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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Public Facility Finance Plan (PFFP) addresses the public facility needs associated with
the Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Plan. The developer proposed project as described in the
SPA Plan is sometimes referred to as “The Project” in this PFFP. The PFFP has been
prepared under the requirements of the City of Chula Vista’s Growth Management Program
and Chapter 9, Growth Management of the Otay Ranch General Development Plan (GDP).
The preparation of the PFFP is required in conjunction with the preparation of the SPA Plan
for the project to ensure that the phased development of the project is consistent with the
overall goals and policies of the City’s General Plan, Growth Management Program, and the
Otay Ranch GDP, which was adopted by the Chula Vista City Council on October 28, 1993
and recently updated to ensure that the development of the project will not adversely impact
the City’s Quality of Life Threshold Standards. This PFFP meets the policies and objectives
of the Otay Ranch GDP.

This PFFP is based upon the phasing and project information that has been presented in the
University Villages Sectional Planning Area (SPA) Plan Otay Ranch Village 8 East dated
July 25, 2014 by Hunsaker & Associates and the Environmental Impact Report for the Otay
Ranch University Villages Project dated August 2014 by Dudek. The PFFP begins by
analyzing the existing demand for facilities based upon the demand from existing
development and those projects with various entitlements through the year 2018 (using a
starting date of 2014, per the EIR). Further, the PFFP uses the developer proposed phasing to
determine the associated impacts.

The Village 8 East SPA Plan area represents a specific geographic area within the overall
Otay Ranch planning area of Chula Vista. Planning entitlement documents and technical
reports related to the Village 8 East SPA Plan area have been processed along with Otay
Ranch Planning Areas Villages 3 North, a portion of Village 4, and Village 10. The Village 8
East public facility review and analysis has been conducted in the context of the surrounding
Otay Ranch Villages 3 North, a portion of Village 4, and Village 10. Technical reports
utilized in the preparation of and referenced in this PFFP include analysis of Villages 3
North, a portion of Village 4, Village 10 and as such, some public facility discussion in this
PFFP may include discussion of those peripheral villages in proximity to Village 8 East.

When specific thresholds are projected to be reached or exceeded based upon the analysis of
the phased development of the project, the PFFP provides recommended mitigation necessary
for continued compliance with the Growth Management Program and Quality of Life
Threshold Standards. The development phasing analyzed in this PFFP is consistent with the
SPA Phasing Plan, but may indicate that the development phasing should be limited or
reduced until certain actions are taken to guarantee public facilities will be available or
provided to meet the Quality of Life Threshold Standards. Changes to phasing shall require
approval of the Director of Development Services.

Typically, as an applicant receives each succeeding development approval, the applicant must
perform the required steps to ensure the timely provision of the required facility. Failure to
perform the required step curtails additional development approvals. The typical steps are
illustrated below:
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Performance of Facility Thresholds

GDP:

e QGoals, objectives & policies established.
e Facility thresholds established.

e Processing requirements established.

SPA:

e Facility financing refined and funding source identified consistent with GDP goals,
objectives & policies.

e Facility demand and costs calculated consistent with adopted land uses and GDP defined
methodologies.

e Specific facility financing and phasing analysis performed to assure compliance with
Growth Management Threshold Standards.

o Facilities sited and zoning identified.

Tentative Map:

e Subdivision approval conditioned upon assurance of facility funding.

e Subdivision approval conditioned upon payment of fees, or the dedication, reservation or
zoning of land for identified facilities.

e Subdivision approval conditioned upon construction of certain facility improvements.

Final Map:
e Tentative Map conditions performed.

e [ots created.

Building Permit:

e Impact fees paid as required.

The critical link between the threshold standards and development entitlements is the PFFP.
Part II, Chapter 9, Section C of the GDP/SPA Processing Requirements, General
Development Plan Implementation, requires the preparation of Public Facility Financing and
Phasing Plans in conjunction with SPA approval. This PFFP satisfies the GDP requirement.
The PFFP requires the preparation and approval of phasing schedules showing how and when
facilities and improvements necessary to serve proposed development will be installed or
financed to meet the Threshold Standards, including:

e An inventory of present and future requirements for each facility.
e A summary of facilities cost.

e A facility phasing schedule establishing the timing for installation or provisions of
facilities.

e A financing plan identifying the method of funding for each facility required.
e A fiscal impact report analyzing SPA consistency with the Subregional Plan (SRP).

Subsection C of the City of Chula Vista Municipal Code (CVMC) Section 19.09.100 (Growth
Management Ordinance) requires that if the City Manager determines that facilities or
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improvements within a PFFP are inadequate to accommodate any further development within
that area the City Manager shall immediately report the deficiency to the City Council. If the
City Council determines that such events or changed circumstances adversely affect the
health, safety or welfare of City, the City may require amendment, modification, suspension,
or termination of an approved PFFP.

A. GENERAL CONDITIONS

1.

All development within the boundaries of the PFFP for the project shall conform to
the provisions of Section 19.09 of the Chula Vista Municipal Code (Growth
Management Ordinance) as may be amended from time to time and to the provisions
and conditions of this Public Facilities Financing Plan.

All development within the boundaries of the PFFP for the project shall be required
to pay development impact fees, unless the developer has entered into a separate
agreement with the City, for public facilities, transportation and other applicable fees
pursuant to the most recently adopted program by the City Council, and as amended
from time to time. Development within the boundaries of the Otay Ranch Village 8
East, development shall also be responsible for fair share proportionate fees that are
necessary to meet the adopted facility performance standards as they relate to the
SPA Plan and subdivision application.

The PFFP shall be implemented in accordance with Chula Vista Municipal Code
(CVMC) 19.09.090. Future amendments shall be in accordance with CVMC
19.09.100 and shall incorporate newly acquired data, to add conditions and update
standards as determined necessary by the City through the required monitoring
program. Amendment to this Plan may be initiated by action of the Planning
Commission, City Council or property owners at any time. Any such amendments
must be approved by the City Council.

Approval of this PFFP does not constitute prior environmental review for projects
within the boundaries of this Plan. All future projects within the boundaries of this
PFFP shall undergo environmental review as determined appropriate by the City of
Chula Vista.

Approval of this PFFP does not constitute prior discretionary review or approval for
projects within the boundaries of the Plan. All future projects within the boundaries
of this SPA PFFP shall undergo review in accordance with the Chula Vista Municipal
Code. This PFFP analyzes the maximum allowable development potential for
planning purposes only. The approval of this plan does not guarantee specific
development densities.

The facilities and phasing requirements identified in this PFFP are based on the
proposed Project Site Utilization Plan (Exhibit 3).

The Development Services Director will determine if any future proposed changes to
the approved density and/or phasing plan requires reanalysis of public facilities and
an amendment to the PFFP.

Density Transfer is permitted within the University Villages project pursuant to the
Land Offer Agreement between the Applicant and the City of Chula Vista, dated July
8,2014. The Development Services Director will determine, based upon the scope of
the proposed density transfer, whether additional information (i.e. traffic, air quality,
global climate change, utilities, etc.) is necessary for Administrative Approval of the
density transfer.
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B. PUBLIC FACILITY COST AND FEE SUMMARY

The following tables identify and summarize the various facility costs associated with
development of the project. The facilities and their costs are identified in detail in
subsequent sections of this document. The tables indicate a recommended financing
alternative based upon current Chula Vista practices and policies. However, where
another financing mechanism may be shown at a later date to be more effective, the City
may implement such other mechanisms in accordance with City policies. This will allow
the City maximum flexibility in determining the best use of public financing to fund
public infrastructure improvements.

The University Villages TIA, Otay Ranch Village 3 North, 8 East and 10, Revised July
10, 2014 by Chen + Ryan, has identified onsite and offsite road improvements that will
be required as the result of the development of the project. The Village 8 East SPA
Project is anticipated to begin construction in 2020. The Village 3 North and the Village
10 SPA Projects are anticipated to begin construction and generate traffic in the years
2015 and 2025, respectively. The transportation improvement projects listed for Village
8 East include both offsite and onsite improvements. Most of the improvement projects
are eligible for funding through the City's Transportation Development Impact Fee
(TDIF) program. In the event the developer constructs a TDIF improvement, the cost of
the improvement may be eligible for credit against TDIF fees. Construction of non-TDIF
eligible improvements shall be completed by the developer as a project exaction.

Table A.1 summarizes the public facility phasing and associated costs. Transportation
Development Impact Fees for the project total approximately $37,659,127. These fees do
not include Traffic Signal Fees, which will be determined at the time building permits are
applied for. Also, these estimated fees do not include any credits the developer may have
or may receive through a Development Agreement or through previous construction of
TDIF eligible facilities.

Backbone sewer and water improvements will be funded, in part, through the payment of
DIF fees and capacity fees established for these purposes. The Developer will fund on-
site facilities. The Developer shall also bond for any off-site sewer improvements with
the first Final Map for the Project, unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer.

The estimated project sewer fees is approximately $4,319,152 (does not include the
Administration Fee for sewer connection permit).

The total costs for the Village 8 East SPA Plan project Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
Potable and Recycled Water Facilities will be determined by the Otay Water District
(OWD). According to the OWD policy No. 26, OWD will provide for the construction
and design costs associated with the development of these improvements or pursuant to
any agreement or provisions in effect at the time.

The project is anticipated to require one elementary school, which may be constructed
with funding through a Mello-Roos CFD established by the Chula Vista Elementary
School District and as may be memorialized in a School Mitigation Agreement with the
district. The project will generate Middle and High School age students. The project
may also participate in a CFD to be established by the Sweetwater Union High School
District.

The project will trigger development impact fees for parks of approximately $51,302,358
and for libraries of approximately $5,631,920. Police, fire and emergency medical
services, recreation, civic center, corporation yard, and other city public facilities will be
funded, in part, from revenues generated from the payment of Public Facilities
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Development Impact Fees (PFDIF) at building permit issuance. These fee revenues total
approximately $27,531,430. The City’s development impact fees by phase and facility for
the Project are identified on Table A.1.

Table A.1'
Village 8 East
Summary of DIF Fees by Phase & Facility
Facility Blue Red Yellow Green Purple Orange Totals

Traffic 2 $18,071,190 $9,180,435 $6,346,952 $2,161,462 | $1,899,088 $0 $38,885,171
Sewer $1,534,241 $730,636 $688,182 | $1,075,970 $209,685 $80,438 $4,319,152
Drainage 3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Water * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Police 6 $3,388,992 $1,593,515 $848,868 $289,083 $253,992 $0 $6,374,450
Fire/EMS 6 $1,872,806 $935,011 $707,644 $240,989 $211,736 $0 $3,968,186
Schools * N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Library 6 $2,904,552 $1,409,562 $803,656 $273,686 $240,464 $0 $5,631,920
Parks > $24,227,856 | $12,262,096 $9,033,256 | $3,076,286 | $2,702,864 $0 $51,302,358
Recreation 6 $2,205,036 $1,070,091 $610,108 $207,773 $182,552 $0 $4,275,560
Civic Center 6 $4,875,484 $2,341,570 $1,400,048 $476,788 $418,912 $0 $9,512,802
Corp. Yard 6 $733,493 $330,660 $228,600 $77,850 $68,400 $0 $1,439,003
Pedestrian

Bridge 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Other Facilities’ $1,061,060 $509,718 $305,308 $103,973 $91,352 $0 $2,071,411
Total $60,874,710 | $30,363,294 | $20,972,622 | $7,983,860 | $6,279,045 | $80,438 | $126,553,969
Footnotes:

' The fees provided in this table are estimates only and subject to change. Fees are based on Form 5509 dated November 7, 2013.
Fees are subject to change as the ordinance is amended by the City Council from time to time.

Total includes TDIF & Traffic Signal Fees.
No city imposed DIF program in place for this facility.
No city imposed DIF program, however, all properties, including non-residential, are assessed a statutory school fee under state

law to mitigate impacts on school facilities caused by residential development.

6
7

Includes both Development and Acquisition fee in lieu. Not applicable to non-residential projects.
Facilities funded by Public Facilities DIF component.
The pedestrian bridge DIF will be established prior to the approval of the first Final Map for the project.

Actual fee obligation calculation to be based on implementing ordinance definition of dwelling unit type irrespective of
underlying zoning district containing said dwelling unit.
Please reference Exhibit 4, Phasing Plan.
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II.1.

I1.2.

I1.3.

INTRODUCTION

Overview

The City of Chula Vista has thoroughly reviewed the issues dealing with development and
the additional impacts it places on public facilities and services. City Council’s approval of
the Threshold Standards and Growth Management Oversight Committee (Commission)
Policy (1997) and the Growth Management Element of the 1989 General Plan were the first
steps in the overall process of addressing growth-related issues. The second step in this
process was the development and adoption of the City’s “Growth Management Program”
document (1991) and the Growth Management Ordinance (1991).

The Chula Vista City Council adopted the Growth Management Program on April 23, 1991
(Resolution No. 16101) and the implementing Growth Management Ordinance (No. 2448) on
May 28, 1991. These documents implement the Growth Management Element of the General
Plan, and establish a foundation for carrying out the development policies of the City by
directing and coordinating future growth in order to guarantee the timely provision of public
facilities and services.

The Growth Management Ordinance requires a Public Facilities Finance Plan (PFFP) to be
prepared for future development projects requiring a Sectional Planning Area (SPA) Plan or
Tentative Map. The contents of the PFFP are governed by Section 19.09.060 of the
Municipal Code, which requires that the plan show how and when the public facilities and
services identified in the Growth Management Program will be installed or financed.

Purpose

The purpose of the Public Facilities Finance Plan is to implement the City’s Growth
Management Program and to meet the General Plan goals and objectives as well as the
Growth Management Element goals and objectives. The Chula Vista Growth Management
Program implements the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance by ensuring that
development occurs only when necessary public facilities and services exist or are provided
concurrent with the demands of new development.

Growth Management Threshold Standards

City Council Resolution No. 13346 identified 11 public facilities and services with related
threshold standards and implementation measures. These public facilities and services were
listed in a policy statement dated November 17, 1987 and have subsequently been refined
based on recommendations from the Growth Management Oversight Commission (GMOC).

The 11 public facilities and services include:

Traffic e Fiscal
Police

Fire/EMS

Schools

Libraries

Parks and Recreation

Water

Sewer

Drainage

Air Quality
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11.4.

During development of the Growth Management Program, Civic Facilities and Corporate
Yard were added to the list of facilities to be analyzed in the PFFP:

Threshold Standards are used to identify when new or upgraded public facilities are needed to
mitigate the impacts of new development. These threshold standards have been prepared to
guarantee that public facilities or infrastructure improvements will keep pace with the
demands of growth.

In order to be consistent with the Otay Ranch University Villages Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report, this PFFP is based on the 2013 GMOC Annual Report.
Generally, the findings of the 2014 Annual Report are similar to the 2013 report in that the
same four Quality of Life Threshold Standards were found to be out of compliance. These
standards include: Fire Response Times; Libraries; Police Priority 2 Response Times; and
Traffic (One Arterial Segment: Heritage Road between Olympic Parkway and Telegraph
Canyon continues to be non-compliant).

Project Background

The Otay Ranch General Development Plan / Sub Regional Area Plan (GDP/SRP) was
originally adopted by Chula Vista City Council and the San Diego County Board of
Supervisors on October 28, 1993. The plan governs the 23,000+ acre Otay Ranch Properties.
The Otay Ranch GDP is based on and implements the City of Chula Vista General Plan. The
1993 Otay Ranch GDP includes plans for urban villages, a resort community, the Eastern
Urban Center, industrial areas, rural estate planning areas, and a university. The Village 8
East project area is located in the central southern portion of the Otay Ranch GDP (See
Exhibit 1 & 2).

In 2005, the Chula Vista City Council adopted an update to the Chula Vista General Plan;
however, the Council deferred their land use decision on the southern portions of the Otay
Valley, which includes Village 8 East. The General Plan and GDP were amended in 2013 to
implement land use changes in Village 8 West and 9 (GPA 09-01 and PCM 09-11). In
addition, the Chula Vista City Council entered into a Land Offer Agreement (LOA) with the
Applicant in 2008. The LOA was subsequently amended in 2010 and again in 2014. The
LOA established a framework for planning the southern portion of the Otay Valley Parcel,
including the creation of a future University and Regional Technology Park. The SPA Plan
implements the LOA by designating land uses consistent with the LOA in areas previously
deferred by the City Council in conjunction with the 2005 General Plan Update.

The Village 8 East site is composed of approximately 575 acres located in the southern
portion of the Otay Valley parcel of the Otay Ranch General Development (GDP), west of
State Route 125 (SR-125) and north of the Otay River Valley. The site is characterized by a
broad mesa with slopes leading down to the Otay River Valley along the southern boundary.
Village 8 East is surrounded by the remainder of Village 8 (Village 8 West) to the west,
Village 7 to the north, SR-125 and Village 9 to the east, and the Otay Valley Regional Park to
the south.

The proposed project includes the following components: 3,560 residential units of which
943 are single-family and 2,617 are multi-family units; 9.5 acres of mixed-use development,
4.2 acres of Community Purpose Facility uses; 7.3 acres of Neighborhood Park; a 51.5 acre
community park; a 10.8 acre elementary school; and 264.4 acres of natural and manufactured
open space. Table A.2 below summarizes the proposed Village 8 East land uses.
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Table A.2
Village 8 East“®
Land Use Summary

Land Use Acres Commercial S.F. | Residential Units Population
Single-Family Residential 117.1 943 3,055
Multi-Family Residential 46.2 2,177 7053

Mixed Use 9.5 20,000 440 1,426

Parks " 58.8
School 10.8
Community-Purpose Facilities 4.2
Active Rec & Open Space 33.8
Preserve 253.6
Circulation 29.6
Other 2.1
(Future Development Areas) ’
Other (SR-125 ROW, Lot 4) 3.6
Subtotal 575.3 20,000 3,560 11,534

Notes:
@ Population estimates based on 3.24 persons per residential dwelling unit.
® Includes approximately 51.1 acres of Village 8 East Community Park (P-2) and 7.3 acres of Neighborhood Park.

Source: Project EIR

Alternative Development Scenario

The Village 8 East SPA includes an alternative development scenario to provide greater
flexibility to respond to the possibility of changing market conditions during the buildout of
the village. The Land Use Alternative allows for the flexibility to build either single-family
or multi-family unit neighborhoods; R-11a and R-12a without requiring a subsequent SPA
Plan Amendment within two. These neighborhoods may be developed with either 103
single-family units or up to 449 multi-family units. The overall unit count in the village will
not exceed 3,560 units because under the multi-family scenario, up to 365 units would be
transferred from other multi-family sites within the village to the combined R-11a and R-12a
neighborhoods. Table A.3 compares the proposed development to the Land Use Alternative

for Village Eight East.
Table A.3
Proposed Development vs. Alternative Development Scenario for
Village 8 East
Land Use ‘ Acres ‘ Commercial Sq Footage ‘ Residential Dwelling Units | Population
Proposed Development
Single-Family Residential 117.1 943 3,055
Multi-Family Residential 46.3 2,177 7,053
Mixed Use 9.5 20,000 440 1,426
Total 172.9 20,000 3,560 11,534
Alternative Development Scenario
Single-Family Residential 105.8 840 2,722
Multi-Family Residential 59.4 2,280 7,387
Mixed Use 9.6 20,000 440 1,426
Total 174.8 20,000 3,560 11,535
8 Otay Ranch Village 8 East
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Public Facilities Finance Plan Boundaries

Section 19.12.070 of the Municipal Code requires that the City establish the boundaries of the
PFFP at the time a SPA Plan or Tentative Map(s) is submitted by the applicant. The
boundaries shall be based upon the impact created by the Project on the existing and future
need for facilities. The project boundaries will correlate the proposed development project
with existing and future development proposed for the area of impact to provide for the
economically efficient and timely installation of both onsite and offsite facilities and
improvements required by the development. In establishing the boundaries for the PFFP, the
City shall be guided by the following considerations:

A. Service areas, drainage, sewer basins, and pressure zones that serve the Project;
B. Extent to which facilities or improvements are in place or available;

C. Ownership of property;
D

. Project impact on public facilities relationships, especially the impact on the City’s
planned major circulation network;

E. Special district service territories;
F. Approved fire, drainage, sewer, or other facilities or improvement master plans.

The boundaries of the PFFP for the project are congruent with the SPA Plan boundaries.
Also, the PFFP addresses certain facilities (streets, drainage, sewer, police, fire, etc.) that are
impacted beyond the boundaries of the SPA Plan.
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I1.6.

I11.6.1.

11.6.2.

Land Use Assumptions
Purpose

The purpose of this section is to quantify how the Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA project will
be analyzed in relationship to all other projects which are at various stages in the City’s
development process. The Growth Management Program addressed the issue of development
phasing in relationship to location, timing, and fiscal/economic considerations.

Based upon the overall elements to be considered when projecting the phasing of
development and policies contained in the Growth Management Program, the City was able
to forecast where and when development will take place and produced a 5-year Development
Phasing Forecast. Subsequent to the approval of the Growth Management Program, the
forecasted development phasing has been updated periodically as facility improvements are
made and the capacity for new development becomes available. The current update is
summarized on Table B.1.

The specific factors, which affect the development-phasing forecast, include the status of
development approvals and binding development agreements. These components were
reviewed as part of this PFFP in conjunction with the requirement to provide facilities and
services concurrent with the demand created by the project to maintain compliance with the
Threshold Standards.

The management of future growth includes increased coordination of activities of the various
City departments as well as with both the Sweetwater Union High School District and the
Chula Vista Elementary School District and the Otay Water District that serve the City of
Chula Vista. The growth forecast is a component of the City of Chula Vista’s Growth
Management Program. The Development Services Department provides annual growth
forecasts for two time frames: 18 months and a 5-year period. This information enables City
departments and the other aforementioned service agencies to assess the probable impacts
that growth may have on maintaining compliance with the City’s facilities and service
Threshold Standards. In addition, with this data City departments and the other service
agencies will be able to report potential impacts to the GMOC.

Existing Development

As a starting point, the PFFP considers all existing development up to January 2013 as the
base condition. This information is based upon City of Chula Vista Development Services
Department’s growth management monitoring data. According to this and other data, the
population of the City as of January 2013 is estimated at 251,613 (2013 Annual Residential
Growth Forecast). This estimate is based on city estimates of growth for 2013 and combined
with data from the California Department of Finance (DOF).

For the purposes of projecting facility demands for the Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA the
City of Chula Vista utilizes a population coefficient of 3.24 persons per dwelling unit. This
factor is used throughout this PFFP to calculate facility demands from approved projects.
The coefficient has been confirmed for use in the PFFP by the Development Services
Department. The same coefficient will be used for calculating the specific project facility
demands.
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11.6.3

Chula Vista Development Phasing Forecast

A summary of the 2013 growth forecast is shown in Table B.1. The table presents an estimate of
the amount of development activity anticipated to the year 2018. The total number of dwelling units
permitted by the year 2018 is approximately 8,757 dwelling units. It should be noted that these
projections are estimates and should be used for analytical purposes only and unless a development
agreement or other legal instrument guarantees facility capacity, some projects with varying levels
of entitlement may not have committed capacity.

Table B.1
GMOC 2014 — Eastern Chula Vista Residential Development Forecast
September 2013 — December 2018

Source: City of Chula Vista Annual Residential Growth Forecast Years 2013 through 2018, Sept. 2013

11.6.4.

Village 8 East SPA Development Summary

The proposed Village 8 East Site Utilization Plan, shown on Exhibit 3, creates an urban village
containing 3,560 homes on approximately 300 acres. The Village 8 East plan designates a
centrally located village core, which contains a mixed-use residential component with
approximately 20,000 square feet of commercial/retail uses, a 2.6-acre CPF site, an elementary
school site (S-1), neighborhood park (P-1) and a Community Park (P-2). A total of 2,617 multi-
family dwelling units and 943 single-family dwelling units are included in Village 8 East,
generating a total population of approximately 11,534. The proposed mix of residential land use
designations for Village 8 East includes Residential Medium (M) and Mixed-Use Residential
(MU-R).

