



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































FORT ORD OPERATIONS PLAN

Company (PG&E) and with the nominal acquiescence of FORA, negotiations to transfer the
existing on-base electrical and gas distribution systems has been on-going over the past year.
Although initially mimored to involve a PG&E demand for $48 miullion as the cost of upgrading
the existing Army systems to California Public Utility Commission (CPUC) standards, it is now
assumed that with certain abandonments of service, PG&E will take over the electrical and gas
systems from the Army as a zero-cost negotiated sale.

Parallel negotiations with Pacific Bell Co., the privately-held public utility company which now
serves the newer housing areas within Fort Ord and provides all off-site connecting
communications lines to the Base Telephone Exchange have proved to be less fruitful. As the
result of failed negotiations with Pacific Bell, the Army circulated a request for proposal from any
qualified provider of telephone communication service to take over the Army’s on-base system
and to continue telephone service to the Presidio of Monterey (POM) Annex. The opening of
proposals was scheduled for February 14, 1996. Specific Army action on the telephone
communication system transfer is currently under reconsideration.

The transfer of the utility systems as discussed above has revealed an on-going conflict between
Army and FORA interests. The particular transfers from the Army to PG&E and to Pac Bell were
recommended in the FORIS Master Plan. In the actual negotiations, however, concems over
utility right of way transfers surfaced as a major stumbling block. The public utility companies had
the goal of avoiding utility relocation costs to future public rights of way and also to minimize
franchise fees. The municipal members of FORA were equally committed to maintaining the well-
established precedents under which public utility companies now operate in Califormnia.

At the same time, the Army’s intention to minimize its on-going maintenance and operational
responsibilities in response to Mitigation Measure 5 has become clear. As the potential for
generating income for the Base Closure Account has diminished with the recognition of offsetting
infrastructure upgrade and demolition cost, and with the President’s 5 Point Plan as well as the
Pryor Amendment focus on economic revitalization goals, the Army’s remaining financial option
is to rid itself of ongoing-maintenance/operating costs as soon as possible. From FORA’s point of
view, however, it is equally clear that the operational costs associated with utility systems
operations should not be assumed until sufficient base reuse has been realized to pay the price of
utility systems operation and maintenance.

Simply stated, then, utility transfer strategy at Fort Ord confronts the mutually exclusive goals of
a seller (Army) who can gain only by a quick transfer of utility operational responsibility and a
buyer (whether FORA or Public Utility) who needs to avoid a financial commitment uatil the
Army’s land transfer process AND market acceptance of the reuse opportunity results in sufficient
on-base occupancy to carry the utility costs. This dilemma, it would appear, is not unique to Fort
Ord. It is also apparent that the operational planning context to which FORA’s Consultant Team
responds is meant to favor civilian reuse feasibility and not Army preference for an immediate
termination of utility service responsibility.
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3.5.2 Transition Strategy for Energy-Related Utility Systems

As pointed out in the FORIS Master Plan , the existing electrical power supply situation at Fort
Ord exhibits the weakness of a single source of power at the PG&E owned transformer substation
in the vicinity of Hayes Hospital. As conceptualized in FORIS, redundancy in power source
would be necessary for a within-the-base distribution system to serve the Reuse Plan. FORIS also
suggests that this redundancy should be accomplished by construction of a new transformer
station in the vicinity of the Reservation Road and Blanco Road intersection. Unfortunately, it is
also apparent that the cost of achieving redundancy and, thus, a defense against power outage
from a single source can only be achieved at an uneconomic cost requiring more than 50 years of
payout before break-even.

PG&E, on the other hand, has the option of adding outage protection on Fort Ord from
ncighboring distribution systems in Seaside and Marina. In addition, as power supplier of record
in the area, PG&E also has the valid reputation as a reliable purveyor of electrical energy.

In the case of natural gas supply, the advantage of PG&E as the logical local purveyor is
somewhat less apparent. Because of the Company’s high pressure gas supply transmission which
parallels Hwy. 1 through the Base and then bifurcates the main reuse area via an east-west gas
main which roughly parallels InterGarrison Road, there is no absence of service points at which
local distribution can be separated from the transmission system. This fortunate physical
configuration allows a number of service options to be conceptualized and economically
implemented. In addition, PG&E’s operating philosophy appears to be more supportive of local
distribution alternatives for natural gas. Consequently, the FORIS Master Plan reports a stronger
economic potential for municipal or FORA gas distribution configurations than for a similar
electrical distribution system.

On balance, however, the unproved operating potential of local land use entities in the role of
energy purveyor argues for perpetuation of PG&E’s well-established role. Success in attracting
reusers to Fort Ord must be based on minimizing the risk of tenancy. It appears, therefore, that
the proven service capability of PG&E is a significant asset in support of reuser activities.
Consequently, the utility transition strategy for energy systems argues for a negotiated sale of the
electrical and gas distribution systems by the Army to Pacific Gas and Electric as the energy
supply purveyor under control of CPUC.

3.5.3 Transition Strategy for the Telephone Communication System

As reported previously in Section 3.5.1, Pacific Bell (Pac Bell) telephone company has withdrawn
from negotiations for a negotiated sale of the existing Army telephone system. As shown by the
map on the following page (Figure PFIP 3-1), Pac Bell already serves a significant portion of Fort
Ord’s on-base housing. Consequently, the failure of negotiations appears to have more to do with
Pac Bell’s reluctance to inherit responsibility for an antiquated system as well as to accept
potential relocation costs as opposed to any absence of interest in serving the reuse area.
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FORT ORD OPERATIONS PLAN

Because of the apparent extent of telephone service currently provided by Pac Bell up to the
boundaries and even within the Fort Ord Military Reservation, the FORIS Master Plan
recommended that this utility systems be transferred to Pac Bell. In addition, Pac Bell’s provision
of significant fibre-optic data transmission capacity for the Monterey Bay Region through its
California Research and Education Network (CALREN) program was seen as a favorable and
supportive contribution to the reuse potential at Fort Ord. What is at stake in the failed
negotiations between the Army and Pac Bell is the “seamlessness™ of transfer rather than any

competing transition strategy.

Pac Bell appears ready and willing to extend voice, T.V. and data communication services
anywhere on Fort Ord but prefers to do so under its current service extension rules. In effect, the
economics of new system extension and resulting operational efficiencies outweighs any short
term financial gain from an existing customer base. Unfortunately, this decision by Pac Bell -
while not altering the likelihood that the FORIS recommendation as telephone service provider
will prevail - faces FORA with more of a priority to complete some form of public right of way
transfer from the Army so as to furnish Pac Bell the necessary routes for service extensions.

As of March 1, 1996 there has been no formal announcement of the Army’s position concerning
transfer or abandonment of the existing on-base telephone system. In light of the failed
negotiations with Pac Bell and/or the unopened solicitations of interest from other qualified
communication purveyors. This issue is in limbo. Clearly, FORA has no financial means, no
operating capability nor any immediate necessity to become the telephone system owner/operator.
The most apparent transition strategy appears to be that of reaching agreement with Pac Bell and
the land use entities who will ultimately be responsible for Fort Ord land as to a mutually
satisfactory means of making public right of way available for utilities extension purposes.

The marketing necessity of offering reuse lands at Fort Ord with a high level of voice, T.V. and
data communication service is readily apparent. Pac Bell is seen as a currently available and highly
reliable communication services provider. There appears to be no transition strategy evident other
than for FORA to engage Pac Bell in right of way provision discussions if or when the Army
notifies FORA of its intent to abandon the existing telephone system. Continuity of
communication service to the POM Annex, to DFA’s and to other Federal installations will be an
Army problem while direct Pac Bell service to CSUMB and to the Airport area will have to be
separately negotiated by the public benefit transferees.

3.5.4 Transition Strategy for Existing Storm Water Drainage Facilities.

The transition of responsibility for drainage facilities is singularly related to the piped systems
which currently serve the cantonment areas of the Main Base at Fort Ord. As can be seen from
the map on the following page (Figure PFIP 3-2), the existing drainage systems generally serve
the areas westerly of 7th Avenue to Hwy. 1. Exceptions are found in the isolated drainage systems
serving the Airport and East Garrison. In those areas it is expected that the maintenance
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FORT ORD OPERATIONS PLAN

responsibility for the existing drainage systems accompanies the Public Benefit Conveyances. For
the future drainage facilities necessary to serve new reuse polygons beyond the cantonment area,
it is expected that individual percolation basins receiving runoff from adjacent development will
constitute the means of storm water disposal. Consequently, maintenance responsibility is
expected to remain with the future reuse activity and no transition strategy is required.

In the case of the four existing piped drainage systems which now extend West of Hwy. 1 to
ocean outfalls beyond the Fort Ord Dunes, there is a financial responsibility which must be
attached to the transition strategy. It is a forgone conclusion that control of surface water
discharge to the Monterey Bay Sanctuary as well as impending National Pollution Discharge
Elimination Standards (NPDES) will require abandonment of the existing drainage outfalls.
Fortunately, there is no opposition from the State Parks and Recreation Department for a
permanent solution to the existing drainage discharges by simply “Daylighting™ the current flows
by ending the piped systems west of Hwy. 1 within the small arms ranges. With proper grading,
stilling basins to trap suspended material in the drainage runoff followed by natural drainage
swales would serve to return riparian habitat to the area. At the same time, elimination of the
ocean-front discharge structures would remove both hazards and visual blight from the beaches.

The transition strategy, then, starts with a means of insuring fimding for the drainage system
modifications described above. Of the four systems involved, the largest one serves the POM
Annex, two serve CSUMB and the Marina Town Center area, and the fourth serves the Marina
University Village area. In the case of the POM Annex system, the Army’s studies which
accompanied the Base Closure E.1.S. cited a POM Annex collateral cost of $1,000,000 to modify
the drainage outfall. It is expected that both the cost of drainage modifications (currently
estimated at $1,380,000) and the continuing responsibly for maintenance will rest with the Army
as part of POM Annex operations or as may be transferred under a third party maintenance
contract.

The remaining three systems with ocean outfalls, as well as the two additional piped systems to
the North which currently discharge to percolation areas, all serve the City of Marina and/or
CSUMB. In order to generate the estimated $2,210,000 to truncate the ocean outfalls and create
new discharge conditions, it is proposed that an assessment of $1750 per acre be levied against
the specific acreage which is tributary to the three ocean outfalls. In addition, this same area plus
the northerly polygons in the City of Marina tributary to the two remaining piped dramnage would
be combined into a Drainage Maintenance Assessment District which would pay an annual fee to
Marina to meet drainage facility maintenance costs. By this means, a specific transition of
responsibility for the existing drainage systems can be anticipated and the means of funding both
current modifications and on-going maintenance provided.

3.5.5 Transition Strategy for Existing Roadways

The transition process for existing roadways can be siroply stated and has been approved by all
land use jurisdictions. The transitional goal is that of assigning ownership to individual land use
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jurisdiction for the rights of way which fall within their jurisdictional boundaries. There are two
types of right of way to be transferred; namely

1 - Those created around the existing roadway centeriines which are to remain in the Reuse Plan
as major corridors, and

2 - Those created in new location to augment the current roadway system and/or to serve fisture
Teuse areas.

The actual transfer procedure for both right of way and continuing maintenance responsibility is
now expected to be accomplished by means of an overall Economic Development Conveyance of
base-wide property from Army to FORA followed by a subsequent transfer of jurisdictionalized
segments to the municipalities and County. FORA’s responsibility to carry out its reuse planning
mission for the entire base is realized at this transfer stage. The jurisdictions will receive land
through which the roadway corridors of base-wide significance will have been reserved for public
access and will be continuos across jurisdictional boundaries,

The only exception to jurisdictional control over internal transportation corridors will apply to the
Intermodal Transportation Corridor right of way across Fort Ord claimed under Public Benefit
Conveyance (via FTIP designation) by the Transportation Agency of Monterey County (TAMC)
and to ownership of the Multi-Modal Transfer Center footprint as well as two Park and Ride Lots
claimed by TMAC or Monterey Salinas Transit (MST)

There are several other rights of way for State or County Highways for which transfer of
ownership and maintenance responsibility has already been accomplished. Monterey County has
received title to those rights of way for Reservation Road between the Marina City Boundary and
Hwy. 68 which fall within the Military Reservation, Monterey County has received title to Blanco
Road right of way between the northern Fort Ord boundary and Reservation Road. State of
California, Department of Transportation, will receive title to the right of way for Hwy. 1 and this
agency also holds an easement over a 1000° wide corridor along the South boundary of Fort Ord
which is being studied as an alternate route to Hwy. 68.

The individual jurisdictions must also come to grips with another level of transitional strategy for
the myriad of existing roadways of less than base-wide significance. These existing streets will
“come with the land”, so to speak, with obvious retrocession of any Army or FORA
responsibility. Many of these roadways, although paved, are clearly superfluous to future use. For
reasons of public safety and security, many of them need to be barricaded or obliterated
particularly so when they provide ready access to habitat management areas. Consequently, a
roadway elimination program should be planned by each jurisdiction.

A second consequence is the inheriting of what are likely to become public streets for local
service within neighborhoods. While driveable and currently providing utility system corridors,
virtually all of these Army-constructed streets are deficient in width when measured against
municipal standards, and deficient in capacity when measured against parking requirements. A
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strategy to designate these streets for private ownership and require construction of new off street
parking pads may be one solution.

In any case, the transition of roadways of base-wide significance for Army to FORA to individual
jurisdictions has been defined and will occur at the completion of the Economic Development
Conveyance process. FORA commitment of Economic Development Administration (EDA) grant
funds to provide safety upgrades, signing and stripping is currently underway, for some 26 miles
of on-base roadways. While this commitment signifies FORA’s intention to help the Army meet
the goals of ROD Mitigation Measure 5, it also apparent that a care and custody agreement with
the Army for on-base roadway, water supply and wastewater collection systems is long overdue.
Current efforts to conclude a maintenance agreement between County and Army constitutes the
best current transitional strategy for a “seamless” operational transition.

3.5.6 Transition Strategy for Water Supply and Distribution System

With the formation of FORA in May of 1994, a significant repository for mformation conceming
water supply, demand and operational factors has become available. This information is reported
in the Fort Ord Reuse Infrastructure Study (FORIS) and, based on the FORIS report,
presentations made to FORA’s Infrastructure Technical Advisory Committee (ITAC), to FORA’s
Administration Committee and to the FORA Board in December of 1994.

At the direction of the FORA Administration Committee, ITAC was also requested to summarize
water and sewer system operational alternatives. That sammary, became available for FORA
review in early 1995. On March 18, FORA convened a Water Workshop open to the public and
specifically intended to provide a common information base on water supply issues for the FORA
Board Members. Representatives from the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, the
FORIS Team, and the FORA Infrastructure Technical Advisory Committee participated in the
presentation. Prior to the Workshop, a Water Information Package was distributed to all FORA
participants which included extracts from the FORIS Report and ITAC’s alternatives analysis.

The Water Workshop was successful in focusing FORA attention on upcoming decisions
concerning water supply issues for Fort Ord. At the same time, detailed requests for historic
water use figures for each reuse polygon as well as initial discussions on water allocation
intentions emerged as issues on which more information was desired. Continuing attention to
water supply and operational subjects became the venue of the Admmistration Committees Ad
Hoc Water Subcommittee.

It is timely for FORA to reach agreement as to the policies which will guide the transition of Fort
Ord’s water supply and distribution facilities from Army to Civilian control. The immediacy of this
transition is apparent in the letter from Col. Roszkowski which can be found on the followmg

pages.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEADQUANRTERS UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND OOCTRINGE COMMAND
FORT MONROE, VIRGINIA 23441-6000

May 19, 1995
LY TO .
ATTENTION OF
Base Realignment and . RECIENRIED
Closure Office MAY 3 1 199

. - . -

Mr. Jack Barlich, Chair
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Building T2800, 1i2th Street
Marina, California 93933

Dear Mr. Barlich:

The Army has received several unsolicited proposals for the
purchase of water and sewer (wastewater) systems on Fort Ord.
Before the Army proceeds with disposal of these systems as well
as the storm water system, we would like to determine if the
Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) is desirous of obtaining owner-
ship. FORA can obtain ownership by one of three methods--public
benefit conveyance, economic development conveyance, or
negotiated sale.

e Public benefit conveyance for public health purposes.
The utility systems as well as other property declared
excess to Army’s needs were screened during the initial
screening of former Fort Ord property. During this
period, the Cities of Marina and Seaside submitted
applications to Health and Human Services (HHS) to
acquire the water and sewer systems at Fort Ord. These
applications were returned to the Cities in a letter from
HHS dated August 16, 1993, with the explanation that HHS
was “able to accept an application from only one entity,
which must carry full responsibility for the use of the
property.” As the legislated reuse authority, FORA
qualifies as the preferred entity. To utilize this
method of conveyance, an application should be submitted
to and approved by the sponsoring Federal agency, HHS.

¢ Economic development conveyance (EDC). If the transfer of
utilities is desired by EDC, they should be included as
part of an economic development conveyance request for
significant portions of Fort Ord.

¢ Negotiated sale at estimated fair market value.

Figure PFIP 3-3

*
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If FORA decides to obtain the water and sewer systems, we
will include the water allocations and wastewater treatment
capacity of Fort Ord with the exception of those determined by
the Army to be necessary for the Presidio of Monterey Annex.
These water allocations and the wastewater treatment capacity
will be retained by the Army. :

The Army’s disposal action may also include the water and
sewer systems located within property being retained by the
Federal government (POM Annex, Silas B. Hayes Building, U.S. Army
Reserve Center, and Bureau of Land Management) and any systems
previously identified for support of these properties. The
systems will also include those parts that were retained by the
Army in previous parcel transfer/disposals, e.g., universities,
etc.

If FORA decides not to take either the water or sewer
system, the Army intends to proceed with disposal. This will be
done by competitive sale. We will consult with FORA on the
development of the solicitation package and criteria for ranking
of proposals received. Our goal is to dispose of the systems to
purveyor(s) who can provide continued quality service to the
reusers of Fort Ord and the remaining Federal government
activities.

Request FORA notify this office within thirty (30) days from
the date of this letter of their intentions regarding ownership
of these systems.

-This letter has been coordinated with Headgquarters, Depart-
ment of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army Center
for Public Works, and the Presidio of Monterey.

Sincerely, ahz&ég;;7
Josgph A. i
nel, U.
irector, rations

Copies Furnished:

Honorable Sam Farr, House of Representatives o ‘
Office of the Secretary of Defense, Base Transition Office

Figure PFIP 3-3 cont'd
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It is significant that Col. Roszkowski’s letter offers the possibility of a Public Benefit Conveyance
as the means of transfer of the water supplies and facilities from the Army to FORA. This
conveyance would appear to be in FORA’s best interests and, as such, warrants a favorable
Tesponse.

3.5.6.1 FORA Water Service Implementation Goals

In the process of exploring water supply and operation options, the FORA Committees have also
become forums for articulation of the individual goals and preferences of FORA members. This
section summarizes both the consensus goals and subjects where important differences of opinion
were evident.

» Continuity of supply, reliability of delivery and seamlessness of transfer from Army to
civilian control are common goals. Support for sufficient allocation of water to insure
CSUMB “mid-range™ buildout also has general support.

e The manner in which water service responsibilities are transferred and future water
policies are set should reflect a “statesman” role by FORA.

e When defining its long-term water supply program, FORA should avoid conflict with
established agricultural interests, and should institute review/allocation procedures
which will not allow “hoarding: of water resources by any jurisdiction.

e Although a wholesale/retail organization of the water delivery function has been
proposed, some ITAC members prefer the simplicity of a single water agency or public
utility. At the same time, however, other members do not wish to see a single
purveyor and favor individual land use agencies having the option to make their own
arrangements within City/County boundaries.

¢ In establishing water rates, a strong diversity of opinion is apparent between those
who wish to minimize operating costs for the first reusers and those who prefer to set
a “desal” water rate initially which will generate a sinking fund for construction of the
future desalination facility.

¢ Conceming allocation of the current water supply, a similar difference of opinion
exists. Those in favor of protecting the initial interest of reusers and the cities call for
definitive allocations while those who see the assurance of future supply as the
common goal oppose allocations. The no allocation view wouid be coupled with the
setting of a water rate structure which produces a reserve to cover future water supply
costs and thus would assure a continuity of supply for all reusers.

Subsequent AdHoc Water Subcommittee discussions have been interpreted to reflect FORA’s
objectives and approach concerning water supply as follows:
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FORA should: o RETAIN CONTROL OF AT LEAST 10% OF THE AVAILABLE
WATER RESOURCES as a strategic reserve while allocating the
remainder to the land use jurisdictions as an assured supply to encourage
reuse.

o USE THE REUSE INFRASTRUCTURE STUDY AS A GUIDE TO
FORECAST CAPITAL NEEDS AND REASSESS THOSE NUMBERS
ROUTINELY so as to determine need to shift emphasis on improvement
or to adjust the rate of capital improvement funding,

o ESTABLISH A THRESHOLD OF ACTUAL WATER USAGE THAT
WILL TRIGGER INITIATION OF THE DESALINATION FACILITY
FINANCING FUND. Water rates should be “ramped up” from initial
O&M costs to, first, inclade repair and replacement reserves and, finally, to
meet the desalination facility financing requirements beyond the threshold

point.
3.5.6.2 Concerning Strategic Water Planning

This discussion intends to place water resource and operational issues impacting the reuse of Fort Ord
into their regional context. Water has long been and will continue to be a contentious issue for both
the Monterey Peninsula and Salinas Valley. Although the region is arid and environmentally sensitive, it
sustams significant agricultural and urban economies. Any reuse of Fort Ord resulting in a marked
increase in water demand will require compromise, creativity and difficult decisions. Institutional,
jurisdictional, economic and political forces may pose more of a challenge than will technical issues.

FORA must decide upon the ownership and operation of water supply systems, both existing and
future, to provide potable and non-potable water to the base. Supplies will include some combination
of groundwater, desalinated seawater, and reclaimed wastewater, Institutional relationships and the
reference for either public or private system ownership will largely influence the selection of water
supply purveyor(s). The water distribution purveyor could be the water supply purveyor, or a
completely separate agency. Potable and non-potable water distribution systems should probably be
owned and operated by the same entity to avoid right-of-way complexities and minimize the chances
for cross connecting the systems. Some of the following factors will play a role in determining the
future purveyors. Purveyor options include, but are not necessarily limited to:

e Form a new public utility to supply and/or distribute water to Fort Ord. This agency would
work under the auspices of both MCWRA and MPWMD); and would own and operate a
desalination plant and potentially a reclaimed water treatment facility.
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e Chose an existing agency to purvey water, such as the MCWRA, one of the cities, or
MCWD.

¢ Extend the jurisdiction of suppliers which are currently outside of Fort Ord; for example,
the Marina Coast Water District.

e Grant a private franchise to a public utility (e.g. California American Water Company or
California Water Service).

e Obtain appropriate legislation so that the Fort Ord Reuse Agency could assume water
supply duties.

Jurisdictional Issues

The Fort Ord base is under the jurisdiction of both the Monterey County Water Resources Agency
(MCWRA) and the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). Each of these
agencies have specific reporting requirements regarding extractions and well registration, Each of
these agencies is also empowered to control water use if that use will impact existing supplies.

The privatization of federal land and the possibility of adjudication raises significant water rights issues.
Privatization of federal land may impart to the newly created parcels overlying water rights. If so, each
land owner would be legally entitled to unregulated use (as long as the use was reasonable and
beneficial) of underlying water on the parcel. This could impact the ability to limit water use to the
historical demand. Some legal mechanism of transferring water rights to the operator of the water
system will likely be necessary.

The possibility of adjudication of the Salinas Groundwater Basin raises questions regarding the ability
to pass extraction history along with the land during the conversion of federal to private land.
Improper handling of land transfer could result in the inability to maximize the use of the limited water
supply. Some questions that will eventually be answered include:

+  Will individual properties be given a prorata share of the historic pumping?

¢ Ifland is transferred to private holding yet remains undeveloped for a period of time, does
extraction history persist on this land?
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Economic and Political Strategies

In light of the cost of desalinated water (capital improvements alone cost $6 million for every 1 MGD
of capacity; operational costs are even higher compared to amnmualized capital cost), the use of
desalination should be delayed as long as possible. Reclaimed water use will determine the amount of
desalinated water required, and the economics of delivering the reclaimed water to users will probably
be more inportant than the economics of obtaining the water. Analysis shows that the annual costs of
delivering reclaimed water from elsewhere is roughly equivalent to treating wastewater on base, In
fact, when examined on a capital basis alone, the cost of reclaimed water (regardless of source) is not
that different than the cost of desalinated water. However, the operational costs of desalinating
seawater are much higher than those of treating municipal wastewater.

The water system infrastructure proposed to serve ultimate development at Fort Ord has been based on
the premise that one entity would own and operate the system. That is, the new service area would be
contiguous with the existing Fort Ord boundaries, This is consistent with recommendations from the
California Department of Health Services (letter of June 6, 1994) and the Monterey County Water
Resources Agency. There has been some interest, however, from parties interested in nmltiple political
jurisdictions for water service. There is also a cost savings to be realized of the Southwest and
Northwest reuse polygons are served from water systems adjacent to the Base rather than by system
extensions from within the Base.

From a public health, economic, and operational standpoint, operating a water system of this size under
a single jurisdiction will always be the most attractive option. Fort Ord is situated on top of old dune
sand dunes, and the resulting variation in topography necessitates several water service pressure zones.
Any politically driven jurisdictional boundaries will almost invarably cross one or more of these
pressure zones. Each zone is a water service entity unto itself Water enters each zone from either a
supply source or another zone, and is either consumed within that zone or sent off to another. The
system also operates so that for the most part, water for fires and other emergency demands is stored
and distributed within the zone of demand. In short, each zone must stand on its own,

To illustrate this, a portion of Fort Ord's ultimate system has been broken off into a “Seaside Service
Area" for a two purveyor (water retailer) system. The jurisdictional boundary for this illustrative case
would follow Seaside's City Limits on the east, the southwest boundary of CSU-Monterey Bay on the
north, and the Highway 1 on the west. A small portion of the southemn development area would also
be included in the Seaside Service Area.

Accommodating two separate water systems would necessitate an independent potable water supply
and transmission system to each water purveyor as well as two separate sets of storage and distribution
facilities. The most cost-effective water supply and transmission system altemative appears to be that
consisting of an independent water wholesaler who would deliver water from the Salinas Valley, blend
this water with local wells and a new desalination plant, and distribute the water to each of the two
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water purveyors' boundaries. Because of the hilly nature of the old sand dunes, at least two pump
stations would be required along this transmission line, Since demand at each system turnout could
vary greatly, equalization tanks would also be necessary to provide smooth pump operation. At least
$5.8 miillion in additional capital improvements would be needed to facilitate a two purveyor system.
Most facilities will be required immediately upon system separation, with the exception of a
desalination supply line and possibly some staged pumping. In addition, more local storage facilities
and perhaps some additional local distribution pipeline may also be needed. These local system costs
are not included in the $5.8 million cited above.

The concept of a two-purveyor system could be expanded to a multi-purveyor system with three or
more separate operating agencies. In general however, as more and more agencies are added, the
operational and economic problems mount exponentially,

3.5.6.3 Options Matrix

The following matrix displays the range of options which have been open to discussion during
FORA consideration of water supply and operational issues.
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Table 3-8
Water-Related | < RANGE OF OPTIONS »
Issue
Operation and | Existing city or | Private franchise | New public FORA produces
Ownership of county agencies | granted to utility formed to | and purveys
Current Water | to handle water | public utilities handle water water supply
Supply production and | for total water production and or
purveyor service purveyor FORA solicits
functions or functions bids from all
or Service areas of or mterested
Cities and existing water FORA functions | parties and
County supply agencies | as water awards water
independently are expanded to | wholesaler supply and
select water include Fort Ord | producing and purveyor
purveyors or supplying water | fuaction to
MCWRA serves | to a number of entity which
as wholesaler to | local purveyors | offers best deal
one or two (with a sunset
water purveyors | clause)
Source of Although desalination of seawater has been identified as the most available
Future Water source to meet ultimate water requirements, all other optional sources such
Supply as reclaimed water, storm water, and imported water will also be
(Beyond supply | considered.
by well or from
SVWTP
source)
Quantification 5200 ac. ft./yr. 6600 ac. ft./yr. 7000 ac. ft./yr. 7900 ac. ft./yr.
of Available Reduced by Based on Based on Based on
Water Supply reason of Agreement No. | Agreement No. | Agreement No.
pending A - 06404 A - 06404 and A - 06404
adjudication between the conversion plus golf course
and/or well MCWRA and of the “golf well conversion
permit insecurity | the United course” wellto | plus possible
States of potable supply supply from
America other agencies

Although supply figures vary in discussion from 5200 to 7900 ac. fi./yr., a
common assumption of 6600 ac. fi./yr. is accepted by FORA.
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Water-Related | < RANGE OF OPTIONS g
Issue
Allocation of H%sto?ric use Apply prorata | Serve priority First come/first
6600 ac. ft./yr, of | Within local reduction to all | parcels served
“Army-owned” | Bovernment reuse planland | determined by
Ground Water | jurisdictions uses so that FORA board
Supply from the without regard | total demand
Salinas Valley to future reuse does not exceed
Water Basin plan 6600 ac. ft./yr.
(An extensive Discussion of Allocation Alternatives is presented in section
3.5.6.5) Allocation becomes a non-issue if water rates are set to generate
a financing fund for desal plant construction by the time the new water
supply is needed.
Financing of Depend upon Charge users at | Select a Establish the
Water Supply grants or bond a prorata price | justifiable cost of
and Treatment | Issuance which exceeds combination of | producing
Upgrades production wholesale and desalinated
CcOsts so as to purveyor rates water and set
generate funds which will water rates at
for expansion. match the rates | this level. Use
of other water excess income
Ramp-up rates companies and in early years to
for future retain the create financing
supply funding mcome for fund for desal
based on expanston plant
demand trigger. | and/or desal
plant financing
The common assumption is that the entity which controls the water supply
has the obligation to fund the cost of expanding that supply in order to
Jully serve the FORA Reuse Plan.
New Water Users Water Joint Powers Non Profit
Operational Rep§ . consortium Agency created | Corporation
Concepts (Universities, formed by users | through which created in
Purveyors, to accept water | all FORA which FORA
Army) function system transfer | members members can
as Board of from FORA and | participate in invest in order
Water to be responsi- | income to earn
Commissioners | ple for capital generated from | shareholder
under FORAt0 | jmprovements | water revenues | retumns
make all water | and service
decisions contracts
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3.5.6.4 Wholesale/Retail Responsibilities

As covered in the Options Matrix presented in Section 3.6.6.3, the organization of future water
supply operations at Fort Ord can vary from a) single utility which controls the available water
supply and then provides all production and purveyor services to b) a multiplicity of purveyors
who obtain water from a central source and then distribute that supply to individual customers
within the service areas. ' The FORIS Report contains the recommendation that a single agency
should be responsible for owning and operating the water supply facilities and that a limited
number of water purveyors be designated to distribute water to individual customers. The
expressed logic behind this recommendation is as follows:

1. The point-source nature of the water supply facilities - i.e., concentrated well fields or
defined imported water connection or single desalination facility - argues for a solely
responsible supply agency which will also insure a long term base-wide financing
program to secure additional water supplies.

2. The limiting of the munber of purveyors is based on the economic realities that the
delivery systems costs increase along with the number of purveyors due primarily to
storage and connections redundancy.

With respect to the water policy implications of FORA’s role as either potable water wholesaler,
or as receiver of the water supply/distribution system for transfer to a water purveyor, the
analytical groundwork has been completed in the FORIS Report. In fact, the first action plan
which came from the FORIS process proposed the concept that all reuse activities at Fort Ord
should pay a water bill reflecting desalinated water cost. FORIS also suggests that water
wholesaled to local purveyor (or purveyors) for distribution to individual customers is the proper
sequence of water supply operations.

The rationale for FORA’S water role is based upon the following factors:

1. The current potable well water sources, Wells 29 though 32, are concentrated in a discrete
geographic sector of the Base.

2. The Army’s contract which authorizes pumping of up to 6600 ac.ft./yr. from Zone 2-2A
of the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) is expected to be
transferred to one entity via a public benefit conveyance.

3. Future water supply sources either to replace the existing well supply or to provide “new”
water sources are also expected to be “point™ sourced rather than dispersed source and
thus are compatible with a single wholesale entity delivering to local purveyors the

consolidated water supply.
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4, In the case of the “new” water supplies which will have to be planned for, permitted, and
constructed over the next 15 to 20 years, a single responsible agency to finance and
implement a consistent water resources program is essential. Both singularity of purpose
and full potential for financing of the future water supply facilities are important attributes
which define the water wholesaler role. In effect, water system improvements are
transferred from real estate based financing to rate based financing which, in turn, makes
development more feasible.

5. By maintaining control over such an important aspect of water utility as the source and
cost of treated water, FORA can significantly influence the water rates which are charged
by purveyor(s) as well as water consumption practices within their service areas.

3.5.6.5 Economic Analysis
{iIndependently Prepared by Richard Milbrodt of Budget Administrative Counseling,
Sacramento, Ca.)

This section deals with analysis of the possible management of the water sewer program and how
the operation and capital needs can be financed. Financing is keyed to use. Water system capital
and operating costs are paid from water sales, connections to the system and water meters rental.
Capital costs are separated between repair/replacement of existing facilities and new construction
with financing from sinking funds or by debt issuance secured by water sales revenue. The cost
of operation is paid from water sales.

Objectives of the water system financing plan are: to maintain competitive water tariffs with local
agencies; to develop an equitable system for all users; to provide economic incentives for land
development; and to secure a stable revenue source for FORA administration, of the water supply
aspects of the program. Three alternative financing plans are presented. One is a preferred plan.
The text explains each plan and accompanying tables illustrate application of the altemative
financing schemes.

The financing plan has four basic objectives:

1) Integration of utility service and implementation of base re-use plan with participation
by land use entities.

2) Minimizes FORA risk.
3) Provides economically viable development opportunity.
4) Maximizes FORA income for future needs.
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Assumptions _
The assumptions used in preparing this economic analysis are as follows:

e Water meters can be charged to users on a standby basis.

e All existing and future users can be charged a connection fee.

e No federal/state assistance is available for capital needs.

e Maximum annual water loss will not exceed 560 acre feet.

e  One-half of current water system facilities can be maintained through an annual reserve
of 1% of estimated system cost set aside for that purpose.

e One-half of current water system will be replaced through upgrades.

¢ Both system upgrade and new construction will be undertaken concurrently. Phasing
of these capital improvements without concurrent management will reduce
expenditures and increase revenues,

» Cost estimates provided by the Public Facilities Implementation Plan are current and
appropriate to this analysis.

e Distribution of water is a responsibility of purveyor(s).

e Seasonal fluctuations in water demand will not distort an annual average rate of use.

e Water conservation practices will not materially reduce estimates of water demand for
the system, since demand will exceed supply by 2015.

e Investments of cash balanced by FORA will eamn an average rate of return of 4% per
annum,

¢ Public agencies served will not be entitled to either payments in lieu of property taxes
or franchise fees from system earnings.

e Rates charged for reused water are not part of this study.
e POM water sales will be reduced from the basic schedule

All plans presented use 1995 dollars. It is anticipated that system managers will establish an
annual cost adjustment review process using the Engineering News Record or similar index and
that the water sales rate schedule will be adjusted to keep pace with the cost adjustments, In all
plans, the maximum water rates charged are consistent with the rates in effect as of May 1, 1995
for the nearest available private utility competitor (Cal-Am Water Co.).

Financing Plan A (Uniform Financing Plan)

The distinguishing characteristics of this plan are; relatively uniform revenue base throughout the
full 20 year period; all forms of revenue utilized at the start and continue at the same level except
for cost index changes. These revenue sources include: water meter remtal, water sales,
connection fees, interest earnings on balances available, state/federal assistance.

This plan distributes all costs of the water system to four revenue sources; water sales, connection
fees, meter rentals and interest earned on available balances. Capital improvements are separated
between restoration and replacement (R & R) of existing facilities; new construction facilities and
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future construction of the desalination plant. The latter plant is financed from the proceeds of a
sinking fund. R & R and new construction costs are apportioned equally between debt issuance
(50% of system improvements) and reserve funds set aside annumally (50% of system
improvements). After an interim period, higher rates go into effect in 2001 to start a sinking fund
for future major facilities.

Both wholesale and retail water rate schedules generally match the existing rate tariffs of the
nearest available private utility and will finance obligations of FORA and the costs separate
purveyors distributing water.

A contingency reserve has been established for the operation and administration of the water
system. Interest has been estimated from available balances including this contingency fund which
will not be required in all years. Because the projected finances depend heavily upon estimated
water consumption, it has been deemed necessary to allow for seasonal fluctuations in actual use
arising from either conservation practices, weather conditions or both. This adjustment to the
total estimated available operating revenue provides a further protection against unplanned
contingency events.

The water sales by FORA are priced at $1.44 per cubic foot for the first 800 feet of use and $1.50
per cubic foot over the minimum. The computation of water sales for the purveyors are estimated
at $0.25 per cubic foot for the first 800 feet of use and $0.64 thereafter.

Meter rent is $20/month; connection fees are $2,000. Cash flow needed to start up period can be
furnished through short term borrowing using future revenues to repay debt. Capital value in
water system will provide security for the borrowing . A contingency reserve has been provided to
meet such unknown requirements as equipment, vehicles, space rental and other need for
operations that may not be available from the U.S. Army transfer. The Table shown for Plan A
begins with the year 2001 because the interim period is deemed as start up years and allows for
gradual build up of new connections and servicess. A summary of the start up water
supply/production budget requirements follows:

Function 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Salaries $205¢000) $216(000) $251(000) $261(000) $268(000)
Svs/Supp 100 105 110 115 134
Cont. 25 30 33 35 38
Total $330 $351 $394 £310 $440
Staffing would begin with 6.5 positions increasing to 7.5 at start 0of 2001 budget.
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Tabhle PFIP 3-9
Water System Financing Plan Summary
PlanA
2001 2005 2014
REVENUE
Water Sales - Level 1 1,377,64 2,503,29 3,756,96
8 6 0
Connection Fees 290,000 290,000 290,000
Meter Rent 435,000 1,044,00 1,680,00
0 0
Interest 1,408 2,816 4,224
2,104,056 3,840,112 5,731,184
EXPENDITURES
Debt Retirement 432,000 919,559 1,459.08
4
Operation Costs 352,000 704,000 1,056,00
0
Administration Costs 52,800 105,000 158,400
RESERVES
R&R 500,000 500,000 500,000
Operations 35,200 70,400 105,600
Desal Plant 435,000 1,044,00 1,100,00
0 0
Apency Payments 250,000 300,000 500,000
Adjustment/fluctuations 47,056 197,153 852,100
in water use
2,104,056 3,840,112 5,731,184

Desal plant (Phase ) fully funded in 2012; Phase II funding in 2014

$12.5 million.

. Estimated cost of construction of a desalination plant is

Financing Plan B { Deferred Improvement Plan)
The distinguishing characteristic of this plan is a deferred start on reserving funds for capital
improvements which results in a low start-up revenue structure. Debt management is postponed
until a date determined by the FORA Board. Meter rentals are charged only for one year (start-
up year and dropped until needed at a later time. The first year income can be used to supplement
water sales revenues and provide cash flow to lessen short term borrowing and help fund start-up

costs.
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This alternative is based upon several policy decisions regarding capital improvements:

1) That the desal plant will be financed from debt issued at a later time period, perhaps
not until start of construction in 2012;

2) That the comstruction of new facilities will require debt issued following the
establishment of water operations and the retirement of that debt will be from income
other than water sales. This would mean grants, connection fees and meter rental
income (the latter is needed only for the start up year).

As with Plan A, the water rate schedule is competitive with the nearest available private utility.
The major difference being a more favorable allocation of the water rates between FORA, as
wholesaler, and the retailing agencies. Plan B offers an allocation of 50% of water sales revenue
to the wholesaler and the retailer.

