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YOU’RE INVITED!  
 
The Monterey/Santa Cruz Counties Building & Construction Trades Council will be 
having a Holiday Luncheon on Monday, December 11, 2017. The luncheon will be from 
11am until 1:30pm. It has become a tradition to invite Friends of the Building Trades to 
join us. We wish for you to consider stopping by and having lunch and conversation with 
us at this most joyous time of year.  
 


Building Trades Holiday Luncheon  
 
Monday, December 11th @ 11am  
 
10300 Merritt Street, Castroville  


 
RSVP with Ron Chesshire (831) 869-3073 by Friday, December 8th.  
 
Thank you, Merry Christmas and Happy Holidays to all.    
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Overview 
 “The vision for the future of the former Fort Ord is that a community will grow up on the former Base, 
having a special character and identity. This community, at the same time, will fit with the character of 
the Peninsula, complementary with the scale and density of the existing communities from Marina to 
Carmel. It will demonstrate a respect for the special natural environment of the Peninsula and the scenic 
qualities of the Bay, coastal dune areas, and upland reaches. It will also be complementary to the rich 
tradition and reality of agriculture in the Salinas Valley, which forms such an important part of the 
regional character and economy, while enhancing the experience of visitors to the Peninsula. Most 
importantly, the community will be a special place for living and working. It will provide a diversity of 
experience and opportunity, with a development approach that is sustainable and appropriate.” – Base 
Reuse Plan, p. 56 


The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) adopted a state and federally required Base Reuse Plan (BRP) in 
1997. Under state law, FORA oversees planning, financing, and implementing reuse and recovery 
programs described in the 1997 BRP. These Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG) are required BRP 
policy refinements intended to facilitate community reuse goals. The guidelines were developed under a 
broadly-inclusive public planning process that incorporated significant local resident, property owner 
and stakeholder input. FORA jurisdictions must consider these guidelines when submitting proposed 
land use plans, zoning codes, entitlements and other implementing actions. FORA must then determine 
the consistency of such plans, zoning, and actions with the guidelines (and other BRP requirements), the 
process for which is set forth in the FORA Act and Article 8.01 of the Master Resolution. The RUDG are 
not zoning plans or zoning ordinances; such are the purview of the local jurisdictions. These guidelines 
are built from the BRP, draw on existing policy, and incorporate national urban design best practices. 


Design Principles 
The following 6 BRP Design Principles are included to guide former Fort Ord reuse: 


Design Principle 1: Create a unique identity for the community around the educational institutions. 


“The centerpiece of the community at the former Fort Ord will be the education centers that have been 
integrated into the reuse of the former Fort Ord. Three major post-secondary institutions are 
participating in the reuse of the base. The CSUMB campus, the UC MBEST Center, and the Monterey 
Peninsula College District will all become significant catalysts to the economic development of the 
region. In addition, land and/or facilities have been subject to public benefit conveyance for Golden 
Gate University and the Monterey Institute for Research in Astronomy and the Monterey Peninsula 
Unified School District (MPUSD). The CSUMB campus, currently planned to ultimately accommodate 
25,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) students, will occupy a central site, and will support retail and 
recreation facilities, housing units, and a variety of services and businesses. In addition, the special 
facilities found on a major university campus such as art galleries, performance and lecture halls, 
libraries, athletic facilities, and bookstores will greatly enhance the surrounding community and provide 
opportunities for access by all age groups. The other educational institutions will offer diverse 
educational opportunities. The UC MBEST Center will become a unique employment center, 
complementary to other research institutions in the region and capitalizing on the unique physical and 
intellectual attributes of the area.” (BRP p.56-57). 
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Design Principle 2: Reinforce the natural landscape setting consistent with Peninsula character. 


“The former Fort Ord is part of the gentle crescent that frames Monterey Bay, situated between the 
great Salinas River Valley and the dramatic coastal range that juts into the Pacific to form the Peninsula. 
The historic “cantonment” area within Fort Ord is bounded by State Highway 1, sand dunes and ocean 
beyond to the west and by the native landscapes of the upper elevations to the east. The entire 
Peninsula, as a whole, is characterized by a highly memorable landscape character. The former Fort Ord 
is a critical centerpiece of this landscape and serves as the entry and introduction to the Peninsula for 
the visitor arriving from the Salinas Valley to the east or from Santa Clara State Highway 1 to the north.” 


“The natural landscape setting at the former Fort Ord is not only an important visual resource within the 
region. It is also a key natural resource with significant biological value. As part of the base reuse, 15,000 
acres of the site will be managed as open space for habitat resource protection and for limited 
recreational use. These environmental resources will add significantly to the supply of protected 
regional open space within the County of Monterey and will provide linkages to other regional open 
space assets. Approximately 1,000 acres of the coastal area will be conveyed to the State of California 
Department of Recreation to create the Fort Ord Dunes State Park.” (BRP p.57-58). 


Design Principle 3: Establish a mixed-use development pattern with villages as focal points. 


“Consistent with the character of a college town with a vibrant, around-the-clock level of activity and 
vitality, the former Fort Ord is planned to consist of a series of villages with mixed-use centers. Some will 
be built around existing and new residential neighborhoods, while other village themes will include: the 
Marina Town Center with employment, retail and housing; CSUMB with its educational focus and 
housing; and the East Garrison with a potential mix of employment, housing and recreation. The village 
pattern will sustain a transit and pedestrian friendly development pattern. The core of each village will 
consist of services and amenities for districts and neighborhood, from retail and service establishments 
to transit stops and parks. Higher development densities and a mix of uses (e.g. office and housing over 
retail) will enhance the vitality of the village centers. The villages will be linked by transit routes and by 
open space corridors suited for cycling and walking. The villages will be designed to be compact and 
walkable, each developed with its own identity and character.” (BRP p.58-59). 


Design Principle 4: Establish diverse neighborhoods as the building blocks of the community. 


“The special character of the communities in the Peninsula is due, at least in part, to the diversity of 
their residential neighborhoods. They are typically small scaled, with one and two story buildings. Open 
space is plentiful, giving the overall impression of a green and lush landscape. In some neighborhoods, 
historic styles and buildings predominate, including adobes characteristic of the pre-statehood era. A 
regional vernacular, the Monterey style which evolved during the colonial period, is joined by an array of 
other architectural styles: Victorian, California bungalow, “Mediterranean”, post WWII tract, and more 
recent modern and post-modern styles.” 


“Several of the existing residential communities on the former base – including portions of Patton, 
Abrams, Schoonover, and Frederick housing areas – will be retained and renovated for a variety of 
housing unit types where feasible. In addition, new residential neighborhoods will be added, ranging 
from high density units in the Town Center and village centers, to large lot single family areas. In all 
cases, particular attention will be paid to ensuring that the residential neighborhoods retain or establish 
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special identities and characters, and that they have available a full range of amenities – schools, parks, 
transit, and shopping – within a convenient and walkable distance.” (BRP, p. 59-60). 


Design Principle 5: Encourage sustainable practices and environmental conservation. 


“Sustainable development means economic growth that we can live with and that future generations 
can live with too. It means growth that improves human welfare but does not squander the resources of 
the planet nor undermine the biological systems on which life depends.”-World Resources Institute 


“The reuse of the former Fort Ord as a mixed-use community within the larger Peninsula provides the 
opportunity to demonstrate a wide range of design and planning practices that are consistent with 
accepted notions of sustainability and environmental conservation. A majority of the area of the former 
Fort Ord will be set aside for habitat management with limited recreation opportunities included. The 
remaining portions of the former base will be developed into a balanced community which provides 
housing and employment opportunities, reducing the need for long distance commuting throughout the 
region. Major destinations such as employment centers, the university, and regional shopping will be 
located along transit rights-of-way to ensure the availability of modes of transit besides the automobile. 
Specific areas of the community will also be designed to include a mix of uses such as housing, shopping 
and office, and to be pedestrian friendly. In addition, individual sites and buildings should be designed to 
minimize energy consumption and to take advantage of local climatic conditions to enhance comfort.” 
(BRP p.60-61). 


Design Principle 6: Adopt Regional Urban Design Guidelines. 


“The visual character of the Monterey Peninsula 
plays a major role in supporting the area’s 
attractiveness as a destination for many visitors 
every year. The location of the Fort Ord property 
is such that it functions much like a gateway to 
Peninsula attractions such as the beach and 
dunes area which will be a state park; the 
communities of Monterey, Pacific Grove, Carmel; 
and the Carmel Valley, Big Sur and points south. 
Maintaining the visual quality of this gateway to 
the Peninsula and where necessary enhancing it 
is of regional importance to ensure the economic 
vitality of the entire Peninsula.”    
            Figure 1. BRP Regional Urban Design Guideline Locations 


“Regional urban design guidelines will be prepared and adopted by FORA as a separate implementation 
action to govern the visual quality of the following areas of regional importance. The guidelines will 
address the State Highway 1 Scenic Corridor, the freeway entrances to the former Fort Ord are from 
State Highway 1 (12th Street and the Main Gate areas) and from the east, areas bordering the public 
accessible habitat-conservation areas, major through roadways such as Reservation Road and Blanco 
Road, as well as other areas to be determined. The urban design guidelines will establish standards for 
road design, setbacks, building height, landscaping, signage, and other matters of visual importance.” 
(BRP p.61). 
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Economic Factors 
By establishing a cohesive community character and improving multi-modal connectivity, these RUDG 
have the potential to spur local and regional economic development. Town and village centers featuring 
a mix of uses and an integrated network of pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly streets will help create a 
unified identity for the former Fort Ord. Well-designed corridors and trails will enhance connectivity 
between the centers as well as to important destinations such as CSUMB and the national monument. 
Transit investments will further enhance connections to the broader region. Experience from other 
communities around the country shows that, taken together, these design features and other 
improvements envisioned in the Base Reuse Plan can deliver significant economic benefits. These 
benefits may include: 


Improved retention and attraction of key demographic groups, including the Millennial and Baby 
Boomer generations. 


Providing compact, amenity-rich village centers with access to outdoor recreation could help retain 
younger workers in the region, while also attracting increased demand for post-retirement housing from 
the older generation. Overall, 62 percent of Americans planning to move in the next five years would 
prefer to settle in mixed-use communities, according to a national survey conducted in 2013. A national 
survey conducted in 2012 found that 56 percent of respondents aged 21 to 34 (Millennials in their prime 
household formation years) “would prefer to live someday in a walkable community, whether an urban, 
suburban or small town location.” Forty-six percent of those aged 50 to 65 (Baby Boomers approaching 
retirement) expressed this same preference. Seniors and near-retirees also are increasingly interested in 
moving to communities with access to recreational open space, according to a 2006 study. 


Increased property values. 


Well-designed streets and walkable neighborhoods that provide access to a range of amenities have 
been shown to result in higher property values. For example, a 2006 Philadelphia study found that home 
prices increased by nine percent when located near a new tree planting, while a 2003 study in 
Cleveland, Ohio, estimated a seven percent increase in commercial office rents associated with quality 
landscaping. A 2010 national study showed that commercial properties with high Walk Scores were 
valued an average of 54 percent higher than those with low Walk Scores. A 2007 study of Portland, 
Oregon, found that homes located within walking distance of neighborhood amenities such as specialty 
grocery stores and wine bars experienced property value premiums as high as 20 percent. 


Improved leveraging of public open space for economic growth. 


Improved access to national monuments and public open space positions regions for growth. In a 2011 
report that studied communities adjacent to national monuments in the western United States, two-
thirds experienced growth in four economic indicators – population, employment, personal income, and 
per-capita income – equal to or stronger than comparable communities without monuments. Numerous 
studies have also recognized a positive relationship between property values and proximity to parks, 
greenbelts, and open space. A 2009 study, for example, estimated an average 20 percent premium on 
the value of property adjacent to recreational spaces such as nature preserves in Mecklenburg County, 
North Carolina. Studies of home values near parks showed a similar relationship in Minneapolis – St. 
Paul and Dallas-Fort Worth, Texas. 
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Growth in tourism, particularly from bicyclists and other outdoors enthusiasts. 


Providing bicycle trails and other infrastructure can attract more local spending. A 2012 study of bicycle-
related travel in Oregon found that the average travel party (a group of cyclists traveling together) 
spends $116 in a typical day trip and $744 for an overnight trip. Investments in bicycle access and 
infrastructure in the Pikes Peak region of Colorado resulted in $1.80 to $2.70 in local spending for every 
$1 spent, according to research published in 2015. A 2011 study in central Florida estimated that a 
network of bike trails injected $42.6 million into the local economy and supported 516 jobs in one year. 


Employment growth and enhanced property values that result from transit investment. 


According to a 2009 study, every $1 billion in spending on transit operations and capital supports 
approximately 36,000 jobs per year. A 2010 review of data on the job creation impacts of the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) found that investing in public transportation produced twice as 
many jobs per dollar as investing in highways. Transit investment also has the potential to lift property 
values in its vicinity, depending on context, the type of transit, and economic factors. Recent studies of 
Pittsburgh and Boston’s BRT systems found significant increases in property values associated with 
those cities’ respective systems. A single-family home located 100 feet away from a Pittsburgh East 
Busway station is worth approximately $9,745 more than a property located 1,000 feet away, while a 
condo located 100 feet away from a Boston Silver Line station is worth $45 per square foot more than a 
condo located 1,000 feet away. 


Long-term economic success means focusing on quality-of-life, character, and connectivity. In this way 
the Design Guidelines are a powerful tool for local and regional economic development. In examining 
how these factors apply to the Monterey Bay community – the RUDG Market and Economic Report 
found similar characteristics and potential. For in-depth local impact analysis please see the full report 
(Appendix 4). 
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Policy Application 
These Regional Urban Design Guidelines, together with the Highway 1 Design Corridor Guidelines (2005) 
(collectively referred to as RUDG) , apply to Town & Village Centers, Gateways, Regional Circulation 
Corridors, Trails, and the Highway 1 Design Corridor on the former Fort Ord. They provide Base Reuse 
Plan (BRP) policy refinement to ensure that matters of visual importance are cohesive, attractive, 
functional and sustainable. The guidelines may be used to meet FORA’s land use jurisdictions’ individual 
community development objectives and become integrated into local legislative land use documents. 


“The urban design guidelines will establish standards for road design, setbacks, building height, 
landscaping, signage, and other matters of visual importance.” (BRP p. 61). 


Since 1994, the US Army and FORA have transferred ownership to multiple jurisdictions: Municipal, 
County, State, Federal and Educational. The FORA Board has the responsibility to review and certify the 
underlying jurisdiction’s legislative land use documents (i.e. General Plans, Specific Plans, and Zoning 
Codes) and project specific entitlements for BRP consistency. 


Once adopted by the FORA Board, these design guidelines will be utilized for land use actions within the 
former Fort Ord area as follows: 


1. Where a local agency has existing legislative land use documents determined consistent with 
the BRP by the FORA Board, the local agency may use the RUDG to inform matters of visual 
importance. 


2. Where a local agency submits a new or an amendment to an existing legislative land use 
document for a BRP consistency determination, FORA shall use the RUDG in determining 
consistency. 


3. Where a local agency submits a project level/development entitlement for a BRP consistency 
determination, the project is subject to the local agency’s legislative land use documents in 
effect at the time the project was approved by the local agency. 


4. These guidelines apply to State and Federal agencies whenever the underlying user is a private 
for- or non-profit company under a lease or partnership arrangement that establishes private 
use of State or Federal land. 


5. These guidelines apply to Town & Village Centers, Gateways, Regional Circulation Corridors, and 
Trails within the former Fort Ord. Board adopted Highway 1 Design Corridor Guidelines 
(2005) remain applicable as adopted. 


6. In cases where these guidelines may conflict with or omit BRP requirements the BRP governs. 


 


  







  6/10/2016 


Page 9 of 86 
 


How to Use the Guidelines 
Visit DesignFortOrd.org for interactive planning support tool including dynamic, searchable maps and 
links to relevant jurisdictions and documents. 


Step 1: Locate 


Locate a site, project, or area of interest in the Locations section (pages 79-85). The Locations 
section includes maps of Town & Village Centers, Gateways, Regional Circulation Corridors, Trails, 
and the Highway 1 Design Corridor, and their attendant lists of BRP designated Locations, local 
jurisdiction Opportunity sites, and Relevant Guidelines.  


BRP designated Town & Village Centers, Gateways, Regional Circulation Corridors, Trails, and the 
Highway 1 Design Corridor are Locations where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency. 
Opportunity sites were identified during the public process and are Locations where the RUDG are 
encouraged – but not required for BRP consistency.  


Step 2: Evaluate 


Each Guideline includes Objectives, Measures, and Design References. Objectives describe the 
general BRP design direction and are implemented through the Measures. Measures help 
implement Objectives. Design References are examples and resources to help with planning.  


• If a site, project or area of interest is within a Town & Village Center, Gateway, Regional 
Circulation Corridor, Trail area, and/or the Highway 1 Design Corridor, use the Relevant 
Guidelines lists to inform project planning.  


• If a site, project or area of interest is within multiple planning Locations, utilize the Relevant 
Guidelines list for each planning Location. For example, if your project is located within a 
Town & Village Center, along the Highway 1 Design Corridor, use both sets of Relevant 
Guidelines.  


Step 3: Consistency  


There may be multiple ways to implement the Objectives and Measures, the jurisdiction where your 
project is located will be primarily responsible for ensuring RUDG compliance subject to FORA 
review and approval. Use the Compliance Checklist (Appendix 1) as a tool to evaluate plan RUDG 
compliance. The jurisdiction where your project is located will prepare the formal checklist that is 
submitted to FORA for consistency evaluation.  
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Definitions  
Angled parking.  A system of parking on the side of the street where the car is about 45 degrees from 
parallel with the edge of the street. 


Arterial. A high-capacity urban road designed to deliver traffic from collector roads to freeways or 
expressways, and between urban centers at a high level of service. 


Base Reuse Plan (BRP). Published in 1997 as directed by the California State Legislature, the BRP is the 
guiding Master Plan for former Fort Ord reuse and recovery. It defines reuse goals and processes for the 
conveyance of land from the US Army (Federal) thru the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), to the local 
jurisdictions and educational institutions. Each jurisdiction legislative land use decision must be 
consistent with the BRP within the former Fort Ord area. 


Bend (road). A curved or angular rather than straight or flat segment of a vehicular road. 


Blocks (City). The sub-area within a community surrounded by streets that form the basic unit of a city's 
urban fabric/street pattern and set space/parameters for buildings. 


(Building) Orientation. Building orientation refers to the way a building is situated on a site and 
addresses physical features and use patterns. It involves the positioning of windows, doors, rooflines, 
and other features, as well as consideration of the transition between the public and private 
realms. Generally, buildings have fronts, sides, and backs. Building fronts often display a building’s 
principal façade. The rear and sides of buildings often incorporate a building’s service functions and 
typically have fewer doors and windows. 


Centers. Centers are the main points of interest in settlements and act as gathering spaces for residents 
and visitors. They are places where the public feels welcome and encouraged to congregate and include 
a variety of uses such as commercial, retail, and residential. 


Civic Building. A building specifically for public use. 


Civic Space. An outdoor area dedicated to public activities. Civic spaces may be parks, plazas, 
playgrounds, or civic building sites. 


Community Character. The positive man-made and natural features that make a place distinctive and 
contribute to its quality of life. 


Complete Streets. Complete Streets are designed and operated to enable safe access for all users, 
including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and transit riders of all ages and abilities. Complete Streets 
make it easy to cross the street, walk to shops, and bicycle to work. 


Connectivity. Connectivity (or permeability) refers to the directness of links and the density 
of connections in a transport network. A highly permeable network has many short links, numerous 
intersections, and minimal dead-ends. As connectivity increases, travel distances decrease and route 
options increase, allowing more direct travel between destinations, creating a more accessible and 
resilient transportation system. 


Context. Physical (such as roads, buildings, infrastructure, topography) and non-physical (political, 
cultural, economic) elements or conditions that set a framework/conditions for design. 


Corridor. A (generally linear) tract of land in which at least one main line for some mode of transport has 
been built. Thoroughfares that enable mobility between areas may also be called corridors. Successful 
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corridors will include a variety of transportation methods catering to motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists 
and transit users. 


Dead End/Cul de Sac/Stub Road. A local street with only one inlet/outlet. Cul de Sacs typically are 
designed to have sufficient turning radius at the dead end for vehicles to exit without stopping/ 
reversing. 


Dedicated transit lane. Dedicated median bus/transit lanes are usually located on major routes and may 
be along the centerline of a multi-lane roadway or at the roadside. 


Design Guidelines. A set of standards for road design, setbacks, building height, landscaping, signage, 
and other matters of visual importance. 


Feasible. Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. 


Frontage. The area between a building façade and a vehicular lane of a thoroughfare or pavement of a 
pedestrian passage. 


Gateways. Create a sense of arrival, aid navigation and make lasting impressions on visitors. Gateway 
components include signs, roundabouts, landmarks, archways, signature parks, signature streets, and 
other notable features. Gateways should be located around points of significance such as entry/exit 
points of Regional Circulation Corridors, public land access points, or transitions between Town & Village 
Centers. 


General Plan. A statement of policies, including text and diagrams setting forth objectives, principles, 
standards, and plan proposals, for the future physical development of the city or county. 


Green. A Green is available for unstructured recreation and active uses. Greens are spatially defined by 
landscaping rather than building frontages. 


Greenway. A linear park, corridor, pathway or trail that is created or set aside to provide non-vehicular 
transit, recreational, and other uses and may be aligned independently or with/along vehicular 
roadways. 


Intersection.  A place/location where events, things, or facilities intersect, especially a place where two 
or more roads/streets cross. 


Land Use. The manner in which a parcel of land is used or occupied. 


Legislative Land Use Decision. General plans, general plan amendments, specific plans, specific plan 
amendments, zoning ordinances, zone district maps or amendments to zone district maps, and zoning 
changes. 


Lot Frontage.  The property line adjacent to the frontage street. 


Massing. The general shape/sizing of a building/facility. 


Measures. Measures help implement the Objectives and form the quantitative basis for jurisdiction and 
FORA staff Base Reuse Plan consistency evaluations. 


Mixed-Use Development. Development that includes a mixture of complimentary land uses. The most 
common mix of land uses including housing, retail, office, commercial services, and civic uses. 
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Multi-family. Typically multiple separate residential units contained within a single building or buildings 
within a complex, such as an apartment building. 


Objectives. Objectives describe the general design direction derived from the Base Reuse Plan. 
Objectives are implemented through the Measures (and/or other means) and are used, along with the 
Measures, by the FORA Board for consistency determinations. 


Off-road. Non-paved roadways or trails. 


Opportunity Locations (Opportunities): Town & Village Centers, Gateways, Regional Circulation 
Corridors, and Trails where the RUDG are encouraged – but not required. 


Parallel parking. Parking along the street line. 


Park. An open space available for unstructured or structured recreation. Its landscape may consist of 
paths, trails, meadows, water bodies, woodland, ball fields, and open shelters.  


Parkway. A regional facility/road intended to carry traffic from point to point with little interruption in 
the way of driveways and intersections 


Playground. A Playground is an open space designed and equipped for the active recreation of children. 
Playgrounds come in all shapes and sizes. Playgrounds are typically fenced and may include an open 
shelter. Playground equipment should be shaded.  


Plaza. A Plaza is available for civic purposes, active uses, and commercial activities. An urban center’s 
large plaza serves to physically define the civic center. A plaza is spatially defined by building frontages. 
Trees are optional. Plazas tend to be hardscaped with brick, stone or even concrete.  


Public Spaces. Public parks, plazas, and green streetscapes serve as the “living rooms” for community 
life. They are places where the public can gather, meet and interact. They provide light, air, landscaping, 
and an experience of nature. Open space may also contribute to higher real estate value for the 
surrounding uses while sustaining environmental character. New public buildings are ideally given 
honorific locations facing public open space wherever possible. The space becomes a destination and 
invites people to engage with the space and one another. 


Reassessment Report. Published in 2012, the Reassessment Report is a legislatively required BRP 
progress report. Required BRP policies and programs were reviewed and yet-to-be completed items 
were identified including completion of these RUDG. 


Right-of-way (ROW). The legal right, established by usage or grant, to pass along a specific route 
through grounds or property belonging to another. 


Sample(s). Non-binding illustration(s) serving to explain design concepts. 


Setback. The area of a lot measured from the lot line to a building facade or elevation. This area often 
must be maintained clear of permanent structures with the exception of appurtenances which typically 
are permitted to encroach within the setback. 


Specific Plans. A plan addressing land use distribution, open space availability, infrastructure, and 
infrastructure financing for a portion of a community. Specific Plans put provisions of local general plans 
into action. 
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Square. A Square is available for unstructured recreation, active uses, and civic purposes. A square is 
spatially defined by building frontages. A square does not have to be square shaped; they come in all 
kinds of shapes. Whenever possible, locate squares at gateways and the intersection of important 
thoroughfares. 


Streetscape. The space between the buildings on either side of a street that defines its character. The 
elements of a streetscape include: building frontage/façade, landscaping (trees, yards, bushes, 
plantings, etc.), sidewalks, street paving, street furniture, benches, kiosks, trash receptacles, fountains, 
etc.), signs, awnings, and street lighting. 


Stub (Road). A road which terminates at a subdivision boundary line but may be extended at a later date 
to provide access to abutting land. 


Sustainable Development. Development with the goal of preserving environmental quality, natural 
resources and livability for present and future generations. Sustainable initiatives work to ensure 
efficient use of resources 


Trail. A passage way or designated route for pedestrian, bicycle, equestrian, and/or other non-vehicular 
use. The term includes paved, unpaved, urban, and rural routes.  


Trailhead. The location/point at which a trail begins, especially where such facilities are accessed for 
hiking, biking, horseback riding, or off-road vehicles. 


(Major) Trails. Major trails have a regional function, connecting foot and non-motorized traffic to 
destinations outside of the former Fort Ord, or completing critical higher volume linkages within the 
former Fort Ord. In most cases these are located within the rights-of-way planned for major 
transportation arterials. 


(Minor) Trails. Minor trails distribute and collect non-vehicular traffic to and from neighborhoods along 
lower-volume routes. 


(Building) Type. Type refers to the shape and organization of buildings. Certain configurations lend 
themselves naturally to certain uses, but over time tend to accommodate a range of uses. 


Viewshed. The natural environment (land, vegetation, water, or other environmental elements) that are 
visible by the human eye from one or more viewing points or a specific place. 


Wayfinding. A physical network or palette of information systems to guide citizens through and 
between a physical environment while enhancing understanding and enjoyment. 


Zoning. Local codes regulating the use and development of property. The zoning ordinance divides the 
city or county into land use districts or “zones”, represented on zoning maps, and specifies the allowable 
uses within each of those zones. It establishes development standards for each zone, such as minimum 
lot size, maximum height of structures, building setbacks, and yard size. 
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Overview 
These Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG) are required 1997 Base Reuse Plan (BRP) policy 
refinements intended to facilitate community development goals. The guidelines were developed under 
a broadly-inclusive public planning process with input from residents, developers, property owners, 
jurisdictions and other stakeholders. The RUDG draw from existing local policy and incorporate national 
urban design best practices. Merging this community input and design practice increases certainty and 
expedites public and private development. 


The urban design guidelines will establish standards for road design, setbacks, building height, 
landscaping, signage, and other matters of visual importance. 


-Base Reuse Plan, p. 61 


Roads and Mobility  


Complete Streets 
Streets are - first and foremost - public spaces. Until recently, streets were designed primarily around 
the automobile, creating thoroughfares that discourage other modes of transportation such as 
pedestrians and cyclists. The public is now seeking increased mobility options, as the national trend and 
California legislation (AB 1358) moves in the direction of complete streets that meet multiple types of 
commuter needs. 


Connectivity 
A complete and connected street network enables a cohesive sense of community, rather than 
disjointed development pods. Complete street networks can include a variety of thoroughfare types, 
from large-scale transit corridors to narrow, low-traffic neighborhood streets. A well-connected road 
system disperses traffic and enables or improves mobility. 


Trails 
The BRP envisioned an interconnected trail network linking former Fort Ord existing and new 
communities and universities. A well planned, context-sensitive network applying consistent features 
enhances function and visual appeal. 


Transit Facilities 
Well designed transit facilities improve rider experience and enhance economic vitality. Transit hubs 
function as orientation, meeting and gathering spaces, and provide access to news stands, cafes, 
convenience stores, public restrooms, shelter, bicycle storage, and enhance neighborhood identity. 


Highway 1 Design Corridor 
The Highway 1 Design Corridor Guidelines were adopted by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) 
Board on March 29, 2005. Their completion was the first step towards meeting the 1997 Base Reuse 
Plan (“Base Reuse Plan”) requirement for a comprehensive set of regional urban design guidelines. 
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Buildings 


Orientation 
When building fronts face streets visitors feel welcomed. When sides or backs of buildings face streets 
visitors feel ignored. When pedestrians are faced by building fronts they experience interesting views 
into windows. When pedestrians are confronted with blank walls their walk is less interesting and less 
commercially inviting. Eyes-on-the-street, the continual surveillance provided by storefronts and 
windows, also create safer environments. 


Types, Setbacks, & Height 
Building type, setback and height variety creates places with aesthetic and functional diversity. Buildings 
can be designed to serve a mix of uses such as residential, commercial, multi-use, or live-work. Purely 
residential places with a variety of building types serve a variety of people. Buildings may also be 
designed to be re-utilized and evolve over time. 


Landscaping 


Landscape Palettes 
As the historic Fort Ord is developed over time, major vegetation and landscaping should be introduced 
or enhanced in development areas to create or strengthen an inviting and pedestrian scale 
environment, and to integrate the site as a whole into the larger Monterey Bay Region environment. 
Landscape guidelines provide resources for jurisdictions, developers and the communities to achieve 
BRP landscaping goals. 


Lighting 
Provide appropriate illumination to meet community needs for orientation and safety to compliment 
architectural aesthetics and the surrounding coastal environment. Lighting guidelines provide resources 
for jurisdictions, developers and the communities to achieve BRP landscaping goals. 


Signage 


Gateways 
Well-designed gateways provide visual evidence one has arrived at the former Fort Ord, and mark the 
transition between communities and points of interest. Regional guidelines and jurisdiction design 
preferences will inform gateway design aesthetic. 


Wayfinding 
Wayfinding orients commuters and visitors as they traverse the historic Fort Ord by car, bike or on foot. 
Consistently themed clear and ample signage provides residents, commuters, and visitors a more 
pleasant and productive experience. 


  







  6/10/2016 


Page 18 of 86 
 


Other Matters of Visual Importance 


Public Spaces 
Well-proportioned public spaces are inviting to people, encourage healthy lifestyles, community 
gatherings, commerce and a sense of safety. The BRP envisioned an interconnected set of well-
proportioned public open spaces connecting natural resource amenities and the emerging new urban 
spaces. 


Centers 
Centers are typically located on major intersections or around public spaces and provide the best 
opportunity for a mix of uses or housing types. Commercial centers provide goods and services. 
Residential centers provide open space. Centers of all kinds provide destinations for people gathering. 
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Complete Streets 
Objectives 


• Encourage scale and pattern of development which is appropriate to a village environment and 
friendly to pedestrians and cyclists (BRP p.65). 


• Minimize street scale to facilitate pedestrian movement while providing adequate circulation 
and parking opportunities (BRP p.66). 


• Promote a sense of community and connectedness in new neighborhoods by minimizing street 
widths, providing comfortable pedestrian environments, and encouraging housing design to 
embrace the public street (BRP p. 67). 


Measures 


1. Bicycles. Provide bicycle facilities (i.e. lanes, signs, & bike racks) on every street. 


2. Configuration. Refer to Sample Street Sections for possible complete street configurations. 
Depending on context and available right-of-way, combine elements from the following three 
categories: 


a. number of lanes; 


b. presence of parking (none, one side, two sides); and 


c. type of bike facility (in-street, parking-buffered lane, and tree-buffered lane). 


3. Lighting. Use pedestrian-scaled (≤15’) fixtures on all streets within walkable areas. Intersection-
scaled (25’-40’) lighting may be used in addition to pedestrian-scaled lights as necessary on 
major thoroughfares. Refer to Lighting Guidelines for additional guidance. 


4. Parking. Avoid parking lots, garages, or service-bay openings facing regional corridors. Provide 
on-street parking within Town & Village Centers along both sides of the street. Locate parking 
lots and garages behind buildings and within the interior of blocks. 


5. Sidewalks. Locate sidewalks on both sides of the street. Design continuous sidewalks at least 10 
feet wide on retail or mixed-use blocks and at least 5 feet wide on all other blocks. 
Include street furniture, trees, and lighting at appropriate intervals. 


6. Speed. Design Speed is the travel velocity which engineers use to configure streets for orderly 
traffic movement. Slower speeds encourage interactivity and safety. Use narrow curb-to-curb 
dimensions, street trees, architecture close to the street edge, on-street parking, relatively tight-
turning radii, and other design features to reinforce posted speed limits. 


a. Design streets within Town & Village Centers at 25 miles-per-hour or less. 


b. On multi-way boulevards with medians, design outer access lanes for slower speeds. 
Design through-lanes for faster speeds, provided pedestrian crosswalks are installed at 
intervals less than 800 feet. 


7. Street Trees. Select noninvasive, drought-tolerant, durable, street trees. Install larger trees that 
will provide shade within 10 years. Use Monterey Bay native flora where feasible. 
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Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 


Design References 


• Sample Street Sections (pages 21-27) 
• BRP Roadway Design Diagrams (online DesignFortOrd.org) 
• Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) Complete Streets Program (online 


DesignFortOrd.org) 
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Sample Street Sections 
Regional Circulation Corridors 
 


Avenues 
Regional Corridors: 2nd Avenue and California Avenue 
An avenue is a walkable, low-speed street that carries a mixture of through-going and local traffic. 
Avenues provide access to abutting commercial, residential, and mixed land uses, and accommodate 
cars, pedestrians, and cyclists. Avenues may have between two and four travel lanes, on-street parking, 
some form of on- or off-street bicycle facilities, and sidewalks on both sides of the street. Avenues may 
have planted medians, side planting strips, and a more formal planting scheme. Target speeds for 
avenues are typically 30 mph or less. 


 


Figure 2. Avenue Sample 1: Protected Bike Lanes Street Section. 


 


 


Figure 3. Avenue Sample 2: Protected Cycle Track and Multi-Lane Street Section. 
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Boulevards 
Regional Corridor: Lightfighter Drive, Gigling Road, General Jim Moore Boulevard, and Imjin Parkway 
A boulevard contains central lanes for through-going traffic and two access lanes for local traffic. 
Boulevards have ample sidewalks, occur primarily in developed areas, and can be fronted by a variety of 
uses, including residences. Bicycles may be in a path, shared-use lane, mixed with traffic in an access 
lane, or all three. Boulevards can handle a great deal of traffic while still providing high-quality 
commercial, office and residential frontage along the access lanes. Boulevards have long rows of trees 
which make them attractive and comfortable places to be as well as pass-through.  


 


Figure 4a. Sample Boulevard Street Section with Separated Bike Path. 


 


Figure 4b. Sample Boulevard Street Section – Transit Option. 
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Figure 5. Sample Rural Boulevard Street Section with Separated Shared Use Path. 


Parkways 
Regional Corridors: Blanco Road, Eastside Parkway, Eucalyptus Road, Imjin Parkway (part), Intergarrison 
Road, Reservation Road, South Boundary Road 


A parkway is a regional facility intended to carry traffic from point to point with little interruption in the 
way of driveways and intersections. Parkways can occur in rural contexts or on the edge of urban places. 
Parkways respect the natural environment, with a more informal landscape scheme in keeping with 
their rural setting. Parkways can have two or four travel lanes, with a target speed of between 30 and 45 
mph. Bicycles and pedestrians are accommodated on a separated shared use path, but within the 
overall right-of-way. The configuration of a Parkway can change according to local context and in 
keeping with environmental restrictions. Vehicle travel lanes of 12 to 14 feet are to be avoided because 
they will encourage highway speeds and lead to potentially lethal outcomes. 


 
Figure 6. Parkway Street Section with Separated Shared Use Path. 


 


Figure 7a. Two-Sided Trail Parkway Street Section with Separated Shared Use Path. 
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Figure 7b. Two-Sided Trail Parkway Street Section – Option 1: Two Lane Road with Cycle Track;  
Figure 7c. Two-Sided Trail Parkway Street Section – Option 2: Walking and Cycle Facilities. 
 


 


Table 1. BRP Roadway Design Standards, Figure 4.2-4, and RUDG Regional Circulation Corridors. Rows 
shaded in grey indicate remaining FORA Capital Improvements Program (CIP) projects. 


Base Reuse Plan RUDG 
RUDG Regional 
Circulation Corridors 


Lanes Urban/Rural Type Fig 4.2-4 Cross-
Sections 


2nd Ave 4 Urban Arterial 4-Lane Urban Arterial Avenue  
Blanco Rd 4 Rural Arterial 4-Lane Rural Arterial Parkway 
California Ave 2 Urban Collector 2-Lane Urban Collector Avenue 
Eastside Parkway  
(CSUMB to Eucalyptus Rd) 


2 Rural Arterial 2-Lane Rural Arterial Parkway 


Eastside Parkway 
(Intergarrison Rd to CSUMB) 


4 Rural Arterial 4-Lane Rural Arterial Parkway 


Eucalyptus Rd 2 Rural Arterial 2-Lane Rural Arterial Parkway 
Gen Jim Moore Blvd 4 Urban Arterial 4-Lane Urban Arterial Boulevard 
Gigling Rd 4 Urban Arterial 4-Lane Urban Arterial Boulevard 
Imjin Parkway  
(Imjin Rd to Highway 1) 


4 Urban Arterial 4-Lane Urban Arterial Boulevard 


Imjin Parkway 
(Reservation Rd to Imjin Rd) 


2 Urban Arterial 2-Lane Urban Arterial Parkway 


Inter-Garrison Rd  
(7th Ave to Eastside Parkway) 


2 Rural Collector 2-Lane Rural Collector Parkway 


Inter-Garrison Rd 
(Eastside Parkway to 
Reservation Rd) 


4 Urban Arterial 4-Lane Urban Arterial Parkway 


Lightfighter Dr 4 Urban Arterial 4-Lane Urban Arterial Boulevard 
Reservation Rd 4 Rural Arterial 4-Lane Rural Arterial Parkway 
South Boundary Rd 2 Rural Arterial 2-Lane Rural Arterial Parkway  
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Town & Village Centers 


Local Residential Streets 
Local residential streets provide access to individual lots, accommodate pedestrians and serve as low 
speed bicycle and vehicle routes. Local residential streets are relatively short in total distance related to 
the other street types, and serve as the street that residential development fronts. The streetscape is 
more formal, with street trees planted with regular spacing, and sidewalks on both sides of the street. 


 


Figure 8. Sample Local Residential, Single Family Street Section. 


 


Figure 9. Sample Local Residential, Multi-Family Street Section. 
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Main Streets 
Main Streets are highly walkable and serve as the primary street for commercial or mixed-use centers. 
On-street parking can be provided in either a parallel or angled configuration (though rear-in angle 
parking is safest for cyclists). Given the anticipated pedestrian activity, design speeds are kept low. This 
condition also allows bicycles to share space with automobiles in travel lanes, reducing the need for 
distinct bike lanes. However, distinct bike lanes are always the safest option in cases when sufficient 
width is available. Additional landscaping and traffic calming techniques that are ideal on Main Streets 
include street trees in grated wells, curb bulb-outs, and a relatively high density of street furniture and 
public art. Install pedestrian-scale street lighting, and locate utilities underground, in alleys or along 
other streets to the greatest extent possible. Sidewalks are recommended on both sides of the street, 
and be placed at least 16 feet from the back of curb to the building face, to provide space for activities 
such as outdoor cafes and strolling. 


 


Figure 10. Sample Main Street Section 1. 


 


Figure 11. Sample Main Street Section 2. 
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Figure 12. Sample Main Street Section 3 (when parking on only one side is possible). 


 


Figure 13. Sample Main Street Section 4. 
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Connectivity 
Objectives 


• Link new neighborhoods with the surrounding cities’ development fabric (BRP p.62). 


• Maintain the fine-grained development pattern of existing areas of the Main Garrison (BRP p.65). 


• Create strong physical linkages from villages to CSUMB and other major activity areas (BRP p.66). 


• Reinforce linkages among existing neighborhoods and establish linkages to new neighborhoods 
and village centers (BRP p. 67). 


• Connect new residential neighborhoods via continuous streets and/or open space linkages to 
surrounding neighborhoods and districts (BRP p. 67). 


• Connect individual open space parcels into an integrated system for movement and use of native 
plant and animal species and people (BRP p. 13). 


• Ensure open space connections link major recreation and open space resources (BRP p. 71). 


Measures 


1. Bends. Minimize street bends, which may increase block lengths/travel distances. 


2. Blocks. Make block perimeters in Town & Village Centers no larger than 1,600 linear feet. Block 
perimeter measurements are taken along the center lines between right-of-ways regardless of 
roadway pavement locations.   In the Monterey Bay region, the walkable parts of towns and 
cities are found where the blocks are the smallest. Seaside neighborhoods have blocks that are 
less than 1,600 feet in perimeter, Downtown Monterey blocks are typically less than 1,200 feet, 
and Carmel-By-The-Sea blocks are 900 feet (counting breaks for pedestrian passages).  


3. Context. Make street configuration responsive to local context. For example, develop Complete 
Streets where Regional Corridors enter Centers. Avoid treating arterials as through roads. 


4. Dead Ends.  Minimize dead ends and cul-de-sacs. Use them only where topography, steep slopes 
(>15%), rights-of-way, and/or dedicated open space interfere. 


5. Intersections. Design projects to create at least 140 intersections per square mile (not counting 
streets that lead to cul-de-sacs or are gated to the general public). Intersection density 
measurements count every intersection with the exception of those leading to cul-de-sacs. Alleys 
and pedestrian passages are counted.  


6. New Street Connections. Connect new neighborhood streets to adjacent streets where stubs 
are available. At “T” intersections which share property lines with potential future development, 
design so that roadways may be extended into the adjacent development. This is usually 
achieved by providing an easement in that location between the lots or by building a stub street 
that stops at the property line but will one day be connected. 


7. Non-vehicular Circulation. Maximize pedestrian and non-motorized access and connectivity 
between Town & Village Centers, public open spaces, educational institutions and other 
relevant locations. Clearly identify non-vehicular connections and routes. Ensure trails, 
pedestrian and transit facilities are connected. Loop trails whenever feasible.  







  6/10/2016 


Page 29 of 86 
 


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 


Design References 


• Sample Street Sections (pages 21-27) 
• BRP Roadway Design Diagrams (online DesignFortOrd.org) 


 


  







  6/10/2016 


Page 30 of 86 
 


Trails 
Background 


The BRP Section 3.6: Conservation, Open Space and Recreation concept lays out the following Fort Ord 
trails network planning guiding principles: 


1. Provide a trail system with adequate connections to non-motorized transportation alternatives 
to all neighborhoods in the former Fort Ord; 


2. Use the trail system to reinforce the redevelopment planning strategy of using recreation and 
open space assets to make the former Fort Ord attractive to potential users by interconnecting 
and increasing access to those assets; 


3. Reserve adequate Right of Way along planned transportation corridors to accommodate 
planned trails in addition to the entire planned road cross section; and 


4. The Fort Ord trails system can be considered as an integral part of a larger regional trails 
network which includes, but is not limited to: the Toro Regional Park trails; existing and 
proposed Carmel Valley trails; and, the existing Highway 68 corridor (used as a bike route). Link 
Fort Ord trails to regional bike/pedestrian trails wherever possible. 


Two categories of Major and Minor trails are described in the BRP, which are analogous to the Arterial 
vs. Collector classification of roads. In general, Major trails have a more regional function, connecting 
foot and non-motorized traffic to destinations outside of the former Fort Ord, or completing critical 
higher volume linkages within the former Fort Ord. In most cases these are located within the rights-of-
way planned for major transportation arterials. Minor trails perform a less critical role, distributing and 
collecting traffic to and from neighborhoods along lower-volume routes. 


Major & Minor Trails 


Major trails have a minimum width of 12 feet and be surfaced in asphalt, concrete, or other paving 
alternative with comparable performance; wood plank surface permitted on causeways or boardwalks. 
The three BRP Major-trail alignments are: 


• Intergarrison Trail: Connects Fort Ord Dunes State Beach to the CSUMB campus, the former 
landfill area, the BLM lands through Marina’s community park, and the East Garrison by means 
of the 8th Street Bridge, 8th Street, and Intergarrison Road. 


• Fort Ord Dunes State Beach Trail: This trail would consist of lane striping within the travelway of 
the proposed Beach Range Road connecting the cities of Marina and Seaside through the back 
dune area. 


• Salinas Valley /Seaside Trail: This trail is intended to serve as a major north/south hiker/biker 
trail through the former Fort Ord. It is located predominantly within planned transportation 
rights-of-way, although an option exists along the Seaside/former Fort Ord boundary to locate 
the bike trail within an existing power transmission line corridor. 


Four BRP Minor trails alignments with a minimum trail 10 foot pavement width include: 


• Monterey Road Trail: A minor hiker/biker trail following Monterey Road from the vicinity of 
Fremont Boulevard through the planned residential district, then crossing General Jim Moore 
Boulevard into the POM Annex. 
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• Main Garrison Trail: A second minor trail connects the proposed visitor’s center and the 
Intergarrison Trail at 8th Street through the Town Center Planning Area to the Monterey Road 
Trail. 


• Crescent Avenue Trail: This trail connects Marina to the Intergarrison Trail and the CSUMB 
campus along Crescent Avenue and the Marina Village Community Park. 


• Reservation Road Trail: This trail connects the East Garrison to the City of Marina. It is located 
entirely within the right-of-way of Reservation Road. 


Equestrian Trails 


In addition to the hiker/biker trails, the BRP envisioned several centers of equestrian activity on the 
former Fort Ord which, as one of the last active cavalry posts in the U.S. Army, is well suited to 
equestrian uses. A primary concern of trail planning at the former Fort Ord is to connect various 
equestrian-related activities, building a synergy which will increase their attractiveness and usefulness. 
Two equestrian trails are designated outside of the BLM lands. These trails appear as a dashed black line 
in the Recreation and Open Space Framework Plan. 


• Intergarrison Equestrian Trail: This trail will connect the regional equestrian center planned for 
the former landfill area with the BLM trail system, with a trailhead staging area and related 
parking planned for the Marina community park adjacent to Intergarrison Road. 


• Eucalyptus Road Trail: This trail parallels the northern boundary of the BLM lands. It is located 
within the future Eucalyptus Road Residential Community, where it forms a dual function as 
both a recreation trail and a firebreak between the residential area and the native coastal shrub 
areas. The trail will have a dirt, sand, or other comparable alternative surface at least twenty 
feet wide including tread and physical elements such as trees/shrubs. 


Draft Trails Concept 


The 2012 BRP Reassessment Report highlighted trails planning as an outstanding cross-jurisdictional 
obligation. Coordinated regional trails planning was identified as a potential regional economic driver 
during the FORA Colloquium (2013) and became the focus of a subsequent FORA Trails Symposium 
(2015).  Following this activity the Post-Reassessment Advisory Committee (PRAC) requested FORA staff 
coordinate with local jurisdictions and regional interest groups to produce a Draft Trails Concept that 
built on BRP direction, and incorporated the most current development and trails concepts. The Fort 
Ord Recreation Trail and Greenway (FORTAG.org), a citizen-led trails plan, provided a updated alignment 
as a contemporary planning reference point, which maximized interconnectivity, safety, rider 
experience, and economic development potential. A planners working group with jurisdiction 
representatives was convened and completed the Draft Trails Concept, which was received by the FORA 
Board in March 2016. The Draft Trails Concept is shown as an Opportunity in the RUDG Trails Location 
map (p. 83). Planning, funding and implementation now sit with the Transportation Agency of Monterey 
County (TAMC), in partnership with local jurisdictions and interest groups.  
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Guidelines 


Objectives 


• Establish trail systems for non-motorized transit alternatives to former Fort Ord neighborhoods 
(BRP p.136). 


• Design trail systems to reinforce the BRP strategy of using recreation and open space assets to 
make the former Fort Ord attractive to potential users by interconnecting and increasing access 
(BRP p.137). 


• Reserve adequate Right-of-Way (ROW) along planned transportation corridors to accommodate 
planned trails in addition to the entire planned road cross section (BRP p.137). 


• Design the Fort Ord trails system as an integral part of a larger regional trails network which 
includes, but is not limited to, the Toro Regional Park trails, existing and proposed Carmel Valley 
trails, the existing Highway 68 corridor (used as a bike route) (BRP p.137).  


• Link former Fort Ord trails to regional bike/pedestrian trails wherever possible (BRP p.137). 


Measures 


1. Connectivity. Incorporate trails into the Monterey Bay region’s transportation network. Ensure 
town & village centers are linked. Connect new trails to existing trails. Design so that people can 
travel as far as possible without a car. Provide linear-trail systems for commuting and looped-
trail systems for recreation and active transportation. 


2. Context. Transition trail character according to rural or urban contexts. Consider the character 
of ground surfaces, vegetation, railings, signage, widths, landscaping, lighting and amenities. 
Stay within the regional palette while allowing for local variety. 


3. Coordination. Coordinate jurisdiction trail planning and development to ensure a continuous, 
connected trail network. 


4. Protected. Separate trail segments from the vehicle roadway to maximize safety, rider/walker 
confidence, and enhance rider/walker experience whenever feasible. 


5. Surface. Surface trails with asphalt, concrete, or other paving alternative with comparable 
performance; wood plank surface permitted on causeways or boardwalks. Surface equestrian 
trails with dirt, sand, or other comparable alternatives. 


6. Trailheads. Plan trailhead facilities for key access points to the Fort Ord National Monument, 
Fort Ord Dunes State Park and other recreation and natural resource assets whenever feasible.  


7. Use. Accommodate a variety of user types and levels: walkers, cyclists, and equestrians have 
different needs and abilities. Design for both casual users and serious athletes, whether on 
single, multi-use trails or multiple, single-use trails. Plan separate use trails for equestrians, 
hikers, bikers and other people with limited mobility where feasible. Reference existing State 
Park Accessibility Guidelines. Use coordinated multi-use signage when separation is infeasible. 
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8. Viewsheds. Prioritize opportunities to access regionally valuable viewsheds, viewpoints, and 
landscape experiences, as well as to link businesses, economic development opportunities, and 
housing with trails. 


9. Wayfinding. Ensure wayfinding signage is consistent with Monterey County Bike & Pedestrian 
Sign Design standards. Use signage to clarify directions, distances, difficulty, destinations, 
permitted uses, and points of interest. Integrate local jurisdiction design preferences into 
the regional signage design standards. 


10. Width. Major Trails have a minimum width of 12 feet. Minor Trails have a minimum width of 10 
feet. Equestrian trails have a minimum width of 20 feet including tread and physical elements 
such as trees/shrubs.  


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 


Design References 


• Sample Trail Sections (pages 34-35) 
• BRP Open Space Concept, Figure 3.6-3 (online DesignFortOrd.org) 
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Sample Trail Sections 
Rural Corridor Trail 


This cross-section illustrates a trail that is parallel to, but separated from, a roadway in order to utilize 
the open space of rural settings. The trail meanders and follows contours in the terrain and arrives at 
vistas and viewpoints. Both horizontal and vertical separation from the roadway are important to 
creating a user experience that is relieved of roadway noise. Design elements and spacing create a 
pleasant user experience for people on the corridor on foot, bike, or horse. Paved paths are to be 
provided for pedestrians and bicyclists, and dirt paths for pedestrians seeking a softer tread and people 
on horseback. Trees can be used to help create separation and create view corridors and shade 
opportunities. It is important that trees be set back from equestrian users. 


 


Figure 14. Sample Rural Corridor Trail Section 


Greenway Corridor Trail 


The intent of this trail cross-section is to show various types of trails that are separated within a linear 
park or “Greenway”. When buildings line greenways it is important to create activation and “eyes” on 
the corridor with outdoor dining, benches, tables, and storefronts. Such activation enhances visibility 
and safety for trail users.  


 


Figure 15. Sample Greenway Corridor Trail Section 
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Urban Corridor Trail 


The cross-section separates motorist users from other users. Tree lined roadways and trails help define 
the corridors and provide shade. The Urban Corridor Trail provides a greater variety of destinations like 
cafes and stores. It is essential that the urban pathway be legible to users moving from more rural areas. 
This section shows a distinct hike-bike pathway and a possible equestrian pathway. 


 
Figure 16. Sample Urban Corridor Trail Section 
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Transit Facilities 
Objectives 


• Sustain a transit and pedestrian friendly development pattern. The core of each village will consist of 
services and amenities for districts and neighborhood, from retail and service establishments to 
transit stops and parks (BRP p. 59). 


• Link villages by transit routes and open space corridors suited for cycling and walking (BRP p. 59). 


• Locate concentrations of activity and density along future transit rights-of-way (BRP p. 63). 


• Provide transit accessibility at major development sites by orienting highest concentrations of 
activity along transit rights-of-way and providing easy pedestrian access to these points (BRP p. 70). 


• Locate transit hubs within walking distance of gathering spaces, news stand access, cafes, 
convenience stores, orientation to surroundings, public restrooms, shelter, bicycle storage, and/or 
internet connectivity to create/enhance neighborhood identity. 


Measures 


1. Amenities. Work with transit agency to identify location and provide transit amenities which may 
include but is not limited to shelter, seating, real-time and/or static route information, bicycle racks, 
electric vehicle charging stations, and lighting at transit hubs. Reserve space for transit shelters and 
any required improvements. 


2. Concentrate Development. Use transit hubs to concentrate transit-oriented developments and 
discourage sprawl. Locate hubs to maximize connectivity with pedestrian, cyclist, and vehicular 
transportation. 


3. Coordination. Ensure that new transit facilities (hubs, transfer points, and bus stops) and routes 
meet Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) approval, design guidelines and Americans with Disabilities 
requirements by coordinating with MST. 


4. Identity. Use academic and nature themes for transit facility design inspiration. 


5. Location. Ensure all residences have access to regional transit stops within 1/4 mile. Locate stops 
adjacent to conveniences such as mixed-use and commercial areas to maximize ridership and 
access. 


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 
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Highway 1 Design Corridor 
Objectives 


• Establish specific design and signage standards for the State Highway 1 Scenic Corridor to minimize the 
visual impact of development (BRP p. 62). 


• Signage is stationary and not changing, flashing or animated and signage support structures preserve 
views of sky, ocean, dunes and ridgelines. (Highway 1 Design Corridor Guidelines (HDGC) 2005) 


• Prohibit the use of billboards in the Highway 1 Corridor (HDGC 2005). 


• Preserve landscape character of the Highway 1 Design Corridor as a buffer between the Highway 1 right-
of-way and development (HGDC 2005). 


• Establish a maximum building height related to an identified mature landscape height to accommodate 
higher intensity land uses appropriate to this location without detracting from the regional landscape 
character of the State Highway 1 Scenic Corridor (HGDC 2005). 


Measures (from HGDC 2005) 


1. Buildings. Marina:  Building heights limited to 40’ maximum, with exception of optional heights 
designated in the Marina General Plan OR 


Seaside:  Buildings in excess of 40’ tall may be built at the Main Gate, where regional retail use is 
permitted by the BRP and Seaside General Plan, if it is determined by the Seaside City Council that 
said taller buildings will serve as attractive landmarks and/or enhance the economic development 
prospects of this area. 


2. Setbacks. Buildings and signs setback 100’ from Caltrans right-of-way. Sign support structures for 
all freestanding signs located outside 100’ Caltrans right-of-way setback and additional 100’ off-
ramp and on-ramp setback at Lightfighter Drive and Imjin Parkway. Future public facilities such as a 
water pipeline infrastructure and a visitors center allowed in Highway 1 Corridor west of Highway 1. 


3. Signs. Signs mounted on buildings below 40’ and eave or parapet line. Sign illumination and glare 
minimized - Down lighting utilized. Base of signs designed to blend with coastal dune character (i.e. 
earth-tone colors tan, brown, forest green, gray or dark blue). 


4. Trees. Average 25’ landscape setback provided along Highway 1 to accommodate and protect 
mature trees. Trees (≥ 6” trunk diameter and in reasonable condition) preserved within 25-feet of 
Caltrans right-of-way and at gateways.  


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Gateways (pages 79-80) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 
• Highway 1 Design Corridor (pages 85-86) 
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Building Orientation 
Objectives 


• Provide design guidelines to address architectural qualities, building massing and orientation, parking, 
fencing, lighting, and signage (BRP p. 154). 


• Orient buildings to ensure public spaces have natural surveillance, enhance sociability where people 
know their neighbors, and promote walking by providing safe, appealing, and comfortable 
environments. 


Measures 


1. Backs. Prevent backs of buildings from facing public spaces or fronts of other buildings. Avoid garage 
doors, service entrances, blank walls, or parking lots as dominant streetscape visual images. 


2. Fronts. Face fronts of buildings to public spaces, fronts of other buildings, or sides where 
unavoidable. Do not face building fronts to building backs. Orient principal building façades parallel 
or tangent to the front lot line. Face buildings with frontage on two streets toward the street that 
accommodate the most pedestrian traffic. 


3. Scale & Massing. Where feasible, cluster multiple buildings to achieve an intimate village 
scale. Maintain the natural features of the land and protect viewsheds of dunes/ocean whenever 
feasible. Incorporate elements into the design of large structures which provide a transition to the 
human scale, particularly at the ground. Such elements include covered walkways, building arcades, 
and trellises. 


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
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Types, Setbacks, & Heights 
Objectives 


• Encourage development patterns that mix uses horizontally and vertically for active streetscapes 
(BRP p.65).  


• Implement the BRP mixed-use development vision. 


• Encourage establishment of life-cycle or multi-generational neighborhoods with a variety of building types 
that allow residents to trade-up or downsize their homes. 


 
Measures 


1. Building Types. Plan the broadest range of building types within Centers. Include a minimum of four 
building types in every major project.  


2. Mixed-use Neighborhood Center. Design or locate project such that 50% of its dwelling units are 
within a ¼ mile walk distance of a minimum of four diverse uses.  For projects with no dwellings, 
50% of dwelling units within ¼ mile of the project boundary must be within a ¼ mile walk distance of 
four diverse uses, including at least one food retail store. See Sample Building Types for illustrations 
of potential building types: Single Family House, Accessory Dwelling Unit, Cottage, Duplex, 
Apartment House, Courtyard Apartment, Rowhouse, Mixed-Use Building, Corner Store, Small 
Market/Gas Station, Park-Under Building, and the Large-Footprint Building. 


3. Setbacks and Height. See Sample Building Types for illustrations of setbacks and height on a variety 
of building types: Single Family House, Accessory Dwelling Unit, Cottage, Duplex, Apartment 
House, Courtyard Apartment, Rowhouse, Mixed-Use Building, Corner Store, Small Market/Gas 
Station, Park-Under Building, and the Large-Footprint Building. 


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 82-83) 


 Design Reference 


• Sample Building Types (pages 40-44) 
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Sample Building Types 
 
Figure 17a. Sample Single Family House. 


• Detached building which occupies a single 
building lot and is typically used for 
residential 


• Height: 1 – 2.5 stories 
• Front Setback: 10’ – 20’ 
• Side & Rear Setback: Variable 
• Lot Frontage Width: 50’ – 80’ 


Figure 17b. Sample Accessory Dwelling Unit. 


• A subordinate living unit detached from a 
single-family dwelling that provides basic 
requirements for independent living 
usually located above a garage. 


• Height: 1 – 2 stories 
• Front Setback: Variable 
• Side & Rear Setback: 5’ from rear property 


line 
• Accessory Dwelling Units are 


recommended to have a maximum foot 
print of 800 square feet. 


 
 
Figure 18. Sample Cottage. 


• A small single-family residence. 
• Height: 1 – 1.5 stories 
• Front Setback: 5’ – 15’ 
• Side & Rear Setback: Variable 
• Lot Frontage Width: 25’ – 50’ 
• A front porch or stoop is recommended 


along at least 50% of the building’s street 
frontage. 
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Figure 19. Sample Duplex. 


• Two single-family semi-detached dwelling 
units which occupy a single building lot. 


• Height: 1 – 2.5 stories 
• Lot Frontage Width: 40’ – 80’ 
• Each dwelling unit has its own primary 


entrance that will face the street. 
• Required Features: Stoop or Front Porch. 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 20. Sample Apartment House. 


• Multi-family attached dwelling units which 
occupy a single building lot. 


• Height: 1 – 2.5 stories 
• Front Setback: 5’ – 25’ 
• Side Setback: 5′ 
• Rear Setback: 65’ to accommodate parking 
• Lot Frontage Width: 80’ – 150’ 
• Each dwelling unit has its own primary 


entrance that will face the street. 
• Required Features: Stoop or Front Porch. 


 


 


Figure 21. Courtyard Apartment Building. 


• Apartment building which wraps around a 
central common courtyard that opens to the 
street. Courtyard buildings require extra 
deep lots. 


• Height: 1 – 3 stories 
• Front Setback: 0’ – 15’ 
• Side & Rear Setback: 15′ 
• Lot Frontage Width: 100’ – 200’ 
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Figure 22. Sample Rowhouse. 


• Also known as a Townhouse. Single-family 
attached residences which each occupy a 
single lot. 


• Height: 2 – 3.5 stories 
• Front Setback: 0’ – 5’ 
• Side & Rear Setback: 0′ 
• Lot Frontage Width: 16’ – 32’ 
• Required Features: Stoop or Front Porch. 


 


 


 


Figure 23. Sample Park-Under Building. 


• A shallow building type with parking on the 
ground floor and residential or office spaces 
in the upper floors which is used to hide 
parking lots. 


• Height: 2 – 3 stories 
• Front Setback: 5’ – 25’ 
• Side & Rear Setback: 5′ 
• Lot Frontage Width: 40’ – 100’ 
• Typical Uses: Office or residential 
• Provide a minimum of one ground floor 


street front building entrance. 


 


Figure 24. Sample Large-Footprint Building. 


• A commercial building over 10,000 square 
foot footprint. 


• Height: 1 – 2 stories 
• Front Setback: 25’ and up 
• Side & Rear Setback: 25′ and up 
• Lot Frontage Width: 100’ – 500’ 
• Typical Use: Street-level retail, industrial, 


office and/or lobby space, upper level offices. 
• Shopfronts along the sidewalk over at least 


50% of the building street frontage. 
• Sidewalks adjacent to shopfronts may be covered by awnings, arcades, or marquees. 
• Mask blank walls and parking lots from the street by Liner or Park-Under Buildings. 
• Locate parking to the rear of the building, out of view from adjacent streets (if parking is to be 


provided on site). 
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Figure 25. Sample Corner/Convenience Store. 


• A building type that features shopfronts 
along the sidewalk at the street level with 
residential spaces potentially in the upper 
floors. Design this building to fit in character 
and scale with a single-family residential 
neighborhood. 


• Height: 1 – 2.5 stories 
• Front Setback: 0′ – 5′ 
• Side & Rear Setback: 0′ & 18′ 
• Lot Frontage Width: 20’ – 50’ 
• Typical Uses: Street-level retail or office, 


upper level office or residential. 
• Required Features: Arcade or Awnings. 
• Locate parking in the rear of the building, out of view from adjacent streets. 


 


 


 


Figure 26. Sample Mixed-Use Building. 


• A building type that is mixed-use in nature 
and features shopfronts along the sidewalk at 
the street level, with office or residential 
spaces in the upper floors. 


• Height: 2 – 5 stories 
• Front Setback: 0′ – 5′ 
• Side Setback: 5′ 
• Rear Setback: Sufficient to allow parking 
• Lot Frontage Width: 40’ – 300’ 
• Typical Uses: retail or office at street level, 


office or residential in upper levels. 
• Cover the sidewalks adjacent to shopfronts 


by either arcades or marquees. 
• Locate parking in the rear of the building, out of view from adjacent streets. 
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Figure 27. Sample Small Market / Fueling Station. 


• A building primarily devoted to the sale of 
vehicular fuel in a way that is not 
destructive to walkability. The primary 
building is mixed-use in nature and 
features shopfronts along the sidewalk at 
the street level, with office space in the 
upper floors.  


• Height: 1 – 2.5 stories 
• Front Setback: 0′ – 5′ 
• Side & Rear Setback: Variable 
• Lot Frontage Width: 50’ – 100’ 
• Typical Uses: retail at street level, office in 


upper levels. 
• These building type must have doors at both front and rear and front doors may not be locked 


during business hours. 
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Landscape Palettes 
Objectives 


• As the former Fort Ord will be developed over time, major vegetation and landscaping should be 
introduced or enhanced in development areas to create or strengthen an inviting and pedestrian 
scale environment, and to integrate the site as a whole into the larger Monterey Bay Region 
environment (BRP p. 71). 


• Establish a pattern of landscaping of major and minor streets, including continuous street tree 
plantings to define gateways to the former Fort Ord and enhance the visual quality and 
environmental comfort within the community (BRP p. 71). 


• Enhance physical appearance of existing neighborhoods with street and landscaping treatments 
(BRP p. 67). 


Measures 


1. Functions. Use plant species that thrive in low-water conditions and serve a variety of functions, 
including shade, soil conservation, and aesthetic improvements. Schedule new plantings during 
winter, and include 1-year growing season maintenance obligation.  


2. Natives. Use native vegetation (Fort Ord natives preferred)   whenever possible and fill in gaps 
between trees to maintain the natural character of the Fort Ord Monument. Consider 80% native 
plant composition along roadway Right-of-Way (ROW) for new development.  


3. Palettes. Consistent with FORA-RUDG plant list recommendations (pages 46-64) and best 
management practices (p. 65).  


4. Soils. Preserve native Coastal topsoil during site grading or obtain horticultural soils test for 
amendment recommendations. 


5. Trees. Incorporate and retain whenever possible. Use traditional street tree planting (25’-35’ 
spacing) in Town & Village Centers. Randomly place or cluster tree plantings outside Town & Village 
Centers to reflect native patterns. 


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Gateways (pages 79-80) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 


Design References 


• Plant Lists (pages 46-64) 
• Best Management Practices (page 65) 
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Background 


The landscape character of the former Fort Ord roadway corridors within the footprint of the RUDG is 
comprised of remnant military infrastructure. These corridors have been excavated, trenched, graded 
and paved, leaving strands of native soil and limited vegetation. Erosion control grasses, mixed 
vegetation, and cypress trees were imported to stabilize the disrupted landscape that remained 
between roads, parking lots and buildings.  Roadways reaching out of the original base development 
area are more intact with a mosaic of oak woodlands and maritime chaparral.  


The proposed corridors envisioned by the RUDG for the Urban Town Centers depict limited areas for 
planting that will be surrounded by buildings, parking lots, roadways, sidewalks and bike trails. The 
buildings of these new neighborhoods will provide the dominant features of the landscape, 
incorporating planting that complements the urban, and at times, rural setting of this newly developing 
community. Outside the new Town Centers, the public roadway corridors will contain linear segments of 
ground level planting and can include trees. A unifying visual character along these roadways will 
connect varying neighborhoods within the former base lands.  


Embedded within the design guidelines is a theme of a vibrant community with a local “Fort Ord” 
landscape character that is unique to this central California coast region. 


These Landscape Palette guidelines provide a series of plant lists that acknowledge the different 
geographic proximity to Monterey Bay for plants and, the new landscape settings along the regional 
roadway corridors that will be created by anticipated urban development. Plant selection acknowledges 
a desire to strengthen the visual quality of the public landscape using a predominate mix of California 
natives and integrating more local native plants in the urban landscape. 


The criteria for plant recommendations are based on:  
• Plant suitability to area climate (wind and salt tolerant); 
• Plant appropriateness to built conditions (building/sidewalk/parkway strip/ medians); 
• Plant establishment and long term maintenance (private vs public); and 
• Consistent with preferred landscape character. 


Plant Lists 


Town & Village Centers 
In the Town & Village Centers, public spaces will be created which include shrub planting and street 
trees associated with new development. Planting design in these areas will be integral to the identity of 
each mixed use development proposal, with design review approval by the local land use jurisdictions. If 
approved, these guidelines strongly recommend, not only the use of the plant list but also that the long 
term maintenance remain the responsibility of the private sector developer. 


Street Trees 
• Arbutus ‘Marina’ – Strawberry Tree 
• Geijera parviflora – Australian Willow 
• Lyonothamnus floribunda – Catalina Ironwood 
• Melaleuca quinquenervia - Paperbark 
• Melaleuca linarifolia - Flax Leaf Paperbark 
• Metrosideros excelsa  - New Zealand Christmas Tree
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Planter Trees / Tree-Shrubs 
• Fremontodendron californicum - California Flannel Bush 
• Heteromeles arbutifolia - Toyon 
• Quercus agrifolia (with wind screen protection) – Coastal Coast Live Oak  
• Rhamnus californica - California Coffeeberry 
• Rhus integrifolia -  Lemonade Berry


Planter Shrubs 
• Arctostaphylos pumila– Little Sandmat Manzanita 
• Baccharis pilularis – Upright Coyote Bush 
• Ceanothus thrysiflorus – Blue Blossom Ceanothus 
• Ceanothus thrysiflorus ssp. griseus ‘Yankee Point’ – Carmel Ceanothus 
• Dietes grandiflora  - Fortnight Lily 
• Eriogonum latifolium – Coast Buckwheat 
• Garrya elliptic – Silk Tassel 
• Lavatera maritima – Sea Mallow 
• Lupinus arboreus –Bush Lupine 
• Lupinus chamissonis – Chamisso Bush Lupine 
• Ribes malvaceum – Chaparral Currant 
• Salvia ‘Allen Chickering’ – Allen Chickering salvia 
• Salvia mellifera – Black Sage 
• Sambucus mexicana – Elderberry 
• Vaccinium ovatum – Evergreen Huckleberry


Groundcovers  
• Achillea millefolium - Common yarrow  
• Arctostaphylos hookeri – Monterey Manzanita 
• Armeria maritima ssp. californica – Sea Pink 
• Baccharis pilularis ‘Pigeon Point’ - Dwarf Coyote Brush 
• Ceanothus griseus var. horizontalis – Carmel Creeper 
• Ericameria ericoides – Mock Heather 
• Erigeron glaucus – Seaside Daisy 
• Fragaria chiloensis – Coastal Strawberry 
• Iris douglasiana – Pacific Coast iris  
• Polystichum munitum – Sword Fern  
• Salvia spathacea – Hummingbird Sage


Grasses 
• Festuca idahoensis – Blue Bunch grass 
• Juncus patens – California Gray Rush 
• Koeleria marantha – June Grass 
• Leymus triticoides – Creeping Wild Rye 
• Leymus condensatus ‘Canyon Prince’ – Canyon Wild Rye 
• Muhlenbergia rigens – Deergrass 
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Regional Circulation Corridors 


Public roadway corridors are maintained by the land use jurisdictions. The resources required for 
nurturing new planting and management of urban landscapes suggest a greatly simplified approach to 
plant selection and design.  


Avenues (2nd Ave and California Ave) 
Trees: Planting Strips at Town & Village Centers Only (8’ wide minimum). See Town & Village Center Street 
Trees, plus: 
• Cupressus macrocarpa – Monterey Cypress 
• Quercus agrifolia (with wind screen protection) – Coastal Coast Live Oak  


Trees: Medians (11’ wide minimum) 
• Cupressus macrocarpa – Monterey Cypress 


Shrubs/Groundcover:  Planting Strips 
• Achillea millefolium – Common Yarrow 
• Arctostaphylos pumila– Sandmat Manzanita 
• Arctostaphylos hookeri - Monterey Manzinita 
• Ceanothus griseus  var. horizontalis – Carmel Creeper 
• Fragaria chiloensis  - Coastal Strawberry


Grasses/Perennials:  Medians 
• Eschscholzia californica - California Poppy 
• Leymus triticoides - Creeping Wild Rye 
• Leymus condensatus ‘Canyon Prince’ – Creeping Wild Rye 


 
Boulevards (Lightfighter Dr, Gigling Rd, General Jim Moore Boulevard, Imjin Parkway(part)) 


Trees: Parkway Planting Strip (8’ wide minimum) 
• Cupressus macrocarpa – Monterey Cypress 
• Quercus agrifolia (1 & 5 gallons with wind protection, except Lightfighter Drive) – Coastal Coast Live Oak  


Trees:  Medians (11’ wide minimum) 
• Cupressus macrocarpa – Monterey Cypress 


Grasses/Perennials:  Medians 
• Eschscholzia californica - California Poppy 
• Leymus triticoides - Creeping Wild Rye 


Grasses/Perennials (seeded): Roadway Shoulder/ Graded Slopes 
• Bromus carinatus – California Brome 
• Eschscholzia californica - California Poppy 


Roadways with wide medians, road shoulders and parkway planting areas, are typically outside the 
developed commercial and residential neighborhoods. These roadway corridors provide an opportunity 
to utilize a dominant native plant palette. 
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Parkways (Blanco Rd, Eastside Parkway, Eucalyptus Rd, Imjin Parkway (part), Intergarrison Rd, 
Reservation Rd, South Boundary Rd) 


Trees: Parkway Planting Strip Only (8’ wide minimum) 
• Quercus agrifolia (1 & 5 gallon size with wind protection) – Coastal Coast Live Oak  


Trees: Medians  
• None 


Shrubs: Understory /Roadway shoulders 
• Baccharis pilularis – Upright Coyote Bush 
• Ceanothus thrysiflorus – Blue Blossom Ceanothus 
• Fremontodendron californicum - California Flannel Bush 
• Heteromeles arbutifolia - Toyon 
• Rhamnus californica - California Coffeeberry 
• Rhus integrifolia - Lemonade Berry 
• Sambucus mexicana -  Elderberry


Grasses/Perennials (seeded): Medians 
• Eschscholzia californica - California Poppy 
• Leymus triticoides - Creeping Wild Rye 


Grasses/Perennials (seeded): Roadway Shoulder/ Graded Slopes 
• Bromus carinatus – California Brome 
• Eschscholzia californica - California Poppy 
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Town & Village Centers 
Street Trees 
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Town & Village Centers  
Planter Trees/Tree-Shrubs 
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Town & Village Centers 
Shrubs 
Planter Shrubs 
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Town Center 
Shrubs 
Planter Shrubs (continued) 







6/10/2016 


Page 54 of 86 
 


 
Town & Village Centers 
Shrubs 
Planter Shrubs (continued) 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
Groundcovers 
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Town & Village Centers 
Grasses 
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Avenues 
Trees 
Planting Strips at Town 
Centers Only 
(8’ wide minimum) 
 
*with wind protection 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


Medians 
(11’ wide minimum) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


Shrubs – Groundcover 
Planting Strips 
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Avenues 
Shrubs – Groundcover 
Planting Strips (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Grasses – Perennials 
Medians 
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Avenues 
Grasses – Perennials 
Medians (continued) 
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Boulevards 
Trees 
Planting Strips 
(8’ wide minimum) 
 
*1 & 5 gallon size with wind 
protection, except Lightfighter 
Drive  
 


 


 


 


 


 


Medians 
(11’ wide minimum) 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
Grasses/Perennials 
Medians 
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Boulevards 
Grasses/Perennials (seeded) 
Roadway Shoulder/Graded 
Slopes 
  







6/10/2016 


Page 62 of 86 
 


Parkway 
Trees 
Planting Strip Only  
(8’ wide minimum) 
 


 


 


*1 & 5 gallon size with wind 
protection  


 


 


 


Shrubs 
Understory/Roadway Shoulders  
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Shrubs 
Understory/Roadway Shoulders 
(continued) 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure Grasses/Perennials 
(seeded) 
Medians  
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Grasses/Perennials 
(seeded) 
Medians 
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Best Management Practices 


The goal of these guidelines is to develop landscape continuity for regional roadway corridors based on 
the natural landscape character and complimentary to urban development. The following best 
management practices can provide consistency between public agencies for roadways and public lands 
within private development during planning and construction phases. 


• Seek to maximize preservation of native vegetation on public and private lands along the roadway 
corridors. Grading of roadway, parking, and building pads will level the topography to achieve a 
project development program. To preserve the visual landscape identity along the public 
roadways, a minimum width (50’ wide) of existing coast live oak or chaparral vegetation should be 
preserved.  


• To preserve roadway vegetation, incorporate low retaining walls at select locations, maximize cut 
slopes where necessary, incorporate grade separations in the median, or grade separation of trails 
and sidewalks to reduce the extent of tree/vegetation removal for roadway grading.  


• Protection of tree/vegetation on private lands through grading design and retaining walls is 
recommended to enhance the character of roadway corridors.  


• Native coastal topsoils are typically stripped and buried as fill material during the grading process 
in the construction phase. When feasible during grading, strip the 6” – 12” top layer of site soils 
and stockpile for reuse in medians, planting strips and earth shoulders of roadway projects. This 
will retain natural soil nutrients and drainage quality more suitable for native plant establishment. 
Where native topsoils are not stockpiled for reuse, obtain a horticultural soils test for soil 
amendment recommendations suitable for proposed planting design. 


• Town & Village Centers have limited right-of-way planting areas with buildings located at the back 
of sidewalk. Traditional street tree planting at 25’ – 35’ spacing is appropriate. In most all other 
locations, trees should be planted at random spacing and where possible in groves/clusters. Tree 
mitigation planting on roadways should be small container sizes. Tree planting should only be 
allowed in medians 8’ wide or greater, at random spacing clustered in groves.  


• Where planting in the roadway right-of-way outside Town & Village Centers, use one and five 
gallon container sizes to allow nursery grown material to acclimate with site conditions. Provide 
wind screen for container plantings 1 gallon and larger. 


• To encourage native plants utilization in new development projects, approval agencies should 
consider a percentage (80% native plants) along adjacent roadway right-of-way as a permit 
condition. Cities should support developers in exploring creative ways to integrate native plant 
design and establishment, and maintenance into roadway corridors. 


• As part of the roadway right-of-way construction where installation of native grasses, shrubs and 
trees are proposed, require installation be scheduled for the winter season with a one year 
growing season maintenance obligation.  


• Where container plants are used for installation, require an underground irrigation system, with a 
1-year/80% survival rate permit condition; if not, a 3-year establishment agreement with an 80% 
survival rate should be a permit condition. 


  







6/10/2016 


Page 66 of 86 
 


Lighting 
Objectives 


• Provide appropriate illumination to meet community orientation and safety needs to compliment 
architectural aesthetics and the surrounding coastal environment. 


• Maximize community sustainability by using energy efficient fixtures and programming. 


Measures 


1. Consistency. Consistent illumination scheme used within blocks, neighborhoods and corridors. Use 
the Sample Street Light Configurations figure as a guide to selecting fixtures. Each lighting type can 
be used within Town & Village Centers, but use lighting with a greater brightness within the core of 
the Town & Village Center, where pedestrian activity is greatest. Variety in character establishes 
identity and uniqueness. However, within each neighborhood or corridor create a unifying scheme of 
illumination that is appropriate to the scale of the street and the level of nighttime activity. Lamp 
styles are not to be mixed along any one particular block of a street. 


2. Coordination.  Coordinate the placement of fixtures with the organization of sidewalks, street 
furniture, landscaping, building entries, curb cuts, and signage in order to produce well-lit 
streets. Align street lights between street trees. Use pole lighting in parks to preserve 
neighborhood/residential character and provide minimum lighting for orientation and wayfinding.  


3. Energy. Energy-efficient lamps are recommended for all public realm lighting in order to conserve 
energy and reduce long-term costs. 


4. Light trespass. Reduce sky glow in residential areas; at least 50% of the external luminaires have 
fixture-integrated lighting controls that use motion sensors to reduce light levels by at least 50% 
when no activity has been detected for 15 minutes. In shared areas, automatic controls turn off 
exterior lighting when sufficient daylight is available. Generally, downcast lighting. 


5. Safety. Light the following street elements to increase safety and highlight identity of an area: 


a. Transit Stops: People feel more secure when transit stops are well-lit. Lighting also 
draws attention to and encourages use of such amenities. 


b. Edges: Light the edges of a parking lot or plaza define and identify the space. 
c. Focal Points: Lighted sculptures, fountains, and towers in a neighborhood, especially those 


visible to pedestrians and vehicles, are forms of wayfinding. 


6. Scale. Use pedestrian-scaled fixtures (≤ 15’) on all streets within walkable areas. Intersection-scaled 
lighting (25’-40’) may be used in addition to pedestrian-scaled fixtures as necessary on major 
thoroughfares. 


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Gateways (pages 79-80) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 
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Gateways 
Objectives 


• Establish a pattern of landscaping of major and minor streets, including continuous street tree 
plantings to define gateways to the former Fort Ord and enhance the visual quality and 
environmental comfort within the community (BRP p. 71). 


• Assure that 8th Street Bridge serves as a major gateway to Fort Ord Dunes State Park (BRP p. 154). 
• Coordinate development plans to provide for integrated, well-designed gateway design concepts to 


the former Fort Ord and CSUMB (BRP p. 165). 


Measures 


1. Character. Create welcoming gateways and establish the aesthetic character of the community. 
Leverage the academic reuse of the former Fort Ord. Ensure gateways acknowledge military history 
while focusing on the emerging educational community. 


2. Coordination. Coordinate or create cohesive gateway landscape and development plans among 
relevant jurisdictions and agencies. 


