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Fort Ord Reuse Authority 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 
Phone: (831) 883-3672 • Fax: (831) 883-3675 • www.fora.org 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
8:15 A.M. WEDNESDAY, November 7,2012 

910 2nd Avenue, Marina CA 93933 (on the former Fort Ord) 

AGENDA 

1. CALL TO ORDER AT 8:15 AM 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: 
Members of the audience wishing to address the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Administrative Committee Ion 
matters within the jurisdiction of FORA, but not on this agenda, may do so during the Public Comment Period. Puqlic 
comments are limited to a maximum of three minutes. Public comments on specific agenda items will be heardl at 
the time the matter is under Committee consideration. 

5. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES 
a. October 17, 2012 Administrative Committee Minutes ACTION 

6. NOVEMBER 16, 2012 FORA BOARD MEETING -AGENDA REVIEW INFORMATION/ACTldN 

I 

7. OLD BUSINESS 
a. Master Resolution/Settlement Agreement Compliance­

Deed Notifications Update 
b. Base Reuse Plan Reassessment - Update 

8. ADJOURNMENT 

NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING: NOVEMBER 21 ,2012 

I 

INFORMATI9N 
INFORMATlyN 

Information about items on this agenda or persons requesting disability related modifications and/or accommodations can 
contact the Deputy Clerk at: 831-883-3672 * 920 2"d Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 by 5:00 p.rn. one business 
day prior to the meeting. Agendas can also be found on the FORA website: www.fora.org. 



Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 

Phone: (831) 883-3672 • Fax: (831) 883-3675 • www.fora.org 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
8:15 A.M. WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 17, 2012 

910 2nd Avenue, Marina CA 93933 (on the former Fort Ord) 

MINUTES 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Co-Chair Michael Houlemard called the meeting to order at 8:15 a.m. The following were present, as 
indicated by signatures on the roll sheet: 

John Dunn, City of Seaside* 
Doug Yount, City of Marina* 
Carl Holm, County of Monterey* 
Tim O'Halioran, City of Seaside 
Hiedi Burch, City of Carmel 
Bob Rench, CSUMB 
Anthony Lombardo, ACNBayview 
Andy Sterbenz, MCWD 
Sid Williams, United Veteran's CounciL 
Pat Ward, Bestor Engineers, Inc. 
Bill Collins, BRAC 
Bob Schaeffer, MCP 
Todd Muck, TAMC 
Graham Bice, UC MBEST 

* Voting Members 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Doug Yount led the PI~dge of Allegi§ince.: 

Vicki Nakamura, MPC 
.«8etl1 Palmer, MontereyrJowl1l§ 

.... Brian Boudreau, Monterey Downs 
Michael Groves, EMC Planning 
Kathleen Lee, Sup. Potter's Offibe 

Mich~el HOl.Jlemard, FORA 
Steve Endsley, FORA 
Darr~n McBain, FORA 
Stan Cook, FORA 
Jim Arnold,FORA 
Crissy Mara$, FORA 
Lena Spilman, FORA 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE I 

Co-Chair Houlemard discus~ed several recent reports of vandalism to the Carpenters Hall occurring after 
FORA Board meetings. Senior Planner Jonathan Garcia announced that the draft Reassessment report I 

wqUld be distributed aythe meetin~rAndy Sterbenz announced that in light of Carl Niizawa's recent I 

passing he had been appointed as Interim MCWD District Engineer. 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
None. 

5. APPROVAL OF OCTOBER 3.2012 MEETING MINUTES 

MOTION: John Dunn mc:>ved, seconded by Doug Yount, and the motion passed unanimously to 
approve the October 3, 2012 Administrative Committee meeting minutes as presented. 

6. OCTOBER 12. 2012 FORA BOARD MEETING FOLLOW UP 
Co-Chair Houlemard provided an overview of the October 12, 2012 FORA Board meeting. Mr. Garcia 
stated that a special Board Workshop had been scheduled for October 30,2012 to receive public input 
regarding the draft Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Report. 

Page 1 of 38



7. OLD BUSINESS 
a. Master Resolution/Settlement Agreement Compliance - Deed Notifications Update 

Real Property and Facilities Manager Stan Cook provided a status update regarding outstanding defd 
notifications required to be completed by the jurisdictions. . 

8. NEW BUSINESS 
a. CSUMB Request to Prioritize 8th Street Funding in the FY 2013/14 FORA Capital Improvement 

Program 
Bob Rench, CSUMB, communicated CSUMB's concerns regarding the need to mitigate increased I 

traffic along Intergarrison Road. 

MOTION: Doug Yount moved, seconded by John Dunn, ancf thel11otion passed unanimously to 
schedule a special meeting of the Joint Administrative/Capital Improvement Program I 

Committee for October 31, 2012 to discuss FORA's Transportation Prpgram. I 

b. Bay View Community Water Service - Potential FORA Board Appeal 
Anthony Lombardo, Legal Counsel for the Bay View community, addressed the GOrnmittee regardin~ 
MCWD's denial of Bay View's request to assume ownership and responsibility fottl1e Bay View wat~r 
distribution system. Mr. Sterbenz provided backgro~nd informatiQn regarding the issue. 

The Committee requested the two parties resumediscussionsa~d return to report their progress at l 
future Committee meeting. Both parties agreed. 

9. ADJOURNMENT ~.. c 

Michael Groves, EMC Planning, distributed copies of the Draft Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Report to 
the Committee and members of the public. 

The Committee observed a mOment of silence in hOlJor of Carl Niizawa and adjourned in his memory at I 

9:12 a.m. 

Minutes Prepared by Lena Spilman, Deputy Clerk .. 

Approved by: 

. Michael A. Houlemard, Jr., Executive Officer 
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
920 2nd Avenue, Ste. A, Marina, CA 93933 

Phone: (831) 883-3672 • Fax: (831) 883-3675 • www.fora.org 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 
Friday, November 16,2012 at 3:00 p.m. 

910 2nd Avenue, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenter's Union Hall) 

AGENDA 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL (Carpenters Union Hall) 

2. CLOSED SESSION (FORA Conference Room) 

Public Comment - Closed Session Items 

DRAFT 

a. Conference with Legal Counsel- Existing Litigation, Gov Code 54956.9(a) - Four Cases 
i. Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority. Case Number: M116438 
ii. Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority, Case Number: M114961 
iii. Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority, Case Number: M119217 
iv. The City of Marina v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority, Case Number: M118566 

b. Conference with Legal Counsel- Anticipated Litigation, Gov Code 54956.9(b) - Two Cases 

3. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION (Carpenters Union Hall) 
Open session will begin at 3:30 p.m. or immediately following closed session. 

4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

5. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND CORRESPONDENCE 

6. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
Members of the audience wishing to address the Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA") Board on matters 
within the jurisdiction of FORA, but not on this agenda, may do so during the Public Comment Period. 
Public comments are limited to a maximum of three minutes. Public comments on specific agenda 

i 

I items will be heard under Board consideration of that item. 

7. CONSENT AGENDA 
a. Approval of the October 12, 2012 Board Meeting Minutes 
b. Approval of the October 30,2012 Board Meeting Minutes 

ACTIO! 
ACTIO, 

c. Authorize Extension of the Capital Improvement Program On-Call 
Professional Services Agreement 

8. OLD BUSINESS 

ACTIO 

a. Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement Update INFORMATIO 
b. Preston Park Fiscal Year ("FY") 2012/13 Capital Expenditure Budget-Continued ACTIO 
c. Base Reuse Plan Reassessment - Receive Final Reassessment Document ACTIO 
d. Veterans Cemetery Parcel Land Use Designations ACTIO 
e. Adjustment to FY 2012/13 Budget- Legal Expenses ACTIO 
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9. NEW BUSINESS 
a. Review 2013 FORA Legislative Agenda 

10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT 
a. Outstanding Receivables 
b. Legislative Committee 
c. Administrative Committee 
d. CIP Status Report 
e. Public Correspondence to the Board 
f. Habitat Conservation Plan Update 

11. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 

12. ADJOURNMENT 

NEXT REGULAR MEETING: DECEMBER 14, 2012 

ACTION 

INFORMATION 
INFORMATIO 
INFORMATIO 
INFORMATIO 
INFORMATIO 
INFORMATIO 

Persons seeking disability related modifications/accommodations should contact 
FORA a minimum of 24 hours prior to the meeting. 

This meeting is being recorded by Access Monterey Peninsula (AMP) and will be televised Sundays 
at 9:00 a.m. on Marina/Peninsula Chanel25 and Mondays at 1 :00 p.m. on Monterey Channel 25. The 

video and full Agenda packet are available on FORA's website at www.fora.org. 
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 
OLD BUSJNESS ,,,,,,,,, 

" 

,,, 
" 

Subject: 
Preston Park Fiscal Year ("FY") 2012/13 Capital Expenditure Budget-
Continued 

Meeting Date: November 16, 2012 
ACTION 

Agenda Number: 8b 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

Approve FY 2012/13 Preston Park Housing Operating and Capital Expenditure Budgets to include 
funds for Capital Improvements and a 3% rent increase. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The issues posed by this item are whether to approve 1) the Preston Park Budget in the form 
recommended by staff, and 2) a three percent rent increase. 
At the July 13, 2012 Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA") Board me~ting the Preston Park FY 
2012/2013 Operating Budget was approved witl\"e instruction to return the consideration of Capital 
Improvement Program and a rent increase for thelugust 10, 2012 meeting with responses to tenant 
claims and reporting issues. At the August 10, 2012 mee.tjJlg the item was pulled to address a 
request by a FORA Board member that all Board memb given a complete copy of the Preston 
Park Marketing Survey and Operating Budget. In prior re "the items were summary pages of the 
full reports because they are forty and 140 I'ag:,. in length. At the October 12, 2012 FORA Board 
meeting Marina Mayor Pro Tern O'Connell fequlsted that the item be pulled because he did not 
receive a response to his questions raised on September 14 just~fore the Board meeting that day. 
It has been determined that there was a andtha~staff had responded to Marina's 
questions. This staff report summariz~s those ses once again. Staff has also given further 
answers to Mayor Pro J"$~ O'Co"ell and t~e relevant documents are posted online at 
http://fora.org/foradownloads~.tm. i 

The staff has reviewed the Preston Park FY 2012/13';;Operating Budget and Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) Assessment and is prepared to r~ommend approval of the Capital Expenditure 
Budget and a rent increase, ~fJestoreJhe CapitallReserve. It is necessary to restore the Reserve 
Account becau. it will be alrlffst fully ~ended performing the necessary Health and Safety capital 
projects recommended in this report: 

To address the need for capital projects, the Board has three options: 

Option A 
~ Approve the Opera~and Capital Expenditure Program budgets (Attachment A) 

reflecting a 3% rent increase and approving capital improvement expenditures replacing roofs, 
changing out doors and windows, and installing upgraded safety lighting. The rental increase 
requested assures that revenues keep pace with budgeted expenses and replenishes the 
Replacement Reserve. 

Option B 
~ Approve the Capital Expenditure Program and not approve a rent increase. 

