2 kilometers of a breeding pond) 

(Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc. pers. comm.). Therefore, as these lands are defined as suitable 

upland habitat for two known CTS breeding ponds in the Draft HCP, the East Garrison 

19 

Page 148 of 240



j}_Cf!.~!}_q_':_!json_ M!.!!_~q_tio!!_ __ f9_!!~ _ _!v!MP ---·---·-·--·----·--·-·-·-·----··-----··-··-----·-·----·-···-·----?N £~-~~=Ql_-

Mitigation Lands offer suitable in-kind (upland habitat) mitigation habitat for the CTS. For legal 

status and species ecology, see Appendix A. 
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4 CONSERVATION STRATEGY FOR THE EAST GARRISON 
MITIGATION LANDS CONSERVATION EASEMENT 

The County and FORA have designated Parker Flats Habitat Management Area as conservation 

land for the Fort Ord HCP pursuant to the Land Swap Agreement, the 2006 East Garrison Project 

Specific Plan, and the prior deed restrictions. The East Garrison Mitigation Lands portion of the 

Parker Flats Habitat Management Area has been set aside as mitigation for the East Garrison 

Specific Plan Project. Moreover, the East Garrison Mitigation Lands support suitable upland 

habitat for CTS (Denise Duffy & Associates, inc., Draft Fort Ord HCP, in prep.). Although there 

are no CNDDB records for CTS on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands, records are reported 

adjacent to the East Garrison Mitigation Lands; therefore, as the East Garrison Mitigation Lands 

support suitable upland habitat, and CTS have been reported in the immediate vicinity, the East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands are expected to support estivating CTS. 

4.1 CONSERVATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The conservation goal for the East Garrison Mitigation Lands is to maintain suitable upland 

habitat for CTS through implementation of a monitorirl_g program that informs how the site can 

be adaptively managed (e.g., modifications to management activities that are informed by 

findings from the monitoring component). 

4.2 LANDS MANAGEMENT 

A biological baseline for the East Garrison Mitigation Lands will be established by conducting 

onsite surveys prior to implementation of any land management measures. This baseline will 

guide future monitoring of the East Garrison Mitigation Lands. Management of the East Garrison 

Mitigation Lands will be consistent with requirements set forth by the USFWS and the HMP 

(1997) and Draft Fort Ord HCP (Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc., in prep) including both 

maintenance activities and timing requirement of those activities. Maintenance activities may 

include maintenance of fuel breaks and access roads in summer months, the possibility of 

prescribed burning conducted prior to the rainy season with no pre-vegetation treatments applied, 

erosion prevention activities, invasive nonnative plant removal, trash pick-up, and maintenance 

of barriers and signs to restrict access by off-road vehicles and pedestrians. These management 

activates are discussed in further detail below. 
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a) Barriers and signs intended to restrict access by off-road vehicles and pedestrians will be 

installed at all road and illegal trail entrances into the East Garrison Mitigation Lands. 

These barriers and signs will be assessed twice per year for conditions and replaced 

and/or repaired if necessary. Fencing is not being proposed under this MMP, as fencing is 

not currently being considered under the Draft HCP (Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc., 

pers. comm., 2013). 

b) Conditions of fuel-breaks and access roads will be assessed annually and repairs and 

maintenance will be conducted as appropriate in summer months only. To the extent 

possible, earth movement within the dripline of oaks and excavation in the root zone of 

oaks will be avoided. 

c) Need for erosion control along firebreaks and other bare-earth areas will be assessed 

biannually (in summer and winter months) and erosion control including earthen berms, 

mulch, waddle with biodegradable netting, or biodegradable erosion blankets may be 

installed to prevent erosion of these bare areas resulting in erosion of these features 

and/or siltation of off-site CTS breeding ponds. To the extent possible, earth movement 

within the drip line of oaks and excavation in the root zone of oaks will be avoided. 

d) As a part of the baseline survey, the East Garrison Mitigation Lands will be assessed for 

areas in need of invasive non-native plant removal. Invasive non-native plant 

management shall be limited to the areas along firebreaks and any existing pedestrian 

trails within the East Garrison Mitigation Area. These plants shall be removed via hand

pull or hand tools only. 

e) Trash pick-up (if necessary) will occur twice per year and may be conducted concurrently 

with another management task. 

f) Additional management activities such as controlled burns conducted prior to the rainy 

season with no pre-vegetation treatments applied may be recommended depending on the 

results of the baseline survey. A second management strategy, grazing, may be employed 

after the Fort Ord HCP has been implemented should the HCP choose to install fencing 
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around the Reserve System. Until the HCP chooses to install fencing around the Reserve 

System, grazing shall be prohibited. 

4.3 CONSERVATION EASEMENT MONITORING PLAN 

Biannual monitoring will occur on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands for five years after the 

baseline has been established, and every five years thereafter. It is assumed that the Fort Ord 

HCP will be implemented within the first five years of this management and monitoring plan, at 

which point, the County of Monterey would become responsible for funding and conducting 

management and monitoring activities on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands under their 

Reserve System. As the East Garrison Mitigation Lands do not support breeding habitat, surveys 

for breeding CTS individuals would not be necessary, however nighttime surveys of upland 

habitat for CTS will occur during the rainy season. Any change in conservation value of the CTS 

upland habitat on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands would be noted. A habitat assessment will 

be conducted once a year in the active season for CTS for five years, and every five years 

thereafter. A qualified biologist will conduct these surveys to evaluate changes to both habitat 

and wildlife for the explicit purpose of noting any changes to the conservation value of the East 

Garrison Mitigation Lands for CTS: 

Vegetation/Habitat 
• plant species diversity (species list of dominant species) 
• soil erosion (extent and location) 
• nonnative invasive plant species (and locations) 
• natural disturbances such as fire or significant soil shifts 

Wildlife 
• wildlife species diversity (species list) 
• distribution status (if any) of listed species 
• approximate distribution of small mammal burrows 

Any measurable change that is due to abnormal variation in small mammal populations (e.g., 

unexplained or usual crash of the population) or changes is habitat composition and structure that 

reduces the conservation value of the East Garrison Mitigation Lands for the CTS will be noted 

and recommendations for modifying any future management activities will be made to the 

County. 
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4.4 ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT 

The annual report will be prepared along with any other additional documentation and circulated 

to the Permitting Agencies by December 31 of each year. 

Included will be (1) a list of management activities with dates of tasks including management of 

firebreaks, invasive weed removal, prescribed bums, installation of erosion barriers, etc. (2) 

recommendations with regard to any habitat enhancement measures deemed to be warranted, (3) 

recommendations with regard to any problems that need near, short, and/or long-term attention, 

and (4) any changes in the monitoring or management program that appear to be warranted based 

on monitoring results to date. Any recommended weed abatement will be consistent with the 

USFWS 4( d) rule as to avoid harm to CTS. The annual report will be submitted no later than 

December 31 of each year to the CDFW and USFWS with the monitoring results from the prior 

calendar year. Five year summary reports will be prepared to compare data from multiple years. 

The findings from the five-year reports will be used to inform any adaptive management 

recommendations or changes to current management practices. In addition, these findings will be 

used to identify the need for any additional monitoring or data gathering that augments 

information regarding the status of CTS on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands. 

At the discretion of CDFW, the land manager will meet with one or both agencies each year, 

after the annual report is issued, to review implementation issues. 

4.5 FUNDING 

The UCP East Garrison, LLC as part of its development agreement has paid fees to fund the 

HCP to the County of Monterey. These funds are intended to fulfill the applicant's obligations 

as it relates to the HCP. The applicant will fund the Conservation Easement and MMP until such 

time that the HCP Joint Powers Authority (also known as the "Fort Ord Regional Habitat 

Cooperative" or the "Cooperative") is formed following adoption of the Installation-wide Multi

species Habitat Conservation Plan for Former Fort Ord, CA. The Cooperative will then become 

the responsible party for monitoring and managing the East Garrison Mitigation Lands. 

Therefore, UCP East Garrison, LLC, will provide adequate bridge funding for up to five years so 

this MMP can be fully implemented prior to the adoption of the HCP. 
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Following adoption of the HCP, the Cooperative will be responsible for the implementation of 

the HCP on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands and the Habitat Management Areas. In the 

interim, UCP East Garrison, LLC will provide the funding for the following tasks in Table 1. 

These costs include a baseline biological survey, baseline biological report, baseline assessment 

of management needs, and installation of barriers and signs to prevent off-road vehicles and 

pedestrians from entering the East Garrison Mitigation Lands. Baseline costs are estimated to be 

$21,034. First year cost for biological monitoring, biological survey, and maintenance activities 

is estimated to be $15,043, and a 5% increase has been accounted for the following 4 years 

resulting in a final budget of $104,15 5 for the baseline year and five years following the baseline 

year. UCP East Garrison, LLC assumes that the Fort Ord HCP will be implemented within these 

five years, and at that time, the HCP would become responsible for funding management and 

monitoring on the East Garrison Mitigation Lands. Therefore, as the Fort Ord HCP may be 

implemented during the lifetime of the MMP, UCP East Garrison, LLC proposes paying in two 

payments; the first payment will include funding for the baseline funding and years 1 and 2 of 

management and monitoring ($51,871) and the second payment will include funding for years 3 

through 5 of management and monitoring ($52,284). Funds will be paid prior to the work to be 

conducted (i.e. first payment will be paid in full prior to baseline assessments and second 

payment will be paid in full prior to year 3 of management and monitoring). 
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LIVE OAK ASSOCIATES, INC. 
EAST GARRISON MITIGATION LANDS 

MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING PLAN 
AND BIANNUAL MONITORING FOR 5 YEARS 

MONTEREY COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
19-Dec-13 

I. STAFF COSTS: Baseline surveys 
STAFF 

Proj. Man. 
Staff Monterey 

TASKS Principal Ecologist Herpetologist County 

Task 1. Baseline Biological Field survey 0 20 20 0 
Task 2. Baseline Biological Letter Report 0.5 10 10 0 
Task 3. Initial Land Management Assessment 0.5 1 0 20 
Task 4. Installation of barriers and signs 0 0 0 40 

TOTAL 1 31 30 60 
$/HR 195 125 140 100 

$TOTAL 195 3,875 4,200 6,000 
STAFF SUBTOTAL 

II. DIRECT COSTS 
Database Search 
Aerial base map 
Mileage ($0.565/mi) 400 miles 
Per Diem 190 per day 
Cost of Barriers and Signs 
Miscellaneous Expenses (e.g., supplies, copies) 
Service Cost (10% direct expenses) 

DIRECT EXPENSE SUBTOTAL 

lsUBTOTAL PROJECT COSTS (I-II) 

III. STAFF COSTS: Year 1-5 Monitoring (detail ofYear 1 shown) 
Task 4.0 Year 1 Biannual Field Visits for Monitor 0 5 15 0 
Task 5.0 Data Analysis and 
Monitoring Letter Report 1 13 5 0 
Task 6.0 Land Management Assessment 0 0 0 10 
Task 7.0 Land Management (firebreaks, erosion, 
vegetation management, barriers and signs, trash 
pick-up) 0 0 0 80 

TOTAL 1 18 20 90 
$/HR 195 125 140 100 

$TOTAL 195 2,250 2,800 9,000 
STAFF SUBTOTAL 

Graphics Support 

0 0 
3 
6 0 
0 0 
9 0 

125 70 
1,125 -

$ 15,395 

0 
0 

226 
380 

5000 
10 
23 

$ 5,639 

$ 21,034 1 

0 0 

3 0 
0 0 

0 0 
3 0 

125 70 
375 -

$ 14,620 
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IV. DIRECT COSTS: Year 1-10 Monitoring (detail of Year 1 shown) 
Mileage ($0.565/mi) 300 miles 170 
Per Diem 190 per day 190 
Miscellaneous expenses (tree tags, flaging, etc.) 25 
Service fees (10% direct expenses) 38 
Maintenance expenses (repair material and tools) 1000 

DIRECT EXPENSE SUBTOTAL $ 423 

SUBTOTAL PROJECT COSTS (III - IV) $ 15,0431 

V. MONITORING YEARS 1-10 (w/ 5°/o annual inflation) 
Year 1 monitoring and maintenance 15,043 
Year 2 monitoring and maintenance 15,795 
Year 3 monitoring and maintenance 16,585 
Year 4 monitoring and maintenance 17,414 
Year 5 monitoring and maintenance 18,285 

lsUBTOTAL PROJECT COSTS (V) $ 83,1221 

I TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 104,1551 
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APPENDIX A 

Legal Status - The Central California distinct population segment of California tiger salamander 

that may occur within the East Garrison Specific Plan area is listed as threatened under the ESA 

and the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code §§2050 et seq). Two other 

distinct population segments in Sonoma County and Santa Barbara County are listed as 

endangered under the ESA. The Santa Barbara County Distinct Population Segment was listed 

as endangered in 2000. The Sonoma County Distinct Population Segment was listed as 

endangered in 2002. The remaining population occurs throughout Central California, including 

the East Garrison Specific Plan area. The Central California Distinct Population Segment was 

listed as threatened in 2004. No Recovery Plan has been prepared for the CTS to date. 

Species Ecology - The CTS was formerly classified as a subspecies of tiger salamander 

(Ambystoma tigrinum) but has since been identified as an individual species (Kraus 1988; 

Shaffer et al. 1991). A broad head, small eyes, and tubercles on the side of the feet characterize 

CTS. Coloration is a black back with yellow, cream, or white oval spots or bars. Some 

individuals may have a prominent cream band on the undersides. Snout-vent length ranges from 

7.6- 12.7 em, and total length ranges from 15-22 em (Stebbins 2003). 

The CTS originally inhabited most of central California, and remains in remnant populations 

throughout much of its original range. CNDDB records for CTS show its distribution 

encompasses portions on Alameda, Amador, Calaveras, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Kings, 

Madera, Mariposa, Merced, Monterey, Sacramento, San Benito, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, 

San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus, Tulare, 

Tuolumne, and Yolo Counties (NatureServe 2009). About 80% of all extant occurrences are in 

Alameda, Contra Costa, Madera, Merced, Monterey, San Benito, ad Santa Clara counties, with 

30% of all occurrences in Alameda County (ibid.). The use of vernal pools and other temporary 

bodies of water for breeding limits the CTS to areas of low elevation and low topographic relief 

throughout their range (Stokes et al. 2008). Ephemeral vernal pools which refill with water on a 

yearly basis, are 40- 80 em in depth, and have a surface area of approximately 0.49 acres (0.2 

hectares) or more are optimal for breeding CTS, although small, shallower pools will also house 

breeding CTS (Stokes et al. 2008). Depth of the breeding pool was highly correlated with 
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breeding CTS. Stokes et al. (2008) found no CTS larvae in pools with an average depth of less 

than 22 em. Deep pools with permanent water may not be optimal for breeding populations of 

CTS because they often house predatory fish, crayfish, or bullfrogs that prey upon larval CTS. 

This creates a narrow window of pool depth where the pool will not completely dry out before 

CTS have metamorphosed, but also not contain water year round and house predators. 

