FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY

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

SPECIAL MEETING

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Friday, November 14, 2014 at 1:30 p.m.
910 2" Avenue, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenters Union Hall)

AGENDA

. CALL TO ORDER

. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

. CLOSED SESSION

a. Public Employment , Gov Code 54959.7(b) - Executive Officer

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

. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION

. ROLL CALL

. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND CORRESPONDENCE

. CONSENT AGENDA
a. Approve October 10, 2014 Board Meeting Minutes (pg. 1-4) ACTION
b. FORA-City of Marina Reimbursement Agreement Amendment #1(pg. 5-17) ACTION
c. Approve 2015 Fort Ord Reuse Authority Legislative Agenda (pg. 18-24) ACTION
. BUSINESS ITEMS
a. 2" Vote: Preston Park Operating and Capital Budgets (pg. 25-30) ACTION
b. Executive Officer Contract Amendment (pg. 31-36) ACTION
c. Authorize Purchase of Pollution and Legal Liability Insurance Coverage (pg. 37-46) ACTION
d. Approve an Agreement with Monterey Bay Economic Partnership (pg. 47-52) ACTION

@

City of Del Rey Oaks Land Sales Transaction (pg. 53-59)
i. Land sales Transaction Summary INFORMATION
ii. Del Rey Oaks/FORA Insurance Repayment Agreement Amendment ACTION



f. Update on Prevailing Wage Compliance (pg. 60-71) INFORMATION
g. Regional Urban Design Guidelines Status Report (pg. 72) INFORMATION

9. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
Members of the public wishing to address the Board on matters within its jurisdiction, but not on
this agenda, may do so for up to 3 minutes. Comments on agenda items are heard under the item.

10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER’'S REPORT

a. Outstanding Receivables (pg. 73) INFORMATION
b. Habitat Conservation Plan Update (pg. 74) INFORMATION
c. Administrative Committee (pg. 75) INFORMATION
d. Finance Committee (pg. 76) INFORMATION
e. Post Reassessment Advisory Committee (pg. 77-83) INFORMATION
f. Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force (pg. 84-86) INFORMATION
g. Travel Report (pg. 87) INFORMATION
h. Public Correspondence to the Board (pg. 88) INFORMATION
I.  Administrative Consistency Determination for Entitlement:

City of Marina's Marriott Hotel Project (pg. 89-91) INFORMATION/ACTION
j.  Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement Update (pg. 92-94) INFORMATION

k. Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Report Categories 1 and 2 Update (pg. 95-111) INFORMATION
11. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS

12. ADJOURNMENT

NEXT BOARD MEETING: DECEMBER 12, 2014

Persons seeking disability related accommodations should contact FORA 48 hrs prior to the meeting.
This meeting is recorded by Access Monterey Peninsula and televised Sundays at 9 a.m. and 1 p.m.
on Marina/Peninsula Chanel 25. The video and meeting materials are available online at www.fora.org.



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY

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

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
Friday, October 10, 2014 at 2:00 p.m.
910 2" Avenue, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenters Union Hall)

. CALL TO ORDER

. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

. CLOSED SESSION

. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACTION TAKE

Chair Edelen called the meeting to order at 2:02 p.m.

Councilmember Brown led the Pledge of Allegiance.

The Board adjourned to closed session at 2:03 p.

- 2 Cases
114961

a. Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Lit
i. Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse Auth
ii. The City of Marina v. Fort Ord Re

n, Gov Code 54956.9(a

The Board reconvened into open session at*2:30 p:fi: an o Counsel Jon Giffen announced no
reportable action had been taken.

. ROLL CALL

Voting members present: ( ;
Chair/Mayor Edelen* (Del Rey

Mayor Pro-Tem Oglesby (City of Seaside)
upervisor Parker (County of Monterey)
ayor Pendergrass (City of Sand City)
Supervisor Potter (County of Monterey)
Mayor Rubio (City of Seaside)

Mayor Della Sala* (City of Monterey)

Tribley (Monterey Penlnsula Co ege), Daniel Diffenbaugh (Monterey Peninsula Unified School District),
Lisa Rheinheimer (Monterey Salinas Transit), Debbie Hale (Transportation Agency for Monterey County),
COL Fellinger (US Army), Bill Collins (Fort Ord BRAC Office), Director Moore (Marina Coast Water
District).

. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND CORRESPONDENCE

Nicole Charles thanked FORA staff on behalf of Senator Monning for their support of the California
Central Coast Veterans Cemetery. Chair Edelen requested that Ms. Charles convey the Board’s
appreciation to Senator Monning for his ongoing support. Executive Officer Michael Houlemard reported
that he had met with Levonne Stone and her representative to discuss her concerns from the last Board
meeting.
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7. CONSENT AGENDA

a. Approve September 19, 2014 Board Meeting Minutes

MOTION: Mayor Rubio moved, seconded by Supervisor Potter, to approve the consent agenda.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

8. BUSINESS ITEMS

a. Pollution and Legal Liability Insurance Policy

Receive Pollution and Legal Liability Insurance Policy Process Update
Authorize the Executive Officer to Select a Pollution and Legal Liability Insurance Policy
Provider and Bind Coverage

Mr. Houlemard reported that the current insurance policy was scheduled to expire on December
31, 2014. The policy provides coverage for cleanup, personal injury, property damage, and legal
claims regarding pollution on the Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ESCA)
parcels. The FORA Board previously recommended replacing the existing policy upon expiration.
Approximately $950,000 remains in the ESCA contract for insurance, a portion of which can be
used toward the purchase of a new policy.

FORA Special Counsel Barry Steinberg outlined the previous 18-month solicitation process and
was assisted by representatives from Marsh Insurance Brokers. Mr. Steinberg emphasized the
need for stakeholders to determine how much coverage they wanted for their own
jurisdiction/agency and who would be named as first insured upon FORA sunset. He noted that
there was no obligation to participate, but that land-holding stakeholders would benefit from FORA
secured coverage, rather than purchasing individual policies. He outlined upcoming stakeholder
approval deadlines necessary to secure coverage prior to the current policy’s December 31%
expiration.

MOTION: Councilmember Beach moved, seconded by Supervisor Parker, to authorize the
Executive Officer, upon the Joint Coordinated Concurrence of FORA Special Counsel and
Insurance Broker, to bind 10-year, $50 million coverage with Chubb, not-to-exceed a $2M
premium.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

b. Preston Park - Rental Rate Policy Questions

Receive a Rental Rate/Policy Presentation
Approve Current Rental Rate Setting Policy/Formula

iii. Approve FY 2014/15 Operating and Capital Improvement Budget

Mr. Houlemard noted that the Preston Park budget was initially presented in spring. The Board
took a non-unanimous vote to approve the item in July, which failed on a second vote in August.
At that time, the Board requested additional information, which was subsequently provided by
Alliance Residential representative Annette Thurman. Ms. Thurman reviewed a PowerPoint
Presentation explaining fair market rent, market rate, in-place market rate, competitive properties,
resident life cycle, occupancy trends, expenses and capital expenses, capital projects and funding
projections.

Principal Analyst Robert Norris outlined the existing agreements impacting rental revenue. He
stated that for asset protection and sustainability, a 2.4% rental rate increase is recommended.
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MOTION: Mayor Gunter moved, seconded by Supervisor Potter, to 1) approve the current
formula and policy being used to set rental rents at the Preston Park, and 2) approve the FY
2014/2015 Operating and Capital Improvement Budget with 2.4% percent rental rate
increase.

SUBSTITUTE MOTION: Councilmember Lucius moved, seconded by Supervisor Potter, to
1. approve the current rental rate setting formula with the following amendments:

i. expand rental increase notification period from 35 to 60 days,

ii. mandate a documented best-faith effort by Alliance Residential to meet with the
Preston Park Tenant’s Association prior to presentation of the annual budget or
proposed rental rate increases.

2. approve the FY 2014/2015 Operating and Capital Improvement Budget with 2.4%
percent rental rate increase.

SUBSTITUTE MOTION RECEIVED MAJORITY APPROVAL (2"° VOTE REQUIRED):
Ayes: Beach, Edelen, Gunter, Lucius, Oglesby, Pendergrass, Potter, Rubio, Della Sala.
Noes: Morton, Brown. Absent. Calcagno, Parker.

c. Executive Officer Compensation Adjustment

Mr. Houlemard and Controller lvana Bednarik responded to Board member questions regarding the
Executive Officer's employment contract and previous salary adjustments. The Board discussed the
item and requested more detailed information regarding previous salary adjustments.

MOTION: Mayor Rubio moved, seconded by Supervisor Potter, to authorize an 8 percent merit
salary adjustment to the Executive Officer's compensation, as recommended by the Executive
Committee.

SUBSTITUTE MOTION: Mayor Pro-tem Beach moved, seconded by Councilmember Brown, to
continue the item until the requested additional detail could be provided.

SUBSTITUTE MOTION FAILED: Ayes: Beach, Morton, Brown, Parker, Lucius. Noes: Edelen,
Gunter, Oglesby, Pendergrass, Potter, Rubio, Della Sala. Absent. Calcagno.

ORIGINAL MOTION RECEIVED MAJORITY APPROVAL (2"° VOTE REQUIRED): Ayes: Edelen,
Gunter, Lucius, Oglesby, Pendergrass, Potter, Rubio, Della Sala. Noes: Beach, Morton, Brown,
Parker. Absent: Calcagno.

MOTION: At 5:25 p.m. Supervisor Parker moved, seconded by Councilmember Brown, to receive
public comment and then adjourn the meeting.

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Chair Edelen noted that items 8d - 8h would be continued to the next Board meeting.
d. City of Del Rey Oaks Land Sales Transaction

i. Land sales Transaction Summary

ii. Del Rey Oaks/FORA Insurance Repayment Agreement Amendment

e. Economic Development Specialist Alternatives

f. Update on Prevailing Wage Compliance
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g. Quarterly Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement Update
h. Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Report Categories 1 and 2 Update

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

10. EXECUTIVE OFFICERS REPORT
There was no Board discussion of the Executive Officer's Report.

Outstanding Receivables

Habitat Conservation Plan Update
Administrative Committee

Veterans Issues Advisory Committee

Post Reassessment Advisory Committee
Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force
Travel Report

Public Correspondence to the Board

S@reo0TD

11. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS
None

12. ADJOURNMENT
Chair Edelen adjourned the meeting at 5:35 p.m.
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ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: FORA-City of Marina Reimbursement Agreement Amendment #1

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014
Agenda Number: 7b

ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):

Authorize the Executive Officer to execute amendment #1 to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA)-City of Marina (Marina) Reimbursement Agreement according to the attached term
sheet (Attachment A).

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

Marina Community Partners, Limited Liability Company (LLC), is the developer for the Dunes
on Monterey Project. Marina Community Partners is proceeding with Phase 1C of their project,
which is the residential housing component. Marina Community Partners, working with Marina,
previously completed a portion of 8" Street from 2™ Avenue to 3™ Avenue. The estimated
value of this work is $1,018,890. 8" Street is an on-site FORA Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) roadway project, which is subject to the existing FORA-Marina Reimbursement
Agreement. In this existing agreement, FORA agreed to reimburse Marina for completion of g
Street, Salinas Avenue, Crescent Avenue, and Abrams Drive.

Marina and Marina Community Partners request that FORA amend its Reimbursement
Agreement with Marina to provide fee credits directly to Marina Community Partners for the
$1,018,890 in roadway work completed on 8" Street (see attached letter, Attachment B).
These fee credits would be applied to the first 70 residential unit permits in Phase 1C, a credit
of $14,555.57 would be applied against the $22,560 per unit rate. Therefore, $8,004.43 would
be collected on each of the first 70 residential unit permits. Thereafter, the regular rate of
$22,560 per unit would apply.

FISCAL IMPACT: ( y
Reviewed by FORA Controller % 7 e /7 3 .

A lower total amount of FORA Community Facilities District Special Tax revenue would be
collected ($1,018,890) for these first 70 housing units as a part of this action, which would be
offset by retiring a portion (the same amount) of FORA'’s roadway obligation for 8" Street. Staff
time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget.

COORDINATION:

Marina, Marina Community Partners, LLC, Authority Counsel, Administrative and Executive
Committees. '

Prepared by MM Appyoved by | A

Jonathan Garcia
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Attachment A to Item 7b
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/2014

Term Sheet
For Amendment #1 to the
Marina-FORA Reimbursement Agreement

Amendment Terms:

1.

Marina assigns $1,018,890 of eligible 8" Street reimbursements
to Marina Community Partners, LLC.

. Marina Community Partners, LLC, accepts this assignment.

FORA agrees to reimburse Marina Community Partners, LLC,
$1,018,890 for partial completion of the 8th Street roadway
improvement by providing FORA Community Facilities District
(CFD) special tax credits to the first 70 residential unit permits
in Phase 1C at a credit of $14,555.57 per unit.

Marina Community Partners, LLC, accepts FORA CFD special
tax credits of $14,555.57 per residential unit for the first 70 units
as satisfying FORA’s agreement to reimburse Marina
Community Parnters, LLC, $1,018,890 for partial completion of
the 8" Street roadway improvement.
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Attachment B to Iltem 7b
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

September 10, 2014

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Attn: Michael Houlemard
9202™ Ave., Suite A

Subject: FORA Fee Credits — The Dunes Phase 1C
Mr. Houlemard,

Marina Community Partners (“MCP”) and Shea Homes Limited Partnership (“SHLP”) are very close to
beginning construction of new hoines in The Dunes — 1C area. Once underway, this will be the first for-
sale housing constructed on the formér Fort Ord in the City of Marina since base closure, and realization
of a significant economic development goal within the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA). At this point it
is eritical to now finalize atrangements for realization of credits assoeiated with infrastructure
consiruction (FORA Fee Credits) in-order to ensure that go forward economics of home construction meet
finangial viability thresholds, In specific, reimbursements/fes credits for 8" Stieet improvements
between 2™ and 3™ Avenus (constructed in 2007 by MCP) need to be confirmed and made available as.
fee credits at the time of residential building permits. This letter will outline the background related to
this roadway construction and our proposal for how critical reimbursemeits need to be accomplished in
order to allow residenitial for-sale housing to move forward in the nearterm.

e Reimbursement Agreement — FORA and The City of Marina entered into a reimbursement
‘agreement on May 3, 2007 that covered roadway improvements. The City agreed to take the lead
in constructing some roadways that were covered by the FORA Capital Improvement Program
including 8" Street and the portion of roadway for which MCP/SHLP has constructed and is now
requesting credit. A copy of this agreement is attached heréto for your referénce.

s Construction of Improvements - Existing 8th Street from 2nd to 3td Avenue is 950 fest in
length and was constructed as part of the Dunes 1C project in 2007 by MCP (also known as the
“Interim Improvements®). Any reimbursements as a result of the construction of these
improvements have been transferred by MCP to SHLP as part of the Purchase and Sale
Agreement between the parties, v

e FORA Capital Improvement Program - The Fort Ord Reuse Authority Capital Improvement
Program Fiscal year 2014/2015 includes current estimates for each improvement in the FORA
CIP program. FORA CIP Project #FO5 has a fotal budget of $6,161,859 to improve 8" Street

100 Twelfth Stieet
Bld. 2862, Ste. 100
Maring, CA 93933
Tel: §31.384.0220
Fax: $31.384.0443
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from 2"’4';Avenu'_je to Inter-Garrison Road, The portion of 8" Street from 2% 153" Avenue
constructed by MCP has an estimated value of $1,018,890 in the FORA CIP.

s Proposed Fee Credits—MCP/SHLP has. requested that the City of Marina assign rights to
rei imbursements derived from the May 3" 2007 Reimbursement Agreement noted above to SHLP
in the form of fee credits realizable at the time of permit. Fee credits requested amount to
$1,018,890; the total amount carried in the FORA CIP asnoted above for improvement of the
noted section of 8™ Sireet. Asthe current FORA Fees are $22,560 per single family residential
unit, this translates into 45,16 units of fee credit or 45 residential units at the Dunes 1C ot paymg
FORA Fées with the remammg fee eredit balance of $3,690 applied to the 46™ residential unit,
‘therefore reducing the FORA Fee to $18,870 for this unit

Further in support of this request, it should be noted that capital was outlaid for the construction of 8th
Street with the understanding that FORA Fee Credits would be issued in like value. At this pointon The
Dunes project in particular, realization of these eredits is ¢ itically fmportant ﬁmnmally and key to
residential portion of this project moving forward.,

SImpIe iettex to ?‘ORA tt‘ansﬁsn mg the mghis of reambmsemeni for g1 Stmet Const: uction ﬁom 2" B’d
Avenue made available under the above noted agreement between the City and FORA to SHLP:. We trust
that this will satisfy all FORA fee requirements for the initial 46 units of the residential development at
The Dunes. In the future, as we continue to put in place infrastructure related to the FORA CIP program
we will gontinue to wark with FORA regarding the timing of improvement cost offsets.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments, or if you would like to discuss anything
Gontained herein i more detail.

“Viee President -
Shea Homes — Northern California
Marina Community Partners

Attachiments:

1. Reimburseitient Agreement— City of Matina and FOR A, May 3, 2007

2. FORA Capital Improvement Program, FY 2014-2015, Table 1 ~ Obligatory Project Offsets
and Remaining Obligations

3. Draft Fee Credit Assignment Letter
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EXHIBIT A

REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE FORT ORD REUSE
AUTHORITY AND THE CITY OF MARINA FOR STREET IMPROVEMENTS TO
CRESCENT STREET EXTENSION, ABRAMS DRIVE, EIGHTH STREET AND
SALINAS: AVENUE

THIS AGREEMENT s made and signed on his" i S dayof M ans 2007, by
and between the CITY OF MARINA, hereinafter called “City™ and thé FORT ORD REUSE
AUTHORITY, hereinafier called “FORA”,

RECITALS

A, InJune 1997, the FORA Board adopted a Pinal Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR™)
4nd a Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (“Plan™). The Plan defines a series of project obligations of the
Plan as {he Public Facilities Implementation Plan (“PFIP”). “The PFIP serves as the baseline
Capital Improvement Program (“CIP”) for the Plan, The FORA Board annvaily revisits, reviews
and considers a modified CIP that inchides repmgrmnmmg of projects or other modiftcations
desmed appropriate and necessaty, such as the inclusion of the Transpoxtation Agency for
Monterey County's (“TAMC”) most recent study that reallocated transportation  mitigation
funds. The FORA Board endorsed that study, entitled “FORA Fee Reallogation Study,” on April
8, 2005,

B.  In 1999 the FORA Board adopled Resolution 99-1 to establish a base-wide special tax
levy for the ﬁ:mdmg of FORA obligations under the BRP. In June 2002 the FORA Board
approved the formation of the Cominunity Facilities Distriet (“CFD") and adopted Ordinance
#0201 to clarify and define the funding of FORA obligations under the BRP, In November
2005 the FORA Board amended Ordinance #02-01 through the adoption of Ordinance #05-01
amending the spectal taxes levy. In February 2007 the FORA Board adopted Resolution #0705
to modify Resolution 99-1. The portion of the special taxes collected under these FORA
ordinances that are appksable to mitigating infrastructure are determined each year and adopted
by the FORA Boatd in the adoption of the FORA CIP,

e, The “FORA Fee Reallocation Study” programmed $1,018,004 in FORA fecs for the

preliminary engineering, desig, environmental, constriction, and construction management of

the “Crescent Strest extension to Abrams Drive” project, The $1,018,004 in funds is currently
programmed in FY 2007-2008 throug,h FY 2009-2010 inclusive, with project completion
programmed in FY 2009-2010.

D.  The “FORA Fee Reallocation Study” programmed $852,578 in FORA fees for the
preliminary engineering, design, enmromnantal -construction, and construction management of
the “Abrams Drive 2 lane artetial from 2" Avenue easteriy to Crescent Street extension” project,
The $852,578 in fands is cun‘caﬂy programmed in FY 2007-2008 and FY 2008-2009 with
project completion programmed in FY 2008-2009.
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F The “FORA Fee Reallocation Study” programmed $3,410,313 in FORA fees for the

- preliminary enginesring, design, environmental, construction, and construction mandgement of
the “Salinas Avenue construction of a new 2 lanie arferial from Reservatmn Road to Abrams
Drive” projest. The $3,410,313 in funds is currently programmed in BY 2007-2008 and FY
2008-2009 with cormpletion programmed in 2008-2009.

X

H.  On June 9, 2006, the FORA Boatrd approved the FY 2006-2007 through FY 2021-2022
CIP, which prcgrammeé the Project components in the fiscal years noted in recitals C,, D, B, and
. ahcwe This CIP further programmed the receipt, by FORA, of CFD “Maximunt Special Tax
Rates™ in fisoal years {o suppott the performance of the CIP as adopted.

I The City compiles and maintaing a Capital Improvement Pro “C

/consirustwn and design of streets within the City.

F CIP™Y

I The putpose of this Agreement is fo establish the extent and manner in which City will be
entitled to reimbursement by FORA for the FORA CIP programc& portion of the Project costs
and the timing of the reimbursement by FORA,

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED BETWEEN THE PARTIES
HERETO AS FOLLOWS:

1, n and Initial Financing of Project,

1.1 Lead Agency. The City shall, in compliance with the City’s request of April 27,
2005, replace FORA as lead agency and shall serve as lead agency for the Projects, and
shall continue as lead agency for the © ‘completion project”™;

12 igineering, n C . -

and Other Services. 'i‘he Cily sha 1 retain ncaessary services and prepare all studies and
documents vequired for environmental olearance for the Projects. The City shall also
provide all required engmeermg, design, environmental, and other services for
environmental clearance, permitting, éesxgn, construction, bidding, and construction
management of the Projects, The City shall prepare the design documents in full
conformance with the design reqmtaments for the Projeots approved by the City and in
full conformance with the provisions of the applicable state and local codes. The
Projects® design, engineering and construction must also meet the minimum catrying
eapacity and design requirements noted in the “FORA Fee Reallocation Study™ Scenario
C. The City shall commence preliminary engineering, design, environmental, and other
services in FY 2006/2007.
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@ @
1.3 Funding of City Provided EM_JQL_WM Dependent upon matket
conditions and the jssuance of building pemits within the developable lands of the
former Fort Ord, FORA will honor and pay invoices for services rendered by City and/or
its consultants in providing the services enumerated ‘in paragraph 1.2 above; The
maximum amount payable to the progcci is as stated in paragraph 3 Amount of
'ﬁg;mbarsemem below. No payment will be made prior to the first day of the fiscal year
in which the work is programmed to be performed. The FORA fiscal year is July 1
through June 30, The amounts payable, as indicated herein, will be adjusted annually,
following approval of the FORA Board, by the Construction Cost Index as published
each January by the Engineering News Record (BENR) commencing with the first snch
publication following the effective date of this agieement. FORA shall have sole
discretion as o the sowres of funds for use in satisfying its obligation under this
agreement,

14 Project Reprogrammtsxg FORA shall not reprogram the Project to & later - period
unless development is delayed by market conditions as noted in Article 2 below.