3. Design Elements. Mark gateways by design elements such as: signage, landscaping, statues, 
sculpture, architectural features, roadway surface materials, lighting, viewpoints, interpretive 
facilities. Well-designed gateways will allow travelers to recognize that they are entering or exiting 
former Fort Ord lands. An element that is repeated becomes readily recognizable. 


4. Edges. Use gateways to mark edges, boundaries and transitions onto the former Fort Ord and from 
one community/jurisdictions to the next. Gateways that identify edges serve a wayfinding purpose 
and help orient visitors. 


5. Entryways. Place entryways at key points of transitions to and through former Fort Ord lands. 


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Gateways (pages 79-80) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 


 


Design Reference 


• Sample Gateway Features (pages 68-70) 


 
  







6/10/2016 


Page 68 of 86 
 


Sample Gateway Features 
The proposals on these pages are presented for consideration only and symbols, shapes, color palettes, 
and mounting techniques may all be considered independently. 


 


 


Figures 28-30. Sample circular medallion style and color palette. 


The opening and closing dates remind us of the dual benefits the American people have enjoyed from 
this site: the history of training troops for the Pacific theater of World War II, and the civic act of 
returning a large portion of the site to the public as a national preserve. 


The six stars around the border represent the six municipalities which now make up Historic Fort Ord. 
Colors are meant to reflect the natural landscape as well as the military aesthetic. 
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Figures 31-33.  Military insignia and color palette. 


The shape of the military insignia badge is easily recognizable to any serviceman, and is used to 
emphasize the history of the site. The shape of a Private First Class badge reminds us of the many new 
recruits who were trained here. The text across the bottom reads “Continuing to Serve the Monterey 
Bay Area”, emphasizing former Fort Ord’s transition from military to civil service. 
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Figures 34-36. Sample gateway monument signs and color palette. 


The rolling coastal hills of the historic Fort Ord and current National Monument offer a unifying design 
element for gateway signage. In addition, California State University, Monterey Bay is a central asset to 
Fort Ord recovery and future university villages. Existing campus signage provides another brand 
aesthetic which could be a starting point broad regional signage design. 
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Wayfinding 
Objectives 


• Provide design guidelines to address architectural qualities, building massing and orientation, parking, 
fencing, lighting, and signage (BRP p. 154). 


• Establish regional wayfinding signage that supports for unique jurisdiction and community identities. 


• Encourage connectivity to communities and regional destinations, such as parks, trails, educational 
institutions, employment centers, transit, park and ride lots, and tourist destinations. 


• Create safer pedestrian and bicyclists facilities by using wayfinding signage to make bicycle and pedestrian 
routes more visible. 


Measures 


1. Connections. Ensure signage provides guidance for seamless connections to Town & Village Centers, 
public open spaces, and educational institutions, locations of interest, transit facilities, and trails. 


2. Coordinated. Coordinate wayfinding sign design to incorporate regional wayfinding standards and 
allow for unique jurisdiction and community identity. 


3. Consistent. Ensure wayfinding signage is consistent with Monterey County Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Wayfinding Signage Design standards 


4. Legible. Ensure wayfinding signage is clear and readable to the intended audience (i.e. pedestrians, 
cyclists, equestrians and motorists). 


5. Safety. Ensure signage is safely placed in accordance with the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices standards.  


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Gateways (pages 79-80) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 


Design References 


• Monterey County Bike & Pedestrian Wayfinding Sign Design Guidelines (online 
DesignFortOrd.org) 


• California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (online DesignFortOrd.org) 


  







6/10/2016 


Page 72 of 86 
 


Public Spaces 
Objectives 


• Establish an open space system to preserve and enhance the natural environment and revitalize the 
former Fort Ord by adding a wide range of accessible recreational experiences for residents and 
visitors (BRP p. 17). 


• Ensure that open space connections link major former Fort Ord recreation and open space 
amenities and adjacent regional resources (BRP p. 71). 


• Provide a generous pattern of open space and recreation resources through public facilities and 
publicly accessible private development (BRP p. 71). 


• Use spaces between buildings to establish outdoor public uses. 


• Coordinate public space development through specific plans or other planned development 
mechanisms to achieve integrated design between public and private spaces. 


Measures 


1. Civic Buildings. Utilize prominent locations, like the ends of streets, the tops of hills, or land 
adjacent to parks, for civic buildings including churches, schools, shared pool facilities, community 
halls, memorials, and pavilions. 


2. Context. Adapt open space to land use context. In urban places, design plazas and squares enclosed 
by surrounding buildings to form outdoor rooms. Keep parks and greens more open – bounded on at 
least one side by buildings and framed by plantings. Design other types of public spaces, including 
community gardens and play fields to be more open – occasionally shaped by buildings or 
formal plantings. 


3. Coordination. Design outdoor public spaces using a coordinated palette. Design elements include 
landscaping, hardscaping, lighting, signage, furnishings, and accessory structures. 


4. Placement.  Locate urban open-space types (plazas and squares) close to centers, and locate rural 
types (greens and parks) closer to the edge of development. Provide an ample number of functional 
public spaces to new neighborhoods, and add more public space to existing neighborhoods as they 
evolve. Ensure outdoor public spaces are visible, abutting trails, transit and surface streets, and 
marking important intersections, views, or civic amenities.  


5. Proximity. Design projects so that public spaces are within ¼ mile walking distance of every 
home. Locate new and existing development within ¼ mile of a small public plaza or playground at 
least 1/6 acre in area, and within ½ mile of a green, square, or park. For projects larger than 7 acres, 
locate and/or design the project such that the median size of the civic or passive-use spaces within 
and/or contiguous to the project is at least ½ acre. 


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 
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Centers 
Objectives 


• Former Fort Ord centers will feature concentrated activity and be located in the vicinity of the 
CSUMB campus, within the jurisdictions of Marina and Seaside, and capitalize on the inherent 
campus vitality (BRP p. 63). 


• Centers should complement university amenities, such as performance and athletic facilities with 
cafes and restaurants, shops and other student and local-serving uses (BRP p. 64). 


• Maintain the fine-grained development pattern of existing areas of the Main Garrison (BRP p. 65). 


• Locate the highest retail, office and housing density on the former Fort Ord in town and village 
centers with a pedestrian orientation and ready access to transit opportunities (BRP p. 65). 


• Encourage a scale and pattern of development which is appropriate to a village environment and 
friendly to the pedestrian and cyclists (BRP p. 65). 


Measures 


1. Blocks. Form blocks to establish logical sites for development. The maximum average block 
perimeter to achieve an integrated network is 1600 linear feet with a maximum uninterrupted block 
face no greater than 450 feet along any single stretch. 


2. Building Types. Design or locate the project such that 50% of its dwelling units are within a ¼ mile 
walk distance of a minimum of four diverse building types.  For projects with no dwellings, 50% of 
dwelling units within ¼ mile of the project boundary must be within a ¼ mile walk distance of the 
number of diverse building types, including at least one food retail store.  


3. Building height to street width ratio.  At least 15% of existing and new street frontage achieve a 
minimum building height to street ratio of 1:3 (1 foot of building height for every 3 feet of street 
width, measured façade to façade). 


4. Civic Buildings.  Locate civic buildings on high ground, adjacent to public spaces, within public 
spaces, or at the terminal axis of a street or long view to increase their visibility. Set aside unique 
settings such as terminated vistas or locations with greater activity for landmark buildings that will 
act as community anchors. Similarly, set aside special sites for parks, greens, squares, plazas, and 
playgrounds. Include at least one special gathering place at each neighborhood core. Designate and 
site landmarks memorably. Embed schools, recreational facilities, and places of worship within 
communities or within walking distance of the community edge. 


5. Housing. Mix housing types to allow people with diverse lifestyles to live in the same neighborhood. 
Residents have the choice to move elsewhere within their community as their housing needs change 
over time. In addition, households with varied schedules and interests will activate the neighborhood 
at different times of day, adding both to the vibrancy and security of a place. 


6. Parking.  Share on-site parking between uses with different peak hours in order to minimize 
excessive parking. Provide on-street parking to allow easy vehicular access to storefronts and act as 
a buffer from roadway traffic. For new nonresidential buildings and multiunit residential buildings, 
either do not build new off-street surface parking lots, or locate all new off-street parking lots at the 
side, rear, or under buildings, leaving building frontages facing streets free of surface parking lots. 







6/10/2016 


Page 74 of 86 
 


Use no more than 20% of the total development footprint area for all new off-street surface parking 
facilities, with no individual surface parking lot larger than 2 acres. 


7. (Bicycle) Parking.  Provide bicycle parking and storage capacity to new buildings as follows: (a) 
multi-unit residential - one enclosed storage space per occupant for 30% of planned occupancy; (b) 
retail - one secure enclosed bicycle storage space per new retail worker for 10% of planned 
occupancy; and (c) nonresidential other than retail - at least one secure, enclosed bicycle storage 
space per new occupant for 10% of planned occupancy.  


8. Pedestrian Comfort. Use street lighting and trees as vertical elements to define the public realm and 
make the pedestrian feel safer and more comfortable. Add benches, trash and recycling bins, and 
planters to transform streets into places and prompt pedestrians to linger. 


9. Public Spaces. Include at least one outdoor public space within Centers that acts as a well-
defined outdoor room. Edges are characterized by landscaping, density, and use patterns changes. 
Situate public spaces requiring a great deal of acreage such as schools and play fields where they can 
be shared. 


10. Sidewalks. Provide space along sidewalks for a variety of activity zones. Maintain a minimum clear 
walkway of 5’ along sidewalks. Support different zones of walkers, such as window shoppers, people 
leisurely strolling, and people walking briskly. Providing space on the sidewalk for restaurant dining 
is encouraged to activate the public space. Extending sidewalk dining into the on-street parking zone, 
also known as a “parklet,” quickly and affordably optimizes retail opportunities. 


11. Storefronts. Design projects so that 80% of the ground floor is within 5’ of the front property 
line. Include un-tinted transparent storefront windows and/or doors covering at least 60% of the wall 
area between 3’ and 8’ above sidewalk on buildings with ground floor retail or office uses. Extend 
storefront windows 8’ to 14’ above the sidewalk.  Provide at least one entrance for each 50’ of linear 
shopfront frontage. Shade shopfronts from above with an appurtenance like an awning or arcade. 


12. Transportation. Provide routes for multiple modes of transportation, and provide non-motorized 
alternatives to those under the driving age, to those who do not have an automobile, and to senior 
citizens. Design streets in Town & Village Centers to be walkable first while also serving cars and 
emergency vehicles. Design street networks to allow pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists to move 
safely and comfortably through neighborhoods. Integrate narrow curb-to-curb cross sections, street 
trees, on-street parking, buildings close to the street edge, and tight turning radii at the street 
corners to slow traffic and create highly walkable environments.   


Relevant Locations 


• Town & Village Centers (pages 77-78) 
• Gateways (pages 79-80) 
• Regional Circulation Corridors (pages 81-82) 
• Trails (pages 83-84) 
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Figure 37. FORA Land Use Jurisdictions.


Source: Esri,  DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus
DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and
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Figure 38. Town & Village Centers.


Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, increment P Corp.,
NRCAN, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand),
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Town & Village Center Locations, Opportunities and Relevant Guidelines 


BRP Designated Locations: 
Town & Village Centers where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency. Centers designated (as indicated on 


Town & Village Centers map) by solid circles indicating a ¼‐mile walk distance radius from intersection center point.  


 2nd Ave and Imjin Parkway 


 2nd Ave and 8th St 


 2nd Ave and Divarty St 


 2nd Ave and Lightfighter Dr 


 Gigling Rd and Parker Flats Cutoff Rd 


 California St. and Imjin Parkway 


Opportunity Sites: 
Town & Village Centers where the RUDG are encouraged but not required for BRP consistency. Centers designated 


(as indicated on Town & Village Centers map) by hollow circles indicating a ¼‐mile walk distance radius from 


intersection center point. 


 Abrams Dr and Imjin Parkway 


 Imjin Parkway and Reservation Rd 


 Gigling Rd and 7th Ave 


 Gen Jim Moore Blvd & Eucalyptus Rd 


 Gen Jim Moore Blvd & Broadway Ave 


 Gen Jim Moore Blvd & South Boundary Rd 


 East Garrison Town Center 


Relevant Guidelines: 
These guidelines may apply to projects and plan areas depending on site specific conditions. Use the compliance 


checklist to evaluate consistency. 


 Complete Streets 


 Connectivity 


 Trails 


 Transit Facilities 


 Highway 1 Design Corridor 


 Orientation 


 Types, Setbacks & Height 


 Landscape Palettes 


 Lighting 


 Gateways 


 Wayfinding 


 Public Spaces 


 Centers   







Figure 39. Gateways.


Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, increment P Corp.,
NRCAN, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand),
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Gateway Locations, Opportunities and Relevant Guidelines 


BRP Designated Locations: 
Gateways where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency. Gateways designated by solid squares on Gateways 


map, indicating an approximate location for gateway signage.  


 Imjin Parkway & Hwy 1 


 Lightfighter Dr & Hwy 1 


 Imjin Parkway at Reservation Rd 


 Gen Jim Moore Blvd at South Boundary Rd 


Opportunity Sites: 
Gateways where the RUDG are encouraged but not required for BRP consistency. Gateways designated by hollow 


squares on the Gateways map. 


 8th Street Bridge 


 California Ave at Imjin Parkway 


 Reservation Rd at Inter‐garrison Rd 


 Blanco Rd and Research Dr 


 Gigling Rd at 8th Ave 


 Gen Jim Moore Blvd at Eucalyptus Rd 


 Gen Jim Moore Blvd at Broadway Ave 


Relevant Guidelines: 
These guidelines may apply to projects and plan areas depending on site specific conditions. Use the compliance 


checklist to evaluate consistency. 


 Highway 1 Design Corridor 


 Landscape Palettes 


 Lighting 


 Gateways 


 Wayfinding 


 Centers    







Figure 40. Regional Circulation Corridors.


Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, increment P Corp.,
NRCAN, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand),
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Regional Circulation Corridor Locations, Opportunities and Relevant Guidelines 


BRP Designated Locations: 
Regional Circulation Corridors where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency. Regional Circulation Corridors 


designated by solid fill along corridors on Corridors map, indicating a 100’‐buffer on either side of road center‐line.  


 2nd Ave 


 Blanco Rd 


 California Ave 


 Eastside Parkway 


 Eucalyptus Rd 


 Gen Jim Moore Blvd 


 Gigling Rd 


 Imjin Parkway 


 Inter‐Garrison Rd 


 Lightfighter Dr 


 Reservation Rd 


 South Boundary Rd 


Opportunity Sites: 
Regional Circulation Corridors where the RUDG are encouraged but not required for BRP consistency. Regional 


Circulation Corridors designated by hollow fill along corridors on Corridors map. 


 Del Monte Extension 


Relevant Guidelines: 
These guidelines may apply to projects and plan areas depending on site specific conditions. Use the compliance 


checklist to evaluate consistency. 


 Complete Streets 


 Connectivity 


 Trails 


 Transit Facilities 


 Highway 1 Design Corridor 


 Orientation 


 Types, Setbacks & Height 


 Landscape Palettes 


 Lighting 


 Gateways 


 Wayfinding 


 Centers 


   







Figure 41. Trails


Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, increment P Corp.,
NRCAN, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand),
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Trail Locations, Opportunities and Relevant Guidelines 


BRP Designated Locations: 
Trails where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency. Trails designated by solid fill along BRP designated routes.  


 Major Trails 


o Intergarrison 


o Salinas Valley/Seaside 


o Fort Ord Dunes State Beach 


 Minor Trails 


o Monterey Road 


o Main Garrison 


o Crescent Avenue 


o Reservation Road 


Opportunity Sites: 
Trails where the RUDG are encouraged but not required for BRP consistency. Trails designated by hollow fill along 


the route of the FORA Draft Trails Concept. 


 Draft Trails Concept 


Relevant Guidelines: 
These guidelines may apply to projects and plan areas depending on site specific conditions. Use the compliance 


checklist to evaluate consistency. 


 Complete Streets 


 Connectivity 


 Trails 


 Transit Facilities 


 Highway 1 Design Corridor 


 Landscape Palettes 


 Lighting 


 Gateways 


 Wayfinding 


 Public Spaces 


 Centers 


   







Figure 42. Highway 1 Design Corridor.


Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, increment P Corp.,
NRCAN, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand),
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Interactive Online Map: http://designfortord.org/locations/highway-1-design-corridor/
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Highway 1 Design Corridor Locations and Relevant Guidelines 


Highway 1 Design Corridor Guidelines (2005) Designated Locations: 
The Highway 1 Design Corridor Guidelines (2005) designated a series of setbacks within which different design 


guidelines apply as indicated on the Highway 1 Design Corridor map.  


 1000’ Design Corridor 


 25’ Landscape Setback 


 100’ Building Setback 


 100’ Gateway Setback 


Relevant Guidelines: 
These guidelines may apply to projects and plan areas depending on site specific conditions. Use the compliance 


checklist to evaluate consistency. 


 Complete Streets 


 Connectivity 


 Trails 


 Transit Facilities 


 Highway 1 Design Corridor 


 Orientation 


 Types, Setbacks & Height 


 Landscape Palettes 


 Lighting 


 Gateways 


 Wayfinding 


 Public Spaces 


 Centers 
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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 FORA Board facilitates project implementation on a timely basis through annual 
consideration of the CIP. 
Staff has prepared this FY 2017/18 – 2027/28 CIP document using current reuse forecasts 
provided by the FORA land use jurisdictions, Administrative Committee feedback, and Board 
policies.  The document includes current annual forecasts 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. The Transition Task 
Force recommended a dual track approach to the FORA Board in Fall 2016: 1) to seek a 
legislative extension to FORA from 2020 up to 2037 and 2) continue FORA transition planning 
efforts for June 30, 2020 end date. 


Periodic CIP Review and Reprogramming 
National, regional, and local markets such as the housing market affect recovery forecasting.  
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 forecast revenue.  A March 8, 
2010 revision incorporated additional protocols by which projects could be prioritized or 
placed in time.  Once approved by the FORA Board, this CIP sets project priorities.   


In previous updates, the Finance Committee has expressed their concern for a higher degree 
of accuracy and predictability in FORA’s revenue forecasts. FORA works with its member 
jurisdictions to hone and improve CIP development forecasts and resulting revenue 
projections. This approach has continued into the 2017/18 document. 
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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 for housing projects to proceed should 
be recognized and reflected 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 Community Facilities District (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 May 2017.  EPS’s Biennial Fee Review was delayed one year due to project delays in 
TAMC’s FORA Fee Reallocation Study. 


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.  FORA and TAMC staff will present the 2017
FORA Fee Reallocation Study to the FORA Board in May 2017, which will be the basis for
Transportation/Transit costs in this CIP document.


2) CIP Revenues
The primary CIP revenue sources are CFD special taxes/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 ENR
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,
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including CEQA mitigations. CFD and development fee reductions are described in Section I 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 fund FORA operation and CIP projects. Land sale 
proceeds are designated to cover Building Removal program costs as a first priority and 
other CIP projects as a second priority 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. 


3) Projects Accomplished to Date (Table 1B)


FORA has actively implemented capital improvement projects since 1995. As of this writing,
FORA has completed approximately:


a) $72M in roadway improvements, including underground utility installation and
landscaping, 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. These improvements
include the MBEST Research Drive project which pre-dated the FORA Capital
Improvement Program.


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) $31.5M to date in building removal at the Dunes on Monterey Bay, East Garrison, Imjin
Parkway and Imjin Office Park site. $19.4M credit to future land sale is allocated for
Marina Community Partners’ phase II and III.


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) $1.1M 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 1A and 1B. 
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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. 
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II. Obligatory Program of Projects


As noted in the Executive Summary, four key programs in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
remain:  Transportation/Transit, Water Augmentation, Habitat Management Requirements, and 
Building Removal. Community Facilities District (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, the Water Augmentation pipeline financing obligation second, with the remaining 
revenue divided among the Transportation/Transit programs.  CIP contingency funds include 
$18.5 million for transportation projects and $22.3 million for the HCP endowment.  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 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 (obligation) as CFD-funded improvements in annual 
CIPs.  


In 2004 and 2005, FORA and TAMC re-evaluated FORA transportation obligations 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 “2005 FORA Fee Reallocation Study” dated 
April 8, 2005; the date corresponds to when the FORA Board of Directors approved the study for 
inclusion in the FORA CIP.  The complete study can be found online at www.fora.org, under the 
Governing Documents menu. 


The 2005 FORA Fee Reallocation Study resulted in a refined list of FORA transportation obligations 
emphasizing a ‘fund local first’ reallocation option.  In 2016, FORA and TAMC again cooperatively 
re-evaluated FORA transportation obligations using the Region Travel Demand 
Model (RTDM) and related fee allocations. This study has resulted in a recommendation to 
add the Del Monte Boulevard extension off-site improvement to the FORA CIP and  
broaden the description for the Highway 1 Regional Improvement (R3). 
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The study also resulted in a re-distribution of the obligation dollar amounts to reflect changes in 
land-use and population, though the FORA jurisdictions Implementation Agreement 
Amendments cap the total amount of Transportation dollars in the CIP.   Figure 1 shows the 
transportation obligations which are further defined in Table 1A.  Table 1A shows the Regional 
Transportation Plan’s obligations set by the 2005 study, FORA’s share in 2005 dollars, the 
amount of the new obligations as informed by the 2017 Fee Reallocation Study, the obligation 
met by the close of Fiscal Year, and FORA’s remaining share of the obligation in 2017 dollars. 
Table 1B shows the remaining CIP projects, budgets, off-sets, and remaining obligations. 


This year the Administrative Committee recommended the Capital Improvement Project priorities 
and the inclusion of Del Monte Boulevard Extension during the budget process using an 
evidence based approach, assigned to the FORA staff in consultation with the 
jurisdictions’public works/engineering staff. Staff scored projects by the criteria set in 
Appendix A.  The process multiplied scores by the assigned weights set by the Administrative 
Committee in 2016, resulting in priorities ranked from highest to lowest.  The results were 
then presented to the Administrative Committee members and discussed.  Table 2 shows 
the recommended list of priorities for the 2017/2018 CIP.  The top two priorities, as 
previously set by the Board, are Eastside Parkway and South Boundary Road.  The priority 
ranking informed the transportation portion of the CIP. (i.e. Priority transportation projects 
are often funded on a pay as you go or phased schedule).   


(1) Transportation


Transportation improvements within the CIP consist of two types:  FORA Lead Agency projects or 
reimbursement projects.   FORA serves as lead agency to accomplish design, environmental 
review, 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 
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 a number of FORA CIP transportation improvements. 
Table 2 identifies those improvements, the current obligations (in 2017 dollars), and shows a ten-
year plan to complete the obligation.  The ten-year plan is dependent upon the estimated cash 
flow from CFD collections, and land sales, and the priorities set by FORA Board approval of the 
CIP.  


The transportation contingency is 15% of the overall transportation project costs to cover 
unforeseen costs such as utility relocation, Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC) support, 
and other unknown project costs. 


(2) 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 
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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 
2nd Avenue/Imjin Parkway/Reservation Road/Davis Road as the new preferred alternative.  On 
March 10, 2017, the FORA Board concurred, terminating the 2010 MOA and adopting a new MOA 
to supersede it.  Full build-out of the MMC route is expected to take 20 years. 
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Figure 1: TraTransportation 
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Figure 1: 2017 Transportation Map and Remaining Projects


6    Davis Rd, South
7    Davis Rd, North
8    Second Avenue
9    Eighth Street
10  Gigling Road
11  Imjin Parkway (formerly 12th Avenue)
12  Eastside Parkway Concept (Eastside Road)
13  Intergarrison Road
14  General Jim Moore Boulevard (GJMB)
15  Eucalyptus Rd (Monterey County)
16  GJMB, McClure to Coe
17  Eucalyptus Rd (Seaside)
18  GJMB, Normandy to McClure
19  GJMB, S. Boundary to 218
20  South Boundary Road
21  Highway 156
22  Monterey Road Interchange
23  Highway 1 Widening
24  Rancho Saucito Road
25  Crescent Avenue
26  Abrams Drive


Remaining FORA CIP
Completed FORA CIP
Exis�ng Network
Exis�ng Roads
Improvement Begin/End


FORA  - Capital Improvments - Transporta�on
1    Marina Comple�on Project (Del Monte Boulevard Extension) 
2    California Avenue
3    Salinas Avenue
4    Reserva�on Rd, to Watkins Gate (WG)
5    Reserva�on Rd, WG to Davis
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Figure 1: TraTransportation 


MARINA


SEASIDE


MONTEREY 
COUNTY


MONTEREY


13


12


15


10


19 20


CSUMB


SALINAS


M
O


N
T
E
R
E
Y
 B


A
Y


DEL REY OAKS


Fort Ord Reuse Authority


LEGEND
Remaining FORA Lead Transporta�on Improvement
Concept alignment of FORA Lead Transporta�on Improvement
Exis�ng Network
Exis�ng Roads
Improvement Begin/End


Figure 2: 2017 Remaining Transportation Obligations (FORA Lead)


10  Gigling Road
12  Eastside Parkway Concept (Eastside Road)
13  Intergarrison Road
15  Eucalyptus Rd (Monterey County)
19  GJMB, S. Boundary to 218
20  South Boundary Road


FORA  - Capital Improvments - Transporta�on
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b) Water Augmentation


Background 


In 1993, the U.S. Army purchased from Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) 
rights to draw 6,600 Acre Feet of Water per Year (AFY) from the Salinas Valley Ground Water 
Basin. In 1996, the U.S Army further refined the terms of the agreement to ensure management 
and protection of the Salinas Valley Ground Water Basin, and Annexation of Marina Area Lands 
into Zones 2 and 2A.  With close of former Fort Ord, FORA was authorized to establish the 1998 
Facilities Agreement (FA) with Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) providing for ownership and 
operation of the base wide public capital facilities through FORA’s Water/Wastewater Oversight 
Committee (WWOC) and in support of the Base Reuse Plan (BRP); whereby FORA may identify 
future Capital Improvements to be implemented by MCWD. The Fort Ord BRP identifies 
availability of water as a resource constraint, anticipating a development density at full buildout 
which utilizes the 6,600 AFY of available groundwater supply; as described in BRP Appendix B (PFIP 
section p 3-63).  In 2000, the U.S. Army gave FORA the right to transfer the facilities and pumping 
rights through an Economic Development Conveyance Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). 
Between 2001 and 2006, FORA transferred property, facilities, and the right to draw 6,600 AFY 
from the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin to MCWD. FORA retained the right to allocate the 
water rights to its member jurisdictions. 


In addition to groundwater supply, the BRP assumes an estimated 2,400 AFY of augmentation 
(non-potable, irrigation water) needed to achieve its permitted development level (Volume 3, 
figure PFIP 2-7). Following a comprehensive two-year process evaluating viable options, the 
MCWD Board of Directors certified, in October 2004, the Regional Urban Water Augmentation 
Project (RUWAP) and its accompanying 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, FORA and MCWD Boards approved the RUWAP hybrid alternative for 
implementation by MCWD per the FA. 


Additionally, it was recommended that FORA-CIP funding toward the former Fort Ord Water and 
Wastewater Collection Systems be increased by an additional $17M to avert additional burden on 
rate payers due to increased capital costs.  A 2013 MCWD rate study recommended removing that 
“voluntary contribution” from the FORA CIP 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
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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 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 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) approved ‘hybrid’ project.  In 2016, the FORA 
Board approved a capital improvement solution to provide the recycled water component (see 
below).  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.  


Current Status 


RUWAP Recycled 


In 2014, Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency’s (MRWPCA’s) Pure Water Monterey 
(PWM) project presented a solution to the ‘Recycled’ portion of the RUWAP.  PWM would use 
water collected at the MRWPCA 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 Pure Water Monterey as the 
recycled water source, and, then, 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’).  In September 2016, through a three-party negotiation among MRWPCA, MCWD, and 
FORA in support of the PWM, a Pipeline Reimbursement Agreement was executed whereby FORA 
would fund up to six million ($6M) of the cost of constructing a pipeline able to provide recycled 
water to the land use jurisdictions.   


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 Memorandum of Agreement 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 cost-effective rate increases are applied to the 
appropriate CIPs.  A Memorandum of Understanding has been negotiated between the three 
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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.  FORA Staff have released a Request for Proposals (RFP) and expect the 
Board to award a Professional Services Contract in 2017/18 with the identification of a water 
augmentation program provided to the FORA Board for approval and MCWD for implementation 
by the end of the fiscal year. 


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. 


d) Habitat Management Requirements
The BRP Appendix A, Volume 2 contains the Draft Habitat Management Plan (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 Fort Ord Regional 
Habitat Cooperative (Cooperative). Prior to issuance of state and federal permits, the Permittees 
will execute a Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement to create the Cooperative, which will be the 
entity responsible for ensuring HCP implementation. 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, MCWD, and Bureau of Land Management.  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 was 
developed by an independent consultant retained by FORA and totaled $6.3 million. 
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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 ± $46.6M line item of forecasted requisite expenditures (see Table 3 
column ‘Estimated Year-End Balance’ amount of $11,385,440 plus columns ‘2017-2020 
Subtotal’ and ‘2020-2027 Subtotal’ totaling $35,262,029).   


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 $19.6M 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 $2 million in annual costs, estimated in 2017 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. 


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 and related 
environmental hazards/blight in certain areas of the former Fort Ord to make way for reuse.  All 
jurisdictions have been treated in a similar manner but have varying building removal needs that 
FORA accommodates with available funds.  FORA has studied indexing the original agreed-upon 
cost estimate to compensate for delayed implementation of this effort and the increase in 
removal costs during the intervening period. 


Since 1996, FORA has aggressively reused, redeveloped, and/or deconstructed former Fort Ord 
buildings. FORA works with regulatory agencies and local contractors to safely abate hazardous 
materials, maximize material reuse and recycling, and create an educated workforce to take 
advantage of jobs created on the former Fort Ord.  FORA, CSUMB, and jurisdictions leverage their 
accumulated expertise focusing on environmentally sensitive reuse and recycling remnant 
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structural and site materials, while applying lessons learned from past FORA efforts to “reduce, 
reuse, and recycle” materials from former Fort Ord structures (see Appendix C).   


In FY 01/02, the FORA Board established policy regarding building removal obligations.  Per Board 
direction, building removal is funded by land sales revenue and/or credited against land sale 
valuation.  In the City of Marina, since 2005, FORA obligated itself to fund $46M in WWII wooden 
building removal through a combination of cash payments and credits to land value.  Another of 
FORA’s obligations includes City of Seaside Surplus II buildings for a fixed obligation of $4M (FY 
05/06 CIP) (and the City of Seaside decides which buildings to remove). FORA also obligated to 
fund $2.1M of East Garrison building removal.   


Two MOAs with Marina and the County, described below, were finalized to implement FORA 
Board policy: 


• In August 2005, FORA entered into an MOA with the City of Marina Redevelopment Agency 
(now Successor Agency) and Marina Community Partners (MCP) assigning to FORA $46M 
in building removal costs within the Dunes on Monterey Bay (Dunes) project and to MCP 
the responsibility for the actual removal. In 2006, FORA and MCP entered into a 
Reimbursement Agreement governing the implementation of the $46M in building 
removal.  Under the Reimbursement Agreement, FORA’s maximum obligations were
$22M in cash and $24M in land sales credits.  To date, MCP has only partially performed 
its obligation to deconstruct $46M in buildings in the amount of $26.6M.  FORA paid $22M 
cash and MCP received $4.6M in land sale credits out of a total $24M in available credits 
for building removal costs.  Both agreements contained removal timing requirements and 
revenue timing requirements which to date have not been met.  Nevertheless, FORA 
maintains a $19.4M credit against the phased take down by MCP when it fulfills its 
purchase and deconstruction obligations. While FORA has been tracking credits according 
to this agreement for more than 10 years, recently, MCP informed FORA that they 
consider a portion of the land sale credits should be cash.


• 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. The property 
was acquired by a new developer and the MOA has been reassigned to them. 


FORA’s remaining obligations include removal of the former Fort Ord (Marina) stockade (currently 
estimated at $2.1M deconstruction cost). In FY 05/06 the Board set a financial obligation of $4M 
to be applied to the building removal effort in the City of Seaside’s Surplus II area.  In 2011, FORA, 
at the direction of the City of Seaside, removed an Army cafeteria in the Surplus II area (see 
Appendix C). During the FY 16/17 CIP process, FORA indexed the Seaside Surplus II financial 
obligation for building removal effort to $5.2M.  In the second half of 2016, FORA, Seaside, and 
Marina engaged FORA staff to begin the different building removal obligations.   
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FORA 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 in 
removing buildings from Surplus II was to survey buildings for hazardous materials commissioning 
a hazardous materials removal estimate.  In 2016, FORA conducted hazardous material surveys in 
Surplus II.  At the City of Seaside’s request, FORA will plan, contract, and complete Surplus II 
hazardous material and building removal for 17 buildings with estimated completion in 2018. 


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.  In March 2017, FORA contracted with Vista Environmental to survey the Stockade for 
hazardous materials. FORA will coordinate with the City of Marina to plan and implement building 
removal on their property.  


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 1998, the FORA Board established a Water/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. 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 D for the FY 2016/17 Ord Community CIP list. 
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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 a 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 (Appendix C).   


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 17-18 CIP is $575,000. 
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III. FY 2017/18 THROUGH POST-FORA CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM


The following tables depict the Capital Improvement Program: Tables 1A and 1B illustrate the 
obligatory project offsets and remaining obligations. Table 2 depicts transportation and 
transit project priorities and budgets from 2017/18 to 2026/27. Table 3 is a summary of 
the Capital Improvement Program from FY 2017/18 through post-FORA.  Table 4 itemizes the 
jurisdictions’ projections for new building that will generate Community Facilities District 
revenue to FORA.  Table 5 shows 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 
residential and non-residential development forecasts by jurisdiction. Table 8 provides 
information on estimated development acreage. Table 9 models estimated property tax 
revenue collections.     
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TABLE 1A: 2017-2018 OBLIGATORY PROJECT OFFSETS AND REMAINING OBLIGATIONS


CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v1 | 5/4/2017 | 4:33 PM


PROJECT # PROJECT TITLE PROJECT LIMITS / DESCRIPTION FORA Offsets Obligation % of Obligation
TOTAL COST % FORA PORTION TOTAL COST % FORA PORTION Indexed by CCI Complete


R3 Hwy 1-Seaside Sand City Hwy 1 Traffic Relief  $        45,000,000 34.0%  $       15,282,245 66,808,021.00$           20%  $                      13,565,097 -$          13,565,097$               14,099,438       0%


R10 Hwy 1-Monterey Rd. Interchange Hwy 1 Traffic Relief @ Monterey Rd. Interchange     19,100,000 13.1%       2,496,648             28,356,293 13%     3,604,250 -       3,604,250            3,746,225           0%


R11 Hwy 156-Freeway Upgrade
Widen existing highway to 4 lanes and upgrade highway to freeway status with appropriate
interchanges. Interchange modification as needed at US 156 and 101.


  197,000,000 3.6%       7,092,169           292,470,673 6%   16,993,507 -       16,993,507          17,662,896         0%


 $      261,100,000  $       24,871,062  $              387,634,987  $                      34,162,854  $                -    $              34,162,854  $             35,508,559 


1 Davis Rd n/o Blanco Davis-Blanco Intersection Improvments & Roadway Widening  $          3,151,000 16.1%  $             506,958  $                  4,678,046 15%  $            720,208 -$             720,208$  748,577            0%


2B Davis Rd s/o Blanco Widen to 4 lanes from Blanco to Reservation; Build 4 lane bridge over Salinas River     22,555,000 41.0%       9,242,411             12,733,317 F   12,733,317 556,870               12,176,447          12,656,088       4%


4D Widen Reservation-4 lanes to WG Widen to 4 lanes from existing 4 lane section East Garrison Gate to Watkins Gate     10,100,000 37.8%       3,813,916             14,994,689 63%     9,390,281 476,584               8,913,697            9,264,815           5%


4E Widen Reservation, WG to Davis Widen to 4 lanes from Watkins Gate to Davis Rd        5,500,000 40.3%       2,216,321                8,165,424 61%     4,978,440 -       4,978,440            5,174,545           0%


8 Crescent Ave extend to Abrams Extend existing Crescent Court Southerly to join proposed Abrams Dr (FO2)           906,948 100%          906,948   399,475 100%         399,475     -    399,475 415,177              0%


10 Del Monte Blvd Extension Connection between Del Monte and Intersection at Imjin/2nd Ave      -   -     947,000 100%         947,000 -       947,000  947,000              0%


 $        42,212,948  $       16,686,554  $                41,917,951  $                      29,168,721  $                1,033,454  $              28,135,267  $             29,206,203 


FO2 Abrams
Construct a new 2-lane arterial from intersection with 2nd Ave easterly to intersection with
Crescent Court extension


 $              759,569  $            1  $             759,569  $                  1,127,673 100%  $         1,127,673 -$             1,127,673$                 1,172,093           0%


FO5  8th Street Upgrade/construct new 2-lane arterial from 2nd Ave to Intergarrison Rd        4,340,000 100%       4,340,000                6,443,262 100%     6,443,262 1,018,890         5,424,372            5,638,043           16%


FO6 Intergarrison Upgrade to a 4-lane arterial from Eastside Rd to Reservation        4,260,000 100%       4,260,000                6,324,492 100%     6,324,492 1,559,469           4,765,023            4,952,721         25%


FO7 Gigling Upgrade/Construct new 4-lane arterial from General Jim Moore Blvd easterly to Eastside Rd        5,722,640 100%       5,722,640                8,495,961 100%     8,495,961 353,510               8,142,451            8,463,189           4%


FO9C GJM Blvd-s/o Coe to S Boundary Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from s/o Coe to South Boundary Rd 24,065,000    100% 24,065,000  1,083,775              F 1,083,775    100,000               983,775                1,022,527           0%


FO11 Salinas Ave Construct new 2 lane arterial from Reservation Rd southerly to Abrams Dr        3,038,276 100%       3,038,276                4,510,693 100%     4,510,693 -       4,510,693            4,688,373         0%


FO12 Eucalyptus Rd Upgrade to 2 lane collector from General Jim Moore Blvd to Eastside Rd to Parker Flats cut-off        5,800,000 100%       5,800,000   532,830 F         532,830 50,000   482,830                501,849            9%


FO13B Eastside Pkwy (New alignment) Construct new 2 lane arterial from Eucalyptus Rd to Parker Flats cut-off to Schoonover Dr     12,536,370 100%    12,536,370             18,611,779 100%   18,611,779 510,000               18,101,779          18,814,824       3%


FO14 S Boundary Road Upgrade Upgrade to a 2 lane arterial, along existing alignment from General Jim Moore Blvd to York Rd        2,515,064 100%       2,515,064                3,733,921 100%     3,733,921 338,986               3,394,936            3,528,665           9%


 $        63,036,919  $       63,036,919  $                50,864,386  $                      50,864,386  $                3,930,855  $              46,933,532  $             48,782,284 


 $      366,349,867  $     104,594,535  $              480,417,324  $                   114,195,961  $                4,964,308  $            109,231,653  $           113,497,046 


T3 Transit Vehicle Purchase/Replace 15 MST busses  $        15,000,000 42%  $         6,298,254  $                  9,220,050 100%  $        9,220,050  $                   378,950  $                 8,841,100 9,189,359           4%


T22 Intermodal Centers
(PFIP T-31) includes 3 elements: 1. Intermodal Transportation Center @ 1st. Avenue South of
8th. Street 2. Park and Ride Facility @ 12th Street and Imjin, and 3. Park and Ride Facility @
8th. Street and Gigling


       3,800,000 126%       4,786,673          7,106,403.07 100%     7,106,403  -  $                 7,106,403 7,386,330           0%


 $        18,800,000  $       11,084,926  $                16,326,453  $                      16,326,453  $                   378,950  $              15,947,503  $             16,575,689 


 $           130,522,414  $         5,343,258  $     125,179,156  $    130,072,735 3.9%


Remaining 
Obligation 


TRANSPORATION TOTALS


Transit Capital Improvements


SUB-TOTAL - TRANSIT


TRANSPORTATION / TRANSIT - TOTALS


TAMC Reallocation Study 2005 TAMC Reallocation Study 2017


ON-SITE IMPROVEMENTS


SUB-TOTAL - ON-SITE IMPROVEMENTS


REGIONAL IMPROVEMENTS


SUB-TOTAL - REGIONAL IMPROVEMENTS


OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS


SUB-TOTAL - OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS
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 TABLE 1B: 2017-2018 OBLIGATORY PROJECT OFFSETS,REMAINING OBLIGATIONS  AND COMPLETED PROJECTS


CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v1 | 5/4/2017 | 4:33 PM


PROJECT # PROJECT TITLE PROJECT LIMITS / DESCRIPTION FORA BUDGET TOTAL OFFSETS OBLIGATION % of OBLIGATION


To Date INDEXED BY CCI COMPLETE


TRANSPORTATION / TRANSIT OBLIGATION - TOTALS 130,522,414$  5,343,258$             125,179,156$           130,072,735$  3.9%


15% TRANSPORTATION CONTINGENCY 19,578,362$  -$  18,776,873$             19,510,910$  0.0%
Transportation and HCP Contingecy  funds are reserved for unforseen projects costs (Munitions Removal, Utility Relocation and other unknowns)


Building Removal
FOR BUDGET TOTAL OFFSET REMAINING INDEXED % Complete


S201 Seaside Surplus II Hazardous material identification and removal, building removal, and site restoration 5,499,572 166,371 5,333,201 5,543,280 3%


S202 Marina Stockade Hazardous material identification and removal, building removal, and site restoration 2,200,000 16,278 2,183,722 NA - $2,183,722 1%


TOTAL CUMMULATIVE BUILDING REMOVAL TO DATE 7,699,572 182,649 7,516,923 7,727,002 2%


Water Augmentation
FOR BUDGET TOTAL OFFSET REMAINING INDEXED % Complete


WA01 Pipeline' Reimbursement MCWD Recycled Water 'Pipeline' Reimbursement (Reimbursement Agreement) 6,000,000 500,000 5,500,000 NA - $5,500,000 8%


WA02 Secondary Component Secondary Component (Identification, Planning, Implementation) 157,000 - 157,000 157,000 0%


WA00 General CEQA mitigations 18,115,615 561,780 17,553,835 18,245,296 3%


TOTAL CUMULATIVE OFFSETS AGAINST WATER AUGMENTATION PROJECTS TO DATE 24,272,615 1,061,780 23,210,835 23,902,296 4%


Habitat  Mitigations
FOR BUDGET TOTAL OFFSET REMAINING INDEXED % Complete


Joint Powers Authority Set Aside 30.2% CFD Set Aside 46,647,469 11,385,440 35,262,029 36,651,031 24%


HCP Contingency Provides interim funding for UC Fort Ord Natural Reserve until adoption of HCP endowment and potential increase to cost 19,567,546 1,116,685 18,450,861 19,177,657 6%


TOTAL CUMULATIVE OFFSETS AGAINST WATER AUGMENTATION PROJECTS TO DATE 66,215,015 12,502,125 53,712,890 55,828,688 19%


Completed Capital Improvements
FOR BUDGET TOTAL OFFSET REMAINING INDEXED % Complete


FO9 General Jim Moore Blvd Improvements to No.-So. Rd at Hwy 218, GJMB Phase 1-1V, Utility and Landscaping (FO9A, FO9B) 30,812,841$  30,812,841$  - - 100%


FO3 Imjin Parkway 12th St. Improvements, Utilities, and Imjin Parkway Construction 8,247,818 8,247,818 - - 100%


FO8 2nd Ave 2nd Ave. Roadway Improvements from Lightfighter to Imjin, Utilties 5,605,525 5,605,525 - - 100%


FO10 California Ave. California Ave. Roadway Improvements, and Utilities. 2,227,906 2,227,906 - - 100%


FO12 Eucalyptus Rd. Eucalyptus Rd. Construction 5,328,032 5,328,032 - - 100%


- South Boundary - Connector Rancho Saucito Road - prior to 2005 1,336,241 1,336,241 - - 100%


- Reservation Road Reservation Road - bike lanes 6,289,483 6,289,483 - - 100%


- Blanco Road Blanco Road 2,586,767 2,586,767 - - 100%


R12 Hwy 68 Operational Improvements Operational improvements at San Benancio, Laureles Grade and Corral De Tierra 312,205 312,205 - - 100%


TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COMPLETED 52,222,122$  52,222,122$  - $81,362,242 ** 


1,631,951 1,631,951 - - 100%


TOTAL STORMWATER COMPLETED 1,631,951 1,631,951 - $2,659,731 **


Fire Rolling Stock purchased and transferred to jurisdictions 1,160,000 1,160,000 - - 100%


TOTAL FIRE-FIGHTING COMPLETED 1,160,000 1,160,000 - $1,429,026 **


- Pilot Project 1996 Fort Ord catalogue of buildings, site and building charactarization - 8 buildings 700,000 700,000 - - 100%


- Dunes on Monterey Bay 2006 FORA cash obligation retired.  Remaining obligation to be applied to land sales credits per contract. 405 buildings 46,000,000 26,574,592 19,425,408 NA - 19,425,408 58%


- East Garrison 2006 FORA cash obligation retired. Developer completed. 2,177,000 2,177,000 100%


FO3 Imjin Parkway - Building Removal Roadway implementation preperation and  building removal - 37 buildings 1,289,631 1,289,631 - - 100%


FO8 2nd Avenue - Building Removal Roadway implementation preperation and  building removal - 14 buildings 837,368 837,368 - - 100%


TOTAL BUILDING REMOVAL COMPLETED 464 buildings   51,003,999 31,578,591 19,425,408 19,425,408 $45,921,163 **
** Completed Projects indexed to approximate 2017 dollars for reference.


OTHER OBLIGATION - TOTALS 204,205,274$  100,339,218$        103,866,056$           106,883,394$  49.1%


TOTAL REMAINING CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT OBLIGATION  $ 354,306,050  $        105,682,476  $           247,822,085  $ 256,467,039 30%


REMAING 
OBLIGATION


Retain/Percolate stormwater; eliminate discharge of stormwater to Monterey Bay Sanctuary.  Project completed/financial obligation met in 2004. Funded by EDA grant proceeds.


Total offsets against  transportation/transit network obligations  per 1995 & 2005 TAMC Study.  Funded by EDA grant funds, state and local matching funds, revenue bond proceeds, development fees.


FORA Water Augmentation, BRP required CEQA Mitigations


FORA Remaining Building Removal Obligations


FORA Habitat Managemnet and Conservation, BRP required CEQA Mitigations
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TABLE 2:  2017-2018 TRANSPORTATION NETWORK AND TRANSIT ELEMENTS BY PRIORITY


CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v1 | 5/4/2017 | 4:38 PM


Priority Proj# Obligation 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023 2023-2024 2024-2025 2025-2026 2026-2027 POST FORA TOTAL Budget


1 FO13B Eastside Parkway On-Site FORA 18,814,824$         500,000$        500,000          625,000             600,000             4,500,000 6,000,000 4,660,025 1,429,799 - - (0) 18,814,824       


2 FO14 South Boundary Road Upgrade On-Site FORA 3,528,665$           400,000          1,500,000       1,628,665 - - - - - - - (0) 3,528,665          


3 2B Davis Rd south of Blanco Off-Site MoCo 12,656,088$         625,000          1,725,000       1,000,000 2,000,000 3,450,000 3,856,088 0 12,656,088       


4 T3 Transit Vehicle Purchase/Replace Transit MST 9,189,359$           1,000,000       500,000          - 3,500,000 - - 506,957             3,682,402 - - (0) 9,189,359          


5 FO12 Eucalyptus Road On-Site FORA 501,849$              500,000          1,849               - - - - - - - - 0 501,849             


6 8 Crescent Ave extend to Abrams Off-Site Marina 415,177$              415,177          - 415,177             


7 FO7 Gigling On-Site FORA 8,463,189$           500,000          2,000,000       5,310,510 652,679             - - - - - - 0 8,463,189          


8 FO6 Intergarrison On-Site FORA 4,952,721$           100,000          100,000          300,000             695,540             3,757,181 - - - - 0 4,952,721          


9 10 Del Monte Blvd Extension Off-Site Marina 947,000$              500,000          447,000          - - - - - - - - 947,000             


10 R3a Hwy 1-Del Monte-Fremont-MBL Regional TAMC 14,099,438$         - - - - - 1,000,000 2,000,000 5,000,000 6,099,438 (0) 14,099,438       


11 FO5 8th Street On-Site Marina 5,638,043$           375,000          500,000          750,000             768,057             3,244,986 - - - - - (0) 5,638,043          


12 R11 Hwy 156-Freeway Upgrade Regional TAMC 17,662,896$         - - 2,000,000 3,500,000 - 5,450,000 5,465,533 1,247,363 - - 0 17,662,896       


13 T22 Intermodal Centers Transit MST 7,386,330$           - - - - 500,000             1,700,000 1,735,833 3,450,497 0 7,386,330          


14 FO9C GJM Blvd On-Site FORA 1,022,527$           400,000          - 622,527             - - - - - - (0) 1,022,527          


15 4E Widen Reservation, WG to Davis Off-Site MoCo 5,174,545$           - - - - - - 2,661,210 2,513,335 - - 0 5,174,545          


16 4D Widen Reservation-4 lanes to WG Off-Site MoCo 9,264,815$           - - - - 1,900,000 2,491,593 2,500,000 2,373,222 0 9,264,815          


17 1 Davis Rd north of Blanco Off-Site MoCo 748,577$              - - - - - - - 748,577             - 0 748,577             


18 R10 Hwy 1-Monterey Rd. Interchange Regional TAMC 3,746,225$           - - - - 3,746,225 0 3,746,225          


19 FO11 Salinas Ave On-Site Marina 4,688,373$           - - 750,000             1,500,000 2,438,373 - - 0 4,688,373          


20 FO2 Abrams On-Site Marina 1,172,093$           - - 1,172,093 - 0 1,172,093          


130,072,735$   5,315,177$  7,273,849$  14,158,795$  13,216,276$  17,890,540$  18,006,088$  18,929,558$  19,814,989$  9,348,015$    6,119,447$    -$             130,072,735$  


Description


Transportation and Transit GRAND TOTALS


Lead


20







TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 2017/2018 - POST FORA


CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v1 | 5/4/2017 | 4:33 PM


ESTIMATED YEAR-
END BALANCE


2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27 2027-28  2017-2020 SUB-
TOTAL 


2020-2027 SUB-
TOTAL


REMAINING 
OBLIGATION


TOTAL % of Total


DEDICATED REVENUES
Development Fees 6,118,763$             8,396,780           13,521,743 17,072,922            16,343,301            11,987,762            16,971,185            14,949,960            14,193,000            14,193,000 11,070,540 28,037,287             116,781,669               - 144,818,956 72.2%


OTHER REVENUES
Property Taxes - CIP Allocation 1,010,835$             1,609,443           2,363,691             3,421,310              4,508,495              5,148,021              6,020,480              6,761,221              7,484,134              8,219,016             8,843,368             4,983,970               50,406,045 - 55,390,015 27.6%
Miscellaneous (investment interest) 20,000$  23,892$              28,542$                35,996 45,406 54,454 61,166 70,612 -    -  -  72,434 267,634    - 340,068 0.2%
TOTAL REVENUES 7,149,599$             10,030,115        15,913,977          20,530,227           20,897,202           17,190,237           23,052,831           21,781,793           21,677,134           22,412,016          19,913,908          33,093,691            167,455,348               - 200,549,039 100.0%


PROJECTS EXPENDITURES
Transportation/Transit - See CIP Table 2 5,315,177$             7,273,849 14,158,795 13,216,276 17,890,540 18,006,088 18,929,558 19,814,989 9,348,015 6,119,447 0 26,747,821 103,324,913 - 130,072,734 67.0%
Transportation Contingency 265,759$                2,036,678 5,020,605 1,982,441 2,683,581 2,700,913 2,839,434 1,981,499 -    -  -  7,323,042 12,187,868 0 19,510,910 10.0%
Water Augmentation - RUWAP Pipeline 2,885,860$             1,700,000 1,100,000 -   -   -   -   -   -    -  -  5,685,860 0 - 5,685,860 2.9%
Water Augmentation - RUWAP Other 157,000$                225,000 -  -   -   -   -   8,000,000 8,000,000 1,834,436 0 382,000 17,834,436 - 18,216,436 9.4%
TOTAL CFD PROJECTS 8,623,796$             11,235,527 20,279,400 15,198,717 20,574,121 20,707,001 21,768,992 29,796,488 17,348,015 7,953,883 0 40,138,723 133,347,217 0    173,485,940 89.3%


OTHER EXPENDITURES
Property Tax - Jurisdiction Share (all jurisdictions) -$  - -  142,131 250,850 314,802 402,048 476,122 548,413 621,902 684,337 0 3,440,605 - 3,440,605 1.8%
HCP - UC Regents 95,000$  98,268 101,648 -   -   -   -   -   -    -  -  294,916 0 - 294,916 0.2%
General CIP/FORA Costs - Footnote 1 1,103,068$             1,141,014 1,180,264 1,220,866 1,262,863 1,306,306 1,351,243 1,397,725 1,445,807 -  -  3,424,346 7,984,810 - 11,409,156 5.9%
Caretaker Costs (Including Caretaker Emergency Fund) 575,000$                500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 1,575,000 4,000,000 - 5,575,000 2.9%
TOTAL OTHER 1,773,068$             1,739,282 1,781,913 1,862,997 2,013,713 2,121,108 2,253,291 2,373,848 2,494,221 1,121,902 1,184,337 5,294,262 15,425,414 - 20,719,677 10.7%


TOTAL EXPENDITURES 10,396,864$           12,974,808 22,061,313 17,061,714 22,587,834 22,828,109 24,022,282 32,170,335 19,842,236 9,075,785 1,184,337 45,432,985 148,772,632 0    194,205,617 100.0%


Net Annual Revenue (3,247,265)$            (2,944,693) (6,147,336) 3,468,513 (1,690,632) (5,637,872) (969,452) (10,388,543) 1,834,899 13,336,231 18,729,571 (12,339,294) 18,682,716 6,343,422 3.3%
Beginning Balance 19,883,195$           8,497,755$             3,382,623 (2,121,789) (12,381,233) (14,104,737) (20,776,451) (30,089,081) (36,244,996) (54,321,549) (52,486,650) (39,150,418) 8,497,755 (12,381,233) - 8,497,755
Set Aside - HCP - See CIP Table 1B (11,385,440)$         (1,867,867)$            (2,559,720) (4,112,109) (5,192,018) (4,981,083) (3,674,758) (5,186,464) (7,688,011) (8,539,695) (26,722,334) (19,567,546)            (66,215,015)
UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE 8,497,755$             3,382,623$             (2,121,789) (12,381,233) (14,104,737) (20,776,451) (30,089,081) (36,244,996) (54,321,549) (52,486,650) (39,150,418) (20,420,846) (12,381,233) (20,420,850) (19,567,546)           (51,373,838)


3,382,623$       (2,121,789) (12,381,233) (14,104,737) (20,776,451) (30,089,081) (36,244,996) (54,321,549) (52,486,650) (39,150,418) (20,420,846) (51,373,838)


DEDICATED REVENUES
Land Sales -$  - 15,732,634 12,132,135            15,151,981            16,197,360            28,795,306            6,460,000              6,215,408              -  -  15,732,634             84,952,189 - 100,684,823 123.9%
Land Sales - Building Removal Credits -$  - - (6,750,000) (6,460,000)            (6,215,408)            -  -  - (19,425,408) - (19,425,408) -23.9%
TOTAL REVENUES -$  - 15,732,634          12,132,135           8,401,981              16,197,360           28,795,306           -   -    -  -  15,732,634            65,526,781 - 81,259,415 100.0%


PROJECT EXPENDITURES -    
Building Removal  Obligations - See Table 1B 3,750,000$             3,977,002           -  -   -   -   -   -   -    -  -  7,727,002               -    -    7,727,002 77.5%


OTHER EXPENDITURES
General CIP/FORA Costs (A/E, PM, CM, Staff Costs etc…) 171,638$                177,542              183,650 189,967 196,502 203,262 210,254 217,487 224,968 232,707 240,712 532,830 1,715,861 - 2,248,691 22.5%


TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,921,638$             4,154,544 183,650 189,967 196,502 203,262 210,254 217,487 224,968 232,707 240,712 8,259,832               1,715,861 - 9,975,693 100.0%


Net Annual Revenue (3,921,638)$            (4,154,544)         15,548,984 11,942,168            8,205,479              15,994,098            28,585,051            (217,487)                (224,968)                (232,707)               (240,712)               7,472,801               63,810,921 - 71,283,722 814.6%
Beginning Balance 11,191,406$           4,102,406$             3,930,768           3,115,223             18,664,206            30,606,373            38,811,851            54,805,948            83,390,999            83,173,512            82,948,543 82,715,835 4,102,406               18,664,206 - 4,102,406 
Set Aside - Bldg Removal (7,089,000)$            3,750,000$             3,339,000           -   -   -   -    -  -  7,089,000               -    7,089,000 
UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE 4,102,406$             3,930,768$             3,115,223 18,664,206          30,606,373           38,811,851           54,805,948           83,390,999           83,173,512           82,948,543           82,715,835          82,475,122          18,664,207            82,475,126 - 82,475,128 


3,930,768$       3,115,223     18,664,206     30,606,373      38,811,851      54,805,948      83,390,999      83,173,512      82,948,543      82,715,835     82,475,122     18,664,207 82,475,126          - 82,475,128 


TOTAL ENDING BALANCE-ALL PROJECTS $7,313,391 $993,434 $6,282,973 $16,501,636 $18,035,400 $24,716,867 $47,146,003 $28,851,963 $30,461,893 $43,565,417 $62,054,276 $31,101,290


Footnote (1)  - Expenditures for transportation projects (conbtract change orders, general consulting, additional basewide expenditures, street landscaping, site conditions, project changes, additional habitat mitigations) . General Costs provides for staff, overhead, and direct consulting costs. In 2015/2016 , the FORA Board approved  Prevailing Wage and 
Caretaker Costs to be funding with Poroperty taxes.


B. LAND SALE FUND ANALYSIS


A. CFD FUND - ANALYSIS


ENDING LAND SALES FUND BALANCE    


ENDING CFD FUND BALANCE    


A. CFD SPECIAL TAX / DEVELOPMENT FEE FUND


B. LAND SALES FUND
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TABLE 4: COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT REVENUE 


Development Fees


Land Use:
Location & Description CFD Fee  2017-18  2018-19  2019-20  2020-21  2021-22  2022-23  2023-24  2024-25  2025-26  2026-27  2027-28  Totals 
New Residential 23,655$         5,535,270$     5,251,410        10,550,130        12,821,010        12,868,320        11,117,850        13,483,350        14,949,960        14,193,000        14,193,000        11,070,540$      126,033,840$       


Seahaven (Entitled) - - - 66 90 90 90 90 90 90 196 802 
Dunes (Entitled) 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 36 936 
TAMC (Planned) - - 60 70 70 - - - - - - 200 
Seaside Resort (Entitled) 4 12 36 36 34 - - - - - - 122 
Seaside (Planned) - - 50 50 50 100 200 300 300 300 45 1,395 
East Garrison I (Entitled) 140 120 100 100 130 130 130 92 - - - 942 
Del Rey Oaks (Planned) - - - 20 60 60 60 60 120 120 191 691 
UC (Planned) - - 110 110 20 - - - - - - 240 
Other Residential (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
CSUMB Planned - - - - - - - - - - - - 


Existing/Replacement Residential 23,655$         567,720$         2,128,950        2,128,950          567,720             - - - - - - -$  5,393,340$           


Preston Park (Entitled) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Seahaven (Entitled) 24.0 90 90 24 - - - - - - - 228 
Abrams B (Entitled) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Sunbay (Entitled) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Bayview (Entitled) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Seaside Highlands (Entitled) - - - - - - - - - - - 


Office 3,103$            12,212$           111,127           83,553 105,835 128,427 11,194 - - - - -$  452,348$               


Del Rey Oaks (Planned) - 26 - - - - - - - - - 26 
Monterey (Planned) - - 12 16 20 - - - - - - 47 
East Garrison I (Entitled) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Dunes (Entitled) - 4                            3 3 3 3 - - - - - 17 
Seahaven (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Marina (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
TAMC (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Seaside (Planned) - - - 3 7 0 - - - - - 10 
UC (Planned) 3.9 5                            12 12 12 - - - - - - 45 


Industrial 3,103$            3,562$             3,562 16,384 25,288 25,337 8,904 - - - - -$  83,038$                 


Monterey (Planned) - - 4 4 4 - - - - - - 12 
Dunes (Entitled) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Seahaven (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
TAMC (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Seaside (Planned) - - - 3 3 3 - - - - - 9 
UC (Planned) 1.1 1 1 1 1 - - - - - - 6 


Retail 63,939$          -$  543,100 742,726 684,012 789,697 58,713 587,135 - - - -$  3,405,383$           


Del Rey Oaks (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
East Garrison I (Entitled) - - 1 1 1 - - - - - - 3 
Seahaven (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Dunes (Entitled) - 3 2 1 2 - - - - - - 8 
TAMC (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Seaside Resort (Entitled) - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 
Seaside (Planned) - - 1 1 1 1 9 - - - - 13 
UC (Planned) - 6 8 8 8 - - - - - - 28 


Hotel (rooms) 5,274$            -$  358,632 - 2,869,056 2,531,520          791,100 2,900,700          - - - -$  9,451,008$           


Del Rey Oaks (Planned) - - - - - - 550 - - - - 550 
Dunes (Entitled) - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Dunes (Entitled) - - - 394 - - - - - - - 394 
Seaside Resort (Entitled) - - - - 330 - - - - - - 330 
Seaside Resort TS (Entitled) - 68 - - - - - - - - - 68 
Seaside (Planned) - - - 150 150 150 - - - - - 450 
UC (Planned) - - - - - - - - - - - - 


TOTAL 6,118,763$      8,396,780         13,521,743         17,072,922         16,343,301         11,987,762         16,971,185         14,949,960         14,193,000         14,193,000         11,070,540$       144,818,956$       
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Estimated Land Sales
1      2 3 4 5 6   7   8   9   10 


Land Use
Location & Description $ per acre  2017-18  2018-19  2019-20  2020-21  2021-22  2022-23  2023-24  2024-25  2025-26  2026-27  2027-28  Forecast Total 


 Monterey County  $              171,000  $ -                        -   -                                   -   -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -    $ -   
 Ord Market -                        -   -                                   -   -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -   


 Monterey City  $              171,000 -                        -   7,696,026                16,354,054 -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -   24,050,080 
 Ryan Ranch Parcels  per acre -                        -   7,696,026                16,354,054 -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -   


 Marina  $              171,000 -                        -   -                                   -   13,500,000 -                                   -                 12,920,000            12,430,816 -                              -   38,850,816 
 Dunes Phases  fixed -                        -   -                                   -   13,500,000 -                                   -                 12,920,000            12,430,816 -                              -   
 Cypress Knolls  per acre -                        -   -                                  -   -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -   


 Seaside  $              171,000 -                        -   6,769,241 7,910,216 16,803,962               32,394,719                57,590,611 -                               -   -                              -   121,468,750 
 Surplus II  $              165,852 -                        -   2,389,452 5,446,585 10,163,962 -                                   -   -                               -   -                              -   18,000,000 
 Main Gate  per acre -                        -   4,379,789 2,463,631 -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -   6,843,420 
 Seaside East  per acre -                        -   -                                   -   - 32,394,719                57,590,611 -                               -   -                              -   89,985,330 
 Barracks Parcel  fixed -                        -   -                                   -   6,640,000 -                                   -   -                               -   -                              -   6,640,000 


 Del Rey Oaks  $              171,000 -                        -                 17,000,000 -                                        -   -                                   -   -                               -   -                              -   17,000,000 
 270 Acres  fixed -                        -                 17,000,000 -                                        -   -                                   -   -                               -   -                              -   


 CSUMB  $              171,000 -                        -   -                                   -   -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -                                        -   
-                        -   -                                  -   -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -   


 UC MBEST  $ -                        -   -                                   -   -                                  -   -                                  -   -                               -   -                                        -   
Lump Sum Sale Forecast - Sub-total -$                - 31,465,267             24,264,270               30,303,962 32,394,719             57,590,611               12,920,000             12,430,816           - - 201,369,646 
FORA Share (50% of Lump Sum Sales) -$                - 15,732,634             12,132,135              15,151,981 16,197,360             28,795,306              6,460,000               6,215,408             - - 100,684,823 
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TABLE 6: FY 2017/2018 THROUGH POST-FORA DEVELOPMENT FORECASTS 
Residential Annual Land Use Construction (dwelling units)


FORECAST YEAR


Land Use
Location & Description


Juris-
diction


Built To 
Date


 2017-
18 


 2018-
19 


 2019-
20 


 2020-
21 


 2021-
22 


 2022-
23 


 2023-
24 


 2024-
25 


 2025-
26 


 2026-
27 


 2027-
28 


Forecast Forecast + 
Built


NEW RESIDENTIAL **6,160 unit cap on new residential until 18,000 new jobs on Fort Ord per BRP 3.11.5.4 (b) 2)  & 3.11.5.4 (c)
Marina


Seahaven (Entitled) MAR -         -      -      -      66       90       90       90       90       90       90       196     802           802           
Dunes (Entitled) MAR 301        90       90       90       90       90       90       90       90       90       90       36       936           1,237        
TAMC (Planned) MAR -         -      - 60 70       70       - -      - -      -      -      200           200           


Seaside -           
Seaside Resort (Entitled) SEA 3            4          12       36       36       34       - - - -      -      -      122           125           
Seaside (Planned) SEA -         -      - 50 50       50       100 200     300     300     300     45       1,395       1,395        


Other -           
East Garrison I (Entitled) MCO 528        140     120     100     100     130     130     130     92       -      -      942           1,470        
Del Rey Oaks (Planned) DRO -         -      -      -      20       60       60       60       60       120     120     191     691           691           
UC (Planned) UC -         -      - 110 110     20       - -      - -      -      240           240           
Other Residential (Planned) Various -         -      - - - -      - -      - -      - -      -            -            


TOTAL NEW RESIDENTIAL 832        234     222     446     542     544     470     570     632     600     600     468     5,328       6160**


EXISTING/REPLACEMENT RESIDENTIAL
Preston Park (Entitled) MAR 352        - - - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 352           
Seahaven (Entitled) MAR 20          24       90 90       24       - -           - -           - -           - 228           248           
Abrams B (Entitled) MAR 192        - -           - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 192           
MOCO Housing Authority (Entit MAR 56          - -           - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 56             
Shelter Outreach Plus (Entitled) MAR 39          - -           - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 39             
VTC (Entitled) MAR 13          - -           - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 13             
Interim Inc (Entitled) MAR 11          - -           - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 11             
Sunbay (Entitled) SEA 297        - -           - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 297           
Bayview (Entitled) SEA 225        - -           - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 225           
Seaside Highlands (Entitled) SEA 380        - -           - -           - -           - -           - -           - - 380           


TOTAL EXISTING/REPLACE 1,585    24       90       90       24       - -          - -          - -          - 228           1,813        


CSUMB (Planned) - -           - - - 
2,417   258    312    536    566    544    470    570    632    600    600    468    5,556 7,973      


Post FORA


2
4







CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v1 | 5/4/2017 | 3:18 PM


TABLE 7: FY 2017/2018 THROUGH POST-FORA DEVELOPMENT FORECAST 


Non-Residential Annual Land Use Construction (building square feet or hotel rooms per year)
FORECAST YEAR


Land Use
Location & Description


Juris-
diction


Land 
Transfer 


Type


Built To Date  2017-18  2018-19  2019-20  2020-21  2021-22  2022-23  2023-24  2024-25  2025-26  2026-27  2027-28 Forecast Forecast + Built


NON-RESIDENTIAL
Office 


Del Rey Oaks (Planned) DRO EDC - - 400,000      - - - - - - -               - -               400,000        400,000        
Monterey (Planned) MRY EDC - - - 180,524 240,000     301,000     -               - -               - -               - 721,524        721,524        
East Garrison I (Entitled) MCO - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
Imjin Office Park (Entitled) MAR EDC 28,000       -               - - - - - - - -               - -               - 28,000          
Dunes (Entitled) MAR 203,000     - 66,000 50,000       50,000       50,000       50,000     - - -               - -               266,000        469,000        
Seahaven(Planned) MAR - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
Interim Inc. (Entitled) MAR 14,000       -               - - - - - - - -               - -               - 14,000          
Marina (Planned) MAR - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
TAMC (Planned) MAR - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
Seaside (Planned) SEA 14,900       -               - - 50,000       100,000     5,000       - - -               - -               155,000        169,900        
UC (Planned) UC EDC - 60,000     80,000        180,000     180,000     180,000     -               - -               - -               - 680,000        680,000        


Total Office 259,900 60,000    546,000 410,524 520,000 631,000 55,000    - - -               - -               2,222,524   2,482,424   


Industrial 
Monterey (Planned) MRY EDC - - - 72,000 72,000       72,275       -               - -               - -               - 216,275        216,275        
Marina CY (Entitled) MAR EDC 12,300       -               - - - - - - - -               - -               - 12,300          
Dunes (Entitled) MAR - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
Seahaven (Planned) MAR - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
Marina Airport (Entitled) MAR PBC 250,000     -               - - - - - - - -               - -               - 250,000        
TAMC (Planned) MAR - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
Seaside (Planned) SEA EDC - - - - 50,000       50,000       50,000     - - -               - -               150,000        150,000        
UC (Planned) UC EDC 38,000       20,000     20,000        20,000       20,000       20,000       -               - -               - -               - 100,000        138,000        


Total Industrial 300,300 20,000    20,000 92,000       142,000 142,275 50,000    - - -               - -               466,275       766,575       


Retail
Del Rey Oaks (Planned) DRO EDC - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
East Garrison I (Entitled) MCO - - - 10,000 12,000       12,000       -               - -               - -               - 34,000          34,000          
Seahaven (Planned) MAR EDC - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
Dunes (Entitled) MAR 418,000     - 30,000 24,000 12,000       20,000       -               - -               - -               - 86,000          504,000        
TAMC (Planned) MAR - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 
Seaside Resort (Entitled) SEA - - - - - 10,000 -               - -               - -               - 10,000          10,000          
Seaside (Planned) SEA - - - 10,000 10,000       10,000 10,000     100,000     -               - -               - 140,000        140,000        
UC (Planned) UC - - 62,500        82,500 82,500       82,500 -               - -               - -               - 310,000        310,000        


Total Retail 418,000 - 92,500 126,500 116,500 134,500 10,000    100,000 -               - -               - 580,000       998,000       


TOTAL SF NON-RESIDENTIAL 978,200  80,000   658,500  629,024  778,500  907,775  -   4,246,999   


HOTEL ROOMS
Hotel (rooms)


Del Rey Oaks (Planned) DRO EDC - - - - - - -               550             -               - -               - 550               550               
Dunes (Entitled) MAR 108             -               - - - - - - - -               - -               - 108               
Dunes (Entitled) MAR - - - - 394             - - - - -               - -               394               394               
Seaside Resort (Entitled) SEA Sale - - - - - 330 -               - -               - -               - 330               330               
Seaside Resort TS (Entitled) SEA Sale - - 68                - - - - - - -               - -               68 68 
Seaside (Planned) SEA - - - - 150             150             150          - - -               - -               450               450               
UC (Planned) UC EDC - - - - - - -               - -               - -               - - - 


TOTAL HOTEL ROOMS 108    - 68 - 544  480    150    550    -    -   -   -   1,792     1,900     


Post FORA
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TABLE 8: FY 2017/18 THROUGH POST-FORA DEVELOPMENT FORECAST BY ACRE 


Estimated Acreage


FORECAST YEAR
Land Use
Location & Description Juris-diction FAR  2017-18  2018-19  2019-20  2020-21  2021-22  2022-23  2023-24  2024-25  2025-26  2026-27  2027-28 


 Forecast 
Total 


NON-RESIDENTIAL           43,560 


Office 0.35
Del Rey Oaks (Planned) DRO 0.35 - 26.2 -               - -               - -               - -               - -               26.2             
Monterey (Planned) MRY 0.35 - - 11.8 15.7        19.7        -               - -               - -               - 47.3             
East Garrison I (Entitled) MCO 0.35 -               - -               - -               - -               - -               - -               - 
Dunes (Entitled) MAR 0.35 - 4.3 3.3           3.3           3.3           3.3           -               - -               - -               17.4             
Seahaven (Planned) MAR 0.35 - - -               - -               - -               - -               - -               - 
Interim Inc. (Entitled) MAR 0.35 - - -               - -               - -               - -               - -               - 
Marina (Planned) 0.35 - - -               - -               - -               - -               - -               - 
TAMC (Planned) MAR 0.35 - - -               - -               - -               - -               - -               - 
Seaside (Planned) SEA 0.35 - - -               3.3           6.6           0.3           -               - -               - -               10.2             
UC (Planned) UC 0.35 3.9           5.2           11.8        11.8        11.8        -               - -               - -               - 44.6             


Total Office 3.9          35.8       26.9       34.1       41.4       3.6          -              -              -              -              -              145.8          


Industrial 0.40
Monterey (Planned) MRY 0.40 -               -               4.1           4.1           4.1           -               -               -               -               -               -               12.4             
Dunes (Entitled) MAR 0.40 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Seahaven (Planned) MAR 0.40 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
TAMC (Planned) MAR 0.40 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Seaside (Planned) SEA 0.40 -               -               -               2.9           2.9           2.9           -               -               -               -               -               8.6                
UC (Planned) UC 0.40 1.1           1.1           1.1           1.1           1.1           -               -               -               -               -               -               5.7                


Total Industrial 1.1          1.1          5.3          8.1          8.2          2.9          -              -              -              -              -              26.8            


Retail 0.25
Del Rey Oaks (Planned) DRO 0.25 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
East Garrison I (Entitled) MCO 0.25 -               -               0.9           1.1           1.1           -               -               -               -               -               -               3.1                
Seahaven (Planned) MAR 0.25 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Dunes (Entitled) MAR 0.25 - 2.8 2.2           1.1           1.8           -               -               -               -               -               -               7.9                
TAMC (Planned) MAR 0.25 - - -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Seaside Resort (Entitled) SEA 0.25 - - -               -               0.9           -               -               -               -               -               -               0.9                
Seaside (Planned) SEA 0.25 - - 0.9           0.9           0.9           0.9           9.2           -               -               -               -               12.9             
UC (Planned) UC 0.25 - 5.7 7.6           7.6           7.6           -               -               -               -               -               -               28.5             


Total Retail - 8.5 11.6       10.7       12.4       0.9          9.2          -              -              -              -              53.3            
TOTAL ACRES:  NON-RESIDENTIAL 5.1             45.5          43.8          53.0          61.9          7.4             9.2             - - - - 225.8              


HOTEL ROOMS
Hotel (rooms) 38


Del Rey Oaks (Planned) DRO 38 -               -               -               -               - -               14.5 -               -               -               -               14.5             
Dunes Marriot (Entitled) MAR 38 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Dunes Hotel TBD (Entitled) MAR 38 -               -               -               10.4        -               -               -               -               -               -               -               10.4             
Seaside Resort (Entitled) SEA 38 -               -               -               -               8.7           -               -               -               -               -               -               8.7                
Seaside Resort Time Shares (Enti SEA 38 - 1.8 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               1.8                
Seaside (Planned) SEA 38 - - -               3.9           3.9           3.9           -               -               -               -               -               11.8             
UC (Planned) UC 38 - - -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 


TOTAL ACRES: HOTEL - 1.8 - 14.3 12.6          3.9             14.5          - - - - 47.2                


NEW RESIDENTIAL **6,160 unit cap on new residential until 18,000 new jobs on Fort Ord per BRP 3.11.5.4 (b) 2)  & 3.11.5.4 (c)
Marina


Seahaven (Entitled) MAR 6 -               -               -               11.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        32.7        133.7           
Dunes (Entitled) MAR 6 15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        15.0        6.0           156.0           
TAMC (Planned) MAR 6 - -               10.0 11.7        11.7        -               -               -               -               -               -               33.3             


Seaside - 
Seaside Resort (Entitled) SEA 6 0.7           2.0           6.0 6.0           5.7           -               -               -               -               -               -               20.3             
Seaside (Planned) SEA 6 -               -               8.3 8.3           8.3           16.7        33.3        50.0        50.0        50.0        7.5           232.5           


Other - 
East Garrison I (Entitled) MCO 6 23.3        20.0        16.7 16.7        21.7        21.7        21.7        15.3        -               -               -               157.0           
Del Rey Oaks (Planned) DRO 6 -               -               -               3.3           10.0        10.0        10.0        10.0        20.0        20.0        31.8        115.2           
UC (Planned) UC 6 - -               18.3 18.3        3.3           -               -               -               -               -               -               40.0             
Other Residential (Planned) Various 6 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 


TOTAL ACRES: NEW RESIDENTIAL 39.0          37.0          74.3          90.3          90.7          78.3          95.0          105.3        100.0        100.0        78.0          888.0              


EXISTING/REPLACEMENT RESIDENTIAL
Preston Park (Entitled) MAR 6 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Seahaven (Planned) MAR 6 4.0           15.0        15.0        4.0           -               -               -               -               -               -               -               38.0             
Abrams B (Entitled) MAR 6 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Sunbay (Entitled) SEA 6 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Bayview (Entitled) SEA 6 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 
Seaside Highlands (Entitled) SEA 6 -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               -               - 


TOTAL ACRES: EXISTING/REPLACE  4.0             15.0          15.0          4.0             - - - - - - - 38.0                
ACRES: CSUMB RESIDENTIAL CSU 6 - - - - - - - - - - - - 


TOTAL ACREAGE 48.1       99.2       133.2     161.6     165.2     89.7       118.7     105.3     100.0     100.0     78.0       1,199.0      


Notes:


Per FORA BRP, hotel density is assumed at 31.5 rooms per acre.


Residential units are assumed at 6 DU/AC.


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, 0.40 for industrial, and 0.25 for retail.
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TABLE 9: FY 2016/2017 PROPERTY TAX ESTIMATE


Copy of CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v1 TABLE 9 | 5/5/2017 | 11:49 AM


Estimated Property Taxes
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 


Location & Description Assumption  2017-18  2018-19  2019-20  2020-21  2021-22  2022-23  2023-24  2024-25  2025-26  2026-27  2027-28 


Office 220$  13,200,000$       120,120,000 90,315,280          114,400,000 138,820,000 12,100,000          - - - - - 488,955,280$        
Industrial 90 1,800,000            1,800,000            8,280,000            12,780,000          12,804,750          4,500,000            - - - - - 41,964,750            
Retail 265 - 24,512,500 33,522,500          30,872,500          35,642,500          2,650,000            26,500,000          - - - - 153,700,000          
NON-RESIDENTIAL 15,000,000          146,432,500        132,117,780        158,052,500        187,267,250        19,250,000          26,500,000          - - - - 684,620,030           
HOTEL ROOMS 162,000 - 11,016,000 - 88,128,000          77,760,000          24,300,000          89,100,000          - - - - 290,304,000           
NEW RESIDENTIAL 533,000 124,722,000        118,326,000        237,718,000        288,886,000        289,952,000        250,510,000        303,810,000        336,856,000        319,800,000        319,800,000        249,444,000        2,839,824,000        
EXISTING/REPLACE RES 533,000 12,792,000          47,970,000          47,970,000          12,792,000          - - - - - - - 121,524,000           
CSUMB RESIDENTIAL -$  - - - - - - - - - - -$  


TOTAL 152,514,000$      323,744,500        417,805,780        547,858,500        554,979,250        294,060,000        419,410,000        336,856,000        319,800,000        319,800,000        249,444,000$      3,936,272,030$      


FORA PROJECTION 17/18
2% Max Property Value Escalation  - Proposition 13 152,514,000$      328,600,668        430,433,960        572,883,786        589,034,747        316,786,134        458,601,039        373,857,918        360,252,329        365,656,114        289,489,946$      
Discount Cash Flow - Bond Buyers Index 152,514,000        316,083,751        398,266,692        509,879,696        504,284,746        260,876,410        363,276,588        284,867,358        264,044,199        257,796,135        196,322,817        
Net Cash Inflow (CUM) including previous years 1,220,193,290     1,536,277,041     1,934,543,733     2,444,423,429     2,948,708,175     3,209,584,585     3,572,861,173     3,857,728,531     4,121,772,730     4,379,568,865     4,575,891,682     
Net Present Value 1,220,193,290     1,536,277,041     1,934,543,733     2,492,999,564     3,067,067,426     3,404,756,990     3,865,442,355     4,256,576,933     4,638,297,819     5,026,338,277     5,356,015,859     
Property Tax assessment 1% 12,201,933          15,362,770          19,345,437          24,929,996          30,670,674          34,047,570          38,654,424          42,565,769          46,382,978          50,263,383          53,560,159          
Less housing set aside (20%) (2,440,387)           (3,072,554)           (3,869,087)           (4,985,999)           (6,134,135)           (6,809,514)           (7,730,885)           (8,513,154)           (9,276,596)           (10,052,677)         (10,712,032)         
Property Tax net of housing set aside 9,761,546             12,290,216          15,476,350          19,943,997          24,536,539          27,238,056          30,923,539          34,052,615          37,106,383          40,210,706          42,848,127          
Tier 1 (1,318,240)           (1,659,722)           (2,089,991)           (2,693,321)           (3,313,517)           (3,678,341)           (4,176,045)           (4,598,608)           (5,011,002)           (5,430,223)           (5,786,391)           
Tier 2 (1,107,322)           (1,394,166)           (1,755,592)           (2,262,389)           (2,783,354)           (3,089,806)           (3,507,877)           (3,862,830)           (4,209,240)           (4,561,386)           (4,860,567)           
Tier 3 - - - - - - - - - - - 
Annual net property tax 7,335,985             9,236,327             11,630,766          14,988,286          18,439,668          20,469,908          23,239,618          25,591,177          27,886,140          30,219,098          32,201,169          
FORA Property Tax (35%) 2,567,595             3,232,715             4,070,768             5,245,900             6,453,884             7,164,468             8,133,866             8,956,912             9,760,149             10,576,684          11,270,409          
Forecast Estimate - 90% of Property Tax 2,310,835             2,909,443             3,663,691             4,721,310             5,808,495             6,448,021             7,320,480             8,061,221             8,784,134             9,519,016             10,143,368          
Operating Costs (1,300,000)$         (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)           (1,300,000)$         
Property Tax Transfer to CIP 1,010,835$          1,609,443             2,363,691             3,421,310             4,508,495             5,148,021             6,020,480             6,761,221             7,484,134             8,219,016             8,843,368$          


Forecast


2
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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.  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. To prioritize the transportation projects, 
it is necessary to determine the amount of mitigation a proposed roadway could have on existing 
roadways. Therefore, this criterion 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 number 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...)
2. LOS stays the same on existing roadways
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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 2017. 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.
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• All ACM must be disposed of legally.


