Monday August 10, 2020

Dear President Yee and Supervisors,

I am an Executive Vice President of BRIDGE Housing Corporation, one of the partners in
Reservoir Community Partners LP, the project sponsor of the Balboa Reservoir project that is
before the Board on August 11, 2020, for your consideration of an appeal of the projects
Supplemental EIR, General Plan amendments, Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments, a
Development Agreement and a purchase and sale agreement of the surplus project site from the
SFPUC to us. The proposed project would demolish the current reservoir improvements, build
the neighborhood infrastructure to support housing, including new streets, sidewalks, 4 acres of
open space, and all new utilities, then construct 1,100 homes, including 550 affordable units for
a range of low to moderate income households,, including educators (363 internally subsidized
by the project’s market rate units and 187 subsidized by the City and County of San Francisco).

I have 30 years of experience as a developer of affordable housing projects, including complex
structuring for master plan infrastructure and 100% affordable housing developments. BRIDGE
Housing Corporation builds affordable housing developments throughout the western United
States, including over 2,600 affordable homes completed and another 3,700 in our pipeline in
San Francisco. Enclosed is a summary of BRIDGE Housing’s experience and expertise and my
professional biography.

On August 6, 2020 you received a letter from Stuart Flashman, attorney for the SEIR appellants,
which included an attached letter from Joseph Smooke. Mr. Smooke’s letter asserts that the
Balboa Reservoir could feasibly be developed as a 550 unit 110% affordable housing project and
that such an alternative was required to be evaluated in the Supplemental EIR as a project

alternative. This letter identifies inaccuracies and missing considerations in Mr. Smooke’s
assertions that a 550 unit affordable housing project is financially feasible at the Balboa
Reservoir.

The proposed Balboa Reservoir project relies on site-specific financial economic analysis that
has been developed by three non-profit affordable developers in concert with leading affordable
housing finance consultants. The proposal was vetted by numerous subject-matter experts,
including the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, The Office of
Economic and Workforce Development and their consultants, the Budget and Legislative
Analyst (BLA), The SPFUC and their consultants, among others over a 3 year planning period.
In contrast Mr. Smooke’s letter asserts that a specific desired outcome is feasible for the site
without that level of detailed analysis. The letter from Smooke reflects a lack of understanding of
the Development Agreement, the plans for Balboa Reservoir, and the affordable housing
financing proposed for the project.

Inaccurate analysis of affordable housing costs and subsidies. Smooke suggests that
MOHCD could subsidize the affordable housing “gap” amount for all 550 units with $77
million. This number is incorrect and assumes greater public investment than available. Smooke
does not accurately represent costs of construction, needed gap subsidy, applicability of some
funding sources to educator housing, eligibility criteria for infrastructure funds, or the ongoing
operation and maintenance costs for the project.

Inaccurate and too low Construction Costs. Smooke asserts that the affordable units will cost
$400,000 each to construct and only require $140,000 per unit in subsidy from MOHCD. The
project financial proforma and the Budget and Legislative Analyst (BLA) report also attached to
Mr. Flashman’s letter show that the average per unit cost of the affordable housing is over
$800,000 per unit, which is consistent with construction costs in SF. Smooke cites the Berkson
Fiscal Feasibility report as his basis for the cost of the affordable housing, but nowhere does that
report discuss the cost to construct the affordable housing.
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Smooke suggests that under his scheme the City funding would take three phases to allocate,
which would extend out the construction timeline, add costs, extend the time and further
jeopardize the chances of getting the affordable housing built. Specifically construction
efficiencies would be lost, thus increasing both construction and operations costs for the
affordable housing.

Inaccurate and too low Needed Gap Subsidy. MOHCD’s typical subsidy for affordable housing
is over $300,000 per unit. At that rate, Smooke’s concept for all 550 units to be funded by
MOHCD would cost at least $165 million, not the $77 million he claims. Notably the Affordable
Housing Plan for the Balboa Reservoir restricts MOHCD’s funding commitments to $239,000
per unit for the 187 MOHCD subsidized units, or roughly $45 Million. If all 550 units of
affordable housing could be built at this gap level, far below the average, the project would
require $132 Million in local subsidy. Smooke does not identify a source for these additional
dollars.

Incorrect about Funding Source eligibility. Smooke suggests that “The remainder of the funding
for each phase would come from a combination of LIHTC (low income housing tax credits),
State grants, and other affordable housing capital subsidies for a total of about 45% of the project
cost.” Smooke’s plan does not acknowledge or resolve financing for educator housing – which
cannot avail itself of LIHTC or other state programs, while providing dedicated teacher housing
at the identified income range of 70-130% AMI. Smooke’s plan would not allow for 150 units
of affordable educator housing intended to serve City College and San Francisco Unified School
District, without a substantial increase in subsidy from the City above what is discussed in the
prior paragraph.

Because the Balboa Reservoir currently has no streets, open space, utilities or other
infrastructure, we will be expending approximately $48.3 million to build out the necessary new
infrastructure and create building pads, including the 5 100% affordable buildings proposed.
Smooke proposes to fund the majority of the infrastructure with a $30 Million dollar State of
California IIG grant, noting he is targeting the largest available grant. Smooke does not
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acknowledge that the 550 unit affordable project would not be competitive for that level of
funding. Maximum IIG grant eligibility considers unit count, density, affordability and leverage
of other funds. A phased development of the site would further reduce the maximum grant
amount for infrastructure dollars. Cash flow and timing of source availability is critical when
planning a project undertaking this scale of public improvements and affordable housing – this
consideration is completely absent in Smooke’s proposal.

As noted previously, Smooke asserts that MOHCD could more than double its funding
commitment to this project without describing additional sources or tradeoffs.

Lacks Consideration for Costs for Ongoing Operations. The proposed project includes 4 acres of
open space, a community center and pedestrian amenities. Smooke does not address the costs
associated with ongoing maintenance and operations of these community amenities. The project
relies on the 1100 units, especially the market rate ownership and rental units, to fund the
ongoing maintenance and operations of these public amenities. A 550 unit affordable project
could not fund these operations and accordingly would result in less public amenities or
significant ongoing costs for City funded maintenance of these public amenities.

In making its CEQA Finding rejecting an 800-unit project with 400 affordable units and 400
market rate units as financially infeasible, the Planning Commission relied upon a feasibility
analysis by Economic and Planning Systems and a peer review of that analysis by Century Urban
on behalf of OEWD. Copies of both are attached. The EPS analysis sets forth in detail how the
550 affordable units in the proposed project rely upon internal subsidies from the market rate
units and the new infrastructure improvements also subsidized by the market rate units to be
feasible. A 100% affordable projects would enjoy neither of those benefits but instead would
require enormous subsidies from MOHCD, subsidies that are highly unlikely to be available in
the foreseeable future.

Respectfully,
Brad Wiblin
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BRAD WIBLIN
Executive Vice President

Division: Business Development

Work Experience
1994-Present: EVP, BRIDGE Housing
(previously SVP, VP, Director, PM)
1990-1994: Associate, Project Manager,
Brady and Associates
1987-1990: Project Manager, The
Planning Center
1984-1987: Assistant Project Manager,
Cornoyer-Hedrick Architects & Planners

Professional Affiliations
Member, Urban Land Institute.
Member, Residential Real Estate
Committee, University of San Diego.

Education
1994: Masters, City and Regional
Planning, UC Berkeley.
1985: BS, Design, Arizona State
University.

Since joining BRIDGE in 1994, Brad has completed the
development of over 2,000 units of affordable and marketrate housing in San Jose, Irvine, Carlsbad, San Marcos and
San Diego. His experience includes some of BRIDGE’s most
complex transit-oriented developments, including
MacArthur Station in Oakland, COMM22 in San Diego, and
Balboa Park in San Francisco.
In 1998 he opened BRIDGE’s San Diego office, establishing a
solid foundation for BRIDGE’s expanded presence in
Southern California. Currently based in San Francisco, he
leads the company’s Business Development Group, which
sources and acts on development and acquisition
opportunities and positions BRIDGE to enter new markets.
Prior to BRIDGE, Brad was a land planner and urban designer
primarily responsible for the design elements of residential
and mixed-use communities. He is an associate member of
the Urban Land Institute and a member of the Residential
Real Estate Committee of the University of San Diego. He
has a B.S. in Design from Arizona State University and a
Master’s in City and Regional Planning from UC Berkeley.