2. Reimbursement to City, FORA's obligation to reimburse the City is contingent upon the
development market and FORA’s cotresponding collection of development fees from former
Fort Ord development projects, Dévelopment fées collected under the FORA CED aré the.
only source of funds obligated for reimbursement under this Agresment, FORA shall
reimburse the City for costs’ incurred from initiation through Project completion and in
aceord with the amounts of reimbursement not to exceed the aggregate total for the pm_;e:ets
as outlined in the CIP, The City may advance the construction of the “comipletion project” to
coincide with construction of the projects.

3. Amount of Reimbursement, FORA, under this agrecient with the City, shall reimburse the
City for an amount not to exceed FORA’s share of the total project cost, as pr&sented in the
FORA CIP, as the CIP may be updated from year to year, less 0.1% to be retained by FORA
to fund its cost of engineering and accounting. The fotal reimbursement payable by FORA to
City shall not exceed FORA's Total combined obligations to the projects and shall include
design and construction of the 2" Avenue “completion project” for funding within this statéd
limitation,

FORA may from time to time, prior or subsequent o this agreement, enter other funding
agreements, in conformance with its CIP, for the purpose of mitigating traffic impacts
resulting from the redevelopment and reuse of the former Fort Ord, The timing of
teimburséments to the City shall honor such other agréeements and the total relmbursement
amiount payable to the City shall be reduced by FORA’s reimbursements 6r other
compensation paid to or allowed developers constructing any portions of the Projects as
herein defined,

4. Invoices to FORA, The City shall submit invoices to FORA on a no more frequent than

‘monthly interval, at a mutually agreeable date, The final invoice shall include a copy of a
Notice of Completion filed with the City Recorder’s office for the project.
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6. Audit, Tﬁe City agrees that the City’s books and expenditures related to the Projects shall be
subject to audit by FORA.

7. Amendment by Written Recorded Insfrument. This Agreement may be amended or modified
in whole or in part, only by a written and recorded instrument executed by both of the parties,

mnjty and Hold Harmless, City agrees to indemnify, defend and hold FORA harmless
from and against any loss, cost ¢laim or damiage directly related to City’s aetions or inactions
under this Agreement,

9. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and intcrpreted by and in accordance
with the laws of the State of California.

10, Entire_Agreement, This Agreement along with any exhibits and attachments hereto,
constitotes the entire agreement between the parties hereto concerning the subgect Tnatter
hereof:

11, Interpretation, Tt is agreed and ynderstood by t’hia parties herefo that this Agreement has been
arrlved at through negotiation and that neither party is to-be deemed the party which prepared
this Agreement within the meaning of Civil Code Section 1654,

12, Attomey's Fees. If a proceeding is brought 1o enforce any part of this Agreement, the
prevailing party shall be entitled to recover as an element of costs of suit, and not as damages, a
reasonable attorneys' fee to be fixed by fhe arbitrator or Court: The Yprevailing party” shall be
the party entitled to recover costs of suit, whether or not the suit proceeds to atbitrator’s award or
Jjudgment. A party not entitled to recover costs shall not recover atforeys' fees, ‘No sum for
altorneys' fees shall be counted in caleulating the amount of an award or judgment for purposes
‘of determining whether a patty is entitled to recover costs or atforneys' fees.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement on the day-and year
get out opposite their respective signatures,

Dae: Wﬁr‘rf 3. 200%

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
P A’E"I‘ES}”:
By: le Q \/\) Q
City Attorney .
Rob Wellington
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Dae: MNZan 30 ©7

APPROVED ASTO FORM:

By /[ pin! o
PFORA[Coungel )
GeraldQ. Bowdey, Esq.

Executive Officer
Michael A, Houlemard, Jr.
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’ ATTACHMERT 1 .

{ FORACIP Profects wiibhin City of Marina Limita
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B ek i

| RESOLUTION NO. 2007-65

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MARINA
APPROVING REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN FORT ORD REUSE
AUTHORITY (FORAY AND CITY OF MARINA FOR STREET IMPROVEMENTS TO
CRESCENT STREET EXTENSION, ABRAMS DRIVE (PATTON PARKWAY), EIGHTH
STREET AND SALINAS AVENUE AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO
EXBCUTE THE REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT SUBJECT TO FINAL REVIEW AND
APPROVAL BY THE CITY ATTORNEY

WHEREAS, the City has determ’inﬁ;i that it is in their best inferest to be the lead agency for
design and constriction for FORA CIP funded projects within the City of Marina; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the proposed Reimburse Agreement is to establish the extent and

‘manuer in which City will be entitled to relmbursement by FORA for the CIP program that
includes Crescent Street extension, Abramg Drive (Pation Parkway), Eighth Street and Salinas

Avenue costs; and the {iming of the reimbursetnent to the City by FOR A: and

WHEREAS, the agreement will allow the C‘Jiy 1o design and bulld all four {4) pm;ccts solongas .. _
* connectivity i§ iaintained and cost§ 46 16T exceed the aggregate tofal of funds allocated; and

WHEREAS, The reimbursements shall be made each month as the costs are incurred dependent
on FORA receiving the funds and the fiscal year the project is programmed in its CIP; and
WHEREAS, funding for costs incurred by the Cily to construct the approved projects wifl be
provided by reimbursement from FORA.

NOW, THEREFORE NOW BE IT RESOLVED that the Marina City Councit does hereby:

L. Approve a reimbursement agreement between the Fort Ord Reuse Authotity
(FORA) and ‘the City of Marina for strest improvements to Crescent Street
extension, Abrams Drive (Patton Parkway), Bighth Street and Salinas Avenue, and;

2. Authorize the City Manager fo exccute the reimbursement agreement subject to
final review and approval by the City Attorney.

PASSED AND ADOPTED, at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Marina, duly
held on April 3, 2007, by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members: Gray, McCall, Mortison, Wilnot and Mettes-MceCutchon

NOES: Council Members: None
ABSENT: Council Members: None
ABSTAIN: Council Members: None

o N

A AR

B{_Msﬁee-}vicﬁn{ehon, Mayot
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Fee Credit Assignment
September 9,2014
Regarding: FORA Fee Credits — The Dunes Phase 1C

Marina Community Partners
2630 Shea Center Drive

FO Box 5064

Livermore, CA 94551

Attn: Don Hofer

_Regazfcimg ihe Rei ‘bmmﬁai A greement Between the Fort Ord Reuse Authority and the City of Marina
for Street Improvemennts to Cresee t Eixtension, Abrams Drive, Eighth Street and Salinas Avenue
dated May gl 2007, this do-:mmnts wdl cmﬁrm that credits equal 1o atotal of $1,018, S’&i{l are ﬂvmiabia
to Marina Cmnmumty Partners{MCP) for constructing $th Street from 2ud to 3rd Avenue. These credits
will be assigned to Shea Homes Limited Pay tnership, a California Lamzt«s:d Paﬂmshfp for the Dunes 1C,
to offset Fort Ord Reuse Authamy (¥ ORA) feos for development in Marina. The Fee Credit assignments
are detailed belowe

FORA Feé Réimbursements for 45 lofs:

45 lots @ §22,560 = $1,015,200

1ot @ $3,690 = $3,690
Total FORA Fee Credits = 51,018,850
The Assignment may be evidenced by MCP”s execution of this letter and its distribution to Shea Homes
Limited Partnership, a California Limired Partnetship. A copy of this letter shall be submitted 1o FORA
at the time of building permit application to receive credit.

by:

Dear Mr. Hofer:
Assignment:

MOCP hereby assigns to Shea Homes Limited Partnership, a California Limited Partnership FORA fee
credits of $1,018,810. The assignment shall be effeotive immediately.

Maﬁna ﬁmmmumty Partners

by:
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: Adopt 2015 FORA Legislative Agenda

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 7c ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):
Adopt the 2015 Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Legislative Agenda (Attachment A).

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

Since 2000, FORA staff and the Legislative Committee have solicited legislative,
regulatory, policy and/or resource allocation suggestions from the jurisdictions to
enhance and move forward the reuse and redevelopment of the former Fort Ord. This
year, FORA staff worked with JEA and Associates (FORA'’s legislative representatives in
Sacramento), FORA jurisdiction staff, and federal/state legislative offices to amend the
FORA Legislative Agenda to reflect the current status of funding opportunities and
program changes and to address unfinished items from the 2014 Legislative Agenda.
The Legislative Committee reviewed, considered, and approved the 2015 Legislative
Agenda at their November 5, 2014 meeting. ‘

The items on the annual Legislative Agenda serve as the focus of the annual Legislative
Mission to Washington, DC, which typically occurs in spring. Selected FORA Board and
staff members travel to the nation’s capital to meet with key legislative, military, and
governmental leaders to discuss FORA's positions and needs. The agenda also frames
issues and funding needs for the State legislative work, which may also include a
Sacramento visit in spring. The approved Legislative Agenda stands as a statement of
FORA's legislative, regulatory, policy and/or resource allocation needs.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Reviewed by FORA Controller»% 7/%"‘" 78,

Staff time for this item is included in the approved annual budget.

COORDINATION:
FORA Legislative and Executive Committees, JEA & Associates, Congressman Sam
Farr, Senator Bill Monning, Assemblymember Mark Stone, and respective staff.

Prepared by
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Attachment A to item 7¢
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/2014

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
DRAFT 2015 LEGISLATIVE AGENDA

The purpose of this report is to outline 2015 Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) legislative tasks.
The FORA 2015 Legislative Agenda defines Board policy, sets:legislative, regulatory or
federal/state resource allocation positions, and supports the 19 se Reuse Plan’s defined
programs for replacing the former Fort Ord military regional ‘economic contributions with
comparable level civilian activity/programs The Legislative da is meant to assist state

environmental remediation, habitat management/c ' infrastructure and
mltlgation fundlng The order in WhICh the tasks are £

both ideally suited and centrally loce
veterans cemetery and the FORA

}»?VA) in codperation with the City of Seaside,
ing local agencies, to design, develop, and

transfer of the land designated for the
nitted an application to the U.S. Department of
pproxmately $6 8 million in grant funding to establish the
. authored legislation that reduced the approximate $2.6
federal grant and estimated project costs by $1 million
orts reduced the funding gap by another $1 million. The

Foundation provided a $350,000 loan and $150,000 in grant
funding 1 fforts produced the remaining portion, which allowed the state
to accept
15, 2013 d

| ~federal funds were disbursed to the state in September 2014, and
construction is s¢

uled to begin in early 2015.

Current funding supports CCCVC design, planning, and environmental review and will
incorporate above ground columbaria, administration and maintenance buildings, a
committal shelter, minimal landscaping, and all necessary infrastructure for initial
operation. Anticipated future expansion will require additional design, planning, and review
and would include in-ground gravesites and additional columbaria, as well as other
potential ancillary uses.
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Benefits:
The CCCVC offers final resting places for the region’s 50,000 (approx.) veterans.

Challenges:
Completion of the cemetery construction will require significant coordination between

FORA, the CCCVC Foundation, the California Department of General Services (DGS),
CDVA, USDVA, the City of Seaside, the County of Monterey, and other state/federal
agencies.

Proposed Position:

> Support DGS and CDVA construction efforts.

> Support efforts to sustain priority standing for the CC

» Promote continued vigilance and cooperation amo

> Coordinate with federal agencies, the City of Seaside;
Congressional District, the 17" State Senat
District to sustain efforts to generate fed
expansion.

th CDVA and USDVA.
Julatory agencies.

ounty of Monterey, the 20"
the 20™ State Assembly
: future CCCVC

. . hance ongoing ordination
with federal and state legislative representa cure approval of the HCP.

Benefits:
HCP approval i
housing for the.r

Challenges:

Processing the HCP ¢ ‘has been difficult and costly. Insufficient

regulatory coordination, state and federal resources, and strong
edy reviews and processing.

ment of Interior/ Bureau of Land Management (BLM), California
Wildlife (CDFW), the 20™ Congressional District, the 17" State
‘ the 29" State Assembly District to finalize an MOU between BLM
and CDFW tegarding habitat management on BLM’s Fort Ord National Monument, a
required milestone to completing the HCP.
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C. NATIONAL MONUMENT. Assist in implementing the federal National Landscape
Conservation System (Fort Ord National Monument) designation for the former Fort
Ord Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Natural Resource Management Area
through increased trail access, completion of munitions and explosives removal,
and continued advancement of the Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).

Issue:

HCP approval and implementation are essential to former Fort Ord reuse and will support
the National Monument. Advancing access connects the National Monument to other
Monterey Bay venues. State and national funding and furthe gnition are critical.

Benefits:
National attention to the unique flora, fauna, and recreational
Ord National Monument supports Fort Ord Habl’égf ' Mané@
preservation efforts. The National Monumen
significance of the BLM’s former Fort Ord propt
sources. As an advocate for the designati ‘ORA supports BLM’s mission and former
Fort Ord recreation/tourism, helping impro ource competitiveness. ’

Challenges:

ssources found on the Fort
ent Plan and HCP

and federal appropriations that suf

Proposed Position:
» Continue to support and work w
funding for former F

“the reuse and recovery from former Fort Ord closure and
ng support for habitat management protection, building removal,

to support targefed economic recovery, affordable housing and/or infrastructure in the
climate of limited resources. Currently, there is an unclear transition process regarding the
demise of prior redevelopment agencies that may generate litigation.

Proposed Position:
» Support legislation reactivating local agency processes for economic development.
» Support establishment of Military Base Reuse Recovery Zones.
> Support legislation for incentive based mechanisms to strengthen jurisdictions ability to
implement base closure recovery programs.
3
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E. AUGMENTED WATER SUPPLY. Work with local and regional agencies to secure
State and Federal funding to augment FORA’s water supply capital needs.

Issue:

The FORA Capital Improvement Program includes approximately $24M to fund a Regional
Water Augmentation necessary to implement the Base Reuse Plan. Securing outside
funds to assist this requirement could help the timely implementation of recycled water
and/or desalination water facilities and smooth out upfront costs of infrastructure.

Benefits: 5
Development projected under the Base Reuse Plan depe
supply. Additional grant funding could reduce Marina Coa

on an augmented water
ter District (MCWD) cost to

Challenges:
Scarce funding and competing water projects thro

federal/state program exists for this funding.

tate. No current

Proposed Position:

» Continue to work with MCWD to ensure
FORA for water resource augmentation.

» Support and coordinate efforts:. with MCWD: nterey County Water Resources
Agency, Monterey Regional tol Agency, other agencies, and
FORA jurisdictions to secur other funding mechanisms
proposed for this purpose.

"their contractual“obligation to

squires capital and monetary mitigations of
on infrastructure on and proximate to the
this funding requires a local, or other, match from the
ansportatlon body to bring individual roadway and transit

~mitigating development impacts and maintaining and improving

levels of service the regional economy.

Challenges:
Applying scarce transportation funds to the appropriate projects to optimize transportation

system network enhancements. Remaining federal and state programs offering grants or
low cost resources are dwindling and increasingly competitive. An adopted HCP is an
application requirement for most federal and state transportation grant programs.
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Proposed Position:

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

> Request amendment to Monterey County Local Coastal Plan (LCP) for safety
improvements to Moss Landing/Castroville section of Highway 1.

» Advocate for approved regional improvements to maintain traffic flow and funding for
transit improvements and active transportation.

> Support MST’s District’s effort to advocate for state and federal transit funding to
further enhance mobility options in the former Fort Ord area,

> Continue/enhance ongoing coordination with congressic
representatives to secure HCP approval.

| and state legislative

Issue:
In Jul July 2006, the California Supreme Court i
must mitigate off-campus impacts from CSUM

former Fort Ord land use entities* rdinated effort is more likely to
achleve funding success‘ FORA and“GS! y on several building removal
: “share s:and cost savings. In both FY

AV ; sted SUMB in ’grant funding applications to the
Department of»[«)““’ nse Offlce : Adjustment (OEA) for building removal efforts.
' ly prepared a Building Removal Business

stration (EDA) grant application that would

Plan OEA/US Eco
outline (

pproval of off-campus mitigation impact funding requests helps
contribution. Similarly, a coordinated effort to secure building
removal resou Fhelp all levels of the regional reuse program. Securing financial aid
for basewide building removal obligations will improve the overall perception of reuse
progress, increase safety by eliminating the attractive nuisance and ongoing vandalism,
reduce the "cover" for illegal dumping, and remove potential exposure to certaln
contaminants within the structures. Although CSUMB's building removal efforts have been
fully funded, ongoing coordination with OEA/EDA is crucial to both entities efforts.

Challenges:
The primary responsibility for reviewing this project has transferred from OEA to EDA

Region 9. EDA is now restarting that review, which may be awarded next quarter.

5
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Proposed Position:

» Support state budget off-campus impact and building removal earmarks requested by
CSU for the CSUMB campus and continue coordination with CSUMB for federal
support.

> Support funding for research on the scope and scale of building removal as compared
to others in the nation.

» Support funding to clear buildings in areas designated for development.

. PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER TRAINING. Work with the Count
Monterey Peninsula College (MPC) to obtain capital a
former Fort Ord Public Safety Officer Training Programs

_of Monterey to assist
rogram funding for its

Issue:

Benefits:
The Public Safety Officer Training Program .
reuse efforts and will enhance public sa

Adequate funding is critical. ‘

Challenges:
Funds available through the Off

Services, or other sources may be

Proposed Position:
» Pursue legislative

Challenges::

State and fedet ing is limited and competition for available funds will be keen.

Proposed Position:
» Coordinate and support other legisiative programs in the Monterey Bay area when they
interface with former Fort Ord reuse programs.
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

s e | _BUSI ,
Subiject: 2nd Vote: Preston Park Operatlng and Capital Budgets
Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

ACTION

Agenda Number: 8a

RECOMMENDATION(S):

Original Motions from October 10, 2014 Board meeting:

i. Approve/Sustain Current Rental Rate Setting Policy/Formula, Directing staff to
Provide Recommendations and a Written Summary of the Policy Prior to
Consideration of the FY 2015/2016 Preston Park Budget.

ii. Approve FY 2014/2015 Preston Park Operating and Capital Improvement Budget, to
Include a 2.4% rental Increase, Direct Staff to Extend the Rental Increase Noticing
Period from 35 to 60 Days, and Make Best Efforts to Hold Meetings Between
Alliance Management Company and the Preston Park Tenants Association.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

Please see the attached October 10, 2014 Board meeting staff report on this item for
background information and links to pertinent materials (Attachment A).

Staff recommends approval of the Capital and Operating budgets for the Preston Park
Housing project. Staff also recommends continuing with the existing method of
establishing rents for the Preston Park Housing area, which sets rent
increases/decreases at either 3% or the Consumer Price Index — whichever is lower.

Staff fully appreciates the attention provided by the FORA Board to this item at the
June, July, August, and October Board meetings. Past Board materials are archived on
the FORA website at| http://fora.org/brd111414.html

FISCAL IMPACT(S):
Reviewed by FORA Controller % 7’/&’// / g

See Attachment A

COORDINATION:

Executive Committee, Authority Counsel, and Alli nagement

Prepared by@ﬁ\)\, %pprov

Robert J. Noffris) Jr

Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.
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http://fora.org/brd111414.html

Attachment A to Item 8a
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

ORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: Preston Park — Rent Rate Policy Questions

Meeting Date: October 10, 2014
Agenda Number: 8b

INFORMATION/ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S): -

i. Receive a Preston Park Rental Rate/Policy Presentation in response to FORA Board questions
(Attachment A).

ii. Approve the current formula and policy being used to set rents at the Preston Park.

ii. Approve the FY 2014/2015 Operating and Capital Improvement Budget with 2.4% percent
rental rate increase.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) has overseen the management of the Preston Park
Apartments since 1997, when it entered into an agreement with the United States Army (Army) to
re-open the former Army housing area for civilian public occupancy. FORA has owned the Preston
Park Apartments since June 2000, when the property was transferred from the Army to FORA,
concurrent with the Economic Development Conveyance agreement escrow closing.

The FORA Board has requested a review of the background and policy for setting rental rates at
the Preston Park Apartments. In addition, the Board members asked six specific questions
regarding Preston Park rent and operations. These questions and responses are addressed below
and in more detail in Attachment A.

The foundation for the Board’s policy regarding Preston Park rental rate setting tracks back to the
late 1990s. The following is a brief overview of current FORA Board policy related to the
management of Preston Park, as established by previous Board actions:

o FORA will conduct a survey of local market rental rates to assist in establishment of rates
for new move-ins.

e FORA will limit increases for in-place tenants to the lesser of the San Francisco Bay Area
Consumer Price Index increase or 3%.

o FORA will rent 51 units as affordable (Attachment B - Deed Restriction and Regulatory
Agreement between City of Marina and FORA 2007; Amended 2009).

» FORA will set rents near those being charged in privately owned properties to respond to
community concerns and contain negative impact to the private rental market.

¢ FORA will manage the Preston Park Apartments to sustain Marina’'s share of rental income
consistent with the Preston Park Rabobank financing Agreement adopted in 2011.

1. The Army, FORA, City of Marina Preston Park management/leasing agreements and the
History of Master Resolution-Chapter 8, Implementation Agreement, and impact of
Preston Park Memorandum of Agreement (FORA/Marina) on rent determination,

The United States Army developed the Preston Park Housing Area (Preston Park) in the late
1980s as additional military family housing — primarily for soldiers assigned to the former Fort
Ord Military Reservation. The property was vacated shortly after the 1991 Base Realignment

Page 5 of 150
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and Closure Act announcement of the downsizing of the former Fort Ord to the Presidio of
Monterey Annex. The Preston Park complex remained vacant until the area was leased from
the Army under a Finding of Suitability for Lease (FOSL) that enabled an Army/FORA Interim
Lease (LEASE) between the Secretary of the Army and FORA. In 1997, the Mid-Peninsula
Housing Coalition and FORA entered into a Sub-Lease/Management Agreement and Marina
agreed to serve as FORA's Agent for Preston Park. The purpose of the FOSL and related
agreements was to provide housing for public sector employees, military, and the general
public in response to the area overcrowding noted by several agencies. The City of Marina
was also concerned that these valuable assets would be lost if FORA did not step in to
reoccupy the units and reduce rising vandalism and deterioration from lack of use.

