Fort Ord Reuse Authority
% 920 2" Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933
Phone: (831) 883-3672 ® Fax: (831) 883-3675 e www.fora.org

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING

8:15 A .M. WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 3, 2012
910 2" 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
a. September 20, 2012 Letter to Marina Coast Water District Regarding
Budget Reductions INFORMATION

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:
Members of the audience wishing to address the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Administrative Committee 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 items will be heard at
the time the matter is under Committee consideration.

5. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES
a. September 19, 2012 Administrative Committee Minutes ACTION

6. OCTOBER 12, 2012 FORA BOARD MEETING AGENDA REVIEW INFORMATION/ACTION
7. OLD BUSINESS
a. Master Resolution/Settlement Agreement Compliance —

Deed Notifications Update INFORMATION/ACTION

8. NEW BUSINESS
None

9. ADJOURNMENT

NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING: OCTOBER 17, 2012

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 Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933 by 5:00 p.m. one business
day prior to the meeting. Agendas can also be found on the FORA website: www.fora.org.



Fort Ord Reuse Authority

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

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
8:15 A.M. WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 2012
910 2" Avenue, Marina CA 93933 (on the former Fort Ord)

MINUTES
CALL TO ORDER

Chair Dawson called the meeting to order at 8:18 a.m. The following were present, as indicated by
signatures on the roll sheet:

John Dunn, City of Seaside* Bob Rench, CSUMB
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey* Graham Bice, UCSC
Debby Platt, City of Marina* Bob Schaeffer, MCP
Carl Holm, County of Monterey*

Diana Ingersoll, City of Seaside Michael Houlemard, FORA
Greg Nakanishi, CCVC Foundation Steve Endsley, FORA
Pat Ward, Bestor Engineers, Inc. Jonathan Garcia, FORA
Rob Robinson, BRAC Darren McBain, FORA
Dana Mathes, County of Monterey Stan Cook, FORA
Patrick Breen, MCWD Jim Arnold, FORA

Brian Boudreau, Monterey Downs Crissy Maras, FORA
Kathleen Lee, Sup. Potter’s Office Lena Spilman, FORA

* Voting Members

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Bob Schaeffer led the Pledge of Allegiance.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE
None.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
No comments were received.

APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2012 MEETING MINUTES

MOTION: Carl Holm moved, seconded by John Dunn, and the motion passed to approve the
September 5, 2012 Administrative Committee meeting minutes as presented.

SEPTEMBER 15, 2012 FORA BOARD MEETING FOLLOW-UP
Assistant Executive Officer Steve Endsley provided an overview of the actions taken by the Board at their
September 15, 2012 Board meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
Chair Dawson adjourned the meeting at 9:17 p.m. due to lack of a quorum.

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 Avenus, Suite A, Marlna, CA 93933
Phone: (831) 883-3672 — Fax; (831) §83-3676
Waebslte: www.fora.org

Jim Meitzman, General Manager
Marlna Coast Water District

11 Reservation Road

Marina, CA 93933

RE: FY 2012/13 Ord Community Budgets and Rates
Dear Mr. Heltzman,

At the September 14™ Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Board of Directors meeting, the Board voted to approve
the Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) FY 2012/13 Ord Community Budgets and Rates, but eliminated the 5%
rate increase. The Board suggested the 5% could be recovered through cost saving measures and/or through the
use of operating reserves (see attached motion).

This actlon Is the culmination of previous FORA Beard meetings whereln Board Members raised several concerns,
including Ord Community annexation and customer voting rights, future expenditures on the regional desalination
plant and water augmentation program, the effect on ratepayers of past and current rate increases, smoothing
debt service for capltal improvement projects prior to actual development to protect existing ratepayers, MCWD
staffing expenses, low income rate options, and the number of votes required tovote down a Proposition 218
noticed rate Increase. Excerpts from the meeting minutes from July 13%, July 26™, and August 10" are attached.

FORA staff Is prepared to work with MCWD staff to Identify possible budget reductions. Additionally, a Water/
Wastewater Oversight Committee meeting tan be scheduled for this purpose as well. f MCWD staff has any
alternative Ideas toward resolution, FORA staff is ready and willing to assist.

Please let us know how you would like to proceed. We appreciate your continued efforts and look forward to a
mutually agreeable concluslon,

Sincerely,

. Steven
D. Steven Endsley
Asslstant Executive Officer

C Dave Potter, FORA Board Chalr
Carl Niizawa, MCWD District Englneer
Michael A, Houlemard, Jr., FORA Executive Officer
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September 14, 2012 Board Meeting

7a,ORD COMMUNITY WATER AND WASTEWATER RATES, FEES AND CHARGES AND

RESOLUTION OF OUTSTANDING ISSUES

Motion: Supervisor Parker moved, seconded by Mayor Edelen, and the motion passed unanimously fo

approve Resolutions 12-6 and 12-7, adopting a compensation plan and setting rates, fees and charges

for former Fort Ord base-wide water and sewer services, with the following modifications:

1. Acceptance of previous amendments to remove all references to the Regional Water Project and
eliminate the 2% allocation for potential wage increases following a compensation study.

2. Elimination of the proposed 5% rate increase, to be recovered through cost saving measures and/or
use of operating reserves, as per Board discussion.
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Paula Pelot discussed the current caloulaﬂons as well as th
2012 documents.

sorrections made from the June 8,

Denise Turley inquired as to the existence of g
increases for FORA staff, and discussed gyl

RA anti-bullying policy, opposed cost of living
ances against A!]iance.

Ms. Stone discussed the need to ke@p Preston Park affordable for low income families.

A member of the public stated FORA should deed Preston Park to the City of Marina.

. FORA FY 2012-13 Preliminary Budget ~ 2™ Vote
Mr, Endsley presented the item, explaining that the current mesting was net’being televised dus to
the fact that the FY 2012-13 Budget, which would provide authority forelich expenditures, had not
yet been approved.

Supervisor Parker asked whether, given the pending lawsuitAfom the City of Marina, staff planned
to develop an alternative budget, which did not include redenug from the sale of Preston Park. Mr.
Endsley replied that if the sale were delayed, staff wodld likely'present an adjustment in the mid-

year budget.

MOTION: Mayor Edelen moved, secon
Year 2012/13 budget with a 2% cost;

by Mayor Pendergrass, to approve the Fiscal
living salary increase.

Mayor Bachofner spoke in oppgsftion to a 2% cost-of-living increase for FORA staff,

n, Mayor Pendergrass, Chair Potter, Nick Chiulos. Noes:

, Mayor Pro-Tem O’CGonnell, Councilmember Brown, Councilmember
or Parker, Mayor Kampe, Mayor Donahue, Mayor Bachofner,

Ogleshy. .

VOTE: Ayes: Mayor Ed
Councilmember Beg
Selfridge, Superyi
Councilmem

MOTIO 1 Mayor Bachofner moved seconded by Mayor anahue and the motxon passed

—9 ¢. Ord Community Water and Wastewater Systems Proposed Budgets and Rates for FY

2012/13
i. Presentation by FORA
Mr. Garola presented a history of the Ord Community water and wastewater rates and rate
increases, and he discussed the procedure for FORA review and approval of Marina Coast
Water District (MCWD) budget. '

ii. Presentation by Marina Coast Water District ‘
Kelly Cadiente, MCWD, provided an overview of the proposed Ord Community Water and
Wastewater Budget and Carl Niizawa, MCWD Deputy General Manager/District Engineer,
discussed the CIP Planning Budget.

July 13, 2012 Page 8
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iiil. Resolution Nos. 12-6 and 12-7 Adopting a Compensation Plan and Setting Rates, Fees

and Charges for Base-wide Water and Sewer Serviceslon the former Fort Ord

MCWD Staff responded to the Board's Inquiries regardingiMCWD plans for annexation of
areas on the former Fort Ord, the process for incIuding ratg payers in the FORA Water and
Wastewater Oversight Committee (WWOC) review of the Ord Water and Wastewater
budgets, past rate increases, current budget calculations, and the nature of $7.6 million listed
as a loan to the Regional Projact.

Ms, Pelot, Preston Park Tenants Association, expressed ffustraﬁon with the delay in
arinexing areas of the Ord Community, stating that Prestoh Park residents currently had no
political representation on the MCWD Board.

Ms. Stone discussed past legal dealings with the Marina Coast Water District.

A member of the public expressed concerns regarding the amount of money spent by MCWD
on lawyers and consultants.

Ms. Turley inquired as to why MCWD offered no program fbr low income customers and
discussed the Proposition 218 process.

Ken Nishl, MCWD Board of Directors, addressed concerns regarding rate increases. Kelly
Cadiente, MCWD, stated. MCWD could investigate how other public utilities dealt with
discounted rates for low income customers during their upcoming rate study. Howard
Gustafson, MCWD Chair, discussed the annexation process.

Mayor Bachofner urged MCWD to investigate ways of increasing efficiency.

Councilmember Brown suggested that MCWD move forward with annexation in a timely
manner, Councilmember Oglesby agreed and stated FORA need to take a stronger position
it favar of annexation.

Supervisor Parker discussed the need for proper scheduling of infrastructure and
development projects to avoid reliance on the ratepayers to fund infrastructure In advance of
development revenue. She suggested that the FORA WWQC consider this during next year's
CIP review. Justin Wellner agreed, noting that CSUMB was concerned about future rate
increases.

MOTION: Mayor Edelen moved, seconded by Chair Potter, to:

1. Receive presentations from FORA and MCWD staff;

2. Approve Resolutions 12-6 and 12-7 adopting a compensation plan and setting
rates, fees and charges for former Fort Ord base-wide water and sewer services,
with the addition of language stating that “no additional Ord Community
resources should be used to further the Regional Desalination Project unless
expressly authorized by the FORA Board” and removal of the $42,000 allocation
to the Regional Desalination Project included in the proposed budget;

3. Direct the WWOC to look at future CIPs to ensure that expenditures are
facilitating new development as it occurs in an appropriate manner;

4. Encourage MCWD staff to expedite the annexation process.

July 13, 2012 Page 4
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Councilmember Beach suggested the inclusfon of timeline% in the motion.

INCORPORATED INTO THE MOTION WITH THE CONSENT OF MAKER AND
SECONDER: agendize informational item to outline the process for annexation for the
August 10, 2012 Board meeting.

Mayor Bachofner asked whether the motion included approval for setting aslde 2% of current
salaries for potential future salary increases, dependent upon the results of the upcoming
salary survey. Mayor Edelen confirmed that it did,

VOTE (second vote required): Ayes: Councilmember Beach, Mayor Edelen, Chair
Potter, Supervisor Parker, Nick Chiulos, Gouncilmember Kampe, Mayor Donahue,
Councilmember Oglesby. Noes: Mayor Bachofner, Councilmember Brown, Mayor Pro-
Tem O’Connell, Councilmember Selfridge, Mayor Pendergrass.

MOTION: Mayor Bachofner moved, seconded by Councilmember Oglesby, and the
motion passed unanimously to continue the meeting past 5:30 pm.

. Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Contract Amendment #2 .
Mr &sarcia presented the item, explaining the purpose of the contract amendment.

MOTION: or Edelen moved, seconded by Mayor Bachofner, to authorize the Executive:
Officer to execuig a Base Reuse Plan reassessment contract Amendment #2 with EMC
Planning Group, Int: '

INCORPORATED INTO THEMMQTION WITH CONSENT OF THE MAKER AND THE
SECONDER: reclassify “analysidqf potentlal fiscal health of one or more of the individual
jurisdictions” as a mandatory task.

Councilmember Oglesby emphasized the need tosqsure all special interest groups the same
degree of access and participation in the process. Several Board members stated they had
received input that the previously held workshops were tod*kgdvy on presentation and did not
allow enough time for public comment. '

E! unanimously approved

e. Capital Intprovement Program Review ~ Phase 1l Study

I. Resolutiomd2-5 to Adopt a Formulaic Approach to Development Fees
ii. Amendment #Ng FORA Jurisdiction’s Implementation Agreemeénts
ili. EPS Contract Améngment #5
Mr. Endsley provided amnquerview of the formulalc approach, noting that the item had been
vetted over the previous 3 Mepths by the Administrative Committee. Mr. Garcla explained the
staff recommendations. :

Jamie Gomes, Economic and Planning Systems (EPS), presented a history of the phase !
work by EPS and described the purpose an lication of the formulaic approach.

The Board inquired as to FORA's ability to provide fulsipg for the veterans cemetery, FORA's
continuing ability to meet its obligations, the timeline for ¢dmqpletion of the Phase It Study, and
the land sale revenue calculations included in the applied fMapproach.

July 13,2012 Page &
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Chair Potter spoke_in support of the proposal, noting that Board members could also sponsor an
appeal for a memberof{he public at no charge.

Mayor Pro-Tem O’Connell statethhe would oppose the motion. Councilmember Brown agreed
and stated that rather than requiring Teembers of the public to pay the fee and seek
reimbursement, FORA should grant fee waiugrs. Supervisor Parker agreed with Counciimember
Brown’s concerns. Councilmember Oglesby st that the current proposal, which included a
reduced appeal fee accompanied by a promise of reimQursement, was reasonable.

MOTION: Councilmember Brown moved, seconded by Ma Pro-Tem O’Connell, and the

otion passed unanimously to amend section 8.01.050 (a) of FORA Master Resolution
to adjust FORA’s Consistency determination appeal fee basis from™the County of
Montereys land use appeal fee to an average of FORA'’s jurisdictions’ tand use appeal fees
less the hig t and lowest fee, as described in attachment A, with the addition of the
following language; “the appeal fee shall be waived for an appellant who signs a
declaration under pe of perjury that she/he qualifies as very low income under low
income standards.”