Option C 
~ Continue existing FORA Board budget adoption of no rent increase and no Capital I 

Improvement Program expenditures. 
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Staff recommends Option A for three reasons; 

1) An increase in accord with the adopted formula keeps revenues/expenses in balance; 
2) Capital Improvement Program expenditures will deplete reserves leaving no cushion for future 

capital needs (The top priority items are consistent with the end of the useful life on the 
original roofs, fixing the problems of energy use and security with the replacement of doors, 
windows and safety lighting.); and 

3) Option A complies with FORA's long standing policy is to keep rents consistent with the 
market. Failing to adopt this recommendation would hold rents significantly behind market 
rents (no rent increases have occurred since 711110). 

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 - esl.blishing 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% or the Consumer Price Index. 

Follow-up Issues from June 8, 2012 Board Meeting •. ~ 
~);:~,;~ "iii." 

~ Resident Complaints - Several Preston' Park residents stated that they were threatened, 
intimidated, and or treated disrespectfully when they expressed concerns about conditions at 
the Preston Park Apartments. FORA and Alliancesi$taff have contacted the speakers and 
were informed that the incidents happened after a . ance at a Marina City Council meeting 
and that they were unable to identify the persons lved. The complaining parties do not 
allege that the responsible party is affiliatep with FORA, Marina, or Alliance. FORA staff will 
continue to investigate tris complaint:}~, 

Follow-up issues from August 10, 2012 Board Meetfng 

~ Mayor Pro Tern O't: ell's CQncerns re4eived August 9,2012 re: FORA AGENDA ITEM 
7c (Preston Park Fisca ar 2~13 CIP ahi.:tfates) •• 
Alliance Responses- 08120120120/11 

1. "pter Heaters~;they ha~~ not been strapped in compliance with the law. I have been 
inf6rmed that completion of~ double straps will be done no later than 8/17/12. 
Alliance Response: Water heaters have never been double strapped confirming the 
statement above, this project was completed August 20, 2012. 

2. Market Su . ."he Market Survey is not attached to the staff report and to date has 
never been submitted to the board for review. Attachment C is nothing more than an 
itemization as to the Preston Park residences. I have personally asked for the market 
survey and was promised the same. It has not been provided. 
*During the Marina City Council session on Abrams Park (also manage by Alliance) 
the survey was provided and it showed that the monthly rent on several of the 
comparative apartment complexes had decreased from the previous year. 
Alliance Response: A full printable version of the market survey, part of which is 
Attachment B, had been made available to FORA. The summary page was printed 
and included in all the FORA Board Reports It is also available as part of the financial 
operating package submitted to FORA monthly. Sent to Mayor Pro Tem O'Connell on 
October 2, 2012 by Robert Norris. 
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a. The claim of 16% below market rate for in-place residents at PP is simply not 
supported by any documents submitted to date to the board. 
Alliance Response: FORA has been provided with the full budget package, which 
provides detailed information to include the average gain to lease for each new 
move-in (market rents). When the budget was prepared, market rate unit rents 
averaged 16% below market rents. Full report sent to Mayor Pro Tem O'Connell 
on August 16 and 17, 2012. 

3. Inconsistencies between Alliance letters and the budget summary continue. 
*FORA staff is requested to provide the board members with a copy of the 7/20/12 
from Alliance to FOR A's executive officer with this attachment. 

a. On May 20, 2012, June 1, and June 20, 2012 Alliance sent letters to the FORA 
executive officer. In each letter the total amount salary, payroll taxes and payroll 
burden/benefits equals $398,7~6.00 for projected 2012 and $421,627.00 for 
proposed 2013.~;,} 
Alliance Response: August 30, 2012 Letter to Mr. Hcillemard responds to most 
recent concerns. (Attachment B) 

b. The budget summary page, Attachment A, page 1 to this agenda shows: 
$410,059.00 for 2012 an" 36.00 for 2013. An unexplained difference of: 
2012 more than $11,000.00 
2013 more than $12,000.00 
Allianc~",as had months toe~plain the discrepancy and has failed to do so. 
Alliand'C Response: As expl(/1ilJli1d in previous Board meetings, prior versions of 
the budget memo provided variance explanations for subcategories within the 
payroll line item which had notable variances. There appeared to be confusion for 
some Board members, as only subcategories with notable variances were listed -
and if added together - they did not match the total payroll number found on the 
main budget sheet used in the FORA board package as not all subcategories were 
listed. In order to e the concerns, the primary (rolled up) payroll number was 
sed in the memo, explanations were also rolled up. The previous 

hodology of reportin d had been at the request of the City of Marina Asset 
ement team during subsequent years. 

PRESTON PARK PAYROLL BREAKDOWN BY CLASSIFICATION 

PAYROLL Proposed Projected Variance Variance% 
2013 2012 

Administrative Salaries $125,919 $114,708 ($11,211) -9.8% 
Maintenance Salaries $194,682 $178,128 ($16,554) -9.3% 
Bonus $11,788 $10,654 ($1,134) -10.6% 
Payroll Taxes $33,576 $26,228 ($7,347) -28.0% 
Payroll Benefits and Burden $67,450 $60,658 ($6,764) -11.1 % 
Non-Staff Labor $0 $18,987 $18,987 100% 
New Hire Expense ~621 ~667 ~46 7.0% 
Total Payroll $434,036 $410,059 ($23,977) -5.8% 
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4. Bullet point 5 on page 2 of this staff report states an "amenity charge" as the reason 
for the difference. What is the amenity charge? 
Alliance Response: The amenity charge is $25 for units which have a premium end 
unit location. Amenity premiums can also be assigned for above average unit 
finishes. 

5. Also in that bullet point it states "The actual rent for in-place residents is $1,146.00-
$1,555.00. 
a. This is not a true statement. Attachment B of this agenda item shows a low of 

$1,455.00 not $1,146.00 
Alliance Response: Attachment B is a Markel furvey indicating market rents for 
New Residents only. The market survey is nor a tool or a report to measure in 
place rents, which is the $1,146 referenced above. 

b. Also the letter of 6/20/12 shows.s,. range ofjt,~,455.00-1 ,890.00 for in-place 3 
bedroom units, but Attachment B shows a range oJ $1,830.00-$1,855.00. 
Alliance Response: There are three apartment homes in Preston Park which 
have amenities superior to a ty{iiGal home. As they are not vacant, they are not 
included in the Market Survey. !'O~.e of thf~e upgraded apartments is a three 
bedroom home rented at $1890 per'/month.· It is included.in the memo as the 
highest rent. To alleviate confusion, we have amended the memo to allow for this 
top end rent for the th"f: bedroo,:} units. iii 

, •. ' .•••.......•...• ;y.... <:12./1:....... ...• • •• w •.. w.·'/'. '''/,'1;;# -"'/ /1ii;:/}/;; 

6. Alliance's verbal response~to theS"«'41%,!ncerns v.c:~ld not be accepted. A written 
explanation advance of the next board meetWrg is necessary so that the board 
can make a petent, informed and proper decision. 
Alliance Response: Plepse see the*~omments aoove. 

I:~ 
7. AIH.~Qs:e is playiQ&fast a.4eose with"ntlmbers and has to be held accountable. 

fIJ'ElFe Re~po"lse: Information provided to the board is given in good faith. FORA 
$~aff providff!* the summary copies as attachments because of the size of the 
documents (40 and 1 forty pagilS). Alliance endeavors to provide timely and 
reliable information, an s been and will continue to be available to answer 
qfltJMions, provide clarificatltJn and make requested changes. 

8. An updated letter to the Executive Officer has to be provided with accurate 
information. 
Alliance ResQQ.I~e: Note August 30 Letter. 

~. 

9. The actual survey of March 2012 has to be provided to the Executive Officer. 
Alliance Response: As stated above, a market survey has been provided to FORA 
and is available for review. 

10. Each of those documents must be provided to the FORA Board prior to a decision 
being made by the board. 
Alliance Response: All documents as requested have been provided to Mayor Pro­
Tem O'Connell and posted on the FORA Website. 
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~ Mayor Pro Tem O'Connell's Concerns received September 14,2012 re: FORA AGENDA 
ITEM 7c (Preston Park Fiscal Year 2012/13 CIP and Rates) 

1. Attach. A, first page to Item 7c , under REVENUE states that the "increased rent for in 
place tenants" cannot exceed the market rate rents charged to move-in tenants. 
a. Page 3 of the letter shows a high for move-in rate for 3 bedroom of $1,890.00. Page 2 

shows a rent increase to in place that will be a high of $1 ,947.00. 
b. Page 3 shows a high for 2 bedroom of $1,555.00 for in-coming tenants and page 2 

shows a high of $1 ,602.00 for in place. 
IT SEEMS THAT THE RATE INCREASES FOR IN-PLACE IS TOO HIGH BECAUSE 
IT EXCEEDS THE LIMITATION STATED ABOV 
Alliance Response: The current move-in rates e increased since the budget was 
first introduced for approval in August. New move-in rates are at or above the rates 
reflected for the in-place residents. This is reflected in the most current budget letter of 
September 28, 2012. 

2. Do any of the compo apt. complexes in~the survey have affordable housing? If so, which 
:"ii" "<1 ones? _il 

"%f:-:;:~ 

Alliance Response: Yes, Sunbay Suites offers affordableffnousing. The properties 
management has stated that they offer between 30 a:1£ld 35 affordable units. 

3. What is the % of PP that is affordable housing? Y 

Alliance Response: 51 units are set aside for affordable housing (BMR units) which 
represents 14% of the comm . 

4. What is the % of PP that is Se 
Alliance Response: 40 units curF~f1tly hold Section 8 Vouchers which represents 11 % of 
the community;;> 

5. Section 8 is "ket rate units that are.ubsidized corre.ct? 
Alliance Response: Correct, this is a voucher based program. 

6. In calculating the Aver. PSF rate did you include the affordable housing units? 
Alliance Response: Affordable units are not included on the market survey. The market 
survey measures market rate units only. 
a. If YES, whaf is the aver,e per square foot rate without the affordable housing being 

ir'feluded? .ii/ 

b. I why does the summa ge reference all 352 units? 
Allianc~ Response: The market survey is used to measure market rents only, 
however,ftwwe do not have the ability to manually adjust the total unit count to allow for 
bmr units that may exist; therefore the total counts for the various unit types are used 
so that the properties total unit count is accurate. 

c. How many of the units are occupied by Alliance staff at reduced or no rent per month? 
Alliance Response: Two fully compensated employee units exist at Preston Park. 
1. Were those included in determining any of the amounts stated in the market 

surveyor the letter of 8/30/12 (Attachment A to item 7c) 
Alliance Response: They are included in the total unit count, and the value is at 
the full market rate. 

7. Page 1 of the letter dated 8/30/12 states current market rate in Marina for a two bedroom 
is $1,100.00 to $1,423.00 per month. 
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a. Are utilities included in these rents? Your letter says no, but I want to confirm this. 
Alliance Response: As a point of clarification, the letter says it does not "consider 
utilities" versus include utilities. Note the area rentals have variant utility coverage. 
Some multi-family housing communities include trash and water, while none include 
electricity and gas. The shadow market rentals rarely include any utility services. 

b. Are these 2 bedroom one bath units? 
Alliance Response: This statement covers all units with 2 bedrooms and is not 
specific to the number of bathrooms in the home. 

c. The market survey of 8/2/12 shows Preston Park as follows: 
1. 2X1 $1,455.00 
2. 2X1.5 $1,505-$1,530 
3. And Preston Park rents do 

correct? 
Alliance Response: The rents in 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Controller __ 

All three options provide FORA adequ*, revenue to 
f/;;{;/ 

COORDINATION: 

FORA Staff, Alliance 

additional utility/water rates/fees, 

not include any utility costs. 

ebt service. 