Relevant Project Experience
MacArthur Station, Oakland
COMM22, San Diego
Balboa Park, San Francisco

About BRIDGE Housing
BRIDGE Housing strengthens communities and improves the lives of its residents,
beginning--but not ending--with affordable housing.
Since 1983, BRIDGE has been a mission-driven
nonprofit that operates like a business. We
pay close attention to the double-bottom line of
financial and social return on investment, always
in pursuit of quality, quantity, affordability.
xx Participated in the development of more than
17,000 homes and apartments in California
and the Pacific Northwest, with total
development cost of over $3 billion
xx Approximately 11,700 apartments under
property and/or asset management
xx $3.8 billion in total development cost
currently under construction and in pipeline
xx Largest nonprofit affordable housing
developer on the West Coast, according to
Affordable Housing Finance
xx Successful track record of partnerships
with all levels of government, market-rate
developers and other nonprofits
xx 350+ resident programs at 80+ properties
xx A+ rating from Standard & Poor’s, first
nonprofit developer of its kind to be rated
xx Recipient of more than 180 local, national
and international awards, including five ULI
Global Awards for Excellence
xx Headquartered in San Francisco, with offices
in San Diego, Orange County, Portland and
Seattle
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www.bridgehousing.com
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LEADING

BRIDGE HOUSING/SAN FRANCISCO DEVELOPMENTS
Completed Projects In Operation
25 Sanchez (SF RAD)
255 Woodside (SF RAD)
462 Duboce (SF RAD)
474 Natoma
1101 Connecticut (Potrero Block X)
3850 18th Street (SF RAD)
Alemany (SF RAD)
Amancio Ergina Village
Armstrong Place Senior Housing
Armstrong Townhomes
Cecil Williams Glide Community House
Coleridge Park Homes
Fell Street Apartments
Geraldine Johnson Manor
Holloway Terrace
Holly Courts (SF RAD)
Mission Dolores (SF RAD)
Mission Walk
Morgan Heights
North Beach Place
One Church Street Apartments
Parkview Common
Rene Cazenave
Steamboat Point Apartments
Swiss American Hotel
The Coronet

Type
Senior/Disabled Rental
Senior/Disabled Rental
Senior/Disabled Rental
Family Rental
Family Rental
Senior/Disabled Rental
Family Rental
Family Ownership
Senior Rental
Family Ownership
Supportive Rental
Family Rental
Family Rental
Senior Rental
Family Ownership
Family Rental
Senior/Disabled Rental
Family Ownership
Family Ownership
Family/Senior Rental
Family Rental
Family Ownership
Supportive Rental
Family Rental
Family Rental
Senior Rental

Units
90
110
42
60
72
107
158
72
116
124
52
49
82
54
42
118
91
131
63
341
93
114
120
108
67
150

TOTAL		2,626
In Construction			
88 Broadway
Family Rental
125
500 Folsom (
Family Rental
109
735 Davis
Senior/Supportive Rental
53
Avanza 490
Family Rental
81
La Fénix at 1950
Family/Supportive Rental
157
TOTAL		525
Predevelopment			
4840 Mission Street
Family Rental
137
Balboa Reservoir (Master Plan)
Family Rental
1,100
Mission Bay Block 9
Supportive Rental
141
Potrero Block B
Family Rental
167
Potrero (Remaining Phases)
Family Rental
1,502
South San Francisco
Family Rental
158
TOTAL		3,205
GRAND TOTAL		

6,356

BRIDGE houses over 6,500 people in its San Francisco properties and has:
• A 30+ year relationship with San Francisco
• Participated in the development of over 2,600 homes in San Francisco
• Over 3,700 San Francisco units in the pipeline
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BALBOA RESERVOIR

TO:

City & County of San Francisco

FROM:

Century Urban, LLC

SUBJECT:

Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B

DATE:

May 12, 2020

The City & County of San Francisco (the “City”) has engaged Century Urban, LLC (“Century |
Urban”) to perform a peer review of the Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative
B dated May 12, 2020 (the “Analysis”) and prepared by Economic Planning Systems, Inc. (“EPS”).
This memorandum sets forth Century | Urban’s conclusion regarding the Analysis.
Project Overview
The Balboa Reservoir site is a 17.6-acre parcel in the area west of Twin Peaks, south of central San
Francisco, and northwest of Ocean and Lee Avenues. The site was originally built as a water
reservoir, but has never been used for that purpose and is currently used as a surface parking lot.
Approvals are currently being processed to develop the site into a master-planned, mixed-use
project with: mixed-income housing; open space; a childcare facility/community room available for
public use; retail space; on- and off-street parking; and new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure.
The master developer’s (the “Developer’s”) proposed option (the “Proposed Project”) under the
draft subsequent environmental impact report (“Draft SEIR”) calls for 1,100 dwelling units, 7,500
square feet of retail space, 10,000 square feet of childcare and community space, 550 residential
parking spaces, and up to 450 public parking spaces. Fifty percent of the units in the Proposed
Project would be affordable to low- and moderate-income households; 33 percent of the units would
be subsidized by the Developer, and 17 percent would be subsidized by the City.
The Proposed Project is evaluated as the base case against which the feasibility of Alternative B is
evaluated. Pursuant to the Draft SEIR, Alternative B would be identical to the Proposed Project with
respect to the land uses, street configurations, and site plan block configurations. However, under
Alternative B, the site would be developed with approximately 800 dwelling units. This alternative
would include 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000 square feet of childcare and community space,
and 400 residential parking spaces. Alternative B would not include a public parking garage. Other
aspects of the Proposed Project including open space and transportation and circulation
improvements would remain the same under Alternative B.
Summary of Analysis
EPS prepared the Analysis based on its review of a shared pro forma, which has been developed
collaboratively by the Developer and the City. Based on this shared pro forma, EPS prepared an
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analysis of the projected sources and uses for the Proposed Project and Alternative B and the
resulting net surplus or deficit. These sources and uses are summarized in the table below.
Summary of Master Developer Sources and Uses
Scenario (in thousands $)
Proposed Project
Alternative B
Sources
Public Finance (CFD Bonds)
Upfront Infrastructure Payments
Proceeds from Pad Sales
Subsidy from Outside Sources
Total Sources

$12,500
$22,705
$70,759
$39,500
$145,464

$9,091
$16,512
$51,198
$31,045
$107,847

Uses
Land Acquisition
Hard Costs (Horizontal)
Soft Costs (Horizontal)
Financing Costs
Affordable Subsidy
Master HOA Costs
Master Developer Fee
Total Uses

$11,157
$34,050
$14,246
$6,657
$72,471
$2,054
$4,830
$145,464

$11,157
$34,050
$14,246
$6,657
$61,562
$2,054
$4,830
$134,555

Net Surplus/Deficit

$0

($26,708)

As shown in the table above, based on the Developer’s assumptions regarding the availability of
Public Finance (CFD Bonds), Upfront Infrastructure Payments, Proceeds from Pad Sales, and
Subsidy from Outside Sources, as well as the subsidy amount available to reduce the required
Affordable Subsidy, the Proposed Project is projected to have a net surplus/deficit of $0. In
comparison, Alternative B is projected to have a net deficit of approximately $26.7 million indicating
that it is infeasible as compared to the Proposed Project. The net deficit shown for Alternative B is
based on certain assumptions regarding reductions in the amounts available from Public Finance,
Upfront Infrastructure Payments, Proceeds from Pad Sales, and Subsidy from Outside Sources due
to the reduced number of dwelling units under Alternative B. While the projected Affordable
Subsidy amount under uses for Alternative B is projected to decrease, the amount of this decrease is
insufficient to offset the reduction in available sources and avoid a net deficit.
Conclusion
Based on Century | Urban’s review of the Analysis, while the key findings summarized in EPS’ May
12, 2020 memorandum are dependent on certain assumptions regarding the availability of project
funding sources and are subject to how the economic effects of the COVID-19 pandemic unfold over
time, EPS’ key findings appear to be generally reasonable and appropriate.
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MEMORANDUM
To:

Reservoir Community Partners, LLC

From:

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Subject:

Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B;
EPS #201010

Date:

May 12, 2020

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared a draft subsequent
environmental impact report (Draft SEIR) for the Balboa Reservoir
project, which studies two options for the Proposed Project and four
Alternatives. Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) was retained by
Reservoir Community Partners, LLC (Developer, Master Developer, or
Project Sponsor) to evaluate the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the
Reduced Density Alternative.
As described in more detail below, the Project Sponsor has determined
the Proposed Project is financially feasible; however, the feasibility of
the Project is subject to the availability and successful award of state
grants and various affordable housing public subsidies.
Summary of Analysis: Alternative B is not feasible, showing a deficit of
approximately $26.7 million. This deficit is caused primarily due to the
relatively fixed costs of the required horizontal infrastructure, as the
number of units across which the infrastructure costs can be shared is
reduced, as well as the anticipated reduction of outside funding available
to support affordable housing.

Project Description and Background
As described in the Balboa Reservoir Project Draft SEIR, the Balboa
Reservoir site is a 17.6-acre parcel in the area West of Twin Peaks and
south of central San Francisco, northwest of Ocean and Lee Avenues.
The site was originally built as a water reservoir, but has never been
used for that purpose and is currently used as a surface parking lot. The
Proposed Project calls for the development of the site with mixedincome housing; open space; a childcare facility/community room
available for public use; retail space; on- and off-street parking; and
new streets, utilities, and other infrastructure. The Developer’s Proposed
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Option calls for 1,100 dwelling units, 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000 square feet of
childcare and community space, 550 residential parking spaces, and approximately 220 public
parking spaces. Building heights would range from 25 to 78 feet. Fifty percent of the units in the
Proposed Project would be affordable to Low- and Moderate-income households; 33 percent of
the units would be subsidized by the Developer and 17 percent would be subsidized by the City.
The Developer’s Proposed Option is evaluated as the base case “Proposed Project,” against which
the feasibility of Alternative B is evaluated.
As conceptualized and as summarized in the Draft SEIR, Alternative B would be identical to the
Proposed Project with respect to the land uses, street configurations, and site plan block
configurations. However, under Alternative B, the site would be developed with approximately
800 dwelling units. This alternative would include 7,500 square feet of retail space, 10,000
square feet of childcare and community space, and 400 residential parking spaces. Alternative B
would not include a public parking garage. In general, building heights would be reduced
compared to the Proposed Project, resulting in slightly less efficient buildings.1 Other aspects of
the Proposed Project including open space and transportation and circulation improvements
would remain the same under the alternative.
The Balboa Reservoir site is currently owned by the City and County of San Francisco through its
Public Utilities Commission, which has determined that the site is surplus and not needed for
future water storage. The Developer and the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)
have tentatively agreed upon a fair market land purchase price of $11.2 million.