Non-residential land use designations include Parks and Recreation (P), Public/Quasi Public, OS,
and OS/P. Small private recreation sites (CPF) extend recreational opportunities into residential
neighborhoods and provide focal points outside the village core. Table B.2, the Site Utilization
Plan Table provides a land use summary for the Village 8 East SPA Plan project.
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South of the village, the project includes a planned 51.5-acre (40.0-net-acre) active recreation
park. The park is planned on an area designated for Active Recreation by the MSCP and
identified as Active Recreation Area 11 in the Otay Valley Regional Park (OVRP) Concept Plan.
The Chula Vista General Plan identifies this site as Open Space—Active Recreation and the Otay
Ranch GDP designates the site as Recreation (Planning Area 20). The Village 8 East SPA Plan
designates the portion of the Active Recreation Area 11 site west of SR-125 as P-2; the balance of
the Active Recreation Area 11 site, east of SR-125, is not part of the proposed project but is
available for future active recreation uses. Village 8 East includes 253.6 acres designated OS/P.

Parks, Recreation, and Open Space
The amenities for Village 8 East include a Community Park (P-2), neighborhood park (P-1),
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and private recreation sites (CPF).

o Community Park (P-2) is approximately 51.5 acres. Amenities may include multipurpose
open lawn areas, lighted ball fields, lighted sports courts, lighted picnic shelters, play areas, a
community center building, lighted parking areas, and restroom and maintenance buildings.
A portion of the park may also function as a staging area within the OVRP.

e Neighborhood Park (P-1) is approximately 7.3-acres in size located in the village core
within walking distance of the most densely populated portion of the village and adjacent to
the elementary school in order to provide opportunities for shared facilities and programs.
This park connection is located to provide access to the planned neighborhood park in Village
Nine via a planned pedestrian bridge over SR-125. Amenities may include multipurpose
open lawn areas, ball fields, lighted sports courts, picnic shelters, and tot lots as well as
restroom, parking, and maintenance buildings.

e Private recreational facilities (designated "CPF" on the plan) are included within three sites
totaling approximately 1.6 acres located throughout Village 8 East. These facilities are
approximately 2 acre and may include tot lots, sport courts, picnic areas, swimming pools,
and meeting rooms.

Circulation
Regional access to Village 8 East is currently provided by State Route 125 (SR-125), which
traverses the eastern portion of Village 8 East. Additional north—south access is provided from I-
805 and I-5, located approximately 4 miles west and 7 miles west, respectively. SR-54 and SR-
905 provide regional east—west circulation, approximately 7 miles north and 3 miles south,
respectively.

Main Street forms the northern boundary of Village 8 East, which connects to I-805 to the west
and SR-125 to the east. Otay Valley Road also provides east—west access through the southern
portion of Village 8 East. North—south access is provided by La Media Road along the western
side of Village 8 East. The primary entry into Village 8 East is from Main Street, with an
additional entry into the southern portion of the village from Otay Valley Road.

The Chula Vista General Plan and Otay Ranch GDP identify a planned pedestrian bridge over
SR-125 that would link Village 8 East to Village 9 and the future University. The project proposes
to reserve land area for the western connection to this future bridge. Otay Valley Road, a Four-
Lane Major Road, provides a strong vehicular linkage from Village 8 West to Village 8 East,
through Village 9, and east to Village 10.

The Otay Ranch GDP provides for the expansion of the regional transit-way system into Otay
Ranch. An east-west bus rapid transit commuter service line is planned to be located along Main
Street. A potential local bus stop is conceptually planned within and/or adjacent to Village 8 East.
Also,an extensive network of bicycle routes and pedestrian trails is included in the project.
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Otay Ranch Village 8 East

Source: Hunsaker & Associates

Site Utilization Plan
Exhibit 3

15 Otay Ranch Village 8 East
SPA PFFP



Table B.2

Otay Ranch Village 8 - Site Utilization Plan Table

Land Use ]
Summary gy 'ZZ Acres Units ;:;g;; Land Use Summary Acres Units
Neighborhood
Single Family Other
R-1 SF 8.4 76 9.0
R-2 SF 3.9 34 8.7 Community Purpose Facilities
R-3 SF 9.8 80 8.2 CPF-1 2.6
R-4 SF 7.6 52 6.8 CPF-2* 0.5
R-5 SF 2.7 23 8.5 CPF-3* 0.5
R-6 SF 2.6 25 9.6 CPF-4 0.6
R-7a SF 1.2 14 11.7 CPF Total 4.2
R-7b SF 0.9 11 12.2
R-8 SF 3.8 33 8.7 Parks
R-9 SF 17.1 159 9.2 P-1 (Neigh.) 7.3
R-10 SF 13.5 111 8.5 P-2 (Comm.) 51.5
R-11a’ SF 9.3 74 8.0 Parks Total 58.8
R-11b SF 1.3 10 7.7
R-12a’ SF 3.9 29 7.4 Active Rec
R-12b SF 10.6 72 6.8 AR-11 22.6
R-13 SF 20.5 140 6.8 Active Rec Total 22.6
Single Family Total 117.1 943 8.1
School
Multi Family Res. S-1 10.8
R-14 (a and b) MF 7.1 329 46.3 School Total 10.8
R-15 (a and b) MF 9.6 452 47.1
R-16 MF 6.2 287 46.3 Open Space Total 11.2
R-17 MF 12.0 562 46.8
R-18 (a, b, c, &
d) MF 11.3 547 48.4 Preserve Total 253.6
Multi Family Total 46.2 2,177 47.1
Circulation
Mixed Use External Circulation 9.9
MU-1(a, b, c &
d)*? MU 9.5 440 46.3 Internal Circulation 19.7
Mixed Use Total 9.5 440 46.3 Circulation Total 29.6
Residential Total ‘ 172.8 ‘ 3,560 ‘ 20.6 SR-125
Lots 1-3 3.6
Future
Development SR-125 Circulation Total 3.6
(Lot 4) 8.1
TOTAL ‘ ‘ 575.3 ‘ 3,560

Source: Otay Ranch Village 8 SPA Plan, July 25, 2014
' Land Use Alternative may be implemented in Neighborhoods R-11a and R12a.
2 20,000 sf Minimum Commercial Square Footage
¥ MU-1 Lot acreage excludes 2.6 ac CPF-1 Lot.
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The project requires an amendment to the City of Chula Vista General Plan, the Otay Ranch GDP,
the Phase One and Two Resource Management Plan, and a boundary adjustment to the Chula Vista
MSCP Subarea Plan. The project would also require the adoption of a SPA Plan for the Project,
related documents and Tentative Map(s).

11.6.5. Phasing:
A. Development Phasing
Multiple phases of development are envisioned to complete the required infrastructure
improvements. The Conceptual Phasing Plan, Exhibit 5, reflects anticipated market demand for
a variety of housing types and commercial development. A summary of the infrastructure
phasing is provided in Table B.3.
The phasing concept for the project permits non-sequential phasing. Sequential phasing is
frequently inaccurate due to unforeseen market changes or regulatory constraints. Therefore,
this SPA Plan and PFFP permits non-sequential phasing by imposing specific facilities
requirements, through the PFFP, for each phase to ensure that the SPA Plan areas are
adequately served and City Threshold Standards are met. Public Parks and Schools shall be
phased as needed. Exhibit 4 illustrates the six development phase areas. Table B.4 provides a
breakdown of the proposed land uses per phase.
Table B.3
Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA
Phasing Plan Summary
- . Financing
Facilit ili ipti Triggers
A\ Facility Description 22 Method
Traffic! As presented in the Chen +Ryan TIA By Phasing & EDUs See Tables C.7 & TDIF or
ratiic and the Traffic Section of this PFFP C.8 in Traffic Section Exaction
Pedestrian West Olympic Parkway POC & South La .
Bridge ROW Media POC Per TM Condition Fee Program
Potable Water | 7Zone 624 and 711 Improvements per OWD Concurrent w/ Phasing OWD CIP Fees
Recycled Water | 7one 680 Improvements per OWD Concurrent w/ Phasing OWD CIP Fees
Connection to existing sewer system Concurrent w/ Phasing Fee Program
Sewer Sewer Improvements per city Concurrent w/ Phasing Exaction

Pay Fees

Concurrent w/ Building Permit

Fee Program

Storm Drain

Connect to Existing Drainage System

Concurrent w/ Grading Permit

Fee Program

Schools No specific facility subject to fees Pay School Fees State Mandated Fee
Community Park Park Dedication & Construction Concurrent with Phasing PAD Credit/Fees
Neighborhd Park Park Dedication & Construction Concurrent with Phasing PAD Fees
Recreation Pay PFDIF Fee Pay @ Bldg Permit Fee Program
Library Pay PFDIF Fee Pay @ Bldg Permit Fee Program
Fire & EMS Pay PFDIF Fee Pay @ Bldg Permit Fee Program
Police Pay PFDIF Fee Pay @ Bldg Permit Fee Program
Civic Pay PFDIF Fee Pay @ Bldg Permit Fee Program
Corp Yard Pay PFDIF Fee Pay @ Bldg Permit Fee Program
Other Pay PFDIF Fee Pay @ Bldg Permit Fee Program
Footnote:

! TDIF Streets will be constructed by Developer (receiving TDIF credits). Non TDIF Streets are developer exaction.
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Otay Ranch Village 8 East
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Source: Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Plan, July 25, 2014
Conceptual Phasing Plan
Exhibit 4
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Table B.4

Otay Ranch Village 8 Conceptual Phasing

Blue Red Yellow Green Purple Ora nge ac du
lha;ed ac du ac du ac du ac du ac du ac du; Total| Total]
RESIDENTIAL N
R-16 MF 6.2 287 6.2 287
R17, MF 120, 562 120, 562
R18 MF 11.3] 547 11.3] 547
MU-1 MU 9.5 440 9.5 440
Subtotal 39.0/ 1836 39.0, 1836
R-1 SF 8.4 76 8.4 76
R-2 SF 3.9 34 3.9 34
R-14 MF 71 329 71 329
R-15 MF 96| 452 96| 452
Subtotal 29.00 891 29.00 891
R-3 SF 9.8 80 9.8 80
R-4 SF 7.6 52 76 52
R-5 SF 2.7 23 2.7 23]
R-6 SF 2.6 25 2.6 25
R-7A SF 1.2 14 12 14
R-7B| SF 0.9 11 0.9 11
R-8 SF 3.8 33 3.8 33
R-9 SF 174 159 171 159
R-10] SF 13.5, 111 13.5 111
Subtotal 59.2] 508 59.2] 508]
R-11A SF 9.3 74 9.3 74
R-12A| SF 3.9 29 39 29
R-12B| SF 4.9 32 4.9 32
R-13 SF 54 38 54 38
Subtotal 23.5, 173 23.5 173]
R-11B| SF 1.3 10 1.3 10
R-12B 57 40 57 40
R-13 151 102 15.1 102
Subtotal 221, 152 221 152
NON-RESIDENTIAL
CPF-1| CPF 2.6 26
CPF-2| CPF 0.5 0.5
CPF-3) CPF 0.5 0.5
CPF-4| CPF 0.6 0.6
P-1| Park 7.3 7.3
P-2] Park 51.5 515
AR|Act. Rec. 22.6 226
S$-1| School 10.8 108
Subtotal 9.9 10.8 1.0 0.0 0.6 74.1 96.4
TOTAL 269.2 3,560

Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Plan, July 25, 2014

Note: Acreages and dwelling unit counts are estimates only and may change during the final engineering and mapping process. The
proposed numbers of Single Family and Multi-Family dwelling units in any one phase may be different from the SPA Plan.

19 Otay Ranch Village 8 East
SPA PFFP



B. Density Transfer

The Otay Ranch University Villages Project includes Villages 3 North and a Portion
of Village 4 (Village 3 North), 8 East and 10. These villages are concurrently being
planned and processed as separate SPA Plans. Pursuant to the Land Offer Agreement
(LOA) between the City of Chula Vista and SSBT LCRE V, LLC (Applicant), 6,897
units are allocated amongst the three SPA Plan Areas. Because these villages will be
built out over approximately 15 years and to accommodate future fluctuations in
market demand, the LOA permits density transfers between villages of up to fifteen
percent (15%) of the total units authorized for each village. The criteria are provided
in the SPA Plan. The criteria include specific requirements to be met in order for the
density transfer to be approved without a SPA Plan Amendment. The Development
Services Director will determine, based upon the scope of the proposed density
transfer, whether additional information (i.e. traffic, air quality, global climate
change, utilities, etc.) is necessary for Administrative Approval of the density
transfer.

Pursuant to the LOA, the Applicant may transfer, at its discretion, up to fifteen
percent (15%) of the units allocated to a village within the Project to another village
within the same Project. The Development Services Director may approve, in his or
her discretion, any transfer of units more than fifteen percent (15%) or any transfer of
units to another village within Otay Ranch but not within the Project, if all of the
following requirements are satisfied.

e The transfer of units between villages is consistent with the village design
policies and the Entitlements for the village into which the units are being
transferred;

e The total number of units for the Project (6,897) is not exceeded;

e Public facilities and infrastructure including schools and parks are provided
based on the final number of units within each village or Planning area;

o The planned identity of the villages are preserved including the creation of
pedestrian friendly and transit-oriented development; and

e Preserve conveyance obligations will continue to be based on the Final Map
development area; and.

o The Applicant provides proof to the City of Chula Vista that all affected property
owners (owners of any parcel subject to the proposed transfer) consent to the
Density Transfer.
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11.6.6. Development Impact Fee Programs

A. Transportation
The current Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Ordinance sets forth the

calculation of development impact fees. This PFFP uses the CVMC Chapter 3.54 as the
basis for the estimated TDIF fees. Table B.5 below illustrates the current fee schedule:

Table B.5
TDIF Schedule
Land Use Classification TDIF Rate
Residential (Low) 0-6 dwelling units per gross | $12,494 per DU
acre
Residential (Med.) 6.1-18 dwelling units per $9,995 per DU
gross acre
Residential (High) >18.1 dwelling units per $7,496 per DU
gross acre
Senior housing $4,998 per DU
Residential mixed use >18 dwelling units per gross | $4,998 per DU

acre

Commercial mixed use

< 5 stories in height

$199,901 per 20,000 sq. ft.

General commercial (acre)

$199,901 per acre

Regional commercial (acre) | > 60 acres or 800,000 sq. ft. | $137,432 per acre
High rise commercial (acre) | > 5 stories in height $349,826 per acre
Office (acre) < 5 stories in height $112,444 per acre
Industrial RTP (acre) $99,958 per acre

18-hole golf course $874,566 per acre
Medical center $812,097 per acre

Source: Form 5509 11/07/2013

The total number of estimated DUs and commercial acres for the Village 8 East, SPA
Plan amendment is presented in Table B.2.

B. Public Facilities

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 7, 2006 by adoption of Ordinance 3050. The current fee for single-
family residential development is $9,654/unit, multi-family residential is $9,127/unit,
commercial (including office) development is $29,921/acre and industrial development is
$9,415/acre. The PFDIF amount is subject to change as it is amended from time to time.
Both residential and non-residential development impact fees apply to the project. The
calculations of the PFDIF due for each facility are addressed in the following sections of this
report. Table B.5 provides a breakdown of what facilities the fee funds.
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Table B.6
Public Facilities Estimated DIF Fee Components

e Single Family | Multi-Family Commercial Industrial
/DU /DU /Acre /Acre
Civic Center $2,756 $2,610 $8,792 $2,779
Police $1,671 $1,805 $7,896 $1,703
Corporation Yard $450 $360 $7,635 $3,596
Libraries $1,582 $1,582 $0 $0
Fire Suppression $1,393 $1,001 $3,681 $731
GIS, Computers, Telecom &
Records Management $0 $0 $0 $0
Administration $601 $568 $1,917 $606
Recreation $1,201 $1,201 $0 $0
Total per Residential Unit $9,654 $9,127
Total per Com’l/Ind. Acre $29,921 $9,415
Source: Form 5509 11/07/2013
C. Pedestrian Bridges

The Chula Vista General Plan and Otay Ranch GDP identify a planned pedestrian bridge over
SR-125 to link Village 8 East to Village Nine and the University Site. The Village 8 East
project proposes to reserve land area for the western connection to this future bridge. Otay
Valley Road, a Four- Lane Major Road, will provide vehicular linkage from Village 8 West
to Village 8 East, through Village 9, and east to Village 10.

Prior to the first Final Map for the Project, the Developer will be required to fund the
processing of a Pedestrian Bridge Development Impact Fee Ordinance (which will be applied
to Village 8 East and portion of Village 9) for the cost of constructing a village pathway
pedestrian and bicycle bridge, including but not limited to: conceptual plans, environmental
review, final plans, approach ramps, abutments, encroachment permits, right-of-way, grading,
paving, walls, lighting and all line items necessary for the complete construction of said
improvement on a pro-rata basis, in order to comply with the University Villages Sectional
Planning Area (SPA) Plan — Otay Ranch Village 8 East and the Otay Ranch GDP.
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1. FACILITY ANALYSIS
This portion of the PFFP contains 13 separate subsections for each facility addressed by this
report. Of the 13 facilities, 11 have adopted growth management threshold standards; the
Civic Center and Corporation Yard do not. Table B.7 highlights the level of analysis for each
facility.
Table B.7
Level of Analysis
Facility Citywide |East of I-805 |Service Area Sub-basin [Special District
Traffic v
Pedestrian Bridges 4
Police v
Fire/EMS v v
Schools v
Libraries v
Parks, Recreation & Open Space v
Water v v
Sewer v
Drainage v
Air Quality v
Civic Center v
Corp. Yard v
Fiscal v v

Each subsection analyzes the impact of the Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Project based
upon the adopted Threshold Standards. The analysis is based upon the specific goal,
objective, threshold standard and implementation measures. The proposed SPA plan is used
to determine facility adequacy and is referenced within the facility section.

Each analysis is based upon the specific project processing requirements for that facility, as
adopted in the Growth Management Program. These indicate the requirements for evaluating
the project consistency with the threshold ordinance at various stages (General Development
Plan, SPA Plan/Public Facilities Finance Plan, Tentative Map, Final Map and Building
Permit) in the development review process.

A service analysis section is included, which identifies the service provided by each facility.
The existing, plus forecasted demands for the specific facility are identified in the subsection
based upon the adopted Threshold Standard.

Each facility subsection contains an adequacy analysis followed by a detailed discussion
indicating how the facility is to be financed. The adequacy analysis provides a determination
of whether or not the Threshold Standard is being met and the finance section provides a
determination if funds are available to guarantee the improvement. If the Threshold Standard
is not being met, mitigation is recommended in the Threshold Compliance subsection which
proposes the appropriate conditions or mitigation to bring the facility into conformance with
the Threshold Standard.
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IVv.

Iv.i1

Iv.2

Iv.3

TRAFFIC
Threshold Standard

A. Citywide: Maintain Level of Service (LOS) "C" or better, as measured by observed
average travel speed on all signalized arterial segments, except that during peak hours a
LOS of "D" can occur for no more than two hours of the day.

B. West of Interstate 805: Those signalized intersections which do not meet the standard
above may continue to operate at their current (year 1991) LOS, but shall not worsen.

C. Per the Otay Ranch General Development Plan, the internal village streets and roads are
not expected to meet the Citywide LOS standard of “C’ or better.

Service Analysis

The Public Works Department of the City of Chula Vista is responsible for ensuring that
traffic improvements are provided to maintain a safe and efficient street system within the
City. Through project review, City staff ensures the timely provision of adequate local
circulation system capacity in response to planned development while maintaining acceptable
LOS. To accomplish their review the Public Works Department has adopted guidelines for
Traffic Impact Studies (January, 2001). These guidelines ensure uniformity in the
preparation of traffic studies. Further, the guidelines assist in maintaining acceptable
standards for planned new roadway segments and signalized intersections at the build out of
the City’s General Plan and Circulation Element. The Circulation Element of the General
Plan serves as the overall facility master plan.

In conformance with requirements of the Congestion Management Program (CMP), an
analysis of CMP freeways and arterials is required for any project that generates 2,400 daily
or 150 peak hour trips. The University Villages TIA, Otay Ranch Village 3 North, 8 East and
10, July 31, 2014, by Chen + Ryan is the basis of the PFFP and the traffic section of the
Environmental Impact Report for the Otay Ranch University Villages Project, August 2014
by Dudek. The TIA document is referred to as the “Chen+Ryan TIA” throughout this PFFP.
The University Villages Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is referred to as the
Project EIR throughout this PFFP.

The Chen+Ryan TIA addresses both existing and planned circulation system conditions,
details necessary improvements and outlines the incremental circulation improvements based
upon planned University Villages Project phasing. Further, the Chen+Ryan TIA also include
the evaluation of impacts that are considered significant as a result of project development.

Trip Generation and Phasing

A. Background:
The University Villages project includes Otay Ranch Villages 3 North, a portion of
Village 4, Village 8 East, and Village 10. The Village 8 East project is expected to
generate traffic in 2020 after Village 3 North in 2015. Necessary project offsite roadway
and utility corridor improvements are anticipated to be constructed by others including
Village 3 North in advance or concurrent with Village 8 East.
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The University Villages SPA Plans consists of the development of up to 6,897 homes and
associated village land uses. The developer has proposed amendments to the city’s
General Plan, Otay Ranch General Development Plan and the Sectional Planning Area
(SPA) plan for Otay Ranch Villages 2, 3, and a portion of Village 4 adopted by the Chula
Vista City Council on June 4, 2006. Three SPA plans are proposed: an Otay Ranch
Village 3 North and a portion of Village 4 SPA Plan, Otay Ranch Villages 8 East SPA
Plan, and Otay Ranch Village 10 SPA Plan. Three Tentative Maps are also proposed:
Village 3 North and a portion of Village 4; Village 8 East; and Village 10.

Project Trip Generation

The trip generation associated with the University Villages project, including Village 8
East, was prepared by Chen Ryan who relied on the SANDAG’s Guide to Vehicular
Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region (SANDAG, April 2002). Tables C.1
through C.3 display daily, as well as AM and PM peak hour project trips for the 2020 and
2030 time frames.

