APPENDIX |

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE WATER SHORTAGE
CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS AND PLAN



Resolution No. 2005-31
Resolution of the Board of Directors
Marina Coast Water District
Authorizing the Approval of a Water Shortage Contingency Plan

May 25, 2005

RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Directors™) of the Marina Coast Water District
(“District”), at a regular meeting duly called and held on May 25, 2005 at the business office of
the District, 11 Reservation Road, Marina, California as follows:

WHEREAS, Section 10632 of the California Water Code requires the Marina Coast
Water District to maintain a water shortage contingency analysis within its Urban Water
Management Plan; and.

WHEREAS, the District maintains a Water Shortage Contingency Plan and desires to
update said plan to conform to the current Water Code and provide a guidance document for
management of water shortages within the MCWD); and,

WHEREAS, the District posted notice of its intent to modify its Water Shortage
Contingency Plan and offered opportunity for public comment on the intended modifications.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Marina Coast
Water District as follows:

1. The Water Shortage Contingency Analysis and Plan is hereby adopted and ordered to
be filed with the California Department of Water Resources included in the District’s
2005 Urban Water Management Plan.

2. The General Manager shall recommend to the Board of Directors regarding additional
procedures, rules, and regulations to carry out the effective and equitable allocation of
water resources during a water shortage.

PASSED AND ADOPTED on May 25, 2005, by the Board of Directors of the Marina
Coast Water District by the following roll call vote:

Aves: Directors_ Nishi, Scholl, Gustafson, Brown, Moore
Noes: Directors None
Absent: Directors Mone o

Abstained: Directors MNone




iowmar? Mécee

Thomas P. Moore, President

Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY

The undersigned Secretary of the Board of the Marina Coast Water District hereby
certifies that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2005-31 adopted
May 25, 2005.

Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary



Appendix 2
Land Use Forecast and Water Demand Projections by
Jurisdiction



LAND USE DATA FOR MCWD 2004 URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN

UPDATE, Revised 06/21/04

Number of New Units or Square Feet by Land Use — City of Marina

Land Use- Residential 2005 | 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2025
Residential- Low Dengity (<4 du’s facre), (DL) 3600 | 133 5;}4 0 0
Single Family Residential ( 5 - 8 DU’s facrc) PV T 0
Residential Moderate Density (8 — 15 du’s /acre), IE;EE 1.286° 100" 0 _ 0
(DU} . > .
Multi-family Residential (DU} > 15 du’s/acre 2511 53512 | 17913 100™ 60"
Total Housing Units| 809 2,732 | 579 100 6l
Land Use - Commercial !
Hotel/Motel (rooms) (excluding MBEST) R 650 400 0 0 |
Retail/Service (sq fi), includes new restaurants 10 ﬂﬁﬂ 741 : ja[}"’ 96.000"" | 46.000'8 {} |
Office / R&D Tuding MBEST R & D g ey 19 2] o
ice (sq ft) (excluding ) 0 9 491{}?{{ . 4 45?{}}“} "0 | 0
Other Commercial (sq ft) (i.e., Cypress Knolls) 0 60.000 | 60.000 0 , 0
- . . AL & CH -i
Total Commercial sq- ft) 19,009 (1,050,300 601,000 | 46,000 | 0
Land Use - Industrial and Other (Sq Ft)
Light Industrial (sq f2) 0 430,000 630,000 [520,000| 0
CGovernmental {sq ft)—Library, MST Transit Center, ey i
Fort Ord Fire Substation oo ; o ____%F]‘Gﬂﬂ i 0 ) e
Institutional (sq. fl.)—churches, Cypress Knolls Seniuri 0 21,000 | 5,000 | 5,000 0
Center ! W . ]
Schools (K-12) (sq fi) 2 0 34,160 | 77,7607 110,500 0
Higher Education (exchiding CSUMB) (sq ) - q?q 990 0 0 " ﬂ
MPC* _ i frm | il
Landscape {acres) (open space, improved)™ 26 |'r-372?) ' 1528 142 0
§l e
Turf (ball fields, golf courses) (acres) 530 N 1733 163 0
Total Industrial and Other sq. i, "

! Derived from AMBAG 2004 Population and Emplovment Forecast for City of Marina; data adjusted to exclude

CSUMB and UCMBEST proposed housing and housing already constructed in the City —e.g., Abrams B and

Monterey Meadows, to incorporate the 60 bed assisted living facility in Cypress Knolls as residential units, and to

reflect the most current known status of major projects in Marina with respect to number of units, commercial

square lootage and phasing (2.2., the 1,237 units anticipated lor University Villages).
? Includes 300 Cypress Knolls duplex units and 60 Marina Heights estate units.
* 108 Cypress Knolls duplex units; 25 Marina Heights estate units.



* 50 units —Armstrong Ranch.

* Includes 265 Marina Heights single-family homes; the remainder would be transitional housing in former Fort Ord
and new homes in Central Marina.

® Includes 410 Marina Heights units and 368 Armstrong Ranch units.

7 250 units—Armstrong Ranch.

36 units—Central Marina: 100 Marina Heights town home and cottage units.

Y Includes 952 University Village units, 190 Marina Heights town home and cottage units and 144 Armsirong
Ranch units.

" Armstrong Ranch.

' Infill-Central Marina.

" ncludes 72 new apartment units and 60 bed assisted living facility (each bed counted as one unit) for Cypress
Knolls, 285 University Villages apartment and town house units and 100 Armstrong Ranch units..

* 9] ynits— Central Marina; 88 units—Armstrong Ranch.

" Central Marina infill

'* Central Marina infill.

' 582,000 square feet m University Villages: 123,300 square feet in Armstrong Ranch.

" 50,000 square feet in Armstrong Ranch; 46,000 square feet in Central Marina.

* Central Marina. _
" University Village L et
* University Village T 1Y / ¢

21 | .58 million square feet of light industrial use projected: 830,000 square feet in the Airport; 750,000 square feet
on Armstrong Ranch. e s -
= Square footage based upon the State Education standards of 55 square feet per student for K through 6™ grades, 75
square feet per student for 7" and 8™ grade levels, and 85 square feet per student for high school students.
Approximately 1,740 elementary school age students, including 600 students from CSUME and MBEST residential
projects, 581 middle school age students (6™ & 7 prade levels) and 1,300 high school students are projected based
upon residential development levels projected herein and in the Marina vicinity. For purpose of these development
?rcjactiuns, it is assumed that existing Marina elementary schools can accommodate up to 500 additional siudents.
* New elementary school and new middle school.
=== ' An e-mail request was sent to MPC on 05/28/04 for information concerning its development projections.
Requested information has not yet been received.
** Landscaping and park turf equivalent to roughly one-half of the total acreage of improved parkland. A total of
133 acres of parkland projected through 2020, including: 7 acres of neighborhood parks for Marina Heights; the 22
acre Abrams Community Park and 27 acre site currently used as Fquestrian Center; 23 acres of recreational
conveyances in University Villages including the 19 acre Sports Complex; 35 acres of neighborhood parks and
greenbelt in University Villages; and approximately 16 acres of parkland in Armstrong Ranch. Landscaping/turf
for the new MPC Satellite Campus is NOT incheded in acreage.
* Landscaping associated with new library, Cypress Knolls {total of 3 acres of estimated parkland and landscaping;
-2 acres included in table) and other smaller projects in Central Marina. See Footnote #23. [

% *! Landscaping and park turf and turf associaled with improvement of the Marina Heights park siles, 23 acres of }/77
recreational conveyances in University Villages, 35 acres of neighborhood parks and greenbelt in University : L.J -
Villages, and & acres of parkland in Armstrong Ranch. he
™ See Footnote #25. Consists of 4.0 acres of landscaping and turf (i.e., ¥ of 8acres total) in Armstrong Ranch; 11 }f"
acres of landscaping and turf as part of improvement of the Abrams Community Park (i.e., ¥ of 22 acres total), - -

# Gee Footnote #25. Tmprovement of Equestrian Center site for park use. i
* Play fields for new elementary school. .
*! Play fields for new elementary school.

