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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
 

 
 
 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 (FORA Conference Room) 

8:30 a.m. Wednesday, June 29, 2016  
 

AGENDA 
  

1. CALL TO ORDER  
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  
 

Members of the public wishing to address the Administrative Committee on matters within its 
jurisdiction, but not on this agenda, may do so for up to 3 minutes.  

 
5. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES  ACTION 

 

a. June 15, 2016 Minutes 
 

6. JULY 8, 2016 BOARD MEETING AGENDA REVIEW  INFORMATION/ACTION 
 

7. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 
a.  Consultant Determination Opinion Report INFORMATION/ACTION 

Categories I and II Post Reassessment Actions - 2d Vote 
 
b.  Adoption of Fort Ord Reuse Authority FY 2016/17 CIP Report INFORMATION 

i.  2016 FORA Fee Reallocation Study 
ii.  EPS/ FORA Formulaic Fee Revised Schedule 

 
c.  Water Augmentation Pipeline Financing INFORMATION 
 
d.  Consistency Determination: City of Marina   INFORMATION/ACTION 

Housing Element 2015-2023 (City-wide) 
 

8. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
 
9. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NEXT MEETING: JULY 13, 2016 

http://www.fora.org/


   
 
 
 

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
ADMINISTRATIVE COMMITTEE REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
8:30 a.m., Wednesday, June 15, 2016 | FORA Conference Room 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Dawson called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m. The following were present: 
 

*voting members, AR = arrived after call to order 
Layne Long (City of Marina)  
Daniel Dawson (City of del Rey Oaks) 
Craig Malin, City of Seaside* 
Melanie Beretti, Monterey County* AR 
Elizabeth Caraker, City of Monterey* 
Steve Matarazzo, CSUMB  
Michael Tebo, CSUMB 
Pamela Lapham, CSUMB 
Vicki Nakamura, MPC 
Lisa Reinheimer, MST 
Scott Ottama, City of Seaside 
Patrick Breen, MCWD 
 

Mike Wegley, MCWD 
Doug Yount, ADE 
Kristie Reimer, RAC 
Don Hofer, MCP 
Mike Zeller, TAMC 
Ric Encarnacion, EHG/County 
Monterey 
Chieko Nozaki, ARMY/BRAC 
Bill Collins,  BRAC Ft Ord 
Ed Walker, DTSC 
Bob Schaffer 
 

FORA Staff: 
Michael Houlemard Jr. 
Steve Endsley 
Jonathan Brinkmann 
Stan Cook/Laura Vidarri 
Ted Lopez, Peter Said  
Stan Cook, Josh Metz 
Mary Israel, Sheri Damon 
Helen Rodriguez 
Maria Buell 
 

 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
Pledge of allegiance was led by Kristie Reimer. 
 

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE 
Doug Yount, announced he will be new Project Director for Dunes Homes. 
 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  
None. 
 

5. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES  
a. June 1, 2016 Administrative Committee Minutes 
 
MOTION: Elizabeth Caraker moved, seconded by Craig Malin to approve the June 1, 2016 
Administrative Committee minutes as presented. 
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
The Committee did not receive comments from members or public.  
 

6. JUNE 10, 2016 BOARD MEETING AGENDA FOLLOW UP 
Mr. Houlemard gave summary of items reviewed by Board on June 10, 2016.  
 
a. Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG) 
Mr. Houlemard introduced Josh Metz and added that the RUDG received an unanimous vote at the 
Board meeting; next steps are to schedule meetings with City staff and roll out the information 
contained in the Guidelines. Josh Metz thanked everyone for the valuable input received and said the 
website shows the current final draft also available in a pdf downloaded document. These Guidelines 



 
 
 

can be used by FORA’s jurisdictions for future design use. Mr. Houlemard said FORA Staff spent an 
enormous amount of time in the final preparation. 
The Committee received input from members. 
The Committee did not receive public input. 
 
b. FORA FY 2016/17 Capital Improvement Program 
Mr. Houlemard said Board voted for a compromise vote on this item. Steve Endsley said Board wanted 
to approve the CIP budget and asked Staff to return with the new TAMC Fee allocation and EPS on 
the formulaic fee study and address comments from this Committee regarding fees and other 
recommendations. The Administrative Committee had requested Board to delay the approval; 
however,  Board approved to continue with current budget and aske Staff to return in July with the CIP 
program and reallocations (TAMC study, EPS fee schedule). Mr. Houlemard added that Board wants 
it back within 90 days, if available, but EPS study may or may not be complete.   
The Committee received comments from members  
The Committee did not receive public comment. 
 
c.  Categories I and II Post Reassessment Actions Consultant Determination Opinion Report Update 
Mr. Houlemard said the Board did not get to review this item as it lost quorum at 5:00 p.m.. He added 
that while Board was meeting, Keep Fort Ord Wild sent a letter to Board objecting to MBI Cat I and II 
opinion report. Committee members requested a copy of this letter. Mr. Houlemard added that COL 
Paul Fellinger’s last day will be June 25th. 
 

7. BUSINESS ITEMS 
 
a. Land Use Covenant Jurisdictions Annual Report Request  
Jonathan Brinkmann provided a brief summary to Committee and added that annually a Land Use 
Covenant report is completed. This report requires information on questions on several items from 
jurisdictions and is due on September 30th as outlined in the Staff memo. The information 
requested will be sent to Department of Toxic Substances Control. Ms. Beretti confirmed she is 
contact for County; Mr. Long said he’d remain the contact for City of Marina; and, Craig Malin 
confirmed he will be the contact for City of Seaside.  
The Committee received no comments from members. 
The Committee received no public comment. 
 
b. Capital Improvement Program Status Report 
Mr. Houlemard said he gave a brief report earlier (under Board Follow-up) and there was nothing 
further to add. 
The Committee received no comments from members. 
The Committee received no public comment. 
 
At 8:57 a.m., 3min break was taken before beginning the Workshop. 
 
c.  Workshop:  “Land Use Control Implementation Plan / Operations and Maintenance Plan” 
Mr. Houlemard introduced Consultants team working in the Land Use Control Implementation Plan 
and Operations and Maintenance Plan to the Committee: Bill Collins; representatives from 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Judy Huang and Maeve Clancy who will 
succeed Judy after she leaves DTSC and Ed Walker, Project Manager; ARCADIS team, Chris 
Spill, Project Manager, and Chieko Nasaki for ARMY BRAC. He added it is important for 
jurisdictions to understand the process and land use controls to complete these requirements.  
Stan Cook said this is the fourth report that includes all comments received at the October 
presentation. He introduced the ESCA consulting team. Jeff Swanson gave a succinct power point 
presentation to Committee on the revisions which were included in the new report being presented.  



 
 
 

The Committee received no comments from members. 
The Committee received no public comment. 
 

8. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting and workshop adjourned at 10:20 a.m. 
 
 
 





FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 

REGULAR MEETING 
FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Friday, July 8, 2016 at 2:00 p.m. 
910 2nd Avenue, Marina, CA 93933 (Carpenters Union Hall) 

 
AGENDA 

 
ALL ARE ENCOURAGED TO SUBMIT QUESTIONS/CONCERNS BY NOON JULY 7, 2016. 

1. CALL TO ORDER  
 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
3. ROLL CALL 
 
4.  CLOSED SESSION  
 

a.  Public Employment, Gov. Code 54959.7(b) - Executive Officer 
 
b.  Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation, Gov. Code 54956.9(a)   

Keep Fort Ord Wild v. Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), Case No.: M114961 
 

5.  ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACTION TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION 
 
6. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS, AND CORRESPONDENCE  
 
7. CONSENT AGENDA 
CONSENT AGENDA consists of routine items accompanied by staff recommendation. 

a.  Approve June 10, 2016 Board Meeting Minutes  ACTION 

b.  Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement-Quarterly Report Update INFORMATION 

c.  Fort Ord Reuse Authority Building Removal Program Update INFORMATION 
 

d.  Prevailing Wage Update INFORMATION/ACTION 
 
8.  BUSINESS ITEMS  
 

a.   Consultant Determination Opinion Report  INFORMATION/ACTION 
Categories I and II Post Reassessment Actions-2d Vote 

 
b.  Adoption of FORA FY 2016/17 Capital Improvement Program-2d Vote ACTION 
 
c.  Consider a Pipeline Financing Reimbursement Agreement ACTION 

with Marina Coast Water District 
  



 
 

 

For information regarding items on this agenda or to request disability related modifications and/or 
accommodations please contact the Deputy Clerk at (831) 883-3672, forty-eight (48) hours prior to the 
meeting. This meeting is recorded by Access Monterey Peninsula and televised Sundays at 9 a.m. and 1 p.m. 
on Marina/Peninsula Channel 25. The video and meeting materials are available online at www.fora.org. 

 
d.  Consistency Determination: City of Marina   INFORMATION/ACTION 

Housing Element 2015-2023 (City-wide) 
 

e.  University of California Monterey Bay Education Science and INFORMATION 
Technology Center (UC MBEST) Quarterly Status Update 
 

f.  Economic Development Quarterly Status Update INFORMATION 
 

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

 
10. EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT   INFORMATION 

The Executive Officer makes brief reports regarding FORA’s ongoing activities or request clarification 
or direction regarding meeting or study session scheduling. 

 

a. Annual Report FY 2015-16 

b. Habitat Conservation Plan Update 

c. Administrative Committee 

d. Post Reassessment Advisory Committee 

e. Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force 

f. Veterans Issues Advisory Committee  

g. Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee 

h. Travel Report 

i. Public Correspondence to the Board  
 

11. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
 
12. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NEXT BOARD MEETING: August 12, 2016 

http://www.fora.org/


Placeholder for 
Item 7a 

6/10/16 DRAFT Board Minutes 

_______________________ 

This item will be included in the final Board packet. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

CONSENT AGENDA
Subject:  Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement-Quarterly Report 

Update 
Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 7b 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive an Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ESCA) quarterly update. 

i. ESCA activities update; and,
ii. Land Use Control Implementation Plan Operations and Maintenance Plan

(LUCIP OMP).

BACKGROUND: 
In Spring 2005, the U.S. Army (Army) and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) entered 
negotiations toward an Army-funded Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ESCA) for 
removal of remnant Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) on portions of the former Fort 
Ord.  FORA and the Army entered into a formal ESCA agreement in early 2007. Under the ESCA 
terms, FORA received 3,340 acres of former Fort Ord land prior to regulatory environmental sign-
off and the Army awarded FORA approximately $98 million to perform the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) munitions cleanup on those 
parcels.  FORA also entered into an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) with U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and California Department of Toxic Substance Control 
(DTSC) defining contractual conditions under which FORA completes Army remediation 
obligations for the ESCA parcels. FORA received the “ESCA parcels” after EPA approval and 
gubernatorial concurrence under a Finding of Suitability for Early Transfer on May 8, 2009. 

In order to complete the AOC defined obligations, FORA entered into a Remediation Services 
Agreement (RSA) with the competitively selected LFR Inc. (now ARCADIS) to provide MEC 
remediation services and executed a cost-cap insurance policy for this remediation work through 
American International Group (AIG) to assure financial resources to complete the work and to 
offer other protections for FORA and its underlying jurisdictions. 

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

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

Under the ESCA grant contract with the Army, FORA received approximately $98 million in grant 
funds to clear munitions and secure regulatory approval for the former Fort Ord ESCA parcels. 
FORA subsequently entered into a guaranteed fixed-price contract with ARCADIS to complete 
the work as defined in the Technical Specifications and Review Statement (TSRS) appended to 



the ESCA grant contract. As part of the RSA between FORA and ARCADIS, insurance coverage 
was secured from AIG for which FORA paid $82.1 million up front from grant funds.  The AIG 
policy provides a commutation account which holds the funds that AIG uses to pay ARCADIS for 
the work performed. The AIG coverage also provides for up to $128 million to address additional 
work for both known and unknown site conditions, if needed.   That assures extra funds are in 
place to complete the scope of work to the satisfaction of the Regulators. Based on the Army 
ESCA grant contract, the EPA AOC requirements and AIG insurance coverage provisions, AIG 
controls the ARCADIS/AIG $82.1 million commutation account.  The full amount was provided to 
AIG in 2008 as payment for a cost-cap insurance policy where AIG reviews ARCADIS’ work 
performed and makes payments directly to ARCADIS. FORA oversees the work to comply with 
grant and AOC requirements.  

Current status follows: 

Item Revised Allocations 
Accrued through 

March 2016 

FORA Self-Insurance or Policy $ 
Reimburse Regulators & Quality 
Assurance 
State of California Surplus Lines 
Tax, Risk Transfer, Mobilization 
Contractor's Pollution Liability 
Insurance 

Work Performed ARCADIS/AIG 
Commutation Account 

FORA Administrative Fees 
Total $ 

ESCA Remainder 

Data collected during the ESCA investigation stage remains under regulatory review to determine 
if remediation is complete. The review and documentation process is dependent on Army and 
regulatory agency responses and decisions. They will issue written confirmation that CERCLA 
MEC remediation work is complete (known as regulatory site closure).  

On November 25, 2014, EPA signed the Record of Decision (ROD) for the ESCA Group 3 
properties located in County of Monterey (at Laguna Seca); City of Monterey (south of South 
Boundary Road); Del Rey Oaks (south of South Boundary Road); and, Monterey Peninsula 
College (MPC) Military Operations in Urban Terrain property.  On February 26, 2015, the 
Regulators signed the ROD for the ESCA Group 2 California State University Monterey Bay 
property (south of Inter-Garrison Road).  The ROD records the EPA, DTSC and Army’s decision 
on the cleanup of these properties and what controls are required to continue to protect public 
health and safety. 

ii. The process for implementing, operating and maintaining the ROD controls is prescribed
under a Land Use Control Implementation, Operation and Maintenance Plan (LUCIP OMP) 
document. Each ROD will have a corresponding LUCIP OMP developed based on site conditions 
and historic MEC use.  The ESCA team and Regulatory agencies are working directly with the 



jurisdiction representatives, through the FORA Administrative Committee, to help them 
understand and develop their comments to the Group 2 and Group 3 LUCIP OMP documents.  
LUCIP OMP Workshops were provided for Administrative Committee member questions and 
document comment preparation in May, June and July 2015.  The ESCA RP team provided 
another LUCIP OMP Workshop to the FORA Administrative Committee on June 15, 2016 to 
support the latest Group 2 and Group 3 LUCIP OMP document review.    LUCIP OMP documents 
are approved by the Regulators prior to issuing regulatory site closure.  

Future Actions: 
Until regulatory review, concurrence and site closure is received, the ESCA property is not open 
to the public.  Regulatory approval does not determine end use.  When regulatory site closure is 
received, FORA will transfer land title to the appropriate jurisdiction for reuse programming. 
Underlying jurisdictions are authorized to impose or limit zoning, decide property density or make 
related land use decisions in compliance with the FORA Base Reuse Plan.   

The EPA recently notified FORA of their selection of Ms. Maeve Clancy to replace Ms. Judy 
Huang as Project Coordinator, as defined by the Administrative Order on Consent (Paragraph 55, 
Section XV Project Coordinators, CERCLA Docket No. R9-2007-03), effective Monday, May 16, 
2015. Ms. Clancy received a Fort Ord/ESCA properties orientation briefing and tour on May 26th. 

FORA received regulatory site closure for the County North and Parker Flats Phase 1 ESCA 
properties.  For these properties, ARCADIS commuted ESCA insurance coverage for related 
clean-up costs for coverage for unknown conditions. Per the existing FORA/Jurisdiction 
Implementation Agreements (2001) and Memorandum of Agreement (2007) regarding property 
ownership and responsibilities during the period of environmental services, deeds and access 
control for these properties has been transferred to the new land owner. 

The ESCA team continues to actively monitor biological resources and track restoration activities 
on ESCA properties. To date, the ESCA RP has provided environmental stewardship for 3,340 
ESCA acres. During the week of April 6, 2016, FORA staff met to discuss the full range of ESCA 
issues and the 2020 FORA Transition with U. S. Army and regulator representatives. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Controller _____ 

The funds for this review and report are part of the existing FORA ESCA funds.  Potential grant 
adjustments may be forthcoming to address items reviewed in this report. 

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

Prepared by_____________________   Approved by____________________________ 
 Stan Cook                                             Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

CONSENT AGENDA
Subject: FORA Building Removal Program Update 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 7c 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 

Receive a Building Removal Program update: 
i. Surplus II Industrial Hygienist (IH) contract with Vista Environmental Engineering
ii. Marina Stockade Removal Preparations

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 

The U.S. Army conveyed real property to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) under an Economic 
Development Conveyance (EDC) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that outlines the terms and 
conditions of a local Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) recovery program with the restriction 
that FORA and the Jurisdictions receive the property with the buildings “as-is, where-is.”  The FORA 
Board has specific building removal and clearance obligations under state law and Board policy. A 
summary of FORA’s past building removal activities are attached (Attachment A). 

Surplus II Industrial Hygienist (IH) contract with Vista Environmental Engineering 

Seaside received the Surplus II area in 2005. The site has 27 large, multi-story concrete structures 
in close proximity to the California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) campus, occupied 
housing, office buildings, and schools. The buildings have become dilapidated, contain hazardous 
materials and are sites for vandalism and illegal dumping.  FORA and Seaside staff identified the 
need to survey the Surplus II for hazardous materials as the first step in building removal.  On October 
18, 2016, FORA issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for Industrial Hygienist (IH) hazardous 
material sampling and testing services.  Three qualified IH firms submitted proposals.  Vista 
Environmental Consulting scored the highest in the IH evaluation and interview process.  On January 
8, 2016, the Board gave the Executive Officer approval to execute a contract with Vista Environmental 
Consulting for Surplus II hazardous material sampling and testing, not to exceed $175,000.   

Since January, Vista has completed its Surplus II field surveys and is in the process of finalizing the 
reports, and preparing cost estimates for material removal, environmental monitoring, and post-
deconstruction soil survey. In June, FORA staff and Vista meet with the Monterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District to review the preliminary Surplus II hazmat survey reports and determine 
appropriate assumptions for a hazmat removal estimate.  FORA staff will bring this information back 
to Seaside and coordinate Seaside’s preferred next steps for the Surplus II building removal process. 

Marina Stockade Removal Preparations 

FORA’s Marina building removal obligation consisted of Marina’s WWII wooden buildings and the 
former Fort Ord stockade building.  In 2007, FORA completed its WWII wooden building removal 
obligation in Marina under the Memorandum of Agreement between FORA, the City of Marina and 
Marina Community Partners.  FORA’s remaining obligation in Marina is the former concrete stockade 
building.  Early in 2016, FORA and Marina staff began stockade removal discussions.   



The City of Marina owns the stockade property and leases the land around the building to Las Animas 
Concrete for a concrete batch plant facility and the Central Coast Builders Exchange as a storage 
yard.  Marina staff and their leasees are coordinating to move operations away from the stockade 
building.  FORA staff is developing an RFP for IH Services to survey the stockade for hazardous 
materials.  FORA staff, with Marina’s assistance, will be reaching out to Las Animas Concrete to 
secure stockade access.   

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Controller _____ 
 

Funding for these building removal efforts is included in the approved FY 15-16 Capital Improvement 
Program and FY 16-17 FORA Budget.  

COORDINATION: 

Authority Counsel, Administrative Committee, Seaside, Marina 

Prepared by_________________________ Reviewed by________________________ 
  Peter Said                                                        Stan Cook   

Approved by___________________________ 
Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

BUSINESS ITEMS
Subject: Prevailing Wage Status Report 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION/ACTION 7d 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
Accept Prevailing Wage Status Report 
BACKGROUND: 
Since early 2015, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) Board has been wrestling with both 
application and enforcement of the Master Resolution prevailing wage requirements. One of the 
key reasons the prevailing wage requirements were added to the Master Resolution, certain 
deeds and implementation agreements was to help promote the local workforce to enable 
workers to secure employment on Fort Ord.   FORA’s Prevailing Wage requirements were 
adopted as “local” prevailing wage requirements and have different provisions and definitions 
than those currently found in the state labor code with the passage of Senate Bill 854. Over the 
past year, the Board has heard complaints from individual workers, labor unions, and contractors 
about the prevailing wage program, allegations of abuses, and lack of consistent enforcement.  
Multiple lawsuits have been filed including Monterey/Santa Cruz ETC. Trades Council v. 
Cypress Marina Heights LP (2011) 191 Cal. App. 4th 1500; Monterey/Santa Cruz BCTC, et al. 
v. MCP, Shea Properties, et al. Monterey Superior Court M81343 (2008) [Settlement
Agreement].  Additionally, there are a number of lawsuits pending between individual employees 
and contractors.   

FORA’s Executive Officer and staff met with the Department of Industrial Relations Deputy 
Commissioner to seek clarification of SB 854 and other recent changes in California Labor Laws 
as it may pertain to FORA.  With the Department of Industrial Relations letter to Jane Haines of 
March 16, 2016, the DIR has begun to review information and prior decisions about the 
applicability of state public works laws to projects being built on Fort Ord. With this new 
interpretation by DIR that Fort Ord projects are considered a public work regulated by the state, 
a whole new set of obligations and issues will arise for jurisdictions (awarding agencies), 
developers, contractors, and subcontractors. In order to assist the jurisdictions, the FORA Board 
elected to enhance its prevailing wage program by hiring a Prevailing Wage Coordinator. The 
focus of the new position is to provide support and assistance to the jurisdictions.  In this regard, 
the Prevailing Wage Coordinator (PWC) began work on May 16, 2016.   

DISCUSSION: 
1. Coordination with Jurisdictions and Stakeholders

Since beginning work in May, the PWC has met with multiple stakeholders to compile 
information and background so as to best provide support and craft a program to monitor and 
assist in meeting prevailing wage requirements on Fort Ord.  She has met with representatives 
from the County of Monterey, City of Del Rey Oaks and City of Monterey.  She is meeting with 
the City of Marina at the end of June and has not yet confirmed a meeting with the City of 
Seaside.  As a part of the background and outreach, she has also made contact with labor 
representatives, representatives from the development community and labor compliance 



monitors.  Some of the issues articulated include lack of clarity in applying and complying with 
the state public works rules, prevailing wage rules, lack of residential prevailing rates for many 
of the trades, lack of access to certified payroll records, lack of staff to handle complaints, abuse 
of the workers (wage underpayment, worker misclassification), insufficient local workforce, lack 
of timely records access, apprentice training fee payments, and the changing regulatory 
environment.  An additional issue is that there is a lack of consistency across the former Fort 
Ord jurisdictions for collecting and reporting data to ascertain and forecast demand for various 
trades used in the different types of construction occurring at Fort Ord.  