Allocating future capital costs to revenue sources other than water sales has the advantage of
avoiding shortfall in debt redemption because of declines in water consumption. It does,
however, impose major costs at the front end of construction because connection and
development fees have to be levied at an amount that will reduce debt payments. For example,
under this alternative, the connection fee in start up years would be $8,500 with annual escalation
thereafter. Meter rental would start at $20 per month and increase to an estimated $45 per
month.

FORA operating costs are fully funded under this plan from the revenue earned on sale of water.
An adjustment for possible fluctuation in actual water use from projected demand has also been
established in this plan,

Water rates are established for the sale of water by FORA at a rate of $1.20 per 100 cubic foot
for the first 800 feet and $1.00 per foot thereafter. Water rates for purveyors are computed at
$0.49 per 100 feet for the first 800 feet and $0.69 per 100 feet thereafier.
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Table PFIP 3-10
Water System Financing Plan Summary
Plan B
1996 2005 2014
REVENUE
Water Sales - Level 1 951,840 1,735,68 2,596,80
0 0

Meter Rent 261,000 - -
Interest 1,408 2,816 4,224

1,214,248 1,738,496 2,601,024
EXPENDITURES
Operation Costs 352,000 704,000 1,056,000
Administration Costs 52,800 105,000 158,400
RESERVES
R&R 500,000 500,000 500,000
Operations 35,200 70,400 105,600
Total Reserves 535,200 570,400 605,600
Agency Costs 250,000 300,000 500,000
Adjustment/fluctuations 24,248 59,096 281,024
in water use

1,214,248 1,738,496 2,601,024

FINANCING PLAN C (Staged Plan)
The distinguishing characteristic of the plan is that the future desal plant is only funded in part
through annual contributions to a sinking fund and other major capital improvements are deferred

until future years.

This plan attempts to offer a compromise financing between Plan A and Pian B. Under this
concept the capital improvement costs are partly funded by a sinking fund established annually
from water sales and partly funded by a future debt issue. Meter rentals and connection fees
supplement a proportionate share of debt retirement that is paid from water sales revenue. The
primary advantage of this concept is to lower debt costs in the early, start-up years and defer
major capital improvements to a point where development has been relatively well in place and the

market can absorb higher costs.

FORA administrative expenses are fully paid with this plan as is the cost of R & R for current
system improvements. Approximately $19.81 million of capital construction cost is financed from
connection fee revenues ($11.33 million) and water sales and meter rentals ($8.48 million).
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The estimated cost of water sales by FORA is $1.20 per 100 cubic feet for the first 800 feet and
$1.45 per 100 feet thereafter. The estimated water sales by purveyors is $0.49 per 100 feet for
the first 800 feet and $0.69 per 100 feet thereafter.

Table PFIP 3-11
Water System Financing Plan Summary
Plan G
1996 2005 2014
REVENUE
Water Sales - Level 1 1,305,00 2,366,40 3,558,00
0 0 0

Meter Rent 348,000 696,000 960,000
Interest 1,408 2,816 4,224

1,654,408 3,065,216 4,522,224
EXPENDITURES
Debt Retirement 432,000 919,559 1,459,084
Operation Costs 352,000 704,000 1,056,000
Administration Costs 500,000 105,000 158,400
RESERVES
R & R Reserve 52,800 500,000 500,000
Operations 35,200 70,400 105,600
Total Reserves
Agency Costs 250,000 300,600 500,000
Adjustment/fluctuations 24,248 466,257 743,140
in water use

1,654,408 3,065,216 4,522,224

Desal plant would be 40% funded by connection fees sinking fund and would require a bond issue

for the remaining costs.

Major Distinction between Financing Plans
This subsection summarizes the major differences between the three alternative financing plans

presented in this section.

Plan A - Uniform Financing Plan:
e Desal plant fully funded with annual increments set aside for meter rental revenues.

e Water sales & connection fees to pay all other costs with uniformity over planning period.
e Water sales price is $1.44/1" 800 cft; $1.50 per 100 cft thereafter.
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Plan B - Deferred Improvement Plan:

Desal plant not funded with annual increments, must be funded by borrowing.

Meter rent used first year only for cash flow; then dropped to re-start when capital plan
implemented.

Connection fees postponed until 2012 when desal plan financing undertaken.

Water sales price is $1.20/1% 800 cft; $1.00 per 100 cft thereafter.

Using recommended cap on water rates, distribution share to retailer highest of the three plans
because capital improvements are deferred using bonds issued at a later time and spread over
longer term.

Plan C - Staged Plan:

Desal plant is 40% funded from revenues; remainder financed by debt insurance at a later
time.

Connection fees excluded from plan until desal plant financing established.

Entire program funded from water sales.

Water sales price is $1.20/1% 800 cft; $1.45 per 100 cft thereafter.

Capital improvement plan staged so that no debt is required for first three years; R&R
program staged so the annual increments are not uniform but increase to meet planned work.

Preferred Water Financing Plan
Plan A as shown above is the preferred alternative among the three choices that are available.

The reasons for this preference are as follows:

1) An economic incentive to proceed at an early date with development is created by the
lower connection fees and related water system expenses prior to occupancy.

2) The tariffs for sale of water, both for wholesaler and retailer, offer a margin of safety
for possible drops in water consumption while still being competitive with other water
suppliers serving the area.

3) Capital costs are spread over water sales revenue and other revenues.

4) Construction of the desalination plant will be fully financed by the time that
construction planning and development must take place.

5) No investment is required to capitalize the water system.
6) Replacement/repair of current system uniformly scheduled.

7) Avoids reliance on real estate based fimancing which improves opportunity for
financing other infrastructure needs.

8) Capital available for system improvements as needed.

9) Provides management flexibility to deal with unforeseen future events through use of
reserves for capital needs.

10) Provides opportunity to link wastewater improvement financing with water usage by
including a fee for future capital costs with water service charges,
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FORA Operating Revenues: Using the water system as a revenue source to finance FORA
operations creates a distinct benefit to member agencies who would otherwise be required to
contribute to funding for the same purpose. The analysis shows that over a period of time, the
operating experience may result in added revenues from water sales that could be considered for
added contribution to members and/or a reduction in water rates depending upon policy and legal
considerations.

Risk Factors: The factor of risk in managing a water system is difficult to measure. Of course
it is mandatory to continue without interrupting the delivery of water service. There would
appear to be possibly three risk events that could occur: catastrophic, reliability and overly
optimistic estimates of new connections and water consumption. The best insurance against these
contingencies is Plan A which establishes larger reserve funds to hedge against unforeseen events.
All the plans offer management scenarios. Rescheduling capital improvements would be required
but this is manageable. In addition, state and federal assistance are usually available after
catastrophic events. If the system needs reliability improvements before capital reserves are
available, the need can be met with short term borrowing secured by future water sales revenues.
If estimates for future new connections (and water use) are too high, then the need for capital
improvements and R& R work is lessened and can b stretched out to lessen expenditures.

Summary

It is economically feasible to establish FORA as wholesaler of water to the Fort Ord service area
or as a partnership with a selected water purveyor responsible for both supply and distribution.
At the same time it is feasible to include wastewater financing with water system management.
FORA can furnish water quantities required at a competitive price schedule. Purchasers of FORA
supplied water can finance their costs within the same competitive pricing structure. Capital costs
and operating costs can be fully financed under the preferred altemative from a combination of
water sales, meter rentals, connection fees and miscellaneous income sources. A combination of
long term indebtedness and pay as you go capital financing provides user equity and meets FORA
objectives for implementation of reuse plans.

3.5.6.6 Allocation Alternatives

As previously reported FORA’s consultants have contacted or received information from the
following water agencies concerning allocation policies: Amador County Water Agency, El
Dorado Irrigation District, Marina Coast Water District, Placer County Water Agency,
Sacramento City and County, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

A common lament concering any allocation policy is as follows:
“Allocation of water supply results in a very bureaucratic system involving forms,

procedures, scheduled application or review periods, political pressure, public
meetings and, inevitably, appeals to change the allocation policy.”
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It is a common view that any allocation system represents a major administrative burden to be
avoided if at all possible and, if implemented, that an allocation system should also include a buy-
in provision for water in reserve so as to insure that sufficient operative income is generated
whether or not water is consumed.

Allocation Scenarios

The generic concepts which are seen as the basis of allocation system are those of historic use
(essentially riparian rights); current use (appropriative rights) and/or future use (assigned rights).
Water purveyors, in most cases, have no control over future use and thus resort to a first come-
first served concept. If supply constraint occurs, due to drought as an example, then users are
given a common water conservation goal as a percentage reduction of their then current use.

The attributes of using one or another of the use factors as a basis of water allocation can be
summarized as follows:

Depends upon quantifiable water use.

Favors past land utilization.

Minimizes system expansion cost.

Matches water supply with previous land parcelization.

Historic Use

Utilizes current, meterable water records.

Favors most recent land use and consumption pattems.
Matches water supply with contemporary land parcels.
Accommodates current market forces.

Current Use

Future Use Reflects planned future activities over a new service area.

Leads to equal protection of future consumers usually on a first

come-first served basis.

e Substitutes projections reflecting water conservation and future
land use policies for metered water consumption and current
practices.

e Has little flexibility to accommodate yet unknown

demands for water.

A specific allocation program for each of the concepts summarized
above is described in subsequent sections of this report and
quantified in the Allocation Table.

First Come-First Served e There is one other generic approach to water allocation

which deserves explanation. That is the ‘“First Come - First Served” concept which in effect seeks
to avoid a hard and fast allocation of water supplies on any basis except actual usage. As
practiced by either public or private purveyors of water in most municipal venues, an adequate
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availability of water is secured by means of advance planning for and ongoing financing of the
future facilities require to meet projected water consumption requirements.

Under the First Come - First Served concept, it is the actual consumption of the water supply
which, through prudent meter rates, generates the dollars necessary to expand capacity. When
FORA’s responsibility to implement a base reuse plan is considered in respect to this water supply
concept, it seems evident that the flexibility to serve any and all reuse opportunities which comply
with the Final Plan is a desirable goal. There is a built-in assumption that FORA will use the
advantage of the currently available water supply to both accommodate reuse AND to fund future
supply acquisitions costs.

In respect to the Historic, Current or Future Use Allocation concepts summarized above, it is
proper to consider First Come - First Served as a part of each concept. If an allocation system is
warranted in order to offer future certainty of supply for land use entities, it is also highly
desirable to incorporate some flexibility to accommodate emerging market opportunities. To the
extent that any allocation system incorporates such flexibility by including an unallocated reserve,
then First Come - First Served applies to that reserve.

If the goal of maximizing flexibility to accommeodate reuse is primary then no allocation program
is needed and all potential water customers - (within the allowed Reuse Plan) are encouraged.
Credibility as to the permanence of water availability in respect to a particular project is provided
by means of a “Will Serve” letter. Such letters are commonly issued by water purveyors
throughout California.

Alternatively, however, when selection of an allocation procedure is necessary to achieve local
consensus on water supply availability, then some degree of the First Come - First Served concept
should alse be included so as to provide a measure of flexibility.

Assumptions
In preparing the water allocation scenarios, the following assumptions have been made:
In respect to All Scenarios;

. That the agreement between Monterey County Water Resources Agency and the
Army for a potable water supply of 6,600 AFY remains valid.

In respect to Historic Use;

. That irrigation water for the existing golf courses was supplied primarily from the
golf courses well in a amount up to 400+ AFY and was augmented from the
potable water supply, to the extent of 230 AFY.

. That the 5,200 AFY of Historic Use represents the highest consumption level
during the Army’s tenure at Fort Ord.
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In respect to Current and Future Uses;

. That Col. Mettee - McCuchon’s correspondence of October 13, 1995 and
November 9, 1995 establishes the Army’s current water requirements at 1,729
AFY, including 10% for line loss, and 630 +/- AFY for golf course irrigation.
When golf course irrigation is transferred to Seaside, the Army allocation is ( 1729
- 133 line loss - 230 potable water used for irrigation) =1366 AFY.

. That the infrastructure report prepared by Bestor Engineers for California State
University, Monterey Bay establishes the CSUMB (25,000 FTES) build out water
requirements at 2,510 AFY and that the CSUMB 2015 (12,5000 FTES) water

requirements are 1,255 AFY or less.

. That the EDAW Summary Tables for Land Use at 2015 (December 4, 1995
version) prevails as the Final Reuse Plan.

. That reused water becomes available to augment the well water supplies.

Water Allocation on the Basis of Historic Use

In the case of Fort Ord, historic use assignable to each reuse polygon would be that of the
previous water consumption by the Army. The Table PFIP 3-12 on the following page prepared
by R.F. Ducoing* presents historic use by polygon and represent the best available information on
historic water consumption. Interestingly, the historic military water consumption is reported as
a maximize of 5,200 acre feet per year (AFY) which will allow 1,400 AFY of added future supply
to be accommodated within the 6,600 AFY total supply provided in the Monterey County Water
Resource Agency (MCWRA) agreement (or 1,825 AFY if the Golf Course Well supply is
included). When the historic use by polygon data is transferred to land use jurisdiction the
allocation shown in Column A of Allocation Table (found i Table PFIP 3-13).

In respect to Fort Ord and for reasons of simplicity, firm water allocation and, at the same,
implementation of FORA’s Base Reuse Plan, it appears that water allocation based on Historic

Use could be implemented on the following basis.

A Water allocation by polygon would conform to the Historic Water Use Table
constructed by Mr. Ducoing. This allocation basis will encourage land utilization
which is serveable via the existing water system. In addition, the principles of
water conservation are followed since infilling under the Base Reuse Plan would be
encouraged and would allow increased densities in respect to the historic water

allocations.

* R.F. Ducoing is a previous member of Fort Ord’s Directorate of Housing and Engineering civilian
staff. Mr. Ducoing was in charge of the source allocationand energy conservation programs at Fort Ord.
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Table PFIP 3-12

Historical Water Useage By Polygon
Source: RF Ducoing

POLYGON # | LAND USE |ACREAGE| ACRE/YR POLYGON #| LAND USE |ACREAGE| ACREI/YR
1a AIR 401.0 25 17a CPRK 51.9 0
1b HAB 137.9 0 17b RV 424.7 20
1¢ Ll 283.4 0 18 .3 MR..7 OP 125.4 120
1d HAB 0.0 0 19a Ll 756.9 0
1o HAB 36.2 0 19b ARMY/MP 100.4 22
1f TECH 56.3 0 20a MR/RH 177.6 260
2a RETAIL 87.9 10 20b MR 95.8 140
2b HR/CBUS 339.9 731 20¢c MR 267.3 0
2¢ TECH 1071 14 20d INST/MIIS 58.6 32
2d RETAIL/HR 61.3 10 20e oP 61.0 190
20 CORP 42.0 30 20f SCHOOL 40.1 30
2f TC 8.8 0 20g HR 89.5 175
29 EQC 34.7 10 20h ARMY 697.7 1025
3 UNIV-CC 19.9 107 20i SCHOOL 15.1 30
4 LR 664.8 811 20j SCHOOL 10.7 30
4a SCHOOL 19.1 30 20k SCHOOL 15.9 30
5a RETAIL 47.5 0 21a MR 127.3 0
5b RETAIL 6.2 0 21b Ll 390.7 0
6c HAB 11.0 0 21c DEMO 8.9 0
6a RC 9.8 6 22 GOLF 380.0 230"
8b HAB 44.4 0 23 RH 90.4 0
7a uso 273.8 0 24 OP 129.7 0
7b URA 408.5 0 TOTAL 25 [NRMA 14372.8 0
7c UsSoO 125.6 5 26 POST 39.5 0
8a LFRA 339.7 0 29a OP 209.8 0
8b Uso 26.4 0 29%b CORP 93.5 0
8c TC 20.5 0 29¢ OoP 30.2 0
8d UNIV CC 7.2 9 29d OP 24.7 0
9a URA 140.2 0 29e CPRK 24.8 0
9b UsSO 36.2 0 30a RAE 252.0 0
10 UNIV 430.3 488 30b RAE 193.0 0
10a SCHOOL 12.9 0 30c RAE 136.4 0
11a HAB 179.1 0 31a NAE 15.0 0
11b AGRI 778.7 20 31b OP 17.7 0
12a cbz INC. 12b 0 32 SE 88.5 0
TOTAL 12b |DHZ 875.0 0 Seaside HS 28
13 AQ/MRE 45.8 2 TOTAL AC 26827.7 5200
14a MUA/ATF 67.5 10
14b SA 11.0 0| * ADDITONAL WATER SUPPLY FROM
14¢ DS INC. 13 0] POTABLE SOURCES TO AUGMENT
16 RETAIL 96.4 0| WELL PRODUCTION OF 400+/- AFY
TOTAL 16 |UNIV 921.2 520
PFIP 3.59
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B. The 1,400 AFY of water in excess of the 5,200 AFY Historic Allocation would be
reserved for future or additional land uses by polygon on a First Come-First
Served basis. A specific provision would be that current use must be proved up to
the historic allocation before any additional supply could be requested for a

polygon.,

C. Since the Army’s indication of requirements for the POM Annex and other federal
activities essential utilizes historic information, there is no diminution of the 1,400
AFY supply for future land use proposals.

D. When available, reused water supplies would be substituted for Historic
Allocations, with the replaced amount being added to the 1,400 AFY for future
land uses outside the historic polygon usage.

E. At the point in time when the totality of potable water consumption within the Fort
Ord boundary reaches 5,200 AFY, then all Historic Allocations by polygon would
be reviewed with the holders of those allocations receiving the option of either
purchasing the remaining water allocation above then current use or of reverting
the unused allocation to the First Come-First Served supply.

F. As proposed previously by the FORA staff, a ramped-up water rate provision
would be formalized on the following basis:

e From time of Army transfer of water supplies and system for an ensuing two
(2) year period, water rates will reflect production and outage repair costs
only. New users must provide individually meters but historic users have the
option of master metering at their expense.

o After the two (2) year period described above, water rates will be increased by
a factor necessary to cover repairs and upgrades/replacement costs as reported
in the FORA CIP through 2015. This period of production cost plus repair
and replacement (R&R) funding will be in effect for an additional two (2)
years, and during this period al! master-metered polygons would have meters
installed on an individual building service basis.

e After the four (4) year period described above, water rates will be increase by a
factor necessary to cover the then anticipated cost of producing additional
water supplies to serve the first phase of supply expansion beyond the 7,025
AFY now associated with well water production. This water rate composed of
production, R&R and future supply funding is expected to continue through
June 30, 2014 at which time a new water rate would be established.

If accepted on the basis outlined above, the Historic Allocations would become permanent
through the option of the polygon owner(s) at the point in time when the totality of Fort Ord
potable water usage reaches 5,200 AFY. At that time, the owner(s) would have either established
a then-current use at or above historic level, elected to protect the Historic Allocation by
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reserving through purchase the difference between then-current and historic level, or relegated the
Historic Allocation to a First Come-First Served basis. Ongoing administration of such a policy is
minimized and the balancing of water allocation and use is undertaken at a defined point in the
future when historic water consumption is duplicated by then-current use.

Water Allocation on the Basis of Current (First Come) Project

At this time there is vastly reduced water consumption on Fort Ord which reflects the gap
between historic Army occupancy and still to come reuse activity. Consequently, a Current Use
basis for water allocation must reflect the anticipation of water consumption to support those
activities for which public agency commitment of support is evident (such as CSUMB) and/or
where water availability is essential to the reutilization of an on-base asset (such as existing
housing).

Column B in the Allocation Table summarizes a ‘judgment call” as to which of the reuse activities
proposed for Fort Ord should be considered “Current” and thus assigned a water allocation.
Clearly, FORA Board confirmation of such a judgment call will be necessary. For comparison
purposes and to arrive at a water allocation total under the Current Projects scenario, the
following activities are served:

e Continuing Federal Uses including:

— POM Annex of 1,590 Housing Units and Comunissary Operations plus
Motor Pool for Maintenance

— DFAS
— Army Reserve and National Guard
— Golf Course

+ CSUMB to 50% buildout including 1,253 existing housing units.
« UC - MBEST for 2015 Use
« Marina Airport operations at historic level.

« County Warehouse, Library and Corporation Yard activities based on PBC
claims.

+ Marina Corporation Yard, Recreation Facilities and Equestrian Center uses
based on PBC claims.

« Elementary, Middle and Seaside High School operations based on historic
use, plus Headquarters.

¢ Monterey Peninsula College and Golden Gate University facilities in Marina.
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« Monterey Peninsula College facilities in County (East Garrison) based on
PBC claim.

e MST Headquarters.

o State Parks and Recreation activities in Coastal Zone.

o Couity Youth Camp operations based on historic use.

» Marina existing housing supply in Patton, Abrams and Preston Parks.

» Seaside existing housing supply in Stillwell, Hayes, Brostrom and Thorson
Parks/Villages.

o Homeless Service Providers facilities not to include housing which is
accounted for as existing housing supply.

These activities have an aggregate anticipated water use of 4,250 AFY which when expanded by
10% to account for line losses constitutes an allocation of 4,675 AFY thus providing an
unallocated reserve of 1,925 AFY (or 2,325 AFY if the Golf Course Well is included). Clearly,
the selection of activities which are sufficiently committed to justify water allocation at this time is
subject to debate. If only two activities are so designated, specifically the Federal/Army uses and
the 12,500 full time student level of development for CSUMB, then the resulting current
allocation would be 3,110 AFY with a larger unallocated reserve of 3,490 AFY.

Implementation of a Current Water Allocation program would essentially duplicate the steps
suggested in the previous discussion of an Historic Use Approach as follows:

A.  Water allocation by jurisdiction would conform to Column B of the Allocation
Table.

B.  The remaining 1,925 AFY of water in excess of the 4,675 AFY current allocation
would be reserved for future or additional land uses by polygon on a First Come- First

Served basis.

C.  Since the Army’s indication of requirements for the POM Annex and other federal activities
essential utilizes historic information, there is no diminution of the 1,925 AFY supply for

future land use proposals.

D.  When available, reused water supplies would be substituted for either current allocations or
future water projections, with the replace amount being added to the 1,925 AFY for future

land uses.
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E. At the point in time when the totality of potable water consumption within the Fort Ord
boundary reaches 5,000 AFY, then all current allocations would be reviewed with the
holders of those allocations receiving the option of either purchasing the remaining water
allocation above then current use or of reverting the unused allocation to the First Come-
First Served supply.

F.  The ramped up water rate provision would apply.

Water Allocation on the Basis of Future Land Use

The basis of allocation to serve future use is the EDAW Land Use Summary Tables of December
4, 1995. The resulting land uses encompass the projected market absorption by SKMG through
the year 2015. When the water demand for the 2015 land utilization was then calculated by
Reimer Associates, a fortunate outcome resulted as to water requirements. The 2015 requirement
for potable water totaled 6602 AFY (including 10% for line losses as well as 20% for reserve
when water conservation measures are implemented in residential areas) which essentially matches
the currently available well supply. In addition, 2,300 AFY of reclaimed water for irrigation
purposes would also be required to support the projected 2015 reuse activities.

When the water requirements by future land use are transferred to transportation analysis zones or
to polygons and then distributed by land use jurisdiction, the water assignments shown in Column
C of the Allocation Table are the result.

As is readily apparent, all 6,600 AFY of the Fort Ord potable water supply is allocated and a
supply of reclaimed water for irrigation is also required by 2015. There is no unallocated reserve
and, therefore, no flexibility to meet unforeseen market conditions. A logical response to this
“over allocation” is to simply select an allocation horizon earlier than 2015. A ratio for such a
purpose would be to scale back the allocation jurisdiction in Column C by 50 % (except for Army
and CSUMB requirements) and call the resulting totals (5260 AFY) a 2005 Plan. This approach is
reflected in Column C’ of the Allocation Table.

Implementation of an allocation scenario based on future land use appears to require more
frequent review and potential balancing of assigning water rights than do either of the allocation
measures previously discussed. Such review is essential since no First Come - First Served reserve
is created and there is little flexibility to match emerging market trends and land absorption. A
potential “mid-range” implementation program is as follows:

A. Water allocation by land use jurisdiction would by 100% of the Column C
allocations for Army and CSUMB as shown in the Allocation Table on page 11
and 50% of Column C for all other Land Use Jurisdictions thus totaling 6,000
AFY. This suggested allocation is shown in Column C’.

B. The 810 AFY in excess of the 5,790 AFY Future Use Allocation would be kept as
a strategic reserve under control of the FORA Board and made available for
special projects meeting stated reuse goals. As an example, provision for water to
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serve the MBEST Center beyond a 2005 “mid-range” allocation so as to attract
high-tech industry could fall in this category.

C. When available, reused or reclaimed water supplies would be substituted for
potable water allocation with 50% of the replacement being retained by the
affected land use jurisdiction and 50% added to FORA’s Strategic Reserve.

D. A review of actual water consumption would be conducted by FORA in years
2000, 2005 and 2010 with appropriate allocation modification. Holders of
allocations would have the option of either purchasing a remaining water
allocation above the current use or reverting to the Strategic Reserve. At any
review time, the FORA Board could elect to change the Strategic Reserve to a
First Come - First Served category. Such a transfer might logically occur when
plans and funding for additional water supplies are secure.

E. The ramped-up water rate concept previously discussed would apply to this
allocation scenario as well.

If implemented on the basis outlined above, a maximum of independence would be afforded to
each land use jurisdiction in directing water utilization within its boundaries. The stated goals for
FORA’s water allocation program, as articulated by the County and other jurisdictions, include
those of preventing hoarding of water and of accommodating future market trends. Unfortunately
the allocation scenario outlined above has little flexibility, and may lead to water distribution
which does not match market reality. The consequence of conducting more frequent water usage
reviews must be anticipated if the Future Use scenario is chosen.

Water Allocation on the Basis of First Come - First Served

Column D of the Water Allocation Tables reflects a set aside for Army and Seaside golf course
irrigation requirements. All other uses would be served as the specific water requirements by
project are defined. “Allocations™ against the 6,600 AFY potable water supply would be based on
“Will Serve” letters issued by FORA’s designated water system operator based on building plans
and with a maximum 2 year life until service was commenced. The operator would report to
FORA annually on the status of outstanding “Will Serve” commitments.

A maximum of flexibility to meet market forces is evident in this scenario and, as the result, the
water supply is kept in play to accommodate reuse activities in all jurisdictions. Reused water
attractiveness would be market-based on the business premise that a cost difference in favor of
reused water would encourage substitution for irrigation purposes.

Water Allocation on the Basis of Jurisdictional Acreage

During the course of Administrative Committee Review of the Water Allocation Alternatives, a
fifth scenario was proposed by committee members. It is a combination of future use (based on
buildout acreage in developable land and parks) plus current use for those activities now
operating at Fort Ord. Column E in the Allocation Table reflects the approach summarized by the
committee members. Column E’ shows how a change in the development acreage allocation
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number (from 02 AFY/Ac. to .4 AFY/Ac.) will allow the allocations suggested by the
Jurisdictional Acreage scenario to closely match the request of CSUMB and MBEST.

Comparative Assessment of Allocation Scenarios

Finally, the attributes of each Allocation Alternatives have been brought together on individual
exhibits which also display the allocation percentages for each land use jurisdiction. These sheets
appear after the Water Allocation Table and are followed by a comparative assessment which
suggests a quantification technique for rating the Alternatives in respect to water service goals.

As of the March 15, 1996 completion of this Public Facilities Implementation Plan, the FORA
Board still has the allocation scenarios under consideration. However, a clear preference for a
version of the Jurisdictional Acreage approach has emerged from the Board discussions to date.

Water Allocation Table
The Water Allocation Table (Table PFIP 3-13) is found on the following page.
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Table PFIP 3-13

WATER ALLOCATION TABLE

SUMMARY OF WATER ALLOCATION OPTIONS WATER ALLOTMENT IN {AFY) BY LAND USE JURISDICTION
{ALLOTMENTS EXCLUDE LINE LOSSES ESTIMATED AT 10%)

Column A

Column B Column C Column C' Column D Column E Column E
HISTORIC USE | CURRENT FIRST FULL 2013 Future "Mid-Range FIRST COME JURISDICTIONAL + JURISDICTIONAL *
JURISDICTION from Tabie A COME PROJECTS | FUTURE USE 2005 Future Use - ACREAGE CURRENT | TOTAL ACREAGE CURRENT [ TOTAL
In Appsndix A {ROUNDED} {ROUNDED) {Rxeept for Army & CAUMB FIRST SERVED Owvel, Purks USE (Rounded) | Devel. Parke USE [Rounded)
{ROUMDED) USE 2 AFYIAS. A AFYTAG. AAFYIAC. | 1 AFTIAC.
ARMY (965) 965 1385 {965) 965
Assumes Golf Couree Irigation 1065 AFY 1365 AFY 1383 AFY 1365 AFY 1365 AFY 1285 AFY AFY AFY - Golf Co. Well AFY AFY
Transfermed to Seeeide + Golf Co.Well - Golf Co. Welt | Golf Co, Well - Golf Co. Well - Golf Co.Well = Golf Co, Well INCLUDED N INCLUDED B
afiet Column A 1385 AFY 1385 AFY
T FIES 5
CAL STATE UNIV. 838 AFY 1255 AFY 1255 AFY 1255 AFY 1263 0.0, 262 28 815 905 524 28 815 1160
MONTEREY BAY 750 AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY
and As Neaded 1NAAC.
uc 5 AFY 175 AFY 175 AFY 80 AFY As Needed 87 7 0 o5 174 7 [ 180
MBEST AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY
4MAC.
COUNTY OF 36 AFY 50 AFY 910 AFY 455 AFY As Needed 274 13 35 320 548 13 35 595
MONTEREY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY
1372 AL,
COUNTYISTATE PARKS 11 AFY 80 AFY 50 AFY 25 AFY As Needed 0 50 0 50 0 50 0 50
& REC. AFY AFY AFY AFY
DETURBED AREA OF 500 +- AC.
COUNTY/DEL REY OAKS 4] 0 400 AFY 200 AFY As Needed 43 0 4] A5 86 0 0 85
ANNEX AFY AFY AFY . AFY
H7aC,
COUNTY/MONTEREY 0 0 40 AFY 20 AFY As Needed 38 3 L] 40 72 3 +] 75
ANNEX AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY
130 AC, 28 AC.|
COUNTY/MARINA o 0 30 AFY 15 AFY As Needed 4 [] 0 10 8 6 0 15
SPHERE AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY
CITY OF 1040 AFY 920 AFY 1945 AFY 1085 AFY 805 AFY 263 15 250 525 526 15 250 790
SEASIDE b GOLECO.WELL P GOLE CO. WELL +GOLF CO. WRLL and AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY
As Needed 136AC, ARAC.
CITY OF 1830 AFY 835 AFY 2320 AFY 1150 AFY 25 AFY 322 10 as 420 644 10 T40
MARINA At Airport AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY AFY
As Neadad 1610 AC, 97 AC..
TOTAL EXCLUDING 4725 AFY 4250 AFY 8090 AFY 5260 AFY 2545 AFY 2256 AFY 132 AFY | 985 AFY | 3,375 PBSAT AFY| 132AFY | 9B5AFY | 4,855
LINE LOSSES WiLine loss - Witine Loss - Wiklne Loss - WiLine Loss - 'W/ Line Loss - Wiklne Loss - AFY LineLoss- AFY
5200 AFY 4876 AFY 200 AFY 5790 AFY 2800 AFY 3710 AFY $130 AFY
POTENTIAL RECLAIEED NOT INCLUDED | NOTINCLUDED 2300 AFY NOT INCLUDED NOT INCLUDED NOT INCLUDED NOT INCLUDED
WATER REPLACEMENT
"FIRST COME  [wim | wio WRECL, WATER
- LNE |RECL. 1400 AFY 1925 AFY NONE 810 AFY 3800 AFY 2890 AFY 1470 AFY
FIRST SERVED |Loss WaTER
ALLOCATION TOTAL 66800 AFY 6600 AFY 8800 AFY 6600 AFY 6600 AFY 6600 AFY 6800 AFY
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FORT ORD OPERATIONS PLAN
Figure PFIP 3-4
ALLOCATION BASED ON HISTORIC USE
ASSUMPTIONS:
Based on R.F Ducoing analysis of 5200 AFY
REMAINING of Army water use.
FIRST COME -
it i ARMY POSITIVE FACTORS:

16%
» Based on quantifiable water use.
« Assigns water to areas previously served

thus minimizes system expansion.

CSUMB

14% JURISDICTIONAL FACTORS:

« Aliocates water to polygons thus

MONTEREY COUNTY  minimizes jurisdictional control.
0.6%

NEGATIVE FACTORS:
STATE PARKS . v a
0.2% « Requires constant monitoring of water
use by poiygon.
MARINA SEASIDE « Has flexibility to accommodate changing
25% 16% market.
» Allows early hoarding.
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Figure PFIP 3-5
ALLOCATION BASED ON CURRENT FIRST COME PROJECTS

ASSUMPTIONS:

REMAINING Assigns water to 15 categories of
FIRST COME - users who have announced plans for
FIRST SERVED ARMY specific project as of January 1996.

24.5% 15%
POSITIVE FACTORS:
- Based on meterable water records.
- Reduces hoarding potential as
long as projects proceed as
CSUMB planned.
19% « Maintains reasonable flexibility to
accommodate changing market.
« Serves public benefit transferees.

INE

Ss MBEST
-5 / JURISDICTIONAL FACTORS:
Y 25% MONTEREY « Assigns water to specific uses, not
0.75% COUNTY to jurisdictions.
_ STATE PARKS .
MARINA STATE PARKS NEGATIVE FACTORS:
12.5% SEASIDE MONTEREY « Depends on arbitrary designation
14% MARINA SPHERE of “flagship” projects.
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LINE ARMY
LOS$9.5% 1%

csums
MARINA 14%

26%

10% MONTEREY

COUNTY
% STATE PARKS
| 2% DEL REY OAKS
2% MONTEREY
SEASIDE

Figure PFIP 3-6
ALLOCATION BASED ON FULL 2015 FUTURE LAND USE

ASSUMPTIONS:
Depends upon 2015 development which
matches the EDAW/EMC Reuse Plan.

POSITIVE FACTORS:

« Serves public benefit transferees.

- Reflects planned future activity.

« Minimizes FORA administrative burden.

JURISDICTIONAL FACTORS:

« Places control of water use in the hands
of land use jurisdiction.

NEGATIVE FACTORS:

« Allows hoarding.

« Has no flexihility to accommodate future
market trends.

- Over allocates supply since 2300 AFY of
reused water is required to
serve 2015 plan.
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Figure PFIP 3-7
WATER ALLOCATION BASED ON FIRST COME - FIRST SERVED
ASSUMPTIONS:
Army Allocation, Golf Courses on Fort Ord,
REMAINING ARMY CSUMB First Increment, Sunbay Terrace
FIRST COME - 15% Brostrom Village, and Marina Airport are
F'RST;;R"ED e included as already in use.
PR POSITIVE FACTORS:
RS R « Prevents hoarding
CSUMB « Maximizes flexibility to serve market
1% variations factors.

« Minimizes administrative burden.
« Intended to insure unconstrined water
resource availability.
SEASIDE - Serves public benefit transferees.

12% JURISDICTIONAL FACTORS:
« Since water budgeting is based on actual
usage, there is no allocation to individual
jurisdictions.

MARINA
0.4%

6% - LINE NEGATIVE FACTORS:
LOSS - 4% = [T ” H
« Does not provide “in advance” allocations
to projects requiring long term buildout
committments.
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REMAINING
FIRST COME -

FIRST SERVED
39% S — ARMY

csSumMB
14%

MBEST
1.5%

MONTEREY
COUNTY

STATE PARKS

SEASIDE DEL REY OAKS
MARINA 8% MONTEREY
8% 6.5% MARINA SPHERE

Figure PFIP 3-8
WATER ALLOCATION BASED ON JURISDICTIONAL ACREAGE

ASSUMPTIONS:

Development acreages are from the EDAW
land use spread sheets. Golf courses are
included as development acreage.

Parks acreage receive .1 AFY/Ac.
Development acreage receives .2 AFY/Ac.

POSITIVE FACTORS:

« Prevents hoarding.

« Good flexibility to serve market variations.

« Reasonable administrative burden.

« Good balance between allocations for
start-up and future flexibility.

JURISDICTIONAL FACTORS:

« Allocations made to each land use
jurisdiction.

NEGATIVE FACTORS:
- Does not totally fulfill CSUMB and MBEST
allocation requests.
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REMAINING
FIRST COME -
FIRST SERVED
18%

o CSUMB
LINE ; 17.5%
LOSS
MBEST

MARINA
11.5%

3%
MONTEREY COUNTY
9%

STATE PARKS
SEASIDE 0.75%

12% MONTEREY pDEL REY OAKS
1% 1.25%

Figure PFIP 3-9
WATER ALLOCATION BASED ON JURISDICTIONAL ACREAGE WITH MODIFIED AFY/Ac.

ASSUMPTIONS:

Development acreages are from the EDAW
land use spread sheets. Golf courses are
included as development acreage.

Parks acreage receives .1 AFY/Ac.
Development acreage receives .4 AFY/Ac.

POSITIVE FACTORS:

- Fulfills CSUMB and MBEST requests.

« Reduced administrative burden.

« Aids start up while still providing some
flexibility.

JURISDICTIONAL FACTORS:

« Allocations made to each land use
jurisdiction.

NEGATIVE FACTORS:
« Reduced ability to accommodate market
trends.
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COMPARTIVE ASSESSMENT TABLE

Table PFIP 3-14

ALLOCATION SCENARIDS

IN RESPECT T0 WATER SERVICE GOAL ASSUMPTIONS

ASSUMPTIONS | MEETS CSUMB SERVES PREVENTS FLEXIBILITY MAXIMIZES MINIMIZES
AND MBEST "FLAGSHIP” HOARDING TO MEET JURISDICTIONAL ADMIN. SCORE
CENARIO NEEDS USERS MARKET CONTROL BURDEN
Historlc Use 1] o 2 2 0 2 6
Current Use 5 4 3 3 ] 3 18
Future 2015 Use 5 5 0 1] 5 1 16
First Come- 1 s 5 5 0 5 21
First Served
Jurisdictional Acreage
.2 AFY Per 2 2 4 4 5 4 21
Development Acre
Jurisdictional Acreage
-4 AFY Per 5 4 2 2 5 4 22
Development Acre
DOES NOT PARTIALLY FULLY MEETS
SCALE MEET GOAL MEETS GOAL GOAL
0 1 2 3 4 5
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3.5.6.7 Conveyance of the Water (and Wastewater) System(s) at Fort Ord

Base closure property is subject to all disposal procedures in the Federal Property and
Administrative Service Act of 1949 (Property Act) including the supervisory role of the House
Government Operations Committee and its Senate counterpart. As applied to BRAC rounds II,
II and upcoming IV, the GSA Administrator delegates his disposal responsibilities under the
Property Act to the Secretary of Defense who, in turn, re-delegates this disposal role to the DoD
components.

Under the Property Act, base closure facilities must first be “screened” within DoD for other
military uses and then with other Federal agency users for their own agency purposes. Properties
no longer needed within DoD are considered “excess”. Subsequently, properties not needed in
turn by the Federal agencies are declared “surplus”.

Public Benefit Conveyance

One of the helpful features of the Property Act, and other similar Acts, is the opportunity for
communities to acquire surplus base closure property for a broad range of public purposes,
without cost or at significant public benefit conveyance discounts.