Approach and Key Findings
To support this evaluation of the financial feasibility of Alternative B, the Developer, via Century
Urban, LLC, a consultant to the City, shared a project pro forma that had been developed
collaboratively between the City and the Project Sponsor to analyze the development economics
of the Proposed Project. EPS studied the assumptions and results of the cash flow model and
considered the feasibility of Alternative B in this context. Discussions with the Project Sponsor
team and Century Urban helped provide additional background and context for EPS’s
consideration. The conclusions outlined below are based on EPS’s evaluation of the shared
model, discussions with those close to the project, and EPS’s professional judgement as a real
estate and land use economics consulting firm, active in the San Francisco area. This analysis is
based on the best available information at this time.
1. Through careful analysis of the development economics of the Proposed Project
and evaluation of potential outside funding sources (e.g., Infill Infrastructure
Grant, State Park Grant, Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program,
and City subsidy for affordable units), the Project Sponsor and the City have
determined that the Proposed Project is feasible.
The Project Sponsor is evaluating the types of outside funding sources that may be
appropriate to help fund the horizontal improvements required to support the Proposed
Project, including the state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG), a state Park Grant, the

1

The Project Sponsor conservatively estimates the loss of efficiency to be approximately 2 to
3 percent. This assumption seems reasonable, but EPS has not independently verified this assumption.
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California Housing and Community Development’s Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities Program (AHSC), as well as the subsidies required from the City to achieve an
affordable housing goal of 50 percent. Eligibility criteria and competitiveness for many of
these sources is tied to project density, and the Project Sponsor estimates the Proposed
Project is optimizing competitiveness in this regard and at the limit of the potential grant and
subsidy amounts that may be awarded.2
2. Alternative B, the “Reduced Density Alternative,” reduces the maximum number of
residential units from 1,100 units under the Proposed Project to 800 units, a
reduction of approximately 27 percent.
The reduction in the number of units occurs by reducing the density of each pad (through
reduced building heights) rather than by concentrating development on fewer pads. With the
reduction in the number of residential units, the number of parking spaces is reduced to 400
spaces that would serve the residential uses only. The remainder of the program, including
leasable space for commercial and nonprofit uses and parks and open space remains the
same.
3. The reduction in the number of units does not contribute to a proportionate
decrease in the expected land payment to SFPUC or the horizontal infrastructure
investment required to support new development.
The expected land cost is estimated at approximately $11.2 million. SFPUC requires the land
payment for the site to reflect fair market value. In this case the fair market value will be
determined through an appraisal process; however, it is not expected that SFPUC would
accept less than $11.2 million for the land under a reduced development scenario. The
sitewide infrastructure costs (e.g., utility infrastructure, roads/curbs/gutters, earthwork and
grading, and parks and open space) are estimated at approximately $43.6 million in Phases 0
and 1 and $4.7 million in Phase 2, for a total of $48.3 million (in uninflated 2019 dollars).
Unless development is reduced to the point that not all pads are developed, this investment
in horizontal infrastructure is relatively fixed. The “per door” infrastructure cost is $45,000
per door for the Proposed Project and $60,000 per door for Alternative B, a 33 percent
increase. This additional cost burden (on a per door basis) would be in addition to vertical
development costs that already cannot be supported by project revenues alone (see next
finding).
4. With the 50 percent affordability target (33 percent to be subsidized by the
Developer and 17 percent to be subsidized by the City), the vertical development in
the Proposed Project requires approximately $72.5 million of additional funding
according to the shared project pro forma. The reduced program renders the
vertical development less feasible and makes it less likely the vertical development
can support higher per door horizontal infrastructure costs.
Since, development fees (including profits) are included as a use of funds, a “Net
Surplus/Deficit” of $0 or greater represents a feasible project, while a negative number

2

Many of the grants the Project Sponsor will be seeking cannot be applied for until entitlements are in
place. As such, the Proposed Project is currently underwritten based on the Project Sponsor’s best
estimate of the types of grants that will be pursued and the likely amount of those grants if awarded.
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represents a project deficit and an infeasible project. . As shown in Table 1, Alternative B is
$26.7 million short of feasibility. Also note that this deficit is significantly larger than the
$11.2 million land acquisition cost, so, even if the SFPUC were willing to accept a reduced
land payment, no amount of reduction in land cost would result in feasibility.
At the same time, as the development program is reduced, many sources are subject to
decreases. Reducing the number of units reduces the amount of outside funding that can be
reasonably expected, as it is anticipated that the reduced density project may not compete
as well for the grant funding that is underwritten into the shared project pro forma. Table 1
presents a summary of current estimates of the sources and uses for the Proposed Project
and Alternative B.
In addition, while certain uses are fixed (e.g., land acquisition, infrastructure improvements),
the subsidy that flows to the affordable housing developer decreases with a reduced number
of affordable residential units.
Table 1

Summary of Master Developer Sources and Uses

Summary of Master Developer
Sources and Uses

Uses
Land Acquisition
Hard Costs (Horizontal)
Soft Costs (Horizontal)
Financing Costs
Affordable Subsidy [1]
Master HOA Costs
Master Developer Fee
Gross Expenditures
Sources
Public Finance (CFD Bonds)
Upfront Infrastructure Payments
Proceeds from Pad Sales
Subsidy from Outside Sources (State) [2]
Gross Revenues
Net Surplus/Deficit

Scenario (in thousands $)
Proposed Project

Alternative B

($11,157)
($34,050)
($14,246)
($6,657)
($72,471)
($2,054)
($4,830)
($145,464)

($11,157)
($34,050)
($14,246)
($6,657)
($61,562)
($2,054)
($4,830)
($134,555)

$12,500
$22,705
$70,759
$39,500
$145,464

$9,091
$16,512
$51,198
$31,045
$107,847

$0

($26,708)

[1] Affordable subsidy identified here is net of approximately $40 million of grant funding
through the state's Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program
(MHP) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC).
[2] The primary outside funding sources are the Statewide Park Program (SSP) and the
state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG) Program.
Source: Reservoir Community Partners LLC; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Z:\Shared\Projects\Oakland\201000s\201010_BalboaFeasibility\Corres\201010mm_revised_2020May12_clean.DOCX

Memorandum
Financial Feasibility of Balboa Reservoir Project Alternative B

May 12, 2020
Page 5

Methodology
EPS was provided access to the shared project pro forma, dated December 5, 2019, which has
been developed collaboratively between the City and the Project Sponsor to analyze the
development economics of the Proposed Project. EPS reviewed the model and considered the
reasonableness of the underlying assumptions. The model is prepared from the perspective of
the Project Sponsor, acting as Master Developer, with responsibility for entitling the
development, arranging financing, acquiring the land, and installing the horizontal
infrastructure.3 The Master Developer will then sell the eight development pads to vertical
developers that will build the improvements.

Development Costs
Each of the primary development costs, or uses, is described below, along with EPS’s assessment
of how and why the development cost may or may not differ between the Proposed Project and
Alternative B.
Land Acquisition. The Project Sponsor will purchase the land from the SFPUC at an estimated
cost of $11.2 million. While the SFPUC shares the Project Sponsor’s goal to achieve significant
affordable housing at the site, the SFPUC, on behalf of its ratepayers, requires fair market
consideration for the land. While the exact transaction price may still vary depending on the
results of a pending appraisal, the estimate of $11.2 million is the prevailing assumption,
generating value to SFPUC while contributing to the feasibility of the Proposed Project. It is not
expected that SFPUC would accept less for the land under a reduced development scenario. As
such, Table 1 preserves the land acquisition cost of $11.2 million under Alternative B.
Horizontal Hard/Soft Costs. The hard costs of developing the horizontal improvements are
based on an April 2019 budget estimate from Cahill Contractors. The estimate for the hard costs
($34 million) is attached as Appendix A. Costs include demolition, hazardous materials
abatement, earthwork (grading/paving), installing site utilities, concrete and asphalt work,
landscape, irrigation, site furnishings, electrical work, and final site cleanup. Soft costs include
entitlements, architectural and engineering drawings, professional services, and contingency.
Soft costs are typically estimated as a percentage of hard costs, and in this case, represent
approximately 40 percent of the hard cost estimate, which, in EPS’s opinion, is a reasonable
assumption. Because the reduced density associated with Alternative B is achieved by lowering
the heights of the vertical construction rather than eliminating one or more development pads,
there is no significant change to the required horizontal improvements, and it is reasonable to
expect the hard and soft costs would remain substantially similar under Alternative B.
Financing Costs. Financing costs are the financial carrying costs of the construction loan, and
include the loan origination fee and the interest. While these terms may vary between the time
of this estimate and the time that the financing is arranged, the costs will be related to the hard
costs, and potentially to other overall development costs, and, therefore, substantially the same
between the Proposed Project and Alternative B.
Affordable Housing Subsidy. The Proposed Project reflects a goal that 50 percent of the 1,100
units, or 550 units, be affordable to Low and Moderate-income households. The Master