Records Retention Policy
Principal Analyst Robert Norris explained that staff had reviewed numerous records retention
policies from local, regional, and state agencie3NgQ preparation for the item. He discussed staff's
request for additional funds to compensate for an umagticipated volume of public records requests.

The Board discussed the need establish a policy as soon aspqssible and acknowledged that
future modifications would likely be necessary.

MOTION: Supervisor Parker moved, seconded by Councilmember Oglesby, and the motion
passé dunanimously to adopt the proposed Records Retention policy, as\aresented, and to
authorize FORA staff to expend up to $15,000 for additional resources to respeqd to an
unanticipated volume of public records requests and to bring records into retention policy
compliance.

Staff responded to several Board member questions regarding the policy. Councilmember
Oglesby stated it was a strong policy and suggested that the retention schedule indicate which
records were except from public disclosure.

VOTE: unanimously approved.

. Ord Community Water and Wastewater Systems Proposed Budgets and Rates for FY

2012/13 (2" Vote)
Assistant Executive Officer Steve Endsley summarized the previous Board consideration of the
item.

i. Follow-up Presentation by Marina Coast Water District
Kelly Cadiente, Marina Coast Water District (MCWD), addressed several of the questions
raised by the Board at their July 13, 2012 meeting.

Page 7 of 70
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ii. Resolution Nos. 12-6 and 12-7 Adopting a Compensation Plan and Setting Rates, Fees
and Charges for Base-wide Water and Sewer Services on the former Fort Ord
The Board indicated a desire for a more detailed explanation of MCWD's progress toward Ord
Community annexation and customer voting rights. Various Board members also discussed
limiting capital and planning future expenditures on the regional desalination project, limiting
the financial impact to the ratepayers of future capital expenditures, smoothing debt service
for capital improvement projects prior to development in order to protect existing rate payers,
the need to release information regarding MCWD contracts with consultants, attorneys, and
engineering firms and encourage “in-sourcing,” reducing MCWD staffing expenses,
exploration of low-income rate options, and the need to provide information to the public
regarding the number of votes required to defeat a Proposition 218 noticed rate increase.

Denise Turley inquired as to subsidies/fee waivers for low income individuals and opposed a
raise for MCWD staff.

MOTION (2"? Vote): Mayor Edelen moved, seconded by Chair Potter, and the motion
failed to:

a. Receive presentations from FORA and MCWD staff;

b. Approve Resolutions 12-6 and 12-7 adopting a compensation plan and setting
rates, fees and charges for former Fort Ord base-wide water and sewer services,
with the addition of language stating that “no additional Ord Community
resources should be used to further the Regional Desalination Project unless
expressly authorized by the FORA Board” and removal of the $42,000 allocation
to the Regional Desalination Project included in the proposed budget;

c. Direct the WWOC to look at future CIPs to ensure that expenditures are
facilitating new development as it occurs in an appropriate manner;

d. Encourage MCWD staff to expedite the annexation process;

e. Agendize an informational item to outline the process for annexation for the
August 10, 2012 Board meeting.

INCORPORATION INTO THE MOTION WITH CONSENT OF MAKER AND SECONDER:
remove the 2% allocated in the MCWD Budget for potential wage increases following a
compensation study.

VOTE: Ayes: Mayor Edelen, Chair Potter, Councilmember Kampe. Noes: Mayor Pro-
Tem O’Connell, Councilmember Brown, Councilmember Selfridge, Supervisor Parker,
Councilmember Lutes, Mayor Pendergrass, Mayor Bachofner, Councilmember
Oglesby.

2012 Tort Claim filed Against FORA by Keep Fort Ord Wild (2™ Vote)
lained the legal procedure for denying a Tort Claim.

Several Board members exp d discomfort with denying the claim prior to a full investigation of
its allegations. Mr. Bowden explaine nial of the claim was a matter of legal procedure and
would not limit the Board’s ability to investigate

MOTION: Mayor Edelen moved, seconded by Councilmembe lesby, and the motion
passed to deny the claim submitted by Keep Fort Ord Wild on June 012.

Page 8 of 70
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i. Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority, Case Number: M116438
il. Keep Fort Ord Wlld v. Fort Ord Reuse Authorlty Case Number M1 14961

Chair Potter recommended that, in order to reduce the length of the meetlng the Board continue
consideration of Item 7e10 the next Board meeting.

Age da item 7 was resumed

—-} b. Marina Coast Water District Water and Wastewater Rates, Fees and Charges and
Resolution of Outstanding Issues
Mr. EndIsey addressed concerns raised by the Board at the July Board meetings regarding the
Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) budget

Carl Niizawa, MCWD, stated that lack of an approved operatmg budget prevented the District
from moving forward with important new projects. Mr. Endsley discussed the terms of the
agreement between FORA and IV'CWD

LeVonne Stone suggested that any necessary revenue increases should be obtained from
developers not from ratepayers.

Chair Potter emphasized that in order for staff to resolve any outstanding issues with regards to
approval of the MCWD budget, those Board members opposed to approval must clearly articulate
their issues to staff.

Justin Wellner stated that CSUMB'\:Nas concerned with the overburdening of the ratepayers and
offered to meet with MCWD staff.

Chair Potter deemed the report received without exception.

Continued to September Board meeting.

d. Capital Improvement Program Review —Phase Il Study

i. Adopt Resolution to Imple a Formulaic Approach to the FORA
Development Fee Schedule and Communities Facilities District
Special Tax
mendment #1 to the FORA-Jurisdictions Implementation

Page 9 of 70
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority
% 920 2™ Avenue, Ste. A, Marina, CA 93933
Phone: (831) 883-3672 e Fax: (831) 883-3675 e www.fora.org

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING
Friday, October 12, 2012 at 3:30 p.m. [DRAFT ]

910 2" Avenue, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenter’s Union Hall)

AGENDA

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

. CLOSED SESSION (FORA Conference Room)
Public Comment — Closed Session Items

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) — One Case

. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION (Carpenters Union Hall)

. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND CORRESPONDENCE
a. September 20, 2012 Letter to Marina Coast Water District Regarding

Budget Reductions INFORMATION
b. Request from Mayor Bachofner for Reconsideration of ltem 8a on the
August 29, 2012 FORA Board Agenda ACTION

Item 8a: Capital Improvement Program Review — Phase Il Study (2" Vote)

i.  Adopt Resolution to Implement a Formulaic Approach to the FORA Development
Fee Schedule and Communities Facilities District Special Tax Rates

ii. Approve Amendment #1 to the FORA-Jurisdictions Implementation Agreements to
Implement a Formulaic Approach

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

. CONSENT AGENDA
a. August 29, 2012 FORA Board Meeting Minutes ACTION
b. September 14, 2012 FORA Board Meeting Minutes ACTION
c. Payment of Utilities Costs for General Jim Moore Boulevard ACTION
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8. NEW BUSINESS
None

9. OLD BUSINESS

a. Veterans Cemetery Parcel Land Use Designations (2™ Vote) INFORMATION/ACTION
b. Base Reuse Plan Reassessment:
i. Final Scoping Report (cont'd from September 14, 2012 Board mtg.) ACTION
ii. Presentation on Upcoming Draft Reassessment Document INFORMATION
c. Preston Park Fiscal Year (“FY”) 2012/13 Budget ACTION

(cont’'d from September 14, 2012 Board mtg.)
10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT

a. Outstanding Receivables INFORMATION
b. Administrative Committee INFORMATION
c. Public Correspondence to the Board INFORMATION

11. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS

12. ADJOURNMENT

NEXT REGULAR MEETING: NOVEMBER 16, 2012

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" Avenue, Ste. A, Marina, CA 93933 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 Chanel 25 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

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND CORRESPONDENCE

Subiect: Request from Mayor Bachofner for Reconsideration of Item 8a on the
Ject: August 29, 2012 FORA Board Agenda
Meeting Date: October 12, 2012 l

Agenda Number: 5b ACTION

RECOMMENDATION: [ DRA FT }

Consider request for reconsideration of ltem 8a from the August 29, 2012 Board meeting.

8. OLD BUSINESS
a. Capital Improvement Program Review — Phase Il Study (2™ Vote) ACTION
i. Adopt Resolution to Implement a Formulaic Approach to the
FORA Development Fee Schedule and Communities Facilities District
Special Tax Rates
ii. Approve Amendment #1 to the FORA-Jurisdictions Implementation
Agreements to Implement a Formulaic Approach

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:
On August 10, 2012 the FORA Board approved the following motion by a vote of 8-4:

i. Adopt a Resolution, which would implement a formulaic approach to establishing the Fort
Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Development Fee Schedule and Community Facilities District
(CFD) Special Tax rates (Attachment A).

ii. Authorize the Executive Officer to execute Amendment #1 to the FORA-jurisdictions
Implementation Agreements, which would codify the formulaic approach to establish the
FORA Development Fee Schedule and CFD Special Tax rates (Attachment B).

iii. Schedule Board review of the formula implementation after one year.

As the motion was not unanimously approved, it returned to the August 29, 2012 Board meeting
for a second vote. The second vote resulted in approval of the item by a vote of 10-2.
Subsequently, staff received a request from Mayor Bachofner for reconsideration of the item.

Attached (Attachment A) is the full August 29, 2012 staff report regarding this item. Robert’s
Rules of Order allows a voting member of the Board who voted in the affirmative to make such a
request.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by the FORA Controller
Staff time for this item is included in the approved annual budget.

COORDINATION:
Executive Committee

Prepared by Approved by
Lena Spilman Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.

Page 12 of 70


charlotte
Draft


Attachment A to Item 5b
FORA Board Meeting, 10/12/2012

~ FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: Capital Improvement Program Review — Phase Il Study (2™ Vote)
Meeting Date: August 29, 2012
Agenda Number: 82 INFORMATION/ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):
Take a second vote on the August 10, 2012 motion to:

I.  Adopt a Resolution, which would implement a formulaic approach to establishing
the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Development Fee Schedule and
Community Facilities District (CFD) Special Tax rates (Attachment A under
Exhibit A).

ii. Authorize the Executive Officer to execute Amendment #1 to the FORA-
jurisdictions Implementation Agreements, which would codify the formulaic
approach to establish the FORA Development Fee Schedule and CFD Special
Tax rates (Attachment B under Exhibit A).

After one year, the FORA Board will review the formula to see how well it is
working, and, if there are any problems, consider adjustments.

BACKGROUND:

The FORA Board of Directors reviewed the above action at its August 10, 2012 meeting
~ taking public comment and hearing Board member comments/questions/concerns.
The above motion was not unanimous and is before the Board for a second vote at this
meeting. The August 10, 2012 staff report and its attachments (Exhibit A) along with
questions and responses on this item from the meeting (Exhibit B) are provided for
reference.

DISCUSSION:

At the August 20, 2012 Executive Committee meeting, committee members asked staff to
address the following question: What is the meaning of “available” in section 1.1 of the
proposed Amendment #1 to the FORA-jurisdictions Implementation Agreements?

Section 1.1 reads:

“1.1 The list of authorized CIP improvements (subject to escalation of costs
through the San Francisco Construction Cost Index reported in the Engineering
News Record, unless otherwise noted) to be funded by the Policy and CFD
Special Taxes, after first applying all available FORA property tax revenues,
grant funds, and land sales and lease proceeds, shall be limited to the following
CEQA Mitigation Measures and corresponding base-wide obligations in FORA’s
Cip:”

Available FORA property tax revenues means 90% of the FORA property tax revenue
stream for all new assessed value after July 1, 2012 to the anticipated end date of
FORA (See section 2.1.2 of the proposed Amendment #1 to the Implementation
Agreements). Staff notes that 10% of the FORA property tax revenue stream for all
new assessed value after July 1, 2012 is to be allocated to the underlying jurisdictions
for economic development, and FORA'’s existing level of property tax revenue (the level
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of annual property tax revenue that had been received prior to July 1, 2012) will
continue to be reserved for future FORA operations.

Available grant funds means those grant funds that support accomplishment of a FORA
CIP obligation, such as the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act grant that FORA
received from the Economic Development Administration in 2009 to complete roadwork
along Eucalptus Road and General Jim Moore Boulevard.

Available FORA land sales and lease proceeds means those land sales and lease
revenues that are in excess of FORA CIP programs for building removal and other
obligations (such as caretaker costs).

The practical effect of the language is that all capital and operational obligations (also
known as “Basewide Costs” in the FORA-jurisdictions Implementation Agreements)
would be met prior to any dollars becoming “available” to the referenced uses.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Reviewed by FORA Controller

The funding for EPS’s phase Il CIP review study work has been funded through FORA'’s
Fiscal Year 10-11,11-12, and 12-13 budgets.

COORDINATION:

Administrative Committee, CIP Committee, Executive Committee, Authority Counsel,
Assemblymembers Bill Monning and Luis Alejo’s offices, State Senator Anthony
Cannella’s office, development teams, Development Planning & Financing Group, Inc.,
and EPS.

Prepared by/%)&haz_ Reviewed by Q %’6}6_{\ g«ASQ@J\O //.

than G Steve Endsley

Approve
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DREUSEA THORITY Bo Exhibit A to Item 8a

; FORA Board Meeting, 8/29/12

Subject: Capital Improvement Program Review — Phase I Study

Meeting Date: August 10, 2012
Agenda Number: 7d

INFORMATION/ACTION

RECONMMENDATION(S):

i.  Adopt a Resolution, which would implement a formulaic approach to establishing
the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Development Fee Schedule and
Community Facilities District (CFD) Special Tax rates (Attachment A).

ii. Authorize the Executive Officer to execute Amendment #1 to the FORA-
jurisdictions Implementation Agreements, which would codify the formulaic
approach to establish the FORA Development Fee Schedule and CFD Spegcial
Tax rates (Attachment B).