Metamorphosed CTS move out of the vernal pools and into upland habitats. Small mammal 

burrows are important features of upland habitat. Adult CTS occupy small mammal burrows in 

grassland, savanna, or open woodland habitats (Trenham and Shaffer 2005). 

Activity patterns of adult CTS are not well understood. Adult CTS live their entire lives in the 

burrows of small mammals such as the California ground squirrel. Adults begin moving toward 

breeding pools when the first fall rains begin to inundate pools. Breeding adults will continue 

moving to pools through the winter and spring. Adults can generally be found at breeding pools 

from October through May, although breeding is highly dependent on the amount of 

precipitation (Trenham et al. 2001; Trenham and Shaffer 2005). Adult CTS leave the breeding 

pools in late spring and return to upland habitats. Trenham and Shaffer (2005) used pitfall traps 

at various intervals away from a pool to determine the extent of upland use. They found that the 

numbers of adult CTS declined as distance from the pool increased out to approximately 2,034 

feet (620 meters). Subadults also moved up to approximately 1,969 feet (600 meters) away from 

the pools, but most were concentrated between approximately 656 and 1,969 feet (200 and 600 

meters) from the pool. This has led managers to suggest preserving upland habitats with suitable 

small mammal burrows out to approximately 1 ,969 feet ( 600 meters) from breeding pools 

(Trenham and Shaffer 2005). 

CTS may take upward of four to five years to reach sexual maturity (Trenham et al. 2000). 

Although individuals can live upward often years, less than 50% of individuals breed more than 

once (Trenham et al. 2000). Rainfall can significantly alter adult breeding pool attendance, and 

production of metamorphs tends to be a boom-or-bust scenario (Loredo and Van Vuren 1996). 

Typically, greater numbers of breeding adults return to pools during years with greater rainfall 

(Trenham et al. 2000; 2001; Cook et al. 2006; Stokes et al. 2008). Males are often the first to 

arrive at breeding pools and remain in the pool longer than females (Trenham et al. 2000). 

Larvae remain in the pools approximately four months and emigrate from the pools as they dry. 
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Metamorph emigration typically occurs throughout May and is directly related to the pool drying 

date (Trenham et al. 2000). 

Often amphibian populations are used as an example for the metapopulation/source-sink models. 

The CTS populations at different breeding pools often act in a metapopulation fashion (Trenham 

et al. 2001). Mark- recapture studies found that while most breeding adults return to their natal 

pool, 22% dispersed to different ponds (Trenham et al. 2001). It should be noted that Trenham 

and Shaffer (2005) did not capture any CTS, adult or subadult, more than approximately 2,034 

feet (620 meters) from the pool. Thus, pools more than approximately 4,068 feet (1,240 meters) 

from one another may limit dispersal. Breeding CTS have been known to use artificially created 

pools, and the creation of pools in a stepping-stone fashion has been suggested to aid dispersal 

between populations (Stokes et al. 2008). 

The diet of larval and metamorphosed CTS is not well studied. Studies on the diet of other larval 

Ambystomids have found that less developed larvae prey mainly on zooplankton, and larger, 

more developed larvae prey on amphipods, mollusks, and insect larvae as well as zooplankton 

(Dodson and Dodson 1971; Hoff et al. 1985; McWilliams and Bachmann 1989). Adult diet 

consists of terrestrial invertebrates such as earthworms, snails, and other insects. Vertebrates, 

such as small mammals and fish, may be taken as well (Stebbins 1959; NatureServe 2009). 

Predatory fish and amphibian populations negatively affect CTS populations. Mosquitofish 

(Gambusia sp.), smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu), green sunfish (Lepomus cyanellus), 

and bullfrogs (Rana catesbiana) are common predators of CTS larvae and adults (NatureServe 

2009). Yearly drying of vernal pools used for breeding greatly reduces the numbers of these 

potential predators, however heavy spring and winter rains can connect pools to other permanent 

water sources and introduce CTS predators. 

32 

Page 161 of 240



LITERATURE CITED 

Cook, D. G., P. C. Trenham, and P. T. Northern. 2006. Demography and breeding phenology of 
the California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) in an urban landscape. 
Northwestern Naturalist 87:215-224. 

Dodson, S. I., and V. E. Dodson. 14971. The diet of Ambystoma tigrinum larvae from western 
Colorado. Copeia 1971:614-624. 

Hoff, K.S., M.J. Lannoo and R.J. Wassersug. 1985. Kinematics ofmidwater prey capture 
by Ambystoma (Caudata: Ambystomatidae). Copeia 1985:247-251. 

Kraus, F. 1988. An empirical evaluation of the use of the ontogeny polarization criterion in 
phylogenetic inference. Systematic Zoology: 106-141. 

Loredo, I. and D. Van Vuren. 1996. Reproductive ecology of a population of the California tiger 
salamander. Copeia 1996:895-901. 

McWilliams, S. R. and M.D. Bachmann. 1989. Predatory Behavior of Larval Small-mouthed 
Salamanders (Ambystoma texanum). Herpetologica. 45( 4):459-467. 

N atureServe. 2009. Ambystoma californiense. 

Shaffer, H. B., J. M. Clark and F. Kraus. 1991. When molecules and morphology clash: A 
phylogenetic analysis of the North American ambystomatid salamanders (Caudata: 
Ambystomatidae). Systematic Zoology 40:284-303. 

Stebbins, R.C. 1959. Reptiles and amphibians of the San Francisco Bay region. California 
Natural History Guides: 3, University of California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles. 72 
pages. 

Stebbins, R.C. 2003 A field guide to western reptiles and amphibians. Third Edition Houghton 
Mifflin, Boston 

Stokes, D., D. G. Cook, and P. C. Trenham. 2008. Sonoma California tiger salamander 
population ecology and preserve management: An eight year study. Prepared for U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, 2800 Cottage Way, W-2605, Sacramento, California 95825-
1846, GWS Agreement No. 8142061158.40 pp. +appendices. 

Trenham, P.C., W.D. Koenig, and H.B. Shaffer. 2001. Spatially autocorrelated demography and 
interpond dispersal in the California tiger salamander, Ambystoma californiense. Ecology 
82:3519-3530. 

Trenham, P.C. and H.B. Shaffer. 2005. Amphibian upland habitat use and its consequences for 
population viability. Ecological Applications 15:1158-1168. 

Trenham P.C., H.B. Shaffer, W.D. Koenig and M.R. Stromberg. 2000. Life history and 
demographic variation in the California tiger salamander. Copeia 2000(2):365-377. 

33 

Page 162 of 240



PLEASE NOTE: 

Exhibit C to Item 8e 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

This sample Conservation Easement is provided for reference. The Department of Fish and Wildlife updates this 
document as needed and it does not necessarily contain all provisions appropriate for a given project. 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND 
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: 

State of California 
Wildlife Conservation Board 
1807 13th Street, Suite 103 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

for Recorder's Use Only 

PARKER FLATS CONSERVA 

(Parker Flats 

A. 

Easement") is made as of 
), in favor of THE STATE OF 

of Fish and Wildlife, with 

le of certain real property known as the, 
134 acres of land, located in the County of 

arcel Number(s) [inserl APN(s)] 
epicted in Exhibit A attached to this 

is reference. 

unimproved natural condition and possesses wildlife and 
rantee and the people of the State of California. The 

plan bitat for California tiger salamander [Ambystoma 
collectively, these wildlife and habitat values comprise the 

perty. 

partment of Fish and Wildlife ("CDFW") has jurisdiction, 
pursuant to Fish e section 1802, over the conservation, protection, and 
management of fish, e, native plants and the habitat necessary for biologically sustainable 
populations of those s es, and CDFW is authorized to hold conservation easements for these 
purposes pursuant to Civil Code section 815.3, Fish and Game Code section 1348, and other 
provisions of California law. 

D. This Conservation Easement provides mitigation for certain impacts of the East 
Garrison Project located in the County of Monterey, State of California, pursuant to California 
Endangered Species Act Incidental Take Permit No. , issued to UCP,LLC, dated 
______ , and the Mitigation Plan created thereunder.] 
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COVENANTS, TERMS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS 

For good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficien 
acknowledged, and pursuant to California law, including Civil Code 
hereby voluntarily grants and conveys to Grantee a conservation 

of which is hereby 
n 815, et seq., Grantor 

ent in perpetuity over the 
Property. 

1. Purposes. The purposes of this Conservat re to ensure the 
Property will be retained forever in its natural, restored, 
any use of the Property that will impair or interfere w· 
Grantor intends that this Conservation Easement 

on and to prevent 
of the Property. 
erty to activities 

the that are consistent with such purposes, includin 
preservation, restoration, and enhancement of 

2. Grantee's Rights. To accomplish th 
Grantor hereby grants and conveys the following righ 

(a) 

(b) To enter the P order to monitor compliance 
and for scientific research 

Grantee shall not 
with and otherwise enforce the terms of 
and interpretive purposes 
unreasonably interfere 

(c) 
the purposes of thi 
features of the Pro 
is inconsistent with the 

implied, 
extinguished, 
property adjace 

joyment of the Property; 

use of the Property that is inconsistent with 
require the restoration of such areas or 

act, failure to act, or any use or activity that 
Easement; 

at all mine ir and water rights as Grantee deems 
sustain the biological resources and Conservation Values of 

be put to beneficial use upon the Property, consistent 
asement; and 

and uture development rights appurtenant to, allocated, 
e Property; such rights are hereby terminated and 
d on or transferred to any portion of the Property, nor any other 

3. es. Any activity on or use of the Property that is inconsistent with 
the purposes of this C servation Easement is prohibited. Without limiting the generality of the 
foregoing, the following uses and activities by Grantor, Grantor's agents, and third parties are 
expressly prohibited: 

(a) Unseasonable watering; use of chemical fertilizers, pesticides, biocides, 
herbicides, rodenticides, fungicides or other agents; weed abatement activities; incompatible fire 
protection activities (other than controlled burning and maintenance of fire breaks); and any and 
all other activities and uses which may adversely affect the Conservation Values of the Property 
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or otherwise interfere with the purposes of this Conservation Easement; 

(b) Use of off-road vehicles and use of any other motorized vehicles except 
on existing roadways; 

(c) Agricultural activity of any kind; 

(d) Recreational activities including, but not limi horseback riding, 
biking, hunting or fishing, except such activities as are consistent 
Conservation Easement and carried out in accordance with a 

e purposes of this 
pproved management 

plan for the Property]; 

(e) Commercial, industrial, institution 

(f) Any legal or de facto division, 
including a request for a certificate of compliance 
Code section 66499.35); 

(g) Construction, reconstructio tion, installatio r 
placement of any building, billboard or sign, or any o or improvement of any kind; 

(h) 
any other materials; 

(i) 
species; 

(j) 
or exploring for or 
below the surface 

oth 

1nm ing, mining, drilling, removing 
nds, gravel, rocks or other material on or 
horizing surface entry for any such purpose; 

topography of the Property, except for 
lation along the perimeter of the 

isturbing, altering, destroying, or cutting of trees, shrubs or 
y law and in conformance with a CDFW -approved 

maintenance of existing foot trails or roads, or (3) 

ing, impounding or altering any natural water course, body of 
Property, and activities or uses detrimental to water quality, 

radation or pollution of any surface or sub-surface waters; 

ut the prior written consent of Grantee, which Grantee may withhold, 
transferring, encumbe g, selling, leasing, or otherwise separating the mineral, air, or water 
rights for the Property; changing the place or purpose of use of the water rights; abandoning or 
allowing the abandonment of, by action or inaction, any water or water rights, ditch or ditch 
rights, spring rights, reservoir or storage rights, wells, ground water rights, or other rights in and 
to the use of water historically used on or otherwise appurtenant to the Property, including but 
not limited to: (1) riparian water rights; (2) appropriative water rights; (3) rights to waters which 
are secured under contract with any irrigation or water district, to the extent such waters are 
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customarily applied to the Property; and ( 4) any water from wells that are in existence or may be 
constructed in the future on the Property; and 

( o) Any activity or use that may violate or fail to comply with relevant federal, 
state, or local laws, regulations, or policies applicable to Grantor, the Property, or the activity or 
use in question. 

4. Grantor's Duties. Grantor shall undertake all reaso ctions to prevent the 
unlawful entry and trespass by persons whose activities may d 
Values of the Property. In addition, Grantor shall undertake a 
Grantee's rights under Section 2 of this Conservation Eas 
Property shall be included within the Fort Ord Habitat C 

r harm the Conservation 
ry actions to perfect 

r further agrees that the 
CP) Habitat 

Management Areas (HMAs) following CDFW ap 
the County for the HCP. Grantee shall in its capac 

d to FORA and 

to manage the Property in accordance with the 

5. Reserved Rights. Grantor rese 
heirs, successors, and assigns, all rights accruing 
the right to engage in or to permit or invite others to e 
not expressly prohibited or limited by, consisten 
Easement. 

6. Grantee's Remedies. 

(a) 
Easement has occurred 
violation and demand 
provided in acco 

tempera 
inadequa 
including, but 
prior to any sue 
Without limiting th 
undertaking any co 

rms of this Conservation 
II gi n notice to Grantor of such 

ation ("Notice of Violation"). Notice shall be 
rvation Easement. 

on within fifteen (15) days after receipt of 
sonably requires more than fifteen (15) 

to beg within the fifteen (15)-day period or fails to 
cure, Grantee may bring an action at law or in equity in a 

or all of the following: to recover any damages to which 
the terms of this Conservation Easement or for any injury 

; to enjoin the violation, ex parte as necessary, by 
on wi ut the necessity of proving either actual damages or the 

legal remedies; to pursue any other legal or equitable relief, 
restoration of the Property to the condition in which it existed 

jury; or to otherwise enforce this Conservation Easement. 
f Grantor, Grantee may apply any damages recovered to the cost of 

action on the Property. 

(c) If Grantee, in its sole discretion, determines that circumstances require 
immediate action to prevent or mitigate injury to the Conservation Values of the Property, 
Grantee may pursue its remedies under this Conservation Easement without prior notice to 
Grantor or without waiting for the period provided for cure to expire. Grantee's rights under this 
section apply equally to actual or threatened violations of the terms of this Conservation 
Easement. 
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(d) Grantor agrees that Grantee's remedies at law for any violation of the 
terms of this Conservation Easement are inadequate and that Grantee shall be entitled to the 
injunctive relief described in this section, both prohibitive and mandatory, in addition to such 
other relief to which Grantee may be entitled, including specific performance of the terms of this 
Conservation Easement, without the necessity of proving either actual damages or the 
inadequacy of otherwise available legal remedies. Grantee's remed escribed in this section 
shall be cumulative and shall be in addition to all remedies now or r existing at law or in 
equity, including but not limited to, the remedies set forth in Civil ection 815, et seq. 

(e) If at any time in the future Grantor or nt transferee uses or 
tion Easement then, 

neral, any person 
Easement has 

threatens to use the Property for purposes inconsistent 
despite the provisions of Civil Code section 815.7, the . 
and any entity with a justiciable interest in the prese · 
standing as an interested party in any proceeding 

7. Costs of Enforcement. Grantor 
Grantee is a prevailing party in enforcing the term 
Grantor. These costs include, but are not limited to, 
and experts' fees, and any costs for re tion necess 
of this Conservation Easement. 