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 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 can 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.
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• The basewide characterization protocol was verified by comparing it with the actual waste
generated during the 12th street building removal.


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 31select 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
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• 2007 removal of 9 campus buildings
• 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 
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what was involved in removing buildings from Surplus II was to survey the buildings for Hazardous 
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 coordination for access to the Marina Stockade 
site which currently host Las Animas concrete production and operations under a lease from the City of 
Marina.  Marina is taking the lead in negotiating with Las Animas for access to the building for removal. 
FORA will commission the Stockade hazardous material surveys while access is 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).  


FY 15/16 caretaker costs funding was 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 August 31 (1st deadline) and October 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;
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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 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 October 31
(2nd deadline) (see #1 above) to the jurisdictions who submitted Caretaker Costs Worksheets to
FORA by August 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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Marina Coast Water District


DRAFT Five-Year CIP


FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21 FY 2021-22 OUT


CIP No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION Remaining Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed YEARS TOTAL CATEGORY


OW-0000 Ord Water


OW-0206 Inter-Garrison Road Pipeline Up-Sizing - In Design $50,000 $599,124 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $649,124 E


OW-0128 Lightfighter "B" Zone Pipeline Extension - In Construction $335,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $335,800 M


OW-0193 Imjin Parkway Pipeline, Reservation Rd to Abrams Drive $0 $102,000 $460,800 $0 $0 $0 $0 $562,800 E


OW-0201 Gigling Transmission from D Booster to JM Blvd $0 $109,100 $332,100 $0 $0 $0 $0 $441,200 E


OW-0202 South Boundary Road Pipeline $0 $205,000 $1,289,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,494,000 M


OW-0119 Demolish D-zone Reservoir $0 $0 $17,900 $160,700 $0 $0 $0 $178,600 E


OW-0230 Wellfield Main 2B -Well 31 to Well 34 $0 $0 $164,400 $0 $167,700 $518,300 $0 $850,400 E


OW-0127 CSUMB Pipeline Up-Sizing -Commercial Fireflow $0 $0 $38,311 $0 $38,311 $0 $117,231 $193,853 E


OW-0211 Eastside Parkway (D-Zone pipeline) $0 $0 $0 $415,632 $2,498,444 $0 $0 $2,914,076 M


OW-0203 7th Avenue and Gigling Rd $0 $0 $0 $0 $61,990 $189,689 $0 $251,679 E


OW-0129 Rehabilitate Well 31 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,707,438 $0 $1,707,438 E


OW-0122 Replace D & E Reservoir Off-Site Piping $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,016,400 $1,016,400 E


OW-0167 2nd Ave extension to Gigling Rd $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $272,400 $272,400 E


OW-0118 B4" Zone Tank @ East Garrison " $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,116,949 $3,116,949 S


OW-0212 Reservoir D2" + D-BPS Up-Size " $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,997,826 $3,997,826 E


OW-0208 Pipeline Up-Sizing -to Stockade $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $709,391 $709,391 S


OW-0209 Pipeline Up-Sizing -between Dunes & MainGate $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $220,050 $220,050 M


OW-0210 Sand Tank Demolition $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $542,078 $542,078 E


OW-0204 2nd Ave Connection, Reindollar to Imjin Pkwy $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,214,489 $1,214,489 E


OW-0214 Imjin Road, 8th St. to Imjin Pkwy $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,104,081 $1,104,081 E


OW-0121 C2" to "B4" Pipeline and PRV Station " $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,409,403 $1,409,403 S


OW-0171 Eucalyptus Rd Pipeline $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,351,264 $2,351,264 M


OW-0213 Reservoir B4/B5 to East Garrison Pipeline $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $257,487 $257,487 S


OW-0216 UCMBEST Pipeline $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $402,493 $402,493 S


OW-0217 Reservation Road, Imjin to MBEST Drive $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $539,368 $539,368 M


OW-0218 Golf Boulevard Transmission Line $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,104,081 $1,104,081 M


OW-0219 B5" Zone Tank @ East Garrison " $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,116,949 $3,116,949 S


OW-0231 Wellfield Main 3A -Intergarrison to ASP Bldg $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,541,126 $3,541,126 E


OW-0232A Install Well 36 ͲZĞƟƌĞ�t Ğůů�Ϯϵ� $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,515,243 $2,515,243 E


OW-0232B Wellfield Main 1B -between Wells 36 and 35 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,169,802 $3,169,802 E


OW-0233 Wellfield Main 1C (Parallel) Well 36 to ASP Bldg $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,736,274 $3,736,274 M


OW-0234 B-BPS at ASP Bldg $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,355,195 $1,355,195 M


OW-0235 Ord WellͲŚĞĂĚ��ŝƐŝŶĨĞĐƟŽŶ� $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,710,391 $2,710,391 M


Category Legend


E= CIP supports existing Infrastructure


EDS= Eastern Distribution System (inland well-field)


S= CIP supports a single parcel's or owner's project


M= CIP supports projects for multiple parcels or owners
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Marina Coast Water District


DRAFT Five-Year CIP


FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21 FY 2021-22 OUT


CIP No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION Remaining Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed YEARS TOTAL CATEGORY


OS-0000 Ord Sewer


OS-0147 Ord Village Sewer Pipeline & Lift Station Impr Project $110,000 $500,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $610,000 E


OS-0205 Imjin LS & Force Main Improvements-Phase 1 $50,000 $650,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $558,000 $1,208,000 M


OS-0203 Gigling LS and FM Improvements -In Design $65,000 $1,316,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,316,000 E


OS-0208 Parker Flats Collection System $0 $0 $103,530 $0 $0 $0 $0 $103,530 M


OS-0152 Hatten, Booker, Neeson LS Improvements Project $0 $0 $525,000 $0 $0 $0 $370,000 $895,000 E


OS-0153 Misc. Lift Station Improvements $0 $0 $0 $561,000 $936,360 $0 $0 $1,497,360 E


OS-0209 Imjin LS & Force Main Improvements-Phase 2 $0 $0 $0 $985,000 $0 $0 $370,000 $1,355,000 E


OS-0154 Del Rey Oaks-Collection System Planning $0 $0 $0 $0 $61,200 $0 $0 $61,200 S


OS-0202 SCSD Sewer Improvements-DRO $0 $0 $0 $0 $502,454 $0 $1,537,510 $2,039,964 S


OS-0204 CSUMB Developments $0 $0 $0 $0 $608,899 $0 $0 $608,899 S


OS-0207 Seaside Resort Sewer Imps. Project $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $326,146 $0 $326,146 S


OS-0149 Dunes Sewer Pipeline Replacement Projects $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $461,923 $0 $461,923 M


OS-0151 Cypress Knolls Sewer Pipeline Improvements Project $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $97,424 $0 $97,424 S


OS-0215 Demolish Ord Main Garrison WWTP $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,623,648 $1,623,648 E


OS-0148 Marina Heights Sewer Pipeline Improvements Project $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $825,863 $825,863 M


OS-0150 East Garrison Lift Station Improvements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $260,000 $260,000 E


OS-0206 Fitch Park Sewer Improvements $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $127,071 $127,071 S


OS-0210 1st Ave Sewer Pipeline Replacement Project $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $408,340 $408,340 M


OS-0211 Gen'l Jim Moore Sewer Pipeline Replacement Project $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $49,972 $49,972 M


OS-0212 Gen'l Jim Moore Sewer Pipeline Replacement Project III $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $187,037 $187,037 M


OS-0214 Intergarrison/8th Ave SS (for Eastside Pkwy developments) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 M


OS-0213 MRWPCA Buy-In $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,040,808 $11,040,808 M


OS-0216 SCSD Sewer Improvements-Seaside East $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,480,709 $6,480,709 S


OS-0217 SCSD Sewer Improvements-City of Monterey $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,444,854 $1,444,854 S


Category Legend


E= CIP supports existing Infrastructure


EDS= Eastern Distribution System (inland well-field)


S= CIP supports a single parcel's or owner's project


M= CIP supports projects for multiple parcels or owners
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Marina Coast Water District


DRAFT Five-Year CIP


FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 FY 2020-21 FY 2021-22 OUT


CIP No. PROJECT DESCRIPTION Remaining Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed YEARS TOTAL CATEGORY


General Water (33% Marina, 67% Ord)


GW-0112 A1 & A2 Zone Tanks & B/C Booster Station - LandAcquisition Issue $3,644,720 $0 $3,265,330 $3,369,150 $0 $0 $0 $10,279,200 E


GW-0123 B2" Zone Tank @ CSUMB " $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,230,000 $1,184,871 $0 $2,614,871 M


GW-0210 Reservoir A3 (1.6 MG) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,469,240 $3,469,240 M


GW-0231 Install Well 37 ͲZĞƟƌĞ�ǁ Ğůů�ϭϮ� $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,251,516 $6,251,516 EDS


GW-0232 Install Well 38 ͲZĞƟƌĞ�ǁ Ğůů�ϭϬ� $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,251,516 $6,251,516 EDS


GW-0233 A-BPS at ASP Bldg + Forebay Tank $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,665,535 $1,665,535 EDS


GW-0234 Install Well 39 ͲZĞƟƌĞ�t Ğůů�ϯϬ� $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,251,516 $6,251,516 EDS


GW-0235 B-BPS Expansion and Transmission to A1/A2 Tanks $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,084,043 $13,084,043 EDS


GW-0236 Install Well 40 ͲZĞƟƌĞ�t Ğůů�ϭϭ� $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,251,516 $6,251,516 EDS


GW-0237 Install Well 41 ͲZĞƟƌĞ�t Ğůů�ϯϭ� $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,251,516 $6,251,516 EDS


General Sewer (37% Marina, 63% Ord)


GS-0200 Odor Control Project $0 $0 $120,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,000 E


GS-0201 Del Monte/Reservation Road Sewer Main Improvements $0 $0 $0 $0 $270,000 $0 $0 $270,000 E


Water District-Wide (27% MW, 7%MS, 54%OW, 12%OS)


WD-0202 IOP Building E (BLM) $3,572,479 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,572,479 M


WD-0106 Corp Yard Demolition & Rehab $0 $120,000 $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $570,000 E


WD-0110 Asset Management Program -Phase II $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 E


WD-0110A Asset Management Program --Phase III $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $0 $250,000 E


WD-0115A SCADA System Improvements (Security + RD integration) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $410,000 $410,000 E


Water Augmentation


RW-0156 RUWAP ATW - Normandy to MRWPCA $4,000,000 $24,000,000 $6,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $0 $2,000,000 $38,000,000


Category Legend


E= CIP supports existing Infrastructure


EDS= Eastern Distribution System (inland well-field)


S= CIP supports a single parcel's or owner's project


M= CIP supports projects for multiple parcels or owners
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MPRPD Ordinances


Frog Pond Wetland Preserve – Monterey Peninsula Regional Par... http://www.mprpd.org/frog-pond-wetland-preserve/
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Quick Links
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INTRODUCfiON 


The U.S. Department of the Army (Army) constructed a new ammunition supply 
point (ASP) in 1991 to replace the ammunition supply igloos at the old, coastal ASP at Fort 
Ord, California (Figures 1 and 2). An inland location was chosen for the new ASP because 
the old ASP was built on a coastal dune terrace formation that is being progressively eroded 
by wind and surf action (Figure 1). Previous documents described the new ASP project, 
impacts resulting from its construction, and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less
than-significant level (Jones & Stokes Associates 1990, 1991). Table 1 summarizes the 
impacts and mitigation measures identified in these reports, mitigation measures 
acknowledged under the California Native Plant Society agreement, and the resulting 
mitigation measures presented in this revised draft mitigation and monitoring report. 


A draft mitigation and monitoring plan for the new ASP was completed on 
November 14, 1990, before construction activities were initiated (Jones & Stokes Associates 
1990). The purpose of the 1990 draft mitigation and monitoring plan was to describe 
mitigation measures necessary to reduce the vegetation, erosion, and fire hazard impacts to 
Jess-than-significant levels. The 1990 draft mitigation and monitoring plan included 
performance standards, monitoring provisions, and an implementation schedule for 
mitigation actions. In addition, revegetation measures were also included for the old ASP, 
as recommended in the environmental assessment (EA) (Jones & Stokes Associates 1991). 


The following revised draft mitigation and monitoring plan incorporates Army 
comments on the 1990 draft mitigation and monitoring plan and presents a plan for 
mitigation of impacts on biotic and physical resources at the new ASP site. The revised 
draft mitigation and monitoring plan does not include measures for revegetating the dunes 
or other mitigation at the old ASP because the old ASP will not be demolished, and 
vegetation and soils will not be disrupted. The plan is organized into four general sections: 
Introduction, Mitigation Plan, Monitoring Plan, and Implementation Schedule. Detailed 
management plans for vegetation, erosion, and fire are included in Appendices A-C. A 
restoration plan to correct impacts that occurred during and after construction of the ASP 
is presented in Append~ D. 


Ammunition Supply Point Facility Site 


The ASP facility supports approximately 5~ acres of roads and structures, maritime 
chaparral, and herbaceous vegetation. Based on a comparison of aerial photographs taken 


;i~~~i~w~ii.~~~ ~~~t~~~t~~~P~~~:~o~;::~~~~~-e~c~~~ ~~ffct1~~t-:::;~~9~'~k,-}~~~;~~~ 
This unique chaparral type is dominated by chamise (Adenostoma fascicu/atum ), brittle-leaf 
manzanita (Arctostaphylo$ tomentosa ssp. crustacea) and toyon (Heterome/es arbutifolia) with 
associated silktassel (Garrya elliptica), black sage (Salvia mellifera), Tor9 manzanita, cropleaf 


1 







.... 1 


.. ( . 


'• 


,. ·~ 


. 
~ .. .... 


·' .. 
I 


' ·' ·,, 
,I 
I 
ol 


(J 


~ . . 


, 'I . . ,· !· ; .. 
I jl 0 ~ \ I! ./(\.' 


• r , ' ' \ : ' }:- ' ' ~\ I { ' 'J ' , i 1 
\ • J,,, ' I ' ,·I • • '. 


0 


II I'· . 
'J ~ , • • · . ~ • ; • 


,, . . .. ':.... . . .J•j:·,, 
\~ · i .. ~~ .' ... JI1J1• 


·~, f~l.ltot:' ··.J;) 
)II . . , : 


\' 


·~ 0 2000 


FEET 


Figure 2. Detail of New ASP Facility 


2 







w 


Table 1. Summary of Mitigation Measures for New Ammunition Supply Point Pagel 


Environmental Assessment • 


Designate a 30- to 50-acre area or 
larger at Fort Ord as a protected 
botanical reserve for maritime 
chaparral 


California Native Plant Society Agreement b 


Designate 3 new plant reserves and expand 
existing reserve to protect 100 acres of unique 
botanical resources 


Mark boundaries of the :native plant reserves 
with signs and stakes that discourage activities or 
encroachment into the reserves 


Identify all native plant reserves on the Fort Ord 
master plan map and facilities map 


Restore damaged native plant reserves 


Eliminate invasive exotic plants from native 
plant reserves 


Identify specific performance standards for 
restoring any areas in the reserves that may be 
damaged by activities prohibited by the 
agreement 


Conduct controlled burns in native plant 
reserves with maritime chaparral 


Prohibit construction of frre roads and other 


Revised Draft Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan 


Mitigation Measoft: Establish Native Plant Resel"ftS 


Three native plant reserves have been designated ( 6, 11, 
and U) and 1 existing reserve ( 6) has been e}.-panded 


Each reserve w.t.S posted with signs in 1992 


Interpretive signs will be developed and will describe 
ecological information pertinent to the plant reserve 


All plant reserves will be clearly identified on the Fort 
Ord Master Plan map and training facilities map 


Soil erosion and weed control measures will be 
implemented in each reserve, as needed 


Native plant reserves will be monitored yearly for 5 years 


----------------------------------!~_il-~t_:I!~~~-a_<=!~~~=~-~~~~!:~~e_s __________________________________________ _ 


Avoid impacts on special-status plants 
by marking and protecting designated 
colonies with suitable barriers and by 
carefuJ road layout 


Prepare a vegetation management and 
monitoring plan that includes monitoring for at 
least 5 years, protection of special-status plants 
foWld during botanical surveys, and minimizing 
loss of maritime chaparral 


Mitigation Measure:: Protect Speda.l-Status Plant · 
Species near the Ammunition Supply Point 


Special~status plant populations near the ASP will be 
monitored yearly for at least 5 years 


~· 
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Environmental Assessment • 


Avoid additional loss of maritime 
chaparral and special-status plants from 
frre management and increased off-road 
vehicle activity by designating firebreaks 
and vehicle use areas 


Reduce potential degradation of native 
vegetation and fire hazard from an in
crease in noxious and flammable weeds 
by eradicating weed populations yearly 


Table 1. Continued 


California Native Plant Society Agreement b 


Revised Draft Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan 


Page2 


Recommendations will be made, if needed, for fencing, 
posting signs, or constructing berms to protect threatened 
populations 


Remedial actions will be developed for adverse impacts 
__ _on special-status plan! populations near the:_ ASP ----


Mitigation Measure: Institute Weed Eradication 
Program 


Remove pampas grass, French broom, and kikuyu grass 
from the ASP site 


The ASP site will be surveyed yearly and eradication 
measures applied as needed 


Treated areas will be revegetated with annual grasses or 
native chaparral vegetation 


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


Clear all brush from ASP site and 
establish grass 


Maintain a SO-foot unvegetated buffer 
around entire ASP and parking area 
perimeter 


Use large mowers around the ASP to maintain 
vegetation rather than convert the area to 
grassland 


Mitigation Measure: Reduce Fuel Loads 


A 20-foot-wide herbaceous buffer around the perimeter of 
the ASP will be maintained by mowing 


30 feet of maritime chaparral beyond the 20-foot -wide 
buffer will be cut with a '"brush hog• and cleared of dead 
material 


Erosion control seed mix will be distributed in areas 
cleared of vegetation (within a 20-foot buffer) 


Biannual surveys will be conducted to document the widlh 
of the buffer, establishment of seeded species, and fuel 
load of the chaparral vegetation in the buffer zone 
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Table 2. Special-Status Plant Species Observed On or Near 


the fort Ord Ammunition Supply Point • 


Scientific and 
Common Name 


Arctostaphylos montereyensis 
Toro manzanita 


Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. l!ookeri 
Hooker's manzanita 


Ceanothus rigidus 
Monterey ceanothus 


Ericameria fascicu/ata 
Eastwood's ericameria 


Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea 
Wedge-leaved horkelia 


Piperia elongata ssp. michae/ii 
Purple-flowered piperia 


Listing Status b 


Fe4eral/State/CNPS Comments 


C2/--/lb Occurs in the center and around the ASP 


--/--/lb Occurs south and east of the ASP 


C2/--/4 Occurs in the center and around the ASP 


C2/--/lb Occurs in the center and east, west, and 
south of the ASP 


C2/--/1b Occurs west, east, and south of ASP 


--/--/4 Occurs west of the ASP 


:::: Information on plant occurrences is based on the Draft Fort Ord Ammunition Supply Point Project 
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (1990) and data gathered during rare plant surveys for Flora and Fauna 
Baseline Study (1992) and fort Ord Closure EIS (1992). 


1.1 = Status definitions: 


-- = no designation. 


Federal 


C2 = Category 2 candidate for federal listing. Category 2 includes species for which USFWS has some 
biological informlllion indicating that listing may be appropriate but for which further biological 
research and field study are usually needed lO clarify the most appropriate status. Category 2 
species are not necessarily less rare, threatened, or endangered than Category 1 species or lisle~ 
species; the distinclion relates to the amount of data available and is therefore administralive, not 
biological. 


California NaUv~ PhmJ SocJ~D' 


lb = List lb species: r;~re, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. 


4 = List 4 species: pliUllS of limited distribution that may be considered rare under CEQA. 
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MITIGATION PLAN 


Several mitigation measures were discussed in the EA to reduce or mitigate adverse 
impacts on biotic and physical resources at the ASP site (Jones & Stokes Associates 1991). 
This revised draft mitigation and monitoring plan focuses on mitigation measures identified 
in the EA (Table 1). The primary objectives of this mitigation plan are to reduce impacts 
on biological and physical resources that resulted from ASP construction through the 
following measures: 


• Establish three new botanical reserves and expand boundaries of existing plant 
preserves at Fort Ord. This measure was designed to compensate for the loss of 
a roximatel \ .t acres '(Actea · e·'·t&' be.Ydilctilah~d=·Jroiri .'aeriaL:·· liotd' 'fi{ 'h] of PP y - , .... ,,.,.,,,.,, .... S.,., ··=::;- ,,,,~ •. ,.,. •. , ... ,,, ., , ... ,.,,.,_., .... ,.,~ .... , .. ,., •. , ..... · .·" .•• , .. _, _,., ••. ,., .. , .. ,, .. :.l?:., .. ,,,,,.;;,., J~,,.,P. ..... ,. 
maritime chaparral vegetation and associated special-status plants. 


• Protect special-status plants located adjacent to the ASP and associated facilities. 


• Institute a yearly weed eradication program at the ASP to prevent large-scale 
infestations of invasive species. 


• Reduce fire hazard by implementing a fire management plan to reduce fuel loads 
in and around the ASP and parking facilities. The management plan focuses on 
reducing the fuel load while also minimizing the loss of maritime chaparral 
vegetation. 


• Implement an erosion control plan based on the Army's proposed erosion plan 
and modifications discussed in the EA. The plan includes seeding disturbed sites 
that have a high erosion potential; diverting runoff away from cuts and fills; and 
installing pipelines to transfer water to the bottoms of drainage slopes. 


• Implement a restoration plan for corrective action to remediate erosion control 
and vegetation management actions executed under the 1990 draft mitigation and 
monitoring plan. 


These mitigation measures and performance standards are described below. Detailed 
management plans for vegetation, fire, and erosion are included in Appendices A-C. The 
restoration plan for corrective actions is in Appendix D. 


Mitigation Measure: Establish Native Plant Reserves 


Approximately 100 acres of native plant reserves will be created as mitigation for 
vegetation impacts associated with the construction of the new ASP (Figure 4 ). The 
boundaries of existing reserve area 6 will be expanded to maximize the extent of central 
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maritime chaparral vegetation protected. New reserve areas 6, 11, and 12, will protect 
populations of Hickman's onion (Allium hickmanii), a federal candidate (Category 1) for 
listing as threatened or endangered; mima mound topography; and vernal pools. California 
Native Plant Society (CNPS) has identified the three latter areas as warranting special 
protection (Matthews pers. comm.). Locations of the 12 botanical reserves (old reserves 4 
and 5 have been combined into a new reserve 4) are presented in Figure 4. 


Boundary signs were posted 50 feet apart along the perimeter of each reserve in 
1992. Each sign states that the area is a botanical plant reserve and that the following 
activities are prohibited within its confines: construction, grading, ditching, filling, clearing 
of vegetation, use of tracked vehicles, or any vehicle entry when soil is wet. The signs are 
affixed to 8-foot posts, set approximately 3 feet into the ground. Additionally, a large sign 
providing interpretive information will be posted at each of the new and existing plant 
reserves. These interpretive signs will contain ecological information pertinent to the plant 
reserve. 


All plant reserves will be clearly marked on the Fort Ord Master Plan map and the 
training facilities map. 


Performance Standards 


The performance standard for each of the new plant reserves will be established 
based on the biological characteristics of the reserve at the time of designation. The 
establishment of these performance standards will require a vegetation inventory of each 
plant reserve, including the documentation of species composition, vegetation cover, and 
plant vigor. Plant reserves will be maintained in a natural condition. Changes in vegetative 
composition should be allowed only by the normal process of community aging and natural 
succession or through natural disturbances such as fire, drought, erosion, deposition, and 
disease. 


Mitigation Measure: Protect Special-Status Plant Species 
Near the Ammunition Supply Point 


Impacts on special-status plants resulting from construction of the ASP facility were 
reduced and compensated for by establishment of permanent plant reserves (see "Establish 
Native Plant Reserves" above). 


Impacts on special-status plants located in the vicinity of the ASP were avoided to 
the fullest extent possible. Populations of Toro manzanita, Hooker's manzanita, Monterey 
ceanothus, Eastwood's ericameria, wedged-leaved horkelia, and purple-flowered piperia 
occur near the ASP and parking facilities. Location of special-status plant species at the 
new ASP site are presented in Figure 3. 
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Performance Standards 


The performance standard for the protection of special-status plants located adjacent 
to the ASP and associated facilities is to maintain viable special-status plant populations. 
Inadvertent loss of these colonies will require remediation. These populations will be 
monitored on a yearly basis as discussed under "Monitoring Program". 


Mitigation Measure: Institute Weed Eradication Program 


Weed eradication will be an ongoing effort in and around the ASP to prevent 
spreading of noxious weed. A weed eradication program is presented in "Vegetation 
Management Plan" (Appendix A). 


A backhoe may be required to remove pampas grass and French broom that occur 
in the ASP area. IGkuyu grass and hottentot fig will be treated with spot applications of 
herbidde. Sites where extensive amounts of vegetation are removed will be reseeded with 
either annual grasses or maritime chaparral vegetation. 


Performance Standards 


The performance standard for weed control will be zero tolerance of target weed 
species within and surrounding the ASP and associated facilities. The zero-tolerance level 
is appropriate because of the highly invasive nature of the target weed species in the Fort 
Ord area. The range conservationist should oversee the program and assess methods on a 
yearly basis. 


Mitigation Measure: Reduce Fuel Loads 


Chaparral vegetation surrounding and within the new ASP is highly flammable. To 
reduce the fire hazard potential during operation of the ASP, a vegetation buffer extending 
approximately 20 feet from the perimeter fence of the ASP was established. This buffer was 
seeded with herbaceous vegetation and is mowed on a regular basis. A 30-foot-wide area 
of chaparral vegetation outside this herbaceous buffer will be thinned by a combination of 
cutting with a 11brush hog" and clearing of dead material. The fire management buffer 
around the ASP will total 50 feet. Vegetation removal should be conducted during the 


I summer when shrubs are brittle and avoided during ~nter months when the soils are moist 
and erosion potential high. A fire management buffer adjacent to chaparral in the central 
portion of the ASP should be managed by similar means. 


Fuel load reductions and firebreaks are discussed in detail in the .. Fire Management 
Plan" (Appendix B). 
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Performance Standards 


The performance standards for the fire management plan will include maintaining 
at least a 20-foot buffer of herbaceous vegetation around the perimeter of the ASP and 
around the central patch of chaparral within the ASP. In addition to the 20-foot herbaceous 
buffer, a 30-foot wide buffer of chaparral between the herbaceous buffer and mature 
maritime chaparral will be cut and maintained using a "brush hog". 


The fire management program will be assessed on a yearly basis by the fire marshal, 
range conservationist, and a botanist to modify the program, as needed. 


Mitigation Measure: Implement Erosion Control Plan 


The grading associated with construction of the new ASP and parking facilities 
created cut-and-fill slopes and exposed loosely consolidated sandstone soil to wind and water 
erosion. The impacts associated with construction of the ASP and parking facilities were 
mitigated by implementing the Army's erosion control plan (Appendix E) with a few minor 
modifications. Revisions in the species to be seeded and their application rates, 
modifications to site preparation methods, and other minor changes were made to improve 
the overall effectiveness of the prescriptions, reduce the fire biomass, and reduce 
implementation cost. 


Straw and fiber mulch was applied, as described in the erosion control plan, on all 
exposed soil areas, cut-and-fill slopes, and other denuded slopes. 


The sandy soils onsite have low fertility and very low water-holding capacity. For this 
reason, fertilizer applied in the fall or winter may not be available to plants during spring, 
the primary growth period. Fertilizer was applied during early spring, in addition to the 
fertilizer that was applied with the seed and mulch. The fertilizer was a quick-release 16-20-
0-12 (N, P, K, and S) applied at 200 pounds per acre. Higher application rates often result 
in burns to plants growing in sandy soils. 


Erosion impacts associated with site runoff during the operation of the ASP were 
mitigated through a drainage system designed to collect and divert runoff away from the cut
and-fill slopes. Concentrated runoff was piped to the bottom of drainage slopes to reduce 
gully formation. 


In areas where soil stabilization measures failed to prevent erosion, structural 
measures may be required. Further erosion in ar~as around the new ASP site could be 
arrested by constructing gabions or temporary retaining walls along the eroding slopes. 
Other runoff management techniques should be used in conjunction with the structural 
measures, such as sandbag sediment barriers, straw bale sediment barriers, filter or siltation 
berms, or a flexible downdrain. These erosion control measures are described in more 
detail in the "Erosion Control Plan" (Appendix C). 
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Performance Standards 


The performance standard for erosion control will be the establishment of 60% 
vegetative cover after the first year, 70% cover after the second year, and 80% cover the 
third year following seeding in all areas where seed was applied. For 3 years following 
initial seeding, areas failing to achieve these performance standards will be reseeded with 
the prescribed seed mix. Areas dominated by annual grasses and forbs should be mowed 
and reseeded with perennial grasses. 


Bare areas greater than 5 feet in diameter occurring on the cut-and-fill slopes will 
be hand seeded with the erosion control seed mix and hand raked. Persistent bare areas may 
require additional erosion ~tabilization. Erosion damage occurring in seeded areas will be 
repaired in accordance with Section 9.3 of the Army's erosion control seeding specifications 
(Appendix E). 


Mitigation Measure: Implement a Restoration Plan 
for Corrective Actions 


A restoration plan will be implemented to correct unsuccessful erosion control and 
vegetation management me§isures that were conducted under the 1990 draft mitigation and 
monitoring plan. Corrective actions will include revegetating eroded areas, controlling gully 
erosion, and replacing non-native cover with local native plant species. 


Performance Standards 


Corrective actions for erosion control and vegetation management are considered 
successful once the performance standards under ''Institute Weed Eradication Program" and 
"Implement Erosion Control Plan" are met. 
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MONITORING PROGRAM 


The mitigation action for the new ASP and parking facilities will be monitored for 
at least 5 years following implementation of each mitigation measure. All monitoring will 
be performed by qualified biologists and soils specialists who are familiar with the 
vegetation and soils at Fort Ord. The data collected will be summarized in a yearly 
monitoring report and sent to the Directorate of Engineering and Housing (DEH). 
Management plans may be altered based on the yearly monitoring results. Funding for this 
monitoring and for all remedial actions needed to maintain the performance standards will 
be the responsibility of DEH. 


The monitoring program for each mitigation measure is discussed below. 


Native Plant Reserves 


The primary reason for monitoring the plant reserves is to document the condition 
of the reserves through time and identify remedial actions as needed to retain or enhance 
the botanical value of these areas. Each of the reserves will be monitored during late spring 
of each year. Permanent vegetation transects and photography points will be established 
in each reserve. The specific monitoring objectives will be to: 


• assess the overall condition of the plant reserve and document adverse changes 
in conditions; 


• check condition of posted signs and educational panels; 


• take photographs from established photography points; 


• gather information on plant species composition, cover, and vigor along 
established transects; 


• assess the condition of special-status plant populations; and 


• determine the need for weed eradication, erosion control, and revegetation 
measures. 


All monitoring will be performed by a botanist familiar with the native vegetation at 
Fort Ord. After 5 years of monitoring, the botanist will prepare a summary report including 
recommendations for the long-term maintenance and monitoring of the plant reserves. 
Copies of this report will be distributed to CNPS and DEH. Funding for the monitoring of 
the plant reserves and for all remedial actions needed to meet the performance standards 
will be the responsibility of DEH. 
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Vegetation in the plant reserves disturbed or destroyed by activities prohibited within 
the reserves will be replaced in proportion to the species lost. Target weed species found 
to be invading a reserve will be removed without disturbing native vegetation. Active soil 
erosion resulting from prohibited activities will be stabilized in a manner commensurate with 
the extent of erosion. .t\ny area requiring remedial action will become a permanent 
observation site for photographic documentation during subsequent monitoring. 


Special·Status Plant Species Protection 


Special-status plant populations near the ASP will be monitored on a yearly basis. 
This effort will involve locating and documenting the size and condition of previously 
identified special-status plapt populations near the ASP. Adverse impacts will be noted and 
remedial actions developed. Recommendations for remediation measures, if needed, will 
be presented in the yearly monitoring report. 


Weed Eradication Program 


The ASP site, parking facilities, and surrounding area within 500 feet will be surveyed 
for the presence of target weed species. Information will be gathered on the success of prior 
weed eradication measures (i.e., herbicides or manual removal). The need for additional 
weed removal will be documented including weed types and locations and recommended 
method of removal. 


Fuel Loads 


Biannual surveys of all vegetation buffers (20-foot herbaceous buffer and 30-foot 
chaparral buffer) will be conducted to document the width of the buffer, establishment of 
seeded species, and fuel load of the chaparral vegetation in the buffer zone. Vegetation 
composition data will be gathered to determine if the cutting methods are adversely 
changing chaparral species composition. 


Erosion Control Plan 


The ASP area will be surveyed twice a year, in September before the fall rains begin 
and in May after the last spring rains. Structural and nonstructural measures established 
during the year will be checked and repaired, as needed. Vegetative cover will be measured 
at sites seeded with the erosion control seed mix. 
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Res,oration Plan for Corrective Actions 


The monitoring program for the restoration plan will be the same as the monitoring 
discussed above for the erosion control plan and weed eradication program. 
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IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 


The implementation schedule for the vegetation, erosion, and fire management plans 
are included in Appendic~s A-C. The schedule for initiating the restoration plan for 
corrective measures is included in Appendix D. 
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AR 1181


FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 


CONSENT AGENDA 
Subject: General Jim Moore Boulevard (McClure Way to South Boundary 


Road) and Eucalyptus Road Improvement Project-
Environmental/Project Approval/Authorization to Bid 


Meeting Date: September 9, 2005 
I Agenda Number: 5b ACTION 


RECOMMENDATION: 


1. Approve the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings for the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration developed for the General Jim Moore Boulevard and 
Eucalyptus Road Improvement Project (the Project), including mitigation measures 
contained therein, attached hereto as Exhibit A; 


2. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared under CEQA for the Project, 
attached hereto as Exhibit B; 


3. Approve the Project Findings, attached hereto as Exhibit C; 
4. Approve the Plans and Specifications for the Project, including the mitigation 


measures required and specified within the Mitigated Negative Declaration; 
5. Authorize the advertisement of Plans and Specifications for the Project to be 


conducted in phases dependent upon timing of Developer Fees collected. 


BACKGROUND: 


In October 2003 the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Board of Directors authorized the 
issuance of Service Work Order Number 3 (SW0#3) for design and environmental 
processing of the General Jim Moore Improvement Project from Highway 218 northerly to 
McClure Drive and SW0#4 for design and environmental processing of Eucalyptus Road 
from General Jim Moore Boulevard easterly to Parker Flats Cutoff (Eastside Road). This 
design and environmental processing has been completed and prepared for future 
construction as funding becomes available. 


In compliance with the National Environmental Protection Act and CEQA, an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) and Initial Study (IS) has been prepared for the combined General Jim 
Moore Boulevard and Eucalyptus Road Improvement Project. A Finding of No Significant 
Impact and a Mitigated Negative Declaration were prepared for the Project and a Notice of 
Availability/Notice of Intent was properly filed with the Monterey County Clerk on March 18, 
2005. Public review, including the State Clearinghouse, was accommodated for 30 days 
until April18, 2005. All public comments have been addressed in the Final EA/IS 
document. 


CEQA does not require a public hearing on a Mitigated Negative Declaration prior to FORA 
Board approval of the CEQA and Project Findings or the adoption of the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. Final Construction Plans and specifications and the Final EA/IS are available 
in the FORA offices for perusal. A sequence diagram of past, proposed and future FORA 
Board actions on this project is attached as Exhibit D. 


DISCUSSION: 


The FORA Board identified the Project as a priority transportation project in the 2005/2006 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and it is a required transportation mitigation project 
identified in the FORA Base Reuse Plan (BRP) and the BRP Final Environmental Impact 
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Report (FEIR). As an obligatory project under the BRP/FEIR, the project will provide 
necessary links identified in the BRP transportation network. 


Timing of certain phases of the project is dependent upon the approval of the Habitat 
Conservation Plan, associated regulatory permitting, on the ordnance/explosives cleanup 
program and collection of Developer Fees. 


The Board's action on the Project, as requested above, will allow staff to move forward to 
the bidding and construction of phases of the Project as funding becomes available. See 
Exhibit D for the proposed project timeline through completion. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


The FY 05/06 CIP Document currently allocates $2,655,523 in FY 06/07 and $15,089,877 in 
FY 07/08 to the General Jim Moore Boulevard (McClure Way to South Boundary Road) 
portion of the project and $5,789,500 in FY 06/07 to the Eucalyptus Road portion of the 
project. As Developer Fees are collected, construction-ready phases of the project will be 
competitively bid and constructed up to the limits of these approved amounts. 


COORDINATION: 


City of Seaside, City of Del Rey Oaks, Residential Communities Initiative/US Army, 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County, Administrative Committee, Executive 
Committee 


Prepared by >z-=:c:::2_£20ppprov 
(~ames A Feeney, P .. 
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, 
ACTION MINUTES 


OF THE 
FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS' MEETING 
September 9, 2005 


1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 


Chair/Mayor Mettee-McCutchon called the meeting to order at 4:02 pm and requested a roll call of the 
voting members. The following were present: 


Voting Members 


Chair/Mayor Mettee-McCutchon (City of Marina) 
Supervisor Calcagno (County of Monterey) 
Mayor Costello (City of Pacific Grove) 
Mayor Pendergrass (City of Sand City) 


Mayor McCloud (City of Carmel-by-the-Sea) 
1st Vice Chair/Mayor Russell (City of Del Rey Oaks) 
2nd Vice Chair/Mayor Rubio (City of Seaside) 
Councilmember Jordan (City of Seaside) 


Council member Morrison (City of Marina) and Supervisor Smith (County of Monterey) arrived after the 
meeting was called to order. Absent were Supervisor Potter (Monterey County), Mayor Albert (City of 
Monterey), and Councilmember Sanchez (City of Salinas). 


Chair Mettee-McCutchon declared a quorum present and adjourned the meeting to Closed Session. 


Ex-Officio members: 


Dan Johnson (CSUMB) 
Hunter Harvath (Monterey-Salinas Transit) 
Karen Fisbeck (BRAC) 


John Lamb (MPUSD) 
Lora Lee Martin (UC MBEST) 
Charles Scholl (Marina Coast Water District) 


Rita Guerra (15th State Senate District), Craig O'Donnell (27th State Assembly District), Dr. Kirk Avery 
(Monterey Peninsula College), Debbie Hale (Transportation Agency for Monterey County), and Pamela 
von Ness (U.S. Army) arrived shortly the meeting was called to order. Absent was a representative 
from the 171h Congressional District. 


Chair Mettee-McCutchon declared a quorum present and opened the meeting. 


2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 


Chair Mettee-McCutchon asked all to stand and join her in the Pledge of Allegiance. 


3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS - None at this time 


4. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD - None 


5. CONSENT AGENDA 


There were two items on the Consent Agenda: Item 5a (Action Minutes of August 12. 2005) and Item 5b 
[General Jim Moore Boulevard (McClure Way to South Boundary Road) and Eucalyptus Road 
Improvement Project- Environmental/Project Approval/Authorization to Bid)]. Motion to approve both 
items on the Consent Agenda was made by Mayor Rubio, seconded by Mayor Russell, and 
carried. Mayor McCloud and Councilmember Jordan abstained from voting on the minutes due to 
absence. 


6. OLD BUSINESS 


Item 6a- Early Transfer/ Environmental Services Cooperative Agreement (ET/ESCA): (1) Status Report 
and (2) LFR Levine-Fricke Memorandum of Understanding C"MOU") and Scope of Work: Real Property 


Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board Meeting 
September 9, 2005 
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FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 


. . OLD'BUSINESS .. ....... .. . . . . 


Subject: South Boundary/Upper Ragsdale Connector Road (et al) Project-
Environmental/Project Approval/Authorization to Bid 


Meeting Date: December 14, 2001 
I ACTION Agenda Number: 7a 


RECOMMENDATION: 


1. Approve the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings for the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared for the Project, including 
mitigation measures contained therein, attached hereto and made a part hereof 
as Exhibit A; 


2. Certify the FEIR prepared under CEQA for the Project, attached hereto and 
made a part hereof as Exhibit B; 


3. Approve the Project Findings prepared for the elements of the Project under 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority's (FORA's) purview, attached hereto and made a part 
hereof as Exhibit C; 


4. Approve the Plans and Specifications for the South Boundary/Upper Ragsdale 
Connector Road Project elements, which include the mitigation measures 
required and specified within the FEIR noted above; and 


5. Authorize the advertisement of the Plans and Specifications for the South 
Boundary/Upper Ragsdale Connector Road Project elements for competitive 
bidding . 


BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 


Previous Board actions, dating back to 1998, have been taken to secure Grant 
funding and direct FORA staff to advance design, environmental review and 
construction of these important project elements of the transportation network. (See 
Exhibit D for previous, current and forecasted Board actions). 


Working in concert with the City of Monterey as responsible Agencies, FORA is 
serving as Lead Agency with respect to completion of the environmental process 
required under CEQA for all project elements contained within the Project. The 
project elements of the Project include improvements to South Boundary Road (within 
future City of Monterey city limits on the former Fort Ord), the Upper Ragsdale 
Connector Road (connecting Upper Ragsdale Drive with South Boundary Road), York 
Road (between South Boundary Road and Highway 68), the future proposed 
connecting road (to South Boundary Road) in the vicinity of Ryan Ranch Road, and 
Highway 68 Improvements (between State Route 218/Ragsdale Drive and 
intersection improvements at York Road). 


The FEIR upon which the Board will act is comprised of the draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (dEIR/EA), the response to comments 
(written and oral) to the dEIR/EA, and changes made to the dEIR/EA. (The dEIR/EA 


• was previously distributed to the Board for the public hearing conducted in September 
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• 


• 


• 


2001.) The public comment period for the dEIRIEA was conducted between August 
2, 2001 and September 27, 2001, to meet/exceed the 45-day requirement under 
CEQA. Additionally, the FORA Board conducted a public hearing on September 21, 
2001 to receive comments on the dEIR/EA. 


The requested Board actions on the environmental documents to approve findings 
and certify the FEIR will complete the environmental requirements for the Project 
under CEQA. These actions will then enable the U.S. Army to approve the 
environmental documents (Environmental Assessment (EA)) required under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). FORA Board action will also enable the 
City of Monterey City Council to progress with its actions with respect to the Highway 
68 project elements for which funding has been secured. 


The requested Board actions to approve project findings, approve plans and 
specifications and authorize competitive bidding will allow FORA staff to advance the 
funded elements of the Project under FORA's purview to the bidding stage. Those 
elements include the Upper Ragsdale Connector Road and improvements to South 
Boundary Road within the future city limits of the City of Monterey. 


Therefore, FORA staff recommends that the Board take the above-noted actions to 
allow continued progress toward construction of the funded project elements by 
March 2002. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


Funding is in place for the Upper Ragsdale Connector Road Project and 
improvements to South Boundary Road (within future City of Monterey city limits). 
Funding, inclusive of soft (administrative, design, environmental processing) and hard 
(construction) costs, is as follows: 


Economic Development Administration (EDA) Grant Funding 
City of Monterey Funding Contribution 
Total Funding 


COORDINATION: 


$1,032,755.00 
$415,652.00 


$1.448.407.00 


City of Monterey, City of Del Rey Oaks, City of Seaside, Administrative Committee, 
Executive Committee, EDA, U.S. Army 


h:\ms.otnoe\shsrocNinda\board reports\121401-7a-5b.ur·connector road proj.env&proJ approvaj..auth to bid.doc 
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• 
ACTION MINUTES 


OF THE 
FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS' MEETING 
December 14, 2001 


1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 


APPROVED 


Chair Perrine called the meeting to order at 3:55 PM when a quorum was present. The following 
members responded to the roll call: 


Voting Members: 


Chair/Mayor Perrine - City of Marina 
Supervisor Johnsen -County of Monterey 
Mayor McCloud -City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Council Member Barnes- City of Salinas 


Vice Mayor Gustafson - City of Marina 
Mayor Albert- City of Monterey 
Council Member Mancini - City of Seaside 


151 Vice Chair/Mayor Smith (City of Seaside) arrived at 4:00PM. 


Absent were 2nd Vice Chair/Mayor Barlich (City of Del Rey Oaks); Supervisor Potter (County of 
Monterey); Supervisor Calcagno (County of Monterey); Mayor Koffman (City of Pacific Grove); 
and Mayor Pendergrass (City of Sand City). 


Chair Perrine immediately adjourned the meeting to Closed Session in the Bay View Room. 


• 2. CLOSED SESSION 


The Closed Session agenda item was a conference with legal counsel regarding existing litigation, 
namely, the case of FORA v. CSU. Just before the 2nd roll call, Authority Counsel Jerry Bowden 
reported out of Closed Session that the voting members had conferred with and heard advice from 
legal counsel regarding pending litigation and that direction regarding the FORA v. CSU case had 
been given, but no action was taken. 


3. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL FOR REGULAR BOARD MEETING 


Chair Perrine reconvened the meeting at 4:03PM and asked for a roll call. The eight voting 
members who were present during the Closed Session were present at this time. The five voting 
members who were absent during the Closed Session were absent. 


Ex-Officio Members: 


Beverly Wood (CSUMB) 
Dr. Kirk Avery (Monterey Peninsula College) 
Lee Yarborough (TAMC) 


Graham Bice (UC MBEST) 
Will Koon (U.S. Army) 
Tom Moore (Marina Coast Water District) 


Carlos Pina (MPUSD) 


Cindy Boyd (151
h Assembly District) arrived at 4:14PM, and Gary Shallcross (2th Assembly 


District) arrived at 4:16PM. 


• Absent were representatives from the 1 yth Congressional District and Monterey-Salinas Transit. 
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J 


Chair Perrine declared a quorum present and opened the meeting. 


e 4. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


• 


Chair Perrine welcomed all to the new FORA Conference Facility and wished board members a 
happy holiday season. 


Chair Perrine asked that a resolution of appreciation and commendation for departing Marina City 
Manager John Longley be added to the agenda. Motion to do so was made by Council Member 
Mancini, seconded by Supervisor Johnsen, and carried. Chair Perrine asked Mr. Longley to come 
to the microphone, while he read the resolution. Motion to approve Resolution #01-17 was made 
by Council Member Mancini, seconded by Vice Mayor Gustafson, and passed. Mr. Longley 
followed with brief remarks. 


5. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 


6. 


7. 


LeVonne Stone, Director of the Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network, said she was surprised 
and saddened by Mr. Longley's departure, because he had shown concern for "lesser community 
citizens" in this area. She expressed concerns regarding the safety procedures on the former Fort 
Ord, referring to the recent discovery of a white powder in drums at East Garrison, which was later 
identified as talc, and asked that this kind of information be released to the public in a more timely 
manner. 


CONSENT AGENDA 


There was one item on the Consent Agenda, Item 6a (Action Minutes- November 9. 2001). There 
were no comments from the board or the public. Motion to approve the minutes of November 9, 
2001, was made by Supervisor Johnsen, seconded by Vice Mayor Gustafson, and carried. 


OLD BUSINESS 


Item ?a- South Boundary/Upper Ragsdale Connector Road (et al} Project- Environmental/ Project 
Approval/ Authorization to Bid: Assistant Executive Officer Jim Feeney gave a summary 
presentation of the item and the five staff recommendations for approval: (1) Approve the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings for the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
prepared for the Project, including mitigation measures contained therein, attached hereto and 
made a part hereof as Exhibit A; (2) Certify the FEIR prepared under CEQA for the Project, 
attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit B; (3) Approve the Project Findings prepared for 
the elements of the Project under Fort Ord Reuse Authority's (FORA's) purview, attached hereto 
and made a part hereof as Exhibit C; (4) Approve the Plans and Specifications for the South 
Boundary/Upper Ragsdale Connector Road Project elements, which include the mitigation 
measures required and specified within the FEIR noted above; and (5) Authorize the advertisement 
of the Plans and Specifications for the South Boundary/Upper Ragsdale Connector Road Project 
elements for competitive bidding. 


Board Member Lee Yarborough said that TAMC was entirely supportive of, and had contributed 
funds to, this project. There were no comments from the public. Motion to approve the five staff 
recommendations as described above was made by Vice Mayor Gustafson, seconded by Council 
Member Mancini, and carried . 


Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board Meeting 
December 14, 2001 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 


QJ;.:D BUSI~J;SS . :c_ '. ·. : .. ::sc .... . .. ·: icc 
Subject: 12m Street Corridor/Lightfighter Drive Improvements-


Environmental/Project Approval/Authorization to Bid 
Meeting Date: November 9, 2001 I ACTION Agenda Number: 5b 


RECOMMENDATION: 


1. Approve the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findin~s for the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration developed for the 2nd Avenue/12t Street 
Corridor/Lightfighter Drive Roadway Project, including mitigation measures 
contained therein, attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit A; 


.2 


2. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared under CEQA for the 2nd 
Avenue/12th Street Corridor/Lightfighter Drive Roadway Project, attached hereto 
and made a part hereof as Exhibit B; 1 


3. Approve the Project Findings prepared for the 2nd Avenue/1 ih Street Corridor/ 
Lightfighter Drive Roadway Project, attached hereto and made apart hereof as 
Exhibit C; 


4. Approve the Plans and Specifications for the 1 ih Street Corridor and the 
Lightfighter Drive Intersections Improvement Project, which include the mitigation 
measures required and specified within the Mitigated Negative Declaration noted 
above: 


5. Authorize the advertisement of the Plans and Specifications for the 1 ih Street 
Corridor and the Lightfighter Drive Intersection Improvement Project for 
competitive bidding. 


BACKGROUND: 


On January 11, 1999, FORA accepted the award of EDA Technical Assistance (TA) 
Grant No. 07-49-03853 to fund engineering design and environmental evaluation of 
several FORA Board priority transportation projects, including: 


1) The 12th Street Corridor from the Highway 1 bridge to lmjin Road; 
2) 2"d Avenue, from 12th Street to Lightfighter Drive; and 
3) The Lightfighter Drive intersections with 2nd Avenue and General Jim Moore 


Boulevard. 


Following a Request for Proposals (RFP) process, the FORA Board, at its meeting of 
March 12, 1999, authorized award of two professional services agreements. The 
professional services agreement with Bestor Engineers, Inc. provided the design and 
environmental evaluation, leading to the Final Plans and Specifications and Negative 
Declaration, under consideration herein. 


1 The proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared based on the conclusions contained within 
the Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study, which was made available for public review and 
comment from September 5, 2001 through October 4, 2001, and remains available for review at the 
FORA offices and the Marina City Hall. 
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The proper environmental documents and project plans and specifications have been 
completed, and staff is requesting the above-noted Board actions to advance the project 
to construction. A sequence diagram of prior, proposed and future actions by the Board 
is attached as Exhibit D for information. Project plans and specifications are available in 
the FORA Office for perusal. 


DISCUSSION: 


The subject projects have been identified by the FORA Board as top priority 
transportation projects and are required transportation mitigation projects identified in 
the FORA Base Reuse Plan (BRP) and the BRP Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR). As obligatory projects under the BRP/FEIR, the projects will provide necessary 
links identified in the BRP transportation network. 


To secure construction funds for the projects, FORA accepted construction grant 
supplements to the aforementioned EDA TA Grant, offered by the EDA in September 
2000. Additionally, at its meeting of March 9, 2001 the FORA Board authorized the 
issuance of Series B Revenue Bonds to include the construction of improvements on 
Lightfighter Drive, as well as building removal on the 1ih Street Corridor. 


The Board's action on the project, as requested above, will allow staff to move the 
project forward to the bidding and construction phases. See Exhibit D for the proposed 
project timeline through completion. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


Project funding has been secured as follows: 


EDA Grant Award No. 07-49-03853.02 
FORA Series B Revenue Bonds 


Funds Available for Construction 


COORDINATION: 


$4,923,7 41.00 
$3,152,787.00 


$8,076,528.00 


EDA, City of Marina, County of Monterey, Administrative Committee 
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ACTION MINUTES 
OF THE 


FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS' MEETING 


November 9, 2001 APPROVED 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 


Chair Perrine called the meeting to order at 4:00 PM and requested a roll call of all members. The 
following members responded as present: 


Voting Members: 


Chair/Mayor Perrine- City of Marina 
Supervisor Johnsen -County of Monterey 
Supervisor Potter- County of Monterey 
Mayor McCloud - City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Council Member Barnes - City of Salinas 


Vice Mayor Russell - City of Del Rey Oaks 
Mayor Pendergrass - City of Sand City 
Council Member Rubio - City of Seaside 
Council Member Mancini -City of Seaside 


Supervisor Calcagno (County of Monterey) arrived at 4:09PM. 


Absent were Mayor Albert (City of Monterey), Vice Mayor Gustafson (City of Marina) and Mayor 
Koffman (City of Pacific Grove). 


Ex-Officio Members: 


Reed Addis (1 ylh Congressional District) 
Will Koon (U.S. Arm~) 
Gary Shallcross (271 Assembly District) 


Marc Mootchnik (CSUMB) 
Tom Moore (Marina Coast Water District) 


Cindy Boyd (151
h Assembly District) arrived at 4:05PM; Lora Martin (UC MBEST) arrived at 4:14 


PM; and Carlos Pina (MPUSD) arrived at 4:32PM. 


Absent were representatives from Monterey Peninsula College, Monterey-Salinas Transit and the 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County. 


Chair Perrine declared a quorum present and opened the meeting. 


2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


3. 


Chair Perrine acknowledged the presence of Marina Coast Water District ("MCWD") as the newest ex
officio member of the FORA Board. MCWD alternate, Tom Moore, was duly welcomed, along with the 
following: Marc Mootchnik, CSU Counsel from the Office of the Chancellor, who was the seated 
representative from CSUMB; Ralph Rubio, Seaside Council Member and alternate for 151 Vice 
Chair/Seaside Mayor Smith; and Joe Russell, Del Rey Oaks Vice Mayor and alternate for 2nd Vice 
Chair/Del Rey Oaks Mayor Barlich. 


PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 


W. C. ("Woody") Woodworth recommended that FORA Board members review the 2001 Clean Water 
Act dated 1/1/01, particularly the sections dealing with water pollution and its effects on the ocean. He 
stated that, in his opinion, water is the number one problem in this area. 
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CONSENT AGENDA 


There were two items on the Consent Agenda: Item 4a (Action Minutes- September 21, 2001) and 
Item 4b (Action Minutes - October 25, 2001). There were no public comments. Motion to approve 
both sets of minutes was made by Supervisor Johnsen, seconded by Council Member Mancini, and 
carried. 


OLD BUSINESS 


Item Sa- Reservation/Bianco/lmjin Roads Improvement Project- Construction Contract Award: 
Assistant Executive Officer Jim Feeney gave a brief overview of these projects and the events leading 
up to the construction contract. Chair Perrine asked if FHWA had commented on the authorization to 
fund and notice of award regarding the funding, and Mr. Feeney reported they had concurred with the 
information received. There were no comments from the board members or the public. Motion to 
authorize the award of a construction contract to Granite Rock Company (dba Pavex Construction 
Company) in the amount of $4,885,452.00, plus up to a 10% construction contingency reserve, for 
construction of improvements to Reservation, Blanco and lmjin roads as depicted in the Contract 
Documents was made by Supervisor Potter, seconded by Supervisor Johnsen, and carried. 


Item 5b - 1 ih Street Corridor/Lightfighter Drive Improvements - Environmental/Project 
Approval/Authorization to Bid: Assistant Executive Officer Jim Feeney spoke briefly on these 
improvements and the five staff recommendations, which were as follows: (1) Approve the California 
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") Findings for the Mitigated Negative Declaration developed for the 
2nd Avenue/1 ih Street Corridor/Lightfighter Drive Roadway Project (the "Project"), including mitigation 
measures contained therein, attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit A of the board report; 
(2) Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared under CEQA for the Project, attached hereto 
and made a part hereof as Exhibit B of the board report; (3) Approve the Project Findings prepared for 
the Project, attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit C of the board report; (4) Approve the 
Plans and Specifications for the 1ih Street Corridor/Lightfighter Drive Intersections Improvement 
Project, which include the mitigation measures required and specified within the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration noted previously; and (5) Authorize the advertisement of the Plans and Specifications for 
the 1 ih Street Corridor and the Lightfighter Drive Intersection Improvement Project for competitive 
bidding . There were no comments from the board members or the public. Motion to approve/adopt/ 
authorize the five staff recommendations was made by Supervisor Potter, seconded by Supervisor 
Johnsen, and carried. 


Item 5c- Highway 1 Corridor Planning - Update: Executive Officer Houlemard reported that there 
has been excellent participation in this working/planning group and considerable progress to date and 
that the next report to the board is anticipated in March 2002. Mayor McCloud requested copies of the 
minutes of these meetings. Council Member Mancini asked about the area under planning (a buffer 
strip 100 feet wide from Highway 1 into the former base, but visuals from the Highway and beach area 
are also being considered). 


Item 5d- PUBLIC HEARING: Community Facilities District ("CFD") - Adoption of the Following 
Resolutions for the Formation of the FORA Basewide CFD: (1) Resolution #01-12 (Formation of the 
FORA Basewide CFDl: (2) Resolution #01-13 (Deeming it Necessary to Reserve the Entitlement to 
Incur Bonded Indebtedness for FORA Basewide CFD); and (3) Resolution #01-14 (Calling Special 
Mailed Ballot Election for FORA Basewide CFD): Executive Officer Houlemard briefly reviewed the 
history of the CFD and reported that a letter from the Office of the General Counsel of California State 
University had been received by FORA staff this afternoon with a formal notice of protest and 
objection to the November 9, 2001 Public Hearing, the Notice of the November 9, 2001 Public Hearing 
and the documents being presented at the Public Hearing, based on thirteen objections delineated in 
the letter. Further, CSU requested that the Public Hearing be postponed and the resolutions be 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 


Subject: Widening of Blanco, Reservation, and lmjin Roads- Environmental 
and Project Approval 


Meeting Date: July 13, 2001 
5d I Agenda Number: ACTION 


RECOMMENDATION: 


1. 


2. 


3. 


4. 


5. 


6. 


Approve the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings for the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration developed for the Fort Ord Roadway Improvement 
Project and City of Marina Bike Path Project, including the mitigation measures 
contained therein, attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit A; 
Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared under CEQA for the Fort Ord 
Roadway Improvement Project and City of Marina Bike Path Project, attached 
hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit B. 
Approve the Mitigation and Monitoring to be specified in the construction 
document Exhibit C. 
Approve the Project Findings prepared for the Fort Ord Roadway Improvement 
Project and City of Marina Bike Path Project, attached hereto and made a part 
hereof as Exhibit D; 
Approve the Plans and Specifications for the Fort Ord Roadway Improvement 
Project and City of Marina Bike Path Project, which are inclusive of the mitigation 
measures required and specified within the Mitigation Negative Declaration noted 
above; and 
Authorize the advertisement of the Plans and Specifications for the Fort Ord 
Roadway Improvement Project and City of Marina Bike Path Project for competitive 
bidding. 


BACKGROUND: 


On January 8, 1999, the FORA Board authorized acceptance of EDA Technical Assistance 
Grant No. 07-49-03583 which provided funds for the design and environmental evaluation 
of Blanco, Reservation and lmjin Roads, the Blanco Road Extension, 121


h Street Second 
Avenue and North-South Road (General Jim Moore Boulevard) realignment. 


Following a Request for Proposal (RFP) process, the FORA Board, at its April16, 1999 
meeting, authorized the award of two (2) Professional Services Agreements. One of the 
services agreements was with Creegan + D'Angelo for the design and specifications and 
environmental evaluation for widening Blanco Road from the Salinas River Bridge to 
Reservation Road, widening Reservation Road from Salinas Avenue to Blanco Road and 
widening lmjin Road from Nessen Road to 81


h Street. 


On July 9, 1999, the FORA Board authorized application to EDA for a subsequent EDA 
Grant No. 07-49-03853.01 to provide construction funding for widening of Blanco Road 
from Research Drive to Reservation Road and lmjin Road from Neeson Road to 
Reservation Road and possibly to Preston Drive, dependent on construction bids. The 
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construction funds for Blanco Road will be supplemented with remaining funds from EDA 
Award No. 07-49-04072.02. 


On April18, 2000, the Marina City Council authorized FORA Lead Agency status for 
performance under a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the City of Marina through 
which FORA will provide construction management and administration of projects that 
impact Reservation Road. The funds provided under this MOA and supplemented by the 
residue of funds available under the FORA/MBEST EDA co-grant, will provide for the 
widening of Reservation Road from lmjin Road to Blanco Road. 


The proper environmental documents and project plans and specifications have been 
completed, and staff is requesting the above-noted Board actions to advance the Project to 
construction. A sequence diagram of previous, proposed and future actions by the Board is 
attached as Exhibit D for information. Project Plans and Specifications are available in the 
FORA office for perusal. 


DISCUSSION: 


The project, identified by the FORA Board as a priority transportation project through its 
action to set priority projects in July 1998, is a required transportation mitigation project 
identified in the FORA Base Reuse Plan (BRP) and the BRP Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR) . 


As an obligatory project under the BRP/FEIR, this project will provide the required traffic 
carrying capacity identified in the BRP transportation network in linking the Peninsula and 
Highway 1 to Salinas and Highway 101. 


The Proposed Finding of No Significant Impact and Mitigated Negative Declaration was 
processed through the Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearing-house 
for submission to selected state agencies. The 30-day review period set by the 
Clearinghouse began March 20, 2001 and closed April 19, 2001 . The Proposed Finding of 
No Significant Impact and Mitigated Negative Declaration was available for public review 
beginning March 17, 2001 and ending April18, 2001, giving the public 33 days for review 
and comment. Exhibit B, provided for Board Member information, includes comments 
received and responses thereto. No Public Hearing was required. 


Additionally, the City of Marina requested that FORA include design and construction of 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, bus turnout pockets, and signal light modifications in 
processing of the project, to be funded by the City with the assistance of multiple grants 
awarded to the City under AB 2766, Motor Vehicle Emission Reduction Program, and 
CMAQ. This work has been incorporated into the project designs and environmental 
evaluation as requested. 


The Board's actions on the Project, as requested above, will allow staff to move the Project 
to the bidding and construction phase. See Exhibit E for the proposed project timeline 
through completion. 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 


Project funding has been secured as follows: 


EDA Grant Award No. 07-49-03853 
EDA Grant Award No. 07-49-03853.01 * 


portion of $1,333,334 


EDA Grant Award No. 07-49-04072.02 Residual Balance (Roads) 
EDA Grant Award No. 07-01-03734 Residual Balance (FORA/MBEST) 
City of Marina AB 2766 and CMAQ Grant Funds 


All grant amounts include the local match requirement 


$2,397,959 
$348,259 
$441,526 
$837,752 


* EDA Grant Award No. 07-49-03853 has been supplemented twice by EDA to provide 
construction funds for the 12th Street Corridor/lmjin Road project elements. The first 
supplement (No. 07-49-03853.01) was awarded in response to FORA's application for 
funds to construct the Blanco and lmjin Roads segments. 


COORDINATION: 


City of Marina, Administrative Committee, and Executive Committee . 
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ACTION MINUTES 
OF THE 


FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS' MEETING 


July 13, 2001 


1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 


APPROVED 


Chair Perrine called the meeting to order at 4:03 PM and requested a roll call. The following 
responded as present: 


Voting Members: 


Mayor Perrine- Chair, City of Marina 
Mayor Sm~th- 1st Vice Chair, City of Seaside 
Mayor Barlich -2nd Vice Chair, City of Del Rey Oaks 
Supervisor Calcagno - County of Monterey 
Mayor McCloud - City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 


Mayor Albert - City of Monterey 
Mayor Pendergrass - City of Sand City 


Vice Mayor Gustafson - City of Marina 
Council Member Mancini- City of Seaside 


Absent were Supervisors Johnsen and Calcagno (County of Monterey), Mayor Koffman (City of 
Pacific Grove), and Council Member Barnes (City of Salinas). 


Ex-Officio Members: 


Cindy Boyd (15th State Senate District) 
Dr. Kirk Avery (Monterey Peninsula College) 


Lora Martin (University of California) 
COL Dausen (U.S. Army) 


Absent were representatives from the 1 J'h Congressional District, the 2ih Assembly District, CSU 
Monterey Bay, Monterey-Salinas Transit, Monterey Peninsula Unified School District, and 
Transportation Agency for Monterey County. 


Chair Perrine declared a quorum present and opened the meeting. 


Beverly Wood (CSUMB} arrived at 4:17PM, and Mayor Koffman (City of Pacific Grove) arrived at 
4:25PM. 


2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


Chair Perrine asked COL Dausen to come forward while he read a Resolution of Appreciation and 
Accommodation. Motion to add this resolution to the agenda and accept it as read was made by 
Council Member Manc·lni, followed by multiple seconds, and carried. Executive Officer Houlemard 
presented COL Dausen with a FORA commemorative pen and an historical"1960's" yearbook. 


3. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 


No members of the public came forward to address the board. 


4. CONSENT AGENDA 


There were three items on the Consent Agenda: 


Item 4a (Action Minutes - June 8, 2001 ), Item 4b (Filing of Notice of Completion for SCADA Project), 
and Item 4c (California Avenue Construction- Contract Award}. FORA Staff asked that Item 4c be 
pulled. Motion to approve Items 4a and 4b was made by Mayor Barlich, seconded by Mayor Smith, 


Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board Meeting 
July 13, 2001 


Page 1 







AR 1389


• 


• 


• 


. 
\ 


5. 


6. 


7 . 


and carried. Assistant Executive Officer Jim Feeney reported that the bids for the California Avenue 
Construction Project had come in higher than the estimated costs and requested that the item be 
postponed until the August 1 01


h board meeting. Motion to accept the postponement of Item 4c to the 
August 1 01


h board meeting was made by Vice Mayor Gustafson, seconded by Mayor Albert, and 
carried. Mayor Barlich asked that the item be returned in August as Old Business. 


OLD BUSINESS 


Item Sa - Community Facilities District ("CFD")- Status Report: Executive Officer Houlemard gave a 
brief overview, which was followed by a PowerPoint presentation by Director of Planning and Finance 
Steve Endsley and Financial Consultant Annette Yee. The CFD formation process, key issues and 
policies, governance options, a tentative formation timeline, key formation decisions to be considered 
regarding the CFD boundaries and the issuance of bonds, an updated developer impact fee schedule, 
and the costs of forming and administering a CFD, including collection of fees, were covered. Several 
board members asked for clarification of several points after the presentation. Mayor McCloud asked if 
formation of the CFD needed to be approved by each land recipient jurisdiction, and Executive Officer 
Houlemard replied no, if formed by FORA He reminded all jurisdictions that FORA Staff is available 
for individual presentations or consultations. Ms. Yee said that the Local Goals and Policies document 
would be redistributed to all board members before the August 101


h meeting. 


Item 5b - Water/Wastewater Collection Systems Transfer- Update: Executive Officer Houlemard 
said that one or two minor technical issues remain to be resolved and all parties are working diligently 
to resolve the one critical remaining issue, namely the Brostrom/Bay View Community water allocation. 
There were no questions from members of the board or the public. 


Item 5c - Lead Based Paint CLBP") Encapsulation Demonstration Project- Update: Facilities and 
Leasing Manager Stan Cook gave an overview of this project using the visual advantages of 
PowerPoint, which included a number of before and after photographs show·mg safe encasement of 
LBP. COL Dausen said that the Presidio of Monterey has successfully encapsulated its pre-World War 
II structures, and he endorses the process, because it works. Mayor McCloud asked if the process 
were used only on exterior surfaces, and Mr. Cook replied that exterior surfaces are where most of the 
peeling and flaking occur; interior surfaces typically do not deteriorate to this extreme. When asked 
about the cost of the paint, Mr. Cook replied "about $35/gallon." 


Item Sd - Widening of Blanco. Reservation. and lmjin Roads- Environmental and Project Approval: 
Assistant Executive Officer Jim Feeney said that this item had been before the board several times 
and called attention to the six points of the staff recommendation. Senior Project Manager Jim Arnold 
pointed out and discussed the design elements and project locations on a projected map that was 
visible to everyone. Motion to approve the staff recommendation [(1) Approve the CEQA Findings for 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration {"MND") developed for the Fort Ord Roadway Improvement Project 
and City of Marina Bike Path Project, attached as Exhibit A; (2) Adopt this MND, attached as Exhibit B; 
(3) Approve the Mitigation and Monitoring as specified in the construction document, attached as 
Exhibit C; (4) Approve the Project Findings attached as Exhibit D; (5) Approve the Plans and 
Specifications, inclusive of the mitigation measures within the MND·, and {6) Authorize the 
advertisement of the Plans and Specifications for competitive bidding.] was made by Mayor Barlich 
and seconded by Vice Mayor Gustafson. Director Martin asked that Items 5 and 6 of the staff 
recommendation be amended to include approval of the plans by the University of California, subject to 
its licensing agreements, prior to the bid documents being advertised. Staff was asked to coordinate 
these issues with Director Martin and to extend the bid date if necessary. Motion carried as originally 
stated in the six staff recommendations. 


NEW BUSINESS - None 


EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT 


The five items in the Executive Officer's Report were all informational: Item 7a (Administrative 
Committee Report), Item 7b (Finance Committee Report), Item 7c (Legislative Committee Report), 
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Item 7d (Base Reuse Plan Republishing Project- Update) and Item 7e (FORA Annual Report Dated 
June 30, 2001 ). Re Item 7d: Executive Officer Houlemard said that EMC Plannin~ Group ("EMC PG") 
will give a visual presentation of the republished base reuse plan at the August 101 board meeting. 
Director Martin asked if there would be an opportunity to review and comment on the draft, and Mr. 
Houlemard said that EMC PG will provide a letter of explanation, noting where updates and 
restatements had been made, and that comments would be welcome. Re Item 7e: Mr. Houlemard 
called attention to the professionally published edition that was available at each place on the dais and 
on the foyer table. Mayor McCloud suggested that the Fort Ord Housing Matrix be expanded into a 
media article, perhaps in the monthly AMBAG newsletter, along with interpretive comments. Public 
Relations/Information Consultant Candy Ingram will be directed to draft this article. 


John Fischer, a member of the public, supported Mayor McCloud's suggestion and went on to thank 
FORA staff for providing a comprehensive document outlining Fort Ord housing projects. 


8. ANNOUNCEMENTS/CORRESPONDENCE 


Chair Perrine welcomed COL Dietrick, the new Garrison Commander and COL Dausen's successor, to 
the FORA Board. Director Martin announced that the opening and dedication of the UCMBEST Center 
was calendared for Monday, September 17th and encouraged all to plan to attend. 


9. ADJOURNMENT 


Chair Perrine adjourned the meeting at 5:10 PM. 


Minutes prepared by Linda Stiehl, FORA Executive Assistant. 


, 
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FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY BOARD REPORT 


Subject: California Avenue Extension - Environmental/Project Approval 
Meeting Date: April20, 2001 I ACTION 
Agenda Number: 6c I 


RECOMMENDATION: 


1) 


2) 


3) 


4) 


5) 


Approve the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Findings for the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration developed for the California Avenue Extension Project, including the mitigation 
measures contained therein, attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit A; 
Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared under CEQA for the California Avenue 
Extension Project, attached hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit B a; 111 


Approve the Project Findings prepared for the California Avenue Extension Project, attached 
hereto and made a part hereof as Exhibit C; 
Approve the Plans and Specifications for the California Avenue Extension Project, which are 
inclusive of the mitigation measures required and specified within the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration noted above; and 
Authorize the advertisement of the Plans and Specifications for the California Avenue Extension 
Project for competitive bidding. 


BACKGROUND: 


In October 1998, the FORA Board authorized acceptance of EDA Grant No. 07-49-04072.03, which 
provides, in part, funds for the design and construction of the California Avenue Extension Project (from 
Reindollar Avenue south to the 1ih Street Corridor). 


Following a Request for Proposals (RFP) process, the FORA Board, at its meeting of December 1998, 
authorized award of a professional service agreement with Sand is Humber Jones, Inc., to provide the 
requisite design and environmental work and effect the preparation of Final Plans and Specifications to 
guide the construction of the Project. 


The proper environmental documents and project plans and specifications have been completed, and 
staff is requesting the above-noted Board actions to advance the Project to construction. A sequence 
diagram of previous, proposed and future actions by the Board is attached (as Exhibit D) for 
information. Project Plans and Specifications are available in the FORA Office for perusal. 


DISCUSSION: 


The Project, identified by the FORA Board as a top priority transportation project by its action to set 
priority projects in July 1998, is a required transportation mitigation project identified in the FORA Base 
Reuse Plan (BRP) and the BRP Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). 


As an obligatory project under the BRP/FElR, this Project will provide one of the necessary links 
identified in the BRP transportation network to/from the City of Marina and Marina's lands on the former 
Fort Ord . 


111 The Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared based on the conclusions contained within the 
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study, which was previously distributed to FORA Board Members in the Board 
packet for the January 12, 2001 meeting. 
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During the course of Project design, monthly neighborhood workshops were conducted by the City of 
Marina staff; the City of Marina City Council conducted discussions at three regularly scheduled Council 
Meetings and FORA, as Lead Agency, conducted a Public Hearing (January 2001 Board Meeting) on 
the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration. 


The Proposed Finding of No Significant Impact and Mitigated Negative Declaration was processed 
through the Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse for submission to 
selected state agencies. The 30 day review period set by the Clearinghouse began December 27, 
2000 and ended January 25, 2001. The Proposed Finding of No Significant Impact and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration was available for public review beginning December 20. 2000 and ending January 
25, 2001, thus giving the public 37 days for review and comment. Exhibit B b provided for Board 
Member information, includes comments received and responses thereto, as well as responses to 
public testimony received at the January 12, 2001 public hearing. 


Additionally, the City of Marina requested FORA to include design and construction of pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities in its processing of the project. to be funded by Grant proceeds secured by the City 
under AB 2766, Motor Vehicle Emissions Reduction Program. This work has been incorporated into the 
project designs and environmental work as requested. 


The Board's actions on the Project as requested above will allow staff to move the Project forward to 
the bidding and construction phases. (Please see Exhibit D for the proposed project timeline through 
completion.) 


FISCAL IMPACT; 


• Project Funding has been secured as follows: 


EDA Grant Award No. 07-49-04072.03: $963,954 
City of Marina Local Match Obligation: (FORA Board-Endorsed "Payment 
and Reimbursement Agreement. dated March 1999): $ 321,285 
City of Marina AB 2766, Motor Vehicle Emissions Reduction Program Grant 
Award Nos. 0009 and 9703: $ 165,000 
TOTAL PROJECT COST (Soft and Hard Costs) $ 1,450,239 


COORDINATION: 


City of Marina, Administrative Committee, Executive Committee 


• h:\msofflce\sharedUinda\crlssy 42001 bd rpt Item 6c ca ave.doc 
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ACTION MINUTES 
OF THE 


FORT ORO REUSE AUTHORITY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS' MEETING 


of April 20, 2001 


APPROVED 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 


Chair Perrine called the meeting to order at 4:00 PM and requested a roll call of the members. The 
following responded as present: 


Voting Members: 


Mayor Perrine -Chair, City of Marina 
Mayor Smith- 1st Vice Chair, City of Seaside 
Mayor Barlich - 2"d Vice Chair, City of Del Rey Oaks 
Supervisor Johnsen- County of Monterey 
Supervisor Armenta- County of Monterey 


Mayor McCloud- City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Mayor Albert- City of Monterey 
Mayor Pendergrass- City of Sand City 
Council Member Gustafson- City of Marina 
Council Member Mancini- City of Seaside 


Council Member Barnes (City of Salinas) arrived at 4:19 PM. 


Absent were Supervisor Calcagno (County of Monterey) and Mayor Koffman (City of Pacific Grove). 


Ex-Officio Members: 


Congressman Farr (1 ih Congressional District) 
Senator McPherson (151


h State Senate District) 
Assembly Member Keeley (27'h Assembly District) 
Graham Bice (UCMBEST) 


Mike Gilmartin (Monterey Peninsula College) 
Lee Yarborough (TAMC) 
COL Dausen (U.S. Army) 


Beverly Wood (CSUMB) arrived at 4:06 PM, and Carlos Pina (MPUSD) arrived at 4:11 PM. 


Absent was a representative from Monterey-Salinas Transit. 


Chair Perrine declared a quorum present and opened the meeting. 


2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


3. 


Chair Perrine asked for a motion to add an item to the agenda regarding an acknowledgement of an 
individual. Motion to add this item was made by Mayor Smith, seconded by Council Member Gustafson, 
and passed. Chair Perrine read the certificate of appreciation and commendation for Mayor Barlich. A 
motion to approve it was made by Council Member Mancini, seconded by Supervisor Johnsen, and 
passed. Mayor Barlich expressed his appreciation in a brief speech. 


Mayor McCloud asked that a presentation/study session focusing on the statistics related to affordable 
housing on the former Fort Ord be set up. Executive Officer Houlemard said he would agendize this 
request for the May 111


h board meeting. 


LEGISLATIVE PRESENTATIONS 


Assembly Member/Speaker pro Tempore Fred Keeley, representing the 2?'h State Assembly District, gave 
an update on AB 1436, a bill introduced by Assembly Member Correa from Orange County that would 
require all existing housing on closed military bases be designated as low-income housing. Assembly 
Member Keeley reported that major amendments will be added and the bases affected will be those in 
Orange County only. He continued with comments and an update on the state budget and the current 
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energy crisis, which is the number one priority issue in the state legislature now. He introduced AB 1X, 
whereby the state has been picking up 1/3 of the energy costs (the wholesale market costs), which has 
helped stabilize costs in the short-term. He said the market is expected to stabilize within 24-48 months, 
but until then, the problems will be enormously complex and expensive and have a profound effect on the 
economy. 


Senator Bruce McPherson, representing the 151
h State Senate District, complimented Assembly Member 


Keeley for his intense involvement in and efforts to solve the energy crisis. Senator McPherson said that 
Californians must get serious about conservation if supplies and demands are to be brought back into 
balance. With the state government paying one-third of the power costs now, the budget surplus is rapidly 
shrinking, which will affect matching grant funds and other funding sources. He thanked board members 
for allocating the 150 acres for the veterans' cemetery and the members of the community for their strong 
support. He said that the future of Stilwell Hall is uncertain at this time and he hopes that a solution to the 
East Garrison impasse is found soon, so that financing the public safety officers' training program can be 
worked out. 


Congressman Sam Farr, representing the 1 ih Congressional District, also encouraged energy 
conservation and suggested that the campaign be proactive on the local level, perhaps by promoting 
contests for biggest reduction of energy usage and endorsing power black-outs. He sees the dynamics of 
government moving from the federal to the state arenas and suggested that local agencies lean on state 
regulatory agencies, such as the Department of Toxic Substances Control, to make changes in policies 
and regulations where necessary. He said that the recommendations from the SMART Team regarding 
the burn issues need to be examined by the Air Board and offered to facilitate a joint meeting. He asked 
for specific information regarding the current delays in the thermo-chemical conversion technology, so that 
he could insert language in the appropriations bill to keep this item on track. He encouraged everyone to 
look at other base closure models, such as Brooks Air Force Base in Texas, for creative solutions in 
redeveloping Fort Ord. He continues to support a scenic trail through the State Parks oceanfront property 
and stated that is no real authorization for federal funds for the storm drainage improvements, so state 
assistance must be sought; he asked for clarification on this issue. Executive Officer Houlemard said that 
the state has allocated $240,000 for storm drainage project design but the problems as well as the 
solutions are complex. Congressman Farr urged the local jurisdictions with still operating military bases to 
begin now to inventory these properties in an effort to help identify and implement cost-savings measures. 
He urged Californians to unite and be aggressive about strengthening the case to keep existing bases, in 
light of probable future closures. It is a time for smart and creative solutions. 