BACKGROUND:
The July 13, 2012 staff report (Attachment C) is provided for additional reference.

DISCUSSION:

At its July 13, 2012 meeting, the Board offered questions about the proposed formula. A
listing of questions with responses is provided in Attachment D. One question was how
the item was referred to the FORA Board for consideration. The Board contracted with
Economic & Planning Systems’ (EPS) in May 2011 to perform additional review of the
FORA Capital Improvement Program and Development Fee/CFD special tax (CIP Review
Phase Il study) in order to further consider the appropriate fee level. During an Assembly
Local Government Committee hearing on AB 1614, state legislators asked FORA to
address concerns about FORA’s development fee program. Since EPS was already
under contract to perform this work, FORA staff directed EPS to advance their work
program in Phase [l concerning a formula that would provide a higher degree of certainty
for FORA’s development fee program while ensuring that FORA would maintain its ability
to fund all of its required obligations including CEQA mitigation measures, related
basewide implementation costs, and FORA operational costs. The FORA Administrative
and Executive Committees reviewed the proposed formula in May, June, and July.

Another concern was the complexity of EPS’s presentation of the proposed formula
(Attachment E). An additional area of concern related to Caretaker Costs; please refer to
the attached memorandum (Attachment F) for a discussion of these costs.

Staff believes there are straightforward answers to these questions and have included the
explanations in Attachment D. A lot of work has been done to ensure that this policy is
fair, even-handed, and treats all jurisdictions and parties in the same way. All FORA
obligations to CEQA and TAMC are met by this policy, as well as offering some
opportunity to assist the FORA jurisdictions cover their caretaker costs and reuse costs.
Without such a formula, there is no opportunity to solve these issues equitably.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller

The funding for EPS’s phase Il CIP review study work has been funded through FORA’s
Fiscal Year 10-11,11-12, and 12-13 budgets.
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FT DRAFT Attachment A to ltem 7d

FORA Board Meeting, 8/10/12

Resolution 12-

Resolution of the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority (FORA) Board establishing a
formula to determine FORA’s annual
basewide development fee schedule and
Community Facilities District (CFD)
Special Tax rates

N’ N Nt N N’ N’

A.
to the difference between the revenues need
revenues otherwise reasonably available to ; and
B.
C.
D. The Policy an A : j “sources to fund CEQA Mitigation

997 FORA Base Reuse Plan and CEQA

F. FORA recoggtzes the importance of calibrating the Policy and CFD Special Tax
by incorporating all available resources to fund CEQA Mitigation Measures and
Board-determined basewide obligations in FORA’s CIP identified in Section 1.1;
and

G. FORA and its member Jurisdictions acknowledge the Policy and CFD Special
Tax must be fair and equitable; and

H. FORA has: 1) achieved cost savings; 2) secured grants and other contributions to
the base-wide mitigation measures from federal and state sources; and 3) loaned
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DRAFT DRAFT

1.1.3  Habitat Management endowment requirements anticipated in the
future Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan excluding costs related to an open space
management plan or costs related to a regional trails system program.

1.1.4  Fire Fighting equipment (“Rolling Stock™) lease-purchase of four
fire engines and one water tender.

1.1.5  Other Costs and Contingencies shall be evaluated on a periodic
basis in the same manner as other CIP costs and revenues. Other Costs and
Contingencies are currently limited to the following:

Special Tax after a prehensive review of all potential costs and revenues. The
process to consider stich adjustments will be defined, predictable and transparent to all
stakeholders. Adjustments to the Policy and CFD Special Tax will be approved only if
they are demonstrated to be fiscally prudent and do not expose FORA or its member
jurisdictions to unreasonable risk.

1.2.3  In accordance with the process set forth in part IT of this resolution,
commencing with Section 2.1, the FORA Board will update anticipated construction
costs and revenues available to fund the facilities identified in section 1.1 above, which
are eligible to be funded by the Policy and CFD Special Taxes, and corresponding
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DRAFT DRAFT

b. The term on the FORA property tax stream shall be from the date of the
current CIP (e.g., upcoming fiscal year) through the anticipated end date
of FORA (or the proposed FORA extension end date if applicable).

c. The NPV calculation shall assume a discount rate equal to the annual
average Bond Buyer Revenue Bond Index plus 50 basis points using the
prior fiscal year end date (e.g., use 2012 year to date annual average at the
end of FY 2011-12 for the FY 2012-13 calculation) as published in The
Bond Buyer.

d. Allocate the NPV as calculated above to reduce/offset costs of CIP.

ted by FORA from
ted from parcels in the
City or County for

e. Allocate 10% of the actual property tax revenug
all new assessed value after July 1, 2012 an
Fort Ord area of the member jurisdict

if any, to the Pohcy and ’ $1 ¢nt shall the adjusted CFD
i i  rates (as escalated annually per

, the foregoing Resolution was

ABSENT

I Supervisor Da jtter, Chair of the Board of Directors of the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority in the Cgunty of Monterey, State of California, hereby certify that the
foregoing is a true copy of an original order of the said Board of Directors duly made and
entered under Item  , Page  , of the Board meeting minutes of , 2012
thereof, which are kept in the Minute Book resident in the offices of the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority.

DATED BY
Dave Potter
Chair, Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
5
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Attachment B to Item 7d
FORA Board Meeting, 8/10/12

Amendment #1 to the Implementation Agreement
between the Fort Ord Reuse Authority and its
Member Jurisdictions

RECITALS

A. The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) and the membé lurisdiction have
entered into an Implementation Agreement dated a, a§‘7‘*1 2001 -
(“Implementation Agreement”) to, among other pufposes, identify and provide
for distribution of land sale and lease revenue

(“CIP"), and

B. FORA has adopted a Base
Special Tax”) to fund, togeth
(i) of the Implementation Agr
fee and CFD Special Tax to fu

‘Special Tax provide resources to fund CEQA Mitigation
LCIP) identified in the 1997 FORA Base Reuse Plan and

member furisdiction recognize that land sales and lease
proceeds, FORA property tax revenues , grant funds and the Policy and CFD
Special Tax continue to be the appropriate sources to fund CEQA Mitigation
Measures and Board-determined base-wide obligations in FORA’s CIP as
identified in Section 1.1; and

G. FORA and the member jurisdiction recognize the importance of calibrating the
Policy and CFD Special Tax by incorporating all available resources to fund
CEQA Mitigation Measures and Board-determined basewide obligations in
FORA'’s CIP identified in Section 1.1.; and
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exceed $112,698,595 (as escalated) unless the obligation is otherwise reduced by
TAMC and FORA.

1.1.2 Water Augmentation, which includes FORA’s CEQA obligation
for the approved water augmentation project and FORA'’s voluntary contribution to
help offset water capacity charge increases. FORA’s CEQA obligation is subject to
annual escalation, while the voluntary contribution is not.

1.1.3 Habltat Management endowment requirements anticipated in

A contingency.amount not to exc 15% of the costs of
Transportation/Transit improvements for )n support, soil
management plans, right of way acq \NEP.

: adopt a formula to monitor and update the
, as follows

. ThePolicy and CFD Special Tax were originally designed to
fund specific CIP i vements serving the overall base and local jurisdictions
based upon mitigation measures required by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). These mitigation measures are described in the Base Reuse Plan
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as well as the 1998 Settlement Agreement with
the Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club. This agreement does not limit FORA’s right
or duty, or that of its member jurisdictions to raise sufficient funds to construct those
CEQA Mitigation Measures.

1.2.2 The FORA Board will consider adjustments to the Policy and
CFD Special Tax after a comprehensive review of all potential costs and revenues.
The process to consider such adjustments will be defined, predictable and
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a. Current FORA CIP build-out assumptions as shown to estimate CFD
special tax revenue.

b. Current market data assumptions to estimate assessed values for
each land use type.
Formula:

a. Calculate the net present value (NPV) of 90% of the FORA property
tax revenue stream for all new assessed value after July 1, 2012.

b. The term on the FORA property tax stream
the current CIP (e.g., upcoming fiscal year)
date of FORA (or the proposed FQO
applicable).

éﬁ %e from the date of
ugh the anticipated end
extension end date if

c. The NPV calculation shall assume al to the annual
average Bond Buyer Revenue
the prior fiscal year end da
average at the end of FY 201"

published in The Bond Buyer.

e. Allocate 10% of the ac
from all new assessed 3

e 2.1.4 with 2.1.3 and determine the amount of
adjustment, if any,to olicy and CFD Special Tax rates. In no event shall the

. ENFORCEMENT

3.1 This agreement is entered into for the benefit of FORA and the
member jurisdiction subject to the Policy and CFD Special Tax, and may be subject
to dispute resolution and enforced by FORA or the member jurisdiction subject to the
Policy and CFD Special Taxes in the same manner and process set forth for dispute
resolution and under Section 17 of the Implementation Agreement.
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Attachment C to ltem 7d
FORA Board Meeting, 8/1 0/12

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: Capital Improvement Program Review — Phase |l Study

Meeting Date: July 13, 2012
Agenda Number: 6e

RECOMMENDATION(S):

INFORMATION/ACTION

i. Adopt Resolution 12-05, which would implement a formulaic approach to
establishing the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) development fee schedule and
Community Facilities District (CFD) Special Tax rates (Attachment A).

ii. Authorize the Executive Officer to execute Amendment #1 to the FORA-jurisdictions
Implementation Agreements, which would codify the formulaic approach to establish
the FORA development fee schedule and CFD Special Tax rates (Attachment B).

iii. Authorize the Executive Officer to execute contract amendment #5 with Economic
and Planning Systems (EPS) to complete the Phase Il Study in FY 12/13
(Attachment C), not to exceed additional budget authority of $60,000.

BACKGROUND:

In 1997, the FORA Board adopted the Base Reuse Plan which contained a number of
environmental mitigations. The Board also adopted a series of findings that include funding
those environmental mitigation measures (habitat, traffic, transit, fire protection, storm
drainage, etc.). In 1999, the FORA Board adopted a Development Fee Schedule that
collects fees from Fort Ord reuse projects to finance the Base Reuse Plan mitigations and
Board-determined base-wide obligations in FORA’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP).
The Board and five jurisdictions adopted Implementation Agreements in 2001 to ensure
(among other items) funding of environmental mitigations and basewide obligations. The
FORA Board confirmed its CIP financing program with adoption of the FORA Community
Facilities District in May 2002.

FORA's successful implementation of CIP projects through Development Fee payments,
CFD special tax collections, and State and Federal grant proceeds resulted in a need to
review FORA’s CIP in fiscal year (FY) 2010/2011. At the end of the process, the FORA
Board determined that:

1)} A reduction in the FORA Development Fee and CFD special tax rates was
appropriate and reduced these rates by 27 percent.

2} Several important factors would impact fees in the FY 2012/2013 timeframe
warranting a phase |l study, which the Board subsequently authorized.

This recommendation for adopting a formula is a follow up to the FORA Development Fee
and CFD special tax program and offers to FORA, its jurisdictions, developers, and the
community a consistent and predictable approach to costs and revenues to meet all FORA
CIP obligations.

Since redevelopment agencies were eliminated by State Law, FORA’s land use jurisdictions
have been looking for ways to fund their reuse programs. This formula would provide for
diverting 10% of future FORA property tax revenues generated within FORA's land use
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California’s dissolution of redevelopment and endowment holder requirements for the future
Habitat Conservation Plan, it was deemed prudent to have EPS study those elements of
Phase [l first. However, during legislative hearings on FORA’s extension (AB1614), the
issue of a change in FORA’s approach to both the development fee and CFD Special Tax
rates was proposed to reduce uncertainty for all parties. This is a uniquely FORA issue. It
is not one that can be resolved by state legislation.

EPS, working with FORA staff, developed a standardized formula for establishing the
development fee. That formula was reviewed by the FORA Administrative Committee at
five meetings in May and June 2012. At its May 30, 2012 meeting, the committee
considered the proposed formula as it might be implemented through a draft FORA Board
resolution and an amendment to the FORA-jurisdictions Implementation Agreements. The
proposed formula would match FORA revenue sources to FORA obligations and set an
appropriate fee level consistent with obligations. Staff would apply any adjustments to
FORA's development fee and CFD Special Tax resulting from the formula within 90 days of
finalizing Implementation Agreement Amendment #1 with the five Jurisdictions and,
thereafter, staff would integrate the formula into the FORA Board’s consideration of the
FORA Capital Improvement Program on a periodic basis. At its May 30, 2012 meeting, the
Administrative Committee passed a motion recommending that a draft resolution and draft
amendment to the Implementation Agreements be presented to the FORA Board after
several edits were made. At its June 13, 2012 meeting, the Adminimistrative Committee
asked staff EPS to return to its June 27, 2012 meeting with a model illustration
(Attachment D) and calculation of the formula (Attachment E) so that every component of
the proposed formulaic approach is ily understood and end-result modeled.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller

The funding for EPS’s phase I CIP review study work has been funded through FORA's FY
10-11 and 11-12 budgets. The FY 12-13 budget includes $60,000 for this proposed
amendment.

COORDINATION:

Administrative Committee, CIP Committee, Executive Committee, Authority Counsel,
Assemblymember Bill Monning and Luis Alejo’s offices, development teams, Development
Planning & Financing Group, Inc., and EPS.