2. Monitoring Assistance

Complaint Protocol:  The County has established a program whereby it is handling its local 
prevailing wage and state prevailing wage obligations.  They requested that any complaints that 
are received by FORA be communicated back to them for response or action. FORA has 
received some complaints on projects in other jurisdictions and has now implemented an email 
transmission system to the underlying jurisdiction and/or the developer. 

RFQ for Labor Compliance training:  Educational outreach will be developed.  FORA is in the 
process of issuing a Request for Qualifications for a consultant for state prevailing wage 
training/orientation services, including production of training webinars. 

Software:  One of the big issues that confronts each jurisdiction is what rules must be applied 
and when and how to meet their ongoing duties to comply with local, state and federal public 
works and prevailing wage issues.  Also of interest is a mechanism to compile information about 
the use of local workforce. This Board approved the acquisition and use of software at the March 
2016 meeting. Accordingly, your PWC has made outreach to a computer software provider 
regarding a program which could be utilized by FORA, its member jurisdictions and Labor 
Compliance monitors which would provide for compliance with local (FORA MR), state (Labor 
Code) and Federal (Davis Bacon) laws as necessary as well as providing a uniform platform to 
collect and track statistical information. The program allows tracking of the frequency of the 
monitor’s visits to project sites, flags issues with rates and provides a vehicle for tracking local 
workforce.  Once the data has been compiled the program report information is also capable to 
assisting in future forecasts for local labor.  FORA staff are in the process of obtaining a quote 
for the software which allows FORA and the member jurisdictions to have a uniform platform to 
access and compile information within their jurisdictions.   

RFQ for Labor Compliance Monitors:  The Board might recall that in October 2015, it authorized 
the use of a prequalified list of Labor Compliance Monitors which had been previously vetted 
through a public process by the County.  It is proposed that a new qualified list be sought by 
FORA which requires among other items, the use of a minimum set of Best Management 
Practices along with the use of the standardized software.  A jurisdiction or developer using a 
FORA prequalified Labor Compliance Monitor could expand the scope of compliance services, 
but could not change the minimum Best Management Practice requirements.  This promotes 
uniformity in how projects are monitored, data is collected and seeks to minimize non-
compliance issues at the earliest possible time.   

3. Future Direction

Educational Outreach:  A series of webinars, FAQ pages, and/or trainings would be developed 
to implement an educational outreach program on state prevailing wage requirements and the 
nuances presented by Fort Ord Reuse projects which do not fit neatly into prevailing wage.  It is 
anticipated that FORA would utilize a Labor Compliance Monitor to offer the initial training.  It is 



also anticipated that either a posting or notice with contact information about how to informally 
resolve wage complaints will be made available in in English and Spanish.  Future possibilities 
might include development of a “pre-training apprentice program” to assist with preparing 
individuals to qualify for certified training programs.  

Legislative Outreach:  Recently DIR’s lead attorney passed away; regulations and letters have 
started to go out to some of our local workforce contractors about compliance with state laws; 
and it is possible that changes may be occurring in the staffing at DIR.  It is time for FORA to 
circle back and reestablish lines of communication with DIR leadership to assure correct 
interpretation of the message in the March 16, 2016 letter to Jane Haines.  Military base reuse 
is not a project that easily fits into the state regulatory compliance rubric and there undoubtedly 
be issues that FORA and the jurisdictions have an interest in addressing.   

Quarterly Reporting:  Once the software program is up and going and participating jurisdictions 
have signed on to its use, it is anticipated that FORA would prepare a quarterly report on 
summary data produced.  In particular, elements would include total number of workers on the 
projects within Fort Ord and how many of those are local workers and ultimately, a yearly 
forecast for future labor demand.   

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

COORDINATION: 
Authority Counsel, Administrative and Executive Committees 

Prepared by_______________________     Approved by   ____________________________ 
  Sheri Damon                       Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

BUSINESS ITEMS
Subject: Consultant Determination Opinion Report Categories I and II Post 

Reassessment Actions – 2d Vote 
Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION/ACTION 8a 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
Second Vote: Accept the Michael Baker International (MBI) Determination Opinion of Categories 
I and II Report.  

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
At the May 13, 2016 Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Board meeting, the Board voted 9-2 to 
accept the MBI Determination Opinion of Categories I and II Report.  

At the February 13, 2014 FORA Board meeting, the Board approved the Base Reuse Plan (BRP) 
Reassessment “Work Plan,” which identified Categories I and II items for completion. Category I 
focused on BRP corrections and updates, and Category II addressed prior Board actions and 
regional plan consistency.  

In February 2016, FORA hired MBI to assess whether Categories I and II required California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review.  

In consultation with the law firm of Holland & Knight, MBI completed its review of Categories I 
and II and presented their Determination Opinion of Categories I and II at the May 13, 2016 
FORA Board meeting (Attachment A). MBI is of the opinion that Categories I and II do not meet 
the definition of “projects” under CEQA that warrant detailed environmental review or actions that 
have been previously reviewed by other agencies.  

According to the Determination Opinion conclusion, FORA has complied with CEQA for 
Categories I and II.   

FORA staff, working with MBI, will complete Category I and II work tasks as appropriate, including 
text and figure corrections, and updates. 

At the May 13, 2016 FORA Board meeting, members of the general public raised questions 
regarding the Determination Opinion Report. MBI addressed these questions in its memorandum 
“Response to Comments on Determination Opinion of Categories I and II” (Attachment B).  The 
Memorandum was included in the June 10, 2016 Board Agenda packet.  

Following release of the June 10, 2016 Board packet, Board members Alan Haffa and Jane 
Parker (submitted by Principal Aide Kristi Markey) posed a number of questions pertaining to the 
MBI Determination Opinion Report. Staff compiled these questions and responses into a 
“Supplemental Information” item that was distributed prior to the Board meeting (Attachment C). 

During its June 10, 2016 meeting, FORA Board members received correspondence from the law 
firm of Michael Stamp / Molly Erickson on behalf of Keep Fort Ord Wild (KFOW) objecting to the 
Board’s acceptance of MBI’s Determination Opinion Report (Attachment D).   

Staff reviewed the June 10, 2016 KFOW letter and prepared responses to KFOW’s comments 
(Attachment E).  



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

COORDINATION: 
MBI, Authority Counsel, Administrative and Executive Committees. 

Prepared by_______________________     Approved by   ____________________________ 
  Jonathan Brinkmann                Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



MBAKER IN TL . COM  
60 Garden Court, Suite 230, Monterey, CA 93940 

P: (831) 644-9174  F: (831) 644-7696 

May 5, 2016 

Ted Lopez, Associate Planner 

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A 

Marina, CA  93933 

RE: DETERMINATION OPINION OF CATEGORIES I AND II 

Dear Mr. Lopez: 

Pursuant to Task 1 of our scope of work, Michael Baker International, in coordination with Holland & 

Knight LLP, has reviewed all relevant documents and supporting materials related to Category I and II 

of the Final Reassessment Report (2012). Review of this material was conducted to provide an informed 

opinion as to whether the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP) activities, past and present, as identified and 

categorized during the reassessment process, constitute a project as defined by California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15378. 

FORA prepared the Fort Ord BRP pursuant to the provisions of Senate Bill 899 to guide the development 

of the Former Military Reservation. The BRP is a first-tier programmatic policy document that guides all 

land use decisions for any lands located within the former Fort Ord. Local land use agencies, such as the 

cities cited below, can refine BRP elements and act as independent lead agencies for environmental 

review purposes for lands that fall within their planning jurisdiction. Nonetheless, each lead local land 

use agency that approves projects on land located within the former Fort Ord needs to ensure such 

changes are consistent with the BRP. These changes can be either related to a specific development 

project or additional changes in land use designations. The FORA Board of Directors determines the 

subsequent changes’ consistency with the BRP.  

The Reassessment Report sorted the prior and pending changes to the BRP into five categories. For the 

purposes of this determination, our scope focuses only on Categories I and II. Category I, BRP Corrections 

and Updates, are mainly corrections to bring the BRP text and graphics up to date. These include 

correction of typographical errors, correction of outdated references, and revisions to the BRP maps to 

correct inconsistencies.  

Category II, Prior Board Actions and Regional Plan Consistency, consists of text and map changes that 

would bring the BRP into conformance with previous FORA Board actions, particularly “consistency 

determinations” and other changes that would serve to improve BRP consistency with regional plans 

that have evolved since 1997. Such changes, taken in whole or in part, would result in modifications to 

the Land Use Concept map. The map changes are meant to reflect FORA Board decisions and 

consistency determinations that have already occurred. Category II also includes potential options for 

new BRP programs or policies and/or revisions to existing programs and policies to ensure the BRP is 

consistent with regional plans.  
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Based on our review of the BRP Category I and Category II revisions, it is our opinion that the individual 

actions and changes that have occurred or are recommended to occur do not, by themselves, meet the 

definition of “projects” under CEQA that warrant detailed environmental review or are actions that have 

been previously reviewed by other agencies. Past actions by FORA and local land use agencies that 

affect the BRP can be compared to amendments to an agency’s General Plan over time. Individual 

General Plan Amendments may be processed, analyzed and approved over time, but those changes are 

not always physically incorporated into the body of the General Plan until the text or graphic changes 

are physically made within document. In this case, the past actions and amendments have been 

processed, analyzed and approved by several land use agencies, and the need for minor technical 

corrections have been identified. Updating the BRP at a future date to reflect these past actions is an 

administrative exercise necessary to memorialize the changes in one place.  

CATEGORY I EVALUATION SUMMARY 

Table 5, Index of BRP Corrections in the Reassessment Report, lists the identified corrections under 

Category I, and the text following that table outlines the specific corrections to be considered. During 

2013, after the FORA Board received the BRP Reassessment Report, the public and FORA staff identified 

additional errata not included in the August 2001 Republished BRP, which also fall into Category I. Those 

corrections have no material effect on the purpose, intent, or guidance provided in the BRP, but are 

meant solely as BRP “cleanup” items. All of the Category I corrections are minor and incidental, such as 

typographical, grammar, incorrect references, minor figure changes, and formatting associated with 

BRP policies, programs, or mitigation measures. In addition, the Post-Reassessment Advisory 

Committee (PRAC) adopted figure Category I recommendations to reflect land use designation 

changes, to clarify how boundaries and names have changed, to correct labels and legends, and to 

properly cite the sources for the various changes on each map. These changes to the BRP would not 

result in direct or indirect physical impacts on the environment and would be considered administrative 

activities of governments per CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(5). Therefore, Category I changes do 

not constitute a distinct “project,” and an errata to the EIR can be prepared to address these changes.   

CATEGORY II EVALUATION 

Category II addresses two types of possible modifications to the BRP. The first type is based on actions 

the FORA Board has already taken (labelled II.a). These actions have resulted in draft modifications to 

BRP Figure 3.3-1, Land Use Concept Ultimate Development, and modifications to BRP transportation-

related figures and text. The second type of modification reflects new policies or programs or the 

expansion of existing BRP policies or programs to ensure BRP consistency with regional and local plans 

(labelled II.b).  

Our evaluation of Category II (II.a and II.b) for CEQA compliance follows. 

II.A. MODIFICATIONS OF THE BRP LAND USE CONCEPT MAP

Prior Del Rey Oaks General Plan Consistency Determinations 

This is a previously approved project under CEQA. The City of Del Rey Oaks General Plan (1997) included a 

General Plan designation change of approximately 7 acres of Open Space/Recreation under the BRP to 

General Commercial–Visitor/Office. In addition, the plan included other minor land use designation 

changes such as from Visitor Serving to General Commercial–Visitor/Office.  
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This was a discretionary project undertaken by the City and is considered a project under CEQA. Land 

use changes in Del Rey Oaks are documented in the General Plan’s Land Use Map (see Del Rey Oaks 

General Plan Figure 2). Environmental impacts from these changes were analyzed in the City’s General 

Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse [SCH] #1996041076) and certified by the City Council in May 1997.  

Because the City of Del Rey Oaks reviewed the impacts of this exact change, no additional CEQA review 

is needed. Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.1(a) requires FORA to rely on the existing 

document unless substantial evidence shows that there are significant new circumstances surrounding 

the 7-acre designation (see also 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15162(c)). As there are 

no substantial changes to the circumstances, no new environmental review is required per CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15162 (see 14 CCR Section 15096(e), (h)). Additionally, no formal finding is necessary 

to rely on a prior EIR.  

The BRP changes to reflect the Del Rey Oaks General Plan are considered administrative. The procedure 

is intended to update the document and make it consistent with the local agency’s approvals and 

findings. 

Prior Marina General Plan Consistency Determinations 

This is a previously approved project under CEQA. The City of Marina General Plan (2005) plan included a 

General Plan designation change of approximately 11 acres of Open Space under the BRP to High 

Density Residential. The plan also changed approximately 60 acres from Planned Development Mixed 

Use to Parks and Recreation. In addition, the plan included other minor land use designation changes 

such as from Regional Retail to Light Industrial/Service Commercial. 

This was a discretionary project undertaken by the City and is considered a project under CEQA. 

Environmental impacts from most of the land use changes in Marina were analyzed in the City’s General 

Plan EIR (SCH #1999031064), certified by the City Council in October 2000 (see Marina General Plan EIR 

Figure 2.4 and pages 2-13 and 2-14). The change in the city’s eastern portion, which corresponds to the 

Marina Heights development, was analyzed in the Marina Heights Specific Plan EIR (SCH #2003021012), 

certified in November 2003 (see Marina Heights Specific Plan EIR Table 2.2 and pages ES-4 and ES-5). 

Therefore, these land use changes have been addressed under CEQA.  

Because the City of Marina reviewed the impacts of this exact change, no additional CEQA review is 

needed. PRC Section 21080.1(a) requires FORA to rely on the existing document unless substantial 

evidence shows that there are significant new circumstances surrounding the 11-acre designation (see 

also 14 California CCR Section 15162(c)). As there are no substantial changes to the circumstances, no 

new environmental review is required per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 (see 14 CCR Section 15096(e), 

(h)). Additionally, no formal finding is necessary to rely on a prior EIR.  

The BRP changes to reflect the Marina General Plan and the Marina Heights Specific Plan are considered 

administrative. The procedure is intended to update the document and make it consistent with the local 

agency’s approvals and findings. 

Prior Seaside General Plan Consistency Determinations 

This is a previously approved project under CEQA. The City of Seaside General Plan (2003) included a 

General Plan designation change of approximately 43 acres of Open Space/Recreation under the BRP 

to Regional Commercial and approximately 11 acres of Open Space/Recreation to High Density 
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Residential. The plan also changed approximately 100 acres from Military Enclave and about 10 acres 

from Medium Density Residential to Park and Open Space. In addition, the plan included other minor 

land use designation changes such as from High Density Residential to Medium Density Residential. 

This was a discretionary project undertaken by the City and is considered a project under CEQA. 

Environmental impacts from land use changes in Seaside were analyzed in the City’s General Plan EIR 

(SCH #2003031021), certified by the City Council in August 2003 (see Seaside General Plan EIR Figure 

5.8-1 and pages 5.8-3 through 5.8-7).  

Because the City of Seaside reviewed the impacts of this exact change, no additional CEQA review is 

needed. PRC Section 21080.1(a) requires FORA to rely on the existing document unless substantial 

evidence shows that there are significant new circumstances surrounding the 54-acre designation (see 

also 14 CCR Section 15162(c)). As there are no substantial changes to the circumstances, no new 

environmental review is required per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 (see 14 CCR Section 15096(e), (h)). 

Additionally, no formal finding is necessary to rely on a prior EIR.  

The BRP changes to reflect the Seaside General Plan are considered administrative. The procedure is 

intended to update the document and make it consistent with the local agency’s approvals and 

findings. 

City of Monterey General Plan 

This is a previously approved project under CEQA. The City of Monterey General Plan (amended 2013) was 

a discretionary project undertaken by the City and would be considered a project under CEQA. The plan 

included General Plan designation changes of approximately 8 acres of Public Facility/Institutional 

under the BRP to Industrial and approximately 7 acres of Public Facility/Institutional to Parks and Open 

Space. 

Although FORA has not yet analyzed the City of Monterey General Plan for consistency, environmental 

impacts from land use changes in Monterey were analyzed in the City’s General Plan EIR (SCH 

#2003081011), certified by the City Council in January 2005 (see City of Monterey General Plan EIR Figure 

4 and pages S-3, 1-17, 1-18, and 3-3).  

Because the City of Monterey reviewed the impacts of this exact change, no additional CEQA review is 

needed. PRC Section 21080.1(a) requires FORA to rely on the existing document unless substantial 

evidence shows that there are significant new circumstances surrounding the 15-acre designation (see 

also 14 CCR Section 15162(c)). As there are no substantial changes to the circumstances, no new 

environmental review is required per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 (see 14 CCR Section 15096(e), (h)). 

Additionally, no formal finding is necessary to rely on a prior EIR.  

The BRP changes to reflect the City of Monterey General Plan are considered administrative. The 

procedure is intended to update the document and make it consistent with the local agency’s approvals 

and findings. 

2010 Monterey County General Plan 

This is a previously approved project under CEQA. The County of Monterey adopted the Fort Ord Master 

Plan concurrently with its General Plan (2010). Both were discretionary projects undertaken by the 

County and would be considered projects under CEQA. The Fort Ord Master Plan land use map 
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essentially matches the BRP Land Use Concept, with the following exceptions: (1) the Youth Camp site 

near East Garrison is shown in the BRP as Public Facility/Institutional and in the Fort Ord Master Plan as 

Habitat Management; and (2) the Fort Ord Master Plan describes the East Garrison/Parker Flats land 

swap but does not reflect changes on the land use map.  

Although FORA has not yet analyzed the Monterey County General Plan for consistency with the BRP, 

environmental impacts from land use changes in Monterey County were analyzed in the County’s 

General Plan EIR (SCH #2007121001), certified by the Board of Supervisors in October 2010 (see 

Monterey County General Plan EIR Exhibit 3.2 and pages 4.1-13 and 4.1-14).  

Because the County of Monterey reviewed the impacts of this exact change, no additional CEQA review 

is needed. PRC Section 21080.1(a) requires FORA to rely on the existing document unless substantial 

evidence shows that there are significant new circumstances surrounding land use designation changes 

(see also 14 CCR Section 15162(c)). As there are no substantial changes to the circumstances, no new 

environmental review is required per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 (see 14 CCR Section 15096(e), (h)). 

Additionally, no formal finding is necessary to rely on a prior EIR.  

The BRP changes to reflect the Monterey County General Plan are considered administrative. The 

procedure is intended to update the document and make it consistent with the local agency’s approvals 

and findings. 

FORA Board-Approved East Garrison/Parker Flats Land Swap 

This is a previously approved project under CEQA. On December 13, 2002, the FORA Board authorized 

execution of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Concerning the Proposed East Garrison/Parker 

Flats Land-Use Modification between the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, Monterey Peninsula College, County 

of Monterey, US Bureau of Land Management, and US Army as parties to the agreement MOU. The MOU 

documented several land use modifications to the BRP, primarily the relocation of Monterey Peninsula 

College public safety training facilities from East Garrison, and amendments to the Habitat Management 

Plan (approved by the US Fish and Wildlife Service). The five parties signed the MOU between August 3, 

2004, and December 20, 2005.   

The purpose of the land swap agreement was to resolve land use conflicts stemming from a long history 

of ordnance and explosives use, as well as competing conveyance requests for surplus property at the 

former base, and to address impacts associated with potential East Garrison development conflicts. The 

land swap agreement amended the 1997 Fort Ord Installation-Wide Multispecies Habitat Management 

Plan (HMP) for Fort Ord and was also signed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California 

Department of Fish and Game. Although the land swap agreement affected the areas of allowable 

development, it resulted in a net increase of 246.7 acres in habitat reserve areas. The exchange of lands 

based on the MOU resulted in a transfer in densities without intensification, consistent with Section 

8.02.010 of the Master Resolution. The land swap agreement amended the HMP designations for the 

territory within the East Garrison Specific Plan from Development with Reserve Areas/Restrictions to 

Development. Under the original HMP, the East Garrison area was permitted a 200-acre development 

footprint, 10 acres of development at the site of existing utilities, and a 31-acre road corridor; under the 

revised HMP, the East Garrison area has 451 acres of Development area with no restrictions (Zander 

Associates 2002). 

At the time it was signed, MOUs were not legally considered a project under CEQA and in 2007 a case 

specifically found that a land swap agreement was not a project under CEQA (Friends of the Sierra 
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Railroad v. Tuolumne Park and Recreation Dist. (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 643). Since that time, case law has 

evolved and an MOU that included wording that commits an agency to an action is now considered a 

project under CEQA (Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116). Here, the terms of the 

MOU could be considered a project. However, since the MOU was entered, it is our understanding that 

all the parcels subject to the land swap have been legally exchanged and are owned by the entity 

contemplated under the exchange, or have since been sold to others. Those actions are complete and 

based on the MOU are valid since the time to challenge the actions has long since passed. FORA’s 

amendments to make the BRP consistent with the land exchange merely restate the exchanges that 

were previously approved in the MOU and in the contractual land exchanges that already occurred. 

Moreover, any subsequent projects or land use designation changes on the land that has been swapped 

are or were subject to CEQA. For example, Monterey County certified the project-level East Garrison 

Specific Plan Subsequent EIR (SCH #2003081086) in 2005, which analyzed impacts of the new land uses 

on that portion of the land swap. As such, all potential impacts associated with the action have been 

fully analyzed, with appropriate findings made by the County. 