The FOSL and the supporting documents set the terms for the general operation of the Preston
Park area, including the process of rate setting for market rate units and, to the establishment
of 70 “affordable” units at below market rates (minimum rates established).

. FORA/ Preston Park commitments/policies regarding Preston Park rental rates.

The history of Preston Park rental rate setting is long and complex, intertwined between the
City of Marina, FORA, the Army, the Mid-Peninsula Housing Corporation, and Alliance, its
successor as rental manager of the property. After the property was conveyed by the Army to
FORA, FORA continued to direct Preston Park activities (including rent setting) with the City of
Marina, previously designated by agreement as FORA's agent.

More recently, the agreement establishing Marina as agent was terminated, and FORA, as
owner of the property, began working directly with the rental management company. However,
certain practices developed during the prior period have carried forward, such as the policy
establishing a formula for annual rental rate increases. This policy originated in collegial
discussions between the City of Marina and FORA during 2007-09, later taking the form of City
of Marina Council approved amendments to Deed Restrictions and Regulatory Agreement—
Preston Park, defining the mix of low and moderate income rents to be offered at the facility
and FORA Board passed items regarding the Preston Park Budget, including rent increases,
for both 2009-10 and 2010-11. (Attachment B). A market survey is performed to monitor the
rents of privately owned rental units in the area (Attachment G).

The FORA Board actions concurred in the City of Marina’s desire to “protect existing tenants
from the impacts of increasing market rents,” while allowing “adopted formulas® addressing
allowable rent increases for both ‘move-ins’ and ‘in-place tenants.” The latter rent increases
limited to “the lesser of 3% or the Consumer Price Index for San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose.”

A balance was achieved between tenant protections and incremental rent increases for market
units that generate sufficient revenue to adequately maintain the facility. Application of the
formulaic approach has made rental rate setting stable and less influenced by subjective
considerations.

. The City of Marina background context regarding Preston Park rental rate setting.

During public review of the Preston Park leasing transaction, multiple members of the public as
well as Marina/Seaside real property owners expressed concern that public ownership of the
Complex would unfairly compete with privately owned properties. It was further noted that the
number of affordable units should be limited, so as to minimize concentrating families of limited
income to the former Fort Ord and adding to the perception of income inequality amongst

Page 6 of 150
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Peninsula jurisdictions. Consequently, the Preston Park Management Agreement capped the
number of below market units at Preston Park at 70. In 2007, this number was revised to 51
units and codified by a regulatory agreement/deed restriction by the City of Marina and FORA.
The FORA Board approved the Sub Lease/Management Agreement, the Marina/FORA’s agent
agreement, and the Management agreement with the Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition.

Under the terms of the Mid-Peninsula Housing Management Agreement, through the
recommendation of the City acting as FORA's agent, Mid-Peninsula Housing financed and
conducted Preston Park rehabilitation, occupancy, and management. The property was
subsequently transferred from the Army to FORA in June 2000, and has been continuously
owned by FORA since. '

There is a long history between City of Marina and FORA, throughout which each has
promised to hold Preston Park revenues constant for the other party. In the case of the City,
FORA has recognized that the City budget relies upon receipt of base revenue from Preston
Park to secure their General Fund and other obligations. The City recognized that FORA has
had obligations to its bondholders and other financial creditors. Such principles were enshrined
as early as 2000, when FORA issued a Revenue Bond secured by its share of Preston Park
revenue, without endangering Marina’s continued receipt of its expected revenue stream. As a
rule of thumb, Preston Park base revenue after expenses was calculated to be $2 million
annually, to be split 50-50, per state law. Over time, as rents increased incrementally or certain
expenses were reduced, net revenues over expenses have increased. A rough estimate (for
explanatory purposes only) of current net revenues available to FORA and Marina would now
be $3 million, or $1.5 million each. This cushion allowed FORA to refinance its prior Preston
Park secured debt in 2010 using only 46% of the then total Preston Park net revenues. A
written agreement protecting Marina’s 50% share of net Preston Park revenues was agreed to
by Marina and FORA at the time. This cushion continues to increase gradually, providing the
basis for numerous uses by both the City and FORA, including recent catch-up capital
improvements to the apartments and emergency repairs. FORA has modeled for the City of
Marina a methodology under which Marina might purchase FORA’s 50% share of the Preston
Park revenue stream utilizing Marina’s increasing incremental share of net revenue.

. Rental History and capital improvements at Preston Park

As briefly noted above, in 2007, FORA and the City of Marina agreed in the Preston Park
regulatory agreement/deed restriction that fifty-one (51) of the total Preston Park units would
be rented at below market rate. It was also agreed that these rents would be computed at a
range from 50% to 60% of the median county income and that no more than twenty percent
(20%) of the units on any one street would be rented at this level. Currently, fifty-one (51)
Preston Park units are rented at the affordable level under this provision.

In addition, 30 units are currently rented with Section 8 financial support and the remaining
units are rented at rates that are at or below the median income for Monterey County.

. Federal/Section 8 Rents, State Programs Fair Market Rent setting explained.

The explanation of the formula and process for setting FY 2014 Monterey County Fair Market
Rents (FMR) is detailed in (Attachment C). The full description covers eight pages and is used
as a comparison to the current policy adopted by FORA and the City of Marina for Preston Park
Apartments.
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6. Impact of capital program/health and safety requirements.

The FORA Board has steadfastly maintained a policy of fully funding the capital program
requirements to sustain the quality of the housing at Preston Park. In addition, the Board has
encouraged on and off site investments for the past 15 years that exceed the minimum
requirements to meet health and safety. This has included significant investment in the area
parks, street maintenance, and upgrades. This past year all the roofing at Preston Park was
replaced under the project’s capital budget. There remain window and door replacements, unit
exterior lighting will require additional funding in order to be fully accomplished. The Capital
Expenditure Budget (Attachment F) details the multiyear plan for these items.

Since the Army’s transfer of Preston Park to FORA in 2000, and until 2010, Marina and FORA
shared the understanding that the FORA-Marina Implementation Agreement required Marina to
purchase FORA'’s interest in Preston Park should Marina desire to acquire the property. Given this
mutual understanding, Marina and FORA have coordinated since 2002 to use Preston Park and its
revenue as collateral to finance vital FORA projects, many of which directly benefit Marina. This
includes Revenue Bonds issued in 2002 to FORA for building removal and roadway construction in
the City of Marina, a 2004 loan from Community Bank to pay FORA’s Pollution Legal Liability
Insurance Policy premium, and a 2006 line of credit from Rabobank to FORA to fund building/blight
removal in the City of Marina and other capital projects. In 2007, Marina purchased FORA's
interest in the apartment complex known as Abrams B for $7.7 million, which was half of the
Abrams B property appraised value. After appointing an ad hoc Preston Park negotiating committee
(composed of FORA Board members), in the Spring of 2010, Marina and FORA representatives
entered into similar negotiations for Marina to purchase FORA's interest in Preston Park.

In 2010, FORA borrowed $19 million from Rabobank, secured by a note and deed of trust on
Preston Park. Marina representatives on the FORA Board voted in favor of the loan. FORA
entered into a loan agreement with Rabobank based on its reasonably held belief that FORA would
be able to liquidate its interest in Preston Park in a timely fashion. One of the Rabobank-FORA
loan agreement terms is that the remaining principal balance on the $19 milion loan
(approximately $18 million) is due on or before June 15, 2014. Now that the loan is extended, the
loan will be due on or before December 15, 2014,

After an unsuccessful negotiation, including judicially supervised mediation, concerning Marina’s
potential purchase of Preston Park from FORA, in 2012, FORA initiated a sale process. On July
10, 2012, Marina filed a lawsuit against FORA, blocking FORA from selling the property. Since
that lawsuit is still pending, at its May 16, 2014 meeting, the FORA Board approved a resolution to
seek a Preston Park loan extension with Rabobank to avoid loan default and property foreclosure.
Marina’s Preston Park lawsuit has also prevented FORA from completing building/blight removal in
the Cities of Seaside and Marina through FORA's 50% of Preston Park land sales proceeds.

While the lawsuit remains unresolved, as long as FORA owns Preston Park, FORA is responsible
for approving annual operating budgets, setting rental rates, funding capital improvements, and
funding facility maintenance. The court has set a November 19, 2014 trial date to hear the Marina
v. FORA case.

In prior Preston Park Board reports, lengthy items such as the Market Survey (Attachment G) and
Standard Operating Budgets were presented with only summary pages of the full reports. The full
documents are available on the FORA website using the links provided below.
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Attachment E:
http://fora.org/Board/2014/Packet/Additional/080814ltem8aAttachBPPBudget-1stPagelncrease.pdf

Attachment G:
http://fora.org/Board/2014/Packet/Additional/080814Item8aAttachD-MarketSurvey.pdf

FISCAL IMPACT(S) Budget Recomnendations:
Reviewed by FORA Controller

During the past several years, we have fallen behind the long standing policy of being comparable
to the area rental market to avoid government out-competing private property owners for tenants.
FORA and Alliance Management staff analyzed the option of recommending a rental increase
closer to the 9.4% rental increase in the surrounding market rate apartments but have concluded
that the recommended 2.4% rent increase will permit the property to meet all of the operational and
capital improvement goals. The financial impacts of the rent increase are displayed by unit type in
(Attachment H). The Budget Revenue summary displays budget variances by fiscal year
(Attachment I).

FORA and Alliance Management staff reviewed the Alliance Management Budget Memorandum
(Attachment D) on the Preston Park FY 2014-15 Operating Budget and Capital Improvement
Program Assessment and recommend approving the Housing Operating (Attachment E) and
Capital Replacement Program Budgets (Attachment F) with the 2.4% rent increase.

COORDINATION:

Executive Committee, Authority Counsel, and Alliance Management

ereparcd by PN Dz,

Robert J. N@ris, Jr. ( v
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Subject Executive Officer Contract Amendment
Meeting Date: November 14, 2014 |
Agenda Number: 8b ACTION

RECOMMENDATION:
Amend the Executive Officer's Contract as noted in Attachment A.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Executive Officer's contract was consolidated last December to clarify the terms of his
existing employment contract and to incorporate previous amendments. In order to make
the terms of the consolidated contract consistent, clear, and lawful, some terms had to be
slightly modified. For example, the consolidated contract includes a provision consistent
with current state law that alters the Executive Officer's compensation downward by
reducing FORA’s health benefit share (detailed in the October staff report). During this
process, a provision in the prior contract allowing for merit adjustments was inadvertently
eliminated (see Attachment A, page 2, Section 3(a)). The Board approved the consolidated
contract under the mistaken belief that the contract did not alter the terms of the prior
agreement. To re-establish consistency between the two contracts would require Board
approval of an amendment to allow implementation of merit adjustments.

At its October 2014 meeting, the Board voted in favor of an 8 percent increase in the
Executive Officer's compensation, as recommended by the FORA Executive Committee.
That recommendation assumed the terms of the contract between FORA and the Executive
Officer provided for merit adjustments, as was the case prior to the consolidated contract’s
July 1, 2014 effective date. Because the Board acted on a mistaken belief that the
consolidated contract allowed for a merit increase, Authority Counsel recommends that the
Board approve an amendment to the current contract to include language allowing a merit
increase and consider the Executive Officer's merit increase request as a separate

subsequent item.

FISCAL IMPACT:

This item has no direct fiscal impact. Any fiscal impact associated with this
correction/amendment would be evaluated if and when a compensation adjustment is

considered.

Reviewed by the FORA Controller % 7/% / "g./

COORDINATION:
The Executive Committee, FORA Counsel

Approved by n%/dm@é\%wg 't%l/

Jon Gifferf, Afithority Counsel
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Attachment A to Item 8b
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/2014

EXECUTIVE OFFICER
EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT

This Executive Officer Employment Agreement (this “Agreement™) is made and entered
into effective July 1, 2014 (the “Commencement Date”) by and between the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority, a public corporation formed under the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act, California
Government Code sections 67650 et seq. (hereinafter “FORA”) and Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.,
an individual (hereinafter “Houlemard”).

1. RECITALS. This Agreement is made and entered into with respect to the
following circumstances:

(a) Houlemard has served as the Executive Officer of FORA since March
1997. On or about September 21, 2000 FORA and Houlemard (each a “Party” and collectively,
the “Parties™) entered into an Executive Officer Employment Agreement for a term ending
June 30, 2003 (the “Employment Agreement”). On or about July 11, 2003 the Parties entered
into Extension #1 to the Employment Agreement by which the term of Houlemard’s employment
was extended through June 30, 2008. On or about June 13, 2008 the Parties entered into
Extension #2 to the Employment Agreement by which the term of Houlemard’s employment was
extended through the then anticipated end of FORA’s statutory authority (June 30, 2014).
Subsequent amendment to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act has extended the term of FORA’s
statutory authority through June 30, 2020, but the term of the Employment Agreement as
extended will expire on June 30, 2014.

(b)  Houlemard has performed his duties as the Executive Officer of FORA to
the satisfaction of FORA’s governing Board of Directors (the “Board”).

(© The Parties desire that the term of Houlemard’s employment as Executive
Officer of FORA should be further extended on the terms and conditions set forth in this
Agreement.

2. TERM. The term of this Agreement shall commence on the Commencement
Date and shall end, unless sooner terminated or otherwise extended, no later June 30, 2020.

3. COMPENSATION.

(2) Salary, COLAs and Longevity Pay. During the term of this Agreement, as
compensation for his services as FORA’s Executive Officer, Houlemard shall be paid an annual
salary of Two Hundred Seven Thousand Three Hundred Seventy-Four Dollars ($207,374.00) in
installments in accordance with the FORA’s general compensation program, prorated for any
partial payroll period. If and when a Cost of Living Adjustment (“COLA”) is awarded to
FORA’s other employees, Houlemard’s salary shall be adjusted in like proportion. Houlemard
has been receiving and during the term of this Agreement Houlemard shall continue to receive
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longevity pay on the same basis and subject to the same terms and conditions as apply to
FORA'’s other employees. Except as a consequence of a COLA or longevity pay, Houlemard’s
salary shall not be adjusted during the term of this Agreement, but an incentive bonus_or merit
increase may be awarded to Houlemard from time to time as provided in Section 3(b) below.

(b)  Incentive Bonus/Merit Increase. The Board may award a bonus or merit
increage to Houlemard in recognition of exemplary performance beyond that required under this
Agreement as an 1ncent1ve to contmue such performanoe The bonus or merit increase -shall not
be considered to be s ~ - as any form of compensation for
past performance. Rather, any bonus or merit increase shall be an inducement for future
performance. As such, in order to be eligible to receive any bonus_or merit increase Houlemard
must be employed by FORA at the time any bonus or merit increase is awarded. The Board has
the sole and unbounded discretion to award or withhold a bonus_or merit increase, and to
establish the amount of any such bonus_or merit increase. The Board may award any bonus or
merit increase in a lump sum or in installments. The award of a bonus or merit increase should

not be expected.

(c) Employee Taxes. Houlemard is subject to all applicable Federal and State
income tax withholdings from his income.

(d)  Retirement Contribution. Houlemard shall be entitled to participate in the
retirement program made available by FORA through the Public Employees’ Retirement System
to FORA’s other employees (currently 2% at 55), as the retirement program may from time to
time be amended, and in the same manner, to the same extent, and subject to the same terms and
conditions, including but not limited to contribution rates, as apply to FORA’s other employees.

(e) Paid Leave. During the term of this Agreement, Houlemard shall be
entitled to forty-nine (49) days per year as paid leave, which shall be allocated as follows:

Vacation 26 days
Sick Leave 18 days
Management Leave 5 days

Vacation, Sick Leave, and Management Leave may be collectively referred to as “Annual
Leave.” Annual Leave shall accrue, be subject to accrual limits, be converted to service credit
on retirement, be cashed out, or may be used, each only in conformity with those policies
regarding Annual Leave established by FORA as they may be amended from time to time.
Houlemard shall not be required to keep time sheets, but shall inform FORA’s Executive
Committee in advance of his vacation plans and shall report to the Executive Committee his use
of all categories of Annual Leave contemporaneously with taking leave.

) Car Allowance. During the term of this Agreement, FORA shall pay
Houlemard Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250.00) per month as an allowance for use of his
personal vehicle. Houlemard shall at all times during the term of this Agreement maintain
liability insurance covering the business use of his personal vehicle meeting the reasonable

satisfaction of FORA.
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(g)  Deferred Compensation. During the term of this Agreement, FORA shall
contribute Eight Hundred Thirty-Three Dollars ($833.00) per month into a deferred
compensation plan mutually selected by the Parties.

(h)  Insurance. Houlemard and his dependents shall be entitled to participate
in any life or health insurance programs made available by FORA to FORA’s other employees
and their dependents, as such program(s) may from time to time be amended, and in the same
manner, to the same extent, and subject to the same terms and conditions, including but not
limited to contribution rates, as apply to FORA’s other employees and their dependents.

(i) Professional Dues/Conferences. Houlemard shall be entitled to attend the
conferences for which FORA budgets. If such conferences are budgeted, FORA shall also pay
for Houlemard’s reasonable expenses incurred in attending such conferences in conformity with
those policies regarding reimbursements established by FORA as they may be amended from

time to time.

() Holidays. Houlemard shall be entitled to the same paid holidays as are
provided to FORA’s other employees.

(k)  Reimbursable Expenses. Houlemard shall be reimbursed for out-of-
pocket expenses according to those policies regarding reimbursements established by FORA as
they may be amended from time to time. In acknowledgment of the monthly car allowance
described in Section 3(f), Houlemard shall not be reimbursed for mileage associated with the
performance of his duties as Executive Officer.

4. EVALUATION. The Board intends to conduct a performance evaluation on or
before June 1 of each year, at which time the Board may, but shall not be obligated to, consider
awarding an incentive bonus as set forth in Section 3(b) above. Houlemard shall provide a
timely reminder to FORA’s Executive Committee to schedule the annual performance review.
The Parties agree that any failure to conduct any performance review shall not be deemed a

breach of this Agreement.

5. EXCLUSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND OUTSIDE WORK. Houlemard agrees
to work exclusively for FORA as Executive Officer, with such duties and responsibilities as shall
be set forth by the Board, and shall so serve faithfully and to the best of his ability under the
direction and supervision of the Board. Houlemard may, without violating the exclusive services
term in this Agreement, teach or write for publication without FORA’s prior approval. With the

prior written approval of the Board, Houlemard may also entet into consulting arrangements with

public or private entities if such activities do not interfere with his duties as Executive Officer.
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6. TERMINATION. Houlemard is an at-will employee and serves at the pleasure
of the Board. Houlemard may be dismissed, and this Agreement terminated, at the discretion of
the Board for any reason or for no reason at all, except that in the event of termination pursuant
to Sections 6(c) or (d) below, FORA shall provide the notice and/or compensation as provided
therein. This Agreement may be terminated prior to its scheduled expiration date as follows:

(a) By mutual agreement;
(b) By Houlemard providing FORA ninety (90) days advance written notice;

(¢) By FORA through written notice to Houlemard of intent to terminate his
employment for “Cause.” For purposes of this Agreement, with respect to Houlemard the term
“Cause” shall mean (i) breach of this Agreement; (ii) commission of an act of dishonesty, fraud,
embezzlement or theft in connection with his duties or in the course of his employment; (iii)
commission of damage to property or reputation of FORA; (iv) failure to perform satisfactorily
the material duties of his position after receipt of a written or verbal warning from the Board; (v)
conviction of a felony or a crime of moral turpitude; (vi) failure to adhere to or execute FORA’s
policies; or (vii) such other behavior detrimental to the interests of FORA as the Board
determines. Cause shall be determined in the sole discretion of the Board. If the Board believes
that FORA has Cause to terminate Houlemard’s employment, FORA shall give appropriate
written notice to Houlemard as provided in Government Code section 54957 of his right to have
the complaints or charges heard in an open session rather than a closed session of a meeting of
the Board. After written notice to Houlemard, if he does not request to have the complaints or
charges heard in open session, he shall be provided the opportunity to meet with the Board in
closed session regarding the specific complaints or charges stated in writing. Should the Board
decide after meeting to terminate Houlemard, his employment shall be terminated immediately
without rights to any appeal, severance pay or benefits other than compensation earned
(including all benefits and reimbursements accrued and then due) up to the effective date of
termination.

(d) By FORA through written notice to Houlemard of termination without
Cause. In that event, the termination shall be effective upon delivery of the notice unless the
notice provides otherwise. If terminated without Cause, Houlemard shall be entitled to
severance pay equal to six (6) months salary, exclusive of benefits. At the election of the Board,
severance pay may be paid in substantially equal installments over any period up to six (6)
months,

7. NOTICES. Notices under this Agreement shall be by United States mail, postage
prepaid, addressed as follows, or such other address as the Parties may establish and provide
written notice thereof:

Chair of the Board of Directors Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.
Fort Ord Reuse Authority 2223 Albert Lane
100 12th Street Capitola, CA 95010

Marina, CA 93933
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8. TERMINATION OF FORMER EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT. Effective
upon the Commencement Date, the Employment Agreement shall automatically, and without
any need for further action by the Parties, be terminated and of no further force and effect.
During the term of this Agreement, the employment relationship between the Parties shall be
controlled by the terms and conditions of this Agreement and not by any terms or conditions of
the former Employment Agreement. The foregoing provisions notwithstanding, any Annual
Leave which Houlemard has accrued but which remains unused and has not been cashed out as
of the day before the Commencement Date shall be carried over and added to the Annual Leave
which accrues pursuant to this Agreement, subject to any applicable accrual limits as may be
specified in those policies regarding Annual Leave established by FORA as they may be

amended from time to time.

9. COMPLETE AGREEMENT. This Agreement is a full and complete statement
of the Parties’ understanding with respect to the matters set forth in this Agreement. This
Agreement supersedes and replaces any and all prior or contemporaneous agreements,
discussions, representations, or understandings between the Parties relating to the subject matter
of this Agreement, whether oral or written.

10. INTERPRETATION. This Agreement shall be construed as a whole and in
accordance with its fair meaning. It is understood and agreed by the Parties that this Agreement
has been arrived at through negotiation and deliberation by the Parties, with each Party having
had the opportunity to review and revise this Agreement and to discuss the terms and effect of
this Agreement with counsel of its choice. Accordingly, in the event of any dispute regarding its
interpretation, this Agreement shall not be construed against any Party as the drafter, and the
Parties expressly waive any right to assert such a rule of interpretation.