AN -
Prepared by 2) ¢, Reviewed by x_)- S‘{Z«ﬁ(‘) M
) opathan Garcia Steve Endsley v

FORA Board Meeting
July 13, 2012
ltem 6e —- Page 3
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Attachment D to Item 7d
FORA Board Meeting, 8/10/12

Questions from the July 13, 2012 FORA Board meeting
concerning the Phase II study formulaic approach

1. ‘Where did this item come from?

Further consideration of the appropriate level of developer fees has been included in the Phase II work
plan from the outset. In addition, several concerns about FORA’s development fee program surfaced at
the Assembly Local Government Committee hearing on AB 1614, legislation proposing an extension to
FORA. State legislators asked FORA to address these concerns in the short-term while AB 1614 was
under consideration by the State legislature. Since EPS was already under contract to perform this work,
FORA staff directed EPS to advance their work program in Phase II concerning a formula that would
provide a higher degree of certainty for FORA’s development fee program while ensuring that FORA
would maintain its ability to fund all of its required obligations including CEQA mitigation measures,
related basewide implementation costs (e.g., building removal, property management/caretaker costs),
and FORA operational costs. The FORA Administrative and Executive Committees reviewed this
proposed formula in May, June, and July.

2. Why should we adopt this formula at the current time? The proposed change in fee is less than 5%.

It is important to consider that adopting the formula at this time does not immediately adjust the
Developer Fee or CFD Special Tax. The “change in fee” described at the July 13 Board hearing was
based upon preliminary calculations completed at the request of the FORA Administrative Committee.
The preliminary calculations were intended to provide an order of magnitude look at how the Developer
Fee and CFD Special Tax might adjust if the formulaic approach were adopted as proposed. The
response to question #3 below provides some additional context.

3. Why shouldn’t we wait until the Phase II study and/or BRP Reassessment are complete?

FORA’s development fee program was reviewed in Phase I through a process that looked at program
assumptions, fee calculations, and results. In the end, the FORA Board reviewed the results and
concluded that the fee could be reduced by 27%, keeping the program whole.

The FORA Board determined at that time that it also needed to conduct a Phase II CIP study because
several factors warranted review. EPS is reviewing program assumptions, fee calculations, and results.
EPS’s work on the formulaic approach pertains to the fee calculations portion of their work program.
EPS will still complete its review of assumptions and calculate results. Adopting a formula at this time
does not prejudge future results. Implementing the formula in any given year may result in a fee decrease
or a fee increase.

Waiting until completion of Phase II to adopt the formula would not provide any additional information
about the applicability of the formula, its fairness, technical soundness, and so on. Likewise, waiting until
completion of the BRP Reassessment provides no additional technical information about the soundness of
the formula. The BRP Reassessment document is an informational report. The Board has discretion on
whether or not to act on any items identified in the report. In both cases, once the formula is in place, all
issues of policy remain ripe for further discussion.
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follows the original language from Section 7 of the Implementation Agreement(s) wherein identified
revenues are subtracted from CIP costs to derive a remaining amount to be funded through the Developer
Fee Policy and CFD Special Tax. With ten years experience in preparing the annual CIP updates and in
administering the Fees and CFD Special Taxes, application of the formula can be routinized into the
annual capital improvement program planning process the Board is familiar with.
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Attachment E

DRAFT An'nual Process to Update

Basewide Development Fee Policy
and CFD Special Tax

Attachment E to ltem 7d
FORA Board Meeting, 8/10/2012

- STEP1

Determine total remaining CIP Costs =
(Equals the Sum of all CIP Cost Components) Land Sale / Lea e Revenues

' "",Net of Other Obllgatlons

l Land Sales Revenues / Proceeds (LSR/P)

’ (Less) Credits retained to offset CiP-funded
STEP 2 projects in prior years

Determine the sources and amount of funds:

e Fund Balances

. -Grant Monles

e - oan Proceeds

e CSU Mitigation Fees

e Land Sales /‘Lease Revenues }:

¢ FORA Property Tax Revenues

Y N

Calculate future Assessed Valuation (AV):
Reuse Forecast x AV = New AV > Ju]y 1, 2012

- STEP 3

\ o Calculate Tota[ Tax Revenue Avaxiable

Determine Net Costs funded througn
Poficy and CFD Special Tax Revenues

(Net Costs = Step 1 - Step 2)

|

STEP 4

Calculate Policy and CFD Fee Revenue
{(Using prior year rates and reuse forecast)

l

STEP 5

»(by comparing Step 3 with Step 4)

NOTE: . Adjusted Tax Rate cannot exceed the

Adjust Policy and CFD Special Tax (as necessary)

New x 1"/ - SeiAside _| Pass = Net Tax i
A\/ ° (20%) Thraughs Available i

Calculate FORA Propery Tax Revenue (Continued)
Net Tax 5 - FORA
Available J X ( 35% } - Allocaﬁon}

Discount Remaining Years (through 2020) of
Annual FORA Property Tax Revenues at ___ %
(Bond Buyer Revenue Bond Index + 50 basis points)
[Example: In 20135, discount annual revenues for years 2015-2020]

Allocate present value of future annual
FORA property tax revenue

Present Value of
Future FORA Property Tax Revenue

\ Maximum CFD Special Tax (as escalated annually)/

Prepared by EPS 7/3/2012 P1121000\21462 FORA Il CIP Review\Models\Charts\FORA CFD.xis
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority

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

Attachment F to ltem 7d
FORA Board Meeting, 8/10/12

MEMORANDUM
Date: July 26, 2012
To: Fort Ord Reuse Authority (‘FORA”) Administrative Committee
CC: Michael A. Houlemard, Jr., Executive Officer
Steve Endsley, Assistant Executive Officer
From: Jonathan Garcia, Senior Planner
Re: Caretaker Costs, item 7b

The purpose of this memo is to provide information on Caretaker/Property Management Costs on
former Fort Ord. Over the last few months, Caretaker Costs have been discussed in conjunction
with the FORA Capital Improvement Program (“CIP”) Review - Phase Il study/formulaic approach.
It was suggested that FORA staff provide additional background on Caretaker costs for future
discussion. In preparation of this memo, FORA staff reviewed background material on caretaker
costs from the late 1990’s to present.

Caretaker status has been defined by U.S. Army regulation as “the minimum required staffing to
maintain an installation in a state of repair that maintains safety, security, and health standards.”
This Army term may have generated the context of FORA’s analysis of Caretaker costs in the late
1990’s. Caretaker costs were first described in the FORA CIP in FY 2001/2002 as a $14 million
dollar cost with footnote reading: “Costs associated with potential delays in redevelopment and
represent interim capital costs associated with property maintenance prior to transfer for
development (as per Keyser-Marston truthing of caretaker and other costs).”

FORA has maintained Caretaker costs in its annual CIPs since the initial FY 2001/2002 CIP.
Within the last five years, FORA and County of Monterey Office of Housing and Redevelopment
staff discussed property management costs associated with the County’s habitat property
described in the draft Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan ("HCP”). FORA and its HCP consultant
note that trails planning/maintenance costs for public access on these properties are costs that the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/California Department of Fish and Game do not allow to be funded
by the HCP, but should be funded by other jurisdictional resources.

During FORA’s CIP review — Phase | Study, concluded in May 2011, FORA'’s financial consultant
recommended that Caretaker/Property Management costs be removed from FORA’s CIP
Contingencies because no costs had been defined. FORA jurisdictions requested that Caretaker
costs be added back in order to cover basewide property management costs, should they be
demonstrated.
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Exhibit B to Item 8a
FORA Board Meeting, 8/29/12

Questions from the August 10, 2012 FORA Board meeting
concerning the Phase I study formulaic approach

1. Should FORA be in a position to fund Caretaker Costs, would FORA use its General Fund to
reimburse jurisdictions for these costs?

At the August 10, 2012 Board meeting, staff responded that FORA Assessment District Counsel opined
that the FORA CFD Special Tax is not an eligible funding source for Caretaker Costs. Therefore, funding
for Caretaker Costs would need to come from land sale proceeds or other FORA revenue sources.

2. Would FORA only be able to fund Caretaker Costs in the first year?

At the August 10, 2012 Board meeting, staff responded that this policy could be reviewed every two
years or so, but FORA wouldn’t have to lock itself into a particular trigger year for caretaker
expenses. Also, as covered in a memorandum for Item 7b (August 10, 2012 meeting), jurisdictions
will be expected to identify and document ongoing caretaker costs that are anticipated and the Board
would approve expenditures at the time the CIP is adopted (usually May-June). The memorandum
describes that as each jurisdiction documents the incidence of caretaker costs that jurisdiction could
continue to request FORA funding for caretaker costs to the extent that funding is available.

3. Would adopting this policy lock FORA in, preventing FORA from increasing its contributions to the
Water Augmentation Program?

At the August 10, 2012 Board meeting, staff responded that this issue dates back to a prior decision
that this Board made to make a capped dollar amount contribution to the augmentation program. So,
the matter is looking at what the cost of that water augmentation program might be, and the item dates
back to the previous discussion where FORA is going to have to sit down with MCWD and discuss
what exactly those costs are. It is possible that the costs could go down. Maybe the program will
only need $10 million, but that will need confirmation. What this process does is it allows us to be
constantly working through those numbers so that we do it in a more formalized way rather than
doing it on the fly so that FORA can work through some of the kinds of contingencies that are being
suggested (such as a hypothetical situation of needing to increase FORA’s contributions to the Fort
Ord Water Augmentation Program).

The policy established by the Board was to provide an equitable way to distribute the cost of
improvements across the augmentation system rather than having those that access the existing water
pay less while future folks pay more, or vice versa. What is the proper balance between a rate-based
system and the cost to connect (hook-up fees, etc.). There was a need to be equitable because the
reuse is considered to be basewide. And that’s been the policy that has been carried forward since the
Board made that decision. It would be a policy change to change the cap. The other side was, the
FORA Board said that the developers need to pay a fair share of this cost and there would be a future
capital charge for developers. So the Board figured the identified amount was their equitable share.
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Does this formulaic approach commit FORA funds upfront, including fund balances, loan proceeds,
and grant monies?

The formulaic approach identifies all sources of revenue and funding that can be used to fund
FORA’s CIP and related Board-determined basewide obligations. Existing fund balances, loan
proceeds and grant monies are examples of revenue sources that would be quantified as the formulaic
approach is periodically updated. While the formulaic approach identifies funding from all available
sources, it does not specify or commit FORA to any specific costs or timing within which certain
funding sources would be used. Obviously, grant funds, fund balances, and loan proceeds will be
used for the original intended purpose, unless unrestricted. The timing of revenues and expenditures
would continue to be reviewed and approved by the FORA Board through its annual CIP update
process.

By voting for this policy, can we look at fees and caretaker issues as needed, or are we saying that we
are locked in for an indefinite period of time?

At the August 10, 2012 Board meeting, staff responded that, if the motion that was made calls for a
decision that will be reviewed in a year, then, in fact, you are making a decision today that will be
reviewed with the CIP next year (9 months from now). If the formulaic approach is adopted today, it is
likely that the Phase II Study to apply the new formula could return to the Board in two to three months.
This means the Board has an opportunity to proceed in a stepwise process with frequent opportunity to test
assumptions. Staff thinks the Board’s hands are not tied by voting for the motion. The idea is to give
more definition and to give more reliability, and at the same time provide sufficient flexibility for the
FORA Board to make future decisions. It’s a delicate balance. Depending on how you read it, you might
see flexibility or restriction.
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Placeholder for:

ltem 7a - August 29, 2012 Board meeting minutes

ltem 7b - September 14, 2012 Board meeting minutes

These items will be included in the
final Board packet
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

CONSENT AGENDA
Subject: Payment of Ultilities Costs for General Jim Moore Boulevard
Meeting Date: October 12, 2012
Agenda Number: 7c ACTION

RECOMMENDATION:

Authorize payment of $63,107.00 to Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) and
$203,027.78 to Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) for work outside of the General Jim
Moore Boulevard (GJMB) construction contract.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 4

In past roadway improvement projects, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) has
included the basic landscaping of center medians, including installation of irrigation
piping, controllers and water supply meters." The fees for water meter installations have
always been paid by FORA. In 2011, when the FORA Board approved MCWD rates,
fees and charges, capacity charges were set: by that approval. Those approved
charges are what set the price for the water meter installations. The installation of water
meters was not included in the original bid or contract for this work.

At the intersection of Mescal and the Hilby extension to GJMB, an existing PG&E power
pole fell within the Hilby extension roadway and its foundation stood well above street
level. The pole needed to be relocated outside of the intersection. PG&E accomplished
the relocation under an *Actual Cost Contract”. The final cost of the relocation was
$203,027.78.

The pole was a portion of a transmission system PG&E had constructed in the late
1930’s and was not-a portion of the facilities conveyed by Army to PG&E, therefore; the
cost of relocation fell to FORA.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller

The total cost of these two items of work is 266,134.78. Community Facilities District
fees will be utilized for payment.

COORDINATION:
MCWD, PG&E, City of Seaside

Prepared by Approved by
James M. Arnold Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

OLD BUSINESS

Subject: Veterans Cemetery Parcel Land Use Designations (2" Vote)

Meeting Date: October 12, 2012
_Agenda Number: 9a (

W INFORMATION/ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S): L DRA FT J

Receive additional information and take a second vote concerning land use designations on
Veterans Cemetery-related parcels. Because the motion passed with a non-unanimous majority
(7-4) vote at the September 14, 2012 Board meeting, the item is being returned for a second
vote in accordance with the Board’s practices.

BACKGROUND:

At the September 14 FORA Board meeting, staff presented a report (Attachment A) on
implementing the FORA Board’s past direction and actions concerning land use
designations on parcels related to future development of a Veterans Cemetery. The
Veterans Cemetery site includes approximately 100 acres within Seaside and
approximately 78 acres within unincorporated Monterey County. The individual parcels
within the overall site are further described in Table 1, below.