Prepared by ___________ Reviewed by _____________ _ 
Robert J. Norris, Jr. D. Steven Endsley 

Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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. capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 
DRAFT 
PRESTON PARK- REVISED PH\'SlCAL NEEDS ASSESSIIEJiIT (9 Year l.eok Forward -AIIiIIIlce ReskfeQtIaI RecoI_daIIoft) !lpdar.;d: 6IW2Il12: --_ .... _------------_ .... _-------------------------------------------.-------.--.-.. ---~----~.--
1M2 
~ 8usInees Cer4ar FF&E $ 12.000 
FeDce SlatRel!Tacement RIepi!!cIoinent $ 1'1.064 
SilBUgiIIIngRerpar/~_ "ExIodar_~ $ 265,1148 
RD<# "Repliamellt $ 1..lS1f.893 
E>cIiOIfOr Paint ~Pailt $ 3S8.IXII 
QIiIdkIg Bciedor "DI:yrot RIopaIo:s $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 
CI!rboo McncIIcide [)eIecfDIs $ - sa.06'O 
ecIedar IJilItIJools ald ~ "RiipIatsoneut $ 1);57,000 

~ ~1leAt $ 1l25,11lD 
I..aId8cape.f irrigation ~l~ $ 2II4,Il64 
~ OlIiceISIgnage. ~ $ m,D 
~ 
~ 0I!ic:e C<:oiIpuIefS ~ e>dsIIng '*' amtpUferis $ 2,000 
H1.! ~ 
one MaiDIonBnce TrucIc Neededtirbodf!1g etc... $ 14.000 
$!t 
SealCbd~ $ 155.787 
~ 
DISfMasfIer rep/;Ic:emaIIt(8SSIU1Ilf1tl year III\:) $ 1Q,21lQ $ 10.;200 $ 1l1,2OO $ 
~ i~OOSSUme 15 year lire) $ 14,400 $ 12A5O $ 12,66Q $ 
Range ~(_15yearlre) $ 1&"B:!4 $ 11,500 $ 1,.000 $ 
Ged>aue Disposal tepJacementC_fGyaarlre) $ 2.345 $ 2.345 $ 2,345 $ HolWsla" __ 

~Cassume15 __ ife) $ 16',2m $ 17.zsa $ 17,.25b. $ 
Carpet repIacemomt(assume 5,...) $ 3S,4IlO $" 11SAOO $ 113,6DO $ 
vqI ~(iI!;srJme fOy_dlie) $ 6S;3OO $ 1l1.254 $ '19.250 $ 
HVAC Furilaca ............ 1t(-=e2Q}'I!SrllJel $ 2iMOO $ 15~ $ 16,300 $ 

$ - $" - $" 
f.965 $ iIi<4&$ 7im $ 

30995 $ 535$l1 $ 336,5115 $ 
~Fsctor 6.0001. :z.5O'& 2..5a'J(, 

J!nnmrI~(Jn1tabJd) $ ~$ 543.69G $ 345.010 $ 
~~perYear $ 734,976 $ 734STQ $ 28S,.ZOO $ 
_RJIJtlBEFORE~ $ 4,687,ll3S $" 1,198.<116 $ 93?626 $ 
~FrmdAFTER.&pet;$e $ -463.040 $ ~ $" 5f17M1 $ 

__ ~ __ ._ •• ,~......:,..._U' .~"',--" •• ____ 4'.'-- .~--.. ----. 

_-'-'" .. __ ~_~._-__ __ ... __ ~~-",,-,:..-:.u....-_. _. _._'-=-'-, ..... '- -'--'-~~-. -----, -.;..;-------'--~-----------.-.-

$ 
2po!J $ Vl!IO $" 2,000 $. 

$ 2.fiOO $ 

$" 2.eoo 

$ 15,OO1J 

$ 155,7117 

10,20(i $ 10,200 $ 10,2lJll $" 
1.2,8Iib • 12,650 $ ~$ 
11,:500 $ 11,$lO $ 11.soo $ 

2,lMEi $ 2,345 $ 2,345 $" 
17,2IjQ $ 17.250 $ 17.250 $ 
11~ $ 11s,eoo $ 113,600 $ 
fiI,25o $ 1&~ $ 190250 $ 
1.6,l!OO $ 15$10 $ ~$ 

- $ - $ 2,5OEI $ 

- $ - $ - $ 

~$ 219;095 $ 3B1A82 $" 
2.5O'lI> ~ 2.!iO% 

2Il9,1," $ 224.512 $ ~$" 
28lI,2QO $ 2S3,2IlIl $ 283,2QO $ 
e:ro.717 $ 94.4,7$ $ 1.DD3.347 $ 
661,51'9 $ 72!l.147 $ B26.678 $ 
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12,65D $ 
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17,250 $ 
113,600 $ 

1ll,25Il $ 
16,301l $ 

285,700 $ 
21.MI2 $ 

8I!II..98T $ 
2.5O'l(, 

891,7Z1 $ 
2BS,200 $" 
909,S7ll $ 

18,141 $ 

2,00II $" 

UiOIl $ 

$ 

18,;100 $ 
12,.850 $ 
1f,5QO $" 
2,345 $" 

17.251l $ 
11s,eoo $ 
19.250 $ 
15.300 $" 

2,5OEI $ 
150 $ 

2O!UAB $ 
:z.so% 

214.~ $ 
2lI3,2OO $ 
3CI1,:141 $ 

86J!65 $ 

2,000 

2,500 

15,O!JO 

111$lO 
12,66lJ 
1f,5OD 
2,345 

17.250 
113,111lO 

1!l,25b 
1S.3OO 
2JilXJ 
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224,Z'5 
2.5O'lI 

228,851 
2.113,200 
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~ ~ 
s: :::I 
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PRESTON PARK 

Physical~ 98_01 % 
Ealnomic 0ccupa1cy 99.04" 

Gross i.wket PoteIItiaI $5,387,572 
_ GainlLoes to Lease $118,994 

AIIOrdable Houairlg SO 
Non-Revenue Apa1rnenIs ($62,602) 

Rental Concessions SO 
Deronquent Rent SO 
VacarqLoss ($107,139 

Paid Rent SO 
Other Months' RantIOeIinquency Recovery $0 
Bad Debt Expense ($924) 

Other Res/dent Income $36,244 

t.tiscelIaleous Income $7,632 

Corp Apartment Income $0 
RBIaiIIncx>me $0 

TOTAL INCOME $5,379,777 

PAYROLL $434,036 

LANDSCAPING $70,700 

UTILfTlES $96,660 

REDECORATING $81,744 

MAINTENANCE $82,332 

MARKETING _ $13,047 

ADMINISTRATIVE $57,608 

RETAIL EXPENSE $0 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $142,494 
INSURANCE $185,020 

AD-VALOREM TAXES $103,104 

NON ROUTINE MAINTENANCE S14,ooo 

TOTAL OPERATING EXP $1,280743 

NET OPERATING INCOME $4,099,034 

DEBT SERVICE $0 
DEPRECIATION $173,088 
AMORTIZATION $0 
PARTNERSHIP $8,000 

EXTRAORDINARY cosr $0 
NETINCOIIE $3,817,946 
CAPITAL I::}\I'END RES $4,223,!i95 
MORTGAGE PRINCIPAL $0 
TAX ESCROW $0 
INSURANCE ESCROW $0 
INTEREST ESCROW $0 
REPLACEMENT RESERVE $734,976 

REPLACEMENT RESERVE REIMBURSEM ($4,223,995) 

WlP $0 
OWNER DISTRIBUTIONS $3,356058 
DEPREClA110N AND AMORTIZATION $173,068 
Nt:I......,HFLOW SO 

Alliance Residentlal Budget Template 
SIandard Chart of AccaurD 

99.01 " 
98.70% 

$5,38&,452 
($87,610 

SO 
($37,260) 

SO 
$0 

($52,696 

$0 
$493 

($583) 

$36,094 

$6,909 

SO 
$0 

$5,251,798 

$410,059 

siO,865 
$93,075 

$82,160 

$61542 
$7,883 

$57,189 

$0 

$130,924 
$174,426 

$101,727 

$17,623 

$l2Zl,473 

$4,024,326 

$0 
$215,698 

$0 
$6,150 

$0 

~802,47B 
$191,flS:) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$734,976 
($203,682 