In fact, it is useful for the communities to weigh how the public benefit conveyances might be
applied effectively in creating an overall local “least-cost” base reuse plan. Public benefit
conveyance authorities should be one of the mfluences, but should not dominate good land use
planning or supplant strong market influences. The major public benefit conveyance authorities
can be summarized as follows:

e FEducation: The U.S. Department of Education can convey land and facilities to public and
private non-profit educational institutions on a discounted basis over thirty years. The
educational entity actually fulfills its obligation to the Federal Government for the property at
the rate of three and on-third percent annually through constructive educational use. Title to
the property (and to public health property) conveys up-front, subject to educational use
restrictions and a reverter or “buy-out provisions”. There are now over 124,000 students
attending four-year colleges or post-secondary vocational schools at 36 former bases across
the country which were closed during the 1960s and 1970s.

e Streets, Roads and Rights of Way: Existing roadways on military bases can be
transferred to the communities through the Federal Highway Administration by way of the
Federal Transportation Improvement Plan (FTIP). Rights of way for future roadways and rail
or transit routes can also be conveyed in the same manner.

e Public Health: Former military hospitals, dental clinics and health-related facilities can be
transferred to the communities through the Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS). Full ownership to public health facilities is also earned by constructive use of the
facilities over a 30-year period, similar to educational property. Title to the base sanitary
sewer and water systems can also be transferred through HHS.
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o Public Airports: With the endorsement of the Federal Aviation Administration, the airfield
and aviation support facilities can be transferred for public airport purposes. The airport area
can also include industrial and commercial activities that will lease facilities on the airport
property, thereby providing a long-term revenue stream to support aviation activities. An
aviation conveyance requires a FAA-certified Airport Master Plan, which includes a detailed
business plan for the airport.

e Park, Recreation & Wildlife Conservation: Open space, swimming pools, ball fields,
and gyms, etc. as well as conservation areas can all be transferred in perpetuity through the
Department of the Interior,

e Public Safety: Correctional facilities can also be transferred without cost as a public benefit
conveyance.

e Historic Preservation: Historic landmarks and monuments can be conveyed without cost
through the National Park Service, including facilities for commercial and residential use,
provided the facades are retained.

Economic Development

In accordance with the key “Pryor Amendment” to the 1994 DoD Authorization Act, DoD is now
authorized to convey base closure property for economic development and job-creation purposes
“at or below fair market value” or even “for no consideration”.

The DoD Interim Final Rules require priority use of the public benefit conveyance authorities in
the Property Act rather than an Economic Development Conveyance (EDC). The general rule is
to include those land uses which are “certain™ in the public sense as public benefit conveyances
(PBCs). The “certainty” of the public health requirement for water and sewer systems to serve
the land scheduled for reuse becomes the basis for the propriety of a formal Public Benefit
Conveyance with the Department of Health and Human Services as the sponsor.

It should be noted that there are certain stipulations in the PBC regulations that will need to be
addressed should FORA, as the eligible Loral Reuse Authority (LRA), begin negotiations
intending conveyance under a PBC. Examples of such regulations include the requisite 30 year
“constructive use” period, and that “operators” of systems are required to be public agencies
and/or non-profit corporations.

Conveyance Options Available to FORA

Col. Rostkowski’s letter to FORA (which can be found in Section 3.5.6 - Figure PFIP 3-3) refers
to the Public Benefit and Economic Development Conveyance methods outlined above and also
adds negotiated sale and/or a public bidding process as a third and fourth alternative for a
transition procedure. A comparative matrix for these transfer means as prepared by FORA staff
can be found on the following page. In addition, a set of 10 questions concerning the conveyance
process was presented to the Army, Office of Economic Adjustment and Health and Human
Services staff members with the following results.
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Is Private Contracting allowed under 8 PBC?

Limited contracting is possible but not ongoing regular maintenance and operations
activities. HHS would object to changing these regulations to allow more private
contracting.

Is a PBC a more assured (guaranteed) way to get water/sewer systems at no cost?

Yes. Once in the PBC process, the recipient is generally assured of receiving it at no
cost. In the past, HHS has discounted these systems 100% of the costs, 100% of the time.
In discussing this issue the Army expressed serious reservations about transferring
treatment plant capacity at no cost through a PBC.

If we start an EDC process, can we go back to PBC if we can’t make EDC work?

As long as property is a public use and surplus we could go back and use an EDC subject
to Army agreement. Also, generally and EDC is not used if there is a more appropriate
conveyance mechanism.

What are the conditions of a subsequent sale if a system is originally received under PBC?
The governing Board approves a sale based on fair market value, subject fto
depreciation, and those proceeds are paid to the Army.

Does the Army have final say over HHS on a PBC?
The Army determines if it is willing to have property transferred through PBC. Once in
the PBC process, HHS controls the disposition.

Can FORA do PBC if a successor agency is selected now?
This is a problem because FORA goes out of existence before the thirty year life of a
public agency that is required as a condition to receive a PBC under HHS regulations.

What kinds of revenue sources can FORA get under PBC (how much)?

There are fewer restrictions through an EDC process, however, once a system us
conveyed to the new owner, be it through an EDC or PBC process, an agreement between
FORA and the new owner can provide one time or ongoing revenues to FORA and its
members.

Are there any other problems using a PBC?
Yes, there could be restrictions place on any transfer of property by HHS that involves
water plume contamination.

How loug does it take to process PBC application?
An average of 60 days and a maximum of six months - through HHS.

Under an EDC can we stage transfer of properties so a receiving agency doesn’t receive

all its property at one time?
Yes, they can be negotiated as part of the EDC terms.
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The FORA Board has considered separation of the wastewater collection system transfer means
(for which a Public Benefit Conveyance Transfer has been recommended by FORA’s
Administrative Committee) from that of the water system. In addition, the Board approved
distribution of Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to all interested entities both public and private
who may qualify as a suitable “partner” with FORA in filling the role of water purveyor for reuse
activities at Fort Ord. It its now anticipated that selection of the “partner” will be accomplished
before the Conveyance Option is finally approved by the FORA Board.
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Table PFIP 3-15
Comparison Matrix for Water and Sewer Transfer Means
Factors for PBC £0C Negotiated Sale to Public Sale
Decision Public Agency Private Company
Applicable to both water Yes Yes Yes Yes
and sewer systems
Requires formal appraisal No Yes Yes Yes
of systems (est. of value including -0-) FMV thru income approach
Congressional approval No, Dept. of Army No, Dept. of Army Yes Yes
required
Up front funding required No No, but may facilitate transfer Yes Yes
Is private ownership No No Yes No
prohibited? (but penalties)
Payback of EDA Grant No Yes No Yes
funds spent (if sold to private company)
Is procedure complex? Yes, e.g. change law Yes -new type of No No
: negotiations
Requires separate No No Yes Yes
negotiations for water &
sewer
Allows FORA control of Yes Yes, if public No, unless side agreement | No, controlled by CPUC
future rates No, if private
Income stream to FORA - Yes Yes No No
ongoing and one-time?
Will system costs be Yes Yes Yes Yes
reflected in higher rates?
FORA has role in Yes Yes No No
terms of disposition
Confract out operations No, generally prohibited Yes No Yes
without restrictions
Allows control of capital Yes Yes No No
improvements required for
reuse plan

Summary - Basic difference is that most issues are negotiable under an EDC whereas PBC is more prescriptive. PBC is & more assured
way to achieve a no cost scenario if if is accepted by military department as transfer method.
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3.5.6.8 Selection of Partner for Water Service Delivery

FORA has s a unique opportunity to achieve conversion of a military base to a variety of non-
military uses that enrich the economic base of the region while maintaining and enhancing
environmental assets for the area. FORA wishes to develop a partner to assist with the delivery of
water service to that reuse program. There are a number of specific needs that will have to be met
by those aspiring to be selected as that partner.

Request for Qualification - Applicant requirements

A) Demonstrated experience providing utility services to a mixed set of land uses including
creative assistance to development opportunity, strong and effective customer relations, a
balanced financing plan for operations and capital needs, prompt and effective response to
service calls and emergencies and proven community acceptance.

B} Provide for annual review of operating and capital budget and estimated rates for service.
Annual budget and rate review to take place in a reasonable time period in advance of the
proposed budget year to allow for discussion and evaluation by FORA Board, staff and
public,

C) Users rates to be implemented on a set of tiers consistent with FORA financial planning
intended to assist early development while retaining ability to meet long term capital
requirements and assure equity to all land user.

D} Provide an annual reserve account adequate to meet contingencies and emergencies.

E) Develop a short and long range financing plan for both operating and capital requirements for
the utility system.

F)} Include in the financing plan recommendations relative to additional financing authority for
FORA that my require legislative amendment to existing laws.

G) Provide a minimum of $150,000 compensation to FORA in addition to an annual percentage
of gross receipts earned from water sales.

H) Provide recommendations on the sharing of system acquisition costs if there is a future
negotiation regarding Economic Development Conveyance from the Army.

I) Define a full scale, comprehensive water conservation program and provide an action plan to
implement the program as quickly as possible.

J) Ability to finance any unforeseen costs and liabilities independently from FORA.
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K) Provide comprehensive indemnity for FORA with all forms of insurance needed including:
liability, workers compensation, property damage, personal injury and faithful performance.

L) Willingness and ability to acquire small water systems operating in the service area.

M) Explore all reclamation possibilities and address within 180 days any reclamation program that
will result in savings for potable water

N} Certification that prevailing wages determined by the U.S. Department of Labor will be
complied with at all times.

O} Certification that any and all requirements of state and/or federal permits affecting water
operations will be fully complied with.

P} Ifthe proposer is a private enterprise, a factual showing that service to be provided to Ft. Ord
under the reuse program is at a cost tot he user that is equal to or less than costs that would
be imposed upon the use if the operations were performed by FORA and/or its staff. This
provision foes not apply to a proposer that is also a public agency.

Q) Certification that if the proposer is a private enterprise that will provide to FORA all data,
analysis, information and specifications set forth in Government Code Section 54253 and
Public Utilities Code Section 10013 at no cost to FORA. Evidence of a previous viable

partnering relationship with a public agency is highly desirable.

R) Provide a plan to monitor water quality produced from wells and capability to meet an
maintain all requirements of the State Department of Health Services regarding eater quality
for domestic water systems. This plan should address possible infiltration of toxic elements
from off-well locations, frequency of well monitoring, contingency plans for loss of acceptable

well quality standards.

S} Provide a plan for monitoring infrastructure system capability to serve users consistently and
reliably and identify possible loss of service problems and suggested solutions.

T) Specifically identify any unique advantages that your agency can provide to FORA and the
land use agencies in the planming, financing and operations of a water system. This should
include any other specific on-time up front and ongoing financial consideration to FORA and

the land use agencies.
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Request for Qualifications - Selection Criteria

The utility selected to provide the work set forth in this RFQ must be able to demonstrate
qualifications in the following areas of responsibility.

1.

Creative Financing for Planned Development Reuse of the base requires a rapid start to a
variety of uses. These uses may be able to take advantage of competing properties and
alternative locations.- Finding solutions to infrastructure financing may play a pivotal role in
winning over the competition,

Understanding of Land Use Processing and Permitting A variety if public agencies are
responsible for the permitting processes dealing with land use activity on the base, It is critical
that proposers have awareness of this and be prepared to work cooperatively and in
partnership with these agencies.

Economic Analysis and Development Strategy Formulation Skills in undertaking
independent studies and interpreting existing studies and relevant data are important to

building a team of service providers that is sensitive to development needs and yet balance
those needs with environmental and regulatory requirements.

Accessibility to FORA for Responsible Decision Makers The utility must show an ability to

have on-site personnel responsible for major decisions without subsequent review and
approval,

. Prior Partnering with Public Agencies It is highly desirable that the selected utility have

experience in a close, viable partnering relationship elsewhere in California.

. Demonstration _of Water Resource Management Issues on Peninsula Candidate

submitting proposals for comsideration should demonstrate knowledge of and ability to
participate in the cooperative achievement of goals and objective adopted by local, regional
and state water resources agencies to improve the management of water on the peninsula.
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3.56.7 Transition Strategy for Wastewater Collection System

Although FORA attention has been focused on water supply and water system transfer

issues, a logical extension of FORA’s operational policy determination would include the
wastewater collection and disposal system. This section describes the relationship between
potable water supply and wastewater disposal mfrastructure and suggests an action plan for the

transition process.
3.5.7.1 Infrastructure Inter-Relationship

The water supply system can be viewed as a continuous pipeline flow of potable water from the
source to the tap in the users house or building. In between will be found treatment facilities to
insure health and quality standards, pumps and storage tanks to serve defined pressure zones, and
metering devices which record flows as a basis for billing the various customers. The in-house or
in-building use of that water supply essentially degrades water quality because of added
contaminants and the used water enters the domestic or industrial sewer system as wastewater.
There is some loss in volume between potable and wastewater flows due to irrigation, evaporation
and transfer but, in general, 80% to 90% of potable water is reflected in wastewater flows
(excepting some industrial processes.) Thus, it is practical to relate the easily measured potable
water flows to expected wastewater flows “downstream™ which are less meterable because of
suspended or floatable materials.

After discharge to the sewer system, the wastewater generally follows a downward sloping
“gravity flow” profile into larger and larger pipe sizes as tributary flows are collected by means of
trunk sewers and interceptor pipelines. Fmally, the wastewater flows to a treatment facility which
removes the contaminants and prepares the water for discharge mto the environment. Lift
stations to overcome topographic obstacles to gravity flow may be found in a sewerage system
but storage is not built since the goal is that of transferring wastewater to treatment as quickly as

possible.

In the case of the operating Fort Ord water and wastewater systems, there are established regional
agencies at each end of the system. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA)
feeds the ground water supply and regulates the water extracted. The Monterey Regional Water
Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) owns and operates the regional interceptor sewer lines, lift
stations, and the regional treatment facility located just north of the Ford Ord boundary.

Further similarity is evident in the Army’s agreements for water supply with MCWRA (as
summarized previously) and with MRWPCA for transport capacity to and treatment capacity in
the regional plant. ‘Both agreements are expected to be transferred to FORA and there is a
replication of the wholesaler of water role that is possible in respect to wastewater treatment

capacity as well
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3.5.7.2 Wastewater Treatment Capacity

At this point in time, the Army essentially owns 3.3 million gallons per day (MGD) of wastewater
treatment capacity in the regional treatment plant subject to a formal agreement with MRWPCA.
The constructed plant has a capacity of 29.6 MGD and currently treats approximately 20 MGD
including flows from Fort Ord. Consequently, there is additional treatment capacity still available
to accommodate future growth in Salinas, on the Monterey Peninsula and at Fort Ord. For
planning purposes, the buy-in cost to MRWPCA'’s plant and interceptor system is estimated at
$10 per gal per day.

With the exception of an antiquated Imhoff Tank at East Garrison, no wastewater treatment is
accomplished at Fort Ord and the current regulatory environment favors the concentration of all
flows at the regional plant for treatment. Such a situation makes reuse of Fort Ord more
attractive particularly since wastewater flows from initial reuse activities can be accommodated
within the 3.3 MGD of capacity already committed to Fort Ord.

The only negative factor in this otherwise favorable situation is the question of who can claim the
effluent flows from the regional plant and produce reclaimed water for future irrigation or
industrial purposes. By reason of constructing a tertiary treatment plant which will receive all
effluent from the regional plant, MCWRA claims all wastewater flows (up to 29.6 MGD plant
capacity) for agricultural irrigation purposes in the Castroville area. However, the Marina Coast
Water District has negotiated a right to claim reused water quantities essentially equal to that
district’s inflow to the regional wastewater collection and treatment system. This source of
reused water can meet much of the future irrigation requirements at Fort Ord.

3.56.7.3 Wastewater Collection Options

Based upon topographic considerations, the future wastewater collection system is logically
divided to serve three main service areas. Two of those service areas will flow westward into the
MRWPCA interceptor along Beach Road and together will serve the current Mam Garrison lying
west of 8th Avenue. It also appears possible that the two systems can be divided so that the area
south of the CSU campus would be in one service area while CSU and north would be in another.

This physical plan leads to an operational configuration whereby the southemn service area would
be annexed to the Seaside Sanitation District while the northem area would be added to the
Marina Coast Water District for sewer service. The third eastern service area basically requires a
new and separate wastewater collection system servicing areas in both Marina and Monterey
County. Annexation of the eastern service area to the Marina Coast Water District was also

recommended in the FORIS Report.

Overall, then, the operational configuration respects city boundaries, utilizes existing sewer
service agencies, and depends upon MRWPCA for wastewater treatment (unless reclaimed water
availability becomes a problem). Given the Fort Ord topographic configuration, no other
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operational pattern or assignment of sewer service areas matches reality except for a possible
stand-alone system at the East Garrison.

3.5.7.4 Capacity Allocation and Future Capacity Procurement

The one overriding Fort Ord-wide operational issue in respect to wastewater which FORA seems
best equipped to offer is that of 1) uniformly distributing the advantages of the existing 3.3 MGD
treatment capacity in the regional plant; and 2) collecting sufficient funds in parallel with
wholesale water rates to insure that “buy in” money is available when additional treatment
capacity is needed. Just as the 6600 acre feet per year of potable water supply would allow
FORA a sufficient time period to accumulate funds for the desalination plant, the 3.3 MGD of
treatment capacity allows a parallel time period during which “buy in” moneys can be banked as
well. There is the option of utilizing MRWPCA’s existing procedure of requiring buy in at the
time of each sewer connection. This approach puts the cost up front for each reuser or, if free
connections were allowed up to the 3.3 MGD, would require later reusers to pay a

disproportionate buy in fee.

Correspondence from MRWPCA to FORA (Keith Israel, General Manager, 6/10/94 letter to Jack
Barlich, Chairman) requests guidance as to how the 3.3 MGD of treatment capacity in the
regional plant now held by the Army should be transferred, reserved, repurchased or assigned.
The MRWPCA concern is that without a plan for transfer of that capacity, the Agency will find it
necessary to impose “substantial connection fees”,

On 6/14/94 Mr. Robert Jaques, MRWPCA’s Manager of Engineering, made a presentation to
ITAC on the wastewater treatment and reused water production capabilities at the Regional Plant
and subsequently drafted a discussion paper for ITAC review. That review was concluded on

7/26/94.
The ITAC discussion dealt with the following issues:

1. The concept that wastewater treatment capacity, once purchased, is generally
assumed to “run with the land”,

2.  The goal of claiming all or part of the future wastewater flows from the Fort Ord
Area as a source of reused water. This goal is contradictory to the current situation
where all wastewater treated at the Regional Plant is assigned to the County Water
Resources Agency as a source of reclaimed water for agriculture.

3. The value of using the existing wastewater capacity as an early advantage in
supporting economic revitalization of the Base. This would be accomplished on the
assumption that the Army’s previously purchased treatment capacity would be
transferred to FORA and that FORA would establish a reassignment of that capacity
which would, in part, subsidize the connection fees normally charged by MRWPCA.
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4.  The means by which the FORG policy of insuring that the first reuser and the last
reuser pay the same amount (today’s dollars plus inflation over time) for their
infrastructure requirements can be fulfilled.

3.5.7.5 Action Plan

Based upon previous considerations of wastewater capacity and collection system operations as
summarized in this report, the following action plan is recommended so that both future water
supply and future wastewater collection and treatment functions are addressed by FORA.

A Identify wastewater collection and responsibility for procurement of wastewater treatment
capacity in the MRWPCA Regional Plant as functions under the guidance, budgeting and
operational control of FORA or its Joint Powers Agency offspring.

B. Endorse the concept that FORA (or JPA) will meet the financial obligations associated
with the provision of wastewater collection and treatment in the following manner:

e Operational costs to include system repair, replacement and expansion as well as
MRWPCA flow condition fees would be collected as a water bill surcharge.

e Future buy-in for treatment capacity in the MRWPCA plant would be met from a
FORA Sewerage Connection Fee as set forth in E. below.

C. Immediately institute a transfer of the Army’s 3.3 MGD wastewater treatment capacity in
the MRWPCA Regional Plant by the following steps:

¢ Formally request modification of the agreement between Army and MRWPCA to one
between FORA and MRWPCA with FORA essentially taking the Army’s position.

e Substantiate the modification request as essential to economic revitalization and reuse
of Fort Ord thus complying with provisions of the Pryor Amendment for a zero cost
transfer of assets or as a public benefit conveyance of existing waste treatment

capacity.

D. Based upon the projections of wastewater flows from the 05-01 Infrastructure Cost
Analysis, notify MRWPCA that FORA expects to incrementally expand its treatment
capacity rights in the Regional Treatment Plant by 4.0 MGD between 2005 and 2045.

E. Also based upon the projections of wastewater flows from the 05-01 Infrastructure Cost
Analysis, establish a wastewater treatment capacity increment of a FORA Sewerage
Connection Fee at a price of approximately $6.60 per wastewater gallon per day projected
to be discharged to the sewerage system by reuser projects. This Fee is to be established
on the following basis when all figures are confirmed.

OPERATIONAL CONDITIONS AND CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP) BUDGETS PFIP 3-85
May 17, 1996

e



FORT ORD OPERATIONS PLAN

Existing Ford Ord Capacity -

POM Annex Flow 2.1 MGD @ $0
Plus

Buy-in or Constructed Capacity 4.0 MGD 10 per gpd
Total Capacity 6.1 MGD @ $40 million
Unit Cost $6.56 per gpd

E. The proposed fee would be levied as a condition of and at the time of building occupancy.

G. If a pay-as-you-go and potential rate-based financing plan is implemented to cover the
wastewater system capital costs (including treatment capacity buy-in) for the first phase of
reuse through 2015, then a different set of calculations results. Over the 20 year period, a
total of $10.63 million would have to be raised from reusers who would be utilizing 3.33
MGD capacity in the treatment plant to serve the expected development. Thus, the one-
time cost as a hook-up fee would come to $3.19 per gallon per day (gpd) of capacity.

$ 10,630,000
022, = $3.19gp
3,330,000 gpd $ d

However, that figure would essentially “capture” the value of the Army’s previous
investment in treatment capacity and give the advantage to the first phase reusers
exclusively. If a similar projection was made for a buildout capacity of 7.33 MGD then
the calculations are as follows:

$ 64,930,000 * = $8.86 end of :
.86 gpd of capaci
7,330,000 gpd pacity

Having the Army’s capacity available to serve initial reusers allows adequate funds to be
generated on a pay as you go basis. This would also allow the option of replacing a one
time hook-up fee - which would be paid by the developer at the time of building
occupancy - with a surcharge on water rates so that the capital cost of the wastewater
system as well as on-going operating cost would be a defined part of each months water

bill.

* Cost to expand the wastewater system beyond Phase I were taken from the FORIS
Report,
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PFIP 4. Burden Analysis

41 BACKGROUND FOR THIS CHAPTER

This chapter has been prepared as part of the Operation Plan Component of the Fort Ord Base
Re-use Plan, The information presented in this report is based upon current base reuse planning
effort by the EDAW/EMC Team and draws from assumptions, strategies and finding as prepared
by this Team. The foundation for the analysis contained in the Operation Plan is EDAW’s
November 2, 1995 land use/employment/residential forecasts, which were revised/updated on
November 14, 1995 and on December 4, 1995,

4.2 PURPOSE OF THE CHAPTER

The present chapter is the first edition of a document that is expected to permit, in the language of
the consulting services contract for the Fort Ord Reuse Plan:

“.. a continuing evaluation of the magnitude of the cost of infrastructure and cost
of ongoing operations, compared to the value of land and improvements that will
exist at Fort Ord as Reuse takes place...”

The intent is to be sure that planning issues, engineering issues, issues of marketability and issues
of public finance are all considered concurrently. This will provide an assurance that the resulting
Reuse Plan is economically realistic as well as meeting policy objectives.

An updated edition of the present report will be issued at any time that a material change in
estimated costs to develop Fort Ord or estimated land vahees at Fort Ord has occurred.

4.3 AUTHORS OF THIS CHAPTER

The present chapter is being assembled by Angus McDonald & Associates based on data
estimates and judgments that were largely prepared by others. The primary sources of data are
land use/employment/residential forecast cited above and the following two documents:

Reimer Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates March 7, 1996 Selection of Public
Improvement Projects and 05-04 Infrastructure Cost Analysis.
(Prepared for the Fort Ord Base Reuse Planning Team)

Sedway Kotin Mouchly Group. (SKMG) Property Valuations December 29, 1995
(Prepared for the Fort Ord Base Reuse Planning Team.)
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These documents should be consulted to achieve an understanding of assumptions, limiting
conditions etc. that were associated with the estimates used in the present report. The authors of
these documents should be consulted for any interpretation of findings.

44 BURDEN OF FINANCING CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

The present section deals with costs to construct public improvements and the initial investment
that must be made to make lands at Fort Ord suitable for urban uses. The burden of financing
ongoing public services is not the subject of the present report. Ongoing annual revenues and
costs are considered in the report by Angus McDonald & Associates (Revised May 15, 1996).
Public Services Plan.

4.5 DEFINITIONS

Two key points pertaining to the use of the material in this report are discussed in the following
paragraphs. There is no attempt to define any terms other than the two terms points here. The
reader should tum to the source documents cited above for applicable definitions, conventions
etc.

4.5.1 The Point of Valuation

It should be obvious that market values and costs to bring land to the point that these market
values would be achieved must be expressed on a comparable basis. Nonetheless this has been a
point of confusion in comparable projects. Accordingly a discussion is appropriate.

Market values were measured assuming that finished and developable parcels were being offered
to willing buyers. Grading was assumed to have been accomplished, streets and sidewalks were
assumed to have been constructed and utilities were assumed to be available at the periphery of
the parcel.

With certain exceptions noted below, the estimate of public and private investment includes all of
the investment that would be necessary to bring land at Fort Ord from its current state to the state
of offering a finished, marketable parcel, as described immediately above.

The costs are classified in three groups:

e Cost for base-wide facilities.

! As defined in Government Code § 67655: “Base-wide facility” means a public capital facility which, in
the judgment of the {Fort Ord Reuse Authority} board is important to the overall reuse of Fort Ord, and
has significance beyond any single city or the unincorporated area of the county. Examples include major
roads, water supply and distribution etc.
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e Cost of local public facilities, i.e. facilities that do not meet the test of being base-wide
facilities but that will be ultimately owned by a city or Monterey County, depending on where
the local public improvement is located. Examples include local parks, city hall expansion,
etc.

o On-site investments for grading utilities, local streets etc. that are normally financed by a

private developer.

The current intention is to finance water supply and distribution and waste water collection from
the rates that are paid by users of water. Rates at Fort Ord would be no higher than rates
elsewhere on the Monterey Peninsula, Accordingly, costs of public improvements for water and
wastewater may have little or no effect on residual land values. The cost of water and sewer
facilities was excluded from the Burden Analysis.

One fire station was identified as a Base-wide facility and included i the 05-04 Cost Analysis.

The present analysis includes an approximate estimate of the cost of local police facilities, general
city facilities, etc. that were not included in the 05-04 Cost Analysis. These estimates are
preliminary and approximate. They are not based on a detailed capital improvement plan. As a
practical matter, each jurisdiction levying local charges would be expected to amend an existing
capital improvement plan or to establish a new capital improvement plan that covered the entire
jurisdiction of the agency, not just the portion within Fort Ord. Nonetheless, a reasonable
estimate was made based on experience in other jurisdictions so that the burden analysis would be
as complete as possible.

There are two major exceptions to the attempt to have a complete and comprehensive estimate of
the investment required to accomplish reuse at Fort Ord. First, there is no cost for demolition or
cleanup. Discussions are still in progress among members of the Fort Ord Reuse Team regarding
financing terms for properties requiring the demolition of existing buildings. This is a significant
policy issue, Certain particles that may be key to the early-year development at Fort Ord will
require demolition of existing buildings. The cost of demolition may exceed the market value of
the land.

A second potentially material cost that is missing at the present time is the cost of issuing
municipal bonds. As of the date of the present analysis, it appears that Base-wide facilities can be
financed on a pay-as-you-go basis. Taxes or development impact fees collected at the time
building permits are issued will be able to finance the Base-wide facilities without resorting to the
use of municipal bonds, If this conclusion changes and if the costs of financing are material, these
costs will be included in future editions of the Public Facilities Implementation Plan (PFIP).
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4.5.2 Interpreting The Net Residual Value

The net residual value of marketable land is estimated in the present report to be the difference
between the market value of the land in its finished state and the sum total of all costs (public and
private) to bring the land to a marketable condition. Ultimately, a more sophisticated approach to
valuation will be taken wherein the timing differences of investment compared to return on that
investment will be considered. A discounted cash flow analysis will discount both required
investment and expected revenue to their net present values.

However, it must be understood that the simple residual land value analysis is a special case of a
discounted cash flow analysis. In effect, a simple residual land value analysis is a discounted cash
flow analysis using a discount rate of 0.0%. It can be anticipated that private sector reuse of Fort
Ord will follow the pattern of investment and return on investment that is typical of real estate
projects. Investment must be made in the early years to create value. Sales will take place in
response to market demand, over a number of years. Accordingly since the flow of revenues is
further away (measured in years) than is the flow of costs, the present worth factor applied to the
revenues will produce a greater percent reduction to achieve a calculation of present worth than
will be the case for costs that ocour in the earlier years.

Thus, a simple residual land value analysis is an upper bound on value. When a discounted
present value calculation is done, the net present value of the land residual will be lower than the
quantity calculated by the simple process of subtraction. If residual land values are either very
low or even negative numbers, it can safely be assumed that a more complete discounted cash
flow analysis would reveal an even stronger case that the land uses are of questionable economic

viability.

4.6 THE ESTIMATE OF BURDEN

The estimate of the burden of financing public improvements and other investments for the land
uses at For Ord is shown in Table PFIP 4-1. It can be seen that market value of finished lots
exceeds the total cost to produce finished lost.

Until quite recently, it was assumed that the cost of Base-wide facilities would be allocated to
land use categories strictly in proportion to benefit or use. A strict rational nexus between land
use and demand for public improvements would be maintained and would meet the nexus tests
necessary to levy a development impact fee in California.

Considerations of economic development lead to a revision to this assumption. The
recommendation is presented in Section PFIP 5.5.1.5 that a one-time special tax levied by a
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District be used to finance Fort Ord’s share of Base-wide
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transportation improvements’. Table PFIP 4-1 is based on a cost allocation that would
appropriate for a Mello-Roos special tax, but would not be appropriate for development impact
fees.

4.7 BURDEN OF FINANCING ON-GOING PUBLIC OPERATIONS

The work program for the Fort Ord Reuse Plan Team includes a task to compare ongoing annual
City and County revenuies and ongoing costs to provide services. There is a preliminary
indication that revenues collected because of reuse of Fort Ord will not be sufficient to pay for the
ongoing cost of services, Mitigation measures are now being discussed among members of the
Fort Ord Base Reuse Planning Team. See the report by Angus McDonald & Associates (Revised
May 16, 1996), Public Services Plan.

% As a practical matter, since transportation facilities constitute a great majority of the CIP, administrative
efficiency suggests that the charge for the habitat management facilities and the Fire Station be collected
as part of the Mello-Roos special tax.
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Table PFIP 4-1
Summary of the Burden of Financing Public Improvements
: ) .
(4) ) (1) Market Value Residual Land
Base-Wide Local In-Tract Total Pet Acre and Value Per Acre

Land Use Category Units Facilities Facilities Costs Cost Finished Lots and Finished Lots
RESIDENTIAL - Exlisting

Low Denaity Dwelling Unit $8.418 $4,345 Varies $12,763 $35,000 $22,237

Medium Denaity Dwelling Unit $8,350 $3,423 Varies $11,773 $35,000 $23,227

High Denslity Dwelling Unit $7.215 $2,127 Varies $9,342 $35.000 $25,658
RESIDENTIAL - New

Low Density (4/acre) Dwelling Unit $8.407 $4,326 $20,000 $32,733 $95,000 $62,267

Medium Density (8/acre) Dwelling Unit $8,363 $4,263 $17.500 $30,116 $70,000 $30,884

High Density (8/acre) Dweelling Unit $3,341 $4,217 $13,125 $25,683 $55,000 $29,317

Attached (10/acre) Dwelling Unit $7.250 $3,510 $10,675 $21,435 $40,000 $18,565

Attached (20/acre) Dwalling Unit $5,394 $2,097 $5,338 $12,829 %$20,000 $7.171
RESIDENTIAL - Cther

CSUMB - Existing Dweiling Unit Allocated to CSUMB Balow

CSUMB - New Dwelling Unit Allocuted to CSUMB Below

POM Annex Housing nia
RETAIL & VISITOR SERVING

Convenience Acre $223,732 $4,038 $75,000 $302,770 $348,4580 $45710

Neighborhood Acre $223,732 $4,038 $75,000 $302,170 $348,480 $45,710

Regional/Outiet Acre $223,732 $4,038 $76,500 $304,270 $348,480 $44,210

Hotel Room $6.419 3170 $2,380 $8,989 $20,000 $11,031
LIBP & OFFICE/RAD

UC MBEST Acre 558,692 $6,204 $69,000 $133,897 $163,350 $29,453

LveP Acre $42,093 $2,687 $61,500 $106,260 $130,680 $24.420

OfceRALD Acre $57.345 $5,593 $70,500 $133,438 $163,350 $29,912
PLANNED PUBLIC FACILITIES

Otver na

My Enciove n'a

CsuMe Acre $38,180 $0 $1,750 $39,930 n'a na

netthutongl Acre $17.769 $1,009 $18,862 n‘a n‘a

Pubihc Bchools na
OPEN SPACE & RECREATION

Habitat Protection na

New Golf Courses Course $940,015 377,681 $1,017,695 n/a na

State Parks na

Equestrian Centers Acre $5,770 $955 $6,725 n‘a na

Parks & Greena na
Footnotes:

(1) Costs from Reimer Associates March 7, 1998 Infrastructure Cost Analysis.

(2) Finished Lot values from SKMG.

(3) Demolition costs not inicuded.

(4) Special tax to finance basewide facilities. Tax funds only Transportation, Habitat and Fire.
AKCAPCOUZFO_CFO0WKH{QRLY_SUM_1}
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PFIP5.  Public Facilities Financing Plan

Note: No use is made of proceeds from land sales that may go in part to local governments and
in part to FORA after disposition of territory within Fort Ord to private parties. Use of land
sale proceeds to finance public improvements has not yet been recommended, but is under
consideration. Use of land sales proceeds to finance fiscal deficits is also being considered.

5.1 BACKGROUND FOR THIS CHAPTER

This chapter has been prepared as part of the Operation Plan Component of the Fort Ord Base
Re-use Plan. The information presented in this report is based upon current base reuse planning
effort by the EDAW/EMC Team and draws from assumptions, strategies and finding as prepared
by this Team. The foundation for the analysis contained in the Operation Plan is EDAW’s
November 2, 1995 land use/employment/residential forecasts, which were revised/updated on

November 14, 1995 and on December 4, 1995,

5.2 AUTHORS OF THIS CHAPTER

Recommendations on financing for transportation projects, habitat management projects and
public services projects were made by Angus McDonald & Associates. Recommendations on
financing water system projects and wastewater system projects were made by Reimer Associates
and are presented in Section PFIP 3 of the present report.

5.3 SUMMARY OF FINANCING PLAN

The implementation of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan relies on construction of a total $187,118,000 in
public improvements that have of Base-wide significance (i.e. of significance beyond any single
city or the incorporated area of Monterey County). The present chapter presents
recommendations for financing these Base-wide facilities.

The recommendations on financing were based on several key principals.

¢ Every effort should be made to secure financing (whether grants or loans) from the Federal
Government, the State of California, and other governmental or eleemosynary sources. Since
these sources of financing are not certain, implementation of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan should

not depend on receiving external sources of financing.

e Absolutely no burden to finance public improvements at Fort Ord should be placed on the
existing tax base of any jurisdiction in Monterey County. Imstead, financing for Fort Ord

should “stand alone”.

PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN PFIP5-1
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e Redevelopment-type financing (i.e. the property tax increment that is generated because of
successful reuse of Fort Ord) should be used to refinance public improvements where this can
be done without creating a shortfall in the general fund of a jurisdiction. The agencies who
are responsible for providing police protection, fire protection or any other municipal or
county-wide services must have sufficient revenues to finance these services. Property tax
increment that is used to finance Base-wide facilities will not be available to finance on-going
services.

¢ Financing obtamed from, or secured by, a consumer rate-base (e.g. water or sewer rates) will
be used wherever practical. Rates will be used to finance capital facilities and to pay the
annual cost of operations and maintenance.

e The term ‘“development-related financing” refers to any form of financing related to land
development and secured by the underlying value of the land. The common examples of
development-related financing are development impact fees collected at or near the time of
development and special assessments or Mello-Roos special taxes levied on an ongoing basis
to repay bonded debt. The proceeds of bonds are used to finance public improvements at the
outset and these bonds are repaid over a period typical as long as 20-25 years.

e Preference would be given to development impact fees if calculations confirm that fees could
be accrued in time to finance public improvements at the time that they are required.
Financing districts using bonded debt can be structured in such a way that there is absolutely
no obligation for the general fund of the issuer to make payment if land owners are delinquent
in paying their assessment or special tax. Nonetheless there is additional cost associated with
using bonded debt (i.e. compared to the cost of using development impact fees). In addition
while there is no legal or moral obligation for an issuer to make payments if land owners are
delinquent there can be an unfavorable reaction in the municipal bond market that could effect
the credit rating of the issuer.

The folowing paragraphs summarize recommendations for financing Base-wide facilities serving
Fort Ord. It should be understood that “Base-wide facilities” refer to all of the public capital
facilities that are required to meet Level of Service (LOS) standards at Fort Ord. In the case of
roadway improvements (e.g. Blanco Road) some of these improvements are located physically
outside of Fort Ord. Some of the improvements located physically within the territory of Fort
Ord are properly paid for by a combination of new development at Fort Ord and new
development elsewhere in Monterey County (e.g. a road that serves a home-to-work trip
beginning outside of the territory within Fort Ord and ending at an employment center within Fort
Ord).

Redevelopment Tax Increment. The enabling legislation for the Fort Ord Reuse Authority
has elaborate provisions for sharing the increment in property tax that will become available as
reuse occurs at Fort Ord. This is an apparently attractive source of financing since all increase in

PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN PFIP 5.2
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taxable assessed valuation is “increment™. The territory within Fort Ord is not subject to taxation
while the land is owned by the US Government.

Property tax increment could be available to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) and to the
local government (with jurisdiction over the taxable land) to pay for Base-wide facilities. Use of
tax increment is recommended only if there is no adverse effect on local agencies’ general funds.

A fiscal analysis was prepared for the cities of Marina and Seaside and for Monterey County as
part of the present project.’ This analysis compared the annual ongoing local governmental
revenues (e.g. property tax, sales tax, transient occupancy tax) and the cost of providing ongoing
services {e.g. police protection, fire protection) and in the case of Monterey County, the cost of
ongoing human services (e.g. health, welfare and criminal justice). The result of the fiscal analysis
was disappointing although, with hindsight, not particularly surprising. The conclusion was
reached that in some instances the local tax base would not support the ongoing cost to provide
public services. Any decision to divert property tax to pay for the capital cost of Base-wide
facilities would further exacerbate a deficit in the general fund of local governments.

Accordingly, it is recommended that property tax increment be kept available to pay for capital
improvement and the cost of ongoing annual public services. Property tax increment would not
be used to pay for Base-wide infrastructure until the affected local government can show a
general fund surplus from development at Fort Ord.

Special Tax for Transportation Improvements. Monterey County, acting through the
Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) is actively considering a special tax that
would be levied countywide to pay for necessary transportation improvements. It is
recommended that FORA encourage the efforts to pass a county-wide special tax for
transportation improvements. However a sales tax and a tax based on vehicle miles traveled
would be more than consumed by necessary transportation improvements that serve the existing
population. Any use of a special tax to pay for Base-wide transportation improvements would be
at the expense of existing demand and existing deficiencies.

It is extremely difficult to achieve a two-thirds vote for any special tax. If a perception were
generated by the opponents to such a tax that the fund would be used to finance redevelopment at
Fort Ord the question would be raised “Why should we use our tax money to pay for
improvements to aid people who don’t live in our County yet?” A combination of strong FORA
support for a special tax and a clearly articulated position that “Fort Ord Reuse is paying its own
way and that reuse is not occurring at the expense of existing tax payers” is critical.

Cities/County Transportation Impact Fee. California law and recent Supreme Court
decisions require that there be a valid and demonstrable nexus between the demand place on roads
(or any other public facility) and imposition of a requirement that land development projects
participate in financing this public facility. As noted above, new development outside of Fort Ord

! Angus McDonald & Associates (Revised May 16, 1996) Public Services Plan.
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will receive a benefit from transportation projects on Fort Ord and trips originating on Fort Ord
and ending elsewhere in Monterey County will receive a benefit from roadway projects located
outside of Fort Ord.