32§ acres of ball and play fields for new middle school; 165 acre golf course at Airport Resort.
* Sports fields for new high school. e —

1A MOCWDlandusedata—revised06-04.doc



Number of New Units or Square Feet by Land Use — FILL IN YOUR |Development Program Inputs Include: University Villages, Marina
Heights, Cypress Knolls, Airport Business Park, and the Goff
LuJ Course / Resort Hotel.
Land Use- Residential 2005 | 2006 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2013 2014 2015
Single Family — Low Density (<4/acre), (DU) o o 19 49 &3 85 835 85 R | 85 s
Single Family Residence (6 - 8 DU/acre) of 233  Seef 721 1417 L7 1771 1,771 1.771 1,771 1,771
Single Family — High Density (8/acre), (DU} af of 45 134 209 243} 243 243} 243 243 243
Multi-Unit Residential (DU) of 135 427]  646] 832 90  960f 960 960 960 9604
Total Housing Units] of 3e8] 1,057 1801 2543 29900 3,059 3059 3,059 3059 3,059
Land Use - Commercial
Hotel/Motel (rooms) 0 Eo— m_u_c_ mc.o_ mco— m&c_ mm:_ mm,:_ m._m:_ m...é—
Restaurants (sq fi) 0 0] ﬂ.go_ ﬂb%_ mm,n,%_ ﬂ_gc_ mm.,gg_ H_Sc_ ﬂ,os_ 52,0000 52,0004
Retail/Service (sq ft) 0 0 am.:s_ 591 ,”Ec_ i _ﬁ:o_ mz.m%_ az,ucc_ Eh_.mcc_ Epﬁ%_ _,“.E.mcc_ m:,mcc_
Office / R&D (sq ft) 0 0 E.Eo_ _E,Ec_ M%b@_ mﬁ_ﬁo_ @t,ﬁ_mﬁ%o_ 1,693,080] 1.951,1004 1,951,100}
Other Commercial (sq ft) of 700000 700000 70000 Fo.000 Foo00f Fo.000f 700000 70000 70,0004
Total Commercial sq. ft|
Land Use - Indusirial and Other (Sq Ft)
Industrial (sq ft) 0 0 0 0 0 150,000 {300,000] 450,000 | 600,000 | 750,000 | 750,000
Governmental (sq ft) " NA [ NA] NA | NA | NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Institutional (sq. ft.) ' Na [ wa] nvA | NA ] NA N/A N/A N/A NiA N/A N/A
Schools (K-12) (sq ft) I NA | NFA | NA WA WA N/A MA N/A NiA NiA N/A
Higher Education (sq ft) ' NA INA] NA | NA | NA N/A N/A N/A NiA NiA N/A
H._Nnn_mnm,—u& ﬁmnuﬁmu Tu_u.uﬁ space, Wﬂ—ﬁﬁ..,__e.&u 2 (} 1a 30 48 al 78 T8 78 T8 78 a2
Turf (ball fields, golf courses) (acres) * T A e T i P e 238 Hbe iy
Total Industrial and Other sq. ft] 0 0 0 0 0 150,000 [300,000] 450,000 | 600,000 | 750,000 | 750,000

Motes;

' KMA has insuffickent information available to estimate square foolages for these faciliies.

X Excluding 19,3 acres in artificial turf for the University Vilage PBC parcels and exciuding any turf or landscaping that may be
associated with public facilites including governmental, institutional, roadway medians [ parkoways.



2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
85 83 &3 83 83 83 85 &3] 85 45
1,771 ETT 1,771 1.771 1,771 1,771 1,771 1,771 1.771 1371
243 243 243 243 243 243 243 243 243 243
960) 960 060 960| [T 060 960] 0608 960 960§
3,059 3,059 3,059 3,059 3,059 3,059 3,059 3,059 3,059 3,059
830} 830] 830 850] 850 830 850] 2504 830 m@_
52,000 .ﬂ._ﬁ.%_ 32,000 ._m,:::_ 52,000 52,000 w,g%_ 52,000 52,000 ﬂ,go_
614,200 m:uco_ 614,300 ozuce_ 6143000 A14.200 az.mc:_ 6143000 614,300 az,m:c_
1,951,100 _.&_.:5_ 1,951,100 _E_,E:_ 19511000 1,951,100 _E_,_:_“__ 1,951,100 1,951,100 _,mm_,:..o_
70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000) 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,000 70,0000
750000 | 750000 | 750000 | 750,000 | 750000 | 7so000 | 7s0.000 | 750000 | 750,000 | 750,000
N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NiA
N/A N/A NAA N/A N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A
NiA N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NiA
NiA N/A NiA N/A N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A
92 02 92 92 42 492 92 92 92 92
269 269 269 269 269 269 269 269 269 269
750,000 | 750,000 | 730000 | 750,000 | 750000 | 750,000 | 750,000 | 750,000 | 730,000 | 750.000
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TABLE W-1: CUMULATIVE CSUMB POTABLE CONSUMPTIONS AND PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS COMPARED TO TARGET WATER USE WITH
MITIGATION MEASURES - DRAFT Byron Buck and Associates amendments

Condinved
CSUME DEVELOPMENT WATER LISAGE PROJECTIONS BASIS OF DEMAND ESTIMATED MITHGATION ESTIMATED CSUMB TARGET
DEMAMD [AFY) MEASURES® DEMAND DEMAND BY 2015
REDUCTION BY
2015
2003 and Current Academic Development Projects = _
Srience Academic Canter ) 35,000 5 1, @ 0.0001-AFYiEf T i
Dorrn Building 217 Renovation 7 TS £ 1
a _ (MPYRD B
Aquatic Center Developed in CEUME Master Plan
from G50 Maonteray Bay Agualic 5 0 5
Canter Feasibiity Study, April
S — — zum _— . — —— _—
Morih Quad Hausing 85 ronms @ 0.06-AFYrmam oo 0 a1
- . _ (MPWMD) - 6 B b N
_ Wisitor Center ) 2500 5.5 @ 0.0001 2-AFYEF . 2 0 o
_ Library wiCffice & Cala 200,000 = f. @ 0.00012-AFY!5.1. 24 0 24
Subtotal for 2003 and Current Academic Development Projects 75 1] 75
Surplus (Deficit) Allocation Available to CSUMB wiCurrent Academic Development Projects (AFY oo 522
CSUME DEVELOPMENT WATER USAGE PROJECTIONS BASIS OF DEMAND' ESTIMATED MITIGATION ESTIMATED CSUME TARGET
DEMAMD (AFY})  MEASURES® DEMAND DEMAMD BY 2015
REDUCTION BY
2015
Planning Horizon | (Academic year 2005-2015)
Academic Development Projects from 2005 to 2015 [ . - e
_ Academic Building i i 70,000 5.1 60 CO001-AFYIE T 7 - 0 7
Student Union {Mesting Hall) ] ) 80,000 &.1. £ 0.0001-AFYs 1. & 3 ¥ B
Dining Cammans 20,000 8 f, @ 0.0002-AF el 4 o 4
. . ] MRV} . ] i
_ Agademic Building 111 . : T0.000 &1 @ 2.0001-AFY/5f T o v
Academic Building [ ) 0 (@ 0.0001-Al 7 Q . 7
Academic Builkding W ) h 70 LD 0. . 7
_ Panetia Institute . 20,000 51 @ 000 -AFY!sS 2 ] 2
ITTech Canter ; 30,000 5.1 @ 0.0001-AFY /5.1 4 - 0 4 =
Child Care Genbar 15,000 &.1. x 15 children 000 2.1, 2 0 5
__ T 0.007 2-AF Y child i .
Student Housing G24 roams, i@ 0.08-AFY roam - o s
(M PIAD) o 2=
SCHAAT & WHEELER COMSULTIMG GiVIL ERGINEERS
ACKINETRAVIE DRAFT CEUME HORTH CAMPUS ASSESSMENT,
JULY 2004

WaATER SLPELY



TABLE W-1: CUMULATIVE CSUME POTABLE CONSUMPTIONS AND PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS COMPARED TO TARGET WATER USE WITH

MITIGATION MEASURES - DRAFT Byron Buck and Associates amendments

 Continued from Acsdemic Devalopmeni Projects from 2005 to 2015

fidg 12 Renovation N ) 5,600 & I. F 0.0001-AFYa 1 [ 1
Bidg 18 Renovation 7000 < F @ 0.0000-AFY 1 ] 1
Admiristratve/Student Building 26,000 .f £ 0.000-AFYE1 2 o 0 ]
Lardscapn rrigatable Area Demand Eatimated Demand Per Montereay 94 ___ 5 0
i County .
Instituticnal Parnershio G0,000 .1, @ 0.0001-AFYiE.f, &} g i}
COGEN Plant Mo annual waler gemand 1] a o
I for Academic Development Projects 1o Year 2018 14§ 38 114
Eigzggﬁnitgsgg!fluﬂugl pm
Moar Tarm North Campus Housing = = R —
Apmriments (175) 0 23-AFYUnit ) Al bed e a0
 Bungalow Courts (25) L =5 . 25-8F ¥ Unil : | bed o S ]
Townhomes (78] = _ D.25AFYUnit B 20 boed o 20 o
Small Single Family (150} B 0. 33-AF Y Lnit = B b.ed a 50
Large Single Famity (53) o 0.33-AFY/Unit 18 b,cd o N 18
Ampnilios, Parks & Swimming Pool 3.5 acres & 2.5 AFYiacre + 2 PP d . 2
AFYPool
E!m!ﬁnggﬁém 147 E] 138
Surplus (Doflcit) Allocation Available to CSUMB wiAcademic Devalopment Projects to Year 2015 &| ve e
Faculty Stafl Housing Projects to Year 2010 (AFY)
Gither Planning Horizon | Faculty Staff Housing Projocts 1o Year 2015
533 unts-Product mix not sstabished. ESiimats average demand equal @0.25 AFYUnit : = o = -~ =
1o townhome i
Other Fi Staff to Yoar 2018 133 27 108
Surplus (Deficit) Allocation Avallable to CSUMB w/Academic Development Projects and all Facult -
Staff Housing Projects to Year 2015 (AFY '