11. PARTIAL INVALIDITY. If any provision of this Agreement is held by a court
of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the Parties agree that the
remaining provisions shall nonetheless continue in full force and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Parties have executed this Agreement effective as of the
date and year first written above.

Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.

Chair, Fort Ord Reuse Authority
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ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: éuthorize Purchase of Pollution and Legal Liability Insurance
overage

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014
Agenda Number: 8¢

ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):

i. Authorize the Executive Officer to purchase Pollution and Legal Liability (PLL) Insurance
Coverage, not to exceed $1,710,000, comprised of premium, broker fee, and surplus
lines tax.

ii. Authorize the Executive Officer to enter into repayment agreements with Named
Insureds to allow up to two years for Named Insureds to repay FORA their prorated
share of the PLL Insurance Premium, in the form of Attachment A.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The October 10, 2014 Board report for item 8a includes additional background discussion.

In January 2014, the Board authorized insurance broker Marsh, Inc. and Special Counsel Barry
Steinberg to proceed with an insurance carrier selection and negotiation process for a PLL
insurance policy spanning the next ten years. Staff notes that the Army Environmental Services
Cooperative Agreement (ESCA) Grant provided FORA with $916,056 toward the purchase of
PLL insurance coverage similar to the policy that the FORA Board purchased in 2004. The
approximately $200,000 not used to purchase this policy will be reserved self-insured retention.
Three insurance carriers (Chubb, XL, and Zurich) submitted revised policy quotes at the end of
September 2014, these quotes along with additional PLL background documents are located
on the FORA website at http://fora.org/PLL.html, under Support Documents 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5.
Marsh, Inc. prepared a “Fort Ord PLL Comparison,” which is also found at the website link
provided above, under Support Documents 3.2 and included under Attachment B. Chubb’s
quote of $1,442,639 in insurance premium for $50 million in coverage was approximately $3.5
million less than XL, the second most competitive quote (note: insurance quotes do not include
the costs of broker fee and surplus lines tax).

After receiving an update from Special Counsel Barry Steinberg on October 10, 2014, the
Board authorized the Executive Officer, upon advice and counsel of Marsh and Special
Counsel Barry Steinberg, to negotiate policy terms and conditions, bind coverage effective
December 31, 2014 if premium is less than $2 million, and identify first-named insured to
replace FORA after its June 30, 2020 sunset.

Since this time, the Executive Officer negotiated terms and conditions of the policy. Chubb
provided an updated insurance policy quote and draft policy on November 7, 2014, found on
the FORA website at:

[_http://fora.org/Board/2014/Packet/Additional/111414PLLInsuranceFORA-Fullguote1l 7 2014.pdf|and
http://fora.org/Board/2014/Packet/Additional/111414PLLInsuranceEliPolicyForm.pdf

To complete the process, staff recommends Board approval of recommendations i and ii to
purchase the overall insurance policy and complete individual insurance premium repayment
agreements with the Named Insureds.

Named Insured coverage amounts are described in the table on the following page.
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Named Insured Requested Coverage Amount
FORA (First-Named Insured) $11,000,000
County of Monterey (considering role of $20,000,000
First-Named Insured after 06/30/2020

City of Seaside $1,000,000
City of Marina $5,000,000
City of Monterey $5,000,000
Monterey Peninsula College $5,000,000
Transportation Agency for Monterey County $2,000,000
Monterey-Salinas Transit $1,000,000

FISCAL IMPACT: . /2

Reviewed by FORA Controller #. f% 7

The new insurance policy premium, surplus lines tax, and broker fee will cost approximately
$1,710,000. FORA will use $710,000 in ESCA funds dedicated for this purpose and
$1,000,000 from the General Fund to purchase the policy. FORA will receive repayment for its
General Fund expenditures up to $780,000 plus interest from the Named Insureds. FORA'’s
purchase of $11,000,000 in coverage will cost FORA $220,000 in addition to the $710,000 in
ESCA funds. After FORA is repaid, the fiscal impact to FORA will be approximately $930,000.

COORDINATION:

FORA land use jurisdictions and other agencies receiving property and accessing insurance
coverage include: City of Marina, City of Seaside, City of Monterey, City of Del Rey Oaks,
County of Monterey, Monterey Peninsula College, Transportation Agency for Monterey County,
and Monterey-Salinas Transit.

Prepared by Mw J}b&c& Approyed by

/ Jonathan Garcia
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Attachment A to ltem 8c
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/2014

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY
AND MONTEREY PENINSULA COLLEGE
REGARDING PAYMENT OF MONTEREY PENINSULA COLLEGE’S
PORTION OF POLLUTION AND LEGAL LIABILITY INSURANCE
COVERAGE AND ACCEPTANCE TERMS AND CONDITIONS

v Peninsula College’s
mium made and entered
and the MONTEREY
the “Parties”).

This Memorandum of Agreement Regarding payment of M
portion of the Fort Ord Pollution and Legal Liability (PLL) insuran
into between the FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY (&
PENINSULA COLLEGE (MPC) (hereinafter referred to ¢

WITNESSETH TE

Chapters 1 through 7, inclusive, commencin
provisions of the California Redevelopment Law
and Safety Code, Part 1, Chapter 4.5, Aﬂicle 1, c
Article 4, commencing with Section

to plan, facilitate, and manage the trans:
Army (hereinafter referred to as the

{ as determined that, in order to properly indemnify the Authority
Board as well a eneficiaries, it is necessary to hold an adequate level of PLL
insurance which wj ffer address the risk associated with the acceptance of potentially
contaminated property‘ @"r more importantly, property which may have been conveyed under the
good faith belief that contamination had been cleared but is later determined to possess
environmental contamination which was undetected or not known, and;

WHEREAS, in order to assist with the uniform coverage in amounts covering
appropriate risks, FORA staff has proceeded through an RFQ/RFP process to select an
appropriate carrier to provide the supplemental PLL insurance coverage thought to be adequate
to address environmental risks associated with these properties, and;

03-97787.5 1
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WHEREAS, FORA staff has asked affected land use jurisdictions to determine the
amount of PLL insurance coverage that each will require.

WITH REFERENCE TO THE FACTS RECITED ABOVE, the Partics agree as
follows:

I. OBLIGATIONS OF THE PARTIES

A. FORA

1. FORA shall negotiate terms and conditions with PLL&; ce coverage providers.
2. FORA shall be held responsible for repaymen of insurance coverage
and accept terms and conditions of Chubb’s PLL insuran¢

Term of Coverage:

Amount of Coverage:

Risks Covered: Remediation®_ces ( , 1al  injuries,
property damages, t ons and explosives risk.

yment, including the California

Premium + Tax:

-$50 million policy.
Insured: ey,>County of Monterey, City of
1, TAMC, MPC, developers to
| riting approval).
Type of Policy: i ,
Self Insured Rétention: for pollution conditions; $500,000 for munitions

is conditions.

include: asurance (up to $1.7 million) and (2) collecting
prorates 1t frofx y of Monterey, the City of Seaside, the City of Marina, the
! : MPC, and FORA to pay $1,000,000 (amount remaining

2. Monterey Peninsula College shall be held responsible for repayment of its portion of
insurance coverage and accept terms and conditions of Chubb’s PLL insurance quote as follows:

Term of Coverage: 10 years
Amount of Coverage: $5 million
Risks Covered: Remediation costs, defense costs, personal injuries,
property damages, munitions and explosives risk.
Premium + Tax: $100,000 principal payment, including the California
Surplus Lines Tax.
2 of3
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Insured: FORA, City of Monterey, County of Monterey, City of
Seaside, City of Del Rey Oaks, City of Marina, MST,
TAMC, MPC, developers to be named (subject to
underwriting approval).

Type of Policy: Claims made

Self Insured Retention: $500,000 for pollution conditions; $500,000 for munitions
and explosives conditions.

3. Monterey Peninsula College shall pay FORA two equalj.annual, fully amortizing
payments for its port1on of the insurance cost, $50,000, plus interest paid at a rate that is equal to
5%. The first payment is due on June 30, 2015. The second p it is due on June 30, 2016.

val payment will be
ents for Monterey

IV.  NOTICE

Formal notices, demands, and communig;
unless sent by certified mai r ipt't ted, stess delivery service with a delivery
receipt, or personal deli & : ivery. t or facs1m%Ie to the principal office of the
Parties as follows: '

Such written notices, demands, and communications may be sent in the same manner to
such other addresses as the affected Party may from time to time designate as provided in this
Section. Receipt shall be deemed to have occurred on the date marked on a written receipt as the
date of delivery or refusal of delivery (or attempted delivery if undeliverable).

[Signatures pages follow]

30f3
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MARSH

October 28, 2014

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Pollution Legal Liability
Policy Period: December 31, 2014 — December 31, 2024

Marsh released the RFP to several environmental markets on March 3, 20 4
and 7 markets partlmpated AWAC AlG, Chubb XL Zurich, Beaz

a) $2,500,000
SIR of $1,000,000 for
MEC pollutants

$25,000,000 each incident /
$25,000,000 aggregate

Prepared by:

Patricia Cristobal

Vice President
Environmental Practice
Revised by Ed Morales

b) $2,575,000

$50,000,000 each incid a) $1,442,639 a) $5,000,000 Not offered
$50,000,000 aggregat b) $1.148.722 SIR of $1,000,000 for
e ’ o MEC pollutants

Please Note:

1. Defense is within the limits

2. Multi-year policies apply with a egate limit that is not re-instated annually

3. Surplus lines taxes and fees wi addition to the premiums listed above — approximately 3.20%

4. TRIA coverage is not included in the'above stated premiums — AP TBD

5. Premium is NET of commission

MARSH & MCLENNAN

LEADERSHIP, KNOWLEDGE, SOLUTIONS.. WORLDWIDE.

COMPANIES

vLIvLILL ‘Bunesiy pieod VO
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Page 2

6. See individual specimen forms for standard exclusions, terms, and conditions
7. Total premium is due within 30 days of binding

8. All carriers are non-admitted in the State of California and other jurisdictions. As such, they are not licensed/supervised by the State,
and in the event of insolvency, they are not covered by any State Insurance Guaranty Fund

£

Pollution Legal Liability
Remediation Legal Liability Yes Yes
MEC Legal Liability Yes
MEC Remediation Liability Y Yes
3rd party Bodily Injury & Property ‘
Damage for knoyvn pollution (gr_ound No No
water contaminants undergoing
clean-up by the Army)
Defense y limits Within policy limits
Transportation Yes
Non-Owned Disposal Sites Yes
New Pollution Conditions Yes Yes, 3 years only
Pre-existing Pollution Conditi s | Yes Yes
Additional Named Insureds ] : : Yes Yes
Dedicated limits ofdiability N ’
endorsement for the Yes ?
jurisdictions
Developer pgrtners as additional Yes °
insured v
Insured Contract endorsement Yes ?
Disclosed document endorsement ? ?
Primary/non-contributory language ? ?
Aggregated SIR 3 times with
9959 maintenance No No

MARSH
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90 day extended reporting period

No — 60 days

Yes

Auto-assignment provision after

?

FORA sunsets

Give-back cover for areas

undergoing or completed clean-up Excess of AIG Policy "No
via ESCA
Cancellation requires consent of all N
insureds ]
Allocation formula for “cross-boarder” ™

issues between insureds

Restrictions that will apply to all properties cove
o Asbestos and Lead around:

FOST sites: Q
- Full coverage,

- Land use and deed
Chubb

d regulatory signoff will receive coverage but excess of AlG’s policy.

- Exclude ongoing er remediation per ARMY indemnification.

Additional Endorsements’/ Considerations and Policy restrictions that require further

MARSH
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discussion:
- Named Insured
- Additional Insured
- Allocated Limits once FORA is dissolved
- Insured vs. Insured Language
- Insured Contracts
- Disclosed Documents
- Primary and Non Contributory (excess of AIG

XL

¢ @ & o & o & & 0 o & 0 & o o o 0 o o

Covered Location Schedule

Section . Insuring Agreement Amendatory
Section Il. Definitions Amendatory [Wording to
Section lll. Territory Amendatory [ i
Section IV. Exclusions Amendato
Section V. Extended Reporting P
Section VI Limits of Liability and Self
Split SIR endorsement [Wording to b .
Section VII. Reportin nent 1 i ndatory [Wording to be provided]

Insured Contract Sch

Coverage for Certified Acts of Terrorism, Subject to Cap and Coverage for Other Acts of Terrorism (if accepted)

MARSH
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e Exclusion of Certified Acts of Terrorism (if rejected)
» Service of Process

o Intent is to conform to terms of expiring XL Policy PEC0017726, and update where necessary. We understand that this
coverage will require policy modifications and manuscript end nents. Nevertheless, the following endorsements will
be required on this policy:

. STF-EPC-143- Nuclear Exclusion Endorsement

. STF-EPC-173- Minimum Earned Premium Endorse

. STF-EPC-189- Maintenance, Upgrades, Improvi

. STF-EPC-206 - Separate Policy Period for Ne

. STF-EPC-217 - Deed Restrictions and Lanc

. STF-EPC-260 - Dewatering Exclusion

. STF-GU-199 - lmportant Notice — Service ©

Zurich

CONOTDWN =

. U- GU-767 Cap on Losses From Certified Acts ©f
10. STF-EPC-MANUSCRIPT — Si e Groundwa‘f
11. STF-EPC-MANUSCRIPT — Biol
12. STF-EPC-MANUSCRIPT ~ Incl

This document and any recommendations, ai _ J
identified as the recipient herein (“you”). This g , idential information of Marsh and may not be shared with any third party,
including other insurance producers, without Marsh s:pri . tements concerning actuarial, tax, accounting, or legal matters are based

should consult your own prof
materially affected if any und

between you and Marsh, Ma
Marsh Analysis or to any servi
wordings or the financial conditio
coverage.

MARSH



FORT ORD REUSE HORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: Approve Agreement with Monterey Bay Economic Partnership

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014
Agenda Number: 8d

ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):

Authorize the Executive Officer to execute an agreement, not to exceed $100,000 (Attachment
A), to join the Monterey Bay Economic Partnership (MBEP).

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

During the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment process, a significant number of comments
expressed concern that the employment and other economic benefits were lagging behind and
required attention. In response, many Board members and speakers at the Fort Ord Reuse
Colloquium suggested strengthening Fort Ord job creation activities and developing a program
of enhancing the intellectual property transfer and strengthening economic development
connections to benefit the overall recovery program. In response, staff created a new position
of Economic Development Specialist and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Finance
Committee, Executive Committee and Board reviewed this proposal last spring. The Board
specifically added accountability and performance measures to determine the success of such
a position and limited funding to two years. On June 20, 2014 the FORA Board approved an
Economic Development Specialist staff position and, in the position description, the total
salary/benefits/support package was set not to exceed $164,000. FORA independent Human
Resources consultant, Avery Associates, recommend a $90.7K to $115.8K salary range based
on the Job Description reviewed by the Board in approving the creation of the position.

The recruitment effort yielded fifteen applications and four applicants were advanced for
interviews by a panel comprised of representatives from the local jurisdictions, education, and
business communities. After completing interviews, the top ranked candidates expressed
reservations about the level of compensation, the employment term limitations, and short
timeframe for performance assessment and elected not to accept or not respond to
employment offers.

Staff coordinated with members of the interview panel and explored alternatives to address this
unsuccessful recruitment effort. In the past few weeks, several ideas have surfaced. Interview
panelists generated the following three options:

1. Re-initiate the position advertisement and extend the search to other states/ regions
for the same staff position; purchase national executive search firm assistance;and
consider increasing the compensation or Board directed term limitations.

2. Reconfigure the position advertisement to solicit consultant proposals to perform the

same functions as an Economic Development Specialist; conduct a selection
process for consultant services.
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3. Representatives of MBEP (Mary Ann Leffel and Bud Colligan) have suggested
FORA consider investing as a major contributor to the MBEP and acquire these
services through that means. In particular, MBEP would provide to FORA:

i. Data organization and stewardship

ii. Opportunity site reporting

ii. Clearing house for economic development and job creation

opportunities

Under this option, FORA would enter into an agreement with MBEP for Economic
Development Specialist Services, not to exceed $100,000, potentially leveraging
local investor(s) to match FORA’s $100,000 contribution. FORA would reallocate
the remaining $64,000 in available budget to support the economic development
specialist work conducted by MBEP, which may include acquiring part-time
administrative support and additional staff assignments.

In reviewing these three options, staff concluded that the MBEP has the greatest potential to
benefit the overall Fort Ord recovery program and is uniquely qualified since it is the only entity
performing this level of work with broad reach, community support, capacity, and economic
development mission.

On October 1, 2014, the Executive Committee reviewed these options and directed staff to
include this item for Board consideration at its October 10 meeting. Due to time limitations, the
item was not reviewed on October 10 and is scheduled for review on November 14.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Reviewed by FORA Controller % %’“/ 3

The Board approved up to $164,000 for the Economic Development Specialist salary and
related funding at the June 20, 2014 meeting. The MBEP agreement will not exceed $100,000
and administrative support and staff reassignment will not exceed $64,000, resulting in net
expenses within the approved budget.

COORDINATION:

MBEP, Authority Counsel, Executive and Administrative Committees.

y )
Prepared by MQM Apprlgved by 7 * W/

Jonathan Garcia Michael A. Houlemard Jr.
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Attachment A to ltem 8d
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/2014

Partnership Agreement
Memorandum of Understanding
THE FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY
and

THE MONTEREY BAY ECONOMIC PARTNERSHIP

This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) desc
between the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, a subdivision of
Economic Partnership, a private non-profit association “(’
regional interests with the MBEP’s regional 1nter and the MBEP (collectively
hereinafter, the “Parties”) are independently a i on economic development
programs that are structured to benefit the former. Region. The purpose of
this partnership is to aid both Parties’ future course of co ' ery from former Fort
Ord closure and economic development to wi g facts:

he responsibilities and expectations
("FORA") and the Monterey Bay

. n supporting economic recovery and enhancement efforts such as
business location/relocati i enterprises currently active in the Monterey Bay Region, and
strengthening or expand businesses to increase production or diversification to increase
Monterey County jobs.

E. The FORA Board of Directors and the MBEP leadership find it to be mutually beneficial
to join these independent efforts to establish and sustain a coordinated approach to accomplish both
Parties’ economic development goals/objectives in the coming fiscal years.

F. The Parties now desire to enter into this MOA to set forth the Parties' understanding with
regard to combining the MBEP’s regional interests with FORA’s regional interests and the Parties' future
course of conduct with respect to recovery from former Fort Ord closure and economic development.

AGREEMENT

Now, therefore, for valuable consideration, as noted below, the Parties agree as follows:

Page 49 of 117



Creation of an Economic Development Program. FORA acknowledges that it is solely
responsible for the implementation of the terms and conditions of the former Fort Ord recovery
program and any related policies, such as the Base Reuse Plan. In accordance with State Law,
FORA will complete those recovery financing, planning, and other defined policies.

FORA Financial Support. FORA agrees to join MBEP at a level of $100,000 per year in funding
from FORA resources and/or other sources of grant funds secured by FORA for FY 14/15 and FY
15/16.

MBEP Financial Support. The MBEP hereby agrees to provide $100,000 per year in funding from
MBEP resources and/or other sources of private business or individual financial support secured
by the MBEP for FY 14/15 and FY 15/16 to match the fusds %dedwated to membership in MBEP
by FORA for economic development needs.

MBEP Services.

a. General MBEP Services: MBE
partners, including FORA:

i. Advocate for sustainable e
environmental values of the M
information abou

and the public. _ \

ii. Provide accountabilt blic 1 s and spending related to infrastructure

ing general services to all its

provide the follow

S, consistent with the
resource for factual

region e ic sectors.

iv. Support reglonal efforts for the former Fort Ord's Economic Recovery through
Educational Reuse Programs and Environmental Conservation.

v. Host the standard International Economic Development Corporation (IEDC) data

sets on the MBEP website.

Maximum FORA Investment. FORA’s investment is $100,000 annually for fiscal years
2014/2015 and 2015/2016. FORA shall be entitled to all “Chairman” investor benefits as set forth
in the MBEP “Investor Benefits” as set forth in the document attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”
FORA will be invoiced by MBEP upon FORA board approval.
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6. Facilities and Equipment. FORA agrees to make conference rooms and other facilities available
to MBEP for coordinated use to implement the terms of this MOA — subject to scheduling
availability as contrasted with other FORA program demands.

7. Exhibits. All exhibits referred to herein/attached hereto are by this reference incorporated.
8. Time. Time is and shall be of the essence of each term of this MOA.

9. Severability. If any of the provisions of this MOA are determined to be invalid or unenforceable,
those provisions shall be deemed severable from the remainder of this MOA and will not cause its
invalidity unless this MOA without the severed provisions would frustrate a material purpose of
either party in entering into the MOA.

MONTEREY BAY ECONOMIC
PARTNERSHIP

UTHORITY

By:

Brian E. Turlington ichael A. Houlemard, Jr.

Its: President fficer
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Exhibit “A”
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Subject: City of Del Rey Oaks Land Sales Transaction

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 8e INFORMATION/ACTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):

i. Receive a land sales transaction summary report (Attachment A).

i Authorize the Executive Officer to execute Amendment #1 to the City of Del Rey Oaks
(DRO)/ Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Insurance Repayment Agreement (DRO/FORA
Repayment Agreement) (Attachment B).

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The DRO recently completed a land sales transaction for 73 acres and an Option Agreement for
the future sale of 268 acres of its former Fort Ord lands with developer Monterey Peninsula
Properties, LLC. FORA received $1.2 million for the 73 acre transaction and anticipates receiving
approximately $8 million for the future 268 acres transaction in accordance with the FORA-DRO
Implementation Agreement’s 50/50 land sales proceeds sharing provisions. Such fair share
provisions will also be analyzed with any future FORA Consistency Determination review for DRO.

To date, FORA loaned DRO $715,768 in funds to cover DRO’s portion of PLL insurance during
years of financial hardship. DRO and FORA negotiated Amendment #1 to assure DRO’s loan
payment commitments are met during the sale of DRO property. Amendment #1 to the
DRO/FORA Repayment Agreement provides proration of Del Rey Oaks’ outstanding PLL
insurance payments to FORA to coincide with the current and anticipated land sales transactions:
21 percent (73 acres/341 total acres) of the balance will be paid currently and 79 percent (268
acres/341 total acres) of the balance will be paid when Monterey Peninsula Properties, LLC
exercises its option to purchase the remaining 268 acres.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller %% %” 7 8.