Table C.1
Village 8 East
Project Trip Generation - Year 2020
Land Use Units Trip Da‘lly AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Rate Trips % Trips % Trips
. . 10/ 446 557
Single Family | 557DU | 1y, 3,370 8 | (134-in/312-0u | 10| (390-in/167-out)
o 925 1,157
Multi-Family | 1,446 DU | 8/DU 11,568 8 (185-in / 740-out) 10 (810-in / 347-out)
Mixed-Use 110/ 33 99
Commercial | OK¥SF | gkgF 1,100 3 (20-in / 13-out) ? (50-in / 50-out)
30/ 2 2
CPE LOAC 1 sc 30 > (1-in / T-out) 8 (1-in / T-out)
Elementary 90/ 311 87
School 10.8AC 1 sc 72 32| (187-in/ 124-0ut) | ° (35-in / 52-out)
Neighborhood 1 3
Park 7.3AC | STAC 37 4 (1-in / 1-out) 8 (1-in / 1-out)
. 1,718 1,906
Village 8 East by 2020 19,277 (527-in / 1,191-out) (1,287-in / 619-out)

Source: C+R TIA

As shown in Table C.1, Village 8 East would generate a total of 19,277 daily trips by Year
2020, including 1,718 AM peak hour trips and 1,906 PM peak hour trips. Together with a
portion of Village 3 North, which would be nearly built out, and a portion of Village 4
approximately 40,736 would be generated by the Year 2020, including 3,724 AM peak hour
trips and 4,120 PM peak hour trips (Chen+Ryan TIA).
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Table C.2
Village 8 East Project Trip Generation

Year 2025
Land Use Units Trip Da.ily AM Peak Hf)ur PM Peak Hf)ur
Rate Trips % Trips % Trips
. . 770 963
Single Family | 963 DU | 10/DU 9,630 8 (231-in/ 539-out) 10 (674-in / 289-out)
o 2,597 1,662 2,078
Multi-Family | “pyp 1 8/DU | 20776 8| 355 401 3300ut) | 10 | (1.454-in/ 623-out)
Mixed-Use 110/ 66 198
Commercial 20 KSF KSF 2,200 3 (40-in / 26-out) ? (99-in / 99-out)
CPF 42 AC | 30/AC 126 5 6 8 10
’ (4-in / 3-out) (5-in / 5-out)
Elementary 10.8 311 87
School Ac | 0/Ac 9m 321 (187-in/ 124-0ut) | (35-in / 52-out)
Neighborhood | 3
Park 73AC | S/AC 37 4 (1-in / 1-out) 8 (1-in / 1-out)
Community 20.3 41 81
Park AC | 0/AC | LOIS 4 (20-in / 20-out) 8 (41-in / 41-out)
. 2,858 3,420
Village 8 East by 2025 34,756 (815-in / 2,043-out) (2,310-in / 1,111-out)|
Source: C+R TIA
Table C.3
Village 8 East Project Trip Generation
Year 2030
: : AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Units Trip Da‘lly } )
Rate Trips % Trips % Trips
. . 770 963
Single Family | 963 DU | 10/DU 9,630 8 (231-in/ 539-out) 10 (674-in / 289-out)
o 2,597 1,662 2,078
Multi-Family |- “pypt 1 8/DU 20776 8| 355 41 3300ut) | 10 | (1,454-in/ 623-out)
Mixed-Use 110/ 66 198
Commercial | 20 ®5F | ksF 2,200 3 (40-in / 26-out) 0 (99-in / 99-out)
CPF 42 AC | 30/AC 126 5 6 8 10
‘ (4-in / 3-out) (5-in/ 5-out)
Elementary 10.8 311 87
School AC | J0/AC | 9m2 32| (187-in/ 124-0ut) | 0 (35-in / 52-out)
Neighborhood 1 3
Park 73AC | S/AC 37 4 (1-in / 1-out) 8 (1-in/ 1-out)
Community 40.7 81 163
Park Ac | J0/Ac 2,035 4 (41-in / 41-out) 8 (81-in / 81-out)
. 2,899 3,502
Village 8 East by 2030 35,776 (835-in / 2,064-out) (2,350-in / 1,152-out)|
Source: C+R TIA
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Table C.2 indicates Village 8 East would generate a total of 34,756 daily trips by Year
2025, including 2,858 AM peak hour trips and 3,420 PM peak hour trips. Village 8 East
with Village 3 North, a portion of Village 4 and a portion of Village 10 make up the
University Villages project, which combined would generate an approximately 64,308
daily trips by Year 2025, including 5,474 AM peak hour trips and 6,444 PM peak hour
trips (Chen+Ryan TIA). For the Year 2025 it is anticipated that the majority of Village 3
North and the portion of Village 4 would be fully built out, exceptions being some office
and industrial uses. A portion of Village 10 also would be built.

As shown in Table C.3, Village 8 East would generate a total of 35,776 daily trips by
Year 2030, including 2,899 AM peak hour trips and 3,502 PM peak hour trips. By 2030,
the proposed University Villages project including Village 8 East, Village 3 North, a
portion of Village 4 and Village 10 would be built out and generate approximately 77,663
daily trips by the Year 2030, including 6,819 AM peak hour trips and 7,816 PM peak
hour trips (Chen+Ryan TIA).

The Chen+Ryan TIA disaggregated the project trips into those that would remain within
the project site (internally captured), and those that would leave the project site (external
trips). Only the external trips were distributed and assigned to the study area roadways
and intersections.

. Chula Vista Circulation Element

The City Council recently certified the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(SEIR) and adopted the related Amendments to the City of Chula Vista General Plan
(GPA-09-01) and Otay Ranch General Development Plan (PCM-09-11). The adopted
Circulation Element and the proposed changes are identified and described in Exhibit 5.
The detailed analysis can be found in Section 11 of the Chen+Ryan TIA.
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Source: Chen+Ryan TIA

Circulation Element
Exhibit 5
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Iv4

PFFP Assessment

The purpose of this Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) assessment is to determine on-
site and off-site improvement triggers that are required for the proposed project. This section
discusses the: internal traffic signal warrants for individual villages; needed on-site and
adjacent facilities based on access and frontage; and Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs)
associated with each of the mitigation measures identified in the Chen+Ryan TIA (analysis
years 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030).

A. Internal Intersection Traffic Signal Warrants

Traffic signal warrants were conducted by Chen+Ryan for Villages 3 North, 8 East, and
10. Due to the fact that all of the intersections are not yet built and actual traffic volumes
cannot be counted, Figure 4C-103 (CA) of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) was utilized to determine whether a traffic signal would be
warranted at identified locations utilizing projected traffic volumes. Table C.4
summarizes the findings. Signal warrants worksheets are included in the Chen+Ryan
TIA Appendix A. As shown below, one internal intersection within Village 8 East
requires a traffic signal.

Table C.4
Village 8 East
Summary of Internal Intersection Signal Warrants
Warrant #1 — Warrant #2 — Warrant #3 —
. - Interruption Combination Traffic
Intersection Minimum 3
Vehicular of Continuous (fulfilled 80% of Signal
Traffic Warrants #1 & #2)
Santa Marisol / Caraway Street Yes Yes Yes Yes
Santa Marisol / Cascabel Street No No No No
Santa Marisol / Safflower Street No No No No
Note: When an intersection meets either Warrant #1 or Warrant #2, Warrant #3 is not applicable.

Source: Chen Ryan TIA

B. Access / Frontage Thresholds

Based on the Chen+Ryan TIA, the facilities presented in this section are required. This
requirement is not based on traffic generation, but on access and frontage requirements.
These roadways must be built when the land uses fronting the roads are developed to
provide sufficient number of access points according to the City’s Subdivision Manual.

The Subdivision Manual requires that “single family residential development shall not
exceed 120 residential lots unless two points of access are provided and shall not exceed
200 residential lots unless three points of access are provided”. The project applicant
may also conduct a traffic study (prior to the 201st EDU) which shows traffic operations
with one or two access points are sufficient from an LOS perspective and a
Fire/Emergency Response standpoint, to serve individual neighborhoods to the
satisfaction of the Development Services Director.
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Table C.5
Village 8 East
Internal Roadway Segment Performance

Internal S Estimated Recon.lmen.ded LOSD LOS
Roadway ADT Classification Threshold
g, TS o | Seomyi i | s | g
s, | TmemmSnen || Sty i | s | s
e, | omsalovriieto | g | Syl | g0 |
e | TomSoub oty Valley 3000 | Secnden il by | 300 |
saatipy | TGSt | gy | Resdeniaomenie |y |y
Cgii‘evz‘:‘y Santa Marisol 6,400 ReSigfrI:eii‘lé_rl‘;Tgnade 8,400 B
Cgiit;ztly from Santa I}F/Ii:rlisol to Santa 5,100 Resigfiteiill(é’fl(;glgnade 8.400 A
Cgirci’tel East of Santa Marisol 2,400 Re“gf;:é?éj‘;ﬁ‘g“ade 8,400 A
Sasfg‘;ger West of Santa Tipu 700 ReSigfrr:;‘Ié’_rl‘;g‘;“ade 8,400 A
Sasfg(e):t/er from San;/e[lal"iifoli to Santa 2,600 Resigi:rr;tei?lé)_rlc;r;l;nade 8.400 A
Confl’zlrllinity South of Otay Valley Road | 2,200 | Community Park Entry 8,400 A
Driveway Street (2-lane)

Source: Chen+Ryan TIA

As shown in the Table C.5 above, all of the analyzed internal roadway segments within
Village 8 East would operate at acceptable LOS B or better under buildout conditions
with the recommended roadway classifications.

30

Otay Ranch Village 8 East

SPA PFFP



Source: Chen+Ryan TIA

PFFP Roadways for Village 8 East
Exhibit 6
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Internal Streets: Table C.6 summarizes the PFFP internal neighborhood street thresholds

for Village 8 East based on frontage and access requirements.

TABLE C.6
PFFP Thresholds
Village 8 East Internal Neighborhood Streets
Neﬁ%l;l(;or Frontage/Internal Streets (From/To) IX;ICIZ:? Secondary Access™”
o Santa Tipu (Main Street/Caraway Street) * Santa Mirasol (Main
. Street/Safflower Street)
e Caraway Street (Santa Tipu/Sorrel Avenue) o Saffl Street (Sant
e Sorrel Ave (Caraway Street/Fenugreek St) e Santa Tipu from attower stree .( anta
R1 . . Mirasol/Santa Tipu)
o Elderflower Street (Sorrel Ave/Santa Tipu) Main .
. . e Santa Tipu (Safflower
e Cumin Street (Sorrel Avenue/Santa Tipu)
i Street/Fenugreek Street)
o Fenugreek Street (Sorrel Avenue/Santa Tipu) R
e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Caraway Street) e Santa Mirasol (Main/Saftflower
e Caraway Street (Santa Tipu/Sorrel Avenue) Street)
e Sorrel Ave (Caraway Street/Fenugreek St) e Santa Tipu fr o Safflower Street (Santa
R2 o Flax Street (Sorrel Avenue/Santa Tipu) l\/ililir? S tlrI:el: A om Mirasol/Santa Tipu)
o Elderflower St (Sorrel Ave/Santa Tipu) e Santa Tipu (Safflower
e Cumin Street (Sorrel Avenue/Santa Tipu) Street/Cumin Street)
[ ) L[]
e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Safflower Street) * Santa /Mi;gSOI (Main
o Safflower St (Santa Tipu/Avenida Cattleya) Strfeﬂet Sa Sower Sstreet)
o Avenida Cattleya (Safflower St/Calle Govenia) t e trﬁ‘?é.( ane
R3 e Calle Govenia (Avenida Cattleya/Avenida Huntleya) @ Santa Tipu from ALTTraso ymbidium Avenue)
e Avenida Huntleya (Calle Govenia/Safflower Street) | Main Street ) .
.1 . e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley
e Cymbidium Ave (Calle Govenia/Safflower ) Road/Calle Boxwood)
e Calle Malaxis (Avenida Cattleya/Avenida Stenia) o Calle Boxwood (Santa
e Avenida Stenia (Calle Malaxis /Calle Boxwood) Mirasol/Cymbidium Avenue)
e Santa Mirasol (Main
St/Safflower St)
e Santa Tipu (Main St/Safflower Street) o Safflower Street (Santa
o Safflower St (Santa Tipu/Cymbidium Avenue) Mirasol/Cymbidium Ave)
R4 e Calle Boxwood (Cymbidium Ave/Santa Mirasol)  |¢ Santa Tipu from | ALT:
¢ Avenida Eria (Calle Govenia/Santa Tipu) Main Street e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley
¢ Avenida Stenia (Calle Malaxis /Avenida Cattleya) Road/Calle Boxwood)
o Calle Malaxis (Avenida Cattleya/Avenida Eria) e Calle Boxwood (Santa
Mirasol/Cymbidium Avenue)
[ ]
e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Safflower Street) ¢ S?rmat /hc/hﬁm;gl (Main d)
o Safflower Street (Santa Tipu/Avenida Huntleya) e Santa Tipu from eey-atie BoxXwoo
RS . . . e Calle Boxwood (Santa
o Avenida Huntleya (Safflower Street/Calle Govenia) | Main Street . .
. Mirasol/Avenida Huntleya)
[ ]
e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Safflower Street) . * N/A (Fewer than 120 units)
. . e Santa Tipu from | ALT:
R6 o Safflower Street (Santa Tipu/Santa Mirasol) . .
« Santa Mirasol (Saffl Street/Otay Valley Road Main Street e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley
anta Mirasol (Safflower Street/Otay Valley Road) Road/Safflower Street)
e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Safflower Street) e Santa Tipu fi e Santa Mirasol (Main
o Safflower Street (Santa Tipu/Avenida Huntleya) I\Z;: Stlrp utS;)rIftla Street/Safflower Street)
R7a ¢ Avenida Huntleya (Safflower Street/Calle Boxwood) Tipu frorfleMain ALT:
o Calle Boxwood (Avenida Huntleya/Santa Mirasol) p e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley
Street
[ J

Santa Mirasol (Safflower Street/Otay Valley Road)

Road/Safflower Street)
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TABLE C.6

PFFP Thresholds
Village 8 East Internal Neighborhood Streets
Neighbor Frontage/Internal Streets (From/To) Prlmar;f Secondary Access™”
hood Access
e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Safflower Street) e Santa Mirasol (Main
o Safflower Street (Santa Tipu/Avenida Huntleya) . Street/Safflower Street)
R7b ¢ Avenida Huntleya (Safflower Street/Calle Boxwood) ° i/im.ta gtlp " tfrom ALT:
e Calle Boxwood (Avenida Huntleya/Santa Mirasol) am stree e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley
¢ Santa Mirasol (Calle Boxwood/Otay Valley Road) Road/Safflower Street)
e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Safflower Street) * Santa Mirasol (Main
. . Street/Safflower Street)
o Safflower St (Santa Tipu/Avenida Huntleya)
i . o Safflower Street (Santa
RS e Avenida Huntleya (Safflower Street/Calle Boxwood) (e San_ta Tipu from Mirasol/Avenida Lupine)
o Calle Boxwood (Avenida Huntleya/ Avenida Main Street ALT:
Lupine) ) .
e Avenida Lupine (Safflower Street/Aloe Street) * IS{?)I;?/(I\;;I lrlzsl(;lo(xcxgz(galley
e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Safflower Street)
o Safflower St (Santa Tipu/Avenida Huntleya)
e Avenida Huntleya (Safflower St/Calle Boxwood) e Santa Mirasol (Main
e Calle Boxwood (Avenida Huntleya/ Crape Myrtle Street/Safflower Street)
Avenue e Santa Mirasol e Safflower Street (Santa
R9 e Avenida Lupine (Safflower Street/Aloe St) from Main Street Mirasol/Avenida Lupine)
o Star Jasmine Avenue (Safflower Street/Aloe Street) ALT:
e Holly Oak Ave (Wintergreen Street/Aloe St) e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley
e Crape Myrtle Ave (Wintergreen Street/Aloe St) Road/Calle Boxwood)
o Aloe Street
e Wintergreen Street
e Santa Mirasol (Main
o Santa Tipu (Main Street/Safflower Street) Street/Safflower Street)
o Safflower Street (Santa Tipu/Avenida Huntleya) o Safflower Street (Santa
e Avenida Huntleya (Safflower Street/Calle Boxwood) Mirasol/Star Jasmine Avenue)
e Calle Boxwood (Avenida Huntleya/ Crape Myrtle o Star Jasmine Ave (Safflower
R10 Avenue) e Santa Mirasol Street/Wintergreens Street)
e Holly Oak Avenue (Wintergreen Street/Aloe St) from Main Street | ® Wintergreens (Star Jasmine
¢ Avenida Chitalpa (Wintergreens Street/Aloe St) Avenue/Holly Oak Ave)
e Crape Myrtle Avenue (Wintergreens Street/Aloe ALT:
Street) e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley
. Rd/Calle Boxwood)
L]
o Cutter Avenue (Otay Valley Road/Gondola St) Cutter Avenue .
Rlla e Coble Avenue (Gondola Street/Skipjack Street) from Otay Valley Santa Ml'ra.sol (Otay Valley
e Gondola Street, Sloop Street) Road Road/Skipjack Street)
Skipjack Street(Coble Avenue/Gondola St)
o Cutter Avenue (Otay Valley Road/Gondola St)
¢ Gondola Street (Cutter Avenue/Coble Avenue)
e Coble Avenue (Gondola Street/Skipjack Street) e Santa Mirasol .
R11b o Langschiff Street (Gondola Street/R12b) from Otay * iant;/g;[;rqsoi(g)tay Valley
o Skipjack Street (Santa Mirasol/Schooner P1) Valley oa ipjack Street)
o Santa Mirasol (Ketch Street/Skipjack St)
[ ]
o Cutter Avenue (Otay Valley Road/Gondola St)
e Gondola Street (Cutter Avenue/Coble Avenue) e Santa Mirasol .
R12a e Coble Avenue (Gondola Street/Skipjack Street) from Otay ¢ lS{am(;l/]li/l lrasolll.(gtsay Valley
o Langschiff Street (Coble Street/Santa Mirasol) Valley oad/Langschiff Street)
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TABLE C.6

PFFP Thresholds
Village 8 East Internal Neighborhood Streets
Neighbor Frontage/Internal Streets (From/To) Prlmar;f Secondary Access™”
hood Access
o Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley Road/Ketch Street)
o Ketch Street (Kayak Avenue/Trawler Avenue) )
R12b e Kayak Avenue (Ketch Street/Outrigger Street) * ?rantaol\i[ irasol N/A (F than 120 unit
e Trawler Avenue(Ketch Street/Langschiff Street V(;ﬁz:y 2y * (Fewer than units)
o Langschiff Street (Santa Mirasol/Trawler Ave)
[ ]
e Cutter Avenue (Otay Valley
Road/Gondola Street)
e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley Road/Outrigger St) e Gondola Street (Cutter
o Skipjack Street (Santa Mirasol/Langschiff Street) Avenue/Coble Avenue)
o Langschiff Street (Skipjack Street/Trawler Ave) e Santa Mirasol e Coble Avenue (Gondola
R13 e Yacht Place from Otay Street/Langschiff Street)
o Kayak Avenue (Trimaran/Outrigger Street) Valley o Langschiff Street (Coble
e Outrigger Street (Kayak Avenue /Ketch Street) Avenue/Santa Mirasol)
e Trimaran Street ((Kayak Avenue /Ketch Street) ¢ Santa Mirasol (Langschiff

Street/Ketch Street)

e Main Street . .
R14 « Santa Tipu (Main St/Caraway St) e Main Street e N/A (Fewer than 120 units)

R15 e Main Street e Main Street e Santa Mirasol (Main

e Santa Tipu (Main Street/Caraway Street) Street/Caraway Street)
R16 e Main Street e Main Street o N/A (Fewer than 120 units)
. . . e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley

R17 e Santa Mirasol (Main Street/Caraway Street) e Main Street Road/Caraway Street)
. . . e Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley

RI18 o Santa Mirasol (Main Street/Caraway Street) e Main Street Road/Caraway Street)
MU1 e Santa Mirasol (Main Street/Cascabel Street) e Main Street * Santa Mirasol (Otay Valley

Road/Caraway Street)

Notes:

! Primary access identified is one possible route. Alternative access may be provided subject to the approval of the Director of
Development Services.

% Secondary access is required when more than 120 units are served by the primary access. The identified secondary access is
one possible route; alternative secondary access may be provided subject to the approval of the Director of Development
Services.

3 If total units utilizing either the primary or secondary routes of access exceed 200, a third access may be required, subject to
the approval of the Director of Development Services.

Source: Chen+Ryan TIA

Off-Site Project Frontage/Access: Table C.7 summarized the roadway segments and
intersection to be constructed by the project for Frontage and Access, their cross-
section/geometric configuration, as well as their associated EDU threshold.
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Table C.7

utilities to provide access to all existing lots within the village.
Trigger: The first Final Map of the Village to agree to provide right of way, to secure and construct the City of San
Diego waterline thru the Village, to the satisfaction of the Director of Development Services.

Village 8 East
Frontage and Access Threshold
Year
Street Segment Classification EDU threshold assumed
build in TIA
Main Streer | L Media Roud o Magdalen |y gy | prior o the s Fnal [0
M Streer | Migdalem venue 0 Santa |y gy | prior o the s Fnal [0
Main Street Santa Tipu to Santa Marisol 6-Ln w/RM 121% EDU of Village 8 E. 2020
Main Street Santa Marlsg;_g aSyR-125 right- 6-Ln w/RM pr;c;r \t/c;l;z;eﬁgsltg al:sltnia{l_ll\/éap 2025
La Media Road |  S2MtLuma Srectto Main 6-Ln w/RM ﬁ;;r;t‘f\t,}ﬁfgr:tgﬁﬁlt 2020
Otay Valley Main Street to Community Park 1929™ EDU of Village 8
Road Driveway (Int #71) 4-Ln w/RM East 2025
Otay Valley Community Park Driveway (Int 1929™ EDU of Village 8
Road #71) to Santa Marisol 4-Ln w/RM East 2025
; ; 0 .
Otal}é(?;a:illey Santa Marlsglf_tvczl aSyR-125 right- 4-Ln w/RM 1929 EDga:f Village 8 2025
1929" EDU of Village 8
East (Prior to the 1313th
EDU in Village 8 East, the
Applicant shall submit and
] ) obtain approval for
Community Otay Valley Road to Village 8 improvement plans and
. . 2-Ln . . 2025
Park Driveway Community Park appropriate security for the
construction of the Village 8
East community park access
road to the satisfaction of
the Director of Development
Services)
q Year
In t:];lsleacgtfoln 4 Segment Classification EDU threshold assumed
build in TIA
Village 8 E - Santa Tipu / Main Street (one- prior to the first Final
#68 way stop RT in/out) OWSC Map of Village 8 East 2020
. st .
V111a§g98 E- Santa Marisol / Main Street Signal 121 ED[],I:;);V1llage 8 2020
. Village 8 East R-16 Driveway / . .
Village 8 E - . prior to the first Final
470 Main Streeti(n(}glelgvay stop RT OWSC Map of Village 8 E — R16 2020
Village 8 E — Village 8 East Community Park Sienal 1929™ EDU of Village 8 2025
#71 Driveway / Otay Valley Road g East
. th .
Village 8 E — Cutter Avenue / Otay Yalley OWSC 1929™ EDU of Village 8 2025
#72 Road (one-way stop RT in/out) East
. th .
Vl“a#%%g E- Santa Marisol / Otay Valley Rd Signal 1929 ED]IEJacS)thﬂlage 8 2025
Trigger: The first Final Map of Village 8 East to provide right of way, to secure and construct roadways and

Source: Chen+Ryan TIA
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D.

SR-125 / Main Street Interchange

The Chen+Ryan TIA discusses the different configurations and associated traffic and
safety operations at the SR-125 / Main Street interchange and evaluated the future ramp
intersection operations at the SR-125/Main Street interchange with three (3) types of
interchange configurations, including:

e Option A: full interchange with partial cloverleaf;
e Option B: diamond interchange; and
e Option C: half interchange with partial cloverleaf.

Option A was the configuration utilized in the TIA analysis is based on the fact that the
other SR-125 interchanges in the vicinity, such as Birch Road, Olympic Parkway, and
Otay Lakes Road, all have the identical layout.

The TIA determined that ramp intersections at the SR-125 SB Ramps / Main Street and
SR-125 NB Ramps / Main Street would operate at acceptable LOS D or better under
Year 2030 conditions under all three options, with the “full Interchange with partial
cloverleaf” (Option A) providing the best traffic operations in terms of queue length,
average delay and levels of service.
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C. Equivalent Dwelling Units Thresholds
The off-site roadway and intersection improvements as discussed in Chen+Ryan TIA are
needed primarily based on traffic generation and are associated with each of the
mitigation measures identified from the Year 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030 analyses. The
EDU triggers were derived by Chen+Ryan Associates using a city approved procedure
(see ChentRyan TIA for details). Table C.8 summarizes the required off-site Village 8
East mitigation measures and their associated EDU triggers.

Table C.8
Village 8 East SPA
EDU Triggers to Recommended Mitigation Measures
Location Mitigation Measure Analysis EDU Trigger
Year
Intersection
Payment towards TDIF (for the
construction of Main Street from th
. . +
15. Heritage Road / Olympic Parkway Heritage Road to La Media Road, 2025 4’737V8EII€) E \(?1‘ 3/3N
including construction of Main
Street Bridge)*
Payment towards TDIF (for the
construction of Main Street from th
17. La Media Road / Olympic Parkway | Heritage Road to La Media Road, 2025 4’737V§]]E) S_J\(;ﬁ (\)/3N -
including construction of Main
Street Bridge)*
?&}B%a Media Road (SB) / Main Street Signalization 2020 880™ EDU of VSE
?\;}B%a Media Road (NB) / Main Street Signalization 2020 880™ EDU of VSE
?éB)La Media Road (SB) / Main Street Signalization 2020 880™ EDU of VSE
?éia)La Media Road (NB) / Main Street Signalization 2020 880" EDU of VSE
44. Magdalena Avenue / Main Street Signalization 2020 1,693 EDU of VSE
Roadway Segment
Payment towards TDIF (for the
Olympic Parkway between Heritage construction of Main St. from 2025 4,737" EDU of V3N +
Road and Santa Venetia Street Heritage Rd to La Media Rd, inc V8E + V10
construction of Main St Bridge)*
Payment towards TDIF (for the
Heritage Road between East Palomar construction of Main St. from 2025 4,737™ EDU of V3N +
Street and Olympic Parkway Heritage Rd to La Media Rd, inc V8E + V10

construction of Main St Bridge)*

Note: * The City CIP will drive the timing of this facility, which may occur sooner.