The total area (both on-Base and off-Base) that will be impacted by growth and development
corresponds roughly with the service area of the Monterey/Salinas Transit District. This area will
be referred to subsequently as the Fort Ord Transportation Impact Area. It is recommended that
the Cities in the Fort Ord Transportation Impact Area and the cities in the Fort Ord
Transportation Impact Area and Monterey County itself levy an additional transportation impact
fee on development outside of Fort Ord. All development that benefits should be paying a
reasonable share (in proportion to the demand placed on the facility) for transportation
improvements that have been identified as being “Base-wide” in character.

The difficulty of achieving a successful enactment of a development impact fee in a total of 8
cities plus Monterey County is acknowledged. If the burden of financing cannot be spread
equitably between new development at Fort Ord and new development elsewhere in the Fort Ord
Transportation Impact Area then findings necessary to substantiate a defensible development
impact fee cannot be made.

Development Impact Fees and Special Taxes Levied on Development Within Fort
Ord. The original intent was to determine whether Fort Ord’s share of Base-wide facilities could
be financed from a series of development impact fees. A development impact fee must be levied
strictly in proportion to relative use or benefit. Other issues of public policy cannot be
considered. For example, a transportation impact fee must be levied in proportion to use. A
preferential impact fee can not be offered to a land use that produces significant economic
development advantages.’

During the course of the present assignment a conclusion emerged that a special tax rather than a
transportation impact fee should be used to finance Base-wide transportation improvements. The
rate for a special tax should be set such that the burden on employment-generating land uses
could be3 lowered relative to the rate that would be necessary if a strict rational nexus was
required.

The March 15, 1996 edition of the present document tested the feasibility of financing water and
wastewater projects from development-related charges. This source of financing was found to be

2 A credit or offset 1o a development impact fee can be offered in the name of economic development if there is a
source of revenue (e.g. an agency’s General Fund or redevelopment tax increment) to offset the impact fee that
would otherwise be due. Unfortunately as noted previously, General Fund deficits rather than surpluses are being
estimated, in some cases,

3 Lowering the rate on employment-generating land use categories has the effect of increasing the rate on
residential land use categories. In the special circumstance of Fort Crd this does not produce an inequity. This
point is discussed subsequently on the following page.
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feasible, but a direction emerged from FORA that rate-based financing be used for water and
waster improvements.

Rate based financing is discussed in Section PFIP 3 of the present report.

The Mello-Roos special tax that is recommended is a one-time special tax collected at the time a
building permit is issued. This special tax has economic characteristics that are exactly
comparable to a development impact fee. The fact that the tax was paid is no more apparent to
the ultimate first time buyer of a residence or a business property than was the fact that a
development impact fee was paid as part of the development process.

The rate of levy against each land use category for Base-wide facility improvements other than
transportation improvements (e.g. the recommended levy for fire protection) was done in a
manner that would meet the nexus tests required of a development impact fee.

It is recommended that a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District be established to levy a one-
time special tax to pay for Base-wide transportation improvements. Given the effort necessary to
create a Community Facilities District, legal research and further discussion may suggest that the
levy for all Base-wide facilities be established by FORA as part of the powers of the Mello-Roos
Community Facilities District.

The collection of the special tax or development impact fees would be done in each jurisdiction at
the time a building permit is issued.

Water and Wastewater. A recommendation regarding financing water treatment and
distribution and wastewater collection and treatment has emerged from consulting efforts
conducted separately from the present consulting project. These efforts have produced an
emerging consensus that water and wastewater capital facilities should be financed from user rates
or charges rather than from a development-related source of financing.

Table PFIP 5-1 shows the one-time Mello-Roos special tax that would be required to finance
Base-wide projects.

A cash flow analysis was conducted on a year by year basis for 20 years. Total planned cost for
public improvements in each year was compared to the total revenue that would be available from
a Mello-Roos tax. The conclusion was reached that the Base-wide public facilities could be
financed on a pay-as-go basis. The use of bonded would not be required.

This conclusion about pay-as-you-go financing is subject to revision during the process of actually
constructing the public improvements. The possibility of using financing districts (e.g. Special
Assessment districts or Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts) should not be eliminated.

* Fort Ord Reuse Authority. June 19, 1995. FORA: Water Supply Mission Organizational Report and Economic
Analysis. Prepared by Reimer Associates and Administrative Budget Counseling. Edited by James Feeney, FORA

Staff Engineer.
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Pay-as-you-go financing plans are vulnerable to a slowdown in the rate at which development
occurs. If there is a slowdown in development it may be necessary to use one or more financing
districts. Bonds would be issued and the proceeds of the bonds would be use to construct the
early-year public improvement projects.

Table PFIP 5-2 shows the total of special taxes (or development impact fees) for Base-wide
public facilities plus an estimate of the cost of non Base-wide public facilities (e.g. local police
stations) plus the cost of preparing the site of development. * This total is then compared to the
estimated market value of the finished lot. The difference between market value of finished lots
and the cost to bring a site to a readiness for development is an approximation to the “Residual
Land Value”(RLV) or the value of the land in its present state.®

In many cases in California an inspection of Table PFIP 5-1 would lead to the conclusion that
development is infeasible. The cost to bring land at Fort Ord to the point where sale to builders
would be possible is very significant, compared to the market value of finished lots.

The circumstance of Fort Ord is unique and not comparable to other land development projects.
Sophisticated developers, with the experience and financial strength to participate in the reuse of
Fort Ord, will understand very well the economics of residual land values. The price they will be
willing to pay for the raw land and the terms of the ultimate conveyance to them will reflect fully
the burden of financing public improvements and in-tract subdivision improvements. Developers
will negotiate terms of purchase that reflect economic realities and that permit a reasonable profit
to be made.

In summary, the conclusion has been reached that public improvements to serve Fort Ord can be
financed under conditions that are economically realistic. The cost of public improvements will
not be an impediment to the reuse of Fort Ord.

It is imperative however that FORA, in its marketing activities, clearly state that the terms of
conveyance should reflect economic realities. Potential developers should know very clearly both
the land use entitlements that they can expect and the burdens to finance public improvements that
they must bear.

3 The cost does not include the cost of demolition in those cases where there are existing buildings on the site that
would have to be removed. Financing for the cost of demolition is significant. The plan for financing this cost is
discussed in the Comprehensive Business Plan.

® The estimate of Residual Land Value (RLV) is approximate because the time value of money is not considered.
In the typical development project, costs are incurred at the outset, but revenues from sales occurs over a period of
several years. A more refined analysis would compare the discounted present value of costs and the discounted
present value of future sale of finished lots at market value.
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Table PFIP 5-1
The Special Tax To Finance Basewide Facilities
Total
Special Tax
To Fund
Transportation Habitat Fire Basewide
Land Use Categories Unit Improvements Management Facilities Facilities
RESIDENTIAL - Existing
Low Density Dwaelling Unit $8,199 877 §142 8,418
Medium Density Dwalling Unit 48,199 $64 487 88,350
High Density Dwelling Unit 847,133 639 $44 47,215
RESIDENTIAL - New
Low Density (4/acre) Dwelling Unit $8,199 877 $131 68,407
Medium Density (8/acre) Dwaelling Unit 48,199 877 487 48,363
High Density (B/acre) Dwelling Unit $8,199 877 465 $8,341
Attached (10/acre} Dwelling Unit 47,133 464 462 87,260
Attached {20/acre) Dwelling Unit $5,329 $39 426 $5,394
RESIDENTIAL - Other
CSUMB - Existing Dwelling Unit 48,199 877 40 $8,278
CSUMBE - New Dwelling Unit $0 $39 40 439
POM Annex Houging Dwelling Unit $0 $0 $0 $0
RETAIL & VISITOR SERVING
Convenience 1,000 SqFt $20,497 40 448 420,645
Neighborhood 1,000 SqFt 420,497 §0 848 420,545
Regional/Qutiet 1,000 SqFt 420,497 $0 $48 $20,646
Hotel Room $6,395 $0 §24 $6,419
L/BP & OFFICER&D
uc MBEST 1,000 SqFt 44,755 $0 643 $4,798
Li/sp 1,000 SqFt 48,067 $0 $76 48,143
Office/R&D 1,000 SqFt 45,247 80 448 45,295
PLANNED PUBLIC FACILITIES
Other nia
Miltary Enclave nia
csuMmB Student $820 40 $0 $820
institutional Employee $10,412 0 $316 10,728
Public Schools n/a
OPEN SPACE & RECREATION
Habitat Protection n/a
New Golf Courses Courses 898,360 $0 $43,654 $940,015
State Parks n/a
Equestrian Centers Acres 45,247 $0 4523 45,770
Parks & Greens n/a

Note: Figures are expressad in Jenuary 1, 1996 dollars.
Includes an additional 5% charge to administer the pragram.

Source: Angus McDonald & Associates.

PUBLIC FACILTIES FINANCING PLAN

51798

PFIP 5.7



FORT ORD OPERATIONS PLAN
Table PFIP 5-2

Residual Land Value Analysis
)
@ 7 m Market Value Residual Land
Base-Wide Local In-Tract Total Per Acre and Value Per Acre
Land Uss Category Units Facilities Facilities Costs Cost Finished Lots and Finished Lois

RESIDENTIAL - Existing

Low Density Dwelling Unit $8,418 $4,345 Varies $12,763 $35,000 $22.237
Medium Density Dwelling Unit $8,350 $3,423 Varies $11,773 335,000 $23,227
High Density Dwelling Unit $7.215 $2,127 Varies $9,342 $35,000 $25,658

RESIDENTIAL - New

Low Density (4/acre) Dwelling Unit $8,407 $4,326 $20,000 $32,733 $95,000 $62,267
Medium Density (6/acre) Dwelling Unit $8,363 $4,253 $17.500 $30,116 $70,000 $39,884
High Density (8/acre) Dwelling Unit 38,341 $4.217 $13,125 $25,683 $55,000 $29,317
Attachad (10/acre) DPwelling Unit $7.250 $3,510 $10,675 $21,435 $40,000 $18,565
Attached (20/acre) Dweiling Unit $5,994 $2,097 $5,338 $12,829 $20,000 $7.171

RESIDENTIAL - Other

CSUMB - Existing Dwelling Unlt Allocated to CSUMB Below
CSUMB - New Dwelling Unit Allocated to CSUMB Befow

POM Annex Housing n/a

RETAIL & VISITOR SERVING

Convenience Acre $223,732 $4038  $75,000 $302,770 $348,480 $45.710
Neighborhood Acre $223.722 $4008  $75,000 $302,770 $345,480 $45710
' ReglonaliOutiet Acre $223732  $4036  $76,500 $304,270 $348,480 $44,210

Hotel Room $6419 $170 $2,380 $3,969 $20,000 $11,031

LVBP & OFFICERAD

$58,693 $6,204 $69,000 $133,897 $163,350 $29.45)
$42,003 $2,667 361,500 $106,260 $130,680 $24,420
$57,345 $5,593 $70,500 $133,438 $163,350 $29.912

UC MBEST
e
ORowRLD

13}

PLANNED PUBLIC FACILITIES

Otur na

Miiary Enciowe na

CBUMD Acre $38,180 $0 $1,750 $39,930 na n'a
nptintenal Acre $17.769 $1.093 $0 $18, na na

Pubic Schools na
OPEN SPACE & RECREATION

Habitst Protection na
New Golf Coursas Course $940,015 $77,881 $0 $1,017,695 na wa

State Parks na
Equestrian Centers Acre $5.770 $955 30 $6.725 na n/a

Parks & Greshs n'a

Footnotes:
(1) Costs from Reimer Associates March 7, 1996 Infrastructure Cost Analysis.

(2) Finished Lot values from SKMG.
(3) Demolition costs not inkcuded.
(4) Special tax to finance basewide facilities. Tax funds only Transportation, Habitat and Fire.
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5.4 FINANCING POLICIES AND PRINCIPALS

5.4.1 The Purpose of the Public Facilities Implementation Plan

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s Public Facilities Implementation Plan (PFIP) is the
implementing document for the Fort Ord Reuse Plan policies on public facilities. The purpose of
the PFIP is to ensure that public facilities are adequate as reuse occurs at Fort Ord in accordance
with the Reuse Plan,

The PFIP is concerned only with Base-wide facilities’ that are necessary to implement the Fort
Ord Reuse Plan. The Reuse Plan will contain targets for Level of Service (LOS) for each class of
Base-wide facilities. These facilities must be constructed in a timely manner and financed in a
manner that equitably divides financial responsibility in proportion to the demands placed on new
facilities. FORA will seek all potential sources of financing for public improvements, including
federal and state grant as well as all locally-controlled sources of financing. The intent, however,
is to ensure that infrastructure to serve the reuse of Fort Ord does not place any burden on the tax
base of the local government with the responsibility for lands within Fort Ord.

The PFIP described in the present report is intended to finance public improvements for the
period July 1, 1996 to June 30, 2016 (i.e. fiscal years 1996/97 through 2015/16. It should be
understood that the public improvements required to implement the Facility Master Plans have
been designed to be implemented in a timely manner, over this entire planning period. The service
capacity or the cost over some arbitrarily-selected span of years during that planning period may
be higher or lower than the average amount of capacity added or cost incurred during the entire
planning period. It is frequently necessary to construct projects in their entirety rather than be
able to add very small increments of capacity each year directly in response to demand. Thus, the
“average cost” may vary significantly from year to year, over the planning period.

The PFIP incorporates the CIPs for the Base-wide facilities cited previously. The CIPs plus the
accompanying text in the present report identifies the purpose to which impact fees to finance
Base-wide facilities are to be put and demonstrates the relationship between the fees and the
purpose for which they were charged. The adoption of these CIPs, together with a careful
practice of FORA to establish accounts® and appropriating funds for implementation of the PFIP,
complies with the requirements of the CIPs for the Base-wide facilities cited previously.

? According to Government Code § 67655 “Base-wide facility” means a public capital facility which, in the
judgment of the [Fort Ord Reuse Authority] board is important to the overall reuse of Fort Ord, and has
significance beyond any single city or the incorporated area of the county.

# A single account can be used if a single Mello-Roos special tax is used to finance habitat and fire protection as
well as the transportation improvements.
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5.4.2 The Process of Preparing The Public Facilities Implementation Plan

The sequence of planning for increased capacity and expanded public improvements at Fort Ord is
as follows:

s The Fort Ord Reuse Plan and accompanying growth management policies and ordinances
are adopted.

e A forecast is made of the growth and development that can reasonably be expected to
occur, given the policies of the jurisdictions with land use authority for lands within Fort
Ord.

e Levels of Service (LOS) and Timing Standards for each major service are adopted. The
term “Timing Standard” refers to an adopted policy as to when a public improvement
must be in place to avoid an unacceptable degradation in the Level of Service,

e Facilities master plans are prepared or updated and preliminary engineering designs are
prepared for the required amount and location of new capacity that will serve the planned
and predicted growth, at the LOS standard.

¢ Engineering cost estimates and timing of project expansion are prepared.
o A means of financing is selected.

The following paragraphs describe policies and principles that apply to all the Financing Plans that
are summarized in the present document.

5.4.3 Forecast of Growth and Development

A forecast of the rate at which reuse will occur and Fort Ord is a key step in developing the
Public Facilities Implementation Plan. Assumptions about the amount of growth and its location
on the territory of Fort Ord have a strong influence on the location, the capacity and the cost of
public facilities. The forecast of amount of growth also largely determines the forecast of capacity
to finance public improvements.

The forecast of the rate of at which reuse will occur at Fort Ord was cited in Section 5-1. It
should be understood that the forecast of the amount and location of reuse was used directly and
explicitly in preparing facilities master plans estimates of capacity required to extend public
services and estimates of cost of public improvements. Accordingly, there is a direct relationship
between the forecast of development, the forecast of required facilities, and the forecast of cost
and required financing.

The land use categories in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan are also used in the PFIP.

PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN PFIP 5-10
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The Fort Ord Reuse Plan will define land use categories in terms of a range of densities and
intensities that can be permitted. The Facility Master Plans and the PFIP were based on the
expected value for land use intensities for future development. These estimates of expected value
for land use densities/intensities reflect trends and market forecasts and may change from year to
year. The expected values are used for engineering design purposes only.

If FORA adopts a development impact fee ordinance it is recommended that this ordinance
include an administrative procedure to deal with exceptions (ie., significant departures from
assumptions about land uses and their impact on demand for public improvements that may occur
in the future).

5.4.4 Level of Service and Timing Standard

The term “need” applies to certain basic human requirements such as personal safety and implies a
responsibility to meet that need without regard to cost. In general, however, public services are
measured as demands where different Levels of Service can be selected by the people and their
political leaders, reflecting a willingness to pay for a Level of Service that is selected. The
concept of demand is fundamental to FORA’s Public Facilities Implementation Plan.

5.4.4.1 Level of Service Standard

A Level of Service is selected, and then the facilities required to provide that Level of Service are
designed and their costs are estimated. If a different Level of Service had been selected, then a
different set of cost estimates in the PFIP would have emerged. A specific and measurable Level
of Service target was incorporated into each of the public facilities master plans. The target for
Level of Service directly influenced the capacity and cost of public services.

5.4.4.2 Timing Standard

The timing (i.e., the year[s] of construction) of planned public improvements is often a key
consideration that affects the success of a program for extending public service. FORA has set a
target such that capacity is sought to be available to serve demand at the specified Level of
Service, but not to anticipate demand.

The general standards for timing of construction of public improvements are as follows:

e Wherever possible, the land ultimately required for each improvement included in a
Facilities Master Plan will be preserved before development occurs in an area.

o Improvements will be in place before the Level of Service has degraded unacceptably
below the LOS target for each class of public facilities.

More specific timing standards are presented for each class of facilities in the appropriate section
of the present report.
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The required timing for each public improvement is related primarily to the additional
development ° that will be served by that improvement. In general, the point when demand for
additional service capacity creates the requirement to complete a public improvement project, is
measured in terms of cumulative Dwelling Unit Equivalents added. An example might be:
“..When 3,000 water Dwelling Unit Equivalents have been added.” These point of demand,
measured in the appropriate Dwelling Unit Equivalents, are then tied to the calendar by means of
the development forecast described previously.

The distinction between demand measured in Dwelling Unit Equivalents and demand measured as
& point in time is more than a technical nicety. Development forecasts -- particularly short-term
development forecasts -- have proven to be notoriously inaccurate. A major strength of FORA’s
Public Facilities Implementation Plan process is that financing is related directly to demand.
Projects are staged when demand occurs and are not rigidly tied to the calendar. A future that
differs from the forecast is self-correcting in that:

¢ A slowdown in the development produces a slower rate at which additional capacity will
be demanded as well as a slower rate at which development impact fees will be accrued.

o If development occurs faster than expected, then special taxes or development impact fees
will be available sooner to construct improvements to serve the subsequent, accelerated
demand.

5.4.5 The Public Facilities Plans

The present section describes the process that leads from the forecast of development being
served and the assumption about Level of Service and timing to the design of individual public
improvement projects.

5.4.5.1 Facility Master Plans and the PFIP

The Public Facilities Implementation Plan is based on a Facilities Master Plan for each of the
public services included within the PFIP.

FORA’s PFIP is a detailed statement of the City of Marina, City of Seaside and County of
Monterey’s intention to plan and construct public facilities over a planning period of twenty years.
The first adopted PFIP covers the period beginning in Fiscal Year 1996/97 and ending in Fiscal
Year 2015/16. The intent is to update the PFIP every fifth year. For example, in the year 2000
five years will be added to the planning period, and the PFIP will include the years 2000/2001
through 2020/2021.

Thus, the PFIP document will always cover a time period of between fifteen and twenty years.

® Additional development is measured in Dwelling Unit Equivalents (DUEs). A discussion of the purpose and use
of DUEs begins in Section PFIP 5.4.6.

PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN PFIP5-12
May 17, 1996



FORT ORD OPERATIONS PLAN

A time period of this length is realistic for purposes of planning and building public improvements.
A longer time period (e.g., fifty years) would require assumptions to be made about changing
technology, long-term costs of emergy, demographic trends, etc., that cannot be reasonably
predicted. A fifieen-to-twenty-year planning period offers some assurance that cost per unit of
development will be relatively uniform and that the public improvements that are scheduled for
construction can be constructed for the estimated costs.

Facility Master Plans, which have been prepared for the major categories of public improvements,
are designed to accommodate the total growth that would be permitted under the Fort Ord Reuse
Plan (i.e., beyond 2015). In order to implement Facility Master Plans, lands for public purposes
(in particular, right-of-way for transportation projects) should be preserved, even though
development may not take place for many years in the future.

The buildout of residential land (given current market trends) would occur significantly before
buildout of lands designated for commercial and industrial purposes. Accordingly, a mechanical
process of multiplying acres available times the expected density/intensity of land use, which
might be called “ultimate buildout potential,” would produce a misleading and technically-
incorrect result. “Ultimate buildout™ as defined above, could not be used for financial or fiscal
planning purposes, since the time at which buildout of different land use categories is separated by
years (or even decades). The use of “ultimate buildout” for financial or fiscal planning would
implicitly involve a combination of dollars from different time periods, with different purchasing
power. This violates principles of both economics and accounting,

Accordingly, a twenty year planning period was selected for facilities planning and financing.
5.4.5.2 Phasing of Improvemaents

The facilities master plans are useful as guides to the phasing of improvements, but the portion of
the PFIP that is financed from development impact fees is based on the meost efficient and
economical program for extending public services through Fiscal Year 2015/2016. Public
improvement projects are phased over time, based on a three-step process.

e The forecast of development cited previously was the starting point for an assumption
about when demand for services will occur and where this demand will occur
geographically. The forecast was based on an estimate of realistic market absorption
rates.

e The development forecast took into account various factors which influence the location
of development, such as proximity to major sewer and storm drain facilities and the
schedule for planned improvements on the State Highway System.

o Capital Improvement Projects were then phased in the most efficient manner, given the
forecast of growth to be served and given the recommended Level of Service and Timing

Standards.
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Phasing of development and the public improvements to support that development is based on
forecasts and assumptions. Phasing per se is not a statement of the policy. Landowners and
developers may request a different phasing of public improvements. If, at the discretion of
FORA, this different phasing can be accommodated without compromising the objectives of the
Public Facilities Implementation Plan, a PFIP amendment can be adopted. If necessary,
landowners who request a different phasing may be asked to provide advance funding for the
incremental cost to provide infrastructure in advance of the time when the most efficient and
economical Capital Improvement Plan would provide these improvements. The PFIP can then
include provisions for reimbursement to those who advance funds. Reimbursement would occur
at the time that the affected improvements would originally have been constructed.
Reimbursement would be made in dollars of then current purchasing power.

5.4.5.3 Cost Estimates for Capital Improvement Projects

The capital costs assigned to each public improvement project are based upon concept plans at a
scale of 1”:1000°. Costs are preliminary and present the conceptual nature of infrastructure
planning to date. Costs do not include demolition, except as noted, hazardous waste or munitions
clean up, environmental mitigation, or right-of~way within For Ord, agency fees, financing costs
or on-going operations and maintenance. The schedule is based on route information available as
of November 1995. The EDAW/EMC Team Members assume no hability for changes in
quantities or prices due to unforeseen or subsequent condition or for changes directed by
controlling agencies. The engineering costs estimates were originally expressed in terms of the
costs that are expected at mid year 1995. An assumption about cost increases is included in the
present analysis for the purposes of developing a financing plan. The costs estimates include a
15% contingency and 20% for Engineering, Administration, Surveying, Soils Investigations and
Construction Management.

It is assumed that the Environmental Impact Report on the Fort Ord Reuse Plan will deal with
issues of regional significance. It is assumed that any further environmental review will deal solely
with highly localized impacts. The project cost estimates attribute any future additional
environmental study cost to be a part of the 15% contingency

It is assumed that all right-of~way within the territory of Fort Ord will be identified and set aside
before the PFIP is actually implemented. According, there is no allowance for the cost of right-
of-way on the territory within Fort Ord in the PFIP. An allowance is provided for a right-of-way
that will be required for projects located outside of Fort Ord (e.g., regional road-way
improvements). It was assumed that this right-of-way would be purchased at fair market value.

5.4.5.4 Financing Zones

The territory within Fort Ord was treated as a single financing zone for the purposes of the
preliminary analysis in the present report. This assumption may prove to be adequate for the
water, sewer, and habitat projects and for a fire facility that can be considered a base wide facility.
It is a virtual certainty that a single financing zone is not appropriate for a transportation impact
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fee. A more refined analysis will be necessary before a final Cities/County transportation impact
fee can be adopted.

5.4.6 Allocating Responsibility To Pay

A plan for financing public facilities must reflect that fact that, in general, commercial and
industrial land uses create a demand for services in addition to the demand created by residents

and dwelling units.
5.4.6.1 The General Case

Demand for public services can be expressed in a common vocabulary for all land use categories
by converting all land use categories into their “Dwelling Unit Equivalents” (DUEs). The
Medium Density Residential land use category is selected as the benchmark or norm. It is
assigned a DUE factor of 1.0. The demand for capacity imposed by all other land use categories
is then calculated relative to the demand imposed by a Medium Density dwelling,

A simple example can illustrate the concept. Demand for wastewater collection is estimated for
each land use category in terms of total gallons per acre per day. This assumption, together with
the assumption about future average densities and intensities can be lead to a calculation of
relative production of wastewater by dwelling units in each residential land use category and by
1,000 square feet of commercial building space and by 1,000 square feet of industrial space.
These demand estimators can then be normalized by using the value for the Residential Medium

Density land use category as the base.

It should be noted that DUE factors differ for water, sewer collection, transportation, etc.. The
comparative demands based on each of these services by (for example 1,000 square feet of
Regional Retail development) is not the same, compared to the demands created by a Residential

Medium Density dwelling unit.

A full specification for DUE factors and a forecast of DUEs added through Calendar Year 2015
are presented for transportation, habitat management, and fire protection in Section PFIP 5.5 of
the present report. These forecasts guided the engineering, design and cost estimating that was
part of the PFIP process. Thus, there is a direct relationship between each category of land use

and the cost of public improvements.
5.4.6.2 DUEs and Special Tax Rates

The discussion to this point in Section PFIP 5.4.6 has emphasized Dwelling Unit Equivalent
(DUE) factors that would be used to establish relative rates of a development impact fee. It was
assumed that the DUE factors would provided the necessary nexus between land development
and public improvement projects as required by government code §66000 et seq. and by recent
US Supreme Court decisions.
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The strict nexus requirements for a valid development impact fee do not apply if a special tax is
used to finance public improvements. Instead there must be the less demanding test that there be
general benefit to a particular land use if a public improvement is constructed.

Nonetheless tax rates for a special tax (e.g. a tax levied by a Mello-Roos Community Facilities
District) can be expressed in the same format as the DUE factors that are used for a development
impact fee,

5.4.7 Policy Assumptions on Sources of Financing

Preference for sources of financing were described in Chapter PFIP 1. of the present report.

5.4.8 Calculating Development Impact Fees
Three separate outcomes can result when development impact fees are calculated.
5.4.8.1 “Simple” Development Impact Fees

In some situations, financing public improvements on a ‘pay-as-you-go” basis is quite
straightforward. This occurs if individual projects are relatively small compared to the total cost
of the program. Cash flow issues can be minimized and projects can be designed and constructed
as impact fees are collected.

The development impact fee applicable to this situation is approximately equal to the total cost of
all improvements, divided by the total number of DUEs that have been forecast to develop
through 2015, This relationship is approximate, rather than exact, because the balances in the
development impact fee accounts eam interest, and interest is earned by, or paid on, borrowings
between development impact fee accounts to accommodate cash flow requirements.

5.4.8.2 A Different Fee During Different Time Periods

In general, public improvements cannot be sized precisely so that the added capacity exactly
meets the added demand at the point in time when this capacity becomes available Capacity is
normally added in discrete increments. For example, a street must be widened in increments of
full lanes, and this frequently provides more capacity than would absolutely be required to meet
the LOS target. As another example, a sewer project must be of certain size to be economically
constructed and must use commercially available sewer pipe that is available only in discrete
diameters.

The result is an improvement whose capacity unavoidably exceeds demand at the time that
construction is completed.

It is frequently the case that the phenomenon described above leads to a situation where the total
cost per Dwelling unit Equivalent to meet Level of Service and timing standards is higher in the
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carly years of a program than is the case in later years. The capacity that is financed in the early
years unavoidably exceeds the demand because of the necessity to build reasonable and practical
increments of capacity. '

If necessary the FORA PFIP can deal with this situation by dividing the entire planning period
into subperiods. A development impact fee is adopted for each time period within the overall
twenty-year planning horizon such that the fee is adequate to meet the LOS and timing standards
for development which occurs during that period. For example, if the cost per DUE is higher for
the first seven years, then a fee is adopted that will be adequate for this seven-year period.

In the situation described above, even though capacity in excess of demand for the (presumed)
seven year period was unavoidably produced, this capacity will also benefit those who develop

after Year 7.

FORA intends to re-evaluate growth, trends and forecasts regularly and to impose a development
impact fee on those developers who will utilize the excess capacity of a factuality, if any has been
created. The money collected from these developers will be placed into a development fee
account and, at regular intervals, after the facility is built, may be distributed to the developers
who paid the original development impact fee used to construct the facility. This distribution
would be in proportion to the original fee contributed from each developer, plus an allowance for
mterest from the date of contribution.

agreement with FORA. This agreement will generally provide that if future development occurs
that would utilize excess capacity of a public facility, and if FORA is able to collect development
impact fees for such development, then the developer would be reimbursed for a portion of the
development impact fee that he or she has paid.

5.4.8.3 Borrowing Between Impact Fee Accounts

It is frequently the case that years of greatest cash requirement for different classes of public
facilities occur at different times. It becomes possible in that case to borrow between
development impact fee accounts and eliminate the requirement for different fees during different
time periods. The applicable rules are:

e An accounting is made for borrowings and a payment of interest to the development
impact fee account from which funds are loaned. This financing cost is included in the
impact fee for the impact fee account receiving the funds but, in return, a higher fee can be

avoided.

¢ In no case can the fee for any impact fee account that loans money to another account be
higher than would be the case if no inter-account borrowing was allowed.

FORA should adopt a high standard of prudence and care when consideration is given to
temporary borrowings between development impact fee accounts. Funds accumulate in a
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development impact fee account because it is necessary to collect impact fees over a number of
years to have the means to finance a public improvement in a future year. If these funds are
loaned to a second development impact fee account, this account must be in a position to repay
the loan on or before the date at which the public improvement project was scheduled to be built.

5.4.9 Monitoring Development and Updating The Public Facilities Implementation
Plan

It is recommended that FORA review the Public Facilities Implementation Plan and each
Development Impact Fee resolution annually, at or near the start of the fiscal year. Any change in
development impact fees would generally be effective on January 1 of the following calendar year.
The PFIP is subject to revision because of several factors. These factors include the impossibility
of forecasting exactly the rate and location of development in FORA, variations in the cost of
construction of public improvements and variation in the standards that may be applicable in the
future to the design of individual public improvements. At a minimum, the change in development
impact fees will reflect changes in the Engineering News Record 20-Cities Average Construction
Cost Index and would also reflect any changes in design standards or costs of projects that had
occurred during the previous fiscal year.

In addition, FORA intends to assure that the Fort Ord Reuse Plan and the various Public
Facilities Master Plans remain responsive to FORA policy and changing development conditions.
FORA intends to review both the Fort Ord Reuse Plan and the Facility Master Plans on a five-
year cycle. Policies in an amended Fort Ord Reuse Plan will be incorporated into all of FORA’s
Facility Master Plans and into each impact fee Ordinance and Resolution. At the same time, a
forecast of growth and development for an additional five years will be added to the planning
period for each Fort Ord Reuse Plan document.

Information about changes in the availability of State/Federal grants and loans or other sources of
revenue will be incorporated into the fee programs during the annual review.

5.4.10 Financing Assumptions

The Financing Plan is dependent upon accurately predicting the true value of money and the
changes in construction cost over the period of the PFIP. This statement is particularly true if
municipal bonds are used to finance public improvements since there is limited opportunity to
respond if projects are significantly more expensive than anticipated. The accurate forecast of
future money market conditions is less critical because development impact fees can be adjusted
annually. In this regard, the following assumptions have been incorporated into the PFIP financial
analyses.

5.4.10.1 Inflation Rate: 3.20%

Project costs will be inflated based upon project phasing.
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5.4.10.2 Tax-Exempt Rate: 7.20%

The tax-exempt interest rates that will be used for the analysis will change with market conditions.
5.4.10.3 Taxable Rate: 9.20%

The taxable rates used will be 200 basis points over the tax-exempt rate.

5.4.10.4 Construction Drawdown Schedules

The construction drawdown schedules for all project elements will be provided by the consultant
engineers.

5.4.10.5 Capitalized Interest Reinvestment Rate: 5.00%

The reinvestment rates used reflect current market rates on Treasury securities, unless those rates
exceed the tax-exempt interest rate in which case the tax-exempt interest rate is used as the
reinvestment rate. If a Treasury security is used, the term of the security reflects the mid-point of
the life of the fund.

5.4.10.6 Debt Service Reserve Fund Size: 10.0% of Par
5.4,.10.7 Debt Service Reserve Fund Reinvestment Rate: 5.00%

The reinvestment rate for the debt service reserve fund reflects the current market rate for a 5-
year Treasury note unless that rate exceeds the tax-exempt interest rate. Under such conditions,
the tax-exempt interest rate is used.

5.4.10.8 Costs of Issuance

Costs of issuance associated with each bond issue, if any, will be calculated separately for each
proposed bond issue, These costs include underwriters' fees, bond counsel, financial advisor,

costs of printing, etc.

5.4.11 Overall Intent

A concluding statement about PFIP policies and principles is appropriate. It is recommended that
FORA adopt an overall statement of intent to have a PFIP update process that is flexible and
responsive to changing conditions. Careful consideration should be given to proposals submitted
by landowners for interim or permanent solutions that better serve landowners' development
opportunities within the overall constraint of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan and PFIP goals and

policies.

It is recommended that FORA staff be given authority and responsibility to treat updating and
maintenance of the PFIP as a very high priority.
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5.5 FINANCING PLANS FOR BASE-WIDE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

The present section of the report describes the financing plan for each class of Base-wide public
improvements.

5.5.1 Financing Plan for Transportation Improvements
5.5.1.1 Purpose of the Financing Plan

As discussed more fully in Section PFIP 5.4.1 the general purpose of financing plans for all Base-
wide facilities is to provide a means to finance the public improvements required to meet the
objectives of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. The specific purpose is to assure financing for the
transportation projects listed in Section PFIP 1.7 of the present document.

The principals for financing public improvements that were listed in Section PFIP 1.5 are each
applicable to the present section. They are incorporated by reference into the present section.

5.5.1.2 Development Being Served

The financing plan for transportation improvements is based on the forecast of growth cited
previouslty through the end of calendar year 2015. The financing plan for transportation
improvements is based on the concept that services are being provided both to residential and
nonresidential land.

5.5.1.3 Level of Service and Timing Standard

The Level of Service (LOS) Standard and the Timing Standard incorporated into the Fort Ord
Reuse Plan is summarized in Table PFIP 5-3. It should be understood that the LOS and Timing
Standard together with the estimated increase in demand for services that is forecast to occur by
the end of calendar year 2015 were used directly to calculate the size and the timing for each
planned transportation improvement. Accordingly there is a direct relationship between the
forecast of future development, the target for Level of Service, the Timing Standard, and the size
and cost of each transportation improvement that will be constructed.
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Table PFIP 5-3

Level of Service and Timing Standards
Transportation Financing Plan

TRANSPORTATION Maintain LOS D on the road Construct improvements
network within the territory of described in the Fort Ord Reuse
Fort Ord. Strive to maintain LOS | Plan CIP at a time such that the
D on roadways described in the LOS does not degrade below the

Monterey County Congestion bottom end of LOS D for more
Management Plan, but outside the | than three years.
territory of Fort Ord.

5.5.1.4 Planned Transportation Facilities

Financing requirements for transportation improvements to serve the development that is
expected on Fort Ord by the end of the calendar year 2015 are summarized in Table PFIP 5-4,
There are four classes of transportation improvements to be financed.

Regional Transportation Improvements. A significant investment will be required to meet
Level of Service standards in Fort Ord Transportation Impact Area on major roadways which are
currently deficient (i.e. are not meeting Level of Service targets for the existing population). In
addition expansion will be required to serve new development both on the territory within Fort
Ord and elsewhere in the Fort Ord Transportation Impact Area. An example is improvements to
State Highway 156.

New Capacity on Fort Ord. The demand for additional capacity on transportation projects
located on territory within Fort Ord may be generated by two separate sources. Demand may be
generated by additional trips that begin and end on territory within Fort Ord or that begin outside
of Fort Ord but that end within Fort Ord. Examples include a trip that originates at a residence in
Fort Ord and end at 2 new work place in Fort Ord or a home-to-work trip that begins outside
Fort Ord and ends within Fort Ord.

Additional Transportation Capacity Outside of Fort Ord That Serves New
Development on Fort Ord. There is an analog to increased capacity for transportation
projects on Fort Ord that serve new trips that may or may not begin within the territory of Fort
Ord. A transportation project outside of Fort Ord may require additional capacity to serve trips
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that begin on Fort Ord and end elsewhere in Monterey County, or visa-versa. An example would
be additional capacity on Blanco Road.

Offsets for Land Development Projects that are Exempt from Additional Impact
Fees or Taxes. There are a significant number of residential and commercial developments in
the Fort Ord Transportation Impact Area that have received development approvals and that have
filed vesting tentative subdivision maps or entered into development agreements. Development
impact fees or special taxes may be recommended to finance transportation projects that provide
capacity required by land development projects covered by vesting tentative maps or development
agreements. It may not be possible to place additional levies on such land development projects.
Accordingly, an altowance is shown in Table PFIP 5-4 for the total cost that would otherwise be
appropriately levied against previously-approved land development projects but for the existence
of vesting tentative subdivision maps or development agreements.

Financing for costs that are quite legitimately being avoided by land development projects with
vesting tentative maps or development agreements can not be obtained from a development
impact fee on new development that is not subject to vesting tentative maps/development
agreements. As discussed elsewhere, development impact fees must respond to a test of rational
nexus. A decision that was quite legitimately made at the time to offer a vesting tentative map or
a development agreement to a land development project does not eliminate the need to hold to the
rational nexus requirement. If development impact fees are proposed, future development
projects (whether located on territory within Fort Ord or located elsewhere in the Fort Ord
Transportation Impact Area) could resist a requirement to make up for the financial shortfall that
was inadvertently created by a decision that was entirely appropriate at the time but now exempts
certain land development projects from paying an impact fee. However a one-time Mello-Roos
special tax collected at the time of issuance of a building permit_solely on land development
projects located within Fort Ord could be levied to finance what otherwise would be a shortfall.

65.5.1.5 The Financing Plan for Transportation Improvements

The recommended sources of financing for each class of transportation improvement is
summarized in Table PFIP 5-4. The following paragraphs describe sources of financing in greater
detail

Regional Transportation Tax. The Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) is
currently evaluating alternative sources of financing for transportation improvements are that
justified by existing land uses in Monterey County. The leading alternatives currently under
consideration are a County-wide sales tax and an innovative tax based on number of vehicle miles
traveled (VMT). These sources of financing would be more than spoken for if existing
deficiencies are to be financed successfully. Nonetheless remedies for existing deficiencies (e.g.
on State Route 68 and 156) have been found by the Fort Ord Reuse Planning Team to be essential
to the successful economic development of Fort Ord.

In the following paragraphs recommendations are made that the transportation projects (whether
located on the territory within Fort Ord or not) that are required to serve reuse at Fort Ord be
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financed from a “stand alone™ new source of financing. It is recommended that a new special tax
not be used to finance improvements to serve the reuse of Fort Ord.

“Stand alone” financing for transportation projects to serve Fort Ord will enhance the practicality
of achieving the two-thirds vote of existing voters that will be necessary to enact a regional
transportation tax. In the absence of a “stand alone” policy, opponents of a tax increase for
existing deficiencies will ask the question “Why should we tax ourselves to serve residents and
employers who don’t yet live in our County?” If a regional transportation tax is used exclusively
to remedy existing deficiencies, this argument can be countered.