3

Vertical developers may be affiliates of the Project Sponsor.
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Developer will subsidize 33 percent, or up to 363 units and the City of San Francisco, through
the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), is committing to
subsidizing 17 percent of the total units, or up to 187 units. At a conceptual level, this
agreement is not expected to change in Alternative B; the Master Developer will subsidize 33
percent of the total units and the City will subsidize 17 percent of the total units, up to a
maximum per door that is still being finalized and not-to-exceed the amount the Master
Developer is subsidizing.
In Table 1, the Affordable Housing Subsidy line item shows the net subsidy for 33 percent of the
units that the Master Developer is responsible for funding. The shared project pro forma
currently estimates that the total subsidy needed will be approximately $113 million. On a per
door basis, the affordable housing subsidy gap to be addressed by the Developer is
approximately $312,000. Presuming that approximately $40 million of state subsidy is available
through the California Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program
(MHP) and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC) (see Subsidy from
Outside Sources below), the total subsidy is reduced to $72.5 million as shown on Table 1, and
the per door subsidy is reduced to approximately $200,000. To confirm the reasonableness of
the estimated subsidy, EPS reviewed the typical level of subsidy provided by MOHCD, as shown
in Appendix B. Appendix B is a summary of past, pending, and projected affordable housing
subsidies granted through MOHCD and shows subsidies ranging from a low of $100,000 per door
to a high of $356,700 per door. The average subsidy per door of the units currently under
construction is $298,000, suggesting a per door subsidy from the Master Developer of up to
$312,000 is a reasonable subsidy amount in the Proposed Project.
Because the subsidy from the City is tied to the number of units and because the development
under Alternative B is slightly less efficient, the resulting gap, which is the obligation of the
Master Developer as described above, is disproportionately affected, as shown in Table 1. The
Project Sponsor estimates that there would be a minimum 2.5 to 3 percent loss of efficiency
based on the smaller buildings in Alternative B,, resulting in a conservative 10 percent increase
in the gap to be financed. EPS discussed this concept with the Project Sponsor and concurs that
this is a reasonable estimate.
Master HOA Costs. There is expected to be a Homeowners Association (HOA) that Project
apartment and townhome owners pay to support ongoing operations and maintenance (O&M) of
the shared infrastructure, such as the park and park programming, lighting, pathways, etc. The
Master HOA costs are costs (or dues) the Master Developer incurs from the time the HOA is
formed to when the obligation to pay dues is transferred to vertical developers. Because the total
O&M expenses of the shared infrastructure is the same regardless of the number of units, this
line item is estimated to stay the same under Alternative B.
Master Developer Fee. As the Master Developer, the Project Sponsor is working on a fee basis,
which is typical. Under the Proposed Project, the fee is estimated at $4.8 million. Because the
work for the Master Developer is largely the same under Alternative B as the Proposed Project,
the Master Developer Fee is expected to remain the same under Alternative B. Even if the Master
Developer waived its fee entirely, the savings to the overall Project Costs would not be enough to
render Alternative B feasible.
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Funding Sources
Each of the primary sources of revenue is described below, along with EPS’s assessment of how
and why the development cost may or may not differ between the Proposed Project and
Alternative B.
CFD Bond Proceeds. A Community Facilities District (CFD) will be formed, through which future
townhome property owners will pay a special tax each year as part of their property tax bill.
Revenue from the CFD special tax will be used to pay the debt service on a bond issuance, the
proceeds from which will help fund infrastructure. The amount of the special tax and, therefore,
the size of the bond are informed by feasibility considerations (i.e., how much each household or
parcel can support). As such, the revenue from this source will decrease as the project density is
reduced, assuming that the total number of townhomes decreases in the same proportion that
the total number of units decreases. Table 1 illustrates this reduction and assumes the reduction
is proportional to the decrease in the number of units since a property owner’s capacity to pay
the special tax stays constant regardless of the size of the project.
Upfront Infrastructure Payments. While the CFD structure works well for the for-sale
townhome development, it is not preferred for the developers of the rental residential product
who prefer to pay Upfront Infrastructure Payments, rather than annual supplemental special
taxes over time. The rental residential development will share in the infrastructure cost
obligation, and the capacity is tied to the number of units. Similarly, the reduction in Upfront
Infrastructure Payments is assumed proportional to the decrease in the number of units.
Proceeds from Pad Sales. Upon completion of the horizontal improvements, the Master
Developer will sell the individual development sites (or pads) to vertical developers. The pad for
the townhome units will be sold at market rate prior to vertical development. Of the remaining
development, both the market rate and affordable units are expected to contribute to land
acquisition costs, and the mechanism for that is through the pad sale proceeds. The estimated
revenue from the pad sales is based on a per unit estimate of the land value. Because the
proceeds from pad sales is estimated on a per door basis, the revenue from this line item
decreases under Alternative B, as shown on Table 1. Note that the decrease in the proceeds
from pad sales is not recouped through a lower land acquisition cost from the SFPUC; that
estimate remains at $11.2 million. Put differently, holding the SFPUC land payment constant at
$11.2 million, the required land payment per unit increases under the alternative scenario, which
negatively impacts the ability for vertical development projects to contribute more to land and/or
infrastructure payments.
Subsidy from Outside Sources. The economics of the Proposed Project are highly dependent
on identifying and securing outside funding sources. The primary outside funding sources are the
Statewide Park Program (SSP),4 the state’s Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG) Program,5 and the

4

The Statewide Park Program is a competitive grant program intended to create new parks and new
recreation opportunities in underserved communities across California.

5

IIG is grant assistance, available as gap funding to infrastructure improvements required for specific
residential or mixed-use infill development. Funds will be allocated through a competitive process for
Large Jurisdictions, based on the merits of the individual infill projects and areas. Application selection
criteria includes housing density, project readiness, access to transit, proximity to amenities, and
housing affordability.
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California Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) and
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program (AHSC). None of these sources has
been secured, but the eligibility and award criteria for each have been evaluated and appear
appropriate for the Proposed Project.
While competitive, award of the SSP does not appear to be tied to project density, and revenue
from this outside funding source is assumed to be the same under the Proposed Project and
Alternative B. Competitiveness for both the IIG and the AHSC grants appears tied to project
density and the number of affordable and overall units. For estimating purposes, the amount of
these grants is assumed to decrease in proportion to the reduction in the number of units. MHP
is a deferred loan program with a maximum award on a per unit basis, and therefore has also
been assumed to decrease in proportion to the reduction in the number of units.

General Observations
EPS reviewed and confirmed as reasonable several of the underlying market assumptions,
including market rate rents for the apartments and sales prices for the townhomes. Using CoStar
Real Estate Group data for the San Francisco multifamily apartment market, generally, and
CoStar market data for the nearby Avalon Ocean Avenue project, specifically, the average rent
assumption of $4.68 per square foot and the average vacancy rate assumption of 5.5 percent
are consistent with market comparables. Current rents at Avalon Ocean Avenue range between
$3.95 per square foot for 2-bedroom units to $5.45 per square foot for studio units, and vacancy
is averaging approximately 1.7 percent.
Effective rents in the broader San Francisco market are lower than the rents assumed in the
project pro forma, averaging approximately $4.20 per square foot. The effective rents do not
reflect a premium for new construction and or other project amenities, such as the onsite park
space and associated park programming, that will affect achievable rents under the Proposed
Project. See Appendix C for market data specific to the Avalon Ocean Avenue project and
Appendix D for multifamily market data in San Francisco as of March 2020.
The return-on-cost is an appropriate metric to evaluate the feasibility of the vertical development
of the apartments and commonly used by publicly-traded Real Estate Investment Trusts (REIT).
A return-on-cost of greater than 5 percent, as demonstrated in the project pro forma, is
reasonable.
As a general note, this memorandum is being prepared as the world seeks to address the
COVID-19 pandemic, an unprecedented public health crisis that has endangered vulnerable
populations and caused sudden and dramatic shifts in economic and social behavior. Since the
economic effect has been both significant and abrupt, the pandemic may potentially have
implications for some of the assumptions and conclusions described above. However, given that
the length and severity of the pandemic is still unknown, the specific economic implications will
depend on how the crisis and economic response unfold over the next many months.

About EPS
EPS is a land economics consulting firm experienced in the full spectrum of services related to
real estate development, the financing of public infrastructure and government services, land use
and conservation planning, and government organization. For a full statement of qualifications,
please see Appendix E.
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Cahill

Revision 4-23-19

Balboa Reservoir Horizontal

#
1

DESCRIPTION

QUANTITY

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ABATEMENT
Site Remediation- Allowance for SMP dtd 3/2019
Dewatering of Contaminated underground water
Monitoring
Mobilization, Layout, Demobilzation
Subguard / SDI

2

Phase 1
Pre Vertical
UNIT

1
0
0
0

230,000.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

BUDGET $

BUDGET $

North St from Lee to Frida Kahlo

Lee Avenue

230,000

0

0

0

SUBTOTAL HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ABATEMENT

232,300

232,300

0

0

0

0

0

DEMOLITION
Demolition of existing AC paving and Concrete
1
LS
520,000.00
Demolition at Old North Street from Lee to Frida Kahlo and1 Regrade,
LS
Grade for New
388,000.00
North
Misc. site demo
1
LS
75,000

520,000
388,000
75,000

520,000
388,000
75,000

388,000

100,000
0

9,830

9,830

3,880

1,000

391,880

101,000

25,000
0
5,000
15,000

25,000
0
300,000
10,000
30,000

0

0

EARTHWORK, GRADING & PAVING
Traffic Control (Mostly by sub and in Mass
Survey / Staking
Mass Ex and Grading
Dust Control (Mostly by sub and included
SWPPP / Erosion Control
Allow for piezometers for grdwater
Dewatering
Adjacent property pre-demo survey
Subsidence monitoring / survey during
Misc. earthwork / backfill
Subguard / SDI

1.00%

992,830

1
1
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
1
3,447,000

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
$

50,000
3,107,000
40,000
150,000
0.00
0
0.00
0.00
100,000
1.00%

SUBTOTAL EARTHWORK
4

230,000
0 assume not required
0 By Owner as required
0

BUDGET $

0

SUBTOTAL DEMOLITION
3

BUDGET $

Breakouts

0

$

1.00%

COMMENTS

Phase 3
Post Phase 1 Vertical

2,300

983,000

$

BUDGET $

Phase 2B
During Late Vertical

2,300

Subguard / SDI

230,000

LS
LS
LS
LS

UNIT $

Phase 2A
During Initial vertical

SITE UTILITIES
Low Pressure water
Cathodic Protection
POC to Existing Water Mains
AWWS (option 1), option 2 is $172,000
less
COMBINATION SEWER/STORM DRAIN
Utility Demolition
West Street-Shared north and south ext.
Reservoir Park Utilities and bio-retention
Paseo Utilities and bioretention
PUC Easement Utilities and bioretention