The City of Seaside is currently reviewing part of the Parker Flats portion of the land swap under the 

Monterey Downs and Horse Park and Central Coast Veteran’s Cemetery Specific Plan Subsequent EIR 

(SCH #2012091056). The Monterey Downs project is located on 562.5 acres of Parker Flats that was 

subject to the land swap (i.e., the portion currently located in unincorporated Monterey County). Similar 

to East Garrison, any and all impacts will be disclosed and analyzed in the City’s Final EIR, and findings 

will be required by the City Council if the project is ultimately approved. A separate consistency 

determination will also need to be made for that project. 

Designation of the Fort Ord National Monument 

This is not a project under CEQA. On April 20, 2012, the President of the United States established the Fort 

Ord National Monument (Proclamation 8803). Presidential proclamations are not subject to CEQA 

because CEQA applies to decisions of all California state, regional, or local agencies, but not to federal 

agencies. Therefore, this designation was not previously analyzed under CEQA and it does not need to 

be under California environmental law. 

Modification of BRP Circulation Maps, Text, and Capital Improvement Program 

Part of this is not a project and part is a previously approved project under CEQA. The reassessment plan 

identifies two potential changes to the circulation maps in the BRP: 

1. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) adopted by FORA on December 10, 2010, resulted in

changing the alignment of the multimodal corridor along Imjin Parkway/Blanco Road.

2. Abandoning planned improvements that would have realigned General Jim Moore Boulevard

and 2nd Avenue where they intersect with Lightfighter Drive.

Change 1 is not a project under CEQA. The MOA is an agreement to cooperate. It is not a project under 

CEQA because it is not a discretionary action undertaken by a public agency per CEQA Section 21080(a). 

Under the California Supreme Court reasoning in Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 

116, the MOU by its terms and circumstances is not a project because it does not commit any agency to 

any particular action. Also per CCR Section 15004(b)(2)(B), the MOU does not approve a project “in a 

manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA review 
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of that public project.” CEQA review would begin when Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) begins the 

process of approving the corridor for construction. MST would be the lead agency at that time, and the 

MOU does not foreclose or predetermine any part of their analysis. 

Change 2 is a previously approved project under CEQA. Realignment of a road would impact the physical 

environment because it could result in development of land that was not previously analyzed. As such, 

it would need to be analyzed under CEQA. To that end, environmental impacts from this change were 

analyzed in the California State University Monterey Bay Campus Master Plan EIR (SCH #1997081036), 

certified by the California State University Trustees in 2009 (see California State University Monterey Bay 

Campus Master Plan EIR Figure 11-4 and page 11-2). Therefore, Change 2 has been addressed under 

CEQA and no further analysis is necessary. 

II.B. BRP MODIFICATIONS REGARDING CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL AND LOCAL PLANS

Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) Monterey County Regional Transportation 

Plan 

This is a previously approved project under CEQA. The 2005 Monterey County Regional Transportation 

Plan (RTP) was prepared under the direction of the California Transportation Commission Regional 

Transportation Plan Guidelines, pursuant to Government Code Section 14522. This would be 

considered a project under CEQA. The plan includes many new or expanded policies, including one that 

directs TAMC to “implement road and highway capacity improvements” that would be subject to CEQA. 

Other policy changes, such as “identify and prioritize funding for elimination of bicycle network gaps,” 

would not impact the physical environment and would not be analyzed under CEQA.  

Environmental impacts from these changes were analyzed in the RTP Program EIR (SCH #2004061013), 

certified by the TAMC Board in 2005 (see RTP Program EIR Chapter 3). Subsequently, the TAMC Board 

adopted an addendum in 2008 that evaluated the environmental impacts of the Investment Plan for 

Transportation Sales Tax in Monterey County and the Development Impact Fee program. The 

addendum did not identify any significant environmental impacts that were not previously identified 

in the program EIR (see Addendum EIR page 5). Therefore, these changes have been addressed under 

CEQA. Recently, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, in partnership with Council of San 

Benito County Governments, the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission and TAMC 

started preparing the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (as an 

update to the RTP). This most recent update will yet again undergo individual environmental review. 

Because TAMC reviewed the impacts of this exact change, no additional CEQA review is needed. PRC 

Section 21080.1(a) requires FORA to rely on the existing document unless substantial evidence shows 

that there are significant new circumstances surrounding the policy change (see also 14 CCR Section 

15162(c)). As there are no substantial changes to the circumstances, no new environmental review is 

required per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 (see 14 CCR Section 15096(e), (h)). Additionally, no formal 

finding is necessary to rely on a prior EIR.  

The BRP changes to reflect the Monterey County RTP are considered administrative. The procedure is 

intended to update the document and make it consistent with the local agency’s approvals and 

findings. 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) Air Quality Management Plan 

This is an exempt project under CEQA. The 2008 MBUAPCD Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was 

drafted to comply with the California Clean Air Act, which requires each nonattainment district in the 

state to adopt a plan showing how the California ambient air quality standard for ozone would be met 

in its area of jurisdiction. The AQMP is a State-certified regulatory program (PRC Section 21080.5; CCR 

Section 15251(d)). Under PRC Section 21080(b)(15), there is an applicable statutory exemption for 

“projects undertaken by a local agency to implement a rule or regulation imposed by a state agency, 

board, or commission under a certified regulatory program pursuant to Section 21080.5.” As such, no 

CEQA review is necessary for the addition of policies that implement policies from the Air Quality 

Management Plan in the BRP. In addition, the MBUAPCD is considered exempt from CEQA under Class 

8, Actions by Regulatory Agencies for the Protection of the Environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15308). Similarly, the amendments to the BRP to be consistent with the AQMP are also exempt. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coast 

Basin 

This is an exempt project under CEQA. The RWQCB Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coast Basin 

(2011, updated 2016) (Basin Plan) was drafted to comply with the state Porter-Cologne Water Quality 

Control Act (1969) and portions of the federal Clean Water Act (1977). The Basin Plan is a State-certified 

regulatory program that was reviewed under a Substitute Environmental Document (SED) which was 

approved by the State Water Resources Control Board on June 19, 2012 (PRC Section 21080.5; CCR 

Section 15251(g)). Under PRC Section 21080(b)(15), there is an applicable statutory exemption for 

“projects undertaken by a local agency to implement a rule or regulation imposed by a state agency, 

board, or commission under a certified regulatory program pursuant to Section 21080.5.” As such, no 

CEQA review is necessary for the addition of policies that implement policies from the Basin Plan in the 

BRP.  

CONCLUSION 

Based on our review of the BRP Category I and Category II revisions, it is our opinion that the individual 

actions and changes that have occurred or are recommended to occur do not, by themselves, meet the 

definition of “projects” under CEQA that warrant detailed environmental review or are actions that have 

been previously reviewed by other agencies. Past actions by FORA and local land use agencies that 

affect the BRP can be compared to amendments to an agency’s General Plan over time. Individual 

General Plan Amendments may be processed, analyzed and approved over time, but those changes are 

not always physically incorporated into the body of the General Plan until the text or graphic changes 

are physically made within document. In this case, the past actions and amendments have been 

processed, analyzed and approved by several land use agencies, and the need for minor technical 

corrections have been identified. Updating the BRP at a future date to reflect these past actions is an 

administrative exercise necessary to memorialize the changes in one place.  

Sincerely, 

Tad Stearn Darcy Kremin 

Project Director Project Manager 
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May 26, 2016 

Ted Lopez, Associate Planner 

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 

920 2nd Avenue, Suite A 

Marina, CA  93933 

RE: RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DETERMINATION OPINION OF CATEGORIES I AND II 

Dear Mr. Lopez: 

Michael Baker International, in coordination with Holland & Knight LLP, has provided responses to the 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Board of Directors and public comments on the Determination 

Opinion of Categories I and II Memo, dated May 5, 2016. The comments were received at the May 13, 

2016 meeting. For clarification purposes, we want to emphasize that Michael Baker International and 

Holland & Knight reviewed the land use decisions, which occurred subsequent to the adoption of the 

Base Reuse Plan in 1997, in light of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). We looked at 

whether those decisions were adequately covered under CEQA or if they require additional 

environmental review. Consistent with our scope of work, we did not provide a conclusion as to whether 

those changes are consistent with the BRP; rather, we focused on the scope direction to determine 

whether additional CEQA review is needed. 

One member of the public mentioned the equal-dignities rule. The equal-dignities rule refers to a legal 

doctrine related to written contracts whereby an agent must have written authority to enter the 

contract on the principal’s behalf for the contract to be binding. The equal-dignities rule is a corollary 

to the Statute of Fraud and does not apply to CEQA. Therefore it is not applicable to our determination 

opinion. Moreover, the point the commenter seemed to be making was that the revisions to the BRP 

needed by be made through an ordinance amendment.  The process for revising the BRP is outside the 

scope of the Determination Opinion.  The Determination Opinion simply addresses whether additional 

CEQA review is necessary. CEQA review can be satisfied in CEQA documents prepared by other agencies 

as CEQA seeks to avoid duplicative environmental review (Public Resources Code Section 21080.1(a)).   

Another member of the public also inquired about the Monterey County General Plan and the 

relationship between that plan and the previous Board decisions regarding it. FORA analyzed the 

Monterey County General Plan in 2012 for consistency with the BRP. The board voted 6 to 6 at that time, 

thus per the Board rules the General Plan was not found to be consistent or inconsistent with the BRP 

and was returned to the County “without prejudice.” However, the Board’s vote does not preclude a 

finding regarding the adequacy of CEQA analysis for the Monterey County General Plan. The 

Determination Opinion does not address consistency, rather it found that environmental impacts from 

land use changes in Monterey County were analyzed in the County’s General Plan EIR and therefore, no 

further environmental analysis would be required. 
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Lastly, the public inquired about the East Garrison/Parker Flats land swap agreement. The agreement 

included several conditions that may or may not have been met prior to exchange of the parcels. 

However, our review focused on whether land use changes were covered under CEQA and if additional 

environmental review would be needed. Our review determined that, regardless of the conditions, all 

of the exchanges have occurred. No subsequent environmental review is required to update the BRP.  

Sincerely, 

Tad Stearn Darcy Kremin 

Project Director Project Manager 
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Supplemental information for item 9c – June 10, 2016 Meeting

Questions from Board Member Alan Haffa: 

1) Regarding Item 9C, I am wondering if we have a written legal opinion from
either our attorney or from the lawyer mentioned in the staff report from the May
13 meeting, Amanda J. Monchamp, Esq?  My concern is that the staff with MBI who
signed the opinion in our packet determining that CEQA is not required are not
themselves lawyers.  Given the risk of possible litigation, it seems prudent to have
a written opinion from the law firm of Holland & Knight.  Do we know if MBI or FORA
staff received any written communication from Amanda Monchamp or anyone else
at Holland & Knight?

Response:  We do not have a separate written legal opinion from either Jon Giffen or 
Amanda J. Monchamp, Esq.  However, the MBI Determination Opinion letter was 
thoroughly reviewed by Ms. Monchamp and states:  “Pursuant to Task 1 of our scope of 
work, Michael Baker International, in coordination with Holland & Knight LLP, has 
reviewed all relevant documents and supporting materials related to Category I and II of 
the Final Reassessment Report (2012).”  MBI hired Holland & Knight as a subconsultant 
to prepare and review all legal issues relevant to their Determination Opinion letter. 

2) Also, it would be helpful for me if any amendments to Categories I and II be
provided to FORA board showing strike outs and underlines (for new language).

Response:  Category I – BRP Corrections and Updates – is described in detail in the BRP 
Reassessment Report starting on page 3-2 and ending on page 3-19. BRP text 
corrections are listed in Table 5 (pages 3-3 and 3-4).  BRP text and figure corrections are 
described from page 3-4 to page 3-19.   

Category II – Prior Board Actions and Regional Plan Consistency – is described in the 
BRP Reassessment Report from page 3-19 to 3-32.  FORA Board Consistency 
Determinations that would lead to modifications of the BRP Land Use Concept map are 
described in tables in this section. 

3) For each Category II item, the letter from MBI says that BRP
changes...are "considered administrative."  What does this mean?  Does this mean
that the Category II changes in the BRP, if this report is accepted, will not come
back to the board for approval but the changes will be made by staff separately?

Response:  “considered administrative” means that the FORA Board has already acted 
on a Consistency Determination or similar action in the past.  Jurisdictions conducted 
CEQA review on all of their past Consistency Determinations.  Since CEQA was 
completed prior to the FORA Board’s previous actions, FORA is not required to conduct 
additional CEQA review prior to making revisions to its BRP Land Use Concept map 
based on those prior actions. CEQA only applies when a Board exercises discretion, 
which the FORA Board already took during their consistency review/determination. 
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The FORA Act, California Government Code Section 67675.8(a), describes FORA’s 
procedures for Base Reuse Plan revisions as follows:   

“67675.8. (a) After the board has adopted a reuse plan pursuant to this title, any
revision or other change to that plan which only affects territory lying within the
jurisdiction of one member agency may only be adopted by the board if one of the
following conditions is satisfied:
(1) The revision or other change was initiated by resolution adopted by the legislative
body of the affected member agency and approved by at least a majority affirmative
vote of the board.
(2) The revision or other change was initiated by the board or any entity other than
the affected member agency and approved by at least a two-thirds affirmative vote of
the board.”

What this means is that the FORA Board has already taken actions that modify the BRP 
in the past.  Since the Board action has already occurred and the appropriate CEQA was 
done at the time, and so the consultant concludes that no additional action is required.  
Staff can provide informational reports to the Board regarding republication of the BRP 
reflecting prior Board actions. 

The FORA Act, California Government Code Section 67675(f), describes FORA’s 
requirement to have a BRP that is consistent with regional and local plans as follows: 

“(f) In preparing, adopting, reviewing, and revising the reuse plan, the board shall be
consistent with approved coastal plans, air quality plans, water quality plans, spheres
of influence, and other county-wide or regional plans required by federal or state law,
other than local general plans, including any amendments subsequent to the
enactment of this title, and shall consider all of the following:
(1) Monterey Bay regional plans.
(2) County and city plans and proposed projects covering the territory occupied by
Fort Ord or otherwise likely to be affected by the future uses of the base.
(3) Other public and nongovernmental entity plans and proposed projects affecting
the planning and development of the territory occupied by Fort Ord.”

What this means is that FORA has a mandate to maintain consistency of the BRP with 
other regional plans, such as MBUAPCD’s Air Quality Management Plan. MBI has found 
that, under PRC Section 21080(b)(15), there is an applicable statutory exemption for 
“projects undertaken by a local agency to implement a rule or regulation imposed by a 
state agency, board, or commission under a certified regulatory program pursuant to 
Section 21080.5.” MBI’s Determination Opinion letter states that no CEQA review is 
necessary for the addition of policies that implement policies from the Air Quality 
Management Plan in the BRP.  In summary, FORA does not need to perform CEQA when 
it modifies the BRP to be consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan and other 
regional plans.  The BRP Reassessment Report includes “Table 10 Regional and Local 
Plan Consistency Needs,” found on pages 3-26 to 3-31, describing BRP Policy/Program 
Modifications for Regional and Local Plan Consistency. 
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4) As I am coming to understand this, am I right in concluding that the land use
jurisdictions have taken various actions in the past that were not consistent with
the BRP, which they were required to be, and now we are going back and
administratively changing the BRP to make them consistent?  If so, that seems
backwards to me; FORA should have required that actions taken by jurisdictions
be consistent with BRP before consistency determinations were made for the
various projects mentioned.

Response:  This is not the case.  The consultant says in their Determination Opinion letter 
that, in making prior FORA Board Consistency Determinations, the Board certified the 
land use jurisdictions’ General Plan or zoning changes as consistent with the BRP.  Staff 
will only modify the BRP administratively if the modifications are predicated upon prior 
FORA Board action or in order to assure that the BRP remains consistent with Regional 
Plans, such as MBUAPCD’s Air Quality Management Plan. 

5) Are the signatories to MBI letter, Mr. Stearn and Ms. Kremin attorneys?  If
not, how legally defensible is this opinion if we are challenged on our action?

Response:  Mr. Stearn and Ms. Kremin are not attorneys.  Authority Counsel Jon Giffen 
reviewed the Determination Opinion letter and agrees that its conclusions are consistent 
with those provided to the Board by Special Counsel Alan Waltner and others.  As noted 
above, Amanda Monchamp, of Holland and Knight, reviewed and worked on the 
consultant’s Determination Opinion letter. 

6) Did FORA or MBI receive written opinion form attorney Monchamp or the
firm of Holland & Knight?  If yes, could FORA board be provided with copies? If
not, how legally defensible is this opinion if we are challenged on our action?

Response:  The written opinion letter by MBI is meant to have the same force as a formal 
opinion letter.  Authority Counsel finds that the Determination Opinion letter is consistent 
with those provided to FORA by Special Counsel Alan Waltner and others. 

Questions from District 4 Principal Aide Kristi Markey: 

We have a number of questions that weren’t answered at the last Board meeting 
and which are critical to ensuring that the Board understands the meaning of Board
“acceptance” of the Baker memos:

1) Will staff bring a revised BRP to the Board for adoption, or do you plan to
simply modify it based on your interpretations of prior Board actions?

Response:  The requested Action is to confirm that the republished document will not 
require any further CEQA Action in reference to Category 1 and 2 items. Specifically, this 
means the ‘errata’ reviewed by the PRAC do not need further CEQA review, and prior 
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Consistency Determinations do not require additional CEQA review as the CEQA work 
was already performed at the jurisdictional level. The consultant provides the rationale for 
this in the report. Therefore, the BRP would not be brought back “to the Board for 
adoption.” 

2) For each jurisdiction that changed land use designations in their General
Plans, necessitating a modification to the Base Plan, can you show us exactly what
sites were changed?

Response:  A list of adjusted Land Use Designations was included in the BRP 
Reassessment Report, pages 3-20 and 3-21, and is attached to this response. Those 
changes would be made to the Land Use Concept map and the consultant is saying that 
they are not subject to further CEQA or approval actions. 

3) The Parker Flats-East Garrison land swap – what does FORA staff believe
the land swap did in terms of affecting land uses in the non-habitat areas of Parker
Flats? It states that residential uses shall be removed from the Parker Flats area,
which we interpret to mean that the remaining development parcels would be light
commercial.

Response:  The Land Swap was an agreement between Monterey County, MPC, FORA, 
BLM, and US Army, which was approved by USFWS to swap habitat acres between the 
County portions of East Garrison and Parker Flats. The land swap only removes 
residential, light industrial, golf course and other uses to accommodate the MPC officer 
training and EVOC facilities.  According to the land swap, Parker Flats would still provide 
areas for the California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery, Monterey Horse Park and 
other potential development.  Other potential development is not defined in the land swap 
document and, therefore, could allow residential development.  

4) What changes will be made to the BRP to reflect TAMC’s RTP? The section
of the memo that talks about the RTP says changes will be made but does not
specify what those changes will be.

Response:  Under Category 2, FORA considers its requirements for the BRP to be 
consistent with TAMC’s RTP. This was already carried out in 1997 and 2005 with TAMC’s 
FORA Fee Reallocation Study and will be revised in TAMC’s 2016 FORA Fee Allocation 
Study, which will ensure that FORA’s CIP Transportation/Transit projects continue to be 
a subset of TAMC’s Regional Transportation Plan.  The BRP Reassessment Report 
includes “Table 10 Regional and Local Plan Consistency Needs,” found on pages 3-26 to 
3-31, describing BRP Policy/Program Modifications for Regional and Local Plan 
Consistency, including modifications from TAMC’s RTP. 
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5) What policies will be added to the Base Plan to conform to the Air District
planning document?

Response:  Under Category 2, FORA would consider its requirement that its BRP be 
consistent with the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District’s (MBUAPCD’s) Air 
Quality Management Plan. The BRP Reassessment Report includes “Table 10 Regional 
and Local Plan Consistency Needs,” found on pages 3-26 to 3-31, describing BRP 
Policy/Program Modifications for Regional and Local Plan Consistency, including 
modifications from MBUAPCD’s Air Quality Management Plan. 

6) What policies will be added to the Base Plan to conform to the Regional
Water Quality Control Plan?

Response:  Under Category 2, FORA would consider its requirement that its BRP be 
consistent with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Water Quality 
Control Plan. The BRP Reassessment Report includes “Table 10 Regional and Local 
Plan Consistency Needs,” found on pages 3-26 to 3-31, describing BRP Policy/Program 
Modifications for Regional and Local Plan Consistency, including modifications from 
RWQCB’s Water Quality Control Plan. 

7) Will you be adding sections to the Base Plan chapter on policies and
programs for Del Rey Oaks and the City of Monterey, to specify which policies and
programs apply to them? If not, why not?

Response:  BRP policies and Programs previously listed as County/City of Monterey and 
County/Del Rey Oaks, or any descriptive location now annexed into a subsequent 
jurisdiction, still apply to the annexing jurisdiction. The annexing jurisdiction needs to 
submit a General Plan that conforms to BRP policies and programs as well as submit 
subsequent entitlements to FORA for consistency determination. Del Rey Oaks has 
submitted their General Plan and it has been found consistent with the BRP. Any 
subsequent entitlements would need to be consistent with that General Plan and the BRP. 
City of Monterey has not yet submitted their General Plan for consistency but will be 
required to do so prior to going forward with future development entitlement projects on 
former Fort Ord.  MBI’s Determination Opinion memo does not analyze this question 
because it is identified as a Category IV topic in the 2012 BRP Reassessment Report. 
Therefore, no new sections would be added to the BRP at this time. 
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

BUSINESS ITEMS
Subject: Adoption of FORA FY 2016/17 Capital Improvement Program – 2d Vote 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 ACTION 8b 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
Second Vote:  Adopt the FORA FY 2016/17 CIP (Attachment A) and direct staff to present 
revisions to the FORA FY 2016/17 CIP to the Board for consideration after incorporating results 
from Transportation Agency for Monterey County’s (TAMC’s) 2016 FORA Fee Reallocation 
Study and Economic and Planning Systems’ (EPS’s) Biennial Formulaic Fee Review (expected 
timing to be within the next 3 months). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
At its June 10, 2016 meeting, the FORA Board voted on a motion to approve the FY 2016/17 
CIP.  Since the vote was not unanimous, the item returns to the FORA Board for a second vote. 