SCHAAF & WHEE . BR CONSUL TING CVIL ENGINEERS
ADWRESTRAVE JHAET

JULY 2004

ALV MONTH AN IS ASSESSNVIENT
WATER SUPFLY



TABLE W-1: CUMULATIVE CSUMB POTABLE CONSUMPTIONS AND PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS COMPARED TO TARGET WATER USE WITH
MITIGATION MEASURES - DRAFT Byron Buck and Associates amendments

Continues
CSLUME DEVELOPMENT WATER USAGE PROJECTIONS BASIS OF DEMAND' ESTIMATED MITIGATION ESTIMATED CSUMB TARGET
DEMAND [AFY) MEASURES® DEMAND DEMAND BY 2025
REDUCTION BY
2025
Planning Horizan || (Academlc Year 2015-2025) e
acacemic Building W1 gl 50,000 2 1. [ 0.000°1-AFY/s [ 5 : a 5
Acacamic Building W1l . o 50,000 = f. @ 0.0001-AFY/3[ g a0 5
 Multi-purpese Varsily Sporls Center 18 a ___ 18
Stucent Housing . i
= ) - (NP ; 26 B i a 28
_ Mew Administrative Building 35.000 s.f. @ 0.0001-4F 5.1 4 0 - 4
Matorium Complex S0 m= 25 yd. Poal 10 hj 10
.| _ul.w_._mm.umm Irigatable Arga Demand 1mﬂl_.:__c._._em_.m.ﬁ.mc€£ 15 d 15 o =
Institutional Patne-ship 50,000 .F @& 0.0001-AFY!s.1 5 0 ]
Subtotal for Academic Development Projects to Year 2025 an 15 75
Surplus [Deficit) Allecation Avallable to CSUMB wiPlanning Horizon |l Projects to Year 2015 [AFY ) {152) -
Planning Horizon Il jafter 2025) e B
Student Housing aE et 462 Rooms @ 0.06 AFY!ream 28 R [ 28
Irstituticnal Parrership B N 50,000 .1, &5 C.0001-AFY/s.f g o 5
_Aeademis Building Wil = 30,000 5.f. & C.0001-AFYS.1. =5 o e _ 4
Academic Building X [ 3 B
3 Adrministrative/Academic Buidings ST 0 B
Administrativeddcadenic Bulding 0 4
Suhtotal for Faculty Staff Housing Projects after Year 2025 a 448
Surplus (Deficit) Allocation Available to CSUME wiPlanning Horlzon (I Projects beyond Year 2025 41

" Assigred water usage facions from MOWD Appandix ©, of MCWI Grdinance and Code unless othersise indicated

* Mitgation Measures

a = Install Watar Melers an Indwidual Units {net a mitgation measure but raguired to measusa demand reductaon

b = Tiered Rate Structure

o = Water Conservation Retrofittng Measuras o reduce demand by 15%

d = Uza Recycled Water'Eliminate Polzble Watar Dependency

WOTE: SOME IRRIGATIGN REDUCSTIONS ARE CONTINGEMNT UPCH RECYCLED WATER BEING AVAILABLE CURRENT PROJECTICNS ARE THAT THIS WATER WILL MOT BE
AVAILAELE BEFORE 2010.

SCHAAF & WHIELIR COMNEULTIMG CIWIL EMGIMEERS
ATMINISTRAMIE DRAFT C5UME NORTH CANPUS ASSESSMENT.
JULY 2004 WRTER SUFPLY



Number of New Units or Square Feet by Land Use — SEASIDE

Land Use- Residential
Single Family — Low Density (<4/acre), (DL

Single Family Residence (6 - 8 DUYacre)
Single Family — High Density (8/acre), (DU)

Multi-Unit Residential (DY

Total Housing Units

Land Use - Commercial

Hotel/Molel (rooms)

2010 g 2015

60 (10 be
completed )

S1(1)

2020

2025

134

1492(7)

170(2)

287(3)

330

Restaurants (sq fi)

500 seat {

Retail/Service (sq ft)

790,000(4)

Office / Ré&D (sq ft)

2500

Other Commercial (sq fi)

Total Commercial sq. ft.

Land Use - Industrial and Other (Sq Ft)

Industrial {sq )

Governmental (sq 1)
Institutional (sq. ft.)

Schools (K-12) (sq ft)

25,000(5)

450 |
student |

Higher Education (sq ft)

Landscape (acres) (open space, improved)

Turf (ball fields, golf courses) (acres)

104

acre(6)

Total Industrial and Other sq. ft.

Seaside Resorl Homes
Seaside Resort timeshare

B e

AdTorduble)

=] & b

Eastside 350 units, Eucalyptus 942

350,000 main gate, 150,000 South lightfighter, 75,000 Firchouse, 15,000 Shopette
MET 10,000, Seaside Corp Yard 3,000, Shea’s gym 10,000
104 aeres Veterans cometery, 2 acres Seaside highlands Irrigation, 2 acres Chartwell School

AlTordable Houvsing (100-seaside resort, 20 Stale Parks, 110 Lightfighter workforee,57 Seaside highlands




Number of New Units or Square Feet by Land Use MBEST from second request

Land Us¢- Residential
Single Family — Low Density (<4/acre), (DU)

Single Family Residence (6 - 8 DU/acre)
Single Family — High Density (8/acre), (DL
Muli-Unit Residential (DU
Total Housing Unils

Land Use - Commercial

HotelMuotel {rooms)
Restaurants {sq 1)
Retail/Service (sq i)
OfTice / R&D (sq [U)
Other Commercial {sq fi)
Total Commercial sqg. Tt
Land Use - Industrial and Other (Sq Fi)
Industrial (sq tt)
Governmental (sq i)
Institutional {sq. .}
Schools (K-12) (sq ft)
Higher Education (sq ft)
Landscape (acres) (open space, improved)
Turt (ball tields, golf courses) (acres)

Total Industrial and Qiher sq. ft.

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
204
330 250 210 200
150 230 230
382424 26000 26000 R
senleld [ 444312 444312 645167
326116
4 18 18 19
4 4 l I

*Braf—Gonficential



Source: East Garrison Water Supply Assessment MCWD, 2004

Table 2-1 Projected Demands for East Garrison Development

B Use MCWD !
Factor Estimated |
Linit Type Mo, Units affyriunit | Use in AFIYR - _Ff'n_r.tqr Source/Motes I
& partments 280 0.23 G4 AMCWD Consumpticn records 2001-2003 I
| [
Carriage Linits 70 0.2 14.'3'?85& Estimate — no landscaped anga
Towncanter Lofts 40 0.2 5.0/ BRA Esfimats — no landsca ped area
Live-YWork Unit (22°x70°) 49 023 11.3 BBA Eslimale - 100 2q.1L landscaping
Wt Habitat Unit 65 0.23 15.0 BBA Eslimata - 100 sq.0L landscaging
Townhouse {2270 186 0.25 465/ WP and MWD Consumption records
Grove Lot (30%70) : 182 0.3 5760 BEA estimate —weigited averags of kot sizes =
{ BET4 s IL ws, LNVMF Tactor of 0335 at
I | : SOO0-5000 sq.f.
Garden Lot {35'%707 201 0.3 803 &
Bungalow Lot (4071007 176 0.3 2.8,
Courtyard Lot {70'x65) a0 0.3 16.0 ]
village Lot (50'%1007) 140 0.3 420
|BILSF Lot {50°%100°) 21 0.3 6.3
| 1
Total Residential I 1470 393.1
[ [
Commercial |
Office (s 35000 0.0002] 7.0l
i Retail {=f) 20000 0.00004] 0.8]2004 MCWD Consunplion Dala Beview
! ) Deli (2h) 4300 000027 1. 1IMCwWD Frocedures snd Guldelings and Design Res.
Restaurant (410 seats) _ 16000|.029 par saat 11 QMWD Procedures and Guidslines and Design R,
Arts Complex |
Art Studios GH026 0.00013 B.9|BEA hassd on oocupancy of 155 personsd® 50 gday
Parforming Art Theatre 15400 0.2001) 1. 5LAWKE - Academic institution
Community Art Centen 11800 0.0001 1. 2P - Academic instituion
Coffee Shop (35 seats) 1500).028 per seat | 1. 0IMCWE Procedures and Guidelines and Design Req.
! Cormnmearcial Gallery 2000 0.00004 0. Tunivkae - resail
[ MNon-profit office, 22000 00002 O.AWME - office
B Music store 1400 000004  DIL6WME - retail St seta
{ Food cooperative 3,000 0.0D00359 1. 2|MCWD Procedures and Guidelines and Casign Req.
| 1
|P‘ul:||ic. Facilities/Civic (sf) 11,000 0.0003 s R (WIN N
|Act|m.=r-"|=,|_rlﬂ;.5 (acres) 5 10.44(2.5 alfac 28 1[RBA estimale
\Landscape Parkways _ 4.94[2.5 affac | 12.4|8BA eslimale
{Acres) [RE— |
Mative Landscape | 22.37|2.5 affac 00" *“*Threa-vear femporary irfigation only, 55.% afiyr
|
Space (aores) | B !
Total Non-Residential | | 78.8
iTutaI Development 470.0
i ] "note: BBA = Byron Buck and Asso. |