34,470
3,481,470

1
0
1

LS
LS
LS

995,000
0.00
0.00

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS

1,700,000
1,690,000.00
0
0
694,000
127,000.00
360,000.00

TRAFFIC
New Traffic Signal:
Traffic Signal Modifications
Traffic Control Allowance

1
1
1

LS
LS
LS

624,000
Included above
Included above

Allowance for Geothermal removal/rework
Allowance for encroachment removal
Joint Trench
Gas

1
1
1
1

LS
LS
LS
LS

Cahill

992,830

assume no shoring, no underpinning,
no drilled piers
50,000 allowance
Included below
3,107,000 Per BKF plan dated 2/18/19
40,000 allowance
150,000 allowance
0 assume not required
0 assume no dewatering of ground water,
0 assume not applicable
0 assume not applicable
100,000 allowance

286,000.00
230,000
1,540,000
462,000

0

0
0

0
0

20,000

10,000

10,000

10,000

2,607,000
20,000
80,000

200,000
10,000
30,000

100,000
5,000
20,000

200,000
5,000
20,000

25,000

25,000

25,000

25,000

0

0

27,520

2,750

1,600

2,600

450

3,650

45,450

368,650

109,450

398,000

0
0

748,000
692,900

2,779,520

995,000 2400 LF 12", 15 fire hydrants, 13 12"
0 Excluded, assumes soil is non
Included
Incl allowance for material (often
1,700,000 provided by the City)4 hydrants, 2 20"
1,690,000 2870 LF 24" RCP, 23 catch basins, 17
Included
Included
694,000
127,000
360,000

0

995,000

277,750

161,600

262,600

0

1,700,000
1,690,000

694,000
63,500

624,000
0
0

624,000

286,000 allowance
230,000 allowance
1,540,000
462,000 Allows for 15 laterals, if loop only,

286,000
230,000
1,240,000
462,000
1

63,500
360,000

362,000

300,000

286,000
230,000
660,000
76,000

0
70,000
5/31/2019
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#

DESCRIPTION

Phase 1
Pre Vertical
QUANTITY

PG&E - utility connection fees by Owner
AT&T / Comcast - utility connection fees
Subguard / SDI

UNIT
1
1

8,708,000

UNIT $
0.00

by owner
by owner

$

1.00%

87,080

SUBTOTAL SITE UTILITIES
5

8,667,700

$

2,591,000
1,572,000.00
953,000.00
225,000.00
495,000.00
127,500.00
359,000.00
237,600.00
309,200.00
32.00
32.00
32.00
32.00
0
0
0
174,000
190,000
100,000
1.00%

SUBTOTAL SITE CONCRETE
6

ASPHALT PAVING & STRIPING
AB Under Paving
Asphalt Concrete Streets
Decorative Paving at Crosswalks
Bike Path
Striping
Temporary Asphalt Paving
Asphalt Patch Misc in Streets
Subguard / SDI

0
0
0
0
1
1
1
170,000

SF
SF
SF
SF
LS
SF
LS

LANDSCAPE, IRRIGATION & SITE FURNISHINGS
Trees, planting, irrigation, bio-retention
soil/drain rock at Streets
1
Trees, planting, irrigation, bio-retention
soil/drain rock at Reservoir Park
1
Trees, planting, irrigation, bio-retention
soil/drain rock at Brighton Paseo
1
Trees, planting, irrigation, bio-retention
soil/drain rock at San Ramon Paseo
1
Trees, planting, irrigation, bio-retention
soil/drain rock at PUC Easement
1
Import Top Soil and Amend
2,500
Misc. Site Furnishings, Fencing
1
Exterior Metal Railings
1
Community garden
1
Play Structure and Surface
1
Cahill

BUDGET $

BUDGET $

72,270

3,000

7,575

4,235

7,299,270

1,641,000
572,000

$

50,000
75,000
45,000
1.00%

80,000
200,000
80,000
200,000

33 each

950,000
500,000
953,000

765,075

47,500
159,000
87,600
109,200

427,735

500,000
112,000
495,000

70,000
352,000
403,200
32,000

fig 13.2
fig 13.2
fig 13.2
Included above
included above
Included above
fig 13.2

1,253,000

1,253,000

LS

1,086,000

1,086,000

LS

233,000.00

233,000

LS

116,000.00

116,000

LS
CY
LS
LS
LS
LS

564,000.00
100.00
200,000
300,000
0
200,000

564,000
250,000 allow
200,000
300,000 allow
Included With Reservoir Park above
200,000

Lee Avenue

5,415

30,909

546,865

3,121,809

343,000
189,000
0
0

1,144,000
615,000
0
0

0
44,000
28,512
37,104
0
0

127,500
146,000
95,040
123,680
0
0

0
0
0
0

130,000
190,000
60,000

44,000
20,000

10,000

10,000

31,530

28,703

14,802

11,642

8,986

30,000
0
22,812

907,602

2,304,032

0
0
0
0
7,000
10,000
15,000

0
0
0
0
14,000
20,000
30,000

320

640

32,320

64,640

191,000

445,000

0

0

8,000

16,000

30,000
50,000

2,899,003

1,495,002

1,175,842

20,000
25,000
45,000

800

1,700

North St from Lee to Frida Kahlo

32,000
515,200

included in line #3
included in line #3
included in line #3
included in line #3
allowance
allowance

Breakouts

0
0
0
52,000
190,000
15,000

3,184,530

171,700

LS

303,000

113,000

86,677

0
0
0
0
50,000
75,000
45,000

Phase 3
Post Phase 1 Vertical

BUDGET $

8,754,377

SUBTOTAL ASPHALT PAVING & STRIPING
7

2,591,000
1,572,000
953,000
225,000
495,000
127,500
359,000
237,600
309,200
352,000
403,200
64,000
515,200
0
0
0
174,000
190,000
100,000

Phase 2B
During Late Vertical

BUDGET $

8,795,080

SITE CONCRETE
Street Section incl. fine grade, compaction, 8" concrete and
1 2" paving
LS
Sidewalks
1
LS
Site Concrete at Reservoir Park
1
LS
Site Concrete at Paseo's
1
LS
Site Concrete at PUC Easement
1
LS
Raised Medians
1
LS
Curb & Gutter
1
LS
Handicap Ramps
1
LS
Crosswalks
1
LS
Pavers at Shared West St. extensions
11,000
SF
Pavers at Reservoir park
12,600
SF
Pavers at Paseo's
2,000
SF
Pavers at PUC Easement
16,100
SF
Light Post Concrete Footings
1
LS
Light Column Concrete Footings
1
LS
Light Bollard Concrete Footings
1
LS
Bio-Retention concrete at streets
1
LS
Frida Kahlo work for new Intersection/Close off old North St
1
LS
Misc. Site Concrete, Layout, Staking
1
LS
Subguard / SDI

COMMENTS

BUDGET $

LS
LS

Phase 2A
During Initial vertical

450

450

80,800

45,450

45,450

300,000

100,000

853,000

0
0

1,086,000
233,000
116,000

30,000
50,000

10,000
50,000

110,000
50,000
225,000

564,000
100,000
50,000
75,000

200,000
2
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#

DESCRIPTION

Phase 1
Pre Vertical
QUANTITY

Bike Racks
Pavilion at Park
Site Benches
Trash/Recycling Receptacle
Movable Furniture
Subguard / SDI

UNIT

8
1
24
16
0
4,734,000

UNIT $

EA
LS
EA
EA
LS
$

BUDGET $
1,500
400,000
3,000
3,000

1.00%

SUBTOTAL LANDSCAPE & IRRIGATION

17

CAULKING & SEALANTS
Sitework Caulking Allowance

1
75,000

LS
$

75,000
1.00%

SUBTOTAL CAULKING & SEALANTS

PAINTING
Exterior Site Painting

1

Subguard / SDI

125,000

LS
$

125,000
1.00%

SUBTOTAL PAINTING
26

MISC SPECIALTIES & EQUIPMENT
Misc. Specialties

0

LS

Subguard / SDI

0

$

Subguard / SDI

1
250,000

LS
$

1.00%

250,000
1.00%

SUBTOTAL SIGNAGE

37

ELECTRICAL
Electrical - site power / lighting
Streetlight System
Specialty Lighting/elect. at reservoir park
Specialty Lighting/elect at paseo's
Specialty Lighting/elect. at PUC easement
Lighting at west St. Shared North and South Extensions
Temporary electrical / lighting
Subguard / SDI

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2,055,000

LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
LS
$

1,320,000
350,000
85,000
200,000
0
100,000
1.00%

SUBTOTAL ELECTRICAL

42

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, PROGRESSIVE CLEANING & FINAL CLEANING
Final Site Cleaning
1
LS
Progressive Cleanup
20 MO
Temporary Barricades & Fences
1
LS
Temporary Toilets, Hand & Eye Wash Stations / Sanitation
20 MO
Cahill