FORA staff annually provides a CIP overview, including updates made through revenue and 
expenditure reprogramming and text edits. The most significant updates this year include:  

1) Transportation projects and other CIP expenditure adjustments to accommodate updated
FORA CFD special tax/ development fee collection, land sales and property tax collection,
development forecasts, and transportation/transit project prioritization;

2) Prevailing wage support/coordination and caretaker costs are both included in Table 3;

3) The Board adopted Caretaker Costs Reimbursement Policy (October 9, 2015) is now
included under Appendix C to the CIP;

4) Staff has indexed FORA’s building removal obligation of $4 million in Seaside Surplus II
by the Construction Cost Index (CCI) to current dollars of $5.4 million; and

5) According to the FORA Community Facilities District (CFD) Notice of Special Tax Lien,
the CFD Special Tax rates are increased on each July 1 by the percentage change in the
previous year’s CCI.  Since the percentage change in the CCI was 1.6% over the past
year, FORA will increase its CFD Special Tax rate by this percentage on July 1, 2016.

FORA staff annually requests updated development forecasts from the land use jurisdictions. 
FORA staff and Administrative Committee review the submitted forecasts to ensure that forecasts 
are realistic and within the Base Reuse Plan residential unit caps. The FORA Administrative 
Committee confirmed the updated forecasts at their March 2, 2016 meeting. Using these 
forecasts, FORA estimates CIP funding sources, including CFD special tax/development fees, 
land sales, property taxes, and grant proceeds anticipated to be received each fiscal year. Staff 
used the forecasted revenues to place expenditures on transportation/transit, water 
augmentation, habitat management and building removal over the course of four years and the 
“post-FORA” term. “Post-FORA” means the time-period after June 30, 2020 (FORA dissolution 
date in state law) needed to complete CIP funding collections and project expenditures by FORA 
or its successor(s).  This time-period is currently estimated to extend 15 years after 2020. 

TAMC is currently working with consultant Kimley-Horn and Associates to complete an updated 
FORA Fee Reallocation Study within the next few months.  Once completed, the updated study 



will provide current information on FORA’s transportation and transit obligations, which will inform 
EPS’s biennial formulaic fee review.  Should the Board adopt the draft FY 2016/17 CIP, the 
results of both studies will likely lead to staff presenting FORA CIP revisions to the Board for 
consideration by the September 9, 2016 Board meeting. 

The Administrative Committee did not recommend FORA Board approval of the attached FY 
2016/17 CIP at their June 1, 2016 meeting. Instead, the Committee recommended that the Board 
continue the adopted FY 2015/16 CIP into FY 2016/17 and direct staff to present the FORA FY 
2016/17 CIP to the Board for consideration after incorporating results from TAMC’s 2016 FORA 
Fee Reallocation Study and EPS’s biennial formulaic fee review, which would likely occur by the 
September 9, 2016 Board meeting.  During the same meeting, committee members and public 
discussed the concern of increased building removal costs within the Dunes on Monterey Bay 
project area. 

CIP reprogramming continues to be a routine procedure to assure that mitigation projects are 
implemented in the best possible sequence with reuse needs.  Next year’s CIP may differ, based 
on updated jurisdiction forecasts and actual fee collection.  As part of FORA’s biennial formulaic 
fee review, EPS will analyze the FORA land sale revenue forecasting methodology in detail.  The 
FORA Board typically adopts the CIP at its May or June meeting in order to implement the 
program by the start of the fiscal year on July 1.  

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Controller _____ 
Staff time for this item is included in the approved annual budget.  Once the CIP is approved, 
staff is authorized to initiate individual components noted in the document.  CFD special tax rate 
will apply on July 1, 2016 regardless of Board action on the CIP. 

COORDINATION: 
Authority Counsel, Administrative and Executive Committees, land use jurisdictions, Marina 
Coast Water District, Transportation Agency for Monterey County. 

Prepared by_______________________     Approved by   ____________________________ 
  Jonathan Brinkmann                      Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Capital Improvement Program (CIP) was created in 2001 to
comply with and monitor mitigation obligations from the 1997 Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (BRP). 
These mitigation obligations were described in the BRP Appendix B as the 1996 Public Facilities 
Implementation Plan (PFIP) – which was the initial capital programming baseline.  The CIP is a policy 
approval mechanism for the ongoing BRP mitigation requirements as well as other capital 
improvements established by FORA Board policy.  The CIP is re-visited annually by the FORA Board to 
assure that projects are implemented on a timely basis. 

This FY 2016/17 – “Post-FORA” CIP document has been updated with reuse forecasts by the FORA land 
use jurisdictions and adjusted to reflect staff analysis and Board policies.  Adjusted annual forecasts 
are enumerated in Tables 6 and 7 of this document.  

Current State law sets FORA’s sunset for June 30, 2020 or when 80% of the BRP has been implemented, 
whichever occurs first.  For this CIP document, “Post-FORA” means the time period after June 30, 2020 
needed to complete CIP funding collections and project expenditures by FORA or its successor(s).  The 
revenue and obligation forecasts are currently being addressed in the Board’s FORA Transition 
Task Force and, under State law, will require significant coordination with the Local Agency 
Formation Commission. 

Periodic CIP Review and Reprogramming 
Recovery forecasting is impacted by the market.  However, annual jurisdictional forecast updates 
remain the best method for CIP programming since timing of project implementation is the purview 
of the individual on-base FORA members.  Consequently, FORA annually reviews and adjusts its 
jurisdictional forecast-based CIP to reflect project implementation and market changes.  The 
protocol for CIP review and reprogramming was adopted by the FORA Board on June 8, 2001. 
Appendix A defines how FORA and its member agencies review reuse timing to accurately forecast 
revenue.  A March 8, 2010 revision incorporated additional protocols by which projects could be 
prioritized or placed in time and an amplification and refinement are being implemented in the current 
year.  Once approved by the FORA Board, this CIP sets project priorities.  The June 10, 2016 Appendix 
A revision describes the method by which the “Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s base-wide Community 
Facilities District (CFD), Notice of Special Tax Lien” is annually indexed. 

During last year’s CIP reprogramming, the Finance Committee reviewed the FY 2015/16 CIP budget 
as a component of the overall FORA mid-year and preliminary budgets. They expressed their concern 
for a higher degree of accuracy and predictability in FORA’s revenue forecasts. Board members 
concurred and recommended that staff, working with the Administrative and CIP Committees, hone 
and improve CIP development forecasts and resulting revenue projections. This approach has 
continued into the 2016/17 document. 

CIP Development Forecasts Methodology 
From January to May 2014, FORA Administrative and CIP Committees formalized a methodology for 
developing jurisdictional development forecasts: 1) Committee members recommended 
differentiating between entitled and planned projects (Appendix A) and correlate accordingly, 2) 
Market conditions necessary to moving housing projects forward should be recognized and reflected 
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in the methodology.  On average, a jurisdiction/project developer will market three or four housing 
types/products and sell at least one of each type per month, 3) As jurisdictions coordinate with 
developers to review and revise development forecasts each year, FORA staff and committees 
review submitted jurisdiction forecasts, using the methodology outlined in #2, translated into 
number of building permits expected to be pulled between July 1 and June 30 of the prospective 
fiscal year and consider permitting and market constraints in making additional revisions; and 4) 
FORA Administrative and CIP Committees confirm final development forecasts, and share those 
findings with the Finance Committee. 

In FY 2010/11, FORA contracted with Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) to perform a review of CIP 
costs and contingencies (CIP Review – Phase I Study), which resulted in a 27% across-the-board 
CFD/development fee reduction in May 2011.  On August 29, 2012, the FORA Board adopted a 
formula to calibrate FORA CIP costs and revenues on a biennial basis, or if a material change to the 
program occurs.  Results of the EPS Phase II Review resulted in a further 23.6% CFD/development 
fee reduction.  A Phase III review, to update CIP costs and revenues, resulted in an additional 17% 
CFD/development fee reduction which took effect on July 5, 2014.  The two-year review of the fees 
mandated by the Board approved formula is currently ongoing with results expected to be presented 
to the FORA Board in September 2016. 

1) CIP Costs
The costs assigned to individual CIP elements were first estimated in May 1995 and published in the
draft 1996 BRP. The Transportation/Transit Costs were updated in 2005 and have been adjusted to
reflect actual changes in construction expenses noted in contracts awarded on the former Fort
Ord and to reflect the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCI) inflation
factors. This routine procedure has been applied annually since the adoption of the CIP.
Transportation/Transit costs are being updated by agreement with TAMC and the consultant report
will be presented to the FORA Board in September 2016.

2) CIP Revenues
The primary CIP revenue sources are CFD special taxes (aka development fees) and land sale
proceeds.  These primary sources are augmented by loans, property taxes and grants.  The CFD and
development fee are adjusted annually to account for inflation using the ERN CCI, with an annual
cap of 5%.  Development fees were established under FORA policy to govern fair share
contributions to the base-wide infrastructure and capital needs, including CEQA mitigations. CFD
and development fee reductions are described in section 1) of this Introduction.

The CFD implements a portion of the development fee policy by funding CEQA mitigations described
in the BRP Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). These include Transportation/Transit
projects, Habitat Management obligations, and Water Augmentation.  Property tax revenues
primarily cover FORA operations, but in some years there are remaining funds to apply toward CIP
projects.  Land sale proceeds are designated to cover Building Removal program costs per FORA
Board policy.

Tables 4 and 5 herein contain a tabulation of the proposed developments with their corresponding
fee and land sale revenue forecasts. Capital project obligations are balanced against forecasted
revenues on Table 3.
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3) Projects Accomplished to Date
FORA has actively implemented capital improvement projects since 1995. As of this writing, FORA
has completed approximately:

a) $77M in roadway improvements, including underground utility installation and landscaping,
predominantly funded by US Department of Commerce – Economic Development
Administration (EDA) grants (with FORA paying any required local match), FORA CFD fees,
loan proceeds, payments from participating jurisdictions/agencies, property tax payments
(formerly tax increment), and a FORA bond issue.

b) $1.6M in storm drainage system improvements to design and construct alternative storm
water runoff disposal systems that allowed for the removal of storm water outfalls.

c) In addition to $82M in munitions and explosives of concern cleanup on 3.3K acres of form Fort
Ord, funded by a U.S. Army grant, $31.3M in building removal at the Dunes on Monterey Bay,
East Garrison, Imjin Parkway and Imjin Office Park site. Dunes $29M [$7M land sales credit],
East Garrison $2.2M land sales credit, Seaside $100K = $31.3M FORA financed building
removal to date. Remaining FORA building removal obligation is $7.5M = $2.2M Marina
stockade and $5.3M Seaside Surplus II. ( See Section II f for additional background.)

d) $11M in Habitat Management and other capital improvements instrumental to base reuse,
such as improvements to the water and wastewater systems, and Water Augmentation
obligations.

e) $1.1 in fire-fighting enhancement with the final payment on the lease-purchase of five pieces
of fire-fighting equipment which were officially transferred to the appropriate  agencies (Cities
of Marina, Seaside and Monterey, Ord Military  Community and Salinas Rural Fire District) in
April 2014.

Section III provides detail regarding how completed projects offset FORA base-wide obligations. 
As revenue is collected and offsets obligations, the offsets will be enumerated in Tables 1 and 3. 

This CIP provides the FORA Board, Administrative Committee, Finance Committee, jurisdictions, and 
the public with a comprehensive overview of the capital programs and expectations involved in 
former Fort Ord recovery programs. Additionally, the CIP offers a basis for annually reporting on 
FORA’s compliance with its environmental mitigation obligations and policy decisions by the FORA 
Board. It can be accessed on the FORA website at: www.fora.org. 

General Jim Moore Boulevard is in place, regulators and ESCA are finalizing the 
Land Use Controls to make this section of the road ready for development. 

http://www.fora.org/
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II. OBLIGATORY PROGRAM OF PROJECTS

As noted in the Introduction, there are four key programs in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP):
Transportation/Transit, Water Augmentation, Habitat Management Requirements, and Building 
Removal Program. CFD/development Fee revenues fund the Transportation/Transit, Water Augmentation 
and the Habitat Management Requirements programs.  Of the CFD revenues, 30.2% is set aside for funding 
the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) program first, with the remaining revenue divided between the 
Transportation/Transit and Water Augmentation programs.  Land sale proceeds fund the Building Removal 
Program to the extent of FORA’s building removal obligation first.  Beyond that obligation, land sale 
proceeds may be allocated to CIP projects by the FORA Board per the MOA with the US Army. Summary 
descriptions of each CIP element follow: 

a) Transportation/Transit
During the preparation of the BRP and associated FEIR, the Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
(TAMC) undertook a regional study (The Fort Ord Regional Transportation Study, July 1997) to assess Fort 
Ord development impacts on the study area (North Monterey County) transportation network. 

When the FORA Board adopted the BRP and the accompanying FEIR, the transportation and transit 
obligations as defined by the 1997 TAMC Study were also adopted as mitigations to traffic impacts 
resulting from BRP development. The Study established a total obligation for each improvement and 
assigned a “share” of the obligation to FORA and the remaining share to the Interested Area (i.e. the 
Jurisdictions) or another Public Agency (i.e Cal-Trans).  The FORA Board subsequently included the 
Transportation/ Transit elements (obligations) as CFD-funded improvements.  

In 2004, FORA and TAMC entered into a cooperative agreement to re-evaluate the Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) and related fee allocations.  TAMC and FORA completed that re-evaluation by working with the 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) to determine key inputs such as population 
estimates.  TAMC’s recommendations were enumerated in the “FORA Fee Reallocation Study” dated April 
8, 2005; the date corresponds to when the FORA Board approved the study for inclusion in the FORA CIP. 
The complete study can be found online at www.fora.org, under the Documents menu. 

TAMC’s work with AMBAG and FORA resulted in a refined list of FORA transportation obligations that were 
synchronous with the TAMC RTP.  Figure 2 shows the transportation obligations which are further defined 
in Table 1.  Table 1 shows the RTP’s obligations set by the 2005 study, FORA’s share in 2005 dollars, the 
amount of the obligation met by the close of Fiscal Year 2015/16 in 2016 dollars, and FORA’s share of the 
obligation escalated into 2016 dollars.  Figure 2 reflects completed transportation projects, remaining 
transportation projects with FORA as lead agency, and remaining transportation projects with others as 
lead agency (described below).   

Through its FY 2015/16 operating budget, the FORA Board funded the 2016 FORA Fee Reallocation Study 
in cooperation with TAMC.  In this study, FORA and TAMC are re-evaluating TAMC’s RTP and FORA’s related 
fee allocations once again.  

This year FORA staff determined the CIP priorities during the 2016/17 budget process using an evidence 
based approach.  The method was a modified Delphi Method in conjunction with a Decision Making Matrix. 
Staff asked Administrative Committee members to weight priorities through anonymous polling and to 
reach consensus.  Following the weighting process, staff polled of the interested members requesting 
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scoring of each project by criteria set in Appendix A.  The process multiplied project scores by assigned 
weights, resulting in identification of the Transportation/Transit priorities from highest to lowest.  The 
results were presented to the Administrative Committee members.  Table 10 shows the resultant list of 
priorities as set for 2016/17 CIP.  The top two priorities previously set by the Board are Eastside Parkway 
and South Boundary Road.  This evidence based decision making approach ranked the remaining 
Transportation/Transit projects.  Since the 2016/17 FORA CIP was the first application of the evidence 
based decision making tool, staff and Administrative Committee members learned a number of lessons, 
which may improve effective use of the tool in the future.  A few lessons included recognizing the 
importance of defining the prioritization criteria, developing the appropriate rating scales (1 to 5), and 
reviewing how project ranking is applied.       

Transportation 
Improvements within the CIP are of two types:  FORA Lead Agency projects or reimbursement projects. 
FORA has served as lead agency in accomplishing the design, environmental approval and construction 
activities for capital improvements considered base-wide obligations under the BRP and this CIP.  Where 
FORA is not the lead agency, reimbursement agreements are negotiated and control how the lead agency 
receives FORA’s share of funding.  FORA’s obligation with respect to those improvements is financial. 
Reimbursement agreements are currently in place with Monterey County and the City of Marina for 
several FORA CIP transportation improvements.  Table 2 identifies those improvements, the current 
obligations (in 2016 dollars) and shows a five-year plan to complete the obligation.  The five-year plan is 
dependent upon the estimated Cash Flow from CFD collections and Land Sales and the priorities set by the 
jurisdictions using the evidence based approach. 

Transit 
Transit obligations enumerated in Table 1 remain unchanged from the 1997 TAMC Study and adopted BRP. 
However, long-range planning by TAMC and Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) reflect a preferred route for 
the multi-modal corridor (MMC) different than originally presented in the BRP, FEIR and previous CIPs.  
The BRP provided for a MMC along Imjin Parkway/Blanco Road serving to and from the Salinas area to the 
TAMC/MST intermodal center planned at 8th Street and 1st Avenue in the City of Marina portion of the 
former Fort Ord. Long-range planning for transit service resulted in an alternative 
Intergarrison/Reservation/Davis Roads corridor to increase habitat protection and fulfill transit service 
needs between the Salinas area and Peninsula cities and campuses. 

A series of stakeholder meetings were conducted to advance adjustments and refinements to the 
proposed multi-modal corridor plan-line.  Stakeholders included, but were not limited to, TAMC, MST, 
FORA, City of Marina, Monterey County, California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB), and the 
University of California Monterey Bay Education, Science and Technology Center.  The stakeholders 
completed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) outlining the new alignment of the multi-modal transit 
corridor plan line in February 2010.  Since all stakeholders have signed the MOA, the FORA Board 
designated the new alignment and rescinded the original alignment on December 10, 2010. 

In 2015, TAMC re-evaluated the MMC route once again, holding stakeholder and public outreach meetings 
to determine how to best meet the transit needs of the community.  They have selected Imjin 
Parkway/Reservation Road/Davis Road as the new preferred alternative.  TAMC anticipates requesting 
FORA Board concurrence, adopting the final MMC alignment and preparing a new MOA to supersede the 
2010 MOA alignment in the 2016/17 fiscal year.  Full build-out of the MMC route is expected to take 20 
years. 
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Figure 1. Transportation Map 
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Figure 2. Remaining Transportation Projects 
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b) Water Augmentation
The Fort Ord BRP identifies availability of water as a resource constraint. The BRP anticipated build out 
development density utilizes the 6,600 acre-feet per year (AFY) of available groundwater supply, as 
described in BRP Appendix B (PFIP section p 3-63).  In addition to groundwater supply, the BRP assumes 
an estimated 2,400 AFY augmentation to achieve the permitted development level as reflected in the BRP 
(Volume 3, figure PFIP 2-7). 

In the 1998 Water Wastewater Facilities Agreement (FA) FORA contracted with Marina Coast Water 
District (MCWD) to implement water augmentation programs identified by FORA for the Ord Community. 
Following a comprehensive two-year process evaluating viable options, the MCWD Board of Directors 
certified, in October 2004, a program-level Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzing three potential 
augmentation projects.  The projects included a desalination project, a recycled water project and a hybrid 
project (containing components of both recycled water and desalination projects).  

In June 2005, MCWD staff and consultants, in coordination with FORA staff and the Administrative 
Committee, recommended the hybrid project, later superseded by the Regional Water Augmentation 
Project (RUWAP) to the FORA and MCWD Boards of Directors.  The Boards approved the RUWAP for 
implementation by MCWD per the FA. 

Additionally, it was recommended that FORA-CIP funding of former Fort Ord Water and Wastewater 
Collection Systems be increased by an additional $17M to avert additional burden on rate payers from 
increased capital costs.  A 2013 MCWD rate study recommended removing the “voluntary contribution” 
from the MCWD budget and the EPS Phase III CIP Review results concurred, resulting in a commensurately 
lowered FORA CFD/developer fee. 

Several factors required reconsideration of the water augmentation program. Those factors included 1) 
Increased augmentation program & project costs (identified as designs were refined), 2) negotiations by 
other agencies regarding the recycled component of the project were not accomplished and, 3) the 
significant economic downturn from 2008-2012.  These factors deferred the RUWAP as the identified 
augmentation project and provided an opportunity to consider the alternative “Regional Plan” as the 
preferred project to meet water augmentation program requirements. 

In April 2008, the FORA Board endorsed the Regional Plan as the preferred project to deliver the requisite 
2,400 AFY of augmenting water to the 6,600 AFY groundwater entitlements.  The Regional Plan consisted 
of a large Saltwater Desalinization plant able to meet the region’s demand.  In 2012, the parties halted the 
project.  With the cessation of the Regional Plan, the identified solution for FORA’s water augmentation 
program defaulted back to the prior Board-approved RUWAP.  MCWD as provider under the FA still holds 
the contractual obligation to continue the implementation of the CEQA approved ‘hybrid’ project.  The 
former recycled portion of the RUWAP has been revived and a three party agreement between FORA, 
MRWPCA and MCWD approved to carry it out.  The remaining task is to identify other water augmentation 
alternatives to complement the recycled water project.  Among the alternatives are groundwater 
replacement, desalinization, conservation and intensified recycled programs.  

RUWAP Recycled 
In 2014 Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) presented a solution to the 
‘Recycled’ portion of the RUWAP.  Known as the Pure Water Monterey (PWM) project, MRWPCA would 
use water collected at the MCWD facility and apply their Advanced Water Treatment (AWT) thereby 
creating recycled water of a higher quality than the Tertiary Treated Water originally planned for the 
RUWAP.  In October 2015 the FORA Board approved using PWM as a possible source of recycled water, 
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and recommended the project to the California Public Utilities Commission in March 2016.  In April 2016 
MCWD and MRWPCA came to an agreement whereby MCWD would use AWT in lieu of Tertiary Treated 
Water.  As part of the agreement, the two agencies agreed to split the cost of building the RUWAP Trunk-
line/conveyance facilities (‘Pipeline’).  FORA is currently in negotiations with MCWD to contribute to the 
identified facilities in a manner enabling decreased cost of the ‘Pipeline’ and creating a benefits for the 
Fort Ord community as well as the greater region.        