FORA collected $1.2 million from the sale of 73 acres, which was an estimated amount of FORA'’s
50% land sale proceeds. FORA will receive approximately $8 million for the future sale of 268
acres. Should the Board authorize Amendment #1 to the DRO/FORA Repayment Agreement, it
will result in immediate payment of $162,806 (21% of the outstanding balance including interest)
and future payment of $565,456 (79% of the outstanding balance plus accrued interest) within the
next 3 years. The staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget.

COORDINATION:

City of Del Rey Oaks, Administrative and Executive Committees.

Prepared by Mu >AM Approved by

Jonathan Garcia

Michael A.'/Hoﬁlemard, Jr.

Page 53 of 117



FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

Attachment A to Iltem 8e

Category Total Amount  |Pro-rate |Pro-rated Amount

Developer Payment Default/ PLL Insurance S 653,237.13 0.21] $ 139,842.55

Total Pro-Rated Sunk Cost

S 139,842.55

Category

P1 Land Sale Revenue ution
P1 DRO-Developer Land Sale Price

Amount
Title Company & Broker Fees S 15,394.11
Appraisal Fee S 11,000.00
Payment for Legal Fees S 183,635.06
Federal LLC Payment S 250,000.00
Total Non Pro-Rated Sunk Costs S 460,029.17
Total Sunk Costs $ 599,871.72

$ 3,000,000.00

Sunk Cost (73-acres)

599,871.72

Net Land Sale Value

Category Total Amoun Pro-rate |Pro-rated Amount

W |n

2,400,128.28

Category

ted Sunk Costs

Developer Payment Default/ PLL Insurance S 653,237.13 0.79] S 513,394.58
Total Pro-Rated Sunk Costs S 513,394.58

Amount
Federal LLC Payment S 500,000.00
Expected Deal Costs S 20,000.00
Total Non Pro-Rated Sunk Costs S 520,000.00
Total Sunk Costs S 1,033,394.58

P2 DRO-Developer Option Agreement-determined Land Purchase Price S 17,000,000.00
Sunk Cost (268-acres) S 1,033,394.58
Net Land Sale Value S 15,966,605.42
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Attachment B to Item 8e
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

CONCERNING REPAYMENT TO THE FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY OF A POLLUTION
LEGAL LIABILITY INSURANCE LOAN
FOR CITY OF DEL REY OAKS FORMER FORT ORD PROPERTY

By and Between

THE CITY OF DEL REY OAKS (“DRQO”)
THE FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY (“FQ
PARTIES TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERS

" AS
ING ("MOU)

This AMENDMENT #1 to MOU (attached) is made an en FORA and DRO
(collectively, “Parties”) on October 10, 2014.

All Terms and Provisions of the MOU remain ‘th n Section A
which are incorporated by reference into the 1 ifications in

Section A. Terms

1. The purpose of this MOU is T rep
FORA to DRO to pay. insurar olicy that partially benefitted DRO.
2. The original twos 3 1. Jdure 30, 2015 is extended for three

ith September 12, 2014 sale of a portion of
0 will make a prorated payment of $162,806

n the sale of the remaining DRO property on the former
. fthe MQU, whichever occurs first.

of Amendment #1. The MOU was and Amendment #1 is
on approval by the FORA Board and the DRO City Council.
ecure its loan obligation to FORA of $565,456 by real property
ner Fort Ord.

existing

k.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties have executed this AMENDMENT #1 as of the
date set forth at the beginning of this AMENDMENT #1. The following concur with this

AMENDMENT #1.

Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. Daniel Dawson
Executive Officer City Manager
Fort Ord Reuse Authority City of Del Rey Oaks
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

CONCERNING REPAYMENT TO THE FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY OF A POLLUTION
LEGAL LIABILITY INSURANCE LOAN
FOR CITY OF DEL REY OAKS FORMER FORT ORD PROPERTY

By and Between

THE CITY OF DEL REY OAKS ( “DRO") AND
THE FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY ( “FORA”) AS
PARTIES TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING ( “MOU")

This MOU is made and entered into between FORA and DRO, (collectively, “Parties”).

The Parties to the MOU are individually interested in defining the terms of repayment from DRO
to FORA for FORA’s purchase of Pallution Legal Liability { “PLL") insurance coverage. To this
end, the Parties have met formally and informally over past weeks, and:

WHEREAS, DRO acknowledges the indebtedness to FORA for the PLL coverage secured in
2004 to benefit the development of DRO former Fort Ord parcels, DRO specifically ratifies the
existence of the debt, and DRO intends to repay the debt upon the terms set forth in this MOU;
and

WHEREAS, the Parties recognize the impact of the recent recession and financial difficulties of
DRQ’s past development team; and

WHEREAS, the Parties agree that it is timely and agree that it is in the best interests of the
reuse of the former Fort Ord to provide a payment program setting forth terms of loan
repayment.

NOW THEREFORE, in furtherance of the objectives set forth above, and in accordance with all
terms, conditions, limitations and exceptions provided below, the Parties agree as follows:

TERMS AND AGREEMENTS

Section A. Terms of this MOU

1. The terms of this MOU are for the purposes of defining the repayment of a loan
secured by FORA to pay for the purchase cost of a PLL insurance policy that partially
benefited DRO.

2. The original term of this MOU is two (2) full calendar years, beginning on the effective
date of July 1, 2013 and ending on June 30, 2015, unless sooner terminated or
renewed as provided for in this MOU.

The amount remaining to be paid on this loan as of July 1, 2013 is $715,767.58.

- DRO agrees to repay the full amount of the loan and all accrued interest at a rate of
5% upon the termination of this agreement or upon the execution of an Agreement
with a developer for DRO property on the former Fort Ord, whichever is earlier.

5. DRO agrees to timely submit the MOU to the DRO City Council for its approval of the

terms of the MOU.

o
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Del Rey Oaks/FORA MOU
MISCELLANEOUS

Section B. Maodification or Amendment

This MOU is not subject to modification or amendment except in writing signed by the
Parties and approved by the FORA Board of Directors and the DRO City Council.

Section C. |nterpretations

This MOU integrates all of the terms and conditions mentioned herein or incidental
hereto, and has been arrived at through negotiation, has been reviewed by each party's
respective counsel, and no party is to be deemed the party which prepared this MOU within the
meaning of California Civil Code Section 1654,

Section D. Notices and Correspondence

Any notice required to be given to any party shall be in writing and deemed given if
personally delivered upon the other party or deposited in the United States mail, and sent
certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid and addressed to the other party at the
address set forth below, or sent via facsimile transmission during normal business hours to the
party to which notice is given at the telephone number listed for fax transmission:

If to FORA: Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.
Executive Officer
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
920 Second Avenue
Marina, CA 93933

Telephone: (831) 883-3672
Facsimile:  (831) 883-3675

If to DRO: Daniel Dawson
City Manager
Del Rey Oaks
650 Canyon Del Rey Road
Del Rey Oaks, CA 93940

Telephone; (831) 394-8511
Facsimile:  (831) 394-6421
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Del Rey Oaks/FORA MOU

Section E.  Indemnification

DRO shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless FORA and its officers, agents and
employees, from and against any and all claims, liabilities and losses whatsoever (including but
not limited to, damages to property, and injuries to or death of persons, court costs and
attorneys fees) occurring or resulting to any and all persons, firms or corporations furnishing or
supplying work, services, materials, or supplies hired in connection with the performance of this
MOU, and from any and all claims, liabilites and losses occurring or resulting to any person,
firm, or corporation for damage, injury, or death arising out of or connected with the performance
of this MOU. The provisions of this Section shall survive the termination or expiration of this
MOU.

Section F.  Applicable Law

California law shall govern this MOU.

Section G.  Attorneys’ Fees

If any lawsuit is commenced to enforce any of the terms of this MOU, the prevailing party
will have the right to recover its reasonable attorneys' fees and costs of suit from the other party.

Section H. Severability

If any term of this MOU is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or
unenforceable, the remainder of the provisions shall continue in full force and effect unless the
rights and obligations of the parties have been materially altered or abridged by such
invalidation, voiding or unenforceability.

Section |. Waivers

Any waiver by the Parties of any obligation or condition in this MOU must be in writing.
No waiver will be implied from any delay or failure by either FORA or DRO to take action on any
breach or default of Parties or to pursue any remedy allowed under this MOU or applicable law.
Any extension of time granted to any of the Parties to perform any obligation under this MOU
shall not operate as a waiver or release from any of its obligations under this MOU.

Section J.  Title of Parts and Sections

Any titles of the sections or subsections of this MOU are inserted for convenience of
reference only and shall be disregarded in interpreting any part of the MOU's provisions.

Section K.  Conflict of Interest

(a)  Except for approved eligible administrative or personnel costs, no person who
exercises or has exercised any functions or responsibilities with respect to the activities
contemplated by this MOU or who is in a position to participate in a decision-making process or
gain inside information with regard to such activities, may obtain a personal or financial interest
or benefit from the activity, or have an interest in any contract, subcontract or MOU with respect
thereto, or the proceeds thereunder, either for themselves or those with whom they have family

3
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Del Rey Oaks/FORA MOU

or business ties, during, or at any time after, such person's tenure. Parties shall exercise due
diligence to ensure that the prohibition in this Section is followed.

(b)  The conflict of interest provisions of the above paragraph apply to any person who
is an employee, agent, consultant, officer, or any immediate family member of any official of
either FORA or DRO, or any person related within the third (3rd) degree of such person.

Section L:  Parties Bound Notwithstanding Lack of Information Regarding Subject Properties

The Parties are entering into this MOU with limited information. The lack or limitation of
any information shall not effect in any way the liabilities or obligations of the parties under this
MOU.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this MOU as of the date set forth at
the beginning of this MOU. The following concur with this MOU.

N

Michael A. Houlemard Jr. U ~ Dated
Executive Officer
Fort Ord Reuse Authority

/2,203

NI=C e 9/5 /=2
Daniel 'D?Avson Dated
!

City Mangger

City of Dél Rey Oaks
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

L ~_ BUSINESS ITEM
Subject: Update on Prevailing Wage Compliance

Meeﬁng Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 8f INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive a prevailing wage requirements report on the former Fort Ord.

DISCUSSION:

Over the years, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Board has received several
presentations regarding the applicability and enforcement of prevailing wage on the former
Fort Ord. Recently, the FORA Board and staff received correspondence from an organized
labor representative indicating concern regarding enforcement of the prevailing wage
requirement within the City of Marina. FORA and City of Marina staff meet and as a result
of this meeting look forward to a swift resolution of this matter, but it does present an
excellent opportunity to review the prevailing wage requirement and both FORA's and the
jurisdictions’ role in enforcement.

BACKGROUND:

Adoption of prevailing wage as a base-wide policy originally surfaced during the legislative
debates around the creation of FORA. While the FORA enabling legislation did not
include provisions for prevailing wage, the initial FORA Board meeting explored the policy
question in the exchanges about adoption of a procurement code. In fact, the FORA
Board’s first action in setting prevailing wage policy occurred on July 14, 1995, with the
adoption of Ordinance No. 95-01. This Ordinance established FORA’s Procurement
Code, which requires prevailing wage to be paid to all workers employed on FORA's
construction contracts. The FORA Master Resolution was adopted on March 14, 1997.
Article 3.03.090 of the Master Resolution requires that prevailing wage be paid for all first
generation projects occurring on parcels subject to the Base Reuse Plan.

Discussion regarding application of prevailing wage continued and was included in Base
Reuse Plan compliance actions through 2006, when the Board engaged in further policy
clarification actions. In August 2006, the Board received a status report on the
jurisdiction’s efforts to adopt and implement prevailing wage policies consistent with
Chapter 3 of the Master Resolution. That report was the result of FORA Executive
Committee and Authority Counsel’'s examination of FORA'’s role in implementing prevailing
wage policies on the former Fort Ord. Since 2006, the FORA Board has heard compliance
concerns expressed by the Labor Council, received several additional reports, slightly
modified a section of Chapter 3 of the Master Resolution, and directed staff to provide
information to the jurisdictions about compliance.
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In September 2013, FORA Executive Officer provided an informational overview of
prevailing wage requirements on the former Fort Ord. Attached to this report is PowerPoint
presentation which attempts to further clarify prevailing wage policy implementation and
enforcement (Attachment A). Staff expects to provide added comment and anticipates
comments from labor, developers and the public at the November meeting.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller

Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget.

COORDINATION:
FORA Board, City of Marina, FORA Authority Counsel

( |
Prepared by%%r%/\gﬂ A

Robert { Norris, Jr.
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Attachment A to Item 8f

11/14/14
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THORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG) Status Report

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 8g INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATION(S):

Receive a Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG) Status Report from consultants Jason King
(Dover, Kohl & Partners) and Bill Lennertz (National Charrette Institute/NCI).

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

Lead consultant Jason King and charrette facilitator Bill Lennertz will conduct/lead public stakeholder
interviews and small group meetings on Thursday November 13 and Friday November 14
respectively. NCI is internationally recognized for community engagement processes, working
directly with governments and communities to improve outcomes of public planning processes. Mr.
Lennertz and Mr. King will provide a report/update of the RUDG process and offer an introduction to
the NCI Charrette process. This update/status report is part of the RUDG process ongoing goal
continuing education leading to a successful outcome of the RUDG process. Please see Item 10f for
additional information regarding the RUDG process.

FISCAL IMPACT: y
Reviewed by FORA Controller T pr /B,

Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. FY 2014-2015 Reuse Plan
Implementation budget includes funding to pay for consultant services.

COORDINATION:
Administrative Committee, Post Reassessment Advisory Committee, RUDG Task Force

Josh Metz Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.

Prepared by %A
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPOR

Subject: Outstanding Receivables

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number:  10a INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Receive a Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) outstanding receivables update for October 2014.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

Development Fee/Preston Park: In 1997, the U.S. Army and FORA entered into an interim lease
for Preston Park. Preston Park consisted of 354 units of former Army housing within the
jurisdiction of the City of Marina (Marina). Marina became FORA’s Agent in managing the
property. Marina and FORA selected Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition to manage the property
and lease it to tenants. In 1998, Mid-Peninsula completed rehabilitating Preston Park units and
began leasing the property to the public. After repayment of the rehab loan, Marina and FORA
have by state law each shared 50% of the net operating income from Preston Park.

The FORA Board enacted a base-wide Development Fee Schedule in 1999. Preston Park is
subject to FORA’s Development Fee Schedule overlay. In March 2009, the FORA Board
approved the MOU between FORA and Marina whereby a portion of the Preston Park
Development Fee was paid by the project. In 2009, Marina transferred $321,285 from Preston
Park, making an initial Development Fee payment for the project. The remaining balance is
outstanding and is the subject of current litigation.

FISCAL IMPACT:

All former Fort Ord projects are subject to either the developer fee overlay or the Community
Facilities District fees to pay fair share of the California Environmental Quality Act required
mitigation measures. In addition, the outstanding balance is a component of the Basewide
Mitigation Measures and Basewide Costs described in Section 6 of the FORA Implementation
Agreements. If any projects fail to pay their fair share it adds a financial burden to other
reoccupied or development projects to compensate.

COORDINATION:

Executive Committee

Prepared by M %W Approve y *

lvana Bednarik ¢
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REPORT

Subject: Habitat Conservation Plan Update

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014
Agenda Number: 10b INFORMATION
RECOMMENDATION(S):

Receive a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and State of California 2081 Incidental Take Permit (2081
permit) preparation process status report.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), with the support of its member jurisdictions and ICF International
(formerly Jones & Stokes), FORA’s HCP consultant, is on a path to receive approval of a completed
basewide HCP and 2081 permit in 2015, concluding with US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) issuing federal and state Incidental Take Permits.

After meeting with CDFW Chief Deputy Director Kevin Hunting on January 30, 2013, FORA was told
that CDFW and BLM issues require a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between CDFW and
BLM, outlining certain assurances between the parties, resulting in additional time. Also, according to
CDFW, final approval of an endowment holder no longer rests with CDFW (due to passage of SB 1094
[Kehoe]), which delineates specified rules for wildlife endowments. However, CDFW must review the
funding structure and anticipated payout rate of the HCP endowment holder to verify if the assumptions
are feasible. CDFW has outlined a process for FORA and the other Permittees to expedite compliance
with endowment funding requirements. FORA has engaged Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) to
provide technical support during this process.

Other technical issues and completion of the screen check draft HCP should be accomplished by early
November 2014. If the current schedule is maintained, FORA staff expects a Public Draft HCP
available for public review by early 2015. Update: On March 25, 2014, FORA representatives met with
CDFW Chief Deputy Director Kevin Hunting, University of California and State Parks representatives to
address outstanding State to Fed and State to State policy issues. State Senator Bill Monning
convened a follow-up meeting on June 23 in Sacramento and general agreement was achieved to set a
date for concluding all comments from all agencies and to publish the HCP shortly thereafter. A
technical meeting was held July 30, 2014 with BLM, Permittees, USFWS, and CDFW representatives to
review HCP governance and cost items. Comments on HCP technical items and agreements were
received by the August 29, 2014 deadline. ICF and Denise Duffy Associates (Environmental Impact
Report/ Environmental Impact Statement consultant) are completing covered activities analyses and are
preparing the screen check draft HCP. Staff expects the screen check draft HCP to be complete by
December 2014.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller %/ 7%’" /< 8
Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget.

COORDINATION:

Administrative Committee, Executive Committee Denise\Duffy gnd I8 JSFWS,
CDFW

Prepared by Qﬂvvégk AM Appr

Jonathan Garcia

by M 2, x y 4 iy
Michael A. Hdulemard, Jr.
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RITY BOARD

Subject: Administrative Committee

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 10c INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive a report from the Administrative Committee.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Administrative Committee met on October 1, 2014 and November 5, 2014, the
approved minutes of which will be provided in the December Board packet.

FISCAL IMPACT: . 2
Reviewed by the FORA Controller %7 z=2
Staff time for the Administrative Committee is included in the approved annual budget.

COORDINATION:
Administrative Committee

Prepared by__ A~
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

Subject: Finance Committee

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014
Agenda Number: 10d

INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive a report from the Finance Committee.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Finance Committee is scheduled to meet on December 1% to discuss the FY 13-14
Financial Audit Report. Minutes from this meeting will be included in the December Board
packet.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by the FORA Controller %% / ‘3

Staff time for the Finance Committee is included in the approved annual budget.

COORDINATION:
Finance Committee

Prepared by_ %ﬂ/ ZM

Marcela Fridrich
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Subject: Post Reassessment Advisory Committee

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 10e INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATION(S):
Receive a Post Reassessment Advisory Committee (PRAC) activity/meeting report.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The PRAC met on Thursday October 9 and October 30. Both meetings focused on planning for the
Fort Ord Trail symposium scheduled for Thursday, January 22, 2015. The Symposium is currently
planned to be sponsored by multi-agencies, including the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), CSUMB,
Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC), and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).
The PRAC discussion focused on development of a symposium agenda including potential topics,
speakers and timelines (Attachment A). A draft budget outline is included in the PRAC meeting
PowerPoint based on actual costs for the 2013 Fort Ord Colloquium.

The next meeting of the PRAC was scheduled for Friday, November 21 from 9:00 am to -11:00 am.
Approved minutes from the October 9 meeting are attached (Attachment B).

FISCAL IMPACT: 2
Reviewed by Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Controller H.7 / =

Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. Costs associated with Fort Ord Trails
Symposium were not anticipated in the approved 14-15 Reuse Plan Implementation budget. Based
on the costs of the 2013 Fort Ord Colloquium, the total cost for the Fort Ord Trails Symposium is
estimated at $18,000. These costs could be covered by the Reuse Plan Implementation budget.

COORDINATION:
PRAC, CSUMB, TAMC, BLM, Administrative and Executive Committees.

Prepared by W\' pproved by (17

osh Metz Michael A. Hotilemard, Jr.
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Attachment A to Item 10e
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14
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e 2015 Trails Symposium

e 1-day

e ~6 Regional
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¢ ~5-6 Out-of-State

: Financial,
invitations, tabling

BLM: invitations,

\dvertise event

11/3/2014

Page 81 of 117



Attachment B to Item 10e
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY

BASE REUSE PLAN POST-REASSESSMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE (PRAC)
MEETING MINUTES
1:00 p.m., Thursday, October 9, 2014 | FORA Conference Room
920 2n Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933

1. CALL TO ORDER
Confirming a quorum, Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) PRAC Chair Jerry Edelen called the

meeting to order at 1:00pm. The following people were in attendance:

Committee Members
Jerry Edelen (Chair), Del Rey Oaks Other Attendees
Jane Parker, Monterey County Eric Morgan, BLM
Gail Morton, City of Marina

Victoria Beach, Carmel-by-the-Sea
Andre Lewis, CSUMB

Staff

Michael Houlemard, FORA

Steve Endsley, FORA

Josh Metz, FORA

Rachel Saunders, Big Sur Land Trust
Tim O’Halleran, member of the public
Bob Schaffer, member of the public
Jane Haines, member of the public
Steve Matarazzo, UCSC

Margaret Davis, member of the public

2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES
MOTION: Gail Morton moved, seconded by Jane Parker, to approve the September 26, 2014
meeting minutes, as presented.

MOTION PASSED: Unanimous.

3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
Member of the public Margaret Davis invited committee members and the public to a Veterans
Day celebration at the Fort Ord Warhorse building.

4. BUSINESS ITEMS

Staff presented an updated draft Trails Symposium agenda, potential speaker list and event
schedule for discussion (Attachment A). Members gave input on the agenda and Staff made
notes for a future revision. Discussion focused on how much to integrate the Regional Urban
Design Guidelines (RUDG) consultants into the Symposium. Consensus was reached on the
idea of using one representative from the consultant team and one additional speaker in each of
the 3 main topic areas (Regional Coordination, Economics and Design). Members also
recommended FORA staff present the local context to summarize regional trail planning already
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underway in the region (Attachment B). Members requested staff to contact potential speakers
and bring back an updated list of options for the following meeting.

5. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS
None.

6. NEXT STEPS

a. FORA staff will continue to:
i. monitor highway signage progress
ii. bring recommended speaker bios for consideration at Trails Symposium
iii. coordinate the Fort Ord Regional Trails Symposium at CSUMB on January 22, 2015

7. ADJOURNMENT
The next meeting of the PRAC was set for Thursday October 30 at 12:45pm. The meeting was

adjourned at approximately 2:30pm.