8. Grantee's Discretion. E 
by Grantee shall be at the discretion of 
rights under this Conserva · ement 
Conservation Easemen deem 

, where 

is Conservation Easement 
by Grantee to exercise its 

of any term of this 
e waiver by Grantee of such 

term or of any subs 
or of any of Grante 
Grantee in the exe 

ny other term of this Conservation Easement 
Easement. No delay or omission by 

as a waiver. 

Easem 
to or 
inc I 
any 
significa 
employees. 

pair such right or remedy or be construed 

ing contained in this Conservation 
title Grantee to bring any action against Grantor for any injury 

from (i) any natural cause beyond Grantor's control, 
by Grantor, flood, storm, and earth movement, or 

. er emergency conditions to prevent, abate, or mitigate 
ng from such causes; or (ii) acts by Grantee or its 

10. nfo me . All rights and remedies conveyed to Grantee under 
this Conservation I extend to and are enforceable by CDFW. These enforcement 
rights are in addition d do not limit, the rights of enforcement under [insert Permit No. 
___ described in --=·,,·,~/ 0, above].] 

11. Intentionally omitted. 

12. Access. This Conservation Easement does not convey a general right of access 
to the public. 

13. Costs and Liabilities. Grantor retains all responsibilities and shall bear all costs 
and liabilities of any kind related to the ownership, operation, upkeep, and maintenance of the 
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Property. Grantor agrees that Grantee shall have no duty or responsibility for the operation, 
upkeep or maintenance of the Property, the monitoring of hazardous conditions thereon, or the 
protection of Grantor, the public or any third parties from risks relating to conditions on the 
Property. Grantor remains solely responsible for obtaining any applicable governmental permits 
and approvals required for any activity or use permitted by this Conservation Easement, 
including those required from CDFW acting in its regulatory capacity, d any activity or use 
shall be undertaken in accordance with all applicable federal, state and administrative 
agency statutes, ordinances, rules, regulations, orders and requ· 

14. Taxes; No Liens. Grantor shall pay before d II taxes, assessments 
(general and special), fees, and charges of whatever d 
the Property by competent authority (collectively "Taxe 
incurred as a result of, this Conservation Easement, 
evidence of payment upon request. Grantor shall 

or assessed against 
imposed upon, or 

ith satisfactory 
liens (other 

provided than a security interest that is expressly subord 
in Section 22(j)), including those arising out of a by Granto ny labor 
or materials furnished or alleged to have been furn rantor at or for use on the 
Property. 

15. 

this Conse 
terminated or ext1 
jurisdiction. 

teet, and indemnify Grantee and 
ntatives and the heirs, 

ch an "Indemnified Party" 
abilities, penalties, costs, 

ble attorneys' fees and 
ers, lie or judgments (each a "Claim" 
connected with: (1) injury to or the death 
ulting from any act, omission, condition, or 
perty, regardless of cause, unless due 

yees; (2) the obligations specified in 
existen inistration of this Conservation Easement. 
ht against any of the Indemnified Parties by reason of any 

·on of and upon written notice from Grantee, defend such 
bly acceptable to the Indemnified Party or reimburse 
ces of the California Attorney General in defending the 

If circumstances arise in the future that render the purposes of 
possible to accomplish, this Conservation Easement can only be 

whole or in part, by judicial proceedings in a court of competent 

17. Condemnation. This Conservation Easement is a "wildlife conservation 
easement" acquired by a State agency, the condemnation of which is prohibited except as 
provided in Fish and Game Code section 1348.3. If the Conservation Easement is condemned, 
the net proceeds from the condemnation shall be used in compliance with Government Code 
section 65966(j).] 

Page 6 Tracking __ _ 

OGC __ _ 

Page 168 of 240



PLEASE NOTE: 
This sample Conservation Easement is provided for reference. The Department of Fish and Wildlife updates this 

document as needed and it does not necessarily contain all provisions appropriate for a given project. 

18. Transfer of Easement. This Conservation Easement may be assigned or 
transferred by Grantee only to an entity or organization authorized to acquire and hold 
conservation easements pursuant to Civil Code section 815.3 and Government Code section 
65967] (and any successor or other provisions then applicable) or the laws of the United States. 
Grantee shall require the assignee to record the assignment in the county where the Property is 

located. The failure of Grantee to perform any act provided in this se n shall not impair the 
validity of this Conservation Easement or limit its enforcement in a 

19. Transfer of Property. Grantor agrees to incorpo 
Conservation Easement by reference in any deed or other I 
divests itself of any interest in all or any portion of the P 
leasehold interest. Grantor further agrees to give 
transfer any interest at least sixty (60) days prior to 
the right to prevent subsequent transfers in which 
transferees are not given notice of the terms, 
Conservation Easement. The failure of Grantor 
section shall not impair the validity of this Conserva 
way. 

erms of this 
ent by which Grantor 

without limitation, a 
f the intent to 

rantee shall have 

20. approval, or other 
other shall be in writing and 

ntees next-day delivery 
ed as follows: 

and Wildlife 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Office of the General Counsel 
1416 Ninth Street, 12th Floor 
Sacramento, California 95814-2090 
Attn: General Counsel 

or to such other address as either party shall designate by written notice to the other. Notice 
shall be deemed effective upon delivery in the case of personal delivery or delivery by overnight 
courier or, in the case of delivery by first class mail, three (3) days after deposit into the United 
States mail. 

21. Amendment. This Conservation Easement may be amended by Grantor and 
Grantee only by mutual written agreement. Any such amendment shall be consistent with the 
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purposes of this Conservation Easement and California law governing conservation easements 
and shall not affect its perpetual duration. Any such amendment shall be recorded in the official 
records of the county in which the Property is located. 

22. Additional Provisions. 

(a) Controlling Law. The interpretation and pe"'"'•"t"V\"''""'Ce of this Conservation 
Easement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California, arding the conflicts of 
law principles of such state. 

(b) Liberal Construction. Despite any ge construction to the 
contrary, this Conservation Easement shall be liberally con plish the purposes of 

815, et seq. If any 
nt with the 

this Conservation Easement and the policy and purpo 
provision in this instrument is found to be ambiguou 
purposes of this Conservation Easement that wou 
over any interpretation that would render it inva 

II be favored 

(c) Severability. If a court of on voids or in ates on its 
face any provision of this Conservation Easement, s all not affect the remainder of 
this Conservation Easement. If a cou competent j · 
application of any provision of this Co Easem person or circumstance, such 

ersons or circumstances. action shall not affect the application to any 

Conservation 
respective person 
servitude running in 

nd No. described in 
respect to the 

cuss egotiations, understandings, or 
n Easement. No alteration or variation of 
ined in an amendment in accordance with 

in this Conservation Easement will 
Gra any respect. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
t this Conservation Easement is not being held, monitored, 

es in accordance with the requirements of Government 
Government Code section 65967( e) the Conservation 

or ther public agency, governmental entity, special 
approved in advance in writing by CDFW. 

rs. The covenants, terms, conditions, and restrictions of this 
e binding upon, and inure to the benefit of, the parties and their 

, heirs, successors, and assigns and shall constitute a 
ity with the Property. 

(g) Termination of Rights and Obligations. A party's rights and obligations 
under this Conservation Easement terminate upon transfer of the party's interest in the 
Conservation Easement or Property, except that liability for acts, omissions, or breaches 
occurring prior to transfer shall survive transfer. 
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(h) Captions. The captions in this instrument have been inserted solely for 
convenience of reference and are not a part of this instrument and shall have no effect upon its 
construction or interpretation. 

(i) No Hazardous Materials Liability. 

(1) Grantor represents and warrants that it 
notice of any Hazardous Materials or underground storage tanks 
stored, used, released, disposed of, deposited or abandoned in, 
or transported to or from or affecting the Property. 

(2) Without limiting the obligatio 
Conservation Easement, Grantor hereby releases and 
harmless the Indemnified Parties from and against a 
with any Hazardous Materials or underground sto 
released in, from, or about, or otherwise associ 
Hazardous Materials placed, disposed or relea 
and indemnification includes, without limitation, Cia 
physical damage to any property; and the violation or 
comply with, any Environmental action or p 
Indemnified Parties by reason of any s Grantor 
written notice from Grantee, defend su 
to the Indemnified Party or reimburse G 
California Attorney Genera nding th 

parties do not intend 
not be, construed 

no knowledge or 
, generated, treated, 

er, or from the Property, 

er Section 15 of this 
ct and hold 

m or connected 
present, 

pt any 

liability of an "owner" or "operator," as 
those terms 
limitation 
1980, 

U.S. 

applicable 

(defined below), including, without 
ron mental onse, Compensation and Liability Act of 

n 9601, et seq.; hereinafter, "CERCLA"); or 

obligations or liabilities of a person described in 42 

The obligations of a responsible person under any 

D) The right or duty to investigate and remediate any 
with the Property; or 

(E) Any control over Grantor's ability to investigate, remove, 
remediate or otherwise clean up any Hazardous Materials associated with the Property. 

(4) The term "Hazardous Materials" includes, without limitation, (a) 
material that is flammable, explosive or radioactive; (b) petroleum products, including 
by-products and fractions thereof; and (c) hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, hazardous or 
toxic substances, or related materials defined in CERCLA, the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. section 6901, et seq.; hereinafter "RCRA"); the Hazardous 
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Materials Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. section 6901, et seq.; hereinafter "HTA"); the Hazardous 
Waste Control Law (Health & Saf. Code section 25100, et seq.; hereinafter "HCL"); the 
Carpenter-Presley-Tanner Hazardous Substance Account Act (Health & Saf. Code section 
25300, et seq.; hereinafter "HSA"), and in the regulations adopted and publications promulgated 
pursuant to them, or any other applicable Environmental Laws now in effect or enacted after the 
date of this Conservation Easement. 

(5) The term "Environmental Laws" incl 
CERCLA, RCRA, HTA, HCL, HSA, and any other federal, 
statute, ordinance, rule, regulation, order or requirement rei 
human health or safety, the environment or Hazardous M 
and covenants to Grantee that activities upon and use 
employees, invitees and contractors will comply with 

(j) Warranty. Grantor rep 
sole owner of fee simple title to the Property; th 
conservation easement; and there are no outsta 
interests in the Property (including, without limitation 
conflict or are otherwise inconsistent · is Conse 
expressly subordinated to this Conse ement 
Agreement approved by Grantee. 

"thout limitation, 
r administrative agency 
tion, protection of 

represents, warrants 
ntor, its agents, 

any additional easements, 
interest that is expressly 

tran bandon, or relinquish (each a 

do 

r associated with the Property, without first 
withhold such consent if it determines 

the purposes of this Conservation 
tion Values of the Property. This section 

, nor prohibit transfer of a fee or leasehold 
rvation Easement and complies with Section 

copy of any recorded or unrecorded grant or Transfer 

shall record this Conservation Easement in the 
which the Property is located, and may re-record it at any time 
preserve its rights in this Conservation Easement. 
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(m) Exhibits. The following Exhibit(s) referenced in this Conservation 
Easement are attached to and incorporated by reference in this Conservation Easement: 

EXHIBIT A- Legal Description of Property 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF Grantor has executed this Conse 
day and year first above written. 

GRANTOR: 

[Insert full/ega/ name of Grantor] 

BY: -------------------------
NAME: _________ _ 

TITLE: _________ _ 

DATE: _____ _ 

Approved as to 

General Co 
State of 
Depa 
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CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE 

This is to certify that the interest in real property conveyed by the Conservation Easement 
Deed by , dated , to the State of California, Grantee, acting 
by and through its California Department of Fish and Wildlife ("CDFW'' a governmental agency 
(under Government Code section 27281 ), is hereby accepted by rsigned officer on 
behalf of CDFW, pursuant to the California Fish and Game Cod 

Page 12 
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Subject: 
2 Vote: Adopt Resolution 14-XX to Retain Preston Park Property in 
Accordance with Government Code Section 67678 

Meeting Date: June 13, 2014 
Agenda Number: 8f 

ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION{S): 

Take a second vote to approve Resolution 14-xx (Attachment A) to retain Preston Park 
Property in accordance with Government Code section 67678(b )( 4 ). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

From 2000 to 201 0, Marina and FORA shared the understanding that the FORA-Marina 
Implementation Agreement required Marina to purchase FORA's interest in Preston Park 
should Marina desire to acquire the property. Given this mutual understanding, Marina and 
FORA coordinated since 2002 to use Preston Park and its revenue as collateral to finance vital 
FORA projects, many of which directly benefit Marina. This includes Revenue Bonds issued in 
2002 to FORA for building removal and roadway construction in the City of Marina, a 2004 loan 
from Community Bank to pay FORA's Pollution Legal Liability Insurance Policy premium, and a 
2006 line of credit from Rabobank to FORA to fund building/blight removal in the City of Marina 
and other capital projects. In 2007, Marina purchased FORA's interest in the apartment 
complex known as Abrams B for $7.7 million, which was half of the Abrams B property 
appraised value. After appointing an ad hoc Preston Park negotiating committee (composed of 
FORA Board members), in the Spring of 2010, Marina and FORA representatives entered into 
similar negotiations for Marina to purchase FORA's interest in Preston Park. 

In 2010, FORA borrowed $19 million from Rabobank, secured by a note and deed of trust on 
Preston Park. Marina representatives on the FORA Board voted in favor of the loan. FORA 
entered into a loan agreement with Rabobank based on its reasonably held belief that FORA 
would be able to liquidate its interest in Preston Park in a timely fashion. One of the Rabobank
FORA loan agreement terms is that the remaining principal balance on the $19 million loan 
(approximately $18 million) is due on or before June 15, 2014. If extended, the loan will be due 
on or before December 15, 2014. 

After an unsuccessful negotiation, including judicially supervised mediation, concerning 
Marina's potential purchase of Preston Park from FORA, in 2012, FORA initiated a sale 
process. On July 10, 2012, Marina filed a lawsuit against FORA, blocking FORA from selling 
the property. Since that lawsuit is still pending, at its May 16, 2014 meeting, the FORA Board 
approved a resolution to seek a Preston Park loan extension with Rabobank to avoid loan 
default and property foreclosure. Marina's Preston Park lawsuit has also prevented FORA from 
completing building/blight removal in the Cities of Seaside and Marina through FORA's 50% of 
Preston Park land sales proceeds. 

In light of such challenges, FORA staff and Authority Counsel have reviewed Government 
Code section 67678(b)(4), which provides the FORA Board with the ability to retain property 
within former Fort Ord, including Preston Park, and recommend that the Board approve 
resolution 14-xx because retention of Preston Park will: 

1) Allow FORA to fulfill its CEQA and non-CEQA mandated capital improvement projects 
through sale of the property. The FORA CIP (comprised of CEQA and non-CEQA 
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mandated projects) depends upon sale of Preston Park and using FORA's 50°/o of sale 
proceeds to repay CIP debt and advance CIP projects. 

2) Allow FORA to sell the property and repay the $18 million Rabobank loan, avoiding property 
foreclosure. 

