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1. Provide more transportation 
choices.

2. Promote equitable, affordable 
housing.

3. Enhance economic competitiveness.

4. Support existing communities.

5. Coordinate policies and leverage 
investment.

6. Value communities and 
neighborhoods.

Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities



Pilot Components

ÅSustainable Remediation

ÅOpen Space 

ÅHabitat Restoration

ÅGreening Public Works 
Yard

ÅProperty Ranking Tool

National City Pilot
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National City Pilot

National City Overview

Å9 miles from Mexico

ÅIncorporated in 1887

ÅPopulation: 58,000

Å9 square miles

Å61% Hispanic

Å18% Filipino

ÅMedian income: 33% of US



Westside Neighborhood



Westside Neighborhood

Westside Specific Planning Area

Å165 acres

ÅZoned mixed industrial/ 
residential

Å50+ brownfield sites

ÅElementary school

ÅTidal creek

ÅAverage resident 
income: $24,000/year



Westside Neighborhood

Community Partnership Planning Goals

ÅEnsure Healthy 
Neighborhoods

ÅMaintain and Create 
Affordable Housing

ÅPreserve Community 
Character and Culture

ÅPromote Sustainable  
Communities



Westside Neighborhood

22%

42%

31%

55%

15% 14% 14%

Affordable Housing

Relocation

of Autobodies

Change in 

Zoning Laws

Better Street 

Lighting

Playgrounds

Parks and 

Recreation 

Areas

Better 

Control 

of Traffic

ÅHousing and autobody relocation top 
priorities



Westside Neighborhood

Westside Specific Plan

Å Establishes more orderly land 
use pattern

Å Makes industrial uses near 
housing nonconforming

Å Provides for affordable transit-
oriented development adjacent 
to 24th St. Trolley Station

Å Respects Paradise Creek 
Education Park

Å Respects Kimball Elementary 
School



Westside Neighborhood

Working Toward Neighborhood Change

Å Specific Plan & EIR

Å HUD HOME Funds

Å EPA Sustainability Pilot

Å EPA Brownfield Assessment Grant

Å DOT Safe Routes to School Grant

Å 2 Cal-EPA TSI Grants: park expansion area

Å ñCatalyst Projects for Californiaò

Å California Infill-Infrastructure Funding for TODs



Westside Neighborhood

Amortization of Nonconforming Uses

ÅRanking process for 
objective, uniform 
treatment of uses

Å Is individually 
negotiated so that 
businesses have a 
reasonable 
time/return on 
investment

ÅLawful termination 
of nonconforming 
uses

ÅConsiders many 
factors
ÅBusiness investment

ÅPast violations

ÅNeighborhood impacts

ÅDegree of conformity

ÅAnd moreé



Property Ranking

Amortization Process

Å Identifying properties with nonconforming 
uses

ÅRank these properties based on a 
consistent set of criteria

ÅDevelop amortization recommendation for 
each property in the order of its ranking



Property Ranking

Ranking Process

ÅRank properties that contain 
nonconforming uses in relationship to one 
another

ÅUtilize a structured decision process
ÅDetermine criteria that will affect the ranking

ÅAssign a weight to each criteria (25%)

ÅAssign a value to each criteria ($/sq ft, Yes/No)

ÅNormalize values to a common scale (0 ï100)

ÅCalculate a score for each property Value x Weight

Value x Weight

Value x Weight

Criteria 1
Score

Criteria 2

Criteria 3



Property Ranking

Ranking Process

ÅDoes not determine whether a property is 
a nonconforming use

ÅDoes not provide a method to calculate a 
score for an individual property, 
independent of other properties

Å Is not used for the purpose of developing 
the amortization recommendation 



Property Ranking (Car Example)
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Criteria Preference Importance Weight

Price $20,000 to $30,000 1 40%

Fuel Mileage no less than 25 mpg 2 30%

Options

leather seats, navigation system, power 

windows 3 20%

Color green, blue, red 4 10%

Normalized value Price Fuel Mileage Options Color

100 up to $25,000 greater than 30 mpg all 3 green

50

greater than 

$25,000 up to 30 mpg 2 of 3 red

0

greater than 

$30,000 less that 25 mpg 1 of 3 blue

Criteria
Option 1 Option 2

Value Normalized Value Value Normalized Value

Price $23,500 100 $28,600 50

Fuel Mileage 23 mpg 0 35 mpg 100

Options all 3 100 2 of 3 50

Color red 50 green 100



Property Ranking (Car Example)