Source: Chen+Ryan TIA
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IV.S

Cost & Financing Traffic Improvements

The ChentRyan TIA was prepared for the proposed University Villages Project (including
Village 8 East), which is the basis of this PFFP and the Project EIR. The project traffic
mitigation measures are identified in Section 5.3.5 of the Project EIR. These measures
comply with CEQA requirements and are consistent with existing city standards and growth
management thresholds. The timing of the frontage and access streets is the responsibility of
the developer. The PFFP and Project EIR identifies triggers to ensure the street system is
constructed prior to or concurrent with the identified need.

A.

Street Improvements

The Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA internal streets and associated signalization, if
required, are the financial responsibility of the Developer/Builder. Off-site streets
and signal improvements are subdivision exactions. The required street improvement
phasing is based on the project EDU Triggers for specific intersections and roadways
pursuant to the Chen+Ryan TIA (see Table C.14).

Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF)

The project is within the boundaries of the TDIF program and, as such, the project is
subject to the payment of the fees at the rates in effect at the time building permits are
issued. The improvements identified on Table C.6 and C.8 is required to be
constructed according to the approved EDU Triggers. The TDIF ordinance allows
for the issuance of credit in lieu of fees when an eligible facility is constructed by the
project. If the total eligible construction cost amounts to more than the total required
TDIF fees as indicated below, the owner/developer may be given credits toward
future building permits outside of the SPA area.

The current Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Ordinance sets forth the
calculation of development impact fees. This PFFP uses the CVMC Chapter 3.54 as
the basis for the estimated TDIF fees. Table B.5 illustrates the fee schedule at the
time of this PFFP preparation:

Table C.9 presents the total number of estimated DUs and commercial square footage
for the Village 8 East SPA Plan PFFP. Also, Table C.9 summarizes the estimated
TDIF based on the Developer’s proposed phasing and trip generation rates used by
the Chen+Ryan TIA. The table is provided as an estimate only. Fees may change
depending upon the actual number dwelling units, the actual acreage for commercial
and industrial land and the current city fee, which is subject to change from time to
time. Final calculations will be known at time building permits are applied for.
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Table C.9

Village 8 East SPA
Estimated TDIF Fees'
Phase | oo | o | pu | pU | DU [MUF | Com | peonoksr| e
Blue 0 $0 1396 | $9,995 | 440 | $4,998 9.6 | $199,901 | $18,071,190
Red 110 | $12,494 781 | $9,995 0 $0 0.0 $0 $9,180,435
Yellow | 508 [ $12,494 0 $0 0 $0 0.0 $0 $6,346,952
Green 173 | $12,494 0 $0 0 $0 0.0 $0 $2,161,462
Purple | 152 | $12,494 0 $0 0 $0 0.0 $0 $1,899,088
Orange 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0.0 $0 $0
Total 963 2177 440 9.6 $37,659,127

! Estimated TDIF is based on the Revised November 7, 2013, City of Chula Vista Development Checklist for Municipal
Code Requirements (Form 5509) and is subject to annual adjustments. Actual TDIF may be different.

C. Traffic Signal Fee

Future development within the project will be required to pay Traffic Signal Fees in
accordance with Chula Vista Council Policy No. 475-01. The estimated fee is calculated
based on the current fee of $34.27 (the date of this PFFP) per vehicle trip generated per
day for various land use categories. Table C.10 is provided as an estimate only. Fees
may change depending upon the actual number dwelling units, the actual acreage for
commercial and industrial land and the current city fee, which is subject to change from
time to time. Final calculations will be known at time building permits are applied for.

Table C.10
Village 8 East SPA
Estimated Traffic Signal Fees'
Year Project Trips Traffic Signal Fee @ $34.27/Trip
2015 0 $0
2020 19,277 $660,623
2025 15,479 $530,465
2030 1,020 $34,955
Total 35,776 $1,226,044

Estimated Traffic Signal Fee is based on the Revised November 7, 2013, City of Chula Vista Development
Checklist for Municipal Code Requirements (Form 5509) and is subject to annual adjustments. Trips are
estimated, based on the C+R TIA, actual trips and Traffic Signal Fees may be different.

Non-DIF Streets and Signals
Internal public streets and signals are not eligible for DIF credit pursuant to city policy.
These streets and signals will be funded by the development.
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Iv.6

Threshold Compliance

A.

The facilities presented in this section are needed, not based on traffic generation, but on
access and frontage development. These roadways need to be built when the land uses
fronting the roads are developed in order to provide sufficient number of access points
according to the City’s Subdivision Manual.

The Subdivision Manual requires that “single family residential development shall not
exceed 120 residential lots unless two points of access are provided and shall not exceed
200 residential lots unless three points of access are provided”. The project applicant will
conduct a traffic study (prior to the 201* EDU) which shows traffic operations with one
or two access points are sufficient from an LOS perspective to serve the village and to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Table C.7 summarizes the PFFP thresholds for Village 8 East based on access and
frontage requirements. The sequence of development phases is planned to be in the order
of Yellow, Green, Blue, and Red (see Phasing Exhibit 4).

The project shall be conditioned to pay TDIF Fees and Traffic Signal Fees at the rate in
effect at the time building permits are issued.

Table C.8 summarizes the required mitigation measures and their associated Equivalent
Dwelling Units (EDU) triggers.

In addition to the identified thresholds, the City of Chula Vista shall require the following

prior to issuance of each Final Map:

o Owner/Developer shall be responsible for assuring right-of-way improvements (curb,
gutter, street, sidewalk, landscape, and traffic controls) necessary for vehicular and
pedestrian connection from the subject map area to existing public roadways. Connection
shall be provided to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

e  Owner/Developer shall be responsible for assuring enhancements within the right-of-way
(landscaping, pedestrian lighting, and street furniture) which abut the subject map area.

e  Owner/Developer shall be responsible for assuring all in-tract improvements within the
subject map area.

e Owner/Developer shall be responsible for assuring enhancements outside the right-of-
way and internal to the subject map area (open space lots, landscape and irrigation of
slopes).

e Prior to issuance of Final Map, Owner/Developer shall assure applicable off-site
infrastructure improvements (storm drains, water quality facilities) which are sized to
serve subject map area.

o The owner/developer for any individual neighborhood shall be required to post or
provide use of surety bonds which secure the Owner/Developer's construction cost of the
infrastructure requirements identified above. The bond shall be for the value of
improvements necessary to complete approved public improvements. Permission to use
existing, approved improvement plans and bonds shall be an acceptable means of
satisfying the above listed requirements, to the satisfaction of the city engineer.

Additional notes:

e Modification to any of the above listed requirements requires approval by the City
Engineer.

¢ Final map phases of subject tentative maps shall include all remaining in-tract
improvements and shall not be less than 10 units.
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G. The project applicant shall comply with the Project EIR Transportation, Circulation and
Access mitigation measures. A full discussion of these mitigation measures can be found
in the Project EIR. The following is a summary of these mitigation measures:

TCA-1

TCA-2:

Prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 2,463rd DU for development
east of [-805 commencing from April 4, 2011, the applicant may:

a. Prepare a traffic study that demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer, that the circulation system has additional capacity without
exceeding the GMO traffic threshold standards.

b. Demonstrate that other improvements are constructed which provide the
additional necessary capacity to comply with the GMO traffic threshold to
the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

c. Agree to the City Engineer’s selection of an alternative method of
maintaining GMO traffic threshold compliance.

d. Enter into agreement, approved by the City, with other Otay Ranch
developers that alleviates congestion and achieves GMO traffic threshold
compliance for Olympic Parkway. The agreement will identify the
deficiencies in transportation infrastructure that will need to be
constructed; the parties that will construct said needed infrastructure, and
a timeline for such construction, as well as providing assurances for
construction, in accordance with the City’s customary requirements, for
said infrastructure.

If GMO compliance cannot be achieved through 1a, 1b, 1c, or 1d, then the City
may, in its sole discretion, stop issuing new building permits within the project
area, after building permits for 2,463 DU have been issued for any
development east of [-805 after April 4, 2011, until such time that GMO traffic
threshold standard compliance can be assured to the satisfaction of the City
Manager.

These measures shall constitute full compliance with growth management
objectives and policies in accordance with the requirements of the General
Plan, Chapter 10, with regard to traffic thresholds set forth in the GMO.

Project applicant shall construct the access and frontage improvements
consistent with the triggers identified in Table 5.3-56 of the Project EIR to the
satisfaction of the Director of Development Services and the City Traffic
Engineer.

Year 2015 Conditions

TCA-3

The year 2015 scenario assumes the following intersection and roadway
improvements are in place:

e Phase 1 of the [-805 South Project, including improvements to 1-805
between Home Avenue and East Palomar Street

e Heritage Road, south of Main Street to the Chula Vista city limit as a 4-
lane Major Road.
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If the project equivalent dwelling unit limit of 611th EDU is exceeded prior to
these improvements being constructed and open to traffic, then one of the
following steps shall be taken, each to the satisfaction of the City Engineer:

i. Development in Village 3 and the Portion of Village 4 and Village 8 East
shall stop until those assumed future roadways are constructed by others as
presently planned; or

ii. City and the Applicant shall meet to determine the need for the incomplete
roadway segments. Because a number of factors, including changes to the
tolling structure at SR-125, may affect future traffic patterns in Otay
Ranch, additional traffic analysis of the roadway network and levels of
service assessment may be necessary at that time to determine: (i) if such
improvements are in fact necessary; and (ii) the scope and timing of
additional circulation improvements, if any; or

iii. Applicant shall construct the missing roadway links and receive a
transportation development impact fee credit for those improvements as
applicable; or

iv. An alternative measure is selected by the City in accordance with the City
of Chula Vista Growth Management Ordinance.

Year 2020 Conditions

TCA-4

TCA-S

TCA-6

TCA-7

TCA-8

Intersections: I-805 SB Ramps / Olympic Parkway (CV), [-805 NB Ramps /
Olympic Parkway (CV), and Brandywine Avenue / Olympic Parkway (CV);
Roadways: Olympic Parkway, between 1-805 SB Ramps and 1-805 NB Ramps
(CV); Olympic Parkway, between 1-805 NB Ramps and Oleander Avenue
(CV); Olympic Parkway, between Oleander Avenue and Brandywine Avenue
(CV); and Olympic Parkway, between Brandywine Avenue and Heritage Road
(CV) — Prior to issuance of the Final Map that contains the 956th equivalent
dwelling unit (EDU) in Village Three North, the project applicant shall
construct Heritage Road, between Olympic Parkway and Main Street, as a Six-
Lane Prime Arterial.

Heritage Road / Main Street (all-way stop controlled) (CV) — Prior to issuance
of the Final Map that contains the 751st EDU in Village Three North, the
project applicant shall signalize Heritage Road / Main Street intersection.

La Media Road (SB) / Main Street (WB) (all-way stop controlled) (CV) —
Prior to issuance of the Final Map that contains the 880th EDU in Village
Eight East, the project applicant shall signalize the La Media Road (SB)
/Main Street (WB) intersection.

La Media Road (NB) / Main Street (WB) (all-way stop controlled) (CV) —
Prior to issuance of the Final Map that contains the 880th EDU in Village
Eight East, the project applicant shall signalize the La Media Road (NB)
/Main Street (WB) intersection.

La Media Road (SB) / Main Street (EB) (all-way stop controlled) (CV) — Prior
to issuance of the Final Map that contains the 880th EDU in Village Eight East,
the project applicant shall signalize the La Media Road (SB) /Main Street (EB)
intersection.
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TCA-9

TCA-10

TCA-12

La Media Road (NB) / Main Street (EB) (all-way stop controlled) (CV) — Prior
to issuance of the Final Map that contains the 880th EDU in Village Eight East,
the project applicant shall signalize the La Media Road (NB) / Main Street
(EB) intersection.

Magdalena Avenue / Main Street (one-way stop controlled) (CV) — Prior to
issuance of the Final Map that contains the 1,693rd EDU in Village Eight East,
the project applicant shall signalize the Magdalena Avenue / Main Street
intersection.

The year 2020 scenario assumes the following intersection and roadway

improvements are in place:

e Heritage Road, south of Main Street to the Chula Vista city limit as a 6-
lane Prime Arterial.

e Otay Lakes Road between H Street and Telegraph Canyon Road as a 6-
lane Prime Arterial.

e Quarry Driveway (Int#65) @ Main Street as an all-way stop controlled
intersection.

If the project equivalent dwelling unit of 4,070th EDU is exceeded prior to

these improvements being constructed and open to traffic, then one of the

following steps shall be taken each to the satisfaction of the City Engineer:

i.  Development in Village Three and the Portion of Village Four and
Village Eight East shall stop until those assumed future roadways are
constructed by others as presently planned; or

ii. City and the applicant shall meet to determine the need for the
incomplete roadway segments. Because a number of factors, including
changes to the tolling structure at SR-125, may affect future traffic
patterns in Otay Ranch, additional traffic analysis of the roadway
network and levels of service assessment may be necessary at that time
to determine: (i) if such improvements are in fact necessary; and (ii) the
scope and timing of additional circulation improvements, if any; or

iii.  Applicant shall construct the missing roadway links and receive a
transportation development impact fee credit for those improvements as
applicable; or

iv.  An alternative measure is selected by the City in accordance with the
City of Chula Vista Growth Management Ordinance.

Year 2025 Conditions

TCA-13

Intersections: Heritage Road / Olympic Parkway (CV) and La Media Road /
Olympic Parkway (CV); Roadways: Olympic Parkway, between Heritage
Road and Santa Venetia Street (CV); and Heritage Road, between East
Palomar Street and Olympic Parkway (CV) —Prior to the Final Map of the
4,737™ EDU the project applicant shall pay the appropriate Transportation
Development Impact Fees (TDIF) for the construction of Main Street, between
Heritage Road and La Media Road, as a Six-Lane Prime Arterial, including the
construction of the Main Street bridge, the signalization of Quarry
Driveway/Main Street (Int#65), and the signalization of Village 3 North R-20
Driveway/Main Street (Int#66). The project will signalize the intersection of
Village 3 North R-20 Driveway/Main Street (Int#66) in conjunction with the
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construction of Main Street, while TDIF program will signalize the intersection
of Quarry Driveway/Main Street (Int#65).

Year 2030 Conditions

TCA-16

TCA-17

TCA-18

Intersection: Discovery Falls Drive / Hunte Parkway (CV) — Prior to approval of
the Final Map containing the 1,295th EDU of Village Ten, the project applicant
shall construct a dedicated right-turn lane at the northbound Discovery Falls Drive
approach to the Discovery Falls Drive/Hunte Parkway intersection.

The proposed project shall be implemented, or phased, consistent with the
development timeframe set forth in Project Description Table 4-3 of the
University Villages EIR. In the event that project development substantially
deviates from the phasing set forth in Table 4-3 (e.g., Village 3 North being
built first, followed by Village 8 East and then Village 10), the Applicant, or its
designee, shall conduct additional environmental analysis consistent with the
requirements of CEQA and as approved by the Development Services Director,
or designee. Additional analysis may include a supplemental traffic study that
analyzes the potential traffic circulation impacts associated with the phasing
deviation, and identifies new circulation improvements or other mitigation
measure(s), if needed."

The project applicant shall incorporate the following measures as part of the
project design and development, consistent with the identified triggers, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Development Services:

e Implement pedestrian circulation improvements to improve the internal
pedestrian circulation and encourage the usage of public transportation
(concurrent with the approval of improvement plans for each village).

e Implement bicycle circulation improvements to improve internal bicycle
circulation and encourage the usage of bicycles (concurrent with the
approval of improvement plans for each village).

e Participate in car sharing and bike sharing programs through HOA
noticing, should such programs become available.

e Promote Carpool/Vanpool programs by providing preferential parking for
carpools and vanpools (concurrent with the approval of site plans for each
village core).

e Promote available websites providing transportation options for
residents and businesses (concurrent with issuance of certificate of
occupancy).

Create and distribute a “new resident” information packet addressing alternative
modes of transportation (concurrent with issuance of certificate of occupancy).

e Promote programs to encourage workplace peak hour trip reduction,
including staggered work hours, regional ride-matching services, and
telecommuting (concurrent with issuance of certificate of occupancy).

e Orient buildings to the main street or activity area, such that they are
not separated from the street by vast parking areas or fences, thereby
encouraging pedestrian traffic (concurrent with the approval of site
plans for each village core).

e Where transit is available on-site, participate in providing the necessary
transit facilities, such as bus pads, shelters, signs, lighting, and trash
receptacles (concurrent with the approval of improvement plans for each
village).
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Coordinate with the MPO as to the future siting of transit stops/stations
within the project site (concurrent with the approval of improvement plans,
and/or site plans, for each village).

TCA-20 The year 2030 scenario assumes the following intersection and roadway
improvements are in place:

Main Street between SR-125 right-of-way (western boundary) and Eastlake
Parkway/University Drive; is constructed as a 6-lanes Gateway Street
(6,432nd EDU)

SR-125 / Main Street interchange constructed (6,432nd EDU)

Otay Valley Road constructed between SR-125 right-of-way (western
boundary) and Village Nine Street “B” (Int #74), including an overpass at
SR-125 (7,767th EDU).

Heritage Road / Energy Way (Int#64) is included as a signalized
intersection.

If the project equivalent dwelling unit limit of the EDUs identified above are
exceeded prior to the respective improvements being constructed and open to
traffic, then one of the following steps shall be taken each to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer:

1.

il.

iii.

1v.

Development in Village Three and the Portion of Village Four and Village
Eight East shall stop until those assumed future roadways are constructed
by others as presently planned; or

City and the applicant shall meet to determine the need for the incomplete
roadway segments. Because a number of factors, including changes to the
tolling structure at SR-125, may affect future traffic patterns in Otay
Ranch, additional traffic analysis of the roadway network and levels of
service assessment may be necessary at that time to determine: (i) if such
improvements are in fact necessary; and (ii) the scope and timing of
additional circulation improvements, if any; or

Applicant shall construct the missing roadway links and receive a
transportation development impact fee credit for those improvements as
applicable; or An alternative measure is selected by the City in accordance
with the City of Chula Vista Growth Management Ordinance.

An alternative measure is selected by the City in accordance with the City
of Chula Vista Growth Ordinance.
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V.2.

V.3.

V4.

V.S.

POLICE
Threshold Standard

A. Emergency Response: Properly equipped and staffed police units shall respond to 81%
of “Priority One” emergency calls within 7 minutes and maintain an average response
time to all “Priority One” emergency calls of 5.5 minutes or less.

B. Respond to 57% of “Priority Two” urgent calls within 7 minutes and maintain an average
response time to all “Priority Two” calls of 7.5 minutes or less.

Service Analysis

The City of Chula Vista Police Department provides police services. The purpose of the
Threshold Standard is to maintain or improve the current level of police services throughout
the City by ensuring that adequate levels of staff, equipment and training are provided.
Police threshold performance was analyzed in the “Report on Police Threshold Performance
1990-1999”, completed April 13, 2000. In response to Police Department and GMOC
concerns the City Council amended the threshold standards for Police Emergency Response
on May 28, 2002, with adoption of Ordinance 2860. Police Facilities are also addressed in 4
Master Plan for the Chula Vista Civic Center Solving City Space Needs Through Year 2010,
dated May 8, 1989.

Project Processing Requirements

The PFFP is required by the Growth Management Program to address the following issues
for Police Services.

A. Services reviewed must be consistent with the proposed phasing of the project.

B. Able to demonstrate conformance with 4 Master Plan for the Chula Vista Civic Center
dated May 8, 1989, as amended.

Existing Conditions

The Chula Vista Police Department (CVPD) provides law enforcement services to the area
encompassing the project. The CVPD headquarters building is located at 315 Fourth Avenue
in Chula Vista. This facility is expected to be adequate through the build-out of eastern
Chula Vista. The department also maintains a Community Storefront at 2015 Birch Road,
which provides limited police services. Currently, CVPD maintains a staff of approximately
223 sworn officers and approximately 89 civilian support personnel. The Project is within
Police Patrol Beats 24 and 32 that is served by at least one Beat Officer per shift.

Adequacy Analysis

According to the GMOC 2013 Annual Report the response times for “Priority One” Calls for
Service (CFS) were not met during the 2011-2012 time period (see Table D.1). The CVPD
responded to 78.4 percent of Priority 1 “Emergency Response” calls within 7 minutes, which was
2.6 percent below the Threshold Standard of 81 percent, and 7.3 percent below the
percentage reported for the previous year. The average response time, however, was
within the Threshold Standard. With an average response time of 5 minutes and 1 second, the
response time was 29 seconds better than the Threshold Standard requires, but 21 seconds
longer than the previous year.

The department implemented a hybrid patrol schedule in 2013 that is expected to have a
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positive effect on response times. The 4/10-3/12 schedule adds more staffing on Friday
through Sunday, when call-for-service volumes are highest. Officers work a 10-hour schedule
from Monday through Thursday and a 12-hour schedule Friday through Sunday.

Table D.1
Historic Response Times
Priority I -- Emergency Response, Calls For Service
Call votume [ 3 ol Respepse | erage Response

Threshold 81.0% 5:30
FY 2011-12 726 of 64,386 78.4% 5:01
FY 2010-11 657 of 64,695 85.7% 4:40
FY 2009-10 673 of 68,145 85.1% 4:28
FY 2008-09 788 of 70,051 84.6% 4:26
FY 2007-08 1,006 of 74,192 87.9% 4:19
FY 2006-07 976 of 74,277 84.5% 4:59
FY2005-06 1,068 of 73,075 82.3% 4:51
FY2004-05 1,289 of 74,106 80.0% 5:11
FY2003-04 1,322 of 71,000 82.1% 4:52
FY 2002-03 1,424 of 71,268 80.8% 4:55
FY 2001-02 1,539 of 71,859 80.0% 5:07
FY 2000-01 1,734 of 73,977 79.7% 5:13
FY 1999-00 1,750 of 76,738 75.9% 5:21
CY 1999 11,890 of 74,405 70.9% 5:50

Source: GMOC 2013 Annual Report

The “Priority Two” CFS threshold during the same period was not met and has not been met
for several years. For Priority Two CFS, the department responded to 49.8%, which was
identical to the previous year’s percentage. The GMOC concluded that the Priority Two
Urgent Response time Threshold Standard had not been met.

The original 1991 Urgent Response or Priority Two threshold standard was: Respond to 62%
of calls within 7 minutes, maintaining an average of 7 minutes or less. In 1999, the City's
Special Projects Division and the Police Department presented the GMOC with a report titled
“Report on Police Threshold Performance 1990-1999.” The report indicated that, prior to
implementation of the CAD system, human error occurred when measuring dispatch time.
The report suggested that the Priority Two threshold should have been set at 57% of calls
within 7 minutes, with an average response time of 7.5 minutes. Subsequently, the City
Council approved the proposed change to the Threshold Standard in 2002, which is the
standard currently in effect.

For the past 15 years, the Priority Two -Urgent Response Threshold Standard has not been
met. The percentage of calls responded to within 7 minutes dropped to 41.9 percent, which is
7.9 points lower than last year, putting it 15.1 points below the threshold standard of 57
percent (see Table D.2). This is the largest noncompliant gap since FY 2005-06, when 40
percent of the calls were responded to within 7 minutes. The 11 minutes and 54 seconds average

' The FY98-99 GMOC Report used calendar 1999 data due to the implementation of the new CAD system in mid-1998.
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response time for FY 2011-12 was 4 minutes and 24 seconds above the Threshold Standard,
which was 1 minute and 48 seconds worse than last year and the worst time ever reported to the
GMOC.