£
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City of Monterey
S i SR

N

ML L

La
Single Family - Low Density (<4/acre), (DLD |

Single Family Residence (6 - 8 DUYacre)
Single Family - High Density (&/acre), (DU)

FEE . < |

Multi-Unit Residential (DU) [ . ]

Total Housing ‘Unit.u[

Lanad Use - Commercial
Hotel/Motel (rooms)

Restaurants {sq fi)

ReatailfService (aq &)

Office / R&D (5q i) i
0 103250 | 206500 |309750 {413000 | =

Other Commercial (sg ft)

Total Commercial 5q. ft)

Land Use - Industrial and Other (Sq Ft)
Industrial (sq ft)

Guwmmmml{'ﬁﬂ?&]-:(acrﬂﬂ} curporation ya‘?d 0 k! 71 30 33
Institutional (sq. ft.) |

Schools (K-12) (sq £t)

Higher Education (sq ft) '

Landscape {acres) (open space, improved} * 2,; g

B
wdl
[
o

25

Turf (ball fields, goif ::nurs:e:s] {acres)

Total Industrial and Other sq. fi.

* 4 af , : )
Please note Lhat all fipures represant cumulatlve totals,
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Number of New Units or Square Feet by Land Use - DRO

Land Usc- Residential IS 2iMiG 2007 003 2040 2010 il 2012 L K] ivid iz 20 T4 217

AT

smngle Farmilby — Lo |ensity
(L)} - gl villas

Single Family Residence (6 - # DU acre) -
paito humes 5 a7 4

Single Famby — High Densily (8],

(D = condogworkfores 21 &5 63 70 &1 a2 105 54

Multi-LUnit Besidential (DU -
fenvnlioRies seRior casiias & 16 11 22| 22 18

I'etal Hounsing Unils

Land Use - Commercial

HotelMotel (rooms) G ) T T30 75 7

Timashare {units) i 36 ]

Kestuurants (5q 1 - elubhoase ELE 1317 TR R

RetailBervics [za 11) a3 1.2&n 14260

Offies [ Ré&ND (g ) - affice’ mmmntenance 1273 6,225 100,003 3 100,000

Other Commercial (s 1) - spa7 00 9,200

Other Comme

[y TU} - clebifionse w2 L 408 7,332 ), 36

compleraace’ s & swem

Total Commercial =q. ft.

Land Use - Indusirial and Other (Sq Fiy

Insdustzial {sq 1)

Crovernmental (s 1)

Imstitucional (sq. ft.)V Senior Living 500 500,00 0,800 3, 7,000

Beheols (K-12] =7 )

Higher Education (sq ft)

Lendsvage {seees) (ogen space, improved)

Turl (ball Gelds, golt courses) (acTes) 140-130 § 5

Total Industrial and Other =q. ft,




Marina Station Development

Long Term Projected Water Demands in AF/Year

Land Use Units demand Projected
factor Consumption
Single Family Homes (15.000 sf lots) 147 0.5 73.5
Single Family Homes (6,500sf lots) 669 033 220.8
Apartments 648 0.25 162.0
total 1464
Mon-Residential Square Ft.
Mixed Use Retail 60000 0.00021 126
Office Uses 143,808 0.000135 19.4
[Light Industrial 651,624 0.00015 97.7
Landscape uses( @ 15% of indoor consumption) 19.5
Open Spaces Acres

Irrigated Parkland (less hardscape) 12.5 2.5 31.2
Passive open space - native landscape (1) 38.7 0 0.0
Passive open space - turf 43 2.5 10.8
subtotal 647.5

System Losses @5% of demands 324
Water Demand Total 679.9

Available Supply 920.0
Projected Project Demand 679.9
Net Water Surplus 24041

(1) temporary irrigation only

source: Draft WSA Marina Station Project
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Number of New Units or Square Feet by Land Use

Land Use- Residential 2005 2010 2015 24020 2025
Single Family — Low Density (<d/acre), (DU) 45
Single Family Residence (6 - 8 DU/acre) |40
Single Family — High Density (8/acre), (D) [ 50
Mulii-TInit Residential (L) 200 200 200 200

Total Housing Units

Land Use - Commercial

Hotel/Motel (rooms)

Restaurants (sq 1)

Retail Service (sq i)

Offee /F R&D (sq ft)

Other Commercial (sq [T)

Total Commercial sq. ft.

Land Usc - Indusirial and Other (Sq Ft)

Industrial (sq It}

Governmental (3q ft)

Tnstitutional (sq. ft.)

Schools (K-12) (sq 1)

Higher Education (sq tt) 252600 | 466000 | 200000 | 120000

Landscape (acres) (open space, improved) 50 i) 1]

Turl (ball fields. golf courses) (acres)

Total Tndustrial and Other sq. fi.




Marina Coast Water District Projected Water Demands 2005-2025 by Jurisdiction Revised 12-17-05

Jurisdiction
Cusrent Demands Fort Ord Service Arca

City of Marina

City of Seaside
Prasidio of Monterey
LUCMBEST

ity of Monterey
County of Montsrey
City of Del Rey Daks
CEUME

Stale Parks and Rec
City of Marina Spherg
Azsumed line inzses

_Current Demands Marina Service Area
City of Marina

Armstrong Ranch

RMC Lonsstar Propert

olal ot Ord

Total Marina

Jurisdiction
Clty of Marina - Central

SF Residential - low dansity
5SF Residential - 5-B/du acre
Residential - B-15 dulacra
Multi family =15/acre
Residential subtotal

HolclWioted

Rotail

OfficelRED

Oiher Commercial
Light Indusisial
Govemmenta
Instuiional
Schools k-12
Higher Education

Mon-residential subtotal

Plus 15% for landscaping

Improved Landscaping

Turl
Current Marina Demands
Mew Marina Demands
Total Marina Demands

2004 2005
302
525
529
4
o
]
o
602
0
0
457
2424
20666
0
0
26665
2004 2005

6.5

6.3

128

21

21

2.4

2185 2185

15.2

2185 2200.2

2010

6.5
6.3
123

1105
21

1461
168.1

2185
180.8
2365.8

2018

6.5
290
355

178.5
11.76

8268

2729
3.8

2185
349 4
2534.4

2020

6.5
54D
B0.5

1785
21.42

12324

323.2
e

2185

2647.1

2023

6.5
66.0
75.5

185
21.42

12324

3232
mne

2186
447 1
26321



Jurisdiction

Marina Ord Community
AF Reasidential - low density
5F Residential - G-Bidu acre
Residential - 8-15 dwacre
Multi famity =15iace
Residential Subtotal

Hubel Ml

Retail

Office/RAD

Other Commercial

Light Industrial
Govemmental
Insiituticnal

Schoals k-12

Higher Education
Non-residential subiotal
Plus 15% for landscaping
Irmpraved Landscaping
Tuif

Jurizdiction
Armstrong Ranch

SF Residential - low density
SF Residential - 5-8/du acre
Residential - 8-15 du/acre
Multi famiky =15/acre
Subtotal residential
HotelMaotal

Retail

Office/RA&D

Other Cormrmercial

Lighrt Irvdusstrial
CGovernmental

Instiluticnal

Sohoals k-12

Higher Education
Non-residentlal subtotal
Plus 15% for landscaping
Impraved Landscaping
Turf

Current Marina Ord Community

Mew Demands Marina Crd

Total Marina Ord Community

Tatal Armnstrong Banch

Total City of Marina

264

264

2004

P
=
=
n
b
(=]
o
=]

£n
(2] 4
SRR
[T NS 1 |

22540

w
=
[
=

.
P B =g b g
P L == Do
B oo

3287
irre
1170
G37.5
2640 2640
20451

2640 23081

2005 010

2015

425
584 4
0.8
240.0
82T.7

144.5
129.0
2534

21.0
112.5

G704
7.0
138.0
G72.9

2640
25091
27731

2015

2020

42.5
554 .4
605
240.0
9277

144.5
129.0
2634

21.0
112.5

G704
7.0
1360
G7es

264.0

25091
27731

2020

2025

42.5
554 .4
G0.5
2400
8277

144.5
129.0
2634

21.0
1125

G704
770
1380
G725

264.0

25081
27731

2025

(demands per draft WSA Dec 2008 for Marina Siation

2004
226740

G40
2005 20140
24542 5090.9

G40

2015
57235

GE0

2020
SH06.5

BE0

b
k=
bt
th

[43]
o0
s}
sk
[5]