Minutes prepared by Josh Metz
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FORT ORD RE

SRS S £ Rt s

Subject: Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force

Meeting Date: “ November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 10f INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATION(S):
Receive Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG) Task Force Update.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Board approved the contract for RUDG services with Dover, Kohl & Partners at its August 8,
2014 meeting. Since then, the contract has been finalized and initial steps in the Scope of Work are
underway. On Monday September 22, the consultant team engaged a Start-up meeting with the
RUDG Task Force from 1:00 to 3:00 pm. The goals of the meeting were to ensure: 1) necessary
steps are taken for an effective launch, 2) the consultant and stakeholders begin interacting to enable
a quality outcome, and 3) sufficient background information/data/guidance is provided to the
consultant team.

The meeting was well attended with Board and Committee members, partner agency representatives
and members of the public. Discussion centered on the forthcoming process including details about
the Site Visit and Charrette. Members and stakeholders contributed to a broad stakeholder list for
consideration as interviewees during the Site Visit.

On November 12-19, 2014, the consultant team will conduct a site visit, including an in-depth tour
by team principals, small group interviews with key stakeholders, and November Board meeting
presentation (see item 8g for more details). Following the site visit, the RUDG Design Charrette is
scheduled for February 2-13, 2015. This 2-week long charrette will have the consultant team on-site
working with public and key stakeholders to work on the draft design guidelines.

A summary of key RUDG project dates:

¢ Consultant Team Site Visit, November 12-19, 2014
RUDG Design Charrette, February 2-13, 2015

A copy of approved RUDG Task Force meeting minutes from September 22, 2014 is attached
(Attachment A). The next meeting of the RUDG Task Force has not been scheduled.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller W %’” / 8

Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. FY 2014-2015 Reuse Plan
Implementation budget includes funding to pay for RUDG consultant services.

COORDINATION:
Administrative Committee, RUDG Task Force, and Dover, Kohl & Partners.

Prepared by %/Av // Apprg of by

Josh Metz
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1.

Attachment A to ltem 1df
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY
REGIONAL URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES (RUDG) TASK FORCE
MEETING MINUTES
1:00p.m., Monday, September 22, 2014 | FORA Conference Room
920 2n Avenue, Suite A, Marina, CA 93933

CALL TO ORDER
Confirming a quorum, Task Force Member Carl Holm called the meeting to order at 1:10pm.
The following people were in attendance:

Committee Members Gail Morton, City Council Member, City of
Victoria Beach, City of Carmel-by-the- Marina
Sea Steve Endsley, FORA
Layne Long, City of Marina Jonathan Garcia, FORA
John Dunn, City of Seaside Josh Metz, FORA
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey Theresa Szymanis, City of Marina
Carl Holm, Monterey County Lisa Rheinheimer, MST
Anya Spear, CSUMB Ariana Green, TAMC
LeVonne Stone, Member of the public
Other Attendees Christen Torus, Member of the public
Jane Haines, Member of the public
Ralph Rubio, Mayor, City of Seaside Bob Schafer, Member of the public

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE
None.

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES
a. Friday June 27, 2014

Motion: John Dunn moved, seconded by Elizabeth Caraker
Motion Passed: Unanimous

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
None.

BUSINESS ITEMS

Task Force and RUDG Consulting team introductions were made. The Task Force received a
presentation led by Jason King, Project Manager for Dover, Kohl & Partners, about the plan and
schedule for the FORA RUDG project. Discussion focused on the components of the project and
key upcoming dates including:

e RUDG Consultant Team Site Visit: Nov 12-19
¢ RUDG Charrette: Feb 2-13, 2015
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Discussion also focused on defining the Invitation List for interviews to be held during the
November Site Visit. The Task Force and audience members contributed categories of invitees.

6. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS
None.

7. ADJOURNMENT
The next meeting of the RUDG Task Force was set for Monday October 20 from 10-12pm. The
meeting was adjourned at approximately 2:45p.m.

Minutes prepared by Josh Metz

Page 86 of 117



Subject: Travel Report

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 10g INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATION(S):
Receive an informational travel report from the Executive Officer.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Executive Officer regularly submits reports to the Executive Committee on FORA
staff/Board travel. The Committee reviews and approves requests, and the travel
information is reported to the Board as an informational item.

COMPLETED TRAVEL

International Economic Development Council (IEDC) Annual Conference

Destination: Fort Worth, TX

Date: October 18-22, 2014

Traveler/s: Michael Houlemard attended the |IEDC Annual Conference in Fort Worth,
TX entitled “Steering Towards the Future: Convergence, Connectivity, and Creativity.” The
Conference focused on best practices in incentive due diligence, drafting and enforcing
performance agreements, and utilizing economic and fiscal impact analyses to deploy
incentives in accordance with local needs and strategic community goals.

Association of Defense Communities (ADC) Base Redevelopment Forum
Destination: San Francisco, CA

Date: November 11-14, 2014

Traveler/s: Michael Houlemard, 2 Others (Board/Staff)

Executive Officer Michael Houlemard attended the ADC Installation Innovation Forum in
San Francisco. The Forum focused on advancing economic opportunity through
community-driven redevelopment. At the conference, Mr. Houlemard provided an
informative presentation regarding the progress of reuse at Fort Ord and led the California
local reuse authority round table discussion. Mr. Houlemard also moderated a panel
regarding the applicability of crowd sourcing as a potential funding tool for military reuse.

FISCAL IMPACT: /2

Reviewed by FORA Controller %’% C e

Staff time for this item was included in the approved annual budget. Travel expenses are
reimbursed according to the FORA Travel Policy.

COORDINATION:
Legislative/Executive Committee

1’4

, Jr.

Prepared by ~AY/
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FORTOR REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT

s i EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT

Subject: Pubhc Correspondence to the Board

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014

Agenda Number: 10h INFORMATION

Public correspondence submitted to the Board is posted to FORA’s website on a monthly
basis and is available to view at |hitp://www.fora.org/board.html.

Correspondence may be submitted to the Board via email to board@fora.org or mailed to
the address below:

FORA Board of Directors
920 2" Avenue, Suite A
Marina, CA 93933
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. Administrative Consistency Determination for Entitlement: City of Marina’s
Subject: . .
Marriott Hotel Project
Meeting Date: No_vember 14, 2014 INFORMATION/ACTION
Agenda Number: 10i

RECOMMENDATION(S):

i. Receive a report from the Executive Officer regarding the City of Marina’s (Marina’s) Marriott Hotel
Project Administrative Consistency Determination per Section 8.02.030 of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA) Master Resolution; OR

ii. Conduct a hearing and consider the Executive Officer's concurrence in Marina’s development
entitlement consistency determination if:

a. An appeal is received within the 10-day (Master Resolution Section 8.01.050) or 15-day (Master
Resolution Section 8.03.070) appeal response terms; OR

b. A Board member requests that a hearing be conducted on this project within the 35-day response
term (Master Resolution Section 8.01.040).

BACKGROUND:

Marina submitted the Marriott Hotel Project (“project”) for consistency determination on October 29, 2013.
Marina’s submittal is found at the following website: |http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/4725

The project is a four story, 69,578 square foot hotel with 106 hotel rooms including a 1,750 square foot
meeting room on a 2.62-acre project site, located at 2" Avenue and 10" Street in the Dunes on Monterey
Bay Specific Plan Area in Marina. The FORA consistency determination is for Site and Architectural
Design Review for the Site Plan, Building Elevations, Landscape Plan, and Colors and Materials.

Marina requested Development Entitlement Consistency review of the project in accordance with section
8.02.030 of the FORA Master Resolution, the process for which does not require Board approval. Under
state law, as codified in FORA’s Master Resolution, consistency determinations for legislative land use
decisions (plan level documents such as General Plans, Zoning Codes, Specific Plans, Redevelopment
Plans, etc.) differ from development entitlement consistency determinations for projects under approved
General Plan and Zoning designations. By law, legislative land use decisions must be scheduled for FORA
Board review under strict timeframes. Development entitlements are treated differently by the law; unless
appealed to the FORA Board, they are reviewed by staff to determine consistency with the Fort Ord Reuse
Plan (Reuse Plan). The legislative framers wrote the law this way in recognition of the high volume of
development entitlements expected to be processed by member jurisdictions.

DISCUSSION:

Rationale for consistency determinations: FORA staff finds that there are several defensible rationales
for making an affirmative consistency determination. Sometimes additional information is provided to
buttress those conclusions. The Reuse Plan is a framework for development, not a precise plan to be
mirrored. However, there are thresholds set in the resource-constrained Reuse Plan that may not be
exceeded without other actions, most notably 6,160 new residential housing units and a finite water
allocation. The project’'s conformance to each of the specific consistency criteria is discussed in this report.
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DEVELOPMENT ENTITLEMENT CONSISTENCY (FROM SECTION 8.02.030 OF THE FORA MASTER
RESOLUTION)

(a) In the review, evaluation, and determination of consistency regarding any development entitlement
presented to the Authority Board pursuant to Section 8.01.030 of this Resolution, the Authority Board shall
withhold a finding of consistency for any development entitlement that:

(1) Provides an intensity of land uses, which is more intense than that provided for in the applicable
legisiative land use decisions, which the Authority Board has found consistent with the Reuse Plan;

The project does not provide for an intensity of land uses greater than those allowed in previous legislative
land use decisions consistency determinations. The FORA Board previously certified the Marina General
Plan on March 22, 2001 and the Dunes on Monterey Bay Specific Plan on July 8, 2005 as consistent with
the Reuse Plan.

(2) Is more dense than the density of development permitted in the applicable legisiative land use
decisions which the Authority Board has found consistent with the Reuse Plan;

The project location, size, and operating characteristics would be compatible with the character of the site,
the land uses, and development intended for the surrounding area by the Marina General Plan and Dunes
on Monterey Bay Specific Plan.

(3) Is not conditioned upon providing, performing, funding, or making an agreement quaranteeing the
provision, performance, or funding of all programs applicable to the development entitlement as specified
in _the Reuse Plan and in Section 8.02.020 of this Master Resolution and consistent with local
determinations made pursuant to Section 8.02.040 of this Resolution;

In review of Marina’'s submittal, the project will conform with applicable programs specified in the Reuse
Plan and in Section 8.02.020 of the FORA Master Resolution.

(4) Provides uses which conflict or are incompatible with uses permitted or allowed in the Reuse Plan for
the affected property or which conflict or are incompatible with open space, recreational, or habitat
management areas within the jurisdiction of the Authority;

The project does not conflict with, and is not incompatible with, the open space, recreational, or habitat
management areas within FORA'’s authority.

(5) Does not require or otherwise provide for the financing and installation, construction, and maintenance
of all infrastructure necessary to provide adequate public services to the property covered by the
applicable leqgislative land use decision;

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the project will be required to pay its fair share of the basewide
costs through payment of the FORA Community Facilities District (CFD) special tax.

(6) Does not require or otherwise provide for implementation of the Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan;

The Fort Ord Habitat Management Plan (HMP) designates certain parcels for “Development,” in order to
allow economic recovery through development while promoting preservation, enhancement, and
restoration of special status plant and animal species in designated habitats. The project only affects
lands that are located within areas designated for “Development” under the HMP. Lands designated for
“Development” have no management restrictions placed upon them as a result of the HMP. The project
would not conflict with implementation of the Fort Ord HMP.
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(7) Is not consistent with the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines as such quidelines may be
developed and approved by the Authority Board; and

The project is outside of the Highway 1 Design Corridor Design Guidelines.

(8) Is not consistent with the jobs/housing balance requirements developed and approved by the Authority
Board as provided in Section 8.02.020(t) of this Master Resolution.

The project will support implementation of jobs/housing balance requirements through creation of
additional employment opportunities in the City of Marina.

Additional Considerations

(9) Adoption of required programs from section 8.02.040 of the FORA Master Resolution

In review of Marina’s submittal, the proposed project would conform to applicable Reuse Plan programs,
the Habitat Management Plan, the Reuse Plan Development and Resource Management Plan, the Reuse
Plan Environmental Impact Report, and the FORA Master Resolution.

(10) Is not consistent with FORA’s prevailing wage policy, section 3.03.090 of the FORA Master
Resolution.

The project is required to pay a prevailing wage consistent with section 3.03.090 of the FORA
Master Resolution.

Conclusion: Based on the preceding analysis, the Executive Officer concurs with the City of Marina that
the project is consistent with the Reuse Plan and the FORA Master Resolution. The project will be required
to pay the CFD special tax for this project before issuance of building permits.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller 72 2747/ 8.
This consistency review is regulatory in nature and should have no direct fiscal, administrative, or

operational impact. Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. The project is
subject to the FORA CFD special tax.

COORDINATION:
Seaside staff, Executive Committee, Administrative Committee.

Prepared by Approved by

Jonathan Garcia Michael A. Houlemard, Jr.
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPOR

Subject: Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement Update

Meeting Date: November 14, 2014
Agenda Number: 10j INFORMATION

RECOMMENDATION:

Receive an Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ESCA) status report.

BACKGROUND:

In Spring 2005, the U.S. Army (Army) and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) entered into
negotiations toward an Army-funded Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ESCA)
for the removal of remnant Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) on the former Fort
Ord. Under the terms of this ESCA contract, FORA accepted transfer of 3,340 acres of
former Fort Ord land prior to regulatory environmental sign-off. In early 2007, the Army
awarded FORA approximately $98 million to perform the Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) munitions cleanup on the ESCA
parcels. FORA also entered into an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) with U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Department of Toxic Substance
Control (DTSC) defining contractual conditions under which FORA completes Army
remediation obligations for the ESCA parcels.

In order to complete the AOC defined work, FORA entered into a Remediation Services
Agreement with LFR Inc. (now ARCADIS) to provide MEC remediation services and executed
a Cost-Cap insurance policy for this remediation work through American International Group
(AIG). FORA received the “ESCA parcels” after EPA approval and gubernatorial concurrence
under a Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer on May 8, 2009.

The ESCA Remediation Program (RP) has been underway for seven (7) years. Currently,
the FORA team has completed known ESCA RP field work, pending regulatory review.

DISCUSSION:

The ESCA requires FORA, acting as the Army’s contractor, to address safety issues resulting
from previous munitions training operations conducted at the former Fort Ord. This allows the
FORA ESCA RP team to successfully implement cleanup actions that address three major
past concerns: 1) the requirement for yearly appropriation of federal funding that delayed
cleanup and necessitated costly mobilization/demobilization expenses; 2) state and federal
regulatory questions about protectiveness of previous actions for sensitive uses; and 3) local
jurisdictional/community/FORA’s desire to reduce, to the extent possible, risk to individuals
accessing the property.

Under the ESCA grant contract with the U.S. Army, FORA received approximately $98 million
grant to clear munitions and to secure regulatory approval for the former Fort Ord ESCA
parcels. FORA subsequently entered into a guaranteed fixed-price contract with ARCADIS to
complete the work as defined in the Technical Specifications and Review Statement (TSRS)
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appended to the ESCA grant contract. As part of a contract between FORA and ARCADIS,
insurance coverage was secured from AIG for which FORA paid $82.1 million upfront from
grant funds. This policy provides a commutation account which holds the funds that AIG uses
to pay ARCADIS for the work performed. The AIG coverage also provides for up to $128
million to address additional work for both known and unknown site conditions, if needed.
That assures extra funds in place to complete the scope of work to the satisfaction of the
Regulators. AIG monitors/approves ARCADIS expenditures in meeting AOC/TSRS/ESCA
grant requirements.

Based on the Army ESCA grant contract, the EPA AOC requirements and AIG insurance
coverage provisions, AIG controls the ARCADIS/AIG $82.1 million Commutation Account.
The full amount was provided to AlG in 2008 as payment for a cost-cap insurance policy
where AIG reviews ARCADIS’ work performed and makes payments directly to ARCADIS.
FORA oversees the work to comply with grant/AOC requirements. Current status follows:

Originally Accrued through

Item Allocated June 2014
FORA PLL Self-Insurance/Policy Purchase $ 916,056 $916,056
Reimburse Regulators & Quality Assurance 4,725,000 2,419,311
State of California Surplus Lines Tax,
Risk Transfer, Mobilization 6,100,000 6,100,000
Contractor's Pollution Liability Insurance 477,344 477,344
Work Performed ARCADIS/AIG
Commutation Account 82,117,553 68,693,628
FORA Administrative Fees 3,392,656 2,907,644
Total $97,728,609 $81,513,982

ESCA Remainder $16,214,627

It is important to highlight that data collected during the ESCA investigation stage remains
under review by the regulators who determine when remediation is complete. They will only
issue written confirmation that CERCLA MEC remediation work is complete (regulatory site
closure) when they are satisfied the work is protective of human health and that the Final
Proposed Plan, Record of Decision, Land Use Control Operation and Maintenance Plan are
completed and approved. The process of completing the review and documentation is
dependent on Army and regulatory agency responses/decisions. Until regulatory site closure
is received, the ESCA property remains closed to the public. When regulatory site closure is
received, FORA will transfer land title to the appropriate jurisdiction. To date, the ESCA RP
has provided the stewardship for 3,340 ESCA acres. The ESCA team continues to actively
monitor biological resources and track restoration activities on the ESCA property.

The ESCA RP team’s major effort is on the required CERCLA documentation to gain
regulatory certification of completion. Two significant issues have impacted the document
delivery schedule. First was an issue between the Army and EPA concerning the definition of
MEC as hazardous substances under CERCLA. After months of formal and informal
discussions, EPA and the Army resolved their dispute in July 2014. The second significant
issue concerns documenting FORA’s Residential Quality Assurance (RQA) process as
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developed under a pilot study in accordance with the terms of the ESCA. DTSC has required
reporting, in addition to the CERCLA documentation, on the RQA process which is likely to
further impact the ESCA document schedule. FORA staff and the ESCA RP team are closely
monitoring these issues to efficiently execute the documentation phase of the program.

For the County North and Parker Flats Phase 1 ESCA properties, FORA received written
confirmation from the regulatory agencies that CERCLA MEC remediation work is complete.
For these properties, ARCADIS commuted ESCA insurance coverage for related clean-up
costs for coverage for unknown conditions.

Per the existing FORA/Jurisdiction Implementation Agreements (2001) and Memorandum of
Agreement (2007) regarding property ownership and responsibilities during the period of
environmental services, deeds and access control for these properties has been transferred
to the new land owner. At the County’s request, FORA staff is working with County staff to
adjust the former ESCA property signage based on a signage plan being developed under
the joint direction of Monterey County staff, Monterey County Sheriff's Department and the
Bureau of Land Management, with review by the FORA ESCA team.

Regulatory approval does not determine end use. Underlying jurisdictions are empowered to

impose or limit zoning, decide property density or make related land use decisions in
compliance with the FORA Base Reuse Plan.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Reviewed by FORA Controller W T e LB

The funds for this review and report are part of the existing FORA ESCA funds.

COORDINATION:
Administrative Committee; Executive Committee; FORA Authority Counsel; ARCADIS; U.S.
Army EPA; and DTSC

Prepared by

Stan Cook
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S A = i

Subject: Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Report Categories 1 and 2 Update
‘Meeting Date: ~ November 14, 2014 '

Agenda Number: 10k INFORMATION
RECOMMENDATION(S):

Receive Base Reuse Plan Reassessment Report Categories 1 and 2 Update.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

The Board approved the 2014 Work Plan at its February 13, 2014 meeting, which included
completion of Reassessment Report Category 1-3 items. Category 1 focuses on Reuse Plan text
and figure changes; Category 2 focuses on Prior Board Actions and Regional Plan consistency; and
Category 3 focuses on Implementation of Policies and Programs (Attachment A).

During 2013, the Post Reassessment Advisory Committee (PRAC) reviewed the Category 1
Reassessment Report items and made recommendations. Subsequently, Special Counsel Waltner
reviewed Category 1 & 2 progress, recommending an Initial Study under California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Board directed staff to obtain legal review of prior Board
actions. Special Counsel Waltner completed this review in 2013 and found past Board actions legally
defensible (Attachment B). He further recommended inclusion of past Board actions in the scope
of the CEQA Initial Study. Once the initial study and any subsequent CEQA processing is underway,
updates of the Reuse Plan Land Use Concept and Circulation maps could be completed.

Ensuring Reuse Plan Consistency with regional plans including the Transportation Agency of
Monterey County (TAMC), the Monterey County Air District (MCAD), and the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) is within the scope of the 2014 Work Plan. Staff is holding meetings with
the relevant agencies to evaluate changes to plans since 1997. Policy development to address any
changes will be included in the scope of work under the new Request for Proposals.

Staff notes that progress is underway on addressing many of the cross-jurisdictional items identified
in Category 3 including the development of Regional Urban Design Guidelines, planning for Oak
Woodlands conservation, and a host of other jurisdiction specific items. Staff has met with the
relevant jurisdictions and recently received jurisdiction-specific Category 3 updates. These status
updates will determine what additional steps are needed.

In response to the PRAC progress and recommendations from Special Counsel Waltner, staff has
prepared a DRAFT Scope of Work/Request for Proposals (RFP) (Attachment C) to be released this
fall. See attachment for details.

FISCAL IMPACT: i .
Reviewed by FORA Controller~%, 7;/&4" £ 8.

Staff time for this item is included in the approved FORA budget. FY 2014-2015 Reuse Plan
Implementation budget includes funding to pay for consultant services.

COORDINATION:

Administrative Commjttee, Post Reassessment Advisory [
Prepared by 44//& @M;Appr ed by

~ Josh Metz j
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Attachment A to Iltem 10k
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

CATEGORIES

CONTENTS

W
=
=
Fa-

ISSUES IDENTIFIED
IN THE SCOPING REPORT OTHER ISSUES IDENTIFIED
(see Table 3) (see Table 4)
E ]
SORTED INTO FIVE CATEGORIES
CATEGORY I CATEGORY I CATEGORY I CATEGORY IV CATEGORY YV
BRP Corrections Prior Board Actions and Implementation of Policy and Program FORA Procedures
and Updates Regional Plan Consistency Modifications and Operations

FORA Board action possible
early 2013

FORA Board action possible
2013

Policies and Programs

On-going FORA and
jurisdiction implementation

FORA Board consideration in 2013 onward
as determined by the Board. May require
public hearing and CEQA review

Figure 2

Visual Key to Reassessment Report

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Report
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Attachment B to Item 10k
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

LLAW OFFICES OF ALAN WALTNER

779 DOLORES STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94110

TEL (415) 641-4641 - FAX (415) 738-8310
WALTNERLAW(@GMAIL.COM

Memorandum

Date: July 3, 2013
To: Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Board of Directors
Mayor Jerry Edelen, Board Chair
Michael Houlemard, Executive Officer
From: Alan Waltner, Esq.