Part of the non-compliance problem may be the Threshold Standard itself. Previous GMOC
annual reports have explained that the City's growth management staff and Police Department
staff have determined that Priority Two needs to be modified to more accurately report
response times. According to the 2012 GMOC Annual Report, the Police Department had
exhausted all resources with the goal of improving Priority Two response times; and without
funding for additional staff, the Priority Two Threshold Standard will remain unmet in the
foreseeable future.

Overall, the 2013 GMOC Annual Report indicates that the GMOC is concerned that the trend for
both Priority One and Two is headed in the wrong direction, and will continue to monitor these
closely in future reports.

The recommendation for a modified Threshold Standard will be the result of staff analyzing
data and working with the Police Department during a comprehensive review of the Growth
Management Program. The GMOC has proposed changes to the Priority Two Threshold
Standard when it presents the results of the comprehensive review to the City Council. The
changes will clear up some confusing aspects of how response times are currently reported
and establish a response goal that is reasonable and appropriate.

Table D.2
Historic Response Times
Priority II -Urgent Response, Calls for Service
% of Call Response | Average Response
ol within 7 Min. Time*
Threshold 57.0% 7:30
FY 2011-12 22,121 of 64,386 41.9% 11:54
FY 2010-11 21,500 of 64,95 49.8% 10:06
FY 2009-10 22,240 of 68,145 49.8% 9:55
FY 2008-09 22,686 of 70,051 53.5% 9:16
FY 2007-08 23,955 of 74,192 53.1% 9:18
FY 2006-07 24,407 of 74,277 43.3% 11:18
FY 2005-06 24,876 of 73,075 40.0% 12:33
FY 2004-05 24,923 of 74,106 40.5% 11:40
FY 2003-04 24,741 of 71,000 48.4% 9:50
FY 2002-03 22,871 0f 71,268 50.2% 9:24
FY 2001-02 22,199 of 71,859 45.6% 10:04
FY 2000-01 25,234 of 73,977 47.9% 9:38
FY 1999-00 23,898 0f 76,738 46.4% 9:37
CY 1999 20,405 of 74,405 45.8% 9:35
FY 1997-98 22,342 0f 69,196 52.9% 8:13
FY 1996-97 22,140 of 69,904 62.2% 6:50
FY 1995-96 21,743 of 71,197 64.5% 6:38

Source: GMOC 2013 Annual Report
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The Priority Two Threshold Standard has been out of compliance for 15 consecutive years.
The GMOC’s 2013 Annual Report recommended that the City Council support the Police
Chief's efforts to 1) increase staff to budget levels, and 2) effectively manage work schedules
to improve response times.

Currently, the CVPD’s staffing levels are not sufficient to meet the threshold response
standards. The CVPD does have adequate facilities to meet demands through buildout of the
Chula Vista General Plan, including the project. In terms of the current staffing, any
additional developments could potentially have a negative impact on police response times to
the service area. The comprehensive use of advanced crime prevention through
environmental design (CPTED) principles could help mitigate, to some extent, the impact on
police services. In particular, completely controlling access to surface parking lots and
structures would reduce vehicle crime in the proposed development area. Additionally, the
use of construction materials and design approaches that reduce noise levels in residential
units may also help mitigate the impact on police services.

V.6. Financing Police Facilities
The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 19, 2002 by adoption of Ordinance 2847. The PFDIF is adjusted every
October 1* pursuant to Ordinance 3050, which was adopted by the City Council on
November 7, 2006. The Police PDIF Fee for Single-Family Development is $1,671 per unit
and $1,789/unit for Multi-Family Development (see Table B.6)>. This amount is subject to
change as it is amended from time to time. The project will be subject to the payment of the
fee at the rate in effect at the time building permits are issued. At the current fee rate, the
project Police Fee obligation at build-out is $6,374,450.
Table D.3
Village 8 East SPA
Public Facilities Fees For Police'
Development Dyjelling Units , Smg}e Mul?l- Com’l
Phase Com'l Family Family $7.896/Ac Total Fee
SF MF $1,671/DU | $1,805/DU | *" :
Blue 0 1836 9.5 $0 | $3,313,980 $75,012 | $3,388,992
Red 110 781 0 $183,810 | $1,409,705 $0 | $1,593,515
Yellow 508 0 0 $848,868 $0 $0 $848,868
Green 173 0 0 $289,083 $0 $0 $289,083
Purple 152 0 0 $253,992 $0 $0 $253,992
Orange 0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total 943560 2617 9.5 | $1,575,753 | $4,723,685 $75,012 | $6,374,450
Footnote:
The PDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Changes in the number of dwelling units,
Industrial Acreage or Commercial Acreage may affect the estimated fee.

2

Fee based on Form 5509 dated 11/07/2013. Actual fee may be different, please verify with the City of Chula Vista at the

time of building permit.
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The projected fee illustrated in Table D.3 is an estimate only. Actual fees may be different.
PFDIF Fees are subject to change depending upon City Council actions and or Developer
actions that change residential densities or commercial acreages.

Threshold Compliance:

A. Project compliance will be satisfied with the payment of Public Facilities Fees. The
proposed project will be required to pay public facilities fees for police services, based on
the number of dwelling units, prior to the issuance of building permits; the fees shall be
paid at the rate in effect at the time payment is made.

The project applicant shall comply with the Project EIR Public Services mitigation measures.
A full discussion of these mitigation measures can be found in the Project EIR. The
following PUB mitigation measures are from the Project EIR:

B. (PUB-3) Prior to the issuance of each building permit for any residential dwelling units,
the applicant(s) shall pay the City’s PFDIF in accordance with the fees in effect at the
time of building permit issuance and phasing approved in this PFFP, unless stated
otherwise in a separate development agreement.

C. (PUB-4) The City of Chula Vista will continue to monitor the Chula Vista Police
Department responses to emergency calls and report the results to the GMOC on an
annual basis.

D. (PUB -5) Prior to issuance of each building permit, site plans shall be reviewed by the
Chula Vista Police Department or its designee to ensure the incorporation of Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design Features (CPTED) features and other
recommendations of the Chula Vista Police Department, including but not limited to,
controlled access points to parking lots and buildings, maximizing visibility along
building fronts, sidewalks and public parks, and providing adequate street, parking lot
and parking structure visibility and lighting.
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VI. FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES
VL.1. Threshold Standard
Emergency response: Properly equipped and staffed fire and medical units shall respond to
calls throughout the City within seven (7) minutes in 80 percent of the cases.
VI.2. Service Analysis
The City of Chula Vista Fire Department (CVFD) provides Fire and Emergency Medical
Services (EMS). EMS is provided on a contract basis with American Medical Response
(AMR). The City also has countywide mutual and automatic aid agreements with
surrounding agencies, should the need arise for their assistance. The purpose of the
Threshold Standard and the monitoring of response times are to maintain and improve the
current level of fire protection EMS in the City. Fire/EMS facilities are provided for in the
recently City Council Adopted (1/28/2014) Fire Facility, Equipment and Deployment Master
Plan (FFMP). The FFMP indicates that the number and location of fire stations primarily
determine response time. The FFMP evaluates the planning area's fire coverage needs, and
recommends a twelve (12) station network at build out to maintain compliance with the
Threshold Standard (see Table E.1).
VIL.3. Existing Conditions
There are currently nine (9) fire stations serving the City of Chula Vista. The existing station
network is listed below:
Table E.1
Village 8 East SPA
Current Fire Station Facilities
Station | Location | Equipment | Staffing
Current Fire Station Facilities
Station 1 447 F St. Engine 51/Truck 51/Battalion 51 Assigned: 24 - On Duty: 8
Station 2 80 East J St. Engine 52 Assigned: 9 - On Duty: 3
Station 3 | 1410 Brandywine Ave. US&R® 53 + Tender & Trailer Assigned: 12 - On Duty: 4
Station 4 850 Paseo Ranchero Engine 54 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Station 5 391 Oxford St. Engine 55 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Station 6 605 Mt. Miguel Rd. Engine 56/Brush 56 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Station 7 | 1640 Santa Venetia Rd. | Engine 57/Truck 57/Battalion 52 Assigned: 24 On Duty: 8
Station 8 1180 Woods Dr. Engine 58 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Station 9 291 E. Oneida Street Engine 59 Assigned: 9 On Duty: 3
Planned Fire Station Facilities
EUC New Engine/ New Truck Unknown
Bayfront New Engine/ New Truck Unknown
Village 8 West New Engine/ New Truck Unknown

Source: CVFD

National Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) Response System Team
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V14.

The FFMP was adopted by the Chula Vista City Council on January 28, 2014. The FFMP
sets forth a plan for a Fire/Emergency Medical Services delivery system within the City of
Chula Vista that can, upon build-out, meet the expected growth of the City. The FFMP
recommends the expansion of one existing fire station and the addition of three new fire
stations for a total of 12 fire stations. The preparation of the FFMP anticipated the University
Villages development including Village 8 East. Two of the new stations are within Otay
Ranch, one in Village 8§ West, the other in the EUC, which is consistent with the Otay Ranch
GDP and EUC SPA Plan. Additionally, the third fire station would serve the Bayfront. All
future growth projected in the City will be property served by the fire station locations and
configurations as outlined within the FFMP.

During the City’s next comprehensive update of the PFDIF program, the level of capital
program financial support required from both the General Fund and the PFDIF will be
determined. The City's Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) program is the
primary funding source for the one-time capital fire related facility expenditures; the General
Fund is the funding source for the operating costs. Cost sharing between the City and the
PFDIF will also be determined during the PFDIF update and the new aforementioned
development related facilities will be added to the PFDIF program fee calculation.

American Medical Response (AMR) is contracted by the City of Chula Vista to provide
Emergency Medical Services. There are four AMR units that provide paramedics to the City
of Chula Vista exclusively. Currently two full-time units are stationed within the city limits
and are dedicated to Chula Vista, while two other full-time units are shared with other cities.
The Chula Vista Fire Department is also providing an Advance Life Support (ALS) program
to provide residents with the most appropriate emergency medical care in a timely manner.

Adequacy Analysis

The Village 8 East SPA Project is located within the City of Chula Vista and would be
served by existing Fire Station 7, located approximately 4.0 miles from the furthest point in
the project, along with the proposed EUC Fire Station, located 1.6 miles from the project
area. If constructed as anticipated in the Chula Vista Fire Station Master Plan, the proposed
Village 8 West Fire Station, located approximately 1.0 mile from the project area would also
respond to emergency calls for service within Village 8 East. Existing Fire Station 8 (5.8
miles from the project) and existing Fire Station 3 (5.2 miles from the project) may also
respond.

The Fire Protection Plan, University Villages — Village 8 East, July, 2014, by Dudek, is
referenced in this document as the Project FPP. The Project FPP determined the following
call volumes for Station 7 from the Chula Vista Fire Department's 2010 Fire
Facility/Deployment Master Plan: engine 57 (1,100 calls) and truck 57 (350 calls). These
call volumes were used to calculate average daily call volume. Based on the total number of
calls handled in 2009 by Station 7, the average daily call volume was calculated as 1) Station
7: engine 57 — 3.0 calls per day, and 2) truck 57 — 1.0 call per day.

Based on the CVFD estimate of 67 annual calls per 1,000 population (2009 data), the
Project's estimated 11,534 residents and visitors would generate approximately 773 calls per
year (about 2.1 calls per day), roughly 80% to 85% of which (1.8 calls per day) are expected
to be medical emergencies, based on past call statistics (see Table E.2).
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Table E.2
Village 8 East
Projected Call Volume
Emergency Calls per . . Avg. No. Calls per Avg. No. Calls per Day
1,000 Estimated Population | y, /"< 63811 000)x67 (378/365)
67 11,534 773 2.1
Type of call = capltaf;:::ngeneratmn Number of estimated annual calls
Total Calls 100% 773
Total Fires 1.2% 9.2
Total EMS/Rescue Calls 85.9% 655.4
Total Other Calls 12.9% 98.4

Source: Project FPP

The Project FPP determined that based on the relatively low call volumes from the existing,
nearby fire station, there is capacity to respond to a higher call volume. If based only on call
volume, the existing stations would be able to respond to Village 8 East call volume increases.
However, response times and cumulative call volume increases in Chula Vista's developing areas
must also be considered when determining whether existing resources are adequate, or whether
additional resources are necessary. Longer response times to structural fire emergencies may be
partially mitigated based on the mandate of interior sprinklers in all structures. Sprinklers extend
the fire flashover time or extinguish most room fires, thus compensating for a longer response.

Based on the GMOC 2013 Annual Report, the Fire/EMS response time Threshold Standard was not
met for Fiscal Year 2012. The percentage of calls responded to within 7 minutes dropped
approximately 2% between Fiscal Year 2011 (78.1%) and Fiscal Year 2012 (76.4%). This is down
a total of 8.6% in the past two years, and 3.6% below the Threshold Standard of 80%. The CVFD
explained that, during the reporting period, the call volume increased by 1,493 calls (10% medical
and 24% fire) while available resources, staffing and facilities remained the same, resulting in a
higher demand on available resources, which made the standard more difficult to achieve. They
also indicated that the aging fleet of fire apparatus, combined with a reduction in public works
support staff (radio technicians and mechanics) also hampered their ability to meet the standards.

Table E.3
Fire/EMS - Emergency Response Times Since 2000
% of All Call Response
Years e Within 7:00 Minutes
FY 2012 11,132 76.4%
FY 2011 9,916 78.1%
FY 2010 10,296 85.0%
FY 2009 9,363 84.0%
FY 2008 9,883 86.9%
FY 2007 10,020 88.1%
CY 2006 10,390 85.2%
CY 2005 9,907 81.6%
FY 2003-04 8,420 72.9%
FY 2002-03 8,088 75.5%
FY 2001-02 7,626 69.7%
FY 2000-01 7,128 80.8%
Source: GMOC 2013 Annual Report
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Regardless of the downturn in response times, the CVFD reported that the average response time
for 80% of the calls actually improved by 47 seconds, due to the fact that the majority of the calls
were on the west side of the City, where navigation through the roadways is easier. Response
times in the west averaged 5.39 minutes; response times in the east averaged 6.48 minutes. The
city street network pattern contributes to emergency response times. The City of Chula Vista
west of [-805 has a grid street pattern that promotes accessibility and generally has good response
times4. East of [-805 the street pattern is less of a grid, consisting of a hierarchy of streets,
curvilinear street patterns and cul-de-sacs that can restrict accessibility and lower response times.
To address the situation, the Fire Department is developing techniques and solutions that will
improve response times.

In addition to the potential for structural fires, there is the risk of brush fires for the Village 8 East
SPA Plan. Pursuant to the Project FPP and Chula Vista MSCP Subarea Plan, fuel modification
zones have been incorporated into the proposed Village 8 East SPA Plan developed areas
adjacent to natural open space. These fuel modification zones are consistent with the
requirements of the Chula Vista MSCP Subarea Plan and Otay Ranch Phase 2 Resource
Management Plan (RMP). No fuel modification activities will occur within Otay Ranch
Preserve/MSCP areas. Graded landscaped slope areas will be maintained pursuant to the Project
FPP requirements and will be outside of the Preserve.

Fire & EMS Facility Analysis:

The CVFD has four fire stations west of Interstate 805 and 5 fire stations east of 1-805. An
additional station is planned as a part of the future Bay Front project in western Chula Vista
and two stations are planned for Otay Ranch. New developments in the eastern portion of the
city will provide street connectivity and an increased awareness for emergency vehicle access
to improve response times. New fire apparatus is also necessary to accommodate new growth
over the next five years.

Since March 2008, the City of Chula Vista has contracted with San Diego Dispatch to
respond to fire and medical dispatch calls. The percentage of Emergency calls that were

responded to within seven minutes is approximately consistent with response times prior to
outsourcing, and at 76.4% is below the 80% threshold standard (see Table E.4 below).

Table E.4
Fire/EMS - Emergency Response Times Comparison
Years Aw;:fg;?;?g:li me Average Travel Time
FY 2012 5:59 341
FY 2011 6:46 341
FY 2010 5:09 3:40
FY 2009 4:46 3:33
FY 2008 6:31 3:17
FY 2007 6:24 3:30
CY 2006 6:43 3:36
CY 2005 7:05 3:31
FY 2003-04 7:38 3:32
FY 2002-03 7:35 3:43
FY 2001-02 7:53 3:39
FY 2000-01 7:02 3:18

Source: GMOC 2013 Annual Report

* Fire Marshall, City of Chula Vista, December 14, 2012.
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The CVFD has requested that the City of Chula Vista use the National Fire Prevention
Association (NFPA) standards for future GMOC reporting. The NFPA standards are used by
fire departments to assess and report response and Effective Fire Force (EFF) statistics. Using
this standard would measure the CVFD against the NFPA standard of 1 minute dispatch, 1
minute turnout and 4 minute travel time, and would provide a clearer picture of how CVFD
and the dispatch center are doing each year.

The Project FPP determined that the Village 8 East SPA Plan area would benefit significantly
from construction of the Village 8 West and EUC fire stations. The FFMP indicates the
Fire/EMS delivery system within the City of Chula Vista can be expanded to meet the
expected growth of the community with the addition of three new fire stations for a total of
12 fire stations. The construction of the Village 8 West and EUC fire stations would enhance
Fire/EMS services to Village 8 East. When that occurs, the Village 8 West station would
become the first engine in at approximately 3 minutes with the EUC Station responding
within 5 minutes. The construction of the proposed stations would round out the Effective
Fighting Force, enabling achievement of the 8-minute travel time. Response to medical
emergencies would be greatly enhanced with the addition of the EUC station, in particular,
but also by the Village 8 West station, which would provide one additional fast responding
paramedic engine.

VL.6. Financing Fire & EMS Facilities:
The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 19, 2002 by adoption of Ordinance 2847. The PFDIF is adjusted every
October 1* pursuant to Ordinance 3050, which was adopted by the City Council on
November 7, 2006. The Fire PFDIF Fee for Single Family Development is $1,393/unit and
$984/unit for Multi-Family Development (see Table B.6)°. This amount is subject to change
as it is amended from time to time. The project will be subject to the payment of the fee at
the rate in effect at the time building permits are issued. At the current fee rate, the project
Fire Fee obligation at build-out is $3,968,186.
Table E.3
Village 8 East SPA
Public Facilities Fees For Fire'
Development Dwelling Units Com'l |Single Family(Multi-Family Com’l Total F
Phase SF MF Acres | $1,393/DU | $1,001/DU | $3,681/Ac. | - otairee
Blue 0 1836 9.5 $0 | $1,837,836 $34,970 | $1,872,806
Red 110 781 0 $153,230 $781,781 $0 $935,011
Yellow 508 0 0 $707,644 $0 $0 $707,644
Green 173 0 0 $240,989 $0 $0 $240,989
Purple 152 0 0 $211,736 $0 $0 $211,736
Orange 0 0 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total 94;’560 2617 9.5 | $1,313,599 | $2,619,617 |  $34,970 | $3,968,186
Footnote:
The PDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Changes in the number of dwelling units,
Industrial Acreage or Commercial Acreage may affect the estimated fee.

5

Fee based on Form 5509 dated 11/07/2013. Actual fee may be different, please verify with the City of Chula Vista at the
time of building permit.
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The projected fee illustrated in Table E.5 is an estimate only. PFDIF Fees are subject to change
depending upon City Council actions and or Developer actions that change residential densities,
or commercial acreages.

Threshold Compliance:

A. The City will continue to monitor fire department responses to emergency fire and medical
calls and report the results to the GMOC on an annual basis.

The project applicant shall comply with the Project EIR Public Services mitigation measures.
A full discussion of these mitigation measures can be found in the Project EIR. The
following is a summary of these mitigation measures:

B. (PUB-1) Prior to the issuance of each building permit for any residential dwelling units,
the applicant(s) shall pay PFDIF in accordance with the fees in effect at the time of
building permit issuance and phasing approved in this document, unless stated otherwise
in a separate development agreement.
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SCHOOLS

Threshold Standard

The City shall annually provide the two local school districts with a 12-to 18-month
development forecast and request an evaluation of their ability to accommodate the forecast
and continuing growth. The districts' replies should address the following:

A. Amount of current capacity now used or committed.

B. Ability to absorb forecasted growth in affected facilities.

C. Evaluation of funding and site availability for projected new facilities.
D

. Other relevant information the district(s) desire(s) to communicate to the City and the
GMOC.

Service Analysis

School facilities and services in Chula Vista are provided by two school districts. The Chula
Vista Elementary School District (CVESD) administers education for kindergarten through sixth
grades. The Sweetwater Union High School District (SUHSD) administers education for the
Junior/Middle and Senior High Schools of a large district, which includes the City of Chula Vista.
The purpose of the Threshold Standard is to ensure that the districts have the necessary school
sites and funds to meet the needs of students in newly developing areas in a timely manner, and to
prevent the negative impacts of overcrowding on the existing schools. Through the provision of
development forecasts, school district personnel can plan and implement school facility
construction and program allocation in line with development.

On November 3, 1998, California voters approved Proposition 1A, the Class Size Reduction
Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 1998. Prior to the passage of
Proposition 1A, school districts relied on statutory school fees established by Assembly Bill 2926
("School Fee Legislation") which was adopted in 1986, as well as judicial authority (i.e., Mira-
Hart-Murrieta court decisions) to mitigate the impacts of new residential development. In a post
Proposition 1A environment, the statutory fees provided for in the School Fee Legislation remains
in effect and any mitigation requirements or conditions of approval not memorialized in a
mitigation agreement, after January 1, 2000, will be replaced by Alternative Fees (sometimes
referred to as Level II and Level III Fees). The statutory fee for residential development is
referred to in these circumstances as the Level I Fee (i.e., currently at $2.97 per square foot for
unified school districts).

CVESD utilizes their current Fee Justification Report, June 2012, by SDFA, to quantify the
impacts of new residential development on the district’s school facilities, and to calculate the
permissible Alternative Fees to be collected from such new residential development. To ensure
the timely construction of school facilities to house students from residential development,
alternative fees or implementation of a Mello Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) will be
necessary.

Both CVESD and SUHSD are justified per Gov’t Code to collect the maximum fee of $3.20 per
square foot for new residential construction. CVESD has an agreement with SUHSD specifying
the amount of the development fee that each district collects from new residential development.
Based on the agreement, CVESD collects $1.41 per square foot and SUHSD collects $1.79 per
square foot for residential construction.
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Sweetwater Union High School District utilizes their current “Sweetwater Union High School
District Long Range Comprehensive Master Plan.” Implementation of the SUHSD Plan is
ongoing and has resulted in the upgrading of older schools and accommodating continuing
growth. In November 2000, Proposition BB was approved by the voters. The district leveraged
$187 million from Proposition BB into a $327 million effort utilizing state funding to modernize
and upgrade 22 campuses. Additional work efforts associated with Proposition O have
commenced and construction has begun.

In November 2006, the community supported Proposition O, a $644 million bond measure. This
bond measure addresses the critical and urgent safety needs of the 32 campuses within the
SUHSD. The types of repairs and improvements that Prop O addresses includes: improving
handicap accessibility, removing asbestos and lead paint, and upgrading fire and life safety
systems.

Project Processing Requirements

The PFFP is required by the Growth Management Program to address the following issues for
School Services:

A. Identify student generation by phase of development.

B. Specific siting of proposed school facilities will take place in conformance with the
Sweetwater Union High School District’s and Chula Vista Elementary School District's
Standards and Ceriteria.

C. Reserve school sites, if necessary, or coordinate for additional school district classrooms.
D. Identify facilities consistent with proposed phasing,

E. Demonstrate the ability to provide adequate facilities to access public schools in conjunction
with the construction of water and sewer facilities.