$0 
$3,29li,097 

$215.698) 
SO 

~~~)le.~~SE 

$1,120 
$206,603 

SO 
($25,342) 

SO 
SO 

1$54,443) 

SO 
($493) 

($340) 

$150 

$723 

SO 
$0 

$127,979 

($23,977) 

$165 

($3,585) 

5416 
($790) 

($5,164 
($417) 

$0 
($11 570 
($10,594 

($1,377) 

$3,623 

l$53,27D 

$74,708 

$0 
$42,610 

$0 
$1,650 

$0 

$115,468 
(~,();32,21 0 

$0 
$0 
$0 
SO 
$0 

$4,020.313 

$0 
$60,961 

($42,610 
(SO 

0.0'lI0 
235.8% 

0.0% 
-68.0% 

0.0'lI0 

0.0% 
-103.3% 

0.0% 
-100.0% 
.08.4% 

0.4% 

10.5% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

2.4% 

-5.8% 

0.2% 
.,"3.9% 

0.5% 
-1.0% 

-65.5~ 
'{).7% 

0.0% 

-8.8% 
.e.l% 
-1.4% 

20.6% 

-4.3% 

1.9% 

0.0% 

1~ 
0_0% 

.,"30,~ 
0_0% 

3.0% 
-21az. % 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
1973.8% 

0.0% 
1.9% 

-19.8% 
-25A'l!. 

Owner Date 

Asset Manager Date 

coo Date 

VP Dale 

Regional Manager Date 

Business Manager Dale 

Alliance Residentia4 LLC makes no guarantee, warranty or representation 
whatsoever in connection with the accuracy ()f this Operating Budgst as it 
is intended as 8 goexl faith estimate only. 

---1'age.L 

-----... ---~.-.-.--------..• ,--~~---"~."--... _._.'...-.-........ __ .-................ _------_ ...... 

AArpANCE Y.Ut.4flt.L (Ofl?AIU 

Printed: 10l4I2012 
- 9:42fIiA 
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PRESTON PARK 
2013 STANDARD BUDGET 
CONSOUDATION & SIGN-OFF 

NO RENT ~NePcASE. 

.... ; .. , ·.},;:~_/1~)t:ij,;:,j!f'·', dm:ri,~;;I{;!~t1;{~'~\l~~i~;-,!t{~:~i;~~:;· 
PhysIcal Occupancy 98.01 '" 
Eoonomic~ 99.77% 
Gross __ 

$5,312,868 

Markel GainILoss to Lease $156,002 _.Housing 
$0 

Non-ReIIeooe ApIwtments ($61,524) 

Rental Concessions $0 
DelInquent Rent SO 

V8I:8l'C1 lois ($105,654 

Prepaid/Previous PaId Rent $0 
Other M_ RenIIDaIlngullndy Recovery $0 
Bad Debt Elcpense ($916) 

Other R~d8nt Income $36,244 

MIsce/JaneOus Income $7,632 

Corp Apartment Income $0 
Retail Income $0 

TOTAL INCOME $6,344,653 

PAYROLL $434,006 

LANDSCAPING $70,700 
UTIUTIES $96,660 

REDECORATING $81,744 

MAINTENANCE $82.332 
MARKETING $13,047 
ADMINISTRATIVE $57,606 

RETAIL EXPENSE $0 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $141,616 
INsuRANCE $185,020 

AD-VALOREM TAXES 5103,104 
NON ROUTINE MAINTENANCE $14,000 

TOTAL OPERATING EXP $1,279,885 

NET OPERATING INCOME $4,064,788 

DEBT SERVICE $0 
DEPRECIATION S173,088 
AMORTIZATION $0 
PARTNERSHIP $8,000 

EXTRAORDINARY COST SO 

NET INCOME $3,883,700 
CAP! AL EXPENDITURES $4,223,995 
MORTGAGE PRINCIPAL $0 
TAX ESCROW SO 
INSURANCE ESCROW $0 

INTEREST ESCROW SO 
REPLACEMENT RESERVE $734,976 

REPLACEMENT RESERVE REIMBURSEM ($4,223,995) 

'MP SO 
OWNER DISTRIBUTIONS $3,321,812 
DEPFtEC IATION AND AMORTIZATION ($173,088] 
NET ...... HFLUW 1'10) 

Alliance Residential Budget TIIIJl)iaJB 
StandarlI CIwt at Accounts 

99.01 % 
QUO % 

$5,386,452 

($87,610 

$0 
($37,2S0) 

$0 
$0 

($52,696 

$0 

$493 

($583) 

$36,094 
$6,909 

$0 
SO 

~1,798 

$410,059 

570,86Ii 
$93,075 
$82,160 

$81,542 
$7,883 

$57,189 

$0 
$130,924 

S174,426 
$101,727 

$17,623 

$1,227,473 

$4,024,326 

$0 
$215,698 

$0 
$8,150 

$0 

$3,802,478 
5191,785 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

5734,976 
1$203,682 

$0 
$3,295,097 

($215,tI98) ,u 

. . _~ _____ ~.~", ... __ ,--,- ___ """",;,~", __ ·_,~:.:::;;'+,- ... ~-... ;....~:,c-........ -· ... ---~·, __ :::...;''''"~. ~.~~. 

($73,584) 

$243,611 

$0 

(~4,2641 -
0$0 

$0 

($52 957) 

$0 
($493 

($332) 

$150 

S723 
$0 

$0 
$92,8§4 

($23,977) 

$165 

~,585J 
$416 

($790) 
($5,164) 

($417) 

SO 
($10,692 
($10,594 

{$1,377J 
$3,623 

1$52,392] 

$40,<162 

$0 
$42,610 

$0 
$1,850 

$0 

$81,222 
($4,032,210) 

$0 
$0 
SO 

$0 
$0 

$4,020,313 
$0 

$26,71~ 
_($42,610 

1,0) 

-1,4% 

278.1% 
0.0% 

• -IIP.1% 

." 0.0%' 
0.0% 

-100.5% 

0.0% 
-100.0% 

-57.0~ 
0.4% 

10,5% 

O.O,!! 
O,~ 

1.8% 

-5.8% 

0.2% 
-3.9% 
0.5%, 

-1.0% 
-65.5%, 

.Q7%1 

0.0% 
-8.2% 

-6.1%' 
~1.4% 

20.6% 

-4.3%. 
1.Q% 

0,0% 

19.6% 
0.0% 

-30.1% 

0.0% 

2.1% 
-2102.5% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
1973.8% 

0.0% 
~.8% 

-19.8% 
-1n.o'lo 

~ 

t .. .. .. 

.. ~ q,wner 
.~ Date 

Asset Manager Date 

coo Date 

VP Date 

Regional Manager Date 

Business Man<tger Date 

AUIance Residential, LLC maklilS no guarantee. warranty or representation 
whatsoever In C(JfInection with the accuracy of this Operating Budget as it 
is Intended as a good faith estimate only. 

Page 1 

------ --.--~~. -- -.,----.-~- . 

.GtM.~ 

Pttn1lld: 8110/2012 
12:43 PM 
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August 30,2012 

Mr. Michael Houlemard, Jr. 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
920 Second Avenue Suite A 
Marina, California 93933 

Re: Preston Park 2012-2013 Proposed Budget 

Dear Mr. Houlemard: 

Attachment B to Item 8b 
FORA Board Meeting, 

DRAFT11/16/2012 

Pursuant to the terms outlined in the Management Agreement between the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority and Alliance Communities, Inc and in accordance to the management agreement, 
please find enclosed the proposed Fiscal Year (FY) 2012 - 2013 budget for Preston Park. We 
will solicit input from Fort Ord Reuse Authoritystaff and residents. Residents will be notified in 
writing one week before the draft budget will be available at the management office and that we 
will be conducting a meeting to review and discuss the budget. 

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 proposed budget reflects projected revenues according to the formulas. The market rent for 
new move-ins is calculated by comparable market rent levels in the competitive market 
throughout the year. 

The formula states 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 calendar year to be applied to the next fiscal year, 
provided that the increased rent for in-place tenants does not exceed the market rent charged to 
move-in tenants. Last year a proposed increase of 1.8% was approved by Board for the 
2011/2012 FY, then rescinded. The current budget reflects the maximum rent increase of three 
percent (3%), which represents the only increase given to in-place residents over the past 24 
months. 

Current Market Rent Conditions 
The average two bedroom apartment in Marina rents for between $1,100 and $1,423 per month, 
which does not consider utilities. Please refer to the explanation below for further detail. 
Additionally, the comparables as outlined in the market survey of March 2012 (posted on FORA 
website) are significantly smaller in square footage than units at Preston Park. 

As a point of measurement, the competitive set as represented in the market study provided as 
part of the budget package, reflect an average effective rent per square foot range of $1.29 -
$1.61 psf. Preston Park's market rent average is $1.17. If a $100 per month allowance is 
added for water, trash and sewer expenses, this increases the rent per square foot average at 
Preston Park to $1.24, which is still no less than $.05 less than the lowest rent in the market 
place and up to $.37 psf less than the competitive properties with the highest effective rent per 
square foot in the market place. 
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In addition to the two-bedroom floorplans, Preston Park offers unique three bedroom town home 
floor plans, each with front and back yards, ample storage and garages, unlike comparative 
apartments in the surrounding area. 

Preston Park residents are responsible for paying their own utilities; such as gas, water, 
electricity, sewer and trash. The market rate rent is adjusted to compensate for the cost of water 
use, utility costs and garbage not paid by residents at other communities in the area. Therefore, 
the budget assumes adjustments in rental rates in order to compensate such costs. 

Utility costs for 2011 - 2012 as published by the Housing Authority of the County of Monterey 
(HACM) are as follows: 

Water 
Sewer 
Garbage 
Heating 
Wtr Htg Gas 
Cooking-Gas 
Electric-other 
Total 

Two Bedroom 
$19 
$13 
$17 
$9 
$15 
$8 
$17 
$98 

Three Bedroom 
$20 
$13 
$19 
$10 
$16 
$9 
$18 
$105 

These rates are used to measure Preston Park's competitiveness in the market place once 
utility expenses, typically provided by other competitive properties, are taken into account 
against the rental rate. Please refer to the measurement above. 

Market Rents - In Place Residents 
At this time, the proposed2012/2013 budget assumes a 3% increasefor in place residents, 
which is in line with the approved rent formula, which is 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 calendar 
year will be applied. This year, the year over year CPI increase described above was 3%. The 
rents proposed in the budget under the assumption of three percent increase are as follows 
(Application of rent formula below): 

In-Place Market Rate Rents 
Unit Size CurrentRent Proposed FY12/13 Change 8/1112 

RangeFY11/12 Rent 
Two Bedroom $1,146 - $1,530 $1,180 - $1,602 $34 - $47 
Three Bedroom $1,455 - $1,890 $1,499- $1,947 $44 - $57 

As shown on the attached Market Survey of March 2012, the proposed in-place market rents 
are within range of comparable units in the Marina/Seaside rental market. 

The rent increases above reflects a 3% increase which translates to between $34 and $57 
respectively. Where an in place resident falls in that rent increase range will depend on their 
tenure at the property and move-in date. Please note, as no rent increase was given during the 
2011/2012 fiscal year, the 3% increase proposed represents the first increase in rent in the last 
24 months. 
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Should FORA elect to forego the proposed 2012/2013 rent increase which is represented in the 
budget provided; the potential net income will be reduced by $34,246 for the 2012/2013 fiscal 
year. This amount is representative of 8 months of impacted revenue, as increases were 
scheduled for December1, 2012. 

Market Rents -Incoming Residents 
The market rents for new move-ins are fluid throughout the year and change with the market 
conditions. Today, market rents for new move-ins are as follows: 

Unit Size Current Rent Range 
for Incoming Market 
Rate Residents 

Two Bedroom $1,530- $1,605 
Three Bedroom $1,880- $2,000 

*Incoming rates are subject to change on an ongoing basis. The budget assumes 3% 
increase in market rents for incoming residents, which is not reflected in the table above 
as these rates represent the current asking rents. 

Affordable Rental Rates 
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. The 
rental rates are based upon families at 50% and 60% of the Monterey County median income 
for 2012 and allowances for the cost of utilities (as published by MCHA) are as noted on page 3 
of this letter. 

New rates for 2012 were published in January 2012 by HUD. 
2011/2012 Rent Two Bedroom Three Bedroom 
50% (very low) $656 $731 
60% (low) $807 $900 

Maximum Household Income Limits for 2012. 

Income Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight 
Category Person Person Person Person Person Person Person 
50% $27,700 $31,150 $34,600 $37,400 $40,150 $42,950 $45,700 
60% $33,240 $37,380 $41,520 $44,880 $48,180 $51,540 $54,840 

Rental Increase Implementation & Lease Signing 
Upon Fort Ord Reuse Authority approval of the budget, rental increase notices will be mailed out 
on or before September 30, 2012; the new rental rates will become effective on November 1, 
2012. Rents for in-place residents at market or affordable are increased once per year. New 
residents will be required to sign lease terms of month to month or six months, but can be 
converted to a month-to-month lease upon expiration, per the December 28, 2011 Council 
directive. Current residents are also welcome to sign lease terms beyond their current month-to 
month agreement. 
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Occupancy 
The budget assumes an average occupancy rate of 97.7% for the fiscal year. The proposed 
occupancy rate factor allows enough time to prepare units immediately after a resident vacates 
the community, as well as sufficient time to place qualified applicants. Based on the local and 
surrounding counties, the occupancy rate is well within the acceptable range. When a unit is 
vacated, Alliance strives to fill the vacant unit within 5 to 10 business days, working from the 
waiting list if applicable. The average economic vacancy loss during the 2011/2012 fiscal year 
was only 1.9%, approximately 1 % more than the properties physical vacancy. This indicates 
that the average unit vacated was turned and reoccupied within one week from the previous 
resident's date of move-out. 