RE:  CEQA and Land Use Implications of Potential Revisions to the Fort Ord
Reuse Authority Base Reuse Plan

L INTRODUCTION

This memorandum addresses the implications under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) of potential revisions of the FORA-adopted Base Reuse Plan (“BRP”). This
memorandum also addresses how changes to the BRP are affected by the guidelines
implementing CEQA and land use law. The current BRP was adopted in 1997 and supported
by a programmatic environmental impact report prepared under CEQA (“1997 EIR”). A legal
challenge to the adequacy of the 1997 EIR was resolved through a settlement agreement with
the Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club (“Sierra Club settlement”).

As required by the Sierra Club settlement, which was memorialized in Article 8.10.010(h) of
the FORA Master Resolution, FORA completed a “reassessment” of the 1997 BRP in
December 2012 and produced a report dated December 14, 2012 memorializing that
reassessment (“Reassessment Report”). The Reassessment Report divided its evaluation into
five categories. Category I consists of various corrections and updates to the 1997 BRP,
largely in the form of minor errata to the text of the BRP. Category II consists of changes that
would conform the BRP to the substance of previous FORA Board actions, particularly
“consistency” determinations, as well as changes that would improve consistency of the BRP
with regional plans that have evolved since 1997. Category III evaluates the compliance of
various member jurisdictions with certain policies and programs in the 1997 BRP. Category
IV is a discussion of more substantive modifications to BRP policies and programs that could
be considered by the FORA Board in response to the reassessment. Category V discusses
various potential changes to FORA’s governance, including procedures and operations.

CEQA and Land Use Implications of Potential Revisions to the FORA BRP
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At this time, FORA is still in the process of public outreach and is considering a broad range of
possible changes to the BRP as reflected in these five categories. In particular, it is anticipated
that a colloquium and workshop process will occur during the second half of this year to obtain
additional public input and provide a context for additional conversations about potential BRP
revisions.

As discussed below, the appropriate CEQA document needed to support these changes will
depend on the changes ultimately proposed. Near-term activities such as the colloquium and
workshop process are anticipated to remain exempt planning and feasibility studies. Beyond
that point, the nature and scope of the appropriate CEQA document should be evaluated
through an initial study process. Given the relatively long lead-time required for certain CEQA
compliance options, we recommend that this initial study process be initiated soon.

II. CEQA IMPLICATIONS OF POTENTIAL BRP REVISIONS
This section of the memorandum addresses three key issues:
e when is additional CEQA review required?
e what is the appropriate form of a new CEQA document, if any? and

e what is the recommended procedure for determining the appropriate CEQA
document?

Land use considerations are discussed in the next section.
A. When is Additional CEQA Review Required?

In situations such as this, where an EIR for a program (or project) has already been prepared,
certified, and judicial review has been completed, Section 21166 of CEQA, and Section 15162
of the CEQA Guidelines, establish the criteria for any additional required environmental
review under CEQA. Distilled down to its essence, there must be a discretionary action', and
there must also be one or more of the following: changes in the project (or program), changes
in circumstances, or new information.

CEQA Section 21166 describes the three events that trigger the need for preparation of a
supplemental environmental impact report as follows: “(a) Substantial changes . . . in the
project which will require major revisions of the environmental impact report. (b) Substantial

! The discretionary action trigger is described in the CEQA Guidelines as follows:

Once a project has been approved, the lead agency's role in project approval is completed, unless
further discretionary approval on that project is required. Information appearing after an approval
does not require reopening of that approval. If after the project is approved, any of the conditions
described in subdivision (a) occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall only be
prepared by the public agency which grants the next discretionary approval for the project, if any.
In this situation no other responsible agency shall grant an approval for the project until the
subsequent EIR has been certified or subsequent negative declaration adopted.

Guidelines Section 15162(c). If there is no future discretionary action, the CEQA Guidelines are clear that
the agency is not required to reopen the previous approval and CEQA process. See also Guidelines
Sections 15002 and 15357.

July 1 Draft — Confidential — Attorney Work Product — Attorney Client Privileged
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changes . . . with respect to the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken
which will require major revisions in the environmental impact report. [and] (c) New
information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the
environmental impact report was certified as complete, becomes available.” CEQA Section
21166.

Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines elaborates on these tests, generally requiring that the
changes or new information create the need for “major revisions” relating to “new significant
environmental effects” or a “substantial increase” in those effects. This requirement
establishes a fairly high bar for reopening the EIR. Ultimately, this question turns on
“whether, subsequent to the certification of the EIR, circumstances have changed to the extent
that reliance on the EIR is unwarranted. (See Bowman v. City of Petaluma (1986) 185
Cal.App.3d 1065, 1073 [“section 21166 comes into play precisely because in-depth review has
already occurred, the time for challenging the sufficiency of the original EIR has long since
expired [citation], and the question is whether circumstances have changed enough to justify
repeating a substantial portion of the process™].)” Concerned Citizens of Dublin v. City of
Dublin, Slip Op., at 17 (March 7, 2013; certified for publication March 28, 2013).

Case law has been relatively generous in finding additional environmental review unnecessary
to support program changes. For example, a reallocation of 100 residential units from one site
to another was not considered a significant change to a specific plan in Concerned Citizens of
Dublin. Slip Op. at 17. In that case, the EIR analyzed environmental impacts based on the
maximum residential units in the program area as a whole, and the Court concluded that
shifting 100 units to a different location was not a significant change. Likewise, the Court in
Bowman considered the rerouting of project traffic from one street to another not to be a
significant change.

B. What is the Appropriate Form of a New CEQA Document, if Any?

The next question that needs to be addressed is the form of the CEQA document that will be
used to support future actions relating to the Base Reuse Plan. Here there are at least six
options: exemption for planning and feasibility studies, categorical exemption, negative
declaration, supplemental EIR, subsequent EIR, or addendum. The appropriate document will
depend on the timing, scope and nature of the BRP-related activities, in particular any BRP
revisions.

First, the CEQA Guidelines contain an exemption for planning and feasibility studies that do
not have a legally binding effect on later activities. CEQA Guidelines Section 15262. This was
the basis for preparing the BRP reassessment without an accompanying CEQA document. The
anticipated colloquium and workshop process also will qualify for this exemption so long as no
legally binding actions are taken and the process includes a “consideration of environmental
factors.” Id.

Second, the CEQA Guidelines contain a categorical exemption that applies to “changes in the
organization or reorganization of local governmental agencies where the changes do not
change the geographical area in which previously existing powers are exercised.” CEQA
Guidelines Section 15320. This categorical exemption would be potentially applicable to the
Category V changes to FORA’s governance.

July 1 Draft — Confidential — Attorney Work Product — Attorney Client Privileged
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Third, CEQA generally allows a negative declaration to be prepared, rather than an EIR, where
there is no “fair argument” that a significant effect on the environment would result from a
program or other project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15063. Guidelines Section 15162,
however, makes this “fair argument” standard inapplicable in the supplemental EIR context,
and instead asks whether substantial evidence supports the agency’s decision not to undertake
addition environmental review under CEQA Section 21166. If the initial study recommended
below shows that supplemental environmental review has not been triggered for any impact, a
negative declaration memorializing that conclusion may be utilized.

Fourth, CEQA Guidelines Section 15163 provides that an agency may choose to prepare a
supplemental EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if, among other things, “[o]nly minor additions
or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the project in the
changed situation.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15163. Therefore, a key consideration in
determining whether to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR is a fact-based
determination of whether the additions or changes to the previous EIR are only minor.

A supplemental EIR does not require recirculation of the previous draft or final EIR and need
only contain the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as
revised. However, when an agency decides whether to approve a future project, it must
consider the previous EIR, as revised by the supplemental EIR. CEQA Guidelines

Section 15163.

Fifth, if major changes are required to make a previous EIR adequate, the agency must prepare
a subsequent EIR. Although there is only limited guidance in the State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15162 states that a subsequent EIR should be prepared if it is necessary to do more
than supplement the previous EIR. There is no requirement for the lead agency to consider the
original EIR when it considers the subsequent EIR, although CEQA Guidelines

Section 15162(d) requires the original EIR to be made available.

Sixth, the CEQA Guidelines authorize the preparation of an addendum in certain
circumstances, where the conditions triggering a subsequent EIR under Guidelines Section
15162, as described above, have not occurred, and “only minor technical changes or additions
are necessary . . ..” CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.

C. What is the Recommended Procedure for Determining the Appropriate CEQA
Document?

Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines clearly specify a procedure for determining whether
a certified program EIR, such as the 1997 EIR for the BRP, remains valid for continued use.
However, CEQA and the guidelines suggest the use of an initial study in several related
contexts. For example, in determining whether to use a program EIR for a subsequent project-
level® approval, CEQA Section 21094 (c) states: “For purposes of compliance with this
section, an initial study shall be prepared to assist the lead agency in making the determinations
required by this section. The initial study shall analyze whether the later project may cause
significant effects on the environment that were not examined in the prior environmental
impact report.” See also Guidelines Sections 15153 and 15168. CEQA Section 21157.1

% Guidelines Section 15168(a) suggests that a program such as the BRP “can be characterized as one large
project.” Therefore, these “tiering” sections of CEQA and the Guidelines could be considered applicable.
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similarly provides for the use of an initial study in determining whether a subsequent project is
within the scope of, and adequately covered by, a master environmental impact report. CEQA
Section 21157.6 provides for use of an initial study to determine whether a master
environmental impact report remains effective beyond an initial five year period.

CEQA practitioners have filled this gap in direct guidance by using a modified initial study
checklist for the purpose of evaluating the continuing effectiveness of an EIR. Mechanically,
this generally involves the addition of one or more new questions to the initial study checklist
that ask whether there have been changes requiring additional analysis. This flexible use of the
initial study method is supported by several CEQA guidelines. First, Guidelines Section
15063(f) states that, although example initial study checklists are included in Appendices G
and H to the guidelines: “These forms are only suggested, and public agencies are free to
devise their own format for an initial study. A previously prepared EIR may also be used as the
initial study for a later project.” The use of an initial study in this context is further supported
by the definition of an initial study in Guidelines Section 15365: “’Initial Study’ means a
preliminary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency to determine whether an EIR or a Negative
Declarationsmust be prepared or to identify the significant environmental effects to be analyzed
in an EIR.”

We therefore recommend the preparation of an initial study to determine whether additional
environmental review is required in connection with the anticipated BRP revisions, and to
determine the appropriate scope of that review. As the guidelines above show, the format and
contents of the initial study can be adapted to the particular situation. The ultimate format and
contents of this initial study should be determined after further consultation with FORA and its
consultants.

III. LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS

The BRP is not subject to the same state planning and zoning law requirements that apply to
general and specific plans. Specifically, the broad state law requirements for a comprehensive
general plan with specified plan elements that are internally consistent, do not apply to
FORA’s BRP. Instead, the Authority Act specifies the required elements in very broad terms,
and there are no state regulations that constrain FORA’s BRP in the ways that local general
plans are constrained.

3 Likewise, CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(c) states that the purposes of an initial study are to:

(3) Assist in the preparation of an FIR, if one is required, by:
(A) Focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant,
(B) Identifying the effects determined not to be significant,
(C) Explaining the reasons for determining that potentially significant effects would not
be significant, and
(D) Identifying whether a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process can be
used for analysis of the project’s environmental effects.
kg
(6) Eliminate unnecessary EIRs;
(7) Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project.
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The Authority Act contains a number of requirements for the BRP that will need to be satisfied
in connection with any BRP revisions. These requirements are specified in Government Code
Section 67675, which states that the BRP (including revisions) is required to include all of the
following elements:

(1) A land use plan for the integrated arrangement and general location and extent of, and the
criteria and standards for, the uses of land, water, air, space, and other natural resources within
the area of the base. The land use plan shall designate areas of the base for residential,
commercial, industrial, and other uses, and may specify maximum development intensities and
other standards and criteria. The land use plan shall provide for public safety.

(2) A transportation plan for the integrated development of a system of roadways, transit
facilities, air transportation facilities, and appurtenant terminals and other facilities for the
movement of people and goods to, from, and within the area of the base.

(3) A conservation plan for the preservation, development, use, and management of natural
resources within the area of the base, including, but not limited to, soils, shoreline, scenic
corridors along transportation routes, open spaces, wetlands, recreational facilities, historical
facilities, and habitat of, or for, exceptional flora and fauna.

(4) A recreation plan for the development, use, and management of the recreational resources
within the area of the base.

(5) A five-year capital improvement program that complies with the requirements of Section
65403. The program shall include an allocation of the available water supply, sewage treatment
capacity, solid waste disposal capability, and other limited public service capabilities among
the potential developments within the area of the base. The program shall also identify both of
the following:

(A) Base-wide facilities identified pursuant to Section 67679.

(B) Local facilities that are in the county or a city with territory occupied by Fort Ord and that
primarily serve residents of the county or that city.

Since the 1997 BRP was subject to these same requirements, it contains all of the required
elements. Generally, we recommend that the existing structure of the BRP be retained in order
to carry forward all of these mandatory elements, as well as to provide a familiar structure and
contents.

The BRP is also authorized to include any element or subject specified in Government Code
Section 65302, relating to local general plans, such as a safety or housing element.
(Government Code Section 67675(d)), but is not required to do so. The Authority Act
contains no other references to the Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code Section
65000 et seq.), supporting the view that the Authority Act contains a “stand-alone” set of land
use requirements that do not adopt or otherwise imply the application of parallel provisions of
the Planning and Zoning Law.

The BRP is also required to be consistent with: “approved coastal plans, air quality plans, water
quality plans, spheres of influence, and other county-wide or regional plans required by federal
or state law, other than local general plans, including any amendments subsequent to the
enactment of this title . . . .” The plan must also consider: ‘(1) Monterey Bay regional plans.
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(2) County and city plans and proposed projects covering the territory occupied by Fort Ord or
otherwise likely to be affected by the future uses of the base. (3) Other public and
nongovernmental entity plans and proposed projects affecting the planning and development of
the territory occupied by Fort Ord.” Government Code Section 67675(f).

Once the BRP has been adopted, all of the local jurisdictions with territory in Fort Ord are
required to submit both the then-current general plan as well as general plan amendments to the
FORA Board, accompanied with a certification that the plan “applicable to the territory of Fort
Ord is intended to be carried out in a manner fully in conformity with [the Authority Act].”
Government Code Section 67675.2. The FORA Board then approves and certifies the general
plans and amendments applicable to the territory of Fort Ord if it finds that the plan “meets the
requirements of [the Authority Act] and is consistent with the [BRP]. Government Code
Section 67675.3. Following that approval, zoning ordinances and “other implementing
actions” are required to be submitted to the FORA Board, which the Board can only reject “on
the grounds that they do not conform with, or are inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the
certified general plan applicable to the territory of Fort Ord.” Government Code Section
67675.5. Following the original general plan certification, amendments to that local plan only
take effect upon certification by the FORA Board. Government Code Section 67675.7.

Government Code Section 67675 also states that the FORA Board “shall . . . revise from time
to time, and maintain” the BRP. As discussed above, however, under the Authority Act,
FORA retains considerable discretion regarding the contents of the BRP

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT STEPS

As described above, we recommend as an initial step that an initial study be commenced to
evaluate the potential BRP revisions and the continuing ability of the 1997 BRP to support
those revisions. An initial study could provide a framework for public participation, provide
substantial evidence and a concrete description of FORA’s analysis, and help focus a future
environmental document. It will be important for this effort that the anticipated list of BRP
revisions be developed as quickly and accurately as possible, in order to provide an accurate,
stable and finite “project description.” However, understanding that this is an ongoing process,
a “framework” initial study could be prepared, based upon the information that currently is
known (i.e. plan contents such as those in Categories I and II that are anticipated to be
included, context changes and/or new information such as population, traffic, economic and
other factors, and those Category IV items that are the most likely to be included). The
framework would include an initial study checklist adapted to this situation, a summary of how
the 1997 BRP EIR addressed each environmental impact, and an evaluation of the implications
of those program changes, changed circumstances and new information that can currently be
anticipated. With this framework initial study, ongoing discussions about the BRP revisions
would be informed by the framework analysis and appropriate revisions to the initial study
made as the BRP revision evolves.

July 1 Draft — Confidential — Attorney Work Product — Attorney Client Privileged
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Memorandum

Date: September 3, 2013
To:  Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Board of Directors
Mayor Jerry Edelen, Board Chair
Michael Houlemard, Executive Officer
From: Alan Waltner, Esq.

RE:  Evaluation of FORA Legislative Land Use Decisions and Development
Entitlement Consistency Determinations

I INTRODUCTION

This memorandum describes the requirements applicable to legislative land use decisions
and development entitlement consistency determinations made by the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority (“FORA”) under the FORA Base Reuse Plan (“BRP”). It evaluates as
examples two previous actions — the Seaside General Plan consistency certification, and
approval of the East Garrison — Parker Flat “land swap.”

We conclude that FORA’s procedures for determining consistency correctly interpret and
apply the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act (“Authority Act”), Government Code Sections
67650-67700 and the FORA Master Resolution. Generally, so long as the overall
development restrictions of the BRP (such as water use limits, housing units, etc.) are not
exceeded, the resulting land uses on an overall basis are generally consistent with those in
the BRP, specific requirements of the BRP and Master Resolution are satisfied, and
substantial evidence supports these conclusions, FORA consistency determinations and
other land use actions would likely be upheld by a reviewing court.!

' We note that most of the actions taken by FORA to date can no longer be challenged in light of the
applicable statutes of limitations. Challenges brought under the California Environmental Quality Act,
Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), must be commenced within 30 days if a notice of
determination has been filed, or within 180 days of the agency decision if no notice has been filed. CEQA
Section 21167. Where no such action has been brought, the environmental document is conclusively
presumed adequate for purposes of its use by responsible agencies, unless the provisions of CEQA. Section
21166 apply. CEQA Section 21167.2. Under Section 8.01.070 of the Master Resolution, FORA is
considered to be a responsible agency for most of these decisions, with the local member agency serving as
lead agency. Other claims against FORA would need to be brought within four years of the action under the
“catch all” statute of limitations in Civil Procedure Code Section 343. The two specific actions evaluated
as examples in this memorandum were each taken over four years ago. Chapter 8 of the Master Resolution,
and the existing BRP, were also adopted over 4 years ago and are not subject to challenge unless modified.
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II. OVERVIEW OF APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS

Actions taken by FORA are governed by the Authority Act and the Master Resolution.
In particular, Chapter 8 of the Master Resolution, which served as the basis for the
settlement in 1998 of a lawsuit brought by the Sierra Club, contains most of the pertinent
provisions.

Many of these requirements are unique to FORA, and any litigation challenging actions
by FORA or others would likely present issues of first impression. However, the
Authority Act, Master Resolution, and Sierra Club settlement can be analyzed using
general principles of statutory construction and contractual interpretation. Case law
under analogous provisions of the Planning and Zoning Law, Government Code Section
65000 et seq., is also informative and is presented below. In addition, the validity of
FORA actions would be highly fact-specific, and depend upon the nature of, and
evidentiary support for, the particular decision. As a result, future actions will need to be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis in light of the general principles discussed below.”

The Authority Act provides for FORA’s involvement in local land use decisions
primarily in two contexts. The first is the review and certification of local general plans
under the “consistency” standards of Government Code Section 67675.3. The second is
the consideration of specific land use entitlements under FORA’s appeal jurisdiction set
out in Government Code Section 67675.8. The standards for each type of action are
distinct and are analyzed separately below.’

A. Consistency Certifications

Under the Authority Act, the BRP is to include, among other things, “[a] land use plan
for the integrated arrangement and general location and extent of, and the criteria and
standards for, the uses of land, water, air, space, and other natural resources within the
area of the base.” Government Code Section 67675(c)(1). (Emphasis added). This
language closely mirrors the analogous provision of Section 65302 of the Planning and
Zoning Law (a general plan must include a “land use element that designates the
proposed general distribution and general location and extent of the uses of the land .
...” (Emphasis added).

Thus, under the Authority Act, only the general locations and extent of land uses need be
shown in the BRP. There is nothing in the Authority Act requiring FORA to plan at a

% This memorandum is provided for the benefit of FORA. Third parties, such as local agencies, land
owners, developers, and financers, should obtain the advice of their own legal counsel with respect to any
specific actions being considered by them.

? Section 1.01.050 of the Master Resolution describes the distinction as follows: “’Legislative land use
decisions’ means general plans, general plan amendments, redevelopment plans, redevelopment plan
amendments, zoning ordinances, zone district maps or amendments to zone district maps, and zoning
changes.” Other local land use approvals such as subdivisions, building permits, etc. are defined and
labeled as “Development Entitlements.” Specific plans are not included in either definition. However,
Master Resolution 8.01.010 includes specific plans with the other legislative land use decisions that are
subject to consistency review.
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level of detail analogous to that of the zoning ordinances and zoning maps prepared by
local jurisdictions under the Planning and Zoning Law. Instead, at the former Fort Ord,
this more detailed planning is the responsibility of the local jurisdictions. Government
Code Section 67675.5.

Following the adoption of the BRP, all of the local jurisdictions with territory in Fort Ord
were required to submit both the then-current general plan as well as general plan
amendments to the FORA Board, accompanied with a certification that the plan
“applicable to the territory of Fort Ord is intended to be carried out in a manner fully in
conformity with [the Authority Act].” Government Code Section 67675.2.*

The FORA Board then holds a noticed public hearing and approves and certifies the
general plans and amendments applicable to the territory of Fort Ord if it finds that the
plan “meets the requirements of [the Authority Act] and is consistent with the [BRP].”
Government Code Section 67675.3. The approval and certification is mandatory under
the Authority Act if these findings are made. Id. (“The board shall approve and certify . .
).

Following that approval, zoning ordinances and “other implementing actions” are
required to be submitted to the FORA Board, which the Board can only reject “on the
grounds that they do not conform with, or are inadequate to carry out, the provisions of
the certified general plan applicable to the territory of Fort Ord.” Government Code
Section 67675.5. Note that the benchmark for this review of local implementing actions
is the certified general plan, not the BRP. ® Following the original general plan
certification, amendments to that local plan only take effect upon certification by the
FORA Board. Government Code Section 67675.7.