Cities/County Transportation Impact Fee. As noted above, there are transportation
improvements located physically within the territory of Fort Ord that provide capacity to serve
new development projects located outside of the territory within Fort Ord. It is recommended
that the cities in the Fort Ord Transportation Impact Area and the County of Monterey each enact
a development impact fee to pay an equitable portion of these transportation improvements.

There is precedent in California for a transportation impact fee that is collected both in cities and
the unincorporated arca so that new development pays its equitable share of transportation
improvements. It has been estimated that a transportation impact fee totaling approximately
$3,210 per single family residential unit would pay the equitable share of transportation
improvements located both within the territory of Fort Ord and elsewhere in the Fort Ord
Transportation Impact Area that should be fairly charged for new development in the Fort Ord
Transportation Impact Area but not on Fort Ord.

The transportation impact fee for land uses other than single family residential (i.e. residential in
other density categories and commercial and industrial) uses can be approximated using the
material provided in Section PFIP 5.5.1.6 of the present report. The Cities/County transportation
impact fee for nonresidential land uses is discussed further in that section of this report.

Mello-Roos Special Tax for Transportation Improvements. As the financing plan for
transportation improvements was being assembled, it was originally assumed that a development
impact fee for transportation improvements would be recommended to finance Fort Ord’s share
of transportation improvements whether they be located on the territory within or outside Fort
Ord. Subsequent analysis lead to the recommendation that a one-time Mello-Roos special tax for
transportation improvements be levied, in preference to a development impact fee.

A tax can be levied in a manner that recognizes general benefit for transportation improvements
but that does not demand strict proportionality between the tax rate and the travel demand
generated by each land use category. The Mello-Roos special tax can be set, for example, to
foster economic development. It is possible to assign a lesser burden to land uses that generate
employment and support economic development than would be the burden if a strict rational

nexus was required.

It should be understood that a one-time special tax is being recommended. This is not a tax that
would be levied on future homeowners and businesses over many years, to repay the cost of
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bonded debt. The tax would be collected once, at the time a building permit is issued. The
subsequent homeowner or business would be no more aware that this tax had been levied than
they would be aware that a development impact fee had been levied. In other words, the legal
theory on which the tax is levied differs from the legal theory that must underlie a valid
development impact fee. The economic effect of a one-time Mello-Roos special tax is exactly
comparable to the economic effect of a development impact fee.

The recommended Mello-Roos tax rate for transportation projects was shown in Table PFIP 5-1.
5.5.1.6 Relationship to Land Use

As were noted previously it was originally assumed that a transportation development impact fee
would be recommended both for land development projects located within the territory of Fort
Ord and land development projects located elsewhere in the Fort Ord Tramsportation Impact
Area. Careful attention was given to an assessment of the relative demand placed on
transportation improvements by the different categories of land use in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.
Trip-generation rates (e.g. trips per acre per day) alone are an inadequate measure since the trips
observed to stop at a retail establishment are frequently trips whose primary origin is a workplace
and primary destination is a residence. Only a portion or such a trip can reasonably be assigned to
retail land use categories,

The recommended “rational nexus” Dwelling Unit Equivalent (DUE) factors for transportation
are shown in Table PFIP 5-5. This exhibit considers the percent of trips with a stop at a retail
establishment that represent a pass-by trip or a short diversion from a trip whose primary purpose
was work-home or home-work. In addition the expected length of the trip is considered when
relative responsibility to pay by each land use category is considered.

Table PFIP 5-5 also shows the DUE factors that are recommended for the Mello-Roos special
tax. As noted previously the Mello-Roos DUE factors (and the resulting tax rates) were selected
to encourage job-generating land uses.

Table PFIP 5-5 can be used as a guide to the rates of development impact that would be collected
outside of territory within Fort Ord but elsewhere in Monterey County as part of the
recommended Cities/County development impact fee program. The impact fee rate can be
approximated by selecting land use categories used in each participating jurisdiction (i.e. each city
and unincorporated Monterey County) that corresponds most closely to the land use categories
shown in Table PFIP 5-5.
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Table PFIP 5-4
Project Costs and Sources of Financing

Transportation Financing Plan

i ojéct Cla
Improvements - regional New County-wide
stem © $685,000,000 | $54,254,000 | transportation tax
Improvements to serve Fort
Ord:
¢ Improvements located Fort Ord share: one-time
on territory within Fort | $13,706,300 $10,856,422 | Mello-Roos special tax
Ord
¢ Improvements located Other new development in the
outside of Fort Ord $110,300,700 | $71,563,798 | Fort Ord Transportation
Impact Area, Cities/County
transportation development
impact fee
Allowance - land One-time Mello-Roos special
development projects that $24,000,000 $24,000,000 | tax

are exempt from fee or tax

increases ¥

Notes:

1) Dollar amounts are in July, 1995 dollars.

2} Significant improvements on the regional transportation system are required to meet Level of Service (LOS)
targets whether or not reuse occurs at Fort Ord.

3) Land development projects with vesting tentative subdivision maps or development agreements may be exerpt

from increases in development impact fees or additional special taxes.

4) The full list of Base-wide transportation improvement projects, staged over time is given

in Section PFIP 1.7,
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Table PFIP 5.5
. Relationship To Land Use
Transportation Financing Plan
. Mollo-
Basic P.M. New Relative VMT Roos
Land Use Peak Trip New Trip Trip Trip - Per Traffic Allocation
l Categories Unit - Rate % Rate Length Unit DUE Factor
l RESIDENTIAL - Existing
Low Density Dwvelling Unit 1.01 100% 1.01 3.50 354 1.00 1.00
Medium Density Dwslling Unit 1.01 100% 1.01 3.50 3.64 1.00 1.00
High Density Dwelling Unit 0.83 100% 0.83 3.70 3.07 0.87 0.87
l RESIDENTIAL - New
Low Density {4/acre) Dwelling Unit 1.01 100% 1.01 3.50 3.654 1.00 1.00
Madium Density (6/acre) Dwelling Unit 1.01 100% 1.01 3.50 a.64 1.00 1.00
High Dansity {B/acre) Dwelling Unit 1.01 100% 1.01 350 3.54 1.00 1.00
Attached (10/acre} Dwelling Unit 0.83 100% 0.83 .70 3.07 0.a7 0.87
Attached (20/acre) Dwelling Unit 0.62 100% 0.62 3.70 2.29 0.65 0.65
I RESIDENTIAL - Other
CSUMB - Existing Dwelling Unit 1.01 100% 1.01 3.60 3,64 1.00 1.00
CSUMB - New Dwelling Unit nfa
. POM Annex Housing Dwelling Unit n/a
RETAIL & VISITOR SERVING
Conveniencs 1.000 SqFt 16.14 50% 7.67 1.30 9.84 2.78 2.50
Neighborhood 1,000 SqFt 7.28 55% 4.00 1.60 6.01 1.70 2.50
Reglonal/Outist 1,000 SqFt 471 66% 3.06 1.70 5.20 1.47 2.50
Hotal Room 0.69 100% 0.68 4.00 2,76 0.78 0.78
l LI{BP & OFFICE/RAD
UC MBEST 1,000 SqFt 2.05 20% 1.85 5.10 2.41 2.66 0.58
LWVBP 1,000 SqFt [+ 541 100% [+ 31 5.10 4. 64 1.31 0.74
Otfice/R&D 1,000 SqFt 2.06 80% 1.86 5.10 .41 2.66 0.84
PLANNED PUBLIC FACILITIES
l Other n/a
Miltary Enclave n/a
csumB Student 0.23 T0% 0.16 6.00 0.487 0.27 G.10
Institutional Employes 0.83 80% 0.75 6.00 4.48 1.27 1.27
l Public Schools nia
OPEN SPACE & RECREATION
Habhtat Protection nia
Naw Golf Courses Courses 60.48 90 % 54.43 7.10 386.47 108.33 109.33
State Parks nia
: Equastrian Centers Acres 0.39 90% 0.3% 6.40 2.25 0.64 0.64
l Parks & Greans nfa
' Source; JHK & Associates. Mello Roos factors from Angus McDonald and Associates
PUBLIC FACILTIES FINANCING PLAN
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5.5.2 Financing Plan for Water and Wastewater Improvements

The plan for presenting water and wastewater system improvements is presented in Section PFIP
3 of the present report.

5.5.3 Financing Plan for Habitat Management - Capital Costs
5.5.3.1 Purpose of the Financing Plan

As discussed more fully in Section PFIP 5.4.1 the general purpose of financing plans for all Base-
wide facilities is to provide a means to finance the public improvements required to meet the
objectives of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. The specific purpose is to assure financing for the projects
listed in Section PFIP 1.7 of the present document.

The principals for financing public improvements that were listed Section PFIP 1.5 are each
applicable to the present section. They are incorporated by reference into the present section.

5.5.3.2 Development Being Served

The financing plan for habitat management improvements is based on the forecast of growth cited
previously through the end of calendar year 2015,

5.5.3.3 Level of Service and Timing Standard

The Level of Service (LOS) Standard and the Timing Standard incorporated into the Fort Ord
Reuse Plan is summarized in Table PFIP 5-6. It should be understood that the LOS and Timing
Standard together with the estimated increase in demand for services that is forecast to occur by
the end of calendar year 2015 were used directly design the habitat management program.
Accordingly there is a direct relationship between the forecast of future development, the target
for Level of Service, the Timing Standard, and the size and cost of the habitat management

program.
5.5.3.4 The Financing Plan for Habitat Management - Capital Costs

The habitat management program is of Base-wide significance and provides a benefit throughout
the territory within Fort Ord. Accordingly it is reasonable to spread the cost for habitat
management-capital improvements over all residences throughout the territory within Fort Ord,
not just to beneficiaries who reside within the political jurisdiction where the habitat is located.

The habitat management capital projects were listed in Section PFIP 1.7. The development
impact fee or Mello Roos special that would finance habitat improvements was given in Table

PFIP 5-1.
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5.5.3.5 Relationship to Land Use

The DUE factors for the development impact fee to finance capital costs for the habitat
management program reflect the fact that the primary beneficiaries are residents on the territory
within Fort Ord. Accordingly the DUE factors are based on persons per household. They are
shown in Table PFIP 5.7.

Table PFIP 5-6
Level of Service and Timing Standards
Habitat Management Financing Plan

e

HABITAT MANAGEMENT | Improvements required to protect | Protection improvements need to
the habitat area and enable the | be made quickly after the time of
Habitat Management Plan | land transfer. All improvements
objectives to be implemented. should be made within the first 5
years of development on Fort Ord
(Phase I - 1996-2000).

-1

5.5.4 Financing Plan for Fire Protection
5.5.4.1 Purpose of the Financing Plan

As discussed more fulty in Section PFIP 5.4.1 the general purpose of financing plans for all Base-
wide facilities is to provide a means to finance the public improvements required to meet the
objectives of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. The specific purpose is to assure financing for the projects
listed in Section PFIP 1.7 of the present document.

The principals for financing public improvements that were listed in Section PFIP 1.5 are each
applicable to the present section. They are incorporated by reference into the present section.

5.5.4.2 Development Being Served

The financing plan for fire protection is based on the forecast of growth cited previously through
the end of calendar year 2015. The financing plan for fire protection is based on the concept that
services are being provided both to residential and nonresidential land.
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Table PFIP 5.7
Relationship To Land Use
Habitat Management Financing Plan

Habitat

Land Use Persons DUE
Categories Unit Per DU Factor
RESIDENTIAL - Existing

Low Density Dwweliing Unit 3.00 .00

Medium Density Dwvelling Unit 2.50 0.83

High Density Owelling Unit 1.50 0.50
RESIDENTIAL - New

Low Density (4/acre) Dwelling Unit 3.00 1.00

Medium Density (§/acre) Dwelling Unit 3.00 1.00

High Density (8/acre) Dwelling Unit 3.00 1.00

Attached (10/acre) Dweliing Unit 2.50 0.83

Aftached (20/acre) Dwelling Unit 1.50 0.50
RESIDENTIAL - Cther

CSUMB - Existing Dwelling Unit 3.00 1.00

CSUMB - New Dwelling Unit 1.50 0.50

POM Annex Housing Dwelling Unit
RETAIL & VISITOR SERVING

Convenience 1,000 SqFt n'a

Neighborhood 1,000 SqFt n‘a

Reglonal/Outiet 1,000 SqFt n‘a

Hotel Room n/a

LVBP & OFFICE/RAD

UC MBEST 1,000 SqFt n‘a
Lsap 1,000 SqFt na
Office/R&D 1.000 SqFt na

PLANNED PUBLIC FACILITIES

Other a na
Miltary Enclave na na
CSUMB Student n'a
Institutional Employee na
Public Schools na na

OPEN SPACE & RECREATION

Habitat Protection n/a na
New Golf Courses Courses na
State Parks na na
Equestrian Centers Acres n'a
Parks & Greens wa n/a

Source: Angus McDonald and Associates
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5.5.4.3 Level of Service and Timing Standard-

The Level of Service (LOS) Standard and the Timing Standard incorporated into the Fort Ord
Reuse Plan is summarized in Table PFIP 5-8. It should be understood that the LOS and Timing
Standard together with the estimated increase in demand for services that is forecast to occur by
the end of calendar year 2015 were used directly to calculate the demand for additional fire
facilities. Accordingly there is a direct relationship between the forecast of future development,
the target for Level of Service, the Timing Standard, and the size and cost of fire facilities.

5.5.4.4 Planned Fire Protection Improvement

A fire protection improvement capital project was listed in Section PFIP 1.7. The development
impact fee that would finance fire protection improvements was given in Table PFIP

The allowance for a contribution to a fire station as a Base-wide facility is based on the
assumption that this facility would be staffed in a joint staffing program by fire fighters from the
city of Seaside and the Salinas Rural Fire District. The exact location and staffing plan and first
response characteristics of this station are still under review. Nonetheless, an opportunity is
clearly present to achieve economies by providing response capabilities and mutual aid/automated
paid agreements that are not constrained by jurisdictional boundaries.

5.5.4.5 The Financing Plan for Fire Protection Improvements

A fire protection development impact fee or a one-time Mello-Roos special tax are recommended
to finance the portion of a fire station that can be determined to be of Base-wide significance.
The recommended rate for this fee or special tax was shown in Table PFIP 5-1.

5.5.4.6 Relationship to Land Use

In certain circumstances, difficult terrain may control location of fire stations and resulting
response time. Land densities and intensities (e.g. the presents of high-rise, office buildings or
residential structures) may control the equipment that is appropriate to a first response.

As a generalization, however the acreage being protected controls response time and determines
the location of fire stations and the appropriate equipment housed within the station. As a result
the appropriate basis for levying a fire protection development impact fee or a special tax is the
acreage being served.

Table PFIP 5-9 shows the fire protection impact fee DUE factors that are appropriate for the
territory within Fort Ord are based on a conversion of acreage into the relative levy per dwelling
unit or thousand square feet of building space. The conversion reflects the assumptions about
residential densities and land use intemsities for the other land uses that have been used
consistently for all aspects of the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.
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Table PFIP 5-8

Level of Service and Timing Standards

Fire Protection Financing Plan

FIRE PROTECTION

| Maintain an average response time

of seven (7) minutes in all areas

being served by the Salinas Rural { when the area has reached
Fire District by the first-in engine | approximately fifty percent (50%)
company. of its build-out, or the number and

A new fire station would be
located in the territory of Fort Ord

type of calls for service dictate a
response time less than the seven
(7) minute average.

5.6 Pay-As-You-Go Financing

The process of calculating development impact fees and subsequently, a one time Mello-Roos
Special tax, was as follows

e A drawdown schedule was prepared showing annual cash requirements to finance the CIP that
was presented in Section PFIP 3 of the present report.

e The development forecast to 2015 was then converted into three forecasts of Dwelling Unit
Equivalents (DUESs) for transportation, habitat management and fire protection.

o Rates were calculated that would finance this drawdown schedule and that would not have the
total fund balance in any year become negative.

The results of this calculation are summarized in Table PFIP 5-10 Somewhat surprisingly for such
a large capital program, current indications are that this program can be financed on a pay-as-you-
go basis. If development occurs in accordance with the forecast, use of bonded debt will not be
required.

5.6.1 Fall-Back Financing Districts

Pay-as-you-go financing plans for public improvements are vulnerable to a slowdown in the rate
at which development actually occurs, Public improvements that are scheduled for the early years
cannot be constructed until sufficient cash has accummlated to finance the improvements. If the
rate of development is materially lower than the rate was assumed in the development forecast,
the entire process of base reuse may be delayed unacceptably.
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If this occurs, consideration should be given to using one or more financing districts (e.g. Special
Assessment districts or Mello-Roos Community Facilities districts) to issue bonded debt. The
bond proceeds will then provide the cash that will allow development to proceed.

If financing districts are used two options should be considered. First, a conventional bond issue
payable over 20-25 years could be used. If there are concerns that homeowners and other buyers
of land will resist long term financing, then another altemative can be considered. Special
consideration can be given structuring a bond issue such that the bonds can be paid in their
entirety (in say Year Three) without an onerous pre-payment penalty. The bond market would
command an interest rate premium for bonds with no prepayment penalty, but any adverse effects
on the land marketing program because of buyer objections to long-term debt will be avoided.
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Table PFIP 5-9
Relationship To Land Use
Fire Protection Financing Plan

Fire
DUE
Land Use Factors
Categories Unit {Per Acre)
RESIDENTIAL - Existing
Low Density Acre 1.00
Medium Density Acre 1.00
High Density Acre 1.00
RESIDENTIAL - New
Low Density (4/acre) Acre 1.00
Medium Density (8/acre) Acre 1.00
High Density (8/acre) Acre 1.00
Aftached (10/acre) Acre 1.00
Aftached (20/acre) Acre 1.00
RESIDENTIAL - Other
CSUMB - Existing Acre
CSUMEB - New Acre
POM Annex Housing Acre
RETAIL & VISITOR SERVING
Convenience Acre 1.00
Neighborhood Acre 1.00
Regional/Outiet Acre 1.00
Hotel Acre 1.00
LVBP & QOFFICE/R&D
UC MBEST Acre 1.00
Luep Acre 1.00
Offica/R&D Acte 1.00
PLANNED PUBLIC FACILITIES
Other e na
Miltary Enclave nwa Na
CSuMB Acre 0.00
Institutional Acre 1.00
Public Schools na na
OPEN SPACE & RECREATION
Habitat Protection na na
New Golf Courses Acre 0.50
State Parks na na
Equestrian Centers Acre 1.00
Paris & Gresns nfa na

Source: Angus McDonald and Associates
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Cash Flow Analysis Of Mello-Roos
Special Tax For Basewide Facilities

Description Of Cost TOTAL 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02

Trangportstion Irnprovemnents $138,510,000 $0 41,420,000 47,090,000 44,890,000 $8,480,000 $5,530,000
Habitat Maintenance $8687,800 30 $2,800 $464,600 $180,800 $19,600 $0
Fire Facilities 41,110,000 $0 $0 $0 30 40 %0
Administrative Costs 46,914,390 $0 $71,140 $377.730 $253,540. $324,980 $276.500
Othar Expenditures 30 30 $0 $0 30 40 30
Taota! Project Costs Funded From Special Tax [July 1, 1995 Dollars) $145,202,190 $0 41,493,940 $7.932,330 $5,324,340 46,824,580 $5,806.500

ANALYSIS OF SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS - ACTUAL YEAR DOLLARS

EEEETN®TE X =D @Dm ST

Fort Ord - Specisl Tax Total 1998/97 1997/98 1998/99 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02
Funds Available For From Prior Periods $0
Baginning Fund Balance %0 49,031,917 420,084,861 $25,131,809 $29,774,363 430,804,984
Botrowing From Outside Sources $0 40 $0 $0 $0 $0 30
Rovenues: Special Tax For Basewide Facilities $187,729,690 48,808,001 411,894,321 $12,508,444 $9,222,503 37,391,1@9 47,629,985
Total Revenuss $187,729,890 48,808,001 $11,894,321 412,508,444 49,222,503 47,391,189 $7,829,985
Expanditures for Public Improvemants $215,218,422 $0 41,566,994 48,589,057 45,951,428 47,874,841 $8,918,57%
Rapayment of Borrowing From Qutside Sources $0 %0 $0 30 30 $0 $0
Total Expenditures $215,218,422 $0 41,566,994 48,589,057 45,951,428 $7,874,841 46,916,571
Net Revenuss {Expendituras) {$27,488,733) 48,808,001 $10,327,327 43,917,387 43,271,077 {$483,872) $713.414
Intsrast Earnings on Baginning Balance 428,286,402 $0 $463,076 $1,028,773 $1,288,525 $1,526,584 41,679,404
Interest Eamings on Collsctions 18698.817) - $223.818 $282,541 599,688 $83,167 {$12,296) 418,138
Fund Balance - End of Pericd 498,913 49,031,917 $20,084,8681 $265,131,809 £29,774,388 $30,804,964 433,115,919
LR B X - BB N B 5 BN N E N B N W N N N NN R R R R PR BB B BB K & | EEEAGDLODSETE EIIBNAESFFES oS EENDE S oSS S NEENE EESDSDESE S S DNENES=D
BORROWING FROM OUTSIDE SOURCE ANALYSIS
Fort Ord - Special Tax Total 1998/97 1997/98 1993/99 1999/00 2000/01 2001/02
Funds Borrowed fram Qutside Source From Prior Periods $0
Baginnlng Fund Balance 0 %0 $0 20 $0 40
Borrowings $0 30 $0 30 $0 $0 30
Repayments 30 $0 30 30 $0 $0 $0
Nest Borrowings {Repayments) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Interest Accrued on Borrowing From Outside Source 40 $0 $0 $0 %0 $0 30
Fund Balsnce - £nd of Pariod 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 s0

Source: Angus McDonald & Associates.
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Cash Flow Analysis 0f Mello-Roos
Special Tax For Basewide Facilities

Description Of Cost 2002/03 2003/04 2004705 2005/08 2006107 2007/08 2008/09 2008/10

Transportation Improvements 45,530,000 $2,745,000 $2,745,000 $3,360.000 43,360,000 $12,907,500 $12.907,500 $12,907.500
Habitat Maintenance $0 30 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0
Fire Facilities 30 $555,000 $555,000 $0 $0 30 $0 $0
Administrativa Costs $278,500 $165,000 $165,000 $168,000 $168,000 $64%,375 $845,375 $845,375
Other Expanditures 40 $0 $0 $0 50 . 30 30 $0
Total Project Costs Funded From Special Tax {July 1, 1995 Dollars) $5,806,500 $3,485,000 43,465,000 43,528,000 $3,528,000 413,552,875 $13,852,87% 413,552,875

ANALYSIS OF SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS - ACTUAL YEAR DOLLARS

Fort Ord - Special Tax 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/08 2008/07 2007108 200809 2009/10
Funds Available For From Prior Periods
Baginning Fund Balance 433,115,919 435,568,996 $41,220,101 $47,284,812 $62,260,393 $57,673,727 $48,425,502 $38,417,271
Borrowing From Outside Sources $0 $0 $0 30 30 30 30 $0
Revenuas: Spacial Tax For Basewide Facilities 47,878,517 48,131,018 48,393,737 $7,280,707 $7,495,307 37,737,488 $7,987,495 48,245,679
Total Revenues 47,876,517 48,131,018 $8,393,737 $7,2680,707 37,495,307 37,737,488 $7,987,495 $8,245,579
Expenditures for Public Improvemnaents 47,140,062 $4,398,481 44,540,580 $4,772,614 $4,928,719 $19,537,600 $20,168,880 $20,820,557
Repayment of Borrowing From Outside Sources $0 $0 50 80 $0 30 30 $0
Total Expanditurss 47,140,052 $4,398.461 $4,540,680 $4,772,514 $4,928,719 $19,537,800 $20,168,880 $20,820,657
et Revenues {Expendituras) $736,465 $3,732,655 43,853,157 $2,488,192 $2,568,588 ($11,800,112) ($12,181,388) {$12,574,979}
Interast Earnings on Baginning Balance $1,897,889 41,823,661 $2,113,400 42,424,334 $2,879,448 42,951,808 $2,482,829 41,969,896
Interest Earnings on Callections 18,722 494,889 $97,965 483,256 466,298 {$299,982) ($309,6874) {$319,880)
Fund Balance - End of Period $35,568,998 441,220,101 $47,284,812 $52,260,393 $57,673,727 $48,425,502 $38,417,27% $27,492,307
MO T EBEDZ®ERSEDE EEITITSENENS FEEEERE S EESTamePSlemENEaEeN [ E R ERNEREEFRIERERNRNREEEEREEENEE ENENESERB FFEFERSEEBEESEE R IFEFNEECEFIE S B BN RSN N FE]
BORROWING FROM OUTSIDE SOURCE ANALYSIS
Fort Ord - Spaecial Tax 2002103 2003/04 200405 2006/08 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10
Funds Borrowed from Qutside Source From Prior Patiods _
Baginning Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 30 LI} $0 $0 $0
Borrowings $0 80 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 30
Rapayments $0 0 $0 30 30 $0 50 $0
Net Bortowings (Rspayments) $0 %0 $0 40 $0 80 50 $0
Interast Accrued on Borrowing From Outside Source $0 30 $0 40 $0 $0 $0 $0
Fund Balance - End of Period 40 $0 30 30 $0 $0 $0 30

Source: Angus McDonald & Associates.

PUBLIC FACILTIES FINANCING PLAN
b/17/98 PFIP §-35



Table PFIP 5-10
Cash Flow Analysis 0f Mello-Roos
Special Tax For Basewide Facilities

Description Of Cost

Transportation Improvements
Habitat Maintenasnce

Fire Facilities

Administrative Costs

Other Expanditures

Totat Project Cosats Funded From Special Tax (July 1, 1995 Dollars)

EE QT ENENEREN DEEESEREE E S EFESmE>mdSE xwaE RSN D BNN
ANALYSIS OF SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS - ACTUAL YEAR DOLLARS
Fart Ord - Specisl Tax

Funds Available For From Pricr Pariods
Beginning Fund Balance

Borrowing From Outside Sources
Revenues: Specisl Tax For Basewide Facilities
Total Revenues

Expenditures for Publio Improvements
Repayment of Borrowing From Qutside Sources
Tatal Expanditures

Net Revenuss (Expenditures)

Interast Earnings on Baginning Balancs
Interest Earnings on Collactions

Fund Balance - End of Perlod

FaEEE NI FEESESdEa R AEEapEa N EE g E RN WD
BORROWING FROM OUTSIDE SOURCE ANALYSIS

Fort Ord - Specisl Tax

Funds Borrowed from Outside Source From Prior Parlods
Besginning Fund Balance

Borrowings

Repayments

Net Borrowings (Repaymants)

Interest Accrued on Borrowing From Outside Source

Fund Batance - End of Perlod

Source: Angus McDonald & Associates.
PUBLIC FACILTIES FINANCING PLAN
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FORT ORD OPERATIONS PLAN

201011 201112 2012/13 201314 201415 2015118
$12,907,500 48,346,000  $8,346,000 98,346,000 38,336,000 38,346,000
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 %0
50 %0 40 %0 $0 30
$0845,375 $417.300 $417,300 $417.300 $417,300 $417,300
30 30 $0 $0 10 $0
$13,562,876  $8,763,300  $8,763,300  $B8,783,300  $8,763,300 48,763,300
EE OEE px Sk 8 SR O OER xyoiih OF 3R NI I IN xx IR SR NY M N oy ox ob |MEEEE SR EEoEdEREN EXxE S R™Sx
2010M1 201112 201213 2013/14 2014118 2016718
$27,492,307 317.446618  $14,654,135 411,392,075  $7.941,613  $4,183,881
30 %0 30 30 30 %0
$10,321,061 410,854,545 410,999,804 11,364,187  $11,721,062  $12,099,771
$10,321,.081 410,864,545 $10,998,804 311,354,187 $11,721,052 $12,099,71
$21.493,291  $14,346,624 914,810,179 15,288,711  $15,782,704  $16,292,660
%0 %0 40 s0 $0 %0
$21,493,201 414,346,824  $14,810,179  $15288,711  $15782,704  $18,292,860
$11,172,230]  (93,892,079] (83,811,374}  ($3,934,524) (44,061,652  ($4,192,888)
$1,409,581 $894,458 $746,208 $584,084 4407175 $214,512
{$284,020} {493,860} 1$96,892) {$100,023) {$103,256) {$108.591}
417,445,018 414,664,136 $11,392,075 $7.941,813 44,183,881 498,913
EE g g% ERE 3N BN EX EX ke OF TR N N oo LR B B E_N N B B B R N ¥ N N ¥ ] I F E B B N ¥ B ] I 2 B B B B B N1
2010/11 201112 201213 201314 2014186 201518
$0 10 20 s0 $0 s$o0
%0 $0 30 20 %0 10
$0 $0 10 $0 %0 $0
50 $0 $0 s0 $0 %0
0 %0 30 %0 $0 %0
%0 %0 $0 %0 %0 0

PFIP 5-36
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1. INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY

1.1 BACKGROUND FOR THIS REPORT

This report is being prepared as part of the Operation Plan Component of the Fort Ord Base Re-
use Plan. The information presented in this report is based upon current base reuse planning
effort by the EDAW/EMC Team and draws from assumptions, strategies and finding as prepared
by this Team. The foundation for the analysis contained in the Operation Plan is EDAW’s
November 2, 1995 land use/employment/residential forecasts, which were revised/updated on
November 14, 1995 and on December 4, 1995,

1.2 AUTHORS OF THIS REPORT

This report was prepared by Angus McDonald & Associates. The analysis of annual ongoing
revenues and expenditures for the cities of Marina and Seaside and the unincorporated area of
Monterey County were based on a computer model that had been originally prepared for the Fort
Ord Reuse Group. This model was updated to the 1995/96 fiscal year for purposes of the present

project.

1.3 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study is to provide a plan for the provision of public services to the area
formerly consisting of the Fort Ord Army Base, and to examine the fiscal impact of the Base reuse
on local public agencies responsible for public service provision. This study analyzes the costs and
revenues associated with the development of the Fort Ord area anticipated for the County of
Monterey and the two cities with jurisdiction over portions of the area, Marina and Seaside. Costs
and revenues are also forecast for the Salinas Rural Fire District—the agency with fire protection
responsibility in the unincorporated portions of the study area.

1.3.1 Conclusions

. The net fiscal impact of the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan is mixed. The City of Marina
experiences a negative impact early in the study period, but a positive impact late in
the study period. The City of Seaside experiences negative impacts early and late,
but positive impacts in the mid-periods. Monterey County experiences early
negative impacts, but late positive impacts. Finally, the Salinas Rural Fire District
experiences negative fiscal impacts throughout the study period. These results are
summarized in Table 1-1 and Figure 1-1.
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The total of all funds (i.e. positive and negative balances) in the first five-year
period is negative. The deficit is ($5,271,660).

o The total of all negative balances in the first five year period is ($7,304,455).

. At buildout of Phase I (the final year of the study period) the City of Seaside
experiences a slight overall negative impact of just under $200,000. The Fire
District, however, maintains a negative impact, with the imbalance at over
$300,000. The other two agencies experience modest positive cumulative impacts.

) The primary cause of the negative fiscal impacts for the two Cities and the Fire
District are the high costs of public protection—particularly fire protection. Road
maintenance costs contribute to the imbalance to a lesser degree.

. There is a high likelihood that the negative fiscal impacts can be mitigated through
a combination of cost reductions and additional revenues.

1.3.2 Recommendations

Fiscal mitigation measures should be taken to correct the imbalance in revenue and costs. Angus
McDonald & Associates recommends a solution with three parts and recommends that these three
parts be considered sequentially:

) Examine the viability of consolidation or enhanced cooperation of the operation
of fire protection services in the reuse area. Examine other opportunities to
achieve economies,

. Consider the use of FORA’s proceeds of land sales to supplement local agencies in
the early years of development,

. Consider the use of an annual ongoing special tax to pay for police and fire
protection in the portion of each jurisdiction that was in the territory of Fort Ord.

A special tax that is collected in only a portion of a jurisdiction (e.g. the portion of Marina that
includes former territory of Fort Ord but not the other portions of Marina) is undesirable from a
public policy standpoint. Nonetheless, it may be essential if the first two steps listed above do not
achieve a positive fiscal balance.
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Table 1-1—Summary of Fiscal Impact

1995/95 1996.97 1997.98 1998-99 199900 200405 2008-10 201415
Marina
General Fund Revenue 122888 289,04 4311 602501 1848748 3259385 3769416
General Fund Bxpendtures 1,327,792 1364224 1451290 1480405 1997017 2755814 2981982
General Fund Total 1204903 1075190 1008179 B779M 148288  S035M 774
Read Fund Revenue 1,096 2172 3omn 3901 360,521 426,160 k2 Lv/
Road Fund Expenditures 9,807 20508 ZTAN9 0099 481655 506406 677778
Road Fund Total 4801 2NE 270 T8 ANAB AT046 27856
Total, Al Marina Funds 4213704 06526 1282319 1194933 275,398 333324 509,178
Seaside _
General Fund Revenue 196,242 1954706 2214200 2359388 3224936 4161151 63668%
General Fund Bxpendtures 1,111,108 1,362814 1720753 21378% 3628200 5037584 6527686
General Fund Total 914,861 51,892 493527 25652 403324 87633 16070
Road Fund Revenue 1,210 2319 3259 3993 175973 290,207 08,657
Road Fund Expenditures 2972 102,295 122342 138911 065,294 72965 330,804
Read Fund Total 1,702 99916 119083 1499 29322 17,242 -2t
Total, ANl Seaside Funds H16,563 01917 T4 96633 430646 8RWH1 183025
Monterey County
General Fund Revenue 377,656 820000 1166343 147549 4416107 5551912 7,000,719
General Fund Bxpenditures 508,711 1493002  1,868427 2200563 3800906 5135562 6933292
General Fund Total 131,055 H730 -702085  -734.067 615201 426,349 157,498
Road Fund Revenue 2200 3568 5,228 )6 1,716 12952 14108
Road Fund Expenditures 0 422 48517 54 477 84613 113,679 153 356
Road Fund Tota! 2209 -38873 -43,290 47161 -12897 0077 AN2M8
Total, ANl County Funds 128,848 TI964 T34 TRILZ9 542304  WSEA 1820
Salinas Rural Fire District
Salinas Rural Fire District Revenue 0 2003 3528 4811 56,551 73,653 119,677
Salinas Rural Fire Districd Expenditures 512,429 512429 512420 512429 512,429 512420 512,420
Salinss Rurad Fire District Total 51249 51042 508901 507,618 455878 487TE 33| TRR2
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Figure 1-1—Summary of Fiscal Impact
Net Impact, All Funds
s
| —e—City of Marina — @ ~ City of Seaside - - -- - - County of Morterey ™= Salinas Rural Fire District |
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2. PUBLIC SERVICES PLAN

As the lands within the territory of Fort Ord undergo redevelopment and reuse, it will be
necessary to provide a full range of public services. Examples include police and fire services,
water and sewer utility services, and general governmental services (e.g., zoning and building
regulations). The present section deals with assumptions about who will be provide public
services within the territory of Fort Ord.

2.1 ORGANIZATIONAL ASSUMPTIONS

The original Request for Qualifications to prepare the Fort Ord Operations Plan’ identified a total
of eleven public services that should be subjected to further analysis “...for the efficient and cost-
effective delivery of public services to Fort Ord.” The assumption about how these and other
public services will be provided is shown in Table 2-1 .

As discussed subsequently, the analysis of public service delivery assumes that jurisdictional
boundaries are unchanged. In other words, the cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey
County will each be responsible for public service delivery for the lands within Fort Ord that are
currently within city limits, with the remainder continuing to be the responsibility of Monterey
County. (This assumption is not a recommendation. See section 2.1.1 .)

After consideration, a basic conclusion was that the governmental status quo on the Monterey
Peninsula is entirely adequate to provide ongoing public services within the jurisdiction of Fort
Ord. The existing governmental status quo is also adequate to manage the redevelopment
activities and construction or reconstruction of public facilities that will be necessary to achieve
reuse at Fort Ord

This conclusion is based on a careful evaluation of existing public service delivery capabilities,
compared to the requirements of providing infrastructure and developing public services in the
areas of Fort Ord. The cities of Marina and Seaside have well-developed capabilities to provide
services and construct public improvements. Monterey County is highly experienced in providing
county-wide human-related services and providing municipal- type services in the unincorporated
areas of Monterey County. There is no necessity to recommend major governmental
reorganization to accomplish the reuse of Fort Ord.

Possible exceptions and qualifications to the preceding statements are presented below.

! Fort Ord Reuse Authority. July, 1994. Request for Qualifications, Fort Ord Operations Plan.
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Table 2-1 Summary of Organizational Assumptions

May 16, 1996

a. Territory in Marina Marina Department of Public Safety
b. Territory in Seaside - Seaside Police Departmeﬂt

¢. Tertitory in Unincorporated Monterey County Monterey County Sheriff

d. California State University - Montercy Bay (CSU-

MB) CSU-MB Police Department

e. Presidio of Monterey Annex Federal Police Service

2. FIRE

a. Territory in Marina Marina Department of Public Safety
b. Territory in Seaside Seaside Fire Department

¢. Territory in Unincorporated Monterey County

Salinas Rural Fire District {(See Note 1)

d. California State University-Monterey Bay (CSU-
MB)

Contract Services (See Note 2)

e. Presidio of Monterey Annex

Contract with U.S. Navy

3. LIBRARIES Monterey County Free Library
4, CRIMINAL JUSTICE Monterey County
5. ADMINISTRATION AND GENERAL
GOVERNMENT INCLUDING PLANNING AND
FINANCE
a. Territory in Marina City of Marina
b. Territory in Seaside City of Seaside
¢. Territory in Unincorporated Monterey County
Monterey County Government

6. SCHOOLS

Monterey Peninsula Unified Schooel District

7. PUBLIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Monterey County

8. PARKS AND RECREATION
a. Territory in Marina

Marina Department of General Services

b. Territory in Seaside

Seaside Department of Community Services

¢. Territory in Unincorporated Monterey County

Monterey County
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8. PARKS AND RECREATION (Cont.)
d. California State University-Monterey Bay (CSU-
MB)

Recreation facilities will be provided on campus.

e. Presidio of Monterey Annex

Most recreation activities will be available on-post.
Swimming and equestrian activities will not be
available on-post.

9. PUBLIC WORKS/CAPITAL

IMPROVEMENTS PROJECTS Marina Public Works Department
a. Projects in Marina
b. Projects in Seaside Seaside Public Works Department

¢. Projects in Unincorporated Monterey County

Monterey County Public Works Department

WATER SUPPLY Decision forthcoming
WATER DISTRIBUTION Decision forthcoming
WASTEWATER COLLECTION
a. Territory in Marina Decision forthcoming
b. Territory in Seaside Degision forthcoming
¢.. Territory in Unincorporated Monterey County

Decision forthcoming

WASTEWATER TREATMENT

Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency.

GARBAGE COLLECTION

Franchisees to be selected by local jurisdictions

STORM WATER Joint Powers Authority (see text)
TRANSIT SERVICES Monterey/Salinas Transit
HABITAT MANAGEMENT AND :
MAINTENANCE Joint Powers Authority

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLANNING

Fort Ord Reuse Authority. {(See Note 3)

Notes: 1) Tt is assumed that the California Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention will continue to provide wildland fire protection and

suppression in the unincorporated areas of Monterey County.

2) Fire protection services to California State University-Monterey Bay (CSU-MB) are currently being provided under a contract with the
U.S. Government. 1t is assumed that one or another of the fire protection agencies in proximity to CSU-MB will continue to provide services under a

services contract.

3) FORA will have & role in capital improvements planning for base-wide facilities only. Government Code § 67655 includes the

following definition:

(b) “Base-wide facility” means a public capital facility which, in the judgment of the {Fort Ord Reuse Authority] board is important to
the overall reuse of Fort Ord, and has significance beyond any single city or the unincorporated area of the county.