ÅThe score is the sum of the weight times 
the normalized value for each criteria

Criteria Weight

Option 1 Option 2 

Value 

Normalized 

Value 

Weighted 

Value Value 

Normalized 

Value 

Weighted 

Value

Price 0.4 $23,500 100 40 $28,600 50 20

Fuel Mileage 0.3 23 mpg 0 0 35 mpg 100 30

Options 0.2 all 3 100 20 2 of 3 50 10

Color 0.1 red 50 5 green 100 10

Score 65 70

S
co

re



Property Ranking

ÅThe criteria or factors important to ranking 
a property were identified

Factors
Value

Adaptability

Nonconformance

Compatibility

Threat

Value of the land

Adaptability of the land and improvements

Significance of the nonconforming use

Compatibility with existing land use patterns and 

neighborhood densities

Possible threat to public health, safety or welfare

Improvement 
Value

Improvement 
Depreciation

Value of the improvements on the property

Depreciation of improvements



Property Ranking

ÅThe criteria were grouped

Groups

Business 
Operations

Neighborhood 
Impact

Factors

Land Value

Adaptability

Nonconformance

Compatibility

Threat

Sub 

Factors

Sub factors 

were identified 

to better define 

factor values

Improvement 
Value

Improvement 
Depreciation



Property Ranking

ÅProcess to value the land and 
improvement value of current business 
operation

B
u
s
in

e
s
s
 O

p
e
ra

ti
o
n
s Land value ($/sq ft)

Improvement value ($/sq ft)

Improvement depreciation (years)



Property Ranking

ÅProcess to value ability for the existing 
land and improvements to be utilized for a 
new permitted use under revised zoning

Building Condition Score

Good 0

Major rehab 75

Minor rehab 50

Unusable 100

Useable 25

Yes/No Response Score

No 100

Yes 0A
d
a
p
ta

b
ili

ty

Minimum lot size (yes/no)

Minimum building size (yes/no)

Acceptable building type (yes/no)

Useable building condition

Minimum building set back (yes/no)

Minimum floor area ratio (yes/no)

Minimum building height (yes/no)

Minimum parking (yes/no)



Property Ranking

ÅProcess to value conformance to current 
city, state and federal requirements

Yes/No Response Score

No 100

Yes 0

N
o
n

c
o
n
fo

rm
a
n
c
e

Minimum lot size (yes/no)

Minimum building size (yes/no)

Minimum building set back (yes/no)

Minimum floor area ratio (yes/no)

Minimum building height (yes/no)

Minimum parking (yes/no)

Business license

Business License Score

Current License 0

No license 100

Previous License 50



Property Ranking

ÅProcess to value compatibility with the 
existing land use patterns and densities of 
the surrounding neighborhood 
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Proximity to sensitive area

Proximity to residential neighbors

Residential density

Sensitive Areas Score

<100 feet 100

>=100 feet 75

>=250 feet 50

>=500 feet 25

>1000 feet 0

Residential Areas Score

No residential 0

One residential 33

Three or more 

residential 100

Two residential 66

Density Score

<= 20 Parcels 25

<= 40 Parcels 50

<= 60 Parcels 75

> 60 Parcels 100

No residential 0



Property Ranking

ÅProcess to value potential threats to 
human health, safety, security and the 
environment 

Yes/No Response Score

No 100

Yes 0

T
h
re

a
t

Compliance violations 

Operating permits (Yes/No)

No hazardous waste storage (Yes/No)

Discharge violation (Yes/No)

No open storage (Yes/No)

No work in right-of-way (Yes/No)

Security (Yes/No)

Compliance Score

No NOV 0

NOV Not Resolved 100

NOV Resolved 50



Property Ranking Spreadsheet



Contact Information

Clark Henry
SRA International
910-386-1540
Clark_Henry@sra.com

Sara Russell
Brownfields Grants Manager
EPA Region 9
(415) 972-3218
russell.sara@epa.gov

Pat Beard
Redevelopment Manager
City of National City, CA
(619) 336-4255
pbeard@nationalcityca.gov

Jim Rocco
Risk Management Consultant
Vita Nuova, LLC
(330) 562-9391
rocco@vitanuova.net

For more information visit:

www.epa.gov/region09/brownfields

http://www.ci.national-city.ca.us/index.aspx?page=136
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