Section 8.02.010 of the Master Resolution elaborates on the criteria for legislative land
use consistency determinations, as follows:

(a) In the review, evaluation, and determination of consistency regarding
legislative land use decisions, the Authority Board shall disapprove any
legislative land use decision for which there is substantial evidence supported by
the record, that

(1) Provides a land use designation that allows more intense land uses than
the uses permitted in the Reuse Plan for the affected territory;

* The corresponding section of the Master Resolution, Section 8.01.020(b)(3), adds a reference to the BRP
to this conformity provision.

> Section 8.01.060 of the Master Resolution includes a “supercession” provision making Chapter 8 of the
Master Resolution “supreme” over the BRP and other FORA documents. However, this supercession
clause does not purport to override the Authority Act. This is most likely in recognition of the fact that
provisions inconsistent with the Authority Act would not be authorized or effective. Specifically, Section
67675.8(b)(1) of the Authority Act authorizes the Board only to adopt regulations “to ensure compliance
with the provisions of this title.” (Emphasis added).
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(2) Provides for a development more dense than the density of uses
permitted in the Reuse Plan for the affected territory;

(3) Is not in substantial conformance with applicable programs specified
in the Reuse Plan and Section 8.02.020 of this Master Resolution.

(4) Provides uses which conflict or are incompatible with uses permitted
or allowed in the Reuse Plan for the affected property or which conflict or
are incompatible with open space, recreational, or habitat management
areas within the jurisdiction of the Authority;

(5) Does not require or otherwise provide for the financing and/or
installation, construction, and maintenance of all infrastructure necessary
to provide adequate public services to the property covered by the
legislative land use decision; and

(6) Does not require or otherwise provide for implementation of the Fort
Ord Habitat Management Plan.

(b) FORA shall not preclude the transfer of intensity of land uses and/or
density of development involving properties within the affected territory as
long as the land use decision meets the overall intensity and density criteria
of Sections 8.02.010(a)(1) and (2) above as long as the cumulative net density
or intensity of the Fort Ord Territory is not increased. 6

(Emphasis Added).

The Master Resolution also allows FORA to apply a “substantial compliance” standard
for certification of legislative land use decisions. Section 8.02.010. A similar
“substantial conformance” standard also applies to the local agency’s compliance with
BRP policies, as well as with the programs and mitigation measures listed in Master
Resolution Section 8.02.020. Master Resolution Section 8.01.010(a)(3).

The standards for consistency certifications set forth in the Master Resolution are similar
to those applied in case law under the analogous Planning and Zoning Law. Although
FORA is governed by the Authority Act and is not subject to the Planning and Zoning
Law, key terms chosen by the Legislature, such as “consistent” should be interpreted
similarly. In referring to “consistency,” the Legislature is presumed to have been
applying the plain meaning of the word, which is: “agreement or harmony of parts or
features to one another or a whole: correspondence; specifically: ability to be asserted
together without contradiction.” Websters-Merriam Online Dictionary. The analogy to
the Planning and Zoning Law is further reinforced by the similarity of Section 65302 of

® The term “affected territory” is defined by Section 1.01.050 of the Master Resolution to mean “property
within the Fort Ord Territory that is the subject of a legislative land use decision or an application for a
development entitlement and such additional territory within the Fort Ord Territory that may be
subject to an adjustment in density or intensity of allowed development to accommodate
development on the property subject to the development entitlement.” (Emphasis Added).
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the Planning and Zoning Law and Section 67675(c)(1) of the Authority Act as discussed
above.

Under the Planning and Zoning Law, general plans must be internally consistent, and
subsequent land use actions, such as zoning ordinances and project entitlements, must be
consistent with the general plan. Applying that standard, “A project is consistent with the
general plan ‘if, considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of
the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.” ‘A given project need not be in
perfect conformity with each and every general plan policy. [Citation.] To be consistent,
a subdivision development must be ‘compatible with’ the objectives, policies, general
land uses and programs specified in the general plan.”” FUTURE v. Board of Supervisors
(1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336. See also Orange Citizens for Parks and Recreation v.
Superior Court, (July 10, 2013) California Court of Appeal for the Fourth District, Slip
Opinion, No. G047013 (city’s interpretation of its general plan land use map given
substantial deference, even where specific land uses differ).

“[S]tate law does not require precise conformity of a proposed project with the land use
designation for a site, or an exact match between the project and the applicable general
plan. [Citations.] Instead, a finding of consistency requires only that the proposed
project be ‘compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs
specified in’ the applicable plan. [Citation.] The courts have interpreted this provision as
requiring that a project be ‘in agreement or harmony with’ the terms of the applicable
plan, not in rigid conformity with every detail thereof.” (San Franciscans Upholding the
Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 678.).
"[A] given project need not be in perfect conformity with each and every [general plan]
policy," and "no project could completely satisfy every policy stated in [a general

plan]." Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4™ 704,
719. The agency “has broad discretion to weigh and balance competing interests in
formulating development policies, and a court cannot review the wisdom of those
decisions under the guise of reviewing a general plan's internal consistency and
correlation.” Federation of Hillside Associations v. Los Angeles (2004) 126 Cal. App.4™
1180, 1196.

This is particularly true for broad plan provisions that do not set out specific
requirements. Corona-Norco Unified School Dist. v. City of Corona (1993) 17
Cal.App.4th 985, 996. For example, in Sequoyah, there was substantial evidence that a
subdivision project was consistent with 14 of 17 pertinent policies. The three remaining
policies were amorphous in nature—they "encouraged" development "sensitive to natural
land forms, and the natural and built environment.” 23 Cal.App.4™ at 719. The Board’s
consistency finding in that case was upheld.

This contrasts with situations such as that faced in Murrieta Valley Unified School
Dist. v. County of Riverside (1991) 228 Cal. App.3d 1212. There, where the applicable
general plan required the local agency to incorporate specific nonmonetary school
mitigation measures, the requirement of internal consistency required the adoption of
such measures in a general plan amendment. Thus, “the nature of the policy and the
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nature of the inconsistency are critical factors to consider.” FUTURE v. Board of
Supervisors of El Dorado County (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341.

A Board’s determination of general plan consistency carries a strong presumption of
regularity. Sequoyah Hills, supra, 23 Cal. App. 4™ at 717. This determination can be
overturned only if the Board abused its discretion—that is, did not proceed legally, or if
the determination is not supported by findings, or if the findings are not supported by
substantial evidence. (/bid.) “We review decisions regarding consistency with a general
plan under the arbitrary and capricious standard. These are quasi-legislative acts
reviewed by ordinary mandamus, and the inquiry is whether the decision is arbitrary,
capricious, entirely lacking in evidentiary support, unlawful, or procedurally unfair.
[Citations.] Under this standard, we defer to an agency’s factual finding of consistency
unless no reasonable person could have reached the same conclusion on the evidence
before it.” (Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131
Cal.App.4th 777, 782.) ““It is, emphatically, not the role of the courts to micromanage
these development decisions.” [Citation.] Thus, as long as the City reasonably could
have made a determination of consistency, the City’s decision must be upheld, regardless
of whether we would have made that determination in the first instance.” (California
Native Plant Society v. City of Rancho Cordova (2009) 172 Cal.App.4th 603, 638.). The
challenger has the burden of showing that the agency’s consistency determination was
unreasonable. Id. at 639.

“[C]ourts accord great deference to a local governmental agency's determination of
consistency with its own general plan.” San Franciscans Downtown Plan v. City of San
Francisco (2002) 125 Cal. Rptr. 2d 745, 759. "[T]he body which adopted the general
plan policies in its legislative capacity has unique competence to interpret those policies
when applying them in its adjudicatory capacity. [Citations.] Because policies in a
general plan reflect a range of competing interests, the governmental agency must be
allowed to weigh and balance the plan's policies when applying them, and it has broad
discretion to construe its policies in light of the plan's purposes. [Citations.] A reviewing
court's role “is simply to decide whether the city officials considered the applicable
policies and the extent to which the proposed project conforms with those policies.'
[Citation.]" Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th
99, 142.

The programs and mitigation measures listed in Master Resolution Section 8.02.020
generally only require that those programs and measures be included in the applicable
general plan or be considered during development entitlement reviews. Section 8.02.020
does not require full implementation of all of these programs and measures as a condition
for either consistency certifications or development entitlement approvals. Most of those
programs and measures are also stated in relatively subjective and flexible terms,
generally qualified by terms such as “encourage” or “appropriate.” Only some of the
programs and measures are described in more specific, prescriptive or proscriptive,
language.
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B. Appeals of Project-Level Entitlements

The certification of local general plans generally transfers land use entitlement authority
to the local jurisdiction, subject to appeals to the FORA Board:

Except for appeals to the board, as provided in Section 67675.8, after the portion
of a general plan applicable to Fort Ord has been certified and all implementing
actions’ within the area affected have become effective®, the development review
authority shall be exercised by the respective county or city over any development
proposed within the area to which the general plan applies.

Government Code Section 67675.6(a). The Authority Act further provides:

Subject to the consistency determinations required pursuant to this title, each
member agency with jurisdiction lying within the area of Fort Ord may plan for,
zone, and issue or deny building permits and other development approvals within
that area. Actions of the member agency pursuant to this paragraph may be
reviewed by the board on its own initiative, or may be appealed to the board.

Government Code Section 67675.8(b)(2).
The corresponding provision in the Master Resolution, Section 8.01.030, states that:

After the portion of a general plan applicable to Fort Ord Territory has become
effective, development review authority within such portion of territory shall be
exercised by the land use agency with jurisdiction lying within the area to which
the general plan applies. Fach land use agency may issue or deny, or conditionally
issue, development entitlements within their respective jurisdictions so long as the
land use agency has a general plan certified pursuant to Section 8.01.020 and the
decisions issuing, denying, or conditionally issuing development entitlements are
consistent with the adopted and certified general plan, the Reuse Plan, and is in
compliance with CEQA and all other applicable laws.

After the BRP has been adopted, “no local agency shall permit, approve, or otherwise
allow any development or other change of use within the area of the base that is not
consistent with the plan as adopted or revised pursuant to [the Authority Act].”
Government Code Section 67675.8(b). However, this project-level consistency review
only occurs if an appeal is filed or the board reviews the action on its own initiative. Id.

The Master Resolution describes the standards to be applied to development entitlement
consistency determinations in Section 8.02.030(a):

(a) In the review, evaluation, and determination of consistency regarding any
development entitlement presented to the Authority Board pursuant to Section

7 The Authority Act does not define the term “implementing actions.” The Master Resolution likewise does
not define or make reference to “implementing actions,” including in Section 8.01.030(a), which is the
provision of the Master Resolution corresponding to this section of the Authority Act.

¥ All that is required is that the implementing actions “have become effective . . . . The term “effective”
means “ready for service or action” or “being in effect.” Websters-Merriam Online Dictionary.
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8.01.030 of this Resolution, the Authority Board shall withhold a finding of
consistency for any development entitlement that:

(1) Provides an intensity of land uses, which is more intense than that
provided for in the applicable legislative land use decisions, which the
Authority Board has found consistent with the Reuse Plan;

(2) Is more dense than the density of development permitted in the
applicable legislative land use decisions which the Authority Board
has found consistent with the Reuse Plan;

(3) Is not conditioned upon providing, performing, funding, or making an
agreement guaranteeing the provision, performance, or funding of all
programs applicable to the development entitlement as specified in the
Reuse Plan and in Section 8.02.020 of this Master Resolution and
consistent with local determinations made pursuant to Section 8.02.040 of
this Resolution.

(4) Provides uses which conflict or are incompatible with uses
permitted or allowed in the Reuse Plan for the affected property or
which conflict or are incompatible with open space, recreational, or
habitat management areas within the jurisdiction of the Authority.

(5) Does not require or otherwise provide for the financing and
installation, construction, and maintenance of all infrastructure necessary
to provide adequate public services to the property covered by the
applicable legislative land use decision.

(6) Does not require or otherwise provide for implementation of the Fort
Ord Habitat Management Plan.

(7) Is not consistent with the Highway 1 Scenic Corridor design standards
as such standards may be developed and approved by the Authority Board.

(8) Is not consistent with the jobs/housing balance requirements developed
and approved by the Authority Board as provided in Section 8.02.020(t) of
this Master Resolution.

(Emphasis Added). Under subparagraphs (1) and (2) of this provision of the Master
resolution, the intensity of land uses and the density of those uses are measured for
consistency against the certified general plan. Under subparagraph (4), more general
questions of conflict or compatibility are measured against the BRP.

As a result, local development entitlements can still proceed without revisions to the
BRP, even if the land uses and densities differ from those identified in the BRP’s land
use map, so long as those uses and densities are consistent with the certified general plan
and the project satisfies the more general provisions of the BRP and Master Resolution,
as supported by substantial evidence in the record. *

® There is also a provision in Sub-Section 8.01.010(h) of the Master Resolution stating that:
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III. EVALUATION OF THE SEASIDE GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY
CERTIFICATION AND EAST GARRISON — PARKER FLATS “LAND SWAP”

A. Seaside General Plan Consistency Certification

The Seaside General Plan was certified by the FORA Board in 2004 as being consistent
with the BRP. The Seaside General Plan itself was supported by an Environmental
Impact Report under CEQA, which the FORA Board utilized as a responsible agency
under the Master Resolution. Detailed findings were also made by Seaside under CEQA.
The FORA Board’s action was also supported by extensive additional documentation
submitted by the City of Seaside, including a staff report evaluating consistency with the
BRP and compliance with the Master Resolution. In certifying the Seaside General Plan
as consistent with the BRP, the FORA Board appropriately relied on these submissions.

The FORA Staff Report on the Seaside General Plan action applied the appropriate legal
standards under the Authority Act and the Master Resolution. November 19, 2004
Agenda, Item 7d. Specifically, the Staff Report recognized that: “there are thresholds set
in the resource-constrained BRP that may not be exceeded, most notably 6101 new

No development shall be approved by FORA or any land use agency or local agency after the time
specified in this subsection [i.e., no later than January 1, 2013] unless and until the water supplies,
wastewater disposal, road capacity, and the infrastructure to supply these resources to serve such
development have been identified, evaluated, assessed, and a plan for mitigation has been
adopted as required by CEQA, the Authority Act, the Master Resolution, and all applicable
environmental laws,

(Emphasis Added). Note that this provision does not require consideration of infrastructure beyond that
needed for the particular project, and that it also does not require that the infrastructure have been
completed at the time of the decision.

Master Resolution Sub-Section 8.02.020(a) states that:

Prior to approving any development entitlements, each land use agency shall act to protect natural
resources and open spaces on Fort Ord territory by including the open space and conservation
policies and programs of the Reuse Plan, applicable to the land use agency, into their respective
general, area, and specific plans.

(Emphasis Added). Master Resolution Sub-Section 8.02.040 includes a similar but somewhat differently
worded limitation:

No development entitlement shall be approved or conditionally approved within the jurisdiction of
any land use agency until the land use agency has taken appropriate action, in the discretion of
the land use agency, to adopt the programs specified in the Reuse Plan, the Habitat Management
Plan, the Development and Resource Management Plan, the Reuse Plan Environmental Impact
Report Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and this Master Resolution applicable to such
development entitlement.

(Emphasis Added).
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residential housing units, and a finite water allocation.” Id., page 2. The Seaside General
Plan was evaluated in detail in relation to these constraints.

The supporting materials also included an analysis of ten specific differences in the land
use designations for specific parcels in the Seaside General Plan as compared to the BRP.
Those materials acknowledged that the intensities and density of land uses for those
specific parcels differed from the BRP, but that the changes reflected a shift in uses and
densities rather than an overall change as compared to the BRP. The supporting
materials adequately supported the FORA Board’s conclusions.

If FORA’s consistency certification for the Seaside General Plan had been challenged, it
would have been reviewed under very deferential standards as described above. Of
course, the applicable statutes of limitation have passed as discussed in footnote 1 above.
However, even if they had not, we conclude that FORA’s certification action would
likely have been upheld by a reviewing court if a challenge had been brought.

B. East Garrison - Parker Flats “Land Swap”

In 2005, FORA entered into a memorandum of understanding with the U.S. Army,
Bureau of Land Management, County of Monterey, and Monterey Peninsula College
providing for a shift in land uses between the East Garrison and Parker Flats regions.
Specifically, a public safety officer training facility was moved to the Parker Flats region
from the East Garrison region of former Ford Ord, and residential land uses were moved
to the East Garrison region from Parker Flats. This action has been described as the East
Garrison — Parker Flats “Land Swap.” From a land use perspective, the anticipated uses
were in effect modified in these two areas located in Monterey County.

The land swap was supported by an “Assessment East Garrison — Parker Flats Land Use
Modifications Ford Ord, California” prepared by Zander Associates in May 2002
(“Assessment”). The Assessment primarily evaluated the effects of the land swap on the
“Installation-Wide Multispecies Habitat Management Plan for Former Fort Ord.”
(“HMP”). The Assessment concluded that: “The goals, objectives and overall intent of
the HMP would not be altered and the protections afforded those species addressed in the
HMP . . . would not be reduced as a result of the proposed modifications.” Assessment,
page 1. In fact, the Assessment concluded that the net effects of the land swap on habitat
would be beneficial.

The land swap itself was a somewhat novel action not directly contemplated by the
Master Resolution. However, the Assessment considered consistency with the BRP and
concluded that the modifications for East Garrison would generally conform by providing
a mixed-use development plan with a central core village theme. Assessment at 9.
Likewise, the Assessment concluded that the land swap would only result in minor
adjustments to Parker Flats land uses. Id. at 11. Overall, the land swap reflected a shift in
uses and densities, rather than a significant change in comparison to the overall BRP. '°

' Subsequently the land swap was recognized through the certification of Monterey County’s East
Garrison Specific Plan.
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1IV.  PROSPECTIVE RECOMMENDATIONS, INCLUDING CEQA
COMPLIANCE

FORA has not revised the BRP land use map to reflect the differences between that map
and most of the certified general plans that have been considered to date. Similarly, the
East Garrison — Parker Flats land swap and associated East Garrison Specific Plan
consistency approval is not reflected in revisions to the BRP map. In the December,
2012 Final Reassessment Report, under “Category II,” a number of potential revisions to
the BRP land use map were identified in order to update that map to reflect the uses and
densities reflected in consistency certifications and other FORA actions such as the land
swap that have occurred since the BRP was adopted. In order to provide a more usable
document, FORA is considering updating the BRP’s land use map.

Our July 3, 2013 memorandum discussed the actions recommended in connection with
potential BRP revisions. The recommendation in that memorandum still applies — that an
initial study be prepared to evaluate the environmental effects of those revisions in
comparison to the analysis in the BRP EIR (as well as other EIRs supporting FORA
actions such as the consistency determinations). As stated in our July 3 memorandum,
the ultimate CEQA compliance obligations will need to be based on the specifics of the
BRP revisions adopted, which can best be evaluated through an initial study considering
the resulting environmental effects in relation to the existing CEQA documentation.
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Attachment C to Item 10k
FORA Board Meeting, 11/14/14

Interested Consultants
Distributed via email

Re: Request for Professional Proposals (RFP) to complete Initial Study of Category 1 and 2 items
identified during the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment for consideration under CEQA

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s (FORA’s) mission is to prepare, adopt, finance, and implement a plan for the
former Fort Ord, including land use, transportation systems, conservation of land/water, recreation and
business operations. In order to meet these objectives, the Fort Ord Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan) was adopted in
1997. .

FORA adopted the Reuse Plan as the official local regional pla
recovery, while protecting designated natural resources. A

ance and deliver promised economic

The Reuse Plan underwent a comprehensive reasse
The reassessment process was a community-wide

offered recommendations on Catego
(Attachment C).

FORA hired special land use counsel Alan
an approach. Mr. Waltne

map "re-publication” based on prior approvals)
pt Map modifications based on other actions

Improvement Program (CIP)
d. Reuse Plan Modifications regarding consistency with Regional and Local Plans

This RFP invites you to submit proposals for completion of an Initial Study of Category 1 and 2 changes
listed above for consideration under CEQA and, based on the initial study, perform appropriate CEQA on
Category 1 and 2 items prior to Board consideration of Reuse Plan changes.

RFP submittals will be evaluated on the following factors:
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1) Demonstrated ability to competently and efficiently complete CEQA process for complex land
use issues

2) Knowledge of public policy matters affecting the Monterey Bay region, and/or experience in military
base reuse in the local area or elsewhere (desirable but not mandatory)

3) Merits of materials included in your proposal

Submitted proposals must be structured to address the skills, experience, and abilities needed to complete
the required CEQA processes, as generally described in the attached Scope of Work. In your proposal, FORA
requests that you provide:

1) A proposal describing how your firm will complete this
2) Work completion timelines (Note: two timelines are
Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared and

pages or less),
- one assuming an Initial Study and
ne assuming an Initial Study and

uired - one assuming an Initial

Study and Mitigated Negative Declaratio e assuming an Initial Study
and Environmental Impact Report will be

4) Qualifications,

5) Examples of relevant experien

6) Three recent client references."

Submitting consultants must provide pro
Friday, October 31, 2014.

Metz: josh@fora.org

The FORA Executive . to participate further in the selection
process, if such is deemed nec : selection of a consultant. FORA reserves the right to
reject any and

that require complet
Deliverables:

a) After reviewing Category 1 text and figure corrections in the final reassessment report and
specific recommendations offered by the PRAC, compile the text and figure corrections in final
form for use in the initial study. This deliverable will require retention of original Reuse Plan
figures for historical purposes and create 15 corrected figures. The consultant will use
Attachments A, B, and C to support completion of this deliverable.

b) Based on review of Category 2 final reassessment report considerations and Special Counsel
Alan Waltner’s memoranda, complete modifications to Figure 3.3-1 Land Use Concept Ultimate
Development based on prior FORA Board Consistency Determinations and other actions for use
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in the initial study. The consultant will use Attachments A and D and receive advice from
Special Counsel Alan Waltner to support completion of this deliverable.
c) Complete modified circulation related maps and text in the Reuse Plan for use in the initial
‘ study. The consultant will use Attachment A and receive advice from Special Counsel Alan
Waltner to support completion of this deliverable.

d) Review proposed modifications regarding consistency of Regional and Local Plans (Attachment
E). Create a final version of modifications regarding consistency of Regional and Local Plans for
use in the initial study.

e) Document steps taken in completing deliverables a) through d) and present these deliverables
to the FORA Board. ”

f) Complete an Initial Study under CEQA of deliverables a gh d).

g) Present findings in a presentation and written repo

h) Complete up to 5 iterations of the Reuse Plan Figu

j) Complete all necessary CEQA documentatiol

b) Demonstrated ability to produce g
compliant metadata
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