Jurisdiciion
CSUmMB

SF Residerntial - law density
SF Residential - 5-8/du acre
Residential - B-15 dulacia
MUt family =15faE0ra
Residential subtotal
HotelMotel and Timesharas
Retail

Restaurant (@9 sofl.fseal * Tgsf
Office/RE&D

Crher Cormimearcial

Light Industrial
Governimental

Inztitutionzl

Schopls k-12

Highear Educalicn
Non-residential subtotal
Plus 15% for landscaping
Improvad Landacaping

Turf

Seaside

SF Reskdential - low density
SF Residential - 5-8/du acre
Residential - 8-15 dwacre
MALIE Family =15/acre
Residential subtotal
Hotelitotel and Timeshares
Retall

Restaurant (@9 sqfifzeat *. 7gsf}
Ofica/R&D

Other Commercial

Light Industrial
Governmeantal

Institutional

Schools k-12

Higher Cducafion
Non-residential subtotal
Pluz 15% for landscaping
Improved Landscaping

Turf

Jurisdiction

UCMBEST

SF Reskdential - low density
SF Residential - 5-8fdu acra
Residential - 8-15 dwaoe
Multi family =15/acre

Total CEUMB 602 677

P

ars
50.0
156.2

758
75.8
a7.1

Curent Use CEUME 6020 6770 G770
Mew Demands
Total Demands 602.0 677.0 920.3

220.3

30.0 75.5

62.5

7.2

30,0 209.8
561

165.9

2528
2907

0.a
260.0

Curent Usa Saaslde 461.0 461.0 461.0
Mew Damancs 30.0 TE0.4
Total Demands 461.0 481.0 1221.4

2004 2005 010

100.0

2156
2156
247.9
3150

G770

10811

1081.1

92.5

62,9
7.8
226.8
56,1
165.5
14.5
0.2

G0

224
46,2
374
0.0
156.2

275.6
avrs.g
316.9
3550
877.0

1150.1

11501

B38.5

G2.9
T1.8
BT2.8
A1
165.89
14.8
1.3

9.9

2523
2807

280.0
461.0

15232.4
1984.4

2020

100.0

197.5

2025

2248
45.2
s
50.0
156.2

1.6
311.6
3583
525.0
a677r.0

1181.5

1M91.5

et R
G2.5
T1.8

°72.8
A1

165.9
14.5

G.0
9.9

252.8
2807

280.0
461.0

1823%.4
1984.4

2025

1000

2474



Residential subtotal
Hotel®otel and Timeshares
Retail

Restaurant (@9 sofi./seal = 7osal)
CficedR&D

CHhar Cammersial

Light Indusinzal
Govemnmental

Institutional

Schoals k12

Higher Education
MNon-residential subtotal
Plus 15% for landscaping
Improved Lamndscagping

Turf

Current UECMBEST
Menw Damanids
Total Demands

4.0
a0
4.0

182.5

255
1223
116.9

43.8

245.0
25.5
127.8

176.9

ap.&

g
4354
33.0
17.5

4.0
Til4
7354

2875
G8.0
133.2

2369

45.9

4E7.0
5601
B0.0
20.0

4.0
G37.6
941.6

3475
110.5
146.9

3240

45.9

GE0.E
T24.8
BE.5
22.5

4.0
11833
1187.3



Jurisdiction 2004 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025
County of Monterey {note: demands ather than E. Garrlson, preliminary, no land use data)

SF Residential - low dansity
3F Residential - 5-8/du acre
Rezidential - 8-15 dufacre
Multi family =15/acre
Residentlal subtotal
Hotel®otel and Timeshares

Retail 26 26 25 28

Restaurant (@9 softfseat * Tosh

OfficerR&D 5 17 17 17

Other Commeicial

Light Industrial 18 90 147 147

Governmeral

Institufianal 15 15 15 15

Schools k-12 14 14 10 0

Higher Education 26.5 525 B2 5 25

Mon-residentlal subtotal

Plusz 15% for landscaping 112125 242075 307625 A07.625

Improved Landzcaping

Turf

East Gamson | Projec] {based on WESA) 470 470 470 470

East Garmison Il Project estimate 470 470 470
Current Co. of Manteray 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mew Demands Co. of Monteray 7.5 aB0.5 12075 12075

Total Demands Co. of Montere 1 1 EBE.5 681.5 120856 12085



Jurisdiction 2004

City of Monterey

FF Residenfial - low density

SF Residential - 5-8/du acre
Reasidential - 8-15 duwacre

Multi Farnily =15/acre
Residential subtotal

HaoteliMatel &nd Timeshares
Ratail

Festaurant (@9 sqft fseat * Tosh
Office/RE&D

Cither Commercial

Light Industrial

Gavemmental (corporation yard 0.25 aftacre)
In&liuticnal

Schools k-12

Highey Educaticn
MNon-residential subtotal

Plus 15% for landscaping
Improved Landscaping

Turf
Cument City of Monterey 0.0
Mew Demands City of Monteray
Total Demands City of Monteray
Jurisdiction 2004

City of Del Roy Oaks

3F Residential - low densily

SF Residental - 5-8/du acre

Residantial - 815 dufacre

Multi family =1 %acre

Residential subtotal

HotelMotel and Timeshares

Relail

Reslaurant (@9 soft /seat = Tgsh
Office'R&D

Other Commercial

Light Industrial

Governmental {corparation yard 0.25 affacre)
Institutional {Sanier care units @0.25 unit)
Schools k-12

Higher Education

Hon-residential subtotal

Plus 15% for landscaping

Improved Landscaping

Turf

Current Demands 0.0
Mew Demands Det Rey Oaks
Total Demands Del Rey Oaks 0.0

L]
=
=
&
[
L=l
pacd
=

222
25.8
52.58 52.5

0.0 0.0
52.5 e.n
52.5 78.0

2005 2010

25.0

7.6

38.7
455

i
ol

352.5

0.0 0.0
472.0
0.0 472.0

27.9

361
41.5
52.5

(R

438

153.1
2220

0.0
365.0

0a
TELY
1.7

)
=
b
=

|

41.8

50.1
[

576

2.5

0.0
110.1
11014

a4
=3
g
=

250
1.5
127.5
238
188.1
93.5
20.8
275

2466
2836

3B5.0
0.0

8367
836.7

Lad
k=
[
L=

B4.0
736

2758
5.0

7.1
A1 H1
2477
2840
365.0
0.0

2380
83B.0



Presidio of Monterey - LS Army

SF Residential - low density

SF Residential - 5-8/du acre

Residential - 5-15 du/acre

Mt farniby =15face

Residential subtotal

Hotel/Motel and Timeshares

Retail

Restaurant (@9 sqft./zeat *.7gsh

Ciffice/Ra0

Cither Commercial

Light Industrial

Governmental (comoration yard 0,25 affacre)

Inztitutional (Senior care units @90, 25 uni)

Schools k-12

Higher Education

Non-residential subtotal

Flus 15% for landscaping

Improved Landsaaping

Turd
Curent Demands Arrny
Mewwr Demarnds Army
Todal Demands Army

529.0

529.0

g
(=
(=
LT}

529.0

329.0

P
=3
-
=]

(2]
&
L&)

8.6

525.0
5726
1101.6

2015

1113.5

&6

529.0
11206
1658.6

2020

11135

.5

.4

5280
11296
1858 .6

20235

1113.5

8.6

529.0
11296
1655.6
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\
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY )
US ARMY GARRISON, PRESIDIO OF MONTEREY
1759 LEWIS ROAD, SUITE 210
MONTEREY, CA 93944-3223

* REPLYTD
ATTENTION OF

Office of the Garrison Commander n 6o W

Mr. Michael Armstrong
General Manager

Marina Coast Water District

11 Reservation Road

Marina, California 93933-2099

Dear Mr. Armstrong:

We are pleased to provide Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) with water use projections
for inclusion in MCWD’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).

The Ord Military Community (OMC) water profile is comprised of Presidio of Monterey
Garrison support activities and military housing managed through a public private venture between
Clark Pinnacle and the U.S. Army (Residential Communities Initiative). Using MCWD’s .5 acre
feet per year (AFY) per unit factor for single family housing developments with a density less than
5 units per acre, Clark Pinnacle estimates the total residential water demand to be 1,235 AFY after
full build out in 2014. Clark Pinnacle believes that 55 AFY could be supplied by your hybrid non-
potable water project for irrigated common areas, thereby reducing OMC’s anticipated “build-out”
water demand to 1,180 AFY.