3) Not cause significant financial hardship to the City of Marina because FORA will share with 
the City of Marina 50°/o of the net lease proceeds during FORA's ownership and 50°/o of the 
net land sales proceeds when the property is sold. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller -~ "¥ ,/ ,&, 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 

Executive Committee and Authority Counsel. 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
Resolution 14-XX 

Attachment A to Item Sf 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

Resolution of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board to retain the Preston 
Park Property, pursuant to the authority granted to the Board by 
Government Code section 67678(b)(4) 

THIS RESOLUTION is adopted with reference to the following fa d circumstances: 

A. In response to the US Government's closure of the Fort 0 
Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) was created by Californ· 
67650, et seq.) as the Local Reuse Authority for the 

B. FORA is governed by a 13 member Board that in 
of Marina (Marina)(Govt. Code §67660(a)). 

C. FORA is required by statute to plan, finan 
military to civilian use (Govt. Code §67651 ). F 
reuse of ... Fort Ord with all practica speed," and 
be "the policy of the State of · " (Govt. 
planning, financing, and managi e of 
importance" (Govt. Code §67657(c)). 
sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of. 
market value ... in orde litate t 
civilian use" (Govt. a)). 

reservation, the Fort 
1994 (Govt. Code 

Fort Ord. 

ort Ord's tra from 
to effect the "transfer and 

ature declared that mission to 
67651 ). FORA's mission of 

is "a matter of statewide 
Act, FORA's "board may 

lue or at less than full 

D. Preston Park i ted in Marina, originally built by the U.S. 

rk is principally governed by: ( 1) the Fort Ord Reuse 
Economic Development Conveyance Agreement (the 

lementation Agreement (Implementation Agreement 

Park under a management agreement with Alliance 
nts individual housing units to private citizens. 

H. and FORA shared the understanding that the lA required Marina 
to "buy-out" FORA' interest in Preston Park, if Marina wanted to hold title to the property. 
Based upon this mutual understanding, Marina and FORA have worked together since 
2002 to use Preston Park and its revenue as collateral to finance vital FORA projects, 
many of which directly benefit Marina. This includes Revenue Bonds issued in 2002 to 
FORA for building removal and roadway construction in the City of Marina, a 2004 loan 
from Community Bank to pay FORA's Pollution Legal Liability Insurance Policy premium, 
and a 2006 line of credit from Rabobank to FORA to fund building removal in the City of 
Marina and other capital projects. 
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I. In 2007, Marina bought out FORA's interest in the legally indistinguishable apartment 
complex known as Abrams B for $7.7 million, which was one half of the appraised value 
of the Abrams B property. In the Spring of 2010, Marina and FORA entered into 
negotiations, similar to Marina's acquisition of Abrams B, for Marina to purchase FORA's 
interest in Preston Park. 

J. In 2010, FORA borrowed $19 million from Rabobank, secured by a note and deed of trust 
on Preston Park. 

K. Marina's representatives on the FORA Board consented to 
secured loan. 

L. For the reasons discussed above, FORA entered i 
based on its reasonably held belief that FORA 
Preston Park in a timely fashion. 

M. The remainder of that $19 million Rabobank 
paid on or before June 15, 2014. 

N. In August 2010, Preston Park had 
the updated appraised value of P 
the updated appraised value of Pres 

0. On July 10, 2012, Mari 
Reuse Authority, et 
currently pendin 
the Preston Pa 

P. 

with Rabobank 

to be 

7.3 million. In February 2012, 
· n. As of September 2013, 

ediation with retired Monterey County 

er CEQA to mitigate the environmental impacts of base 
are described in the Environmental Impact Report for 
e FORA Capital Improvement Plan. 

interest in Preston Park, FORA will fall approximately $25 
le to fulfill its CEQA and non-CEQA-mandated capital 
e $6.2 million in remaining building/blight removal (includes 

paint and Asbestos Containing Materials), $118.2 million in 
remaining trans n/transit, $34 million in remaining habitat management, and $24 
million in remaining water augmentation. 

S. FORA has a limited amount of time to accomplish its statutory goals and mandates. The 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act "shall become inoperative when the [FORA] board 
determines that 80 percent of the territory of Fort Ord that is designated for development 
or reuse in the plan prepared pursuant to this title has been developed or reused in a 
manner consistent with the [Base Reuse Plan] ... or June 30, 2020, whichever occurs 
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first, and on January 1, 2021, [the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act] is repealed" ( Govt. 
Code §67700). 

T. Government Code §67678(b)(4) provides that: 

The [FORA] Board may retain real or personal property received ... [if] both of the following 
occur: 

i. The board determines that retention of the property is nece ry or convenient to 
carrying out the authority's responsibilities pursuant to law. 

ii. The board determines that its retention of the pro 
financial hardship to the city or county with jurisdicti 

NOW THEREFORE the Board hereby resolves that: 

1. The Fort Ord Reuse Authority finds and dete 
Park property is necessary and convenient to 
to law. This determination is based on the foil 

2. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

b. 

FORA will fall approximately 
non-CEQA mandated capital 

id by June 15, 2014, or 
paid in a timely fashion, 

ston Park, then FORA will not be able to 
apital improvements, nor will FORA be 

approximately $18 million in lease proceeds from 
invested approximately $4 million in the rehabilitation 

reston Park pursuant to Government Code §67678(b)(4), FORA 
proceeds of a Preston Park sale with Marina, which - based on 

- is estimated to result in a payment to Marina in excess of $30 

c. Through the Preston Park sale, Marina will have the funds to pay FORA its 
development fee, legal fees related to the dispute, and other incidental expenses. 

d. The City of Marina government will not be significantly impaired or forced to shut 
down if FORA sells Preston Park and shares the proceeds with Marina. To the 
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contrary, FORA's retention and sale of Preston Park will likely result in a large 
monetary payment to Marina. 

e. In the Marina v. FORA lawsuit, Marina has never claimed that it opposes the sale of 
Preston Park for the sake of its financial well-being. Instead, Marina alleges that it 
opposed the sale of Preston Park because it wishes to exert control over the Preston 
Park property. 

3. In light of the determinations above, the FORA Board hereby 
Park property, pursuant to the authority granted to the Bo 
67678(b )( 4 ). 

4. This Resolution will take effect immediately upon adoptio 
by the Monterey County Superior Court. 

Upon motion by ____ , seconded by __ _ 
this _ day of , by the following 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSTENTIONS: 
ABSENT: 

ATTEST: 

to retain the Preston 
Government Code § 

sed on 
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Marina-Salinas Multimodal Corridor Plan 

June 13, 2014 
8 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

INFORMATION/ACTION 

i. Receive a presentation on the Marina-Salinas Multimodal Corridor Plan from T AMC staff 
(Attachment A). 

ii. Support Transportation Agency for Monterey County's (TAMC's) recommended corridor 
alignment, analyzed in their June 13, 2014 memorandum to the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority (FORA) Board (Attachment B). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

At its January 10, 2014 meeting, the FORA Board received an informational multi modal corridor 
presentation from T AMC staff. T AMC, working with stakeholders, has developed a 
recommended multimodal corridor alignment through an opportunities and constraints analysis, 
stakeholder outreach, and community workshops. TAMC staff will present project history and 
the recommended corridor alignment. At the conclusion of their presentation, they will respond 
to questions and seek the FORA Board's conceptual support for the recommended alignment. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller ~ ~ / .&. 
FORA previously contributed $15,000 in matching funds for a CaiTrans planning grant 
application made by TAMC which was approved by the FORA Board on April 13, 2012. These 
funds were applied against FORA's obligation to Inter-Garrison Road improvements, Capital 
Improvement Program Project #F06. No additional contributions are anticipated. 

COORDINATION: 

Authority Counsel, County of Monterey, UCP East Garrison, LLC, CDFW, Administrative and 
Executive Committees. 

Prepared by ~ ~~ 
?Jonathan Garcia 
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Attachment A to Item 8g 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

Marina-Salinas Multimodal 

Corridor Conceptual Plan 

FORA Board 

June 2014 

Partner Agencies 

MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT 

1 
Page 182 of 240



Goals 

• Preserve a multimodal corridor 

• Plan for regional bus rapid transit (BRT) service 

• Provide a safe and comfortable regional bicycle 
route that enhances the greater bicycle network 

• Improve pedestrian safety 

• Develop a conceptual design for the corridor; and 

• Estimate the cost of implementation 

Why High Quality Transit? 

• Faster Travel Time 

-Jazz line is 20% faster 
{with minor 
improvements) 

• Rider Preference 

- People prefer fast and 
frequent service and 
will walk further to 
stops/stations 

6/5/2014 

2 
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6/5/2014 

Project History 

Evaluation Criteria 

Cost Congestion 

3 
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6/5/2014 

Planning Activities 

Opportunities & Constraints Analysis 

Stakeholder Outreach 

Community Workshops 

Draft Recommended Alignment 

~-~~~..,(!\~:$'~~~1-m 

Q -"'~W.~ 

4 
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6/5/2014 

Corridor (Central) 

5 
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6/5/2014 

Corridor (East) 

11 

Bicycle Network 

12 

6 
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Policy Considerations 

FORT ORO REUSE PLAN 

• Provides conservation framework for 
enhancement of 19 special status 
plant cJnd onimol species ond their 
habitats. 

· Serves os basis for federal ahd 
srote Incidental Take Permits. 

•· Establishes "covered activities tor: 
Oe~ijJM<::l!mcl 

Oeve!opmerlf Ateo~ 

Community 
Workshops 
(Feb2014) 

Project Schedule 

Conceptual 
Support of 
Preferred 
Alignment 
(Apr-Jun 

2014) 

Community 
Workshops 
(Aug 2014) 

13 

14 

6/5/2014 

7 
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Questions? 

Ariana Green 
Project Manager 

831-775-4403 

ariana@tamcmonterey.org 

6/5/2014 

15 

8 
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Attachment B to Item 8g 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

Memorandum 
To: Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board 

From: Ariana Green, Transportation Planner 

Meeting Date: June 13, 2014 

Subject: Marina-Salinas Multimodal Corridor Plan 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

RECEIVE an update on the Marina-Salinas Multimodal Corridor Plan; and 

SUPPORT the recommended corridor alignment. 

SUMMARY: 

The multimodal corridor conceptual plan will preserve a multimodal corridor that will connect 
Marina to Salinas. This project will focus on accommodating bus rapid transit (BR T) and will 
also consider the transportation modes of walking, bicycling and driving. Transportation Agency 
staff is working with partner agencies and members of the public to develop the plan. This 
presentation will focus on the opportunities and constraints associated with the recommended 
corridor alignment which was developed with input from partner agencies and members of the 
community. 

DISCUSSION: 

Project Goals 

• Preserve a multimodal corridor that will be developed consistently across jurisdictional 
boundaries; 

• Plan for regional bus rapid transit (BRT) service with enhanced transit facilities; 

• Provide a safe and comfortable regional bicycle route that enhances the greater bicycle 
network; 

• Identify improvements that will encourage walking and increase pedestrian safety along the 
multimodal corridor; 

55-B Plaza Circle • Salinas, California 93901-2902 
(831) 775-0903 • E-mail: ariana@tamcmonterey.org 
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Marina-Salinas Multimodal Corridor Plan 
Page2 

• Develop a conceptual design for the corridor; and 

• Estimate the cost of implementation; 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board 
June 13, 2014 

This project will formalize a bus rapid transit (BRT), bicycle, pedestrian and auto corridor that 
will serve as a key regional connection between the Salinas passenger rail service to be extended 
to Silicon Valley and the San Francisco Bay Area, and the Monterey Branch Line running along 
the Monterey Peninsula. The corridor design will incorporate already planned improvements on 
and along the corridor alignment and seek additional opportunities for connecting the multimodal 
corridor with the baseline transportation network. In January 2014, Transportation Agency staff 
presented the project history, scope of work and potential corridor routes to the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority Board. Since January 2014, the Transportation Agency has worked with the County, 
other Partner Agency staff and members of the public to identify potential project opportunities 
and constraints and to identify a preferred route for the corridor. 

Transportation Agency Staffheld the first series of public workshops at California State 
University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) and in Salinas (Steinbeck Center) on February 5 and 6, 
2014 respectively. The input from the workshops has been incorporated into the opportunities 
and constraints analysis (see attached Opportunities and Constraints Matrix). 

Evaluation Criteria 
The following evaluation criteria were developed by the Partner Agency group to qualitatively 
assess the multimodal corridor and determine a preferred alignment: 

• Impacts to agriculture 
• Impacts to habitat land 
• Cost (considering projects already funded and/or programmed) 
• Serves regional destinations 
• Travel time 

Recommended Corridor Alignment (See Attachment) 
Through the public engagement with partner agencies, interest groups and members of the 
community, the Transportation Agency has formed a recommendation for a preferred corridor 
alignment. The recommended corridor alignment be~ins at the proposed Monterey Branch Line 
Light Rail station at gth Street and continues along gt Street to 2nd Avenue. Staff is still working 
with the City of Marina to determine whether the corridor should continue on gth Street and Imjin 
Road to Imjin Parkway or up 2nd A venue to Imjin Parkway. The corridor will continue along 
Imjin Parkway to Reservation Road and along Reservation Road to Davis Road. The County 
plans to widen Davis Road and construct a new Davis Road Bridge, and is currently in the 
preliminary design/environmental phase. At the intersection of Davis Road and Blanco Road, 
the corridor shifts East on Blanco Road and accesses Salinas and the future Intermodal Transit 
Center via W. Alisal Street and Lincoln Avenue. 

One· of the recurring comments from the public workshops and meetings with stakeholders was a 
desire to identify an additional bicycle and pedestrian route through the former Fort Ord area that 
is separate from the regional transit route. Transportation Agency staff recommends that Inter-
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Marina-Salinas Multimodal Corridor Plan 
Page 3 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board 
June 13, 2014 

Garrison be studied further as an alternative route for bicyclists and pedestrians that would 
connect to the Multimodal Corridor at the East Garrison Development and at gth Street near the 
proposed Monterey Branch Line Light Rail station. 

Although Blanco Road has not been identified as part of the long-term regional multimodal 
corridor, it is recommended that it serve as an interim multimodal corridor until the Reservation 
Road/Davis Road sections are developed. Blanco Road will remain a long-term regional bicycle 
route. Some potential short-term improvements to Blanco Rd that could improve conditions for 
all modes are: center tum pockets, defined and paved access points for trucks and agricultural 
vehicles to reduce bicycle lane maintenance, and bus prioritization at the intersection of Davis 
Road and Blanco Road. 

Opportunities & Constraints 
An evaluation of the opportunities and constraints associated with each potential segment of the 
corridor is summarized in the attached matrix. The major constraints associated with the 
recommended corridor alignment are the cost of roadway widening, impacts to agricultural land 
along Reservation Road and Davis Rd, and maintaining acceptable Level of Service along Imjin 
Parkway through Marina. The major opportunities are that the corridor will provide high-quality 
transit service to major employment areas, affordable housing, the Veterans Affairs Clinic, 
universities and regional transit connections. The Davis Road Bridge and Widening project is 
still in design phase and can incorporate enhanced bicycle and transit facilities. West Alisal 
Road serves major transit destinations Hartnell College and the Government Center, and can be 
redesigned to accommodate the multimodal corridor without widening. Providing better 
accommodations for bicyclists and pedestrians along W. Alisal Road is consistent with the draft 
Vibrancy Plan. Lincoln A venue will provide access to the existing Monterey-Salinas Transit 
Center, Salinas Rail Station and future Intermodal Transit Center. 