The following highlights those categories of expenses with significant changes from the FY 
2011-12 budget. 

Expenses Proposed Projected Variance % Comments 
Account 2013 2012 

PAYROLL $434,036 $410,059 ($23,977) -5.8% Increase due to annual 
salary increases (5.8%) 
as well as the State of 
California's approval of 
a Workers' comp 
increase of 38%. 

UTILITIES $96,660 $93,075 ($3,585) -3.9% Increase assumes a 
3% rate increase 
obtained by utility 
companies. 

MARKETING $13,047 $7,883 ($5,164) Increase due to the 
65.5% addition of Property 

Solutions, a 
comprehensive on line 
system which 
combines the 
properties branded 
webpage with a rich 
Resident Portal, lead 
management system, 
marketing control 
program, and 
telephone training 
portal. 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $142,819 $130,924 ($11,570) -8.8% Alliance management 
fee remains 2.5% per 
contract, but increased 
rent revenue would 
result in increase in 
management fees paid 
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INSURANCE 

AD-VALOREM TAXES 

NON ROUTINE 
MAINTENANCE 

$185,020 $174,426 ($10,594) 

$103,104 $101 ,727 ($1 ,377) 

$14,000 $17,623 $3,623 

to Alliance. Variance 

primarily driven by 
allowance for bi-annual 
audit. 

-6.1 % Based on renewed 
insurance contract 
bound in December 
2011 . 

-1.4% Increase based on 
estimated taxes per 
Accounting 
assumptions. 

20.6% Reduced number of 
anticipated door 
replacements in 2013 
as is presently 
budgeted as a planned 
capital replacement 
item. 

• Note: During the July FORA board meeting, the board took initial steps to approve the 
proposed budget without a rent increase to in place residents. An amended budget is 
available for the Board to review, which reflects the data under this scenario. Should the 
board elect not to implement the proposed 2012-2013 rent increase; the Preston Park 
Gross Market Potential will decrease by $85656 for the year. This decision has the 
potential to not only eliminate funds to assist in improving the condition of the structure, 
but may also negatively impact the potential value of the asset during a sale process. 
The impacted rental revenue (annualized during year 1 would be $92,866.80) equates to 
$1.54 millions dollars in value based on a 6% cap rate ($92,866 (added NOI /6% (cap 
rate) = $1 ,547,780 in potential value) . Please also note, that should the Board elect not 
to implement the rent increase, based on the adopted rental rate formula, this income 
will also not be recaptured or realized in future years. And so the impacted revenue loss 
will compound year over year. 

Capital Reserves Fund 
In accordance with the 2011 reevaluation of the Replacement Reserves Study conducted in 
April 2008, Alliance recommends a reserve withholding of at least $2,076 per unit during the 
2012/2103 fiscal period. This withholding would ensure that the asset holds adequate reserves 
to perform necessary replacements and repairs to protect the useful life of the buildings. 

Capital Improvement Program 
The 10-Year CIP was updated with the review of the property's as built plans that were 
transferred from the offices of Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition in November of 2010. 

Forrest White, Director of Asset Engineering and Robert Gochee, Asset Engineering Project 
Manager at Alliance Residential are the managers of capital improvement projects at Preston 
Park. 
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• Please refer to attached Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)budget for details. 
Recommended expenditures have been listed in priority order with relevant 
benefits and costs identified. 

Accomplishments 
It has been a pleasure working with residents and the Fort Ord Reuse Authorityover the past 
year. With the support of residents a number of positive changes have occurred within Preston 
Park. 
Some of Alliance's accomplishments include: 

1) Common Area Maintenance: Pet Waste Stations were installed at each 
playground and bus stop 

2) Communication Tools: A monthly newsletter is personally delivered to every 
home once a month. Residents are encouraged to contribute to the newsletter. 
The newsletter provides information on community related events, good 
housekeeping rules for the community and safety tips. 

3) Marina Police Department Coordination: Management staff and the Marina 
Police Department work closely in efforts to clean up the property, including 
vehicle abatement, parking on the grass, double parking, vehicles with expired 
tags, and abandoned vehicles. 

4) Long Term Residents: We continuously strive to upgrade the units of our long 
term residents by painting, upgrading appliances, and replacing flooring. 

5) 2011/2012 Capital Improvement Program: We are optimistic that the FORA 
Board will promptly execute the capital project management agreement approved 
in February which will enable the following enhancements at the property: 

i. Roof Repairs 
ii. Exterior Painting Project 
iii. Lighting Upgrades 
iv. Exterior Doors and Windows 

6) Resident Events: Preston Park Management was pleased to host the following 
Resident events during the 2011/2012 fiscal year: 

i. Back to School Supply Giveaway 
ii. Halloween Trick or Treat Activity 
iii. December "Wrap It Up" Party 
iv. Movie and Popcorn Pass Give Aways 
v. Leap Year Celebration 
vi. SpEGGtacular Earth day Event 

7) Service Request Responsiveness: The Preston Park Management Team strives 
to provide Residents with the best and highest service possible. In 2011/2012 
more than 1,790 service requests have been processed to date. The average 
completion time for standard work order requests has been 2 business days or 
less. 

Summary of PrestonPark FY2012/2013 Budget 

Total Income 

Total Expense 
Net Income 

2012/13 Budget 

$5,379,777 

$1,280,743 
$3,917,946 

2011/12 Projected 

$5,251,798 

$1,227,473 
$3,802,478 

Variance 

$140,951 

($53,270) 
$115,468 
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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 the Fort Ord Reuse Authority. 

Please feel free to contact me should you have additional questions or concerns at (408) 396-
8341. I look forward to receiving approval of the final budget prior to September 30,2012, in 
order to implement rental increases by December 1, 2012. 

Regards, 

Corinne Carmody 
Regional Manager 

Cc: Jonathan Garcia, FORA 
Ivana Bednarik, FOR A 
Robert Norris, FORA 
Jim Krohn, Chief Financial Officer, Alliance Communities, Inc. 
Annette Thurman, Vice President of Operations, Alliance Communities, Inc. 

2012/2013 Budget and Market Survey posted on FORA Website 

Page 21 of 38



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 
OLD BUSINESS 

Subject: 
Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Report - Receive Final Reassessment 
Document 

Meeting Date: November 16, 2012 
ACTION I 

Agenda Number: 8c 

RECOMMENDATION 

Formally receive the final Reassessment Report, as revised to reflect comments received on the draft. 

BACKGROUND 

On October 12,2012, the FORA Board and the public received{s defailed overview of the components of 
the Reassessment Report. The draft Reassessment Report was completed and made available for public 
review and comment beginning on October 17. The draft r,por;t was ppsted on FORA's web site 
(www.fora.org/resources.htm). CD copies were distributed"to FORA member agencies via their 
Administrative Committee representatives, and printed copies were hand-delivered for review at three I 

public libraries (in Marina, Seaside, and MontereY):"'fJprihted copy was m"Fte available for review at the 
FORA office, as well as CD copies for distribution to members of the public at no cost. Staff mailed printed I 

copies of the draft report to all Board members on O.ber 18. 

On October 30, the Board held a community workshop (special Board meeting) focus~d on receiving publi9 
comments regarding the draft Reassess t Report. Appr~Jl1ately 40 members of the public attended 
the workshop. Representatives from EM lanFting Group anti the Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club I 

made presentations on the reassessment process aQd next steps At the workshop and in previous 
venues, staff requested that all comments on t~e drIW4'~poJ:1: be s itted by 5:00 PM on Wed., November 
7 in order that they be incorporated into the packet distribution for the November 16 Board meeting, as an I 

appendix to the final reportJ'Z/'" .. 
@jjj/ 

DISCUSSION 
I , 0~ 

Reassessment~eport contents: he Reas~essment Report informs future programmatic, policy, or course- I 

adjustment actiBs ttf~Board may ,«ish to undert$lke. The final Reassessment Report completes the Base 
Reuse Plan reassessment ~tr~cess,"hefinal re~ort irl~Judes components 1-5, below. Subsequent to the 
Board's finat~ction to receive the report, the report will be "republished" to integrate these items under one I 

cover, whic~will then be permavntly archilld and made available on FORA's web site. 
"~ :~,,~y: 

1. Draft reporfljrculated on October 17, 2012 (see above), 
;;;'01 

2. "Errata" of corrections, clarifications, and additions to the draft (Attachment A, pending), 

3. Comments receiv~ on the dift (Attachment B, pending), 

4. Scoping Report formalfy recei~ed by the Board by unanimous vote on October 12, 20121 (available I 

on FORA's web site, www.fora.org/resources.htm;) -pending, and 

5. Jurisdictional fiscal evaluation2 (Attachment C, pending). 

Building on the information gathered in the Scoping Report phase, the Reassessment Report identifies a 
"menu" of policy options and potential Base Reuse Plan modifications for the FORA Board's consideration. I 

The report groups its main findings into five categories: 

1 The Scoping Report incorporates the Market Study prepared by Economic and Planning Systems (EPS). Subsequent to the 
October 12, 2012 Board meeting, EMC Planning Group has republished the Scoping Report to integrate the draft report and the 
revised addendum (errata and comments) that the Board previously received as separate documents. Supplemental discussion 
was also added, primarily in the areas of jurisdictional water allocation/usage and building removal costs, in response to 
comments raised by Board members at the October 12 meeting. 
2 This evaluation, prepared by EPS, was requested as part of the Board's approval of the amended reassessment contract in 
July 2012 and is related to the Market Study (Appendix E of the Scoping Report). 
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I. Modifications and Corrections (i.e., typos, outdated references in the BRP, minor clarifications), 

II. Prior Board Actions and Regional Plan Consistency, 

III. Implementation of Policies and Programs, 

IV. Policy and Program Modifications, and 

V. FORA Procedures and Operations. 

The five categories are briefly described on page 1-7 of the report, and explored in depth in Chapter 3. For 
each category, the report identifies and discusses one or more specific topics regarding potential future 
BRP modifications. The topics were derived from public input and a detailed review of the BRP during the 
scoping phase of the reassessment process. Summary tables near the beginning of each category (I-V) 
present an overview of the topics. The discussion section for each topic is intended to provide the Board 
and the public with a concise overview of the issues. The discussiQlis not intended to be exhaustive, but 
rather to provide context for a potential BRP modification issue thcitfflas been raised during the 
reassessment process. ft!f 

For each overall category (I, III), or for individual topic areas within categories (II, IV, and V), one or more 
potential options for future Board action are identified. The options lists are intended to be representative of 
the information gathered through the scoping process but are not necessarily exhaustive of all potential 
options. Additional options could be identified by thllJ30ard or others prior to completion of the 
reassessment process, and/or during Board considEffation of potential BRPm.0difications in 2013 and 
beyond. 

Receipt of Reassessment Report: For purposes of formally receivifig the final Reassessment Report, the 
primary consideration is whether the report adequately presents a comprehensive "menu" of policy topics 
reflecting the reassessment process to date and Viding a framework for robust future discussion of 
potential BRP modifications. Terms of the 'ment agreement with the Sierra Club require the 
Board to complete the reassessment proces .. . taking a final action on receiving the report by January 1, 
2013. The process of const~ering modifications~t9 the BRP could begin immediately after that action has 