The chart below provides a detailed overview of water commitments for the Residential
Communities Initiative.

| RCI Commitments Units AF Factor | Demand
’ /SF | (AFY)
Seaside Kidney Trade 114
Kidney Replacement Units 392 vnits 0.5 afires. 194
Southern Fitch Market Rate Units 188 units 0.5 afires. % 94
OMC Replacement Units 1,527 units 0.5 afires. 763.5
Upper Stillwell Workforce Housing 120 units 0.5 afires. 60
Rec. Center 22,625 sf 0.003af/sf 6.8
Rec Center Pool 3,375 sf | 0.02af/1 00sf* Kit]
| o - surface area
Total RCI Commitments f 1,235

*0.02af/100sf factor borrowed from Mnnte?é} Peninsula Water Management District



-

Currently, 160 homes (replacement homes in Hayes Park) in OMC have individual water
meters. There are 1,367 homes in our Marshall / Stillwell / Fitch Park neighborhoods that are not
metered. These homes will not be individually metered until they are demolished and replaced.
We anticipate completion of our last phase by 2014.

The Presidio of Monterey Garrison support activities water component is approximately 110
AFY based on meter estimates of our 37 individually metered buildings. However, Garrison water
needs are expected to increase due to the rapidly growing need for trained linguists throughout the
Department of Defense. Since buildable land on the Presidio of Monterey is almost exhausted,
facility expansion is expected to occur throughout the OMC to support our mission requirements.

The Sacramento District Corps of Engineers is now preparing a Master Plan for the Presidio
of Monterey and OMC. The POM Master Plan Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is
scheduled to be completed in early 2007. The purpose of this document is to analyze all potential
environmental impacts associated with future development, including the Army’s projected water
requirements. We anticipate that your Agency will review the POM/OMC Master Plan and EIS.
Your valuable input is encouraged to help improve our efforts.

Please note that the OMC water use estimates in your draft Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) are grossly understated. It is possible that housing and mission related garrison support
activities may actually exhaust the entire 1,577 AF of water rights held by the Army.

It has always been and continues to be our intent to honor the terms of the Fort Ord Economic
Development Conveyance. We will transfer excess water rights, if any, to FORA once we have
accurately defined all future water needs throughout the OMC through our master planning
process. We respectfully request your patience while we carry out this vitally important process.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding our master planning
process. | can be reached at 831-242-6601.

Sincerely,

(D . e Dee

leffrey S. Cairns
Colonel, US Army
Garrison Commander

ce:
Marc Lucea, P.E., Deputy General Manager, MCWD



APPENDIX 3

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE URBAN WATER
MANAGEMENT PLAN



Resolution No. 2005-64
Resolution of the Board of Directors
Marina Coast Water District
Approving and Adopting the District’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan

December 14, 2005

RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Directors”) of the Marina Coast Water District
(“District”), at a regular meeting duly called and held on December 14, 2005 at the business
office of the District, 11 Reservation Road, Marina, California as follows:

WHEREAS, the California Legislature enacted Assembly Bill 797 (Water Code Section
10610 et seq., known as the Urban Water Management Plan Act) during the 1983-84 Regular
Session, and as amended subsequently, which mandates that every supplier providing water for
municipal purposes to more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre feet of
water annually, prepare an Urban Water Management Plan, the primary objective of which is to
plan for conservation and efficient use of water; and,

WHEREAS, the District is an urban supplier of water providing water to a population of
about 28,000; and,

WHEREAS, the Plan must be adopted, after public review and hearing, and must be filed
with the California Department of Water Resources within thirty days of adoption; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Water Code § 10642 the District posted notice of development
of its Plan on its website in October of 2004, solicited input from affected land use jurisdictions
in which the District serves water, prepared and circulated a draft 2005 UWMP beginning June
27, 2005, publicly notices and conducted a public hearing on the draft 2005 UWMP on August
24, 2005 which was continued through the Board meetings of September 28" and October 12",
and, at its November 9, 2005 deferred action on the 2005 UWMP until December 14, 2005 at the
request of several land use jurisdictions and FORA Administrative Committee; and,

WHEREAS, copies of the adopted 2005 UWMP will be transmitted to land use
jurisdictions in which the District serves water as well as the Monterey County Water Resources
Agency and shall make the final plan available on its website by December 30, 2005.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of the Marina
Coast Water District does hereby:

(1) approves and adopts the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), and,

(2) authorizes and directs the General Manager to file the 2005 UWMP with the
California Department of Water Resources within thirty days after this date, and,

(3) authorizes and directs the General Manager to implement Water Conservation
programs as set forth in the 2005 UWMP, which include a water shortage
contingency analysis and recommendations to the District regarding necessary
procedures, rules, and regulations to carry out effective and equitable water
conservation and water recycling programs; and,






(4) during a water shortage, the General Manager is hereby authorized to declare a Water
Shortage Emergency according to the Water Shortage Stages and Triggers as indicate
in the Plan and implement necessary elements of the Plan.

PASSED AND ADOPTED on December 14, 2005 by the Board of Directors of the
Marina Coast Water District by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Directors
Noes: Directors
Absent: Directors

Abstained: Directors

Nishi, Gustafson, Scholl, Brown, Moore

None

None

None

\@%WWW P Mare

Thomas P. Moore, President

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY

The undersigned Secretary of the Board of the Marina Coast Water District hereby
certifies that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2005-64 adopted

December 14, 2005.







APPENDIX 4

COMMENTS BY MCWD ON THE SALINAS VALLEY PLAN AND
MCWRA RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR THE SALINAS VALLEY PLAN



MARINA COAST WATER DISTRICT 23

11 RESERVATION ROAD « MARINA, CA 93933-2099
Home Page: www.mowd.org
TEL (B831) 384-6131 = FAX (B31) 384-2479

August 27, 2001 RECEIVED

Mr. Bob Meyer

Monterey County Water Resources Agency AUG 30 2001
P.O. Box 930 WATER gESOUF!CL
Salinas, CA 93902-0930 AGENCY

Subject: Salinas Valley Water Project: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft

Envirorimental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS)
[}e%eyer:

The Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) congratulates the MCWRA and the ACOE on
the publication of the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) DEIR/DEIS. This important
document includes much useful information, and it represents the next step in a lengthy
and complex process to achieve the objectives stated in the opening chapter: (1) to halt
seawater intrusion, (2) to provide adequate water supplies to meet 2030 needs, and (3) to
improve the hydrologic balance in the Salinas groundwater basin.

The MCWD hereby provides the following written comments on the DEIR/DEIS:

1. It is doubtful that the proposed project will halt seawater intrusion. As stated
numerous times throughout the document, the proposed project — which includes a
delivery component that provides Salinas River water to only the agricultural users within
the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) area (approximately 12,000 irrigated
acres as shown in Figure 3-3) — has been designed to halt seawater intrusion in the
Salinas groundwater basin. The text on page 2-1 states seawater intrusion is to be halted
by hydrologically balancing the basin. Intrusion is seen in Figures 1-2 and 1-3, and
encompasses an area far greater than the CSIP area. Delivery to the CSIP area will not 23-1
likely halt intrusion; and, in particular, these planned deliveries will have an insufficient
effect on intrusion in the Marina/Ft Ord area. Figure 1-3 which depicts the extent of
intrusion in the critical 400’ aquifer distinctly shows there are two primary areas along
the coast where intrusion enters the basin: one near Castroville, and one near Marina.

The most recent intrusion data (1999) prepared by the MCWRA and as seen in Figures 1-
2 and 1-3, indicates significant movement of saline water from the Monterey Bay in the
Marina/Ft Ord area from earlier data. The amount of (1999) movement may be
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attributable to the fact that monitoring and data collection in prior years did not include
the Marina/Ft Ord area as comprehensively as it did the CSIP area. Nevertheless, the
Agency’s 1999 data clearly indicates there is a real and possibly urgent problem in the
Marina/Ft Ord area. Decreasing pumping in the CSIP (Castroville) area may help the
overall groundwater basin begin to recover thereby decreasing intrusion in the basin, but
if the project is implemented as designed, with only delivery to the CSIP area, the 23-1
Marina/Ft Ord area will not receive the level of protection required to halt intrusion. As a (cont’d)
result, the wells that currently provide 100% of the Ft. Ord potable water supply will be
in danger of contamination.

On page 7-5, the document states, “Further, more municipal/industrial growth is
expected in the Salinas/Marina/Ft Ord area, where seawater intrusion is a more
immediate issue, than in more southerly areas of the Salinas Valley.” We would agree
with this statement and note that while decreasing pumping between Salinas and the coast
should improve the situation in the 400" aquifer for the Salinas area, this project would do
little to control or halt intrusion in the Marina/Ft Ord area.