RUWAP Other 
A solution for the ‘other’ portion of the RUWAP came in 2015 when MCWD’s Budget/Compensation Plan 
was approved along with a MOA wherein FORA and MCWD agreed to enter into a Three-Party Planning 
effort with MRWPCA to identify what the ‘other’ portion of the project will be.  This solution allows the 
three agencies to determine what Alternatives are available in place of the Large Desalinization Plant 
identified in the previous Regional Plan, while ensuring that rate increases are applied appropriately to the 
CIPs.  A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been negotiated between the three parties enabling 
a study of alternatives and their possible combinations such as Conservation methods, ground water 
recharge, increased AWT, urban storm-water capture, small scale desalinization, and others.  The study is 
planned for 2016/17 with the identification of a water augmentation program provided to the FORA Board 
for approval and MCWD for implementation by 2017/18. 

   MCWD putting in water lines in East Garrison Phase 2, summer 2015. 

c) Storm Drainage System Projects
FORA completed the construction of new facilities and demolition of dilapidated out-falls as of January 
2004.  Table 3 reflects this obligation having been met.  Background information can be found in previous 
CIP documents online at www.fora.org. 
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d) Habitat Management Requirements
The BRP Appendix A, Volume 2 contains the Draft Habitat Management Program (HMP) 
Implementing/Management Agreement.  This Management Agreement defines the respective rights and 
obligations of FORA, its member agencies, California State University (CSU) and the University of California 
(UC) with respect to implementation of the HMP. To allow FORA and its member agencies to implement 
the HMP and BRP in compliance with the Endangered Species Act, the California Endangered Species Act, 
and other statutes, the US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(CDFW) must also approve the Fort Ord Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and its funding program, as paid 
for and prepared by FORA. 

The funding program is predicated on an earnings rate assumption acceptable to USFWS and CDFW for 
endowments of this kind, and economies of scale provided by unified management of the habitat lands 
by qualified habitat managers selected by the future HCP Joint Powers Authority’s Cooperative 
(Cooperative).  The Cooperative will consist of the following members:  FORA, County of Monterey, City of 
Marina, City of Seaside, City of Del Rey Oaks, City of Monterey, State Parks, UC, CSU Monterey Bay, 
Monterey Peninsula College (MPC), Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District, Bureau of Land 
Management and MCWD.  The Cooperative will hold the Cooperative endowment, and UC will hold the 
Fort Ord Natural Reserve (FONR) endowment.  The Cooperative will control expenditure of its annual line 
items.  FORA will fund the endowments and the initial and capital costs to the agreed upon levels. 

FORA has provided upfront funding for management, planning, capital costs and HCP preparation. In 
addition, FORA has dedicated 30.2% of development fee collections to build to a total endowment of 
principal funds necessary to produce an annual income sufficient to carry out required habitat 
management responsibilities in perpetuity.  The original estimate totaling $6.3M was developed by an 
independent consultant retained by FORA. 

Based upon conversations with the regulatory agencies, it has become apparent that the Habitat 
Management obligations will increase beyond the costs originally projected.  Therefore, this document 
contains a ± $44.9M line item of forecasted requisite expenditures (see Table 3 column ‘2005-16’ amount 
of $9,803,000 plus column ‘2016-17 to Post FORA Total’ amount of $35,069,084).   

As part of the FY 2010-11 FORA CIP Review process conducted by EPS, TAMC and FORA, at the FORA 
Board’s April 8, 2011 direction, included $21.8M in current dollars as a CIP contingency for additional 
habitat management costs should the assumed payout rate for the endowment be 1.5% less than the 
current 4.5% assumption.  It is hoped that this contingency will not be necessary, but USFWS and CDFW 
are the final arbiters as to what the final endowment amount will be, with input from FORA and its 
contractors/consultants.   The final endowment amount is expected to be agreed upon in the upcoming 
fiscal year.  FORA’s annual operating budget has funded the annual costs of HCP preparation, including 
consultant contracts.  HCP preparation is funded through non-CFD/development fee sources such as 
FORA’s share of property taxes. 

The current screencheck draft HCP prepared in March 2015 includes a cost and funding chapter, which 
provides a planning-level cost estimate for HCP implementation and identifies necessary funds to pay for 
implementation.  Concerning the annual costs necessary for HCP implementation and funded by 
FORA, of approximately $1.9 million in annual costs, estimated in 2016 dollars, approximately 34% is 
associated with habitat management and restoration, 27% for program administration and reporting, 
23% for species monitoring, and 16% for changed circumstances and other contingencies. 
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e) Fire Fighting Enhancement Requirements
FORA transferred equipment titles to the appropriate fire-fighting agencies in April 2014. FORA’s obligation 
for fire-fighting enhancement has been fully met.  Background information can be found in previous CIP 
documents online at www.fora.org. 

f) Building Removal Program
As a base-wide obligation,  the  BRP  includes  the  removal  of  building  stock  to  make  way  for reuse, 
remove environmental hazards, and blight in certain areas of the former Fort Ord.  In FY 01/02 the FORA 
Board established policy regarding building removal obligations.   One of FORA’s obligations includes City 
of Seaside Surplus II buildings.  The policy fixed the overall FORA funding obligation to Surplus II at $4M, 
and the City of Seaside decides which buildings to remove.  The FORA Board additionally established criteria 
to address how the building removal program would proceed at Surplus II:  1) buildings must be within 
Economic Development Conveyance parcels; 2) building removal is required for reuse; 3) buildings are not 
programmed for rehabilitation; and, 4) buildings along Gigling Road potentially fit the criteria.  When the 
City of Seaside, working with any developer, determines which buildings should be removed, FORA would 
forego a portion of land sale proceeds in an amount commensurate with actual costs, up to $4M (December 
1996 Reimer Associates Fort Ord Demolition Study).  All jurisdictions have been treated in a similar manner 
but have widely varying building removal needs that FORA accommodates with available funds.   FORA is 
currently studying the feasibility of indexing the original agreed-upon cost estimate to compensate for 
delayed implementation of this effort and recover the increase in removal costs during the intervening 
period. 

Per Board direction, building removal is funded by land sales revenue and/or credited against land sale 
valuation. Two MOAs, described below, were finalized for these purposes: 

In August 2005, FORA entered into an MOA with the City of Marina Redevelopment Agency and Marina 
Community Partners (MCP), assigning FORA $46M in building removal costs within the Dunes on Monterey 
Bay project and MCP the responsibility for the actual removal.  FORA paid $22M and MCP received FORA 
land sale credits of $4.6M out of a total $24M in available credits for building removal costs.$26.6M of 
FORA’s $46M building removal obligation was thus completed as agreed by the City of Marina and MCP in 
2007.  FORA was to fund its remaining $19.4M building removal obligation through land sales credits when 
the City of Marina transferred its Fort Ord lands to MCP for future phases of the Dunes on Monterey Bay 
project.  The MOA identified the majority of buildings in the project area for building removal; however, 
the stockade remained and was not part of the property transfer to MCP, therefore the obligation remains. 

In February 2006, FORA entered into an MOA with Monterey County, the Monterey County Redevelopment 
Agency and East Garrison Partners (EGP).  In this MOA, EGP agreed to undertake FORA’s responsibility for 
removal of certain buildings in the East Garrison Specific Plan for which they received a credit of $2.1M 
against FORA’s portion of land sale proceeds.  Building removal in the East Garrison project area is now 
complete.  Since this agreement was made, the property was acquired by a new entity who is required to 
comply with the financial terms of the MOA. 

FORA’s remaining building removal obligations include the former Fort Ord stockade within the City of 
Marina (± $2.2M) and, as previously discussed, buildings in the City of Seaside’s Surplus II area (±$5.4M).  In 
2011, FORA, at the direction of the City of Seaside, removed a building in the Surplus II area which is 
explained in more detail in Appendix B.  FORA will continue to work closely with the Cities of Marina and 
Seaside as new specific plans are prepared for those areas. 
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Since 1996 FORA has been aggressively reusing, redeveloping, and/or deconstructing former Fort Ord 
buildings in environmentally sensitive ways to reuse or reclaim significant building materials.  FORA worked 
closely with regulatory agencies and local contractors to safely abate hazardous materials, maximize 
material reuse and recycling, and create an educated work force to take advantage of jobs created on the 
former Fort Ord.  FORA (supported by Seaside and CSUMB) submitted a grant request to the EDA for 
$320,000 to survey hazardous materials and develop a business plan and cost estimates for removing the 
Surplus II buildings, which was not awarded so FORA and Seaside moved ahead on their own to complete 
FORA’s building removal obligation.   

In late 2015 FORA staff met with Seaside to 
coordinate the potential application of FORA 
Building removal obligation funds to Surplus II, 
although FORA’s funds will not be enough to remove 
the hazardous materials and buildings from the site. 
Seaside and FORA staff determined that the first 
step to knowing what was involved in removing 
buildings from Surplus II was to survey buildings for 
hazardous materials and commission a hazardous 
materials removal estimate.  In early 2016, FORA 
released a Request for Proposals and competitively 
selected an Industrial Hygienist firm to provide 
hazardous material surveys in Surplus II.  The 
surveys and a hazardous materials removal estimate 
is to be completed in mid-2016. 

In 2016 FORA staff met with the City of Marina to coordinate access to the Marina stockade which currently 
hosts Las Animas concrete production and operations under a lease from the City of Marina.  Marina is 
taking the lead to negotiate with Las Animas for access to the building for removal.   FORA will commission 
the stockade hazardous material surveys while access is being coordinated.   Once the surveys are complete 
and access has been secured, FORA will begin building removal.  

FORA, CSUMB and the jurisdictions continue to leverage their accumulated expertise and experience and 
focus on environmentally sensitive reuse, removal of structures, and recycling remnant structural and site 
materials, while applying lessons learned from past FORA efforts to “reduce, reuse and recycle” materials 
from former Fort Ord structures as described in Appendix B. 

g) Water and Wastewater Collection Systems
Following a competitive selection process in 1997, the FORA Board approved MCWD as the purveyor to 
own and operate water and wastewater collection systems on the former Fort Ord.  By agreement with 
FORA, MCWD is tasked to assure that a Water and Wastewater Collection Systems Capital Improvement 
Program is in place and implemented to accommodate repair, replacement and expansion of the systems. 
To provide uninterrupted service to existing customers and to track with system expansion to keep pace 
with proposed development, MCWD and FORA staff coordinate system(s) needs with respect to anticipated 
development.  MCWD is engaged in the FORA CIP process, and adjusts its program coincident with the FORA 
CIP. 
In 1997, the FORA Board established a Water and Wastewater Oversight Committee (WWOC), which serves 
in an advisory capacity to the Board.  A primary function of the WWOC is to meet and confer with MCWD 
staff in the development of operating and capital budgets and corresponding customer rate structures. 

Building Removal by FORA opened land for the Dunes on 
Monterey Bay housing and new Veterans Hospital on 8th Avenue. 
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Annually, the WWOC and FORA staff prepare recommended actions for the Board’s consideration with 
respect to budget and rate approvals.  Capital improvements for system(s) operations and improvements 
are funded by customer rates, fees and charges.  Capital improvements for the system(s) are approved on 
an annual basis by the MCWD and FORA Boards.  See Appendix E for the FY 2016/17 Ord Community CIP 
list. 

h) Property Management and Caretaker Costs
During the 2010/2011 Phase I CIP Review, FORA jurisdictions expressed concern over accepting 1,200+ 
acres of former Fort Ord properties without sufficient resources to  manage them.  Since the late 1990’s, 
FORA carried a CIP contingency line item for “caretaker costs.”  These obligations are not BRP required 
CEQA mitigations, but are considered base-wide obligations (similar to FORA’s building removal obligation). 
In order to reduce contingencies, EPS proposed contingencies of $16M be excluded from the CIP cost 
structure and this was used as the original basis for the 2011-12 CFD Special Tax fee reductions. 
Since then, the Board recommended a “Property Management/Caretaker Costs” line item be added back 
as an obligation to cover base-wide property management costs.  In FY 2015/16 the Board approved a 
Jurisdiction-Incurred Caretaker Costs Reimbursement Policy. 

This policy clarifies that FORA funding for caretaker costs shall be determined by “allocating a maximum of 
$500,000 in the prior fiscal year’s property taxes collected and designated to the FORA CIP.  Each 
subsequent year, the maximum funding for caretaker costs may be decreased assuming that, as land 
transfers from jurisdictions to third party developers, jurisdictions’ caretaker costs will decrease. If FORA 
does not collect and designate to the CIP sufficient property taxes in a given fiscal year to fund the maximum 
amount of caretaker costs allowed that fiscal year, the actual amount of property taxes collected and 
designated to the CIP during the fiscal year shall be used to determine the amount of caretaker costs 
funding. FORA shall set caretaker costs funding through the approved FORA CIP.”  Caretaker Costs funding 
designated in the FY 2016/17 CIP is $34,674.    
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III. FY 2016/17 THROUGH POST-FORA CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The following tables depict the Capital Improvement Program:  Tables 1 and 2 illustrate the obligatory 
project offsets and remaining obligations.  Table 3 is a summary of the Capital Improvement Program from 
FY 2016/17 through post-FORA, with footnotes to guide understanding of line item titles.  Table 4 itemizes 
the jurisdictions’ projections for new building that will generate Community Facilities District revenue to 
FORA.  Table 5 shared the land sale revenues that are anticipated in association with jurisdiction land sale 
projections on former Fort Ord lands.  Tables 6 and 7 break out the land sales to residential and non-
residential by project.  Table 8 provides information on estimated development acreage.  Table 9 models 
estimated property tax revenue collections.     

This water tender is one of five fire-fighting trucks, paid for over time with developer fees, distributed to local jurisdictions to 
enhance their firefighting capabilities.   
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Table 1. Obligatory Project Offsets and Remaining Obligation 
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Table 2. Transportation Network and Transit Elements 
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Table 3. Summary of Capital Improvement Program 
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Table 3 Footnotes 

(1) “Loan Proceeds” – In FY 05-06 FORA obtained a line of credit (LOC) to ensure CIP obligations could be met 
in a timely manner, despite cash flow fluctuations. The LOC draw-downs were used to pay road design, construction 
and building removal invoices and were partially repaid by any available revenues committed to the CIP. In FY 09-10 
FORA repaid the remaining $9M LOC debt ($1.5M in transportation and $7.5M in building removal) through a loan 
secured by FORA’s share of Preston Park. The loan also provided $6.4M matching funds to US Department of 
Commerce EDA/American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) grant funds.  FORA sold Preston Park in FY 
2015/16, retiring the loan on the property. 

(2) “Federal grants” – In FY 2010 FORA received ARRA funding to finance the construction of General Jim 
Moore Boulevard and Eucalyptus Road. FORA obtained a loan against its 50% share in Preston Park revenues to 
provide required match to the ARRA grant. 

(3) “Transfer to Habitat Management Reserve” – The ‘2005-2016’ column shows $9.8M, which is currently held 
in an account building to the required Habitat Conservation Plan Endowment. 

(4)   “Other Costs and Contingencies” – are subject to cash flow and demonstrated need. “Additional CIP Costs” 
are expenditures for transportation projects (contract change orders to the ESCA, general consulting, additional 
base wide expenditures, street landscaping, site conditions, project changes, additional habitat/environmental 
mitigation). ‘Habitat Management Contingency’ provides interim funding for UC Fort Ord Natural Reserve until 
adoption of HCP endowment and potential increase to cost. ‘CIP/FORA costs’ provides for FORA staff, overhead, 
and direct consulting costs.  In FY 2015/16, the FORA Board approved Prevailing Wage and Caretaker Costs to be 
funded with these property taxes. 

(5) “Other Costs (Debt Service)” – payment of borrowed funds, principal and interest (see #1 ‘Loan Proceeds’). 

(6) “Land Sales” – The ‘2005-2016’ column includes land sale proceeds from the Preston Park acquisition by the 
City of Marina in June 2015. 

(7) “Other Revenues” – applied against building removal includes Abrams B loan repayment of $1,425,000. 

(8) “Other Costs and Contingency” – This includes land sale proceeds to create a $10M Reserve to fund FORA 
operating liabilities through 2020 and a $5M contingency to complete building removal responsibilities, both 
approved in the FY 2016/17 annual budget. 
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Table 4. Community Facilities District Revenue 
CFD = Table 8 unit of measure x Fee/Special Tax 
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Table 5. Land Sales Revenue 
Land sale = Table 8 estimated acreage x $188K per acre, indexed ½% to account for land value increase over time 
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Table 6. Development Forecasts Fiscal Year 2016/17 through Post-FORA:  Residential 
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Table 7. Development Forecasts Fiscal Year 2016/17 through Post-FORA:  Non-Residential 
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Table 8. Development Forecasts Fiscal Year 2016/17 through Post-FORA:  by Acre 
(Acre = Development forecast sq. ft. / FAR / 43,560) 

Notes:  Unless specific estimates are available for a project, the acreage shown in this table is based 
on building square foot estimates and a Floor-Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.35 for office, 0.4 for industrial, 
and 0.25 for retail. Hotel Density assumes 31.5 units/acre (U/D), residential 6 U/D.

(Table 8 continues onto next page.)



Table 8 continued. Development Forecasts Fiscal Year 2016/17 through Post-FORA:  by Acre 
(Acre = Development forecast sq. ft. / FAR / 43,560) 
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Notes:  Unless specific estimates are available for a project, the acreage shown in this table is based 
on building square foot estimates and a Floor-Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.35 for office, 0.4 for industrial, 
and 0.25 for retail. Hotel Density assumes 31.5 units/acre (U/D), residential 6 U/D.
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Table 9. Estimated Property Taxes Fiscal Year 2016/17 through Post-FORA 
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Appendix A:  Protocol for Review/Reprogramming of FORA CIP (Revised June 10, 2016) 

1) Conduct quarterly meetings with the CIP Committee and/or Administrative Committee. Staff
representatives from the California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) and AMBAG may be 
requested to participate and provide input. 

These meetings will be the forum to review developments as they are being planned to assure accurate 
prioritization and timing of CIP projects to best serve the development as it is projected. FORA CIP projects 
will be constructed during the program, but market and budgetary realities require that projects must 
“queue” to current year priority status.  In order to prioritize projects, the following criteria were 
established: 

• Project is necessary to mitigate reuse plan
• Project environmental/design is complete
• Project can be completed prior to FORA’s sunset
• Project uses FORA CIP funding as matching funds to leverage grant dollars
• Project can be coordinated with projects of other agencies (utilities, water, TAMC, PG&E,
CALTRANS, MST, etc.) 
• Project furthers inter-jurisdictional equity
• Project supports jurisdictional “flagship” project
• Project nexus to jurisdictional development programs

The FORA Board has set the top two Transportation Priorities as Eastside Parkway and South Boundary 
Road. The CIP/Administrative Committee determines the remaining projects priorities. The committee is 
responsible for recommending project priorities and balancing projected project costs against projected 
revenues.   
Evidence Based Prioritization 
Staff asks Administrative Committee members to weight the eight criteria (see previous list of eight 
bullets) through anonymous polling to reach consensus.  The weighting resulting in assigning a higher 
multiplication factor to some criteria and a lower factor to other criteria.  Following the weighting process, 
staff takes a poll of the committee members asking that they score each project by the eight criteria.  Staff 
multiplies the project scores by the assigned weights, resulting in a score identifying the 
Transportation/Transit priorities from highest to lowest.  Staff then presents the results to the 
Administrative Committee for further discussion.   

To further clarify the criteria, the following definitions were agreed upon by the committee during the 
2015/16 Fiscal Year.  For each criterion, a measurable scale (1-5) has been created by which to measure 
the criterion’s impact.  

a) Project is necessary to mitigate reuse plan
All projects on the list are necessary to mitigate the reuse plan. In order to prioritize the transportation 
projects, it is necessary to determine the amount of mitigation a proposed roadway could have on existing 
roadways. Therefore, this criteria is defined by the Level-Of-Service (LOS) ranking, determined by the 
North American Highway Capacity Manual which measures the amount of time a vehicle stays in one spot 
on a road from the shortest amount of time to the longest (A-F).  This is a function of travel speed, 
congestion, and the amount of cars on the road. This criterion asks the CIP committee to provide its best 
informed estimate on the impact of each project in terms of LOS. 

Use this scale to estimate the mitigation effect on an impacted roadway(s) in terms of Highway Capacity 
Manual's Level of Service (LOS): 

1. Decreases the LOS on existing roadways (increases the travel time, congestion etc. . .)
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2. LOS stays the same on existing roadways
3. LOS is increased one level up (i.e from C to B)
4. LOS is increased two levels up (i.e. C to A)
5. LOS is increased two levels up from a D, E, or F (i.e. from D to B)

b) Project environmental/design is complete
The concept behind this criterion is to determine how ready a project is for implementation and assesses 
how close a project is to breaking ground in relation to key project milestones.  

Use this scale to rate a project by the Key milestones: 
1. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review Initiated
2. CEQA Review Complete
3. 90% Design Complete
4. Design Approval Complete
5. Notice to Proceed has been issued

c) Project can be completed prior to FORA’s 2020 transition
Use this criterion to assess the proposed project’s likeliness to complete the project on-time and on-
budget prior to 2020.   
Use this scale to rate the likeliness of completion: 

1. Not Probable by 2020
2. Not Likely to be on-time/budget by 2020
3. Likely to be completed by 2020
4. Likely to be completed before 2019
5. Likely to be completed before 2018

d) Uses FORA CIP funding as matching funds to leverage grant dollars
Use this criterion to assess the likelihood a project is to gain matching funds or grants in the next three 
years if FORA assigns resources to the project. 