F.  Enter into School Mitigation Agreements.
Existing Conditions

School Facilities Inventory, Chula Vista Elementary School District

The CVESD, established in 1892, is the largest kindergarten through sixth grade (grades K—6)
school district in California, and serves nearly 29,000 students in 45 elementary schools
(including Charter Schools) with approximately 2,500 employees (both certified and classified)
districtwide. Table F.1 lists existing schools together with the capacity and enrollment of each.
Capacity using existing facilities is approximately 31,000. Enrollment is currently approximately
28,890. Ten of the 45 schools are over capacity and three schools are near capacity (see Table
F.1). Enrique S. Camarena Elementary School, a new K-6 school, opened in Otay Ranch Village
11 in July 2013. With the addition of this school, the CVESD expects to have adequate capacity
to house all projected students for the next 18 months. However, additional facilities may be
necessary within the next five years.

An additional elementary school is planned within Otay Ranch Village 2 and was expected to
commence construction in 2011; however, construction has not yet begun and no construction
update is available. Currently, several schools in eastern Chula Vista are over capacity, including
Arroyo Vista, Hedenkamp, Veterans, McMillin, Wolf Canyon, and Salt Creek. The Learning
Center and Mueller Elementary in western Chula Vista are also over capacity which is projected
to continue five years.
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Table F.1

Chula Vista Elementary School District - Enrollments vs. Capacity

Estimated Enrollment

Schools 12/2013 Approximate Capacity | Remaining Capacity
Allen/Ann Daly 431 565 134
Arroyo Vista Charter 1,034 850 -184
Camarena 944 900 -44
Casillas 595 739 144
Castle Park 421 539 118
Chula Vista Hills 559 588 29
Chula Vista LCC 800 725 -75
Clear View Charter 519 593 74
Cook 449 538 89
Discovery Charter 855 950 95
EastLake 633 763 130
Feaster/Ed Charter 1,111 1,164 53
Finney 406 622 216
Halecrest 503 601 98
Harborside 625 914 289
Hedenkamp 1,070 1,045 -25
Heritage 912 863 -49
Hilltop Drive 574 588 14
Juarez-Lincoln 592 776 184
Kellogg 318 539 221
Lauderbach 827 965 138
Liberty 728 748 20
Loma Verde 552 650 98
Los Altos 395 526 131
Marshall 724 734 10
McMillin 856 850 -6
Montgomery 358 526 168
Mueller Charter 1,051 900 -151
Olympic View 851 825 -26
Otay 607 775 168
Palomar 393 468 75
Parkview 364 583 219
Rice 691 741 50
Rogers 472 660 188
Rohr 349 489 140
Rosebank 605 764 159
Salt Creek 1,025 950 -75
Silver Wing 405 638 233
Sunnyside 447 564 117
Tiffany 586 689 103
Valle Lindo 528 714 186
Valley Vista 561 688 127
Veterans 888 850 -38
Vista Square 631 751 120
Wolf Canyon 645 849 204
Totals 28,890 32,759 3,869
District Adjustments 30,984 2,094

Note: Adjustments exclude excess portable classrooms.

Source: CVESD
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Table F.2
Sweetwater Union High School District
Enrollments vs. Capacity 2013-2014

School Site Prograll(l)lo(oj/zlpacity Estimated Enrollment | Capacity vs. Projected
Middle Schools
Bonita Vista 1,724 1,044 680
Castle Park 1,906 732 1,174
Chula Vista 1,795 1,056 739
EastLake 1,861 1,720 141
Granger 1,491 1,043 448
Hilltop 1,622 1,037 585
Mar Vista Mid. 1,684 828 856
Montgomery Mid. 1,408 805 603
National City Mid. 1,410 787 623
Rancho del Rey 1,700 1,700 0
Southwest 1,712 719 993
Subtotal 18,313 11,471 6,842
High Schools
Bonita Vista 2,795 2,478 317
Castle Park 2,514 1,396 1,118
Chula Vista 3,430 2,714 716
EastLake 2,996 2,892 104
East Hills Academy* 132 48 84
Hilltop 2,889 2,042 847
Mar Vista 2,431 1,637 794
Montgomery 2,798 1,621 1,177
Olympian 2,468 1,896 572
Otay Ranch 2,985 2,618 367
San Ysidro 2,905 2,165 740
Southwest 2,954 1,572 1,382
Sweetwater 3,266 2,533 733
Palomar 648 373 275
Subtotal 35,211 25,985 9,226
Total 53,524 37,456 16,068

* Combined Jr. High & High School

Source: SUHSD
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School Facilities Inventory, Sweetwater Union High School District

The District serves approximately 40,000 students in 11 middle (7-8) and 14° high schools
(grades 9-12) and more than 32,000 adult learners at 32 campuses. Several middle and high
schools are planned or have been recently opened in the area. Olympian High School was
opened in 2006 within Otay Ranch Village 7, and has a planned capacity of 2,600 students. A
new 7—12 school is planned within Otay Ranch Village 11. However, there is no construction
schedule available.

The SUHSD has indicated that the unstable economy and expansion of charter schools into
the 7-12 arena make the 5-year projections for eastern Chula Vista very tentative. If charter
schools continue to siphon students, it is likely that the District will have capacity for five
years of residential growth. However, if there is a significant increase in development
construction of Middle School No. 12 and High School No. 14 in Village 11 may be
necessary within the next 5 years. Construction is anticipated to occur within 2-3 years.

School Sizing and Location

The project is proposed to consist of 3,560 dwelling units at build out. At completion, the

proposed project could generate approximately 1,678 students using the following Student

Generation Factors:

Multi-Family Attached’
.3481 students/d.u.

.0516 students/d.u.
.1057 students/d.u.

Single Family Detached
4114° students/dwelling unit

Elementary (K-6)
Middle School (7-8)
High School (9-12)

By phase and school category, the project is expected to generate the following students:

.1216 students/dwelling unit

.2291 students/dwelling unit

Table F.3
Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA
Student Generation By Development Phase

Dwelling S.tudent Generation
SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF SF MF
Blue 0 1836 0 639 0 95 0 194 0 928
Red 110 781 45 272 13 40 25 83 84 395
Yellow 508 0 209 62 116 387 0
Green 173 0 71 21 40 132 0
Purple 152 0 63 0 18 0 35 0 116 0
Orange 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 943 | 2,617 | 388 911 115 135 216 277 719 | 1323
Total 3560 1299 250 493 2041

East Hills Academy is a grades 7-12 school.
Includes Single Family Attached and Apartment units.
Rate from CVESD.
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Typical School Size Standards: ~ Elementary ~ 750-1000 students
Middle 1,500 students
Senior High 2,400 students

Chula Vista Elementary School District

There are seven CVESD elementary schools serving Otay Ranch students. These include
Heritage Elementary, McMillin Elementary, Hedencamp Elementary, Veterans Elementary,
Wolf Canyon Elementary and Camerena Elementary. The newest K—6 school in Otay Ranch
Village 11 (Enrique S. Camarena Elementary School) opened in July 2013. These schools are
currently operating at or over capacity. An additional elementary school was planned to
commence construction in 2011 within Village 2. However, the Village 2 elementary school
is on hold and no construction update is available.

The Village 8 East SPA Plan Site Utilization Plan identifies a 10.8-acre elementary school
site within the Village core. As noted in Table F.4, the build-out of the SPA would generate
the need to house approximately 1300 elementary school age students. The adjacent
approved Village 8 West SPA Plan identifies an elementary school site, which is within a
mile of Village 8 East. Generally, CVESD prefers to construct elementary schools that serve
approximately 750 students. The Village 3 North site would be reserved for acquisition by
the school district or dedication to the school district by the developer pursuant to an
agreement between the developer and CVESD. Construction timing of the school would be
determined by the school district. Until new schools are constructed, students residing within
the project area would attend existing schools in neighboring villages as determined by the
school district.

The State Department of Education must approve the Village 8 East elementary school site
prior to district acceptance. Due to the tremendous growth and enrollment in the CVESD, the
district may retain the 10.8-acre site as identified in the SPA Plan. However, should the site
be determined at a later date to be excess property for the purposes of a new school, the
district will notify appropriate parties at that time.

In the event that schools are overcapacity, the school district uses relocateable classrooms
to temporarily house additional students until a new facility opens. In recognition of the
impact on school facilities created by new development, the District and developers may
enter into various mitigation agreements in order to ensure the timely construction of
school facilities to house students from new residential development (‘“Mitigated
Agreement”).  Historically, developers and school districts have entered into School
Mitigation Agreements and community facilities district (“CFD”), pursuant to the Mello-
Roos Community Facilities District Act of 1982 (CVESD), to finance school facilities.
However, per AB 2926, in the absence of a mitigation agreement, the developer shall pay
the statutory school fees under state law in effect at the time of building permit issuance.

Sweetwater Union High School District

Secondary schools serving Otay Ranch include Otay Ranch High School, Olympian High
School, Rancho del Rey Middle School, and EastLake Middle School. Enrollment and
capacity in these schools are shown in Table F.2. It is anticipated that the approximately 250
middle school students generated by Village 8 East will be served at Rancho Del Rey Middle
School or EastLake Middle School until the first Otay Ranch middle school is constructed.
EastLake Middle School is located approximately four miles northeast of Village 8 East. The
Rancho Del Rey Middle School is located approximately 3.5 miles northwest of Village 8
East. In addition, the adjacent approved Village 8 West SPA Plan identifies a 21 acre Middle
School Site that could accommodate middle school students from Village 8 West and East.
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The Otay Ranch GDP School Facility Implementation Plan is based on the premise that
schools will be constructed when half of the school's projected students reside in the
community. The maximum middle school capacity is 1,500 students, which would indicate a
school construction trigger of approximately 750 students. However, throughout the district
middle school capacity is available. Additional middle schools will be constructed when
overall demand begins to approach existing capacity.

The maximum capacity of a high school is approximately 2,400 students. It is anticipated
that the approximately 490 students generated from Village 8 East will be served at Olympian
High School, which is located approximately one mile to the west. Depending on actual
build-out and the capacity of existing area schools, it may be necessary to construct the
planned middle-high school within Village 11 prior to build-out of the project.

Demand for adult school facilities will be satisfied within existing facilities in the Sweetwater
Union High School District, until a new facility can be constructed in the Eastern Urban
Center (EUC) or a site reserved pursuant to the Otay Ranch GDP.

Financing School Facilities

California Government Code section 65995 et. seq. and Education Code Section 17620 et.
seq. authorizes school districts to impose facility mitigation exactions on new development as
a way to address increasing enrollment caused by that development.

Although the collection of school fees is one method available to defray the cost of new
development, it is not an acceptable solution since the maximum amount that could be
collected by law represents less than one-fourth the cost to construct schools.

In recognition of this funding deficiency, it is the desire of each district to fully mitigate the
facility impacts caused by a master planned community via the creation of a Mello Roos
Community Facilities District. The following Mello-Roos Districts have been established by
each district:

SUHSD CVESD
CFD No. 1 EastLake CFD No. 1 EastLake
CFD No. 2 Bonita Long Canyon CFD No. 2 Bonita Long Canyon
CFD No. 3 Rancho del Rey CFD No. 3 Rancho del Rey
CFDNo. 4 Sunbow CFDNo. 4 Sunbow
CFDNo. 5 Annexable CFD No. 5 Annexable
CFD No. 6 Otay Ranch CFD No. 6 Otay Ranch
CFD No. 7 Rolling Hills Estate CFD No. 10 Annexable for future annexations
CFD No. 8 Coral Gate (Otay Mesa) CFD No. 11 Otay Ranch (Lomas Verde)
CFD No. 9 Ocean View Hills CFD No. 12 Otay Ranch (Village 1, West)
CFD No. 10 Remington Hills/Annexable CFD No. 13 San Miguel Ranch
CFD No. 11 Lomas Verdes CFD No. 14 Otay Ranch Village 11 (Brookfield/Shea)
CFD No. 12 Otay Ranch (Village 1 West) CFD No. 15 Otay Ranch Village 6 (ORC)
CFD No. 13 San Miguel Ranch
CFD No. 14 Otay Ranch Village 11
CFD No. 15 Otay Ranch Village 6 (ORC)
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Based on historical data available from each district an estimate of costs for the construction
of school facilities on a per student basis is provided. Both districts follow state standards for
determining the costs and size for school construction. The cost for a high school, including
land acquisition, is approximately $38,500 per student (2010 dollars). Excluding land, the
cost for a high school is approximately $32,000 per student. The cost for a middle school,
including land acquisition, is approximately $36,000 per student (2010 dollars). Excluding
land, the cost for a middle school is $32,000 per student. The cost for an elementary school,
including land acquisition, is approximately $33,500 per student (2010 dollars). Excluding
the land, the cost for an elementary school is approximately $30,000 per student. Land
acquisition cost is calculated at approximately $350,000/net usable acre (10 acre elementary
school site). Using the aforementioned costs per student together with the school size, the
following costs per facility can be anticipated.

Elementary School Cost

(1000 students) ($30,000/student w/o land cost) $30,000,000

(1000 students) ($33,500/student w/land cost) $33,500,000
Middle School Cost

(1,500 students) ($32,000/student w/o land cost) $48,000,000

(1,500 students) ($36,000/student w/ land cost) $54,000,000
High School Cost

(2,400 students) ($32,000/student w/o land cost) $80,000,000

(2,400 students) ($38,500/student w/ land cost) $92,500,000
Threshold Compliance

The project applicant shall comply with the Project EIR Public Services mitigation measures.
A full discussion of these mitigation measures can be found in the Project EIR. The
following School PUB mitigation measures are from the EIR:

A. (PUB-6) Prior to the issuance of each building permit for any residential dwelling units,
the applicant(s) shall provide evidence or certification by the CVESD that any fee charge,
dedication or other requirement levied by the school district has been complied with or
that the district has determined the fee, charge, dedication or other requirements do not
apply to the construction or that the applicant has entered into a school mitigation
agreement. School Facility Mitigation Fees shall be in accordance with the fees in effect
at the time of building permit issuance.

B. (PUB-7) The Applicant shall provide the City with evidence from the CVESD that the
Village 8 East school site has been determined by the district to be acceptable for school
use, to the satisfaction of the Director of Developer Services.
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VIIL.3.

VIIL4.

LIBRARIES
Threshold Standard

Population Ratio: 500 square feet (gross) of adequately equipped and staffed library facility
per 1,000 population. The city shall construct, 60,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) of additional
library space over the citywide June 30, 2000 GSF total, in the area east of Interstate 805 by
build out. The construction of said facilities shall be phased such that the city will not fall
below the citywide ratio of 500 GSF per 1,000 population. Library facilities are to be
adequately equipped and staffed.

Service Analysis
The City of Chula Vista Library Department provides library facilities.
Project Processing Requirements

The PFFP is required by the Growth Management Program to address the following issues
for Library services:

A. Identify phased demands in conjunction with the construction of streets, water and sewer
facilities.

B. Specifically identify facility sites in conformance with the Chula Vista Library Master
Plan.

Existing Conditions

The City provides library services through the Civic Center Branch Library, the South Chula
Vista Branch Library and, Otay Ranch Town Center Branch Library. = The Civic Center
Branch Library is located at 365 F Street, approximately 7 miles from the project and is the
largest library facility within the city, consisting of a two-story, 55,000-square-foot building.
The South Chula Vista Branch Library is located at 389 Orange Avenue, approximately five
miles from the project and consists of approximately 37,000 square feet. The Otay Ranch
Branch Library is located at 2015 Birch Road in the Otay Ranch Town Center, approximately
one mile from the project and consists of approximately 3,400 square feet. The existing and
future libraries are listed on the Table G.1 and Table G.2, respectively.

Table G.1
Existing Library Facilities

Existing Libraries Square Footage

Civic Center 55,000

South Chula Vista 37,000

Otay Ranch Town Center 3,400
Total Existing Square Feet 95,400
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The draft Chula Vista Public Library Strategic Facilities Plan identified ways to improve
library service delivery to the community, particularly to residents of eastern Chula Vista.
The plan indicates that the additional needed library square footage can be developed as
multiple smaller branches, or as one large library. However, the library’s operating budget
has been significantly reduced and capital funding is not currently available. Therefore, the
facilities plan does not determine which option would be implemented. The options will be
evaluated when capital and operating funds become available. Additional measures such as
mall outlets, book vending machines, a bookmobile, and service partnerships are identified as
possible interim measures. One recent interim measure was the mall branch at Otay Ranch
Town Center, which opened in April 2012.

Adequacy Analysis

Using the Threshold Standard of 500 square feet of library space per 1,000 population, the
demand for library space based on Chula Vista’s estimated population of 251,560° as of
January 2013 is approximately 125,780 square feet. Chula Vista currently provides 95,400
square feet of library space. This represents an approximate 30,380 square-foot deficit. The
demand generated by the 10,115 forecasted dwelling units (GMOC 2013 Annual Report) is
16,235 square feet (10,115 x 3.21'%/1,000) x 500). By 2018, the demand for library space
generated by the existing and forecasted dwelling units totals approximately 142,000
(125,780 + 16,235) square feet. Comparing this demand to the existing library square
footage of 95,400 square feet results in a deficit of approximately 46,600 square feet unless
the city completes the Rancho Del Rey or EUC Regional Library or a combination of a
Regional Library and numerous branch libraries before 2018. Table G.2 illustrates the need
to increase Library Facilities over the next five years to keep pace with the city’s projected
growth. The SANDAG 2030 build-out population for Chula Vista is approximately 289,044.
This population will require approximately 144,500 square feet of Library Facilities.

The GMOC Threshold Standard for libraries is 500 square feet of library space per 1,000
residents. According to the 2013 GMOC Annual Report, the current service ratio for FY 2011
was 383 square feet for every 1,000 residents, after the opening of the Town Center Branch
Library in April 2012. Therefore, the City does not currently meet the GMOC Threshold for
libraries.

The proposed Village 8 East SPA project would result in demand for libraries and may have
the potential to require the construction of new or expanded library facilities. The project
would generate demand for approximately 5,714 square-feet of additional library facilities
within the City. While the SPA Plan permits public/quasi-public uses such as libraries, within
the SPA Plan, the proposed project does not specifically include the development of a library.
Future library facilities would be funded in part by payment of the PFDIF.

®  GMOC 2013 Annual Report

10

Population coefficient of 3.21 persons per household.

66 Otay Ranch Village 8 East
SPA PFFP



Table G.2
Village 8 East SPA
Library Space Demand vs. Supply

. Demand Estimated Supply | Above/(Below)
Lol Square Footage Square Footage Standard

Estimated Existing

Citywide 01/2013 251,560 125,780 95,400 (30,380)
1* regional library

(Rancho del Rey) 2018 26,400 (3,980)
2" regional library

(EUC) 2018 23,600 19,620
Forecasted Projects to 2018

(10,115 x 3.21) 32,470 16,235 3,385
Subtotal 284,030 142,015 145,400 3,385

VIIL.6. Financing Library Facilities

The Public Facilities Development Impact Fee (PFDIF) was updated by the Chula Vista City
Council on November 19, 2002 by adoption of Ordinance 2847. The PFDIF is adjusted every
October 1% pursuant to Ordinance 3050, which was adopted by the City Council on
November 7, 2006. The current PFDIF for single-family residential and multi-family
development is $1,582/unit. This amount is subject to change with the adoption of Ordinance
3010. The PFDIF amount is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Both
residential and non-residential development impact fees apply to the project. The calculations of
the PFDIF due for each facility are addressed in the following sections of this report. At the
current library fee rate, the Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Library Fee obligation at build-out is
$5,631,920 (see Table G.3).

Table G.3
Village 8 East SPA
Public Facilities Fees For Libraries’
Development Dwelling Units Library Fee
Phase SF MF SF $1,582/DU | MF $1,582/DU Total Fee
Blue 0 1836 $0 $2,904,552 $2,904,552
Red 110 781 $174,020 $1,235,542 $1,409,562
Yellow 508 0 $803,656 $0 $803,656
Green 173 0 $273,686 $0 $273,686
Purple 152 0 $240,464 $0 $240,464
Orange 0 0 $0 $0 $0
943 2617
Total 3560 $1,491,826 $4,140,094 $5,631,920

Footnote:

The PDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. Changes in the number of dwelling units may affect
the estimated fee.
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The projected fee illustrated in Table G.3 is an estimate only. Actual fees may be different.
PDIF Fees are subject to change depending upon City Council actions and or Developer
actions that change residential densities, industrial acreage or commercial acreages.

Threshold Compliance

A. Project compliance will be satisfied with the payment of Public Facilities Fees. The
proposed project will be required to pay public facilities fees for Library services, based
on the number of dwelling units, prior to the issuance of building permits; the fees shall
be paid at the rate in effect at the time payment is made.

The project applicant shall comply with the Project EIR Public Services mitigation measures.
A full discussion of these mitigation measures can be found in the Project EIR. The
following is a summary of these mitigation measures:

B. (PUB-11) Prior to the issuance of each building permit for any residential dwelling
units, the applicant shall pay the required PFDIF in accordance with the fees in effect at
the time of building permit issuance and phasing approved. Payment of the PFDIF
would represent the project’s fair share contribution to meet the City’s Threshold Standard
for library space.

C. (PUB-12) The City of Chula Vista shall continue to monitor library facilities and services
and report the results to the GMOC on an annual basis.
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IX.1.

IX.2.

IX.3.

IX 4.

IX.5.

PARKS, TRAILS AND OPEN SPACE
Park Threshold Standard

Population Ratio: Three (3) acres of neighborhood and community park land with appropriate
facilities per 1,000 residents east of I-805.

Service Analysis

The City of Chula Vista provides public park and recreational facilities and programs through
the Public Works and Recreation Departments which are responsible for the acquisition and
development of parkland. All park development plans are reviewed by City staff and
presented to the Parks and Recreation Commission for review. A recommendation is made
by this Commission to the City Council.

The Otay Ranch Parks and Recreation Facility Implementation Plan was adopted by the City
Council on October 28, 1993. This plan identifies the parks facility improvement standards
for the Otay Ranch.

The Village 8 East SPA Plan must conform to the Chula Vista Parks and Recreation Master
Plan, as amended, which provides the guidance for planning, siting and implementation of
neighborhood and community parks. Further, the SPA Plan must conform to the City of
Chula Vista Greenbelt Master Plan and the Otay Valley Regional Park Concept Plan.

Project Processing Requirements

A. Identify phased demands in conformance with the number of dwelling unit’s constructed,
street improvements, and in coordination with the construction of water and sewer
facilities.

B. Specific siting of the facility will take place in conformance with the Chula Vista Parks
and Recreation Master Plan.

C. Site/s reserved for park purposes within the project.
Existing Conditions
The existing and future parks as depicted in the Public Facilities & Services Element of the

General Plan and as updated by the inclusion of more recent information are contained in the
City’s Parks and Recreation Master Plan.

Project Park Requirements

Compliance with Public Park Standards

The project generates an estimated population of 11,534 (3,560 dwelling units x 3.24"
population factor). To meet the Growth Management Program’s Threshold Standards the
amount of parkland dedicated is based on a standard of 3 acres per 1,000 populations (see
Table H.1). The standard is based on State of California Government Code 66477, also

11

Provided by the Chula Vista Planning Department.
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known as the Quimby Act, which allows a city to require by ordinance, the dedication of land

or payment of fees for park or recreational purposes.

Table H.1
Quimby Act Parkland Requirements
Vlllagszglftzil(s):lSPA Standard Parkland Acres Required
11,534 3 acres per 1,000 34.60
population

All new development in the City of Chula Vista is subject to the requirements contained in the
City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance CVMC Chapter 17.10. The ordinance establishes fees for
park land acquisition and development, sets standards for dedication and establishes criteria for
acceptance of parks and open space by the City of Chula Vista. Fees vary depending upon the
type of dwelling unit that is proposed. There are four types of housing; Single-Family dwelling
units (defined as all types of single-family detached housing and condominiums), Multi-Family
dwelling units (defined as all types of attached housing including townhouses, attached
condominiums, duplexes, and Mobile Homes ). Single-Family Housing is defined as a free-
standing structure with one residential unit. Multi-Family Housing is defined as any free-standing
structure that contains two or more residential units. Parkland dedication requirements are shown
below on Table H.2.