Page 2-3, states that, “..hydrologic modeling shows that the project may not halt
seawater intrusion in the long-term future (2030). If this were to occur, additional 93.9
distribution capacity will be created in a new pipeline and water would be delivered
outside the CSIP area to ensure project objectives are met and seawater intrusion is
halted.” We suggest that the available data clearly indicates that the project will not halt
intrusion foday in the Marina/Ft Ord area, and that the Agency will be ill-advised to delay
the expansion of the delivery system by any amount of time, much less 30 years.

Page 2-3 also states, “The hydrologic model used for the project shows that seawater
intrusion would be halted in the short term, but may not be fully halted in the long term 23-3
(2030). Seawater intrusion is not halted through deliveries to only the CSIP area in the
long term. An expanded delivery system and expanded deliveries would be necessary to
halt seawater intrusion in the long-term future.” We request that the hydrologic model
used for the project be specifically run to depict how this project would halt seawater
intrusion in the short term in the Marina/Ft Ord area.

Page 5.2-9 states, “This expanded distribution system would parallel the existing CSIP
pipeline from the proposed diversion facility to a new turnout point, as displayed in
Figure 3-3.” Where the document discusses an expanded distribution system for the 23-4
project (Alternative A), it indicates a parallel pipeline in an easterly direction to Highway
183, and then presumably south toward Salinas (see Figure 3-3 Legend: “Parallel
Pipeline (If needed))”. Figure 4-1 (Alternative B) more appropriately indicates the
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location of potential pipeline alignments that would be required to move diverted Salinas
River water to areas of distribution in Salinas, Marina and Ft Ord. Page 4-9 states that
Alternative B includes three delivery options: 1 — Maximize agricultural deliveries, 2 — 23-4
Maximize Urban Deliveries, and 3 — Combination of Agricultural and Urban Deliveries. (cont’d)
We believe that delivery option 2 or 3 would be needed and designed to deliver diverted
water to the Marina/Ft Ord area to ensure intrusion is halted in this area.

Page 3-23 states, “...without the preferred project the current groundwater problems in
the basin are projected to continue in the future. Therefore, preferred project water is 23.5
needed to offset groundwater pumping in order to meet the stated project
objective/needs...” We generally agree with this statement. Project water is needed to
help achieve the stated objectives. We disagree with the preferred project’s delivery area.

Page 3-23 continues, “It is MCWRA s strategy to target delivery of diverted SVWP water
so that it is (sic) has the greatest potential to efficiently meet the proposed project’s
objectives/needs. This would best be accomplished by making deliveries in the northern
area of the Basin and correspondingly reducing withdrawals from the 180- and 400-Foot
Agquifers in that area.” We would agree that it is critical to carefully target the diverted
SVWP water so that it has the greatest potential to meet the project’s objectives/needs.
We strongly disagree with the proposed CSIP delivery area. The project’s delivery
system should be designed now as part of the preferred project to halt the advance of
seawater intrusion toward the Salinas and the Marina/Ft Ord areas.

23-6

Page 3-23 continues, “...the MCWRA determined that most or all of the primary project
objective could be met by delivering water to agricultural uses already using a 93.7
combination of MCWRA recycled water and groundwater.” We request to see output )
from the hydrologic model that demonstrates that most or all of the intrusion in the
Marina/Ft Ord area would be halted by delivering diverted SVWP water to the CSIP

system.

Page 3-23 continues, “... While the SVIGSM indicates that seawater intrusion will be
halted by the project (in conjunction with the CSIP deliveries) based on (1995) demands,
with a projected increase in water demands (primarily associated with wurban 23-8
development) in the north valley area in the future, seawater intrusion may not be fully
halted based on 2030 projections. For the year 2030, the modeling indicates seawater
intrusion may be 2,200 AFY with surface water deliveries only to the CSIP area. This is
substantially less than the 10,500 AFY of intrusion that would occur without the project”
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Again, we request hydrologic model output that demonstrates intrusion in the Marina/Ft
Ord area 180" and 400" aquifers would be halted based on 1995 demand. While the
reduction of nearly 8,000 AFY of intrusion would be significant, the remaining 23-8
(modeled) 2,200 AFY does not come close to meeting project objectives. And, these (cont’d)
gross numbers do not address the need to halt intrusion along the entire coast line,
specifically in the Marina/Ft Ord area.

Page 3-24 states, “... The project could potentially halt intrusion in 2030 with deliveries
only within the CSIP system...However, SVIGSM modeling does demonstrate that the
delivery of an average 18,300 AFY of SVWP water in combination with recycled water to 93.9
CSIP and agricultural uses outside of the CSIP area would fully halt seawater
intrusion.” We believe that in order to meet the project objective of halting intrusion,
this level of diversion and the incorporation of an expanded delivery system — outside the
CSIP area (as identified as Phase 2 during the Public Hearing) — will be required. The
longer the Agency waits to come to this conclusion, the more irreversible the damage will
be in areas of the basin’s aquifers.

2. The Preferred Monitoring Program is insufficient. On pages 3-25 and 3-26, the
preferred monitoring program is briefly described. It states, in part, “...the MCWRA is

proposing to tailor, and supplement where necessary, existing monitoring
efforts... Monitoring will occur over time. It will determine if the proposed project is
successful in halting seawater intrusion based on current demands and in the future, with
deliveries to only the CSIP area. If the SVWP is not successful at meeting project
objectives, additional facilities (e.g., expanding the distribution / delivery area) would be
considered at a future date.” As stated above in our preceding comments, the MCWD
believes that the preferred project (Alternative A) as proposed and described in this
document would fail to achieve the primary objective: to halt seawater intrusion in the
basin. The coastal monitoring program is an integral component of any SVWP
alternative. Current, accurate information about the status and location of intrusion must
be available to all water users in the basin. We believe that the “tailoring” and
“supplementing” of the existing monitoring will have to be significant to produce a
strong program that is capable of providing accurate, comprehensive information about
intrusion all along the coast and as far inland as is necessary. Only such a complete and
integrated monitoring system — that fully includes the Marina/Ft Ord area — will be
capable of providing reliable data to be used to help determine the need for additional
facilities or management strategies. As an enhanced monitoring program is essential to
the success of the SVWP, it should be more fully described in the DEIR/DEIS.

23-10
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3. The hydrologic modeling conducted in support of the preparation of the DEIR/DEIS is

not sufficient. At the bottom of page 5-1, the document provides three reasons why the
SVIGSM was not updated to do reruns of Alternative B. Paraphrasing the three reasons,
the documents states that (1) impacts on the reservoirs and river are similar to Alternative
A; (2) its costly to do model runs; and, (3) Alternative B is no longer the preferred
alternative, and the model’s accuracy is sufficient to compare Alternatives A and B.

Further, on page 5.3-11 the document states, in part, “Nevertheless, the results of the
1998 EIR modeling of Alternative B compared with hydrologic conditions defined using
the same model yield generally the same relative level of change as would result from
using the updated model. "

23-11
Before this project can be supported as the preferred project to halt seawater intrusion in
the basin, it must be demonstrated that the project is capable of halting intrusion. Not
merely in gross, basin inflow-outflow calculations, but demonstrating intrusion will be
halted across the entire coastal/basin interface. Ultimately, the Agency must not be
persuaded to opt for the least expensive alternative without convincing data that
demonstrates that once implemented it will completely solve the problem. The water
users in the Salinas Basin can not afford to wait to learn whether or not the proposed
preferred project — delivering diverted Salinas River water to only the CSIP area -- can
achieve the primary objective of halting intrusion. This is an especially imperative issue
for the water users in the Marina/Ft Ord area. Without a delivery system to provide
diverted water to the Marina/Ft Ord area to be used to reduce the amount of ground water
pumping in this area (as in the CSIP area to the north, between Salinas and the coast)
intrusion is likely to continue its inland movement in the 180" and 400° aquifers. This
would have significant and costly impacts on MCWD operations for our Marina and Ft
Ord customers, who pay Zone 2/2A assessments, and who, presumably, will be asked to
help pay for this SWWP.

4. MCWD Allocation. Page 7-9 states that MCWD has access to 4,400 AFY of Basin
water. The 1996 Annexation Agreement and Groundwater Mitigation Framework for
Marina Area Lands identifies: 3,020 AFY as MCWD’s limit of potable groundwater 23-12
from the Basin for land in the Marina area outside the former Ft Ord Military
Reservation; to be increased by 920 AFY if the Armstrong Ranch is annexed into the
Zones; and further increased by 500 AFY if the Lonestar property is annexed into the
Zones. The EIR/EIS should likewise clarify this 4,440 AFY total possible MCWD

allocation,
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In summary, the MCWD supports a Salinas Valley Water Project that (1) can obtain the
required permits for all components, (2) can be reliably operated in accordance with
stated procedures, (3) includes a delivery system that delivers new supplemental water
supplies to targeted areas designed to uniformly halt seawater intrusion along the coast,
(4) hydrologically balances the basin, (5) provides adequate water supplies to meet 2030
needs, and (6) is supported by equitable assessments or charges based on demonstrable
cost-benefit analysis among participants.