Table 1 — Current and Proposed Land Use Designations for the Veterans Cemetery Parcel
Parcel Name Approx. | Current BRP Land Use “Proposed” BRP Land Use
jurisdiction) Acreage | Designation(s) Designation(s)’

a) Endowment Fund

Opportunity Parcel 28.7 Open Space/Recreation SFD Low Density Residential
(Seaside)

b) Endowment Fund

Opportunity Parcel 1.7 SFD Low Density Residential | SFD Low Density Residential
(County)

%eAar];gI:)ry Parcels 1.5 Open Space/Recreation Office/R&D
?()ZOAL?r::t‘;/I)a ry Parcels 20 SFD Low Density Residential Open Space/Recreation
e) CCCVC (Seaside) 32.2 Open Space/Recreation Open Space/Recreation

f) CCCVC (County) 52.2 SFD Low Density Residential Open Space/Recreation
g) Development Area

with Habitat Restoration 30.4 Open Space/Recreation Open Space/Recreation
Opportunity (Seaside)

h) Development Area

with Habitat Restoration 156.5 SFD Low Density Residential Open Space/Recreation
Opportunity (County)

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) Await legislative land use decisions and/or development entitiements submitted from
Monterey County and/or City of Seaside. Appropriate CEQA review to be initiated

' 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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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 entitiements and appropriate CEQA review by
Monterey County and/or Seaside would need to be submitted for FORA Consistency
review in the future.

3) Adopt desired land use designations for the BRP Land Use Concept Map and text
amendments for the Veterans Cemetery Parcel consistent with Table 1. Authority
Counsel has indicated Board can implement this option by resolution making fand
use designation changes within the Veterans Cemetery Parcel (see Attachment B to
the September Board report). 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.

Members of the public commented from a variety of perspectives on issues such as the
planned uses of the site, the need for a local Veterans Cemetery, evolution of the cemetery
as a broad-based community goal, site characteristics, and proximity to the National
Monument.

Ultimately, the Board directed staff to provide the Board with additional information regarding a
fourth option that would allow designation of the Veterans Cemetery independent of taking
action at this time regarding the Endowment Fund Opportunity parcels.

DISCUSSION:

In effect, the Board’s action regarding a fourth option is a hybrid approach to the previous
options #1-3, producing the following policy direction:

e “Option 1” with regard to the endowment parcels (rows “a-b” in Table 1, above): Under
the previously established MOU among FORA, Seaside, and the County, Seaside will
process entitlements (including applicable CEQA clearance) for any future legislative
land use decisions and/or development entitlements on the endowment parcels.
Seaside will complete its actions and then present its findings to the FORA Board for a
determination of consistency with the Base Reuse Plan. As noted above, this approach
is FORA'’s standard process for undertaking BRP revisions and making a determination
of consistency; and

o “Option 2" with regard to the other parcels (rows “c-h” in the Table): FORA will ensure that
text and graphic amendments are included among the action items for Board consideration
as part of the current BRP reassessment effort. The purpose of the changes will be to
reaffirm that these parcels are expressly designated as intended for future development of
a Veterans Cemetery, independent of other land-use decisions or designations. This action
is consistent with the site’s labeling for “VC — Veterans Cemetery” on the land use concept
map in the published BRP (2001) and with the 2008 Veterans Cemetery master planning
process, among other actions and decisions. This step does not preclude any particular
land use being proposed for the adjacent endowment parcels, which would proceed
consistent with the “Option 1” approach.

The reassessment is underway and will be completed in December 2012. Policy options
and priorities for Board consideration will be identified in the Reassessment Document, a
draft of which will be circulated in mid-October. The actual text and graphic changes would
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become part of the FORA work plan for 2013 as a follow-on action resulting from the
reassessment process.

If selected by the Board as a post-reassessment follow-on action, the appropriate type of
CEQA clearance for these changes will need to be determined. It should be noted that
under any of the proposed BRP designation changes on the parcels in Table 1 there would
be a net increase of between 39 and 68 acres of land designated as Open
Space/Recreation in the BRP.

A California Veterans Cemetery has been a shared objective of Monterey County and
regional veterans and their families for decades, with broad-based community support.
State legislation has supported development of a Veterans Cemetery at Fort Ord. A
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among the City of Seaside, the County of Monterey,
and FORA has guided the preliminary process of land designation, planning, and future
land transfers.

Designation of the Veterans Cemetery parcels as discussed above provides certainty as the
supporters of the cemetery move forward with exploration of all options for funding of the
cemetery project (subject to federal, state, and local government and land-use
requirements). The Board’s action will not encumber or prevent due consideration of other
land use designations or funding options for other parcels in the vicinity.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller

Staff time related to researching and reporting on this item is included in the FY12-13 budget.
The action items discussed in this report (i.e., text and graphic changes to the Base Reuse
Plan to clarify designation of the Veterans Cemetery) would become part of FORA’s work
program in 2013, as a follow-on action after completion of the reassessment process in
December 2012. Costs for work-program impacts associated with this task could be incurred
in the current and/or next fiscal year. Because potential costs and work program impacts are
unknown at this time, the Board may have to revisit the funding issue during mid-year budget
review (Jan.-Feb. 2013). '

COORDINATION:

Authority Counsel, Executive and Administrative Committees.

Prepared by Reviewed by
Darren McBain Steve Endsley

Approved by

Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.
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Attachment A to item 9a
FORA Board Meeting, 10/12/2012

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

OLD BUSINESS

Subject: Veterans Cemetery Parcel Land Use Designations

Meeting Date: September 14, 2012

Agenda Number: 7d INFORMATION/ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):
1. Receive a report on the Veterans Cemetery Parcel land use designations.

2. Direct staff to implement option #1, #2, or #3 (described below and in
Attachment A) concerning the Veterans Cemetery Parcel Land Use
Designations.

BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION:

At the August 10, 2012 Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Board meeting, Director lan
Oglesby made a request concerning the Veterans Cemetery Parcel, asking staff to bring
back a report on implementing the FORA Board’s past direction or intent concerning
land use designations. The Veterans Cemetery Parcel consists of Army Corps of
Engineers (COE) Parcels E18.1.1 (approximately 100 acres within Seaside) and
E18.1.2 (approximately 78 acres within the County of Monterey).

The Veterans Cemetery Parcel land use designations in the 1997 Base Reuse Plan
(BRP) land use concept map (Figure 3.3-1) (Exhibit A) were Military Enclave in the
Seaside portion and Single Family Dwellings (SFD) Low Density Residential within the
County of Monterey portion. The current status of Seaside General Plan (August 5,
2004 Seaside General Plan was found consistent with the BRP on December 10, 2004)
for this area is Park and Open Space with “Veteran’s Cemetery” text included on the
map (Exhibit B). The current status of the Monterey County General Plan (November
21, 2001 General Plan amendments was found consistent with the BRP on January 18,
2001) for this area is Low Density Residential. The Monterey County 2010 General
Plan is pending FORA Consistency review.

The desired land use designation changes to the Veterans Cemetery Parcels are
described in the Table 1 below and would include text changes to the Open
Space/Recreation designation 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 intent to change Veterans Cemetery Land
Use designations.
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Table 1 - Current and Proposed Land Use Designations for the Veterans Cemetery Parcel

Parcel Name

Approx. Acreage

Current Land Use

Proposed Land Use

(jurisdiction) Designation(s) Designation(s)

Endowment Fund 28.7 Open Space/Recreation | SFD Low Density

Opportunity Parcel Residential

Seaside)

Endowment Fund 1.7 SFD Low Density SFD Low Density

Opportunity Parcel Residential Residential

{County)

Ancillary Parcels 1.5 Open Space/Recreation | Office/R&D

(Seaside)

Ancillary Parcels 2 SFD Low Density Open Space/Recreation

(County) Residential

CCCVC (Seaside) 32.2 Open Space/Recreation | Open Space/Recreation

CCCVC (County) 52.2 SFD Low Density Open Space/Recreation
Residential

Development Area 30.40 Open Space/Recreation | Open Space/Recreation

with Habitat

Restoration

Opportunity (Seaside)

Development Area 15.5 SFD Low Density Open Space/Recreation

with Habitat Residential

Restoration

Opportunity (County)

Staff analyzed this request in an August 31%, 2012 memorandum (Attachment A) to the
FORA Administrative Committee and presented three options for the Committee’s
review. These options included:

1) Await legislative land use decisions and/or development entitlements submitted
from Monterey County and/or City of Seaside. Appropriate CEQA review to be
paid for by the jurisdiction. This is FORA’s normal process for undertaking 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.

3) Approve or adopt desired land use designation changes to the Base Reuse Plan
("BRP”) Land Use Concept Map and text amendments to change land use
designations for the Veterans Cemetery Parcel to be consistent with Table 1
proposed land use designations. Authority Counsel indicated that the Board
could implement this option by adopting a resolution that would make the land
use designation changes within the Veterans Cemetery Parcel (Attachment B).
Legislative land use decisions and/or development entitlements and appropriate
CEQA review from Monterey County and/or Seaside would still need to be
submitted for FORA Consistency review in the future.

At its September 5, 2012 meeting, the Administrative Committee did not provide a

specific recommendation, but indicated that option #2 or #3 were preferred and the staff
analysis should be revised.
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FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller ﬂ 7 %"' / 5

Staff time related to this item is included in the FY12-13 budget.

COORDINATION:
Authority Counsel, Executive, and Administrative Committees.
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Fort Ord Reuse Authority
% 100 12" Street, Building 2880, Marina, CA 93933
Phone: (831) 883-3672 e Fax:(831)883-3675 e www.fora.org

Attachment A to ltem 7d

MEMORANDUM FORA Board Meeting, 9/14/2012

Date: August 31, 2012

To: Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) Administrative Committ"ee

CC: Michael A. Houlemard, Jr., Executive Officer
Steve Endsley, Assistant Executive Officer
Robert Norris, Principal Analyst

From: Jonathan Garcia, Senior Planner

Re: Veterans Cemetery Parcel Land Use;De&gnations

Background:

At the August 10, 2012 FORA Board me: Items from Members,” Director lan

uring “item 11
Oglesby made the following request: -»

“that staff clarify, correct, and if nece:
designations of certain parcels of lan
the Veterans Cemetery Parcel;
Parcel, the Endowment Fun

f‘e‘nt Area with Habitat Restoration Opportunity
rcel, and the Ancillary Parcels and any other

yast FORA‘Boar’ d‘|rect|ons approvals, agreements, documents,
ctlons that may have resulted in revisions or changes to the text,

Parcels and initiate an amendment or amendments to the Fort Ord Reuse Plan to fully
implement the board’s intent regarding the Fort Ord Reuse Plan designations and uses
for the Veterans Cemetery Parcels; and
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3. That any clerical corrections be completed as soon as possible and any amendments be
brought to this board for action at its September 2012 meeting.”

In response to this request, staff reviewed past FORA Board actions. Before 2007, the Board'’s
actions pertaining to the Veterans Cemetery land uses consisted of:

o FORA Board Adopted the 1997 Base Reuse Plan (BRP) on June 13, 1997. Land use
designations in the land use concept maps [Fig. 3.3-1 and 3.3-2] included Military Enclave
within the City of Seaside portion and Single Family Dwellings (S_FD) Low Density
Residential within the County of Monterey portion of the Vete
Corps of Engineers (COE) Parcels E18.1.1 (approximately
E18.1.2 (approximately 78 acres within the County)]. Th
symbol in the land use concept maps was included in thé
Attached is Exhibit A

cres within Seaside) and
ns Cemetery (VC) land use
shed 1997 BRP (2001).

land use designations(December 11, 1998):( i
FORA Board determlnatlon that Monterey Countfs No

mber 20, 2001General Plan
‘staining the 1997 BRP underlying

Modules/ShowDocunHe' asgx7aocument|d =591) to show the
rea depicted in the 2004 Seaside General Plan Land

Board authonzed the Executive Officer to enter into a
ith Monterey County for preparation of a Veterans Cemetery

( ttg,l/www Co. montca;gsgca us/va/downloads/09-11-
2008 Vet Cem Fort Ord DevMP_Final.pdf)].

J February 3, 2009 - FORA Board took an action to invest a portion of FORA's share of land
sales rever

e April 3, 2009 Board authorized the FORA Executive Officer to enter into an MOU
regarding Central Coast Veterans Cemetery endowment funding (signed on April 28, 2009)
(http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1913).

o June 12, 2009 - FORA Board authorized the FORA Executive Officer to submit a grant
application to the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) for grant funds to support
infrastructure analysis and design in the Central Coast Veterans Cemetery planning area.

e May 13, 2011 - FORA Board accepted OEA grant deliverables completed by Whitson
Engineers and their sub-consultants (Central Coast Veterans Cemetery-Conceptual Master
Plan — Figure 4 is available at the following website:
http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=5121.
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o August 12, 2011 - FORA Board authorized the Executive Officer to execute the Veterans
Cemetery Memorandum of Understanding (signed on March 2, 2012) (Exhibit D).

Below is correspondence related to the Veterans Cemetery Parcel land uses between the FORA

and City of Seaside staff:

> October 9, 2009 — Letter from Stan Cook to Diana Ingersoll concemning confirmation of
future Land Uses in Parker Flats (Exhibit E).
» January 7, 2010 — Letter from Diana Ingersoll to Stan Cook concermng confirmation of
Planned Land Uses in the Parker Flats Area (Exhibit F).