Fort Ord Reuse Plan Public Services Plan
May 16, 1996

2.1.1 Jurisdictional Assumptions

Proposals for changes in city boundaries within the area of Fort Ord are under active discussion.
Seaside and Marina are expected to request changes in their Spheres of Influence, and the cities of
Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, and Sand City have all expressed interest in annexing areas within Fort

Ord.

Any change in municipal boundaries is subject to proceedings under the jurisdiction of the
Monterey Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCQ). Public hearings are not expected to
begin until after the Fort Ord Reuse Plan has been adopted. Assumptions about the ultimate
boundaries would be purely conjectural at the present time. The Fort Ord Operations Plan will
include a demonstration that public services can be delivered efficiently, whether or not city
boundary changes occur. Accordingly, the status quo about municipal boundaries is assumed.

2.1.2 Water, Sewer and Storm Water

Considerable attention has been given to the question of providing a water supply for the territory
at Fort Ord.> A concept began to emerge before the start of the present effort to prepare the Fort
Ord Operations Plan. This concept calls for a single authority that will be responsible for water
supply from the outside and will continue until the ultimate implementation of the Fort Ord Reuse
plan. A consensus appears to be emerging that a joint powers authority would be a practical
means to achieve a single unified agency with responsibility for water supply.

2.1.3 Municipal Services Other Than Water, Sewer, and Storm Water
In addition to water, sewer, drainage and other public utility-type services, the basic municipal
services include :

Police Protection

Fire Protection

Libraries

Road Construction and Maintenance
Transit Services

Miscellaneous Public Works Services
Parks and Recreation

Community Development (including Planning, Zoning Administration, and
Building Inspection)

Garbage Collection and Disposal

? Fort Ord Reuse Authority. June 19, 1995. FORA: Water Supply Mission Organizational Report and Economic
Analysis, Prepared by Reimer Associates and Administrative Budget Counseling. Edited by James Feeney, FORA

Staff Engineer.
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General Administration (including the Governing Body, the Chief Executive
Officer, Financial Administration, etc.)

With one exception, it is assumed that the existing governmental entity will provide municipal-
type services for the land areas for which they have jurisdiction within Fort Ord. Marina and
Seaside will provide municipal-type services within their jurisdictions. Monterey County will
provide municipal services within the unincorporated areas. Monterey/Salinas Transit aiready
serves the Monterey Peninsula and will provide services throughout the entire Fort Ord area.

The exception involves fire protection in the unincorporated area of Monterey County. It is
assumed that the Salinas Rural Fire District will provide fire protection in the entire
unincorporated area, although portions of Fort Ord in the unincorporated area of Monterey
County are not yet within the boundaries of the Fire District.

2.1.4 Habitat Management and Maintenance

An analysis has been prepared of the costs to manage and maintain the habitat that will be part of
the Fort Ord Reuse Plan.® This analysis concluded that there would be significant economies if all
lands devoted to habitat were managed by a single entity. It is recommended that the cities of
Marina and Seaside and Monterey County enter into a joint powers agreement that would
establish a single point of responsibility for monitoring, managing and maintaining the habitat in a
uniform way.

It is assumed that economies of joint habitat management will be achieved. It is assumed and
recommended that a benefit assessment be levied on residential land uses base-wide to finance
habitat management. This benefit assessment would not levied on commercial and industrial land
uses since the primary beneficiaries are residents rather than employees.

It will be assumed that law enforcement costs associated with habitat management (e.g. control
and apprehension of trespassers) will be included in each jurisdiction's cost of law enforcement.

2.1.5 Transit Services

It is assumed that Monterey-Salinas transit will provide transit service in the former area of Fort
Ord. An initial fleet of buses has been programmed in the Capital Improvement Plan and will be
financed by the recommended one-time Mello-Roos special tax that will also finance other
transportation improvements.*

? Zander Associates and The Center For Natural Lands Management. July, 1995. FORA Habitat Management
Regquirements. Prepared for the Fort Ord Reuse Authority.

4 Reimer Associates, ef a/, May 17, 1996, Public Facilities Implementation Plan (PFIP)
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2.1.6 Library Services

The Monterey County Free Library currently provides library services to Marina and Seaside as

well as the unincorporated portion of Monterey County. It is assumed that the Monterey County
_Free Library will continue to provide this service throughout the territory of Fort Ord.

2.1.7 County-wide Services

Monterey County government is responsible for providing county-mde services (e.g., health,
welfare, criminal justice) throughout the County in both incorporated and unincorporated areas.
It is assumed that this county-wide responsibility will continue. No changes in governmental
organization are necessary to permit Monterey County to continue to accomplish its mission,

2.1.8 Elementary and Secondary Education

The area within the territory of Fort Ord is entirely within the boundaries of the Monterey
Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD). The School District has traditionally provided
elementary and secondary education for students living on Fort Ord. No change in the status quo
regarding elementary and secondary education is necessary.

2.1.9 Capital Improvements Planning

A growth management strategy for the territory within Fort Ord is expected to emerge as the Fort
Ord Reuse Plan is completed.’ All of the growth management alternatives presented in the
Working Paper visualize an intergovernmental environment wherein, at one ievel or another, the
cities of Marina and Seaside and Monterey County will all be competing to achieve “market
share” of economic development opportunities. One of the growth management alternatives
would visualize revenue sharing arrangements between cities and Monterey County. The fact
remains that economic development opportunities will be controlled primarily by market forces
and by the ability to extend public services to lands within the jurisdiction of Fort Ord that can
redevelop.

Accordingly, control over public capital improvements that will permit sub-areas within Fort Ord
to be served is an extremely important and potentially controversial issue. The overall role and
operational plan for the Fort Ord reuse authority is presented in the document.® However, the
role of capital improvements programming is so important that certain that FORA’s role is
summarized in the present document.

Four assumptions are made that are, in fact, recommendations.

First, it is recommended and assumed that the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) will exercise
fully its statutory powers to participate in capital improvements pianning. Government Code

* Growth management issues are summarized in the memorandum: Fort Ord Base Reuse Planning Consuitant
Team. October 4, 1995; revised October 24, 1995 and November 2, 1995. Working Paper: Growth Management
Issues. Prepared for Fort Ord Reuse Authority.

¢ Sedway Kotin Mouchly Group, Comprehensive Business Plan, Forthcoming.
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§67675(c)(5) requires that the Fort Ord Reuse Plan include a program for capital facilities
construction that extends five years.

In fact, the Fort Ord Operations Plan the is currently in preparation will include a description of
capital investments and their sources of financing for a full twenty year period. A five year time
period is inadequate for planning and financing the public capital improvements that will be
necessary to permit the reuse of Fort Ord. Issues of cash flow and long term feasibility could not
be evaluated if only five years were considered. Accordingly, an overall time frame of 20 years
was selected for analysis. (The document describing investment in public improvement projects
during this twenty-year period is referred to subsequently as the FORA CIP.)

It is recommended and assumed that the Fort Ord Reuse Authority will be aggressive in pursuing
its responsibilities to adopt a CIP that will be binding on local governments with jurisdiction over
the territories of Fort Ord. The FORA CIP will specify the timing of construction and the means
of financing for all public improvements classified as Base-wide Facilities. In other words, the
FORA CIP is a specification of the time at which public improvements will be in place to serve
sub-areas of land within Fort Ord.

Second, it is recommended and assumed that the FORA CIP will be subject to amendment at any
time that an economic development opportunity presents itself. The FORA CIP should not be an
impediment to economic development. Instead, the CIP should be supportive of economic
development opportunities wherever they occur. The CIP should recognize that innovative
arrangements for financing public facilities can facilitate economic development. The FORA
Board should be prepared to amend the CIP to support land development projects - wherever
they are located - that will meet economic development objectives.

Third, it is recommended, and assumed that the FORA CIP be a public facilities planning and
programming document. There is implied no responsibility for FORA to be the provider of
engineering designs, specifications or course-of-construction services. In the absence of unusual
circumstances, which have not yet been identified, it is recommended and assumed that the
individual jurisdictions will continue to be the responsible agency for design, construction and/or
operation.

In specific instances, it may be appropriate to establish joint power authorities to construct public
improvements that are located within one jurisdiction but that clearly impact another jurisdiction.
These opportunities will be identified as the FORA CIP is assembled.

Fourth, it is recommended and assumed that the major environmental clearance for public
improvements included in the FORA CIP will have been provided in the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) on the Fort Ord Reuse Plan. Individual and site-specific focused environmental
review may be necessary for individual public improvements. Broader questions (e.g., growth
inducing impacts, impacts on air quality) will have been considered in the EIR on the Fort Ord
Reuse Plan.

A final observation is appropriate. Experience with maintaining and managing Public Facilities
Implementation Plans in other jurisdictions has confirmed that a high level skill and a great deal of
energy is required. The future amount and pattern of development is virtually never the same as
predicted, Market condition and other circumstances change. Public improvement project
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characteristics and costs differ from expectations. All of these factors imply that a small but
experienced FORA staff must be available continuously to maintain and update the PFIP.

2.1.10 Redevelopment Agency Powers
There are three separate open issues involving “redevelopment agency powers”:

¢ The implementation strategies and other actions typically used by California
redevelopment agencies,

e The use of redevelopment tax increment to finance public improvements,

¢ Organizational responsibility for carrying out redevelopment-type activities.

Each issue is discussed in the following paragraphs.

2.1.10.1 Disposition and Development Activities

1t is a virtual certainty that the types of activities typical of redevelopment agencies in California
will be used to accomplish redevelopment of Fort Ord. Activities include negotiations with
developers, often after establishing an exclusive right to negotiate, entering into disposition and
development agreements, and facilitating redevelopment of individual properties.

In fact, the activities visualized under the U.S. Department of Defense’s Economic Development
Conveyance (EDC) Program clearly visualizes typical “redevelopment-type” activities after
conveyance has been accomplished.

It is recommended and assumed that the use of redevelopment-type activities will be encouraged
and facilitated.

2.1.10.2 Redevelopment Tax Increment

“Redevelopment tax increment” is the total property tax generated in a redevelopment area,
measured above the base taxable assessed value at the time the redevelopment area is established.
In the present case, since Fort Ord was Federally owned and not subject to ocal property taxes,
the “increment” equals the entire taxable assessed value at any point in time, after lands in a
redevelopment area become subject to local property taxation.

The redevelopment tax increment becomes available to the redevelopment agency for
redevelopment agency purposes. The tax increment has traditionally been used to finance public
improvements and housing programs.

The extent to which the redevelopment tax increment should be used to finance public
improvements remains to be evaluated. It must be clearly understood that every dollar in property
tax revenues that is used to finance a public improvement, is a dollar that is no longer available to
operate that public improvement. In the financially strapped times of the 1990s for city and
county governments, the act of diverting funds to build (say) a police station may lead to a
situation where there are inadequate revenues to pay the police officers once the station has been
constructed.
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An estimate of the tax increment that will realistically be available to finance public improvements
will be made as part of the present project. The provisions added to the Health and Safety Code
§33491.70 that relate to the cost of police and fire protection services will be evaluated.

2.2 TECHNICAL ASSUMPTIONS

2.2.1 Continuity of Legal and Institutional Constraints

The analysis is based on assumptions about intergovernmental municipal finance applicable as of
March, 1996. The analysis assumes the constraints and limitations of Proposition 13. While there
are pending court cases affecting taxation, and State budget decisions are uncertain at best, any
assumptions other than present law are highly speculative.

2.2.2 Cost and Revenue Inflation

The fiscal analysis is presented in terms of dollars with January 1, 1996 purchasing power.
Because of the terms of Proposition 13, calculation of property tax revenue requires special
attention. The increase in taxable value is limited to 2 % per year until a change of ownership
occurs. Accordingly if the increase in property values (and the increase in public costs), is greater
than 2%, the true purchasing power of property tax declines unless a change in ownership occurs.
This effect is taken into account by in effect deflating the purchasing power of the property tax,
using both and assumed rate of inflation and property values and assumed turnover rate for
different classes of property. See an additional discussion in Section 3.2.1.1.

2.2.3 The Land Use Plan

The land use plan analyzed in this Memorandum Report was provided by EDAW/EMC. Staging,
absorption rates, and land use descriptions were provided by SKMG. The plan, as currently
proposed, consists of a total of 13,368 residential units, 3,858,632 square feet of office/light
industrial uses, 1,067,220 square feet of retail space, four hotels, three equestrian parks, three golf
courses, 17,211 acres of open space, and numerous other public uses.

The land use plan and development schedule are summanzed in Table 2-2. More detailed Tables
are provided at the end of this Report.

2.2.4 Study Period

For consistency with City and County Budgets, this analysis employs fiscal years from July 1
through June 30. The study period contained in this Memorandum Report scans the period
between 1995-96 through 2014-15 in five-year segments. To provide useful information to
decision-makers, the first five-year segment is presented annually; each year between 1995-96 and
1999-00 is presented in addition to end-year “snapshots” of 2004-05, 2009-10, and 2014-15. The
study period encompasses the entirety of Phase I of the Reuse Plan. No forecasts, assumptions, or
implications are made for Phase II

13
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Table 2-2—Summary of Land Use Plan
Units Added
| | | ol
49066 109607  1007-08 190800 4000 200145 2006H 209418 Total
TOTALS

Rewdsntal-Existing (Low) e 1,000 504 504 504 504 761 . 377
Rewdantial-Existing (1(Vac} ne - n T3 n 73 - N - 21
Rexidantia--Low Densiy (A/ac) ne 118 130 130 130 130 100 152 200] 1,090
Residenba—Madium Density (S/ac) e 150 150 150 150 796 04 900| 3,102
n.-u.mn-mgh Dansty (B/ac) nle M [1] [ [ 500 800 608 2,160
dial Attached-Townhousas (10/ac) ne - - - - N 100 100] 200

Resdentisl Attachad—Apariments {2fac) e 159 159 159 159 (] 738 738 2,750
Cfice/R8D {S4Ft) e - 5420 542 S48 0T a8 39704 969,210
Business ParkLight Industrial (SqFt) na - G090 GAST0  BASTD 00 J0n64  Irsms|  1.140,1%)
UG MBEST {84Ft) na - MTZ MIR M2 20T 55T 665684 1740280
Reiad Commercis-Comvenisnce (SoF 1) na - - 10,890 - 65M0 32670 32670  141.570|
Relad Commercial-Naighborhood (SoFt) e - - 152,460 - 85010 TEZO  ga010] 424 Tio]
Retad & va-Regional (SoF1) na . - - - - 500,940 500,940
Hotel {Rooms) na - 300 - - 300 200 200{ 1,000
Golf {Acres) ma 0 - - - 149 185 - 684
Equastian (Acres) n . - - - % % . 50
Open Space Habitat {Acres) na 17,081 40 £ ] 4 4 4 17211
Parks (Acres) i [] 167 (] £ 5 5 5 962
Parks—5tate (Acres) n'e - 832 - . - . . 93]
Schake {Acres) e 52 ) 67 7 [ 80 [ 560]
Midory (Acres) na 64 1§ 19 19 - - i 12|
Publc Fackitiss-Inetitutional ne 3 52 - - - - R 145
Pubic Faclitiss—Other n's 106 M7 - B B - R 553

2.3 DETAILED STAFFING PLANS

Detailed staffing plans were prepared for the Cities of Marina and Seaside, based on the increase
in service population. The existing staffing plans of the Cities served as the starting point. While
the service populations of the Cities are anticipated to increase significantly, the additional service
demand does not require new organizational structures for either City.

It was determined, after a review of the existing Monterey County staffing schedule (containing
more than 3,700 positions), that detailed staffing plans for the County would best be prepared by
individual departments rather than an outside consultant. This analysis does not include a staffing
plan for the County of Monterey.

As noted earlier, no explicit assumptions or recommendations are made regarding the use of in-
house staff over contractual arrangements for the provision of services. The assumption is made,
however, that the capital improvements required for the reuse plan will be completed under
contract, rather than by existing City or County staff.

Tables 2-3 and 2-4 describe the anticipated staffing requirements for the two Cities.
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City Council
Sacretary
City Manager
City Manager
Sacretary to the City Manager
Secretary
Office Assisiant ||
Affinative Action Officer
Planning Service Manager (FORA}
City Clerk
City Clark
Secretary
Personnel
Parsonnel Officer
Secretary
Palice Department
Chief of Palice
Police Caplain
Palice Lioutenent
Police Sergeant
Police investigator
Juvenile Officer
Police Officer
Schoot Rasource Officer
Crime Pravention spacialist™Non Sworn
Senior Administralive Secretary
Police Records Supervisor
Police Records Technician
Animal Conirol Officer
Vehicle Abatement Officer
Police Sevices Assistant
Community Relations Liaison
Reseive Polica Officers
Pdlice Sarvices Assistant
Fire Depariment
Fire Chief
Division Chief
Senior Adminisirative Secrelary
Fire Battalion Chief
Fire Caplain
Fire Engineer
Firefighter
Resefve Firefighter
Community Development Dapartment
Community Development Director
Planning Sesvices Manager
Chief of Planning
Chief of Economic Development
Planner 1
Planner t
Business Development Loan Soecialist
CD Grants Coordinator
Senior Administrative Secrelary (G0}
Secralaty
*  Bulding Official
*  Building Inspector
Interns
Office Assistant il
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Table 2-4—City of Seaside Detailed Staffing Plan
Existing 1995/96 199607 1907-98 199899 180900 200405 200810 201415

City Council
Secretary 03 03 05 05 05 05 05 45 05
- City Manager
City Managet 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Secrotary to the City Manager 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Socretary 07 07 05 1 1 1 1 1 1
Office Assistant i 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1
Affimalive Action Officer 0 o 0 0. 0 0 0 0 v]
Planning Service Manager (FORA) 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 15 15
CityCletk '
City Clerk 1 1 1 - i 1 1 1 1 1
Secretary 05 05 05 05 05 05 1 1 15
Personnel
Personnel Cfficer ) 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1
Secrelary 05 05 05 05 05 05 1 1 15
Police Depariment
Chief of Police 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Padlice Captain 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Polica Lieutenent 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4
Paolice Sergeant 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 8 9
Polica Investigator 5 5 ] 5 5 5 6 7 8
Juvenile Officer 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
Pdlice Officer 23 < 27 27 p) 2 2 » 39
School Resource Officer i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Crime Preveniion specialist/Non Swom 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
Senior Administrative Secrelary i 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2
Police Records Supervisor 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Polics Records Technician 9 ] 9 9 10 10 10 1" 12
Animal Conlrol Officer 1 1 1 1 1 1 15 15 15
Vehicla Abalement Officer 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Pdlice Services Assisiant 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2
Community Relations Liaison 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2
Resarve Police Officers 15 16 155 165 17 17.5 19 21 25
Pdlice Services Assisiant 05 05 05 05 05 05 05 05 05
Fire Depariment
Fire Chief 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1
Division Chief 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Senior Administralive Secrelary 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Fire Battalion Chiaf 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Fire Ceplain 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4
Fire Enginoer 6 6 6 6 6 6 9 9 9
Firefighter 10 10 12 12 12 12 13 13 13
Reserve Firefighler 2% p.] 26 7 285 29 b 365 39
Community Development Depariment
Community Development Director 1 1 1 i 1 i 1 1 1
Planning Services Manager 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
Chiaf of Planning 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1
Chief of Economic Development 0 0 0 0 c 0 0 0 0
Planne Il 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1
Planner | 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
Business Davelopment Loan Soecialist 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
CD Grants Coordinalor 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1
Senlor Administrative Secratary (CD) 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 1 1
Secrelary 2 2 2 2 25 25 25 3 3
*  Building Official 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
*  Building Inspector 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Intems 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 v}
Office Assistant Il 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 2-4—City of Seaside Detailed Staffing Plan (Continued)

Existing 199506 199697 1097.68 199899 193300 200405 200910 201415
Public Works
Public Works Director/City Engineer
Senior Administrative Secretary
Sanior Civil Engineer
Assistant Engineer
Junior Engineer
Utility Enginaer
Enginearing Technician
Accounting Assistand
Public Works Superintendant
Streat Mainlenance Supervisor
Public Works Mainlenance Specialist
Heavy Equipment Operator
Public Works Maintenance Worker Il
Public Works Maintenance Workef |
Streat Sweaper Operator
Waler SystemMainlenance Specialist
Engineering Intern
Enginaering Aide
Community Services
Director of Community Services
Preperty Maintenance Officer
Senior Administralive Secretary
General Services Superintendent
Parks Maintenance Supervisor
Parks Maintenance Crew Chief
Parks Imigation Specialist
Parks Equipment Operator
Parks Maintenance Worker Il
Parks Mainienance Workar |
Recreation Supetiniendant
Community Servicas Program Coordinator
*  Recrealion Program Coordinator
Soclal Services Program Coordinator
*  Office Assigiant Il
Accounting Assistant
*  Shop Supevisor
*  Equipment Mechanic
*  Machanic's Assistant
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3. FISCAL ANALYSIS

The following tables provide an analysis of the fiscal impact of the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan on
the Cities of Marina and Seaside and the County of Monterey. Readers should consult the
Assumptions Tables in Section 4 and the methodology described later in this Section.

3.1 SUMMARY

3.1.1 City of Marina

The Tables 3-1 and 3-2 detail the forecasts of costs and revenues for the City of Marina. Tables
detailing the specific cost and revenue assumptions for Marina can be found in Section 4.

The City of Marina has expressed concern that its fiscal situation will be adversely affected after
the results of the Year 2000 U.S. Census becomes available. At that point, Marina’s true
population will be used in the formulae that control the sharing of significant revenues between
the state and local governments in California (e.g. the Motor Vehicle In Lieu Fee).

If the development forecast shown in Table 2-2 comes to pass, Marina’s lost population will have
been replaced by the publication date of the Year 2000 U.S. Census.

3.1.2 City of Seaside

The Tables 3-3 and 3-4 detail the forecasts of costs and revenues for the City of Seaside. Tables
detailing the specific cost and revenue assumptions for Seaside can be found in Section 4.

3.1.3 County of Monterey

Tables 3-5 and 3-6 detail the forecasts of costs and revenues for the County of Seaside. Tables
detailing the specific cost and revenue assumptions for Monterey County can be found in Section

4.
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Table 3-1—City of Marina Expenditure Forecast
Persons Served 0 964 2,239 3,413 4,581 9,452 11,490 13,231
CSUMB Housing Sve Population 0 118 236 354 an 567 863 758
Revised Persons Served 0 1,022 2,357 3,500 4317 9,735 11,822 13,610
Road Miles--Mejor 0.0 0.0 12.9 147 165 29 286 326
Road Miles—Local 0.0 0.6 15 23 3.2 6.7 8.0 8.0
Public Responsibility Acreage 0.0 8145 7299 645.2 560.6 216.9 95.3 0.0
Budget Unit Unit Name 1996 Budget  1995/96 199697  1997-98  1998-89 199900 200405  2009-10 201415
General Fund

401 City Council 18,220 - 874 2,246 3,421 4,590 9,277 11,265 12,969
402 City Maneger/City Clerk 144,717 - 7,738 17,841 27,168 36,457 73,682 89,473 103,008
411 Building & Grounds 142,285 - 7,608 17,541 26,712 35845 72444 87969 101,277
404 City Attorney : 71,600 . 3,829 8,827 13,442 18038 36,455 44268 50,964
417 General Govemment 246,362 - 13,174 30372 46,250 62,064 125434 152,316 175358
405 Finance 152,868 - 9,178 22,545 34330 45068 93,108 113,060 130,164
412 Mechanic 80,810 - 4,321 9,563 15171 20,358 0,184 49,962 57,520
413 Public Safety 2,608,834 - 734374 734374 734374 734374 1,137,204 1,832,294 1,907,994
416 Pub, Safety Reserves & Volunteers 58,876 - 3,148 7,258 11,053 14,832 20976 36,401 41,907

Maintenance of Public Acreage - - 523,825 469,400 414975 360,551 135,475 61258 -
Subtotal - 1308770 1,320,368 1326896 41,333177 1,758,286 2,478,266 2,671,162

Community Development

407 Building - - (1.204) (2.177) (4,228) {5,574) (11,487) (13,924) (16,031)
408 Planning . 140,830 - 7.530 17,362 26,438 35,478 71,703 87,070 100,242
409 Engineering 70,459 - 3,768 8,686 13,228 17,7150 35,874 43,562 50,152
Subtotal - 10,094 23,212 35,438 47,555 96,110 116,707 134,363
Road Fund ‘
410 Streets 570,043 - 8,656 204,215 242 442 280,669 421,232 521,588 592,751
426 Pavement Management 25,236 - 383 9,041 10,733 12,425 18,648 23,091 26,241
481 Slumry Seal Program 56,533 - 858 20,253 24,044 21.835 775 51,728 58,785
Subtotal ' - 9,897 233,508 2Tr.218 320,929 481,655 596,406 677,178
Parks & Recreation
406 P&R General Ssrvices 150,103 - 8,026 18,505 28,1719 37,814 76,424 82,803 106,842
426 P&R Teen Center 12,372 - 662 1,525 2,323 3117 6,299 7,649 8,808
481 P&R Faith Fitness Center 4,183 - 224 516 785 1,054 2,130 2,586 2977
406 P&R Adult Sports n - 17 38 58 78 158 192 22
Park Maintanence - - - 57,610 57,610 57,610 57,610 57,610
Subtotal - 8,928 20,584 88,356 99,673 142621 160,841 176,457
Totel, All Funds 4,585,642 - 4337689 1,597,732 1,728,508 1,801,334 2478673 3,352,220 3,659,760
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Table 3-2—City of Marina Revenue Forecast
Residential Population - 947 1,895 2842 3789 1812 9,029 10,210
CSUMSB Housing - 1179 2358 3536 AT15 5672 6,628 7,584
Revised Residential Poputation - 2,126 4,252 6,378 8,504 13,544 15,657 17,794
Persons Served - 1,022 2357 3,590 4817 9,735 11,822 13,610
1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9

Name 1996 Budget 199506 199697 199798 199809 190900 200405 200910 201415

General Fund
Property Taxes 850,000 - 52694 115302 177055 238,110 488630 638600 7632319
Sales Tax 620,000 - 24,379 61,593 89,857 124206 341282 635209 836,100
Transient Lodging 375,000 - - - - - - 766,500 766,500
Franchise Tuxes 200,000 - 10,694 24,657 37,547 50384 101820 123652 142358
Business Licenses - 40,500 - - 11,280 22,580 33.8M 78617 115496 140,008
Utility Users Tax 720,000 - 28,053 65138 102223 139,308 295487 362,084 42040
Preperty Transfer Tax 21,500 - 4,766 5,139 5,739 5738 24234 11,559 11,216
Licenses & Permits 5,000 - - - - - - - -
Fines & Forfeitures ' 30,000 - 2,085 4,808 1322 9,825 19,857 24,112 27,760
Motor Vehicle in Lieu 990,000 - - - - - 48571 576,365 655,043
HOPTR 6,000 - - - - - - - -
Charges for Service 42,150 - - - - - - - -
Investmernt Eamings 1,000 - 216 507 [ 1,057 3243 517 6,612
Subtotal, General Fund 3,926,750 - 122888 289,034 443111 602501 1848749 3,259.385 3,769,416

Community Development
{(Revenues netted from costs)

Road Fund
Sect. 2105, Sts. & Hwys. Code - - - - - 36,306 27,681 21529
Sect, 2106, Sts. & Hwys. Code - 819 1,661 2,29 283 30,180 20919 2813
Sect. 2107, Sts. & Hwys. Code - - - - - 280,183 362096 334,183
Sect. 2107.5, Sts. & Hwys. Code - - - - - - - 685
investment Eamings - 17 511 783 1,064 3,858 6,465 7,313
Subtotal, Road Fund - 1,09 2112 3,078 3901 350527 426160 399,522

Parks & Recreation
{Revenues netted from costs)

Total, All Funds 3906 123985 291,206 446189 606,402 2199277 3685545 4,168,038
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Table 3-3—City of Seaside Expenditure Forecasts
Servica Population - 640 131 2,133 2,78 5492 8,427 13,112
New POM Annex Svc Population - 708 1,062 1,416 1,770 1,770 1,770 1,770
Revised Persons Served - 1348 2373 3,549 4556 7,262 11,197 14,882
Road Miles-Major - 0.0 6.4 73 82 114 143 16.3
Road Miles-Locel - 02 04 08 10 23 39 58
Public Responsbility Acreage - 698.3 661.5 619.8 562.0 433.0 2170 0.0
Budget Uit Unit Name 1996 Budget 1995196 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1956-00 200405 2008-10 201415
General Fund
110 City Counci 109,186 - 3,854 6,782 10,144 13,022 20,757 32,006 42,537
120 City Manager 400,317 .- 18,327 32,250 48238 61924 . 98705 152,192 202,270
130 Commissions 12,546 - 574 1011 1512 1,941 3,093 4770 6,339
140 City Clerk 103,602 - 4743 8,348 12,484 16,026 25,545 39,387 52,347
150 City Attorney 76,302 - 3,493 8,147 9,184 11,803 18,814 29,008 38,553
160 Personnel 122,802 - 5627 9,901 14,810 18,011 30,304 4,75 62,099
180 Finance 418,246 - 19,148 33,695 50,399 64,697 103,125 158,008 211,329
210 Police 4,307,001 - 474,800 514,499 752,650 1,078,923 1,726,743 2,773,581 3,931,699
Booking Fees 54,895 - 2513 4423 6,615 8,492 13536 20,870 27,738
220 Fire 1,753,674 - 125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000 707,850 707,850 707,850
23- Community Development 625,077 - 24,153 42,503 63,573 81,609 130,083 200,573 266,571
3- Public Works 562,275 - 25,742 45,298 67,754 86,576 138,638 213,765 284,103
4~ Community Services 1,300,476 . 53,128 93,490 139,837 179,510 286,135 441,188 586,358
Park Maintenance - - 107,890 107,890 107,890 107,890 107,890 107,890
Maintenance of Public Acreage - 350,000 331,579 310,652 296,742 217,043 108,772 .
Subtotal, General Fund 9,866,500 - 1,111,403 1,362,814 1,720,753 2,153,565 3,628,260 5,037,584 6,527,686
Road Fund o _
330 Streets & Storm Drains 604,660 - 1737 59,795 71513 81,198 120,002 159,557 193,419
340 Traffic Safety 429,770 - 1,235 42,500 50,829 51,713 86,203 113,408 137,475
Subtotal, Road Fund 1034430 - 2,972 102,295 122,342 138,941 205,294 212,965 330,894
Total, All Funds 10,900,930 - 1,414,074 1,465,109 1,843,095 2292417 3833554 5,310,549 6,858,580
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Table 3-4—City of Seaside Revenue Forecasts
Residential Population - 555 1111 1,666 222 4916 8,827 12,000
New POM Annex Population - 708 1,062 1,416 1,770 1,770 1,770 1,770
Controller's Population - 1,263 2,173 3,082 3,992 6,686 10,597 13,770
Service Population - 1,348 2373 3,549 4556 71,262 14,197 14,882
- 2 3 4 5 7 8 8
Name 1996 Budget 1995/96 1996-97 199798 199899 199900 200405 200910 201415
General Fund _
Property Taxes 1,130,000 - 67,894 180549 248376 293377 588,091 987,394 1,402,111
Sales Tax 2,800,000 - 74,261 275,262 396582 456,205 596,119 746241 1,230,937
Transient Lodging ~ 800,000 - - 1379700 1,379,700 1,379,700 1,379,700 1,379,700 2,299,500
Franchise Taxes 600,000 - 27,469 48337 72,300 92,812 147840 228107 303,165
Utility Users Tax 1,100,000 - 17,936 30134 68047 85083 172,980 303695 439685
Business Licenses 270,000 - - - 10,558 10,558 11,312 12,820 38,460
Property Transfer Tex 20,000 - 3,805 3,805 5,482 3,805 24244 32525 29,229
Licenses & Permits 35,000 - - - - - - - -
Fines & Forfeitures 55,000 . 2518 : 4,431 6,627 8,508 13,561 20,910 27,790
Motor Vehicle in Lieu 1,500,000 - - - - - 252,239 309,798 518,512
Charges for Service 330,000 - - - - - - - -
Investment Eamings 120,000 - 2,358 23,488 26,607 28,351 38,752 50,002 76,506
Subtotal, General Fund - 196,242 1954706 2,214,280 2,359,388 3,224,936 4,161,191 6,366,896
Road Fund _
Sect 2105, Sts. & Hwys. Code - - - - - 17922 18,735 21,303
Sect. 2106, Sts. & Hwys. Code - 1,255 2,351 3,220 3945 - 17629 22,086 24,361
Sect 2107, Sts. & Hwys. Code . . - - - 138307 245067 258,600
Sect 2107.5, Sts. & Hwys. Code : - - - - - - 833 685
Investment Earnings ‘ - 15 29 39 48 2,115 3,487 3,709
Subtotal, Road Fund ' - 1,270 2379 3,259 3993 175973 290,207 308,657
Total, All Funds - 197,511 1,857,085 2,217,539 2,363,380 3400909 4451388 6,675,554
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Table 3-5—County of Monterey Expenditure Forecast
Tolal Parsons Served 854 2,060 5360 71 10255 18804 25851 330
CSUMB Housing Persons Served o 118 236 34 72 1) 883 768
POM Anex Pecaans Served 854 1,008 1,362 1,716 2000 2070 2,070 2070
Revised Tolsl Parsons Served 0 1,743 3163 5,81 113 16,167 B118 31,511
Unincorpaoraled Persons Served o 13 20 208 324 1,182 2138 5086
CSLIMB Non-Housing Persons Senved ¢ § " 1% 22 42 62 .74
Revisad Unincorporaled Persons Served 0 1% 212 28 6 1,23 2,200 5168
Road Mitew-Major 0.0 00 21 24 27 38 43 54
Road Mdey-Local 11 00 00 0.0 00 05 1.0 24
Public Responsbiity Aaeage [+ X ms 0.5 306.5 3045 2500 188.5 0.0
Budge! Undt Uit Name e GountvCost 190596 190697 19748 190889 193000 20045 20610 201415
100 Bowrd of Supanvisors 1,184,346 - 4974 10,7% 16,638 22,008 46,131 65,963 83911
101 Assesamiant Appeals Bowd 19,000 - a0 172 67 383 40 1,058 1,442
$02 Aneual County Audit 106,375 - &g 964 1,484 19717 414 5925 8076
103 County Mamberships 0,085 - 181 m 505 ] 1,678 2,400 Az
105 County Admin. 1,353,753 . 5,635 12212 18,018 515% 52730 75,399 102,772
106 Supporl Services 266,064 - w7 2412 i ] 4544 10,383 14519 20,19
107 Flost Mg 645,657 . 211 5,63 9070 188 2514 3961 8016
108 Afiemalive Acion 206.9% - 1247 2692 41N 5518 11,565 16,538 254
Sublotal 395,216 . 16,442 X 5,003 T2.18 152,500 218,062 w2
111 Audtos-Cantroler 2,006,749 . BSE3 B4R 28813 ek NI AR 1R
115 Reverts & Recovery 621,12 - 2634 5,686 8,511 11,655 24,430 34933 47616
117 Treasurer-Tax Collectar 8730 - 360 7062 12,185 16,117 B 48,306 85,844
118 Assemsor 226415 . 9508 20524 B8 A0 MIN 1815 (7186
115 Purchasing 257.790 - 1,083 2337 362 4790 10,041 14358 18570
Bublolal 8,053,230 - 3,420 [V jF] 85,039 112,495 25,71 AT 458,538
12 County Couneel 1 ML1T . 5,836 12166 16856 24940 szamr 74762 104,850
125 Personnal Division 147612 550 11,545 5 24486 1024 I 100,033
141 Elections 970,08 4074 M 13620 18,026 ¥4 54029 e
151 Telecommumications 97,958 - m ) 1,376 1820 3816 5456 147
152 Commuicntions 2,083,746 : 1S 1AMS 2% Mm BIAB3 116057 150180
Sublotal 181,704 - 8162 1977 30,650 40,542 [TE] 121,512 185,887
161 Facilities & Consiruction 4,076,345 11113 36,952 §1.266 514 150,706 221,031 304,40
171 Plant Acquisition-Genaral 2,649,059 . 11428 24044 MNHE 48227 103,180 147,58 204,908
161 Davelopmant Sel-Aside 1,154,000 - 1, %65 2,068 2,718 3,569 11,944 1,425 50,324
82 Economic Development . - - - . - - - -
183 Fod Ond 105,201 - 124 18 4 08 1,089 1968 4600
Subtota 125,201 : i a8 261 3T 72,008 i T
190 Judgoments & Damages 700 . 2569 g2 9 125 A 069 5403
181 Other General Expenditures 64,750 - mn 587 o 1,203 2,522 3,606 4916
182 Insurance 157,060 - 660 1424 2206 219 B.118 8,748 1183
193 Infomation Systems 1,201,813 . 5,047 10,804 16,354 23 46811 86,336 ann7
194 Deta Processing . - - - - - . . .
165 Risk Managament 289,983 - 1218 2628 4004 5,380 1,25 16,151 22015
195 Infoanation Gysiems - - - . - - - . -
157 Graphics @A) - . - - - - - .
108 Public Works Activites - - . - - - - . .
189 Surveyor 76,365 . a2 8 1m 1418 29m4 259 575
Subtotel 2463,841 . 10,506 22678 AT 4,488 7,442 13,54 189,09
Sublolal, General Governmant w7 . 106,485 8,546 354,342 468,376 957,005 1,446,180 1,963,364
201 Superior Gourt . - - - B - - - -
202 Supaniot Cowt Revenus [332,000) - . - - - - - -
207 Muricipnl Coutt Revenue {1,800,000) - - - . - - - -
20 Sury Expenss - - - - - - - - .
222 Grand Jury 63553 - b1 576 4] 1181 2475 3540 4525
223 Counly Clerk .. . . - . . - . .
Z24 District Atlomey 3,068,748 - 12845 amn f2m 56,840 119,140 170,360 232,208
225 Dustricd Atiomay 8 . - . . - - - - -
227 Public: Defender 2,656,581 - 11,156 24,082 i #3368 103,476 147 961 201,677
228 Cour Aseigned Counss 295075 . 3750 804 125M  168% 854 49,857 67,951
Sublotsl L, 58 : 7027 ] Vs 1A 79,95 74 506,881
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Table 3-5—County of Monterey Expenditure Forecast (Continued)

251 Bhaiffs Commactions 5958.515 - 25,066 54,107 20853 197 2.4 332,40 453120
255 Probation 205850 - 8,645 18,661 0918 325 80,182 114,653 156211
258 Juvenile Hal 1,727,061 - 7253 15,656 24263 32093 87210 96,181 131,112