County Planning Commission and Fort Ord Subcommittee voted to support the recommended 
multimodal corridor alignment in April2014. Staff will seek input on the proposed corridor 
alignment from Marina, Salinas, County, MST and FORA, and TAMC in June 2014. Once a 
preferred alignment has been agreed upon by all parties, the next phase of the planning process is 
to identify the preferred conceptual roadway design features along the agreed upon corridor 
route. Some features that will be considered are bicycle facilities, sidewalks or paths, transit 
stops/shelters, transit prioritization at signalized intersections, dedicated bus rapid transit 
facilities and pedestrian and equestrian crossing enhancements. 

Approved by: ------------------------------ Date signed: ____________ _ 
Debra L. Hale, Executive Director 

Attachments: 
1. Marina Salinas Multimodal Corridor Recommended Alignment Map 
2. Opportunities and Constraints Matrix 
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Regional Trail Planning Update 

June 13, 2014 
8h 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

Receive regional trail planning update. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

INFORMATION 

As requested, FORA staff provided a summary report on relevant trail planning efforts within the 
Fort Ord region to the FORA Administrative Committee and Post Reassessment Advisory 
Committee (PRAC) on May 7, 2014. On May 21, 2014, FORA staff received additional feedback 
from PRAC members, including a request to provide a regional trail planning update to the FORA 
Board at its June 13, 2014 (Attachment A). The Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan) provides 
direction for the development of 3 Major Trails and 4 Minor Trails. These trails are intended to 
provide transportation and recreation options for residents, visitors, and commuters on and 
through the base. 

The definition of a "trail" is important to note when discussing the topic, and there are a range of 
options to choose from. For the presentation, staff used a working definition as follows: 

"Passage way or designated route for pedestrian, bicycle, equestrian, and/or other non-vehicular 
use. Includes paved, unpaved, urban, & rural routes. Requires entity maintenance & liability 
coverage." 

Each of the FORA member jurisdictions has some degree of trail planning in place. Cities have 
bicycle and pedestrian routes designated in General Plans. Monterey County is undertaking a 
trails and habitat management planning effort called the Fort Ord Recreational Habitat 
Management Area Master Plan within its jurisdiction. California State University Monterey Bay 
(CSUMB) has designated bicycle routes throughout campus and is undertaking more detailed 
route and trail planning. The Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail runs along the eastern edge 
of Fort Ord Dunes State Park, which also has its own trail routes in existence and planned. The 
Fort Ord National Monument contains 40 miles of administrative roads and 46 miles of 
recreational trails. 

Cross-jurisdictional trails planning is also underway. The Reuse Plan provides direction for the 
creation of cross-jurisdictional trails including the lntergarrison Trail and the Salinas 
Valley/Seaside Trail. A grassroots effort lead by Fred Watson and Scott Waltz of CSUMB in 
conjunction with Gail Morton from the City of Marina is calling for the creation of a cross
jurisdictional loop trail referred to as the Fort Ord Rec Trail & Greenway (FORTAG). Finally, Vice 
Mayor Victoria Beach from the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea is coordinating an ad hoc group in 
conjunction with CSUMB faculty and students to map regional trail connections from Carmel to 
the Salinas River. 

FISCAL IMPACT: .,.. L 
Reviewed by FORA Controller ~'l.¢'" /, &, 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 
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COORDINATION: 

Transportation Agency for Monterey County, CSUMB, Monterey Peninsula Regional Park 
District, FORTAG representatives, Administrative Committee, PRAC, County of Monterey, Cities 
of Seaside, Marina, Monterey, Del Rey Oaks, and Carmel-by-the-Sea. 
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etz, Associate Planner 

• Base Reuse Plan 
(BRP) trails planning 
context 

• Trails planning in 
FORA jurisdictions 
and related entities 

• Coordination 
/Recommendations 
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• Provide connections to non-motorized transportation 
alternatives to all neighborhoods 

• Use recreation and open space assets to make the 
former Fort Ord attractive to potential users by 
interconnecting and increasing access 

• Adequate ROW should be reserved along 
planned transportation corridors 

• The Fort Ord trails system shall be considered as an 
integral part of a larger regional trails network and 
shall be linked to regional bike/pedestrian trails 
wherever possible. 

BRP Vl Context & Framework: Section 3.6 Conservation, Open Space, and Recreation Concept 

• Major Trails: Regional 
function, connecting 
non-motorized & foot 
traffic to areas 
outside Fort Ord 

• 12' minimum width 
• Asphalt or concrete 

• 3 Major Trails: 
• lntergarrison 

$ Fort Ord Dunes State 
park, CSUMB Campus, 
East Garrison 

• Fort Ord Dunes State 
Beach 
~ Beach Range Rd 

Seaside I Marina 

• Salinas 
Valley/Seaside 
• Blanco, Reservation, 

lmjin, CSUMB to Seaside 
or Del Rey Oaks 
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• Minor Trails: less critical 
role, distributing and 
collecting traffic to and 
from neighborhoods 
along lower volume 
routes 

• 1 0' minimum width 
• Asphalt or concrete 

• 4 Minor Trails: 
• Monterey Road 
• Main Garrison 
• Crescent A venue 
• Reservation Road 
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Todays Working Definition of Trails: 
Passage way or designated route for 
pedestrian, bicycle, equestrian, and/or 
other non-vehicular use. Includes paved, 
unpaved, urban, & rural routes. Requires 
entity maintenance & liability coverage. 

("',otl\ftwl~P41tk 

GO:fCouraeOppntUmil)' ~ 

.Equtv.\triat~OJntot~tySI~I) 

Vl:silotl'Cu~WraiO,otor 

Tf>lh<lOd 

• Land Use Jurisdictions 
• City of Marina 
• City of Seaside 
• Monterey County (FORHA) 
• City of Monterey 
• City of Del Rey Oaks/MC 

Regional Parks 

• Federal/State 
• BLM 
• CSUMB 
• CA State Parks 

• Cross-Jurisdictional 
• Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic 

Trail Network (MBSSTN) 
• Fort Ord Recreational Trail and 

Greenway (FORTAG) 
• Peninsula Regional Planning 
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City of Marina 

City of Seaside 

= Cullf<)rn~~ HlahWily PI'OJ)O$ed B'lk~ys f:li:ls.ting SU<e-w:ays 

~f''··"' hlont.f!rey Bn)' C(l<t$tAd1\'~it ' 1 • ·, ·' .Cia!i$ l ~b&o p.aih ~~,~ C:l<l"!<~ t ~~path 
~ .. 0;"~" ¢kl.:UJ li ' bik4.- hU'l:'\l ~.d Clltll.;· H 'l;!iK~ ~;it~ 

:t-'>'-\.,.t C1h'l-$ !il • t1i!l.ii !1t'!Uii:. -~~"' 01;)1<$111' llil<:.U t'Q~I)! 

• City of Marina Pedestrian 
& Bicycle Master Plan 
* Circulation 
• Recreation (Class 1) 

• Approved by City 
Council, Feb 2, 2010 

• Amends General Plan 
• Consistent with BRP (201 0) 
• Incorporates entitled Fort 

Ord projects 
• Includes design guidelines 

• Existing bikeways map 
in Seaside General Plan 
• Update process 

underway 
• Circulation 
• Recreation 

• BRP Consistent (2004) 
• Identifies bike routes 

throughout city 
• Links to CSUMB and 

Coastal Trail 
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Monterey 
• Fort Ord 

Recreational 
Habitat Area 
Master Plan 

• Trails network & 
habitat 
management 
planning 

• Bellinger-Foster
Steinmetz 

• Map Link 

ounty 

City of Monterey 
bicycles 

Monterey County 
Open Space 
Management 
Strategy 

Monterey on the 
Move 
• Multi-modal 

Transportation 
Plan 
• Circulation 
• Recreation 
• Adopted by City 

Council3/19/13 
• Bike I Pedestrian 

focus 
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City of Del Rey Oaks /MC R gional Parks 

• Preliminary Frog Pond 
concept work in Del 
Rey Oaks 

• No further action to 
date 

• Future collaboration & 
planning with City 

Bureau of Lon M nagement (BLM) 

Link to maps 

• 40 miles of 
"administrativeH roads 
• Fire break 
~~ Vegetation 

management 

• 46 miles of 
recreational trail 

" Multi-use 
• Segregated uses 

• Current issues: 
signage, trail head 
quality, & 
maintenance 
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California State P rks 

• Tentative trail routes 
on Fort Ord Dunes 
State Park 

• Final routing subject 
to change 

• Timeline: 2-5yrs 
• Funding & permit 

dependent 

CSU Monterey Bay - Master Plan 

• CSUMB Master Plan 
• Pedestrian I bicycle 

focus 
• Preliminary trail concept 

under development 
• Connecting students to: 

• Fort Ord Dunes State Park 
• East Campus Housing 
• National Monument 
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CSU Mont rey Bay: TriQ Wise 

• Regional bikeways 

• Routing through 
CSUMB, Marina & 
Seaside 

• Update pending late-
2014/ early-2015 

Transportation Agency of Monterey County (T AMC) 

2011 Bike & Pedestrian Master Plan 
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Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network 

• Collaborative effort to 
construct a trail 
spanning the 
Monterey bay 

• Began in 2000 at 
State Legislature 

• TAMC Master Plan 
completed in 2008 

• Major State & regional 
trail linkage 

Preliminary Concept : _Fo_r_t __,;,__R_e_c_T_ro......;..,_i_l ..,;;;,& 

Greenway (FORTAG) 
• Planning stages 
• Phase 1 : 9.6 Mile 

Northern Loop 
• Costal Trail-East 

Garrison-Marina 
• Phase 2: Southern Arm 

• Coastal Trail
Seaside- ORO 

• Contacts: 
• Fred Watson, 

CSUMB 
• Scott Waltz, CSUMB 
• Gail Morton, Marina 
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Peninsula Regional trail connections 

Coordination Meetings: 

• CSUMB 
• City of Marina 
• Administrative 

Committee 

• Beginning focus -
Carmel & Peninsula 

• Carmel north to the 
Salinas River 

• Planning I tourism 
oriented 

• Victoria Beach, 
Carmel-by-the-Sea I 
CSUMB Faculty & 
student led 

Recommendations: 
• Outreach to jurisdictions 

• Bellinger-Foster 
contracted by County 

• Coordinate with FORA 
& others 

• Cross-jurisdictional 
Working Group 
• Maximize efficiency 

and quality outcomes 
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Questions? Comments? 
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Subject: 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

Outstanding Receivables 

June 13, 2014 
10a 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

INFORMATION 

Receive a Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) outstanding receivables update for May 2014. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

Development Fee/Preston Park: In 1997, the U.S. Army and FORA entered into an interim lease 
for Preston Park. Preston Park consisted of 354 units of former Army housing within the 
jurisdiction of the City of Marina (Marina). Marina became FORA's Agent in managing the 
property. Marina and FORA selected Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition to manage the property 
and lease it to tenants. In 1998, Mid-Peninsula completed rehabilitating Preston Park units and 
began leasing the property to the public. After repayment of the rehab loan, Marina and FORA 
have by state law each shared 50% of the net operating income from Preston Park. 

The FORA Board enacted a base-wide Development Fee Schedule in 1999. Preston Park is 
subject to FORA's Development Fee Schedule overlay. In March 2009, the FORA Board 
approved the MOU between FORA and Marina whereby a portion of the Preston Park 
Development Fee was paid by the project. In 2009, Marina transferred $321,285 from Preston 
Park, making an initial Development Fee payment for the project. The remaining balance is 
outstanding and is the subject of current litigation. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

All former Fort Ord projects are subject to either the developer fee overlay or the Community 
Facilities District fees to pay fair share of the California Environmental Quality Act required 
mitigation measures. In addition, the outstanding balance is a component of the Basewide 
Mitigation Measures and Basewide Costs described in Section 6 of the FORA Implementation 
Agreements. If any projects fail to pay their fair share it adds a financial burden to other 
reoccupied or development projects to compensate. 

COORDINATION: 

Executive Committee 
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Subject: 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

Habitat Conservation Plan Update 

June 13, 2014 
10b 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

INFORMATION 

Receive a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and State of California 2081 Incidental Take 
Permit (2081 permit) preparation process status report. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), with the support of its member jurisdictions and ICF 
International (formerly Jones & Stokes), FORA's HCP consultant, is on a path to receive 
approval of a completed basewide HCP and 2081 permit in 2015, concluding with US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (formerly 
known as California Department of Fish and Game) issuing federal and state permits. 

Most recently, FORA is working with several permittees, CDFW, and USFWS to satisfy final 
species-related technical issues and several policy-level issues, which must be resolved 
between CDFW and BLM, CDFW and State Parks/UC. After meeting with CDFW Chief Deputy 
Director Kevin Hunting on January 30, 2013, FORA was told that CDFW and BLM issues 
require a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between CDFW and BLM, outlining certain 
assurances between the parties, resulting in additional time. Also, according to CDFW, final 
approval of an endowment holder no longer rests with CDFW (due to passage of SB 1094 
[Kehoe]), which delineates specified rules for wildlife endowments. However, CDFW must 
review the funding structure and anticipated payout rate of the HCP endowment holder to verify 
if the assumptions are feasible. CDFW has outlined a process for FORA and the other permit 
applicants to expedite compliance with endowment funding requirements. FORA has engaged 
Economic and Planning Systems (EPS) to provide technical support during this process. Other 
policy issues and completion of the screen check draft HCP should be completed in the near 
term. If the current schedule is maintained, FORA staff expects a Public Draft HCP available 
for public review by Fall 2014. Update: On March 25, 2014, FORA representatives met with 
CDFW Chief Deputy Director Kevin Hunting, University of California and State Parks 
representatives to address outstanding State to Fed and State to State policy issues. A 
meeting summary is included under Attachment A. State Senator Bill Manning has agreed to 
assist FORA in working with CDFW and others to resolve these policy issues. A follow-up 
meeting is being scheduled in June. 

FISCAL IMPACT: ~ ... ~ 
Reviewed by FORA Controller ~ y~ /, &. 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 

Administrative Committee, Executive Committee, ICF, Denise Duffy and Associates 

Prepared by ~ J~ 
t1JOflathan Garcia 
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Attachment A to Item 1 Ob 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Meeting Summary 

Meeting Date: 
March 25, 2014 

Participants: 
Kevin Hunting, Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) Chief Deputy Director 
Sandra Morey, DFW Deputy Director 
Jeff Single, DFW Region 4 Manager 
Julie Vance, DFW Region 4 Program Manager 
Kevin Takei, DFW Counsel (on conference phone) 
Jerry Edelen, Chair at Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) 
Michael Houlemard, Jr., Executive Officer at FORA 
Robert Norris, Principal Analyst at FORA 
Jonathan Garcia, Senior Planner at FORA 
John Arriaga, Legislative Consultant to FORA 
Jerry Bowden, Special Legal Counsel to FORA 
Michael Kisgen, Legal and Policy Coordinator at UC Natural Reserve System 
Gage Dayton, Ph.D., Administrative Director of UCSC Natural Reserve System 
Kathryn Tobias, Department of Parks and Recreation (on conference phone) 

Meeting Summary: 

1) Conservation easement vs. deed restriction (State to State Issues). 