The current and proposed land use designations are described in
designations demonstrate proposed changes from current lan

ble 1 below (italicized land use
natlons) Proposed land

Table 1 — Current and Proposed Land Use Desi g 18

Parcel Name Approx. Acreage ,;C"j'rent Land Use Proposg Land Use
(jurisdiction) ’ Designation(s)*
Endowment Fund 28.7 SFD Low Density
Opportunity Parcel Residential
(Seaside)

Endowment Fund 1.7 SFD Low Density

Opportunity Parcel Residential

(County)

Ancillary Parcels Office

(Seaside) « ‘Space/Recreatlon

Ancillary Parcels < | SFD Low Density Open

(County) | Residential Space/Recreation

CCCVC (Seaside) ‘Open Open
Space/Recreation Space/Recreation
SFD Low Density Open
Residential Space/Recreation
Open Open
Space/Recreation Space/Recreation

Development Area SFD Low Density Open

with Habitat Residential Space/Recreation

Restoration ‘

Opportunity (County):

Discussion:

The request involved reviewing “past FORA Board directions, approvals, agreements, documents,
reports and any other actions that may have resulted in revisions or changes to the text, maps,
charts and other graphic depictions of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan with respect to the Veterans
Cemetery Parcel and immediately perform and complete any clerical corrections to the Fort Ord

Reuse Plan.”

It is important to note that the 1997 BRP does not discuss the Veterans Cemetery in

the text of the document and, before this request was submitted, no formal request has been made
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to change the 1997 BRP to include the Veterans Cemetery in the text of the document. However,
after reviewing the background material, it is apparent that the FORA Board and local community
have a track record of supporting the California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery (CCCVC).
Future changes to the BRP could include discussion of the Veterans Cemetery in the document
text and a different set of land use designations for the Veterans Cemetery Parcel to facilitate its
development.

In addition to developing a site plan for the CCCVC (Fig. 5.01), the September 2008 CCCVC Draft
Development Master Plan determined that a private cemetery or residential use would provide both
the highest and best use for the Endowment Fund Opportunity Parcel;ithe ancillary development
parcels (chapel, museum, veterans hall, and amphitheater) would plement the Veterans
Cemetery, and the southern one-third of the site could provide development or habitat mitigation
opportunities. However, environmental review has not yet bee (compf ed on the CCCVC Draft
Development Master Plan and, as a result, the Plan has not been form opted by a public
agency. Correspondence between FORA and Seaside staff confirms that i aside’s intent that
the Endowment Fund Opportunity Parcel land use be res dentlal The City of’:SeaS|de has not yet
completed land use designation changes within the.Veterans Cemetery Parcel However, the
March 2, 2012 Memorandum of Understanding p sa list of milestones that Partles will

Cemetery Parcel since it found the Countf
Seaside 2004 General Plan consistent with tl

2009 Veté‘i-ans Cemetery MOU, October 9, 2009 and
. een FORA and City of Seaside staff, the May 2011 OEA

2) Direct EMC P g 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.

3) Approve or adopt desired land use designation changes to the Base Reuse Plan (“BRP”)
Land Use Concept Map and text amendments to change land use designations for the
Veterans Cemetery Parcel to be consistent with Table 1 proposed land use designations.
Authority Counsel indicated that the Board could implement this option by adopting a
resolution that would make the land use designation changes within the Veterans Cemetery
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Parcel (Attachment B). Legislative land use decisions and/or development entitlements
and appropriate CEQA review from Monterey County and/or Seaside would still need to be
submitted for FORA Consistency review in the future.

Option #3 is more responsive to the request because it is the most direct means of bringing BRP
land use designation and text changes to the FORA Board for action. Option #2 would take more
time to implement since the BRP changes would be packaged with other changes the FORA Board
may decide to include, but it is likely to be more cost effective overall since it would combine BRP
changes. Option #1 is the least responsive to the request. Under this optlon the City of Seaside
would complete its environmental review of the Endowment Fund Oppo >rtunity Parcel and other
Veterans Cemetery Parcel areas, which is currently underway, andsut it any General Plan and
zoning amendments to the FORA Board for a Consistency Deter lination Review, likely sometime
in 2013 or 2014. All three of the options have the potential t he same end, but have
different timeframe implications. .

Staff does not know for certain what the rationale is
Speculatively, the current Veterans Cemetery land

~fent Remediation Program has planned to
residential standard per the October 9, 2009

and January 7, 2010‘; » éspondencé etween FORA and City of Seaside staff.
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ATTACHMENT B to Item 7d
FORA Board Meeting, 09/14/12

Resolution 12-XX

Resolution changing Land Use )
Designations in the 1997 Base )
Reuse Plan land use concept )
Maps and adding cemetery use )
As an allowable use under the )
Open Space/Recreation land use )
Designation )

concerning the past dlrectlon
Veterans Cemetery Parcel.

101ty A") adopted the Final Base
Code Sectlon 67675 et seq. Land use

&

portion of the Vete Cemetery Parcel designations to Park and Open Space.

F. The FORA Board acted on a number of items since 2007 that provided direction and
intent concerning land use designations on the Veterans Cemetery Parcel. These
actions included:

e November 9, 2007 - FORA Board authorized the Executive Officer to enter into a
reimbursement agreement with Monterey County for preparation of a Veterans
Cemetery Development Master Plan.

e February 13, 2009 - FORA Board took an action to invest a portion of FORA's share
of land sales revenue to help in creating the state enacted endowment fund.

1
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April 3, 2009 - FORA Board authorized the FORA Executive Officer to enter into an
MOU regarding Central Coast Veterans Cemetery endowment funding (signed on
April 28, 2009).

June 12, 2009 - FORA Board authorized the FORA Executive Officer to submit a
grant application to the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) for grant funds to
support infrastructure analysis and design in the Central Coast Veterans Cemetery
planning area.

May 13, 2011 - FORA Board accepted OEA grant deliverables completed by Whitson
Engineers and their sub-consuitants.

August 12, 2011 - FORA Board authorized the Executive Officer to execute the
Veterans Cemetery Memorandum of Understanding (sig n March 2, 2012),

FORA and Seaside staff correspondence showed in
City of Seaside portion of the Veterans Cemetery Pz
Stan Cook to Diana Ingersoll concerning confiri
Flats and January 7, 2010 letter from Dian
confirmation of Planned Land Uses in the

rning land uses in the
cel (Octol fer 9, 2009 letter from
n of future Land Uses in Parker

This resolution formalizes previous dire
Reuse Plan land use designations and land usg
Cemetery Parcel. These changes would clearlyj
the Veterans Cemetery, ancma; '

fgnate land uses compatible with
Isk and development with habitat

Enwronmental Impact Report (FEIR) and recognizes that the these land use
designation changes are less intense than allowed by the military enclave and SFD
low density residential land use designations analyzed in the FEIR, which provided
approximately 100 acres of military enclave and 78 acres of SFD low density
residential land use designations within the Veterans Cemetery Parcel.

4. The Board recognizes that the these land use designation changes are less intense
than allowed by the City of Seaside 2004 General Plan and Monterey County 2001
General Plan Amendment, which provided approximately 100 acres of park and

2
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open space and 78 acres of SFD low density residential land use designations
within the Veterans Cemetery Parcel.

5. The Board implements a text change to BRP Table 3.4-1 Permitted Range of Uses
for Designated Land Uses to include cemeteries as one of the uses allowed within
the Open Space/Recreation land use designation.

6. The Board implements land use concept map changes to BRP Figures 3.3-1 and
3.3-2 to adopt changes described in Attachments 1 and 2.

Upon motion by , second regoing resolution was passed

on this 14" day of September, 2012, by heufotlowmg vote

AYES: Directors:
NOES:
ABSTENTIONS:
ABSENT:

DATED BY

Dave Potter
Chair, Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
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Attachment 1 to item 7d
FORA Board Meeting, 9/14/2012

o

hY

CENTRAL COAST VETERANS CEMETE“I}Y

FORMER FORT (WD - CITY OF SEASTDN « MONTEREY COLNTY, CALLFOR)
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Attachment 2 to Item 7d
FORA Board Meeting, 9/14/2012

Table 1 - Land Use Designations changes to BRP land use concept maps (Figures 3.3-1 and
3.3-2) for the Veterans Cemetery Parcel (changes in italics)

Parcel Name (jurisdiction)

Approx. Acreage

Land Use Designation(s)

Endowment Fund Opportunity
Parcel (Seaside)

28.7

SFD Low Density Residential

Endowment Fund Opportunity 1.7 SFD Low Density Residential
Parcel (County)

Ancillary Parcels (Seaside) 1.5 Office/R&D

Ancillary Parcels (County) 2 Open Space/Recreation
CCCVC (Seaside) 32.2 Open Space/Recreation
CCCVC (County) 52.2 Open Space/Recreation
Development Area with Habitat | 30.40 Open Space/Recreation
Restoration Opportunity

(Seaside)

Development Area with Habitat | 15.5 Open Space/Recreation

Restoration Opportunity
{County)
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
OLD BUSINESS

Subject:

Base Reuse Plan Reassessment — Final Scoping Report and Presentation
on Upcoming Draft Reassessment Document

Meeting Date: October 12, 2012
Agenda Number: 9b m ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):

1.

Receive a final Scoping Report (see “contents” description, below), as adjusted to reflect
comments received on the August 15, 2012 draft, circulated as part of the Base Reuse Plan
(BRP) reassessment process.

Receive an overview presentation and update regarding the draft Reassessment Document
(scheduled to be circulated for public comment on October 17, 2012)

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

Background: The Board’s formal receipt of the final scoping report was agendized for September
14, 2012, but was deferred due to extended discussion of previous items on the agenda. The
scoping report represents the culmination of the information-gathering phase of the reassessment
process. The original draft document included three main components:

A discussion of public input obtained in the community workshops and through written
correspondence (the full text of comments received is attached as an appendix);

A market/economic report analyzing regional trends, forecasts, opportunities, and constraints;
and

A detailed status report describing progress of implementation of the BRP.

Contents: The final scoping report, as originally agendized for September 14, 2012 comprised:

1.

2.

3.
4.

The draft scoping report circulated on Wed., August 15, 2012, as supplemented through Friday,
August 24 to include Appendix D-2.1 (additional timely e-mailed comments):
www.fora.org/BRPScopingReport.html;

An “errata” of corrections and clarifications identified through public review and comment on the
draft (Attachment A to the September 14 Board report);

The full text of public comments received through Tuesday, September 4, 2012 on the draft; and
A transcript of the August 29 Board workshop for the scoping report.

Please note that items #2-4, above, were posted on FORA'’s web site: www.fora.org/addendum.html
by September 7, 2012 and were circulated to FORA Board members in September as hyperlinks in
an email message.

Subsequent to circulation of the Board packet for September 14, FORA staff has received the
following additional materials responding to the scoping report, each of which has been made
available on FORA'’s web site: http:.//www.fora.org/resources.htm

5.

An attachment that was handed out at the September 14 Board meeting: Compilation of an
additional errata sheet by EMC Planning Group, along with written comments from Fort Ord
Environmental Justice Network, Jim Hendrick, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, City
of Seaside, and City of Marina.
Written comments from:

e Douglas R. Garrison / MPC, 9/17/2012 (Attachment A)

e Molly Erickson / Law Offices of Michael Stamp, 9/17/2012 and 9/14/2012 (Attachment B)

The final scoping report will be “republished,” to fully integrate these components #1-6, above, as
well as any additional comments made specifically in reference to the scoping report but received
after September 4, as part of the final Reassessment Document by the end of 2012. Page 48 of 70



Purpose of Scoping Report and Addendum: The Scoping Report is the work product for the
information-gathering phase of the reassessment process. It is a compilation and summary of the
received public input, status of reuse implementation, and an analysis of economic conditions and
projections. It is intended to be factual and “reporting”-oriented in nature, as opposed to recommending
policy positions or priorities for going forward. Exploring policy options and identifying priorities are the
objectives of the next phase in the process (Reassessment Document; see below).

Accordingly, the purpose of the addendum to the Scoping Report was to correct errors of fact, omissions,
oversights, and editorial errors within the original report. Many germane and compelling policy
suggestions were presented in comments submitted in response to the draft scoping report, as well as in
the information-gathering leading up to release of the draft. All input received on the scoping report will
be taken into consideration, and in many cases is instrumental to shaping the policy options that will
appear in the draft Reassessment Document.

The intended distinction between the Scoping Report (facts/information-gathering) and the
Reassessment Document (policy options and priorities) may have been less clear with regard to the
economic analysis component of the scoping report. In their study, Economic and Planning Systems
(EPS) consultants provide their analysis on what would constitute a wise strategy for adapting to current
and projected economic conditions. The recommendation-oriented aspects of the EPS study should be
viewed as specialized expert opinion, a part of the scoping process, as opposed to a policy position that
is currently being recommended to the Board as a result “of” the scoping process. The suggestions
voiced by EPS in their study will be woven into the analysis and discussion of policy options in the public
draft Reassessment Document, in conjunction with many other considerations and sources of input.

Draft Reassessment Document: At the October 12 meeting, members of EMC Planning Group will be
available to present a general overview of the next phase of the reassessment process, and to receive
Board direction and public input on the formulation of public policy options and priorities. The following is
a brief summary of key remaining steps in the reassessment timeline (dates are tentative at this time):

e Wed,, Oct. 17: Circulate public draft Reassessment Document for public review and comment

e Tues., Oct. 30: Public workshop (special Board meeting) to discuss draft Reassessment Document
and policy options—pending coordination with the Executive Committee on Wed., Oct. 3.

e Fri., Nov. 16: Public hearing for Board action on Reassessment Document
Fri., Dec. 14: Final public hearing for Board action on Reassessment Document

e Tues., Jan 1, 2013: Reassessment process must be completed in order to comply with terms of
Sierra Club settlement agreement

e 2013: Commence work on any policy action items, including potential modifications to the Base
Reuse Plan, resulting from the reassessment process

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controlier

Staff/consultant time and costs associated with producing the Scoping Report and the Reassessment
Document were included in the FY11-12 and 12-13 budgets for the reassessment.