Use this scale to rate the likeliness of obtaining matching/additional funding: 
1. Not Possible in 3 years (July 2019)
2. Not Likely to gain funding in 3 years (July 2019)
3. Likely to gain funding in 3 years (July 2019)
4. Likely to gain funding in 2 years (July 2018)
5. Likely  to gain funding in 18 months (January 2018)

e) Project can be coordinated with other agencies projects
The concept behind this criterion is to facilitate roadway connectivity and to determine if economies of 
scale (cost advantages obtained due to increased scope) are possible through planning/implementing 
projects in succession or in parallel with another infrastructure project.  Use estimated time between the 
completion of one project and notice to proceed of adjacent projects to determine the level of 
coordination. 
Use this scale to determine the level of coordination with other agencies: 

1. Cannot be run in succession/parallel with another project
2. Can be run in succession/parallel with another project
3. Can be run in succession/parallel with another project AND creates an economy of scale (cost

advantages obtained due to increased scope)
4. Can be run in succession/parallel with another project AND creates an economy of scale on

both projects
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5. Can be run in succession/parallel with another project AND creates an economy of scale on
both projects AND saves time

f) Project furthers inter-jurisdictional equity
Inter-Jurisdictional equity refers to the concept that FORA complete roadway obligations while being fair 
to each of the land-use jurisdictions. For the purposes of this assessment, the geographical location of the 
project determines the owning jurisdiction even though a project in another jurisdiction might benefit. 
Use this criterion to assess if the resources assigned to this project would create an imbalance in the 
distribution of resources to the land-use jurisdictions: 

1. Would create a major change in the balance favoring one jurisdiction
2. Would create a minor change in the balance favoring one jurisdiction
3. The estimated change would be a net gain
4. Would create a minor change restoring, or furthering, the balance
5. Would create a major change restoring, or furthering, the balance

g) Supports jurisdictions “flagship” project
A “flagship project” is a single project on the former Fort Ord lands which a jurisdiction gives priority 
regarding its resources. 

a. Marina = The Dunes on Monterey Bay
b. Seaside = Seaside Resort
c. Monterey County = East Garrison
d. City of Monterey = Business Park
e. Del Rey Oaks = 73 Acres

Use this criterion to assess the amount of support a CIP project will give to Flagship projects: 
1. Project provides infrastructure within ¼ mile of a Flagship project
2. Project provides infrastructure to the project area
3. Flagship project is dependent upon project being completed
4. Project enables Flagship projects to establish revenue to jurisdiction
5. Project is able to provide 2 or more benefits listed above.

h) Project nexus to jurisdictional development programs:
For prioritization, bias is set on links that can equitably feed multiple development programs. The concept 
of development programs are projects which increase Economic Development and job creation first, then 
increase resource support such as housing and shopping. Realistically, housing may precede jobs; 
however, FORA seeks to prioritize Economic Development. 

Use this criterion to assess the impact of a roadway on developments: 
1. The project will not create a roadway link for the development
2. Creates a roadway link to a future development, but there is currently no ongoing development

project
3. Creates a roadway link and implementation coincides with future development projects
4. The project creates a roadway link and supports ongoing development projects
5. The project creates a roadway link and supports ongoing developments in two or more

jurisdictions

2) Under this Protocol, The Administrative Committee is to provide a mid-year and/or yearly report
to the Board (at mid-year budget and/or annual budget meetings) that will include any recommendations 
for CIP modifications from the joint committee and staff. 
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3) Anticipate FORA Board annual approval of a CIP program that comprehensively accounts for all
obligatory projects under the BRP. 

These base-wide project obligations include transportation/transit, water augmentation, storm drainage, 
habitat management, building removal and firefighting enhancement. 

This protocol describes the method by which the base-wide development fee (Fee) and Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority Community Facilities District Special Tax (Tax) are annually indexed. The amount of the Fee is 
identical to the CFD Tax. Landowners pay either the Fee or the Tax, never both, depending on whether 
the land is within the Community Facilities District. For indexing purposes, FORA has always used the 
change in costs from January 1 to December 31. The reason for that choice is that the Fee and CFD Tax 
must be in place on July 1, and this provides the time necessary to prepare projections, vet, and publish 
the document. The second idea concerns measurement of construction costs. Construction costs may be 
measured by either the San Francisco Metropolitan index, or the “20-City Average.” FORA has always used 
the 20-City Average index because it is generally more in line with the actual experience in suburban areas 
like the Monterey Peninsula. It should be noted that San Francisco is one of the cities used for the 20-City 
Average. 

The Fee was established in February 1999 by Resolution 99-1.  Section 1 of that Resolution states that 
“(FORA) shall levy a development fee in the amounts listed for each type of development in the… fee 
schedule until such time as … the schedule is amended by (the) board.” The CFD Tax was established in 
February 2002 by Resolution 02-1. Section IV of that CFD Resolution, beginning on page B-4, describes 
“Maximum Special Tax Rates” and “Increase in the Maximum Special Tax Rates.” That section requires the 
Tax to be established on the basis of costs during the “…immediately preceding Fiscal Year...” The Tax is 
adjusted annually on the basis of “…Construction Cost Index applicable to the area in which the District is 
located…”1 

The CFD resolution requires the adjusted Tax rate to become effective on July 1. It would be difficult to 
meet that deadline if the benchmark were set for a date later than January. FORA staff uses the adjusted 
Tax rate to reprogram the CIP. FORA staff requests development forecast projections from the land use 
jurisdictions in January. The forecasts allow staff to balance CIP revenues and expenditures, typically 
complete by April, for Administrative Committee review. The FORA Board typically adopts the CIP, and 
consequently updates the “Notice of Special Tax Lien” (Notice) in June. 

Additionally, the Notice calls for “… (2) percentage change since the immediately preceding fiscal year in 
the (ENRs CCI) applicable to the area in which the District is located...” To assure adequate time for staff 
analysis, public debate and FORA Board review of modifications to the Special Tax Levy, it is prudent to 
begin in January. In addition, the FORA Board adopted a formulaic approach to monitoring the developer 
fee program which is typically conducted in the spring – as will be the case in 2016. If the anticipated Fee 
adjustment is unknown at the time of the formulaic calculation then the level of certainty about the 
appropriateness of the Fee is impaired. This factor supports that the Fee should be established in January. 

To determine the percentage change, the CCI (Construction Cost Index) of the immediately prior January 
is subtracted from the CCI in January of the current year to define the arithmetic value of the change 
(increase or decrease). This dollar amount is divided by the CCI of the immediately prior January. The 
result is then multiplied by 100 to derive a percentage of change (increase or decrease) during the 
intervening year. The product of that calculation is the rate presented to the FORA Board. 

Since the start of the CIP program in FY 2001/02, FORA has employed the CCI for the “20-City Average” as 
presented in the ENR rather than the San Francisco average. The current 20-City Average places the CCI 
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in the range of $9K to $10K while the San Francisco CCI is in the $10K to $11K range. The difference in the 
two relates to factors which tend to drive costs up in an urban environment as opposed to the suburban 
environment of Fort Ord. These factors would include items such as time required for transportation of 
materials and equipment plus the Minimum Wage Rates in San Francisco as compared to those in 
Monterey County. Over a short term (1 year) one index may yield a lower percentage increase than the 
other index for the same time period. 
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Appendix B:  Building Removal Program to Date 

1996 FORA Pilot Deconstruction Project (PDP) 

In 1996, FORA deconstructed five wooden buildings of different types, relocated three wooden 
buildings, and remodeled three buildings. The potential for job creation and economic recovery 
through opportunities in deconstruction, building reuse, and recycling was researched through this 
effort. 

Lessons learned from the FORA PDP project: 
• A structure’s type, size, previous use, end-use, owner, and location are important when

determining the relevance of lead and asbestos regulations. 
• Profiling the building stock by type aids in developing salvage and building removal projections.
• Specific market needs for reusable and recycled products drive the effectiveness of

deconstruction.
• Knowing the history of buildings is important because:
• Reusing materials is complicated by the presence of Lead Based Paint (LBP), which was originally

thinned with leaded gasoline and resulted in the hazardous materials penetrating further into the
substrate material.

• Over time, each building develops a unique use, maintenance and repair history, which can
complicate hazardous material abatement survey efforts.

• Additional field surveys were needed to augment existing U.S. Army environmental information.
The PDP surveys found approximately 30 percent more Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) than
identified by the Army.

• Hazardous material abatement accounts for almost 50 percent of building deconstruction costs on
the former Fort Ord.

• A robust systematic program is needed for evaluating unknown hazardous materials early in
building reuse, recycling and cleanup planning.

1997 FORA Survey for Hidden Asbestos 

In 1997, FORA commissioned surveys of invasive asbestos on a random sample of buildings on Fort Ord 
to identify hidden ACM. Before closure, the U.S. Army performed asbestos surveys on all exposed 
surfaces in every building on Fort Ord for their operation and maintenance needs. The Army surveys 
were not invasive and therefore did not identify asbestos sources, which could be spread to the 
atmosphere during building deconstruction or renovation. In addition to commissioning the survey for 
hidden asbestos, FORA catalogued the ACM found during the removal of seventy Fort Ord buildings. 

The survey for hidden asbestos showed: 
• The Army asbestos surveys were conducted on accessible surfaces only which is not

acceptable to the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD). 
• Approximately 30 percent more ACM lies hidden than was identified in the Army surveys.
• The   number   one   cause   for   slow-downs   and   change   orders   during   building

deconstruction is hidden asbestos (see FORA website).
• A comprehensive asbestos-containing materials survey must identify all ACM.
• All ACM must be remediated before building deconstruction begins. It is important to note

that this includes non-friable ACM that has a high probability of becoming or has become
friable - crumbled, pulverized, or reduced to powder by the forces expected to act on the
material in the course of deconstruction.

• All ACM must be disposed of legally.
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1998 FORA Hierarchy of Building Reuse 

In response to the PDP project, FORA developed a Hierarchy of Building Reuse (HBR) protocol to 
determine the highest and best method to capture and save both the embodied energy and materials 
that exist in the buildings on Fort Ord. The HBR is a project-planning tool. It provides direction, helps 
contractors achieve higher levels of sustainability, and facilitates dialogue with developers in order to 
promote salvage and reuse of materials in new construction projects. The HBR protocol has only been 
used on WWII era wooden buildings. The HBR protocol prioritizes activities in the following order: 

1. Reuse of buildings in place
2. Relocation of buildings
3. Deconstruction and salvage of building materials
4. Deconstruction with aggressive recycling of building materials

1998 FORA Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for Building Deconstruction Contractors 

FORA went through an RFQ process in an attempt to pre-qualify contractors throughout the 
U.S. to meet the Fort Ord communities’ needs for wooden building deconstruction (removal), 
hazardous material abatement, salvage and recycling, and identifying cost savings. The RFQ also 
included a commitment for hiring trainees in deconstruction practices. 

1999 FORA Lead-Based Paint Remediation Demonstration Project 

FORA initiated the LBP Remediation Demonstration Program in 1999 to determine the extent of LBP 
contamination in Fort Ord buildings and soil, field test possible solutions, and document the findings. 
The first step in controlling LBP contamination is to accurately identify the amount and characteristics 
of the LBP. This ensures that LBP is properly addressed during removal and reuse activities, in ways 
that protect the public, environment, and workers. 

The FORA Compound and Water City Roller Hockey Rink were used as living laboratories to test the 
application of LBP encapsulating products. Local painting contractors were trained to apply various 
encapsulating products and the ease, effectiveness and expected product life was evaluated. This 
information was shared with the jurisdictions, other base closure communities and the regulatory 
agencies so that they could use the lessons learned if reusing portions of their WWII building stock. 

2001 FORA Waste Characterization Protocol 

A Basewide Waste Characterization Protocol was developed for building debris generated during the 
deconstruction of approximately 1,200 WWII era wooden structures. By profiling standing buildings 
utilizing the protocol, contractors are able to make more informed waste management and diversion 
decisions resulting in savings, greater implementation of sustainable practices, and more 
environmentally sensitive solutions. 

The following assumptions further assist decision-making for  a  large-scale  source-based recovery 
program: 

• Individual buildings have been uniquely modified over time within each building type.
• The basewide characterization protocol was verified by comparing it with the actual waste

generated during the 12th street building removal.
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2002 FORA Building Removal for 12th Street/Imjin Parkway 

FORA, in 2002, remediated and removed 25 WWII era buildings as the preparatory work for the 
realignment of 12th Street, later to be called Imjin Parkway. 

2003 FORA Building Removal for 2nd Avenue Widening 

FORA, in 2003, remediated and removed 16 WWII era buildings and also the remains of a theater that 
had burned and been buried in place by the Army years before the base was scheduled for closure. 

2004 FORA/CSUMB oversight Private Material Recovery Facility Project 

In 2004, FORA worked with CSUMB to oversee a private-sector pilot Material Recovery Facility (MRF), 
with the goal of salvaging and reusing LBP covered wood from 14 WWII era buildings. FORA 
collaborated in the development of this project by sharing its research on building deconstruction and 
LBP abatement. CSUMB and their private-sector partner hoped to create value added products such as 
wood flooring that could be sold to offset deconstruction costs. Unfortunately the MRF operator and 
equipment proved to be unreliable and the LBP could not be fully removed from the wood or was cost 
prohibitive. 

2005 The Dunes WWII Building Removal 

FORA, in partnership with Marina and Marina Community Partners, removed 406 WWII era buildings. 
Ninety percent of the non-hazardous materials from these building were recycled. FORA volunteered 
to be the Hazardous Waste Generator instead of the City of Marina and worked with the California 
Department of Toxic Substance Control, the State Board of Equalization and the hazardous waste 
disposal facility so that as stipulated by state law, State Hazardous Waste Generator taxes could be 
avoided. 

2006 - 2007 East Garrison Building Removal 

FORA, in 2006, provided the East Garrison developer with credits/funds to remove 31 select WWII 
and after buildings from East Garrison. 

2007 Imjin Office Park Building Removal 

FORA, in partnership with Marina and Marina Community Partners, removed 13 WWII era buildings to 
prepare the Imjin Office Park site. 

2003 – 2013 Continuing FORA support for CSUMB Building Removal Projects 

Over the years, FORA has shared knowledge gained through various deconstruction projects with 
CSUMB and others, and CSUMB has reciprocated by sharing their lessons learned. Over the years FORA 
has supported CSUMB with shared contacts, information, review and guidance as requested for the 
following CSUMB building removal efforts: 

• 2003 removal of 22 campus buildings
• 2006 removal of 87 campus buildings
• 2007 removal of 9 campus buildings
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• 2009 removal of 8 campus buildings
• 2010 removal of 33 campus buildings
• 2011 removal of 78 campus buildings
• 2013 removal of 24 campus buildings

2011 FORA Removal of Building 4470 in Seaside 

In 2011, FORA had a concrete building in Seaside removed. Building 4470 was one of the first Korean 
War era concrete buildings removed on the former Fort Ord. Removal revealed the presence of hidden 
asbestos materials. The knowledge gained during this project will be helpful in determining removal 
costs of remaining Korean War era concrete buildings in Seaside and on CSUMB. 

2011 FORA/CSUMB Korean War Concrete Building Removal Grant Application 

In 2011, FORA approached the U.S. Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) about the possibility of 
applying for grant funds to assist in the removal of Korean War era concrete buildings located on 
CSUMB Campus and Seaside Surplus II property. The OEA was receptive to the idea and encouraged an 
application, noting that the amount available would likely be less than $500,000. Since a large portion 
of the Korean War era concrete buildings are located on CSUMB property, FORA asked CSUMB to co-
apply for the grant funds, which would be used to accurately identify hazardous materials in the 
buildings both on CSUMB and Seaside property, and to develop a Business Plan that would harness 
market forces to reduce building removal costs and drive economically sound building removal 
decisions. After multiple applications this grant application was not funded.  In 2015 FORA determined 
to work directly with Seaside to address the Seaside Surplus II Korean Era cement buildings without 
OEA assistance. 

2013 CSUMB Korean War Concrete Building Removal 

In late 2013 the California State University system announced $30M in funding awarded for CSUMB 
campus building removal over a six months to two year period.  As CSUMB implemented their building 
removal program, FORA and the City of Seaside worked closely with CSUMB to incorporate lessons 
learned, costing and building removal techniques into the Deconstruction/Building Removal Business 
Plan. 

2015 FORA/Seaside Surplus II Korean War Concrete Building Removal 

Surplus II is the northeast gateway to the City of Seaside and CSUMB with Gigling Road on its southern 
boundary; a major artery into and out of Seaside, and difficult for police to patrol and abuts the CSUMB 
campus. The Seaside Surplus II area also abuts occupied military homes and the Department of Defense 
building on Gigling Road. Portions of the Seaside Surplus II area surround existing buildings reused in 
place, including the Presidio of Monterey Police station, Monterey College of Law, Monterey Peninsula 
College Police Officer Training Academy and National Guard buildings.  The dilapidated buildings have 
been vandalized, copper wiring and piping has been stolen, and windows and doors have been broken. 
The multi-story buildings do not have elevators, are not ADA compliant, and none meet earthquake safety 
codes. 

In late 2015 FORA staff met with Seaside to coordinate the application of FORA Building removal obligation 
funds to the Surplus II, knowing that FORA’s funds would not be enough to remove all the hazardous 
materials and buildings from the site.  Seaside and FORA staff determined that the first step to knowing 
what was involved in removing buildings from Surplus II was to survey the buildings for Hazardous 
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materials and commission a hazardous materials removal estimate.  In early 2016 FORA releases an 
Request for Proposals and competitively selected an Industrial Hygienist firm to provide hazardous 
material surveys in Surplus II.  The surveys and a hazardous materials removal estimate is estimated to be 
complete in mid-2016. 

2016 Marina Stockade Removal 2016 

In 2016 FORA staff met with the City of Marina to begin the coordination to have access to the Marina 
Stockade site which currently host Los Animas concrete production and operations under a lease from the 
City of Marina.  Marina is taking the lead in negotiating with Los Animas for access to the building for 
removal.  FORA will commission the Stockade hazardous material surveys while access is being 
coordinated.  Once the surveys are complete and access is achieved, FORA will begin building removal.  
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Appendix C:  Jurisdiction-Incurred Caretaker Costs Reimbursement Policy 

Caretaker costs were first described in the Fiscal Year (FY) 01/02 FORA Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
as: “Costs associated with potential delays in redevelopment and represent interim capital costs 
associated with property maintenance prior to transfer for development.” 

FORA Assessment District Counsel opined that FORA Community Facilities District Special Tax payments 
cannot fund caretaker costs. For this reason, caretaker costs would be funded through FORA’s 50% share 
of land sale proceeds on former Fort Ord, any reimbursements to those fund balances, or other 
designated resources. 

As a result of the FY 11/12 and FY 12/13 Phase II CIP Review analysis prepared by Economic & Planning 
Systems, Inc., FORA agreed to reimburse its five member jurisdictions (County of Monterey and Cities of 
Seaside, Marina, Del Rey Oaks, and Monterey) for these expenses based on past experience, provided 
sufficient land sale revenue is available and jurisdictions are able to demonstrate property 
management/caretaker costs. Based on previous agreements between the U.S Army and the City of 
Marina, City of Seaside and County of Monterey, examples of caretaker costs include the following: tree 
trimming, mowing, pavement patching, centerline/stenciling, barricades, traffic signs, catch basin/storm 
drain maintenance, vacant buildings, vegetation control/spraying, paving/slurry seal, and administration 
(10% of total costs).  

For clarification purposes, FY 15/16 caretaker costs funding is limited to the amount listed in the FORA FY 
15/16 CIP (Table 5 – Land Sales Revenue), which is $150,000.  Future FORA annual CIP’s will establish 
caretaker costs reimbursement funding as described in the next paragraph. 

For implementation, this policy clarifies that FORA funding for caretaker costs shall be determined by 
allocating a maximum of $500,000 in the prior fiscal year’s property taxes collected and designated to the 
FORA CIP.  For example, if $525,000 in property taxes is collected and designated to the FORA CIP during 
FY 15/16, then FORA will program a maximum of $500,000 for the five member jurisdictions’ eligible 
caretaker costs.  Each subsequent year, the maximum funding for caretaker costs may be decreased 
assuming that, as land transfers from jurisdictions to third-party developers, jurisdictions’ caretaker costs 
will decrease. If FORA does not collect and designate to the CIP sufficient property taxes in a given fiscal 
year to fund the maximum amount of caretaker costs allowed that fiscal year, the actual amount of 
property taxes collected and designated to the CIP during the fiscal year shall be used to determine the 
amount of caretaker costs funding. FORA shall set caretaker costs funding through the approved FORA 
CIP.   

For a member jurisdiction to be eligible for caretaker costs reimbursement: 

1) Costs must be described using the Caretaker Costs Worksheet (Exhibit A) and submitted
to FORA by January 31 (1st deadline) and March 31 (2nd deadline) of each year;

2) FORA staff must provide a written response within 30 days denying or authorizing, in part
or in whole, the Caretaker Costs Worksheet in advance of the expenditure. FORA may
request additional information from the member jurisdiction within 15 days of receiving
the Caretaker Costs Worksheet. FORA shall provide reasons for caretaker costs
reimbursement denial in its written response;

3) Eligible costs must be within the total amount approved in the current CIP, which shall be
divided into five equal amounts, one for each of the five member jurisdictions. For
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example, if FORA is able to allocate $100,000 in caretaker costs in a fiscal year, each 
jurisdiction shall have the ability to request up to $20,000 in caretaker cost 
reimbursements. If a member jurisdiction does not submit a Caretaker Costs Worksheet 
to FORA by January 31 of each year, it forfeits its caretaker costs allocation for the fiscal 
year. Such unallocated dollars shall be available through March 31 (2nd deadline) (see #1 
above) to the jurisdictions who submitted Caretaker Costs Worksheets to FORA by 
January 31; and  

4) FORA staff must verify completion of caretaker costs work items through site visits prior
to work initiation and after work completion. 

FORA shall establish an emergency set aside of up to $75,000 in the FY 16/17 CIP budget for 
urgent and unforeseen caretaker costs.  The process for requesting these funds shall be the same 
as described above except there will not be a deadline for submitting the request. 
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Appendix D. Marina Coast Water District 5-year CIP 
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

BUSINESS ITEMS
Subject: Consider a Pipeline Financing Reimbursement Agreement with Marina 

Coast Water District 
Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 ACTION 8c 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
Authorize the Executive Officer to execute a Pipeline Financing Reimbursement Agreement (RA) 
with Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) Attachment A.  