Bubtotsl 754,418 40,583 [V~ 13,09 1,263 F o) [F<¥ ] 140,59
270 Nac. Hydroslachic . - - - - - . . -
28% Agicutural Comym. 910,59 - e 8.254 127902 16821 35468 5077 Bi1n
282 Produce Inspaction . - . - - . - . -
Subtotel 840,506 - 1824 8,254 12,12 16024 35,468 50797 [ B} ]
283 Agricultural Essemants (3,089 . - - - - - -
280 Wastwaiw Eng. - - . vo. - - - -
291 Recordet (8),769) . . ; . : - ) :
292 Coronet-Public Admin. 815,402 - 3 152 11,455 15,152 M50 £415 81,902
253 Planning & Building Inwpaction 2804118 - 38 5076 6887 8,268 2238 52580 123,504
204 Intargovemmental Affairs 580,843 - 247 5.7 4,286 10,961 22975 32852 M
26 Offics of Emergency Prep 135,200 - 565 1,62 1,956 2,587 542 1753 10,568
298 Animal Shater 54,400 - 58 960 1,290 1,564 55 9,947 23365
298 {itiee Contral 8,146 - 51 7% L] 126 7 803 1,888
299 Environmental Impac — - - - - - - - -
Subtotel 4,859,014 . 10,492 H 114 24,908 38,658 %] 14,250 266,004
Subtotal, Publio Proteckion 31,068,173 - 7,480 108,881 2.4 395,095 wnmn 1,330,485 2,907,008
411 Haslth 3,345,692 - 14050 30,328 47,002 2172 130,317 166,38 253,892
414 Envirormental Haalth 14,75 - 3,086 8,661 1032 13,654 2618 098 55,780
415 Mantsl Hesth 870,201 - 3,654 7,488 1225 16,171 23,805 43,467 86,062
417 Alcohal & Drug Pragrams (81,285 - . - - - - . -
420 Condibution-H sskh 96,927 - % 516 800 1,068 207 3m 432
42 Contnbution-Stele 262,982 - 1,188 2565 3675 5259 102 15,761 21,483
425 County Dispoesl St 1,410,748 - 5924 12,788 19,818 N5 54948 78,572 107,095
Sublotel 6,619,902 - 81 0,747 “wiQ 120,58 %1009 IM2% 08, 7%
430 Madicsl Care Senicas 6,261,502 - 8295 56.760 87,964 116,35 240,890 348,741 475,348
438 Emargancy Medical Sve (28,000} - — —_ - — z b s
Sublotal $,233,502 . 26,295 6,760 81,564 148,35 28,80 LT 475,348
440 Cal. Children's Sendces 9018 . 623 4,526 10442 13976 n0 40,084 4848
Bublolal, Health Services 13573310 . 87,459 14.0% 9114 25425 $32,58 762,067 1,004,7%
501 Sacial Services 257601 - 10,818 23354 36190 815 100,38 143,430 195,503
31 AFDG 1,296,681 - 5445 11,754 18216 24096 50,507 7220 83439
535 Out of Home Care 1,106,748 - 4,648 10,033 15,548 20,566 43,108 61,642 84,020
548 Other Aids - - - - - - - - .
$51 Aid to Indigents 1,080,000 - 4577 9,881 15,313 20,255 42458 80,708 rip ]
555 Vederons' Benvicas Office 200,367 - ] 1516 2815 3n 7.804 11,160 15211
570 Siate Community Development - - - - - . - B -
5§71 Federel Community Developmant . - . - - - - - -
590 GAIN Program - - - . - - - - -
$92 Social Sanvioes-Other 52,500 . = L1 "m0 981 2,057 284 4,008
5% Bpecial Neads - - - . - - - - .
554 Area Agency on Aging 83,067 - L] 4] 1,167 154 3ns 4627 6,306
535 Lirkagas Program - - - - - - - . -
596 Haalth Sareaning-Fo. - - - . - . - - .
Sulbdotel . 4,405,564 . 26,901 58,070 29,994 119,080 2856 356,787 [ X1
Sublotal, Boclal Services §,405,964 . 26,501 58,07¢ .94 119,00 W56 k%) 14 6,346
6 Agricutural Extension 296,061 - 1243 2684 4,158 5502 11,532 16,480 2476
622 Agicukural Extension _ - - - - - - . . .
Sublotal 266,061 - 128 1684 4150 6,502 1532 18,488 247
750 Parks 1,134,530 . - 617,100 817,100 817,100 817100 - 617.%00 617,00
795 Pake-Geant Projects - - - - - - - - -
Muintanance of Public Acrsage . - 180,000 178, 844 177411 175,955 144462 108 925 -
Sublotal LRETTS - 180,600 195,944 84211 783,056 Téd,562 728,025 110
830 Bhort-Temmn Borrowing - - - - B - -
840 Overhand Recoversd (4,105,566)- . - - . - - - .
250 Qther Financing Uses §.896.879 - 23963 62540 9,481 128 162 268638 384129 520 584
Sublolal L3 . 23,063 82,520 9689 128,162 268,658 38418 523,584
990 Contingancy 2,400,000 . s81e 19,0% %802 o 81,796 16,962 150,424
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Table 3-6—County of Monterey Revenue Forecast
Unincorporated Residential 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,170
Bepulalisgrated Persons 0 129 212 285 5 1223 2,200 5,168
$onrresidential 3,389 6.425 9460 12496 20220 26253 2,713
Popuipfiesons 0 1,743 3763 5,831 773 16167 23118 31511
Served
1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9
Name 1996 1995/06 199607 199798 199899 190900 200405  2009-10 201415
Budget
General Fund
Properly Taxes 33591,17 , 94384 230046 334944 42126 905030 1335343 1,846,348
Sales Tax 94,600,000 - . 1917 6,330 8476 22383 201828 421,145
Sales Tax (Prop _ na 120767 285064 386002 474459 844071 1163354 1,553,052
Tisient 8,800,000 . - . . . 1379700 1378700 1,379,700
Ersigingse 813,000 . 957 1461 1,962 2,380 8415 1513 35,546
Prosarty Transfer 850,000 ) 8572 9021 11796 9921 53014 50358 73,074
Liénses & 3,669,576 . . . . - . ) -
Preits 6,011,964 - 7079 10,804 14508 17507 62229 111906 262,853
Fstoitwistsicle in 14,645,00 133832 253686 373541 493305 798743 1036611 1202483
Diskges for Service 0 na - - - - - - - -
Investment 32,048,12 12065 2619 37260 47136 141076 177680 226519
B2, General Fund 6 37656 820000 1,166,343 1475496 4,416,107 5561912 7,000,749
Road Fund
Sect 2105, Sts. & Hwys. Code : ' 196 26 387 528 1,105 1,009
Sect. 2106, Sts. & Hwys. Code : 2,062 3,054 4,765 6695 10814 11433 12,649
Investment 1 107 167 24 374 414 451
E3BEE, Road Fund 2209 3358 5228 7316 M7I6 12952 14108
Total, All Funds 379865 823358 1471570 1482811 4427823 5574864  T,104828
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3.1.4 Salinas Rural Fire District

Table 3-7 details the property tax collections and estimated cost for the Salinas Rural Fire
District. The cost of service provision was provided by the Chief of the District for use in this
Report. A detailed explanation of the property tax calculation is provided in the following
Section,

Table 3-7—Salinas Rural Fire District _
189598 189667 19708 109899 199900 200405  2008-10

201415
Salinas Rural Firs District
Sdinas Rural Fire District Revenue _ 0 0 2,003 3,528 4,811 56,951 73,653
Salines Rurel Fire District Expenditures 0 512,429 512,429 512,429 512,429 512,429 512,429 512,429
Sallnas Rural Fire District Total 0 512,429 510,426 508,901 507618 455878 438,776 332,752

3.2 ANALYSIS OF REVENUES

3.2.1 General Fund Revenues

3.2.1.1 Property Tax

The process of estimating increases in property tax revenue is extremely complex. This
complexity is a direct result of the interaction of the legal constraints imposed by Proposition 13,
Assembly Bill 8, and the market forces affecting the price and turnover of property. Proposition
13 limits property taxes to one percent (1.0%) of the Taxable Assessed Value (TAV) of real and
personal property. Increases in the TAV of a given property may not exceed two percent (2.0%)
per year unless the property experiences a change in ownership, or taxable improvements are
added to the property. If the property is sold, the TAV is adjusted by the County Assessor to the
property’s current fair market value. If the property is improved, the TAV is adjusted only on the
improved portion of the property. Given the reality of inflation (assumed in this analysis to be four
percent annually), the effect of the two percent cap is that the property tax revenue flowing to a
jurisdiction from a particular property will most likely decline, in real terms, over time.

In other words, if the increase in the market value of a single family home is the same as the rate
of inflation, then the real purchasing power of the property tax revenue from that home declines
over time unless:

(1)  The rate of inflation is less than, or equal to, two percent (2.0%) per year, or;
(2)  The property changes ownership every year.

This phenomenon is true for all land uses in all jurisdictions throughout the State of California.

In light of the above discussion, it is clear that the property turnover rate plays an important role
in estimating the amount of property tax revenue that will be generated from new development.
The turnover rates and market values used in this analysis are shown for each distinct land use
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category in Table 3-8. It should be noted that the turnover of vacant land and the ability of some
homeowners to transfer their property tax basis when they purchase a replacement home was not
considered in the analysis. Further, the analysis assumes the market value of residential and non-

residential property will increase at the same rate as inflation. Again, the inflation rate is assumed
to be four percent (4.0%) per year.

Table 3-8—Market Value and Turnover Rate Assumptions
Market Valﬁe Market Value Per

Use Unit Type Market Value Land Improvements Unit  Jarvis Factor
Residential-Existing {Low) houss $25,000 $75,000 $100,000 4
Residential-Existing (10/sc) house $9,000 $38,000 $47,000 2
Residential-Low Densily (#ac) house $95,000 $205,000 $300,000 4
Residenlial-Medium Density (6/ac) house $67,000 $170,500 $237,500 3
Residential-High Density {8/ac) house $50,000 $125,000 $175,000 3
Residential Attached—Townhouses (10/ac) house $35,000 $102,500 $137,500 2
Residential Attached-Apariments (20/ac) house $15,000 $65,000 $80,000 5
Offica/RED (SqFt) sqft $100 4
Business Parl/Lighl Industrial (SqF1) sqft $60 4
UC MBEST {SqF1) sgft $23 4
Retail Commercial-Convenience (SqFi) sqft $80 3
Retail Commercial--Neighborhood (SqFt) sght %100 4
Retail Commercial-Regional (SqFt) sqft $125 5
Hotel {Rooms) 1oom $150,000 1
Golf {Acres) acre $37,838 1
Equestrian (Acres) . atre £0 1
Open Space Habitat (Acres) acre $0 1
Parks (Acres) acre $0 1
Parks-State (Acres) acre $0 1
Schaols (Acres) acre $0 1
Military (Acres) acre $0 1
Public Facililies—Institutional acre $0 1
Public Fatililies—Other acre . ¥ 1

In Table 3-8, each land use is assigned a “Jarvis Factor” to signify a distinct set of turnover and
appreciation assumptions. The key below provides assumptions associated with each Jarvis
Factor.

Jarvis Factor Inputs

Tumover Raie Real Property

(Years); Appreciation Rate:

Jarvis-1 0 0%
Jarvis-2 4 0%
Jarvis-3 5 0%
Jarvis-4 . 7 0%
Jarvis-5 10 0%
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The valuation of UCMBEST bears a note of explanation. The UCMBEST use is proposed to be a
research center owned by the University of California. Technically, the TAV of this center is zero.
- If the center were used by the University strictly for education or in-house research, no property
taxes would be generated by its use. However, since the proposed use involves the leasing of
space to individuals and firms outside of the University of California, the use of that property
becomes taxable through its possessory interest. The property tax is paid not by the University,
but rather by the lessee of the center. Property taxes on possessory interest are most commonly
encountered by residents of national forests. In the case of University-owned facilities, the
valuation of the possessory interest is based on lease terms and their net present value. The
following formulas demonstrate the calculation of possessory interest value and its refationship to
total market value. '

Assuming;
Market Value = $1,000,000
Annual Rent = $100,000
Discount Rate = 10%

Lease Term = 5 years

Possessory Interest Valuation:

i AnnualRent;
RV S i=1 (1+DiscountRare)' = §379,079

$379,079

—_—

Possessory Interest Value as percent of Market Value = $1,000,000 — 37.9%

This analysis assumes that most of the leases in the UCMBEST will be 5-year leases. The TAV
per square foot used for this land use, then, is 37.9% of the regular business park light industrial
value per square foot of $60, or $22.74.

In order to forecast TAV, taking into account the complexities arising from Proposition 13, an
algorithm was constructed by Angus McDonald & Associates that simulates the process in any
given year in which

o The TAV of those properties which change hands, as reflected in the turnover rate,
rises to the current market value, and

e The TAV of the properties that were not sold increases by two percent (2.0%).
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For each distinct land use category a multiplier is calculated that captures the effect of the general
inflation, real estate inflation, and the turnover rate of a typical property. The multiplier is, in
effect, a probability coefficient in which the probability of the TAV increasing to the market value
is a function of the turnover rate and the probability of the TAV increasing by two percent (2.0%)
is one minus the turnover rate. This multiplier is used to adjust the TAV created by new
development to account for the effects of Proposition 13.

3.2.1.1.1 Tax Rate Areas and The Use of Property Tax Apportionment Factors
A Tax Rate Area (TRA) is defined in §95 of the Revenue and Taxation Code as:

A specific geographic area all of which is within the jurisdiction of the same combination
of local agencies and school entities for the current fiscal year.

Every year the County Assessor measures the change in TAV in each TRA in the County. The
“Annual Tax Increment” is one percent of the annual change in TAV. The Annual Tax Increment
is shared among the taxing agencies within each TRA.

The County Auditor-Controller has calculated a Property Tax Apportionment Factor (PTAF), or
Annual Tax Increment Factor, for each agency serving a particular TRA. PTAFs are defined in
§97.5 of the Revenue and Taxation Code and have the following characteristics;

¢ The PTAF for each agency indicates the percent of the total Annual Tax Increment
from that particular TRA that will be distributed to the agency. In other words, the
PTAFs control the distribution of property taxes within a TRA.

¢ The sum of the PTAFs for all the taxing agencies within each TRA will be 1.0. This
ensures that 100% of the Annual Tax Increment is distributed among the agencies
serving the TRA. '

¢ The property tax revenue an agency receives in any given year is equal to the total
property tax revenue it received in the prior year plus the agency’s share of the current
year’s Annual Tax Increment. This calculation is performed for each TRA.

3.2.1.1.2 Property Tax Apportionment Factors in the Ford Ord Area

Federal law prohibits local taxation of Federal property. Thus, TRAs and PTAFs, would not be
expected for the Fort Ord area. Actually, the Monterey County Auditor-Controller established the
TRAs and PTAFs as part of the implementation of Proposition 13. The PTAFs were based on the
property tax collections of the eligible agencies outside of the Fort Ord area. This process resulted
in 37 TRAs, each of which have a complete set of PTAFs. Table 3-9 shows the TRAs and the
PTAFs of the four agencies considered within this analysis.

Since the location of development in relation to existing TRAs is uncertain at best, an average
PTAF was determined for each of the four agencies. Table 3-9 also shows the average PTAF used
for each agency. No changes in jurisdiction, TRA, or PTAF were assumed in this analysis, with
one exception. The Salinas Rural Fire District provides fire protection and suppression in the
unincorporated areas around Fort Ord. However, the District does not currently cover the entire
unincorporated area of Fort Ord. The service delivery assumption, nonetheless, identifies the
District as the fire protection and suppression provider for the unincorporated areas of the Reuse
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area. Based on discussions with the Executive Officer of the Monterey Local Agency Formation
Commission, the district boundaries will likely be expanded to cover that service area. This
analysis, therefore, assumes a transfer of property tax to Salinas Rural Fire District from the
County’s share such that the PTAF of the District is commensurate with the PTAF the District
receives elsewhere. This adjustment is detailed in the calculation following the TRA and PTAF

data provided in Table 3-9.

Average PTAF (Seaside) _ 16.0379
.Average PTAF (Marina) ] 17.2274
Average Unincorporated PTAF 20.3229
Representative Salinas Rural PTAF 12.1788
Percent County Property Tax Lost to ERAF 37.08%
New Salinas Rural PTAF 7.6629
Revised Unincorporated PTAF 12.6600

3.2.1.1.3 Property Tax Calculation

The property tax forecast is calculated using the following formula:

Property Tax = TAV x 1% x PTAF

Note that the County has a PTAF for each TRA, and so, receives property taxes from all taxable
development.
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010005
010-006
010-007
010008
010014
010-015
010-016
010-17
010018
012-001
012-003
012-005
012-011
012013
012014
012-015
012016
057008
057-056
057058
057059
057-062
057063
096014
096015
096-022
096-023
096027
096-029
096-034
096-036
096-040
096-041
139-027
139-028
139-029
139-030
010-avg
012-avg
057-avg
096-avg
139%-avg

County
16.00307
16.00307
16.10153
16.13344
15.99608
15.99608
16.13344
15.97168
16.00307
18.67418
16.99002
16.68629
16.84553
16.66168
18.67433
16.68824
16.59752
21.08118
21.13587
21.08115
21.04482
20.91269
20.61848
20.95449
2095448
20.90081
21.12368
21.17863
20.95455
21.17863
21.12369
21.17863
20.95455
18.82787
19.30402
18.79889
18.82787
16.03794
17.22747
20.97903
21.05022
18.93966

Seaside
16.30445
16.30445
16.40476
16.43727
16.29733
16.29733
16.43727
16.27247
16.30445
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
16.33997
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Public Services Plan

Marina Fire Salinas

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
14.84102
13.50242
13.26257
13.38760
13.24149
14,84089
13.26259
13.19050
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
(:.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
. 0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
13.69115
0.00000
0.00000
0.000C0

10.77763

13.63640
13.67176
13.63536
13.61287
13.52740
13.33709

12.17883
12.48683
12.16008
12.17883

10.77763
13.57031

12.25114

. May 16, 1996

Table 3-9—Tax Rate Areas and Property Tax Apportionment Factors
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3.2.1.1.4 Allocations in the Fort Ord Reuse Area

Property taxes in California are normally allocated to local agencies according to property tax
apportionment factors. These factors represent the proportionate share of property taxes allocable
to each local agency. The sum of these factors is 1.00.

Special legislation applying only to the local agencies providing services to the Fort Ord base
reuse area significantly alters the property allocation formula within redevelopment project areas.
The intent of the legislation was to provide a source for financing public facilities for the Fort Ord
Reuse Authority. This legislation has the practical effect of reducing the property tax available to
the two cities for general purposes while increasing the property tax available to the County for
general purposes. The primary method of property tax allocation used in this analysis assumes that
no redevelopment project areas are established. However, Table 3-10 quantifies the difference in
property tax allocation under the two scenarios.

Figure 3-1 illustrates the allocation of property taxes under the redevelopment project area
scenario:
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Figure 3-1—Property Tax Distribution in Redevelopment Project Areas

DETAIL )
Code Section Agency Percentages
HAS 333342,
a3, 336 L&M Housing Set-Aside 20%
Balance 80%
H&S 33492.78 Schools' 10% .
Balance 90%| ’
HES 3.7 FORA 35%
City/County RDA 35%
County GF 25%
Other Agencies 5%
HAS 3M92.71 City/County GP 25%
City/County RDA 75%
HES 3348271 Other Agencied 85%
Balance 15%
HAS 33492.71 FORA 37%
RAFO 37%
County 26%
Notes: )
1a For the first 10 years, percentage is based on 25% of the PTAFs for schools. The Code is not clear that
the schools portion comes out of the post-L&M balance.
1b For the 11th through 30th years, schools receive amount in 1a plus 21% of PTAFs using increment above
10th-year base.
2 City/county RDAs may transfer up to 25% of increment to city/county for S years after the RDA receives
more than $100,000. The Code is not clear whether it is 25% of RDA or 25% of total increment.
3 Percentage shown is total PTAFs for agencies excluding cities, county, and school districts.
Abrevialions:

L&M - Low and moderate.

RDA - Redevelopment Agency

GF - General Fund

RAFOQ - Redavelopment Agency of Fort Ord

Table 3-10 summarizes the impact of the property tax allocation methodology.
Tables 3-11 through 3-15 detail the approach used to calculate the property tax

under the RDA scenario.
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Table 3-10—Summary of Property Tax Allocation Methodologies
1995/96 199697 199798 199898 199900 200405 200910 201415

Marina

With RDA 0 26,519 58,027 89,105 119,831 245,907 327,060 0

Without RDA ) 115,302 177,055 238110 288,733 488,630 638600 763319

Difference -88,783 119,029 149,006 -168902 242,723 311540  -763,319
Seaside

With RDA 0 28,926 76,921 105,818 150,410 250,550 429,167 608,498

Without RDA : 0 67,894 180,549 248376 293377 588,091 987,334 1,402,111

Difference 0 -38,968 -103,628  -142558  -142967 337541 558227 -793,614
Monterey County

With RDA 0 158,413 391508 567,391 713,766 1,586,252 2,380,426 3,392,888

Without RDA 0 94,384 230946 334944 422126 905030 12335343 1,845,348

Difference 0 64,029 160,562 232,448 291640 681,222 1045083 1545539
Salinas Rural Fire District

With RDA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Without RDA - - 2,003 3,528 4811 56,551 73653 179,677

Difference 0 0 -2,003 -3,528 4811 56,551  -T3.653 179,677
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3.2.1.2 Real Property Transfer Tax (Documentary Transfer Tax)

Real property sales and re-sales are taxed by the County at the rate of $1.10 per $1,000 of property
value. The property transfer tax collected with a city is divided evenly between the city and the County,
while the amount collected within the unincorporated areas of the County are fully retained by the
County.

The following assumptions were used in the estimate of transfer tax:

1. All property is transferred free of any lien or encumbrance,

2. Sales and re-sales of anything other than a final product was not considered.

3. All taxable property is transferred under circumstances in which the transfer tax would
be applicable.

4, The same assumptions regarding turnover rates and property values used in the property
tax calculation (as shown in Table 3-8) were used to calculate the Real Property Transfer
Tax.

3.2.1.3 Transient Occupancy Tax

The Transient Occupancy Tax is imposed for the privilege of occupying a room, or rooms, or other
living space, in a hotel, inn, tourist home or house, motel, or other lodging for less than thirty (30) days.
Specific exceptions include timeshare estates and membership camping contracts in a campground.

The following transient occupancy tax rates are in effect for each jurisdiction:

Marina 10%
Seaside 12%
Monterey County 12%

Each of the hotels anticipated in the land use plan is expected to operate at a 70% occupancy rate and
charge an average of $150 per night per occupied room.

3.2.1.4 Sales Tax

In general, sales or use taxes are imposed on the retail sale or the use of tangible personal property in
California. Items excluded from taxation include property that is purchased for resale, food for home
consumption, and prescription medicines. Since the initial enactment of sales and use tax laws in
California in 1933, numerous other exemptions and exclusions have been granted that remove the
liability for tax on certain types of property and organizations.

All cities and counties in the state ievy a basic one percent sales tax and have the option to levy
additional sales taxes under certain circumstances. Sales and use tax revenues are collected by the
California State Board of Equalization. The Board of Equalization allocates the local portion of these
revenues to the appropriate local governments. The local portion of sales tax revenues generally are
allocated according to the location of the sale rather than residence or business location of the
purchaser. (Exceptions occur for certain items and for taxes imposed on the use of property.)
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Proposition 172 added a half-cent sales tax for public safety purposes. The allocation of this portion of
the sales tax is statutorily based, and ultimately provides for the following split:

Marina 0.26%
Seaside 0.36%
Monterey County 06.18%

Sales and use tax revenues are estimated from five separate sources:

L. Purchases made by new residents of the reuse area. The taxable sales per household are
based on housing unit purchase price and US Consumer Expenditure Survey Data.

2. Purchases made by additional employees within the reuse area. Project employees are
assumed to spend $2,000 per year within the reuse area.

3. Purchases made by business enterprises within the reuse area. Businesses within the
reuse area are assumed to spend $10 per square foot on taxable retail purchases.

4. Purchases made by guests staying at the new hotel/motel facilities within the reuse area.
Based on the average room rate of $150, and California Department of Commerce data,
hotel guests are estimated to spend $47,789 annually per room on restaurant and other
retail purchases.

5. Additional State allocation of sales and use taxes. Based on historic allocations, the
three agencies can expect to receive an additional 10% allocation of sales tax from the
countywide and statewide pools. (This source is described in more detail below.)

Actual sales tax revenues received by local jurisdictions vary from an estimate based on one percent of
taxable transactions occurring within that jurisdiction. A major reason for the difference the distribution
of certain proceeds of sales and use taxes collected by the Board of Equalization not attributable to a
specific point-of-sale. Such revenues are accounted for at both the county and statewide levels. An
example of such a revenue accounted for at the county level is proceeds from the sale (or use) of certain
construction materials. An example of such a revenue accounted for at the state level is use tax on third-
party sales of used automobiles. These county and state “pools” are allocated to local jurisdictions in
proportion to the amount of other sales tax revenues generated within that jurisdiction.

The fiscal analysis uses a sales tax gravity model to forecast the location of resident-based taxable
transactions. This approach recognizes the fact that residents are more likely to shop at establishments
closer to their homes. Taxable transactions from other sources are assumed to occur in the same
jurisdiction.

3.2.1.5 Business Licenses

The Business License Tax is imposed on businesses for the privilege of doing business within the
jurisdiction and may be levied for regulatory and revenue raising purposes. The Cities of Marina and
Seaside each have business license taxes, while the County of Monterey does not. For this study, the
enacting ordinances were analyzed, and relevant factors were developed for each of the applicable land
use categories. These factors are identified in the Revenue Assumptions Tables for the two cities.

3.2.1.6 Utility Users Tax
Subject to certain laws, cities and counties may place a tax on the use of utilities such as gas, electricity,
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and intrastate phone service, The cities of Marina and Seaside each have a utility users tax (4% and 5%,
respectively), while the County does not. The following table details the assumptions regarding the
annual taxable utility usage per unit,

Table 3-11—Taxable Utility Usage Per Unit

Land Use Unit Type Taxable Utility

Usage Per Unit
Residential--Existing (Low) house 1,920
Residential--Existing {10/ac) house 1,380
Residential--Low Density (4/ac) house 1,920
Residential--Medium Densiiy (6/ac) house 1,560
Residential--High Density (8/ac¢) house 1,560
Resldential Attached—-Townhouses (10/ac) house 1,380
Residential Attached--Apartments (20/ac) house 1,380
Office/R&D sqgft 1.2
Business Park/Light Industrial sqft 1.2
UC MBEST sqft 1.2
Retall Commercial--Convenience sqft 1.2
Retall Commercial--Neighborhood sqft 1.2
Retail Commercial--Regional sqft 1.2
Hotel room 181.2

3.2.1.7 Motor Vehicle License Fees

Motor vehicle license fees are collected by the State Department of Motor Vehicles in lieu of local
property taxes. This revenue source is also referred to as Motor Vehicle in Lieu. The primary method of
allocation by the State Controller is on the basis of population. The State law has been amended for the
agencies which had a population based on the residents of Fort Ord in the 1990 census, namely the
Cities of Marina and Seaside and the County of Monterey. For purposes of the allocation of this
revenue (and certain fuel taxes), the 1990 census population is used until either the iocal agency
requests that the actual population be used or the 2000 census data becomes available. It is for this
reason that the forecast of city revenues shows no additional motor vehicle in fieu in the early years. In
the case of Monterey County, the actual population already exceeds that lost by the closure of Fort Ord,
and so the actual population is used.

3.2.1.8 Investment Earnings

The agencies will earn a return on the investment of idle moneys. Idie moneys consist of money deposits
in a Reserve Fund and funds received in advance of expenditure requirements. Revenue from this source
depends upon the size of the reserve and the rate of return earned. The percentage used in the forecast
is based on the annual experience of investment earnings as a percentage of annual revenue. The
resulting percentage is nof an interest rate, but rather a factor to estimate the future availability of this
revenue source. The factor used for the County forecast is 3.3%, since the amount in investment
earnings was deemed anomalous in relation to annual total revenue.

3.2.1.9 Franchise Fees

Cities and counties may charge franchise fees for the privilege of using public rights of way. These fees
are typically charged to gas, electric, cable television, and trash pickup companies. This revenue source
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is forecast based on the existing collections and the number of “persons served” within the agency. The
number of persons served takes into account both residents and employees. This approach ensures that
all land uses are included in the estimation of this revenue source. (More information on the persons-
served approach is provided in the discussion of expenditures.)

3.2.1.10 Fines, Forfeitures and Penalties

Fines and forfeitures are collected for violations of local ordinances, criminal violations, and health and
safety violations. Vehicle code fines are collected for violations of the vehicle code. The persons-served
forecasting methodology was used for this revenue source.

3.2.1.11 Other General Fund Revenue Sources

Other revenue sources have been considered but are not specifically forecast in this analysis. Charges
for Services and Licenses and Permits and have been deducted from the appropriate expenditure item
and are thus forecast implicitly as part of the net expenditure forecast. Further, while there is a potential
for additional State and Federal Aid, those funds are uncertain at best and should not be considered a
reliable funding source.

3.2.2 Road Fund Revenues

3.2.2.1 Highway Users Taxes—General Approach

All fuel tax revenues were the result of a mathematical model created by Angus McDonald &
Associates which forecasts statewide fuel usage and apportions the resulting revenues to localities based
on the procedures outlined in the applicable code sections.

The model has been tested on historical data and has produced revenue estimates virtually identicai to
actual allocations received by cities and counties. The forecasts of fuel consumption are consistent with
historical trends in California. It is significant to note that the fuel tax rates described in the following
section are fixed dollar amounts, and thus do not increase with inflation. As such, the results of the fuel
tax model were reduced by the rate of inflation (4%) annually to account for the declining value of
money Over time.

As noted earlier, the population used for the allocation of fuel taxes for the Cities of Marina and Seaside
. remains unchanged from the 1990 census until either it is advantageous to use the actual City
population or the 2000 census data is available. It is for this reason that fuel tax allocations to these
Cities are extremely low in the initial years of the study period.

3.3 ANALYSIS OF EXPENDITURES

3.3.1 The Persons-Served Approach

Most of the expenditure forecasts in this analysis are based on increases in the number of persons served
by the City or County Department. Persons served include residents, employees, and visitors. Weighting
factors are used to account for the varied service demand from these persons. Table 3-12 shows the
relative weighting of persons resulting from each land use. The departments for which this
methodology was applied are identified in the Cost Assumptions Tables for each of the Cities and the
County.
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Table 3-12—Service Population Weighting Factors

Use Type Factor
Residential Uses 1.00
Office/R&D 0.50
Business Park/Light Industriai 0.50
Retail 0.50
Hotel 0.50
Golf 0.50
Equestrian 0.50
Public Uses 0.50
CSUMB Residential 0.10
CSUMB Parks 0.05
CSUMB Schools 0.05
POM Annex Residential 0.10

3.3.2 Public Safety

The costs of law enforcement and fire protection services were determined after discussions with key
staff members of those departments. Accordingly, this analysis relies on the forecasts of service
requirements and associated costs prepared by the City of Marina Public Safety Chief, the City Seaside
Fire and Police Chiefs, and the Salinas Rural Fire District Fire Chief. The law enforcement costs for the
Sheriff’s Department are forecast based on a straight service population factor.

The following tables detail the service demand anticipated by the Marina Chiefs for public safety
services and by the Seaside Police Chief for law enforcement services. (The cost figures provided by the
Salinas Rural Fire District Chief can be found in Table 3-7; while the cost figures provided by the
Seaside Fire Chief can be found in Table 3-3.)
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Table 3-13—City of Marina Public Safety Department Forecast

1995/96 1996-97 199798 199899 1999-00 2004-05 2009-10 2014-15
Officers 0 8 8 8 8 -12.8 208 22.8
Officer Cost 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000
Training Officers 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 05 05 0.5 0.5
Training Officer Cost 62,000 62,000 62,000 62,000 62,000 62,000 62,000
Clerical - - - - - 1 ) 1
Clerical Cost 44,065 44 065 44 065 44 065 44065 44 065 44 065
cSO - - - - - 1 1 1
€S0 Cost . 49,573 49 573 49573 . 49 573 49573 49573 49,573
Training, Uniforms, Equipment - ' 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000
Overtime 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Aministrative Support ’ 14% . 14% 14% 14% 14% -14% 14%
Officers - 440,000 440,000 440,000 ‘440,000 704000 1,144,000 1,254,000
Training Officers - 31,000 31,000 31,000 31,000 31,000 31,000 31,000
Training, Uniforms, Equipment - 96,000 96,000 56,000 96,000 153,600 249,600 273,600
Overtime - 47,100 47,100 47,100 47,100 73,500 117,500 128,500
Equipment Replacement - 34,300 34,300 34,300 34,300 40,500 74,300 74,700
Amiinistrative Support - 85,974 85,974 85,974 85,974 134,694 215,894 236,194
Total . 734,374 734,374 734,374 734374 1,137,294 1,832,294 1,997,994

40



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Public Services Plan
May 16, 1996

Table 3-14—City of Seaside Police Department Forecast

No 1/96 Rete Curenl Factor 199596 Factor 1996-57 Factor 1997338 Factor 193899  Factor 199300 Fachor 200405 Fader 200310  Faclor 01415

Pokice Chieks 10 S8AZI AT - - - - . . - . . . .
Captains 20 88038 176076 . - - - . - . . - . . . - . - .
Lisuboreants 30 78212 BASS - - - - . - . . - - - - - - 1 b ¥ir)
Sergeants 70 SIS 5895 . - - - - - - - - - - - 1 78275 1 75275
krvesBigators 60 6285 390 - . - - - - - - - . 1 63285 1 53285 1 63,255
Polica Officars 21} 802711 138621 - - 4 241084 - - 1 80271 1 60,21 3l 180,843 4 241084 k] 180,813
Tachniciant 90 10 3280 - - - - - - 1 B/ - - - - 1 39,200 1 38200
Support Perzonnel 60 Q000 252000 - . - - - . - . 1 42000 1 42,000 1 2000 1 000
Recrut/Sereen 2000 . - . 4 8,000 - - 2 400 2 4,000 5 10000 8 15000 ) 15,000
Tewining (0JT) 16,690 - - . 4 &6 - - 2 1w 2 33 5 83450 s 115N 3 1350
Pairol Units 2541 - - - 1 2541 . - . . 1 17 TR . 1 5541 1 5541
Other Vehicles 20000 - - - - - - . - 1 2,000 1 20,000 1 20,000 2 40,000
Portable Radios 2560 - - - 1 2560 . - - - 1 2560 2 5120 2 5120 2 5120
Safely Equipment - 1423 - . - 4 5,692 . . t  t4n 1 140 4 5692 s 8538 6 8538
Msc. Equipment - % . . - 4 30 . - 2 190 2 19 5 415 s 750 ! 760
Lisbity Fund - 6,065 . . - 4 M . . 2 2R 2 12132 5 %03% 8 a5m 8 4358
Vahicls OM - 6500 . . .. 1 6500 . . - - 2 1po0 . 1 6500 2 13000 3 19500
Genersl OM - 4840 . . - 4 1938 . . 2 9680 2 9680 5 4200 & B0 TR Y 7]
Animal Control 10 75000 75000  131% £99% 345 £79% 6501 1304% 9858 1687% 12655 2690% 072 4147% M0 SBI12% 4138
Communications 10 175000 115000 131% 459% 8739 am% 15319 13.04% 2003 1687% 252 2600% AT M1AT%  T25T4 S5A2% 96455
ACIS 10 2100 210  131% 499% 1503 7% 2821 1304% 4219 1687% 5416 26.90% 8534 NATS 13312 S5 17693
OTAO Reserves 10 12005 12805 131% 499% 8138 s79% 10801 13.04% 16155 16AT% 07N 2690%  NHST 44T %0970 S512% 6142
New Buiding

Sublots 10 38992 420,37 35592 213512 202516 580,796 935,531 1,038,299
Overhesd H720 099 4510 4107 453 nIs 87,024 108,307 19,520
Totals 4518% 68,317 9,699 2% 151 I T80 1,046,838 1,158,118
Cumidetive 451,06 474800 514,499 752,850 1078983 172676 21713581 3.951,69
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3.3.3 Park Maintenance

The costs to maintain parks are based on the acreage of publicly maintained parks. An annual acreage
cost factor of $1,000 is used, based on Angus McDonald & Associates’ experience with development
projects involving low intensity improved park space.

3.3.4 Road Maintenance

Road maintenance cost forecasts are based on the experiences of each jurisdiction. Costs factors per
road miles were calculated for each maintenance category specifically identified by the two Cities and
the County. These road-mile factors were then applied to the road mileage anticipated for public '
maintenance responsibility. The analysis contains two categories of locally maintained roads: major
roadways (those upgraded, expanded, or constructed as part of the PFIP), and local subdivision
roadways (those constructed or improved as part of new development). Road mileage for local roads is
forecast based on the anticipated internal footprints of the new development, using average lot sizes.

Road mileage for major roads is forecast based on the following assumptions:

. Half of the roadways slated for upgrading or expansion become the responsibility of
local agencies in 1997-98.

. The remaining 50% of the roadways slated for upgrading or expansion become the
responsibility of local agencies in proportion to the PFIP budget for local roadways.

o The balance of the roadways become the responsibility of local agencies in proportion to
the PFIP budget for local roadways.

These assumptions, shown in Table 3-15, illustrate the timing of local roadway responsibility.

Table 3-15—Timing of Local Responsibility of Major Roadways
Road Mifes 1995/96 1996-07 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2004-05 2009-10 2014-15

Percentage of PFIP Improvements 8.43% 8.43% 8.43% 20.70% 26.80% 18.20%

Existing Roadways to be Upgraded 32.70

Existing Roadways to Expanded 4.10

New Roadways 9.75

Existing Offsite Roadways to be Expanded 1.70

Total 54.25

Existing Roadways to be Upgraded {50%) 16.35 16.35 1635 1635 16.35 1635 16.35

Existing Roadways to Expanded (50%) 2.05 2,05 2.05 2.05 2.05 2.05 2.05

Existing Roadways to be Upgraded (50%) 16.35 1.38 2.76 4.14 8.99 1337 1635

Existing Roadways to Expanded (50%) 2.0% 0.17 0.35 0.52 1.13 1.68 2,05

New Roadways 9.75 0.82 1.64 2.47 5.36 7.98 8.75

Existing Offsite Roadways to be Expanded 7.70 0.65 1.30 1.95 4.24 §.30 1.70

Total ' 54.25 2142 2445 2747 3812 4173 5425

Marina 60% 1285 1467 1648 2287 2864 3255

Seaside 0% 6.43 1.33 8.24 11.44 1432 1628

County 10% 2.14 2.44 2.75 3.81 4.77 5.43

Total _ 100% 2142 2445 2747 38412 4173 545
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3.3.5 Maintenance of On-Post Buildings and Grounds

The issue of who will pay to maintain buildings on the former territory of Fort Ord and the ground
around these buildings, until these buildings are demolished or reused has not yet been fully resolved.
As a conservative assumption, it is assumed that the individual jurisdictions (i.e. Marina, Seaside and
Monterey County) will bear the cost of maintenance of these buildings and grounds until property has
been conveyed the private-sector users,

It is assumed that the inventory of publicly held, on-post buildings and grounds will decline gradually to
zero by the end of Phase 1 (i.e. by the end of the 2015/16 fiscal year).

The estimates cost of maintenance were provided to U.S. Army by each of the three affected
jurisdictions. These estimates were converted to a cost per acre and applied to the inventory of
buildings and adjoining grounds awaiting demolition and/or reuse.

The estimate of cost was included in the tables in Section 3 under the line item “Maintenance of Public
Acreage. '

3.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

It would not be satisfactory to proceed with an unbalanced fiscal analysis. It is important to note that
this imbalance stems not only from the land use plan, but also from the local government finance
structure.

It may seem trite, but given a situation in which expenditures exceed revenues, a local agency has two
options:
1. Decrease costs. This may take the form of decreasing the costly elements of a land use
plan, lowering service standards, or entering into cost-saving agreements with relevant
agencies.

2. Increase revenue. This may take the form of increasing the revenue-producing
elements of a land use plan, expending one-time revenues, or raising new sources of
funding.

Given the status of the current reuse plan, revising the land uses should be considered the option of last
resort. Not only would such an action be costly and time consuming, but the goal may be unattainable
when the realities of the marketplace are considered. '

Lowering service standards should also be approached cautiously. Low and inadequate municipal
services could have the effect of severely undermining the marketability of the desirable elements of the
project.

Where there is logistical and political willingness to consider joint operating agreements, such options
should be considered. Fire protection costs have been identified as significant contributors to the
negative balance; thus, further review of fire protection services is appropriate. There appears to be
strong potential for reduced costs if an efficient arrangement were developed among the agencies
providing fire services. Such an arrangement could include joint station operation, expanded mutual aid,
and contract service.

The development of Fort Ord is unique in that significant sums of revenue—from land sales and
leases—could be made available to fund operating deficits of provider agencies. This would be an
appropriate response only in the initial years of development, while the absorption of land uses swings
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into balance, and to cover sudden unexpected occurrences. An emphasis should be placed on structuring
a balanced cost and revenue system.