been taken. Future considetation of actions resli_'~.from the reassessment will likely be a multiyear 
process and will include ongoing opportunities fO(rpublic discussion of the merits of potential courses of 
action regarding the policy topics identified during the reassessment process and discussed in the report. 

Completion of reassessment process: The FORA Master Resolution (8.01.01 (h), Attachment 0) 
establishes that "[t]he Reus ... e Plan will be .. reviewed .p ...... e. riodically at the discretion of the Authority Board. Th, 
Authority Board will perform a full reassessment, review, and consideration of the Reuse Plan and all 
mandatory ele ents as specified in the RlI,tthority Act .. " Based on this wording, the reassessment process 
would need to: 

A. Be "full," )~could be interpreted t uire a substantial, thorough effort with public participation. 
The reassessiJllpt process has included five community workshops, two special Board meeting 
workshops, anC:fl,Omerous meetings with stakeholders and other interested parties. The 
reassessment has been an information and/or action item on every regular Board meeting agenda 
in 2012. 

B. Include a "review," interpreted to consist of an analysis of the BRP based on current circumstances 
and understandings. Chapter 4 of the Scoping Report presented a 273-page review of the current 
status of BRP implementation. 

C. Include a "reassessment," interpreted to consist of an evaluation of the ways in which the BRP 
could be updated or changed. Chapter 3 of the draft Reassessment Report is a thorough discussion 
of policy topics and options for the Board's future consideration, derived from the scoping phase of 
the process. 

D. Be "considered" by the Board. The draft Reassessment Report was circulated on October 17 and is 
now being formally presented to the Board for consideration, following on the October 30 Board 
workshop. 
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E. Address all of the mandatory elements specified in the Authority Act. The reassessment 
documentation includes discussion of all five mandatory elements (land use, transportation, 
conservation, and recreation plans, and capital improvement program [CIP]) as well as other 
optional elements (e.g., noise, safety). Chapter 4 of the Scoping Report gives a detailed status 
report on the non-CIP elements. The CIP is referenced throughout the document but is not the 
focus of the reassessment. The CIP undergoes a dedicated annual review via a separate process. 

Next steps: Establishing near-term and longer-term programs for prioritizing post-reassessment action 
items will be a key task in early 2013. For example, the Board could provide early direction to implement or 
take action on specific potential options for BRP modifications that do not appear to require significant staff 
resources or Board deliberation. Board direction on other potential options that address more complex 
topics will likely involve more time for prioritization and development of a work plan. The Board may also 
wish to explore which action items could be grouped together based on being subject to similar levels of 
CEQA clearance. A Board study session or retreat may be a desir~e next step toward structuring the 
approach to post-reassessment action items. 

Additional notes 

• Sierra Club Ventana Chapter's letter dated October 30, 2012: The Sierra Club was a party to the 
lawsuit and 1998 settlement agreement requiring reassessment of the BRP, and has remained 
actively involved in the process. Their comf1il!ent letter on the draft Reassessment Report takes issue 
with current FORA procedures related to the consistency determinati~!l process, and recommends 
two additional policies for inclusion in the report. The letter~as emaile'l to Board members and I 

additional copies were made available at the October 30 B§ard workshop. FORA will respond to thel 
letter under separate cover (Attachment E--pending). It should be noted that the Fort Ord Reuse I 

Authority Act (California Government Code Section 67650-67700) defines FORA's consistency I 

determination roles and responsibi .. .A~~oard action must be consistent with these provisions 
of State law. '*ii/ii, 

• Subconsultant budget reallocation: In .rdance with a memo from EMC Planning Group to FORA, 
approximately $2Q~fOO in previously anticfpated subconsultant costs within the total contract amount 
of $506,570 (as aritEmded through July 11,1012) will be reallocated from EMC subconsultants' I 

budgets to EMC's budget. The reallocation is primarily based on EMC performing certain tasks I 

(particularly preparation of digital mapping) that they had originally planned to delegate to 
subconsultant Arcadis, as well as incurring other costs such as professional transcription services I 

and production of printed materials. I 

Reviewed by F 

Staff/consultant ti nd costs associated wi producing the Reassessment Report were included in the 
FY11-12 and FY12-1 gets for the Base Reuse Plan reassessment process. The budget reallocation 
between reassessment EMC and their subconsultants does not impact the contract's tasks or deliverables, 
and the overall contract amount is unchanged. 

COORDINATION 

Administrative Committee, Executive Committee. 

Prepared by __________ _ Reviewed by ______________ _ 
Darren McBain Steve Endsley 

Approved by ______________ _ 
Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 
OLD BUSINESS 

Subject: Veterans Cemetery Parcel Land Use Designations 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

November 16, 2012 
8d 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

I 
ACTION 

Direct EMC Planning Group to include BRP Land Use Concept Map and text amendments 
affecting the Veterans Cemetery site as a consideration in the BRP Reassessment Report 
(draft report was completed in October 17, 2012) as a poten~i~! action item for consideration 
in January 2013. Legislative land use decisions and/or ef8'pment entitlements and 
appropriate CEQA review by Monterey County and/o ide would need to be submitted 
for FORA Consistency review. FORA will not be th. ~.; d agency" for this project and 
adopting this recommendation will not commit FORA\l6 a "proj~t" as defined in CEQA. 

BACKGROUND: 

At the September 14 FORA Board meeting, presented a report ~d'jlJ1plementing the 
FORA Board's past direction and actions con . 'g land use designations on parcels 
related to future development of a V rans Cemett!J¥. The Veterans Cem~te.ry site 
includes approximately 100 acres Seaside a mately 78 acres/within 
unincorporated Monterey County. The dual thin the overall site and their 
current and proposed land use desi further bed in Table 1, below. 

g) Development Area 
with Habitat Restoration 
o 
h) Development Area 
with Habitat Restoration 
o 

Open Space/Recreation 

15.5 SFD Low Density Residential 

SFD Low Density Residential 

SFD Low Density Residential 

Office/R&D 

Open Space/Recreation 

Open Space/Recreation 

Options 1-3: Staff's analysis and presentation at the September 14 Board meeting included 
three options for the Board's consideration and direction: 

1 Proposed changes would include text changes to the Open Space/Recreation designation expressly allowing cemetery use 
(italicized land use designations demonstrate proposed changes from current land use designations). These changes would clearly 
designate land uses compatible with the Veterans Cemetery, ancillary, and endowment parcels. Proposed land use designations 
are derived from the FORA, City of Seaside, and County of Monterey's previously stated intent to change Veterans Cemetery Land 
Use designations, as described in the previous month's Board report. 
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1) Await legislative land use decisions and/or development entitlements submitted from 
Monterey County and/or City of Seaside. Appropriate CEQA review to be initiated 
and paid for by the jurisdiction. This is FORA's normal process for undertaking Base 
Reuse Plan (BRP) revisions and approving consistency. 

2) Direct EMC Planning Group to include BRP Land Use Concept Map and text 
amendments affecting the Veterans Cemetery Parcel as a consideration in the BRP 
Reassessment Report (draft report scheduled to be completed in October 2012) as a 
potential action item for consideration in January 2013. Legislative land use 
decisions and/or development entitlements and appropriate CEQA review by 
Monterey County and/or Seaside would need to be submitted for FORA Consistency 
review in the future. 

3) For the Board to approve or adopt desired land 
Land Use Concept Map and BRP text amendm 

a. CEQA review be completed to ""T'r<'nrn 

b. Authorize staff to recruit/select a 
(requires additional budget). 

c. 

nation changes to the BRP 
recommends: 

posed changes. 

nt to do this work 

Ultimately, the 
information regardi 

e Board with additional 
on of the Veterans Cemetery 

independent of 
The vote on the !'YInTlnr 

vote on 0 
back 
m 

After 
Cemetery 
Cemetery 
Environmental 

the Endowment Fund Opportunity parcels. 
!'YIn'flnn returned to the Board for a second 

on at this meeting directed staff to bring 
eration at its November 16, 2012 

rmed additional background research on the Veterans 
1hr":UQ\I~nt items concerning how the Veterans 

Reuse Plan (BRP) and BRP Final Program 

1) Decem RA Board Packet Item 4a: "Approve Site For Veteran 
Cemetery Fort Ord" (Attachment A) 

2) Pages 80-82 e BRP Final Program EIRNolume II Response to Comments 
"Response to Letter 44" (Attachment B) 

DISCUSSION: 

Option #2 is the recommendation provided to the Board for consideration. Staff notes that 
the Draft BRP Reassessment Report includes Veterans Cemetery items for consideration 
under "Chapter 3: Topics and Options" pages 3-108 to 3-111. 

Additional Board member discussion at the October 12, 2012 meeting included an 
emphasis on needing to articulate a funding strategy for the Veterans Cemetery. FORA 
staff has discussed this need with local agencies and California Department of Veterans 
Affairs (CDVA) representatives. Transfer of the Veterans Cemetery property to CDVA is a 
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critical step to implementing an effective Veterans Cemetery funding strategy. Authority 
Counsel is currently working on drafting a transfer agreement between FORA and CDVA 
and anticipates bringing such an agreement to the FORA Board for consideration in the 
next few months. CDVA has now indicated that they will accept the property from FORA. 
Seaside and County of Monterey direction is needed for FORA to complete this task, which 
is already authorized by the FORA Board through FORA's Implementation Agreements with 
Seaside and County of Monterey. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Reviewed by FORA Controller __ 

Staff time related to researching and reporting on this item is included in the FY12-13 budget. 

COORDINATION: 

Authority Counsel, CDV A, City of Seaside, Executive a inistrative Committees. 

Prepared by _____ ---:-___ _ 
Jonathan Garcia 

Reviewed by _________ _ 
Steve Endsley 

Approved by ___________ _ 
Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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FORA BOARD REPORT 

Attachment A to Item 8d 

FORA Board Meeting, 
11/16/2012 

Subject: Approve Site For Veteran Cemetery On Former Fort Ord 

Meeting Date: December 13,1996 
Agenda Number: "A a 

RECOMMENDATION: 

ACTION 

Approve, subject to the prior approval of Monterey County and the City of Seaside, the 
location for Veterans Cemetery on the former Fort Ord. 

Direct FORA staff and consultants to modify the FORA Base Reuse Plan to include a cemetery at this 
location. 

Direct FORA staff and consultants to consider the environmental impacts of a cemetery at this 
location in FORA's Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

DISCUSSION: 

State Senator-elect Bruce McPherson, in conjunction with retiring State Senator Henry Mello 
and Congressman Sam Farr, has sponsored a series of meetings seeking to find a location 
for a veterans cemetery on the former Fort Ord. A number of sites were examined by the 
veterans, Monterey County staff, Mayor Voce!ka, Councilperson Perrine and staff from the 
City of Marina, Mayor Jordan and staff from the City of Seaside. 

Monterey County, the City of Seaside and the veterans have agreed on the site shown on 
the attached map. The site involves land located in Monterey County and the City of 
Seaside. 

Approval of this site will complete the site selection phase for establishment of a veterans 
cemetery. Development of the site is dependent on federal and state funding. 