Board comments: Mayor Albert expressed concern about the effect of the energy crisis on the economy, 
in particular, the local jurisdictions and economy. Senator McPherson responded that it is too soon to tell 
the final impact. COL Dausen said the Army is looking to the local communities to come up with solutions 
for saving Stilwell Hall, and Senator McPherson concurred. 


Chair Perrine thanked the three legislators for their comments and said the FORA Board is grateful for 
their support of the reuse efforts and looks forward to their reports next year. Congressman Farr 
recommended that all attend the Fleet Numerical Meteorology and Oceanography Center's Open House 
tomorrow. 


PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 


Five members of the public spoke: 1) Ron Chesshire, building trades representative for Monterey and 
Santa Cruz counties, said that the Work Force Investment Board ("WFIB") is moving ahead with its pre
apprentice training program based on deconstruction on the former Fort Ord, for young people who hope 
to find employment in construction. 2) Joe Warriner, Executive Director of WFIB, said that with 30-50% of 
the construction trade workers expected to retire in the five years, it would be important to work with and 
support the apprentice programs the trade unions have established. He welcomed suggestions from 
business community and elected officials. 3) Jose Mendez, a representative of the Plasterers and 
Cement Masons Union, talked about the successes of the field apprenticeship program and asked the 
FORA Board if the former Fort Ord could be used as a location for continued training. 4) LeVonne Stone, 
Fort Ord Environmental Justice Network ("EJN"), invited all to participate in the EJN forum tomorrow in 
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Building 30 at CSUMB, since it would be an excellent opportunity to hear about EJN and become familiar 
with the organization's issues and particular concerns. 5) John Fischer expressed gratitude to the three 
legislators for taking the time to attend this meeting and share firsthand the pressing issues. 


CONSENT AGENDA 


Chair Perrine listed the three items on the consent agenda: Item 5a- Action Minutes - March 9, 2001; 
Item 5b- Action Minutes - March 22, 2001; and Item 5c- Consulting Work - Executive Officer. Supervisor 
Armenta said he was not able to vote on the March gth or March 22nct minutes, because he had not 
attended these meetings in his status as alternate. A motion to approve the three items on the consent 
agenda was made by Mayor Albert and seconded by Mayor Smith. Mayor McCloud asked if Authority 
Counsel Bowden had reviewed the Execut'1ve Officer's contract for the consulting work, and Executive 
Officer Houlemard said he would request that it be done. The vote on the motion was called for and 
passed. 


OLD BUSINESS 


Item 6a - Marina Coast Water District- Water/Wastewater Collection Systems Budgets and Rates: 
Before Assistant Executive Officer Jim Feeney introduced Marina Coast Water District ("MCWD") General 
Manager Mike Armstrong, he reported that the much-awaited transfer of these systems is expected to 
take place within weeks via an Economic Development Conveyance. Mr. Armstrong introduced Dr. 
Marion Bryson, immediate past president of the MCWD board, and Leo Lasko, Fort Ord Projects Director. 
Mr. Armstrong said that this was the fourth annual report of the proposed operating and capital budgets 
and corresponding customer rates. He reviewed the changes on each page assisted by a visual 
presentation. Council Member Mancini asked why .42 acre feet of water was listed in the water budget, 
even though the amount approved by the FORA Board was .33 acre feet per dwelling unit, and a 
conservation target of .25 acre feet per dwelling unit. Mr. Armstrong responded that .42 acre feet is the 
actual metered average of the water usage in the Preston Park units and that conservation measures will 
reduce usage, along with surcharges when the systems are transferred to MCWD. Motion to receive 
MCWD's report and approve the proposed fiscal year 01-02 water/wastewater collection systems budgets 
and rates was made by Supervisor Johnsen and seconded by Mayor Albert. A member of the public, 
LeVonne Stone, asked for further explanation of the rates. Assistant Executive Officer Jim Feeney 
responded by saying that all the budget and rate information is available to the public, which is welcome to 
attend the meetings of the Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee, which assists in preparing this report. 
A vote on the previous motion was called for and carried. Chair Perrine reminded all that the budgets and 
rates will not take effect until the systems transfer. 


Item 6b - Protocol Concerning Basewide versus In-Tract Costs: Executive Officer Houlemard reported 
that the Finance Committee and the Administrative Committee, in addition to a special ad hoc committee, 
have been discussing the details and implications of this protocol the past month. A final draft will be 
reviewed by the Administrative Committee next week, which, if approved, will recommend it for full board 
action at the May, possibly June, board meeting. 


Council Member Barnes left at 5:48 PM. 


Item 6c - California Avenue Extension - Environmental/Project Approval: Assistant Executive Officer 
Jim Feeney summarized the background and discussion in the board report, calling attention to the list of 
five staff recommendations: 1) Approve the California Environmental Quality ("CEQA") for the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration ("MNegDec") developed for the California Avenue Extension Project ("CAEP"), 
including the mitigation measures contained therein; 2) Adopt the MNegDec prepared under CEQA for 
the CAEP; 3) Approve the Project Findings prepared for the CAEP; 4) Approve the Plans and 
Specification for the CAEP, which are inclusive of the mitigation measures required and specified with the 
MNegDec noted previously; and 5) Authorize the advertisement of the Plans and Specifications for the 
CAEP for competitive bidding. Chair Perrine discussed the Marina perspectives. Debra Bailey, Marina 
resident, requested that no action be taken on this item, because she believes the Environmental Impact 
Report ("EIR") for the item is inadequate and outdated. Mr. Feeney said that the underground utility 
systems are back on track, if not immediately, then in the very near term; and there will be no impact on 
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the cypress trees. He added that the overall environmental process complies with the full intent of the 
law. Motion to approve, adopt and authorize the five staff recommendations above was made by Mayor 
Albert, seconded by Council Member Gustafson, and carried. 


Item 6d - Kutak Rock Contract Amendment: Motion to approve the amended professional services 
agreement from Kutak Rock, dated February 23, 2001, for legal services associated with property 
transfers was made by Mayor Smith, seconded by Supervisor Johnsen, and carried. 


7. NEW BUSINESS - None 


8. EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT 


9. 


10. 


Four informational items had been agendized: Item 8a- Administrative Committee Report; Item 8b
Finance Committee Report: Item Be- Legislative Committee Report; and Item 8d- FORA Quarterly 
Report. Assistant Executive Officer Feeney reported that board action on Item 8c, which was an 
Action/Information item, is no longer necessary, because AB 1436 is now limited to Orange County 
military bases only. Executive Officer Houlemard reported that the Chair of the Finance Committee had 
given him strict instructions to announce that a major finance item would be on May 111


h board agenda. 


ANNOUNCEMENTS/CORRESPONDENCE 


Chair Perrine encouraged all to participate in the Open House tomorrow at the Fleet Numerical 
Meteorology and Oceanography Center. Col Dausen invited everyone to attend COL Rice's civic leaders 
reception (5:00- 7:30PM in his quarters on the Presidio of Monterey) and a map with directions was 
distributed. Mayor Smith announced that the Seaside City Council had approved the purchase agreement 
to acquire the Hayes Housing parcel at its meeting last night. Supervisor Armenta said that the county 
had several presentations by the Building Trades Council today and asked which agency was the 
appropriate agency for follow-up. Executive Officer Houlemard said FORA staff has been working with 
the Council and will follow up . 


ADJOURNMENT 


Motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Supervisor Johnsen, seconded by Council Member 
Gustafson, and carried. Chair Perrine adjourned the meeting at 6:12PM. 


Next scheduled meeting: Friday, May 11, 2001. 


Minutes prepared by Linda Stiehl, FORA Executive Assistant. 


Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board Meeting 
April 20, 2001 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


November 14, 2017 
Page 0 


TODAY’S ACTION 


Consider receiving a report: 
“Recommendations to Address the 


Expansion of Seawater Intrusion in the 
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin”; 


and provide direction to staff 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


Prior BOD Action 
 
 On July 11, 2017 at a special Joint Meeting of 


the Board of Supervisors of Monterey County, 
Board of Supervisors of the Monterey County 
Water Resources Agency and the Water 
Resources Agency Board of Directors: 


 


– It was requested that staff provide to the 
Board recommendations for actions that, if 
implemented, would slow or halt the further 
expansion of seawater intrusion. 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


Prior BOD Action (cont.) 


 
 On October 16, 2017 the Monterey County Water 


Resources Agency Board of Directors received the 
report “Recommendations to Address the Expansion of 
Seawater Intrusion in the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin” and provided the following direction to staff: 


 
– Develop an online forum to provide access for public 


comment on the recommendations; 
– Provide scoping and cost of a Deep Aquifers investigation; 
– Make the report and Board of Directors presentation 


available on line; and 
– Begin outreach to the public on the report’s 


recommendations. 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


Discussion 


 2015 coastal Salinas Valley seawater intrusion 
contours: 
– Showed advancement of seawater intrusion front; 


and 
– Included delineation of “islands” of seawater 


intruded groundwater in the Pressure 400-Foot 
Aquifer beyond the contiguous seawater intrusion 
front. 
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Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


Discussion (cont.) 


Pressure 180-Foot 
Aquifer 


Pressure 400-Foot 
Aquifer 
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Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


 Responding to direction of the Joint Boards, staff 
prepared the report:  


“Recommendations to Address the Expansion of Seawater 
Intrusion in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin” (Report) 


Discussion (cont.) 







November 14, 2017 
Page 8 


Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


 
 
 


 
 


 


Discussion (cont.) 


The Report: 
 Provides a discussion of the current knowledge 


and related background information surrounding 
seawater intrusion pathways and potential impacts. 


 Serves as a body of evidence to catalogue the 
findings used to support the recommendations 
presented here, and within the Report. 


 Each recommendation can be implemented on its 
own or in concert with the others, and the relative 
importance of each has been discussed in the 
Report. 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


 
 
 


 
 


 


Discussion (cont.) 


 
 The recommendations have been developed as 


a comprehensive solution that, along with 
continued operation of projects that have been 
constructed for the same purpose, have the 
strongest potential to ensure success in slowing 
or halting further seawater intrusion. 







November 14, 2017 
Page 10 


Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


1. An immediate moratorium on groundwater 
extractions from new wells in the Pressure 
400‐Foot Aquifer within an identified Area of 
Impact (with exemptions). 


2. Enhancement and expansion of the Castroville 
Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) Service 
Area. 


 
 


 


Discussion (cont.) 


Recommendations - Overview 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


3. Following expansion of the CSIP Service Area, 
termination of all pumping from existing wells 
within the Area of Impact, except for the 
following use categories: 


a. Municipal drinking water supply wells; 
b. Wells operating under the auspices of the 


Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project; and, 
c. Monitoring wells owned and maintained by the 


Agency or other water management agencies. 
 


 
 


Discussion (cont.) 


Recommendations - Overview 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


4. Initiate and diligently proceed with destruction 
of wells in Agency Zone 2B, in accordance with 
Agency Ordinance No. 3790, to protect the 
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin against 
further seawater intrusion. 


5. An immediate moratorium on groundwater 
extractions from new wells within the entirety of 
the Deep Aquifers until such a time as an 
investigation determines its long-term viability. 
 


 
 


Discussion (cont.) 


Recommendations - Overview 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


6. Initiate and diligently proceed with an investigation 
to determine the long –term viability of the Deep 
Aquifers. 
 


Implementation of these recommendations will require 
close consultation with the County Counsel, and 
depending on the actions pursued, additional work by 
Agency staff and cooperation with RMA-Planning staff 
to ensure compliance with CEQA and other applicable 
procedures and policies.  


 
 


 


Discussion (cont.) 


Recommendations - Overview 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


 Recommendations in the Report pertain to three 
topic areas: 
– Pressure 400-Foot Aquifer 
– Well Destruction 
– Deep Aquifers 


Discussion (cont.) 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


Recommendations 1, 2, and 3 
The Pressure 400-Foot Aquifer (cont.) 
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


Recommendations 5, and 6 - Deep Aquifers 


5. An immediate moratorium on groundwater 
 extractions from new wells within the entirety of 
 the Deep Aquifers of the 180/400 Foot Aquifer 
 Subbasin until such time as an investigation of  the 
 Deep Aquifers is completed and data pertaining to 
 the hydraulic properties and long-term viability of the 
 Deep Aquifers are available for knowledge-based 
 water resource planning and decision making.  
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Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 


Recommendation #5 (cont.) 
 a. Monitoring wells, public agency wells, municipal 
  water supply wells, wells for which a construction 
  permit has already been issued, and well repairs 
  should be considered for exemption from this  
  recommendation. 
 b. The moratorium should include a prohibition of: 


i. Replacement wells, unless it can be 
demonstrated that the installation of such a 
well will not result in further expansion of the 
seawater intrusion front; and,  


ii. Deepening of wells from overlying aquifers 
into the Deep Aquifers, deepening of wells 
within the Deep Aquifers, and other activities 
that would expand the length, depth, or 
capacity of an existing well.  


Recommendations 5, and 6 - Deep Aquifers (cont.) 
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Recommendations 5, and 6 - Deep Aquifers (cont.) 
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Wells in the Deep Aquifers 


Recommendations 5, and 6 - Deep Aquifers (cont.) 
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Recommendations 5, and 6 - Deep Aquifers (cont.) 
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Recommendations 5, and 6 - Deep Aquifers (cont.) 
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Recommendations 5, and 6 - Deep Aquifers (cont.) 
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Recommendations 5, and 6 - Deep Aquifers 


6. Initiate and diligently proceed with an investigation 
 to determine the hydraulic properties and long-term 
 viability of the Deep Aquifers and make this 
 information available for knowledge-based water 
 resource planning and decision making.  
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Summary 
The information provided here and in the report 
“Recommendations to Address the Expansion of 
Seawater Intrusion in the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin” 
 Provides a discussion of the current knowledge and 


related background information surrounding 
seawater intrusion pathways and potential impacts. 


 Serves as a body of evidence to catalogue the 
findings used to support the recommendations 
presented here, and within the Report. 


 Provides recommendations for actions that staff 
believe, if implemented, would slow or halt the 
further expansion of seawater intrusion. 
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 Each recommendation can be implemented on its 
own or in concert with the others, and the relative 
importance of each has been discussed in the 
Report. 
 


 The recommendations have been developed as a 
comprehensive solution that, along with continued 
operation of projects that have been constructed 
for the same purpose, have the strongest potential 
to ensure success in slowing or halting further 
seawater intrusion. 


Summary (cont.) 
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Section	1	‐	Introduction		


	
Section	1	–	Introduction		


1.1 Previous	Activity	


At	a	Special	Joint	Meeting	of	the	Board	of	Supervisors	of	Monterey	County,	Board	of	Supervisors	of	
the	Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency	(Agency),	and	the	Water	Resources	Agency	Board	of	
Directors	(Joint	Boards)	on	July	11,	2017	staff	presented	the	2015	coastal	Salinas	Valley	seawater	
intrusion	contours	(Figure	1	and	Figure	2);	2015	groundwater	elevation	contours	(Appendix	A);	an	
update	on	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	Investigation;	and	a	presentation	of	the	historical	
Salinas	 Valley	 Integrated	 Hydrologic	 Model	 (SVIHM‐2014).1	 The	 updated	 extent	 of	 seawater	
intrusion	 depicted	 in	 the	 seawater	 intrusion	 maps	 and	 discussion	 of	 pathways	 of	 seawater	
intrusion	indicated	by	the	current	data	prompted	a	request	from	the	Joint	Boards	that	staff	provide	
recommendations	 for	 actions	 to	 consider	 that,	 if	 implemented,	 would	 slow	 or	 halt	 further	
expansion	of	seawater	intrusion.	


1.2 Objective	of	this	Report	


This	 report	 provides	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 current	 knowledge	 and	 related	 background	 information	
surrounding	 seawater	 intrusion	 pathways	 and	 potential	 impacts	 thereof	 on	 the	 Salinas	 Valley	
Groundwater	Basin.	This	document	also	serves	as	a	body	of	evidence	to	catalogue	the	findings	used	
to	support	the	recommendations	presented	herein.		


Staff	is	making	six	recommendations,	with	each	focused	on	a	component	that	influences,	or	could	be	
impacted	by,	the	advancement	of	seawater	intrusion.	The	recommendations	are	being	presented	in	
an	order	 that	 builds	upon	 the	 foundational	 knowledge	 laid	out	 in	 the	background	 section	of	 this	
report,	rather	than	in	an	order	of	priority.		


Each	 recommendation	 can	 be	 implemented	 on	 its	 own	 or	 in	 concert	 with	 the	 others,	 and	 the	
relative	 importance	 of	 each	 will	 be	 discussed	 individually	 in	 this	 report.	 However,	 the	
recommendations	 have	 been	 conceptualized	 as	 a	 comprehensive	 solution	 that,	 along	 with	
continued	 operation	 of	 projects	 that	 have	 been	 constructed	 for	 the	 same	 purpose,	 have	 the	
strongest	 potential	 to	 ensure	 success	 in	 slowing	 or	 halting	 further	 seawater	 intrusion	 when	
implemented	simultaneously.		


	
	
	
	


                                                            
1	The	2015	seawater	intrusion	maps	are	available	on	the	Water	Resources	Agency	website	at	
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/government‐links/water‐resources‐
agency/documents/seawater‐intrusion‐maps#wra	and	the	2015	groundwater	elevation	contour	maps	are	
available	at	http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/government‐links/water‐resources‐
agency/documents/groundwater‐elevation‐contours#wra.		
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1.3 Recommendations	


Staff	makes	the	following	six	recommendations	with	the	aim	to	slow	or	halt	seawater	intrusion,	and	
impacts	related	thereto,	in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin.		


In	no	particular	order	of	priority:	


1. An	 immediate	moratorium	 on	 groundwater	 extractions	 from	 new	wells2	 in	 the	 Pressure	
400‐Foot	 Aquifer3	 within	 an	 identified	 Area	 of	 Impact4,	 except	 for	 the	 following	 use	
categories:	


a. Wells	 operating	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project;	
and,		


b. Monitoring	wells	owned	and	maintained	by	the	Agency	or	other	water	management	
agencies.	


	
2. Enhancement	 and	 expansion	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project	 (CSIP)	 Service	


Area.	 The	 expansion	 should	 include,	 at	 a	 minimum,	 lands	 served	 by	 wells	 currently	
extracting	groundwater	within	the	Area	of	Impact.		
	


3. Following	 expansion	 of	 the	 CSIP	 Service	 Area,	 termination	 of	 all	 pumping	 from	 existing	
wells	within	the	Area	of	Impact,	except	for	the	following	use	categories:	


a. Municipal	water	supply	wells;	
b. Wells	 operating	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project;	


and,		
c. Monitoring	wells	owned	and	maintained	by	the	Agency	or	other	water	management	


agencies.		
	


4. Initiate	and	diligently	proceed	with	destruction	of	wells	 in	Agency	Zone	2B,	 in	accordance	
with	Agency	Ordinance	No.	3790,	 to	protect	 the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	against	
further	seawater	intrusion.		
	


5. An	immediate	moratorium	on	groundwater	extractions	from	new	wells	within	the	entirety	
of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 of	 the	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 until	 such	 time	 as	 an	
investigation	 of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 is	 completed	 and	 data	 pertaining	 to	 the	 hydraulic	


                                                            
2	“New	well”	is	not	intended	to	include	(a)	any	well	for	which	a	construction	permit	has	been	issued	by	the	
Monterey	 County	 Health	 Department	 or	 (b)	 any	 well	 for	 which	 drilling	 or	 construction	 activities	 have	
commenced	 in	 accordance	 with	 a	 well	 construction	 permit	 issued	 by	 the	 Monterey	 County	 Health	
Department.	
	
3	Aquifer	means:	a	water‐bearing	or	saturated	formation	that	is	capable	of	serving	as	a	groundwater	reservoir	
supplying	enough	water	to	satisfy	a	particular	demand,	as	in	a	body	of	rock	that	is	sufficiently	permeable	to	
conduct	groundwater	and	to	yield	economically	significant	quantities	of	water	to	wells	and	springs	(Poehls	
and	Smith,	2009).			
	
4	See	Section	1.4	for	a	description	of	the	Area	of	Impact.	The	Area	of	Impact	is	also	depicted	in	Figure	4.		
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properties	and	long‐term	viability	of	the	Deep	Aquifers	are	available	for	knowledge‐based	
water	resource	planning	and	decision	making.		


a. Monitoring	wells,	public	agency	wells,	municipal	water	supply	wells,	wells	for	which	
a	 construction	 permit	 has	 already	 been	 issued,	 and	 well	 repairs	 should	 be	
considered	for	exemption	from	this	recommendation.		


b. The	moratorium	should	include	a	prohibition	of:	
i. Replacement	 wells,	 unless	 it	 can	 be	 demonstrated	 that	 the	 installation	 of	


such	 a	 well	 will	 not	 result	 in	 further	 expansion	 of	 the	 seawater	 intrusion	
front;	and,		


ii. Deepening	 of	 wells	 from	 overlying	 aquifers	 into	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers,	
deepening	of	wells	within	the	Deep	Aquifers,	and	other	activities	that	would	
expand	the	length,	depth,	or	capacity	of	an	existing	well.	


		
6. Initiate	and	diligently	proceed	with	an	investigation	to	determine	the	hydraulic	properties	


and	long‐term	viability	of	the	Deep	Aquifers.		


Implementation	of	these	recommendations	will	require	close	consultation	with	the	County	Counsel	
and,	 depending	 on	 the	 actions	 pursued,	 additional	 work	 by	 Agency	 staff	 and	 cooperation	 with	
Resource	 Management	 Agency	 (RMA)	 –	 Planning	 staff	 to	 ensure	 compliance	 with	 California	
Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 (CEQA)	 and	 other	 applicable	 procedures	 and	 policies.	 Some	 of	 the	
recommendations,	 such	 as	 a	 moratorium5	 relating	 to	 the	 well	 ordinance,	 might	 require	
implementation	under	 the	Government	Code	and	coordination	between	Agency	and	County	 staff,	
and	 the	 Board	 of	 Supervisors	 of	 the	 Monterey	 County	 Water	 Resources	 Agency	 and	 Board	 of	
Supervisors	of	Monterey	County.		


	


                                                            
5	Certain	moratoria	may	have	consequences	for	a	“taking”	where	the	moratorium	deprives	an	owner	of	all	
reasonable	economic	use	of	the	owner’s	property.	Whether	there	is	a	taking	is	an	issue	that	would	require	
further	review	and	analysis	on	a	case‐by‐case	basis	for	each	affected	property.		
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Figure	1	‐	Map	of	Historical	Seawater	Intrusion	in	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	
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Figure	2	‐	Map	of	Historical	Seawater	Intrusion	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	
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1.4 Explanation	of	Exemptions	
	


1.4.1 Municipal	water	supply	wells	


The	continued	operation	and	expansion	of	municipal	water	supply	wells	within	the	identified	Area	
of	Impact	must	be	carefully	evaluated	within	the	scope	and	context	of	the	recommendations	of	this	
report.	Pumping	 from	municipal	water	supply	wells	 in	 the	Area	of	 Impact	represented	an	annual	
average	 of	 23%	of	 all	 groundwater	 extractions	 from	1995	 to	 2015	 (17%	 in	 2015).	 Groundwater	
extractions	 from	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 for	municipal	 purposes	 ranged	 from	 3,271	 acre‐feet	 (af)	 in	
2015	to	5,714	af	in	2000	(Figure	3).	Annually,	an	average	of	41%	of	all	municipal	pumping	in	the	
Area	of	Impact	occurs	from	the	Deep	Aquifers.		


This	 report	 recommends	an	 immediate	moratorium	on	groundwater	extractions	 from	new	wells,	
including	municipal	wells,	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	(recommendation	1,	Section	1.3).	This	
report	 also	 recommends	 consideration	of	 an	exemption	 for	new	municipal	water	 supply	wells	 in	
the	entirety	of	the	Deep	Aquifers	(recommendation	5,	Section	1.3a).	Staff	is	of	the	opinion	that	these	
exemptions	 be	 considered	 only	when	weighed	 against	 the	 potential	 of	 risk	 to	 human	 health	 and	
safety.		


The	intent	of	these	recommendations	is	to	slow	or	halt	the	advancement	of	seawater	 intrusion	in	
order	 to	 ensure	 the	 viability	 of	 current	 and	 future	 water	 supplies.	 To	 that	 end,	 staff	 views	 the	
continued	 pursuit	 of	 municipal	 water	 supply	 project	 which	 reduce	 or	 eliminate	 the	 reliance	 on	
groundwater	extractions	as	preferable	to	an	exemption	for	new	municipal	water	supply	wells	in	the	
Deep	Aquifers.		
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Figure	3	‐	Total	Reported	Groundwater	Extractions	from	Wells	in	the	Area	of	Impact	(1995	to	2015)	


	
1.4.2 CSIP	wells	


As	discussed	in	more	detail	in	Section	2.3	of	this	report,	the	water	supply	for	CSIP	is	derived	from	
recycled	 water,	 treated	 surface	 water	 from	 the	 Salinas	 River,	 and	 groundwater	 pumped	 from	
supplemental	wells.	Groundwater	 pumped	 from	 supplemental	wells	 is	 required	 in	 order	 to	meet	
demands	in	the	CSIP	area.	However,	because	this	pumping	occurs	as	part	of	an	Agency	project,	the	
volume	 and	distribution	 of	 the	 groundwater	 pumping	within	 the	Area	 of	 Impact	 for	 CSIP	 can	 be	
closely	monitored	and	managed.	Furthermore,	because	groundwater	pumping	from	private	wells	is	
generally	prohibited	in	the	CSIP	area,	the	Agency	is	obligated	under	Ordinance	No.	3790	to	provide	
a	substitute	water	supply.6		


The	 ability	 to	 regulate	 this	 source	 of	 groundwater	 pumping	 and	 the	 necessity	 of	 having	 water	
available	for	CSIP	support	this	exemption	from	the	recommendations.		


	


                                                            
6	Additional	discussion	of	Agency	Ordinance	No.	3790	occurs	in	Sections	4	and	6.5	of	this	report.	
	







Recommendations	to	Address	the	Expansion	of	Seawater	Intrusion	
in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	 	 Section	1	


8	
   


1.4.3 Monitoring	wells	


Monitoring	 wells	 have	 been	 installed	 in	 the	 Pressure	 180‐Foot,	 Pressure	 400‐Foot,	 and	 Deep	
Aquifers	within	the	Area	of	Impact	for	the	purpose	of	facilitating	periodic	observation	and	sampling	
of	groundwater	levels	and	quality.	While	the	measurement	of	groundwater	levels	does	not	require	
groundwater	 pumping,	 some	 groundwater	 pumping	 does	 occur	 during	 the	 process	 of	 collecting	
groundwater	 samples	 for	 water	 quality	 analysis.	 However,	 the	 total	 volume	 is	 on	 the	 order	 of	
fractions	of	an	acre‐foot	per	sampling	event	at	each	well.7	Due	to	the	relatively	minimal	amount	of	
water	 extracted	 during	 groundwater	 sampling,	 and	 the	 importance	 of	 ongoing	 data	 collection	 to	
managing	the	resource,	staff	suggests	that	monitoring	wells	be	exempt	from	the	recommendations.		


1.4.4 Well	repairs		


The	intent	of	an	exemption	for	well	repairs	is	to	allow	ongoing	use	of	wells	that	were	installed	prior	
to	implementation	of	any	of	the	recommendations	if	the	repair	will	result	in	the	well’s	construction	
enhancing	 aquifer	 protections,	 reducing	 the	 potential	 for	 expansion	 of	 seawater	 intrusion.	 Well	
repairs	typically	involve	changes	to	the	existing	structure	of	a	well	that	are	intended	to	return	the	
well	to	a	state	that	closely	resembles	how	it	performed	when	it	was	first	 installed;	to	prolong	the	
operable	lifespan	of	a	well	that	has	deteriorated	in	production;	or	to	fix	a	problem	that	is	physically	
endangering	continued	use	of	the	well	(for	example,	a	hole	in	the	well	casing).		


Replacement	wells	are	exempt	 from	some	policies	of	 the	2010	Monterey	County	General	Plan.	 In	
order	to	maintain	consistency	with	existing	County	policies,	staff	is	suggesting	the	same	exemption	
from	these	recommendations	be	considered	for	existing	wells	within	the	Deep	Aquifers	when	it	can	
be	demonstrated	that	the	installation	of	a	replacement	well	will	not	result	in	further	expansion	of	
the	seawater	intrusion	front.		


1.5 Defining	the	Area	of	Impact	


The	Agency	has	identified	an	Area	of	Impact	(Figure	4),	encompassing	an	area	of	the	180/400	Foot	
Aquifer	Subbasin	that	meets	the	following	criterion:	


 That	 portion	 of	 the	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 in	 which	 chloride	 concentrations	 in	
either	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	or	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	are	250	milligrams	
per	liter	(mg/L)	or	greater.	


The	 location	 of	 areas	 where	 chloride	 concentrations	 in	 groundwater	 are	 250	 mg/L	 chloride	
concentration	 or	 greater	 will	 be	 defined	 by	 the	 most	 recently	 published	 data	 from	 the	 Agency;	


                                                            
7 Standard	procedures	call	for	removing	three	casing	volumes	of	water	from	a	well	before	collecting	a	water	
quality	sample	in	order	to	ensure	that	the	sample	is	representative	of	aquifer	water,	rather	than	of	water	that	
has	been	stagnant	in	the	well.	Casing	volume	is	dependent	on	the	diameter	and	length	of	the	casing.	Using	an	
average	casing	diameter	of	four	inches	(common	for	a	monitoring	well)	and	a	depth	of	1,370	feet	(the	average	
depth	 of	 a	monitoring	well	 in	 the	Deep	Aquifers),	 three	 casing	 volumes	 is	 approximately	 2,930	 gallons	 or	
0.009	acre‐feet.	 (One	acre‐foot	equals	325,851	gallons.)	Sampling	of	monitoring	wells	 in	 the	Pressure	180‐
Foot	 or	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifers	 would	 result	 in	 even	 less	 groundwater	 pumping	 per	 sampling	 event	
because	the	wells	are	shallower. 
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currently	this	is	data	from	2015.	The	use	of	the	250	mg/L	threshold	is	applicable	only	to	identifying	
the	Area	of	Impact	as	it	pertains	to	these	recommendations.	The	Agency	will	continue	to	define	the	
extent	of	seawater	intrusion	as	the	area	in	which	chloride	concentrations	are	500	mg/L	or	greater	
(Figure	1	and	Figure	2).		


The	recommendations	in	this	report	are	intended	as	a	way	to	proactively	manage,	and	take	steps	
toward	halting,	the	advancement	of	seawater	intrusion.	Groundwater	within	the	Area	of	Impact	is	
considered	to	be	vulnerable	due	to	the	presence	of	pathways	and	conduits	for	seawater	intrusion,	
all	of	which	will	be	discussed	in	more	detail	in	Sections	2	and	3	of	this	report.		


Using	 the	 scientifically‐based	 metric	 of	 250	 mg/L	 to	 delineate	 the	 vulnerable	 portion	 of	 the	
180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	allows	the	Agency	to	implement	recommendations	in	the	areas	of	
incipient	 seawater	 intrusion	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 preventing	 the	 water	 quality	 in	 those	 areas	 from	
declining	further.			


	


Figure	4	‐	Area	of	Impact
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Section	2	–	Background		
Section	2	–	Background	
2.1	 Geology	and	Hydrogeology		


2.1.1	 Geology	and	Geologic	Setting	


Over	millions	of	years,	a	succession	of	sea	level	 fluctuations,	uplift,	and	various	types	of	sediment	
deposition	 created	 the	 geologic	 formations	 that	 are	 found	 in	 Monterey	 County	 today	 (Table	 1).	
Monterey	 County	 lies	 entirely	 within	 the	 California	 Coast	 Range	 Geomorphic	 Province	 and	 is	
underlain	 by	 two	 fundamentally	 different	 basement	 terranes8:	 the	 Franciscan	 Complex	 and	 the	
Salinian	 Block	 (Rosenberg,	 2001).	 The	 Salinian	 Block	 is	 primarily	 composed	 of	 granitic	 and	
metamorphic	 rocks	 that	 formed	 under	 high	 temperatures	 and	 was	 subsequently	 tectonically	
transported	 northward	 along	 its	 boundaries,	 now	 the	 San	 Andreas,	 San	 Gregorio,	 and	
Sur/Nacimiento	 faults	 (Figure	 5).	 The	 Franciscan	 Complex	 consists	 mainly	 of	 oceanic	 crustal	
material	and	sedimentary	rocks	which	formed	under	high	pressure	and	relatively	low	temperatures	
and	 were	 transported	 on	 a	 tectonic	 plate	 moving	 toward	 North	 America	 (Lopez,	 2006	 and	
Rosenberg,	 2001).	Tectonic	 activity	 associated	with	 the	 faults	 listed	 above	 continues	 to	 form	 the	
mountain	ranges	of	Monterey	County:	the	Santa	Lucia	Range,	Sierra	de	Salinas,	Gabilan	Range,	and	
Diablo	Range	(Rosenberg,	2001).		


The	Salinas	Valley	 is	a	 structural,	 inter‐montane	alluvial9	basin	on	 the	eastern	edge	of	 the	Pacific	
Plate.	 It	 is	 defined	 by	 the	 tectonically	 active	 Gabilan	 and	Diablo	Mountains	 to	 the	 northeast	 and	
Santa	Lucia	Mountains	to	the	southwest.		Over	time,	the	Salinas	Valley	has	been	filled	with	10,000	
to	 15,000	 feet	 of	 marine	 and	 terrestrial	 sediments,	 of	 which	 up	 to	 2,000	 feet	 is	 now	 saturated	
alluvium	(DWR,	2003).			


Within	the	northern	portion	of	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin,	approximately	from	the	City	
of	Gonzales	 to	the	coast,	 thick	alternating	sequences	of	course	and	fine	sediments	deposited	over	
millions	of	years	by	Plio‐Pleistocene	marine	and	terrestrial	sedimentation	form	the	180/400	Foot	
Aquifer	Subbasin.	Bordering	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	to	the	east	is	the	East	Side	Aquifer	
Subbasin	(DWR,	2003).		


                                                            
8	Terrane	means:	a	large	block	of	the	earth’s	crust	with	a	distinct	geologic	character,	originally	part	of	the	
same	crustal	plate	(Harden,	2004).		
	
9 Alluvial	means:	pertaining	to	material	or	processes	associated	with	transportation	and/or	subaerial	
deposition	by	concentrated	running	water	(USDA).		 
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Table	1	‐	Geologic	time	scale	highlighting	events	in	Monterey	County	
From	Rosenberg	(2001)	with	age	estimates	from	Hansen	(1991)	


Era	 Period,	System,	Subsystem	 Epoch	


Age	
estimates	of	
boundaries	
in	millions	of	


years	


Monterey	County	
Geologic	events,	
features,	and	
deposits	


Cenozoic	
(Age	of	


mammals)	


Quaternary	


Holocene	 0	–	0.010	


Floodplain	
deposits,	


landslides,	beach	
deposits	


Pleistocene	 0.010	–	1.6	


Sea	level	fluctuates,	
sand	dunes,	marine	
terraces,	Salinas	
Valley	deposits	


Tertiary	


Pliocene	 1.6	–	5	
Uplift	of	Santa	
Lucia	Range	


Miocene	 5	–	24	 Seas	advanced	and	
retreated	


Oligocene	 24	–	38	
Seas	retreated,	lava	


flows	


Eocene	 38	–	55	 Uplift,	deep	basins,	
and	isolated	islands


Paleocene 55	– 66 Seas	advanced


Mesozoic	
(Age	of	
reptiles)	


Cretaceous	


	


66	–	138	 Salinian	granitic	
rocks	intruded	


Jurassic	 138	– 205 Franciscan	rocks	
subducted	and	


accreted	Triassic	 205	–	240	


Paleozoic	
(Age	of	
fishes)	


Permian	 240	– 290


Sur	Complex	
formed	hundreds	
of	miles	south	of	
Monterey	County	


Carboniferous	
Systems	


Pennsylvanian 290	– 330
Mississippian 330	– 360


Devonian	 360	– 410
Silurian	 410	– 435


Ordovician	 435	– 500
Cambrian	 500	– 570


Pre‐
Paleozoic	 pre‐Cambrian	 570	–	4600	 ‐‐	
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Figure	5	‐	Monterey	County	Geologic	Setting	


 


Figure	6	‐	Zone	2C	Subareas	


Modified based on R. Lopez (2006) and       


H.G. Greene (1995) 
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2.1.1.1	 180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin		


The	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 of	 the	 Salinas	 Valley	 Groundwater	 Basin	 is	 defined	 by	 the	
Department	of	Water	Resources	(DWR)	on	the	basis	of	groundwater	flow	boundaries;	however,	it	is	
generally	 coincident	 with	 the	 Pressure	 Subarea	 as	 defined	 by	 the	 Agency	 (Brown	 and	 Caldwell,	
2015;	Figure	6).	The	northwestern	boundary	of	 the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	 is	defined	by	
the	Monterey	 Bay	 and	 the	 western	 edge	 is	 shared	 with	 the	 Monterey	 Subbasin.	 The	 Corralitos‐
Pajaro	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	is	found	on	the	northern	edge	of	the	Subbasin	while	the	southern	
border	is	shared	with	the	Forebay	Subbasin	beginning	near	the	city	of	Gonzales.		


The	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	contains	three	primary	aquifer	units,	as	discussed	below:	the	
Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer,	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer,	and	Deep	Aquifers	(Figure	6	and	Figure	7).	
There	is	also	a	fourth	aquifer	unit,	referred	to	as	the	Shallow	Aquifer,	located	at	or	near	the	ground	
surface	but	it	is	considered	to	be	limited	in	both	the	quantity	and	quality	of	water	available.		


The	stratigraphy	of	 the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	generally	consists	of	eight	geologic	units,	
listed	here	from	shallowest	to	deepest,	though	not	all	units	are	present	throughout	the	subbasin:	


1. Surficial	deposits	(recent	alluvium	and	valley	fill)	
2. Aromas	Sands	
3. Paso	Robles	Formation	
4. Purisima	Formation	
5. Santa	Margarita	Sandstone	
6. Monterey	Formation		
7. Unnamed	Sandstone	
8. Granitic	basement	


Older	portions	of	the	surficial	deposits	and	the	upper	portion	of	the	Aromas	Sands	correlate	with	
the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer,	while	 the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	 is	 associated	with	 the	 lower	
portion	 of	 the	Aromas	 Sands	 and	 the	 upper	 part	 of	 the	Paso	Robles	 Formation	 (DWR,	 2003	 and	
Figure	7).	The	Aromas	Sands	are	present	only	 in	 the	northern	portion	of	 the	 subbasin,	 gradually	
transitioning	to	the	Paso	Robles	Formation	to	the	south.		
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Figure	7	‐	Stratigraphy	and	Hydrostratigraphy	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	of	the	Salinas	
Valley	Groundwater	Basin	


2.1.1.2	 East	Side	Aquifer	Subbasin	


The	East	 Side	Aquifer	 Subbasin	 lies	 to	 the	 east	 of	 the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	 Subbasin,	 extending	
from	the	town	of	Gonzales	in	the	south	to	the	city	of	Salinas,	and	is	bounded	by	the	Gabilan	Range	
on	 the	 east	 (DWR,	 2003).	 Stratigraphy	 of	 the	 East	 Side	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 generally	 consists	 of	 a	
poorly	bedded	sequence	of	gravel,	sand,	silt,	sandy	and	gravelly	clay,	and	clay.	Decomposed	granite	
is	also	characteristic	of	 sediments	 in	 the	East	Side	Aquifer	Subbasin,	 reflecting	 their	origin	 in	 the	
Gabilan	Range	(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).		


While	the	fluvially10	generated	aquifers	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	are	not	observed	in	
the	 East	 Side	 Aquifer	 Subbasin,	 there	 is	 hydraulic	 communication	 between	 the	 aquifers	 and	
sediments	 of	 both	 subbasins	 can	 be	 correlated	 by	 zones	 that	 are	 stratigraphically	 equivalent	
(Kennedy/Jenks,	 2004).	 However,	 the	 near‐surface	 confining	 unit	 present	 in	 the	 180/400	 Foot	


                                                            
10 Fluvial	means:	of	or	pertaining	to	rivers	and	streams,	existing,	growing,	or	living	in	or	near	a	stream	(Poehls	
and	Smith,	2009). 
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Aquifer,	 the	Salinas	Valley	Aquitard11,	does	not	extend	into	the	East	Side	Aquifer	Subbasin	(DWR,	
2003).		


The	boundary	between	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	and	East	Side	Aquifer	subbasins	is	significant	to	
the	discussion	of	seawater	intrusion	advancement.	Originally,	subbasin	boundaries	were	defined	by	
the	 Department	 of	 Water	 Resources	 (DWR)	 based	 on	 the	 source	 of	 aquifer	 recharge	
(Kennedy/Jenks,	 2004).	 However,	 Kennedy/Jenks	 has	 defined	 an	 area	 of	 transition	 between	 the	
two	subbasins	based	on	the	shift	from predominantly	alluvial	facies	to	predominantly	fluvial	facies	
(2004).	This	change	in	depositional	environment	results	in	variable	hydraulic	properties	along	the	
transition	zone	between	the	two	subbasins	(Figure	8).12		


Historically,	 the	 lateral	 advancement	 of	 seawater	 intrusion	 has	 occurred	 preferentially	 along	
geologic	pathways	that	allow	for	easier	movement	of	water.	The	discontinuous	and	layered	nature	
of	 the	sediments	 in	the	transition	zone	between	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	and	the	East	
Side	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 result	 in	 a	 situation	 that	 restricts	 (but	 does	 not	 preclude)	 the	 flow	 of	
groundwater	across	this	area.		


A	prominent	and	persistent	groundwater	feature	within	the	East	Side	Aquifer	Subbasin	is	the	large	
groundwater	 depression	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 East	 Side	 trough.	 Decades	 of	 groundwater	 level	
monitoring	data	documents	the	presence	of	the	trough,	where	groundwater	levels	vary	seasonally	
in	the	range	of	80	to	120	feet	below	mean	sea	level	(Appendix	A).		


Persistent	 dewatering	 of	 the	 East	 Side	 Aquifer	 Subbasin,	 as	 revealed	 by	 the	 trough,	 is	 also	 a	
mechanism	for	land	subsidence.13	Preliminary	data	from	the	U.S.	Geological	Survey	(USGS)	indicates	
that	 land	 subsidence	 is	 occurring	 in	 the	 East	 Side	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 in	 the	 area	 around	 Salinas	
(Personal	communications	with	R.	Hanson,	2017).	Land	subsidence	results	in	an	irreversible	loss	of	
aquifer	storage	and	potential	damage	to	infrastructure.	


                                                            
11 Aquitard	means:	a	confining	unit	that	retards	but	does	not	prevent	the	flow	of	water	to	or	from	an	adjacent	
aquifer	(Poehls	and	Smith,	2009).	
 
12	In	Figure	8,	the	terminology	“Pressure	Subarea”	and	“East	Side	Subarea”	are	used	in	lieu	of	180/400	Foot	
Aquifer	Subbasin	and	East	Side	Subbasin,	respectively.		
	
13	Subsidence	refers	to	differential	settlements	or	sinking	resulting	from	excessive	groundwater	withdrawals	
(based	on	Poehls	and	Smith,	2009).		
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Figure	8	‐	Generalized	Fluvial	and	Alluvial	Fan	Facies	of	the	Northern	Salinas	Valley	
(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004)	


	


2.1.2	 Hydrogeology	


The	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	of	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	consists	of	a	complex	
sequence	of	water‐bearing	sediments,	characterized	by	alternating	aquifers	and	aquitards	(Figure	
7).	 	 Historically,	 the	 sequence	 of	 strata	 has	 been	 grouped	 by	major	 hydrostratigraphic	 units	 and	
represented	from	top	to	bottom	as	follows:	


1. Shallow	Alluvial	Aquifer	
2. Salinas	Valley	Aquitard	
3. Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	
4. Pressure	180/400‐Foot	Aquitard	
5. Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	
6. Pressure	400‐Foot/Deep	Aquitard	
7. Deep	Aquifers	


2.1.2.1	 Shallow	Alluvial	Aquifer	


The	Shallow	Alluvial	Aquifer,	which	is	the	same	unit	where	the	“Dune	Sand”	aquifer	is	found	near	
the	coast,	contains	perched	groundwater	in	some	areas	overlying	the	Salinas	Valley	Aquitard.		


2.1.2.2	 Salinas	Valley	Aquitard	


The	Salinas	Valley	Aquitard	consists	of	a	series	of	blue	or	yellow	sandy	clay	layers	that	overlies	and	
confines	the	underlying	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer.	The	Salinas	Valley	Aquitard	ranges	in	thickness	
from	 approximately	 100	 feet	 in	 the	 area	west	 of	 Salinas,	 thinning	 to	 approximately	 25	 feet	 near	
Salinas,	and	pinches	out	east	of	Salinas	(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).		
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2.1.2.3	 Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	


The	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	is	the	uppermost	laterally	extensive	aquifer	in	the	northern	Salinas	
Valley	and	is	named	for	the	depth	at	which	it	is	typically	encountered	(DWR,	1946).	The	Pressure	
180‐Foot	Aquifer	 ranges	 from	50	 to	 150	 feet	 in	 thickness	 and	 spans	multiple	 stratigraphic	 units	
(Figure	6)	(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).		


2.1.2.4	 Pressure	180/400‐Foot	Aquitard	


The	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers	are	separated	by	a	zone	of	clay,	or	clay	and	
sand	 layers,	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 Pressure	 180/400‐Foot	 Aquitard.	 This	 hydraulic	 barrier	 is	
widespread	in	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	and	varies	 in	thickness,	continuity,	and	quality	
(Kennedy/Jenks,	 2004	 and	 MCFCWCD,	 1960).	 Further	 discussion	 of	 the	 Pressure	 180/400‐Foot	
Aquitard	follows	in	Section	3	of	this	report.		


2.1.2.5	 Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer		


This	 areally	 extensive	 layer	 of	 sand	 and	 gravel	 typically	 encountered	 between	 270	 and	 470	 feet	
below	ground	surface	is	referred	to	as	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).	The	
depth	to	the	top	of	the	aquifer,	the	thickness	of	the	aquifer,	and	the	degree	of	complete	interbedding	
with	clay	layers	is	variable	between	wells	(Thorup,	1976	and	Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).		


2.1.2.6	 Pressure	400‐Foot/Deep	Aquitard	


The	Deep	Aquifers	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	are	separated	from	overlying	strata	and	
confined	by	an	aquitard	that	can	be	several	hundred	feet	thick	(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).		


2.1.2.7	 Deep	Aquifers	


The	 Deep	 Aquifers	 of	 the	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 include	 aquifer	 units	 that	 have	 been	
referred	 to	 as	 the	 800‐Foot	 Aquifer,	 900‐Foot	 Aquifer,	 1,000‐Foot	 Aquifer,	 and	 the	 1,500‐Foot	
Aquifer	(Harding	ESE,	2001).		


The	Deep	Aquifers	are	discussed	in	more	detail	in	Section	5	of	this	report.		
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2.2	 Seawater	Intrusion	


2.2.1	 Defining	seawater	intrusion	


Seawater	intrusion	was	first	documented	in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	in	1946	(Dept.	of	
Public	 Works).	 Today,	 the	 Agency	 monitors	 the	 movement	 and	 extent	 of	 seawater	 intrusion	 by	
collecting	groundwater	samples	from	a	series	of	wells	located	in	the	coastal	northwestern	portion	
of	Monterey	County.		


The	Agency	defines	the	seawater	intrusion	front	as	the	inland	extent	at	which	the	concentration	of	
chloride	 in	groundwater	 is	at	 least	500	mg/L.	A	chloride	concentration	of	500	mg/L	represents	a	
level	 that	 is	 twice	 the	 National	 Secondary	 Drinking	 Water	 Regulation	 (250	 mg/L)	 and	 which	
exceeds	 the	 concentration	 for	 water	 considered	 to	 be	 of	 “Class	 III	 ‐	 injurious	 or	 unsatisfactory”	
quality	for	agricultural	irrigation	(350	mg/L)	(USDA).		


2.2.2	 Monitoring	groundwater	


2.2.2.1	 Groundwater	levels	


The	 Agency	 has	 been	 monitoring	 groundwater	 levels	 in	 the	 coastal	 area	 since	 the	 1940s.	 The	
Agency’s	 groundwater	 level	monitoring	program	consists	of	 surveys	 to	determine	 fluctuations	 in	
groundwater	 levels	as	measured	predominantly	 in	privately‐owned	agricultural	production	wells.	
The	Agency	owns	twenty‐seven	dedicated	monitoring	wells	that	augment	this	effort.		


Surveys	 are	 conducted	 on	 a	monthly	 basis	 at	 approximately	 94	wells	 and	 on	 an	 annual	 basis	 at	
approximately	 400	 wells.	 An	 additional	 survey	 is	 conducted	 each	 August	 at	 approximately	 130	
wells,	with	the	intent	of	capturing	conditions	during	the	period	of	seasonal	maximum	pumping.		


Groundwater	 level	data	collected	during	 the	August	and	annual	surveys	are	used	 to	produce	 two	
sets	of	maps	showing	groundwater	elevation	contour	lines	for	(1)	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	East	
Side	 Shallow	 aquifers	 and	 (2)	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 and	 East	 Side	 Deep	 aquifers	 (Appendix	 A).	
Groundwater	level	data	collected	for	the	monthly	survey	are	used	to	produce	quarterly	reports	on	
groundwater	conditions	in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin.14		


Groundwater	 level	measurements	are	also	used	as	a	 tool	 to	understand	 the	scale	and	geographic	
extent	 of	 conditions	 leading	 to	 a	 reversal	 of	 the	 normal	 seaward	 hydraulic	 gradient.	 An	
understanding	of	the	dynamic	configuration	of	the	hydraulic	gradients	within	the	basin	contributes	
to	the	Agency’s	understanding	of	pathways	for	seawater	intrusion,	which	will	be	discussed	further	
in	Section	2.2.3	of	this	report.		


	


	


                                                            
14	Agency	reports	on	Quarterly	Salinas	Valley	Water	Conditions	are	available	on	the	Agency’s	website	at:	
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/government‐links/water‐resources‐
agency/documents/quarterly‐salinas‐valley‐water‐conditions#wra		
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2.2.2.2	 Groundwater	quality		


The	 Agency	 conducts	 two	 groundwater	 sampling	 events	 each	 year	 during	 the	 period	 of	 peak	
groundwater	pumping,	typically	in	June	and	August,	in	order	to	monitor	water	quality	in	the	coastal	
region	of	the	Salinas	Valley.	Each	sampling	event	consists	of	collecting	groundwater	from	121	wells	
(96	 agricultural	 production	 wells	 and	 25	 monitoring	 wells),	 which	 is	 then	 analyzed	 for	 general	
minerals,	conductivity,	and	pH.		


The	 Agency	 uses	 chloride	 concentration	 as	 an	 indicator	 of	 seawater	 intrusion.15	 A	 suite	 of	
geochemical	 tools,	 including	Piper	 diagrams,	 Stiff	 diagrams,	 and	 an	 evaluation	 of	 chloride	 versus	
sodium/chloride	 molar	 ratios,	 are	 used	 to	 evaluate	 laboratory	 results.	 These	 geochemical	 tools	
allow	the	Agency	to	discern	whether	seawater	intrusion	is	the	source	of	chloride	concentrations	in	
a	well	or	if	the	result	is	due	to	another	source	such	as	soil	amendments,	for	example.		


2.2.3	 Pathways	of	seawater	intrusion		


2.2.3.1	 Regional	Seawater	Intrusion	


In	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin,	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers	are	
in	direct	hydraulic	communication	with	the	Pacific	Ocean,	a	condition	that	provides	a	pathway	for	
seawater	intrusion	(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).		A	secondary	contributor	to	seawater	intrusion	into	the	
Pressure	 180‐Foot	 and	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifers	 is	 the	 persistent	 reversal	 of	 the	 seaward	
groundwater	 gradient,	 driven	 by	 inland	 groundwater	 levels	 that	 are	 below	 sea	 level	
(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).	The	combination	of	 these	 two	 factors	 is	 referred	 to	as	 regional	 seawater	
intrusion	(Figure	9).		


In	the	case	of	regional	seawater	intrusion,	seawater	infiltrates	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	
400‐Foot	 Aquifers	 through	 the	 submarine	 outcrops	 of	 the	 aquifers	 offshore	 of	 Monterey	 Bay	
(Kennedy/Jenks,	 2004).	 Seawater	moves	 inland,	 infiltrating	 portions	 of	 the	 aquifers	 that	 contain	
fresh	water,	because	groundwater	pumping	has	resulted	in	groundwater	levels	that	are	below	sea	
level	in	both	aquifers	(DWR,	1973;	Kennedy/Jenks,	2004;	Todd,	1989).		


As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 9,	 regional	 seawater	 intrusion	 results	 in	 the	 formation	 of	 a	 transition	 zone	
between	native	fresh	water	(50	mg/L	chloride)	and	seawater	(19,000	mg/L),	where	groundwater	
quality	deteriorates	with	proximity	to	the	coast.		


A	study	conducted	 in	 the	Marina	area	using	conductivity	profiles	within	a	well	also	suggests	 that	
saline	groundwater	is	 likely	to	travel	preferentially	along	pathways	with	coarse	grained	materials	
like	sands	and	gravels	(Staal,	Gardner	&	Dunne,	Inc.,	1994).	Traditional	methods	of	sampling	wells	
result	 in	 samples	 that	 represent	 composites	 of	 water	 quality	 throughout	 the	 water	 column;	
however,	there	may	be	concentrations	of	higher	salinity	water	in	certain	zones	around	a	well.		


	


                                                            
15	Maps	of	the	extent	of	seawater	intrusion	in	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers	are	
created	biennially,	in	odd‐numbered	years	(e.g.	2013	and	2015).		
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2.2.3.2	 Inter‐Aquifer	Seawater	Intrusion	


A	 second	 pathway	 for	 seawater	 intrusion,	 termed	 inter‐aquifer	 seawater	 intrusion,	 has	 been	
discussed	 in	 previous	 reports	 and	 was	 recently	 documented	 in	 the	 2015	 Historic	 Seawater	
Intrusion	Map	 for	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 (Figure	 2)	 (DWR,	 1973;	 Kennedy/Jenks,	 2004;	
Brown	 and	 Caldwell,	 2015).	 Inter‐aquifer	 seawater	 intrusion	 occurs	when	 groundwater	 that	 has	
already	been	 intruded	with	 seawater	migrates	 vertically	 between	 aquifers.	 Each	 of	 the	 following	
conditions	contributes	to	the	likelihood	of	inter‐aquifer	seawater	intrusion:		


 thin	or	discontinuous	aquitards;		
 wells	with	screens	across	multiple	aquifer	units	(multi‐aquifer	wells);		
 improperly	constructed	or	abandoned	wells;		
 wells	in	poor	condition;	or,		
 a	 vertical	 hydraulic	 gradient	 wherein	 groundwater	 levels	 are	 deeper	 in	 the	 underlying	


aquifer,	either	due	to	the	naturally	occurring	piezometric	heads	in	the	aquifer	or	pumping‐
induced	groundwater	level	differentials.		


Varying	combinations	of	 these	conditions	are	present	at	many	 locations	 throughout	 the	180/400	
Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin.	The	implications	will	be	discussed	further	in	Sections	3	and	4	of	this	report,	
but	all	are	potential	conduits	for	inter‐aquifer	seawater	intrusion	(Figure	10).			


2.2.4	 Rates	of	seawater	intrusion	 	


Rates	 of	 seawater	 intrusion	 can	 be	 determined	 using	 a	 variety	 of	 methods,	 as	 discussed	 by	
Kennedy/Jenks	 (2004).	 The	 rates	 of	 advancement	 have	 historically	 been	 variable	 and	 have	 been	
discussed	in	terms	of	both	linear	rates	(e.g.,	feet	per	year)	and	the	areal	expansion	of	distinct	lobes,	
(e.g.,	acres	of	ground	surface	underlain	by	the	defined	seawater	intrusion	extent).	The	linear	rate	of	
seawater	 intrusion	 over	 a	 given	 time	 interval	 is	 the	 distance	 moved	 by	 the	 500	 mg/L	 chloride	
contour	 divided	 by	 that	 time	 interval	 (conventionally	 reported	 in	 years).	 The	 number	 of	 acres	
advanced	 is	 calculated	 from	 the	 change	 in	 intruded	 area,	 as	 exhibited	 in	 Figure	 1	 and	 Figure	
2(Brown	and	Caldwell,	2015).		


Expansion	 of	 seawater	 intrusion	 into	 an	 area	may	 result	 from	 increased	 pumping	 or	 prolonged	
droughts,	 when	 groundwater	 level	 withdrawals	 exceed	 available	 recharge.	 Similarly,	 short‐term	
reductions	in	the	seawater	intrusion	rate	may	be	observed	during	wet	periods.	As	demonstrated	in	
Kennedy/Jenks	(2004),	 seawater	 intrusion	data	suggest	 that	preferential	 “travel	paths”	may	exist	
along	which	 seawater	 intrusion	 could	progress	 at	 a	 faster	 rate	due	 to	 the	underlying	 geology.	 In	
some	cases,	there	may	be	no	advancement	along	the	fringes	of	a	seawater	intrusion	lobe.		


With	 each	 contouring	 event,	 the	 Agency	 determines	 the	 number	 of	 acres	 over	 which	 seawater	
intrusion	 has	 advanced	 (Table	 2).	 Historical	 data	 on	 estimated	 acreage	 overlying	 seawater	
intrusion	from	1999	to	2015	was	used	to	determine	that	seawater	intrusion	is	advancing	at	a	rate	
of	approximately	265	acres	per	year	in	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	since	CSIP	began	operation	in	
1998.	For	the	same	time	period,	seawater	intrusion	has	advanced	at	a	rate	of	414	acres	per	year	in	
the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer.		
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Figure	9A.	As	seawater	intrudes	into	an	aquifer	there	is	a	transition	zone	where	seawater	and	fresh	
water	mix.	


	


Figure	9B.	With	regional	seawater	intrusion,	seawater	moves	inland	because	there	are	submarine	
outcrops	of	the	geologic	formations	and	a	landward	groundwater	gradient.	


Figure	9	‐	Illustration	of	Regional	Seawater	Intrusion	
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Figure	10A.	The	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	contains	multiple	layers	of	water‐bearing	zones	
interspersed	with	confining	clay	units.	


	


Figure	10B.	In	some	areas	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin,	the	confining	clay	unit	is	missing	
or	very	thin.	


Figure	10	‐	Illustration	of	Inter‐Aquifer	Seawater	Intrusion	
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Figure	10C.	Water	levels	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	are	lower	than	in	the	overlying	Pressure	
180‐Foot	Aquifer.	This	results	in	a	downward	hydraulic	gradient. 


	


Figure	10D.	Regional	seawater	intrusion	has	occurred	in	both	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	
400‐Foot	Aquifers,	but	seawater	intrusion	extends	further	inland	in	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer.	


Figure	10	(continued)	–	Illustration	of	Inter‐Aquifer	Seawater	Intrusion	
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Figure	10E.	Some	wells	in	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	are	installed	in	multiple	aquifers,	
have	casings	that	are	in	poor	condition,	or	have	been	improperly	constructed	or	abandoned.	


	


Figure	10F.	A	combination	of	the	geology,	hydraulic	gradient,	overlying	intrusion,	groundwater	
pumping,	and	well	construction/condition	allows	for	inter‐aquifer	seawater	intrusion.	


Figure	10	(continued)	–	Illustration	of	Inter‐Aquifer	Seawater	Intrusion	
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Figure	10G.	Seawater	intrusion	would	be	detected	at	the	three	highlighted	wells	in	the	Pressure	
400‐Foot	Aquifer,	even	though	the	regional	seawater	intrusion	front	has	not	yet	reached	them,	as	a	
result	of	movement	of	seawater	intruded	groundwater	through	conduits.	


Figure	10	(continued)	–	Illustration	of	Inter‐Aquifer	Seawater	Intrusion
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Table	2	‐	Historical	Estimated	Acreage	Overlying	Seawater	Intrusion	


Water	
Year	


Pressure	180‐Foot	
Aquifer	


(acres	advanced)	


Total	Acres	Advanced	
in	Pressure	180‐Foot	


Aquifer	


Pressure	400‐Foot	
Aquifer	


(acres	advanced)	


Total	Acres	
Advanced	in	
Pressure	400‐
Foot	Aquifer	


1944	 1,833	 1,833	 NAD*	 NAD*	


1959	 NAD*	 1,833	 22	 22	


1965	 5,839	 7,672	 NAD*	 22	


1975	 3,973	 11,645	 3,695	 3,717	


1985	 4,576	 16,221	 3,804	 7.521	


1990	 NAD*	 16,221	 826	 8,347	


1993	 3,596	 19,817	 311	 8,658	


1994	 NOCϯ	 19,817	 NOCϯ	 8,658	


1995	 NOCϯ	 19,817	 407	 9,065	


1997	 1,802	 21,619	 896	 9,961	


1999	 2,400	 24,019	 543	 10,504	


2001	 761	 24,780	 499	 11,033	


2003	 627	 25,407	 520	 11,523	


2005	 1,768	 27,175	 359	 11,882	


2007	 425	 27,600	 122	 12,004	


2009	 191	 27,791	 93	 12,097	


2011	 351	 28,142	 476	 12,573	


2013	 NOCϯ	 28,142	 NOCϯ	 12,573	


2015	 115	 28,257	 4,552	 17,125	
a	The	seawater	intrusion	front	did	not	change	discernably	between	2011	and	2013,	based	on	the	
coincidental	position	of	the	2011	and	2013	500	mg/L	chloride	contours.		
*	=	No	Available	Data	(NAD)	
Ϯ	=	No	Observed	Change	(NOC)	
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2.3	 Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project	


The	Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project	(CSIP)	is	one	component	of	the	Monterey	County	Water	
Recycling	 Projects,	 the	 other	 being	 the	 Salinas	 Valley	 Reclamation	 Project,	 which	 began	
construction	 in	 1995.	 CSIP	 started	 delivering	 recycled	 water	 and	 groundwater	 pumped	 from	
supplemental	wells	to	agricultural	fields	in	the	Castroville	area	in	1998	(Figure	11).	Beginning	with	
operation	of	the	Salinas	River	Diversion	Facility	(SRDF)16	in	2010,	CSIP	also	delivers	treated	surface	
water	 from	 the	Salinas	River.	The	water	provided	 through	CSIP	allows	 for	decreased	pumping	of	
groundwater	near	the	coast.		


A	 discussion	 of	 possible	 enhancements	 and	 expansion	 of	 CSIP	 is	 presented	 in	 Section	 3	 of	 this	
report.	


	


 


Figure	11‐	Boundary	of	the	Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project	Service	Area	(Zone	2B)	


 


 


                                                            
16	The	Salinas	River	Diversion	Facility	is	a	component	of	the	Salinas	Valley	Water	Project,	along	with	the	
modification	of	Nacimiento	Spillway	and	reoperation	of	the	reservoirs.	
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Recommendations	


Sections	3,	4,	and	5	of	this	report	discuss	the	six	recommendations	that	staff	is	making	with	the	aim	
to	slow	or	halt	 seawater	 intrusion,	and	related	 impacts,	 in	 the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin.	
The	recommendations	are	grouped	not	 in	order	of	priority	but	by	 the	primary	aquifer	or	project	
area	that	will	be	influenced	by	the	recommendation,	as	follows:	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	(Section	
3);	Well	Destruction	(Section	4);	and,	Deep	Aquifers	(Section	5).		


Section	3	–	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	


3.1	 Recommendations		


The	 following	 three	 recommendations	 aim	 to	 cease	 activities	 having	 a	 strong	 likelihood	 of	
expanding	 the	 intrusion	 of	 seawater	 into	 remaining	 usable	 portions	 of	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	
Aquifer:	


1. An	 immediate	moratorium	on	 groundwater	 extractions	 from	new	wells17	 in	 the	 Pressure	
400‐Foot	 Aquifer18	 within	 an	 identified	 Area	 of	 Impact19,	 except	 for	 the	 following	 use	
categories:	


a. Wells	 operating	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project;	
and,		


b. Monitoring	wells	owned	and	maintained	by	the	Agency	or	other	water	management	
agencies.	


	
2. Enhancement	 and	 expansion	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project	 (CSIP)	 Service	


Area.	 The	 expansion	 should	 include,	 at	 a	 minimum,	 lands	 served	 by	 wells	 currently	
extracting	groundwater	within	the	Area	of	Impact.		
	


3. Following	 expansion	 of	 the	 CSIP	 Service	 Area,	 termination	 of	 all	 pumping	 from	 existing	
wells	within	the	Area	of	Impact,	except	for	the	following	use	categories:	


a. Municipal	water	supply	wells;	
b. Wells	 operating	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project;	


and,		
c. Monitoring	wells	owned	and	maintained	by	the	Agency	or	other	water	management	


agencies.


                                                            
17	“New	well”	is	not	intended	to	include	(a)	any	well	for	which	a	construction	permit	has	been	issued	by	the	
Monterey	 County	 Health	 Department	 or	 (b)	 any	 well	 for	 which	 drilling	 or	 construction	 activities	 have	
commenced	 in	 accordance	 with	 a	 well	 construction	 permit	 issued	 by	 the	 Monterey	 County	 Health	
Department.	
	
18	 Aquifer	 means:	 a	 water‐bearing	 or	 saturated	 formation	 that	 is	 capable	 of	 serving	 as	 a	 groundwater	
reservoir	 supplying	 enough	water	 to	 satisfy	 a	 particular	 demand,	 as	 in	 a	 body	 of	 rock	 that	 is	 sufficiently	
permeable	 to	 conduct	 groundwater	 and	 to	 yield	 economically	 significant	 quantities	 of	 water	 to	wells	 and	
springs	(Poehls	and	Smith,	2009).			
	
19	See	Section	1.4	for	a	description	of	the	Area	of	Impact.	The	Area	of	Impact	is	also	depicted	in	Figure	4.		







Recommendations	to	Address	the	Expansion	of	Seawater	Intrusion	
in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	 	 Section	3	


 
 


29	
   


3.1.1	 Area	of	Impact	


As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 1.4	 of	 this	 report,	 the	 Agency	 has	 identified	 an	 Area	 of	 Impact.	 	 	 Non‐
intruded	groundwater	within	the	Area	of	Impact	is	considered	to	be	vulnerable	due	to	the	presence	
of	pathways	and	conduits	for	seawater	intrusion	(Figure	4).		


There	is	a	portion	of	the	Area	of	Impact	that	is	considered	to	be	especially	vulnerable	because	of	the	
overlying	 seawater	 intrusion	 and	 the	 presence	 of	 conduits	 for	 inter‐aquifer	 seawater	 intrusion.		
This	 is	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 where	 seawater	 intrusion	 has	 not	 been	
detected	but	where	it	is	overlain	by	seawater	intrusion	in	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer.	This	focus	
area	 within	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 will	 be	 discussed	 further	 in	 the	 remainder	 of	 Section	 3.
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3.2	 Background	and	Discussion	


3.2.1	 Hydrogeology	


As	discussed	in	Section	2.1.2,	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	is	one	in	a	series	of	hydrogeologic	units	
within	the	Area	of	Impact.	Also	of	key	importance	to	understanding	conditions	within	the	Pressure	
400‐Foot	Aquifer	are	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	and	the	Pressure	180/400‐Foot	Aquitard.				


In	 areas	where	 groundwater	within	 the	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	 Aquifer	 has	 become	 impaired	 due	 to	
seawater	 intrusion,	 the	 viability	 and	 sustainability	 of	 the	 underlying	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	
depends	in	part	upon	the	existence	and	integrity	of	hydraulic	separation	provided	by	the	Pressure	
180/400‐Foot	 Aquitard.	 	 Figure	 12	 illustrates	 that	 the	 continuity	 of	 the	 Pressure	 180/400‐Foot	
Aquitard	within	 the	Area	of	 Impact	 is	highly	variable	and	 there	are	documented	areas	where	 the	
aquitard	is	thin	or	missing	altogether	(Todd,	1989	and	Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).	Within	these	areas	of	
discontinuous	 aquitards	 the	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	 and	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifers	 can	 be	
characterized	as	a	single	hydraulically	continuous	water‐bearing	unit	lacking	a	separating	aquitard.		


 


Figure	12	‐	Areas	of	Discontinuities	in	the	Pressure	180/400	Foot	Aquitard	
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3.2.2	 Groundwater	Extractions	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	


Groundwater	 extractions	 (pumping)	 have	 been	 reported	 to	 the	Agency	 since	1993;	 however,	 the	
dataset	 is	most	 comprehensive	beginning	 in	1995.20	Groundwater	extraction	data	 is	 available	 for	
202	wells	within	the	Area	of	Impact	(Figure	4),	with	varying	periods	of	record	for	the	data	at	each	
well.		


As	 shown	 in	 Table	 3,	 groundwater	 extraction	 data	 is	 available	 for	 123	wells	 that	 have	 reported	
groundwater	extractions	from	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer.	Another	five	wells	within	the	Area	of	
Impact	are	screened	both	in	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers,	meaning	that	
water	 from	 these	 wells	 comes	 from	 both	 aquifers.	 	 Some	 of	 the	 wells	 shown	 in	 Table	 3	 as	
“unknown”	are	likely	pumping	from	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	as	well.	Figure	13	summarizes	
reported	groundwater	pumping	totals	from	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	for	wells	in	the	Area	of	
Impact	since	1995.		


Table	3	‐	Aquifer	Assignments	for	Wells	in	the	Area	of	Impact	that	Report	
Groundwater	Extractions	


Aquifer	Unit	 Number	of	Wells	in	Area	of	Impact																
Reporting	Groundwater	Extractions	


Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	 36
Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	 123	
Pressure	180‐Foot	and	400‐Foot	Aquifers 5
Deep	Aquifers	 12
Unknown21	 26
TOTAL	 202	
	


Since	1995,	annual	pumping	totals	from	wells	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	within	the	Area	of	
Impact	ranged	from	approximately	9,808	acre‐feet	in	2010,	the	first	year	of	operation	of	the	Salinas	
River	Diversion	Facility	(SRDF),	to	19,853	acre‐feet	in	1997,	the	year	prior	to	the	beginning	of	CSIP	
operations	(Figure	13).		Annual	average	reported	pumping	for	the	period	1995	to	2015	was	14,713	
acre‐feet;	this	annual	average	decreases	to	13,905	acre‐feet	for	the	CSIP	operational	period	(1998	
to	2015).			


The	 groundwater	 extraction	 totals	 shown	 in	 Figure	 13	 represent	 a	 reasonable	 minimum	
approximation	of	pumping	from	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	in	the	Area	of	Impact.		Of	note	is	the	
period	of	reduced	pumping	from	2010	through	2013	when	the	SRDF	was	operational.		


                                                            
20	The	Groundwater	Extraction	Management	System	(GEMS)	program	was	initiated	in	1993	with	the	adoption	
of	Agency	Ordinances	No.	3663	and	No.	3717.	The	first	full	year	of	the	program	(1994)	did	not	have	the	same	
level	of	participation	as	has	occurred	in	subsequent	years,	making	1995	a	good	starting	point	for	analyzing	
long‐term	extraction	data	in	Zones	2,	2A,	and	2B.		
	
21	The	Agency	does	not	have	well	construction	details	for	all	wells	that	report	groundwater	extractions.	It	is	
impossible	 to	 know	 which	 aquifer	 a	 well	 is	 extracting	 water	 from	 without	 knowing	 the	 depth	 and	
screened/perforated	interval(s)	of	the	well.	
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Extractions	from	CSIP	supplemental	wells	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	account	for	an	average	
of	30%	of	the	annual	pumping	total	in	the	Area	of	Impact.	Groundwater	from	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	
Aquifer	 CSIP	 supplemental	 wells	 is	 blended	 with	 recycled	 water	 for	 distribution	 to	 subscribing	
water	users	within	 the	CSIP	 area	 as	 a	means	of	 alleviating	 groundwater	 pumping	near	 the	 coast	
(Figure	11).	During	the	operational	period	of	the	Salinas	River	Diversion	Facility	(2010‐2013),	CSIP	
also	 used	 treated	 water	 from	 the	 Salinas	 River,	 which	 was	 combined	 with	 recycled	 water	 and	
groundwater	 extracted	 from	 the	 CSIP	 Supplemental	 wells.	 During	 the	 SRDF	 operational	 period,	
pumping	from	CSIP	supplemental	wells	constituted	an	average	of	20%	of	the	overall	pumping	in	the	
Area	of	Impact.		


	


Figure	13	‐	Annual	Groundwater	Extractions	from	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	Wells	in	the	Area	of	
Impact	


3.2.3	 Water	Quality	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	


Historically,	 groundwater	 within	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 was	 predominantly	 of	 superior	
quality,	 reflecting	 its	 recharge	 sources	 of	 deep	 percolation	 of	 rainfall,	 seasonal	 flows	 within	 the	
Salinas	River	and	its	tributaries,	agricultural	return	flows,	and	its	residence	time	as	interflow	within	
the	alluvium	of	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin.				


Historical	 groundwater	 extractions	 from	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 exceed	 natural	 recharge	
and	 have	 created	 a	 landward	 hydraulic	 gradient,	 resulting	 in	 a	 pathway	 for	 regional	 seawater	
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intrusion.	Decades	of	seawater	 intrusion	have	resulted	 in	 increasing	chloride	concentrations	near	
the	coast	in	both	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers.			


Native	 groundwater	within	 the	Pressure	 Subarea	 typically	 contains	 chloride	 at	 concentrations	 of	
about	50	mg/L	and	seawater	has	an	average	chloride	concentration	of	19,400	mg/L.		The	intruded	
portions	of	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers	can	be	thought	of	as	transition	
zones	 within	 which	 seawater	 has	 encroached	 inland	 from	 the	 coast	 and	 mixed	 with	 native	
groundwater,	resulting	in	an	overall	pattern	of	gradually	increasing	chloride	concentrations,	from	
approximately	the	landward	edge	of	the	Area	of	Impact	to	the	coast.	


Since	the	late	1940s	the	Agency	has	monitored	and	mapped	a	“seawater	intrusion	front,”	that	is,	the	
location	in	the	transition	zone	at	which	intruding	seawater	has	elevated	chloride	levels	to	500	mg/L	
or	 greater.	 The	newly	published	2015	 Seawater	 Intrusion	map	of	 the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	
illustrates	 the	 presence,	 for	 the	 first	 time,	 of	 three	 isolated	 areas	 or	 “islands”	 of	 intruded	
groundwater,	beyond	the	contiguous	seawater	intrusion	front	(Figure	2	and	Figure	14).		


	


Figure	14	‐	2015	Extent	of	Seawater	Intrusion	


3.2.4	 Hydraulic	Conditions	Giving	Rise	to	Seawater	Intrusion	


Groundwater	 elevation	 contour	 maps	 published	 by	 the	 Agency	 spanning	 the	 last	 two	 decades	
document	a	 landward	groundwater	gradient	 from	the	coast	 towards	Salinas	and	Spreckels	 in	 the	
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Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer.22	 	 Derived	 from	 depth‐to‐groundwater‐level	 data	 collected	 by	 the	
Agency,	 these	 gradients	 persist	 not	 only	 during	 peak	 pumping	 season	 (as	 revealed	 in	 August	
Trough	Groundwater	Level	Contour	Maps)	but	at	times	of	reduced	aquifer	stress	(as	 is	evident	 in	
Fall	Groundwater	Level	Contour	maps).	 	These	seawater	 intrusion‐inducing	patterns	of	 landward	
sloping	groundwater	levels	are	seen	during	periods	of	drought,	such	as	in	the	groundwater	contour	
maps	created	using	data	from	2013	and	2015,	as	well	as	during	the	full	range	of	climatic	year	types,	
including	wet	periods	(e.g.	1995	and	2011).		These	groundwater	level	patterns	have	continued	into	
the	 operational	 period	 of	 the	 Salinas	 River	Diversion	 Facility,	 as	 reflected	 in	 the	 2011	 and	 2013	
groundwater	elevation	contour	maps	(Appendix	A).	


Groundwater	levels	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Area	of	Impact	also	exhibit	a	persistent	vertical	pattern	in	
which	 water	 levels	 in	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 are	 consistently	 lower	 than	 those	 in	 the	
Pressure	 180‐Foot	 Aquifer.	 This	 pattern	 defines	 a	 vertical	 downward	 gradient,	 a	 condition	 that	
encourages	 downward	 migration	 of	 groundwater	 through	 available	 conduits,	 and	 which	 is	
enhanced	by	groundwater	pumping	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer.		


3.3	 Wells	and	Vertical	Migration	of	Groundwater	


3.3.1	 Well	Inventory	


Agency	well	records	that	include	location	coordinates	primarily	consist	of	data	that	predates	1998.	
Based	on	a	query	of	this	data	from	the	Area	of	Impact,	staff	was	able	to	identify	and	locate	187	wells	
within	 and	 near	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 (Figure	 15).	 	 Other	wells	 have	 been	 installed	 in	 the	 Area	 of	
Impact	since	the	last	effort	by	the	Agency	to	collect	location	data	in	the	mid‐1990s;	however,	many	
of	 these	 newer	wells	 are	 not	 depicted	 in	 Figure	 15	 because	 the	 specific	 location	 of	 the	 wells	 is	
unknown.	An	Agency	effort	to	obtain	GPS	coordinates	for	new	wells	has	not	been	completed	since	
the	mid‐1990s	due	to	resource	constraints.		


Of	the	187	wells	with	known	locations,	10	are	domestic,	3	are	municipal	water	supply	wells,	4	are	
dedicated	monitoring	wells;	the	remaining	wells	are	agricultural	production	wells.		The	majority	of	
these	wells	draw	water	from	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer,	although	66	of	the	wells	lack	definitive	
information	on	aquifer	of	extraction	or	screen	depth.		


                                                            
22	Maps	depicting	groundwater	elevation	contours	are	available	on	the	Water	Resources	Agency	website	
here:	http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/government‐links/water‐resources‐
agency/documents/groundwater‐elevation‐contours#wra	
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Figure	15	‐	Degree	of	Hydraulic	Separation	in	Wells	within	and	near	the	Area	of	Impact	


3.3.2	 Interpreting	Hydraulic	Separation	


The	2015	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	seawater	intrusion	map	is	the	first	published	documentation	
by	the	Agency	of	isolated	areas	or	“islands”	of	intruded	waters	beyond	the	seawater	intrusion	front	
(Figure	2).	 	The	presence	of	chloride	concentrations	less	than	500	mg/L	in	groundwater	between	
the	 seawater	 intrusion	 front	 and	 the	 islands,	 as	well	 as	 between	 the	 islands	 themselves,	 and	 the	
documented	 presence	 of	 conduits	 as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 2,	 suggest	 vertical	 migration	 of	
groundwater	between	 the	 intruded	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	 and	 the	underlying	Pressure	400‐
Foot	Aquifer	as	a	dominant	pathway	of	seawater	intrusion	in	these	isolated	areas	of	the	Pressure	
400‐Foot	 Aquifer.	 Chloride	 concentrations	 in	 wells	 within	 and	 nearby	 the	 islands	 have	 been	
increasing	for	the	past	ten	to	fifteen	years	and	reached	the	500	mg/L	threshold	for	the	first	time	in	
2015.			


As	part	of	the	Agency’s	analysis	of	chloride	data	during	development	of	the	2015	seawater	intrusion	
maps,	 a	 detailed	 review	 of	 the	 187	 wells	 known	 to	 be	 located	 within	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 was	
conducted	 in	 an	 effort	 to	 fully	 understand	 potential	 pathways	 of	 seawater	 intrusion	 into	 the	
“chloride	 islands.”	 	 That	 review,	which	 focused	 on	 the	 vulnerable	 portion	 of	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	
where	 the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	 is	 currently	unintruded,	 revealed	 that	 there	are	 at	 least	74	
wells	 for	which	 adequate	 hydraulic	 separation	 between	 the	 intruded	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	 and	 the	
Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers	cannot	be	confirmed	(Table	4).			


Of	 these	 74	wells,	 eight	 have	 lithologic	 logs	 indicating	 poor	 or	 no	 hydraulic	 separation;	 another	
seven	 have	 lithologic	 logs	 that	 have	 an	 inconclusive	 determination	 of	 hydraulic	 separation;	 and	
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three	 others	 have	well	 completion	 reports	 that	 document	multiple	 aquifer	 construction	 enabling	
direct	 hydraulic	 communication	 between	 the	 intruded	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	 and	 the	 Pressure	 400‐
Foot	 Aquifers.	 	 For	 the	 remaining	 56	 wells	 within	 this	 group,	 neither	 lithologic	 nor	 well	
construction	 data	were	 available	 to	 determine	 the	 degree	 of	 separation	 between	 the	 aquifers	 at	
these	locations.	