Table H.2
City of Chula Vista Parkland Dedication Ordinance Standards
c . Land Dedication per Dwelling Units per Park
Dwelling Unit Type Unit Acre
Single-Family 460 sf/du 95 du/ac.
Multi-Family 341 sf/du 128 du/ac.
Table H.3

Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Plan
Preliminary Parkland Dedication Requirements
City Ordinance Applied to Planning Prediction of Unit Numbers and Types

Dwelling Unit Type* ler)l.blir of R:i]alfii?ir;f)U Required Acres
Single Family Detached 943 460 sf/du 9.96
Multiple Family 2,617 341 sf/du 20.49

TOTALS 3,560 30.45

* Dwelling unit type - Note that number and type of units listed reflect "Land Use Designations' listed in the
Otay Ranch General Development Plan, since this level of information is all that is available at the time of
this document's preparation irrespective of underlying zoning district. Actual fee obligation calculation to
be based on implementing ordinance definition of dwelling unit type irrespective of underlying zoning
district containing said dwelling unit. Definitions of dwelling unit types used for calculating park
obligations are based upon from the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance CVMC chapter 17.10. These
definitions differ from the way unit types are defined from a planning, land-use and zoning perspective that
uses unit density per acre to categorize the type of unit. CVMC chapter 17.10 uses product type to
categorize the type of unit distinguishing between attached and detached units. Consequently, the figures in
this chart are preliminary estimates, and shall be recalculated at the time when the obligations are due as
determined by chapter 17.10 of the CVMC.
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The City’s Parklands and Public Facilities Ordinance (CVMC 17.10) is based on the Quimby
Act. Based on the City’s Parklands and Public Facilities Ordinance, the parkland requirement
is approximately 30.45 acres (see Table H.3).

The project phasing (Table B.4) and Site Utilization Plan identifies the park designations and
acreage that are also shown in Table H.4. Table H.4 also identifies the phase of development in
which the park will be constructed and the park acres that the city has determined will be given
credit for purposes of satisfying the project's parkland dedication as measured against the City's
Parkland Dedication Ordinance. The Neighborhood Park will be graded and offered for
dedication in whatever development phase is initiated by the project developers. The City’s

Parkland Dedication Ordinance requirements for the project are outlined in Table H.4.

Table H.4

Village 8 East SPA Plan
Park Acres and Eligible Credits'

Park Identification Net Acreage Phase Proposed Credit % | Eligible Credit Ac.
P-1 - Neighborhood Park 6.8 Blue 100% 6.8
P-2 — Community Park 40.0 Orange 100% 40.0
Total Acres Eligible for Credit Against PAD 46.8
Villages 8 East SPA PAD Requirements 30.45
Subtotal Villages 8 East SPA Credits 16.35
Total Excess Credits 16.35

Footnotes:

Parkland fee and acreage obligations are subject to change pending changes in the dwelling unit types and numbers, or

clarification of unit type at the time when obligations are due.

The PAD obligation for Village 8 East is approximately 30.45 acres of park land. The Village 8
East SPA Plan provides one 6.8 acre (net) Neighborhood Park (P-1) and one 40.0 acre (net)
Community Park. The total park acreage exceeds Village 8 East PAD requirements. A portion of
the Village 8 East park credits may be used to satisfy Village 3 North or Village 10 PAD
requirements.

The Village 8 East SPA Plan is one of three proposed neighborhoods in the University Villages
project. According to the city’s PLDO the proposed University Villages project would be
obligated to provide approximately 61 acres of parkland (Village 3 North — 15.3 acres, Village 8
East — 30.45 acres, and Village 10 — 15.52 acres). The University Villages project includes public
park credits beyond the combined parkland obligation. The University Villages project would
identify a total of 75.7 acres of parkland eligible for park credit (not including the Active
recreation Area (AR-11) site east of SR-125), of which the 61 acres is needed to satisfy the project
parkland obligation. The University Villages project also includes approximately 620.1 acres of
open space and provides key segments of the Chula Vista Greenbelt Trail through the Otay Valley
Regional Park (OVRP).

71 Otay Ranch Village 8 East
SPA PFFP



IX.6.

Park Adequacy Analysis

Table H.5 is a comparison of park acreage demands and supply east of Interstate 805 for existing,
approved projects, as well as the phased addition of the project. A review of the existing and
approved park demands for Chula Vista east of 1-805 including the project indicates a projected
2017 demand of approximately 486.16 acres of Neighborhood and Community Park (GMOC 2013
Annual Report). The 2017 projected supply of park acreage east of 1-805, 426.88 acres, is
approximately 59.28 acres less than the projected demand. The projected shortfall does not include
the park obligations of the University Villages Project, which includes Village 3 North, Village 8
East and Village 10. These villages include approximately 76 acres of new parkland.

Table H.5
Estimated Park Acreage Demand Compared to Supply East of Interstate 805
Population Demand Existing Eligible Net Acres
East of I-805'% | Park Acres'® | Park Acres | Credit Acres | +/-Standard
Existing 135,205 405.62 418.01" 418.01 +12.39
Forecasted Projects 15 16
2013 109017 d 26,845 80.54 8.87 8.87 71.67
Total 162,050 486.16 426.88 426.88 +59.28
Table H.6
Village 8 East SPA - Park Supply by Phase
Dwelllng*U nit Demand Supply Eligible Credit| Net Acres +/- Project
LALELE Type Park Acres L1 GG Acres Standard | Cumulative
SF MF (Net)
Blue 0 1836 14.37 6.80 6.80 -7.57 -7.57
Red 110 781 7.28 0.00 0.00 -7.28 -14.85
Yellow 508 0 5.36 0.00 0.00 -5.36 -20.21
Green 173 0 1.83 0.00 0.00 -1.83 -22.04
Purple 152 0 1.61 0.00 0.00 -1.61 -23.65
Orange 0 0 0.00 40.00 40.00 40.00 16.35
Subtotal 943 2617 30.45 46.80 46.80 16.35 16.35
Total 3560 30.45 46.80 46.80 16.35 16.35

*  Dwelling unit type - Note that number and type of units listed reflect 'Land Use Designations' listed in the Otay Ranch
General Development Plan, since this level of information is all that is available at the time of this document's preparation
irrespective of underlying zoning district. Actual fee obligation calculation to be based on implementing ordinance
definition of dwelling unit type irrespective of underlying zoning district containing said dwelling unit. Definitions of
dwelling unit type used for calculating park obligations are based upon from the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance
CVMC chapter 17.10. These definitions differ from the way unit types are defined from a planning, land-use and zoning
perspective that uses unit density per acre to categorize the type of unit. CVMC chapter 17.10 uses product type to
categorize the type of unit distinguishing between attached and detached units. Consequently, the figures in this chart are
preliminary estimates, and shall be recalculated at the time when the obligations are due as determined by chapter 17.10
of the CVMC.

Population figures are from the 2013 GMOC Annual Report.

Based on City Threshold requirement of 3 acres of neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 residents east of -805.
Existing Park Acreage from 2013 GMOC Annual Report.

Population figure derived from the Table B.1.

Park acreage from Park Acreage Table from the 2013 GMOC Annual Report, Appendix B, Workshop Reports.
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The proposed development of the project requires approximately 34.68 acres (see Table H.1)
of public parkland. The SPA plan identifies 46.80 acres net for public Neighborhood Park
and Community Park land. The Village 8 East Neighborhood Park (P-1) is approximately 6.8
net acres and the Community Park (P-2) is approximately 40.0-acres. The SPA Plan provides
each of the proposed park facility details. Park development phasing will be determined by
the Director of Development Services. After SPA parkland obligation is met, approximately
16.35 acres of community parkland would be available for credit to the project
developer/owner.

Open Space, Trails and Recreation

A. Open Space

The Otay Ranch GDP requires the provision of open space in addition to local parks at a ratio
of 12 acres for every 1,000 residents. Based on an estimated population of 11,534 residents,
approximately 138.40 acres of open space is required. This requirement is met through the
provision of 253.60 acres of open space in the form of preserve open space, manufactured
slopes and other interior open spaces within the SPA Plan Area.

Open space within the SPA Plan Area is comprised of Otay River Valley open space (part of
the Otay Ranch Preserve) to the south, graded slopes within and surrounding the village, a
Neighborhood Park, a Community Park, active recreation area and the landscape buffer
adjacent to surrounding major streets.

Open space lands indicated on the Site Utilization Plan (Exhibit 3) will be preserved through
the dedication of open space easements and/or lots to the City or other appropriate agency, or
Homeowners’ Association, which will be determined at the Tentative Map level of approval.
Uses will be strictly controlled through zoning regulations (see Chapter 3, PC District
Regulations, of the SPA Plan). Landscaping within open space areas shall comply with all
requirements of the Chula Vista Landscape Manual, Fire Protection Plan and Preserve Edge Plan.

The largest component of open space in the Otay Ranch is the Otay Ranch Preserve,
described in the Resource Management Plan (RMP). As prescribed by the RMP, the
development of each Otay Ranch Village requires a contribution to the Otay Ranch preserve.
The Otay Ranch Preserve Conveyance requirement will be met through dedication of land
within the Preserve to the Preserve Owner / Manager (POM) comprised of the City of Chula
Vista and the County of San Diego.

The required contribution is 1.188 acres of open space conveyance per one acre of
development less the acreage of “common use lands,” (local parks, schools, arterial roads and
other land designated as public use areas). The actual conveyance obligation is based on the
actual development area determined at the Final Map(s) level. The estimated Preserve
conveyance requirement for Village 8 East based on the SPA Plan calculation is
approximately 260 acres.

B. Trails

The SPA Plan area has been designed to accommodate the trails program described by the Otay
Ranch Overall Design Plan and the City's Greenbelt Master Plan and the Otay Regional Park
Concept Plan. The plan has been designed as a pedestrian-oriented village and provides a
network for bicycle and pedestrian circulation. All trails within the SPA Plan area have been
located and designed to be as accessible as possible; however, the paseos and off-street trails
contain steep topography that may limit pedestrian and bicycle travel.
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The Trails Plan is illustrated in Exhibit 8. The landscape treatment and design elements of village
trails are also illustrated and described in the Village 8 East Design Plan. A summary of the
components of the trail plan is provided below.

1.

Regional Trails

Chula Vista Regional Trails are located throughout the Otay Ranch project area.
Specific to Village 8 East, Regional Trails occur on the south side of Main Street, and
south side of Otay Valley Road. These trails are located adjacent to the roadways
and may meander within the street right-of-ways. The trail widths and surfaces vary
to accommodate pedestrians and bicycles.

Chula Vista Greenbelt Trail

A segment of the Chula Vista Greenbelt Trail occurs in the southern portion of the
project, within the Open Space Preserve within the existing Salt Creek Sewer
Easement.

Village Pathway

Village Pathways are inter-village low speed electric vehicle and pedestrian paths
that link all of the Otay Valley Parcel villages and particularly provide access to the
regional transit-way stations. In Village 8 East, a Village Pathway is proposed to
extend south from Main Street, through the mixed use commercial area and south to
Otay Valley Road along Street “A”. The Village Pathway also connects the Village 8
East village core to the Village 8 West Town Center and traverses through the
neighborhood park crossing east over SR-125 via a Pedestrian Over-crossing (POC)
to connect to the Village 9 Town Center. The POC connected to Village 8 East
completes a continuous Village Pathway and Regional Trail network that loops
through and connects existing Otay Ranch Villages 1, 5, 6 and 2 avoiding at-grade
pedestrian crossings of arterial streets.

Community Park Access Trail

The Community Park Access Trail provides three pedestrian connections between the
Community Park and the Chula Vista Greenbelt Trail. These trails are located along
the southern edge of the Community Park. This facility is comprised of a 10’
minimum trail surface and a post and rail fence, as necessary.

Promenade Trail

Promenade Trails are six foot wide concrete trails separated from the street by a
landscaped parkway located along the featured side of the Modified Promenade
Residential Street. In Village 8 East, the Promenade Trail provides a pedestrian
connection between single-family residential neighborhoods and the Village Core
Mixed Use area and the school and neighborhood park. In addition, a Promenade
Trail links neighborhoods south of Otay Valley Road to both the Chula Vista
Regional Trail along Otay Valley Road and north to the Village 8 East Village Core.

Community Park Paseo

The Community Park Paseo is comprised of a 20° wide concrete trail that provides
pedestrian access to the eastern portion of the P-2 Community Park. The paseo also
serves as a maintenance/emergency access only road.
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7. Village Paseo
The Village Paseo is located within the single family neighborhoods in the northeast
portion of Village 8 East. The 30’ wide Paseo feature meanders through the
neighborhoods and crosses residential streets leading to the Village 8 East core area.
The Village 8 East SPA Design Plan will provide design details.

8. Village Streets
The village streets are designed to promote pedestrian and bicycle circulation.
Sidewalks are provided on all public village streets. The Village 8 East SPA Design
Plan will provide design details.

C. Village Park and Recreation Program

The project SPA provides the park, recreation, open space and trails facilities within the plan
area. The Otay Ranch Parks and Recreation Facility Implementation Plan (adopted by the
City Council on October 28, 1993) identifies the parks facility improvement standards for
Otay Ranch. The City of Chula Vista Park and Recreation Department conducted subsequent
facilities needs assessments and proposed some modifications to the adopted Otay Ranch
Plan. Modifications to the adopted Otay Ranch Plan are included in the City of Chula Vista
Parks and Recreation Master Plan, November 12, 2002. The SPA Park Master Plan identifies
the proposed types, quantities and location of the facilities provided at each park site in the
SPA Plan area. The variety of recreational elements proposed and the recreational
opportunities envisioned are discussed in the Parks & Recreation chapter of the SPA Plan.

Financing Park Facilities

Chapter 17.10 of the Chula Vista Municipal Code, as amended, governs the financing of
parkland and improvements. Included as part of the regulations are Park Acquisition and
Development (PAD) fees established for the purpose of providing neighborhood and
community parks. The Ordinance provides that fees are paid to the City prior to approval of
a final subdivision map, or in the case of a residential development that is not required to
submit a final map, at the time of the final building permit application.

The project is responsible for both the park development component and the acquisition
component PAD Fees. The project parkland demand is 30.5 acres based on CVMC 17.10
(Table H.3). The SPA Plan provides 46.8 net acres of parkland.
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TABLE H.7
Acquisition and Development (PAD) Fees (Preliminary Calculation)

Development In-Lieu Component Only
Development | Dwelling Unit Type* | Development Component of PAD Fee’s/DU Total | Total Fees
Phase SF MF SF @ $12,676 MF @ $9,408 Due
Blue 0 1836 $0 $17,273,088 | $17,273,088
Red 110 781 $1,394,360 $7,347,648 $8,742,008
Yellow 508 0 $6,439,408 $0 $6,439,408
Green 173 0 $2,192,948 $0 $2,192,948
Purple 152 0 $1,926,752 $0 $1,926,752
Orange 0 0 $0 $0
Subtotal 943 2617
Total 3560 $11,953,468 $24,620,736 | $36,574,204

Dwelling unit type - Note that number and type of units listed reflect "Land Use Designations' listed in the Otay Ranch General
Development Plan, since this level of information is all that is available at the time of this document's preparation irrespective of
underlying zoning district. Actual fee obligation calculation to be based on implementing ordinance definition of dwelling unit
type irrespective of underlying zoning district containing said dwelling unit. Definitions of dwelling unit type used for
calculating park obligations are based upon from the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance CVMC chapter 17.10. These
definitions differ from the way unit types are defined from a planning, land-use and zoning perspective that uses unit density per
acre to categorize the type of unit. CVMC chapter 17.10 uses product type to categorize the type of unit distinguishing between
attached and detached units. Consequently, the figures in this chart are preliminary estimates, and shall be recalculated at the
time when the obligations are due as determined by chapter 17.10 of the CVMC.

TABLE H.8
Park Acquisition and Development (PAD) Fees (Preliminary Calculation)
Acquisition In-Lieu Component Only

Development [Dwelling Unit Types*|Acquisition Component of PAD Fees/D.U.Total| Total Fees
Phase SF MF SF @ $5,106 MF @ $3,788 Due
Red 0 1836 $0 $6,954,768 | $6,954,768
Blue 110 781 $561,660 $2,958,428 | $3,520,088
Yellow 508 0 $2,593,848 $0 | $2,593,848
Green 173 0 $883,338 $0 $883,338
Purple 152 0 $776,112 $0 $776,112
Orange 0 0 $0 $0
Subtotal 943 2617
Total 3560 $4,814,958 $9,913,196 | $14,728,154

*  Dwelling unit type - Note that number and type of units listed reflect 'Land Use Designations' listed in the Otay Ranch General
Development Plan, since this level of information is all that is available at the time of this document's preparation irrespective of
underlying zoning district. Actual fee obligation calculation to be based on implementing ordinance definition of dwelling unit
type irrespective of underlying zoning district containing said dwelling unit. Definitions of dwelling unit type used for
calculating park obligations are based upon from the City's Parkland Dedication Ordinance CVMC chapter 17.10. These
definitions differ from the way unit types are defined from a planning, land-use and zoning perspective that uses unit density per
acre to categorize the type of unit. CVMC chapter 17.10 uses product type to categorize the type of unit distinguishing between
attached and detached units. Consequently, the figures in this chart are preliminary estimates, and shall be recalculated at the
time when the obligations are due as determined by chapter 17.10 of the CVMC.
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PAD Fees are subject to periodic annual increases. Table H.7 identifies the fees calculated
for the development component of the PAD fees while Table H.8 identifies the fees
calculated for the parkland acquisition component of the PAD fees. These fees are estimates
only and are dependent upon the actual numbers of units filed on the Final Map. Fees are also
subject to change by the City Council. Single Family dwelling units are defined as all types of
single family detached housing and condominiums. Multi-Family dwelling units are defined
as all types of attached housing including townhouses, attached condominiums, duplexes,
triplexes and apartments.

Financing Recreation Facilities

Chapter 17.10 of the CVMC, which requires the collection of fees from residential
developments to pay for parkland acquisition and various park facilities within the City of
Chula Vista, is subject to changes by the City Council from time to time. On October 25,
2005, the City Council approved Ordinance 3026 relating to the periodic annual review and
adjustment of park acquisition and development fees. Approval of Ordinance 3026 resulted
in an increase fee for parkland acquisition. In January of 2004 the Chula Vista City Council
approved Ordinance 2945. This Ordinance amended Chapter 17.10 of the CVMC, which
requires the collection of In-Lieu Park Acquisition and Development Fees from residential
developments that are not required to submit a subdivision map or parcel map.

Some of the previous council actions that contributed to an increase in the in-lieu fees for
park development and land acquisition are Ordinances No. 2886 and 2887 (both approved on
November 19, 2002). Ordinance 2886 amended Chapter 17.10 of the CVMC to update the
Parks Acquisition and Development Fees. Ordinance 2887 amended Chapter 3.50 of the
Municipal Code, as detailed in the "Public Facilities DIF, November 2002 Amendment’,
adding a new recreation component to the Public Facilities DIF, updating the impact fee
structure and increasing the overall fee.

Chapter 17.10 of the Chula Vista Municipal Code, first adopted in 1971, details requirements
for parkland dedication, park improvements and the collection of in-lieu fees (i.e., PAD fees)
from developers of residential housing in subdivisions or in divisions created by parcel maps,
both east and west of I-805. PAD fees cover parkland acquisition and the cost of related
capital items associated with parkland development, including:

e Drainage Systems

e Street Improvements

e Lighted Parking Lots

e Concrete Circulation Systems

e Security Lighting

o Park Fixtures (drinking fountains, trash receptacles, bicycle racks, etc.)
e Landscaping (including disabled accessible surfacing)
e Irrigation Systems

e Restrooms and Maintenance Storage

e Play Areas (tot lots, etc.)

e Picnic Shelters, Tables, Benches

e Utilities
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e Outdoor Sports Venues (fennis courts, baseball/softball fields. basketball courts,
multi-purpose sports fields, skateboard and roller blade venues)

In addition to parks-related items, a 1987 revision called for the dedication, within
community parks, of major recreation facilities to serve newly developing communities,
including:

e Community centers

¢ Gymnasiums

e Swimming pools

Historically, PAD fees have not been sufficient to construct these additional large capital
items. However, major recreation facilities are now funded through a newly created
component of the Public Facilities DIF. The major capital items to be included in the new
component are: community centers, gymnasiums, swimming pools, and senior/teen centers.
Based on the Parks and Recreation Master Plan, 140,595 square feet of major recreation
facilities will be required to meet new development growth through build-out at a gross
construction cost of over $32 million. Since the demand for major public recreation facilities
is created by residential development, facilities costs are not spread to commercial/industrial
development. Table H.9 provides an estimate of the Recreational PDIF Fees for the project.

TABLE H.9
Village 8 East SPA
Public Facilities Fees for Recreation' (Preliminary Calculation)

Development Dwelling Units Recreation Fee Total
Phase SF MF $1,201/SF Unit | $1,201/MF Unit
Red 0 1836 $0 $2,205,036 | $2,205,036
Blue 110 781 $132,110 $937,981 $1,070,091
Yellow 508 0 $610,108 $0 $610,108
Green 173 0 $207,773 $0 $207,773
Purple 152 0 $182,552 $0 $182,552
Orange 0 0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal 943 2617
Total 3560 $1,132,543 $3,143,017 | $4,275,560
Footnote:

! The PFDIF Fee is subject to change as it is amended from time to time. The total number of dwelling units and
type of dwelling unit filed on the final map or for which building permits are required shall determine the actual fee

amount.

Threshold Compliance

A. On a project-level, the Neighborhood Park and the Community Park acreage provided
within Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA meets and exceeds the demand on a cumulative
basis. In order to comply with the City’s local park standard, it is the responsibility of the
developer to comply with the City’s Landscape Manual related to park planning, to grade
the sites according to the approved plan, pay fees at a rate in effect at the time of Final
Map approval and dedicate land, or a combination thereof, as required by the PLDO
unless otherwise approved by the Director of Development Services.

B. Based upon the analysis contained in this section of the PFFP, the Parks Threshold
Standard for both neighborhood and community parks is projected to be met at the
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completion of the project subject to the Applicant's compliance with the park conditions
as described herein. The PUB designations correspond to the Project EIR numbered
Public Services mitigation measures.

. (PUB-8) Prior to the approval of the Final Map, or, for any residential development
within the project that does not require a Final Map, prior to building permit approval, the
applicant shall either dedicate parkland and/or pay applicable Park Acquisition and
Development in-lieu fees in accordance with the phasing indicated in this PFFP and the
project’s approved SPA Plan and a park agreement, if any, subject to approval of the
Director of Development Services. In-lieu fees shall be based on the Park Acquisition
and Development fees in effect at the time of issuance of building permits, unless stated
otherwise in a parks or development agreement.

. (PUB-9) Prior to issuance of each building permit for any residential dwelling units, the
Applicant(s) shall pay Recreation Facility Development Impact Fees (part of the Public
Facilities Development Impact Fee) in accordance with the fees in effect at the time of
building permit issuance.

(PUB-10) Prior to the approval of the first Final Map for the Project the developer shall
enter into an agreement with the City that provides for the following: dedication of public
park sites (which may include off-site dedication in Village 8 East); the payment of PAD
fees; and a schedule for completion of improvements, including utilities, and streets
adjacent to the park sites, all to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director.
Under the current method for delivery of new parks the City will award a design-build
contract for the Project's neighborhood park. The Agreement will include provisions that
in the event the City chooses not go forward with a design-build contract, the developer
will be obligated to fully comply with the Parkland Ordinance and park Threshold
Standards by constructing the parks in accordance with all City standards and under a
time schedule as specified in the agreement.

(PUB-11) Prior to approval of the first Final Map for the Project, the Applicant(s) shall
offer for dedication all public parkland identified in the Project's approved SPA Plan, or
as approved by the Development Services Director or their designee. Park facilities
required to meet the overall park obligation shall be identified on the first Final Map and
shall be publically accessible.

. (PUB-12) The applicant shall comply with the Threshold Compliance contained within this
PFFP.

. Prior to approval of the first final map for the Project, the Applicant shall provide the
City with an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication (IOD) for the neighborhood park site (Lot
P-1) and that portion of the Community Park site (Lot P-2) related to Village 8 East’s
actual park acre obligation (approximately 23.7 net acres) acceptable to the Development
Services Director.