Work to obtain appropriate approval and funding from various state and federal agencies will 
be lead by Senator McPherson in cooperation with the area's state and federal legislators, 
Monterey County, City of Seaside, and FORA staff. 

COORDINATION: Administrative Committee, Monterey County, City of Seaside, Senator 
McPherson's office. 

Prepared by: lw:s w -Eia----r.-.-J 1""-, - __ ---Approve~---
----oe-rfnis W. Potter' ld~ 
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIRIVolll1ne II 

Response to Letter 43 

Attachment B to Item 8d 

FOP-A Board Meeting; 
11/16/2012 

43-1. The commenter requests that the Reuse Plan result in no greater 
population than existed before closure of the military base. 

The declaration of policy, Chapter 1 of law that establishes the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority (SB 899), establishes four goals of the Authority Act: 1/1) To facilitate the 
transfer and reuse of the real and other property comprising the military reservation 
known as Fort Ord with all practical speed; 2) To minimize the disruption caused 
by the base's closure on the civilian economy and the people of the Monterey Bay 
area; 3) To provide for the reuse and development of the base area in ways that 
enhance the economy and quality of life of the Monterey Bay community; and 4) To 
maintain and protect the unique environmental resources of the area." (67651) 

SB 899 was developed as a mechanism to allow cities directly impacted by base 
closure to create economic opportunities. These communities also have the option to 
provide for future population expansion and economic opportunities through 
development of the Reuse Plan or without a reuse plan, just as any other community 
is allowed to plan for its long-term future through a general plan. SB 899 does not 
specifically prohibit the reuse of Fort Ord to exceed the population that existed at 
Fort Ord in 1991 (i.e., approximately 31,000 people). In addition, SB 899 was not 
created with the intent to limit grovvth to a level commensurate with the economic 
activity that existed prior to the departure of the 7th Light 1'1fantry Brigade. 
However, the FORA Board is required to consider the issue raised by the 
commenter. 

43-2. The commenter is concerned about water resources. Refer to response 
to comment 8-5 and 21-1 for a growth management discussion. 

Response to Letter 44 

44-1. Commenter requests a 13-acre cemetery. It is the prerogative of each 
community to determine where a cemetery, if any, would be most appropriate. 
Monterey County recently endorsed its support of a veteran's group in their 
application for property to develop a national cemetery at Fort Ord. The veteran's 
group wants to create a veterans cemetery on a 156-acre site at Fort Ord which 
would overlap onto both the county's and the City of Seaside's jurisdictions. 

The low density residential (nomenclature used in Reuse Plan is "SFD") land use 
category contained in Table 3.4-1 - Permitted Range of Uses for Designated Land Uses -
(Context and Framework document (Volume 1. page 3-50)), permitted range of uses 
will be amended to permit cemeteries. The reader is referred to the Changes to the 
Reuse Plan section below. 

The area currently proposed for a future 156-acre cemetery could be the area bound 
on the east side by the future Eastside Road and bound on the south side by Polygon 

80 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Volume II Response to Coments 

21c and the future Eastside Road. On the west side the cemetery boundary cuts to 
the north past the most easterly boundary line of Polygon 20h and to the easterly 
boundary of Polygon 20d and then to the connector road between Giggling Road to 
the north and the future Eastside Road to the south, where the proposed cemetery 
boundary then follows this connector road to the north to the southwest corner of 
Polygon 16. The north side cemetery boundary then traverses along the south side 
of Polygon 16 to the east where, at the City of Seaside/Monterey County, the 
cemetery boundary drops to the southeast and diagonally across Polygon 21a and 
connects to the future Eastside Road. 

A portion of the proposed cemetery location is within the proposed POM housing 
enclave in the city of Seaside's jurisdiction and a portion within Monterey County's 
proposed low density single-family residential area. If a cemetery were built, the 
impacts of the proposed cemetery must be considered in light of potential impacts 
associated with the proposed land uses the cemetery would displace. It is expected 
that the county would transfer the potential residential development lost as a result 
of a cemetery to another location within county jurisdiction. This is expected to 
occur in county Polygons 21a and 21b. The displacement of housing units in 
Seaside's jurisdictions could be off-set by increasing slightly the residential densities 
throughout Seaside's residential polygons. 

The primary impacts associated with this proposed land use pertains to 
transportation and biological issues. 

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

As it pertains to the transportation impacts associated with the cemetery, the 
cemetery will result in fewer traffic impacts than the traffic impacts that would 
otherwise have been associated with housing (Keith Higgins, pers. com., December 
12, 1996). For example, based on the Trip Generation document of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (1991 edition), the highest average vehicle trip end 
generation rate per acre associated with a cemetery is 4.28 and occurs on Saturday. 
By comparison, low density residential units' average trip end is 10 per unit. Since 
there are projected to be up to 5 units per acre, the comparative impact, as measured 
on a per acre basis, will be much greater for residential uses than for a cemetery (4.28 
per acre for a cemetery versus 50 per acre for low density residential). 

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 81 
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Fort Ord Reuse Plan Final Program EIR/Voll/me II Response to Comments 

The development of the cemetery will displace residential units and result in a 
higher concentration of residential units in the county's Polygons 21a and 21b. 
However, this is not expected to increase the level of impact on area roadways and 
will not change the conclusions of the modeled traffic scenarios used in the Reuse 
Plan and EIR, because the residential traffic, regardless of where it is located in the 
County jurisdiction of Fort Ord, will be using the same roadways. 

The addition of a cemetery is not considered to be a significant change in the project 
description. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR will not be required. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) states that new information in an ErR is not 
"significant" unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an affect (including a 
feasible project alternative). Recirculation is not required where the new 
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant 
modifications in an adequate EIR. 

"Significant new information" requiring recirculation include, for example, a 
disclosure showing that: 

a) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

b) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a 
level of insignificance. 

c) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project, but the project's proponents decline to 
adopt it. 

d) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. 

The addition of a cemetery is not considered to be a substantial environmental 
impact based on the above discussion. Therefore, the inclusion of as cemetery as a 
permitted use in the Fort Ord jurisdiction's residential land use categories is not 
considered to be a justification for recirculating the EIR. 

Changes to the Reuse Plan 

Volume 1. Page 3-50. Table 3.4-1. Amend each of the residential land uses category 
"Permitted Range of Uses" to include the following: cemeteries. 

Response to Letter 45 
82 FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 
OLD BUSINESS 

Subject: Adjustment to FY 2012/13 Budget - Legal Expenses 

Meeting Date: November 16, 2012 
Agenda Number: 8e I 

ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Approve additional funding for required legal expenses. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA") Board,of'Hirectors has authorized legal 
representation in several ongoing cases and, in t'vVoGircLJrnstances, anticipated litigation. 
The impact of these unexpected legal matters, has now approached the FORA budgeted 
limit. In addition, the Board has authorize~t::~settlement of one of the ongoing litigation 
matters that also exceeds the budget forl~g;al matters. It is expected that these litigation 
matters will continue and require an authori~~tion of an additional ' to meet those 
legal representation requirements. This does not, at this time takeil1to account legal 
actions such a cross-complaints::fpf/recovery of at tomey's fees, claims for third party 
responsibility, or other settlementIW(;)\(T~i8nS that may occur. 

,--- ,'''" ' >:::::>~<;~" 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Contrq!!er Cc""'--

cc' :f:·ji:t;t:~1:·j:;:. ','cccc :::.'::' c 
The approved FY .1.;~~1:3 budg~t aliocatij~'.~125,000cforIElgal/litigation expenses; about 
$102,500 has beert';~~~nt by trf~'Elnd of September. The requested additional funds of 
_____ are expe¢~~p to c~\JElrany rem~jning legal obligations through the fiscal year 
end. This ap~jtj9:Q~1 cost\Jli:jIJ;:rn9~rti~~IY:::JlEl covered by the FORA reserves. The full impact of 
this budg.~t;~~fju~tffl~~]~t will oec:giScLJssed;~~.r:!.r;:Jg themid-year budget review. 

'F':}{:""''' ' ,', ""'~'<;~:c>;:::;>, ' , , , ' «;~~f::;,;;;:::>;',;> 
";'::;':::;~»f >"<>;':;~>~ 

COOR:;~I~iAcC TION·. "::::: .:::;:;:: 
1:1' .. I~ , ;':;~:~;':~>" """ 

.» '-,-,'c',-'<, 

The FORAj'~pard (closed s~$sions),E~~cutive Committee, Special Counsel. 
" : ,',',',' ',,', '''- ' ,>'~" ,.,' ~' 

><;>;':;:::;~, ',",'" ":{·r' 
~ ~ :';:;~~~}~:~~;;~:;, 

Prepared by ________ _ Approved by ___________ _ 
Jerry Bowden Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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Subject: Review 2013 FORA Legislative Agenda 

Meeting Date: November 16, 2012 
nda Number: 9a 

ACTION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Adopt the 2013 Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA") Legislati,,~>Agenda (Attachment A). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

Since 2000, Legislative Committee has solicited legiSI~tive, regulatory, policy and/or 
resource allocation suggestions from the jurisdictions, which will enhance and move 
forward the reuse and redevelopment of the fo~~er Fort Ord.)This year, FOR~staff has 
worked with JEA and Associates (FORA's legislative representatives in Sacramento), staff 
from FORA jurisdictions and Federal/State legislative offices to revise existing policies and 
to recommend items that will address the current statu~>of funding opportunities and 
program changes. The Legislative COrnmitte~ reviewed, considered and approved the 
attached draft of the 2012 Legislative .A:gendcfWork Plan at their October 29th meeting for 
your consideration. 

The items on the annuall,.egi$tative Agenda serve as the focus of the annual Legislative 
Mission to Washington,DC, which usually occurs in early spring. Selected FORA Board 
and staff members travel to the nation's capitalto meet with key legislative, military, and 
governmental leaders to discuss FORA's positions and needs. It is possible that the 
Executive Officer may recommend a more focused Federal Legislative Mission in 2013 -
given fundi~g opportunity limitations. The approved Legislative Agenda, however, stands as 
a statement of FORA's legislative, regulatory, policy and/or resource allocation needs. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed. by FORA Controller __ 

Staff time for this item is included in the approved FY 11-12 budget. It is anticipated that 
the legislative/cqordination work associated with the Fort Ord National Monument, 
California Central>Coast Veterans Cemetery and the capital program may require additional 
funding for consultant and travel costs. 

COORDINATION: 
Legislative and Executive Committees; JEA & Associates; Assemblymember Bill Monning; 
Congressman Sam Farr; Senator Sam Blakeslee; and respective staff. 

Prepared by _________ Approved by ____________ _ 
Lena Spilman Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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Of) ! 0/29/1 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