BACKGROUND: 
The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Board identified the hybrid RUWAP as its preferred water 
augmentation solution in 2005 and it remains the former Fort Ord water augmentation project. 
Staff has worked closely with Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) 
and Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) to utilize the Pure Water Monterey (PWM) project as 
the catalyst for water augmentation on the former Fort Ord. The FORA Board has taken a number 
of actions over the last nine months to further this end. In November 2015, the Board accepted 
Advanced Treated Water (ATW) as the potential water source for the recycled component of the 
approved Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project (RUWAP); in December 2015 MRWPCA 
and MCWD came to an agreement on how they would partner the PWM and RUWAP by sharing 
the RUWAP Trunk-line (“Pipeline”) to deliver ATW to customers who would use it for irrigation 
and landscaping; in March 2016 The FORA Board recommended the PWM to the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC); and, in April 2016, the Board approved the Executive Officer 
to negotiate an RA with MCWD. 

FORA’s Executive Office has negotiated a Pipeline Financing RA with MCWD that reimburses 
RUWAP Project expenditures and is based upon two pre-existing agreements. The first is the 
1998 Water Wastewater Facilities Agreement (FA) and the second is the 2016 Pure Water 
Delivery and Supply Project Facilities Agreement between MRWPCA and MCWD. The FA 
outlines MCWD’s responsibility to build new facilities identified by FORA, and FORA’s 
responsibility to provide for a portion of these new facilities. The “Pipeline” is a portion of the 
RUWAP and therefore FORA, under the FA, has a mechanism by which line item funds in the 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Budget can be applied to the Water Augmentation Program. 
Secondly, the Pure Water Delivery and Supply Project Agreement  between MRWPCA and 
MCWD outlines how the PWM project will deliver higher quality ATW in lieu of recycled tertiary 
water to the Ord Community and central Marina service area, how MRWPCA utilizes the RUWAP 
Pipeline, and how funding received by MCWD for the RUWAP will be applied. This agreement is 
the foundation on which the Pipeline Financing RA is built. These two agreements frame the RA, 
decreasing risks and providing benefits for the three agencies and the Monterey Bay area.   

This Pipeline Financing RA has three major terms; 1) $6 million dollars of FORA’s revenues will 
be committed to reimburse MCWD for implementation costs of the RUWAP “Pipeline” between 
now and the end of Fiscal Year (FY) 2019/2020; and, 2) FORA will receive assurances of funding 
being applied to the RUWAP recycled project; and 3) FORA will work with MCWD to obtain 
commitments from the land-use jurisdictions to receive the water provided by the pipeline. 



DISCUSSION: 
In 2007, each FORA land-use jurisdiction received an allocated portion of 1,427 AFY of future 
recycled water. MCWD and MRWPCA have engineered the PWM & RUWAP Phase One such 
that MCWD has ability to provide 600 AFY of recycled water at the cost of potable water. Now 
that MCWD is ready to deliver, it is necessary to define which land-use jurisdictions will commit 
to receiving the recycled water, and how much of the initial 600 AFY they expect to take.   

With the understanding that a commitment of funds by FORA will require jurisdictions to define 
their obligations to MCWD, FORA staff recommends the Board authorize the Executive Officer 
to execute a Pipeline Financing Reimbursement Agreement (RA) with Marina Coast Water 
District (MCWD).  

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Controller _____ 

Staff time and $1.5M of the $6M are included in the approved annual budget and the capital 
improvement plan. Once approved, staff will return to request a reserve be established from 
which reimbursements to the water augmentation line item could be issued. All payments are 
contingent upon actual receipt of CFD Developer Fees and Land Sale Revenues.  

COORDINATION: 
MCWD, MRWPCA, Authority Counsel, Administrative and Executive Committees. 

Prepared by_______________________     Approved by   ____________________________ 
      Peter Said                        Steve Endsley 

Approved by   ____________________________ 
  Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 
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This REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT FOR THE RUWAP RECYCLED PROJECT 

(AWT PHASE 1) (this “Agreement”) is made this _________day of _______. 2016 (“Effective 

Date”), by and between Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) and Marina Coast Water District 

(“MCWD”), hereinafter the “Parties.” 

FORA was established by state law (California Government Code Sections 67650-67700) 

effective May 9, 1994.  MCWD is a County Water District and political subdivision of the State 

of California, organized under C California Water Code Section 30000 et seq. 

 

RECITALS 

 

A.  The 1997 Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan (the “BRP”) identifies the availability of water as 

a resource constraint, estimating that an additional 2,400 acre-feet per year (“AFY”) of water is 

needed to augment the existing groundwater supply to achieve the permitted development level as 

reflected in the BRP (Volume 3, figure PFIP 2-7); and, 

 

B.  Under Section 3.2.2 of the 1998 Water/Wastewater Facilities Agreement (the “1998 

Agreement”), FORA has the responsibility to determine, in consultation with MCWD, what 

additional water and sewer facilities are necessary for MCWD’s Ord Community service area in 

order to meet the BRP requirements, and that, once FORA determines that additional water supply 

and/or sewer conveyance capacity is needed, under Section 3.2.1, it is MCWD’s responsibility to 

plan, design, and construct such additional water and sewer facilities.  MCWD will recover all of 

its direct and indirect, short term and long term costs of furnishing the facilities to the service area.  

MCWD shall not be required to take any action in connection with furnishing the facilities to the 

service area unless and until a source of funds is secured from the service area to pay in full in a 

reasonable manner consistent with normal accounting practices all of MCWD’s direct and indirect, 

short term and long term costs of the action to be taken by MCWD, including costs of 

administration, operation, maintenance and capital improvements to provide adequate system 

capacity to meet existing and anticipated service demands, per Section 7.1.2 of the 1998 

Agreement; and, 

 

C.  On January 18, 2002, FORA’s Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 02-1 

establishing the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Basewide Community Facilities District (the “CFD”) 

to collect fees for, among other impacts caused by development, 2,400 AFY of water augmentation 

to support the BRP; and, 

 

D.  In 2002, MCWD, in cooperation with FORA, initiated the Regional Urban Water 

Augmentation Project (the “RUWAP”) to explore water supply alternatives to provide the 

additional 2,400 AFY of water supply needed under the BRP; and, 

 

E.  As a result of an extensive environmental review, FORA and MCWD agreed to adopt 

a modified Hybrid Alternative, which would provide 1,427 AFY of recycled water to the Ord 

Community without the need for seasonal storage (the “RUWAP Recycled Project”), and this in 

turn resulted in the FORA Board adopting in May 2007 Resolution 07-10 , which allocated that 

1,427 AFY of RUWAP recycled water to FORA’s member agencies having land use jurisdiction, 

and constituted FORA’s determination under Section 3.2.2 of the 1998 Agreement that MCWD 

 

Attachment A to Item 8c 
FORA Board Meeting 7/8/16 
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was required to develop recycled facilities to provide the 1,427 AFY of RUWAP recycled water; 

and 

 

F.  MCWD has been and continues to work collaboratively with FORA and with the 

Monterey Peninsula Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (“MRWPCA”) to carry out 

MCWD’s obligation to provide the 1,427 AFY of recycled water for the Ord Community; and 

 

G.  On October 8, 2015, MRWPCA’s Board of Directors unanimously voted to certify the 

environmental impact report (“EIR”) for the Pure Water Monterey Project and to approve the Pure 

Water Monterey Project.  The MRWPCA Board selected the RUWAP Alignment for the Product 

Water Conveyance Pipeline; and,  

 

H.  On October 9, 2015, the FORA Board unanimously voted to adopt a resolution to 

endorse the Pure Water Monterey Project as an acceptable option as the recycled component of 

the RUWAP and, as part of the Pure Water Monterey Project implementation, the FORA Board 

will review and consider project component costs and scheduling through annual consideration of 

the FORA capital improvement program and Ord Community budgets; and, 

 

I.  On December 2, 2015, MCWD and MRWPCA each applied for separate State 

Revolving Fund Loans to finance their RUWAP and Pure Water Monterey Projects respectively 

and allowing for the shared use of a single Product Water Conveyance Pipeline.  MCWD 

commenced further CEQA review for shared use of a single Product Water Conveyance Pipeline 

for both MRWPCA’s Pure Water Monterey Project and MCWD’s RUWAP ; and, 

 

J.  On April 8, 2016, MCWD and MRWPCA entered into the Pure Water Delivery and 

Supply Project Facilities Agreement (“2016 MRWPCA-MCWD Agreement”) pursuant to which 

the Product Water Conveyance Facilities will be designed, constructed, owned, and operated by 

MCWD in accordance with the 1998 Agreement with a capacity sufficient to convey the 1,427 

AFY of advance treated water for the Ord Community and pursuant to which MCWD will have 

the right to utilize up to and including a net 1,427 AFY of the AWT facility’s treatment capacity 

to implement FORA Board Resolution 07-10; and  

 

K.  AWT Phase 1 and 2 of the 2016 MRWPCA-MCWD Agreement would fully implement 

the RUWAP Recycled Project; and 

 

L.  FORA desires to financially contribute to the capital costs of a shared, single Product 

Water Conveyance Pipeline thereby reducing the costs to users of the advance treated water within 

the Ord Community and to contribute a source of funds from which MCWD can recover some of 

its costs as described under Section 7.1.2 of the 1998 Agreement. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in reliance of the foregoing, the Parties hereby agree as 

follows: 
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1.  PURPOSE.  The purpose of this Agreement is to establish the extent and manner in 

which FORA will contribute to MCWD’s costs to implement AWT Phase 1 under the 2016 

MRWPCA-MCWD Agreement.  Implementation of AWT Phase 2 is not covered by this 

Agreement. 
 

2. DEFINITIONS.  For the purposes of this Agreement, unless expressly provided 

otherwise in this Agreement, the terms used in this Agreement shall have the same meaning as the 

same terms are defined in the 2016 MRWPCA-MCWD Agreement.  As used in this Agreement, 

the term “Parties” or “Both Parties” shall mean MCWD and FORA and their respective Boards. 
 

3.  OBLIGATIONS  

 

3.01 FORA Financial Obligation 

(a) FORA shall provide a total of $6,000,000 towards the RUWAP Recycled 

Project. 

 

(b) Subject to the limit stated in subsection 3.01(a) above, FORA shall honor and 

pay invoices for services rendered by MCWD and/or its consultants and contractors in 

providing the services enumerated in section 3.02 and 3.03 below after the execution of this 

Agreement. 

 

(c) FORA shall have sole discretion as to the source of funds for use in satisfying 

its obligation under this Agreement.  

 

3.02 FORA Obligation for RUWAP Startup Costs 

(a) FORA shall provide to MCWD up to $500,000 (inclusive of the amount set 

forth in subsection 3.02(b) below) for start-up costs incurred after the execution of this 

Agreement, and make funds available in the FORA budget starting in the Fiscal Year 2016-

2017 and carrying over into subsequent years, should the work be delayed. 

 

(b) Upon execution of this Agreement, FORA will provide MCWD with 

$250,000 and will reimburse the remainder as invoiced. 

 

(c) Startup costs covered by this Agreement: 

i. Property, easements, and/or acquisition of rights of way. 

ii. Preparation of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or 

environmental impact report (EIR). 

iii. Scoping meeting(s). 

iv. Design, engineering, and support, including consultants, legal, and the 

costs of administrative and operational overhead, needed for MCWD to 

obtain project funding approval, process bids, award contracts, and/or 

issue a “Notice to Proceed” on the RUWAP Recycled Project. 
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3.03 FORA Obligation for RUWAP Implementation Costs 

 

(a) FORA shall provide to MCWD up to the amount set forth in subsection 

3.01(a) above, less any amounts provided pursuant to subsections 3.02(a) or (b) above), for the 

implementation of the RUWAP Recycled Project. 

 

(b) Implementation Costs include: 

i. Direct and indirect, short term and long term costs of the RUWAP 

Recycled Project incurred by MCWD, including consultants, legal, and 

the costs of administration and operational overhead. 

ii. Debt Service, Capital Financing, and Capital costs. 

iii. Legal costs with regard to litigation between FORA and/or its member 

agencies shall not be reimbursable expense within the meaning of this 

Agreement. 

 

3.04 Timing of FORA Reimbursements 

(a) FORA shall reimburse MCWD for implementation costs described in Section 

32.03 and incurred after the execution of this Agreement based on the progress and completion 

of RUWAP design and construction as follows: 

 

i. $1,000,000 in FY 16-17 (in addition to amounts paid pursuant to Section 

3.02). 

ii. $1,600,000 in FY 17-18. 

iii. $1,200,000 to $1,900,000 in FY 18-19.  FORA commits to $1,200,000 

in FY 18-19, the remainder is contingent upon real-estate market 

conditions and the receipt of revenues from land sales and the CFD, 

which are based upon the issuance of building permits within the 

developable lands of the former Fort Ord. 

iv. $1,000,000 in FY 19-20 is contingent upon real-estate market 

conditions and the receipt of revenues from land sales and the CFD, 

which are based upon the issuance of building permits within the 

developable lands of the former Fort Ord. 

 

(b) In setting and establishing FORA’s annual budget and capital improvements 

plan, FORA’s obligations outlined in subsection 3.04(a) above shall be junior only to FORA’s 

Habitat Conservation Plan fund obligation, which assigns 30.2% of monies received by FORA 

to a reserve. 

 

(c) Any remaining annual funds budgeted in each fiscal year for payments under 

this Agreement will be carried over into the following fiscal year(s), up until the work is 

complete, this Agreement is terminated, or FORA ceases to exist. 

 

(d) If RUWAP work proceeds faster than anticipated, MCWD may apply to 

FORA for accelerated reimbursement.  In order to so apply, MCWD shall provide at least three 

(3) months prior written notice with supporting documentation satisfactory to FORA 
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demonstrating the need to accelerate reimbursements.  Provided that FORA has surplus funds 

available and is satisfied that accelerated reimbursement is necessary to the successful 

completion of the project, FORA will advance up to $500,000 from funds allocated to a 

subsequent fiscal year. 

 

(e) FORA shall review RUWAP invoices submitted by MCWD and shall within 

fifteen (15) business days following receipt either approve such invoices or notify MCWD as 

to why such invoices are not approved.  FORA shall disburse RUWAP payment within fifteen 

(15) business days of approving the invoices.  FORA reserves the right to exclude disputed 

elements of any invoice from payment until any such dispute is resolved. 

 

(f) In the event of a dispute regarding the approval of invoices as described in 

subsection 3.04(e) above, the Contract Administrators (identified in Section 6.04 below) shall 

work to resolve the dispute within fifteen (15) business days.  If no resolution can be achieved 

it shall be resolved according the Dispute Resolution Process in the 1998 Agreement. 

 

3.05 FORA coordination with MCWD 

(a) FORA will work in coordination with MCWD to obtain binding 

commitments from the land use jurisdictions within the Ord Community (1) to take delivery 

of the 600 AFY of recycled water when the recycled water is available for delivery by MCWD 

and (2) to pay for MCWD’s actual cost of service for the recycled water, which cost will be 

based upon all applicable CEQA and design costs, capital costs, financing costs, an estimated 

renewal and replacement cost reserve, estimated annual operations and maintenance costs, and 

such other costs included in a cost of service study for recycled water. 

 

(b) The binding commitments may be achieved through the modification of 

existing implementation agreements with the land use jurisdictions or through other 

agreements including but not limited to recycled water supply agreement with customers.  

FORA and MCWD will make a good faith effort to obtain such commitment by November 

30, 2016. 

 

(c) FORA will support MCWD in obtaining or acquiring any remaining 

property, easements, or rights-of-way necessary for the implementation of the RUWAP 

Recycled Project by facilitating meetings, and assisting in negotiations. 

 

3.06 MCWD Obligations 

(a) In accordance with Section 3.05(a) MCWD will cooperate and coordinate 

with FORA to obtain binding commitments from the land use jurisdictions. 

 
(b) MCWD will apply FORA’s financial contributions only towards the types of 

costs listed in subsections 3.02(c) and 3.03(b). 

 
(c) MCWD shall provide FORA the right to inspect the RUWAP Recycled 
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Project facilities, while under construction, upon the giving of three (3) days advance notice to 

MCWD and the party administering the construction contract.  Such inspections may take place at 

any time during the day or night; however, nighttime inspections will not take place without at 

least one week's notice, except in case of emergency or by agreement.  FORA’s right to inspect is 

for the purpose of processing reimbursement requests in accordance with Sections 3.01, 3.03 and 

3.04 and for observation only and not for the purpose of supervision or direction of the work 

observed. 

 

(d) MCWD shall provide monthly status updates on the progress of the project 

to FORA staff which will include current and cumulative information on the project plans, 

milestones, objectives, and budget, and support RUWAP invoicing. 

 

(e) MCWD shall submit requests for RUWAP reimbursement(s) monthly to: 

 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority 

Attn: Accounting Services 

920 2nd Ave. Suite A 

Marina, CA 93933 

 

(f) Upon completion of the RUWAP Recycled Project, MCWD shall provide 

FORA a copy of a Notice of Completion filed with the County Recorder’s office for the project. 

(g)  

3.07 MCWD Obligations Pertaining to Recycled Water Rates 

(a) If MCWD negotiates a recycled water supply agreement with an individual 

public entity or with specific customers for use within the Ord Community, and which agreements 

specify a schedule of recycled water rates for multiple years, then the FORA Board shall have the 

right to approve any such agreement before the agreement takes effect but not thereafter. 

 

(b) If MCWD determines to generally provide recycled water to individual Ord 

Community customers, MCWD will provide to the FORA Board proposed recycled water rates 

for a five (5) successive year period based upon a cost of service study prepared by a qualified 

outside consultant.  Upon approval of the proposed rates by the FORA Board, MCWD shall initiate 

a Proposition 218 process for those approved rates. 

 

(c) Upon successful completion of the Proposition 218 process, FORA agrees 

that those rates shall be put into effect for the specified five-year period and will not be subject to 

annual review by FORA. 

 
(d) In reviewing any recycled water rates, FORA acknowledges its obligation to 

comply with Section 7.1.2 of the 1998 Agreement. 
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4. INDEMNIFICATION.  MCWD agrees to indemnify, defend and hold FORA harmless 

from and against any loss, cost, claim, or damages directly related to MCWD’s actions or 

inactions under this Agreement.  FORA agrees to indemnify, defend and hold MCWD harmless 

from and against any loss, cost, claim, or damage directly related to FORA’s actions or inactions 

under this Agreement. 

 

5. DISPUTE RESOLUTION.  All disputes arising under this Agreement shall be submitted to 

the Dispute Resolution Procedure in Section 10.1 of the 1998 Agreement. 

 

6. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

 

6.01 Governing Law.  This Agreement shall be governed by and interpreted by and in 

accordance with the laws of the State of California. 

 

6.02 Attorney’s fees.  If either Party commences an action against the other Party arising 

out of or in connection with this Agreement, the prevailing Party shall be entitled to have and 

recover from the losing Party reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs. 

 

6.03 Entire Agreement; Amendments.  This Agreement, along with any exhibits and 

attachments hereto, constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties concerning the specific 

subject matter hereof.  No amendment or modification shall be made to this Agreement, except 

in writing, approved by the respective Boards and duly signed by both Parties. 
 

6.04 Contract Administrators 

 

(a)   MCWD hereby designates its General Manager as its contract administrator for 

this Agreement.  All matters concerning this Agreement which are within the responsibility of 

MCWD shall be under the direction of or shall be submitted to the General Manager or such other 

MCWD employee in MCWD as the General Manager may appoint.  MCWD may, in its sole 

discretion, change its designation of the contract administrator and shall promptly give written 

notice to FORA of any such change. 

 

(b)   FORA hereby designates its Executive Officer as its contract administrator for 

this Agreement.  All matters concerning this Agreement which are within the responsibility of 

FORA shall be under the direction of or shall be submitted to the Executive Officer or such other 

FORA employee in FORA as the Executive Officer may appoint.  FORA may, in its sole 

discretion, change its designation of the contract administrator and shall promptly give written 

notice to MCWD of any such change. 
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6.05 Assignment.  Any assignment of this Agreement shall be void without the written 

consent of the non-assigning Party. 

 

6.06 Negotiated Agreement.  This Agreement has been arrived at through negotiation 

between the Parties.  Neither Party is to be deemed the Party which prepared this Agreement 

within the meaning of Civil Code Section 1654. 

 

6.07 Time is of Essence.  Time is of the essence of this Agreement. 

 

6.08 Headings.  The article and paragraph headings are for convenience only and shall 

not be used to limit or interpret the terms of this Agreement. 
 

6.09 Notices.  All notices and demands required under this Agreement shall be deemed 

given by one Party when delivered personally to the principal office of the other Party; when 

faxed to the other Party, to the fax number provided by the receiving Party; or five (5) days after 

the document is placed in the US mail, certified mail and return receipt requested, addressed to 

the other Party as follows: 

 

To FORA: 

Executive Officer 

FORA 

920 2nd Ave., Suite A 

Marina, CA 93933 

Fax: (831) 883-3675 

To MCWD: 

General Manager 

MCWD 

11 Reservation Road 

Marina, CA 93933 

Fax: (831) 883-5995 

 

 

6.10 Execution of Documents.  The Parties will execute all documents necessary to 

complete their performance under this Agreement. 

 

6.11 Waiver.  No waiver of any right or obligation of any of the Parties shall be effective 

unless in writing, specifying such waiver, executed by the Party against whom such waiver is 

sought to be enforced.  A waiver by any of the parties of any of its rights under this Agreement 

on any occasion shall not be a bar to the exercise of the same right on any subsequent occasion 

or of any other right at any time. 

 

6.12 Written Authorization.  For any action by any Party which requires written 

authorization from the other Party, the written authorization shall be signed by authorizing 

Party’s General Manager/Executive Director, or the written designee. 
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In witness whereof, the Parties execute this Agreement as follows: 

FORA  MCWD 

Dated:  
 

Dated: 
 

   

Board Chair, Board of Directors  President, Board of Directors 

 

Approved as to form: 

Dated:  
 

Dated: 
 

   

Counsel, FORA  Counsel, MCWD 

 

 



 

Placeholder for  
Item 8d 

 
Consistency Determination:  City of Marina Housing 

Element 2015-2023 (City-wide) 

 _______________________ 
 
 
 

This item will be included as soon as it becomes available.  
The Consistency Determination submittal for the Marina 

Housing Element is included as Attachment A. 

 





































































FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

BUSINESS ITEMS
Subject: University of California Monterey Bay Education Science and Technology 

Status Report 
Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 8e 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive a University of California Monterey Bay Education Science and Technology (UCMBEST) 
Status Report. 