Our primary concern is that the SVWP described in this DEIR/DEIS will not achieve the
majority of these objectives or benchmarks. When the MCWD annexed into Zones 2/2A
in 1996 by signing the Annexation Agreement and Groundwater Mitigation Framework
for Marina Area Lands, along with the MCWRA, City of Marina, Armstrong and
Lonestar, the District voluntarily agreed to limit its groundwater extractions in the basin
and to conserve and help manage the basin’s water resources. In exchange for this
voluntary limitation and commitment, and the $2.45 million in required annexation fees
which were dedicated to the Basin Management Plan (BMP) process, the MCWRA
agreed to a BMP that includes benefits for the Marina area, including consideration of the
Marina area for a Basin alternative to groundwater pumping in the Marina area. Three
years prior to that, in 1993, the US Army annexed the lands of the former Ft Ord into
Zones 2/2A at a cost of over $7 million and agreed to take no more than 6,600 AFY from
the Salinas Basin. In that agreement, the County committed to providing the Ft Ord lands
a replacement water supply system to provide a long-term, reliable water supply and
protection for the residents and property owners of the former military installation.

The DEIR/DEIS does not seriously consider the Marina/Ft Ord area for a BMP/SVWP
alternative to groundwater pumping as called for in the 1993 and 1996 annexation
agreements. Rather, the Agency has described a project that will provide distinct direct
benefits to the CSIP growers, and, hopefully identifiable benefits to the Salinas area in
slowing or halting intrusion in that portion of the Pressure Area. MCWRA’s strategy as
stated in the DEIR/DEIS is to put this project in-place in the Castroville area now and
wait for years as a more comprehensive monitoring program is completed to see if
seawater intrusion is halted. It is doubtful that this project will halt intrusion in the
Marina/Ft Ord area as can be seen by overlaying the DEIR/DEIS Figures 1-2, 1-3 and 3-
3. Clearly, reduced pumping in the CSIP area will have an insufficient effect to the
south. In order to halt the southern intrusion front, pumping in the 180" and 400’ aquifers
will need to be curtailed and/or a supplemental source of water supplied, specifically to
replace or augment the existing Ft Ord wells.
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The Marina/Ft Ord area has been identified by the County as an area of great economic
importance. The redevelopment of the former military installation lands depends
primarily on the availability of a reliable, sustainable source of water. Without such a
water source, the thousands of new housing units, the hundreds of thousands of square
feet of new educational/commercial/industrial space, and the thousands of new jobs
planned for the former installation will be jeopardized.

Finally, by focusing on the proposed project components as described — (Nacimiento
Spillway Modification/Reservoir Reoperation, River Diversion, and CSIP Delivery) — as
the solution to seawater intrusion in the basin; as the means to balance the basin
hydrologically; and, as the source of water supply to 2030; we believe the Agency sends
an incorrect message to the public: that this relatively inexpensive project will be 23-13
sufficient to achieve these objectives. Hydrologic balance may be achievable in the {(cont’d
Castroville area, but that has never been the objective of the BMP process. The Agency
has historically sought to design, build and operate a project that would protect all basin
water users. Certainly, the documented presence of accelerating intrusion in the
Marina/Ft Ord area, the more than $10 million paid to the Agency which enabled the
BMP/SVWP, the voluntary commitments in the Marina/Ft Ord area to limit groundwater
extractions (the only such voluntary commitments in the entire basin), and the critically
important role this area is slated to play in the County’s economy, all argue for an SVWP
that provides a complete solution. We can not wait many more years while more square
miles of irreplaceable aquifer storage is polluted to conclude that the Marina/Ft Ord area
must be included in a comprehensive solution.

The MCWD respectfully requests that the MCWRA consider moving forward with the
SVWP and that the Agency commit to immediately designing, evaluating and
incorporating an expanded delivery system, identified as Phase 2 during the Public
Hearing, that will bring supplemental water to where it is perhaps needed most: the
Marina/Ft Ord area. The MCWD can not support a project that does not include delivery
of supplemental water to this area.

Michael D. Armstrong
(General Manager
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Marina Coast Water District
Michael D. Armstrong, General Manager
August 27, 2001

Please see response to Comment 20-25. As discussed, the SVIGSM shows that
seawater will be halted under short-term conditions in the entire basin, including
Marina/Fort Ord, and that the system may need to be expanded to extend deliveres
in the long term. It is acknowledged that this is based on modeling, which is a
predictive tool. However, there are no other tools available to better evaluate the
ultimate fate of intruded seawater, and the commenter offers no substandal evidence
to support the conclusion that seawater will not be halted.

Please see response to Comment 20-25. The expanded delivery system would be
proposed to be implemented at such time that monitoring of SVWP performance
indicated that it was not effective in stopping seawater intrusion (if such a result were
found), based on an extensive monitoring system (see Secton 3.2.7 of the Draft
EIR/EIS).

Please see response to Comment 20-5. Because it would be speculative at this time
to design a distribution system based on unknown future conditons, only a
conceptual system is considered in this EIR/EIS.

The commenter’s preference for delivery option 2 or 3 under Alternative B is noted.
As discussed above and previously, it would be premature to commit to any specific
delivery options if seawater intrusion is not halted in the future. Hydrologic
modeling shows that seawater intrusion is halted in the short term and may not be in
the long term. The modeling calculates the fate of over 300,000 AFY in the Salinas
River and determines seawater intrusion would be halted, with 1,000 AFY flowing in
the groundwater basin out to the ocean. In the long-term (year 2030), modeling
shows that seawater intrusion is predicted to occur at a rate of 2,200 AFY without an
expanded distribution system. However, it needs to be recognized that these are
modeled results only and both results (short term and long term) show that the
project operates on the margin of whether seawater intrusion would be halted.
Given this conclusion, it would be imprudent to commit to design and construction
of a systemn that further expands deliveries when it is not known if an expanded
systern will be needed and, if so, where. Hence, the MCWRA is committing to an
extensive monitoring system (see Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.2-7), the purpose of
which is to determine project success and any needed adjustment, including an
cxpanded distribution system. See also response to Comment 20-25.

Please see responses to Comments 20-5 and 23-4.
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represents a wide range of hydrologic and climatic conditgag. Extending the
hydrologic period an additional six years from Octobep4994 to September 2000 was
not deemed necessary because projected land and siter use estimates used in the
analysis have not changed, and a review of tra hydrologic data indicated that
incorporating the data into the extensive set™of data already being used in the model
analysis was not warranted. The p of using the model is to assess the impacts
of the SVWP under a wide range ydrologic and climatic data, which the existing
model accomplishes with the 4#“year hydrologic period. See also response to
Comment 19-5, Master Respbnse MR-1 and Master Response MR-4.

Please see Master Respgonse MR-1.

The preferred alternative is intended to halt seawater intrusion to all areas of the
Salinas Valley, including the Marina/Fort Ord area. As noted in Figures 5.3-22, 5.3

23, 5.3-51, and 5.3-52, the SVWP would benefit the Marina/Fort Ord area in the
same manner as the Castroville area.

The expanded distribution system is described and evaluated at a conceptual level in
the Draft EIR/EIS (sce pages 3-23 and 3-24 for a preliminary description). If
monitoring of project effectiveness were to indicate that an expanded distributon
system is necessary in the future to meet the project objectives, a more detailed
analysis of monitoring data would be conducted to determine where an expanded
distribution system would be placed to achieve optimum benefit. At that time, a
project level environmental analysis would be conducted to assess the impacts and
effectiveness of different distribution system alternatives and describe in greater
detail the location of the distribution system. Given that the need for such a system
is highly speculative, and may never be needed, additional detail and analysis at this
time is not warranted. See also response to Comment 3-9.

It must also be noted that the project’s “impacts” on seawater intrusion are only
beneficial. Thus, if the project were not as effective as modeled in some areas of the
basin — and this Is not expected — the “impact” would be that the beneficial effects
were not as great as hoped. But in no cases would adverse impact to groundwater
quality be expected.

Please see response to Comments 3-9 and 20-2
The effects of conditions under expanded deliveries are evaluated in Section 5.9. See
the references to future (2030) conditions.”For example, Tables 5.9-8 and 5.9-10
provide information on reservoir surface elevations under 2030 conditions with and
without the project. The recreationdmpacts summarized on pages 2-16 and 2-17
apply to both the existing and futire SVWP scenarios. As can be seen, 2030
conditions slightly reduce the magnitude of impacts to recreation (and visual
resources), as more of the diverted water would be composed of recycled water than
se more recycled water would be available).

regarding the expanded deliveries.

t workplan to stop nitrate contamination in the Basin is not
the current project but is the subject of separate planning efforts
. Section 4 of the 1998 Draft of the Salinas Valley Water Project

included as part
by the M
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