Breakouts
North St from Lee to Frida Kahlo

Lee Avenue

BUDGET $

BUDGET $

BUDGET $

3,000

3,000

3,000

0

18,000
12,000

18,000
14,000

3,000
400,000
18,000
12,000

18,000
10,000

0

4,130

1,950

30,730

10,530

1,990

4,610

1,063,530

200,990

465,610

5,000

10,000

50

100

20,200

5,050

10,100

30,000

7,000

14,000

47,340

417,130

196,950

3,103,730

20,000

15,000

20,000

20,000

750

200

150

200

200

75,750

20,200

15,150

20,200

75,000

20,000

125,000

15,000

60,000

1,250

200

150

600

126,250

20,200

15,150

60,600

300

70

140

7,070

14,140

0

0

0

0

0

50,000

14,000

28,000

140

280

14,140

28,280

102,000

336,000

30,300

0
0

SIGNAGE
Site Signage

Phase 3
Post Phase 1 Vertical

0 Assume none

SUBTOTAL MISC SPECIALTIES & EQUIPMENT
27

Phase 2B
During Late Vertical

BUDGET $

12,000
400,000
72,000 Allow
48,000 Allow
0 Not included

4,781,340

Subguard / SDI

25

COMMENTS

Phase 2A
During Initial vertical

25,000
12,500
45,000
650

0

250,000 allowance

50,000

0

50,000

0

100,000

2,500

500

500

1,000

252,500

50,500

50,500

101,000

800,000

520,000

see below
1,320,000
350,000 Main lighting included above
85,000 Main lighting included above
200,000 Main lighting included above
Included
100,000

350,000
42,000

500
50,500

43,000
200,000

25,000

25,000

25,000

25,000

5,000

10,000

20,550

8,250

5,450

4,170

2,680

1,070

3,460

2,075,550

833,250

550,450

421,170

270,680

108,070

349,460

1,750
17,500
3,150
910

6,500
65,000
11,700
3,380

7,500
75,000
13,500
3,900

25,000
250,000
45,000
13,000
3

5,000
50,000
9,000
2,600

6,250
62,500
11,250
3,250

6,250
62,500
11,250
3,250

5/31/2019
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#

DESCRIPTION

Phase 1
Pre Vertical
QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT $

Project Sign(s)
1
LS
General Conditions Equipment & Tools
20 MO
Security Containers
20 MO
Cal OSHA permits
1
LS
General Labor / Mat'l Handling / Maintain Construction Site
20 MO
Plan Grid
20 MO
Fire Extinguishers
4
EA
First Aid, Onsite Safety Services & Site Specific Safety Training
20 MO
Misc. Safety Materials & Equipment
20 MO
Yard Deliveries
20 MO
Transportation / Parking (for GC staff only other than supers)
20 MO
Drinking Water
20 MO
Punchlist
1
LS
Misc. General Expenses
20 MO
Subguard / SDI

25,000

$

1.00%

SUBTOTAL GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, PROGRESSIVE & FINAL CLEANING
Fee, GC's, Insurance (assume bond not required)
$30,347,797
Contractor contingency

Subtotal

Cahill

BUDGET $
3,000
250
250
600
10,000
100
200
500
500
300
300
75
5,500
1,000

10%
2.00%

COMMENTS

Phase 2B
During Late Vertical

Phase 3
Post Phase 1 Vertical

Breakouts
North St from Lee to Frida Kahlo

Lee Avenue

BUDGET $

BUDGET $

BUDGET $

BUDGET $

900
1,500
1,500
180
60,000
600
240
3,000
3,000
1,800
1,800
450
1,650
6,000

600
1,000
1,000
120
40,000
400
160
2,000
2,000
1,200
1,200
300
1,100
4,000

750
1,250
1,250
150
50,000
500
200
2,500
2,500
1,500
1,500
375
1,375
5,000

750
1,250
1,250
150
50,000
500
200
2,500
2,500
1,500
1,500
375
1,375
5,000

210
350
350
42
14,000
140
56
700
700
420
420
105
385
1,400

780
1,300
1,300
156
52,000
520
208
2,600
2,600
1,560
1,560
390
1,430
5,200

75

50

63

63

18

65

182,595
1,609,313
354,049

121,730
447,513
98,453

152,163
632,599
139,172

152,163
345,355
75,978

42,588
230,203
50,645

158,184
698,594
139,719

2,582,881

7,824,250

3,000
5,000 for GC's only, all other equipment in the
5,000
600
200,000
2,000
800
10,000
10,000
6,000
6,000
1,500
5,500
20,000
250 subguard on final cleanup only
608,650
3,034,780
667,652
34,050,228

Phase 2A
During Initial vertical

18,056,486

4

5,021,099

7,097,760

3,874,883

5/31/2019

Site detail 3.18.19

APPENDIX B:
MOHCD Historical Affordable Housing Subsidies

Affordable Multifamily Housing New Construction Cost Comparison
Updated

3/31/2020

PROJECTS COMPLETED
Project Name
95 Laguna Senior
Mission Family Housing
Eddy and Taylor Family Housing

Building Square Footage

Address
95 Lagnua
1036 Mission
222 Taylor

Lot sq.ft
14,300
15,200
22,344

Completed Projects:

Average:

Compl. Date

# of Units

# of BR1

May-19
Oct-18
Jun-19

79
88
113

82
134
211

59,785
92,462
108,440

93

142

86,896

17,281

Res.2

PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION
Project Name
490 South Van Ness
2060 Folsom Street
1950 Mission Street

Address
490 S. Van Ness Avenue
2060 Folsom
1950 Mission Street

Under Construction:

Average:

500 Turk Street
Mission Bay S. Block 9A (Homeowner)
681 Florida
Sunnydale Block 6
Potrero Block B
BPUY
266 4th Steet
Parcel U
600 7th Street
180 Jones Street
HPSY Block 56
921 Howard

500 Turk Street

Lot sq.ft
14,250
29,075
36,590

Compl. Date

# of Units

# of BR1

Apr-20
Nov-20
Nov-20

81
127
157

121
252
262

122

212

26,638

Lot sq.ft
18,906
29,939
19,000
73,000
70,132
30,750
8,400
5,583
37,800
4,853
28,792
20,298

681 Florida Street
TBD
TBD
2430 San Jose Ave
266 4th Street
78 Haight Street
600 7th Street
180 Jones Street
11 Innes Court
921 Howard

ALL PROJECTS

7,316
6,955
21,086

11,786

Acq. Cost3

Res.2
51,639
155,648
113,432

106,906

Non-Res.

29,646

Start Date
(anticipated)

# of Units

# of BR1

Jan-20
Feb-22
Sep-20
Jan-22
Jan-21
Jan-21
Dec-21
Dec-20
Apr-22
Sep-21
Aug-21
Dec-20

108
140
130
168
157
131
70
63
200
71
70
203

186
280
199
327
331
214
99
63
290
71
145
323

Average:

28,954

126

211

Average:

24,291

114

188

Res.2
82,805
136,165
89,770
187,000
160,000
175,335
58,663
31,952
107,000
29,800
64,957
235,680

113,261

102,354

Non-Res.

21,725

21,052

Local Subsidy5

Total Dev. Cost w/o
land

5,012,000
5,551,029
9,300,000

$
$
$

323,269,685
407,262,125
562,090,372

$
$
$

11,343,750
6,583,453
14,837,459

$
$
$

339,625,435
419,396,607
586,227,831

$
$
$

21,234,000
17,704,400
22,187,436

$
$
$

98,681

$

6,621,010

$

430,874,060

$

10,921,554

$

448,416,624

$

20,375,279

$

Notes on Financing

334,613,435 9% LIHTC
413,845,578 2 HCD Loans (MHP & TOD)
576,927,831 2 HCD Loans (MHP & TOD)

Comments
7 Story - 5 stories Type III over 2 stories Type IA + Community Services space (Open House)
Type IB - 9 story
Type IB - 8 story, extensive PG&E regional switch required

441,795,614

Total Project Costs
Acq. Cost3

80,624
167,458
161,574

$
$
$

136,552

Constr. Cost4

18,500,000
134,931
9,775,000

$
$
$

9,469,977

43,647,993
71,655,660
85,644,853

Total Dev. Cost
w/land

Soft Cost
$
$
$

66,982,836

13,393,811
20,100,172
15,171,496

$
$
$

75,541,804
91,890,763
110,591,349

16,221,826

Local Subsidy5
$
$
$

28,892,030
31,697,110
44,945,740

92,674,639

Total Dev. Cost w/o
land
$
$
$

35,178,293

Notes on Financing

57,041,804
91,755,832 HCD AHSC Loan
100,816,349 HCD AHSC Loan

Comments
Type IA - 7 stories over partial basement
9 Story Type IB - TAY, Childcare, Community Hub w/AHSC Improvements of $6MM
Type IA - 9 stories with significant (30% of sf) art and PDR spaces and Paseo Des Artes

83,204,662

Total Project Costs

Total

26,586
50,611
58,530
30,000
10,741
1,580
14,089
45,857
3,700
17,040
1,970

Total Dev. Cost
w/land

Soft Cost

$
$
$

Total

28,985
11,810
48,142

Constr. Cost4

67,101
99,417
129,526

Building Square Footage

Address

In Predevelopment

Total

Building Square Footage

PROJECTS IN PREDEVELOPMENT
Project Name

Non-Res.