DFW requires conservation easements by statute on habitat mitigation lands. California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) and University of California (UC) 
each hold habitat mitigation lands on former Fort Ord. State Parks' position is that 
easements and other encumbrances devalue property, which is unacceptable to them. 
UC's concern is that Conservation Easements may prevent them from using their 
property to further some of their objectives, including research and public education. 

Meeting outcome #1: State Parks and DFW agreed to explore alternatives to a 
Conservation Easement. One alternative would be that State Parks and DFW agree to 
recording the HCP's associated 2081 permit language or a reference to this permit to 
State Parks' deed instead of a Conservation Easement. FORA will also evaluate using 
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) as the endowment holder for the 
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HCP Joint Powers Authority's (JPA's) Implementation Assurances Fund (State Parks 
assurances portion) portion of the JPA endowment, which would meet the requirements 
of SB 1094 necessitating that the endowment holder have a real property interest 
unless it is held by NFWF. 

Meeting outcome #2: Similarly, UC and DFW agreed to explore alternatives to a 
Conservation Easement and to explore if the Conservation Easement could be written 
in an acceptable manner. 

2) Mitigation on federal lands (State to Federal Issues). 

The majority of HCP habitat mitigation lands are on the Bureau of Land Management's 
(BLM's) Fort Ord National Monument. DFW requires assurances that BLM will meet 
HCP management requirements. In January 2013, DFW recognized that an MOU 
negotiated between DFW and BLM would provide the needed assurances. DFW said 
that such an MOU would take a year to complete. It is now over a year later and 
negotiations between DFW and BLM are still ongoing. 

Meeting outcome #3: DFW reported that it completed a draft DFW-BLM MOU and 
sent it to BLM's solicitor for review. 

Next Steps: FORA will follow up with DFW within one week to check on progress. As 
necessary, FORA will also report progress to State Senator Bill Manning and schedule 
follow up meetings until these policy issues are resolved. 
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Administrative Committee 

June 13, 2014 
10c 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Receive a report from the Administrative Committee (Admin). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The following approved minutes are included for review: 

Attachment A: April 2, 2014 Regular Admin Cmte 

INFORMATION 

Attachment 8: 
Attachment C: 

May 7, 2014 Joint Admin/Capitallmprovement Program Cmte 
May 21, 2014 Regular Admin Cmte 

FISCAL IMPACT: r L 
Reviewed by the FORA Controller ~ 'l.,:l0 .,i 6 · 
Staff time for the Administrative Committee is included in the approved annual budget. 

COORDINATION: 

Administrative Committee 

Page 211 of 240



Attachment A to Item 1 Oc 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

8:15a.m., Wednesday, April2, 20141 FORA Conference Room 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Co-chair Houlemard called the meeting to order at 8:16 a.m. The following were present: 

Dan Dawson, City of Del Rey Oaks Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside FORA Staff: 
Carl Holm, County of Monterey Tim O'Halloran, City of Seaside Michael Houlemard 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey Rick Riedl, City of Seaside John Giffen 
John Dunn, City of Seaside Patrick Breen, MCWD Steve Endsley 
Layne Long, City of Marina Graham Bice, UC MBEST Jim Arnold 
Vicki Nakamura, MPC Mike Zeller, TAMC Crissy Maras 
Anya Spear, CSUMB Bob Schaffer Jonathan Garcia 
Lyle Shurtleff, Army BRAC Office Wendy Elliot, MCP Lena Spilman 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Carl Holm led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
Co-Chair Houlemard stated that a Pollution Legal Liability Insurance Policy insurance meeting had 
been conducted on April 1, 2014 for carriers who responded to the Request for Qualifications 
solicitation. Turnout was higher than anticipated and the process was moving along on schedule. 

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

a. March 5, 2014 Administrative Committee Minutes 

MOTION: John Dunn moved, seconded by Carl Holm, to approve the March 5, 2014 meeting 
minutes, as presented. 

MOTION PASSED: Ayes: Holm, Dunn, Dawson. Absent: Caraker, Long. 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

6. AGENDA REVIEW- APRIL 11, 2014 BOARD MEETING 
Co-Chair Houlemard led a review of the April11, 2014 Board meeting agenda. 

Elizabeth Caraker entered at 8:23 am. Layne Long entered at 8:24 am. 

7. OLD BUSINESS 

a. Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Follow-up 

i. Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force Update 
FORA Associate Planner Josh Metz announced that the FORA Board had approved creation 
of the Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force, to which Chair Edelen had appointed 
Executive Officer Michael Houlemard (Chair), Carmel-by-the-Sea Councilmember Victoria 
Beach, Sand City Mayor David Pendergrass, Del Rey Oaks City Manager Dan Dawson, 
Seaside City Manager John Dunn, Marina City Manager Layne Long, Monterey County 
Resource Agency Deputy Director Carl Holm, and Monterey Principal Planner Elizabeth 
Caraker. The Task Force's first meeting was scheduled for April 22, 2014 at 12:45 pm, at 
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which time they would review initial responses to the Request for Qualifications and discuss 
next steps for development of the Request for Proposals. 

ii. Status of Remaining Category 3 Items 
Mr. Metz described the Category 3 items and announced upcoming individual jurisdiction 
staff meetings to discuss the status of each item. Once that was completed, he would 
present a refined work list of outstanding items for Committee review. 

b. Capital Improvement Plan Follow-up 
Senior Planner Jonathan Garcia distributed updated CIP tables, noting that the jurisdictions' FY 
2014/15 development projections had been modified to reflect the current 20% realization of the 
FY 2013/14 projected development. The Committee members and developer representatives 
discussed their methods for developing projections. Co-Chair Houlemard suggested there was 
still time for the jurisdictions to conduct additional review before the item was presented to the 
FORA Board in May. It was generally agreed that applying methods that reflected market 
experience and product type expectations made sense. 

8. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

9. ADJOURNMENT 
Co-Chair Houlemard adjourned the meeting at 9:15a.m. 
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Attachment B to Item 10c 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
SPECIAL JOINT ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE/ 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
8:15a.m., Wednesday, May 7, 20141 FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Co-chair Houlemard called the meeting to order at 8:16 a.m. The following were present: 

Carl Holm, County of Monterey* Patrick Breen, MCWD FORA Staff: 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey* Kathleen Lee, Supervisor Potter Michael Houlemard 
John Dunn, City of Seaside* Tim O'Halloran, City of Seaside Steve Endsley 
Layne Long, City of Marina* Bob Schaffer Jim Arnold 
Vicki Nakamura, MPC Mike Bellinger Crissy Maras 
Anya Spear, CSUMB Jim Fletcher, East Garrison Jonathan Garcia 
Graham Bice, UCMBEST Doug Yount, ADE Josh Metz 
Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside Wendy Elliot, MCP 
Paul Greenway, County of Monterey Erin Harwayne, DD&A 
Teresa Szymanis, City of Marina 

*voting members 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
John Dunn led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
None. 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

5. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

a. April2, 2014 Administrative Committee minutes 

MOTION: John Dunn moved, seconded by Elizabeth Caraker, to approve the April 2, 2014 
meeting minutes. 

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY 

6. MAY 16,2014 BOARD MEETING AGENDA REVIEW 
Co-Chair Houlemard led a review of the draft Board agenda packet, noting that the City of 
Seaside had requested to defer item 1 Od to the June Board meeting. 

7. OLD BUSINESS 

a. Consistency Determination: Review City of Seaside Zoning Code Amendments Related 
to the 2013 Zoning Code Update as Consistent with the 1997Fort Ord Reuse Plan. 
Mr. Houlemard stated that the Committee would consider the item at their June meeting, as 
the item had been pulled from the current Board agenda. 

b. Recreational Trails Presentation 
Associate Planner Josh Metz provided a PowerPoint presentation in which he reviewed Fort 
Ord Reuse Plan trail principles and the trail network and recreation plans of the different land 
use jurisdictions. He also discussed several multi-jurisdictional trail efforts. The Committee 
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discussed the need for jurisdictional coordination and an accurate map reflecting all currently 
anticipated trails. Mike Bellinger stated that he would be in contact with each jurisdiction over 
the next couple months, as the County was renewing efforts to update the County's Fort Ord 
Recreational Habitat Area Master Plan (FORHA). Mr. Houlemard suggested that the 
Committee wait to receive a report on the completed County FORHA process before taking 
further action and the Committee agreed. 

c. Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force Status Report 
Mr. Metz stated that FORA planned to send Requests for Proposals to three groups who had 
responded to the previously distributed Request for Qualifications. Once received, the 
proposals would receive initial review from the Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task 
Force. Task Force Recommendations would be forwarded to the Administrative Committee, 
who would make a recommendation to the Board regarding retention of a consultant. He 
noted that the item was not likely to come to the Board before July 2014. 

d. FY 2014-15 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

i. Presentation by FORA Staff 
FORA Senior Planner Jonathan Garcia provided an overview of FORA's CIP 
obligations under the Base Reuse Plan, identified past developer fee reductions and 
other CIP adjustments made through previous EPS studies, highlighted recent 
Administrative Committee CIP actions and significant updates, and outlined CIP 
responsibilities and transportation/transit obligations that would extend beyond 
FORA's life. The Committee provided staff with suggestions on presentation and 
formatting. 

ii. Phase II Study Presentation by Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) 
David Zehnder and Ellen Martin from EPS presented a Phase Ill CIP Review, 
including recommendations to remove the MCWD "voluntary contribution" and reduce 
the FORA CFD fee/ Development fee by 17.1 °/o. After review of the MCWD Rate 
Study, EPS representatives stated that it included a solid capacity charge component 
and that removal of the FORA "voluntary contribution" would avoid redundancy. It was 
noted that in order for FORA to retain the "voluntary contribution," the State legislature 
and the Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission would have to review 
and approve an agreement between FORA and MCWD, in conjunction with FORA's 
exit strategy. 

iii. Review Draft FY 2014-15 Capital Improvement Program 
Committee members requested additional time to review the draft FY 2014/15 CIP. 

MOTION: John Dunn moved, seconded by Graham Bice, to recommend that the 
Board retain flexibility to provide direction through action on this item during their 
review of the draft FY 2014/15 CIP on May 16, 2014. 

MOTION PASSED: unanimous 

MOTION: Carl Holm moved, seconded by Elizabeth Caraker, to 1) request additional 
time to review the draft FY 2014/15 CIP, and 2) recommend options to the Board 
regarding removing or retaining the "voluntary contribution" as a CIP line item. 

MOTION PASSED: unanimous 
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iv. Review resolution to Implement Fee Adjustment 
Committee members recommended deferring action on implementing the fee 
adjustment until the "voluntary contribution" vs. MCWD capacity charge issue was 
finalized. 

8. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

9. ADJOURNMENT 
Co-Chair Houlemard adjourned the meeting at 10:21 a.m. 
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Attachment C to Item 1 Oc 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

8:15a.m., Wednesday, May 21, 20141 FORA Conference Room 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Co-chair Houlemard called the meeting to order at 8:20 a.m. The following were present: 

Carl Holm, County of Monterey* Patrick Breen, MCWD FORA Staff: 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey* Bob Schaffer Michael Houlemard 
John Dunn, City of Seaside* Lyle Shurtleff, BRAC Steve Endsley 
Layne Long, City of Marina* Doug Yount, ADE Jim Arnold 
Vicki Nakamura, MPC Tim O'Halloran, City of Seaside Crissy Maras 
Anya Spear, CSUMB Kathleen Lee, Supervisor Potter Jonathan Garcia 
Graham Bice, UCMBEST Andy Sterbenz, Schaaf & Wheeler Josh Metz 
Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside Chuck Lande, Marina Heights 

*voting members 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Anya Spear led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
Co-Chair Houlemard announced a special joint meeting of the FORA and MCWD Boards of 
Directors scheduled for May 30, 2014. Graham Bice announced that the UC Regents approved 
joining the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Region Habitat Cooperative and reaffirmed the 
endowment payout rate at 4.2%. Co-chair Houlemard thanked Mr. Bice and encouraged other 
participating jurisdictions to follow UC's lead. 

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

a. April 2, 2014 Administrative Committee minutes 
The meeting minutes were unanimously approved as presented. 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

6. MAY 16,2014 BOARD MEETING FOLLOW UP 
Co-Chair Houlemard and FORA Senior Planner Jonathan Garcia led a review of Board actions 
taken at the May 16, 2014 FORA Board meeting. 

7. OLD BUSINESS 

a. Review FY 2014/15 Draft Capital Improvement Program 
Mr. Garcia provided a summary sheet of 2013/14 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) revenue 
collection and expenditures, stating that the land sales fund balance was projected to fund 
building removal in FY 2014/15. Mr. Garcia noted FORA Board concern regarding the 
recommended fee decrease. He explained that the proposed fee decrease was directly related 
to the FORA staff and consultant recommendation to remove the $21.6M "voluntary 
contribution" funding to MCWD, as the contribution was not CEQA mandated and there existed 
no agreement for transfer of FORA fee collection revenue to MCWD. The decrease did not 
include lowering or removal of any contingencies. FORA staff recommended retaining 
contingencies until transportation project/HCP planning was finalized. 
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Mr. Garcia stated that FORA's transportation costs are fixed by the 1997 Base Reuse Plan, 
reallocated to fully fund on-site projects through the 2005 TAMC study, and annually inflated by 
the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index. 

FORA staff stated that they would prepare a Board presentation to address five issues: 1) 
marketing/projections, 2) transportation project timing, 3) MCWD voluntary contribution removal 
and commensurate fee reduction, 4) ensuring adequate contingencies, and 5) FORA 
Community Facilities District/development fee calculation review. The Administrative Committee 
would receive the presentation at their June 4th meeting to provide an opportunity for Committee 
input prior to the June Board meeting. 

b. Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force Update 
Associate Planner Josh Metz stated that the Request for Qualifications process had advanced 
to the issuance of Requests for Proposals (RFP) to three qualified respondents. The RUDG 
Task Force planned to hold a meeting May 29th (1 0:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.) to review the draft 
meeting outline for the RFP pre-proposal conference, a pre-proposal conference (9:00 a.m. to 
11:30 a.m.), and a Task Force meeting (2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.) on June 2nd. Consultant 
proposals were due June 12th (by 5:00 p.m.) and on June 20th (8:30a.m. to 12:30 p.m.) the Task 
Force would conduct consultant interviews as part of the selection process. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Discuss FY 2013/14 FORA Annual Report Update 
FORA staff distributed sections of the FY 2012/13 annual report to Administrative Committee 
members, requesting they provide FY 2013/14 updates. The updates were to be be included in 
the full FY 2013/14 Annual Report, which would be available online by the July FORA Board 
meeting. The updates would also be used in the brochure version of the annual report. Co-Chair 
Houlemard asked that Administrative Committee members send their updates to Crissy Maras, 
Crissy@fora.org, by May 28, 2014. 

9. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

10. ADJOURNMENT 
Co-Chair Houlemard adjourned the meeting at 9:15a.m. 
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Veterans Issues Advisory Committee 

June 13, 2014 
10d 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Receive a report from the Veterans Issues Advisory Committee (VIAC). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

INFORMATION 

The VIAC met on April 3, 2014. The approved minutes from that meeting are included as 
Attachment A. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller~,?&. 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 

VIAC 
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Attachment A to Item 1 Od 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
VETERANS ISSUES ADVISORY COMMITTEE REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

3:00p.m., Thursday, April 3, 2014 1 FORA Conference Room 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
Chair Edelen called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. The following were present, as indicated by 
signatures on the roll sheet: 

VIAC Members: 
Jerry Edelen, FORA Board 
Sid Williams, Mo. Co. MilitaryNets 
Edith Johnsen, Vets Families/Fundraising 
Jack Stewart, Cemetery Advisory Comm. 
COL Paul Fellinger, US Army POM 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

FORA Staff: 
Robert Norris 
Crissy Maras 

Chair Edelen asked Robert Norris to lead the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Others: 
Nicole Charles, Sen. Manning 
Susan Kastner, USAG 
Martin King, USAG 
Candace Ingram, CCVCF 
Sonja Arndt, Congressman Farr 
Richard Novak, USAG-POM 
Rich Garza 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
Several Monterey County cities were recently named Military Order of the Purple Heart Communities; 
an honor bestowed upon communities that value military service. Each recipient will receive a 
proclamation and two signs to be placed at the entrances to their jurisdiction. 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
Nicole Charles invited members to an open house for Senator Manning and Assembly Member Stone 
on April 1 ih from 4:00-6:00 pm. Colonel Paul Fellinger announced that his office would be taking a 
greater role in veteran's services. He introduced his staff members who are heading that effort. 
Introductions around the table followed. 

5. APPROVE VIAC MEETING MINUTES: October 31, 2013 

MOTION: Edith Johnsen moved, seconded by Sid Williams, to accept the February 27, 2014 minutes 
as presented. 

MOTION PASSED: Unanimous 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

a. California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery Status Report 
FORA Principal Analyst Robert Norris provided a status report on recent legislative missions to 
Washington D.C. and Sacramento which included meetings with the Department of Veterans Affairs 
and California Department of General Services. They discussed topics related to clarifying the 
"revertment" language in the transfer agreement and water provisions. Marina Coast Water District 
will provide a comfort letter confirming that water used in the construction phase will not count 
against overall the allocation. OVA provided an updated schedule that reflects adjustments in 
timelines and bidding the project in June. Environmental review is scheduled to conclude by the 
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August 24th federal funding deadline. Committee members thanked the Congressman and Senator 
for their continuing support. 

b. V A/DoD Veterans Clinic Status Report 
This project is currently in the City of Marina's plan check process. City engineers did not accept the 
developer submitted schedule and will continue to work with the developer to refine project timing. 
Tree salvage and removal is expected to begin in May. Sonja Arndt noted the uniqueness of the 
project as it is the first joint VA/DoD Clinic to be built from the ground up. It will be a state of the art 
facility with access to many records electronically. Committee members thanked Colonel Fellinger 
for his support in acquiring a water allocation from the Army. 

7. NEW BUSINESS- none 

8. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
Stand Down is scheduled for August 1-3. Assembly Member Stone is hosting a breakfast April 4th. 
The Heroes' Open golf tournament is scheduled for November ath with a planning meeting scheduled 
for April 1 ih. 

9. ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Edelen adjourned the meeting at 3:35 p.m. 

Page 221 of 240



Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee 

June 13, 2014 
10e 

RECOMMENDATION: 

INFORMATION 

Receive a report from the Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee (WWOC). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The WWOC met on May ih and jointly with the Administrative Committee on May 21 5
t. The 

approved minutes from those meetings are included as Attachment A and Attachment B. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller ~ ¥ /, .2/. 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 

WWOC, Administrative Committee 

Crissy Maras 
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Attachment A to Item 1 Oe 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
WATER/WASTEWATER OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
Wednesday, May 7, 2014 1 FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 

FORA Executive Officer Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. called the meeting to order at 10:30 a.m. The 
following were present: 

Committee Members: 
Mike Lerch, CSUMB 
Rick Reid I, City of Seaside 
Graham Bice, UCMBEST 
Tim O'Halloran, City of Seaside 
Dirk Medema, Monterey County 
Carl Holm, Monterey County 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey 

Others Present: 
Brian Lee, MCWD 
Patrick Breen, MCWD 
Kelly Cadiente, MCWD 
Bob Schaffer 
Wendy Elliot, MCP 
Pierce Rossum, Carollo 
Doug Yount, ADE 
Jim Fletcher, East Garrison 
Kathleen Lee, Monterey County 
Vicki Nakamura, MPC 
Ellen Martin, EPS 
David Zehnder, EPS 

2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
None. 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

4. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
a. April 30, 2014 WWOC Meeting Minutes 
The April30, 2014 WWOC meeting minutes were unanimously approved. 

5. OLD BUSINESS 
a. FY 2014/15 Ord Community Budget- Recommendation to FORA Board 

FORA Staff: 
Michael Houlemard 
Crissy Maras 
Jonathan Garcia 

The agenda incorrectly identified this item as the FY 2013/14 budget. FORA Executive Officer 
Houlemard noted that the Committee had been reviewing the FY 2014/15 budget since March and 
confirmed that Committee members were aware that the FY 2014/15 budget was the document 
before them today. 

Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) Interim General Manager Brian Lee provided a presentation 
outlining the FY 2014/15 Ord Community budget and proposed rate/capacity charge increases. It 
was noted that the Ord Community cost center is proposing to borrow $1M from the central Marina 
cost center to remain "whole" and that rate increases are being proposed over the next five years. 

Pierce Rossum, Carollo Engineers, provided a presentation and explained capacity charge 
calculations. 

Committee members suggested formatting and material edits to both presentations. The Committee 
thought that it was important to schedule the first joint FORA/MCWD Board meeting after the 
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scheduled May 19th Prop. 218 hearing. Mr. Rossum requested that any additional questions or 
budget concerns be clearly stated so they could be addressed. 

6. NEXT MEETING- May 14, 2014 (If necessary) 
The next WWOC meeting was scheduled for May 21, 2014, immediately following the Administrative 
Committee meeting. 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. Houlemard adjourned the meeting at 11 :55 a.m. 
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Attachment B to Item 1 Oe 

FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/2014 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
JOINT ADMINISTRATIVE AND WATER/WASTEWATER OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

MEETING MINUTES 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Wednesday, May 21, 20141 FORA Conference Room 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 

FORA Executive Officer Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. called the meeting to order at 9:20 a.m. The 
following were present: 

Committee Members: 
Mike Lerch, CSUMB 
Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside 
Graham Bice, UCMBEST 
Tim O'Halloran, City of Seaside 
Dirk Medema, Monterey County 
Carl Holm, Monterey County 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey 

Others Present: 
Patrick Breen, MCWD 
Kelly Cadiente, MCWD 
Bob Schaffer 
Pierce Rossum, Carollo 
Doug Yount, ADE 
Kathleen Lee, Monterey County 
Andy Sterbenz, Schaaf & Wheeler 
Chuck Lande, Marina Heights 
Kenneth Nishi 

2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
None. 

3. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

a. May 7, 2014 WWOC Meeting Minutes 

FORA Staff: 
Michael Houlemard 
Steve Endsley 
Jim Arnold 
Crissy Maras 

The May 7, 2014 WWOC meeting minutes were unanimously approved as presented. 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

5. OLD BUSINESS 
a. FY 2014/15 Marina Coast Water District- Draft Ord Community Water/Wastewater Budget 

Kelly Cadiente, MCWD, noted: 1) the new capacity charge was effective July 5, 2014, 2) 
recommended rate increases not previously fully approved resulted in the use of reserves, 3) 
the May 19, 2014 Proposition 218 hearing resulted in an unsuccessful protest, and 4) the 
MCWD Board approved the maximum rates through FY 2017/18 via ordinance. 

Committee members asked questions regarding the failed regional desalination project and 
discussed current and future asset value, EDUs v. meter equivalent, and water/money 
transfers/loans between Central Marina and Ord cost centers. The Committee provided 
suggestions on presentation formatting and areas requiring further clarification. *Committee 
Members agreed that they were not prepared to take an action or make a FORA Board 
recommendation on the budget or proposed rate increase at this time. 

MOTION: Mike Lerch moved to recommend the Board not approve the FY 2014/15 Ord 
Community budget, or to approve his April 30th motion, which included a slight rate increase. 
The motion did not receive a second, and failed. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. Houlemard adjourned the meeting at 11 :00 a.m. 

*Added at the June 4th Administrative Committee meeting during minute approval. 

Page 225 of 240



Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG) Task Force 

June 13, 2014 
10f 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

INFORMATION 

Receive a report on the activities and meetings of the RUDG Task Force 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The RUDG Task Force was formed as a sub-committee of the Administrative Committee and 
members were appointed by the Chair Edelen to provide oversight and guidance on the RUDG 
process. Initially a Request for Qualifications (RFQ), developed with Task Force feedback and 
input, was sent to 35 leading urban planning, economics and development firms around the 
country. Following review of all responses to the RFQ released in March, the Task Force invited 
3 teams to participate in the Request for Proposal (RFP) stage including: 

• EMC Planning Group Inc. in collaboration with Economic Planning Services, Pinto + 
Partners Urban Design and Planning, City Design Collective, and BMJ Advisors 

• Torti Gallas and Partners with Duany Plater-Zyberk, Lamphier-Gregory, Urban 
Community Partners, Peter Katz, Hoerr-Schaudt Landscape Architects, and 
Nelson!Nygaard Consulting Associates. 

• Dover, Kohl & Partners with Alta Planning & Design, Helix Environmental Planning, 
Strategic Economics, Castle & Cooke Development, Peter Katz, Jeff Speck and Bill 
Lennertz. 

Task Force discussion during its April 22, April 30, and May 9 meetings focused on specifying 
the contents of the RFP including multiple rounds of revision and member input. In addition, 
discussion focused on refining expectations of scope and deliverables, and coming to agreement 
on the interview process. The RFP was released to the selected teams on May 15. The deadline 
for submitting response materials is Thursday, June 12 at 5:00pm. 

The RUDG Task Force met on, May 29 to prepare for a Pre-proposal Conference conducted by 
FORA Staff on June 2. Subsequently, the Task Force met to discuss questions raised during the 
Pre-proposal Conference. Presentations of the Final Proposals will be made by the responding 
teams at an open meeting on Friday June 20. 

Final approved minutes for April 22nd and 3Qth are attached (Attachment A). 

FISCAL IMPACT: .4.6 ...,-~ /6 
Reviewed by FORA Controller·/~"'- r. ?~ h ·· 

Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 
Admin Committee 
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Attachment A to Item 1 Of 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
REGIONAL URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES {RUDG) TASK FORCE 

MEETING MINUTES 
12:45p.m., Tuesday, April22, 20141 FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Confirming a quorum, Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Executive Officer Michael 
Houlemard called the meeting to order at 12:48 pm. The following people were in 
attendance: 

Committee Members 
Carl Holm, Monterey County 
David Pendergrass, Sand City 
John Dunn, City of Seaside 
Victoria Beach, City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Layne Long, City of Marina 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey 
Dan Dawson, City of Del Rey Oaks 

Other Attendees 
Michael Houlemard, FORA 
Steve Endsley, FORA 
Jonathan Garcia, FORA 
Josh Metz, FORA 
Anya Spear, CSUMB 
Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside 
Andrew Cook, TAMC 
Wendy Elliott, Dunes Development 
Jane Haines, member of the public 
Doug Yount, member of the public 

2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
None. 

3. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
None (First meeting). 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

5. NEW BUSINESS 

The task force heard an introduction from Jonathan Garcia and Josh Metz regarding task force 
roles & responsibilities and Brown Act implications. They received a proposal from staff to create 
ad hoc working groups to facilitate confidential interviews with RUDG Request for Qualifications 
(RFQ) respondents. After discussion, the task force unanimously supported keeping the RUDG 
RFQ interview process within the domain of the entire task force and not creating the ad hoc 
working groups. 

Mayor Pendergrass requested the regulatory limitations of the RUDG be stated clearly, noting that 
adoption of the RUDG must be done without diminishing the legal rights and powers of the FORA 
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land use jurisdictions. Councilmember Beach commented that a stellar design/planning team and 
process would ideally yield products that have enthusiastic buy-in at the jurisdiction level. 

Members discussed the (4) RFQ responses and heard a recommendation from staff to proceed 
with (3) based on (1) incomplete response. 

MOTION: Victoria Beach moved, seconded by Layne Long, to remove Farr & Associates from 
further consideration, but to provide Farr & Associates contact information to continuing teams 
and vice versa. 

MOTION PASSED: Unanimous. 

Members discussed the development of the second phase Request for Proposals (RFP). 
Appropriate level of detail specification in the RFP was a major point of discussion. Interview 
process was also discussed, with general agreement about the value of holding a pre-proposal 
conference with responding teams following release of the RFP. 

6. NEXT STEPS 

FORA staff will provide a DRAFT RFP for task force review by the end of day Friday 4/25. 

7. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
The next meeting of the RUDG Task Force was scheduled for Wed April 30th from 1:00 to 
3:00pm. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 3:05 pm. 

Minutes prepared by Josh Metz 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
REGIONAL URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES (RUDG) TASK FORCE 

MEETING MINUTES 
1:00p.m., Wednesday, April30, 20141 FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Confirming a quorum, Del Rey Oaks City Manager Dan Dawson called the meeting to order 
at 1:05pm. The following people were in attendance: 

Committee Members 
Carl Holm, Monterey County 
Dan Dawson, City of Del Rey Oaks 
John Dunn, City of Seaside 
Victoria Beach, City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Layne Long, City of Marina 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey 

Other Attendees 
Steve Endsley, FORA 
Jonathan Garcia, FORA 
Josh Metz, FORA 
Anya Spear, CSUMB 
Andrew Cook, TAMC 
Wendy Elliott, Dunes Development 
Jane Haines, member of the public 
Richard James, member of the public 
Bob Schafer, member of the public 

2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
None. 

3. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
MOTION: Carl Holm moved, seconded by John Dunn. 
MOTION PASSED: Unanimous. 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

5. OLD BUSINESS 

The task force reviewed and provided input on the DRAFT Request for Proposals (RFP) that was 
sent out on Friday /25. Members provided input on specific content and section organization. Staff 
received comments and made notes for revision. 

6. NEXT STEPS 

FORA staff will provide a 2nd DRAFT RFP for task force review by the end of day Tuesday 5/6. 
Staff will post 2nd revision on Google Docs and send a link to Task Force members to provide 
additional input using the track changes functionality. 

7. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
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None. 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
The next meeting of the RUDG Task Force was scheduled for Friday May 9th from 12:00 to 
2:00pm. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 3:10 pm. 

Minutes prepared by Josh Metz 
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Post Reassessment Advisory Committee 

June 13, 2014 
1 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

INFORMATION 

Receive Post Reassessment Advisory Committee activity/meeting report. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The Post Reassessment Advisory Committee ("Committee") met on March 6, April 10, and May 
7, 2014. Discussion during the March 6 and April10 meetings focused on refining the 2014 Work 
Plan. Key focus items include: local job creation, optimizing the built environment as an economic 
attraction, land use policy adjacent to the National Monument, and regional trail projects. 

During the May 7 meeting, the committee received reports from FORA staff summarizing trail 
plans outlined in the Base Reuse Plan (BRP) and on trail planning efforts underway or completed 
within each of the jurisdictions. Committee Chair Edelen requested a more in-depth map display 
be prepared for subsequent meetings. 

In addition, Committee direction has included working with Cal Trans to secure 
Recreational/Cultural Resource signage for regional highways. These signs are intended to 
provide travelers information about the new recreational resources available at the Fort Ord 
National Monument and Fort Ord Dunes State Park. 

The Committee has also discussed uploading 2013 Colloquium videos onto YouTube. Those 
videos can now be accessed at You Tube and shared with commonly available social media tools. 
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLifEU5a5iDj5gm6ri18V51azld wqnQqC 

Final approved March 6, April 10, and May 7 meeting minutes are attached (Attachment A). 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller -?« 7. ~ /{' .&. 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 
N/A 
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Attachment A to Item 1 Og 
FORA Board Meeting, 6/13/14 

FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
BASE REUSE PLAN POST-REASSESSMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE {PRAC) 

MEETING MINUTES 
3:00p.m., Thursday, March 6, 20141 FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Confirming a quorum, Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) PRAC Chair Jerry Edelen called the 
meeting to order at 3:15 pm. The following people were in attendance: 

Committee Members 
Jerry Edelen (Chair), City of Del Rey Oaks 
Tom Moore, MCWD 
Eduardo Ochoa, CSUMB 
Victoria Beach, City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Gail Morton, City of Marina 

2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

Other Attendees 
Michael Houlemard, FORA 
Steve Endsley, FORA 
Jonathan Garcia, FORA 
Josh Metz, FORA 
Andre Lewis, CSUMB 
Jane Haines, member of the public 

MOTION: Eduardo Ochoa moved, seconded by Victoria Beach, to approve the November 25, 
2013 meeting minutes, as presented. 

MOTION PASSED: Unanimous. 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
No comments were received from members of the public. 

4. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Base Reuse Plan Implementation Colloquium Review 
Jonathan Garcia provided a summary of the December 2013 FORA/California State 
University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) colloquium. Michael Houlemard recalled discussion of 
the quality of existing BRP and need to focus on completion, finishing design guidelines, 
and focus on job creation. President Ochoa referenced colloquium speakers Bud Colligan 
and Mary Jo Waits' presentations and how to create an ecosystem for business growth. 
He suggested reviewing Mary Jo Waits' presentation for step-by-step guidance on 
fostering economic development and that issues extend beyond FORA. Councilmember 
Morton emphasized the importance of attracting millennials. President Ochoa talked about 
adding additional focus items to the PRAC 2014 Work Plan. Councilmember Beach 
recalled comments by Luther Propst regarding value of ecotourism and Peter Katz's 
presentation on the long-term value of planning decisions. Councilmember Beach 
emphasized the importance of succinctly capturing the lessons learned from Colloquium. 
She suggested producing a "highlights reel" from Colloquium video. 
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President Ochoa suggested that CSUMB is an "export" industry - bringing new human and 
financial resources to the region. He also noted that skilled professional workers will be what 
grows the local economy. He mentioned recent hiring of the new CSUMB Provost, and the 
interim provost will move to focus on economic development. He also remarked on Mary Jo 
Waits case study from Walla Walla, WA - wine industry innovation. Committee Member 
Moore suggested a 3rd key proposal - to become smarter about local industry dynamics. 
Councilmember Beach suggested striking "Job creation through ecotourism" from PRAC 
focus list. Councilmember Morton suggested revisiting Economic & Planning System's 
(EPS's) Market Study and others on value of outdoor recreation as component of economic 
recovery. 

Committee members identified challenges involved in reconciling exiting entitlements and 
pending projects with RUDG process. Committee member Moore suggested entitled projects 
have limited flexibility and that perhaps CSUMB could develop live/work developments to 
demonstrate viability. Councilmember Beach made the case for inclusion of physical built 
environment in the PRAC focus items for 2014, as a component of Job Creation. She also 
suggested a close look at the Baldwin Park project in Orlando, FL, and to take a measured 
pace in the design process as a means of saving costs over the long-term. Councilmember 
Beach suggested visiting high quality sites and developers to develop understanding and 
relationships would be valuable. Chair Edelen supported this idea and suggested a Board 
member and FORA staffer could undertake this project. 

Next steps include: 1) CSUMB and FORA staff (Josh Metz) to produce Colloquium highlights 
reel, 2) PRAC members were asked to share names of developers who have had success in 
creating mixed used/higher density/transit-oriented projects and potential consultants to invite 
to the RUDG consultant solicitation process, 3) PRAC members were asked to review Cat 4 
focus items and return with specific recommendations, 4) FORA staff will revisit the proposed 
RUDG timeline and sequence of work outlined in DRAFT Request for Qualifications 
(emphasis was placed on taking a measured pace and being inclusive in the early stages as 
well as describing work products by level of finish vs. completion of individual components 
such as Gateways, Trails, etc.), 5) FORA staff (Jonathan Garcia) will research and report on 
local economy and employment landscape trends. The next PRAC meeting was scheduled 
for Thursday, April 10 at 3:30pm. 

5. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 4:45pm. 

Minutes prepared by Josh Metz 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
BASE REUSE PLAN POST-REASSESSMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (PRAC) 

MEETING MINUTES 
3:30p.m., Thursday, April10, 20141 FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Confirming a quorum, Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) PRAC Chair Jerry Edelen called the 
meeting to order at 3:36 pm. The following people were in attendance: 

Committee Members 
Jerry Edelen (Chair), City of Del Rey Oaks 
Tom Moore, MCWD 
Jane Parker, Monterey County 
Victoria Beach, City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Gail Morton, City of Marina 

2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

Other Attendees 
Michael Houlemard, FORA 
Steve Endsley, FORA 
Jonathan Garcia, FORA 
Josh Metz, FORA 
Andre Lewis, CSUMB 
Kristi Markey, Monterey County 
Jane Haines, member of the public 
Bob Schafer, member of the public 

MOTION: Tom Moore moved, seconded by Jane Parker, to approve the March 6, 2014 
meeting minutes, as presented. 

MOTION PASSED: Unanimous. 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
Member of the public Jane Haines encouraged the PRAC to focus on setting the conditions for 
innovation hubs including promoting walkability, affordable housing, establishing open space 
corridors and a master landscape plan. She also encouraged the PRAC to not wait for coming 
new developments, but focus on fixing what is already here. 

Member of the public Bob Schafer responded to Jane's comments and suggested much of 
what she is asking for is incorporated into the specific plans for the Dunes at Monterey Bay 
including housing units targeted for the $375k-$500k market segment. 

4. OLD BUSINESS 

The committee heard a summary report from Josh Metz on the status of the Colloquium video 
project. Committee member Victoria Beach presented her suggestions for modifications to the 
PRAC focus items. Committee member Gail Morton suggested adding "Attracting/pursuing 
funding for blight removal as an additional item under the Physical Environment category. 
Committee members were unanimous in supporting the suggested changes but did not take a 
formal vote to approve. The revised PRAC focus items include: 
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a. Local Job Creation 
i. Reversal of the loss of middle class job & housing opportunities (pg. 3-83 of 2012 

Reassessment Report) 
ii. Constraints & uncertainties for development of Fort Ord (pg. 3-84) 
iii. Capitalization on existing regional strengths to promote expansion of office & research 

sectors (pg. 3-87) 
iv. Establishment & marketing of a brand for Fort Ord (3-88) 
v. Promotion of economic development through outdoor recreational tourism/ecotourism 

(pg. 3-85) 
vi. Potential for the National Monument to be catalyst for regional economic growth (3-106) 
vii. Attracting Millenials and other new economy workers 
viii. Leveraging the nexus between academia and innovative businesses. 

b. Physical Environment 
i. Developing the built environment to optimize it as an economic attraction. 
ii. Optimizing the connections between built and unbuilt areas to attract new employers 

and employees. 
iii. Attracting/pursuing funding for blight removal 

c. Policy on land use adjacent to the National Monument (3-1 07) 

d. Trails Project 
i. Integrated Trails Plan (3-1 08) 
ii. Fort Ord National Monument- Fort Ord Dunes State Park Trail Connection (3-1 09) 
iii. Access points & trailhead development for the Fort Ord national Monument (3-110) 

5. NEXT STEPS 

Fora staff will pursue the following projects and report back at the next meeting of the PRAC: 
a. Work with CSUMB technical Staff to cut the large format Colloquium video into smaller units 

that can be hosted on YouTube 
b. Prepare a summary report of all known or planned regional trails and transportation networks 
c. Work with Victoria Beach to organize a "mini-speaker" series for the Board 
d. Begin populating destination tourism websites with information about opportunities here 
e. Prepare a report on the process for improving tourism oriented highway signage 
f. Prepare a letter from the PRAC to the City of Marina City Council encouraging planting of the 

large containerized trees adjacent to the Dunes parking lot 

6. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
The next meeting of the PRAC was scheduled for Wed May 71h from 12:30 to 3pm. The meeting 
was adjourned at approximately 4:45 pm. 

Minutes prepared by Josh Metz 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
BASE REUSE PLAN POST-REASSESSMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE {PRAC) 

MEETING MINUTES 
12:30 p.m., Wednesday, May 7, 20141 FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Confirming a quorum, Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) PRAC Chair Jerry Edelen called the 
meeting to order at 12:37 pm. The following people were in attendance: 

Committee Members 
Jerry Edelen (Chair), City of Del Rey Oaks 
Tom Moore, MCWD 
Jane Parker, Monterey County 
Victoria Beach, City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Gail Morton, City of Marina 
Andre Lewis, CSUMB 

2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 

Other Attendees 
Michael Houlemard, FORA 
Jonathan Garcia, FORA 
Josh Metz, FORA 
Eric Morgan, BLM 
Kristi Markey, Monterey County 
Tim O'Halloran, City of Seaside 
Jane Haines, member of the public 
Bob Schafer, member of the public 

MOTION: Gail Morton moved, seconded by Jane Parker, to approve the April10, 2014 meeting 
minutes, as presented. 

MOTION PASSED: Unanimous. 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
Member of the public Jane Haines encouraged the PRAC to focus on the need for affordable 
housing within existing entitled projects. She asked that members explore the possibility of 
incentives for developers to re-open entitled projects to include more attached homes. 

Member of the public Bob Schafer reminded members how the VA Clinic and CHOMP were 
brought to Marina by the private sector and they will continue to play a key role in new job 
creation. 

4. OLD BUSINESS 

The committee heard a summary report from Josh Metz on the status of the Colloquium video 
project, and Fort Ord Regional Trail planning. Jonathan Garcia presented a new map showing 
building removal progress and presented legislation regarding a revolving fund to support blight 
removal on closed military installations in California. Discussion focused on ways to prepare for 
presenting the legislation at the next opportunity, including outreach to other effected community 
legislators. Josh Metz presented an update report on recreational highway signage. Discussion 
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centered on best locations given existing conditions at the National Monument. Finally, Josh 
presented a status report on plans for planting the containerized trees at the Dunes Shopping 
center. 

5. NEXT STEPS 

Fora staff will pursue the following projects and report back at the next meeting of the PRAC: 
a. Work with CSUMB technical Staff to cut the large format Colloquium video into smaller units 

that can be hosted on YouTube 
b. Prepare a summary map to illustrate regional trail networks and plans 
c. Work with Victoria Beach to organize a "mini-speaker" series for the Board 
d. Prepare a report on the process for improving tourism oriented highway signage 
e. Research status and opportunities for completing re-vegetation along Highway 1 at the Dunes 

Shopping Center 

6. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
Victoria Beach presented a summary of progress of the RUDG Task Force. 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
The next meeting of the PRAC was scheduled for Wed May 21st from 12:00 to 1:30pm. The 
meeting was adjourned at approximately 3:15pm. 

Minutes prepared by Josh Metz 
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Travel Report 

June 13, 2014 
10h 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

Receive an informational travel report from the Executive Officer. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

INFORMATION 

The Executive Officer regularly submits reports to the Executive Committee providing 
details of his travel requests, including those by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) staff 
and Board members. Travel expenses may be paid or reimbursed by FORA, outside 
agencies/ jurisdictions/ organizations, or a combination of these sources. The Executive 
Committee reviews and approves these requests, and the travel information is reported to 
the Board as an informational item. 

Completed Travel 

National Notary Association 2014 Conference 
Destination: Phoenix, AZ 
Date: June 1-4, 2014 
Traveler/s: Crissy Maras 
FORA Notary Crissy Maras attended the 2014 National Notary Conference in Phoenix, AZ. 
The Conference included multiple seminars regarding Notary law, liability issues, and 
procedures for handling of difficult documents. 

ADC National Summit 
Destination: Washington, DC 
Date: June 3-6, 2014 
Traveler/s: Michael Houlemard, Steve Endsley, and Supervisor Potter 
This year's National Summit focused on base redevelopment. Sessions explored long-term 
federal budget forecasts, federal policy trends impacting base redevelopment, potential 
future BRAG rounds, the state of economic development conveyances, and changes in 
environmental risk management. Executive Officer Houlemard led a session to help 
communities best use their limited time with state & federal policy makers to advance 
community goals. FORA representatives also attended the 2014 Congressional Breakfast. 

Upcoming Travel 

Follow-up HCP Coordination Meetings 
Destination: Sacramento, CA 
Date: June 23, 2014 
Traveler/s: Michael Houlemard, Jonathan Garcia, a Legislative Committee member 
Follow-up coordination with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife is necessary to 
maintain the HCP schedule. Senator Menning has assisted in these efforts and will host a 
meeting between CA State Parks, University of California Natural Reserve System 
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(UCNRS), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and FORA and Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority to identify potential alternatives/solutions to ongoing issues. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller /If¥/, 6. 
Staff time for this item was included in the approved annual budget. Travel expenses are 
reimbursed according to the FORA Travel Policy. 

COORDINATION: 
Legislative/Executive Committee 

Page 239 of 240



FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT 

Subject: Public Correspondence to the Board 

Meeting Date: June 13, 2014 
INFORMATION 

Agenda Number: 10i 

Public correspondence submitted to the Board is posted to FORA's website on a monthly 
basis and is available to view at http://www.fora.org/board.html. 

Correspondence may be submitted to the Board via email to board@fora.org or mailed to 
the address below: 

FORA Board of Directors 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A 
Marina, CA 93933 
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