COORDINATION: Administrative Committee, Executive Committee.

Prepared by Reviewed by
Darren McBain Steve Endsley

Approved by

Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.
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Attachment A to item 9b
FORA Board Meeting, 10/12/2012

MONTEREY PENINSULA

O L E G

September 17, 2012

Mr. Michael Houlemard, Executive Director
and the FORA Board

Fort Ord Reuse Authority

920 2™ Avenue, Suite A

Marina, CA 93933

RE: Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Additions to the Scoping Report Errata 9/14/12
Dear Mr. Houlemard and FORA Board:

On September 14, 2012, | attended the lengthy Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board of Directors meeting and while
there received an additional report, “Additions to the Scoping Report Errata.” This report stated comments that
had been received by the previous deadline for submission of September 4, 2012 and identified additional changes
to various chapters of the Scoping Report.

Monterey Peninsula College submitted a letter dated September 4, 2012 which cited omissions regarding Program
C-1.2 and A-1.4 of the Scoping Report. The September 14, 2012 “Errata” report included an addition regarding the
Program A-1.4 matter; however, the issue with the Program C-1.2 remained unaddressed. | had prepared language
on this matter for submission at the meeting, but due to the length of the meeting, Chair Potter continued
consideration of the Scoping Report until the October 12, 2012 Board meeting. Prior to adjournment, I inquired on
the record whether further corrections couid be submitted, and Chair Potter indicated all submissions received by
September 17 would be considered.

In the “Additions to the Scoping Report Errata” document distributed on September 14, an important addition was
made to page 4-52, Program A-1.4 that noted the existence of an agreement between Monterey Peninsula College
and the Bureau of Land Management. However, the other area noted for change by MPC's letter of September 4,
2012 was not addressed. With reference to Program C-1.2, the Scoping Report states, “No development plans are
approved for Polygon 19a.” This statement is misleading because it does not note the existence of property
exchange agreements signed in 2002 and 2003 by Monterey Peninsula College, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, and
Monterey County which approve development of parcel E19.a.5 as a site for public safety training functions.
Therefore, | request that the statement that no development plans are approved for Polygon 19a be revised by
adding similar language to that used on page 4-52, Program A-1.4. An addition on page 4-41, Program C-1.2 should
include the following statement: “FORA, the County, and MPC have entered into agreements that address
development plans for parcel E19a.5.”

I request that this addition to Program C-1.2 appear in the corrected Errata report that will be distributed at the
October 12, 2012 meeting. If you have any questions, please let me know.

Doug amso
Supen tendent/ resident

Attachment: Monterey Peninsula College Letter to FORA September4 2012

ceVickiNgkamtira, Assistant to the President

980 Fremont Street, Monterey, CA 93940 (831) 646-4000 | www.mpc.eda
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@MPC
MONTEREY PENINSULA

COLLEGE

September 4, 2012

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

RE: Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Scoping Report

The Scoping Report for the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan reassessment was recently released
by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority. Iam writing to provide comments regarding Chapter 4,
Reuse Plan Implementation.

On page 4-41, regarding Program C-1.2 and open space designation, the notes state, “Open
space will be provided within Eucalyptus Road area on land under the control of Monterey
Peninsula College. No development plans are approved for Polygon 19a.” This statement
needs clarification — I believe Polygon 19a includes the College’s parcel, E19a.5, which is
planned for development as the site of an emergency vehicles operations course and fire
tower training facility. Monterey County and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority are signatories
to property exchange agreements in 2002 and 2003 with the College that approves
development of this parcel for this purpose.

Later, on page 4-52, regarding Program A-1.4, and the minimization of impacts of
proposed land uses which may be incompatible with public lands, such as ... siting of the
Monterey Peninsula College’s Military Operation Urban Terrain (MOUT) law
enforcement training program in the BLM Management/Recreation Planning Area. The
notes state, “The County has not taken actions to minimize potential impacts resulting
from ... the MPC MOUT facility.” Again, Monterey County, the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority, and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) are signatories to a 2005
agreement with the College where BLM agreed to withdraw its claim to the MOUT facility
in favor of MPC’s ownership. The parties all acknowledged the MOUT facility would
continue to be operated by MPC as a public safety and tactical training facility within
BLM’s area. The recent designation of the BLM’s Fort Ord acreage as a national
monument does not extend to the MOUT facility and thus, should not affect continued use
for public safety training. The agreement also addresses coordination between MPC and
BLM to address concerns with operation of the MOUT facility.

[ offer these clarifications because the College agreed to relocate its public safety training
facilities to the Parker Flats area and MOUT facility to resolve a longstanding (ten years!)
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September 4, 2012
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Page 2

land use conflict with the County and FORA over the East Garrison. Reaching agreement
was not an easy process; but the College agreed to the exchange to ensure the future
development of the training facilities at Parker Flats and the MOUT. The facilities are
essential to MPC’s public safety programs; the lack of adequate training facilities for
emergency vehicle operations, weapons handling, and firefighting have created a number
of logistical challenges for these programs.

The College has been providing training for law enforcement, fire technology, and
emergency responders for numerous years. MPC graduates are employed at local police
and fire agencies in the area and throughout the state of California. The facilities at Parker
Flats and the MOUT are necessary to continue meeting training requirements and serve
local public safety needs.

MPC looks forward to continuing its successful role in the reuse of the former Fort Ord.
The public safety training facilities in Parker Flats and at the MOUT facility will be an
educational resource for the region and have positive economic development impacts for
the area. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Scoping Report.
Sincerely,

'\/Ia‘é'u Nﬂ%drmw,

Vicki Nakamura

Assistant to the President
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Attachment B to Item 9b
FORA Board Meeting, 10/12/2012

Darren McBain

From: Molly Erickson [mailto:erickson@stamplaw.us]
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 4:50 PM

To: Darren McBain

Cc: Lena Spilman

Subject: Re: Item 9e on FORA board agenda

Darren:

Thanks for your response. Attached is a courtesy copy of the letter I hand delivered to Lena on Friday at the

Board meeting, prior to the discussion of agenda item 9e. The letter is from our Office on behalf of Keep Fort
Ord Wild.

Thanks for your effort to try to clarify the confusing naming of the various reassessment scoping report

documents. It is very confusing to have two sets of additional scoping report documents, both of which are
numbered starting with page 3-1.

The “Additions to the scoping report errata” was made available to the public for the first time at the
September 14, 2012 FORA board meeting. I ran across the last copy available at that meeting. The first page
of the packet made it look like the packet contained only correspondence. I was surprised to find additional
scoping information from the reassessment consultant contained in the packet.

These are two comments on the “Additions to the scoping report errata.”

1. The proposed changes to Page 2-9 — re FORA 's role on projects — does not reflect the actual facts.
Contrary to the proposed changes, “project-specific public comments on projects not yet approved by the local
jurisdictions are” not best directed to the relevant local jurisdiction, because FORA may consider taking actions
that enable specific projects prior to the land use jurisdiction’s approvals. One example of this is the Veterans
Cemetery project, where the FORA Board has indicated its desire to change the land use jurisdiction on the
Base reuse Plan map to enable the cemetery. Without such change, the cemetery could not proceed. The
cemetery has not yet been approved by Seaside. The issue identified in the report ~ whether the FORA Board
does or does not have discretionary authority to review or approve entitlements for such projects — is not the
issue. As to the proposed change regarding the Eastside Parkway project is also incorrect. The Eastside
Parkway is a component of the capital improvements program — it is not a future potential component. But
because the CIP is not part of the Base Reuse Plan, the reference to the “BRP capital improvements program”
is inaccurate and should be deleted. The Base Reuse Plan is of higher authority, and the CIP should not be
mischaracterized by the proposed implication that the CIP is part of the BRP.

2. As to page 4-52, the proposed change is incorrect. Contrary to the proposed change, the County has had
the opportunity to takes actions to minimize potential impacts resulting from major roadways.” As one
example, in 2011 the County adopted an alignment for the Eastside Parkway that runs past proposed
residential areas and the CSUMB property. At that time, the County failed to take that opportunity to minimize
potential impacts from that proposed major roadway.

Regards,

Molly

Molly Erickson

Law Offices of Michael W. Stamp

479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, CA 93940
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LAW OFFICES OF

MICHAEL W. STAMP
Michael W. Stamp 479 Pacific Street, Suite One Telephone (831) 373-1214
Molly Erickson Monterey, California 93940 Facsimile (831) 373-0242

Olga Mikheeva

September 14, 2012

Via Hand Delivery
Dave Potter, Chair

Members of the Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority

920 2nd Ave., Suite A

Marina, CA 93933

Re: September 14, 2012 meeting — revised agenda item Se (Base Reuse Plan
reassessment, formerly item 7e)

Dear Chair Potter and Members of the FORA Board of Directors:

This Office represents Keep Fort Ord Wild. Due to concern that meeting records
may be destroyed by FORA, Keep Fort Ord Wild submits these written comments and
will be supplementing them with oral presentation.

Keep Fort Ord Wild is concerned about the following broad categories:
1. There is no legal water for development at Fort Ord. The Salinas Valley
Groundwater Basin is in overdraft. In an overdrafted basin, new

groundwater cannot be appropriated.

2. The 6,600 AF relied upon by the Base Reuse Plan was not a legal
transfer of water rights.

3. All Fort Ord water comes from Deep Aquifer:

a. ancient water not being recharged, not sustainable.
b. unknown quantity, could run out in the near future.

4, Even if the 6,600 AF transfer was legal, which it is not, Seaside and the

County do not have enough paper water for their approved and planned
developments.

5. The scoping report discussion of water demand are flawed.
a. Mere estimates of paper demand.
b. Fails to include potential demand of existing and future uses.
C. None of the water demand is capped or otherwise limited.
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Dave Potter, Chair

and Members of the FORA Board of Directors
September 14, 2012

Page 2

8. Significant issues that were raised in public comment on the draft
reassessment scoping report were ignored in the final report.

7. The changes made in Chapter 3.0, “scoping report errata,” are all
attributed to public agencies or to staff. No changes are attributed to
members of the public, or to public interest organizations. Despite the
many valid comments and criticisms of the draft report which merited
changes to the report, apparently all were rejected.

Because the scoping report data and analysis are flawed, the conclusions are
flawed. These problems are significant. They are caused, at least in part, by the
conflict of interest of the reassessment report preparer. These issues, along with other
issues raised by the public during this process, render the Base Reuse Plan
reassessment unreliable, and in violation of the settlement agreement with the Sierra
Club as incorporated into the FORA Master Resolution.

Knowing that there is no legal water for development, the FORA Board should
not perpetuate the policies of the existing Base Reuse Plan that rely on the 6,600 AF
transfer. Further, the Board should require the reassessment process to acknowledge
that the existing uses on Fort Ord are supplied by a limited water supply that is not
quantified, not sustainable, and not reliable.

The FORA Board should require an objective and independent reassessment of

the Base Reuse Plan, including a fair and balanced analysis of the issues raised by the
public.

These comments are also submitted as comments on the draft scoping report for
the reassessment. Please include them in the final report.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Very truly yours,
LAW OFFICES OF MICHAEL W. STAMP

), 18-

Mo!ly Erickgon
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

OLD BUSINESS

Subject: Preston Park Fiscal Year (“‘FY”) 2012/13 Budget-Continued
Meeting Date: October 12, 2012

Agenda Number: 9c (DRAFT w ACTION
RECOMMENDATION(S): L J

Approve FY 2012/13 Preston Park Housing Operating and Capital Expenditure Budgets Option
A orB.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

In the July 13, 2012 Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) Board meeting the Preston Park
2012/2013 Fiscal Year Operating Budget was approved with the instruction to return the
consideration of Capital Improvement Program and a rent increase for the August 10, 2012
meeting with responses to tenant claims and reporting issues. At the August 10, 2012 meeting
the item was pulled to address a request by a FORA Board member that all Board members be
given a complete copy of the Preston Park Marketing Survey and Operating Budget. In prior
reports the items were summary pages of the full reports because they are forty and 140 pages
in length. These items have been provided to the requesting FORA Board member and are
posted online for all at http://fora.org/fora downloads.htm.

The staff has reviewed the Preston Park FY 2012/13 Operating Budget and Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) Assessment and is prepared to recommend approval of the Capital
Expenditure Budget and rent increase as noted below:

Option A

e Approve the Operating and Capital Expenditure Program budgets (attachment B page 3)
reflecting a 3% rent increase and approving capital improvement expenditures. The rental
increase assures that revenues keep pace with budgeted expenses and sustains the
Replacement Reserve.

Option B
e Approve the Operating Budget and defer the rental increase (attachment B page 2) and the
proposed Capital Improvement Program work for a future owner of the property.

Staff recommends Option A considering; 1) the Board has postponed rental increases this past
year no increase since 7/1/10, 2) an increase in accord with the adopted formula keeps
revenues tracking with expenses, and 3) Capital Improvement Program expenditures will drain
reserves.

The overall budget sustains FORA Board June 2010 approved formulas for setting annual
market rents. The adopted formulae are: 1) Move-ins - establishing market rents on an on-
going basis according to a market survey, and 2) Existing tenants - increase rent once a year
by the lesser of 3% or the Consumer Price Index.
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Follow-up Issues from June 8, 2012 Board Meeting

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 Alliance staff have contacted the
speakers and were informed that the incidents happened after attendance at a Marina
City Council meeting and that they were unable to identify the persons involved. FORA
staff is continuing to investigate this matter.