An	 additional	 25	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	wells	 in	 the	northern	portion	of	 the	Area	of	 Impact,	
near	Castroville,	have	yet	to	be	evaluated	for	hydraulic	separation.			At	least	one	of	these	is	an	active	
well	known	to	be	screened	in	both	the	intruded	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	and	in	the	Pressure	400‐
Foot	Aquifer.	


Continued	 pumping	 of	 wells	 contributes	 to	 the	 ongoing	 landward	 gradient	 of	 the	 groundwater	
levels.	 	Additionally,	with	known	conduits	between	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	
Aquifers	within	the	Area	of	Impact,	downward	migration	of	impaired	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	is	
exacerbated	by	groundwater	pumping	from	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	wells.		


The	 newly	 mapped	 “intrusion	 islands”	 evident	 in	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer,	 coupled	 with	
evidence	of	known	conduits	within	and	in	close	proximity	to	the	Area	of	Impact,	will	result	in	the	
continued	spatial	and	temporal	spreading	of	impaired	water	within	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer.		


In	 some	 locations	 this	will	mean	 rapidly	 deteriorating	water	 quality.	 	 Current	 groundwater	 level	
and	chloride	concentration	trends	suggest	that	without	protective	steps,	the	continued	viability	of	
the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	in	and	near	the	Area	of	Impact	is	endangered.			


Table	4	‐	Summary	of	Degree	of	Uncertainty	Observed	in	Hydraulic	Separation	for	
Wells	within	the	Area	of	Impact	


Hydraulic	
Separation	
Category	


Well	Count	in	
Area	of	Impact**	


Well	Count	within	
0.5	miles	seaward	
of	2015	500	mg/L	


contour	line	


Well	count	within	
0.5	miles	


landward	of	2015	
500	mg/L	contour	


line	


Total	


No	separation	 4	 1 1 6
Poor	 4	 1 2 7
Multi‐aquifer	
well	


3	 1 2 6


Unknown*	 56	 10 24 90
Inconclusive	 7	 3 1 11
TOTAL	 74	 16 30 120
*	“Unknown”	includes	wells	for	which	a	well	log	has	not	been	located.
	
**	The	analysis	of	hydraulic	separation	at	well	locations	was	conducted	only	for	wells	in	the	portion	
of	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 where	 the	 intruded	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	 Aquifer	 overlies	 the	 unintruded	
Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer.	 This	 portion	 of	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 particularly	
vulnerable.		
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3.3.3	 Efforts	to	Limit	Inter‐Aquifer	Hydraulic	Communication	


Through	 its	 role	 as	 a	 technical	 consultant	 to	 the	 Monterey	 County	 Health	 Department	
(Environmental	Health	Bureau)	in	the	well	permitting	process,	the	Agency	seeks	to	mitigate	inter‐
aquifer	 migration	 of	 groundwater	 through	 implementation	 of	 well	 construction	 standards.	
Specifically,	 the	 Agency	 does	 not	 recommend	 construction	 of	 any	 production	 well	 (domestic,	
municipal,	or	agricultural)	in	an	area	where	there	is	no	hydraulic	separation	between	the	Pressure	
180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers.	Furthermore,	at	well	sites	where	the	aquitard	is	present,	
the	 Agency	 recommends	 that	 wells	 be	 constructed	 in	 a	 manner	 that	 ensures	 that	 water	 can	 be	
extracted	 from	only	one	aquifer.	This	 is	 achieved	by	 the	Agency	providing	 review	of	 site‐specific	
geologic	and	geophysical	data	and	well	construction	designs.		


Despite	 these	 efforts,	 water	 quality	 data	 now	 show	 that	 regional	 impacts	 from	 groundwater	
pumping	 are	 overriding	 the	 preventative	 measures	 implemented	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 site‐specific	
hydrogeology,	allowing	for	continued	inter‐aquifer	migration	of	groundwater	and	advancement	of	
seawater	intrusion.		


3.4	 Enhancement	and	Expansion	of	CSIP	


The	Castroville	Seawater	 Intrusion	Project	 (CSIP)	delivers	 recycled	water	 from	the	Salinas	Valley	
Reclamation	Project	 (SVRP),	 treated	Salinas	River	water	 from	the	Salinas	River	Diversion	Facility	
(SRDF),	and	groundwater	from	twelve	supplemental	wells	to	12,000	acres	of	 irrigated	land	in	the	
Castroville	Area	in	order	to	reduce	groundwater	pumping	near	the	coast	(Figure	11).		


CSIP	delivered	17,363	acre‐feet	of	water	 in	 fiscal	year	2016‐201723	and,	since	deliveries	began	in	
1998,	an	average	of	approximately	19,500	acre‐feet	has	been	delivered	annually	(Appendix	B).		


3.4.1	 Enhancement	of	CSIP	


Enhancement	 of	 CSIP	 involves	 optimization	within	 the	 current	 service	 area	 boundary	 (Zone	 2B,	
Figure	11)	and	would	take	the	form	of	installing	storage	tanks	capable	of	retaining	water	from	the	
SRDF.	Storage	tanks	would	optimize	operation	of	the	SRDF	by	allowing	surface	water	to	be	pumped	
during	low‐demand	times	and	stored	for	later	delivery,	when	demands	are	high.	The	installation	of	
storage	tanks	would	also	assist	with	maintaining	pressure	 in	the	CSIP	delivery	system	and	would	
reduce	the	need	for	the	installation	of	any	new	supplemental	wells.		


Enhancement	of	CSIP	would	allow	for	more	flexibility	 in	the	timing	of	SRDF	deliveries	and	would	
provide	the	potential	to	reduce	groundwater	pumping	from	supplemental	wells.		


3.4.2	 Expansion	of	CSIP	


Expansion	of	CSIP	could	take	many	forms,	all	of	which	would	involve	enlarging	the	boundary	of	the	
service	 area.	 One	 possibility	 for	 expansion	 is	 the	 installation	 of	 new	 supplemental	 wells	 near	
Chualar,	which	would	replace	the	groundwater	pumping	that,	currently,	occurs	from	supplemental	
wells	in	the	Castroville	and	Salinas	areas.	Groundwater	from	the	Chualar	supplemental	wells	would	
                                                            
23	Fiscal	Year	2016‐2017	covers	the	time	period	from	July	1,	2016	to	June	30,	2017.		
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be	delivered	via	a	pipeline,	to	meet	irrigation	demands	in	the	expanded	CSIP	area.	Irrigated	lands	
between	 Chualar	 and	 the	 current	 Zone	 2B	 boundary	 would	 simultaneously	 be	 brought	 into	 the	
expanded	service	area,	offsetting	groundwater	pumping	from	those	lands.		


CSIP	 could	 also	 be	 expanded	with	 a	 progressive	 build‐out	 from	 the	 current	 service	 area	 toward	
Chualar,	effectively	 “chasing”	groundwater	of	good	quality	and	moving	south‐southeast	down	the	
Salinas	Valley	ahead	of	 the	seawater	 intrusion	 front.	Additional	 irrigated	 lands	would	be	brought	
into	the	CSIP	service	area	in	a	step‐wise	fashion	with	this	approach.		


Expansion	 of	 CSIP	 would	 have	 the	 benefits	 of	 further	 reducing	 groundwater	 pumping	 near	 the	
coast,	stabilizing	groundwater	levels	in	and	around	the	current	service	area,	and	building	upon	the	
benefits	 that	 have	 already	been	 realized	by	CSIP,	 further	 contributing	 to	 the	 effort	 of	 slowing	 or	
halting	the	advancement	of	seawater	intrusion.		


3.5	 Findings	in	Support	of	Recommendations	


The	recommendation	for	an	immediate	moratorium	on	new	well	construction	in	the	Pressure	400‐
Foot	Aquifer	is	necessary	for	the	following	reasons:		


 Islands	 of	 high	 chloride	 concentrations	 (500	 mg/L	 or	 greater)	 in	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	
Aquifer	have	been	documented.		


 Water	 quality	 data	 collected	 in	 2016	 and	 2017	 show	 evidence	 of	 areal	 expansion	 of	 the	
islands	of	high	chloride	concentrations	from	water	quality	data	collected	in	2016	and	2017.		


 Evidence	of	communication	between	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	and	the	Pressure	400‐
Foot	Aquifer	via	conduits	has	been	documented,	including:	


o Areas	of	discontinuous	aquitards;	
o Wells	screened	in	multiple	aquifers	enabling	vertical	mixing;	
o Wells	with	potentially	compromised	casings	penetrating	both	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	


and	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers;	and,		
o Uncertainty	 in	 the	 integrity	 of	 hydraulic	 separation	 within	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 at	


existing	wells	for	which	no	construction	or	hydrostratigraphic	information	has	been	
located.		


 A	 persistent	 inland	 groundwater	 gradient	 exists,	 which	 allows	 for	 lateral	 or	 regional	
seawater	intrusion.	


 A	 constant	 downward	 groundwater	 gradient	 from	 the	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	Aquifer	 toward	
the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	exists	within	an	area	where	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	is	
overlain	 by	 the	 intruded	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	 Aquifer.	 This	 downward	 gradient	 acts	 as	 a	
driving	force	for	vertical	migration	or	inter‐aquifer	seawater	intrusion.		


 Variation	 in	 the	 hydrogeology	 of	 the	 180/400	 Foot	Aquifer	 Subbasin	 results	 in	 pathways	
within	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	along	which	intruded	water	can	flow.	


 Groundwater	pumping	directly	impacts	the	severity	and	areal	extent	of	seawater	intrusion,	
diminishing	the	quality	and	quantity	of	the	usable	groundwater	supply	in	the	Salinas	Valley.		


Enhancement	 and	 expansion	 of	 CSIP,	 the	 second	 recommendation,	will	 improve	 the	 resiliency	 of	
the	existing	CSIP	delivery	system	and	allow	for	continued	decreases	in	groundwater	pumping	near	
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the	coast.	Implementing	this	recommendation,	along	with	the	third	recommendation	to	terminate	
pumping	 in	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 following	 expansion	 of	 CSIP,	 will	 further	 reduce	 groundwater	
pumping	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer.	The	combination	of	these	three	recommendations	has	a	
high	 potential	 to	 positively	 impact	 the	 goal	 of	 slowing	 or	 halting	 seawater	 intrusion.
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Section	4	–	Destruction	of	Wells	in	the	CSIP	Area	
Section	4	–	Destruction	of	Wells	in	the	CSIP	Area	
4.1	 Recommendation	


The	 following	recommendation	aims	 to	slow	or	halt	 seawater	 intrusion	 in	 the	Pressure	180‐Foot	
and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers:	


4. Initiate	and	diligently	proceed	with	destruction	of	wells	 in	Agency	Zone	2B,	 in	accordance	
with	Agency	Ordinance	No.	3790,	 to	protect	 the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	against	
further	seawater	intrusion.		


4.2	 Background		


4.2.1	 Agency	Ordinance	No.	3790	


On	November	8,	1994	the	Board	of	Supervisors	of	 the	Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency	
approved	Ordinance	No.	3790:	


An	ordinance	of	the	Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency	establishing	the	regulations	for	
the	 classification,	operation,	maintenance	and	destruction	of	groundwater	wells	 in	MCWRA	
Zone	2B,	to	protect	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	against	further	seawater	intrusion.		


The	ordinance	provides	“…for	 the	destruction	of	abandoned	wells,	contaminated	wells,	wells	 that	
allow	 cross‐contamination	 of	 aquifers	 in	 intruded	 areas,	 and	 other	 wells.”	 The	 ordinance	 also	
establishes	 a	 procedure	 for	 the	 destruction	 of	wells	 in	 Zone	 2B,	which	 is	 the	 area	 served	 by	 the	
Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project	(CSIP)	(Figure	11).	As	described	in	§1.02.05	of	Ordinance	No.	
3790:	


After	the	start‐up	of	the	Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project,	no	person	shall	own,	operate,	
or	maintain	a	well	 in	Zone	2B	 if	 such	well	 is	 required	 to	be	destroyed,	 in	 violation	of	 such	
destruction	requirement,	and	no	person	shall	 interfere	with	actions	 taken	by	 the	MCWRA	 to	
accomplish	the	destruction	of	such	a	well	in	conformity	with	this	ordinance.		


Ordinance	No.	3790	includes	provisions	for	wells	that	are	exempt	from	destruction,	if	they	have	not	
been	abandoned	and	are	not	contaminated	or	cross‐contaminating	wells,	including:	supplemental,	
aquifer	storage	and	recovery	(ASR),	domestic,	commercial	or	industrial,	monitoring,	test,	cathodic	
protection,	and	standby	wells.		


Ordinance	No.	3790	further	instructs	that	any	well	not	exempt	from	destruction	shall	be	destroyed	
by	 the	 Agency	 once	 (a)	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project	 has	 established	 a	 satisfactory	
record	of	water	deliveries,	as	determined	by	the	Board	of	Directors,	or	(b)	until	at	 least	one	year	
after	the	start‐up	of	the	Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project,	whichever	occurs	later.	The	cost	of	
said	well	destructions	shall	be	borne	by	the	Agency	(§1.03.05).		







Recommendations	to	Address	the	Expansion	of	Seawater	Intrusion		
in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	 	 Section	4	


 


41	
   


4.2.2	 Impetus	for	Recommendation	


As	 described	 previously	 in	 this	 report,	 the	 presence	 of	 wells	 in	 poor	 condition	 with	 potentially	
corroded	 well	 casings;	 wells	 constructed	 in	 multiple	 aquifers;	 and	 improperly	 constructed	 or	
abandoned	 wells	 serve	 as	 conduits	 for	 movement	 of	 seawater	 intruded	 groundwater	 between	
aquifers	when	coupled	with	a	downward	hydraulic	gradient.		Maps	 of	 the	 2015	 seawater	 intrusion	
contours	 depict	 newly	 emerging	 islands	 of	 groundwater	 with	 chloride	 concentrations	 exceeding	
500	mg/L	(Figure	2).	Evidence	discussed	in	Section	3	suggests	that	the	cause	of	these	islands	in	the	
Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 is	 inter‐aquifer	 seawater	 intrusion	 facilitated	 by	 the	 presence	 of	
multiple	 conduits	 in	 an	 area	with	 overlying	 seawater	 intrusion	 in	 the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	
and	aided	by	a	downward	hydraulic	gradient.		


By	initiating	the	destruction	of	wells	in	Zone	2B,	as	specified	in	Ordinance	No.	3790,	the	Agency	will	
begin	 eliminating	 some	 of	 the	 anthropogenic24	 conduits	 facilitating	 inter‐aquifer	 seawater	
intrusion.		


4.3	 	Prioritization	of	Wells	for	Destruction	


One	 hundred	 forty‐two	 (142)	 wells	 within	 Zone	 2B	 have	 been	 identified	 as	 being	 subject	 to	
destruction	under	Ordinance	No.	3790.	This	total	does	not	include	supplemental	wells	for	the	CSIP	
program	 or	 monitoring	 wells.	 Given	 the	 large	 number	 of	 wells	 that	 require	 destruction	 per	
Ordinance	No.	3790,	staff	used	three	weighted	criteria	to	rank	the	wells,	the	goal	of	which	was	to	
identify	 those	 wells	 whose	 destruction	 would	 yield	 the	 highest	 benefit.	 The	 criteria	 used	 and	
resulting	prioritization	are	described	below.		


4.3.1	 Criteria	


Each	well	in	Zone	2B	that	is	subject	to	Ordinance	No.	3790	was	evaluated	for:	


 Degree	 of	 hydraulic	 separation	 between	 aquifers	 at	 the	 well	 location	 (i.e.	 thin/absent	
Pressure	180/400	Foot	Aquitard	or	unimpaired	aquitard);	


 Well	 location	relative	 to	 the	seawater	 intrusion	 front	 in	 the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	as	
defined	by	contour	line	demarking	500	mg/L	chloride	concentration;	and,		


 Chloride	concentration	at	the	well	during	the	2015	sampling	event.		


Wells	 were	 first	 categorized	 by	 which	 aquifer	 the	 well	 was	 screened	 in:	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	 or	
Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer.	Each	well	was	 then	ranked	on	 the	basis	of	 the	 three	categories	 listed	
above	(Figure	16).	Assigned	points	from	all	three	categories	were	summed	to	derive	a	total	for	each	
well.			


A	relative	value	was	assigned	to	each	variation	of	the	criteria,	providing	a	mechanism	for	weighting.	
Multi‐aquifer	wells	‐	those	with	screened	intervals	in	both	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐
Foot	Aquifers	 ‐	were	assigned	a	 total	of	30	points;	 this	effectively	ensured	 that	 such	wells	would	
receive	the	highest	possible	point	total	and,	therefore,	priority	ranking.		


                                                            
24	Anthropogenic	means:	originating	in	human	activity.	(oxforddictionaries.com)		
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For	wells	screened	in	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer,	priority	was	placed	on	destroying	wells	that	
would	prevent	further	vertical	migration	of	seawater	intrusion.	For	example,	wells	in	areas	with	a	
discontinuous	aquitard25	were	ranked	highly	for	destruction.	Priority	was	also	given	to	destruction	
of	wells	in	areas	where	the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	is	not	yet	intruded.	Wells	with	low	chloride	
concentrations	(<100	mg/L)	were	ranked	highly	because	the	integrity	of	the	water	quality	in	these	
areas	can	still	be	preserved	by	destroying	potential	locations	for	pumping	or	conduits	for	transport	
of	 seawater	 intruded	 groundwater.	 Wells	 in	 areas	 that	 were	 already	 intruded	 (chloride	
concentration	>250	mg/L)	were	given	low	priority	for	destruction,	because	water	quality	in	these	
locations	has	already	deteriorated.	


Wells	screened	in	parts	of	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	that	are	especially	vulnerable	were	given	
high	priority	 for	destruction.	For	example,	destroying	wells	 in	 locations	where	 the	Pressure	180‐
Foot	 Aquifer	 is	 intruded,	 but	 the	 underlying	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 is	 not	 yet	 intruded,	was	
prioritized	 in	 an	 effort	 to	 prevent	migration	 from	 the	 overlying,	 intruded,	 aquifer.	 Pressure	 400‐
Foot	 Aquifer	 wells	 in	 locations	 with	 an	 aquitard	 present	 were	 ranked	 higher	 because,	 at	 these	
locations,	 the	aquitard	 serves	as	a	natural	barrier	 that	will	 reinforce	 the	action	of	destroying	 the	
well.	With	regard	to	water	quality,	priority	was	placed	on	eliminating	wells	at	the	active	seawater	
intrusion	front	(i.e.	chloride	concentrations	between	100	and	250	mg/L).		


In	 1994,	 Staal,	 Gardner	&	Dunne,	 Inc.	 developed	 a	Well	Destruction	Priority	 List	 for	wells	 in	 the	
CSIP	 area	 (Appendix	 C).	 Some	 of	 the	 same	 criteria	 were	 used	 in	 this	 review,	 with	 the	 primary	
difference	 being	 that	 the	 prioritization	 described	 herein	 gives	 consideration	 to	 chloride	
concentrations	and	location	of	the	well	relative	to	the	seawater	intrusion	front.		


4.3.2	 Ranking	


Each	of	the	142	wells	subject	to	destruction	per	Ordinance	No.	3790	was	prioritized	for	destruction	
using	 the	 criteria	 described	 above.	 Five	 categories	 of	 prioritization	 were	 used	 (urgent,	 high,	
medium,	 low,	and	minimal)	with	 the	 final	rankings	distributed	among	the	categories	as	shown	in	
Table	5	and	Figure	17.	


Table	5	‐	Prioritization	Categories	and	Well	Counts	for	Destructions	in	Zone	2B	
Prioritization	Category	 Number	of	Wells	in	Category


Urgent	 8
High	 27	


Medium	 39	
Low	 45	


Minimal	 23	
TOTAL	 142	


	


                                                            
25  A	 map	 of	 areas	 with	 discontinuities	 in	 the	 Pressure	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquitard,	 based	 on	 Kennedy/Jenks	
(2004),	Todd	(1989)	and	shown	in	Figure	12,	was	used	to	determine	the	degree	of	hydraulic	separation	at	the	
well	location.	
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Figure	16	‐	Criteria	and	Weighting	Approach	for	Well	Destructions	in	Zone	2B	
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Figure	17	‐	Map	of	Wells	Prioritized	for	Destruction	in	Zone	2B	


4.4	 Costs	and	Funding		


Based	on	recent	well	destruction	projects	completed	for	the	Agency,	staff	estimates	that	it	will	cost	
approximately	 $50,000	 per	well	 destruction.	 Using	 this	 as	 an	 average	 number,	 it	would	 cost	 the	
Agency	approximately	$7,100,000	to	destroy	the	142	wells	that	have	been	identified	in	Zone	2B.	If	
the	 Agency	 chooses	 to	 proceed	 with	 implementing	 this	 recommendation,	 staff	 suggests	 using	 a	
phased	approach	based	on	 the	well	prioritization	discussed	previously.	The	cost	 to	destroy	wells	
under	each	prioritization	category	is	shown	in	Table	6.		


On	August	4,	 2016	 the	Agency	 submitted	a	pre‐application	 to	 the	State	Water	Resources	Control	
Board	for	a	grant	from	the	Groundwater	Quality	Funding	Program.	Funds	totaling	$4,500,000	were	
requested	for	the	purpose	of	destroying	wells	in	Zone	2B.	To	date,	grant	funding	to	implement	this	
project	has	not	been	secured.		


Table	6	‐	Well	Destruction	Costs	by	Prioritization	Category	
Prioritization	Category	 Number	of	Wells Cost	to	Destroy	Wells
Urgent	 8	 $400,000	
High		 27	 $1,350,000	
Medium	 39	 $1,950,000	
Low	 45	 $2,250,000	
Minimal	 23	 $1,150,000	
TOTAL	 142 $7,100,000	
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Section	5	–	Deep	Aquifers	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	
Subbasin	


Section	5	–	Deep	Aquifers	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	


5.1	 Recommendations		


The	 following	 recommendations	 are	 intended	 to	 cease	 activities	 that	 have	 a	 strong	 likelihood	 of	
increasing	 vertical	 migration	 of	 seawater‐intruded	 groundwater	 into	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 of	 the	
180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin:		


5. An	immediate	moratorium	on	groundwater	extractions	from	new	wells	within	the	entirety	
of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 of	 the	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 until	 such	 time	 as	 an	
investigation	 of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 is	 completed	 and	 data	 pertaining	 to	 the	 hydraulic	
properties	and	long‐term	viability	of	the	Deep	Aquifers	are	available	for	knowledge‐based	
water	resource	planning	and	decision	making.		


a. Monitoring	wells,	public	agency	wells,	municipal	water	supply	wells,	wells	for	which	
a	 construction	 permit	 has	 already	 been	 issued,	 and	 well	 repairs	 should	 be	
considered	for	exemption	from	this	recommendation.	


b. The	moratorium	should	include	a	prohibition	of:	
i. Replacement	 wells,	 unless	 it	 can	 be	 demonstrated	 that	 the	 installation	 of	


such	 a	 well	 will	 not	 result	 in	 further	 expansion	 of	 the	 seawater	 intrusion	
front;	and,		


ii. Deepening	 of	 wells	 from	 overlying	 aquifers	 into	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers,	
deepening	of	wells	within	the	Deep	Aquifers,	and	other	activities	that	would	
expand	the	length,	depth,	or	capacity	of	an	existing	well.	


	
6. Initiate	and	diligently	proceed	with	an	investigation	to	determine	the	long‐term	viability	of	


the	Deep	Aquifers.			


5.2	 Background	and	Discussion	


5.2.1 Nomenclature	


As	defined	by	the	California	Department	of	Water	Resources,	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	
is	comprised	of	eight	subbasins,	one	of	which	is	called	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer.	The	extent	of	the	
180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	approximately	coincides	with	the	area	referred	to	by	the	Agency	as	
the	Pressure	Subarea.		


Within	 the	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquifer	 subbasin,	 there	 are	 multiple	 water‐bearing	 units	 (aquifers)	
interspersed	with	confining	clay	layers	(aquitards)	that,	generally	speaking,	result	in	zones	that	are	
hydraulically	 separated	 from	 one	 another.	 The	 deepest	 of	 these	 aquifers	 underlies	 the	 Pressure	
400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 and	 has,	 historically,	 been	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 “800‐Foot	 Aquifer,”	 “900‐Foot	
Aquifer,”	 “1000‐Foot	 Aquifer,”	 “1500‐Foot	 Aquifer,”	 “Pressure	 Deep	 Aquifer”,	 “deep	 zone,”	 and	
“deep	aquifer”	(Feeney	and	Rosenberg,	2003	and	Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).	For	the	remainder	of	this	
report,	 the	 term	“Deep	Aquifers”	will	be	used	to	refer	 to	 the	water‐bearing	zones	 in	 the	180/400	
Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	underlying	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer.		
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Historically,	a	set	of	terms	has	been	used	to	refer	to	aquifer	units	in	the	Salinas	Valley,	despite	the	
fact	that	the	terminology	is	not	necessarily	consistent	with	geologic	depositional	units.	For	example,	
the	 Paso	 Robles	 Formation,	 which	 is	 derived	 from	 sediments	 that	 were	 shed	 from	 the	 uplifting	
Santa	Lucia	and	La	Panza	Ranges,	is	associated	in	the	Pressure	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	with	
both	 the	 lower	 portion	 of	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 and	 the	 upper	 portion	 of	 the	 Deep	
Aquifers.	


5.2.2 Geology	and	Hydrostratigraphy	of	the	Deep	Aquifers	


The	Deep	Aquifers	of	the	Pressure	Subarea	are	confined	by	an	aquitard	that	can	be	several	hundred	
feet	thick	(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).		


Studies	of	 the	deepest	hydrostratigraphic	unit	of	 the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin,	historically	
referred	 to	 as	 the	Pressure	Deep	Aquifer,	 indicate	 that	 it	 actually	 consists	 of	 two	units	which,	 at	
least	near	the	coast,	are	hydraulically	 isolated	from	one	another.	The	uppermost	unit	 in	the	Deep	
Aquifers	consists	of	continental	deposits	of	the	Paso	Robles	formation	while	the	lower	unit	of	the	
Deep	Aquifers	 is	 associated	with	 the	marine	Purisima	Formation	 (Feeney	 and	Rosenberg,	 2003).		
The	 Purisima	 Formation	 has	 been	 mapped	 as	 being	 exposed	 on	 the	 southwestern	 side	 of	 the	
Monterey	submarine	canyon	(Hanson	et	al.,	2002).		


Geologic	cross	sections	created	by	Feeney	and	Rosenberg	(2003)	in	the	vicinity	of	Marina	illustrate	
the	relationship	of	these	units	and	have	been	included	as	Appendix	D.	The	formations	comprising	
the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 are	 underlain	 by	 the	 minimally‐	 to	 non‐water	 bearing	 Monterey	 shale,	 an	
unnamed	sandstone,	and	granitic	basement.		


5.2.3 Spatial	Extent	of	the	Deep	Aquifers	


Information	 on	 the	Deep	Aquifers	 is	 scant	 and	what	data	 exist	 are	 concentrated	 largely	near	 the	
coast,	 where	 the	 most	 wells	 have	 been	 drilled	 into	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 (Figure	 18).	 The	 Deep	
Aquifers	 have	 been	mapped	 at	 locations	 as	 far	 inland	 as	 the	 south‐southeast	 edge	 of	 the	 city	 of	
Salinas	(Kennedy/Jenks,	2004).	However,	the	geologic	units	that	comprise	the	Deep	Aquifers	–	the	
Paso	Robles	and	Purisima	formations	–	are	present	throughout	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subarea.	
Formations	 comprising	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 occur	 closer	 to	 the	 surface	 with	 increasing	 distance	
toward	 the	 southern	Salinas	Valley,	 i.e.	with	 the	 transition	 into	 the	Forebay	Subarea	 (Brown	and	
Caldwell,	2015).		
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5.2.4 Wells	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	


The	 use	 of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 for	 groundwater	 production	 has	 been	 driven	 by	 the	 need	 to	 drill	
deeper	 in	 order	 to	 avoid	 seawater	 intrusion,	 with	 wells	 being	 installed	 to	 subsequently	 deeper	
elevations	 with	 fresh‐water‐bearing	 materials	 (Feeney	 and	 Rosenberg,	 2003).	 Most	 available	
hydrogeologic	 data	 on	 the	Deep	Aquifers	 have	 been	obtained	 through	well	 drilling	 activities	 and	
related	well	or	aquifer	 testing	rather	 than	 through	an	 intentional	aquifer‐wide	study.	Wells	of	all	
types	 have	 been	 installed	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers,	 including	 production	 wells	 for	 agricultural	
purposes;	domestic,	industrial,	and	municipal	water	supply	wells;	and	monitoring	wells.		


	


Figure	18‐	Wells	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	


5.2.5 Well	Installation	History	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	


The	first	production	well	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	was	installed	in	1974.	As	of	August	1,	2017,	a	total	of	
41	wells	 have	 been	 installed	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers:	 33	 production	wells	 and	 8	monitoring	wells	
(Figure	19).	One	of	 the	production	wells	was	destroyed	 in	2004,	 so	40	wells	 remain	 in	 the	Deep	
Aquifers	at	present.	Of	the	32	existing	production	wells,	18	are	agricultural	wells,	7	are	municipal	
wells,	3	are	residential	wells,	3	are	industrial	wells,	and	one	has	an	unknown	usage.		


Well	 Completion	Reports	 for	wells	 in	 the	Deep	Aquifers	 are	 provided	 in	Appendix	 E	 and	 a	 table	
detailing	installation	dates,	depths,	and	well	types	for	the	Deep	Aquifers	can	be	found	in	Appendix	
F.		
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Figure	19	‐	Timeline	of	Well	Installation	in	Deep	Aquifers	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	


	
5.2.6 Trends	in	Well	Construction	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	


Since	1995,	wells	have	been	 installed	 in	 the	Deep	Aquifers	with	more	regularity	–	approximately	
one	well	per	year,	as	shown	in	Figure	19.	Analysis	of	agricultural	production	well	depths	over	time	
suggests	that	there	is	a	strong	correlation	between	the	age	of	a	well,	particularly	for	the	period	from	
1990	to	present,	and	depth	of	the	well	(Figure	20).	Specifically,	for	the	period	1990	to	2017,	newer	
agricultural	 production	wells	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 deeper	 at	 a	 statistically	 significant	 level	 (P	 value	 =	
0.02).	
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Figure	20	‐	Depth	of	Agricultural	Wells	in	Deep	Aquifers	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	Subbasin	


5.2.7 Groundwater	Levels	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	


The	Agency	currently	monitors	groundwater	levels	at	thirteen	locations	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	with	
varying	frequency.	Five	of	the	groundwater	level	data	collection	points	are	monitoring	wells	which	
are	 equipped	 with	 continuously‐recording	 pressure	 transducers,	 which	 log	 water	 levels	 on	 an	
hourly	 basis.	 The	 remaining	 eight	 groundwater	 level	 data	 collection	 points	 are	 production	wells	
manually	monitored	on	either	a	monthly	(seven	wells)	or	annual	(one	well)	basis.		


As	 is	 the	case	with	 the	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	aquifers,	groundwater	 levels	 in	
the	Deep	Aquifers	are	generally	below	sea	level	and	below	the	ground	surface	throughout	the	year.		
This	 contrasts	 sharply	with	 some	of	 the	 earliest	 groundwater	 level	 data	 from	 the	Deep	Aquifers,	
recorded	 shortly	 after	 construction	 of	 municipal	 and	 agricultural	 production	 wells,	 which	
document	 flowing	artesian	conditions	near	 the	coast	between	1977	and	1980.	The	Agency	began	
programmatic	monitoring	of	groundwater	 levels	 in	 the	Deep	Aquifers	 in	1983,	shortly	before	 the	
last	documented	occurrence	of	flowing	artesian	conditions	in	February,	1984.		


An	analysis	of	average	changes	in	groundwater	levels	 from	a	subset	of	wells	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	
near	the	coast	 indicates	 that	groundwater	 levels	generally	declined	until	 the	Castroville	Seawater	
Intrusion	Project	(CSIP)	began	operations	in	1998.	Following	startup	of	CSIP,	groundwater	levels	in	
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the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 rapidly	 increased	 and	 then	 leveled	 off	 until	 approximately	 2006,	 when	
groundwater	levels	began	to	decline	once	again	(Figure	21).		


To	 date,	 seawater	 intrusion	 has	 not	 been	 documented	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers,	 even	 though	
groundwater	 levels	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 are	 consistently	 below	 sea	 level.	 This	 lack	 of	 seawater	
intrusion	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	may	 be	 due,	 at	 least	 in	 part,	 to	 the	 geologic	 setting	 (Feeney	 and	
Rosenberg,	2003).	


	


	


Figure	21	‐	Average	Groundwater	Level	Changes	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	(1986‐2016)	


5.2.8 Groundwater	Quality	in	the	Deep	Aquifers		


Water	 quality	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 has	 been	 monitored	 by	 the	 Agency	 since	 1976.	 	 Data	 are	
collected	 during	 two	 sampling	 events	 that	 occur	 annually	 in	 the	 summer.	 Samples	 are	 collected	
from	seventeen	wells	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	and	analyzed	for	major	cations	and	anions.		


Native	 groundwater	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 has	 a	 distinct	 character,	 with	 a	 higher	 pH	 than	
groundwater	in	the	overlying	aquifers,	relatively	low	calcium	and	high	sodium	concentrations,	and	
an	elevated	temperature.	The	Piper	diagram	in	Figure	22	illustrates	the	similarities	in	the	chemical	
compositions	 of	 native	 groundwater	 in	 the	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	 and	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifers	
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(green	and	blue	symbols),	and	how	both	are	distinct	from	the	chemistry	of	native	groundwater	in	
the	Deep	Aquifers	 (red	 symbols).	All	 three	have	 a	 chemical	 composition	 that	 is	 discernable	 from	
seawater	(black	symbols).		


The	 low	 calcium	 levels	 in	 water	 from	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 are	 illustrated	 on	 the	 lower	 left‐hand	
triangle,	where	water	from	the	Deep	Aquifers	plots	in	the	extreme	lower	right	corner	of	the	triangle	
(calcium	levels	are	in	the	single‐digits	in	these	samples).	The	alkalinity	of	water	in	all	of	the	aquifers	
is	 similar,	 as	 demonstrated	 by	 the	 lower	 right‐hand	 triangle	 on	 the	 Piper	 diagram	 that	 displays	
anion	data	and	shows	a	cluster	of	data	points	from	wells	in	all	of	Pressure	aquifers.		


While	no	seawater	intrusion	has	been	detected	during	the	forty‐two	years	that	the	Agency	has	been	
monitoring	 water	 quality	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers,	 existing	 water	 quality	 data	 provides	 a	 valuable	
baseline	for	ongoing	comparisons	and	will	allow	the	Agency	to	observe	changes	in	water	quality	if	
they	occur.	


	


	


Figure	22	‐	Piper	Diagram	of	Native	Water	Quality	in	Pressure	Subarea	Aquifers	
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5.2.9 Extraction	from	Wells	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	


The	Agency	receives	data	on	groundwater	extractions	from	wells	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	as	part	of	its	
Groundwater	Extraction	Management	System	(GEMS)	program.	These	data,	which	exist	from	1993	
to	present,	 indicate	that	groundwater	pumping	 in	the	Deep	Aquifers	decreased	for	a	short	period	
following	startup	of	CSIP	in	1998	(Figure	23).	However,	since	2002,	total	annual	pumping	from	the	
Deep	Aquifers	has	been	generally	 increasing	as	more	wells	are	 installed.	Total	annual	extractions	
from	the	Deep	Aquifers,	for	the	period	1995	through	2016,	range	from	2,151	acre‐feet	(in	1999)	to	
8,901	acre‐feet	(in	2016).		


Groundwater	 pumping	 from	wells	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 is	 thought	 to	 be	 supported	 primarily	 by	
leakage	 from	 the	 overlying	 aquifer	 system,	 i.e.	 the	 Pressure	 180‐Foot	Aquifer	 and	 Pressure	 400‐
Foot	Aquifer	(Feeney	and	Rosenberg,	2003).	Some	groundwater	pumping	is	derived	from	depletion	
of	 groundwater	 storage,	 but	 hydraulic	 properties	 of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 (specifically	 storage	
coefficients)	suggest	that	while	some	groundwater	may	come	from	storage	immediately	following	
the	 onset	 of	 pumping	 a	 well,	 very	 little	 groundwater	 can	 be	 removed	 from	 storage	 over	 time.	
Therefore,	 increases	 in	 groundwater	 pumping	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 will	 likely	 be	 supported	 by	
increased	leakage	from	the	overlying	aquifers	(Feeney	and	Rosenberg,	2003).		


	


Figure	23	‐	Total	Annual	Groundwater	Extractions	from	Deep	Aquifers	in	Zone	2A	(1995‐2016)	
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5.2.10 Recharge	and	Storage	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	


Groundwater	recharge	 in	 the	Deep	Aquifers	 is	 theorized	to	occur	 through	three	primary	sources:	
infiltration	 from	 overlying	 aquifers,	 surface	 exposure	 of	 the	 geologic	 formations	 (outcrops),	 and	
subterranean	inflow	from	the	Forebay	Aquifer	Subbasin.		


The	Purisima	Formation	does	not	outcrop	on	land	in	Monterey	County,	so	recharge	to	that	layer	is	
primarily	 through	 leakage	 from	 overlying	 aquifers.	 The	 other	 stratigraphic	 unit	 comprising	 the	
Deep	Aquifers,	the	Paso	Robles	Formation,	is	exposed	on	land	in	Monterey	County.	However,	even	
in	the	locations	where	it	is	exposed	at	the	surface,	precipitation	is	minimal	(WRIME,	2003).		In	most	
places,	 the	 Paso	 Robles	 is	 overlain	 by	 alluvium	 and	 the	 Aromas	 Sands,	which	 correlate	with	 the	
Pressure	 180‐Foot	 and	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifers.	 Data	 from	 aquifer	 tests	 in	 the	 Marina	 area	
suggest	 that	 groundwater	 extractions	 from	 both	 the	 Paso	 Robles	 and	 Purisima	 are	 derived	
primarily	from	leakage	through	the	overlying	aquifers.		


Groundwater	modeling	performed	using	the	Salinas	Valley	Integrated	Groundwater	Surface	Water	
Model	(SVIGSM)	suggests	that	increased	pumping	the	Deep	Aquifers	will	lead	to	increased	vertical	
flow	from	the	overlying	aquifers	(WRIME,	2003).		


Recharge	to	the	Deep	Aquifers	from	subterranean	flow	from	the	adjacent	Forebay	Aquifer	Subbasin	
is	theorized	on	the	basis	of	groundwater	levels	and	connectivity	of	geologic	formations	but	neither	
a	rate	nor	route	of	recharge	has	been	studied	in	detail.		


A	range	of	isotope	analyses	were	performed	on	water	samples	collected	from	a	series	of	wells	in	the	
Marina	area	as	part	of	a	2002	study	by	the	U.S.	Geological	Survey.	Analysis	of	oxygen	and	deuterium	
in	water	from	monitoring	wells	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	suggest	that,	unlike	the	upper	aquifer	system	
(Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers),	water	in	the	Deep	Aquifers	was	not	recharged	
under	current	climatic	conditions.	Furthermore,	tritium	and	carbon‐14	analyses	of	water	from	the	
Deep	Aquifers	indicates	that	it	is	“old”	water,	recharged	thousands	of	years	before	present	(Hanson	
et	al.,	2002).		


A	 1983	 report	 by	 Thorup	 estimated	 that	 the	 Pressure	Deep	 Aquifer	 receives	 65,500	 acre‐feet	 of	
recharge	per	year,	but	no	other	estimates	of	a	volume	of	recharge	have	been	published.	The	same	
1983	 report	 estimated	 that	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 contained	 approximately	 4.6	 million	 acre‐feet	 of	
usable	groundwater	(Feeney	and	Rosenberg,	2003).		


5.2.11 Data	Gaps	in	Knowledge	of	the	Deep	Aquifers	


In	 general,	 additional	 geologic	 and	 geochemical	 investigations	 are	needed	 to	determine	whether,	
how,	and	to	what	extent	 the	Deep	Aquifers	are	being	actively	recharged	(Hanson	et	al.,	2002).	As	
shown	 in	 Figure	 18,	 wells	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 are	 clustered	 fairly	 close	 to	 the	 coast.	 A	 more	
representative	 and	 areally	 extensive	 monitoring	 network	 is	 necessary	 to	 characterize	 inland	
portions	 of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifer.	 Further	 aquifer	 testing	 and	 resultant	 determination	 of	 hydraulic	
parameters	of	the	Deep	Aquifer	are	also	needed.		
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5.3	 Findings	in	Support	of	Recommendations	


 WRIME	(2003)	and	Feeney	and	Rosenberg	(2003)	suggest	that	the	predominant	source	of	
recharge	to	the	Deep	Aquifers	is	leakage	from	the	overlying	Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	
400‐Foot	 Aquifers.	 Both	 of	 these	 aquifers	 have	 extensive	 areas	 of	 documented	 seawater	
intrusion	 overlying	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers.	 Continued	 pumping,	 and	 especially	 increased	
pumping,	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 induce	 additional	 leakage	 from	 the	
impaired	overlying	aquifers.	
	


 The	 recommendation	 to	 prohibit	 construction	 of	 new	 wells	 in	 the	 Area	 of	 Impact	 and,	
following	 the	enhancement	and	expansion	of	CSIP,	 to	 cease	groundwater	pumping	within	
the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	in	the	Area	of	Impact,	has	the	potential	to	result	in	increased	
pumping	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers.	 History	 has	 shown	 that	 once	 well	 construction	 and/or	
pumping	 is	 prohibited	 in	 a	 given	 area,	 people	 are	 very	 likely	 to	 drill	 wells	 to	 the	 next	
deepest	 water‐bearing	 zone	 which,	 in	 this	 case,	 would	 be	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers.	 The	
construction	and	pumping	of	more	wells	 in	 the	Deep	Aquifers	will	 induce	 further	 leakage	
from	the	impaired	overlying	aquifers	(Pressure	180‐Foot	and	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifers),	
potentially	degrading	the	water	quality	of	the	Deep	Aquifers.		
	


 Isotope	analysis	of	water	from	the	Deep	Aquifers	indicates	that	it	is	not	derived	from	recent	
recharge	(Hanson	et	al.,	2002).	Though	stored	groundwater	may	not	be	the	primary	source	
of	 current	 extractions	 from	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers,	 continued	 pumping	 of	 this	 old	 water	
represents	mining	of	a	groundwater	resource.		
	


 Scant	 data	 exists	 on	 the	 hydraulic	 properties	 of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers.	 The	 areal	 extent,	
quantified	 rates	of	 recharge,	 and	estimates	of	water	 available	 for	 extraction	are	 all	 topics	
that	are	poorly	understood	when	it	comes	to	the	Deep	Aquifers.	Investigation	of	these	and	
related	topics	should	be	completed	before	pursuit	of	groundwater	from	the	Deep	Aquifers	
continues.			
	


The	 recommendation	 to	 prohibit	 the	 construction	 of	 new	 wells	 in	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 is	 a	
preventative	measure	because,	at	present,	 seawater	 intrusion	has	not	been	observed	 in	 the	Deep	
Aquifers.	 However,	 the	 potential	 for	 inducing	 additional	 leakage	 by	 increased	 groundwater	
pumping	 is	 a	 legitimate	 concern	 that	 has	 been	 documented	 by	 previous	 studies	 (WRIME	 and	
Feeney/Rosenberg).		


Implementing	 the	 recommendation	 to	 commence	 an	 in‐depth	 study	 of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	
represents	an	investment	in	the	future	of	the	Deep	Aquifers	and	groundwater	management	of	the	
Salinas	 Valley	 Groundwater	 Basin	 as	 a	 whole.	 Expanding	 the	 Agency’s	 understanding	 of	 this	
groundwater	 resource	 will	 assist	 with	 both	 near‐term	 decision	 making	 and	 long‐term	 water	
resource	planning,	 such	as	 steps	 that	 could	be	 taken	 to	prevent	groundwater	mining	 in	 the	Deep	
Aquifers.	 Such	 a	 study	 will	 also	 serve	 to	 address	 many	 questions	 that	 have	 been	 posed	 by	 the	
Agency’s	stakeholders.		
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Section	6	–	Agency	Authority	and	Regulations	
Applicable	to	Implementing	Recommendations	


Section	6	–	Agency	Authority	and	Regulations	Applicable	to	Implementing	Recommendations	


This	section	discusses	the	ordinances,	regulations,	and	statutes	that	impart	authority	to	the	Agency	
to	 implement	 the	 recommendations	described	 in	 this	 report.	Table	7	 summarizes	 the	documents	
and	indicates	which	documents	may	be	considered	for	implementation	of	each	recommendation.			


6.1	 Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency	Act	


Section	8	of	the	Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency	Act	(Agency	Act)	describes	the	objects	
and	purposes	of	 the	act,	one	of	which	 is	“…to	 increase,	and	prevent	the	waste	or	diminution	of	the	
water	supply	in	the	Agency,	including	the	control	of	groundwater	extractions	as	required	to	prevent	or	
deter	 the	 loss	 of	 usable	 groundwater	 through	 intrusion	 of	 seawater	 and	 the	 replacement	 of	
groundwater	 so	 controlled	 through	 the	development	and	distribution	of	a	 substitute	 surface	water	
supply	[…].”		


Section	 9	 of	 the	 Agency	 Act,	 which	 describes	 the	 powers	 of	 the	 Agency,	 including	 the	 power	 to	
“prevent	 interference	 with,	 or	 diminution	 of,	 […]	 the	 natural	 flow	 of	 any	 stream	 or	 surface	 or	
subterranean	supply	of	waters	used	or	useful	for	any	purpose	of	the	Agency	or	of	common	benefit	to	
the	 lands	within	 the	Agency	 or	 to	 its	 inhabitants.”	 Furthermore,	 Section	 9	 grants	 the	 Agency	 the	
power	to	“prevent	contamination,	pollution,	or	otherwise	rendering	unfit	for	beneficial	use	the	surface	
or	subsurface	water	used	or	useful	 in	the	Agency,	and	commence,	maintain,	and	defend	actions	and	
proceedings	 to	 prevent	 any	 interference	 with	 those	 waters	 which	 endangers	 or	 damages	 the	
inhabitants,	lands,	or	use	of	water	in,	or	flowing	into,	the	Agency.”		


Section	22	of	the	Agency	Act	allows	the	Board	of	the	Agency	to	“take	appropriate	steps	to	prevent	or	
deter	the	further	intrusion	of	underground	seawater	by	establishing	and	defining	an	area	and	depth	
from	which	the	further	extraction	of	groundwater	is	prohibited”	 if,	following	a	study	by	the	Agency,	
the	Board	determines	that	“any	portion	of	a	groundwater	basin	underlying	the	Agency	is	threatened	
with	 the	 loss	 of	 a	 usable	water	 supply	 as	 a	 result	 of	 seawater	 intrusion	 into	 that	 portion	 of	 the	
groundwater	basin.”				


Section	 22	 of	 the	 Agency	 Act	 further	 defines	 the	 process	 by	 which	 the	 Board	 shall	 make	 a	
determination	regarding	the	nature	and	extent	of	the	threat	of	seawater	intrusion.	Finally,	Section	
22	provides	a	mechanism	by	which	the	Board,	following	a	public	hearing,	may	“adopt	an	ordinance	
prohibiting	 the	 further	 extraction	 of	 groundwater”	 from	 a	 specified	 area	 and	 depth.	 Such	 an	
ordinance	would	“be	effective	as	to	any	existing	groundwater	well	extracting	water	from	the	area	and	
depth	prohibited	only	if	there	is	made	available	to	the	lands	served	from	that	well	a	substitute	surface	
water	supply	adequate	to	replace	the	water	supply	previously	available	from	that	well.”		


Applicable	sections	of	the	Agency	Act	are	included	in	Appendix	G.	
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6.2	 Monterey	County	Code	Chapter	15.08	Water	Wells	


Chapter	 15.08	 of	 the	 Monterey	 County	 Code	 provides	 for	 “the	 construction,	 repair,	 and	
reconstruction	of	 all	wells	 […]	 to	 the	end	 that	 the	groundwater	of	 [Monterey]	County	will	not	be	
polluted	 or	 contaminated.”	 Chapter	 15.08	 specifies	 that	 the	 Health	 Officer,	 meaning	 the	 Health	
Officer	 of	 the	 County	 of	 Monterey	 or	 his	 authorized	 representative,	 including	 the	 Director	 of	
Environmental	 Health,	 is	 responsible	 for	 the	 issuance	 of	 permits	 that	 shall	 comply	 with	 the	
standards	of	the	chapter	(Appendix	H).		


Per	 a	 Delineation	 of	 Responsibility	 between	 the	 Division	 of	 Environmental	 Health	 (now	
Environmental	Health	Bureau)	and	the	Monterey	Flood	Control	&	Water	Conservation	District	(now	
Monterey	 County	 Water	 Resources	 Agency),	 the	 Agency	 has	 a	 role	 in	 the	 well	 permit	 review	
process.	 The	 Agency	 provides	 technical	 expertise	 to	 the	 Environmental	 Health	 Bureau	 (EHB)	 on	
aspects	 of	 the	 permitting	 process	 that	 pertain	 to	 geology	 and	hydrogeology,	 among	 other	 topics,	
and	EHB	typically	enacts	 the	Agency’s	recommendations	 in	order	 to	ensure	 that	 the	standards	of	
the	Water	Wells	chapter	are	upheld.		


Thus,	 while	 the	 Agency	 does	 not	 have	 direct	 authority	 specified	 in	 Chapter	 15.08,	 the	 Agency’s	
recommendations	 are	 typically	 upheld	 and	 put	 into	 effect	 via	 this	 relationship	 with	 EHB	 and,	
through	them,	the	Health	Officer	of	Monterey	County.		Implementation	of	any	moratoria	related	to	
well	 construction	 activities	 would	 likely	 require	 collaboration	 between	 the	 Agency,	 County,	 and	
EHB.	


6.3	 2010	Monterey	County	General	Plan	


Policy	 PS‐3.5	 of	 the	 2010	Monterey	 County	 General	 Plan	 prohibits	 the	 “construction	 of	 any	 new	
wells	 in	 known	 areas	 of	 saltwater	 intrusion	 as	 identified	 by	Monterey	 County	Water	 Resources	
Agency	or	 other	 applicable	water	management	 agencies”	until	 either	 a	program	 is	 approved	 and	
funded	to	minimize	or	avoid	expansion	of	seawater	intrusion	or	the	well	construction	is	approved	
by	the	applicable	water	resources	agency	(Appendix	I).		


This	policy	has	been	implemented	such	that	any	area	defined	by	the	Agency	as	having	groundwater	
quality	 where	 chloride	 levels	 meet	 or	 exceed	 the	 500	mg/L	 threshold,	 i.e.	 where	 the	 published	
contour	lines	are	drawn,	is	considered	to	be	seawater	intruded.	As	of	release	of	the	2015	seawater	
intrusion	contours	in	July	2017,	the	areas	being	defined	as	seawater	intruded	include	not	only	the	
contiguous	 front	 but	 also	 the	 isolated	 areas	 in	 the	 Pressure	 400‐Foot	 Aquifer	 in	 advance	 of	 the	
contiguous	seawater	intrusion	front.		


6.4	 Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency	Ordinance		
										No.	3709	


Monterey	 County	 Water	 Resources	 Agency	 Ordinance	 No.	 3709,	 adopted	 in	 1993,	 prohibits	
groundwater	extractions	from	and	the	construction	of	new	wells	 in	portions	of	the	Pressure	180‐
Foot	Aquifer	after	January	1,	1995	(Appendix	J).	The	purpose	of	Ordinance	No.	3709	is	to	“reduce	
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the	rate	of	 seawater	 intrusion	and	allow	recharge	 to	 raise	groundwater	 levels”	 in	portions	of	 the	
Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer	because	of	increasing	demand,	overdraft	of	the	groundwater	basin,	and	
imminent	threats	posted	by	the	location	of	the	seawater	intrusion	front.		


While	Ordinance	No.	3709	pertains	only	 to	 the	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer,	 it	sets	a	precedent	 for	
the	Agency	exercising	the	powers	authorized	by	the	Agency	Act	in	order	to	prevent	diminution	of	
the	water	 supply	 and	 to	 limit	 groundwater	 extractions	 that	 are	 determined	 to	be	harmful	 to	 the	
groundwater	basin.		


6.5	 Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency	Ordinance										
										No.	3790	


As	described	in	Section	4	of	this	report,	Agency	Ordinance	No.	3790	specifies	that	the	Agency	will	
destroy	wells	in	the	CSIP	area	once	(a)	the	Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project	has	established	a	
satisfactory	record	of	water	deliveries,	as	determined	by	the	Board	of	Directors,	or	(b)	until	at	least	
one	year	after	the	start‐up	of	the	Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project,	whichever	occurs	later.	The	
cost	of	said	well	destructions	shall	be	borne	by	the	Agency	(§1.03.05).	A	copy	of	Agency	Ordinance	
No.	3790	is	included	as	Appendix	K.		


6.6	 Specifications	for	Wells	in	Zone	6	of	the	Monterey	County		
										Flood	Control	&	Water	Conservation	District	


In	1988	 the	Monterey	County	Health	Department,	Division	of	Environmental	Health,	 adopted	 the	
Specifications	 for	Wells	 in	 Zone	 6	 of	 the	Monterey	 County	 Flood	 Control	 &	Water	 Conservation	
District,	commonly	referred	to	as	the	“Zone	6	Standards”	(Appendix	L).	The	purpose	of	the	Zone	6	
Standards	 is	 to	 “protect	 groundwater	quality	 and	prevent	 corrosion	of	 the	well	 casing	 caused	by	
seawater	intrusion.”		


The	boundary	of	Zone	6	does	not	extend	completely	through	the	Area	of	Impact	where	the	Pressure	
400‐Foot	Aquifer	is	overlain	by	the	seawater	intruded	Pressure	180‐Foot	Aquifer;	however,	it	does	
cover	a	portion	of	that	area.	The	Zone	6	Standards	represent	an	example	of	how	there	is	precedent	
for	 the	 Health	 Officer	 enacting	 additional	 technical	 standards	 and	 conditions	 in	 order	 to	 ensure	
aquifer	protection.		


6.7	 Sustainable	Groundwater	Management	Act	(SGMA)	


The	 Sustainable	 Groundwater	 Management	 Act	 (SGMA),	 which	 is	 comprised	 of	 three	 legislative	
bills,	 was	 signed	 on	 September	 16,	 2014	 by	 Governor	 Brown.	 It	 establishes	 a	 definition	 of	
“sustainable	 groundwater	 management”;	 requires	 that	 a	 Groundwater	 Sustainability	 Plan	 be	
adopted	 for	 the	 most	 important	 groundwater	 basins	 in	 California;	 establishes	 a	 timetable	 for	
adoption	 of	 Groundwater	 Sustainability	 Plans;	 empowers	 local	 agencies	 to	 manage	 basins	
sustainably;	establishes	basic	requirements	for	Groundwater	Sustainability	Plans;	and	provides	for	
a	limited	state	role	(DWR,	2017).		
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The	Agency	 is	one	of	eight	members	of	a	 joint	powers	authority	 that	has	 filed	with	 the	California	
Department	 of	 Water	 Resources	 to	 form	 the	 Salinas	 Valley	 Basin	 Groundwater	 Sustainability	
Agency	(SVBGSA).	As	described	 in	 its	Groundwater	Sustainability	Agency	 (GSA)	 formation	notice,	
the	 SVBGSA	would	be	 responsible	 for	 implementing	 the	policies	 of	 the	 Sustainable	Groundwater	
Management	 Act	 (SGMA)	 in	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 Salinas	 Valley	 Groundwater	 Basin,	 with	 the	
exception	 of	 the	 adjudicated	 Seaside	 Basin	 and	 some	 portions	 of	 the	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquifer	
Subbasin,	Monterey	 Subbasin,	 and	 Forebay	Aquifer	 Subbasin.26	 Among	 others,	 responsibilities	 of	
the	SVBGSA	would	include	managing	groundwater	within	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	to	
avoid	undesirable	results	such	as	significant	and	unreasonable	seawater	intrusion,	land	subsidence,	
chronic	lowering	of	groundwater	levels,	and	reduction	in	groundwater	storage	(Appendix	M).27	


The	implementation	of	SGMA	by	a	GSA	in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	does	not	relieve	the	
Agency	 of	 its	 responsibility	 to	 manage	 the	 groundwater	 basin	 as	 described	 in	 the	 Agency	 Act.	
Rather,	the	Agency	now	has	an	opportunity	to	optimize	management	of	water	resources	alongside	
the	GSA.		


Table	7	‐	Summary	of	Ordinances,	Regulations,	and	Statutes	Applicable	to	
the	Recommendations	in	this	Report	


	


Recommendations	


Ordinances,	Regulations,	and	Statutes	


Agency	
Act	


MCC	
15.08	
Water	
Wells	


2010	
General	
Plan	


Ord.	No.	
3709	


Ord.	No.	
3790	


Zone	6	
Specs.	


SGMA	


1.	Moratorium	on	new	
well	construction	in	
Pressure	400‐Foot	
Aquifer	


	 	 	 	 	 	 	


2.	Enhancement	and	
Expansion	of	CSIP	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
3.	Termination	of	
pumping	in	Area	of	
Impact	


	 	 	 	 	 	 	


4.	Destroy	wells	in	
Agency	Zone	2B	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
5.	Moratorium	on	new	
well	construction	in	
Deep	Aquifers	


	 	 	 	 	 	 	


6.	Investigation	of	
Deep	Aquifers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	


                                                            
26	The	Marina	Coast	Water	District	has	filed	a	GSA	formation	notice	with	DWR	to	form	a	Groundwater	
Sustainability	Agency	that	would	manage	a	portion	of	the	180/400	Foot	Aquifer	and	Monterey	Subbasins.	The	
Arroyo	Seco	Groundwater	Sustainability	Agency	has	submitted	a	formation	notice	to	DWR	to	manage	
portions	of	the	Forebay	Aquifer	Subbasin.		
	
27	Sustainable	Groundwater	Management	Act,	Chapter	2,	10721.	
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Section	7	–	Summary		
Section	7	‐	Summary	


Staff	makes	 the	 following	recommendations	with	 the	aim	 to	 slow	or	halt	 seawater	 intrusion,	and	
impacts	related	thereto,	in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin:	


1. An	 immediate	moratorium	on	 groundwater	 extractions	 from	new	wells28	 in	 the	 Pressure	
400‐Foot	 Aquifer29	 within	 an	 identified	 Area	 of	 Impact30,	 except	 for	 the	 following	 use	
categories:	


a. Wells	 operating	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project;	
and,		


b. Monitoring	wells	owned	and	maintained	by	the	Agency	or	other	water	management	
agencies.	


	
2. Enhancement	 and	 expansion	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project	 (CSIP)	 Service	


Area.	 The	 expansion	 should	 include,	 at	 a	 minimum,	 lands	 served	 by	 wells	 currently	
extracting	groundwater	within	the	Area	of	Impact.		
	


3. Following	 expansion	 of	 the	 CSIP	 Service	 Area,	 termination	 of	 all	 pumping	 from	 existing	
wells	within	the	Area	of	Impact,	except	for	the	following	use	categories:	


a. Municipal	water	supply	wells;	
b. Wells	 operating	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 the	 Castroville	 Seawater	 Intrusion	 Project;	


and,		
c. Monitoring	wells	owned	and	maintained	by	the	Agency	or	other	water	management	


agencies.		
	


4. Initiate	and	diligently	proceed	with	destruction	of	wells	 in	Agency	Zone	2B,	 in	accordance	
with	Agency	Ordinance	No.	3790,	 to	protect	 the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	against	
further	seawater	intrusion.		
	


5. An	immediate	moratorium	on	groundwater	extractions	from	new	wells	within	the	entirety	
of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 of	 the	 180/400	 Foot	 Aquifer	 Subbasin	 until	 such	 time	 as	 an	
investigation	 of	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers	 is	 completed	 and	 data	 pertaining	 to	 the	 hydraulic	
properties	and	long‐term	viability	of	the	Deep	Aquifers	are	available	for	knowledge‐based	
water	resource	planning	and	decision	making.		


                                                            
28	“New	well”	is	not	intended	to	include	(a)	any	well	for	which	a	construction	permit	has	been	issued	by	the	
Monterey	 County	 Health	 Department	 or	 (b)	 any	 well	 for	 which	 drilling	 or	 construction	 activities	 have	
commenced	 in	 accordance	 with	 a	 well	 construction	 permit	 issued	 by	 the	 Monterey	 County	 Health	
Department.	
	
29	 Aquifer	 means:	 a	 water‐bearing	 or	 saturated	 formation	 that	 is	 capable	 of	 serving	 as	 a	 groundwater	
reservoir	 supplying	 enough	water	 to	 satisfy	 a	 particular	 demand,	 as	 in	 a	 body	 of	 rock	 that	 is	 sufficiently	
permeable	 to	 conduct	 groundwater	 and	 to	 yield	 economically	 significant	 quantities	 of	 water	 to	wells	 and	
springs	(Poehls	and	Smith,	2009).			
	
30	See	Section	1.4	for	a	description	of	the	Area	of	Impact.	The	Area	of	Impact	is	also	depicted	in	Figure	4.		
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a. Monitoring	wells,	public	agency	wells,	municipal	water	supply	wells,	wells	for	which	
a	 construction	 permit	 has	 already	 been	 issued,	 and	 well	 repairs	 should	 be	
considered	for	exemption	from	this	recommendation.	


b. The	moratorium	should	include	a	prohibition	of:	
i. Replacement	 wells,	 unless	 it	 can	 be	 demonstrated	 that	 the	 installation	 of	


such	 a	 well	 will	 not	 result	 in	 further	 expansion	 of	 the	 seawater	 intrusion	
front;	and,		


ii. Deepening	 of	 wells	 from	 overlying	 aquifers	 into	 the	 Deep	 Aquifers,	
deepening	of	wells	within	the	Deep	Aquifers,	and	other	activities	that	would	
expand	the	length,	depth,	or	capacity	of	an	existing	well.	


	
6. Initiate	and	diligently	proceed	with	an	investigation	to	determine	the	hydraulic	properties	


and	long‐term	viability	of	the	Deep	Aquifers.		


The	 timeline	 for	 implementing	 these	 recommendations	 is	 variable	 as	 is	 the	 degree	 of	 financial	
impact	between	each.	Furthermore,	 implementation	of	 these	 recommendations	will	 require	close	
consultation	with	 the	County	Counsel	and,	depending	on	the	actions	pursued,	additional	work	by	
Agency	staff	and	cooperation	with	RMA‐Planning	staff	to	ensure	compliance	with	CEQA	and	other	
applicable	procedures	and	policies.	Some	of	the	recommendations,	such	as	a	moratorium31	relating	
to	the	well	ordinance,	might	require	implementation	under	the	Government	Code	and	coordination	
between	 Agency	 and	 County	 staff,	 and	 the	 Board	 of	 Supervisors	 of	 the	 Monterey	 County	Water	
Resources	Agency	and	Board	of	Supervisors	of	Monterey	County.	


While	 these	recommendations	can	be	 implemented	 individually	or	 in	any	combination,	 there	 is	a	
significant	 degree	 of	 inter‐dependence	 between	 the	 six	 recommendations.	 As	 discussed	 in	 this	
report,	 implementing	 some	 of	 the	 recommendations	 without	 implementing	 others	 could	 lead	 to	
irreversible	 negative	 impacts	 to	 aquifers	 of	 the	 Salinas	 Valley	 Groundwater	 Basin.	 Current	
groundwater	 level	 and	 chloride	 concentration	 trends	 suggest	 that	 without	 proactive	 steps,	 the	
continued	viability	of	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer	in	and	near	the	Area	of	Impact	is	endangered.


                                                            
31	Certain	moratoria	may	have	consequences	for	a	“taking”	where	the	moratorium	deprives	an	owner	of	all	
reasonable	economic	use	of	the	owner’s	property.	Whether	there	is	a	taking	is	an	issue	that	would	require	
further	review	and	analysis	on	a	case‐by‐case	basis	for	each	affected	property.		







 
 


61	
   


Section	8	–	References		
Section	8	‐	References	


2010	Monterey	County	General	Plan.	October	2010.	


Brown	and	Caldwell.	January	2015.	State	of	the	Salinas	River	Groundwater	Basin.			


California	Department	of	Water	Resources.	2003.	California’s	Groundwater:	Bulletin	118	–	Update	
2003.		


California	Department	of	Water	Resources.	2017.	Sustainable	Groundwater	Management.	Accessed	
at	http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/	on	07	September	2017.		


Feeney,	M.	B.	and	L.I.	Rosenberg.	2003.	Technical	Memorandum	–	Deep	Aquifer	Investigation	–	
Hydrogeologic	Data	Inventory,	Review,	Interpretation	and	Implications.	40	pp.		


Greene,	H.G.	1990.	Regional	Tectonics	and	Structural	Evolution	of	the	Monterey	Bay	Region,	Central	
California.	USGS	Publications	Warehouse.	Available	at	
http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/70118030		


Hansen,	W.R.,	ed.,	1991,	Suggestions	to	authors	of	the	reports	of	the	United	States	Geological	Survey	
(7th	ed.):	Washington,	D.C.,	U.S.	Geological	Survey,	289	p.		


Hanson,	R.T.,	Rhett	R.	Everett,	Mark	W.	Newhouse,	Steven	M.	Crawford,	M.	Isabel	Pimentel,	and	
Gregory	Smith.	2002.	Geohydrology	of	a	Deep‐Aquifer	System	Monitoring‐Well	Site	at	Marina,	
Monterey	County,	California.	U.S.	Geological	Survey.	Water	Resources	Investigations	Report	02‐
4003.	


Harden,	Deborah	R.	2004.	California	Geology,	Second	Edition.		


Harding	ESE.	2001.	Final	Report	Hydrogeologic	Investigation	of	the	Salinas	Valley	Basin	in	the	
Vicinity	of	Fort	Ord	and	Marina	Salinas	Valley,	California.			


Kennedy/Jenks	Consultants.	May	2004.	Final	Report	–	Hydrostratigraphic	Analysis	of	the	Northern	
Salinas	Valley.		


Lopez,	R.	2006.	Physical	Geology	–	Pt.	Lobos	Pre‐Trip	Exercise.	
http://instruct.westvalley.edu/lopez/geo_1a/pt_lobos_pretrip_ex.htm		


Monterey	County	Code.	1988.	Chapter	15.08	Water	Wells.		


Monterey	County	Flood	Control	&	Water	Conservation	District.	1960.	Salinas	Valley	Geologic	
Investigation.		


Monterey	 County	 Health	 Department,	 Division	 of	 Environmental	 Health.	 1988.	 Specifications	 for	
Wells	 in	 Zone	 6	 of	 the	 Monterey	 County	 Flood	 Control	 and	 Water	 Conservation	 District.







Recommendations	to	Address	the	Expansion	of	Seawater	Intrusion	
in	the	Salinas	Valley	Groundwater	Basin	 	 Section	8	
 


62	
   


	Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency.	1993.	Ordinance	No.	3709:	An	ordinance	of	the	Monterey	
County	Water	Resources	Agency	prohibiting	groundwater	extractions	and	the	drilling	of	new	
groundwater	extraction	facilities	in	certain	portions	of	the	Pressure	180	foot	aquifer	after	January	1,	
1995.		


Monterey	County	Water	Resources	Agency.	1994.	Ordinance	No.	3790:	An	Ordinance	of	the	Monterey	
County	Water	Resources	Agency	Establishing	Regulations	for	the	Classification,	Operation,	
Maintenance	and	Destruction	of	Groundwater	Wells	in	MCWRA	Zone	2B,	to	Protect	the	Salinas	Valley	
Groundwater	Basin	Against	Further	Seawater	Intrusion.	


Oxford	Dictionaries.	Accessed	on	06	September	2017	at	
https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/anthropogenic	


Poehls,	D.J.	and	G.J.	Smith.	2009.	Encyclopedic	Dictionary	of	Hydrogeology.		


Rosenberg,	L.	2001.	Geologic	Resources	and	Constraints,	Monterey	County,	California	


Staal,	Gardner	&	Dunne	Inc.	1994.	Castroville	Seawater	Intrusion	Project;	Preliminary	Well	
Destruction	Priority	List.		


State	of	California,	Department	of	Public	Works,	Division	of	Water	Resources	(DWR).	1946.	Bulletin	
No.	52.	Salinas	Basin	Investigation.		


State	of	California,	Department	of	Public	Works,	Division	of	Water	Resources	(DWR).	1973.	Sea	
Water	Intrusion	Lower	Salinas	Valley.		


Thorup,	Richard	R.	1976.	Report	on	Castroville	Irrigation	Project	Deep	Test	Hole	and	Freshwater	
Bearing	Strata	Below	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer,	Salinas	Valley,	CA.		


Thorup,	R.	R.	1983.	Hydrogeologic	Report	on	the	Deep	Aquifer,	Salinas	Valley,	Monterey	County,	
California.	Unpublished	report	to	Monterey	County	Board	of	Supervisors,	40	pp.		


Todd,	David	Keith.	1989.	Initial	Assessment	of	Seawater	Intrusion	by	Well	Leakage	into	the	
Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer,	Castroville	Area.		


Todd,	David	Keith,	1989.	Sources	of	Saline	Intrusion	in	the	Pressure	400‐Foot	Aquifer,	Castroville	
Area,	California.		


U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture,	Natural	Resources	Conservation	Service.	National	soil	survey	
handbook,	title	430‐VI.	
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/ref/?cid=nrcs142p2_054242	(accessed	
22	August	2017).	


WRIME.	2003.	Marina	Coast	Water	District	Deep	Aquifer	Investigative	Study.





		Ex.B.2017.2018.CIP-Current.pdf

		DRAFT COVER &TOC 042817

		FY 17-18 CIP DRAFT TEXT 050117v1

		I. INTRODUCTION

		Periodic CIP Review and Reprogramming

		1) CIP Costs

		2) CIP Revenues

		3) Projects Accomplished to Date (Table 1B)

		III. FY 2017/18 THROUGH POST-FORA CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

		The following tables depict the Capital Improvement Program:  Tables 1A and 1B illustrate the obligatory project offsets and remaining obligations.  Table 3 is a summary of the Capital Improvement Program from FY 2017/18 through post-FORA.  Table 4 it...



		Appendices TOC 042817.pdf

		APPENDICES



		MCWD DRAFT 5-Year CIP.pdf

		5-12-17 Item 8e MCWD Budget -Attach C 64

		5-12-17 Item 8e MCWD Budget -Attach C 65

		5-12-17 Item 8e MCWD Budget -Attach C 66



		CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v2.pdf

		Table 4 CFD

		Table 5 Land Sales

		Table 6 Res

		Table 7 Non-Res

		Table 8 Acres



		CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v3.pdf

		Table 1A

		Table 1B

		Table 3 CIP



		CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v1 ONLY TABLE 2.pdf

		Table 2



		Copy of CIP Tables 17-18 - PROOF_05-04-17_v1 ONLY TABLE 9 8.5 x 11.pdf

		Table 9 Prop Tax













From: Molly Erickson
To: FORA Board
Subject: KFOW Letter to Board of Directors
Date: Friday, November 17, 2017 3:12:22 PM
Attachments: 17.11.17.KFOW.ltr.to.FORA.BOD.to.re.S.Boundary.Gigling.pdf

ATT00001.htm

FORA Board members:

Attached please find a letter on behalf of our client Keep Fort Ord Wild. 
The letter is being delivered to you today in hard copy, along with the
exhibits.  

The letter and exhibits have been delivered to FORA on a CD. Thank you. 

Regards,
 
Molly Erickson
STAMP | ERICKSON
479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, CA 93940
tel: 831-373-1214, x14

mailto:erickson@stamplaw.us
mailto:board@fora.org



Michael W. Stamp 
Molly Erickson


STAMP | ERICKSON
Attorneys at Law


479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, California 93940


T:  (831) 373-1214
F:  (831) 373-0242


November 17, 2017


Via email and personal delivery
Ralph Rubio, Chair
Members of the Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Marina, CA


Re: Board agenda item(s) re South Boundary Road and Gigling Road projects


Dear Chair Rubio and FORA Directors:


My client Keep Fort Ord Wild continued to object to the proposed revised Board
actions with regard to the South Boundary Road and Gigling Road projects.  The Board
should neither consider nor approve the items due to numerous problems, including
violations of the California Open Government Act (a.k.a. Brown Act), the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and FORA requirements.


October Comments by KFOW and the Changes Made by FORA in Response


On October 12, 2017, KFOW submitted a letter to FORA commenting on
problems with the proposed contracts.  KFOW pointed out that the scope of the
contracts far exceeded the scope of the projects defined in the environmental
documents.  In direct response to KFOW’s comments, at the Board meeting FORA staff
proposed to make significant material changes to the scope of work, as follows.  


(1) Significantly reducing the length of the South Boundary Road project by
approximately 1,600 feet. 


(2) Significantly reducing the Gigling Road project by 1/8 of its proposed
length – from 8 blocks to 7 blocks.  


FORA Would Still Have Remaining CIP Projects.
FORA Proposes to Piecemeal the Projects and the CEQA Review.


FORA’s position is that FORA has three remaining road “obligations” (the term
FORA uses): 


1. Eastside Parkway.


2. South Boundary Road from General Jim Moore to York Road.


3. Gigling Road from General Jim Moore to 8th Avenue.


The proposed Gigling and South Boundary road projects are not the same as the
projects described in the FORA CIP and the FORA annual report.  Those documents
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specifically state that the road “obligations” are Gigling Road out to 8thAvenue and
South Boundary Road out to York Road.  As currently proposed in the revised contract,
South Boundary Road and Gigling Road would be developed to a materially shorter
distance than what was envisioned in the Reuse Plan and the CIP.


Thus, the proposed project will not satisfy the CIP directives.  FORA will have
remaining CIP obligations: the rest of the roads, e.g., Gigling out to 8th Avenue and
South Boundary out to York.  FORA has not disclosed those remaining CIP obligations
to the public and the Board.  This is a piecemeal approach to CIP projects.  Even if you
approve this contract FORA still will have CIP projects remaining and incomplete.


The piecemealed project review violates CEQA.  The FORA CIP and other
FORA documents clearly show FORA’s intent to expand Gigling to 8th and to expand
South Boundary Road to York Road.  The environmental documentation for the projects
is inadequate because it does not adequately consider and evaluate and mitigate for the
entire road projects that FORA indisputably plans to build.  CEQA requires review of the
whole of the action, instead of pieces of it.


Additionally, the approval of the Gigling and South Boundary Road projects now
will foreclose potential alternatives and mitigations in developing future road projects
such as the Eastside Parkway.  Gigling is an important alternative to the now-
discredited Eastside Parkway, and changes to Gigling now could affect its viability as an
alternative.


Gigling and South Boundary Roads Are Not CEQA Mitigations.


The roads are not CEQA mitigations, despite the repeated claims by FORA to
that effect.  They were proposed are part of the original Reuse Plan project and their
development is not mandatory.


Additional Problems with the Environmental Review to Date.


The utilities proposed to be included as features of the project include potable
water pipelines, wastewater pipelines and laterals, future recycled water transmission
and distribution pipelines, and street lighting.  The project impacts of the addition of
utilities were not adequately evaluated and mitigated.  The comment letter from
LandWatch on this point was not included in the materials presented to the Board and
the public, and it appears that FORA did not respond to it; thus, FORA’s responses to
the comments are inadequate.  The contract scope of work proposes that the project
include the construction of a large amount of pipeline and utility capacity, which would
be growth inducing.  Growth inducement is an environmental impact that must be
considered under CEQA.  FORA has not considered it.  It is no accident that there is no
development on either side of South Boundary Road, because there are no utilities to
that area.
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The project’s proposed expansion of potable water distribution capacity is
particularly concerning because the Deep Aquifers are known to be unsustainable and
their supply is known to be “small” according to the WRIME report.  In 2010, FORA did
not know about the WRIME report.  Mr. Houlemard publicly admitted a few years ago
that he had not read the WRIME report and did not know of its existence.  The IS/MND
for this project failed to consider the WRIME report or the broader issue of water supply. 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency has recommended an “immediate
moratorium on groundwater extractions from new wells within the entirety of the Deep
Aquifers of the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin until such time as an investigation of the
Deep Aquifers is completed and data pertaining to the hydraulic properties and
long-term viability of the Deep Aquifers are available for knowledge-based water
resource planning and decision making.”  (MCWRA report to MCWRA Board of
Supervisors, Nov. 14, 2017.)  Seawater intrusion made huge inroads in the Salinas
Valley from 2013 to 2015, placing the basin at risk and particularly threatening the Fort
Ord water supply, because Fort Ord gets the vast majority of its water from the Deep
Aquifer.  The Deep Aquifers contain ancient water.  They are not being recharged
except by the overlying aquifers, which are now intruded with saltwater.  The MCWRA
staff has admitted that it does not have enough information about the Deep Aquifers,
which are not proven to be reliable or sustainable in the long term.  According to
MCWRA, the amount of pumping from the Deep Aquifers in 2016 was more than double
the amount of pumping in 1995.  The number of wells in 2016 is more than triple the
number of wells in 1995.  Despite the studies and the new information, FORA has not
sounded the alarm and has failed to consider this information in any way with regard to
project approvals by the FORA Board.


Since 2010, when FORA purported to approve the environmental documents,
Del Rey Oaks has approved a project that relies directly on the road - a large RV Park. 
Del Rey Oaks did not prepare CEQA documentation for the RV Park project.  Instead,
with the cooperation of Del Rey Oaks, the developer circulated a petition that the Del
Rey Oaks City Council adopted without any CEQA review, even through the petition
had only 174 signatures.  FORA made consistency findings even though there was no
CEQA review, even though FORA as a regional agency is responsible to more than
100,000 residents, and even though FORA did not properly assign any of the County
policies and programs to Del Rey Oaks.  The RV Project is waiting for the completion of
the South Boundary Road project.  


The proposed expansion of utilities along Gigling also would be growth inducing,
and those impacts have not been adequately analyzed.  One example of this is the new
proposal to develop the Nurses’ Barracks, which was not contemplated in the 2010
environmental documents.  The attached exhibit shows the location of the site off of
Gigling Road.


Protections for Polygon 31a and 31b in the RP and the RP EIR were not
adequately evaluated in the MND/IS.  This includes Hydrology and Water Quality policy
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A-2, applicable to the project sites because Del Rey Oaks took over the land originally
intended in the Reuse Plan to be transferred to the County.  The environmental
documents improperly failed to consider the project’s lack of compliance and lack of
consistency with this important policy.  The South Boundary Road project likely would
have adverse effect on groundwater recharge and downstream surface water users,
including wildlife and rare plants in reserve and in Frog Pond.


As explained in our past communications, the environmental documents
addressed Reuse Plan policies in City of Seaside/Gigling project area only.  They
improperly failed to address Reuse Plan policies applicable to South Boundary Road
project area.  The policies originally assigned to the County of Monterey are applicable
to the property eventually acquired by the Cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey.  (See
FORA Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Report: "FORA assumes that the Monterey
County policies applicable to the present Del Rey Oaks and Monterey territories, remain
applicable to those areas."  Thus, the Reuse Plan required the County, and its
successor in interest Del Rey Oaks, as follows: the agency “shall ensure that land use
and drainage facilities on newly developed lands do not decrease the magnitude and
duration of flows less than or greater than the mean annual flow in creeks downstream
of the development sites.  (See 2001 “republished” Reuse Plan, p. 226; se Final EIR,
pp. 3-16 and 3-17.)


Polygon 31a is designated as “Natural Area Expansion (NAE) Habitat
Management” in the 1997 Reuse Plan and its FEIR.


The project does not comply with Biological Resources Policy C-2: The County
(Del Rey Oaks) “shall encourage the preservation and enhancement of oak woodland
elements in the natural and built environments.”  There are hundreds if not thousands of
oak trees in the project area, many of them tall and majestic.  CEQA requires protection
of oak woodlands.  The project’s impacts on oak trees and oak woodlands have not
been adequately quantified or mitigated in the environmental documents oak trees.  The
review does not comply with the Reuse Plan policies or CEQA.


The proposed mitigations requiring permits from the cities of Seaside, Del Rey
Oaks and Monterey for future tree removals are inadequate mitigation for the potential
impacts to trees.  Obtaining tree removal permits is not a mitigation for potentially
significant impacts to trees and woodland.  In any event, the cities are prohibited from
requiring permits or controlling the roads proposed by FORA, pursuant to the
Government Code, and the mitigations are ineffective for that reason, as well. 


The number and size of trees that the road projects potentially would impact
should have been researched, presented, and mitigated in the IS/MND.  There are likely
and potentially significant impacts because the projects would adversely impact 1000 or
more trees, based on personal observation.  The significance is determined by how
many oaks will be removed, how many acres of oak woodlands will be impacted, the
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diameter of the individual trees removed or their collective, average canopy cover per
acre and proximity to other habitat elements.  The environmental documents for the
projects guess only at the acres of oak woodlands, and fail to adequately address the
other issues.  KFOW will present photographs of the oak woodlands at the Board
meeting, showing a few of the pines, oaks and oak woodland along South Boundary
that would be impacted by the project.  The ability to take photographs is severely
limited by the lack of shoulder along much of the road, the barbed wire fencing, and
even where it is possible to pull over, it is often not safe to take photographs because
passing vehicle drivers are not accustomed to seeing a person by the side of the road
and they can have the afternoon sun in their eyes.