Total Project Costs

Acq. Cost3

109,391
186,776
148,300
217,000
160,000
174,618
60,500
46,041
152,857
33,500
81,997
237,650

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

134,053

123,095

1,853,895
133,100
24,643
10,000
9,009,000

Constr. Cost4
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

54,288,491
110,040,000
74,425,394
136,444,929
126,588,392
94,039,151
42,600,330
33,965,900
113,057,596
34,109,171
49,263,904
114,933,210

2,206,128

81,979,706

$ 6,099,038

$ 193,278,867

Total Dev. Cost
w/land

Soft Cost
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$

29,815,020
22,053,737
24,032,716
30,647,593
24,990,228
23,355,411
17,001,667
15,172,696
20,826,614
13,639,695
13,914,818
36,751,722

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

85,957,406
132,093,737
98,458,110
167,092,522
151,578,620
117,394,562
58,984,284
49,163,239
133,894,210
47,748,866
63,178,722
160,693,932

22,683,493

105,519,851

16,608,958

##########

Local Subsidy5
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

32,400,000
79,200,000
36,923,181
33,542,584
15,688,292
30,493,722
9,393,118
16,356,931
48,956,220
13,950,000
20,575,045
30,000,000

$

Total Dev. Cost w/o
land
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Notes on Financing

Comments

Type I 8 stories on constrained site
84,103,511 HCD AHSC Loan
Typesales
I
Not LIHTC eligible; Home ownership
proceeds
Type I mid rise, Large PDR presence
98,458,110 HCD MHP Loan
167,092,522 4% Credits; HCD IIG & AHSC
Type I mid rise, 30k sq ft of commercial; includes infrastructure costs
151,578,620 4% Credits; HCD IIG & AHSC
Type 1 Midrise, includes infrastructure costs
117,394,562 4% Credits; HCD IIG & AHSC
Type I Mid Rise on small very tight site, over BART. Does not include MOHCD purchase of land
59,117,384
Type I , 8 stories over MUNI substation tunnel, structurally complex, small footprint
49,138,596 9% Fed Credits & State Credits Type I mid rise on very small / tight site
133,884,210 Fed & State Credits; HCD IIG Grant
Type I, 8 stories
47,748,866 4% LIHTC + MHP
Type I Mid Rise on small very tight site (studios)
Type I (podium level) - Type V (levels 2- 5)
63,178,722 IIG, AHP, AHSC
151,684,932 Calhfa MIP / 4%LIHTC
Type 1-A High Rise

30,623,258

102,125,458

28,725,610

$ 209,041,911

SUBJECT PROJECT

PROJECTS COMPLETED
Project Name
95 Laguna Senior
Mission Family Housing
Eddy & Taylor Family Housing

Acquisition by Unit/Bed/SF

Compl. Date
May-19
Oct-18
Jun-19

Completed Projects:

Acq/unit
63,443
63,080
82,301

Average:

69,608

PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION
Project Name
490 South Van Ness
2060 Folsom Street
1950 Mission Street

Compl. Date
Apr-20
Nov-20
Nov-20

Under Construction:

Average:

500 Turk Street
Mission Bay S. Block 9A (ownership)
681 Florida
Sunnydale Block 6
Potrero Block B
Balboa Park Upper Yard
4th and Folsom
Parcel U
600 7th Street
180 Jones Street
HPSY Block 56
921 Howard

In Predevelopment

All Projects:

61,122
41,426
44,076

48,874

Acq/lot sq.ft
350
365
416

377

Const/unit

Acq/unit

Acq/BR

4,564,750

Acq/lot sq.ft

228,395
1,062
62,261

152,893
535
37,309

1,298
5
267

97,240

63,579

523

Jan-20
Feb-22
Sep-20
Jan-22
Jan-21
Jan-21
Dec-21
Dec-20
Apr-22
Sep-21
Aug-21
Dec-20

Acq/unit
17,166
1,901
391
50
44,379

Acq/BR
9,967
1,344
391
34
27,892

3,942,313
3,039,270
2,663,935

3,215,173

Soft Costs By Unit/Bed/SF
6

Const/sq.ft

4,818
4,097
4,340

4,418

Soft/unit
143,592
74,812
131,305

116,570

Soft/BR

Const/unit

Const/BR

538,864
564,218
545,509

549,530

360,727
284,348
326,889

323,988

98
16
4
0
444

Const/unit
502,671
786,000
572,503
812,172
806,295
670,306
608,576
539,141
565,288
480,411
703,770
566,173

Const/BR
291,874
393,000
373,997
417,263
382,442
410,328
430,306
539,141
389,854
480,411
339,751
355,830

Soft/sq.ft6

Gross TDC/unit

541
428
530

500

$
$
$

4,299,056
4,765,871
5,187,857

$
$
$

4,141,774
3,129,825
2,778,331

$
$
$

5,061
4,219
4,526

$
$
$

268,785
201,186
196,349

$

85,929

$

117

$

4,750,928

$

3,349,977

$

4,602

$

222,107

Total Development Cost (Incl. Land)

Soft/BR
$
$
$

140,086

110,693
79,763
57,906

Soft/sq.ft6
$
$
$

82,787

Gross TDC/unit
166
120
94

$
$
$

127

496
589
502
629
791
503
704
738
740
1,018
601
484

Soft/unit
276,065
157,527
184,867
182,426
159,173
153,824
242,881
240,836
104,133
192,108
198,783
181,043

Average:

12,778

7,926

112

634,442

400,350

650

189,472

AVERAGE

59,875

40,126

338

1,916,241

1,313,170

1,856

148,709

160,296
78,763
120,767
93,724
75,499
94,163
171,734
240,836
71,816
192,108
95,964
113,782

Soft/sq.ft6
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

125,788

$

98,168

$
$
$

624,312
364,646
422,104

Gross TDC/sq.ft6
$
$
$

937
549
684

470,354

Gross TDC/unit

Subsidy / unit
$
$
$

723

273
118
162
141
156
115
281
330
136
407
170
155

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

204

$

149

$

795,902
943,527
757,370
994,598
965,469
824,131
842,633
780,369
669,471
672,519
902,553
791,596

Gross TDC/BR
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

462,137
471,763
494,764
510,986
457,941
504,491
595,801
780,369
461,704
672,519
435,715
497,504

828,345

528,808

2,122,043

$ 1,449,713

95%

Leveraging 7

356,692
249,584
286,279

61.8%
65.5%
59.4%

62%

Subsidy

786
707
664
770
947
618
975
1,068
876
1,425
771
676

Subsidy / unit
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

857

$

93.7%
95.8%
96.2%

297,518

Gross TDC/sq.ft6
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Leveraging 7

Subsidy

Total Development Cost (Incl. Land)

Soft/BR
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

932,615
723,549
704,403

Gross TDC/BR

786,856

Soft Costs
Const/sq.ft6

Subsidy / unit

169
66
115

Soft/unit
165,356
158,269
96,634

Gross TDC/sq.ft6

$
$
$

Soft Costs
Const/sq.ft6

Gross TDC/BR

Subsidy

138,338
49,130
70,320

Construction
Acq/lot sq.ft

Total Development Cost (Incl. Land)

$
$
$

Construction

Acquisition

Start Date (anticipated)

Const/BR

4,092,021
4,627,979
4,974,251

Acquisition

PROJECTS IN PREDEVELOPMENT
Project Name

Acq/BR

Construction by Unit/Bed/SF

2,061

300,000
565,714
284,024
199,658
99,925
249,952
134,187
259,634
244,781
196,479
293,929
147,783

248,006

$

255,877

Leveraging 7
62.3%
40.0%
62.5%
79.9%
89.7%
69.7%
84.1%
66.7%
63.4%
70.8%
67.4%
81.3%
69.8%

75.8%

3/31/2020

APPENDIX C:
Avalon Ocean Avenue
Market Data, CoStar Report

Property Summary Report
Avalon Ocean Avenue - 1200 Ocean Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112 - Westwood Park MF Submarket
BUILDING
Type:

Mid-Rise Apartme…

Year Built:

2012

Units:

173

GBA:

161,063 SF

Floors:

4

Metering:

Individual

Construction:

Reinforced Concrete

Rent Type:

Market

Market Segment: All

LAND
Land Area:

1.87 AC

Zoning:

NC2

EXPENSES PER UNIT
Taxes:

$4,932.27 (2019)

PARCEL
3180-003, 3180-006, 3180-007, 3180-009
SITE AMENITIES
Controlled Access, Courtyard, Elevator, Fitness Center, Furnished Units Available, Grill, Laundry Facilities, Maintenance on site, On-Site Retail,
Package Service, Property Manager on Site, Storage Space
UNIT AMENITIES
Air Conditioning, Balcony, Carpet, Dishwasher, Disposal, Hardwood Floors, Heating, High Speed Internet Access, Ice Maker, Kitchen, Microwave,
Oven, Refrigerator, Views, Walk-In Closets, Washer/Dryer, Washer/Dryer Hookup, Wheelchair Accessible (Rooms), Window Coverings

BEDROOM SUMMARY
Unit Mix
Totals

Vacancy

Avg Asking Rent

Avg Effective Rent

Avg SF

Units

Mix %

Units

Percent

Per Unit

Per SF

Per Unit

Per SF

Concessions

All Studios

642

74

42.8%

0

0.0%

$3,387

$5.47

$3,371

$5.45

0.5%

All 1 Beds

798

44

25.4%

2

4.6%

$3,611

$4.52

$3,594

$4.50

0.5%

All 2 Beds

1,149

55

31.8%

1

1.8%

$4,567

$3.97

$4,543

$3.95

0.5%

950

173

100%

3

1.7%

$3,819

$4.28

$3,800

$4.26

0.5%

Totals

UNIT BREAKDOWN
Unit Mix

Vacancy

Avg Asking Rent

Avg Effective Rent

Bed

Bath

Avg SF

Units

Mix %

Units

Vac %

Per Unit

Per SF

Per Unit

Per SF

0

1

-

23

13.3%

0

0.0%

$3,627

-

$3,610

-

Property uses Price Optimization Software

Concessions

0.5%
Updated March 27, 2020

3/30/2020
Copyrighted report licensed to EPS - 456022.
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Property Summary Report
Avalon Ocean Avenue - 1200 Ocean Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112 - Westwood Park MF Submarket
UNIT BREAKDOWN
Unit Mix