BACKGROUND: 
In 1994 the University of California (UC) obtained approximately 1,000 acres of Fort Ord land, 
approximately 600 for habitat conservation and 400 acres to provide research and development 
opportunities associated with the UCMBEST Center, which was to be managed by the UC Santa 
Cruz (UCSC) campus. Despite high aspirations, market demand for the Center has failed to meet 
expectations. Over the course of the last fifteen years UC engaged in two unsuccessful attempts 
to partner with a master developer. The UCSC Campus has managed the property for more than 
20 years.   

UCSC Chancellor George Blumenthal announced in March 2010 that UC intended to shrink the 
footprint of the Center and consider alternative uses for peripheral lands. In response to a request 
from Congressman Sam Farr, a group of stakeholders was assembled to discuss and make 
recommendations regarding a future vision for UCMBEST Center lands. UCSC and the Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority (FORA) hosted a series of facilitated stakeholder meetings. Stakeholder 
recommendations from that effort are summarized in the 2011 UCMBEST Center Visioning 
Process Report (http://bit.ly/1SBPITt), and memorialized in a letter executed by stakeholders 
(Attachment A). Stakeholders agreed on the following intended outcomes: 

• UC’s presence continues to be valued. Stakeholders recommend that UC retain control
of the UCMBEST Center;

• The local institutions of higher education (and potentially others) should be invited to join
an advisory group to help guide the UCMBEST Center;

• UC to actively seek new UCMBEST Center tenants and work to streamline the approval
process;

• UC peripheral lands may be used in the near term for economic development
opportunities; and

• UC may be expected to retain and utilize reasonable revenues for development.

Next steps outlined in the 2011 Report include: 

1) Convene a special Working Group meeting to explore potential federal initiatives;
2) Convene a meeting between UCSC and CSUMB to explore Eighth Street parcel uses;
3) Invite local higher education institutions to collaborate in supporting UCSC development

of the UCMBEST Center and to establish a process for expanding the range of potential
research uses;

4) Seek funding for entitlements and additional water resources; and
5) Complete entitlements.

http://bit.ly/1SBPITt


While many of the recommendations above remain valid, continued stagnation at the UCMBEST 
project area has repeatedly raised Board and community concerns. Recently, following Board 
direction, the strengthening of Monterey County Economic Development staffing, and the hiring of 
a new FORA Economic Development Coordinator, efforts have renewed to catalyze reuse activity 
at UCMBEST. To this end a series of meetings were held in the fall of 2015 culminating with an 
Executive-level meeting at UCSC on December 22, 2015 (Attachment B).  

FORA staff and Board representatives met again with UC Santa Cruz representatives on 2/11/16, 
3/4/16, and 3/17/16 to define paths forward including drafting a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
on collaboration including establishment of a staff-level UCMBEST Working Group. Subsequently, 
UCSC presented at the March 11, 2016 FORA Board meeting to present the current UCMBEST 
project status and clarify their commitments to moving the project forward. Since then bi-weekly 
status update calls with UC Santa Cruz and Monterey County representatives have continued with 
MOA and new development interests as the main focus. 

DISCUSSION: 
UCSC Vice President for Research, Scott Brandt will provide a UCMEST status update including 
current and future efforts to catalyze activity at the MBEST Center. 

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

COORDINATION: 
UCSC and Administrative Committee 

Prepared by_______________________   Approved by____________________________ 
Josh Metz                   Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



Placeholder for 
Item 8e 

Attachment A 
UCMBEST Status Report 

___________________________________ 

This item will be included in the final Board packet. 



Placeholder for 
Item 8e 

Attachment B 
UCMBEST Status Report 

___________________________________ 

This item will be included in the final Board packet. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

CONSENT AGENDA
Subject: Economic Development Quarterly Status Update 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 8f 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
Receive Economic Development (ED) Progress Report. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
The 2012 Reassessment Report identified economic recovery from base closure as a yet –to-
be complete BRP obligation. Beginning in January 2015, the Board reviewed economic 
recovery strategies and acted to recruit and fund a new ED staff position. Following a successful 
recruitment process, Josh Metz was appointed as ED Coordinator in June 2015.   
FORA’s initial ED strategy, outlined during the ED Coordinator recruitment and again at the 
September 2015 Board meeting, includes the following key components: 

• Build on Regional Economic Strengths.
• Engage Internal & External Stakeholders.
• Develop and Maintain Information Resources.
• Pursue New Business Opportunities.
• Engage with Regional/Partner Efforts.
• Report Success Metrics.

The following key activities have been the focus of Economic Development efforts since the 
last Quarterly Status Update provided at the April 8, 2016: 

• Business Recruitment. FORA staff responded to numerous inquiries from businesses
interested in relocation and reuse of former Fort Ord real estate. Working with the Monterey
County Economic Development office, staff explored potential recruitment of: a new winery
incubator project, winery relocation and development, greenhouse R&D, medical foods R&D,
livestock conservation R&D, and tourism oriented businesses. Staff is working with relevant
jurisdiction staff and elected officials to advance these opportunities.

• Regional Urban Design Guidelines. The Board adopted FORA Regional Urban Design
Guidelines (RUDG) at the June 10 meeting. Mr. Metz fulfilled his role as RUDG project
manager including taking the lead on creation of an interactive implementation website
(http://www.DesignFortOrd.org). Completion of the RUDG will advance economic recovery
by providing clear guidelines for jurisdictions and developers crafting new legislative land-
use policies and development plans.

• UCMBEST. The vision for UCMBEST as a regional R&D tech innovation and regional
employment center has yet to be realized. Even after 21 years of UC ownership only a small
fraction of new venture and employment opportunities exist on the lands conveyed for that
purpose. FORA has a critical interest in seeing progress made on the UCMBEST vision. To
that end Mr. Houlemard and Mr. Metz have taken active roles in convening relevant
stakeholders to infuse the effort with new energy and craft a viable route forward. Advancing
existing planning efforts to conclusion and entitlement for future sale, lease or other transfer,
as well as exploring a wide range of future ownership/management structures are key areas

http://www.designfortord.org/


of staff/stakeholder focus.  Vice Chancellor Brandt provided a UCSC-UCMBEST Status 
Report at the March 11, 2016 meeting. Since then Mr. Metz has continued to represent 
FORA in bi-weekly status update calls with UC Santa Cruz and Monterey County 
representatives.  

• Start-up Challenge Monterey Bay. FORA continues to support the growth and
establishment of regional entrepreneurship through support of CSUMB and Start-up
Challenge Monterey Bay. This multi-day competitive pitch event cultivates entrepreneurship
skills and identifies promising start-up concepts. The 2016 Start-up Challenge grew 25%
from 2015 with 89 participants. FORA hosted 2 pitch workshops in partnership with CSUMB
faculty, which enabled approximately 50 participants to refine and practice pitch content. Mr.
Metz is now working with CSUMB colleagues on strategic initiatives to expand the impact of
the Startup Challenge through a shared workspace feasibility study, expansion of the Startup
Challenge program/schedule, and exploring other means of continuing to support the
regional innovation/entrepreneurship ecosystem.

• Community Engagement: FORA staff continue to work on increasing public knowledge
about reuse activities and opportunities. To this end each of our committee and Board
meetings are publically noticed via our growing 380+ person email list, posted to the
FORA.org website, shared on all FORA social media outlets, and posted at the FORA
offices. All FORA contracting and employment opportunities are also posted on the FORA
website and shared via social media outlets. While these efforts resulted in participation in
by members of the Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network (FOEJN), Seaside NAACP and
LULAC in a variety of activities including the 2015 Regional Urban Design Guidelines
(RUDG) charrette process, staff has also met on multiple occasions with the FOEJN to
identify opportunities for collaboration and resolving community concerns. These community
engagement and outreach efforts are core ongoing ED activities.

• Success Metrics/Information Analytics: Clear success metrics will provide the framework
to evaluate economic development progress. The 2015 FORA Jobs Survey indicates there
are a total of 3541 Full-time Equivalent (FTE) and 722 Part-time jobs on the former Fort Ord.
In addition, we estimate there are in excess of 10,000 students (7122 at CSUMB). As FORA
supported entrepreneurship efforts mature, grant funds are secured and information
resources are developed and deployed, additional ED metrics will become available.

• Remaining 2016 Conferences:
o Association of Defense Communities (ADC) 2016 Conference, June 20-22, Washington, DC
o Forbes Agtech Summit, July 13-14, Salinas, CA
o International Economic Development Council (IEDC) Conference, Sept 25-28 Cleveland, OH

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Controller _____ 
Funding for staff time and ED program activities is included in the approved FORA budget. 

COORDINATION: 
Administrative and Executive Committees 

Prepared by_______________________ Approved by____________________________ 
 Josh Metz                                    Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 

http://adcsummit16.defensecommunities.org/
http://www.forbesconferences.com/event/2016-forbes-agtech-summit/
http://www.iedconline.org/web-pages/conferences-events/iedc-conferences/


FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

BUSINESS ITEMS
Subject: Annual Report FY 2015-16 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 10a 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
Receive the Fiscal Year 2015-16 Fort Ord Reuse Authority Annual Report. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) staff provides annual project and activity updates to the 
FORA Board of Directors, local and regional jurisdictions, legislative offices, community 
members and local business leadership regarding reuse progress. The full-length annual 
report is accessible from the FORA website at the link provided below: 

http://fora.org/Reports/AR/AnnualReport2016-Full.pdf 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Controller _____ 
Printing costs and staff time for this item is included in the approved annual budget. 

COORDINATION: 
FORA Staff 

Prepared by_______________________    Approved by ____________________________ 
   Jen Simon                                   Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 

http://fora.org/Reports/AR/AnnualReport2016-Full.pdf


Placeholder for 
Item 10b 

Habitat Conservation Plan Update 

_______________________ 

This item will be included in the final Board packet. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 
 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 
Subject: Administrative Committee 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 10c 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive a report from the Administrative Committee. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
The Administrative Committee met on June 15 and June 29, 2016. The approved minutes 
will be included in the final Board packet. 
` 
FISCAL IMPACT:  
Reviewed by the FORA Controller_____ 
Staff time for the Administrative Committee is included in the approved annual budget. 

COORDINATION: 
Administrative Committee 

Prepared by________________________ Approved by__________________________ 
 Maria Buell              Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



Placeholder for 
Item 10d 

Post-Reassessment Advisory Committee 

_______________________ 

This item will be included in the final Board packet. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
Subject: Regional Urban Design Guidelines Task Force 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 10e 

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

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
The RUDG process began in spring 2014 and concluded with the June 10, 2016 unanimous 
Board vote to adopt the RUDG as presented. Over the course of the two-year policy 
development process, the Task Force met on 34 separate occasions and 
reviewed/commented on 25 document drafts. The work of the Task Force was invaluable in 
arriving at a policy suitable for Board adoption.  

The Task Force met for the last time on Wednesday June 2nd to review 6 formal comment 
submissions for members of the public in response to the 14-day Public Review Draft 
comment period. Following a detailed review and incorporation of comments as appropriate, 
members moved unanimously to recommend advancing the RUDG for Board consideration 
at the June 10th meeting. 

There are no more meeting of the RUDG Task Force scheduled. The Draft June 2, 2016 
minutes are attached (Attachment A).  

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

COORDINATION: 
Administrative Committee 

Prepared by_________________________  Approved by____________________________ 
 Josh Metz              Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
Subject: Veterans Issues Advisory Committee 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 10f 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive an update from the Veterans Issues Advisory Committee (VIAC). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
The VIAC met on June 23, 2016. The approved May 26, 2016 minutes are attached 
(Attachment A.) 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
Reviewed by FORA Controller _____ 

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

COORDINATION: 

VIAC 

Prepared by_______________________  Approved by____________________________ 
 Mary Israel                                                Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
VETERANS ISSUES ADVISORY COMMITTEE (VIAC) MEETING MINUTES 

3:00 P.M. Thursday, May 26, 2016 
(FORA Conference Room) 

1. CALL TO ORDER
Confirming quorum, acting Chair Edith Johnsen called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m.  Chair Jerry
Edelen was excused. The following were present:

Committee Members:
Mary Estrada, United Veterans Council (UVC)
Richard Garza, Central Coast Veterans Cemetery Foundation (CCVC Foundation)
Edith Johnsen, Veterans Families
Jack Stewart, Fort Ord Veterans Cemetary Citizens Advisory Committee
Sid Williams, Monterey County Military & Veterans Advisory Commission (VAC)
Preston Young, U.S. Army (POM/DLI)

FORA Staff:
Robert Norris
Jen Simon

Others in Attendance:
J. Fagan, CCVC Foundation
George Guinn, Forthm
Edwin Marticorena, Veterans Transition Center
Virgil Piper, Marina Planning Commission
Bob Schaffer, member of the public

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Sid Williams led the pledge of allegiance.

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE
Thank you card from Sue Putnam in the Agenda Packet.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
Virgil Piper asked how to purchase cemetery spots. Richard Garza said that individuals pre-qualify
and application by the individual or a family member is done by calling 647-7613.
Mr. Piper also asked what the status of the new VA clinic is, and how to set up co-pay. Mr. Garza
suggested calling the same number above, to ask the County.

5. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES
a. April 28, 2016

MOTION: Sid Williams moved, seconded by Mary Estrada, to approve the April 28, 2016
Veterans Issues Advisory Committee minutes.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.



6. BUSINESS ITEMS
a. California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery Status Report

i. Cemetery Administrator’s Status Report
Principal Analyst Robert Norris said the hiring process underway for a local cemetery
manager.  Ms. Johnsen noted that they have approximately six hundred and eighteen
candidates.

ii. Cemetery Advisory Committee (CAC) Working Meeting Agenda
Jack Stewart said there is a lack of clarity as to the role the CAC will play in the
cemetery opening.  Mr. Norris said that the CAC steering committee drafted a portion of
the application to begin the statement of need for Phase 2.

iii. Endowment Parcel MOU
Sid Williams said the May 12 County Board of Supervisors Fort Ord Committee meeting,
which he anticipated would discuss amending the MOU, was cancelled.

iv. Opening Ceremony
Mr. Norris confirmed the opening is still set for October.

v. Military and Veterans Affairs Pre-Enrollment Report
Ms. Johnsen reported that Dan Fahey (Interim Veterans Cemetery Manager) is doing a 
good job. 

b. Fundraising Status
i. CCVC Foundation Status Report

Mr. Garza said the Foundation is focused on fundraising for Phase 2. He responded to a 
question from the public about plaques. 

ii. Heroes Open Golf Tournament
Mr. Williams reported out from the planning meeting held onsite before this VIAC
meeting. He explained how the event information can be accessed on the web and
shared brochures. Mr. Williams stated that the letter for corporate sponsorship for the
Tournament has been finalized, and that they will require a local match.

c. VA/DoD Veterans Clinic Status Report
i. Historic Flag Pole Variance Update

Mr. Williams reported that the VA have yet to test structural integrity of the flagpole.

ii. Clinic Construction Schedule
Mr. Norris said the schedule is on track for mid-October for the ribbon cutting. 

d. Veterans Transition Center Housing Construction
Edwin Marticorena said VTC is seeking a conference call with FOR A and the Army to
negotiate water to support the project.  J. Fagan said the CEQA is under review at City of
Marina.

e. Historical Preservation Project
Jack Stewart and Mr. Guinn discussed their pursuit of a new location for the historical
preservation project.  Group suggestions included:  East Garrison, old FORA building.



f. California State Assembly Bill 2561
Mr. Norris said that AB 2561, a bill that declares monies can be specified for various 
purposes for the cemetery only, went through the Senate with a unanimous vote.   

7. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS
Ms. Johnsen said the Marina Foundation dinner to raise funds for VTC is on May 28th and
ticket information is on the website. Mr. Marticorena added that the cost of the dinner is $25 per
plate.
Ms. Johnsen also noted the selection of Mayor Edelen as the FORA representative to the
County’s Cemetery Advisory Committee. She asked for an additional business item for him to
report on those meetings at VIAC.

8. ADJOURNMENT
Acting Chair Johnsen adjourned the meeting at  3:47 p.m.

NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING:  3 p.m. June 23, 2016



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
Subject: Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 10g 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive an update from the Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee (WWOC). 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
The WWOC met on June 15, 2016. And approved May 2, 2016 minutes (Attachment A) held 
over from the previous meeting due to lack of quorum.  The committee members received staff 
informational reports from MCWD on the Quarterly Financials, Wastewater credits from the 2005 
FORA, ARMY, MCWD, MRWPCA Agreement, and the LAFCO Annexation Status. WWOC 
requested the water transfer at the Inter-tie be noted on future Quarterly reports. 

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

COORDINATION: 
WWOC, Marina Coast Water District 

Prepared by_______________________  Approved by____________________________ 
Peter Said                Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 
WATER/WASTEWATER OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE  

MEETING MINUTES 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A, Marina CA 93933 | FORA Conference Room 

9:30 a.m., Monday, May 2, 2016 

1. CALL TO ORDER
Confirming quorum, Chair Rick Riedl called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.  The
following were present:

Committee Members: 
Melanie Beretti, Monterey County 
Mike Lerch, California State University 

Monterey Bay (CSUMB) 
Steve Matarazzo, University of California 
Santa Cruz (UCSC) 
Rick Riedl, City of Seaside 
Steve Wittry, City of Monterey 

Other Attendees: 
Keith Van Der Maaten, Marina Coast Water 

District (MCWD) 
Kelly Cadiente, MCWD 
Mike Wegley, MCWD 

Patrick Breen, MCWD 
Bob Schaffer 
Andy Sterbenz, Schaaf and Wheeler 

FORA Staff: 
Michael Houlemard Jr. 
Steve Endsley 
Jonathan Brinkmann 
Peter Said 
Mary Israel 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Keith Van Der Maaten led the pledge of allegiance.

3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND CORRESPONDENCE
Steve Wittry introduced himself as the alternate for Elizabeth Caraker, who is on
vacation.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
None.

5. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES
a. April 13, 2016

MOTION:  Steve Matarazzo moved, seconded by Mike Lerch, to approve both the 
April 13, 2016 Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee (WWOC) minutes with one 
change to the wording of item 7a. 
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 



 
6. BUSINESS ITEMS 

a. Recommendation of Marina Coast Water District’s Proposed Ord Community Budget 
to the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board 
 
Committee members asked questions of MCWD staff in relation to specific budget line 
items and capital improvement projects.  MCWD staff responded to each question 
during the meeting. 
 
Steve Matarazzo requested the budget summary include a footnote that reads “The 
rate increases authorized by the Proposition 218 process are scheduled over a five 
year period from 2014-2019. The increases over this term are required for capital 
improvement projects and increased operating costs.  The CIP Projects yet to be 
completed are X (to be provided by MCWD staff) and the schedule is X (to be 
provided by MCWD staff).” 
 
Peter Said asked the committee if they were ready to make a recommendation to the 
FORA Board. 
 
MOTION:  Mike Lerch moved, accepting a friendly amendment to include Steve 
Matarazzo’s requested CIP footnote previously described with estimated costs and 
timetables, seconded by Melanie Beretti, to recommend the FORA Board of Directors 
approve the MCWD 2016-2017 Compensation Plans. 
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
     

7. ITEMS FROM MEMBERS 
None. 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Riedl adjourned the meeting at 10:27 a.m.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NEXT MEETING: May 18, 2016 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT
 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT
Subject: Travel Report 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 10h 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Receive a travel report from the Executive Officer. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
Per the FORA Travel Policy, the Executive Officer (EO) submits travel requests to the Executive 
Committee on FORA Board/staff travel. The Committee reviews and approves requests for EO, 
Authority Counsel and board members travel; the EO approves staff travel requests. Travel 
information is reported to the Board.  

COMPLETED TRAVEL (as of June 30, 2016) 

Association of Defense Communities-2016 National Summit (6/20-6/22) 
Destination:   Washington, DC 
Travel Dates: June 19-23, 2016 
Traveler/s:   Michael Houlemard and Board members Oglesby and Phillips 

UPCOMING TRAVEL 
International Economic Development Council Annual Conference (IEDC) (9/21 to 9/28/16) 
Destination: Cleveland, OH 
Date:  September 25-28, 2016 
Traveler:  Josh Metz 
IEDC is a non-profit, non-partisan membership organization serving economic developers. With 
more than 4,500 members, it is the largest organization of its kind. IEDC members are employed 
in a wide variety of settings including local, state, provincial and federal governments, public-
private partnerships, chambers of commerce, universities and a variety of other institutions.  
The 2016 Annual Conference takes place September 25-28th and it draws on the inspirational 
story of Cleveland through its rise as a powerhouse economy, its adaptation to new economic 
realities, and its rebirth through reinvestment in institutions, infrastructures, and relationships. 
The conference will showcase how economic developers are shaping communities that emerge 
as stronger, more resilient, and ready to rock. 

California Special Districts Association (CSCA) Board Clerk/Secretary Conference 
Destination: Seaside, CA 
Date:  November 14-16, 2016 
Traveler/s:  Maria Buell and 1 Staff member 
Ms. Buell will participate in the Advanced Certificate Holders training for Board Clerks Program 
and one more staff will begin the process of obtaining a Clerk certificate. The Program focuses 
heavily on advanced Public Records Act, Ralph M. Brown Act, and Roberts Rules of Order 
training. Previous year’s sessions have also included implementation of plain language 
guidelines, public outreach strategy, Fair Political Practices Commission compliance, and board 
member orientation procedures. This conference provides an excellent opportunity to coordinate 
with public agencies from across the state.  



 

 
 

 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Reviewed by FORA Controller _____  
Travel expenses are paid/reimbursed according to the FORA Travel policy. 
 
COORDINATION: 
Executive Committee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by_______________________ Approved by ____________________________ 
     Maria Buell     Michael A. Houlemard, Jr. 



FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 
 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S REPORT 
Subject: Public Correspondence to the Board 

Meeting Date: 
Agenda Number: 

July 8, 2016 INFORMATION 10i 

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

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

FORA Board of Directors 
920 2nd Avenue, Suite A 
Marina, CA 93933 

http://www.fora.org/board.html
mailto:board@fora.org
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