The proposed mitigation enforcement by Seaside, Del Rey Oaks and Monterey is
ineffective because FORA cannot bind other agencies to the duty of enforcement.
Additionally, the cities have not acted to take on those duties.


The environmental documents venture into pure speculation as to whether the
Monterey pines are planted.  There is no evidence of that, and there are many younger
pines on both sides of South Boundary that are less than 40 years old.  Those were not
planted.


Project Design, Description and Environmental Documentation for
Road Projects Failed to Comply with RUDG.


The proposed approvals are improper and illegal because they do not comply
with the Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG).  As a Reuse Plan mitigation,
FORA was required in 1997 to adopt urban design guidelines.  FORA failed to do adopt
guidelines until 2016.  The environmental documents for the proposed roads do not
mention the RUDG or the even the Reuse Plan requirement for guidelines.  In 2016
FORA adopted the RUDG with great fanfare.  In 2017 FORA announced it had won an
American Planning Association award for the RUDG.  But FORA is ignoring them here.


The proposed projects are not consistent with the RUDG in material ways,
including as follows:


• RUDG says “Vehicle lanes of 12 to 14 feet are to be avoided because
they will encourage highway speeds and lead to potentially lethal
outcomes.”  Gigling Road is proposed to have 14 feet wide vehicle lanes. 
South Boundary proposed to be 12 feet wide vehicle lanes.  Both roads
are proposed to have large paved shoulders of 5 to 8 feet which will make
the 12-14 foot wide lanes will feel very wide.


• RUDG states at South Boundary Road and Gigling Roads are roads
"where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency." 
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• RUDG identifies General Jim Moore Boulevard at South Boundary Road
as a gateway “where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency."  


• The layout, design, and size of the proposed roads and features are
materially inconsistent with the specific guidance stated in the RUDG.


RUDG provide specific guidance as to gateways and roads.  This guidance has
not been applied or considered.  The Gigling/South Boundary Road projects has not
been approved.  The road projects should follow the Guidelines should be followed. 
Otherwise, FORA will have approved all of its road projects without complying with the
Design Guidelines required in 1997 as a Reuse Plan mitigation.  No future discretionary
approvals by FORA of the road projects is contemplated.  This is the only time the
FORA decision makers will have to ensure consistency of the road projects with the
Reuse Plan and the RUDG.


FORA Is Not in Compliance with the Reuse Plan Mitigation that Requires FORA
to Prepare a Drainage Plan for this Area.


The Reuse Plan Final EIR stated in key part as follows:


The Conservation Element conveys goals and policies
related to soils and geology, hydrology and water quality,
biological resources, and air quality.  The Conservation
Element, which is state-mandated, requires that the natural
resources within the boundaries of former Fort Ord are
supervised in perpetuity and that these resources are not
diminished.  It identifies important natural resources at
former Fort Ord, recognizes their irreplaceable value and
limited quantities, and provides specific strategies for their
preservation.  The Conservation Element’s contents respond
to California environmental laws, including the Clean Water
Act and the Clean Air Act.


The Reuse Plan Final EIR (at p.66) required the following CEQA mitigation:


Mitigation: Add a new program that shall require preparation of a Master
Drainage Plan should be developed for the Fort Ord property to assess
the existing natural and man-made drainage facilities, recommend
area-wide improvements based on the approved Reuse Plan and develop
plans for the control of storm water runoff from future development,
including detention/retention and enhanced percolation to the ground
water.
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This plan shall be developed by FORA with funding for the plan to be
obtained from future development.  All Fort Ord property owners (federal,
state, and local) shall participate in the funding of this plan. Reflecting the
incremental nature of the funding source (i.e. development), the
assessment of existing facilities shall be completed first and by the year
2001 and submitted to FORA.  This shall be followed by recommendations
for improvements and an implementation plan to be completed by 2003
and submitted to FORA.


FORA did not comply with the required mitigation.  Instead, FORA came up with
a plan that addressed only some of the land at Fort Ord, and ignored large parts of it
including the Del Rey Oaks and City of Monterey land on which the South Boundary
project is located.  Thus, there is no master drainage plan that provides guidance for
this area, even though the Reuse Plan required such a plan.  FORA is improperly
proceeding with development before FORA complies with the Reuse Plan CEQA
mitigations that were intended to shape and control future development.  FORA is once
again putting the cart (the development) before the horse (the mitigations).


The conditions/mitigations in the environmental documents and in the proposed
FORA-Whitsun contracts regarding pavement drainage and onsite storm water disposal
rely on something called the “FORA Storm Drainage Master Plan.”  There is no such
Plan.  Thus, the conditions/mitigations are not cognizable and measurable.  To the
extent that the reference is meant to be to the FORA storm water master plan, that plan
did not address the South Boundary Road area, and thus the plan does not provide the
guidance necessary to be an enforceable mitigation.  The condition is not measurable
or enforceable and is ineffective, and the potential impacts on storm water and drainage
have not been adequately mitigated.


The environmental documentation for the South Boundary Road inadequately
addresses drainage impacts.  There is a swale near the road that supplies the Frog
Pond, as the environmental documents generally acknowledge.   (“existing runoff from
the south side of the South Boundary Road right-of-way feeds a small existing drainage
swale, which parallels South Boundary Road and ultimately runs through the Park
District Parcel to the low-lying pond referred to as the "Frog Pond.") However, the
environmental documents fail to consider that the swale is supplied by runoff from the
road itself and from the north side of South Boundary Road.  Several large drainage
pipes drain water from the north side of South Boundary Road into the drainage swale
on the south side of South Boundary Road.  These pipelines are visible and operating. 
This is evidence from on-site inspection and photographs.  The environmental
documentation incorrectly conclude that “This alignment and flow in the existing
drainage swale will not be affected by the proposed action/project.  As the existing
drainage swale flows west, it will remain an independent system.” 
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The Scope of Work includes New Project Features that Were
Not Included in the Project Description of the Environmental Documentation


and Not Evaluated in the Documents.


The proposed scope of work includes numerous new intersections and
roundabouts and designs to support installation of new traffic signals on South
Boundary Road.  These were not included in the MND project description and in the
analysis, and their impacts were not adequately evaluated and mitigated.  No new
intersections and roundabouts were included in the project description of the 2010
environmental documents.  Roundabouts and intersections would have impacts that the
documents have not adequately investigated, analyzed, mitigated, and considered
alternatives for.  Mere driveway access is different from an intersection and a
roundabout.  It cannot be disputed that an intersection requires additional development
from a road.  The single stubout proposed for the south side of South Boundary also
has growth-inducing aspects that were not adequately addressed or mitigated.  The
environmental documents did not adequately investigate, discuss or mitigate this issue.  


The proposed contract includes approximately five new intersections or
roundabouts on South Boundary Road.  One or more would have a significantly larger
project footprint and greater and more significant environmental impacts, including
drainage, trees, maritime chaparral, and more.  Roundabouts should have been
designed and included as part of project reviewed under CEQA, not added after the
fact.  


“Roundabouts need more right-of-way at the intersections. 
The diameter of a roundabout can be up to 150 feet for a
single-lane and 200 feet or more for a dual-lane. Typical
right-of-way at an intersection may be as low as a 60-foot by
60-foot square for a local road up to a 120-foot by 120-foot
square for an expressway. More room on the corners is
likely necessary.” 


(http://www.mikeontraffic.com/roundabouts-not-silver-bullet/, statements of traffic
engineer Mike Spack, PE, PTOE; a licensed civil engineer and a certified professional
transportation operations engineer who taught in the civil engineering department at the
University of Minnesota, past president of the North Central Section of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers, fellow of the Institute of Transportation Engineers.)


Roundabouts “can require a larger footprint than a traditional intersection”
(https://americaninfrastructuremag.com/roundabouts-benefits-old-new-trend/).  And
“roundabouts usually require more space for the circulatory roadway, central island, and
sidewalks than the typically rectangular space inside traditional intersections.” 
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/fhwasa10006/
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There are a number of situations that may adversely affect the feasibility of
roundabouts.  As with any decision regarding intersection treatments, care should be
taken to understand the particular benefits and trade-offs for each project site.  Physical
complications exist here, including unfavorable topography that slopes downhill
immediately to the south of South Boundary Road, environmental constraints, drainage
problems, that make it essential that the environmental documents evaluate any
roundabout.


Roundabouts operate most safely when their geometry forces traffic to enter and
circulate at slow speeds.  Poor roundabout geometry has been found to negatively
impact roundabout operations by affecting driver lane choice and behavior through the
roundabout.  Many of the geometric parameters are governed by the maneuvering
requirements of the design vehicle and the accommodation of nonmotorized users.
Thus, designing a roundabout is a process of determining the optimal balance among
safety provisions, operational performance, and accommodation of design users.  This
design balance is further influenced by physical, environmental, economic, and political
constraints and opportunities, which further increases the variability from site to site. 


Since roundabouts are applied in many different situations and under differing
site specific conditions, each roundabout design requires distinctive design choices. The
general nature of the roundabout design process is an iterative one. Minor adjustments
in geometric design attributes can result in significant effects on the operational and
safety performance of the roundabout. Also, many of the individual design components
interact with each other, and therefore considering the roundabout design in whole (the
outcome of the design) is more important than focusing on the isolated components. 


Contrary to the proposed contract term, the issue is not whether a roundabout
would be compliant with past CEQA findings.   The issue is whether a new project
feature would be consistent with the project description analyzed and mitigated under
CEQA/NEPA.


Rare Plant Reserve Information Is Garbled and Inconsistent.


In September, KFOW raised concerns with FORA’s lack of communication with
the California Native Plant Society regarding the rare plant reserve.  The location of the
reserve shown on the environmental documentation is inconsistent with the signage and
the FORA documents and agreements to preserve the plant reserves.  The FORA letter
agreement with CNPS makes statements that do not make sense in light of the facts
on-the-ground.  The IS/MND does not adequately describe the CNPS agreement as
part of the project description or analysis, nor make the terms of that agreement into an
enforceable mitigation.  The FORA-CNPS commitment is that "FORA expressly agreed
that the Project will not cause any removal of chaparral adjacent to the north side of
South Bounday Road."  The Agreement emphasized that "All parties agree that it is the
intent of this agreement to preserve the appearance of native chaparral along the
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northeasterly side of the North-South Road [Gen. Jim Moore Blvd.] intersection with
South Boundary in the Project area."  But the project proposes to take out chaparral
along the northeasterly side of the intersection.


The IS MND did not evaluate those biological impacts.  The proposed project
would remove chaparral adjacent on the north side of South Boundary Road.  The
proposed road project would impact the north easterly side of the General Jim Moore
Boulevard (the North-South Road) intersection with South Boundary in the Project area. 
That is exactly what the project proposes to do – move the intersection in a
northeasterly direction.


The CNPS/FORA agreement also states that the preservation of a minimum of
two acres of maritime chaparral located approximately at the northeast corner of South
Boundary Road and North South Road [General Jim Moore Blvd.] will compensate for
the loss of chaparral to be caused by the South Boundary widening project."  There is
inadequate discussion in the IS/MND of this requirement and no mitigation requiring
that.  "The boundaries must avoid road widening that would affect the reserve."  There
is inadequate discussion in the IS/MND of this requirement and no mitigation requiring
that.  And "no spraying or irrigation drainage should be directed toward the habitat
area."  There is inadequate discussion in the IS/MND of this requirement and no
mitigation requiring that.


Attached Evidence.


We have provided evidence in the past in support of KFOW’s claims and we
attach additional supporting evidence to this letter.  We ask that you review it carefully
before you act.  


The November 17 Action Is a Proposed Project Approval Subject to CEQA.


KFOW reiterates its position that the road projects were not approved in 2010
and this proposed action would the first project approval under CEQA.  Neither the 2010
FORA agenda nor the agenda materials provided adequate notice that a project
approval was on the FORA agenda, and the Board action did not include a project
approval, in any event.


Brown Act Problems.


FORA has continued to fail to provide adequate notice of this item as a project
approval.  The FORA agenda fails to disclose that the Board will consider approving a
project based on a mitigated negative declaration.
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Reiterated Offer to Meet.


KFOW again offers to meet with you to discuss these concerns in the hope of
resolving them.  KFOW urges FORA not to act on this item or any item regarding South
Boundary Road and Gigling Road until FORA has understood and resolved the issues
raised in this letter and previous letters and the evidence attached, FORA has provided
the written responses to KFOW and all interested persons, FORA has met with KFOW,
and FORA has held a properly noticed public meeting to consider the action FORA is
contemplating.  FORA controls the schedule with regard to its actions.  KFOW does not
control the schedule.


Request.


KFOW urges the Board to continue the item to allow time for FORA to publicly
address the issues raised in this letter and by other commenters.  KFOW urges the
Board to continue the item to ensure proper environmental review of the road projects to
comply with the requirements of CEQA, NEPA and FORA.  The Board should not
approve the projects based on the environmental documentation (EA/IS) dating from in
2010.


Reiterated Request for Notice.


KFOW again requests at least ten days’ advance notice of any action by FORA
as to the Gigling and South Boundary Road projects.  FORA did not provide notice
other than sending links to the agenda packet which was only general notice and
required several additional steps for me to dig out the limited descriptions of items were
on the agenda and what the items were actually going to cover, based on an additional
review of the packet materials.  KFOW wants to participate in future hearings on these
and all other FORA road projects.  Thank you.


Very truly yours,


STAMP | ERICKSON 


/s/ Molly Erickson


Molly Erickson
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Table of Exhibits


A FORA Regional Urban Design Guidelines and FORA website printout
(collective)


B 2017-2018 FORA CIP showing priorities and project descriptions


C Polygon identification map produced by FORA in response to CPRA request


D Frog Pond information printed from MPRPD website (collective)


E CNPS plant reserve information and maps (collective)


F FORA public records re: Board approvals of other road projects at Fort Ord
(collective)


G Map showing Gigling Road to north and 1250-foot length to Nurses Barracks


H 2017 information on seawater intrusion and deep aquifers presented by
Monterey County Water Resources Agency (collective)






Molly

Molly Erickson
STAMP ERICKSON
479 Pacific St., Suite One
Monterey, CA 93940



Michael W. Stamp 
Molly Erickson STAMP | ERICKSON

Attorneys at Law

479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, California 93940

T:  (831) 373-1214
F:  (831) 373-0242

November 17, 2017

Via email and personal delivery
Ralph Rubio, Chair
Members of the Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Marina, CA

Re: Board agenda item(s) re South Boundary Road and Gigling Road projects

Dear Chair Rubio and FORA Directors:

My client Keep Fort Ord Wild continued to object to the proposed revised Board
actions with regard to the South Boundary Road and Gigling Road projects.  The Board
should neither consider nor approve the items due to numerous problems, including
violations of the California Open Government Act (a.k.a. Brown Act), the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and FORA requirements.

October Comments by KFOW and the Changes Made by FORA in Response

On October 12, 2017, KFOW submitted a letter to FORA commenting on
problems with the proposed contracts.  KFOW pointed out that the scope of the
contracts far exceeded the scope of the projects defined in the environmental
documents.  In direct response to KFOW’s comments, at the Board meeting FORA staff
proposed to make significant material changes to the scope of work, as follows.  

(1) Significantly reducing the length of the South Boundary Road project by
approximately 1,600 feet. 

(2) Significantly reducing the Gigling Road project by 1/8 of its proposed
length – from 8 blocks to 7 blocks.  

FORA Would Still Have Remaining CIP Projects.
FORA Proposes to Piecemeal the Projects and the CEQA Review.

FORA’s position is that FORA has three remaining road “obligations” (the term
FORA uses): 

1. Eastside Parkway.
2. South Boundary Road from General Jim Moore to York Road.
3. Gigling Road from General Jim Moore to 8th Avenue.

The proposed Gigling and South Boundary road projects are not the same as the
projects described in the FORA CIP and the FORA annual report.  Those documents
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specifically state that the road “obligations” are Gigling Road out to 8thAvenue and
South Boundary Road out to York Road.  As currently proposed in the revised contract,
South Boundary Road and Gigling Road would be developed to a materially shorter
distance than what was envisioned in the Reuse Plan and the CIP.

Thus, the proposed project will not satisfy the CIP directives.  FORA will have
remaining CIP obligations: the rest of the roads, e.g., Gigling out to 8th Avenue and
South Boundary out to York.  FORA has not disclosed those remaining CIP obligations
to the public and the Board.  This is a piecemeal approach to CIP projects.  Even if you
approve this contract FORA still will have CIP projects remaining and incomplete.

The piecemealed project review violates CEQA.  The FORA CIP and other
FORA documents clearly show FORA’s intent to expand Gigling to 8th and to expand
South Boundary Road to York Road.  The environmental documentation for the projects
is inadequate because it does not adequately consider and evaluate and mitigate for the
entire road projects that FORA indisputably plans to build.  CEQA requires review of the
whole of the action, instead of pieces of it.

Additionally, the approval of the Gigling and South Boundary Road projects now
will foreclose potential alternatives and mitigations in developing future road projects
such as the Eastside Parkway.  Gigling is an important alternative to the now-
discredited Eastside Parkway, and changes to Gigling now could affect its viability as an
alternative.

Gigling and South Boundary Roads Are Not CEQA Mitigations.

The roads are not CEQA mitigations, despite the repeated claims by FORA to
that effect.  They were proposed are part of the original Reuse Plan project and their
development is not mandatory.

Additional Problems with the Environmental Review to Date.

The utilities proposed to be included as features of the project include potable
water pipelines, wastewater pipelines and laterals, future recycled water transmission
and distribution pipelines, and street lighting.  The project impacts of the addition of
utilities were not adequately evaluated and mitigated.  The comment letter from
LandWatch on this point was not included in the materials presented to the Board and
the public, and it appears that FORA did not respond to it; thus, FORA’s responses to
the comments are inadequate.  The contract scope of work proposes that the project
include the construction of a large amount of pipeline and utility capacity, which would
be growth inducing.  Growth inducement is an environmental impact that must be
considered under CEQA.  FORA has not considered it.  It is no accident that there is no
development on either side of South Boundary Road, because there are no utilities to
that area.
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The project’s proposed expansion of potable water distribution capacity is
particularly concerning because the Deep Aquifers are known to be unsustainable and
their supply is known to be “small” according to the WRIME report.  In 2010, FORA did
not know about the WRIME report.  Mr. Houlemard publicly admitted a few years ago
that he had not read the WRIME report and did not know of its existence.  The IS/MND
for this project failed to consider the WRIME report or the broader issue of water supply. 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency has recommended an “immediate
moratorium on groundwater extractions from new wells within the entirety of the Deep
Aquifers of the 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin until such time as an investigation of the
Deep Aquifers is completed and data pertaining to the hydraulic properties and
long-term viability of the Deep Aquifers are available for knowledge-based water
resource planning and decision making.”  (MCWRA report to MCWRA Board of
Supervisors, Nov. 14, 2017.)  Seawater intrusion made huge inroads in the Salinas
Valley from 2013 to 2015, placing the basin at risk and particularly threatening the Fort
Ord water supply, because Fort Ord gets the vast majority of its water from the Deep
Aquifer.  The Deep Aquifers contain ancient water.  They are not being recharged
except by the overlying aquifers, which are now intruded with saltwater.  The MCWRA
staff has admitted that it does not have enough information about the Deep Aquifers,
which are not proven to be reliable or sustainable in the long term.  According to
MCWRA, the amount of pumping from the Deep Aquifers in 2016 was more than double
the amount of pumping in 1995.  The number of wells in 2016 is more than triple the
number of wells in 1995.  Despite the studies and the new information, FORA has not
sounded the alarm and has failed to consider this information in any way with regard to
project approvals by the FORA Board.

Since 2010, when FORA purported to approve the environmental documents,
Del Rey Oaks has approved a project that relies directly on the road - a large RV Park. 
Del Rey Oaks did not prepare CEQA documentation for the RV Park project.  Instead,
with the cooperation of Del Rey Oaks, the developer circulated a petition that the Del
Rey Oaks City Council adopted without any CEQA review, even through the petition
had only 174 signatures.  FORA made consistency findings even though there was no
CEQA review, even though FORA as a regional agency is responsible to more than
100,000 residents, and even though FORA did not properly assign any of the County
policies and programs to Del Rey Oaks.  The RV Project is waiting for the completion of
the South Boundary Road project.  

The proposed expansion of utilities along Gigling also would be growth inducing,
and those impacts have not been adequately analyzed.  One example of this is the new
proposal to develop the Nurses’ Barracks, which was not contemplated in the 2010
environmental documents.  The attached exhibit shows the location of the site off of
Gigling Road.

Protections for Polygon 31a and 31b in the RP and the RP EIR were not
adequately evaluated in the MND/IS.  This includes Hydrology and Water Quality policy
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A-2, applicable to the project sites because Del Rey Oaks took over the land originally
intended in the Reuse Plan to be transferred to the County.  The environmental
documents improperly failed to consider the project’s lack of compliance and lack of
consistency with this important policy.  The South Boundary Road project likely would
have adverse effect on groundwater recharge and downstream surface water users,
including wildlife and rare plants in reserve and in Frog Pond.

As explained in our past communications, the environmental documents
addressed Reuse Plan policies in City of Seaside/Gigling project area only.  They
improperly failed to address Reuse Plan policies applicable to South Boundary Road
project area.  The policies originally assigned to the County of Monterey are applicable
to the property eventually acquired by the Cities of Del Rey Oaks and Monterey.  (See
FORA Fort Ord Reuse Plan Reassessment Report: "FORA assumes that the Monterey
County policies applicable to the present Del Rey Oaks and Monterey territories, remain
applicable to those areas."  Thus, the Reuse Plan required the County, and its
successor in interest Del Rey Oaks, as follows: the agency “shall ensure that land use
and drainage facilities on newly developed lands do not decrease the magnitude and
duration of flows less than or greater than the mean annual flow in creeks downstream
of the development sites.  (See 2001 “republished” Reuse Plan, p. 226; se Final EIR,
pp. 3-16 and 3-17.)

Polygon 31a is designated as “Natural Area Expansion (NAE) Habitat
Management” in the 1997 Reuse Plan and its FEIR.

The project does not comply with Biological Resources Policy C-2: The County
(Del Rey Oaks) “shall encourage the preservation and enhancement of oak woodland
elements in the natural and built environments.”  There are hundreds if not thousands of
oak trees in the project area, many of them tall and majestic.  CEQA requires protection
of oak woodlands.  The project’s impacts on oak trees and oak woodlands have not
been adequately quantified or mitigated in the environmental documents oak trees.  The
review does not comply with the Reuse Plan policies or CEQA.

The proposed mitigations requiring permits from the cities of Seaside, Del Rey
Oaks and Monterey for future tree removals are inadequate mitigation for the potential
impacts to trees.  Obtaining tree removal permits is not a mitigation for potentially
significant impacts to trees and woodland.  In any event, the cities are prohibited from
requiring permits or controlling the roads proposed by FORA, pursuant to the
Government Code, and the mitigations are ineffective for that reason, as well. 

The number and size of trees that the road projects potentially would impact
should have been researched, presented, and mitigated in the IS/MND.  There are likely
and potentially significant impacts because the projects would adversely impact 1000 or
more trees, based on personal observation.  The significance is determined by how
many oaks will be removed, how many acres of oak woodlands will be impacted, the
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diameter of the individual trees removed or their collective, average canopy cover per
acre and proximity to other habitat elements.  The environmental documents for the
projects guess only at the acres of oak woodlands, and fail to adequately address the
other issues.  KFOW will present photographs of the oak woodlands at the Board
meeting, showing a few of the pines, oaks and oak woodland along South Boundary
that would be impacted by the project.  The ability to take photographs is severely
limited by the lack of shoulder along much of the road, the barbed wire fencing, and
even where it is possible to pull over, it is often not safe to take photographs because
passing vehicle drivers are not accustomed to seeing a person by the side of the road
and they can have the afternoon sun in their eyes.

The proposed mitigation enforcement by Seaside, Del Rey Oaks and Monterey is
ineffective because FORA cannot bind other agencies to the duty of enforcement.
Additionally, the cities have not acted to take on those duties.

The environmental documents venture into pure speculation as to whether the
Monterey pines are planted.  There is no evidence of that, and there are many younger
pines on both sides of South Boundary that are less than 40 years old.  Those were not
planted.

Project Design, Description and Environmental Documentation for
Road Projects Failed to Comply with RUDG.

The proposed approvals are improper and illegal because they do not comply
with the Regional Urban Design Guidelines (RUDG).  As a Reuse Plan mitigation,
FORA was required in 1997 to adopt urban design guidelines.  FORA failed to do adopt
guidelines until 2016.  The environmental documents for the proposed roads do not
mention the RUDG or the even the Reuse Plan requirement for guidelines.  In 2016
FORA adopted the RUDG with great fanfare.  In 2017 FORA announced it had won an
American Planning Association award for the RUDG.  But FORA is ignoring them here.

The proposed projects are not consistent with the RUDG in material ways,
including as follows:

• RUDG says “Vehicle lanes of 12 to 14 feet are to be avoided because
they will encourage highway speeds and lead to potentially lethal
outcomes.”  Gigling Road is proposed to have 14 feet wide vehicle lanes. 
South Boundary proposed to be 12 feet wide vehicle lanes.  Both roads
are proposed to have large paved shoulders of 5 to 8 feet which will make
the 12-14 foot wide lanes will feel very wide.

• RUDG states at South Boundary Road and Gigling Roads are roads
"where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency." 
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• RUDG identifies General Jim Moore Boulevard at South Boundary Road
as a gateway “where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency."  

• The layout, design, and size of the proposed roads and features are
materially inconsistent with the specific guidance stated in the RUDG.

RUDG provide specific guidance as to gateways and roads.  This guidance has
not been applied or considered.  The Gigling/South Boundary Road projects has not
been approved.  The road projects should follow the Guidelines should be followed. 
Otherwise, FORA will have approved all of its road projects without complying with the
Design Guidelines required in 1997 as a Reuse Plan mitigation.  No future discretionary
approvals by FORA of the road projects is contemplated.  This is the only time the
FORA decision makers will have to ensure consistency of the road projects with the
Reuse Plan and the RUDG.

FORA Is Not in Compliance with the Reuse Plan Mitigation that Requires FORA
to Prepare a Drainage Plan for this Area.

The Reuse Plan Final EIR stated in key part as follows:

The Conservation Element conveys goals and policies
related to soils and geology, hydrology and water quality,
biological resources, and air quality.  The Conservation
Element, which is state-mandated, requires that the natural
resources within the boundaries of former Fort Ord are
supervised in perpetuity and that these resources are not
diminished.  It identifies important natural resources at
former Fort Ord, recognizes their irreplaceable value and
limited quantities, and provides specific strategies for their
preservation.  The Conservation Element’s contents respond
to California environmental laws, including the Clean Water
Act and the Clean Air Act.

The Reuse Plan Final EIR (at p.66) required the following CEQA mitigation:

Mitigation: Add a new program that shall require preparation of a Master
Drainage Plan should be developed for the Fort Ord property to assess
the existing natural and man-made drainage facilities, recommend
area-wide improvements based on the approved Reuse Plan and develop
plans for the control of storm water runoff from future development,
including detention/retention and enhanced percolation to the ground
water.
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This plan shall be developed by FORA with funding for the plan to be
obtained from future development.  All Fort Ord property owners (federal,
state, and local) shall participate in the funding of this plan. Reflecting the
incremental nature of the funding source (i.e. development), the
assessment of existing facilities shall be completed first and by the year
2001 and submitted to FORA.  This shall be followed by recommendations
for improvements and an implementation plan to be completed by 2003
and submitted to FORA.

FORA did not comply with the required mitigation.  Instead, FORA came up with
a plan that addressed only some of the land at Fort Ord, and ignored large parts of it
including the Del Rey Oaks and City of Monterey land on which the South Boundary
project is located.  Thus, there is no master drainage plan that provides guidance for
this area, even though the Reuse Plan required such a plan.  FORA is improperly
proceeding with development before FORA complies with the Reuse Plan CEQA
mitigations that were intended to shape and control future development.  FORA is once
again putting the cart (the development) before the horse (the mitigations).

The conditions/mitigations in the environmental documents and in the proposed
FORA-Whitsun contracts regarding pavement drainage and onsite storm water disposal
rely on something called the “FORA Storm Drainage Master Plan.”  There is no such
Plan.  Thus, the conditions/mitigations are not cognizable and measurable.  To the
extent that the reference is meant to be to the FORA storm water master plan, that plan
did not address the South Boundary Road area, and thus the plan does not provide the
guidance necessary to be an enforceable mitigation.  The condition is not measurable
or enforceable and is ineffective, and the potential impacts on storm water and drainage
have not been adequately mitigated.

The environmental documentation for the South Boundary Road inadequately
addresses drainage impacts.  There is a swale near the road that supplies the Frog
Pond, as the environmental documents generally acknowledge.   (“existing runoff from
the south side of the South Boundary Road right-of-way feeds a small existing drainage
swale, which parallels South Boundary Road and ultimately runs through the Park
District Parcel to the low-lying pond referred to as the "Frog Pond.") However, the
environmental documents fail to consider that the swale is supplied by runoff from the
road itself and from the north side of South Boundary Road.  Several large drainage
pipes drain water from the north side of South Boundary Road into the drainage swale
on the south side of South Boundary Road.  These pipelines are visible and operating. 
This is evidence from on-site inspection and photographs.  The environmental
documentation incorrectly conclude that “This alignment and flow in the existing
drainage swale will not be affected by the proposed action/project.  As the existing
drainage swale flows west, it will remain an independent system.” 
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The Scope of Work includes New Project Features that Were
Not Included in the Project Description of the Environmental Documentation

and Not Evaluated in the Documents.

The proposed scope of work includes numerous new intersections and
roundabouts and designs to support installation of new traffic signals on South
Boundary Road.  These were not included in the MND project description and in the
analysis, and their impacts were not adequately evaluated and mitigated.  No new
intersections and roundabouts were included in the project description of the 2010
environmental documents.  Roundabouts and intersections would have impacts that the
documents have not adequately investigated, analyzed, mitigated, and considered
alternatives for.  Mere driveway access is different from an intersection and a
roundabout.  It cannot be disputed that an intersection requires additional development
from a road.  The single stubout proposed for the south side of South Boundary also
has growth-inducing aspects that were not adequately addressed or mitigated.  The
environmental documents did not adequately investigate, discuss or mitigate this issue.  

The proposed contract includes approximately five new intersections or
roundabouts on South Boundary Road.  One or more would have a significantly larger
project footprint and greater and more significant environmental impacts, including
drainage, trees, maritime chaparral, and more.  Roundabouts should have been
designed and included as part of project reviewed under CEQA, not added after the
fact.  

“Roundabouts need more right-of-way at the intersections. 
The diameter of a roundabout can be up to 150 feet for a
single-lane and 200 feet or more for a dual-lane. Typical
right-of-way at an intersection may be as low as a 60-foot by
60-foot square for a local road up to a 120-foot by 120-foot
square for an expressway. More room on the corners is
likely necessary.” 

(http://www.mikeontraffic.com/roundabouts-not-silver-bullet/, statements of traffic
engineer Mike Spack, PE, PTOE; a licensed civil engineer and a certified professional
transportation operations engineer who taught in the civil engineering department at the
University of Minnesota, past president of the North Central Section of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers, fellow of the Institute of Transportation Engineers.)

Roundabouts “can require a larger footprint than a traditional intersection”
(https://americaninfrastructuremag.com/roundabouts-benefits-old-new-trend/).  And
“roundabouts usually require more space for the circulatory roadway, central island, and
sidewalks than the typically rectangular space inside traditional intersections.” 
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/fhwasa10006/
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There are a number of situations that may adversely affect the feasibility of
roundabouts.  As with any decision regarding intersection treatments, care should be
taken to understand the particular benefits and trade-offs for each project site.  Physical
complications exist here, including unfavorable topography that slopes downhill
immediately to the south of South Boundary Road, environmental constraints, drainage
problems, that make it essential that the environmental documents evaluate any
roundabout.

Roundabouts operate most safely when their geometry forces traffic to enter and
circulate at slow speeds.  Poor roundabout geometry has been found to negatively
impact roundabout operations by affecting driver lane choice and behavior through the
roundabout.  Many of the geometric parameters are governed by the maneuvering
requirements of the design vehicle and the accommodation of nonmotorized users.
Thus, designing a roundabout is a process of determining the optimal balance among
safety provisions, operational performance, and accommodation of design users.  This
design balance is further influenced by physical, environmental, economic, and political
constraints and opportunities, which further increases the variability from site to site. 

Since roundabouts are applied in many different situations and under differing
site specific conditions, each roundabout design requires distinctive design choices. The
general nature of the roundabout design process is an iterative one. Minor adjustments
in geometric design attributes can result in significant effects on the operational and
safety performance of the roundabout. Also, many of the individual design components
interact with each other, and therefore considering the roundabout design in whole (the
outcome of the design) is more important than focusing on the isolated components. 

Contrary to the proposed contract term, the issue is not whether a roundabout
would be compliant with past CEQA findings.   The issue is whether a new project
feature would be consistent with the project description analyzed and mitigated under
CEQA/NEPA.

Rare Plant Reserve Information Is Garbled and Inconsistent.

In September, KFOW raised concerns with FORA’s lack of communication with
the California Native Plant Society regarding the rare plant reserve.  The location of the
reserve shown on the environmental documentation is inconsistent with the signage and
the FORA documents and agreements to preserve the plant reserves.  The FORA letter
agreement with CNPS makes statements that do not make sense in light of the facts
on-the-ground.  The IS/MND does not adequately describe the CNPS agreement as
part of the project description or analysis, nor make the terms of that agreement into an
enforceable mitigation.  The FORA-CNPS commitment is that "FORA expressly agreed
that the Project will not cause any removal of chaparral adjacent to the north side of
South Bounday Road."  The Agreement emphasized that "All parties agree that it is the
intent of this agreement to preserve the appearance of native chaparral along the
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northeasterly side of the North-South Road [Gen. Jim Moore Blvd.] intersection with
South Boundary in the Project area."  But the project proposes to take out chaparral
along the northeasterly side of the intersection.

The IS MND did not evaluate those biological impacts.  The proposed project
would remove chaparral adjacent on the north side of South Boundary Road.  The
proposed road project would impact the north easterly side of the General Jim Moore
Boulevard (the North-South Road) intersection with South Boundary in the Project area. 
That is exactly what the project proposes to do – move the intersection in a
northeasterly direction.

The CNPS/FORA agreement also states that the preservation of a minimum of
two acres of maritime chaparral located approximately at the northeast corner of South
Boundary Road and North South Road [General Jim Moore Blvd.] will compensate for
the loss of chaparral to be caused by the South Boundary widening project."  There is
inadequate discussion in the IS/MND of this requirement and no mitigation requiring
that.  "The boundaries must avoid road widening that would affect the reserve."  There
is inadequate discussion in the IS/MND of this requirement and no mitigation requiring
that.  And "no spraying or irrigation drainage should be directed toward the habitat
area."  There is inadequate discussion in the IS/MND of this requirement and no
mitigation requiring that.

Attached Evidence.

We have provided evidence in the past in support of KFOW’s claims and we
attach additional supporting evidence to this letter.  We ask that you review it carefully
before you act.  

The November 17 Action Is a Proposed Project Approval Subject to CEQA.

KFOW reiterates its position that the road projects were not approved in 2010
and this proposed action would the first project approval under CEQA.  Neither the 2010
FORA agenda nor the agenda materials provided adequate notice that a project
approval was on the FORA agenda, and the Board action did not include a project
approval, in any event.

Brown Act Problems.

FORA has continued to fail to provide adequate notice of this item as a project
approval.  The FORA agenda fails to disclose that the Board will consider approving a
project based on a mitigated negative declaration.
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Reiterated Offer to Meet.

KFOW again offers to meet with you to discuss these concerns in the hope of
resolving them.  KFOW urges FORA not to act on this item or any item regarding South
Boundary Road and Gigling Road until FORA has understood and resolved the issues
raised in this letter and previous letters and the evidence attached, FORA has provided
the written responses to KFOW and all interested persons, FORA has met with KFOW,
and FORA has held a properly noticed public meeting to consider the action FORA is
contemplating.  FORA controls the schedule with regard to its actions.  KFOW does not
control the schedule.

Request.

KFOW urges the Board to continue the item to allow time for FORA to publicly
address the issues raised in this letter and by other commenters.  KFOW urges the
Board to continue the item to ensure proper environmental review of the road projects to
comply with the requirements of CEQA, NEPA and FORA.  The Board should not
approve the projects based on the environmental documentation (EA/IS) dating from in
2010.

Reiterated Request for Notice.

KFOW again requests at least ten days’ advance notice of any action by FORA
as to the Gigling and South Boundary Road projects.  FORA did not provide notice
other than sending links to the agenda packet which was only general notice and
required several additional steps for me to dig out the limited descriptions of items were
on the agenda and what the items were actually going to cover, based on an additional
review of the packet materials.  KFOW wants to participate in future hearings on these
and all other FORA road projects.  Thank you.

Very truly yours,

STAMP | ERICKSON 

/s/ Molly Erickson

Molly Erickson
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From: Sean Marciniak
To: "bdelgado62@gmail.com"; "frank.oconnell93933@gmail.com"; Councilmember Morton; Councilmember Amadeo;

David Brown; attys@wellingtonlaw.com
Cc: "jgiffen@kahlaw.net"; "McKeeCJ@co.monterey.ca.us"; "Attys@WellingtonLaw.com"; Art Coon; Giselle

Roohparvar; Wilson Wendt; FORA Board; Supervisor Alejo; Supervisor Phillips; "district4@co.monterey.ca.us";
Supervisor Salinas; Supervisor Adams; "COB@co.monterey.ca.us"; "laberkley@gmail.com"; "kbiala@icloud.com";
"MRB93933@gmail.com"; "David.Burnett454@sbcglobal.net"; "timledesma12@gmail.com";
"Tommann524@gmail.com"; "adam_urrutia@yahoo.com"; Josephine Velazquez

Subject: November 22, 2017 Ltr. to City of Marina re Exercise of Development Review Authority.PDF [IWOV-
iManage.FID961270]

Date: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 9:18:00 AM
Attachments: November 22, 2017 Ltr. to City of Marina re Exercise of Development Revi....pdf

Dear Honorable Members of the Marina City Council,
 
Please find attached a letter, sent on behalf of Marina Community Partners, respectfully requesting
that the City Council exercise development review authority over the County of Monterey’s approval
of its Safe Parking Program at 2616 First Avenue in the City of Marina.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sean Marciniak | Miller Starr Regalia
1331 North California Boulevard, Fifth Floor, Walnut Creek, CA 94596
t: 925.935.9400 | f: 925.933.4126 | sean.marciniak@msrlegal.com |  www.msrlegal.com

MILLER STARR REGALIA CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION
This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not an intended recipient, or the
employee or agent responsible for delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify
the sender by replying to this message or by telephone. Thank you.
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1331 N. California Blvd. 
Fifth Floor 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 


T 925 935 9400 
F 925 933 4126 
www.msrlegal.com 


Sean R. Marciniak 
Direct Dial: 925 941 3245 
sean.marciniak@msrlegal.com 
 


Offices:  Walnut Creek / San Francisco / Newport Beach 


November 22, 2017 


VIA E-MAIL  
 
Members of the City Council 
City of Marina 
211 Hillcrest Ave 
Marina, CA 93933 
Emails:  bdelgado62@gmail.com; 
frank.oconnell93933@gmail.com; 
gmorton@montereyfamilylaw.com; 
nancyamadeo@gmail.com; 
davidwaynebrown@aol.com 
 


Robert W. Rathie 
Wellington Law Offices 
857 Cass Street, Suite D 
Monterey, CA 93940 
E-Mail: attys@wellingtonlaw.com 


Re: Request that City of Marina Exercise Development Review Authority Over 
County of Monterey’s Approval of Safe Parking Program at 2616 First Ave.       
.        


Dear Honorable Members of the City Council 


As you know, Miller Starr Regalia represents Marina Community Partners with 
respect to its management of The Dunes Project in the City of Marina.  As you also 
know, on November 14, 2017, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors appears 
to have approved, at least in part, the operation of a Safe Parking Program at 2616 
First Avenue in the City of Marina.  By this letter, our client requests that the City 
Council exercise its development review authority over the County’s approval, as 
required by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act (the “Act”).  (Pub. Res. Code, § 67650 
et seq.)  Because the County’s decision violates the Act, the City should also deny 
the County’s proposal.   


The Act requires that, after a city or county’s general plan has been certified as 
consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan, “development review authority shall 
be exercised by the respective county or city over any development proposed within 
the area to which the general plan applies.”  (See Pub. Res. Code, § 67675.8(b).)   


Here, it is indisputable that (1) 2616 First Avenue sits within the area governed by 
the City’s General Plan (see General Plan, Figure 1.1); and (2) that the City’s 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance have been certified as consistent with the Base 
Reuse Plan (see, e.g., FORA Resolution Nos. 7-03, 16-13).   
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Meanwhile, the County’s Safe Parking Program, which would permit overnight 
camping in recreational vehicles on 2616 First Avenue (the “Project Site”), 
constitutes a change of use and a de facto rezoning of this property.  This 
conclusion stems from the fact that (1) the Project Site currently is used as 
accessory parking to the County’s on-site public institution uses; and (2) the City 
already has addressed the permissibility of camping at the Project Site — and 
prohibited it. The University Villages Specific Plan, which sets forth the zoning 
regulations for the area, designates 2616 First Street as an “Office Research” zone. 
In such zones, the Specific Plan explicitly prohibits camping. (Specific Plan, p. 106, 
Table 5.6.) The Marina Municipal Code, meanwhile, directly prohibits camping 
overnight in vehicles. (MMC, § 10.40.150.)  The effect of the Safe Parking Program, 
then, is to modify the zoning that applies to the Project Site, as well as change the 
land uses allowed at the location, thereby qualifying as “development proposed 
within the area.”  (See Pub. Res. Code, § 67675.6(a).)  


Accordingly, the City Council is obligated to exercise its development review 
authority over the County’s proposed development.  To the extent the County has 
indicated it enjoys sovereign immunity, and need not follow any City laws, this 
assertion is incorrect.  While there are some instances where a county, owning 
property in a city, can ignore that city’s land use regulations, those instances are 
limited and are not present here.  A county only enjoys sovereign immunity in the 
maintenance and operation of county-owned property where (1) the county is 
addressing a matter of statewide concern, as opposed to a local affair; and (2) the 
county is seeking to avoid purely local, city-adopted ordinances. 
 
Here, the County’s Safe Parking Program is intended to reduce “crime and dumping 
of trash and refuse” and human waste on local County roads and fields. (November 
14, 2017 County Staff Report, p. 3; November 14, 2017 Board of Supervisors 
hearing.)  These are local affairs. More importantly, the County’s proposal to 
operate the Safe Parking Program at 2616 First Avenue not only conflicts with 
ordinances and land use plans adopted by the City of Marina, but the land use 
blueprint appearing in the Base Reuse Plan.  This Plan, in turn, highlights The 
Dunes Project area as a sensitive site due to its visibility from Highway 1 and its 
location in a scenic corridor, and calls the site a “key mixed-use district” that has the 
potential to provide “streetscape vitality” and a “neighborhood image.” (Base Reuse 
Plan, pp. 152-154.)  In planning for this area’s development, the authors of the Base 
Reuse Plan designated this area as a Planned Development Mixed Use zone, and 
set forth a menu of land uses allowed on the site. (Base Reuse Plan, p. 100, Table 
3.4-1.)  Overnight camping in recreational vehicles, or any other location, is not a 
permitted use in this area. (See id.) 
 
Finally, any claim of sovereign immunity is abrogated by the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority Act, which provides that “[n]o local agency shall permit, approve, or 
otherwise allow any development or other change of use within the area of the base 
that is outside the jurisdiction of that local agency.”  (Pub. Res. Code, § 
67675.8(b)(1) [Emph. added].) 
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The County has developed the Safe Parking Program in an effort to provide a small 
segment of the County’s homeless population with a safe and controlled area to 
sleep.  Our client believes the initiative, in principle, is venerable, and we suspect 
the City of Marina feels the same way.  However, locating the program at 2616 First 
Street constitutes poor planning.  The Project Site is bordered on three sides by 
dozens of abandoned military barracks in various states of disrepair and, a short 
distance to the west, there is a highway underpass (Divarty Street) that is poorly lit.  
This area is already unsafe at night, presenting a danger to students and other 
citizens who pass through the area.  Since April of this year, Marina police have 
been called to the area 149 times.   


The conditions that originally spurred the County to create the Safe Parking 
Program included “crime and the dumping of trash and refuse.” While we 
understand the Safe Parking Program will include social services, we ask the City to 
consider the impacts — both social and environmental — of placing an at-risk 
population next to a sea of abandoned buildings and the Divarty Street underpass. 


We also submit, respectfully, that the City must deny the County’s proposal.  Again, 
the Safe Parking Program is in conflict with the University Specific Plan, the Base 
Reuse Plan, and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act. (See Specific Plan, p. 106, Table 
5.6; MMC, § 10.40.150; Base Reuse Plan, pp. 100, 152-154, Table 3.4-1; Pub. Res. 
Code, §§ 67675.6, 676765.8.)  As a matter of law, it cannot be approved or 
implemented.  


Please confirm that the City will review, and make formal determinations regarding, 
the County’s Safe Parking Program, and advise us when the matter will be set for 
hearing.  This issue is extremely important to our clients, area residents, and other 
stakeholders in the City of Marina.  


Sincerely, 
 
MILLER STARR REGALIA 
 


 
 
Sean Marciniak 
 
cc: Clients 


Wilson Wendt, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Arthur F. Coon, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Giselle S. Roohparvar, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Members of the City of Marina Planning Commission (laberkley@gmail.com; 


kbiala@icloud.com; MRB93933@gmail.com; David.Burnett454@sbcglobal.net; 
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timledesma12@gmail.com; Tommann524@gmail.com; 
adam_urrutia@yahoo.com) 


Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board of Directors (board@fora.org) 
Jonathon Giffen, Counsel for FORA (jgiffen@kahlaw.net) 
Members of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 


(district1@co.monterey.ca.us; district2@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district3@co.monterey.ca.us; district4@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district5@co.monterey.ca.us)  


Charles J. McKee, Monterey County Counsel (McKeeCJ@co.monterey.ca.us) 
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1331 N. California Blvd. 
Fifth Floor 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 

T 925 935 9400 
F 925 933 4126 
www.msrlegal.com 

Sean R. Marciniak 
Direct Dial: 925 941 3245 
sean.marciniak@msrlegal.com 
 

Offices:  Walnut Creek / San Francisco / Newport Beach 

November 22, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL  
 
Members of the City Council 
City of Marina 
211 Hillcrest Ave 
Marina, CA 93933 
Emails:  bdelgado62@gmail.com; 
frank.oconnell93933@gmail.com; 
gmorton@montereyfamilylaw.com; 
nancyamadeo@gmail.com; 
davidwaynebrown@aol.com 
 

Robert W. Rathie 
Wellington Law Offices 
857 Cass Street, Suite D 
Monterey, CA 93940 
E-Mail: attys@wellingtonlaw.com 

Re: Request that City of Marina Exercise Development Review Authority Over 
County of Monterey’s Approval of Safe Parking Program at 2616 First Ave.       
.        

Dear Honorable Members of the City Council 

As you know, Miller Starr Regalia represents Marina Community Partners with 
respect to its management of The Dunes Project in the City of Marina.  As you also 
know, on November 14, 2017, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors appears 
to have approved, at least in part, the operation of a Safe Parking Program at 2616 
First Avenue in the City of Marina.  By this letter, our client requests that the City 
Council exercise its development review authority over the County’s approval, as 
required by the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act (the “Act”).  (Pub. Res. Code, § 67650 
et seq.)  Because the County’s decision violates the Act, the City should also deny 
the County’s proposal.   

The Act requires that, after a city or county’s general plan has been certified as 
consistent with the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan, “development review authority shall 
be exercised by the respective county or city over any development proposed within 
the area to which the general plan applies.”  (See Pub. Res. Code, § 67675.8(b).)   

Here, it is indisputable that (1) 2616 First Avenue sits within the area governed by 
the City’s General Plan (see General Plan, Figure 1.1); and (2) that the City’s 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance have been certified as consistent with the Base 
Reuse Plan (see, e.g., FORA Resolution Nos. 7-03, 16-13).   
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Meanwhile, the County’s Safe Parking Program, which would permit overnight 
camping in recreational vehicles on 2616 First Avenue (the “Project Site”), 
constitutes a change of use and a de facto rezoning of this property.  This 
conclusion stems from the fact that (1) the Project Site currently is used as 
accessory parking to the County’s on-site public institution uses; and (2) the City 
already has addressed the permissibility of camping at the Project Site — and 
prohibited it. The University Villages Specific Plan, which sets forth the zoning 
regulations for the area, designates 2616 First Street as an “Office Research” zone. 
In such zones, the Specific Plan explicitly prohibits camping. (Specific Plan, p. 106, 
Table 5.6.) The Marina Municipal Code, meanwhile, directly prohibits camping 
overnight in vehicles. (MMC, § 10.40.150.)  The effect of the Safe Parking Program, 
then, is to modify the zoning that applies to the Project Site, as well as change the 
land uses allowed at the location, thereby qualifying as “development proposed 
within the area.”  (See Pub. Res. Code, § 67675.6(a).)  

Accordingly, the City Council is obligated to exercise its development review 
authority over the County’s proposed development.  To the extent the County has 
indicated it enjoys sovereign immunity, and need not follow any City laws, this 
assertion is incorrect.  While there are some instances where a county, owning 
property in a city, can ignore that city’s land use regulations, those instances are 
limited and are not present here.  A county only enjoys sovereign immunity in the 
maintenance and operation of county-owned property where (1) the county is 
addressing a matter of statewide concern, as opposed to a local affair; and (2) the 
county is seeking to avoid purely local, city-adopted ordinances. 
 
Here, the County’s Safe Parking Program is intended to reduce “crime and dumping 
of trash and refuse” and human waste on local County roads and fields. (November 
14, 2017 County Staff Report, p. 3; November 14, 2017 Board of Supervisors 
hearing.)  These are local affairs. More importantly, the County’s proposal to 
operate the Safe Parking Program at 2616 First Avenue not only conflicts with 
ordinances and land use plans adopted by the City of Marina, but the land use 
blueprint appearing in the Base Reuse Plan.  This Plan, in turn, highlights The 
Dunes Project area as a sensitive site due to its visibility from Highway 1 and its 
location in a scenic corridor, and calls the site a “key mixed-use district” that has the 
potential to provide “streetscape vitality” and a “neighborhood image.” (Base Reuse 
Plan, pp. 152-154.)  In planning for this area’s development, the authors of the Base 
Reuse Plan designated this area as a Planned Development Mixed Use zone, and 
set forth a menu of land uses allowed on the site. (Base Reuse Plan, p. 100, Table 
3.4-1.)  Overnight camping in recreational vehicles, or any other location, is not a 
permitted use in this area. (See id.) 
 
Finally, any claim of sovereign immunity is abrogated by the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority Act, which provides that “[n]o local agency shall permit, approve, or 
otherwise allow any development or other change of use within the area of the base 
that is outside the jurisdiction of that local agency.”  (Pub. Res. Code, § 
67675.8(b)(1) [Emph. added].) 
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The County has developed the Safe Parking Program in an effort to provide a small 
segment of the County’s homeless population with a safe and controlled area to 
sleep.  Our client believes the initiative, in principle, is venerable, and we suspect 
the City of Marina feels the same way.  However, locating the program at 2616 First 
Street constitutes poor planning.  The Project Site is bordered on three sides by 
dozens of abandoned military barracks in various states of disrepair and, a short 
distance to the west, there is a highway underpass (Divarty Street) that is poorly lit.  
This area is already unsafe at night, presenting a danger to students and other 
citizens who pass through the area.  Since April of this year, Marina police have 
been called to the area 149 times.   

The conditions that originally spurred the County to create the Safe Parking 
Program included “crime and the dumping of trash and refuse.” While we 
understand the Safe Parking Program will include social services, we ask the City to 
consider the impacts — both social and environmental — of placing an at-risk 
population next to a sea of abandoned buildings and the Divarty Street underpass. 

We also submit, respectfully, that the City must deny the County’s proposal.  Again, 
the Safe Parking Program is in conflict with the University Specific Plan, the Base 
Reuse Plan, and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act. (See Specific Plan, p. 106, Table 
5.6; MMC, § 10.40.150; Base Reuse Plan, pp. 100, 152-154, Table 3.4-1; Pub. Res. 
Code, §§ 67675.6, 676765.8.)  As a matter of law, it cannot be approved or 
implemented.  

Please confirm that the City will review, and make formal determinations regarding, 
the County’s Safe Parking Program, and advise us when the matter will be set for 
hearing.  This issue is extremely important to our clients, area residents, and other 
stakeholders in the City of Marina.  

Sincerely, 
 
MILLER STARR REGALIA 
 

 
 
Sean Marciniak 
 
cc: Clients 

Wilson Wendt, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Arthur F. Coon, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Giselle S. Roohparvar, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Members of the City of Marina Planning Commission (laberkley@gmail.com; 

kbiala@icloud.com; MRB93933@gmail.com; David.Burnett454@sbcglobal.net; 
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timledesma12@gmail.com; Tommann524@gmail.com; 
adam_urrutia@yahoo.com) 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board of Directors (board@fora.org) 
Jonathon Giffen, Counsel for FORA (jgiffen@kahlaw.net) 
Members of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

(district1@co.monterey.ca.us; district2@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district3@co.monterey.ca.us; district4@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district5@co.monterey.ca.us)  

Charles J. McKee, Monterey County Counsel (McKeeCJ@co.monterey.ca.us) 



Monterey County

Board Report

168 West Alisal Street,
1st Floor

Salinas, CA 93901
831.755.5066

a. Adopt a Resolution to allow the Department of Social Services to create and implement a temporary Safe
Parking Program to assist those living in their vehicles (4/5th vote required);
b. Approve and authorize the Director of the Department of Social Services to sign an agreement with Orphan
Productions for $150,000 to provide a safe parking program for the period of November 30, 2017 through
November 29, 2018;
c. Authorize the Director of the Department of Social Services to sign up to three amendments to this
agreement where the total amendments do not exceed 10% of the original contract amount ($15,000), and do
not significantly change the scope of work;
d .Find the project Categorically Exempt per Section 15269(c) of the CEQA Guidelines as an Urgent Threat to
the Public Health and Safety;
e. Approve the attached Resolution with findings and evidence supporting this recommendation for
consideration. Staff recommends approval; and
f. Approve and authorize the Auditor-Controller to increase appropriations in the adopted FY 17/18 Community
Programs Budget 001-5010-SOC004-8258 in the amount $87,500 using funds from one of the options
discussed in the Financing Section of this Board Report (4/5ths vote required).

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors:
a. Adopt a Resolution to allow the Department of Social Services to create and implement a temporary Safe
Parking Program to assist those living in their vehicles (4/5th vote required);
b. Approve and authorize the Director of the Department of Social Services to sign an agreement with Orphan
Productions for $150,000 to provide a safe parking program for the period of November 30, 2017 through
November 29, 2018;
c. Authorize the Director of the Department of Social Services to sign up to three amendments to this
agreement where the total amendments do not exceed 10% of the original contract amount ($15,000), and do
not significantly change the scope of work;
d .Find the project Categorically Exempt per Section 15269(c) of the CEQA Guidelines as an Urgent Threat to
the Public Health and Safety;
e. Approve the attached Resolution with findings and evidence supporting this recommendation for
consideration. Staff recommends approval; and
f. Approve and authorize the Auditor-Controller to increase appropriations in the adopted FY 17/18 Community
Programs Budget 001-5010-SOC004-8258 in the amount $87,500 using funds from one of the options
discussed in the Financing Section of this Board Report (4/5ths vote required).

SUMMARY/DISCUSSION:
In the County of Monterey, there are increasing numbers of homeless individuals living in their vehicles as a
last resort form of housing. Vehicle dwelling by persons experiencing homelessness is scattered throughout the
County, with some areas having greater density of occupied vehicles than others. Vehicles provide a sense of
security for persons experiencing homelessness, as they help alleviate fears that are commonly associated with
living on the streets or in a shelter. Throughout the County, several ordinances have been enacted that do not
allow for overnight parking. Thus, homeless individuals living in their vehicles must move repeatedly, or risk
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citations and towing. This lack of stability further entrenches individuals into homelessness, and negatively
impacts their path to self-sufficiency and housing.

In response to a referral from a member of the Board of Supervisors, as well as the issues of homeless vehicle
dwellers on Lapis Road, in Monterey County, a meeting was convened to discuss emergent Safe Parking needs
in the County. Several subsequent meetings were held with multiple County departments represented. These
discussions resulted in a recommendation that a location for Safe Parking be identified to avoid imposing
additional hardships on vehicle dwellers and that a formal solicitation for a service provider to manage and
operate the Safe Parking program in multiple sites throughout Monterey County be released by the Department
of Social Services (DSS).

In August 2017, DSS released Request for Qualifications (RFQ) #10639 to find a qualified vendor to provide
the Safe Parking Program.  DSS received one response to the RFQ and Pass the Word Ministry (PTWM) was
tentatively awarded the contract through this formal solicitation process. PTWM later withdrew from contract
negotiations due to liability concerns.  A new vendor has been identified and a sole source justification has been
approved by the County’s Contracts/Purchasing Officer.

This agreement with Orphan Productions provides a Safe Parking Program that allows for overnight parking in
the lot of the District 4 Supervisor Office, in the Coastal Office Building at 2616 First Ave. Marina, CA 93933.
Hours of operations of the site will be 7PM to 7AM seven days a week. The term of planned operation is
November 30, 2017 to November 29, 2018. The Safe Parking Program also includes information about, and
referral to, community resources to connect persons experiencing homelessness with homeless service
providers.

Other locations may emerge as sites for the program to expand, if necessary, to accommodate the large need for
parking sites.  Any future sites will be brought back to the Board of Supervisors for approval and discussed
with County Counsel and the Resource Management Agency - Planning Department for a CEQA evaluation
before approval of any new sites.

Resource Management Agency - Planning Department, evaluated the Coastal Office Building parking lot site
and found it is Categorically Exempt per Section 15269(c) of CEQA Guidelines, as an Urgent Threat to the
Public Health and Safety.

As part of this resolution to create and implement a temporary Safe Parking Program to assist those living in
their vehicles, the Board of Supervisors makes the following findings:

a) Homelessness is a serious and ongoing problem within the County of Monterey which requires
immediate action by the Board of Supervisors for the preservation of the public peace, health, and
safety.

b) According to the 2017 Monterey County Homeless Census and Survey, the population experiencing
homelessness within the County of Monterey has increased by 23% since 2015, with a 57% increase
being experienced in the City of Salinas.

c) Lapis Road is a County road just north of the City of Marina and just west of Del Monte Boulevard and
east of Highway 1 in the unincorporated area of Monterey County.  Homeless individuals are living in
vehicles along the side of this road without appropriate services.  These individuals park a variety of
vehicles, including motor homes, cars, and trailers, on the shoulder of the road and use these vehicles to
sleep and live in.  The uncontrolled use of the road for this purpose has resulted in serious health and
safety problems with the condition and use of the road and the County right-of-way, including crime
and dumping of trash and refuse, that required County intervention to control. Implementation of a
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temporary Safe Parking Program will give these individuals a place to park their vehicles overnight and
also to receive services to help them break the cycle of homelessness.

d) The Board of Supervisors has recently directed staff to pursue short and long term solutions for
homeless housing, including but not limited to, development of a Safe Parking program, as proposed in
this Resolution.

e) Creation and implementation of a temporary Safe Parking Program to assist those living in their
vehicles, is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to section 15269
(c) of the CEQA Guidelines because it is necessary to mitigate an immediate threat to public peace,
health, and safety and to address an immediate need for shelter for some homeless in the upcoming
winter pending development of a longer-term solution.

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT:
This policy has been reviewed and approved as to form by County Counsel.

Purchasing has reviewed and approved this agreement. County Counsel has approved the agreement as to form.

FINANCING:
The recommended action will result in a total financial commitment of $87,500 in the current year and $62,500
in FY 2018-19.  On October 10, 2017, the Board of Supervisors received the First Quarterly Budget Update
from the County Administrative Budget Office that disclosed over $13 million in unfunded issues that have
emerged since the adoption of the FY 2017-18 Budget.  The County Administrative Budget Office proposed
using transient occupancy tax (TOT) revenues in excess of the required road fund maintenance of effort to
finance various community needs.  The Board requested follow up reports come back to discuss the impacts to
the road fund under the TOT proposal and any other possible alternative funding solutions.  Options to fund the
$87,500 appropriation required to implement recommended actions in FY 17/18 include:

· Option 1 - Use $87,500 from savings in the County Contributions-Other Budget 001-CAO013-1050-
8029 that come from reduced financing needs for the Monterey Bay Community Power Project.

· Option 2 - Use of $87,500 from Transient Occupancy Taxes currently allocated to the Road Fund above
the required maintenance of effort as proposed by the County Administrative Office during the October
10,2017 Quarterly Budget Update by reducing the operating transfers out from the General Fund (001-
CAO017-1050-8038).

· Option 3 - Use of $87,500 unrecognized Cannabis Revenues.

· Option 4 - By reducing appropriations by $87,500 in Social Services Budget 001-5010-SOC005-8282
for child abuse prevention contracts.  These services offer cost effective support to families in
overcoming challenges and concerns that could otherwise result in foster care placement for children.

·
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS STRATEGIC INITIATIVES:
Homelessness is an issue that has compounding effects on those experiencing it and the average life expectancy
for individuals experiencing homelessness is 25 years less than those in stable housing. This safe parking
program provides a safe and sanitary short-term solution for homeless individuals who are living in their
vehicles while they are paired with support services that will assist them in finding permanent housing.
Services that support families in obtaining stable, permanent housing create a pathway to other systems that can
ultimately lead to better health and quality of life.
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Mark a check to the related Board of Supervisors Strategic Initiatives
__Economic Development
__Administration
X Health & Human Services
__Infrastructure
__Public Safety

Prepared by: Lauren Suwansupa, MA II, x3584

Approved by: Elliott Robinson, Director Social Services, x4430

Attachments: Orphan Productions Agreement, Orphan Productions Sole Source

Proposed agreement is on file with Clerk of the Board as an attachment to this Board Report
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Adopt a resolution to: 

a. Adopt a Resolution to allow the Department of Social Services to create and implement a 

temporary Safe Parking Program to assist those living in their vehicles; 

b. Approve and authorize the Director of the Department of Social Services to sign an 

agreement with Orphan Productions for $150,000 to provide a safe parking program for 

the period of November 30, 2017 through November 29, 2018; 

c. Authorize the Director of the Department of Social Services to sign up to three 

amendments to this agreement where the total amendments do not exceed 10% of the 

original contract amount ($15,000), and do not significantly change the scope of work;  

d. Find the project Categorically Exempt per Section 15269(c) of the CEQA Guidelines as 

an Urgent Threat to the Public Health and Safety; 

e. Approve the attached Resolution with findings and evidence supporting this 

recommendation for consideration. Staff recommends approval; and 

f. Approve and authorize the Auditor-Controller to increase appropriations in the adopted 

FY 17/18 Community Programs Budget 001-5010-SOC004-8258 in the amount $87,500 

using funds from one of the options discussed in the Financing Section of this Board 

Report. 

 

WHEREAS, Monterey County Board of Supervisors directed that a location for temporary Safe 

Parking be identified and a formal solicitation for a service provider to manage and operate a 

Safe Parking Program be released to assist those living in their vehicles who desire permanent 

housing and the skills and income necessary to support permanent housing; and 

 

WHEREAS, The County of Monterey, through the Department of Social Services, advertised a 

Request for Qualifications (RFQ) for a Safe Parking Program and received one proposal from Pass 

the Word Ministry, a non-profit 501(c)(3) based in Monterey; and  

 

WHEREAS, The County of Monterey, through the Department of Social Services released 

Request for Qualifications (RFQ) #10639 and tentatively awarded Pass the Word Ministry as the 

only responsive provider through this formal solicitation process; and 

 

WHEREAS, Pass the Word Ministry withdrew from contract negotiations due to liability 

concerns and the Department of Social Services identified Orphan Productions to operate the 

Safe Parking program through a Sole Source request, as Orphan Productions is operated by the 

same person who was part of the Pass the Word Ministry, but Orphan Productions is a separate 

and distinct non-profit organization; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Department of Social Services is contracting with Orphan Productions for the 

operation of the temporary Safe Parking Program at one location at the Monterey County Coastal 

Office parking lot, located at 2616 First Avenue Marina, California, 93933, operating between 

the hours of 7 p.m. and 7 a.m. from November 30, 2017, through November 29, 2018; and 

 

WHEREAS, the County of Monterey through the Department of Social Services has negotiated 

an agreement with Orphan Productions to perform the services and said agreement is being brought 

to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors for approval with this resolution; and  

 

WHEREAS, the agreement with Orphan Productions for the operation of the emergency safe 

parking program, will include, but is not limited to, assessment and referrals for a full range of 

case management services for those admitted to the program, a location monitor to oversee the 
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safety of those parking at the location and to monitor program compliance, development of a 

security plan, community outreach plan, and sanitation plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, implementation of such agreement and establishment of temporary Safe Parking 

Program operated at the Coastal Office Building, 2616 First Ave., Marina, California, 93933, is 

statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to section 15269(c) 

of the CEQA Guidelines because it is necessary to mitigate an immediate threat to public peace, 

health, and safety and to address an immediate need for shelter for the homeless in the upcoming 

winter pending development of a longer-term solution. 

 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors, of 

the County of Monterey, adopts this Resolution To:  

 

a. Adopt a Resolution to allow the Department of Social Services to create and implement a 

temporary Safe Parking Program to assist those living in their vehicles; 

b. Approve and authorize the Director of the Department of Social Services to sign an 

agreement with Orphan Productions for $150,000 to provide a safe parking program for 

the period of November 30, 2017 through November 29, 2018; 

c. Authorize the Director of the Department of Social Services to sign up to three 

amendments to this agreement where the total amendments do not exceed 10% of the 

original contract amount ($15,000), and do not significantly change the scope of work;  

d. Find the project Categorically Exempt per Section 15269(c) of the CEQA Guidelines as 

an Urgent Threat to the Public Health and Safety; 

e. Approve the attached Resolution with findings and evidence supporting this 

recommendation for consideration. Staff recommends approval; and 

f. Approve and authorize the Auditor-Controller to increase appropriations in the adopted 

FY 17/18 Community Programs Budget 001-5010-SOC004-8258 in the amount $87,500 

using funds from one of the options discussed in the Financing Section of this Board 

Report. 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this ______ day of ________________, 2017 by the following 

vote, to wit:   

 

AYES:  

NOES:  

ABSENT:  

 
I, Gail Borkowski, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California, hereby certify 

that the foregoing is a true copy of an original order of said Board Supervisors duly made and entered in the minutes 

thereof of Minute Book ____, for the meeting on ________. 

 

Dated: 

 

Gayle Borkowski, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, County of Monterey, State of California. 

 

By___________________________________ 

Deputy 
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1331 N. California Blvd. 
Fifth Floor 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 

T 925 935 9400 
F 925 933 4126 
www.msrlegal.com 

Sean R. Marciniak 
Direct Dial: 925 941 3245 
sean.marciniak@msrlegal.com 

Offices:  Walnut Creek / San Francisco / Newport Beach

November 13, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL 
 
Honorable Members of the Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors 
168 West Alisal Street, 1st Floor 
Salinas, CA  93901 

 

Re: November 14, 2017 Public Meeting, Item 18.1; File A 17-442 
 
Dear Honorable Members of the Board: 

Miller Starr Regalia represents Marina Community Partners-Shea Homes with 
respect to its management of The Dunes Project in the City of Marina.  On our 
clients’ behalf, we wish to comment on the County’s proposal to operate a Safe 
Parking Program at 2616 First Avenue, which falls within The Dunes Project 
planning area.   

While our client commends the County in its efforts to provide a safe place for 
homeless individuals to camp in their vehicles, it would constitute a violation of local 
and state law to situate the Safe Parking Program at 2616 First Avenue.  Operating 
the Program at this site would constitute an incompatible land use that contradicts 
the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan and the University Villages Specific Plan, and has the 
potential to significantly affect the environment.  The County therefore must select 
an alternative site. 

The Safe Parking Program is incompatible with the Base Reuse Plan.  The 
Base Reuse Plan is a creature of State law that was designed to provide a 
comprehensive blueprint for reuse of the Fort Ord military base.  (See Gov. Code, § 
67675.)  Much like a local agency’s general plan, the Base Reuse Plan designates 
properties within Fort Ord for residential, commercial, and other uses, and provides 
standards and criteria for development and public safety within its planning area.  
(Gov. Code, § 67675(c).)  The Base Reuse Plan highlighted The Dunes Project area 
as a sensitive site, due to its visibility from Highway 1 and its location in a scenic 
corridor, and called the site a “key mixed-use district” that had the potential to 
provide “streetscape vitality” and a “neighborhood image.”  (Plan, pp. 152-154.)  In 
many respects, The Dunes Project area is a centerpiece of development within Fort 
Ord.  In planning for its development, the authors of the Base Reuse Plan 
designated this area as a Planned Development Mixed Use zone, and set forth a 
menu of land uses allowed on the site.  (Base Reuse Plan, p. 100, Table 3.4-1.)  
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Overnight camping in recreational vehicles, or any other location, is not a permitted 
use in this area.  (See id.) 

Even if the Base Reuse Plan was ambiguous on this point, or did allow for camping, 
it is not the County but the City of Marina that regulates The Dunes Project area, 
and what land uses ultimately are allowed there.  The Base Reuse Plan explicitly 
provides that the “City or County containing the Base Reuse Planned Development 
Mixed Use land use designation shall have the authority in various parts or areas 
with such designation to prohibit some of the overall set of uses which might 
otherwise be allowable ….”  (Id.)    

The City of Marina’s land use regulations prohibit camping at 2616 First 
Avenue.  The City has, in fact, addressed the permissibility of camping and similar 
activities at the proposed Safe Parking Program site.  The University Villages 
Specific Plan, which guides development in The Dunes Project Area, designates 
2616 First Street as an “Office Research” zone.  In such zones, the Specific Plan 
explicitly prohibits camping.  (Specific Plan, p. 106, Table 5.6.)  The Marina 
Municipal Code, meanwhile, directly prohibits camping overnight in vehicles.  (MMC, 
§ 10.40.150.) 

The University Villages Specific Plan is not just a local law, but an implementation of 
the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan.  (Base Reuse Plan, p. 154 [specific plan to be 
prepared to implement Plan goals].)  The City’s zoning ordinances, meanwhile, are 
consistent with the Base Reuse Plan, and also serve to implement its goals.  (See, 
e.g.,  Gov. Code, § 67675.5 [setting forth requirement that zoning ordinances for 
cities within Fort Ord demonstrate consistency with Base Reuse Plan].)   Amending 
the Specific Plan and applicable zoning, then, to allow for camping at 2616 First 
Avenue would require the consent of not only the City, but the Fort Ord Reuse 
Authority Board of Directors.  Any such amendment would also have to be deemed 
consistent with the Base Reuse Plan.  (See, e.g., Gov. Code, §§ 67675.6, 67675.8)   
Without the consent of these agencies and a consistency determination, any 
proposed change of use within The Dunes Project area would be illegal.        

While there are some instances where a county, owning property in a city, can 
ignore that city’s land use law, those instances are limited and are not present here.  
A county only enjoys sovereign immunity in the maintenance and operation of 
county-owned property where (1) the county is addressing a matter of statewide 
concern, as opposed to a local affair; and (2) the county is seeking to avoid purely 
local, city-adopted ordinances.   

Here, the County’s Safe Parking Program is intended to reduce “crime and dumping 
of trash and refuse” on local County roads.  (November 14, 2017 Staff Report, p. 3.)  
This is a local affair.  More importantly, the County’s proposal to operate the Safe 
Parking Program at 2616 First Avenue not only conflicts with ordinances and land 
use plans adopted by the City of Marina, but the land use blueprint appearing in the 
Base Reuse Plan, which was adopted per the direction of the State Legislature.  
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Again, in crafting this plan, the State Legislature vested the City — and only the City 
— with land use authority over properties situated within its municipal limits.  (See 
Base Reuse Plan, p. 100, Table 3.4-1.)  The upshot is this:  the County’s action not 
only violates local city law, but the laws of the State.     

The Safe Parking Program is not exempt from environmental review.  Finally, 
even if the County had the authority to establish a camping use in The Dunes 
Project area, it could not abbreviate the environmental review of this project as 
County staff have recommended.  The County Board Report currently proposes to 
exempt the Safe Parking Program from the purview of the California Environmental 
Quality Act under section 15269(c) of the CEQA Guidelines.  However, section 
15269(c) exempts “[s]pecific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an 
emergency.”  (Emph. added.)  An “emergency,” meanwhile, is defined under CEQA 
to mean a “sudden, unexpected occurrence, involving a clear and imminent danger, 
demanding immediate action to prevent or mitigate loss of, or damage to, life, 
health, property, or essential public services.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21060.3.)  Under 
applicable law, an “emergency” includes “such occurrences as fire, flood, 
earthquake or other soil or geologic movements, as well as such occurrences as 
riot, accident, or sabotage.”  (Id.)  While homelessness is both a serious and tragic 
issue, it is not a sudden, unexpected occurrence, nor does it fall within the list of 
qualifying emergencies articulated above.  In short, the social problems that the 
Safe Parking Program seeks to address do not qualify as an “emergency,” as 
defined under CEQA.   

Meanwhile, to the extent that County staff believes the Safe Parking Program is 
exempt from environmental review because it is “temporary,” we wish to point out 
that the Program is proposed to operate for at least one year, until November 29, 
2018, with no definitive sunset date (e.g., there is no provision that prevents it from 
being renewed).  To the extent CEQA exempts temporary uses, it only contemplates 
seasonal uses with negligible impacts such as carnivals or the sale of Christmas 
trees. (14 CCR, § 15304.) The Safe Parking Program does not fall within this 
contemplation.   

Finally, we ask the Board to consider that, bordering on three sides of 2616 First 
Avenue, there exist dozens of abandoned military barracks in various states of 
disrepair (see photos below), as well as access under Highway 1 to the beach (via 
Divarty Street; see photo below).  A rock crushing operation, meanwhile, is located 
west of 2616 First Avenue.  The abandoned barracks, the frontage along the rock 
crushing operation, and the area beneath the bridge are already unsafe at night, 
presenting a danger to students and other citizens who pass through the area.  The 
conditions, meanwhile, that originally spurred the County to create the Safe Parking 
Program included “crime and the dumping of trash and refuse.”  While we 
understand the Safe Parking Program will include social services, we ask the 
County to reconsider the impacts — both social and environmental — of placing an 
at-risk population next to a sea of abandoned buildings and the Divarty Street 
underpass.  This circumstance is unusual and creates a reasonable possibility of a 
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significant effect on the environment, and thus would prevent the Safe Parking 
Program from qualifying for any categorical exemption from CEQA.  (See 14 CCR, 
§ 15300.2.) 

 
Photo showing 2616 First Avenue and dozens of surrounding, abandoned barracks  

 
Abandoned barracks located adjacent to First Avenue 
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Divarty Street underpass, providing access under Highway 1 to the beach 

The County must undertake a more robust environmental review of its Safe Parking 
Program proposal, either in the form of a negative declaration or environmental 
impact report.  This study must focus, at minimum, on the public safety and blight 
impacts of the proposed action.   

* * * 

Our clients do not disagree that persons camping in vehicles should be directed 
toward safe, off-street locations, and provided with social services.  However, any 
such action should be implemented on an appropriate site, should be cognizant of 
the Base Reuse Plan and its implementing regulations, and should undergo more 
thorough environmental review.    

Sincerely, 
 
MILLER STARR REGALIA 
 

 
 
Sean Marciniak 
 
cc: Cients 

Wilson Wendt, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
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1331 N. California Blvd. 
Fifth Floor 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 

T 925 935 9400 
F 925 933 4126 
www.msrlegal.com 

Sean Marciniak 
sean.marciniak@msrlegal.com 
 

Offices:  Walnut Creek / San Francisco / Newport Beach

November 17, 2017 

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL 
 
Gail T. Borkowski 
Clerk of the Board 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
168 West Alisal St., 1st Floor 
Salinas, CA  93901 
Email:  COB@co.monterey.ca.us 

Carl P. Holm 
AICP, Director 
County of Monterey 
Resource Management Agency 
1441 Schilling Place, South 2nd Fl. 
Salinas, CA  93901-4527 
Email:  299-recordsrequest@co.monterey.ca.us 

Re: Request for information under the California Public Records Act concerning 
Monterey County Board of Supervisor’s partial approval of Safe Parking 
Program at November 14, 2017 Public Meeting (Item 18.1; File A 17-442)    

 
Dear Ms. Borkowski and Mr. Holm: 

Miller Starr Regalia represents Marina Community Partners and, on its behalf, 
hereby submits a request for information pursuant to the California Public Records 
Act (Government Code section 6250 et seq).  This request seeks public records 
related to the County Board of Supervisor’s partial approval of the Safe Parking 
Program (the “Program”) at 2616 First Avenue (the “Project Site”), including public 
records prepared, received, or otherwise generated before, during, and after the 
Board’s November 14, 2017 hearing, as specified below. 

We also submit this letter to further protest the County’s partial approval of the 
Program, based on positions that the Board of Supervisors and County staff took 
during their deliberations on November 14, 2017.  As discussed in our letter of 
November 13, 2017, our client does not object to a safe parking program, but 
believes it constitutes poor planning to situate such a land use amid blocks of 
dilapidated, abandoned military barracks.   

Our additional objections are discussed in further detail below. 
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Public Records Act Request.  The public records1 we seek include the following 
writings and documents:2 

 Deeds, instruments, and other documents or writings that pertain3 to the 
County’s ownership interests in the Project Site, including without limitation 
any deed restrictions or agreements that limit the County’s use of the Project 
Site; 

 Any and all documents or writings the County believes constitute the 
administrative record of proceedings for the County Board of Supervisor’s 
consideration of the Program at its November 14, 2017 meeting; 

 Any and all documents or writings that pertain to County File A 17-422; 

 Any and all documents or writings that pertain to the County’s Request for 
Qualifications (“RFQ”) #10639, including without limitation any County rules, 
policies, or procedures that governed RFQ #10639, any responses to RFQ 
#10639, and any County deliberations regarding the aforesaid responses; 

 Any and all documents or writing pertaining to how the County intends to 
comply with the American with Disabilities Act in implementing the Program; 

                                                 
1 Any and all "public records", as that term is defined by Government Code Section 

6252(e), which includes any writing containing information relating to the conduct of the 
public's business prepared, owned, used, or retained by any state or local agency regardless 
of physical form or characteristics, which pertain to the information listed in the categories 
below. 

2 For purposes of this Public Records Act Request, the term "writing" shall mean any 
handwriting, typewriting, printing, photostatting, photographing, photocopying, transmitting 
by electronic mail or facsimile, and every other means of recording upon any tangible thing 
any form of communication or representation, including letters, words, pictures, sounds, or 
symbols, or combinations thereof, and any record thereby created, regardless of the manner 
in which the record has been stored; the term "document" or "documents" shall mean any 
kind of written matter, however produced or reproduced, of any kind of description, whether 
sent, received or neither, including originals, copies and drafts and both sides thereof, and 
including, but not limited to: papers, books, letters, electronic mail, photographs, objects, 
tangible things, correspondence, memoranda, notes, notations, work papers, minutes, 
reports and recordings of telephone or other conversations, manuals, reports, contracts, 
agreements, desk calendars, appointment books, computer printouts, data processing input 
and output, microfilms, all other records kept by electronic, photographic or mechanical 
means, and things similar to the foregoing however denominated. 