2013 Legislative Agend;==a"---____ ---, 

DRAFT (As of 10/29/12) 
Attachment A to Item 9a 

FORA Board Meeting, 11/16/2012 

The purpose of this report is to outline legislative tasks FORA will pursue in 2013. The 2013 Fort 
Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA") Legislative Agenda defines Board/ policy legislative, regulatory, or 
federal/state resource allocation positions. The Legislative Agenda supports the Reuse Plan by 
replacing the former Fort Ord military regional economic support with comparable level civilian 
programs. The Legislative Agenda in this report is meant to assist state and federal 
agencies/legislative offices regarding such things as property transfer, economic development, 
environmental remediation, habitat management, and infrastructure and mitigation funding. The 
order in which the tasks are given in this report does ~n~~~~jl:riply rank order priorities. Each item is ! 

considered a "priority" in achieving FORA's objective~, "':;j,i,:;:'" . I 

" 
~:;;Y:;>-I 

A. VETERANS CEMETERY. Continue supp~~~::for the California Central Coast Veterans 
Cemetery ("CCCVC") development on th~trormer Fort Ord and,implement the terms of 
recently enacted State law AB1757 (201 0),~B629 (2011), and AS't~~l2 (2012). 

, " ,', "<;>~",,,,' " 

ISSUE: Burial space for California Central Coasrv~terans is inadequatfl~,~::~;Eormer Fort Ord is 
centrally located with a site designated in the 1990s.fQr a new veterans' c~metery. Assembly 
member Bill Monning authored legislation.to help fihaXlce the State Veterans Cemetery on 
former Fort Ord. The new state laws, a lIoW[;jf:,Q RA to'll$$ist in generating money needed to 
develop the veterans' cemetery. A significa'~'t:l~~~mRunt of coordination must occur between 
FORA and California Department of \I~t~~(ans Affairs {CDVA)to carry out CDVA's expanded 
contracting authority to contrac:hyith FOR:~)9rcompletior!;:91cemetery design and construction. 

<'< <5> ,,~:::;;;'<' "~~<::~» 

~ Benefits: The'CCCVC woutcl, provide burial space for the region's approximately 50,000 
veterans. Congressman Sam.Farr has worked to sustain this cemetery in its current 
locatiQ,F;(;j~~:l~;:1op priority for funding. 

~ ChaU~l'fg~$::;~f~f1olJgh the Federal government reimburses the entire cemetery construction 
cost,>fhe StateofCaliforni~;must apply for inclusion in the State Veterans Cemetery 
program before initiating constt~c:tion. The cost of design and processing is expected to be 
moret~an $2M - with FORA's';f!1.elp that cost could be contained by 25%. Implementing 
recently enacted State Law (ABf7'57, AB629, and AB1842) will require FORA to work 
closely with California Department of Veterans Affairs, CA Department of General Services 
and, potentia~tly/close coordination with other state entities. Operating and maintaining the 
CCCVC (estimated at $200,000 +/- per year) must have a guaranteed payer to the trust 
accountiendowmeriL~::;:; 

~ Proposed Position:';;~: 
• Support implementation of AB1842, budget actions and funding options to design, build 

and operate the CCCVC; 
• Support efforts to sustain priority standing for the CCCVC with the CA and US 

Departments of Veterans Affairs; and 
• Insist on continued vigilance and cooperation among the regulatory agencies. 

B. NATIONAL MONUMENT. Help implement federal National landscape Conservation 
System ("NlCS") designation for the former Fort Ord Bureau of land Management 
("BlM") Natural Resource Management Area. President Barrack Obama has designated 
the former Fort Ord Public lands as the "Fort Ord National Monument." Supporting the 
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implementation of trails access and munitions and explosives removal on certain 
portions of the National Monument remains crucial. 

ISSUE: Habitat Conservation Plan ("HCP") approval and implementation are essential to 
former Fort Ord reuse and will support the National Monument. Advancing access will connect 
the National Monument to other venues in the Monterey Bay. State and National funding and 
further recognition are critical. 

~ Benefits: National attention to the unique flora, fauna and recreational resources found on 
Fort Ord National Monument supports Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan and HCP . 
preservation. Since availability of public and private grant funding fluctuates, having an 
appropriate national designation emphasizes the national significance of BLM's former Fort 
Ord property to potential donors and other funding. ,squrces. By advocating for the BLM 
National Monument designation, FORA has supp~tted the BLM mission and former Fort 
Ord recreation and tourism, helping BLM become'mQre competitive for resources. 

~ Challenges: Each year, the local BLM office competes nationally to receive public and 
private grants and federal appropriations matsupport its mission. 

~ Proposed Position: Continue support>.:.:. work with Congressman Farr's office to 
introduce/sponsor funding support for former Fort Ord conservatiq(l, trails, etc. 

"';~~11~~}~>, ';~:~~~~~~~;;:~, 
C. AUGMENTED WATER SUPPLY. Work with>:~'~al an~regional age:(\~jes to secure State 

and Federal funding to augment FORA's water>~:~p~Jycapital needs.'::::!l! >, 
):::::::':" ' , ~<;;;~~~~~;~~~~~:~:: 

ISSUE: The FORA Capital Improvement. Program inatqd~s approximately $45,000,000 to fund 
the Regional Water Augmentation Program for the necessary Base Reuse Plan supplemental 
water needs for complete build-out. Securing funds to assist this requirement could help the 
timely implementation of the recycled water and desalination water facilities. 

Benefits: Development permitted under the Base Reuse Plan, depends on an augmented 
water supply p'f>bJect. Additignal grant~~f~nding could reduce acre-feet per year costs of 
securing water resources for:t~~jurisdicfior:ls and reduce the hefty capital charges that may 
othelVVise9~::r~q u ired .. ::> ,::::::;;::.:;: : .. 
ChaHenges:~':;~~mpetingwater proje~l~j?;throughout the Region and State for scarce money. 
No cj1rrent federal program e>,<ists for ttll§fUnding. 
PrOp~$ed Position: SUPP0rt and coordinate efforts with Marina Coast Water District 
(MCWP~~:;Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), Monterey Regional Water 
Pollutio'fl~~ontrol Agency (MRWPCA), other agencies and FORA jurisdictions for securing 
funding a~d/or to endorse the use of other fund mechanisms proposed for this purpose. 
Continue to w<;>,~~ with MCWD to ensure that they fulfill their contractual obligation for water 
augmentation. '''':; 

D. TRANSPORTATION IMeBOVEMENTS. Work with the Transportation Agency for 
Monterey County ("TAMe',,) and local jurisdictions to secure transportation funds. 

ISSUE: The FORA Capital Improvement Program requires capital and monetary mitigations of 
more than $112,000,000 for transportation infrastructure on and proximate to the former Fort 
Ord. Some of this funding requires a local, or other, match from the appropriate regional or 
state transportation body to bring individual projects to completion. 

~ Benefits: The timely installation of required on-site, off-site and regional roadway 
improvements supports accommodating development impacts and maintaining and 
improving levels of service vital to the regional economy. 
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~ Challenges: Applying scarce transportation funds to the appropriate projects to optimize 
transportation system network enhancements. Remaining federal and state programs 
offering grants or low cost resources are dwindling and increasingly competitive. 

~ Proposed Position: Support and coordinate with TAMC, FORA jurisdictions and others for 
state infrastructure bonds, federal authorization or other grant/loan/low cost resources. 

E. CSUMB IMPACTS. Lobby for state funds to mitigate the regional impacts caused by 
development of CSUMB. Support California State University's (UCSU's") requests for 
campus impact mitigation funds for the CSU Monterey Bay (UCSUMB") campus. 
Coordinate with CSUMB on requests for building removal and contaminant waste 
abatement on the former Fort Ord. 

F. 

ISSUE: 
1. In July 2006, the State of California Supreme Cou ~<~~ ... ,,..... CSU must mitigate off-campus 

impacts from CSUMB campus development/g. .order to fund its obligations, CSU 
requests funds from the State Legislature. 

2. Contaminated building removal is a sign,· MB ($26 million) and other 
former Fort Ord land use entities ($43 /;":' A coordi is more likely to achieve 
funding success and in both FY 2010::. .. ~1 and 2011-2012 assisted CSUMB in 
making application for funding from DOD i():(i~ certl~j6J~uilding rQn~iltQ efforts. 

~<~::~;~~~~~~~~;:" /;::»~~~~~~~~fO' 

Benefits: Supporting approval':/./;.6ff-campus m n impact funding 
requests helps address CSU s:,::faW;(:sblal contrit)ijlJ~D. Similarly, a coordinated effort to 
secure building removal reso levels(:~l~he regional reuse program. 
Challenges: Com . for keEr'·"~;::.CSUMB is only one in the 23-
campus system ::~l:ij;:: 
Proposed us impact and building removal 
earmarks and continue coordination with 
CSUMB for ing for research on the scope and scale of 

ISSUE: 

nation. 

Monterey to assist Monterey Peninsula 
nr"· ... r!!llrn funding for its former Fort Ord Public 

~ Benefits: Officer Training Program is an important component of MPC's 
Fort Ord reuse will enhance public safety training at the regional and state 
levels. Adequate fu is critical. 

~ Challenges: Funds available through the Office of Homeland Security, the Office of 
Emergency Services, or other sources may be restricted. 

~ Proposed Position: Pursue legislative or other actions to support MPC efforts to secure 
funding sources. 

G. HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN. Continue/enhance ongoing coordination with 
Congressional and state legislative representatives to secure approval of the Habitat 
Conservation Plan (UHCP"). 

3 
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ISSUE: HCP approval remains critical to former Fort Ord reuse. Alternatives to a basewide 
HCP are costly and time consuming and do not effectively serve the goal of managing or 
protecting endangered species. 

~ Benefits: HCP approval is essential to protecting habitat and effectively developing jobs 
and housing for the region. 

~ Challenges: Processing the HCP in past ten years has been frustrating and costly. 
Insufficient federal and state agency resources and overlapping regulatory barriers have 
thwarted the HCP process. 

~ Proposed Position: Support legislative and regulatory coordination, state and federal 
resources, and strong advocacy to enable speedy reviews and processing 

H. REUSE FINANCING. Support statewide efforts to createlocal jurisdictions financing 
tools to assist reuse and recovery of former military bases. 

ISSUE: The loss of "Redevelopment Financing" as a: toof to implement base closure recovery 
was a heavy blow to FORA's member jurisdictions that need financial tools to support economic 
reuse/development initiatives. . .. 

~ Benefits: Sufficient funding resources forthe reuse and recover)1<from former Fort Ord 
closure and other military bases. Funding support forJ;jabitat management protection, 
building removal, or other infras~ructure demands associated with the r~J:;l~e programs. 

~ Challenges: Obtaining agreement to use tax orsp¢cial district funds to·create special 
financing districts to support targeted economic recovery, affordable housing and/or 
infrastructure in the climate of limited resQurses. Currently, there is an unclear transition 
process regarding the demise of prior redevelopment ag~ncies that may generate litigation. 

~ Proposed Position: Support legislation reactivating local agency processes for economic 
development; support establishment of Military Base Reuse Recovery Zones; provide 
leadership on these initiatives. 

I. LEGISLATIVE COOPERATION. Coordinate efforts with other Monterey Bay agency 
legislatiy:~ .Is$ues. 

ISSUE<:/~onterey-Salinas Transit, Transportation Agency for Monterey County and the County 
of Mont~~y have adopted legislative programs, some will have Fort Ord reuse impacts. 

~ Benefits·: Collaborative efforts for funding by agencies involved in the same or 
interdependent projects will increase the chances to obtain critical funding and also be 
enhanced by partnering matching funds. 

~ Challenges: State and federal funding is limited and competition for available funds will be 
keen. 

~ Proposed Position: Coordinate and support other legislative programs in the Monterey 
Bay area when they interface with former Fort Ord reuse programs. 
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