Prior to the Final Map containing the 1,313th EDU in Village Eight East, the Applicant
shall secure and agree to construct the Village 8 East Community Park (P-2) Access Road
from Otay Valley Road to the Community Park (P-2). Prior to the issuance of the Final
Map containing the 1,313th EDU, the Applicant shall submit to the City and obtain
approval for improvement plans for the Community Park (P-2) access road to the
satisfaction of the Development Services Director (or their designee). The Community
Park (P-2) Access Road shall be completed prior to the issuance of the Final Map
containing the 1,929th EDU in Village Eight East.
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Prior to approval of each Final Map for the Project, the Applicant shall offer for
dedication all public trails, easements or rights-of-way for the trails, free and clear of all
encumbrances unless otherwise approved by the City, contained in said map.

. Prior to the approval of the first Final Map for the Project a Maintenance Landscape
Master Plan and Responsibility Map will submitted for approval by the Director of
Development Services. The Maintenance Landscape Master Plan will contain a matrix of
which landscaping improvements will be maintained with general funds and which will
require a separate, identified funding mechanism.

Prior to the approval of the first Final Map for the Project a Community Facilities
District, or other funding mechanism to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works,
shall be established for landscaping and streetscape maintenance within the public right
of way and maintenance of public open space.

. Prior to the approval of the first map for the Project the Project shall annex into the Otay
Ranch Preserve Maintenance CFD 97-2, Improvement Area “C.”

. Prior to recordation of each final "B" map, the developer shall convey or shall have
'conveyed at least 1.188 acres of habitat for each acre of development area within the map
area as defined in the Resource Management Plan (RMP), (a total of approximately 257.0
acres) to the Otay Ranch Preserve pursuant to the Otay Ranch RMP. Conveyance of the
habitat meets the City's threshold standard for conveyance obligation of Preserve open
space. The actual number of acres to be conveyed with each Final Map will be
determined during Final Map review.

. Prior to approval of the first final map, the Applicant shall obtain approval of and record
an easement for public trail purposes for the segment of the Chula Vista Greenbelt Trail
within the boundaries of Village 8 East on any portion of Wiley Road and/or the Salt
Creek Sewer Easement owned by the Applicant, to the satisfaction of the Development
Services Director.

The Applicant shall submit and obtain approval of trail improvement plans and shall
construct all required trails, fencing and signage, consistent with City trail standards
when required by the Development Services Director. Said improvement plans
containing Chula Vista Greenbelt Trail segments as depicted on the Village 8 East
Tentative Map (CVT 13-03), to be located within the existing Salt Creek Sewer
Easement, will include minor improvements such as fencing and signage.

. Prior to issuance of the building permit for the 1,929™ dwelling unit within Village 8
East, the Applicant shall construct all Chula Vista Greenbelt Trail improvements,
including fencing and signage, consistent with Chula Vista trail standards, as required by
the Development Services Director.

. Community Park Access Trails, as depicted on the Village 8 East Tentative Map (CVT
13-03), shall be constructed in conjunction with the construction of the Village 8 East
Community Park.

The Applicant shall designate private open space lots to accommodate the Village Paseo
design that traverses neighborhoods R-7, R-8, R-9 and R-10 generally on an east-west
axis, on any final map that includes said neighborhoods to the satisfaction of the
Development Services Director.

. Prior to the approval of the first Final Map for the Project, the Developer shall fund the
processing of a Pedestrian Bridge Development Impact Fee Ordinance (which will be
applied to Village 8 East and portion of Village 9) for the cost of constructing a village

80 Otay Ranch Village 8 East
SPA PFFP



pathway pedestrian and bicycle bridge, including but not limited to: conceptual plans,
environmental review, final plans, approach ramps, abutments, encroachment permits,
right-of-way, grading, paving, walls, lighting and all line items necessary for the
complete construction of said improvement on a pro-rata basis, in order to comply with
the University Villages Sectional Planning Area (SPA) Plan — Otay Ranch Village 8 East
and the Otay Ranch GDP. The Applicant shall agree not to protest the amount of the fee
established by said Ordinance.

. Prior to the Final Map for the Project containing the 2,948" EDU in the Project, the
Village Pathway, including the pedestrian bridge between Village 8 East and Village 9,
shall have been constructed and in service. If these facilities are not constructed and in
service, then one of the following steps shall be taken as determined by the Director of
General Services:

1) Development in Village 8 East shall not proceed until the Village Pathway pedestrian
and bicycle bridge is constructed; or,

2) City and the Developer shall meet to determine whether revised timing of the
facilities is appropriate. A number of factors, including the progress of development
of Village 9 and changes to the assumed land uses, may affect the timing and location
of the facilities; or,

3) Developer shall construct the facilities and be eligible for reimbursement from the
Village Pathway Bridge Development Impact Fee for total expenditures in excess of
50% of the total cost of the facilities;
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Source: Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Plan, July 25, 2014

Parks and Open Space
Exhibit 7
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Source: Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Plan, July 25, 2014

Trails Plan
Exhibit 8
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X.2.

WATER
Threshold Standard

A. Developer will request and deliver to the City a service availability letter from the Water
District for each project.

B. The City shall annually provide the San Diego County Water Authority, the Sweetwater
Authority, and the Otay Water District with a 12-to 18-month development forecast and
request an evaluation of their ability to accommodate the forecast and continuing growth.
The districts' replies should address the following:

1. Water availability to the City and Planning Area, considering both short-and long-
term perspectives.

Amount of current capacity, including storage capacity, now used or committed.
Ability of affected facilities to absorb forecasted growth.
Evaluation of funding and site availability for projected new facilities.

ook wN

Other relevant information the district(s) desire(s) to communicate to the City and the
GMOC.

Service Analysis:

The Otay Water District (OWD) will provide water service for Otay Ranch Village 8 East
SPA Plan area. Annexation into Improvement Districts 22 and 27 will be required prior to
water service being provided. The district has existing and planned facilities in the vicinity
of the project site. Expanding the existing system can provide future water service.

Water supply information provided in this PFFP is based on the Water Supply Assessment
and Verification Report (WSAV), September 2013, Otay Water District, and the Overview of
Water Service for Otay Ranch University Villages 3 North, A Portion of Village Four, 8 East,
and 10, May 2014, Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc., referred to the Dexter Wilson Water
Study in this PFFP. Additionally, the SPA Plan document includes the Otay Ranch Village 8
East, I11.8 Water Conservation Plan, 2014, Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc.

The Developer of the project will be required to prepare, for review and approval by the Otay
Water District, a Subarea Water Master Plan (SAMP) prior to approval of the first Final Map
for the project. In addition, the Developer shall bond and construct for all on-site and off-site
water facilities in accordance with the SAMP, including to any potable and reclaimed water
mains crossing the State Route 125. The SAMP shall be consistent with the SPA Plan and
shall provide more detailed information on the project such as project phasing; pump station
and reservoir capacity requirements, and extensive computer modeling to justify
recommended pipe sizes. The OWD will not approve final engineering improvement plans
until a SAMP has been approved for the project.

The design criteria implemented to evaluate the potable and recycled water systems for the
project are established in accordance with the Otay Water District Water Resources Master Plan,
April 2013, Otay Municipal Water District. The design criteria are utilized for analysis of the
existing water system as well as for design and sizing of proposed improvements and
expansions to the existing system to accommodate demands in the study area.

84 Otay Ranch Village 8 East
SPA PFFP



X.3.

X.4.

Project Processing Requirements

The SPA Plan and the PFFP are required by the Growth Management Program to address the
following issues for water services.

A. Identify phased demands in conformance with street improvements and in coordination
with the construction of sewer facilities.

B. Identify location of facilities for onsite and offsite improvements in conformance with the
master plan of the water district serving the proposed project.

C. Provide cost estimates and proposed financing responsibilities.
D. Identify financing methods.

E. A Water Conservation Plan shall be required for all major development projects (50
dwelling units or greater), or commercial and industrial projects with 50 EDUs of water
demand or greater.

Existing Conditions

The California Urban Water Management Planning Act (UWMP) requires that each urban
water supplier providing water for municipal purposes, either to more than 3,000 customers,
or more than 3,000 acre feet of water annually, must prepare, adopt, and update a UWMP at
least once every five years. This applies to Metropolitan Water District (MWD), San Diego
County Water Authority SDCWA, and its member agencies, including the OWD. The intent
of an UWMP is to present information on water supply, water usage/demand, recycled water,
and water use efficiency programs within a water district’s service area over a 25 year time
frame.

The UWMP process ensures that water supplies are being planned to meet future growth. The
most current supply and demand projections are contained in the 2010 UWMPs of MWD,
SDCWA, and OWD. San Diego County Water Authority member districts rely on the
UWMPs and Integrated Resources Plans (IRPs) of MWD and the Regional Water Facilities
Master Plan of SDCWA to document supplies available to meet projected demands.

In the 2010 UWMPs, MWD, SDCWA, and all SDCWA member agencies, including
OWD, have determined that adequate water supplies would be available to serve existing
service areas under normal year, single dry year, and multiple dry year conditions
through the year 2035.

The GMOC annually distributes a questionnaire to relevant city departments and public
facility and service agencies to monitor the status of Threshold Standards compliance.
The response from OWD in support of the 2013 GMOC Annual Report included the topic
of existing water system adequacy to serve projected growth for Chula Vista. The
response identified OWD’s capital improvement programs required to serve the
forecasted water demands and identified a list of capital improvement projects (CIPs) that
would need to be implemented in order to meet projected demand. The OWD concluded
that the existing potable and recycled water systems including their CIP’s should be
adequate to meet the forecasted growth within the City of Chula Vista over the next five-
year time frame. However, the State’s water supply continues to face the climatological,
environmental, legal and other challenges that impact water supply sources.

An existing City of San Diego Water Transmission Line Easement bifurcates the Village 8
East SPA site from east to west. The City of San Diego Water Lines will not directly serve
the project and will be relocated within the future Otay Valley Road Right of Way as
approved by the City of San Diego and City of Chula Vista.
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A. Metropolitan Water District:

In November 2010, MWD adopted their 2010 Regional UWMP, which evaluates water
supply reliability, over a 20-year period, for average, single-dry, and multiple-dry years
within its service area. MWD developed estimates of total retail demands for the region,
factoring in the impacts of conservation. The water reliability analysis identifies both the
current supplies and supplies under development to meet projected demands. MWD’s
reliability assessment showed that MWD can maintain reliable water supplies to meet
projected demands through the year 2035. MWD also identified a planning buffer supply
intended to protect against the risk that future demands could be higher than projected.
As part of its implementation of the planning buffer, MWD periodically evaluates water
supply development, supply conditions, and projected demands to ensure that the region
is not under or over developing supplies. The planning buffer will ensure that Southern
California, including San Diego County, will have adequate water supplies to meet long-
term future demands.

B. San Diego County Water Authority:

The SDCWA service area covers approximately 951,000 acres and encompasses the
western third of San Diego County. SDCWA has 24 member agencies, including OWD.
SDCWA is responsible for ensuring a safe and reliable water supply to support the
region’s economy and quality of life for over three million residents. SDCWA imports
between 70% and 95% of the water used in the San Diego region from MWD. In 2008,
MWD provided 71% of the San Diego region’s water supply. Most of this water is
obtained from the Colorado River and the State Water Project (SWP) through a system of
pipes, aqueducts, and associated facilities. Historically, SDCWA has relied on imported
water supplies purchased from MWD to meet the needs of its member agencies. SDCWA
is the largest MWD member agency in terms of deliveries, accounting for nearly 25% of
MWD’s delivered water.

According to the SDCWA 2010 UWMP, the San Diego region has reduced water usage
over 50,000 acre feet average during the past three years. Conserved agricultural transfer
water from the Imperial Valley has begun flowing to the San Diego region. This source
provided approximately 70,000 acre feet in 2010 and will provide approximately 200,000
acre feet by 2021. This relatively new source of water is the result of SDCWA entering
into the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA) with other water agencies in
October 2003. The QSA resolved long-standing disputes regarding Colorado River water
use among several agencies, and established a water budget for the agricultural agencies.
This resolution permitted the implementation of several water conservation and transfer
agreements, including the SDCW A/Imperial Irrigation District (IID) transfer agreement.

The SDCWA UWMP contains documentation of existing and planned water supplies.
These supplies include MWD (imported Colorado River water and SWP water), and
local member agency supplies that include (1) IID water transfer supplies; (2)
supplies from conservation projects to line the Imperial Valley’s All-American Canal
and the Coachella Valley’s Coachella Canal; and (3) development of a seawater
desalination facility at the Encina Power Plant in Carlsbad, which is anticipated to
produce 56,000 acre feet per year of water supplies. Additionally, since 1980,
approximately 5 to 30% of member agency water has come from local sources,
primarily from surface water reservoirs. Recycled water and groundwater recovery
projects are growing in importance in the region. These projects coupled with water
conservation efforts have made SDCWA member agencies less dependent on
imported water.
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Table 1.1

Average/Normal Water Year Supply and Demand Assessment (acre feet/year)

Local Supplies 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Surface Water 48,206 47,940 47,878 47,542 47,289
Water Recycling 38,660 43,728 46,603 48,278 49,998
Groundwater 11,710 11,100 12,100 12,840 12,840
Groundwater Recovery 10,320 15,520 15,520 15,520 15,520
Seawater Desalinization 0 56,000 56,000 56,000 56,000
Imported Supplies

IID Water Transfer 100,000 190,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
Supply from MWD 358,189 230,601 259,694 293,239 323,838
i‘;‘;‘gﬁzgs 822:11 i‘i‘i If‘gnpmjec © 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200
Total Projected Supplies 647,285 675,089 717,995 753,619 785,685

Total Estimated Demands' | 647,285 675,089 717,995 753,619 785,685

Difference 0 0 0 0 0

! With Conservation

Source: University Villages Project Environmental Impact Report

Table 1.2
Single Dry Water Year Supply and Demand Assessment (acre feet/year)
Local Supplies 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Surface Water 17,932 17,932 17,932 17,932 17,932
Water Recycling 38,660 43,728 46,603 48,278 49,998
Groundwater 9,977 9,977 9,977 9,977 9,977
Groundwater Recovery 10,320 15,520 15,520 15,520 15,520
Seawater Desalinization 0 56,000 56,000 56,000 56,000
Imported Supplies
IID Water Transfer 100,000 190,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
Supply from MWD 430,431 305,101 338,501 376,023 409,389
Coachella Canafand %”Projec o | 80200 80,200 80,200 80,200 80,200
Total Projected Supplies 687,520 718,458 764,733 803,930 839,016
Total Estimated Demands' 687,520 718,458 764,733 803,930 839,016
Difference 0 0 0 0 0

! With Conservation

Source: University Villages Project Environmental Impact Report
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Based on the imported and member agency local water sources, SDCWA estimates
that it, along with member agency local sources, will be able to supply 647,284 acre
feet of water in 2015. Therefore, according to the MWD and SDCWA 2010 UWMPs,
there is available water to meet all of the region’s anticipated demand, including the
development of the Village 8 East SPA Project, in average/normal and dry water
years, as shown in Table 1.1, and 1.2.

. Otay Water District:

The Project is within the boundaries of the OWD, which provides water services to a
large portion of San Diego East County and Eastern Chula Vista, including the EastLake
community, Otay Ranch, and Otay Mesa along the U.S./Mexico International Border.
OWD covers 137 square miles with approximately 450 miles of pipelines, 21 pump
stations, and 37 reservoirs with a total storage capacity of approximately 190 million
gallons. OWD provides 90% of its water service to residential and 10% to commercial,
industrial, and other land uses. Average daily consumption is approximately 40,324 acre
feet. OWD also operates the Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility.

The OWD 2010 UWMP provides an overview of OWD’s service area, its current water
supply sources, supply reliability, water demands, and measures to reduce water demand,
and planned water supply projects and programs. Reliability for water service is based
on the documentation in the UWMP’s prepared by MWD and SDCWA and that these
agencies have determined that they will be able to meet potable water demands through
2035, during normal and dry year conditions. The OWD 2010 UWMP relies on MWD
and SDCWA for its potable supply, and OWD works with these agencies to prepare
consistent demand projections for OWD’s service area.

The OWD has several connections to SDCWA Pipeline No. 4 which delivers filtered
water from the Metropolitan Water District's filtration plant at Lake Skinner in Riverside
County. The OWD also has a connection to the La Mesa - Sweetwater Extension
Pipeline, which delivers, filtered water from the R.M. Levy Water Treatment Plant in the
Helix Water District.

1. Existing Potable Water System: The project can be served by the Central Service
Area of OWD. This area is supplied water from Connection Nos. 10 and 12 to the
SDCWA aqueduct, which fills 624 Zone reservoirs. Water is then distributed within
the 624 Zone and pumped to the 711 Zone storage and distribution systems. The
Village 8 East SPA Project is within the 624 Zone. The existing potable water
facilities located in the vicinity of the project are described as follows:

The 624 Zone has three existing storage reservoirs. The 624-2 Reservoir is located
between Otay Lakes Road and East H Street, has a capacity of 8.0 million gallons, and is
supplied by Connection No. 10 to the SDCWA aqueduct. The 624-1 and 624-3
Reservoirs are supplied by Connection No. 12, and have a capacity of 12.4 million
gallons and 30 million gallons, respectively. The 624-1 Reservoir is located adjacent to
the eastern boundary of Otay Ranch Village 5 and is located along EastLake Parkway,
just north of Olympic Parkway. There are currently no 624 Zone facilities in the vicinity
of the project area (Dexter Wilson Water Study).
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2. Recycled Water: The Ralph W. Chapman Water Recycling Facility has a rated
capacity of 1.3 million gallons per day (mgd) with a maximum production of
approximately 1.1 mgd and could be expanded to an ultimate capacity of 2.50 mgd.
Typically the summer demands exceed the 1.1 mgd plant capacity. The District has
the capability to supplement the recycled water supply with the potable water. The
South Bay Water Treatment Plant has an ultimate rated capacity of 15 mgd and
OWD obtained capacity rights to 8.0 mgd of recycled water. This additional source
of recycled water will allow OWD to meet existing and future recycled water
demands. The OWD has master planned a series of pump stations, reservoirs, and
transmission lines to integrate this source of water into the existing recycled water
system. Currently, there is an 8-inch recycled water main adjacent to the northwest
corner of the Village 8 East SPA Plan (Dexter Wilson Water Study).

Storage of the effluent from the Ralph W. Chapman facility is provided by two
ponds in the District’s Recycled Use Area. The storage ponds have a high water
line of approximately 944 feet and 927 feet, respectively, and provide the storage
and supply for the 927 Zone distribution system. The 680 Zone distribution
system has been supplied by pressure reducing off the 927 Zone system, but
ultimately will be supplied by the South Bay Water Reclamation Plant.

According to the Dexter Wilson Water Study, the conveyance facilities to convey
water from the South Bay Treatment Plant to the use areas, including the 680
Zone use areas, are currently being implemented. A 12-inch 680 Zone pipeline
has been constructed in Hunte Parkway along the southern boundary of Village
11, and an 8-inch 927 Zone pipeline has been constructed in EastLake Parkway to
Hunte Parkway.

X.5. Adequacy Analysis

A. Water Conservation Plan
A Water Conservation Plan is required for all major development projects (50 dwelling units
or greater, or commercial and industrial projects with 50 EDUs of water demand or greater).
This plan is required at the Sectional Planning Area (SPA) Plan level or equivalent for
projects which are not processed through a Planned Community Zone. The city has adopted
guidelines for the preparation and implementation of the Water Conservation Plan.

The Otay Ranch Village 8 East Water Conservation Plan, April 2014, Dexter Wilson,
provides an analysis of water usage requirements of the proposed project, as well as a
detailed plan of proposed measures for water conservation, use of recycled water, and other
means of reducing per capita water consumption from the proposed project, as well as
defining a program to monitor compliance. The WCP is presented in conjunction with the
SPA Plan document as Chapter 9 and therefore is not included in the PFFP.

B. Otay Ranch Village 8 East SPA Water Demand
Table 1.3 provides the projected potable water demand for the project. The total estimated
potable water use is approximately 1.04 mgd. Table 1.4 provides the projected potable water
demand for the alternative development scenario for the project. The alternative development
scenario would reduce the potable water demand by approximately 10,435 mgd. The
estimated recycled water demand is 0.42 mgd (see Table L.5).
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Table 1.3
Village 8 East - Projected Water Demands
Plzl:.l;;ng Land Use Quantity Unit Flow gosﬂaﬁf;%e EDUs
711 Zone
R-1 SF 76 units 300 god/unit 22,800 45.6
R-2 SF 34 units 300 god/unit 10,200 20.4
R-14a,b MF 329 units 255 gpd/unit 83,895 167.8
R-15a,b MF 452 units 255 gpd/unit 115,260 230.5
R-16 MF 287 units 255 gpd/unit 73,185 146.4
R-17 MF 562 units 255 gpd/unit 143,310 286.6
R-18a-d MF 547 units 255 gpd/unit 139,485 279.0
MU-1a-d MF 440 units 255 gpd/unit 112,200 224.4
MU-1a-d Commercial 8.6 ac' 1,607 gpd/ac 13,820 27.6
S-1 School 10.8 ac 1,428 gpd/ac 15,422 30.8
CPF-1 CPF 2.6 ac 714 gpd/ac 1,856 3.7
P-1 Park 7.3 ac 0 gpd/ac’ 2,160’ 43
Subtotal 711 Zone 733,593 1,467
624 Zone
R-3 SF 80 units 300 gpd/unit 24,000 48
R-4 SF 52 units 500 gpd/unit 26,000 52
R-5 SF 23 units 300 gpd/unit 6,900 13.8
R-6 SF 25 units 300 gpd/unit 7,500 15
R-7a SF 14 units 300 gpd/unit 4,200 8.4
R-7b SF 11 units 300 gpd/unit 3,300 6.6
R-8 SF 33 units 300 gpd/unit 9,900 19.8
R-9 SF 159 units 300 gpd/unit 47,700 95.4
R-10 SF 111 units 300 gpd/unit 33,300 66.6
R-11a SF 74 units 300 gpd/unit 22,200 44.4
R-11b SF 10 units 500 gpd/unit 5,000 10
R-12a SF 29 units 500 gpd/unit 14,500 29
R-12b SF 72 units 500 gpd/unit 36,000 72
R-13 SF 140 units 500 gpd/unit 70,000 140
P-2 Park 51.5 ac 0 gpd/ac’ 4,731° 9.5
CPF-2 CPF 0.5 ac 0 gpd/ac’ 0 0
CPF-3 CPF 0.5 ac 0 gpd/ac’ 0 0
CPF-4 CPF 0.6 ac 0 gpd/ac’ 0 0
Subtotal 624 Zone 315,231 630
TOTAL 3,560 units 1,048,824 2,098
' Mixed use commercial is based on 90 percent of gross acreage.
* Net acreage was used for industrial sites.
*To be irrigated with recycled water. Nominal potable water has been estimated (Appendix B) to account for
standard fixtures (lavatories, during fountains, etc.).
* Small CPF sites will be used as parks and have no potable water use.
> Open space preserve, freeway lots, future development areas, and AR-11 are not included in the potable water
projections because either no potable water facilities are anticipated or no development is currently proposed.

Source: Dexter Wilson Engineering
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Table 1.4

Village 8 East
Alternative Development Scenario
Land Use Quantity Flow Total Demand, gpd
Proposed Project
R-11a (Single Family) 74 units 300 gpd/unit 22,200
R-12a (Single Family) 29 units 500 gpd/unit 14,500
Total Multi-Family 2,617 units 255 gpd/unit 667,335
Subtotal 704,035
Alternative Development Scenario
Multi-Family 2,720 units 255 gpd/unit | 693,600
Subtotal 693,600
Difference (10,435)
Source: Dexter Wilson Engineering
Table L.5

Otay Ranch Village 8 East Land Use
Projected Recycled Water Demands

Land Use | Quanity |\ TR D) age | Ievig