3 For purposes of this Public Records Act Request, the term "pertain(s)" and 
"pertaining", shall include any writing which evidences, is about, relates to, constitutes, 
supports, repudiates, ratifies, memorializes, explains, addresses, comments upon, criticizes, 
or describes the particular topic or described subject matter. 
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 Public notices, staff reports, memoranda, environmental review documents, 
applications, feedback on applications, agreements, resolutions, conditions 
of approval, minutes, and findings pertaining to the Program and the County 
Board of Supervisor’s consideration thereof on November 14, 2017; 

 Any and all documents or writings pertaining to alternative locations to the 
Project Site that the County considered in choosing a location for the 
Program, including without limitation any alternative locations within 
unincorporated County lands; any selection processes or protocols to which 
the County adhered in deciding to operate the Program on the Project Site; 
what criteria the County used in deciding to operate the Program on the 
Project site; any tours that County personnel may have conducted or 
participated in pertaining to alternative locations; and any alternative 
locations rejected by the County or any other agency or third party 
(“Alternative Locations”);  

 Any and all documents or writings pertaining to the County’s decision to 
claim the Program is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
under CEQA Guidelines section 15269(c) or any other provision of California 
law; any County decision not to prepare a negative declaration, mitigated 
negative declaration, or environmental impact report; any and all project 
description materials not included in the County’s November 14, 2007 staff 
report, which itself failed to satisfy CEQA requirements that a project 
description be complete and accurate; and any consideration of any 
Program-related impact on environmental resources, including without 
limitation public safety, blight, traffic, and noise impacts (collectively, the 
“Program’s Environmental Review”); 

 Any and all documents or writings pertaining to the County’s decision that 
the Safe Parking Program is necessary to address an emergency, including 
without limitation any specific evidence the Program is necessary to prevent 
an urgent or immediate risk of crime, blight, inclement winter weather, or 
harm to agricultural fields (the “Claimed County Emergency”); 

 Any and all documents pertaining to homeless populations currently residing 
and/or using the military barracks surrounding the Project Site, or any other 
instances of crime or blight affecting these military barracks and surrounding 
land uses (the “Project Site Vicinity Issues”); 

 Any statistics, reports, or other documents or writings prepared within the 
past 5 years pertaining to the County’s homelessness population, including 
without limitation the number of persons camping or otherwise sleeping 
overnight in their vehicles on roads or other areas within the County’s 
jurisdiction; what the County means when it refers to a 23 percent increase 
in homelessness since 2015, as discussed during the County’s November 
14, 2017 hearing; what homeless population is contemplated by the 23 
percent increase statistic (i.e., all homeless individuals or simply those living 



Gail T. Borkowski 
Carl P. Holm 
November 17, 2017 
Page 4 

SHHO\52771\1270545.2  

in recreational vehicles that the Program is intended to address); and how 
many people (irrespective of percentages) are contemplated by the 23 
percent statistic (the “County Homelessness Condition”). 

 Any and all documents or writings pertaining to and providing evidence of 
the following: 

o The County’s evaluation of the Program and its consistency with the 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority Act (Gov. Code, § 67650), the Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority’s Base Reuse Plan, the City of Marina’s University 
Villages Specific Plan, or the City of Marina’s Municipal Code; 

o The County’s acknowledgement that it must comply with the Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority’s Base Reuse Plan;  

o The County’s position that it has sovereign immunity and need not 
comply with local and state law governing use of the Project Site; 

o The County’s position that Government Code sections 53090 and 
50391 confer sovereign immunity on the County, where these 
statutes do not apply to counties (see Gov. Code, § 53090 [“’Local 
agency’ does not include the state, a city, a county” for purposes of 
relevant article]); 

o Any County determination that the County’s General Plan has been 
certified pursuant to Government Code section 67675.6, enabling it 
to exercise development review authority over any proposal within 
the Fort Ord planning area; and 

o Any County determination or discussion that adoption of the change 
of use effected by the Program complies with Government Code 
section 67675.8 which, in part, mandates that a change of use 
cannot be inconsistent with the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s Base 
Reuse Plan, and that “[n]o local agency shall permit, approve, or 
otherwise allow any development or other change of use within the 
area of the base that is outside the jurisdiction of that local agency;”  

and where the foregoing are referred to collectively herein as the “Program’s 
Land Use Consistency;” 

 Any correspondence between any County staff, member of the Board of 
Supervisors, or any other representative, agent, employee, elected official, 
or appointed official (collectively, “County personnel”) and any third person 
or entity, including without limitation the City of Marina, California State 
University Monterey Bay, the Fort Ord Reuse Authority, and the Lapis Road 
Homeowners Association, concerning the Program, the Project Site, 
Alternative Locations, the Program’s Environmental Review, the Claimed 
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County Emergency, the Project Site Vicinity Issues, the County 
Homelessness Condition, or the Program’s Land Use Consistency, and 
where the term correspondence, as used in this Public Records Act request, 
shall include, without limitation, emails and text messages sent to or 
received from private devices, accounts, and servers used by County 
personnel, in accordance with the California Supreme Court’s decision in 
City of San Jose v. Superior Court (Smith) (2017) 2 Cal.5th 608.4   Again, the 
foregoing request shall include, without limitation, all emails, texts, and other 
messages sent before, during, and after the County Board of Supervisor’s 
public hearing on November 14, 2017; and 

 Any correspondence between or among the City personnel concerning the 
Program, the Project Site, Alternative Locations, the Program’s 
Environmental Review, the Claimed County Emergency, The Project Site 
Vicinity  Issues, the County Homelessness Condition, or the Program’s Land 
Use Consistency.  Again, the foregoing request shall include, without 
limitation, all emails, texts, and other messages sent before, during, and 
after the County Board of Supervisor’s public hearing on November 14, 
2017. 

The Public Records Act requires that you respond to this request within ten (10) 
days.  (Government Code Section 6253(c).).  Should you decide that any of the 
requested material is not to be disclosed, pursuant to Government Code Section 
6255, please describe the material withheld and specify in detail the statutory or 
administrative basis for withholding the requested material.  If you decide that one of 
the emails, texts, or other correspondences sent, received, created, or otherwise 
generated by County personnel on their private devices is to be withheld on the 
basis that it is a personal communication, please submit an affidavit containing 
sufficient facts that a reviewing court can use to determine whether a given record is 
an agency record or a personal material, consistent with the California Supreme 
Court’s holding in Smith, supra, 2 Cal.5th 608 and the federal court’s holding in 
Grand Central Partnership, Inc. v. Cuomo (2d Cir. 1999) 166 F.3d 473.  

If the requested material is disclosable, please inform me of when and where the 
records can be made available, and I will arrange for their pick up by courier.  Also, 
please notify me as to the reasonable copying costs, and I will promptly send 
payment.  For any responsive public record kept in electronic format, we request 
that an electronic copy of the document be produced in that format, pursuant to 
Government Code section 6253.9. 

                                                 
4 The Supreme Court of California’s recent, landmark ruling in City of San Jose v. 

Superior Court (Smith) (2017) 2 Cal.5th 608 held that communications related to the conduct 
of public business do not cease to be public records merely because they were sent or 
received using a personal account.  The Court’s cogent opinion ensures broad access to 
public records in all forms and in all locations, including emails and text messages located 
on private accounts, devices, and servers.   
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If documents are voluminous, then please indicate in your response the 
approximate volume of documents responsive to this request, and the location, 
dates, and times upon which inspection will be permitted.  If you can provide 
documents in response to one or more of the above requests sooner than for 
others, please so indicate, and I will arrange for their pick up as such documents 
become available. 

Objections to County’s partial approval of the Program.  Consistent with our 
letter to the County dated November 13, 2017, the County’s adoption of the 
Program violates the Fort Ord Reuse Authority’s Base Reuse Plan, the California 
Environmental Quality Act, and each of the provisions cited above in this letter.  
(See, e.g., Gov. Code, 67675.8 [precluding local agency from allowing change of 
use inconsistent with Base Reuse Plan and any change of use outside its 
jurisdiction].)  Accordingly, we look forward to receiving public records from the 
County addressing these violations. 

Second, we wish to comment on the propriety of the County Board of Supervisors 
directing that County staff come back to the Board’s next meeting on December 5, 
2017 with a declaration of emergency as it relates to shelter.  In effect, the Program 
will be implemented before the County has considered all the necessary information 
and declarations, and made all the requisite findings, as the Program is set to begin 
on December 1, 2017.  To the extent the County has approved the Program and its 
claim the Program is exempt from CEQA, these approvals are void and ineffective, 
and it would be improper and illegal to commence the Program on December 1, 
2017. 

Third, we wish to comment that the County’s reliance on homelessness statistics 
with respect to the Program claimed “emergency” nature is disingenuous.  The 
County, at the hearing, repeatedly indicated that a 23 percent increase in 
homelessness since 2015 has created an “urgency” that qualified the Program for a 
CEQA exemption and a declaration of emergency.  Notwithstanding the fact that an 
emergency, as defined by applicable law, cannot include a condition that has 
developed during the course of two years, it appears this 23 percent statistic 
contemplates all homeless individuals in the County.5  Meanwhile, the population 
that would be served by the Program (at least in part) includes the residents of 60 to 
80 recreational vehicles.  Even if this small population increased by 23 percent since 
2015, the size of this new subpopulation of homeless individuals would include the 
occupants of only 18 recreational vehicles, at most.  An influx of 18 recreational 
vehicles into the County, in this context, cannot qualify as substantial evidence of an 
emergency.    

As you may know, the County Board of Supervisors never closed the public hearing 
on November 14, 2017, and directed that at least a portion of the approvals 
                                                 

5 The 23 percent statistic appears to be derived from a biannual homeless 
count conducted by the Coalition of Homeless Service Providers, though the source 
never appears to have been identified by the County in its record of proceedings. 
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supporting the County’s decision come back for hearing on December 5, 2017.  
Therefore, this letter and the claims herein should be included in the administrative 
record of proceedings for the Program. 

*  *  * 

We want to reiterate that the County’s consideration of the Program is 
commendable, but that the Project Site is not an appropriate location.  We 
respectfully request that the County consider a safer property within the County’s 
jurisdiction.  

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter, including our Public 
Records Act request.  Please do not hesitate to contact my office at the telephone 
number above should you have any questions or need further clarification of this 
request.  

Thank you for your attention to this request. 

Very truly yours, 
 
MILLER STARR REGALIA 
 
 

 
Sean Marciniak 
 
 
NLC:srm 
 
cc: clients 

Arthur F. Coon, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Giselle S. Roohparvar, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Members of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

(district1@co.monterey.ca.us; 'district2@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district3@co.monterey.ca.us; district4@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district5@co.monterey.ca.us)  

Charles J. McKee, Monterey County Counsel (McKeeCJ@co.monterey.ca.us)  
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RECORDER STAMP 

QUITCLAIM DEED FOR BUILDING 1021 (CID) (PARCEL E2b.3.1.2) 
FORMER FORT ORD, MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA 
(Fort Ord Reuse Authority to the County of Monterey) 

THIS QUITCLAIM DEED ("Deed") is made as of the t/_lioay of N&~.tptt!ff006, among 
the FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY (the "Grantor"), created under Title 7.85 of the 
California Government Code, Chapters 1 through 7, inclusive, commencing with Section 67650, 
et seq., and selected provisions of the California Redevelopment Law, including Division 24 of 
the California Health and Safety Code, Part 1, Chapter 4.5, Article 1, commencing with Section 
33492, et seq., and Article 4, commencing with Section 33492.70, et seq., and recognized as the 
Local Redevelopment Authority for the former Fort Ord Army Base, California, by the Office of 
Economic Adjustment on behalf of the Secretary of Defense, and the COUNTY OF 
MONTEREY (the "Grantee"). 

28 WHEREAS, The United States of America ("Government") was the owner of certain real 
29 property, improvements and other rights appurtenant thereto together with all personal property 
30 thereon, located on the former Fort Ord, Monterey County, California, which was utilized as a 
31 military installation; 
32 
33 WHEREAS, The military installation at Fort Ord was closed pursuant to and in 
34 accordance with the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended (Public 
35 Law 101-510; 10 U.S.C. § 2687 note); 
36 
37 WHEREAS, section 2859 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
3 8 1996, (Public Law 1 04-1 06), authorized the Government to sell portions of the former Fort Ord 
39 to the Grantor as surplus property; 
40. 

' 41 WHEREAS, the Grantor and the Government entered into the Memorandum of 
42 Agreement Between the United States of America Acting By and Through the Secretary of the 
43 Army, United States Department of the Army and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority For the Sale of 
44 Portions of the former Fort Ord, California, dated the 20th day of June 2000, ("MOA") and MOA 
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1 Amendment No. 1, dated the 23rd day of October 2001, which sets forth the specific terms and 
2 conditions of the sale of portions of the former Fort Ord located in Monterey County, California; 
3 
4 WHEREAS, pursuant to the MOA, the Government conveyed the property known as 
5 Parcel E2b.3.1.2 ("CID Building") on the former Fort Ord by quitclaim deed to the Grantor on 
6 August 8, 2000 ("Government Deed"); 
7 
8 WHEREAS, the Grantor and the Grantee have entered into the Implementation 
9 Agreement dated May 8, 2001 and recorded in the Office of the Monterey County Recorder as 

10 Document: 2001088380 ("Implementation Agreement"), which sets forth the specific terms and 
11 conditions upon which the Grantor agrees to convey and the Grantee agrees to accept title to the 
12 CID Building. 
13 
14 WITNESSETH 
15 
16 The Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum of one dollar ($1.00) plus other good 
17 and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, 
18 releases and quitclaims to the Grantee, its successors and assigns forever, all such interest, right, 
19 title, and claim as the Grantor has in and to Parcel E2b.3 .1.2 consisting of approximately 1. 76 
20 acres more particularly described in Exhibit "A," attached hereto and made a part hereof 
21 ("Property"), and including the following: 
22 
23 A. All buildings, facilities, roadways, and other improvements, including the storm 
24 drainage systems and the telephone system infrastructure, and any other improvements thereon, 
25 
26 B. All appurtenant easements and other rights appurtenant thereto, permits, licenses, and 
27 privileges not otherwise excluded herein, and 
28 
29 C. All hereditaments and tenements therein and reversions, remainders, issues, profits, 
30 privileges and other rights belonging or related thereto. 
31 
32 Grantor hereby assigns to Grantee the perpetual and assignable non-exclusive access 
33 easement over, across, under, and through all paved roads retained by the Government for access 
34 purposes as set forth in paragraph A of Section II of the Government Deed, subject to all terms and 
35 conditions set forth in paragraph B of Section II ofthe Government Deed. 
36 
37 Grantee covenants for itself, its successors and assigns and every successor in interest to 
38 the Property, or any part thereof, that Grantee and such successors and assigns shall comply with 
39 all provisions of the Implementation Agreement including the Deed Restrictions and Covenants 
40 set forth in Exhibit F of the Implementation Agreement as if such Deed Restrictions and 
41 Covenants were separately recorded prior to the recordation of this Deed. 
42 
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1 The Government Deed conveying the Property to the Grantor was recorded prior to the 
2 recordation of this Deed. In its transfer of the Property to the Grantor, the Government provided 

. 3 certain information regarding the environmental condition of the Property. The Grantor has no 
4 knowledge regarding the accuracy or adequacy of such information. 
5 
6 The italicized information below is copied verbatim (except as discussed below) fromthe 
7 Government deed conveying the Property to the Grantor. The Grantee hereby acknowledges 
8 and assumes all responsibilities with regard to the Property placed upon the Grantor under the 
9 terms of the aforesaid Government deed to Grantor and Grantor grants to Grantee all benefits 

10 with regard to the Property under the terms of the aforesaid Government deed. Within the 
11 italicized information only, the term "Grantor" shall mean the Government, and the term 
12 "Grantee" shall mean the Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA"); to avoid confusion, the words 
13 "the Government" have been added in parenthesis after the word "Grantor", and "FORA" has 
14 been added in parenthesis after the word "Grantee". 
15 

16 III. EXCLUSIONSANDRESERVATIONS: 
17 
18 This conveyance is made subject to the following EXCLUSIONS and· 
19 RESERVATIONS: 
20 
21 A. All water allocations derived from the Salinas aquifer shall remain 
22 with the GRANTOR ("the Government") consistent with the MOA. With regard to 
23 the ultimate disposition of any water and water allocation rights, the GRANTOR 
24 ("the Government'') shall cooperate with the GRANTEE ("FORA''), other grantees 
25 of former Fort Ord property, and the Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
26 (MCWRA), in seeking to ensure that GRANTEE ("FORA'') and its successors and 
27 assigns, will continue to be provided an equitable supply of the water at former Fort 
28 Ord. 
29 
30 B. With regard to the ultimate disposition of any rights or interests the 
31 GRANTOR ("the Government'') has in wastewater discharge rights provided by the 
32 Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA), the GRANTOR 
33 ("the Government'') shall cooperate with GRANTEE ("FORA'') in accordance with 
34 the MOA, other grantees of property at Fort Ord, and the MRWPCA, in seeking to 
35 ensure that GRANTEE ("FORA'') and all other Fort Ord grantees will continue to 
36 enjoy equitable utilization of the existing sewerage treatment capacity, including 
37 existing connections to the Fort Ord sewerage collection system. · 
38 
39 C. The GRANTOR ("the Government'') retains. ownership to· all 
40 Government-owned sewer, and water utility systems located on the Property. The 
41 retention point for the GRANTOR's ("the Government'') retained ownership of 

3 



QUITCLAIM DEED FOR CID BUILDING PROPERTY 

1 the water systems will be to the meter location or future meter or utility box 
2 location at a point on or near each building or facility. The retention point for 
3 the sewer is where the laterals enter the collection lines. The GRANTOR ("the 
4 Government'') reserves transferable easements and access rights for all 
5 GRANTOR ("the Government'')-owned utility systems and for utility company 
6 owned utility systems: 
7 
8 The GRANTOR ("the Government'') reserves assignable non-exclusive easements 
9 and rights-of-way, 15 feet in width, in, on, over and across the Property and 

10 centered on the existing utility systems owned and retained by GRANTOR ("the 
11 Government'') at the time of this conveyance and located on the Property. Said 
12 easements and rights-of-way shall be for the purpose of locating, constructing, 
13 operating, maintaining, altering, repairing and patrolling utility systems together 
14 with the right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom, consistent with the 
15 Installation-Wide Multispecies Habitat Management Plan and applicable law 
16 governing protection of endangered species, all trees, underbrush, obstructions 
17 and other vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the limits of the easements 
18 and right-of-way; reserving, however, to GRANTEE ("FORA'') and its successors 
19 and assigns, the right to relocate such easements and the rights-of-way at the 
20 expense of GRANTEE ("FORA'') and its successors and assigns; and reserving 
21 the right to the GRANTEE ("FORA'') to use and cross such easements and rights-
22 of way; however, such rights of GRANTEE ("FORA'') are subject to existing 
23 easements and rights-of-way. 
24 
25 D. The Property is taken by the GRANTEE ("FORA'') subject to any 
26 and all valid and existing recorded outstanding liens, licenses, leases, easements, 
27 and any other encumbrances made for the purpose of roads, streets, utility systems, 
28 rights-of-way, pipelines, and/or covenants, exceptions, interests, liens, reservations, 
29 and agreements of record. 
30 
31 E. The GRANTOR ("the Government'') reserves a perpetual 
32 unassignable right to enter the Property for the specific purpose of treating or 
33 removing any unexploded shells, mines, bombs, or other such devices deposited or 
34 caused by the GRANTOR ("the Government''). 
35 
36 F Access to USA Media Group, LLC, or its successor in interest, TV 
3 7 cable lines is reserved until expiration for its existing franchise agreement, 
3 8 November 19, 2005. 
39 
40 G. The reserved rights and easements set forth in this Section are 
41 subject to the following terms and conditions: 
42 
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1 1. to comply with all applicable federal law and lawful existing 
2 regulations; 
3 
4 2. to allow the occupancy and use by the GRANTEE ("FORA''), its 
5 successors, assigns, permittees, or lessees of any part of the easement areas not 
6 actually occupied or required for the purpose of the full and safe utilization thereof 
7 by the GRANTOR ("the Government''), so long as such occupancy and use does not 
8 compromise the ability of the GRANTOR ("the Government'') to use the easements 
9 for their intended purposes, as set forth herein; 

10 
11 3. that the easements granted shall be for the specific use described 
12 and may not be construed to include the further right to authorize any other use 
13 within the easements unless approved in writing by the fee holder of the land subject 
14 to the easement; 
15 
16 4. that any transfer of the easements by assignment, lease, operating 
17 agreement, or otherwise must include language that the transferee agrees to comply 
18 with and be bound by the terms and conditions of the original grant,· 
19 
20 5. that, unless otherwise provided, no interest granted shall give the 
21 GRANTOR ("the Government'') any right to remove any material, earth, or stone 
22 for consideration or other purpose except as necessary in exercising its rights 
23 hereunder; and 
24 
25 6. to restore any easement area so far as it is reasonably possible to 
26 do so upon abandonment or release of any easement as provided herein, unless this 
27 requirement is waived in writing by the GRANTEE ("FORA''). 
28 
29 H GRANTOR ("the Government'') reserves mineral rights that 
30 GRANTOR ("the Government'') owns presently or may at a future date be 
31 determined to own, below 500 feet below the surface, with the right of surface entry 
32 in a manner that does not unreasonably interfere with GRANTEE's ("FORA'') 
33 development and quiet enjoyment of the Properties. 
34 
35 1 The GRANTOR ("the Government'') reserves a non-exclusive 
36 easement to allow continued access for the GRANTOR ("the Government'') (or its 
37 designated contractor) and the appropriate environmental regulatory agencies to 
38 permit necessary groundwater monitoring at wells located on the Property. The 
39 GRANTOR ("the Government'') also reserves a right of entry and non-exclusive 
40 easement for the establishment and use of new groundwater monitoring wells 
41 deemed by the GRANTOR ("the Government'') to be necessary for ongoing 
42 groundwater remediation. The GRANTEE ("FORA''), its successors or assigns, 
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or any other person or entity acting for or on behalf of the GRANTEE ("FORA''), 
its successors or assigns, shall not tamper with the groundwater monitoring wells 
on the Property. Said groundwater monitoring wells shall remain the property of 
the GRANTOR ("the Government''). 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the Property unto the GRANTEE ("FORA'') 
and its successors and assigns forever, provided that this deed is made and 
accepted upon each of the following notices, covenants, restrictions, and 
conditions which shall be binding upon and enforceable against the GRANTEE 
("FORA''), its successors and assigns, in perpetuity, as follows: 

IV. "AS IS" 

The Property is conveyed in an "As Is, Where Is" condition without any 
representation, warranty or guarantee, except as required pursuant to applicable 
law or as otherwise stated herein, by the GRANTEE ("FORA'') as to quantity, 
quality, title, character, condition, size, or kind, or that the same is in condition or 
fit to be used for the purpose for which intended, and no claim for _allowance or 
deduction upon such grounds will be considered. There is no obligation on the 
part of the GRANTOR ("the Government'') to make any alterations, repairs, or 
additions, and said GRANTOR ("the Government'') shall not be liable for any 
latent or patent defects in the Property. This section shall not affect the 
GRANTOR's ("the Government'') responsibility under CERCLA or Section VI 
herein. 

V. FEDERAL FACILITIES AGREEMENT (FFA) 

By accepting this deed, the GRANTEE ("FORA'') acknowledges that the 
GRANTEE ("FORA'') has read the FFA, and recognizes that, should any conflict 
arise between the terms of the FF A and the terms of this Deed, the FF A will take 
precedence. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this conveyance, the 
GRANTOR ("the Government'') assumes no liability to the GRANTEE ("FORA'') 
should implementation of the FFA interfere with the GRANTEE's ("FORA'') use 
of the Property. GRANTOR ("the Government'') shall give GRANTEE 
("FORA'') reasonable notice of its actions required by the FFA and GRANTOR 
("the Government'') shall, consistent with the FFA, and at no additional cost to 
the GRANTOR ("the Government''), endeavor to minimize the disruption of the 
GRANTEE's ("FORA''), its successors' or assigns' use of the Property. The 
GRANTEE ("FORA'') shall have no claim on account of any such interference 
against the GRANTOR ("the Government'') or any officer, agent, employee, or 
contractor thereof 
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1 VL CERCLA COVENANTS, NOTICE, AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
2 REMEDIATION 
3 
4 A. Pursuant to Section 120(h)(4) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
5 Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as amended, 42 US. C. Section 9601 et 
6 seq. ("CERCLA ''), Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) documents are 
7 attached as Exhibit "C" to the Deed; an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) 
8 report is referenced in the FOSTs and sets forth the existing environmental 
9 condition of the Property. The FOSTs set forth the basis for the Government's 

10 determination that the Property is suitable for transfer. The GRANTEE 
11 ("FORA'') is hereby made aware of the notifications contained in the EBS and the 
12 FOSTs. The GRANTOR ("the Government'') represents that the Property is 
13 environmentally suitable for transfer to GRANTEE ("FORA'') for the purposes 
14 identified in the March 1997, Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan approved by the Fort 
15 Ord Reuse Authority. If, after conveyance of the Property to GRANTEE 
16 ("FORA''), there is an actual or threatened release of a hazardous substance on 
1 7 the Property, or in the event that a hazardous substance is discovered on the 
18 Property after the date of the conveyance, whether or not such substance was set 
19 forth in the technical environmental reports, including the EBS, GRANTEE 
20 ("FORA") or its successor or assigns shall be responsible for such release or 
21 newly discovered substance unless such release or such newly discovered 
22 substance was due to GRANTOR's ("the Government'') activities, ownership, use, 
23 presence on, or occupation of the Property, or the activities of GRANTOR's ("the 
24 Government'') contractors and/or agents. GRANTEE ("FORA''), its successors 
25 and assigns, as consideration for the conveyance, agrees to release GRANTOR 
26 ("the Government'') from any liability or responsibility for any claims arising out 
27 of or in any way predicated on release of any hazardous substance on the 
28 Property occurring after the conveyance, where such substance was placed on the 
29 Property by the GRANTEE ("FORA''), or its agents or contractors, after the 
30 conveyance. 
31 
32 B. Based on the FOSTs, all Parcels have been assigned Department 
33 of Defense Environmental Condition Category 1 (areas where no release or 
34 disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum products has occurred). 
35 
36 C. GRANTOR ("the Government'') covenants that any remedial 
37 action due to the former activity on the Property by the GRANTOR ("the 
38 Government'') found to be necessary after such date of transfer shall be 
39 performed by the United States unless the person or entity to whom the Property 
40 is transferred is a potentially responsible party under CERCLA with respect to 
41 the property,_ 
42 
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D. GRANTEE ("FORA'') covenants that the GRANTOR ("the 
Government''), its officers, agents, employees, contractors and subcontractors, in 
accordance with section 120(h) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act, as amended, reserves a right of access to any 
and all portions of the Property for purposes of environmental investigation, 
remediation, or other corrective actions found to be necessary after the date of 
the conveyance of the Property. The GRANTOR ("the Government'') and the 
GRANTEE ("FORA'') agree to cooperate in good faith to minimize any conflict 
between necessary environmental investigation and remediation activities and 
GRANTEE's ("FORA'') or any Sublessee's operations. Any inspection, survey, 
investigation, or other response or remedial action will to the extent practicable, 
be coordinated with representatives designated by GRANTEE ("FORA''). 
Pursuant to this reservation, the GRANTOR ("the Government'') and its officers, 
agents, employees, contractors, subcontractors shall have the right (upon 
reasonable notice to the GRANTEE ("FORA'') or the then owner and any 
authorized occupant of the Property) to enter upon the Property, and perform 
surveys, drillings, testpitting, borings, data and/or record compilation, and other 
activities related to environmental investigation, and to carry out remedial or 
removal actions as required or necessary under applicable authorities, including 
but not limited to installation of monitoring and extraction wells, and other 
treatment facility. 

E. The GRANTOR ("the Government'') covenants that upon 
completion of any removal or remediation action that removes the risk giving rise 
to any restriction on future use or any limitation of activities contained in a Deed 
or lease for the Property or in any other document relating to the Property, the 
GRANTOR ("the Government''), without any payment of funds by the United 
States, agrees to cooperate with the GRANTEE ("FORA''), its successors or 
assigns, in any application, permit, easement or effort to obtain approval from 
appropriate Federal, state or local authorities for the purpose of removing any 
such restriction or limitation, which the GRANTEE ("FORA''), its successors or 
assigns, shall seek to remove or eliminate. 

F The GRANTOR ("the Government'') recognizes its obligation to 
hold harmless, defend, and indemnify the Authority and any successor, assignee, 
transferee, lender, or lessee of the Authority or its successors and assigns, as 
required by Section 330 of the National Defense Authorization Act of 1993, as 
amended (Pub. L. No. 1 02-484), and to otherwise meet its obligations under 
Federal law. 
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1 VII. NOTICE OF THE PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS 
2 
3 A. The GRANTEE ("FORA'') is hereby informed and does 
4 acknowledge that non-friable asbestos or asbestos-containing materials (ACM) 
5 have been found on Parcel 2, as described more fully in the Final EBS, associated 
6 Asbestos Survey Reports of the Former Fort Ord and the attached FOST for 
7 Parcel 2 (Exhibit "C''). To the best of GRANTOR's ("the Government'') 
8 knowledge, the ACM on the Property does not currently pose a threat to human 
9 health or the environment. 

10 
11 B. The GRANTEE ("FORA'') covenants and agrees that its use and 
12 occupancy of the Property will be in compliance with all applicable laws relating 
13 to asbestos; and that the GRANTOR ("the Government'') assumes no liability for 
14 future remediation of asbestos or damages for personal injury, illness, disability, 
15 or death, to the GRANTEE ("FORA ''), its successors or assigns, or to any other 
16 person, including members of the general public, arising from or incident to the 
17 purchase, transportation, removal, handling, use, disposition, or other activity 
18 causing or leading to contact of any kind whatsoever with asbestos on the . 
19 Property after the date of this Deed, whether the GRANTEE ("FORA''), its 
20 successors or assigns have properly warned or failed to properly warn the 
21 individual(s) injured. The GRANTEE ("FORA'') assumes no liability for 
22 damages or remediation for personal injury, illness, disability, death or property 
23 damage arising from (i) any exposure to asbestos or ACM that resulted prior to 
24 the GRANTOR's ("the Government'') conveyance of such portion of the Property 
25 to the GRANTEE ("FORA'') pursuant to this Deed or any leases entered into 
26 between the GRANTOR ("the Government'') and GRANTEE ("FORA''), or (ii) 
27 any disposal of asbestos or ACM, prior to the GRANTOR's ("the Government'') 
28 conveyance of the Property to the GRANTEE ("FORA''). 
29 
30 C. The GRANTEE ("FORA'') acknowledges that it has had the 
31 opportunity to inspect the property as to its asbestos content and condition and 
32 any hazardous or environmental conditions relating thereto. The failure of the 
33 GRANTEE ("FORA") to inspect or be fully informed as to the asbestos condition 
34 of all or any portion of the property will not constitute grounds for any claim or 
3 5 demand against the United States. 
36 
37 D. The GRANTEE ("FORA''), its successors and assigns are hereby 
38 informed that unprotected or unregulated exposures to asbestos in product 
39· manufacturing, shipyard, building construction_workplaces have been associated 
40 with asbestos-related diseases. Both the Occupational Safety and Health 
41 Administration (OSHA) and the EPA regulate asbestos because of the potential 
42 hazards associated with exposure to airborne asbestos fibers. Both OSHA and 
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EPA have determined that such exposure increases the risk of asbestos-related 
diseases, which include certain cancers and which can result in disability or 
death. 

E. The GRANTEE ("FORA'') further agrees to indemnify and hold 
harmless the GRANTOR ("the Government''), its officers, agents and employees, 
from and against all suits, claims, demands or actions, liabilities, judgments, 
costs and attorneys' fees arising out of, or in any manner predicated upon, 
exposure to asbestos on any portion of the Property after this conveyance of the 
Property to the GRANTEE ("FORA'') or any future remediation or abatement of 
asbestos or the need therefor. The GRANTEE's ("FORA'') obligation hereunder 
shall apply whenever the United States incurs costs or liabilities for actions 
giving rise to liability under this section. 

VIIL ORDNANCE AND EXPLOSIVES (OE) 

An archival search conducted during compilation of the Fort Ord Comprehensive 
Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Report found there were no OE 
related training areas within the Property. In the event GRANTEE ("FORA''), its 
successors, and assigns, should discover any ordnance on the Property, it shall not 
attempt to remove or destroy it, but shall immediately notify the local Police 
Department and the Directorate of Law Eriforcement at the Presidio of Monterey 
and competent GRANTOR ("the Government'') or GRANTOR ("the Government'') 
designated explosive ordnance professional will be dispatched promptly to 
dispose of such ordnance properly at no expense to the GRANTEE ("FORA''), 
whenever OE may be discovered. 

IX ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The GRANTEE ("FORA''), its assigns, or successors shall comply with the 
requirements, if any and if applicable, of the Installation-Wide Multi-species 
Habitat Management Plan ("HMP '')for Former Fort Ord, California. 

A. The Parcels are within Habitat Management Plan (HMP) 
Development Areas. No resource conservation requirements are associated with 
the HMP for these parcels. However, small pockets of habitat may be preserved 
within and around the Parcels. 

B. The Biological Opinion identifies sensitive biological resources 
that may be salvaged for use in restoration activities within reserve areas, and 
allows for development of the Parcels. 
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1 C. The HMP does not exempt the GRANTEE ("FORA") from 
2 complying with environmental regulations enforced by federal, state, or local 
3 agencies. These regulations could include obtaining the Endangered Species Act 
4 (ESA) (16 USC§§ 1531-1544 et seq.) Section 7 or Section 10(a) permits from 
5 the US. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); complying with prohibitions against 
6 take of listed animals under ESA Section 9, complying with prohibitions against 
7 the removal of listed plants occurring on federal lands or the destruction of listed 
8 plants in violation of any state laws; complying with measures for conservation of 
9 state-listed threatened and endangered species and other special-status species 

10 recognized by California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) under the 
11 California ESA, or California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and , 
12 complying with local land use regulations and restrictions. 
13 
14 D. The HMP serves as a management plan for both listed and 
15 candidate species, and is a prelisting agreement between the USFWS and the 
16 local jurisdiction for candidate species that may need to be listed because of 
17 circumstances occurring outside the area covered by the HMP. 
18 
19 E. Implementation of the HMP would be considered suitable 
20 mitigation for impacts to HMP species within HMP prevalent areas and would 
21 facilitate the USFWS procedures to authorize incidental take of these species by 
22 participating entities as required under ESA Section 10. No further mitigation 
23 will be required to allow development on the Parcels unless species other than the 
24 HMP target species are proposed for listing or are listed. 
25 
26 F. The HMP does not authorize incidental take of any species listed 
27 as threatened or endangered under the ESA by entities acquiring land at the 
28 former Fort Ord. The USFWS has recommended that all non federal entities 
29 acquiring land at former Fort Ord apply for ESA Section 1 O(a)(1)(B) incidental 
30 take permits for the species covered in the HMP. The definition of "take" under 
31 the ESA includes to harass, harm, hunt, shoot, would, kill, trap, capture, or 
32 collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct. Although the USFWS will not 
33 require further mitigation from entities that are in conformance with the HMP, 
34 those entities without incidental take authorization would be in violation of the 
35 ESA if any of their actions resulted in the take of a listed animal species, To 
36 apply for a Section 1 O(a)(1)(B) incidental take permit, an entity must submit an 
37 application form (Form 3-200), a complete description ofthe activity sought to be 
38 authorized, the common and scientific names of the species sought to be covered 
39 by the permit, and a conservation plan (50 CFR 17.22[b]). 
40 
41 G. The GRANTEE ("FORA'') acknowledges that it has signed the 
42 HMP dated April 1997 and will cooperate with adjacent property owners in 
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implementing mitigation requirements identified in the HMP for adjacent 
sensitive habitat areas. 

X AIR NAVIGATION RESTRICTION 

The Monterey Airport and the former Fritzsche Airfield now known as the 
Marina Municipal Airport are in close proximity of the subject property. 
Accordingly, in coordination with the Federal Aviation Administration, the 
GRANTEE ("FORA''), covenants and agrees, on behalf of it, its successors and 
assigns and every successor in interest to the Property wherein described, or any 
part thereof, that, when applicable, there will be no construction or alteration 
unless a determination of no hazard to air navigation is issued by the Federal 
Aviation Administration in accordance with Title 14, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 77, entitled, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace, or under the 
authority of the Federal Aviation Act of 1968, as amended. 

XI. ENFORCEMENT AND NOTICE REQUIREMENT 

A. The provisions of this Deed benefit the governments of the United 
States of America, the State of California, acting on behalf of the public in general, 
the local governments, and the lands retained by the GRANTOR ("the 
Government'') and, therefore, are enforceable, by resort to specific performance or 
legal process by the United States, the State of California, the local Governments, 
and by the GRANTEE ("FORA''), and its successors and assigns. Enforcement of 
this Deed shall be at the discretion of the parties entitled to enforcement hereof, and 
any forbearance, delay or omission to exercise their rights under this Deed in the 
event of a breach of any term of this Deed, shall not be deemed to be a waiver by 
any such party of such term or of any subsequent breach of the same or any other 
terms, or of any of the rights of said parties under this Deed. All remedies available 
hereunder shall be in addition to any and all other remedies at law or in equity, 
including CERCLA. The enforcement rights set forth in this deed against the 
GRANTEE ("FORA''), or its successors and assigns, shall only apply with respect 
to the Property conveyed herein and held by such GRANTEE ("FORA''), its 
successor or assign, and only with respect to matters occurring during the period of 
time such GRANTEE ("FORA''), its successor or assign, owned or occupied such 
Property or any portion thereof 

B. The GRANTEE ("FORA''), its successors or assigns, shall neither 
transfer the Property, or any portion thereof, nor grant any interest, privilege, or 
license whatsoever in connection with the Property without the inclusion, to the 
extent applicable to the Property or any portion thereof, of the environmental 
protection provisions contained in Paragraphs, Exclusions and Reservations, 
CERCLA Covenants, Notices and Environmental Remediation; Notice of Presence 
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QUITCLAIM DEED FOR CID BUILDING PROPERTY 

of Asbestos, Ordnance and Explosives; Endangered Species, Air Navigation 
Restriction, and shall require the inclusion, to the extent applicable, of such 
environmental protection provisions in all further deeds, transfers, leases, or grant 
of any interest, privilege, or license. 

C. The obligations imposed in this Paragraph upon the successors or 
assigns of GRANTEE ("FORA'') shall only extend to the property conveyed to any 
such successor or assign. 

XII. NOTICE OF NON-DISCRIMINATION 

11 With respect to activities related to the Property, the GRANTEE ("FORA") 
12 covenants for itself, its successors and assigns, that the GRANTEE ("FORA''), and 
13 such successors and assigns, shall not discriminate upon the basis of race, color, 
14 religion, sex, age, handicap, or national origin in the use, occupancy, sale or lease 
15 of the Property, or in their employment practices conducted thereon in violation of 
16 the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 USC 
17 Section 2000d); the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42 USC Section 6102); and 
18 the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (29 USC Section 794). The 
19 GRANTOR ("the Government'') shall be deemed a beneficiary of this. covenant 
20 without regard to whether it remains the owner of any land or interest therein in the 
21 locality of the Property hereby conveyed, and shall have the sole right to enforce 
22 this covenant in any court of competent jurisdiction. 
23 
24 The responsibilities and obligations placed upon, and the benefits provided to, the 
25 Grantor by the Government shall run with the land and be binding on and inure to the benefit of 
26 all subsequent owners of the Property unless or until such responsibilities, obligations, or 
27 benefits are released pursuant to the provisions set forth in the MOA and the Government deed. 
28 Grantee and its successors and assigns, respectively, shall not be liable for any breach of such 
29 responsibilities and obligations with regard to the Property arising from any matters or events 
30 . occurring after transfer of ownership of the Property by Grantee or its successors and assigns, 
31 respectively; provided, however, that each such party shall, notwithstanding such transfer, remain 
32 liable for any breach of such responsibilities and obligations to the extent caused by the fault or 
3 3 negligence of such party. 
34 
35 General Provisions: 
36 
3 7 A. Liberal Construction. Any general rule of construction to the contrary 
3 8 notwithstanding, this Deed shall be liberally construed to effectuate the purpose of this Deed and 
39 the policy and purpose of CERCLA. If any provision of this Deed is found to be ambiguous, an 
40 interpretation consistent with the purpose of this Deed that would render the provision valid shall 
41 be favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid. 
42 
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QUITCLAIM DEED FOR CID BUILDING PROPERTY 

B. Severability. If any provision of this Deed, or the application of it to any person 
or circumstance, is found to be invalid, the remainder of the provisions of this Deed, or the 
application of such provisions to persons or circumstances other than those to which it is found 
to be invalid, shall not be affected thereby. 

C. No Forfeiture. Nothing contained herein will result in a forfeiture or reversion of 
title in any respect. 

D. Captions. The captions in this Deed have been inserted solely for convenience of 
reference and are not a part of this Deed and shall have no effect upon construction or 
interpretation. 

E. Right to Perform. Any right which is exercisable by the Grantee, and its 
successors and assigns, to perform under this Deed may also be performed, in the event of non
performance by the Grantee, or its successors and assigns, by a lender of the Grantee and its 
successors and assigns. 

The conditions, restrictions, and covenants set forth in this Deed are a binding servitude 
on the herein conveyed Property and will be deemed to run with the land in perpetuity. 
Restrictions, stipulations and covenants contained herein will be inserted by the Grantee 
verbatim or by express reference in any deed or other legal instrument by which it divests itself 
of either the fee simple title or any other lesser estate in the Property or any portion thereof. All 
rights and powers reserved to the Grantor, and all references in this Deed to Grantor shall 
include its successors in interest. The Grantor may agree to waive, eliminate, or reduce the 
obligations contained in the covenants, PROVIDED, HOWEVER, that the failure of the Grantor 
or its successors to insist in any one or more instances upon complete performance of any of the 
said conditions shall not be construed as a waiver or a relinquishment of the future performance 
of any such conditions, but the obligations of the Grantee, its successors and assigns, with 
respect to such future performance shall be continued in full force and effect. 

[Signature Pages Follow] 
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QUITCLAIM DEED FOR CID BUILDING PROPERTY 

1 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor, the FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY, has 
2 caused these presents to be executed this 'Z!.!:_ day of Nov'6M6hlt- , 2006. 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF MONTEREY) 

______________ personally kn to me (or proved to me on the basis 
of satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their 
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signatures(s) on the instrument the person(s) or 
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the Instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signal~~ L~ .~~~ (Seal) 

15 

SHARON Y. STRICKLAND 
COMM. # 1449575 < 

Notary Public-California ~ 
County of Monterey · N 
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QUITCLAIM DEED FOR CID BUILDING PROPERTY 

ACCEPTANCE: 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantee, the COUNTY OF MONTEREY, hereby accepts and 
approves this Deed for itself, its successors and assigns, and agrees to all the conditions, 
reservations, restrictions, and terms contained therein and has caused these presents to be executed 
on this I~ Si!V day of ~~ , 20Df 

THE COUNTY OF MONTEREY 

By ))~ p d;(;:;__ 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF MONTEREY) 

On ~~.ue /), 21o7 before me, 
appeared 

G /L-I&,rc;..HL~V J". ~ , personally 

______________ personally know to me (or proved to me on the basis 
of satisfactory evidence) to be the ~(s) whose name(s@re subscribed to the within 
instrument and acknowledged to me that ~he/they executed the same in @!her/their 
authorized capacity(ies), and that b@her/their ~gnatures(s) on the instrument the person(s) or 
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the Instrument. 

;.----

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature ~ ~ (Seal) 
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EXHIBIT A: Description of Property 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

BEING a portion of the former: Fort Ord Military Reservation, Monterey County, 
California. and being more particularly desai~ as follows: 

Beginning at a point marked by a nail and washer i~ pavement, from whi<i*t point 
the southwesterly comer of Parcel One, as shown on the Record of Survi1y map 
filed June 30, 2QOO in Volume 23 of Surveys, at Page 107, bears North 82<'05'39• 
East, 413.00 feet; thence · 

1) South 1°40'00" West, 131.13 feet to a nail and washer in pavemen~ thence 

2) North 87°46'00. West, 502.04 f~ to a nail and washer in pavement; thence 

3) North 43°03'00" West, 21.32 feet to a nail and washer in pavement; thence 

4) North 1°40'00" East, 123.08' feet to a nail and washer in pavement; thence 

5) North46°Sa'oo• East, 21.10 feet to a nail and washer in pavement; thence 

6) South 87°44'ocr East, 411.76 feet to a nail and washer in pavement; thence 

7) South 1 °50'00' West, 22.02 feet to a nail and washer in pavement; thence 

8) South 87°58'oo- East, 90.34 feet to the Point of Beginning. 

Containing 1. 76 Acres, more or less. 
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FINDING OF SUITABILITY TO TRANSFER (FOST) 
BLANCO ROAD PARCEL 

FORMER FORT ORD, CALIFORNIA 

On the basis of the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) for Fort Ord, I have 
determined that the Blanco Road Parcel (L20.11 ), at former Fort Ord, Californiia (the Property), is 
suitable for transfer to the State Highway Department for continued vehicular dse. The Property to be 
transferred includes one roadway on a total of approximately 39 acres (Plate 1 ). 

A determination of the environmental condition of the Property was made by the United States 
Army by reviewing existing environmental documents and making associated visual site inspections 
(9/27/96). The documents reviewed included the final CERFA Report (Aprill994), U.S. EPA 
region IX's concurrence to the CERF A Report ( 19 April 1994 ), and various remedial 
investigation/feasibility study documents, remedial action reports, and subsequent approval memoranda. 
The results of this document review indicate that the Property is environmentally suitable for transfer to 
the State Highway Department. The results are as follows: 

• The Property consists of38.99 acres along the county highway easement from the intersection with 
Reservation Road to approximately 3,500 feet north/northeast along Blanco Road (Plate 1). There 
are no buildings or structures within this Property. Because no buildings are located on the Property, 
no investigations related to asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based paint (LBP), radon or 
radiological commodities have occurred on the Property. 

• No solid waste management units, underground or aboveground storage tanks, were present on the 
Property. 

• There have been no rep~rted releases of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-contaminated dielectric 
fluids on the Property. 

• Ordnance and explosive (OE) investigations, consisting of the Archive Search Report and 
Supplement No. 1 (December 1993 and November 1994, respectively), Site 39 Data Summary and 
Work Plan (February 1994), OE contractor after-action reports (December 1994, November 1995), 
working maps, Fort Ord Training Facilities Map, and associated interviews from various ordnance
related community relations activities, show no OE locations within or adjacent to the Property. 
However, because OE were used throughout the history of Fort Ord, the potential for OE to be 
present on the Property exists. This notice will be included in the deed. 

• The Property lies within CERF A Parcel 221 and is adjacent to two CERF A Disqualified Parcels (56 
and 62). The CERF A Disqualified sites within Parcel 56 are Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 
Sites 34, 36, and 40. Each ofthese sites is more than 1,000 feet west of Blanco Road. Site 34 was 
CERFA Disqualified because of the active Fritzsche Army Airfield (FAAF) Fueling Facility; Site 36 
is CERF A Disqualified because of the inactive F AAF Sewage Treatment Plant; and Site 40 is 
CERFA Disqualified because ofthe FAAF Defueling Area. Parcel62 is a CERFA Disqualified 
parcel because a former petroleum fuel storage tank (Tank No. 550B) is located at that site. The 
former fuel storage tank site was located approximately 100 feet (to the east) of the Property 
boundary. 
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• Three groundwater monitoring wells (MW-BW-01-A, MW-BW-02-180, and MW-BW-03-400) are 
located on the Property. Historically, no organic compounds have been detected in the three 
monitoring wells. The deed will reserve a non-exclusive easement to allow continued access for the 
Army (or its designated contractor) and the regulatory agencies to permit necessary groundwater 
monitoring at wells located on the Property. Furthermore, the deed will prohibit all others from 
tampering with the groundwater monitoring wells. 

i 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) reqt·irements for this transfer were satisfied by the analysis 
conducted in the June 1993 Fort Ord Disposal and Reuse Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and the 
December 1993 Record ofDecision (ROD). 

Clean Air Act General Conformity Rule requirements for this transfer were satisfied by a Record of Non
Applicability based upon an exemption for property transfers where the proposed action is a transfer of 
ownership, interest and title in the land, facilities, and associated real and personal property. 

Comments received from U.S. EPA Region IX and California EPA DTSC on the Version 1 FOST were 
reviewed and incorporated where possible into this Version 2 FOST. All comments were resolved. 

On the basis of the above information, I conclude that the Blanco Road Parcel should be assigned 
Department ofQefense (DoD) Environmental Condition Category 1 (areas where no release or disposal 
of hazardous substances or petroleum products has occurred [including no migration of these substances 
from adjacent areas]) and is transferable under Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 120 (h)(4). As such, the deed for this transaction will contain: 

• The covenant under CERCLA § 120 (h)(4)(D)(i) warranting that any response action under 
CERCLA or corrective action found to be necessary after the date of transfer shall be conducted by 
the United States. 

• The covenant under CERCLA § 120 (h)(4)(D)(ii) granting the United States access to the Property in 
any case in which response action or corrective action is found to be necessary after the date of 
transfer. 

lli.ANKO.DOC 
J() .llJN 97 

12 JlJN J997 

~- ~ ~~""-~: ~~~ 
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Acting Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Base Operations Support 

United States Army Training and Doctrine Command 
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Ms. Christine Lawson 
Department of the Army 

May 7, 1997 

Commander, D~I~C and POM (Fort Ord) 
I 

.Presidio of Monterey, California 93944-5006 

U /I I .......... -

REVIEW OF Tr3 DRAFT FINDING OF SUIT.AEILITY TO TRANSFER 
DOCUMENTS FOR BLANCO ROAD PARCEL DATED MA't 2. ~.997 AND 
MA:aiNA .. SPORTS CENTER p]>_'q,CE!.,. DA!'ED APR!!.. :29, 1997 I FORMER 
FORT ORD, CALIFORNIA 

Dear :Hs. Lawson: 

The Department of To:cic su:=stances Contrcl has reviewed 
tr.e. subject. dccuments and fi~ that the A·~ has adequately 
addressed State regulate~£ comments. 

If you have any questions, please feel free contact ~e 
at (916) 323-3466 or Bill Kilgore, project manager, at 
(916) :255-3738. 

cc: Ms. Lida Tan 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
75 Hawthorne S~reet 
San Francisco, Califor~ia 94105 

R '•Y•' 

~ WII.mn 
. Gawmwr 

~'lc::::E':::: C.: LEo l-0 l-9 



:L l6-unr -a L: 
-\ 

.Ms Christine Lawson 
May?, ~997 

Page 2 

<:::c: M=. Grant Hitnebaugb 
Cal~fornia Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Central Coast Region 
81 Higuera Street, Suite 200 
San Luis 9bispo, California 9340l-~4l~ 

Ms. Gail Youngblood 
BRAC Coordinator 
Department. of the Army 
Commander, DLIFC and POM {Fort Ord) 
Attn: ATZP-EP 
Presidio o£ Monterey, California· 93944-5006 

Mr. Dan Mc..~indes 
u.s. Army corps of E~gineers 

. ~3 25 J. Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
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ATZP-EP June 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD· 

SUBJECT: Record ofNon-Applic~tbility (RONA) to the Clean Air Act Amendment General 
Conformity Rule Regarding the Tr~\nsfer of Real Property Designated for State Highway 
Deparnnent (SHD). This Action Cuvers Activities Associated with Land Conveyance Between 
the U.S. Army and SHD. 

l. Scope Definition: The Department of the Anny is granting parcels of land located at the 
former Fort Ord, California for use by SHD. Subject parcel requested by SHD was formerly 
utilized by the U.S. Army as road. 

2. Presidio of Monterey, Defense Language Institute is required to make a review of direct and 
indirect air emission sources for each criteria pollutant as outlined in 40 CFR 51.853 and 93.153 
for federal initiatives located within a region designated as nonattainment to national ambient air 
quality standards (NAAQS). The analysis is to ensure that federal actions will not delay or 
prevent an area from achieving attainment status. 

3. Intended future reuse of subject parcel by grantee is as road. 

4. In accordance with Section 51.853 of the General Conformity Rule, subject Federal action is 
exempt from conformity requirements where proposed action is a transfer of ownership, interest 
and title in the land, facilities. and associated real and personal property. 

5. Any utilization of subject parcel by the grantee influencing facility emissions not identified in 
the State Implementation Plan, has neither been disclosed to Army Environmental personnel, nor 
considered in this determination. 

I 
")· / 

L>itV1'/L. c9euv~ 
CHRlSTINE LAWSON 
Air Pollution Environmental Coordinator 
Directorate Environmental and Natural 

Resources Management 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS IN AND FOR THE 

County of Monterey, State of California 

Resolution No.: 07-050 
Accept and authorize the Chair of the Board ) 
to sign an acceptance of a Quitclaim Deed ) 
transferring ownership of land and ) 
improvements on the former Fort Ord ) 
designated as Parcel E2b.3.1.2 (Building ) 
I 021, CID Building) from the Fort Ord ) 
Reuse Authority to the County of Monterey. ) 

RECITALS 

This Resolution is made with respect to the following facts and considerations: 

5100.000 

A. The U.S. Army is the owner of the former military installation in Monterey 
County known as Fort Ord. 

B. The U.S. Army closed this installation in 1990, and is transferring portions of the 
land as surplus property. 

C. In 2000, the Army entered into a Memorandum of Agreement with the Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority (FORA) to facilitate the sale of this land to local agencies for 
economic development. 

D. In 2001, FORA and the County entered into an Implementation Agreement setting 
forth the terms and conditions upon which FORA would transfer title of land in the 
unincorporated area of the former Fort Ord to the County. 

E. On August 8, 2000, the U.S. Army recorded Deed No. DACAOS-9-00-598 
transferring to FORA ownership of the property described as Parcel E2b.3.1.2 
(Building 1021, CID Building). 

F. On September 1, 2001, FORA leased this parcel to the County of Monterey for 
use as public offices for the Department of Planning & Building Inspection. 

G. On November 27, 2006, FORA executed a Quitclaim Deed transferring 
ownership of Parcel land and improvements on the former Fort Ord designated as 
Parcel E2b.3.1.2 (Building 102 I, CID Building) from the Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
to the County of Monterey. 



Resolution No. 07-050 
February 13,2007 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Board of Supervisors of the County 
of Monterey hereby accepts and authorizes the Chair of the Board to sign an acceptance 
of a Quitclaim Deed transferring ownership of land and improvements on the former Fort 
Ord designated as Parcel E2b.3.1.2 (Building 1021, CID Building) from the Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority to the County of Monterey. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 13'h day of February 2007, upon motion of Supervisor 
Smith, seconded by Supervisor Armenta by the following vote, to-wit: 

AYES: SUPERVISORS ARMENTA, CALCAGNO, POTTER, SALINAS, AND SMITH 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

I, Lew C. Bauman, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California, 
hereby certifY that the foregoing is a true copy of an original order of said Board of Supervisors duly made 
and entered in the minutes thereof Minute Book 73, on February 13, 2007. 

Dated: February 16, 2007 Lew C. Bauman, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, 
County ofCalifornia. 
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IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT 

THIS IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT (this "Agreement") is made as of /Ji 
between the Fort Ord Reuse Authority ("FORA") and the County of Monterey (the "J 
reference to the following facts: 

RECITALS 

A. FORA ts a regional agency established under Government Code Section 67650 to plan. facilitate, 
anC: manage the transfer of former Fort Ord property from the United States Army (the "Army") to the 
governinq local jurisdictions or their designee(s). 

8. FORA will acquire portions of the former Fort Ord from the Army, under an Economic 
Cevelopment Conveyance Memorandum of Agreement (hereinafter the "EDC Agreement") between 
FORA and the Army and dated June 20. 2000. FORA has delivered to the Jurisdiction a complete copy 
of the EDC Agreement, which includes a conveyanc.e schedule and terms for property transfers. 

C The Jurisdiction intends to acquire former Fort Ord property conveyed to FORA under the EDC 
Agreement Such property is described in the attached Exhibit A (the "Jurisdiction Property"). 

D FORA as a regional agency, adopted a Base Reuse Plan in June 1997, which identified (1) 
environmental actions required to mitigate development and redevelopment of the former Fort Ord (the 
·sasewide Mitigation Measures"), and (2) infrastructure and related costs necessary to accommodate 
development and redevelopment of the former Fort Ord (the "Basewide Costs"). 

E. FORA is obligated by the California Environmental Quality Act, the Base Reuse Plan and the 
Authority Act (as defined in Section 1 below) to implement the Basewide Mitigation Measures and incur 
the Basewide Costs. To carry out such obligations, FORA intends to arrange a financing mechanism to 
apply to al! former Fort Ord properties. 

F In the Base Reuse Plan, FORA identified land sale and lease (or "property based") revenues, 
redevelopment revenues. and basewide assessmer•ts or development fees, as the primary sources of 
f~nding to implement the Basewide Mitigation Measures and to pay the Basewide Costs. 

G. The Authority Act requires all revenues received by FORA and/or the Jurisdiction for the 
Junsdir:tion Prcperty to be divided equally between FORA and the Jurisdiction. 

H. In September 1999. Congress passed Section 2821 of the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Ftscal Year 2000 (Pub. L 106-65), otherwise known as No-Cost Economic Development Conveyance 
Legislation. This legislation allows the Army to transfer property to FORA under the EDC Agreement 
wthout monetary consideration. Under this legislati•)n any Sale or Lease Proceeds [as defined in 
Section 1 r below) must be applied to the economic development of the former Fort Ord. 

FORA and the Jurisdiction (the "Parties") wish to enter into this Agreement to achieve orderly 
reuse of the Jurisdiction Property and to meet the mutual financial obligations of the Parties. 

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

Section 1. Definitions. 

The following capitalized and underscored terms ha•1e the following meanings when used in this 
agreement: 
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a. Agreement means this Implementation Agreement. 

b. Army means the United States Army. 

c. Authority Act means, collectively, SB 899 and AB 1600 adopted in 1994, as codified at (i) 
Government Code Title 7.85, Chapters 1 through 7, commencing with Section 67650, and (ii) selected 
provisions of the California Redevelopment Law, including Health and Safety Code Sections 33492 et 
~·and 3349270 etseg. 

d. Base Closure Act means Section 2905(b)(4) of the Base Closure Act, as amended by 
Section 2821 of the Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000, No-Cost EDC Legislation- Public 
Law 106-65 

e. Base Reuse Plan means the Fort Ord Base Reuse Plan and its accompanying 
environmental impact report adopted and certified by the FORA Board in June 1997 to guide the reuse of 
the former Fort Ord. all as amended from time to time. 

f. Basewide Costs means the estimated costs identified in the Base Reuse Plan for the 
following: FORA Reuse Operations, Net Jurisdictio11al Fiscal Shortfalls, Caretaker Costs, and 
Demolition The Basewide Costs are more particularty described in the Fort Ord Comprehensive 
Business Plan and the Findings attached to the Base Reuse Plan. 

9 Basewide Mitigation Measures means the mitigation measures identified in the Base 
Reuse Plan. Basewide Mitigation Measures include: basewide transportation costs; habitat management 
capital and operating costs: water line and storm drainage costs; FORA public capital costs; and fire 
p'otection costs. The Basewide Mitigation Measures are more particularly described in the Fort Ord 
Comprehensive Business Plan, described in Section 1(f), the Development and Resource Management 
Plan. and the Findings attached to tile Base Reuse Plan. 

h. Direct Leasing Expenses means those leasing expenses actually and reasonably incurred 
by the Jurisdict1on or FORA for purposes of Section 4(d) in the leasing out and operating, as landlord. of 
a portion of the Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property. Such expenses include (without limitation): 
u~ilities: administrative overhead: police and fire protection services, to the extent that the need for such 
services is created by the leasing; insurance; depreciation of capital investments in the leased property in 
accordance with reasonable depreciation schedules; reasonable contributions to maintenance and 
replacement reserves; and maintenance. 

1. Direct Sale Expenses means those e~penses actually and reasonably incurred by the 
Jurisdiction or FORA for purposes of Section 4(e) in selling Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property to a 
bona fide purchaser for value. 

J. EDC Agreement means the Economic Development Conveyance Memorandum of 
A~reement between FORA and the Army by which FORA acquires portions of the former Fort Ord from 
the Army, including Jurisdiction Property. 

k Fair and Equitable Share means a financial contribution to FORA to be applied toward a 
.Junsdiction·s share of Basewide Mitigation Measures and Basewide Costs. The Fair and Equitable 
Snare is calculated in connection with a particular parcel of Jurisdiction Property, consisting of the sum of 
the following: 

113·01 Of final dTaji 
County of.Jionurey.fJ4}30/ 

2 



(A) Fifty percent (50%) of the Sa!e or Lease Proceeds of the particular parcel of 
Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property at the time of its permanent use. to be paid to FORA in 
a·;cordance with Section 5(g) below; plus 

(B) (i) FORA's allocation of tax increment revenue, under Californ1a Health and 
Safety Code Sections 33492.70 and following, generated by the particular parcel of Jurisdiction Property, 
if there is in effect with respect to the particular parcel of Jurisdiction Property a redevelopment plan 
adopted in accordance with California Health and S3fety Code Sections 33492.70; or 

(ii) Such alternate revenue as may be provided under any mechanism 
established in accordance with Section 10c below, if such a redevelopment plan is not in effect; plus 
payment of FORA fees and assessments as may be required for the development of the particular parcel 
of Jurisdiction Property in accordance with FORA's fee policy levied by the Jurisdiction in accordance 
w1th Section 6(a) below. subject to reduction on account of Jurisdiction performance and implementation 
of Basewide Mrtigation Measures and Basewide Costs in accordance with Section 6(d) below. FORA's 
fee policy is attached to this Agreement as Exhibit C. 

I. Fort Ord Master Resolution means the collection of administrative rules and regulations 
a.jopted by FORA under the Authority Act. as amended. As of the date of this Agreement, the Fort Ord 
Master Resolution consists of the Resolution adopted March 14, 1997, and amended November 20, 
1998. February 19, 1999, and January 21. 2000. 

m FORA means the Fort Ord Reuse Authority. 

n. Jurisdiction means the County of Monterey. 

o. Interim Use means the Jurisdiction's use of transferred property prior to the Jurisdiction's 
establishment of a permanent use 

p Jurisdiction-owned Jurisdiction Property means all of the Jurisdiction Property that the 
Jurisdiction acquires through FORA. 

q. Jurisdiction Property means the portions of the former Fort Ord located within the 
JurrsdiCtlonallimi!s of the Jurisdiction. 

r. Sale or Lease Proceeds means the consideration received by the Jurisdiction or FORA for 
purposes of Sections 4d and 4e when leasing or selling a portion of the Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction 
Property, minus any Direct Leasing Expenses and/or Direct Sale Expenses. 

s. Transaction Worksheet means a report from the Jurisdiction to FORA (in the form 
attached as Exhibit B) on the detai!s of a proposed lease, sale, or equivalent use transaction involving 
Ju-isdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property. The Jurisdiction agrees to deliver a Transaction Worksheet to 
FORA before consummating any lease, sale, or equivalent use transaction. as more particularly described 
in :Section 5 below. An equivalent use transaction is a transaction, other than a lease or sale transaction. 
through which the Jurisdiction permits third party use of Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property in a 
manner that confers direct or indirect financial benefrt to the Jurisdiction. 

Section 2. Compliance With Other Agreements. 

a The Jurisdiction shall use or transfer any Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property in 
compliance w1th the EDC Agreement, the Base Reuse Plan, the Settlement Agreement in Sierra Club v. 

3 
03.'02/0/ final draft 

C oun~r of .\lonterey.042301 



FORA Monterey County Superior Court Case Number 112014, executed November 30, 1998, the Fort 
Crd Master Resolution, and the deed restrictions, attached to this Agreement as Exhibit F. 

b. FORA and the Jurisdiction shall spend Sale or Lease Proceeds in compliance with the 
EDC Agreement 

c At least annually, commencing with the year in which the Army transfers a particular 
parcel of Jurisdtction Property to FORA and ending on the seventh (7'") anniversary of such transfer. the 
Jurisdiction shall submit to FORA a written report of the Jurisdiction's uses of all Sale or lease Proceeds 
received by the Jurisdiction in connection with such parcel of Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property 
and not shared with FORA under Section 5 (i) below. The Jurisdiction shall have forty-five (45) days 
fr:>m the anniversary of each transfer to prepare and submit its report to FORA. 

d Any liability caused by either Party's failure to spend Sale or lease Proceeds in 
compliance with the EDC Agreement shall be borne by the Party who causes such liability. 

Section 3. Compliance with Water/Waste Water Allocations. 

a. In using, developing, or approving development on the Jurisdiction Property, the 
Jurisdiction shall not commit (or cause the commitment of) water resources that are unavailable to the 
Jurisdiction (whether through FORA allocations or otherwise). 

b. FORA's current water allocations are set forth in the attached Exhibit E. On June 13, 
1997. FORA adopted its Development and Resource Management Plan. Section 3.11.54 of that plan 
includes procedures for adjusting water allocations. That reallocation procedure is subject to FORA's 
general operating procedures in Chapter 8 of the FORA Master Resolution. Any such reallocation shall 
be revtewed by the FORA Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee prior to consideration by the FORA 
BJard. 

c. If FORA allocates wastewater discharge capacity rights to the Jurisdiction, any 
realiocation to these capacity rights shall be made in the same manner as provided in this section for 
adjustments to water allocations. 

Section 4. Acquisition from Army; Disposition to Jurisdiction. 

a. FORA shall diligently seek to acquire the portions of Jurisdiction Property from the Amny 
id~ntlfied within the EDC Agreement. 

b Concurrently with FORA's acquisition of Jurisdiction Property from the Army (or at such 
other times as the Parties may agree in writing), FORA s'lall transfer such property to the Jurisdiction, 
and the Jurisdiction shall accept such property. Upon transfer, such property shall become Jurisdiction
OvVIled Jurisdiction Property. Each transfer shall include the deed restrictions and notices found in 
Exhibit F 

c. FORA shall keep the Jurisdiction informed about any conveyance of Jurisdiction Property 
from the Army to FORA. FORA shall also prepare documents needed to convey property from FORA to 
the Jurisdiction 

d. If FORA decides to lease portions of the Jurisdiction Property to a third party after transfer 
from the Army to FORA, but prior to its transfer to the Jurisdiction, FORA agrees to obtain the 
Jt.:risdiction's prior written consent to such lease. FORA also agrees to distribute to the Jurisdiction fifty 
percent (50%) of the Sale or Lease Proceeds as de1ined in Section 1r. 
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e. The Jurisdiction may direct FORA to transfer property directly to a third party rather than 
to the Jurisdiction. If the Jurisdiction so elects, the distribution of Sale or Lease Proceeds as defined in 
Section 1 r shall apply to the direct transfer. 

Section 5. Subsequent Jurisdiction Disposition. 

a. The Jurisdiction may dispose of Juri~diction-Owned Jurisdiction Property in its discretion, 
consistent with this Section 5 and Section 6. 

b The Jurisdiction and FORA shall use a Transaction Worksheet, in substantially the form 
attached to thiS Ag~eement as Exhibit B, to document the estimated and final distribution of Sales or 
Lease Proceeds as more particularly described in the remaining subsections of this Section 5. 

c. Forty-five (45) days prior to the Jurisdiction's anticipated final approval of any leasehold or 
fee transfer of a portion of Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property, the Jurisdiction shall deliver to 
FORA a completed Transaction Worksheet that includes all relevant information about the proposed 
transfer as requested in the form attached to this Agreement as Exhibit B. FORA shall have the 45 days 
to review such Transaction Worksheet and informally resolve any issues it may have with the 
transaction Within ten (10) business days after FORA requests substantiating documentation, the 
Jurisdiction shall deliver to FORA documents to support facts represented in the Transaction Worksheet 
The Junsdiction shall not approve any leasehold or fee transfer of a portion of Jurisdiction-Owned 
Jurisdiction Property until the earlier of (i) forty-five (45) days after delivering to FORA a Transaction 
Worksheet that 1nclude3 all relevant information about t!'!e proposed transfer as requested in the form 
attacned to this Agreement as Exhibit B. or (ii) thirty (30) days after FORA has confirmed in writing that 
the Transaction Worksheet is complete. 

d. If FORA disagrees with the Transaction Worksheet, FORA shall provide the Jurisdiction 
w th written notice of its objections, including specifi•: objections and reasoning, at least three (3) 
business days before the meeting scheduled for the Jurisdiction's governing body to :;onsider approval of 
the tcansfer. f the Jurisdiction has complied with th: requirements of Section Sc and approves the 
transfer at the noticed meeting in the manner described in the Transaction Worksheet delivered to 
FORA. then FORA shall be deemed to have waived its right to protest the transfer unless FORA 
prov1ded the .1urisd1ction written notice of its protest, and the grounds on which it is based, at least three 
(3) bus1ness clays prior to the noticed meeting. FORA shall be restricted to those objections contained in 
the written no-:ice of objections. 

Notwit1standing the foregoing provisions. the Parties acknowledge that the !ransfer process will 
benefrt from early and detailed discussions between FORA and the Jurisdiction. 

e. In disposing of Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property, the Jurisdiction may require any 
le,el or type of consideration permitted by state law. In determining the lawful consideration, the 
Jurisdiction s~1all obtain and rely on an appraisal by an appraiser. Alternately, if the Jurisdiction-Owned 
Jurisdiction Property is within a redevelopment project area, then the Jurisdiction may rely upon an 
economic consultant's opinion of residual land value consistent in scope and approach with that 
employed by certified appraisers. In determining the property's fair market value, the appraiser or 
economtc consultant shall be instructed to: 

(i) assume that the highest and best use is (A) that use designated in the Base 
Reuse Plan. if the Jurisdiction authorizes development at such highest and best use, or (B) a less 
in~en~1ve use. consistent with the Base Reuse Plan, designated by the Jurisdiction under Chapter 8 of 
the Fort Ord Master Resolution, if applicable, and if :he Jurisdiction res!ricts development to such less 
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intensive use. or (C) any less intensive land use, consistent with the Base Reuse Plan, required by the 
Jurisdiction in the applicable proposed transfer agreement; and 

(ii) consider the effect of any development obligations and use restrictions in the 
proposed transfer agreement; and 

(iii) consider the effect of customary local development fees and exactions, the FORA 
fees and exactions described in Section 6, and any special taxes or assessments that may be levied in 
a:cordance with Sectior, 7. 

Each Transaction Worksheet submitted to FORA must include a description of the property's fair 
market value established under the foregoing assumptions and considerations. If an appraiser 
determined such value, then the Transaction Worksheet must include the appraisal instructions. When 
a1d if the Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property is within a redevelopment project area and value was 
determined by an economic consultant's opinion of residual land value, then the Transaction Worksheet 
must include a complete description of assumptions and method used to arrive at the value. Finally, the 
Jurisdiction shall document its analysis of each transaction in a reasonable manner, including staff 
reports and evidence offered to support governing body findings. 

f. In disposing of Jurisdiction-Owned Jurisdiction Property, the Jurisdiction shall include in 
the disposition documentation a promise by the transferee, and its successors in interest, to comply with 
Section 7 of t'1is Agreement and the deed restrictions in Exhibit F. 

g. When the Jurisdiction receives Sale or Lease Proceeds, the Jurisdictbn shall promptly 
deliver to FOHA (i) fifty percent (50%) of the amount of such Sale or Lease Proceeds, and (ii) an update 
to any applic<ble Transaction Worksheet The updated Transaction Worksheet, if any, shall identify the 
property for which the Sale or Lease Proceeds have been received and specify any Direct Sale 
Expenses or Direct Leasing Expenses that have been incurred or recalculated for the property since the 
delivery of the• original Transaction Worksheet. The Jurisdiction shall deliver to FORA reasonable 
documentation to substantiate the information in a Transaction Worksheet update within ten (10) 
business days after receiving a request from FORA for such documentation. 

h. The Sale or Lease Proceeds held by either the Jurisdiction or FORA after payments have 
been made tc FORA under Section 5 (g) may be used by the Parties in any manner consistent with the 
EJC Agreem•~nt and the Base Reuse Plan. [See Authority Act GC 67678) and Base Closure Act.]. The 
Parties acknowledge that the EDC Agreement requires Sale or Lease Proceeds to be spent only on 
Economic De•Jelopment Uses, as defined in the EDC Agreement. 

1. Within forty-five (45} days of the end of the last preceding calendar year, the Jurisdiction 
shall file with FORA a report for the preceding year that summarizes (i) the transactions disclosed in 
Transaction Worksheets during the year, (ii) Sale or Lease Proceeds received during the year (including 
the calculation of Direct Sale Expenses and Direct Leasing Expenses), (iii) payments made to FORA 
during the year. and (iv) expenditures that the Jurisdiction made during the year with its retained Sale or 
Lease Proceeds Within ten (10) days after a request by FORA for substantiating documentation, the 
JLirisdiction shall deliver to FORA reasonable documentation to substantiate the information in the annual 
report. 

Section 6. Basewide Mitigation Measures and Basewide Costs. 

a. The Jurisdiction acknowledges that the Authority Act [at Government Code Section 
67679(e)] prohibits the Jurisdiction from issuing a building permit for development projects on the 
Juisdiction Property unless and until FORA has certified that all development fees that it has levied with 
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respect to the development project have been paid or otherwise satisfied. To assist FORA in levying 
development fees, and to the extent legally permissible, the Jurisdiction shall levy, on development 
projects on the Jurisdiction Property, development fees and assessments in accordance with FORA's 
adopted fee policy in effect from time to time, to be payable by the project applicant directly to FORA 
FORA shall pay all Jurisdiction costs, including reasonable attorneys' fees. incurred defending any legal 
challenge to the Jurisdiction's authority to levy such development fees and assessments for the benefit of 
FORA. Nothing in the preceding sentence obligates the Jurisdiction to defend such legal challenge. 

b. The Jurisdiction shall not approve a sale, lease, or equivalent use of Jurisdiction-Owned 
Jurisdiction Property until the Fair and Equitable Share for the particular parcel has been identified in a 
Transaction Worksheet submitted to FORA under Section Sc. 

c. The J'-lrisdiction shall not complete an approved sale, lease, or equivalent use transaction 
w;th respect to a particular parcel of Jurisdiction-Ov.ned Jurisdiction Property until (1) the method of 
payment of the Fair and Equitable Share for such property has either been established in accordance 
with the definition of Fair and Equitable Share; (2) s:>me type of financing mechanism is in place to meet 
the Jurisdiction's Fair and Equitable Share for such property; or (3) otherwise arranged with FORA in 
wciting. This requirement, which supplements other provisions of this Agreement providing for payment 
to FORA of the Fa1r and Equitable Share for such parcel, ensures that FORA will receive the tax 
increment (or equivalent) component of the Fair and Equitable Share for such parcel. 

d. The Jurisdiction may fund (or cause the funding of) certain elements of Basewide 
Mitigation Measures or Basewide Costs from its own resources, grants, or from developers contracting 
w;th the Juriscliction for reuse of the Jurisdiction Property. For each dollar of such Jurisdiction (or 
Jurisdiction-c<;used) funding that is not part of the Fair and Equitable Share, there shall be a one (1) 
dollar reduction in the Fair and Equitable Share that the Jurisdiction would otherwise owe to FORA with 
respect to any portion of the Jurisdiction Property. The Jurisdiction shall determine when and how the 
reduction in the Jurisdiction's Fair and Equitable Share will be accounted for. The Jurisdiction shall 
report on such reductions. including the source of the reduction and how the reduction will be accounted 
for. :n each annual report submitted to FORA pursuant to Section S(i) above. In addition, any 
Transaction Worksheet for a transaction in which such a reduction will be accounted for must describe 
the applicable reduction. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Jurisdiction shall not fun:! (or cause the 
funding of) any elements of Basewide Mitigation Measures or Basewide Costs without first notifying 
FORA of the Jurisdiction's intention to do so. If FORA reasonably disapproves such funding it shall 
provide written notice of that disapproval to the Jurisdiction within fifteen (15) days after receipt of the 
JLrisdJction's notice of intention. Upon receipt of such notice of disapproval from FORA, the Jurisdiction 
sr.all not proceed with the proposed funding of Basewide Mitigation Measures or Basewide Costs. 

e. When FORA has levied (or the Jurisdiction has levied for the benefit of FORA) 
development f:es or assessments on development orojects that constitute Interim Uses, the 
development f:es or assessments paid to FORA in .;onnection with such Interim Uses shall be credited 
toward development fees or assessments levied on subsequent development projects involving 
permanent uses of the same property. Under no circumstances is FORA. obligated to refund 
development f·:es or assessments where a permanent use triggers development fees or assessments 
that are less than those for a prior Interim Use of the same property. 

f. If FORA is unable, despite reasonable good faith efforts, to pay Basewide Costs and 
undertake Basewide Mitigation Measures, then upon a request from FORA, the Juris-diction shall initiate 
a process to consider its own financing mechanisms to raise revenues to contribute, toward Basewide 
Costs and the cost of undertaking Basewide Mitigation Measures. Nothing in this Section 6(f) requires 
the Jurisdiction to adopt any specific financing mechanism or contribute any funds to alleviate FORA's 
funding insufficiency. 
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g. FORA shall pay Basewide Costs and undertake Basewide Mitigation Measures for the 
benefit of the .Jurisdiction Property to the same extent that FORA pays Basewide Costs and undertakes 
Basewide Miti!~ation Measures for the benefit of other property. FORA may pay Basewide Costs and 
undertake Ba~.ewide Mitigation Measures in accordance with a FORA-approved schedule of 
Improvements and mitigations, which may be modified from time to time. FORA shall, however, afford 
the Jurisdiction an opportunity to participate in FORO..'s approval of a schedule of improvements and 
mitigations. During any 5-year period, starting with the first FORA approval of a schedule of 
improvements and mitigations, the benefit to the Jurisdiction Property must be equitable and proportional 
to the benefit to other property benefited by Basewide Mitigation Measures. 

Section 7. Formation of Financing District. 

In consideration for the transfer of Property from FORA to the Jurisdiction, the Jurisdiction agrees, for 
itself. its tenants, and successors, in interest. not to interfere with, protest, or challenge the imposition 
and formation of any land-based financing district allowed by Government Code 6767g(d) (a "Financing 
Districr). wh1cn is reasonably necessary to implement the Basewide Costs and Basewide Mitigation 
Measures The Jurisdiction further agrees to provide all reasonable assistance to FORA in such 
formation. mcluding. if required, voting affirmatively for the formation of any such Financing District. A 
Fmancing District is ::reasonably necessary to implement the Basewide Costs and Basewide Mitigation 
Measures if: 

(i) FORA's revenues from all other sources are reasonably expected to be inadequate to the 
Basewide Costs and Basewide Mitigation Measures consistent with FORA's policy 
adopted in January 1999 and previously approved in the Base Reuse Plan in 1997. (That 
cost is estimated to be as much as Two Hundred Twenty-Five Million Dollars 
($225 000.000]); and 

(i!) the special taxes or assessments from such Financing District are limited to the gap 
between the revenues needed by FORA for such purposes and the revenues otherwise 
reasonably available to FORA for such purposes. 

The Jurisdictio'l and such tenants, successors in int~rest or assigns may, however, protest the rate or 
apportionment of special taxes or assessments over property within such a Financing District if such 
sj:ecial taxes or assessments are greater than those identified in Exhibit C (as indexed for inflation). The 
Junsdiction shall include this obligation in all conveyance instruments of the Jurisdiction-Owned 
Jurisdiction Property 

Section 8. Unique Situations. 

The attached Exhibit D identifies applicable unique situations for which the allocation of Sale or Lease 
Proceeds or developer assessments vary from the provisions of sections 5 or 6. 

Section 9. Development and Service Costs. 

As between the Parties, the Jurisdiction shall be responsible for all development costs, except 
Basewide Mitigation Measures and Basewide Costs. Jurisdiction costs include, without limitation: non
basewide construction, property clearance, site preparation, project-specific demolition costs, and other 
pr·Jject-specific development costs. Nothing in this Agreement requires the Jurisdiction to undertake any 
development of the Jurisdiction Property or to be responsible for payment of any taxes or fees that would 
nc rmally be paid by developers or property owners. 
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Section 10. Redevelopment 

a The Jurisdiction shall initiate a process to consider the adoption of a redevelopment plan 
fo· a redevelopment area consisting of some or all of the Jurisdiction Property. Nothing in this 
Agreement requires the Jurisdiction to adopt a rede11elopment plan. 

b The Jurisdiction may assign its rights (and delegate its duties) under this Agreement to the 
re::levelopment agency for the Jurisdictions jurisdictional boundaries. 

c. If a redevelopment plan. adopted in accordance with California Health and Safety Code 
Sections 33492.70 and following, is not in effect with respect to all of the Jurisdiction Property within two 
(2) years after the date of this Agreement, or if a redevelopment plan, adopted in accordance with 
California Health and Safety Code Sections 33492 and following, is not in effect with respect to a 
particular parcel of the Jurisdiction Property by the time the Jurisdiction seeks to complete a sale, lease, 
or equivalent use transaction for such parcel, then the Parties shall negotiate in good faith to identify a 
firancing mechanism that would result in FORA receiving revenue equal to the tax increment revenue 
that FORA would have received from the Jurisdiction Property (or applicable parcel). If the Parties fail to 
agree on the calculation of Fair and Equitable Share for a specific project within Jurisdiction Property, 
FORA may find a project inconsistent with the Base Reuse Plan, as provided in the Authority Act 
Nothing in this Section 1 0© obligates the Jurisdiction to implement any particular financing mechanism. 

Section 11. Ordnance. 

The Parties shall cooperate with the Army's investigation, characterization, and remediation of potential 
ordnance and explosives impediments to allow the reuse of the Jurisdiction Property as contemplated by 
the Base Reuse Plan. 

Section 12. Public Information. 

FORA and the Jurisdiction will cooperate in providing appropriate public information in open meetings as 
necessary or requested by the Jurisdiction. 

Section 13. Audit. 