Follow-up issues from August 10, 2012 Board Meeting

Frank O'Connell Concerns received August 9, 2012

ITEM 7c PRESTON PARK FISCAL YEAR 2012/13 and RATES
Alliance Responses— 08/20/2012

1. Water Heaters: They have not been strapped in compliance with the law. | have

been informed that completion of the 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.

. Market Survey: The 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. | 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. It has been sent to Mayor
Pro Tem O’Connell.

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). At the time of budget preparation, the
average differential between the average in place market rate unit rent and
market rent was 16%. Full report sent to Frank O’Connell.
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3. The inconsistencies between the Alliance letters and the budget summary
continue.

*FOR A staff is requested to provide the board members with a copy of the

7120/12 from Alliance to FOR A’s executive officer with this attachment.

a.

On May 20, 2012, June 1, and 20, 2012 Alliance sent letters to the FORA
executive officer. In each letter the total amount salary, payroll taxes and
payroll burden/benefits equals $398,736.00 for projected 2012 and
$421,627.00 for proposed 2013.

Alliance Response: August 30 Letter responds to most recent concemns.

The budget summary page, Attachment A, page 1 to this agenda shows:
$410,059.00 for 2012 and $434,036.00 for 2013. An unexplained difference of:

2012 more than $11,000.00

2013 more than $12,000.00

Alliance has had months to explain the discrepancy and has failed to do so.
Alliance Response: As explained 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 ease the concerns,
the primary (rolled up) payroll number was used in the memo, and explanations
were also rolled up. The previous methodology of reporting used had been at
the request of the City of Marina Asset Management 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 $667 346 7.0%

Total Payroll $434,036 $410,059 ($23,977) -5.8%

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.
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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: Affachment B is a Market Survey indicating market rents

for New Residents only. The market survey is not 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 a range of $1,455.00-1,890.00 for in-place 3
bedroom units, but Attachment B shows a range of $1,830.00-$1,855.00.

Alliance Response: There are three apartment homes in Preston Park which
have amenities above and beyond a typical home. As they are not currently
available, they are not included in the Market Survey. One of those upgraded
apartments is a three bedroom home which is currently occupied a rate of
$1890 per month, and therefore included in the memo as the highest rent for
an in place rent. In order to alleviate confusion, we have amended the memo
to allow for this top end rent for the three bedroom unit type.

6. Alliance’s verbal response to these concerns should not be accepted. A
written explanation given in advance of the next board meeting is necessary
so that the board can make a competent, informed and proper decision.
Alliance Response: Please see the comments above.

Alliance is playing fast and loose with numbers and has to be held accountable.
Alliance Response: Information provided to the board is done so in good faith. FORA
staff made the decision to provide the summary copies as attachments because of the
size of the documents (40 and 140 forty pages). Alliance endeavors to provide timely
and reliable information, and has been and will continue to be available to answer
questions, provide clarification and make changes as necessary or requested.

1. An updated letter to the executive officer has to be provided with accurate
information.
Alliance Response: Note August 30 Letter.

2. 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.

3. 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 Board
member O’Connell and posted on the FORA Website.
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FISCAL IMPACT.:
Reviewed by FORA Controller

Both options provide FORA adequate revenue to cover the Preston Park loan debt service.

COORDINATION:

FORA Staff, Alliance Staff, Administrative Committee, Executive Committee.

Prepared by Approved by
Robert J. Norris, Jr. Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.
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Attachment A to ItemSc

FORA Board Meeting,
10/12/2012

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:

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 Authority staff 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 (attachment C)
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 floor plans, 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:

Two Bedroom Three Bedroom

Water $19 $20

Sewer $13 $13

Garbage $17 $19

Heating $9 $10

Wir Htg Gas $15 $16
Cooking-Gas $8 $9

Electric-other $17 $18

Total $98 $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 proposed 2012/2013 budget assumes a 3% increase for 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 ltems,
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 Current Rent | Proposed FY12/13 Change 8/1/12
Range FY11/12 | 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 $46,894 for the 2012/2013 fiscal
year. This amount is representative of 8 months of impacted revenue, as increases were
scheduled for November 1, 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 $1,505 - $1,555
Three Bedroom $1,830 - $1,890

*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
Account

PAYROLL

UTILITIES

MARKETING

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

Proposed
2013

Projected
2012

$434,036 $410,059

$96,660 $93,075

$13,047 $7,883

$142,819 $130,924

Variance %
($23,977) -5.8%

($3,585) -3.9%

($5,164) -
65.5%

($11,894) -91%

Comments

Increase due to annual
salary increases (5.8%)
as well as the State of
California’s approval of
a Workers’ comp
increase of 38%.
Increase assumes a
3% rate increase
obtained by utility
companies.

Increase due to the
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.

Alliance management
fee remains 2.5% per
contract, but increased
rent revenue would
result in increase in
management fees paid

Page 64 of 70



INSURANCE

AD-VALOREM TAXES

NON ROUTINE
MAINTENANCE

$185,020

$103,104

$14,000

$174,426

$101,727

$17,623

($10,594)

($1,377)

$3,623

-6.1%

-1.4%

20.6%

to Alliance. Variance

primarily driven by
allowance for bi-annual
audit.

Based on renewed
insurance contract
bound in December
2011.

Increase based on
estimated taxes per
Accounting
assumptions.
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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o 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 Authority over 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)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

Common_ Area Maintenance: Pet Waste Stations were installed at each
playground and bus stop
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.
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.
Long Term Residents: We continuously strive to upgrade the units of our long
term residents by painting, upgrading appliances, and replacing flooring.
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
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
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 Preston Park FY2012/2013 Budget

Total Income

Total Expense
Net Income

2012/13 Budget 2011/12 Projected Variance

$5,392,749 $5,251,798 $140,951
$1,462,155 $1,449,321 ($12,834)
$3,930,594 $3,802,478 $128,116

Page 66 of 70



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. | look forward to receiving approval of the final budget prior to September 30, 2012, in
order to implement rental increases by November 1, 2012.

Regards,

Corinne Carmody
Regional Manager

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

Attachments: 2012/2013 Budget; Market Survey
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DRAFT

‘Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)

PRESTON PARK - REVISED PHYSICAL NEEDS ASSESSMENT (9 Year Look Forward - Alliance Residential Recommendation) Updated: 5/40/2012

1410
Resident Business Center

Fence Siat Replacement

Site Lighting Repair / Replacement Ainstafl
Roof

Exterior Paint

Building Exderior

Carben Monoxide Detectors
Exterior Unit Doors and Windows
Playgrounds

Landscape/ Imigation

Leasing Office / Signage

1415

New Office Computers

1418

One Maintenance Truck

1420

Seal Coat Streets

1425

Dishwasher

Refrigerators

Range

Garbage Disposa!

Hot Water Heaters

Annual Reserve Expenses (Inflated)
Reserve Withholdings per Year
Reserve Fund BEFORE Expense
Reserve Fumd AFTER Expense

FF&E

Replacement
*Exterior site upgrades
“Replacement

*Full Paint

*Dryrot Repairs

“Replacement
*Replacement
“Replacement / Upgrades
*Upgrades

Replace exisfing old computers

Needed for haufing etc...

replacement (assume 10 year [ife)
replacement (assume 15 year Ife}
replacement (assume 15 year ffe)
replacement (assume 10 year life)
replacement (assume 15 year [ife)
replacement (assume 5 year life)

replacement (assume 10 year life)
replacement (assume 20 year fife)

Miscellaneous (see * i

$ 12,000
$ 71,064
$ 265,848
$ 1,311,893
$ 388,008 $ 283,200

$ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ 2000 $ 2,000 3 75,000 $ 2,000 $ 2,000
$ - 33,060
$ 1,557,000 $ 2500 § 2,500 $ 2500 $ 2,500

$ 125,000

$ 204,864

$ 107,600
3 2,600 $ 2,600
$ 14,000 $ 15,000 $ 15,000
$ 155,767 $ 155,787
$ 10200 $ $ 10,200 $ 10200 $ 10200 $ 10200 $ 10200 $ 10,200 $ 10,200
$ $ $ 12,650 $ 12,650 § 12,650 $ 12,650 $ 12,650 $ 12,650 $ 12,650
$ $ $ 11500 § 11500 § 11,500 § 11500 $ 11,500 § 11,500 $ 11,500
$ $ $ 2345 § 2345 § 2345 § 2345 $ 2345 $ 2345 $ 2345
$ $ $ 17250 $ 17,250 § 17,250 $ 17250 § 17250 & 17250 $ 17,250
$ $ $ 113,600 $ 113,600 § 113,600 $ 113,600 $ 113,600 § 113,600 $ 113,600
$ $ $ 19,250 $ 19250 § 18250 § 18250 $ 18,250 $ 18256 $ 19,250
$ $ $ 15300 S 15300 $ 15300 $ 15,300 & 15,300 $ 15300 S 15,300

$ $ - 8 -3 -3 2,500 $ 285700 $ 2500 $ 2,500
$ $ $ $ $
H $ $ $ 367482 § $ $

2.50% 2.56% 250% 2.50% 2.50%

$ $ $ 3 209,197 $ 224572 $ 376,668 $ 891,737 $ 214476 §
$ 734,976 $ 734976 $ 283,200 $ 283,200 $ 283,200 $ 283,200 $ 283200 $ 283,200 $ 283,200
$ 4,687,035 $§ 1,198,016 $ 932,526 $ 870,717 § 944718 $ 1,003,347 § 909,878 $ 301,341 § 370,065
$ 463,040 $ 648326 $ 587,517 $ 661,519 $ 720,147 $ 626678 $ 18,141 $ 86,865 $ 140,214
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PRESTON PARK
2013 STANDARD BUDGET
CONSOLIDATION & SIGN-OFF

93.01%

Physical Occupancy 98.01 %
Economic Occupancy 98.08 % 96.70 %
Gross Market Potential $5,398,244 $5,386,452 $11,792 0.2%
Market Gain/Loss to Lease $121,662 {$87,610) $209,271 238.9%;
Affordable Housing $0 $0 $0 0.0%
Non-Revenue Apartments {$62,756) ($37.260)/ {$25,496) £8.4%
Rental Concessions 30 $0 $0 0.0%
Definquent Rent 30 $0 ~ $0 0.0%
Vacancy Lass (3107,351) {$52,696)| ($54,655); -103.7%
Prepaid/Previous Paid Rent $0 $0 30 0.0%
Other Months' Rent/Delinquency Recovery $0 $403 (3493) -100.0%
Bad Debt Expense {$825) (8583) ($342) -58.6%
Other Resident income $36,244 $36,094 $150 0.4%
Miscellaneous income $7,632 $6,908 $723 10.5%
Corp Apariment Income $0 30 $0 0.0%
Retail Income 30 $0 $0 0.0%
TOTAL INCOME $5,392,749 $5,251,798 $140,851 2.7%
PAYROLL $434,036 $410,059 ($23,977) -5.8%
LANDSCAPING $70,700 $70,865 $165 0.2%
UTILITIES $96,660 $33,075 (33.585) -3.9%
REDECORATING $81,744 $82,160 $416 0.5%
MAINTENANCE $82,332 $81,542 {$730) -1.0%
MARKETING $13,047 $7,883 ($5,164) £5.5%)
ADMINISTRATIVE $57,606 $57,189 ($417) -0.7%
RETAIL EXPENSE 30 30 $0 0.0%
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $142,818 $130,824 ($11,894) -8.1%
INSURANCE $185,020 $174,426 ($10,594)] -6.1%
AD-VALOREM TAXES $103,104 $101,727 {$1,370) -1.4%
NON ROUTINE MAINTENANCE $14,000 $17,623 $3,623 20.6%
TOTAL OPERATING EXP $1,281,067 $1,227,473 {$53,594) -4.4%
NET OPERATING INCOME $4,111,682 $4,024,326 $87,357 2.2%
DEBT SERVICE $0 30 $0 0.0%
DEPRECIATION $173,088 $215,698 $42,610 19.8%
AMORTIZATION $0 $0 $0 0.0%
PARTNERSHIP $8,000. $6,150 ($1,850) -30.1%
EXTRAORDINARY COST $C $0 $0 0.0%
NET INCOME — $3,930,53%4 $3,802,478 $128,116 3.4%.
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES $4,223,9 $151,785)  ($4,032,210) 2102.5%
WMORTGAGE PRINCIPAL $0 30 £ 0.0%
TAX ESCROW 30 $0 $0 0.0%
INSURANCE ESCROW 30 $0 30 0.0%
INTEREST ESCROW $0 30 30 0.0%;
REPLACEMENT RESERVE $734,976 $734,976 $0 0.0%
EPLACEMENF RESERVE REIMBURSEM| {$4,223,995) (8203,682) $4,020,313 1973.8%
wip $0 $0 $0 0.0%
OWNER DISTRIBUTIONS $3,368,706 $3,285,097 ($73,608) -2.2%,
DEPRECIATION AND AMORTIZATION ($173,088), ($215,698) ($42,610) -18.8%
NET CASH FLOW Tdi %0 $0 68.0%

Alliance Residential Budget Template

Standard Chart of Actounts

Owner Date
Asset Manager Date
ele]e] Date
VP Date
Regional Manager Date
Business Manager Date

Alliance Residential, L1 C makes no guarantee, wamranly or representation
whatsoever in connection with fhe accuracy of this Operating Budget as it

is infended as a good faith estimate only.
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