Since the passages of Proposition 13 and Proposition 62, new sources of funding have become scarce
and difficult to enact. Because the need has been identified in advance of the actual development of the
reuse area, FORA and the loca! jurisdictions have a better likelihood of implementing revenue
enhancements. Potential mechanisms include:

. enacting an ongoing Base-wide Mello-Roos special tax for fire protection.
. formation of lighting and landscape maintenance districts
. formation of a county service area (in the unincorporated areas)

Each of the revenue enhancements described above creates a situation where residences and businesses
on the former territory of Fort Ord are paying a higher charge for public services than the charge being
paid their neighbors elsewhere in the jurisdiction. Since the passage of Proposition 13, neighbors have
paid different property tax amount for the same level of service but a perception of inequity may
nonetheless result. It is recommended that significant effort be devoted to avoiding the use of taxes and
assessments in one portion of a jurisdiction in one portion but not in the rest of the jurisdiction.

4. ADDITIONAL METHODOLOGY

4.1 BASE ASSUMPTIONS
Tables 4-1 through 4-7 provide the base data for the two Cities and the County.

4.2 ADDITIONAL REVENUE METHODOLOGY
4.2.1 Property Tax Calculations

Tables 4-8 through 4-12 provide a step-by-step detail of the calculation of property tax under the
redevelopment project area scenario. ‘

4.3 LAND USE PLAN DATA _
Tables 4-13 shows the basis for much of the fiscal analysis.
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Table 4-1—Base Cost Data, City of Marina

Tolal Cosl Offsetting Reverkle

Resident Populalion 18,358
Employees 1,530
Persons Servedt 19,121
Road Miles 40
Budpat Unit Unil Neme
General Fund
401 City Coungil 18,220
402 City Manager/City Clark 145,417
411 Building & Grounds 142,286
404 City Atlomey 71,600
417 General Government 245,302
405 Finance 462,868
412 Mechanic 104,810
443 Public Safely 2,688,534
416 Pub. Safety Resorves & Volunisers 58,876
Maintenance of Public Acreage 523,826
Community Development
407 Building 83,478
408 Planning 170,830
409 Engineering 101,459
Road Fund
410 Streels 570,043
426 Pavement Managemant 25,236
481 Slurry Seal Program 56,533
Parks & Recreation
406 PSR General Seivices 172,803
426 P&R Teen Center 12372
481 P&R Faith Fitness Center 7,683
406 P&R Adult Sports 11,276
Park Mainlenance

24,000
78,700

106,000
30,000
31,000

2,70

3,500
10,965

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Public Services Plan

Net City Cost

18,220
144717
142,285

71,600
246,362
182,868

80,810

2,609,834

56,6876

52382

(2522
140,830
70,459

570,043
523%
56,522

180,103
12372
4,183
i

19,121
19,121
19,121
19,421
19424
19,421
19,124
1,12
1,12

8145

19,121
19,124
19,121

40
40
40

19,124
19,124
19,121
19,421

May 16, 1996

Cost Factor Forecast Method

$0.95 Seivice multiplier
$757 Seivice muttipler
§7.44 Saivice muttiplier
$3.74 Service multipher
$1288 Service mullipher
$956 Seivice muliiplier
$4.23 Senvice muliiplier

$136.49 Case Siudy/Acreage

$308 Service multiplier

$643.13 Case Sludy/Acreage

($1.18} Seivice multiplier
$7.37 Seivice multipher
$368 Seivice multipher

$14,251.08 Road milte multiplier
$630.90 Road mile mulliplier
$1,413.33 Road mile mulliplier

$7.85 Sewvice multiplier
$0.65 Sewice mulliplier
$0.22 Seivice multiplier
$0.02 Sewice muliplier
$1,000.00 Acreage multiplier
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Table 4-2—Base Revenue Data, City of Marina
Resident Population 18,356
Employees 1,530
|Persons Served 19,121
Name Total Revenue Service Basis  Revenue Factor Forecast Method
Genera! Fund
Properly Taxes 860,000 na n/a Property Tax Model
Sales Tax : 620,000 wa na Sales Tax Model
Transient Lodging 375,000 na nfa Case Study
Franchise Taxes 200,000 19,121 $10.46 Multiplier
Business Licenses 40,500 n'a nfa Development Mode!
Utility Users Tax 720,000 na n/a Development Model
Property Transfer Tax . 21,500 na n/a Property Tax Model
Licenses & Pamits _ 5,000 wa na Netted from cosls
Fines & Forfeltures 39,000 19,121 $2.04 Multiplier
Motor Vehicle In Lieu 990,000 26,893 $36.81 Multiplier {1)
HOPTR 6,000 na n/a Included in Property Tax Model
Charges for Service 42,750 wa n/a Netted from costs
Investment Earnings 7,000 nfa 0.18% Estimate of eamings to revenue
Community Development
{Revenues netted from costs)
Road Fund 3255
{Statewide Fuel Tax Mode!)
Parks & Recreation
{Revenues netted from costs)
Notes
(1) Cument tota! is based on unreduced population,
Average Business License Charge Per Retail SqFt 0.0377 Based on $1mil.,, 2600 SqgFt
Average Business License Charge Per Ind. SqFt 0.0410 Based on $1mil.,, S000 SqgFt
Average Business License Charge Per Office SgFt 0.0750 Based on 3 professionals, 2000 SqFt
Transient Occupancy Tax Rate 10%
Utility User's Tax Rats 5%
Average PTAF 13.69114689
Percent Property Tax Lost to ERAF 11.2%
Prop. 172 Sales Tax Marina Portion 0.26%
Temporary MVIL Population 26,893
MVIL Population Difference 8,537
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Table 4-3— Base Cost Data, City of Seaside
Residant Population 26,842
Employess 5,021
Parsons Served 29,453
Road Miles 69
Budget Linit Unit Name Tolal Cogt OffselfingReverye  Net City Cost ServiceBasis  Cos! Faclor Forecast Method
General Fund
140 City Council 409,186 25,000 84,186 29453 $286 Service multiphier
120 City Manager . 400317 400317 29,453 $1359 Seivice multiplier
130 Commissions 12,548 12,546 23453 §0.43 Seivice mutiipher
440 City Clerk 103,602 - 103,602 29,453 $3.62 Service multipher
150 City Attomey 76,302 76,302 25,453 $259 Senvice mutiiplier
160 Parsonnel 122,902 122902 20,4583 $4.17 Service mulliplier
180 Finance 418245 418,246 23,453 $14.20 Service mulliplier
210 Police 4,307,001 24,000 4,283,001 25,453 §145.42 Service mulliplier
Booking Fees 54,896 54,69 294583 $1.86 Senvice mulliptier
220 Fire 1,753 674 1,753,674 29453 $59.54 Case Stly/Acreage
23 Community Development 625,077 97,500 827517 29,453 $17.91 Senvice muifiplier
3~ Public Works 582275 20,000 562,275 20453 $19.09 Service multiplier
4 Communily Services 1,300,476 140,000 1,160,476 2,453 $30.40 Service multiplier
Park Maintenance §1,000.00 Acreage multiplier
Maintenance of Public Acreage 360,000 . 350,000 698.3 $501.25 Case Study/Acreage
Road Fund
330 Streeds & Stom Drains 604,660 604,660 &9 $8,763.19 Road mile mulliplier
340 Traffic Safety 429,770 429770 $6,228.55 Rcadmile multiplier
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Table 4-4— Base Revenue Data, City of Seaside

Resident Population 26,942

Employeas 5,021

Persons Served 29,453

Name Total Revenug Setvice Basis
General Fund

Property Taxes 1,130,000 na

Sales Tax 2,800,000 na

Transient Lodging 800,000 ’ na

Franchise Taxes 600,000 29,453

Utitity Users Tax 1,100,000 na

Business Licenses 270,000 wa

Property Transfer Tax 20,000 na

Licenses & Pennits 35,000 na

Fines & Forfeituwres 55,000 29,453

Motor Vehicle in Lieu 1,500,000 26,942

Charges for Service 330,000 na

Investment Eamings 120,000 na
Road Fund

{Statawide Fuel Tax Model)

Notes :

(1) Curment total is based on unreduced population.

Average Business License Charge Per Retail SqFt
Average Business License Charge Per Ind. SqFt
Average Business License Charge Per Office SqFt
Transient Occupancy Tax Rate

Utility User's Tax Rate

Average PTAF
Percent Property Tax Lost to ERAF

Prop. 172 Sales Tax Seaside Portion

Temporary MVIL Poputation
MVIL Population Difference

0.0692 Based on 1993-54 estimate of $260,000

Revenue Factor

na
na

. va
$20.37
na
na
na

na
$1.87
$37.73
na

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Public Services Plan

May 16, 1996

Forecast Method

Property Tax Mode!
Sales Tax Model

Case Study
Development Mode!
Development Mode!
Development Model
Property Tax Model
Netted from costs
Multiplier

Multiplier (1)

Netted from costs

1.22% Estimate of eamings to revenu

32.76

0.0692 and 3,754,545 total non-es. sqft.

0.0692
12%
6%

16.33957416
11.8%

0.36%

39,767
12,815
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Table 4-4— Base Revenue Data, City of Seaside

{1) Current total is based on unreduced population.

Average Business License Charge Per Retail SqFt
Average Business License Charge Per Ind. SqFt
Average Business License Charge Per Office SqFt
Transient Occupancy Tax Rate

Utility User's Tax Rate

Average PTAF
Percent Property Tax Lost to ERAF

Prop. 172 Sales Tax Seaside Portion

Tempomry MVIL Population
MVIL Population Difference

Resident Populaticn 26,942
Employees 5.0
Persons Served 29,453
Name Total Revenue Service Basis  Revenue Factor

General Fund
Proparty Taxes 1,130,000 na na
Sales Tax 2,800,000 na n/a
Transient Lodging 800,000 na na
Franchise Taxes 600,000 29,453 $20.37
Utility Users Tax 1,100,000 na na
Business Licenses 270,000 na n/a
Property Transfer Tax 20,000 na na
Licenses & Permits 35,000 na na
Fines & Forfeitures 55,000 29,453 $1.87
Motor Vehicle in Liet 1,500,000 26,042 $37.73
Charges for Service 330,000 na na
Investment Eamings 120,000 Na

Road Fund 32.76
{Statewide Fuel Tax Model)

Notes

0.0892 Based on 1993-94 estimate of $260,000
0.0692 and 3,754,545 total non-res. sqft.
0.0682
12%
6%

16.33907416
11.6%

0.36%

39,767
12,815

. May 16, 1886

Forecast Method

Property Tax Model
Sales Tax Model
Case Study
Development Model
Development Model
Development Model
Property Tax Modet
Netted from costs
Multiplier

Multiplier (1)

Netted from costs

1.22% Estimate of eamnings to revenu

49



Fort Ord Reuse Plan Public Services Plan l
May 16, 1886
Table 4-5— Base Cost Data, County of Monterey l
: 415070 118,204
100 Bosrd of Supsrvisors 1,184,348 285 Ganenal Lagisiative & Administr
$01 Avsmusment Appeais Beard 19,000 0.05 Genaral Legilative & Administr
102 Anausl Counly Audit 106,375 0.28 Ganaral Legistative & Administr
103 County Memberships 43,005 0.10 Lugithative & Administr
105 County Admin, 1,353,753 128 Lepistative & Administr
108 Suppoit Senvices 266,064 084 Lapisiative & Administr
107 Flant Mgt 845,657 1.56 Lepisistive & Administr
108 Affirmative Action 206,928 0.72 Lagisiative & Administr
Subistal 1,015,214 .43
114 Auditar-Controler 2,038,740 4.01 Gansral Finance
415 Revanus & Recovery 827,212 1.5 Genersl : Finance
117 Treasuret-Tax Collactor 867,320 2,09 General Finsnce
110 Assentor 2,264,15% 5.45 Genanl Finance
119 Purchasing 257,790 0.82 Gensrsl Finance
Sublstal 4,053,138 14.58 .
121 County Counssl +342.107 . Genanl Counly Counsal I
425 Pureonnsl Divlslen 1.317,472 M7 Genaral Parsennal
141 Elactions 70,043 1.H4 Genenal Etaction & Ragietratio
151 Tolatsmmunications 97,958 0.24 Genaral Communications
182 Communicailons 2,083,748 5.02 Gonarsl Camm unications
Subiotal 3,181,764 2 .
181 Faclities & Construction 4,078,045 .02 Ganeral Faciitie Managsmant l
171 Plant Acquisition-Genera! 1,640,048 6.3 Ganerst Plant Acquisition
181 Devalopmant Sst-Aside 1,151,000 9.74 Ganeral Prom otion
182 Ezonomic Developmsent - - Genersl Pramolion
183 Ford Ord . 105,201 089 Gansral Prom olion
Subtolal 1,156,291 - 1.8
190 Judgemants & Damages 741,700 1.7 Gensral Other Ganeral
191 Othes Genaral Expanditures 84,750 018 Ganeral Olher Goneral
192 insunance 157,060 0.38 Ganernal Other Ganerat
193 Information Sysams 1,201 8483 290 Ganaral Other Ganaral
104 Data Processing - - Genanal Othes Genersl
195 Risk Msnagemant 289,988 2.70 Genenal Cther Genaral
108 Infornalion Systems - - Ganeral Othar Gensral
107 Graphlics {47,935} {0.12) Ganasral Other Gensral
198 Public Worke Activilies - - Genarsl Other Gensral
198 Survayor 76,385 0.18 Genansl Other General
Subletat ML [K]] -
Subtotal, Ganaral Goverament 0,245,447 95.32
201 Supserior Counl - - Public Pretsction Judicial
202 Superior Gourt Revenue (332,004) {0.80) Pubiic Proinction Judicial
206 Municipal Court - - ’ Public Prolection Judicial
207 Municipal Court Ravanus {1,800,000} {4.50) Public Protection Judicis
220 Jury Expanse - - Public Protection Judicial
22 Grand Jury 43,55 0.15 Public Protestion Judicial |
223 Gaunty Clerk - - Public Protection Judicial
224 Dielrict Attornay 3,050,740 1.7 Public Protection Judicial
225 Dislriet Attomay 8§ . - Pubke Protaction Judicial
227 Public Defender 2,456,581 8.40 Public Protaclion Judicial
228 Courl Assigned Counesl 495 075 2.18 Public Protsction dudieial
Subtotal rYTINI i : l
230 Shasiff 12,402,804 181,58  Public Protection Sheriffs Patral
251 Shefiffs Comaclions 5,088,815 14.38 Pubkc Protection Detention & Conuclion
255 Probslion 2,098,542 456 Pubkc Prolecti [ lion & € ti
256 Juvenile Hall 1,727,081 4.16 Public Profection Delention & Cofraction
Subteial LT3 410 2.5 -
270 Nac. Hydroaleclric - - . Public Protection Gonssrvalion
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Table 4-6 Base Cost Data, County of Monterey (Continued)
281 Agriculturel Comm, . 910,596 218 Public Protsction Protective Inepaction
282 Produce Inspaction - - Public Prolacti Protedive | cti
Sublotal 310,506 X1 .
283 Agricultural Exsernents £3,089) M) Public Protactien Other Protection
285 Contribulions - - Public Pretection Other Protection
200 Wastwaler Eng. - - Public Prebectien Other Protaction
291 Recorder {83,769) {020} Public Protectien Other Prolection
282 CoronaePublic Admin. 315,402 196 Pusblic Probechi Othet Protects
293 Plwwing & Building inspaction 284 2390 Public Pretection Other Protection
204 Intergovemmantal Afisics 580,043 142 Public Prokect Protack
205 Gffice of Emergency Prep 139,200 034 Public Protact Other Protect
296 Animal Shalter 534,402 452 Public Protaciion Other Protection
298 Lider Control 5,16 0.37 Public Protecbion Other Protaclion
299 Emvironmantal knpact - = Public Protect P "
Sublotel 8,770,510 511 n.7.
Subtotal, Public Protection 3,595,151
411 Haslth 345,692 806 Health & Senitation ~ Health & Sanitstion
414 Environmanial Haalth 734,756 .n Health & Senitation  Hualth & Sanitation
415 Mantel Health 870,201 210 Health & Senitation  Health & Sanitelion
417 Aleohol & Deug Programs {81,285) 0.20} Health & Sanitation  Hualth & Sanitation
420 Contribution-Healkh 56,927 0.14 Hoalth & Senisti Hualth & Sanites
421 Conbrbubion-Sists 282,982 068 Haalth & Senitstion ~ Health & Sanitstion
4«25 County Disposal Sis 1,410,749 340 Hoalth & Banitstion  Health & Banitation
Subltotel 6,619,992 1596 B
430 Madical Care Sarvices 6,261,502 15.08 Hoalth & Sanitstion ~ Hopitel Care
436 Emarguncy Medical Sve 000 {0.07) Health & Sanilstion ~ Hospitel Care
Sublols 6,233,502 1502
440 Cal. Children's Services bat® il R ] Haalth & Sanitation Cal. Ghildren's Seivic
Sublotal, Health Services 13,573,310
501 Social Sandcas 2576,301 6.2 Public Assistance  PA-Administration
531 AFDC 1,296,681 312 Public Azssiance  Aid Programs
535 Out of Home Cane 1,106,748 267 Public Assstance Aid Programs
545 Other Aids - - Public Assistance Aid Progrems
551 Aid to Indigents 1,090,000 63 Public Asistance  Indegent Ald
559 Verterens’ Sarvices Ofiice 200367 o048 Public Assish v s Servi
570 Siste Community Developmant - - Public Assist Other Assist
571 Feadersl Community Development . - Public Assistance Other Assistance
590 GAIN Propram - - Public Assistance  Other Assistance
597 Social Senvicas-Other 52,800 0.13 Public Assistance Othr Atsisiance
553 8pecial Needs . . Public Assist Other Asaisl
584 Area Agancy on Aging 43,067 020 Public Asmst: Other Assist
595 Linkags$ Propram - - Public Assistance Othar Assistance
596 Haakth Scrasning-Fo. - - Public Assistance Other Assistance
Bublotal 5,405,064 15.43
Bublotal, Soclsl Bervioas 6,406,984
821 Agricultural Extension 296,061 07 . Educstion Agricultural Education
522 Agricultured Extansion - - Educali Agriculural Education
Sublotsl 286,061 [%]] .
750 Parks (See acreage factor below) 1,134,530 273 Roecrestion & Cultural  Recrastion Faciliias
755 Parke-Grant Projacte - - Recreation & Cullural  Rearsalion Faciltias
Sublolal 1,434,530 amn -
830 Bhorl-Tem Bomowing - . Dabt Senice intersst onNotas & W
840 Ovarhend Recoversd (4,10%5,566) (9.89) Genanl Overhead Recovered
850 Other Financing Uses 6,806,878 16.62_ Ganaral Other Financng Uses
Sublotel 925800 [X7] -
850 Contingancy 2,100,000 506 General Conbingency
611 Librwry GF Support 334,034 [} ] Library Librery
Total General Fund 6412510 259.52 14096
300 Road Fund Expenditures 24,935,212
Road Milas 1,265 18.74247 [Basad on road miles)
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Table 4-7— Base Revenue Data, County of Monterey l
Total Resident Population 370,800
Unincorporated Population 104,800
Total Employases 88,340
Unincorporated Employees 26,802
Total Persons Served 415,070
Unincorporated Persons Served 118,201 l
Name : Total Revenue Service Basis'  Revenue Factor Forecast Method
General Fund ' l
Property Taxes 33,591,179 na n/a Property Tax Model
Sales Tax 4,600,000 n/a n/a Sales Tax Mode! l
Transient Lodging 8,800,000 n/a n/a Case Study
Franchise Taxes 813,000 118,201 $6.88 Multiplier
Proparty Transfer Tax : 860,000 na na Property Tax Model
Licenses & Permits 3,669,576 na n/a Netted from costs l
fines & Forfeitures 6,011,964 118,201 $50.86 Multiplier
Motor Vehicle in Lieu 14,645,000 370,900 $39.49 Multiplier
Charges for Setvice _ na nfa na Netted from costs l
Invastment Eamings 32,048,126 na 3.30% Estimate of eamings to revenu
Road Fund 0.73 '
(Statewide Fuse! Tax Modet)
Notes l
Average PTAF (Seaside) 16.03794148
Average PTAF (Marina) 17.22747419
Average Unincorporated PTAF 12.66002215 l
Percent Property Tax Lost to ERAF 37.08%
Salinas Rural PTAF 7.66294779
Prop. 172 Sales Tax Rate 0.50% l
Prop. 172 Sales Tax County Portion 96.18%
Transient Occupancy Tax Rate 12% l
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Assessed Valuation by Project Ares

Marina
Planned Rosideantia) Disirict
Marina Civic Center
Mixed Use Corparate Conter
Marioa Village
MBEST Cooparative Plamming District
North Airport Light IndV/ Techrology District
Marina Municipal Airpart District .
Light Industrial/Tednology Centar

Seaside
Univarsity Village
Seaside Golf Course
Seeside Rasidontial E
a v Rogiooa] Brtertainant District

Visitor Sarving Hotols & Golf Courses

County
Bucalyptus Road
Bast Garison Distriet
MBEST Cooparative Flamning District
DR.O. Visitor Sarving Hotel/Golf District
CSUMB Recreation/Habitat Mgt. District
Univensity Corporste Center
Del Rey Office Pask R&D District
Subtotal

199506

1606-97

34,425,000
8,806,250

13,248,544
45,986,541

Fort Ord Reuse Plan Public Services Plan

1967-88

68,295,478
17,675,481
3,684,450

1,016,968

1,698,840
2,439,360
94,814,578

66,956,286

57,993,761
124,950,045

1,742,400

874,200

2,613,600

Table 4-8—Summary of Assessed Valuation by Planning Area

1968-96

101,724 433
26,337,204
7,308,167

217475

3,369677
4,638,511
145,595,167

15,246,000
99,765,888

56,878,496
171,890,384

3,456,073

1,148,197

4,604,278

May 16, 1886

90000

134,781,910
34,914 576
10,860,829

3.003,289
5,016,973

7,203,859
195,801,438

14,994,692

132,263,814

55,784,679
203,033,185

5145614

1,133,213

6,278827

53

a53
6
05

6.0

9.7
164
4018

14,2
2.1

50,6
406,9

142
60
a7
1.0
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Table 4-9—Calculation of 6-Year RDA-General Fund Transfer Eligibility
6-Year General Fund Eligibility

106506 196697 160708 100599 160900
Marina
Plamned Renidential District yes time time: fime time
Marina Civic Cenier yos yas time time fime
Mixad Use Corparsis Centar yes yee yee yoe time
Marine Villags yes yes yos yes yes
Nexth Airport Light Indl/ Technology District yes yos yee yos yes
‘Marina Municipal Airport District yes yes yes yes yes
Light Incustrial/Technology Center yes yes yes . yes yes
Ssaslde :
University Village yes yos yes fime fime
Sesaide Goif Cousse yes lime time time fime
Seasice Residential Bxtersion yes yes yes yee yes
Gatowsy Regicxnl Bnlertainment District yos yes yes yos ]
Visitor Sarving Hotels & Golf Courses yes lime time fime fime
County
Bucalyptus Road yae yes yoe yee yes
Bast Gariacn District yos yes yos yes yes
MBEST Cocperative Planning Diatrict . yes yes yes yos yes
DRO. Visitor Serving Hotsl/Golf District yee yes yes yas yes
CSUMB Recroatior/Habitat Mgt District yes yes yes yes yos
University Corporata Cenler yes yes yes yes yes
Del Rey Offico Park R&D District yes yes yos yes yes

Note: The cells with “yes" indicate that property tax from a project ares may be used (in part) for General Fund purposes. Cells with “time” indicate
that the 6-year clock has started. Cells with “no” indicate that property tax may noi be used for General Fund purposes.

Table 4-10—Assessed Valuation Balance After Low/Moderate Income Housing Deduction
AV Balance After Housing Deduction

1665-06 1006-97 160758 196400 1909-00
Housing Percentage 2%
Marina
Planned Residential District - 27 540,000 54,639,582 81,379,546 107,825,528
Marina Civic Center - 7,125,000 14,140,385 24,009,763 27,931,660
Mixed Use Corporate Centor - - 2,947,580 5,846,534 8,704,663
Marina Villago - - - - -
MBEST Cooperative Plapning District - - 813575 1,613,740 2402641
North Airport Light Indl Technology District _ - - - - -
Marina Munscipal Airpart District - - 1,369,072 2,695,742 4013579
Light Industrial/Technology Centor - - 1,951,488 3,670,809 5,763,087
Seatide . )
Univarsity Village - - - 42,196,800 11,995,794
Seasido Golf Course : - 26,990,400 53,566,028 79812710 105,803,051
Seaaide Residatial B> H - - - - -
Oatewsy Regional Entartairnent District - - - - -
Visitor Sarving Hotels & Goif Courves - 10,598,632 46,395,009 45 502,797 44 627.743
County
Bucalyptus Road - - - - -
Baat Gurrison District - - 1,393,920 2,764,863 4,116,491
MBEST Cooperative Plaming District . - - - -
DRO. Visiter Serving Hotel/Golf District - - - - -
CSUMB Recreation/Habitat Mgt Distriot - - €96,960 918,558 906,570
Univensity Corporate Conter - - - - -
Dal Rey Office Park R&D District - - - - -
54

2442
%9
244

48

77
131

13
7

40,4

K]
48
382
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Table 4-11—Tenth Year Base Assessed Valuation (For School Increment Calculation)
Tenth Year Base AV (For School Calculation)

199508 190867 100708 1906800 1969-00

Marina
Plernad Residential District na na na na wa
Marina Civic Contar na na wa na na
Mixed Use Carporuts Centar wa na va na va
Marine Village na na na nva na
MBEST Cooparetive Planming District na na n/a na na
Torth Airpart Light Ind) Technology District na wa na na na
Marina Mamicipal Airport District na na na wa na
Light Inchutrial/T ecimology Center na na na na wa

Seaside
Univensity Village na na na na n'a
Seasides Golf Courss na na na wa wva
Soanide Resicential Extenss na na n/a na wa
Oatewsy Regional Entertainment Distriot na na na wa n'a
Visitor Sarving Hotel & Golf Courses na na na na na

County
Ruoslyptus Road na wa na na na
East Guison District na na na na na
MBHST Cooparative Plamiing District ' wa na va wa wa
D.E.O. Viaitor Serving Hotel\Golf District na na a na na
CSUME Recreation/Habitat Mgt District na na na na na
University Corporste Canter na nva na na na
Del Rey Office Park R&D District na na va na na

Table 4-12—Assessed Valuation Balance After Schools Reduction
AV Balance After Schools Deduction

100596 190807 16790 190890 168800 200408

Marina

Schoos Perceniage (Years 1-50)} 12

Schocle 20d Perventage (Yeurs 11-X0} %

Planned Residential District * - 807788 47T M5 71,145,181 94.20,52 213,550,190 2
Marins Civio Centar - 62293 1238272 18421,046 2440038 23518901

Mixed Uss Carporats Comtar - - 250,017 511L55% 7610385 21392429

Murine Villags - - - - - -

MBEST Cooperative Plenaing Distriot - - L% 1410874 2,100,592 425479

North Airport Light Iad" Tecknology District - - - . ‘ . -

Muins Muaicipal Airport District - - 1188221 235855 3,506,005 &ML, 7%%
. u::; IndurtrialTuchnology Contet - - 1,206,163 KK . i) 5068600 1,28 952

saside :

Schoois Parcentage (Years 1-40) 12

Schosie 2ud Perceniage (Years 11-30) %

Univwreity Viliage o - - - 1076473 10,549,653 10008490

Seuside :hll'Cow _ - B,701 47,107,751 0,191,268 G, 48467 2071830 4

Gniemsy Regionsl Extartcum ont Dirtict - . ; . - -
c V'-ietn;r Serving Hotals & Golf Courses - 9,321, 141 ﬂmﬂn {),017,43 39,%7,& 35,61&«3

oun

Schoois Percentage (Year 1-10} 16

Sabools 20d Peroentage (Yearn 11-3) #

Encalyptus Rosd o - - - - - -

East Gurvison District - - L173,8%0 2328431 34665 957,757

MBEST Coopesstive Planning District - - - - - 4087421

D.R.O. Visitor Ssrving HoWlQoll Diatrict - - - . - 32185,

CIUMB Recreation/Hubitat Mgt District - - 585,945 TR 3,456 PATL
University Corporsts Comtar - - - - - ,_

Dl Rey Offics Park R&D District - - - - - 313744
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4.3.1 Highway Users Taxes—Tax Rates

As a result of the passage of Proposition 111 (June 1990) the $0.09 per gallon tax under the
Motor Vehicle Fuel License Tax Law (beginning with §7301 of the Revenue and Taxation code
and applicable to gasoline) and the $0.09 per gallon tax under the Use Fuel Tax Law (beginning
with §8601 of the Revenue and Taxation code and applicable to diesel fuel) were both increased
to $0.14 per gallon effective in August of 1990. Each tax rate was increased by $0.01 every
January 1 through 1994, at which time each rate reached its current level of $0.18 per gallon.

The following paragraphs detail the apportionment of highway users tax revenue from the
applicable sections of the Streets and Highways Code.

§2104

Under the Streets and Highways §2104, the net revenue from 2.035 cents
($0.02035) of the $0.18 per gallon tax on gasoline and 1.80 cents ($0.0180) of the
$0.18 per gallon tax on diesel fuel is apportioned only to the counties in California.
The apportionment of revenue for subdivisions [a] through [f] of §2104 are
explained below.

The following steps are used to apportion the net revenues under §2104:

[a)]  Each county receives a monthly apportionment of $1,167 (an annual
allocation of $20,004).

[b]  The total reimbursable costs for snow removal on county roads filed for
pursuant to §2152, or $5.5 million for the entire state, whichever is less is
apportioned to counties as follows: (Note: this apportionment is provided
for in §2110.)

(1) Ifthe amount filed pursuant to §2152 is less than $5.5 million for
the state, the total amount filed under §2152 is apportioned.

(2) -Ifthe total amount filed pursuant to §2152 is $5.5 million or more,
it is apportioned by adding the reimbursable snow removai
expenditures for the three preceding fiscal years for which the
Controller has received reports pursuant to §2152, and dividing this
amount by the total reimbursable snow removal expenditures from
all the counties during these fiscal years.

[c]  Atotal of $500,000 is payable to counties under §2104[c] for heavy rainfall
and storm damage on county roads. This money is apportioned to certain
counties (31 of the 58) based on fixed percentages as presented in the
Streets and Highways §2110.5.

[d]  Seventy-five percent of the funds payable under §2104 are apportioned
among the counties based on the proportion of fee-paid and exempt
vehicles registered in each county to the total number of fee-paid and
exempt vehicles registered in the state.
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Of the remaining funds each county shall receive an amount computed
monthly as follows: The number of maintained county road miles
multiplied by $60 ($720 annually), less the amount received by the county
under §2104[d]. The remainder, if any, shall be paid to the county.

The remaining funds, after [a] through [e], are apportioned among the
counties in the same proportion as in subdivision [d].

In July 1989, SB 300 amended §2105 to the Streets and Highways code to detail
the method of apportionment for the additional highway users tax revenue
generated by the passage of Proposition 111.

(a) County

Each county, including a city and county, in California is
apportioned an amount based on 11.5% of the amount in excess of $0.09
per gallon as imposed under the Motor Vehicle Fuel License Tax Law
(gasoline) and the Use Fuel Tax Law (diesel fuel). As a result, beginning in
1991, $0.00690 per gallon from each of the applicable taxes is apportioned
under §2105. The apportionment methodology applicable to counties under
§2105 is as follows:

(1)  $1.0 million is apportioned in proportion to §2104 and §2106
received in the prior year.

(2)  $1.0 million is apportioned based on (a) and (b) below:

(a)  $750,000 is apportioned based on the proportion of fee-paid
and exempt vehicles in the county to the fee-paid and
exempt vehicle registration in the state.

(b)  $250,000 is apportioned based on the proportion of the
number of road miles maintained by the county to the
number of road miles maintained by counties in the state.

(3)  Determine a factor for each county, using the higher amount
calculated in (1) or (2) divided by the sum of the higher amounts
for all of the counties.

(4)  The amount to be apportioned to counties is the factor as
determined in (3) multiplied by the remaining amount to be
apportioned to counties.

(® City

Each city, including a city and county, in California is apportioned
an amount based on 11.5% of the amount in excess of $0.09 per gallon as
imposed under the Motor Vehicie Fuel License Tax Law (gasoline) and the
Use Fuel Tax Law (diesel fuel). As a result, beginning in 1991, $0.00690
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per gallon from each of the applicable taxes is apportioned under §2105.
The apportionment methodology applicable to cities under §2105 is as
follows:

(1) The proportion that the city population bears to the total
population of all the cities in the state.

§2106

Under the Streets and Highways §2106, the net revenue from $0.0104 of the
$0.18 per gallon tax imposed on gasoline is apportioned to the cities and counties
in California. The following sections detail the apportionment of this revenue
source.

(a)  Each month, $400 is apportioned to each city, including city and
county, and $800 is apportioned to each county, including city and county.

(b)  $30,000 per month is transferred to the Bicycle Lane Account in
the State Transportation Fund.

(¢)  The remaining funds are apportioned as follows:

(1) A base amount is calculated for each county using the same
proportions of fee-paid and exempt vehicle registration as
calculated for §2104[d].

(2)  The ratio of Taxable Assessed Value (TAV) in the county
outside of incorporated cities to total TAV subject to local
taxes is applied to the base amount as calculated in (1)
above. The resulting amount is distributed to the county.

(3)  The difference between the base amount calculated in (c)(1) and the
amount distributed as calculated in (c)(2) is apportioned to the cities in that
county in the proportion that the population of each city bears to the total
population of all cities in the county. '

§2107

Under the Streets and Highways §2107, the net revenue from $0.01315 of the
$0.18 per gallon tax on gasoline and a $0.0259 of the $0.18 per gallon tax on
diesel fuel are apportioned to the cities, and cities and counties, in California. From
the revenues collected, snow removal costs equal to one-half of the amount
incurred in excess of $5,000, as detailed in the report filed pursuant to §2152, is
apportioned to those cities who had such costs and filed pursuant to §2152. The
remaining amount of revenue is apportioned based on the proportion that the total
population of the city bears to the total population of all the cities in the state.
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§2107.5

Under the Streets and Highways §2107.5, revenue is allocated to cities based on
population as detailed in the following section:

(a) Population over 500,000 $20,000
(b) Population 100,000 to 500,000 10,000
(c) "~ Population 50,000 to 99,999 7,500
(d) Population 25,000 to 49,999 6,000
(e) Population 20,000 to 24,999 5,000
(f) Population 15,000 to 19,999 4,000
(g) Population 10,000 to 14,999 3,000
(h) Population 5,000 to 9,999 2,000
(i) Population less than 5,000 1,000
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Table 4-13—Detail of Acreage Developed
Acres Added
Jurlsdiction | 199596 109697 169700  1908-00 159900 200105 200640 2011-15]  Totel|
CITY OF MARINA _
Residential--Existing (Low) - 52 52 52 52 07 . - 43
Residential-Medium DansHy {8/ac) [] § [3 [ - . . 2
Residential-High Denstty (8/sc) i i1 H 1 75 a M
Residential Attached-Townhouses {10/ac) - - - - - 5 5 10
Office/RAD (SqFi) - 2 2 2 7 7 7 Fo
Business ParkiLight industrle! (SqFt} - -« 10 10 10 34 0 15 108
{ UC MBEST (SqFt) - . 4 4 4 42 13 - %
| _Retall Commercial-Convanience [SqFt) . . - - - 1 1 2
Retall Commerclal-Nsighborhood (SqFt) - . . B . 9 7 - 16
Retall Commerclal-Reglonal (SqFt) - - - - - S 2
Hotel {(Rooms) - - - - 15 R 15
Golf {(Acyes) b - - - 185 - 185
Open Space Habitat (Acres) - 816 - - - . 816
Parks {Acres) - - 38 - - . 38
Schools {Acres) . - 5 - - - 25
Pubilc Facllities—insthutional - 24 . . 1 2
Public Facllities~Othet - 386 - - - - . 336]
CITY OF SEASIDE
Realdentlal-Existing {10/ac) . [] [] [] 8 B - - 4
Resldential-Low Density (4lac) - 3 ] 3 3 3 3B 50 125
Residential-Medium Density (8/ac} - 18 19 19 19 133 134 85 427
Residentlal-High Dansity {8/ac) . - - - - an ET] [T]
Residential Attached-Townhouses (10/ac} - - B - - 5 5 10
Resldent/al Attsched--Apariments (20/ac) - - - - - 5 5| 10
Retali Commercial-Convenlence (SqFt) . - - - [] 2 2 3
Retall Commorcial-Nelghbothood (SqFt) - - 14 - - 9 bl
Retall Commarcial--Reglonal {SqFt} - . - - - . - n F5]
Hotel (Rooms) - [] - - [] 15
Golf {Acres) 350 . B - - 350
Parks (Acres) - 108 - - - - 108
Schools (Acres) 1o o) 5 25 - 86
Milttary {Acres) - n - - - - - . Lid
Public Facilities—Other - - - - - - . 80
MONTEREY COUNTY
Residentisl-Madlum Density {8/ac) . - - - - 85 65
Qffice/R&0 {SqFt) - 1 2 2 12 17 26 81
Business ParkiLight Industrial (SqFt) - . . _ N 1" 5 5
UC MBEST (SqFt) - - - B H 33 107
Retail Commerclal-Convenience (SqFt} - [] - 5 - - []
Hotel (Rooms} . - - - - 15 - - 15
Golf {Acres} - - 149 - N 149
Equesirian {Acres) - - . 25 25 . 50
Parks (Acres) - - 617 . - . - 617]
Parks-State {Acres) : . 518 - - . 9i8)
Military {Acres) - &5 - - . N 45]
Public Facilitles-instutlonal - [X] - - - N (3]
Publle Facllities--Other - 108 - - - . N 106)
CSUMB PLANNING AREA
Resldantlal-Existing (Low) - 59 58 59 59 - - - 236
Realdentls) Attachsd-Apartmants (20/ac) - & 49 43 4 194 184 194 r
Parks . [ 42 42 42 5 § 5 180
$Schools (Actes) - A 23 5 _n 93 [ $3 373)
POM ANKEX (SEASIDE)
| Dstachad Resldontlai-axisting 3u : - - - - . : au
Detached Realduntial-planned . 76 76 16 16 . - ]
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Table 4-14—Detail of Acreage Developed
Acres
Added

TOTALS 159596  1906-97 109758  1998-99 199900 200103 2006-10 201115 Total
Resldentlal-Existing (Low} 344 11 111 111 111 07 - - 993
Realdential-Existing {10/ac} - LA i $ 8 - - . M4
Resldentisl-Low Density (Uac} “ 19 1] 79 -] 38 30{ 4271
Residential--Medium Density (6lac) + 5 5 5 25 133 14 150 517
Residential-High Density (blac) . 11 11 A {1 15 15 20
Realdentisl Attached~Townhouses (10/ac} . - - . . . 10 10] -1
Residantial Atiached-Apartments (20/ac) + 48 49 [ 49 194 19 199] 787]
Office/R&D (SqF1) . - 4 4 4 1 1] | 90|
Business Park/Light Industrial {SqFt) - - 10 10 10 3 “ 80] 166]
UC MBEST [SqFt) - - 4 4 4 35 44 3] 143]
Retall Commarclal-Convenlence (Sqft} - - - 1 - [ 3 3 13|
Retall Commercial-Nelghborhood {SqFt) - - 14 - [] 7 9 3%
Retsil Commarcial-Reglonal (SqFt) . . . - - . - 4] 4
Hote! (Roama) - - [] - - 15 15 [ 45
Golf {Acres) . - - 149 185 . 584
Equestrian (Actes) - . - . - 25 23 - 50
Open Space Habltst (Acres) - 17,081 40 4 40 [ ] 4 4 11
Parke (Acrss) - 42 787 9 2 5 § 3 962
Parks-State {Acras) . - 932 - - - - A 932
$Schools {Acres) - <] T4 L 93 b x] 93 484
Military (Acres) - 21 - - - - - 124
Public Facliitles-tnstituilonsd - 3 52 - E 145
Public Facllitles--Other - 106 M7 - - - . 552
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