Each Party may, at its own expense, audit those records of the other Party that directly relate to 
performance under this Agreement. Each Party has an obligation to make all such records available, 
w1th1n a reasonable period of time, to the auditing Party. 

Section 14. Notice. 

Formal notices. demands. and communications between the Parties shall not be deemed given unless 
sent by certified mail. return receipt requested, or express delivery service with a delivery receipt, or 
personal delivery with a delivery receipt, to the principal office of the Parties as follows: 

JL nsdiction: 

County of Monterey 
ATTN: Sally Reed, 
County Administrative Officer 
P 0 Box 180 
Salinas, CA 93902 

IJ_l, 01/0/ final draft 
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FORA 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority 
ATTN: Michael A. Houlemard, Jr., 
Executive Officer 
100 12"' Street. Bldg. 2880 
Marina Califomia 93933 

S JCh written notices, demands. and communications may be sent in the same manner to such other 
addresses as the affected Party may from time to time designate as provided in this Section 14. Receipt 
shall be deemed to have occurred on the date marked on a written receipt as the date of delivery or 
refusal of delivery (or attempted delivery if undeliverable). 

Section 15. Title of Parts and Sections. 

A -.y titles of the sectoons or subsections of this Agreement are inserted for convenience of reference only 
and shall be disregarded in interpreting any part of the Agreement's provisions. 

Section 16 Severability. 

If any term of this Agreement is held in a final disposition by a court of competent jurisdiction to be 
invalid. then the remaining terms shall continue in full force unless the lights and obligations of the 
Parties have been materially altered by such holding of invalidity. 

Section 17. Dispute Resolution. 

a. Dispute resolution procedure. If any dispute arises between the Parties under this 
Agreement. the Parties shall resolve the dispute in accordance with this Section 17. 

b. Dutv to meet and confer. The Parties shall first meet and confer in good faith and attempt 
to resolve the matter between themselves. Each Party shall make all reasonable efforts to provide to the 
other Party all the information in its possession that is relevant to the dispute, so that both Parties have 
th;;! infonnation needed to reach agreement. If these negotiations fail to produce agreement after fifteen 
(15) days from the initial demand, either Party may demand mediation. 

c Mediation. If meeting and conferring do not resolve the dispute, then the matter shall be 
sc bmitted for formal mediation to the Mediation Center of Monterey County, the American Arbitration 
Association, the Judicial Arbitration and Mediation Services, or such other mediation service as the 
parties may mutually agree upon. Either Party may terminate the mediation if it fails to produce 
agreement within forty-five (45) days from selection of the mediator. The expenses of such mediation 
srall be shared equally between the Parties. 

d. Arbitration. If the dispute has not been resolved by mediation, and if both Parties wish to 
pursue arbitration. then the dispute shall be submitted to arbitration. The decision of the arbitrator or 
arbotrators shall be binding, unless within thirty (30) days after issuance of the arbitrator's written 
decision. either Party files an action in court. 

(i) Any potential arbitrator must affirmatively disclose all of his or her potential conflicts 
of interest, and a description of the nature of his or her past and current law practice 
(if applicable), before the Parties select the arbitrator. A Party may disqualify any 
potential arbitrator whom the Party subjectively perceives to have a conflict or bias. 

10 
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Any potential arbitrator must be a qualified professional with expertise in the area 
that is the subject of the dispute, unless the Parties otherwise agree. 

(ii) The Parties shall jointly select a single arbitrator. 

'.iii) Before commencement of the arbitration, the Parties may elect to have the 
arbitration proceed on an infom1al basis; however, if the Parties are unable so to 
agree. then the arbitration shall be conducted in accordance with Code of Civil 
Procedure Sections 1280 and following, and to the extent that procedural issues are 
not there resolved, in accordance with the rules of the American Arbitration 
Association. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the requirements of Section 17(d)(iv) 
shall apply. 

(iv) The arbitrator must issue a written decision setting forth the legal basis of the 
decision. making findings of all relevant facts and stating how the law was applied to 
the found facts. and the decision must be consistent with and apply the law of the 
State of California. 

e. Attorney's Fees and Costs. Should the dispute of the Parties not be resolved by 
negotiation or mediation, and in the event it should become necessary for either Party to enforce any of 
the terms and conditions of this Agreement by means of arbitration, court action or administrative 
enforcement. the prevailing Party, in addition to any other remedy at law or in equity available to such 
Party. shall be awarded all reasonable cost and reasonable attorney's fees in connection therewith, 
including the fees and costs of experts reasonably consulted by the attorneys for the prevailing Party. 

f Jud1cial Resolution. If the dispute is not or cannot be resolved by mediation, and if there 
1s not agreement between the Parties to pursue arbitration, then either Party may commence an action in 
the Superior Court of Monterey County. The prevai ing Party, in addition to any other remedy at law or in 
eqwty available to such Party, shall be awarded all reasonable costs and reasonable attorney's fees, 
including the fees and costs of experts reasonably consulted by the attorneys for the prevailing Party. 

g. Prevailing Party. For purposes of Sections 17(e) and (f), "prevailing Party" shall include a 
Party that dismisses an action for recovery hereunder in exchange for payment of the sum allegedly due, 
performance of covenants allegedly breached, or consideration substantially equal to the relief sought in 
the act1on or proceeding. 

Section 18. Entire Agreement. 

This Agreement contains the entire agreement of the Parties with respect to Jurisdiction Property. 
No other statement or representation by any employee, officer. or agent of either Party, which is not 
contained in this Agreement, shall be binding or valid. 

Section 19. Multiple Originals; Counterparts. 

This Agreement may be executed in multiple originals, each of which is deemed to l:>e an original, and 
may be signed in counterparts. 

Section 20. Modifications. 

This Agreement shall not be modified except by written instrument executed by and between the 
Parties. 
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Section 21. Interpretation. 

This Agreement has been negotiated by and between the representatives of both Parties, both Parties 
being knowledgeable in the subject matter of this Agreement, and each Party had the opportunity to 
have the Agreement reviewed and drafted by their respective legal counsel. Accordingly, any rule of law 
(including Civil Code SectiOI"\ 1654) or legal decision that would require interpretation of any ambiguities 
in this Agreement against the Party that has drafted it is not applicable and is waived. The provisions of 
thrs Agreement shall be interpreted in a reasonable manner to effectuate the purpose of the Parties and 
this Agreement. 

Section 22. Relationship of the Parties. 

Nothing in this Agreement shall create a joint venture, partnership or principal-agent relationship 
between the Parties unless specifically provided herein. 

Section 23. Waiver. 

No waiver of any right or obligation of either Party hereto 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 either Party 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. 

Section 24. Further Assurances. 

The Parties shaii make, execute, and deliver such ether documents, and shall undertake such other and 
fu:iher acts. as may be reasonably necessary to carl)' out the intent of this Agreement. 

Section 25. Days. 

As. used in this Agreement. the term "days" means c:alendar days unless otherwise specified. 

AS OF THE DATE FIRST WRITTEN ABOVE, the Parties evidence their agreement to the terms of this 
Agre-ement by signing below: 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority. County of Monterey, 
ub c Corporation of the S A Political Subdivision of the State of California 

Its: 

TATE OF CALIFO~Rz:NI;iiA~~· P"~~:; /J-U_ 
On , 2001, before me , Nota 
appear rsonally known to me or prov on the basis of satisfactory evidence 
t the person whose name is sub d on the accompanying inst ent and acknowledged to me th~Sile 
executed the rnstrument in hislh authorized capacity and that b 5/her signature on the instrume t-ttre" person. 
or the er.tity upon behalf of rch the person acted, execut e instrument. 

W TNESS my hao nd official seal, NOTARY Pl!J;lldc;;~ AND FOR THE STATE, CALIFORNIA 
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

::: personally known to me 
A proved to me on the basis of satisfactory 
evidence 

to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the within instrument and 
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed 
the same in his/her/their authorized 
capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their 
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or 
I he entity upon behalf of which the person(s) 
acted, executed the instrument. 

............................................. -opnONAL-------------------
Though the mformation below is not required by law, it may prove valuable to persons relying on the document 

and coi.Jid prevent fraudulent removal and reattachment of this form to another document. 

Description of Attached Document 1 1 1_ 
Title or Type of Document: 'I.,..p tetrH?t~1"'--rt 0" fkrree#'~UDt<-f · 

I 1 1 For /t1.ot~"kr0 u~~ 
Document Dale: ,s-, ( 0 f Number of Pages: ____ _ 

I -

Signer(s) Other Than Named Above:------------------------

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer 
Srgner's Name: 

Individual 
Corporate Offrcer- Trtle(s): 
Partner- Limited ; l General 

- Attorney in Fact 

Prod No 5907 

R'GHT THUMBPR,'fT 
Of SIGNER 

Top o: !humb here 



NOTARY SEAL 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 27361.7 

I CERriFY (OP DtL"'IA!<El t-1IDER PENALTY OF PERJURY UNDER THE lAWS 
OF THE STATE OF CI\LIFOP-NIA THAT THE FOIIDXING IS TRUE NID CORRECT. 

Name ofNotary __ L=-YNN__c:.:..._MAIJ _____________ _ 

Commission Number 1249020 
--------------------------

Date of Commission Expires ---------------------
January 28, 2004 



State of 

County of 

~ersonally known to me- OR-= proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) 
whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument 
and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the 
samE• in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by 
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), 
or th•3 entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
exec1Jted the instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

--------------------OPnONAL--------------------
T.'lo-.;gh the lt'formatJon below ;s not required by law. it may prove valuable to persons relying on the documetlt and could prevent 

fraudulent removal and reattachment of this form to another document. 

Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer(s) 

Signer's Name: ___________ _ 

Individual 
Corporate Officer 

Title(s): -----=--=------
- Partner-_ Limrted _ General 

Attorney-in-Fact 
Trustee 
Guardian or Conservator 
Other: 

Signer Is Representing: 

Signer's Name: ___________ _ 

::J Individual 
:::J Corporate Officer 

Tllle(s): -::-.,----=------
::J Partner- D Limited C Generai 
0 Attorney-in-Fact 
0 Trustee 
C Guardian or Conservator 
0 Other: 

Signer Is Representing: 

RIGHT THU',18PRI"vT 
Of S\G~lER 

Top of thumb here 

,, 

t: 1"95 rQlo)"'la Not¥>.- Asscoatron • B23E Flemrre: Ave .. P.O. Bo)[ 7184 • Garoga Park. CA 91309-71.34 Prod. No. 5907 Reotder. Call Toll-Free 1-800-87s.6827 



EXHIBIT A 
DESCRIPTION OF THE JURISDICTION PROPERTY 

A FORA proposes to transfer the following real property to the Jurisdiction under this 
Agreement: all COE parcels that designate the Jurisdiction (County of Monterey) as the final recipient.' 

B. All personal prcperty located on the above-described real property, including, but not 
limited to. all buildings. facilities, roadways, and other infrastructure, including the storm drainage 
s·tstems and the telephone system infrastructure, and any other improvements thereon (including all 
replacements or additions thereto between the date of this Agreement and the date of conveyance of the 
Property to FORA). 

' See Exhibit A. Attachment 1, for the FORA Parcels Using COE Parcel Numbers map with attached 
COE Description of Properties previously described as Exhibit "A" of the Memorandum of Agreement Between 
the Department of the Army and the Fort Ord Reuse Authority dated June 20, 2000. 
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Seller'Lessor: 
Address 

Phone. 
Fax· 

EXHIBIT B 
Transaction Detail Report- Fonn 

FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY 

Buyer/lessee: 
Address: 

Phone: 
Fax: 

Demolition Required: No D Yes D $ Cost 
lns~ctions: ______________________________________________________________ __ 



EXHIBITC 

Basewide Development Fee/Assessments 

New Resident al $29,600 per unit 

Preston Lease· $0 

Preston Sale $8,900 per unit 

Other Existing 
Housing $8.900 per unit 

New Retail $80.000 per acre 

New Industrial/Business office $3,880 per acre 

Hotel/Motel $6,600 per room 

Park/Recreation $-0-

Interim rental fees from Interim Use as defined in Section 1 (o) and described in Section 6(e) of this 
Agreement 

OJi0:!/01 final draft 
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EXHIBITO 

UNIQUE SiTUATIONS WITH UNIQUE ALLOCATIONS 

OF SALE OR lEASE PROCEEDS 

PRESTON PJI.RK HOUSING: The three hundred fifty-four (354) units of housing within Preston Park 
shall be admir istered as provided in this Agreement, subject to the following additional provisions: 

The Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) and the City of Marina (Marina) agree to abide by the action 
taken by FORA Board in December 1999 to apply the net revenues from the leasing of the Preston 
Park Housing Complex to capital projects and related costs at the former Fort Ord. In addition, 
FORA and Marina agree that the extension of the Preston Park lease Agreement as approved by 
the FORA Board and as attached hereto will govern the expanded area of leasing as may be 
amended from time to time and as permitted thmugh the term of the lease amendment FORA and 
Marina also agree that all revenues from the leasing of the Preston Park Housing Complex shall be in 
accordance with section 5(g) of this Implementation Agreement. If Marina, at its discretion, at some 
point in the future, elects to sell a portion or all of the Preston Park Housing Parcels, the proceeds will 
be distributed and the assessment of the property shall be in accordanr,e with any other transaction 
covered by this agreement 

The sublease with Mid-Peninsula Housing Corporation shall remain in effect for its term, as 
extended. and the provisions of the lease to FORA shall apply to the administration of the housing. 
In March 2000, FORA extended the lease with the U.S. Army for five additional years. with a one
year option to extend. The one-year option is available only if FORA is unable to recover its 
construction/rehabilitation costs during the five-year extension period. 

<-- Charges, including those paid to support Marina Public Safety services, may be taken and applied by 
the C1ty in a manner consistent with the practices and policies, which have applied heretofore in the 
administration of the sublease and its implementing measures, for the term of the sublease and any 
extension thereto. 

3 _ The action allocating Preston Park revenues to projects. as taken by the FORA Board of Directors in 
December 1999, shall continue to apply and the amount of net revenues allocated from the lease of 
the Preston Park Housing recommended by the Marina City Council and approved by the FORA 
Board sha I continue to be allocated to capital projects and related costs at the former Fort Ord. 
Clarifications of the approved allocation list shall be made by joint action with a recommendation from 
the Marina City Council and approval by the FORA Board of Directors. 

4. Upon recommendation from the Marina City Council and approval by the FORA Board of Directors, 
the lease and sublease of Preston Park Housing may be extended for the support of the Department 
of Defense mission in the Monterey Bay area, to include units within Abrams Park Housing_ 

5. Any sale of Preston Park housing, or leasing beyond the terms described in this Exhibit, and the 
distributior of the proceeds there from, shall be in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement. 

HAYES HOUSING: 
In consideration for the City of Seaside's agreement to undertake the basewide costs associated with 
building removal at the Hayes Park Project, the development fees for the Hayes Park developer will be 
reduced by $10,000 per dwelling unit removed. It is anticipated that this provision will be formally 
enacted by separate agreement between FORA and Seaside at a future date. To the extent such 
agreement modifies this general provision. it supersedes this section. 

03/02101 final drafi 
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EXHIBITE 

WATER RESERVATIONS AND ALLOCATIONS (Current Year) 

ENTITY FORT ORO REUSE PLAN ALLOCATION In Acre 
Feet per Year (AFY) 

ORO MILITARY COMMUNITY (Reservation) 
CSUMB 

1729 
1035 
230 
560 
45 

UCMBEST 
COUNTY 
COUNTY/STATE PARKS 
DELREYOAKS 
MONTEREY 
MARINA (SPHERE) 
SEASIDE 
MARINA 

75 
65 
10 

710 
1175 

TOTAL ALLOCATIONS 5634 
Assumed Line Loss 532 
Reserve 434 

Total 6600 

03/02101 final draj• 
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EXHIBIT F 
DEED RESTRICTION AND COVENANTS 

The Deed Re~;triction and Covenants is made this __ day of , 200_, by the Fort Ord 
Reuse Authority ("Owner ), a governmental public entity organized under the laws of the State of 
California, with reference to the following facts and circumstances. 

A. Owner is the owner of the real property described in Exhibit A to this Deed Restriction and 
CoveMnts ("the property"), by virtue of a conveyance of the property from the United States 
Government and/or the United States Department of the Army to Owner in accordance with state 
and federal law, the Fort Ord base Reuse Plan ("the Reuse Plan"), and the policies and programs 
of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority. 

B. Future development of the property is governed under the provisions of the Reuse Plan and other 
applicable general plan and land use ordinances and regulations of the local governmental entity 
on which the property is located consistent with the Reuse Plan. 

C The Reuse Plan provides that the property can only be used and developed in a manner 
consistent with the Reuse Plan. 

D. The Reuse Plan recognizes that development of all property conveyed from FORA is constrained 
by limited water, sewer, transportation, and other infrastructure services and by other residual 
effects of a former militarJ reservation, including unexploded ordinance. 

E. It is the• desire and intention of Owner, concurrently with its acceptance of the conveyance of the 
property, to recognize and acknowledge the existence of these development constraints on the 
proper! y and to give due notice of the same to the public and any future purchaser of the 
property. 

F. It is the intention of the Owner that this Deed Restriction and Covenants is irrevocable and shall 
constitute enforceable restrictions on the property. 

NOW, THEREFORE, Owner hereby irrevocably covenants that the property subject to this Deed 
Restnction and Covenants is held and shall be held, conveyed, hypothecated, encumbered, leased, 
rented. used, occupied, and improved subject to the following restrictions and covenants on the use and 
enjoyment of t1e property, to be attached to ar.d become a part of the deed to the property. The Owner, 
for itself and fCJr its heirs, assigns, and successors in interest, covenants and agrees that: 

1 Develo:>ment of the property is not guaranteed or warranted in any manner. Any development of 
the property vlill be and is subject to the provisions of the Reuse Plan, the policies and programs of the 
Fort Ord Reuse Authority, including the Authority's Master Resolution, and other applicable general plan 
and land use ordinances and regulations of the local governmental entity on which the property is 
located and c:>mpliance with CEQA. 

2 Development of the property will only be allowed to the extent such development is consistent 
with applicable local general plans which have been determined by the Authority to be consistent with 
the Reuse Plan. including restraints relating to water supplies, wastewater and solid waste disposal, 
road capacity and the availability of infrastructure to supply these resources and services, and does not 
exceed the ccnstraintlimitations described in the Reuse Plan and the Final Program Environmental 
Impact Report on the Reuse Plan. 

3. 
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4. This Deed Restriction and Covenants shall remain in full force and effect immediately and shall be 
deemed to have such full force and effect upon the first conveyance of the property from FORA, and 
1s hereby deemed and agreed to be a covenant running with the land binding all of the Owner's 
assigns or successors in interest 

5. If any provision of this Deed Restriction and Covenants is held to be invalid or for any reason 
becomes unenforceable, no other provision shall be thereby affected or impaired. 

6. Owner agrees to record this Deed Restriction and Covenants as soon as possible after the date of 
execution. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the foregoing instrument was subscribed on the day and year first above
written. 

Owner 

NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF MONTEREY 

On , 2000, before me , Notary Public personally 
appeared personally known to me or proved on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence to be the person whose name is subscribed on the accompanying instrument and 
acknowledged to me that he/she executed the instrument in his/her authorized capacity and that by 
his/her signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, 
executed the instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal, NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

63/01101 jinol draft 
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EXHIBIT A 
Attachment 1 
Page 1 of 8 
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COE PARCEL NUMBERS 
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l itt:, I,.; l l:l l 1 

Search Results: (Jidl flack Bnttnn un Rruwsn to Search Agnin. 

l'arccls Oatnhase last updated on: IIJ/4/99 1 :54:~2 PM 

Total Acrcugc from Query is: SIHR.JOI Acres 

EXHI!liT"A" 
OFSCHII"TION OF PROPERTIES 

[coE Number II Pn·;~-.c-I_N_a_m_c ____ ~[Acrcage-][ Ju•·i~dk-ti~:=J[Recipicnt] Transfer Status 

@ Ia J I !abilat managemen~- ·- -.. ~1 .... 154.5 __ ]~ounty : J[Iin_C ___ JI in progress ~ 

~~-~[~pment/mtxedusc/aclimit I~!~f c:ounty ~~~ 11 in progress ~ 
~llb.2 I devclopm~ltl mixed use-ac limit )~1.7 II County II EDC Jl in progress I 
I E II b.3 I sewer treatment facility I development mix I 6.2 II County II EOC II in progress-~ 

I El !bA IC::1tertank 147 II 0.1 II County [Eoc II in progress I 

~ltb.6 II development I mixed use-aac limit IQ~E II EDC II in progress I 
I Ellb.7 II development/mixeduse-aclimit 1[255.3 II County IF l!tnprogress I 

I El ib.8 II ASP I development mixed use II 58.8 II County Jl EDC II in progress I 

I E!S.l II ROW /retail II 49.1 II Seaside II EDC II in progress I 

Ei5.2 II open space ![28.7 II Seaside II EDC I! in progress I 

EIS.l II housing future [73 [seaside II EDC II in progress I 
Ei8.2.1 II ROW Giglingroad II 4.9 II Seaside II EDC ' II in progress I 

Ei&.2.2 II ROWGiglingroad II 0.1 II County II EDC II inprogress I 
El8.3 II ROW Normandy/Parker Flats ][ 6.2 ~~aside I[EnC II in progress J 

j Et 8.4 :=JI water tank ll2i:_ :=JJ Seaside I[ EDC ] in progress j 

I E19a.l II housing SFD low density II 265.7 II County II EDC \[:n?rogress I 

http://www.harding.cornlforlord _parcels/Properly/TranslerProp2.asp 03/22/2000 
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[~'I'Jn·;-·- ]I ~~~~~~in~-~1·0}n;~l-ens<ty- H.---~-- ~~][21~:;_~][-<~~~~~~~==---[~r ;z. --~-~] -m-pr~;c~ -- ---] 

["rir~~ ~_--=-_] -hu11sinr~~~~n low de•:"~--~~- -- ":=J[ 2~1~ 1 __ __l~~ly ~~-~~Or' --~_][2-;-~;~g;~---~ 
~l<lb _ -1 hu~~i~;~,':ltil~~~~ · -.. - -.. _=]j-loi~~[scaside __ ]_:oc: --=[in r;;;,grcs;·-- J 
[illc I. I. I ]l~n~ li1ture ____ ]· -75 ~~~;;de J[ili;c -] in progress I 
L:z-O~ll~·J housing future -- -=:J[!;-;:~-1-~ea~iJe JE~L in :rogrcss I 
[b20c.1.2 ~~blc TV area ·--~F J~easidc =.JI EDC II in progress I 
[ E20c. 1.3 [ROW N/S road _o=J[!~[ Seaside ~[me ~~progress I 
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I E23.1 II ROW /retail II 41.5 II Seaside [[IDe II in progress 

I E23.2 ~~ ROW I housing fun.re SFD med density II 72.6 I[ Seaside [[We , II in progress 

I E24 II ROW/housingfiJnrreSFDmeddensity 11197.1 ~~aside II EDC II inprogress 

I E29 ~~/Ll/0//R&D II 34.5 /1 County/Montorey [jnoc II in progress J 
I E29a II visitor center I bus park ~~~~ Del Rey Oaks II EDC Jl in progress J 
I E29b.l Jl ROW future Hwy 68 I habitat II 34.5 II Del Rey Oaks II EDC II in progress I 
~- E29h.2 II ROW/BPILI/0/R&D II 30. I J County/Monterey ~C II in progress =wJ 
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I E2b.2.4 II development I mixed use II 7.5 II Marina II EDC I in progress 

I E2b.2.5 ]Q112 Pump and Treat Facility II 1.5 II Marina II EDC in progress I 

I E2b.3.1.l II development I mixed use II I 08.6 II Marina ]I EDC I in progress I 

I E2b.3.1.2 Jl CID Building ][ 1.6 Jl Marina II EDC II in progress I 

[0§.3.2 Jl ROW 8th St Jl 0.1 II Marina II EDC II in progress I 
I E2c.l II development/ mixed use II 13.2 ~~ina II EDC II in progress I 

I E2c.2 I OU2 Pump and Treat Facilit~. II 1.1 II Marina II EDC II in progress I 

I E2c.3.1 II development I mixed use II I 0 II Marina II EDC II in progress I 
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! E2c.4.3 I! ROW road - =:J! 1.9 ""][Marina II EDC II in progress I 
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I E2e.l II ROW 6th Ave /8th St Road II 6.1 IJ Marina EDC in progress 

I E2e.2 II ROW lntcrgarrison road II 0.2 II County J EDC I in progress 

I Ella II buspark/Ll/0/R&D IJ5.2 II DeiReyOaks II EDC II inprogress 

I E3Jb II bus park /LIIOIR&D I! 3. I Del Rey Oaks IIEDC I! in progress 
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KEEP FORT ORD WILD

Problems with 
Proposed contracts for engineering services –
Project Approval of Gigling Road and South 

Boundary Road Expansion projects

November 17,  2017



PROJECTS DO NOT COMPLY WITH FORA RUDG.

• RUDG says: 

• “Vehicle lanes of 12 to 14 feet are to be avoided because they will 

encourage highway speeds and lead to potentially lethal outcomes.”  

• Gigling Road and South Boundary are proposed to have 14-feet and 

12-feet vehicle lanes, respectively.  Each road violates RUDG. 

2



RUDG APPLY, BUT RUDG ARE BEING IGNORED.

• RUDG identifies GJM at South Boundary Road as Gateway “where 
the RUDG are required for BRP consistency."  

• RUDG states South Boundary Road and Gigling Roads are roads 
"where the RUDG are required for BRP consistency."  RUDG has 
not been applied or considered. 

• FORA’s last chance.  Otherwise all FORA roads would have 
been approved without any RUDG consistency. 3



SCOPE OF WORK WAS REDUCED –
BUT DOLLAR AMOUNT OF CONTRACT WAS NOT.

LESS WORK FOR SAME $1.5 MILLION.

• (1) significantly. reducing the lenght of the South Boundary Road project by approximately 
1650 feet. 

• (2) significantly reducting the Gigling Road project by 1/8 of its proposed length – from 8 
blocks to 7 blocks.  

• Despite these significant and material reductions in scope, FORA has not proposed to 
reduce the amount of the fees to the paid to the consultant.   FORA still proposes to pay the 
engineer $1.5 million.

4



ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS DO NOT COMPLY WITH
CEQA.  EXAMPLE: OAKS ON SOUTH BOUNDARY ROAD.

5



REQUEST

Deny the project.

Inconsistent with CEQA and the Brown Act.

Thank you.

Keep Fort Ord Wild
6



From: Josephine Velazquez
To: "bdelgado62@gmail.com"; "frank.oconnell93933@gmail.com"; Councilmember Morton; Councilmember Amadeo;

David Brown; "llong@cityofmarina.org"
Cc: Wilson Wendt; Art Coon; Giselle Roohparvar; Sean Marciniak; "attys@wellingtonlaw.com";

"aberkley@gmail.com"; "kbiala@icloud.com"; "MRB93933@gmail.com"; "David.Burnett454@sbcglobal.net";
"timledesma12@gmail.com"; "Tommann524@gmail.com"; "adam_urrutia@yahoo.com"; FORA Board;
"jgiffen@kahlaw.net"; Supervisor Alejo; Supervisor Phillips; Supervisor Salinas; "district4@co.monterey.ca.us";
Supervisor Adams; "McKeeCJ@co.monterey.ca.us"

Subject: Request that City of Marina Agendize and Render Determinations Regarding County of Monterey"s Approval of
Safe Parking Program at 2616 First Ave.

Date: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 3:41:58 PM
Attachments: November 29 2017 Ltr. to City of Marina re Agendizing Review of Safe Parking Program.pdf

The attached is being sent on behalf of Sean R. Marciniak.  If you have any questions or comments,
please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Marciniak directly at sean.marciniak @msrlegal.com.  Thank you.
 
Josephine Velazquez | Miller Starr Regalia
Assistant to Sean R. Marciniak
1331 North California Boulevard, Fifth Floor, Walnut Creek, CA 94596
t: 925.935.9400 | d: 925.941.3284 | f: 925.933.4126 | josephine.velazquez@msrlegal.com | www.msrlegal.com
 

MILLER STARR REGALIA CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION
This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not an intended recipient, or the
employee or agent responsible for delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify
the sender by replying to this message or by telephone. Thank you.
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1331 N. California Blvd. 
Fifth Floor 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 


T 925 935 9400 
F 925 933 4126 
www.msrlegal.com 


Sean R. Marciniak 
Direct Dial: 925 941 3245 
sean.marciniak@msrlegal.com 


Offices:  Walnut Creek / San Francisco / Newport Beach


November 29, 2017 


VIA E-MAIL  
 
Hon. Members of the City Council 
Layne Long, City Manager 
City of Marina 
211 Hillcrest Ave 
Marina, CA 93933 
Emails: bdelgado62@gmail.com; 
 frank.oconnell93933@gmail.com; 
 gmorton@montereyfamilylaw.com; 
 nancyamadeo@gmail.com; 
 davidwaynebrown@aol.com; 
 llong@cityofmarina.org  


 


Re: Request that City of Marina Agendize and Render Determinations Regarding 
County of Monterey’s Approval of Safe Parking Program at 2616 First Ave.  .         
.        


Dear Honorable Members of the City Council and Mr. Long: 


In supplementation of our letter to the City dated November 22, 2017, Miller Starr 
Regalia hereby requests that the City Council direct staff to agendize the County’s 
Safe Parking Program for a public hearing and, at this hearing, consider the 
permissibility of the Safe Parking Program and its consistency with City ordinances 
and other municipal land use regulations.  We understand the City Council’s next 
public meeting is scheduled for December 5, 2017, and respectfully request this 
matter be heard on that date, or as soon thereafter as is feasible.   


Sincerely, 
 
MILLER STARR REGALIA 


 
Sean Marciniak 
 
cc: Clients 


Wilson Wendt, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Arthur F. Coon, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 
Giselle S. Roohparvar, Esq., Miller Starr Regalia 


 Continued on next page 







Hon. Members of the Marina City Council 
November 29, 2017 
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Robert Rathie, City Attorney, attys@wellingtonlaw.com 
Members of the City of Marina Planning Commission (laberkley@gmail.com; 


kbiala@icloud.com; MRB93933@gmail.com; David.Burnett454@sbcglobal.net; 
timledesma12@gmail.com; Tommann524@gmail.com; 
adam_urrutia@yahoo.com) 


Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board of Directors (board@fora.org) 
Jonathon Giffen, Counsel for FORA (jgiffen@kahlaw.net) 
Members of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 


(district1@co.monterey.ca.us; district2@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district3@co.monterey.ca.us; district4@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district5@co.monterey.ca.us)  


Charles J. McKee, Monterey County Counsel (McKeeCJ@co.monterey.ca.us) 
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Regalia hereby requests that the City Council direct staff to agendize the County’s 
Safe Parking Program for a public hearing and, at this hearing, consider the 
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MILLER STARR REGALIA 
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Robert Rathie, City Attorney, attys@wellingtonlaw.com 
Members of the City of Marina Planning Commission (laberkley@gmail.com; 

kbiala@icloud.com; MRB93933@gmail.com; David.Burnett454@sbcglobal.net; 
timledesma12@gmail.com; Tommann524@gmail.com; 
adam_urrutia@yahoo.com) 

Fort Ord Reuse Authority Board of Directors (board@fora.org) 
Jonathon Giffen, Counsel for FORA (jgiffen@kahlaw.net) 
Members of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

(district1@co.monterey.ca.us; district2@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district3@co.monterey.ca.us; district4@co.monterey.ca.us; 
district5@co.monterey.ca.us)  

Charles J. McKee, Monterey County Counsel (McKeeCJ@co.monterey.ca.us) 



From: Richard Kiskis
To: FORA Board
Subject: Eastside Parkway
Date: Friday, December 01, 2017 6:31:54 AM

The Eastside Parkway serves no demonstrated need, and our transportation dollars would be better spent on other
more pressing projects.  The $800,000 in legal fees for the Eastside Parkway project would have been better spent
there, too.

Richard K.
Salinas, CA

mailto:mrcs@yahoo.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Mail.mbay.net
To: FORA Board
Subject: East side Parkway
Date: Saturday, December 02, 2017 9:47:39 AM

Dear FORA Board,
I am concerned about the Eastside Parkway. I do not want it built. I do not see a need to build it. I hike there often
and enjoy the serenity. The EP would destroy that serenity. It would also cause damage to the flora and fauna there.
I am not alone. I see hundreds of other like-minded hikers and bikers. I speak to them every time I go there. None of
them wants the EP either. Please leave the natural beauty of Fort Ord just as it is. Monterey Downs was a mistake
and so is this.
Skip Kadish, Marina
831-601-3057

mailto:kadish@mbay.net
mailto:board@fora.org


From: chris_dale@comcast.net
To: FORA Board
Subject: Eastside Parkway
Date: Saturday, December 02, 2017 5:54:25 PM

December 2, 2017

Dale McCauley
270 El Caminito Rd.
Carmel Valley Ca. 93924
chris_dale@comcast.net

Dear FORA Board,

I would suggest your goals be to first, use existing roads with some
improvements to serve the current users.

Secondly, work with TAMC to improve the local circulation and address
the current problems during rush hours.

Third, develop a transportation plan that focuses on bicycles, buses and
electric cars to prepare for the future by starting at the campus.

As for the Eastside "Parkway"  do not spend any more time and money
on it.

If you want to be effective, start by listening to the community, become a
trusted partner, think forward and deeply and become informed, then
test your ideas with focus groups.  You need to build support with the
people first.  

Your first step would be to do some house cleaning and acknowledge
the past mistakes.  It would be bold and take leadership but you need to
make some major changes anyway.  

I encourage you to lead if you want to survive.

mailto:chris_dale@comcast.net
mailto:board@fora.org


Sincerely,

Dale McCauley



From: John Manning
To: FORA Board
Subject: Concerns over Eastside Parkway
Date: Sunday, December 03, 2017 3:30:14 PM

Dear Board,
I support the Landwatch opposition to the Eastside Parkway. Having hiked Ft. Ord , I appreciate the wild beauty that
needs to be preserved.
Thank you,
Ruth Carter
Carmel Valley

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:ruthandrick@msn.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Edith Frederick
To: FORA Board
Subject: In lieu of Eastside Parkway
Date: Sunday, December 03, 2017 7:41:36 PM

Please pay the owed $35 million to TAMC first, then pay for regional road improvements
on Highway 1, Highway 68 and Highway 156.

Please consider any further spending for cost efficient projects easing present traffic congestion
areas and to improve safety for bikers and pedestrians.

We do not need more roads!

mailto:ediesan115@gmail.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Edith Frederick
To: FORA Board
Subject: Fwd: In lieu of Eastside Parkway
Date: Sunday, December 03, 2017 7:43:50 PM

The previous email is from
Edith Frederick, MST rider, pedestrian, bicyclist and driver in that order
121 Winham Street
Salinas
831 998 1007

Begin forwarded message:

From: Edith Frederick <ediesan115@gmail.com>
Subject: In lieu of Eastside Parkway
Date: December 3, 2017 at 7:41:26 PM PST
To: board@fora.org

Please pay the owed $35 million to TAMC first, then pay for regional road 
improvements
on Highway 1, Highway 68 and Highway 156.

Please consider any further spending for cost efficient projects easing present 
traffic congestion
areas and to improve safety for bikers and pedestrians.

We do not need more roads!

mailto:ediesan115@gmail.com
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:ediesan115@gmail.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: amy wells
To: FORA Board
Subject: Eastside Parkway
Date: Sunday, December 03, 2017 9:00:00 PM

Dear FORA board and staff,

I am writing you to express my dissatisfaction with your promoting of the "Eastside Parkway" and its
alignment, stemming from the failed Monterey Downs development. 

I cannot attend the pubic workshops on this matter and wish to, as clearly as possible, dissuade you from
pursuing this unpopular road.  We, as a community, should not expend public resources pursuing a
project which has tremendous environmental, financial, and legacy costs for no discernible benefit.

I, like many residents, use the area in which the road is proposed for recreation, and I commute on
highway 68 to work.  By simply looking at the maps I realize the road will do next to nothing to improve
my commute (actually it will likely increase traffic on highway 218 which intersects 68) and will
significantly lower my, and others opportunities to recreate in the Parker Flats areas.

Please consider other less burdensome alternatives, such as improving existing roads (e.g. Inter
Garrison, Eighth Ave. and Giggling) to achieve the same goals, if these goals are even arguably a priority.
 We know there are several other more pressing regional traffic issues.

I ask you not to attribute this letter as "public participation" in the forwarding of the ill advised Parkway: It
is a call to abandon the project and process as a whole.

Sincerely,
Amy Wells D.V.M

mailto:surfvet2003@yahoo.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Danielle Martin
To: FORA Board
Cc: Supervisor Adams; district4@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject: Re: FORA"s future funds usage for local highway improvements....
Date: Monday, December 04, 2017 8:15:54 AM

Dear FORA Board,

Please receive my request to NOT develop the Eastside Parkway.

I am concerned that our existing highways should still have additional
improvements before considering ANY new roads.  Also I am concerned that
connecting the upper areas of Seaside to this additional road towards
Salinas will result in destroying the family neighborhoods and school
access streets on the way to accessing this proposed parkway/freeway
area.  Additionally this 'same' traffic would still get waylaid when
eventually it would connect to Reservation Road, Highway 68 or Fremont
Street areas, Canyon Del Rey areas, etc.  Thus I highly encourage any
'remedies' possible to improve existing roads' infrastructure -
particularly improving the worst Highway 156 bottlenecks and 'all' our
commuting/gridlock zones as a higher priority which I understand FORA's
budgeting privileges can be properly applied towards.

Lastly I consider the Ft. Ord National Monument and it's surrounding
areas to be a 'priceless' treasure to it's surrounding communities and I
predict that this area will become more and more 'beloved' as are our
other regional parks and regional 'natural areas'.  I've seen so many
ages of users there, families with kids of all ages finally safe enough
to bike on it's 'car free' roads, locals running, hiking, and biking to
access the dirt trails without having to endure any worrisome traffic
near the park's immediate boundaries.

Thanks you for your time in reading this email,

Sincerely,

Danielle Martin

mailto:danielle.martin@sbcglobal.net
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:district5@co.monterey.ca.us
mailto:district4@co.monterey.ca.us


From: Paola Berthoin
To: FORA Board
Cc: landwatch@mclw.org
Subject: Eastside parkway proposal
Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 11:20:23 AM

Dear Fora Board,

All other options other than the proposed Eastside Parkway (or any other environmentally destructive option) must be considered to the fullest extent as required by CEQA and other applicable laws. This 
proposal would destroy 10,000 oak trees and associated habitat that is home to much wildlife. It is also land that is used for recreation by many people. Now, more than ever, prime lands such as this maritrime 
chapparal should be preserved. Monterey County is known for its environmental values. Destroying this habitat would be devastating and a real scar on the reputation of Monterey County. We know the far-
reaching detrimental effects of the car culture, most significantly, climate change.

As an artist, I have spent many hours painting onsite of the proposed “parkway”. All FORA members and others involved in the decision making process would benefit from spend time out on the land. As Aldo 
Leopold said many years ago; 

"A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise." ... [A] land ethic changes the role of Homo sapiens from 
conqueror of the land-community to plain member and citizen of it.”

What message and legacy do you want to leave to the children of this area and beyond? One of destroyer of earth’s support systems or one who creatively designs solutions that preserve the ecological integrity 
of the land we all depend on for physical and mental well-being? An approach of using Ecological Design Principles would provide a useful framework for all involved.

The painting and photograph included with this email depicts part of the area that would be destroyed if the already-deemed illegal parkway moves forward.

Sincerely,

Paola Berthoin

Paola Berthoin
25440 Telarana Way
Carmel, CA 93923
www.paolafiorelleberthoin.com
www.passion4place.net
831.624.9467

mailto:valentine1661@yahoo.com
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:landwatch@mclw.org
http://www.paolafiorelleberthoin.com/
http://www.passion4place.net/




From: Michael McGirr on behalf of mike.mcgirr@icloud.com
To: FORA Board
Cc: Lisa McGirr; markeyka@co.monterey.ca.us; district4@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject: Not so fast on Eastside Parkway.
Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 12:59:23 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Dear FORA Board,
 
As a concerned citizen of Monterey County and an avid outdoorsman I believe Supervisor Jane
Parker has given a clear and concise summary of why alternatives to the Eastside Parkway are a
desirable course of action rather than pursuing a plan with the obvious disruptions and
shortcomings of the Eastside Parkway.
 
I support the suspension of further planning or consideration of the Eastside Parkway.  Supervisor
Parker gives an excellent summary in her recent Face Book post and I support her efforts for
conservation and better planning for use of constrained public funds.
 
It would be nice to see the County, Seaside and Marina come together to determine a Gateway to

the Fort Ord Monument somewhere in the 8th and Giggling area. It could be both a recreational and
economic boost to the community.
 

mailto:icl501m@me.com
mailto:mike.mcgirr@icloud.com
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:LisaMcGirr@comcast.net
mailto:markeyka@co.monterey.ca.us
mailto:district4@co.monterey.ca.us



 
Thank you.
 
Kind Regards,
 
Mike and Lisa McGirr
1081 San Vincente Ave.
Salinas, CA 93901
321.432.5322



From: Juli Hofmann
To: FORA Board
Subject: Eastside Parkway
Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 1:59:19 PM

Dear Board,
FORA needs to re-evalute the priority that it has placed on developing the Eastside Parkway plan. This plan was
originally envisioned to serve Monterey Downs; a project that is not longer a possibility of development. Why then,
continue to fund and plan this road, when there is little data to support its current or future need? How does the
board justify its stubborn desire to cling to this project when there are better infrastructure projects to support first?

Instead, resources would be better served to improve traffic flows where traffic impacts are clearly more evident and
measurable. Please reconsider and look at other project alternatives that would serve more residents and users of the
existing roads. It is evident that the parameters of need for the parkway, as originally designed, have changed. The
board must recognize this shift and reassess new solutions beyond the Eastside Parkway concept.

Even removing the remaining blight on the base would be a better use of FORA resources as this will lead to
development and infill instead of building a road to no where.

Juli Hofmann
Marina

mailto:jhofmann@redshift.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Paul Newman
To: FORA Board
Cc: Josh Metz
Subject: Fort Ord Economic Development
Date: Thursday, January 04, 2018 7:16:46 AM

Dear Josh,
 
Site Selection Magazine’s Annual California Report is coming in March! 

*Over the last 3 years our subscriber’s companies invest $4.8 billion in new or expanded
facilities/operations in California. Will they see what you have to offer to companies on the move?

Can we schedule a 10-minute call tomorrow or the next morning to discuss opportunities for
exposure in this report?

Global Bonus Distribution

IAMC Spring Forum Savannah, GA – Exclusive as there are no other publications available here

BIO 2018 Boston, MA

World Forum for FDI Liverpool

MIPIM Cannes France-Europe’s Leading Real Estate Conference

 

Ad Close Feb 2nd. Art Due February 9th.
*Publishers own data

Sincerely,
Paul
Paul Newman I Regional Director I Site Selection
(770)325-3421 I www.siteselection.com
 

mailto:Paul.Newman@conway.com
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:Josh@fora.org


From: Molly Erickson
To: FORA Board
Subject: KFOW letter to FORA BOD - re Eastside Parkway - for Friday"s Board meeting
Date: Tuesday, January 09, 2018 2:04:35 PM
Attachments: 18.01.09.KFOW.ltr.to.FORA.BOD.to.re.ESP.item.8.d.pdf

Please see attached.  Thank you.
 
Molly Erickson
STAMP | ERICKSON
479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, CA 93940
tel: 831-373-1214, x14

mailto:erickson@stamplaw.us
mailto:board@fora.org



Michael W. Stamp 
Molly Erickson


479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, California 93940


T:  (831) 373-1214
F:  (831) 373-0242


January 9, 2018


Via email
Ralph Rubio, Chair
Members of the Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Marina, CA


Re: Eastside Parkway - Item 8d, January 12, 2017 Board meeting


Dear Chair Rubio and FORA Directors:


Keep Fort Ord Wild objects to approval of the item.  KFOW objects to the
unreliable, inaccurate, imbalanced, and unfair presentation in the staff report.  Some of
the factual information is simply wrong.  Numerous claims in the staff report are
internally inconsistent with other claims in the report and/or inconsistent with adopted
FORA documents and land use plans.  Many general comments appear to be made
from whole cloth by FORA staff or an anonymous source.  FORA’s secretive approach
is inconsistent with good government, transparency, and a healthy public process. 
FORA staff should label its comments as by staff only, instead of pretending that the
comments came from, or were reviewed by, the public.  


The staff report has mischaracterized much of what happened at the
“workshops”:


• When asked for a show of hands, the afternoon workshop audience voted
approximately 100 to 1 against a new Eastside Parkway. 


• Many attendees said simply FORA should stop, period.  FORA should
focus on other projects such as implementing required Reuse Plan plans
and policies, fostering healthy economic development, removing blight,
and protecting oak woodlands.


• The FORA Executive Officer did not present at the “workshop” events. 
Instead, Mr. Houlemard required his lower level employees and
consultants to make the presentations.  


• The FORA presenters refused to answer questions from the public.  The
FORA presenters appeared fearful of public interaction and constructive
dialogue on this very important issue of a controversial new roadway.
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FORA Board members Parker, Adams, Morton, and O’Connell attended the
events.  They saw what happened and felt the unhappy mood of the public attendees.


The proposed Goals and Objectives “in Attachment A” are unreliable and inaccurate.


The FORA Board should not be lulled into thinking that FORA has learned
anything from the past KFOW lawsuit.  


There are many problems with the current staff analysis of the issues and the
current staff report.  Many so-called “primary objectives” (Attachment A; FORA Board
packet, pp. 159-161) have been made up by whole cloth by anonymous authors,
presumably the FORA staff.  The staff report Attachment A does not reflect the
comments of the public at the workshops.  It is entirely staff’s ideas of what staff wants;
these ideas were not presented to the public at the workshop.  Essentially, FORA staff
has not included the public’s written comments in the packet, and instead relegated
those comments to a separate link that requires separate effort by Board members.


There are myriad problems with the FORA actions and documents to date.  In
this letter, we provide one example of the unreliable claims in the current FORA staff
report:


The primary objectives for implementing the proposed project are: . . . .
• Connect the Fort Ord National Monument and California Central Coast


Veterans Cemetery to regional roadways (BRP Vol.2 Objective A, pg. 298
and Recreation Policy A-1, pg. 327, . . .)


Contrary to the claim in the FORA staff report, the Reuse Plan did not mention
the Fort Ord National Monument or the California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery
because neither the Monument nor the Cemetery existed when the Reuse Plan was
written and approved.  Even worse for FORA, the republished Reuse Plan does not say
what the FORA Staff report claims it says.  Here is the “BRP Vol.2 Objective A, pg. 298"
claimed by the FORA report:


Objective A: An efficient regional network of roadways that provides access to the former
Fort Ord.
To a large extent, the attractiveness of the former Fort Ord for redevelopment
within the national marketplace will depend on the ability of the regional
transportation system to provide for efficient intra- and inter-regional travel.
Critical facilities include those most proximate to the former Fort Ord (State
Highway 1, Reservation Road, Del Monte Boulevard, Fremont Boulevard), those
that connect to Salinas (State Highway 68, Blanco Road, Davis Road), and those
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to the north that provide connections to Santa Cruz and the Bay Area (State
Highway 1, State Highway 156, U.S. 101).  As identified previously, a number
of these facilities are currently operating at or near deficient levels of service.
Regional growth and the redevelopment of the former Fort Ord will result in
the worsening of these conditions.  Thus, efforts and improvements that address
the efficient operation of these facilities are required.
Adding system capacity through roadway improvements represents the most
direct means of mitigating the impacts of increased demand.  The operating
analysis presented above identified those roadway facilities forecast to operate
at deficient service levels in 2015 (see Table 4.2-2).  This analysis also resulted in
the identification of roadway improvements needed to achieve or maintain
acceptable service levels.  A listing of these improvements was provided with
varying levels of relationship to the reuse of the former Fort Ord.  In some
instances, these improvements address existing system deficiencies or future
deficiencies to which the former Fort Ord has an insignificant contribution.
A key step in the transportation analysis process was the identification of the
former Fort Ord contribution to the volume increases on the regional roadways
examined in this study.  This analysis, termed a “nexus” test, was used to
determine the former Fort Ord’s share for each of the proposed improvements.
This information was in turn used to develop a funding mechanism by which
Fort Ord development would pay for its share of the impact on the regional
transportation system.  Because funding for the non-Fort Ord share may not
always be available, the option exists for the use of Fort Ord-generated funding
to cover the entire cost of selected improvements to facilitate their
implementation.  In this situation, the total Fort Ord contribution to all
improvements would remain the same as that determined by the nexus test.


(Underlining added.)


Why this FORA claim is wrong: The Reuse Plan objective A addresses offsite
regional transportation.  The Eastside Parkway would not be a regional offsite road. 
The Reuse Plan stated no onsite (on-base) traffic mitigations were required.


Here is the second support claimed by FORA staff for the “objective”, “BRP Vol.2
. . . Recreation Policy A-1, pg. 327":


Recreation Policy A-1: Monterey County shall provide for adequate access to
BLM recreation area.







Chair Rubio and FORA Directors
Re: Eastside Parkway
January 9, 2018
Page 4


Why this FORA claim is wrong:  The Reuse Plan Recreation Policy A-1
implements Recreation Objective A, which is this:  Objective A: Integrate the former Fort Ord’s
open spaces into the larger regional open space system, making them accessible as a regional resource for the entire
Monterey Peninsula.  In other words, the Policy A-1 is to increase access to the larger
regional open space system.  Such access already exists, with trail heads at Highway
68, 8th and Gigling, Jerry Smith Trailhead at Intergarrison Road, and the Creekside
Terrace trailhead off Reservation Road.  Thus, the Monument is already accessible to
“the entire Monterey Peninsula” as the Objective A requires.  A new Eastside Road
would harm the regional open space resources, including Parker Flats and oak
woodlands.  The Reuse Plan Recreation Policy A-1 addresses all “Fort Ord’s open
spaces.”  FORA should not prioritize one open space over another, as this FORA staff
report has done here.


Beware of proposals that Board prematurely reject feasible alternative and Reuse Plan.


There is a new effort to abandon the Intergarrison Road alternative to the
Eastside Parkway.  This alternative alignment is feasible as stated by FORA
documents.  The alignment should be included as an alternative in the EIR.  Rejecting
it at this premature stage would not be consistent with CEQA and regional governance.


The Reuse Plan proposed that the Eastside Road go through CSUMB. 
However, there is a new effort by staff not to follow the Reuse Plan.  The staff report
Attachment A proposes that the Eastside Parkway “avoid” going through the CSUMB
campus.  The Board should not approve Attachment A for this and many other reasons.


Conclusion.


The FORA staff report and the FORA process to date is riddled with holes and
flaws in every way: from a public policy standpoint, from a public process standpoint,
and from a CEQA standpoint.  FORA is headed down a path of legal violations similar
to FORA’s past actions regarding the Eastside Parkway.  


FORA should start over and FORA should do it right.


Very truly yours,


STAMP | ERICKSON 


/s/ Molly Erickson


Molly Erickson







Michael W. Stamp 
Molly Erickson

479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, California 93940

T:  (831) 373-1214
F:  (831) 373-0242

January 9, 2018

Via email
Ralph Rubio, Chair
Members of the Board of Directors
Fort Ord Reuse Authority
Marina, CA

Re: Eastside Parkway - Item 8d, January 12, 2017 Board meeting

Dear Chair Rubio and FORA Directors:

Keep Fort Ord Wild objects to approval of the item.  KFOW objects to the
unreliable, inaccurate, imbalanced, and unfair presentation in the staff report.  Some of
the factual information is simply wrong.  Numerous claims in the staff report are
internally inconsistent with other claims in the report and/or inconsistent with adopted
FORA documents and land use plans.  Many general comments appear to be made
from whole cloth by FORA staff or an anonymous source.  FORA’s secretive approach
is inconsistent with good government, transparency, and a healthy public process. 
FORA staff should label its comments as by staff only, instead of pretending that the
comments came from, or were reviewed by, the public.  

The staff report has mischaracterized much of what happened at the
“workshops”:

• When asked for a show of hands, the afternoon workshop audience voted
approximately 100 to 1 against a new Eastside Parkway. 

• Many attendees said simply FORA should stop, period.  FORA should
focus on other projects such as implementing required Reuse Plan plans
and policies, fostering healthy economic development, removing blight,
and protecting oak woodlands.

• The FORA Executive Officer did not present at the “workshop” events. 
Instead, Mr. Houlemard required his lower level employees and
consultants to make the presentations.  

• The FORA presenters refused to answer questions from the public.  The
FORA presenters appeared fearful of public interaction and constructive
dialogue on this very important issue of a controversial new roadway.
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FORA Board members Parker, Adams, Morton, and O’Connell attended the
events.  They saw what happened and felt the unhappy mood of the public attendees.

The proposed Goals and Objectives “in Attachment A” are unreliable and inaccurate.

The FORA Board should not be lulled into thinking that FORA has learned
anything from the past KFOW lawsuit.  

There are many problems with the current staff analysis of the issues and the
current staff report.  Many so-called “primary objectives” (Attachment A; FORA Board
packet, pp. 159-161) have been made up by whole cloth by anonymous authors,
presumably the FORA staff.  The staff report Attachment A does not reflect the
comments of the public at the workshops.  It is entirely staff’s ideas of what staff wants;
these ideas were not presented to the public at the workshop.  Essentially, FORA staff
has not included the public’s written comments in the packet, and instead relegated
those comments to a separate link that requires separate effort by Board members.

There are myriad problems with the FORA actions and documents to date.  In
this letter, we provide one example of the unreliable claims in the current FORA staff
report:

The primary objectives for implementing the proposed project are: . . . .
• Connect the Fort Ord National Monument and California Central Coast

Veterans Cemetery to regional roadways (BRP Vol.2 Objective A, pg. 298
and Recreation Policy A-1, pg. 327, . . .)

Contrary to the claim in the FORA staff report, the Reuse Plan did not mention
the Fort Ord National Monument or the California Central Coast Veterans Cemetery
because neither the Monument nor the Cemetery existed when the Reuse Plan was
written and approved.  Even worse for FORA, the republished Reuse Plan does not say
what the FORA Staff report claims it says.  Here is the “BRP Vol.2 Objective A, pg. 298"
claimed by the FORA report:

Objective A: An efficient regional network of roadways that provides access to the former
Fort Ord.
To a large extent, the attractiveness of the former Fort Ord for redevelopment
within the national marketplace will depend on the ability of the regional
transportation system to provide for efficient intra- and inter-regional travel.
Critical facilities include those most proximate to the former Fort Ord (State
Highway 1, Reservation Road, Del Monte Boulevard, Fremont Boulevard), those
that connect to Salinas (State Highway 68, Blanco Road, Davis Road), and those
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to the north that provide connections to Santa Cruz and the Bay Area (State
Highway 1, State Highway 156, U.S. 101).  As identified previously, a number
of these facilities are currently operating at or near deficient levels of service.
Regional growth and the redevelopment of the former Fort Ord will result in
the worsening of these conditions.  Thus, efforts and improvements that address
the efficient operation of these facilities are required.
Adding system capacity through roadway improvements represents the most
direct means of mitigating the impacts of increased demand.  The operating
analysis presented above identified those roadway facilities forecast to operate
at deficient service levels in 2015 (see Table 4.2-2).  This analysis also resulted in
the identification of roadway improvements needed to achieve or maintain
acceptable service levels.  A listing of these improvements was provided with
varying levels of relationship to the reuse of the former Fort Ord.  In some
instances, these improvements address existing system deficiencies or future
deficiencies to which the former Fort Ord has an insignificant contribution.
A key step in the transportation analysis process was the identification of the
former Fort Ord contribution to the volume increases on the regional roadways
examined in this study.  This analysis, termed a “nexus” test, was used to
determine the former Fort Ord’s share for each of the proposed improvements.
This information was in turn used to develop a funding mechanism by which
Fort Ord development would pay for its share of the impact on the regional
transportation system.  Because funding for the non-Fort Ord share may not
always be available, the option exists for the use of Fort Ord-generated funding
to cover the entire cost of selected improvements to facilitate their
implementation.  In this situation, the total Fort Ord contribution to all
improvements would remain the same as that determined by the nexus test.

(Underlining added.)

Why this FORA claim is wrong: The Reuse Plan objective A addresses offsite
regional transportation.  The Eastside Parkway would not be a regional offsite road. 
The Reuse Plan stated no onsite (on-base) traffic mitigations were required.

Here is the second support claimed by FORA staff for the “objective”, “BRP Vol.2
. . . Recreation Policy A-1, pg. 327":

Recreation Policy A-1: Monterey County shall provide for adequate access to
BLM recreation area.



Chair Rubio and FORA Directors
Re: Eastside Parkway
January 9, 2018
Page 4

Why this FORA claim is wrong:  The Reuse Plan Recreation Policy A-1
implements Recreation Objective A, which is this:  Objective A: Integrate the former Fort Ord’s
open spaces into the larger regional open space system, making them accessible as a regional resource for the entire
Monterey Peninsula.  In other words, the Policy A-1 is to increase access to the larger
regional open space system.  Such access already exists, with trail heads at Highway
68, 8th and Gigling, Jerry Smith Trailhead at Intergarrison Road, and the Creekside
Terrace trailhead off Reservation Road.  Thus, the Monument is already accessible to
“the entire Monterey Peninsula” as the Objective A requires.  A new Eastside Road
would harm the regional open space resources, including Parker Flats and oak
woodlands.  The Reuse Plan Recreation Policy A-1 addresses all “Fort Ord’s open
spaces.”  FORA should not prioritize one open space over another, as this FORA staff
report has done here.

Beware of proposals that Board prematurely reject feasible alternative and Reuse Plan.

There is a new effort to abandon the Intergarrison Road alternative to the
Eastside Parkway.  This alternative alignment is feasible as stated by FORA
documents.  The alignment should be included as an alternative in the EIR.  Rejecting
it at this premature stage would not be consistent with CEQA and regional governance.

The Reuse Plan proposed that the Eastside Road go through CSUMB. 
However, there is a new effort by staff not to follow the Reuse Plan.  The staff report
Attachment A proposes that the Eastside Parkway “avoid” going through the CSUMB
campus.  The Board should not approve Attachment A for this and many other reasons.

Conclusion.

The FORA staff report and the FORA process to date is riddled with holes and
flaws in every way: from a public policy standpoint, from a public process standpoint,
and from a CEQA standpoint.  FORA is headed down a path of legal violations similar
to FORA’s past actions regarding the Eastside Parkway.  

FORA should start over and FORA should do it right.

Very truly yours,

STAMP | ERICKSON 

/s/ Molly Erickson

Molly Erickson



From: Andrew Passell
To: FORA Board
Subject: East side parkway is wrong
Date: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 8:29:21 PM

Please halt all planning for the Eastside Parkway. It will destroy a natural area and promote the wrong kind of
development. It will not aid in the redevelopment of areas already developed by the army. It will not address traffic
problems.

Andrew Passell

mailto:ersb64@yahoo.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Gary Courtright
To: FORA Board
Cc: "gacourtright@sbcglobal.net"; Supervisor Parker; Supervisor Adams; Mayor Gunter
Subject: East Side Parkway
Date: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 4:39:49 PM

To whom it may concern,
 
I am a constituent of Jane Parker’s that lives in South Salinas with my business located in Mary
Adams district.  Being a businessman and a local advocate for open space and recreation areas, I
have attended many FORA meetings including the most recent regarding the East Side Parkway as it
directly impact my commute, access to trails and open space.  I have been commuting from Salinas
to Carmel since 2001.  While I am not a civil engineer nor an expert on traffic control, I have traveled
through and around former Fort Ord well over 10,000 trips over the years and feel my opinion and
experience is worth sharing with you regarding the East Side Parkway.  My opinion is that it is not
needed in the current design nor if the future design infringes upon the access to open space.  I feel
that my tax dollars would be better applied to improving traffic flow with existing roads.  Specifically,
widening of Highway 68 and improving Highway 1.  The East Side Parkway will only create another
bottleneck where it drops onto 218 or Highway 1, it will do so without improving the overall traffic
concerns that it is meant to address.
 
I strongly urge the FORA Board not to move forward with development of the proposed East Side
Parkway.
 
Respectfully,
 

 
 

 

Gary Courtright, AKBD
Owner
gary@carmelkitchens.com

p: 831.624.4667 | carmelkitchens.com

26386 Carmel Rancho Lane, Suite 104
Carmel, CA 93923

 
 

mailto:gary@carmelkitchens.com
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:gacourtright@sbcglobal.net
mailto:Jane.Parker@co.monterey.ca.us
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From: Linda Bookin Jenkins
To: FORA Board
Subject: Eastside Parkway Action for meeting January 12
Date: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 3:59:10 PM

Good Afternoon,

As a resident of East Garrison, I am against any impact on the preserved Oak Woodlands
Conservation and the trails as well as the wildlife.   Not to mention changing the entire scope
of the development we all pay and PAY for the infrastructure via mellow roos taxes. We
selected this area knowing we were paying for this but for the development and plans, not for
this additional unnecessary parkway.  

I feel that the current funded improvements of widening Imjin, adding the roundabouts to both
Imjin and General Jim will easily abate any traffic concerns.  Focus should be on connecting
MST services to reduce traffic on the roads rather than make room for more.  The route seems
cumbersome as well and is indefinite need to further review and alignment into unpopulated
areas-there are plenty.  Davis Road could be easily widened to connect out to Reservation and
Imjin, where the improvements are already planned.   

I strongly urge the Board to do further research and study before continuing forward,
including public engagement opportunities.

Thank you for the opportunity,
Linda Jenkins

mailto:lindabookin@gmail.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Shirl
To: FORA Board
Subject: EASTSIDE PARKWAY ACTION
Date: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 3:10:27 PM

STOP !! STOP!!

no need to over build... stop 

  I'm convinced you all just want to over build  STOP NO

“provide a primary southwest-northeast corridor through former Fort Ord”,
“serve the area immediately south of CSUMB campus”,
"avoid bisecting CSUMB Campus”,
“accommodate and maintain existing and proposed trail networks", and
“minimize environmental impacts on existing communities”.

I'm a voter in Monterey County..

Shirley A. Graham-Travel Coordinator

labonitashirl@aol.com
1 831 238 1316

mailto:labonitashirl@aol.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Paola Berthoin
To: FORA Board
Cc: landwatch@mclw.org
Subject: Eastside parkway proposal
Date: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 9:38:53 PM

I am submitting this letter again in response to the FORA board’s decision to move forward on 
next steps for the Eastside “Parkway" proposal.

What message and legacy do you as individuals want to leave to the 
children of this area and beyond? One of destroyer of earth’s support 
systems or one who creatively designs solutions that preserve the 
ecological integrity of the land we all depend on for physical and mental 
well-being? An approach of using Ecological Design Principles would 
provide a useful framework for all involved.

Paola Berthoin
25440 Telarana Way
Carmel, CA 93923
www.paolafiorelleberthoin.com
www.passion4place.net
831.624.9467

Begin forwarded message:

From: Paola Berthoin <valentine1661@yahoo.com>
Subject: Eastside parkway proposal
Date: December 6, 2017 at 11:17:28 AM PST
To: board@fora.org
Cc: "landwatch@mclw.org" <landwatch@mclw.org>

Dear Fora Board,

All other options other than the proposed Eastside Parkway (or any other 
environmentally destructive option) must be considered to the fullest extent as 
required by CEQA and other applicable laws. This proposal would destroy 10,000 
oak trees and associated habitat that is home to much wildlife. It is also land that 
is used for recreation by many people. Now, more than ever, prime lands such as 
this maritrime chapparal should be preserved. Monterey County is known for its 
environmental values. Destroying this habitat would be devastating and a real scar 
on the reputation of Monterey County. We know the far-reaching detrimental 
effects of the car culture, most significantly, climate change.

As an artist, I have spent many hours painting onsite of the proposed “parkway”. 

mailto:valentine1661@yahoo.com
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:landwatch@mclw.org
http://www.paolafiorelleberthoin.com/
http://www.passion4place.net/
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All FORA members and others involved in the decision making process would 
benefit from spend time out on the land. As Aldo Leopold said many years ago; 

"A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty 
of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise." ... [A] land 
ethic changes the role of Homo sapiens from conqueror of the land-
community to plain member and citizen of it.”

What message and legacy do you want to leave to the children of this area and 
beyond? One of destroyer of earth’s support systems or one who creatively 
designs solutions that preserve the ecological integrity of the land we all depend 
on for physical and mental well-being? An approach of using Ecological Design 
Principles would provide a useful framework for all involved.

The painting and photograph included with this email depicts part of the area that 
would be destroyed if the already-deemed illegal parkway moves forward.

Sincerely,

Paola Berthoin

Paola Berthoin
25440 Telarana Way
Carmel, CA 93923
www.paolafiorelleberthoin.com
www.passion4place.net
831.624.9467

http://www.paolafiorelleberthoin.com/
http://www.passion4place.net/


From: William Silva
To: FORA Board
Cc: Supervisor Parker
Subject: Eastside Parkway
Date: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 2:33:46 PM

To Whom it May Concern:

I am a Seaside resident homeowner. At the request of Supervisor Jane Parker, I want to express my opinion about
the Eastside Parkway concept to the FORA board. I live just down the street from the intersection of General Jim
Moore Blvd. and Coe/Eucalyptus Avenue and I think the Eastside Parkway is a GREAT idea. Much of Eucalyptus is
already constructed, but closed off and unused.  This is a waste of an existing community asset.  Highways 1 and 68
are increasingly impacted with commute traffic, but General Jim Moore has much remaining vehicle capacity.
Offering another parallel route between the Peninsula and Salinas will have a great positive impact on the
community as a whole, even if it increases traffic on General Jim Moore, which would be less convenient for my
family.  I do hope that such a plan would include a signal or roundabout at the intersection of General Jim Moore
and Coe/Eucalyptus. I appreciate the long term vision of FORA and the proposed solution which is simply good
public policy, forward thinking, and good stewardship of community resources.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM A. SILVA
President

Legacy Real Estate Group
(831) 647-2447

Woodman Development Co. &
Century Construction Group
(831) 647-2440
(831) 647-2450 fax

24571 Silver Cloud Ct., Suite 102
Monterey, CA 93940

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:wsilva@woodmandev.com
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:Jane.Parker@co.monterey.ca.us


From: Jeffrey Weekley
To: FORA Board
Subject: Eastside Parkway
Date: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 2:51:22 PM

Dear FORA Board,

I encourage you to reconsider the impact of the Eastside Parkway on the irreplaceable oak
woodlands that would be destroyed if this "road to nowhere" is built.

In 2016, about 7,400 animals were killed or injured on California roads. I have myself seen
deer, coyotes, raccoons, skunks, possums, and all manner of bird carcasses on Monterey
County Roads. Bisecting sensitive habitat with more roads will only increase the carnage.

Monterey County is prized for its natural beauty and open spaces. We should not be building
roads through these places.

Respectfully submitted,

Jeffrey D. Weekley
124 Belle Drive
Marina, CA 93933
831-236-8432

mailto:jdweekley@gmail.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Dawn Poston
To: FORA Board
Subject: East Side Parkway
Date: Thursday, January 11, 2018 8:06:15 AM

Dear FORA members,
        Please hold your ground and vote FOR the building of the East Side Parkway.  It will bring much needed relief
to Highway 68 and Highway 1.  Remember that it was called for in the award winning Base Reuse Plan agreed to by
all parties almost 20 years ago.  Dawn Poston, 11575 McCarthy Road, Carmel Valley, 831 659 3331

mailto:jumperdawn@aol.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Michael McGirr on behalf of mike.mcgirr@icloud.com
To: FORA Board
Subject: Not so fast on Eastside Parkway.
Date: Thursday, January 11, 2018 8:31:19 AM
Attachments: image001.png
Importance: High

FORA Board,
 
It is mind boggling to me that FOR A is still pushing such a flawed project as the Eastside Parkway.
Please take the funds allocated to this boondoggle and reallocate them to preserving the natural
lands in Fort Ord.
 

Please see my message from December 6th below.  My opinion and my vote does not support
construction of a road that is not needed through a natural lands that are so greatly needed.
 
Kind Regards,

M i k e  a n d  L i s a  M G i r r

1 0 8 1  S a n  V i n c e n t e  A v e .

S a l i n a s ,  C A  9 3 9 0 1

321.432.5322
 
 
 

From: Michael McGirr [mailto:icl501m@me.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 6, 2017 12:59
To: 'Board@FORA.org' <Board@FORA.org>
Cc: Lisa McGirr (LisaMcGirr@comcast.net) <LisaMcGirr@comcast.net>;
'markeyka@co.monterey.ca.us' <markeyka@co.monterey.ca.us>; 'district4@co.monterey.ca.us'
<district4@co.monterey.ca.us>
Subject: Not so fast on Eastside Parkway.
 
Dear FORA Board,
 
As a concerned citizen of Monterey County and an avid outdoorsman I believe Supervisor Jane
Parker has given a clear and concise summary of why alternatives to the Eastside Parkway are a
desirable course of action rather than pursuing a plan with the obvious disruptions and
shortcomings of the Eastside Parkway.
 
I support the suspension of further planning or consideration of the Eastside Parkway.  Supervisor
Parker gives an excellent summary in her recent Face Book post and I support her efforts for
conservation and better planning for use of constrained public funds.
 
It would be nice to see the County, Seaside and Marina come together to determine a Gateway to

c

mailto:icl501m@me.com
mailto:mike.mcgirr@icloud.com
mailto:board@fora.org



the Fort Ord Monument somewhere in the 8th and Giggling area. It could be both a recreational and
economic boost to the community.
 

 
Thank you.
 
Kind Regards,
 



Mike and Lisa McGirr
1081 San Vincente Ave.
Salinas, CA 93901
321.432.5322
 
 



From: Ken Fittro
To: FORA Board
Subject: Eastside Parkway
Date: Thursday, January 11, 2018 9:06:26 AM

Board Members:

Can someone please explain to me why Marina has 5 currently approved and in progress
major developments, Monterey has 15 approved projects, Salinas has 4 major projects and
Sand City has 2 major Ocean Front Projects that have been approved for development.  While
the City of Seaside has not been approved for a development on Fort Ord since it closed.
 While Carmel, Pebble Beach, and Carmel Valley are allowed to develop thousands of acres of
pristine wilderness one McMansion at a time?

Please build the Eastside Parkway, and prove that there is not an ongoing active campaign to
keep Seaside small. 

Thank you,

Ken Fittro, M.Ed., M.S.
An actual resident of the City of Seaside
Sent from my iPhone

mailto:backstrider@aol.com
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Virgil Piper
To: FORA Board
Subject: Eastside Parkway
Date: Thursday, January 11, 2018 11:48:26 AM

 
Chairman of the Board and Board Members,
 
            I am in favor of a freeway pathway through the Fort Ord development
area because any decent future planning requires thoughtful consideration of
future traffic needs which will result from Fort Ord Development.
            I feel FORA might achieve more universal support if their proposal
included an actual diagram or drawing of the route and cost of the “Eastside
Parkway.” 
            The fact that TAMC and Monterey County have approved roundabout
plans for the only two Salinas-to-Monterey arterial routes would seem to favor
a “freeway” design for a new Fort Ord Parkway which features on-and-off
ramps and overpasses where other roads intersect.  Additionally, it might be
advisable to offer an alternative to assist the over-flow traffic resulting from the
poor planning involved with the two afore-mentioned Salinas/Monterey
roadways.
            It would seem sensible that any Parkway design should also include a
back door access to the Laguna Seca raceway.
ss: Virgil M. Piper
      Marina, CA.

mailto:pipersvc@sbcglobal.net
mailto:board@fora.org


From: Laura Ferree
To: FORA Board
Subject: FORA Plans - Jan. 12 Meeting, public input
Date: Thursday, January 11, 2018 12:17:55 PM

Dear Supervisors,

I am writing about the stated objectives - and my objections to omissions, as well as my belief 
that the need for the East Parkway has not been sufficiently established in this location.

There appears to be no stated formal plans to protect the oak woodlands.  
There appears to be no stated formal plans to mitigate / eliminate the impact of 18,000 cars per 
day on the East Garrison neighborhood.

For both of these reasons, I do NOT support plans for this parkway at this time.

Laura Ferree
_________________
Laura and Gerry Ferree
lauragerry@mac.com

mailto:lauragerry@me.com
mailto:board@fora.org
mailto:lauragerry@mac.com


I, Michael Salerno, declare as follows: 

This Declaration is submitted to Fort Ord Reuse Authority regarding the 

South Boundary Road expansion project. I am a member of Keep Fort Ord Wild 

(KFOW). 

I am familiar with South Boundary Road. Since approximately 2007, I have 

road biked the full length of South Boundary- out to Laguna Seca - at least once 

a month. Much of the road between General Jim Moore and Rancho Saucito is 

lined with barbed-wire fencing. Oak trees line much of the south side of the road. 

I am familiar with the issues of oak trees and oak tree mitigation through 

the forestry reports for Eastside Parkway, Monterey Downs, Veterans Cemetery, 

East Garrison, and other projects in Fort Ord. For example, Staub Forestry reports 

counted the oak trees to be affected by the Eastside Parkway, Veterans' 

Cemetery and Monterey Downs projects. Staub estimated oak trees at a density 

of approximately 148 trees per acre for the Eastside Parkway project (Staub 

report, 2011, p. 4). Staub estimated oak trees at a density of approximately 162 

trees per acre for the Eastside Parkway project (Staub report, 2010, p. 5) which 

Staub said is "certainly within the normal ranges of variability for coast live oak 

woodland." Staub estimated oak trees at a density of approximately 121 trees 

per acre for the Monterey Downs project (Staub report, 2012, appendix 10-03 to 

Monterey Downs DEIR, p. 7) 

The EA/MND for the South Boundary road project oddly did not county the 

oak trees that would be affected by the project. I estimate that the oak trees that 

would be affected by the South Boundary road project easily would be more than 

500, and probably well over 1,000. The EA/MND states that 5.1 acres of coast live 

oak woodland, as shown in the EA/MND figures, would be impacted by the 

project. Multiplying 5.1 by 121 trees/acre, the lowest density used by Staub in 

the three reports cited above, results in 617 oak trees, and the total oaks 
--- ------- ------------ - - ---- --- ---------------

impacted would be significantly more than that because that estimate does not 

include the many single and clusters of oak trees that line South Boundary Road in 

areas that are outside of and not included in the EA/MND figures as "woodland". 

These single oaks and clusters of oaks would be harmed - most likely removed 

entirely - by the proposed road project because they line the road - on one side (J 
places and on both sides in places. The EA/MND also does not adequately 



address the changed impacts to the drainage that currently supports the 

remaining oak trees that would remain, because the new road proposes curbs 

and gutters that would remove much of the current irrigation for the oaks. 

The issue of mitigation of oak trees is a significant problem at Fort Ord. 

First, the Reuse Plan's oak woodland conservation protections have not been 

adopted. The County and cities have not adopted the protections of oaks that the 

Reuse Plan requires. Second, there have not been reasonable efforts to identify 

with certainty the areas, if any, on Fort Ord that are appropriate for oak tree 

mitigation planting as mitigation. For example, recently there was a requirement 

for mitigation of 400 oak trees cut down for Phase One of Veterans Cemetery. 

The question was where the replacement trees should be planted. The biological 

consultants explained at a public meeting in 2017 how very few locations at Fort 

Ord are suitable for replanting oak trees within the County land and Seaside, 

based on research, where oaks grow now, and where newly planted oaks 

reasonably would expected to thrive. The consultants were saying, essentially, 

that oaks grow in certain places for a reason, because those areas are conducive 

to their growth. Earlier this year, the Fort Ord Committee of the Board of 

Supervisors (two County supervisors) was presented with options to choose to 

plant replacement oaks as mitigation for the cemetery. The cemetery document 

had not identified locations for replacement oak tree planting as mitigation. The 

issue of location of mitigation was being done after-the-fact, long after the 

environmental documents were certified and long after the cemetery was 

constructed and operational. The mitigation issues were addressed inconclusively 

and unsatisfactorily by the Committee. 

This issue is important because the issue of where to plant replacement oak 

trees as mitigation is critical to numerous projects at Fort Ord. It is not sufficient 

for an environmental document to simply require replacement of oak trees as 

__ _________ mitigatior1-unless_a_specificJocationis_designated as_suitable_and thatlocationJs ___________ _  _ 

available for actual long-term mitigation. Otherwise, the mitigation would not be 

effective and not be enforceable. The location of mitigation sites is not a political 

decision, to be decided on the fly, after the fact. It is a scientific decision that 

should be included in the environmental analysis, under the circumstances. It 

was not addressed in the EA/MND for South Boundary Road/Gigling Road. 



The EA/MND claims that the Monterey Pine trees are not native and 

therefore do not need to be mitigated. But the assumption that the pine trees 

are not native is not supported and does not make sense. The dense pine 

woodlands south of South Boundary road do not appear to be planted. They 

appear to be naturally growing, and the impacts on them should be mitigated. 

These trees are the only Monterey Pine forest on Fort Ord, as far as I know. This 

forest is not far from the pine trees along Highway 68, where pines are naturally 

occurring. 

There are many clumps of pampas grass along the South Boundary Road, 

both immediately adjacent to the road and within 30 feet of the existing paving. 

The vast majority of the clumps are to the north of the road. Pampas is invasive 

and removal often causes further spreading of the plants. According to scientific 

research, pampas grass displaces native plants and creates habitats that are lower 

in biodiversity. Furthermore, pampas grass has leaf blades that are highly 

undesirable as food or shelter to birds and other wildlife, and can actually cause 

physical harm to those animals, including humans, because the leaves are 

extremely sharp. In forests it competes with seedling trees and can slow their 

establishment and growth. Pampas grass creates a fire hazard with excessive 

build·up of dry leaves, leaf bases, and flowering stalks. In addition, heavy 

infestations can block access to plantations and pose a significant fire hazard. In 

conservation areas pampas grass competes with native vegetation, reduces the 

aesthetic and recreational value of these areas, and also increases the fire 

potential. Pampas grass has escaped to become an invasive weed in Fort Ord and 

along the California coast. The EA/MND acknowledges the presence of pampas 

grass but fails to disclose and mitigate the foreseeable impacts of spreading the 

invasive plant, including to the National Monument site. 

The intersection with General Jim Moore is a difficult intersection for 

____ v_ehicles_and bicyclists. Jt is awkward_becauseJtis on-a slope and-visibility-is-poor.-----_ 

Slow-moving recreational vehicles will significantly exacerbate the problems, 

because they move more slowly, have longer response times, need more space to 

maneuver and get up to speed, and block visibility of other vehicles, bicyclists and 

pedestrians. 



The South Boundary Road project as shown on the CIP map extends all the 

way to York Road, by the EA/MND project description says that the road widening 

would go only 200 feet past Rancho Saucito. That is a big difference. Currently 

and for as long as I can remember, South Boundary Road has been blocked off 

approximately 200 feet east of Rancho Saucito. The roadway is blocked to 

vehicles by a permanent metal gate. So cars cannot as a usual practice drive on 

South Boundary to York Road. Extending access on South Boundary to York Road 

is a significant expansion of the project as described in the EA/MND. The 

expansion would change traffic flow in ways not evaluated or mitigated in the 

EA/MND, in my opinion. Extending access on South Boundary to York Road also 

would create conflict in vehicle traffic on York, where currently the road veers 

easterly but the extension to South Boundary Road is in a north-south direction. 

In other words, traffic wanting to go straight to South Boundary would conflict 

with traffic flowing westbound on York Road headed to Highway 68. That is 

currently an uncontrolled intersection and sightlines are poor because it is on a 

slope, there is a berm that blocks visibility, and York Road curves. 

The EA/MND says there will not be streetlights added to South Boundary, 

but the recent documents presented to FORA indicate that there will be 

streetlights. That would be a significant project change that likely would have 

foreseeable adverse impacts that have not been adequately evaluated or 

mitigated in the EA/MND. 

KFOW has communicated with FORA in the past about FORA's failure to 

enforce the Reuse Plan mitigation measures, including as to the cities of 

Monterey and Del Rey Oaks. FORA staff has repeatedly stated that the intent was 

and is that those cities would take over the policies and programs intended for 

the County of Monterey, because those cities took over land along South 

Boundary Road that at the time of the Draft EIR had been intended to go to the 

_ _ ____ _ ___ county_and so_the_County_was assignedthosepolicies and programs. _The __ ___ ____ _ ______ _ _ 

EA/MND does not reflect that understanding. Nor does the EA/MND adequately 

disclose all the applicable Reuse Plan goals, policies and programs that apply to 

the project site, and discuss the lack of consistency of the project with those 

goals, policies and programs. 



The EA/MND fails to address these issues adequately. I believe an EIR 

should be prepared for the South Boundary Road project. 

I have personal knowledge of each of the facts stated above and each of 

the opinions stated in this declaration are based upon my knowledge, experience, 

skill, education and training. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct and 

that this Declaration is executed under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 

State of California this 17th day of Nov mber 2017 in Marina, California. 

Michael Salerno 
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