Vacancy

Avg Asking Rent

Avg Effective Rent

Bed

Bath

Avg SF

Units

Mix %

Units

Vac %

Per Unit

Per SF

Per Unit

Per SF

Concessions

0

1

492

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$3,050

$6.20

$3,035

$6.17

0.5%

0

1

502

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$3,091

$6.16

$3,077

$6.13

0.5%

0

1

505

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$3,107

$6.15

$3,093

$6.12

0.5%

0

1

516

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$3,225

$6.25

$3,210

$6.22

0.5%

0

1

567

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,329

$5.87

$3,313

$5.84

0.5%

0

1

595

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,379

$5.68

$3,363

$5.65

0.5%

0

1

613

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$3,314

$5.41

$3,298

$5.38

0.5%

0

1

764

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,657

$6.10

$4,635

$6.07

0.5%

0

2

-

37

21.4%

0

0.0%

$3,190

-

$3,175

-

0.5%

0

2

1,051

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,451

$4.24

$4,430

$4.22

0.5%

0

2

1,190

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,451

$3.74

$4,430

$3.72

0.5%

1

1

716

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$4,017

$5.61

$3,998

$5.58

0.5%

1

1

724

4

2.3%

0

0.0%

$3,802

$5.25

$3,784

$5.23

0.5%

1

1

748

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,318

$4.44

$3,302

$4.41

0.5%

1

1

761

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,586

$4.71

$3,569

$4.69

0.5%

1

1

762

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,425

$4.49

$3,409

$4.47

0.5%

1

1

780

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,699

$4.74

$3,682

$4.72

0.5%

1

1

782

4

2.3%

0

0.0%

$3,434

$4.39

$3,418

$4.37

0.5%

1

1

786

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,345

$4.26

$3,329

$4.24

0.5%

1

1

791

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,480

$4.40

$3,464

$4.38

0.5%

1

1

798

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,401

$4.26

$3,385

$4.24

0.5%

1

1

802

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,522

$4.39

$3,505

$4.37

0.5%

1

1

812

4

2.3%

0

0.0%

$3,658

$4.50

$3,641

$4.48

0.5%

1

1

834

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$3,475

$4.17

$3,459

$4.15

0.5%

1

1

847

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,058

$4.79

$4,039

$4.77

0.5%

1

1

851

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$3,536

$4.15

$3,519

$4.14

0.5%

1

1

863

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$3,691

$4.28

$3,674

$4.26

0.5%

1

1

871

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$3,637

$4.18

$3,619

$4.16

0.5%

2

2

1,016

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,567

$4.49

$4,543

$4.47

0.5%

2

2

1,051

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,320

$4.11

$4,297

$4.09

0.5%

2

2

1,099

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,867

$4.43

$4,842

$4.41

0.5%

2

2

1,102

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,533

$4.11

$4,509

$4.09

0.5%

2

2

1,105

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,504

$4.08

$4,481

$4.06

0.5%

2

2

1,112

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,024

$3.62

$4,003

$3.60

0.5%

2

2

1,117

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,360

$3.90

$4,337

$3.88

0.5%

2

2

1,138

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,058

$3.57

$4,037

$3.55

0.5%

2

2

1,146

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$5,083

$4.44

$5,056

$4.41

0.5%

Property uses Price Optimization Software
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Property Summary Report
Avalon Ocean Avenue - 1200 Ocean Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112 - Westwood Park MF Submarket
UNIT BREAKDOWN
Unit Mix

Vacancy

Avg Asking Rent

Avg Effective Rent

Bed

Bath

Avg SF

Units

Mix %

Units

Vac %

Per Unit

Per SF

Per Unit

Per SF

Concessions

2

2

1,147

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,305

$3.75

$4,282

$3.73

0.5%

2

2

1,149

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$4,874

$4.24

$4,848

$4.22

0.5%

2

2

1,155

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,538

$3.93

$4,515

$3.91

0.5%

2

2

1,156

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,263

$3.69

$4,241

$3.67

0.5%

2

2

1,158

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$4,398

$3.80

$4,376

$3.78

0.5%

2

2

1,170

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$4,695

$4.01

$4,670

$3.99

0.5%

2

2

1,172

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,605

$3.93

$4,581

$3.91

0.5%

2

2

1,176

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,825

$4.10

$4,799

$4.08

0.5%

2

2

1,181

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,848

$4.10

$4,823

$4.08

0.5%

2

2

1,186

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,595

$3.87

$4,571

$3.85

0.5%

2

2

1,190

3

1.7%

0

0.0%

$4,631

$3.89

$4,607

$3.87

0.5%

2

2

1,214

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,912

$4.05

$4,886

$4.02

0.5%

2

2

1,220

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,794

$3.93

$4,769

$3.91

0.5%

2

2

1,226

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$5,141

$4.19

$5,114

$4.17

0.5%

2

2

1,230

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,520

$3.67

$4,496

$3.66

0.5%

2

2

1,237

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$4,559

$3.69

$4,535

$3.67

0.5%

2

2

1,265

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$5,068

$4.01

$5,041

$3.98

0.5%

2

2

1,291

2

1.2%

0

0.0%

$4,723

$3.66

$4,699

$3.64

0.5%

2

2

1,316

1

0.6%

0

0.0%

$4,916

$3.74

$4,891

$3.72

Property uses Price Optimization Software

0.5%
Updated March 27, 2020

COMMERCIAL LEASING
Available Spaces: No Spaces Currently Available

FEES
Application Fee $30

PET POLICY
Cats Allowed - $0/Mo, 2 Maximum, One-Time Fee: $0
Dogs Allowed - $0/Mo, 2 Maximum, One-Time Fee: $0

TRANSPORTATION
Parking:
173 Covered Spaces are available; 1.0 per Unit
Transit/Subway:

3 minute walk to Ocean and Lee Transit Stop (K Ingleside)

Commuter Rail:

10 minute drive to Bayshore Commuter Rail (Caltrain)

Airport:

20 minute drive to San Francisco International Airport

Walk Score ®:

Walker's Paradise (91)

Transit Score ®:

Excellent Transit (85)

COMMERCIAL TENANTS
Whole Foods

25,651 SF

Yogurtland

1,590 SF

3/30/2020
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Property Summary Report
Avalon Ocean Avenue - 1200 Ocean Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112 - Westwood Park MF Submarket
PROPERTY CONTACTS
True Owner:

AvalonBay Communities, Inc.

Recorded Owner: Avalon Ocean Avenue LP

Developer:

AvalonBay Communities, Inc.

Architect:

Pyatok Architects, Inc.

Property Manager: AvalonBay - Avalon Ocean Avenue

MARKET CONDITIONS
Asking Rents Per Unit

Current

YOY

Current Building

$3,824

4.1%

Current Building

1.7%

0.0%

Submarket 3-5 Star

$3,255

3.4%

Submarket 3-5 Star

5.9%

1.9%

Market Overall

$3,145

0.7%

Market Overall

4.7%

0.5%

Concessions

Current

YOY

Vacancy Rates

Submarket Sales Activity

Current Building

0.5%

0.0%

12 Mo. Sales Volume (Mil.)

Submarket 3-5 Star

1.7%

0.5%

12 Mo. Price Per Unit

Market Overall

0.7%

-0.3%

Under Construction Units

Market Overall

Current

5,739

Current

Current

YOY

Prev Year

$36.6

$24.9

$536,798

$526,393

YOY

-11.8%

BUILDING NOTES
The unit counts and sizes by bed-bath mix are estimated per property management.

3/30/2020
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APPENDIX D:
San Francisco Multifamily Real Estate Market
Conditions, CoStar Report, 1st Quarter 2020

Custom Market Report

San Francisco Multifamily

PREPARED BY

Ben Sigman
Vice President

Overview
San Francisco Multifamily
Buildings

Avg. Rent Per Unit

Avg. Rent Per SF

Avg. Vacancy Rate

10,089

$3,005

$4.18

4.7%

PROPERTIES IN SURVEY

SUMMARY STATISTICS
Unit Breakdown

Low

Average

Median

High

Total Units

1

14

6

3,221

Studio Units

0

3

0

421

One Bedroom Units

0

5

0

1,448

Two Bedroom Units

0

3

0

1,365

Three Bedroom Units

0

1

0

400

Low

Average

Median

High

1849

1927

1919

2020

Property Attributes

Year Built
Number of Floors

1

3

3

56

Average Unit Size

-

699 SF

670 SF

5,052 SF

0.0%

4.7%

3.3%

90.0%

Vacancy Rate
Star Rating

2.2

Copyrighted report licensed to EPS - 456022.
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Overview
San Francisco Multifamily
ABSORPTION, DELIVERIES, VACANCY

OCCUPANCY & RENTAL RATES
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Overview
San Francisco Multifamily
VACANCY RATE

SUMMARY STATISTICS

Leasing Units
Vacant Units
Vacancy Rate
12 Mo. Absorption Units

Survey
6,713
4.7%
1,070

5-Year Avg
5,979
4.4%
2,076

Inventory in Units
Existing Units
12 Mo. Const. Starts
Under Construction
12 Mo. Deliveries

Rents
Studio Asking Rent
1 Bed Asking Rent
2 Bed Asking Rent
3+ Bed Asking Rent
Concessions

Survey
$2,231
$2,841
$3,772
$4,296
0.8%

5-Year Avg
$2,156
$2,726
$3,630
$3,938
1.1%

Sales
Sale Price Per Unit
Asking Price Per Unit
Sales Volume (Mil.)
Cap Rate

Copyrighted report licensed to EPS - 456022.

Survey
143,397
0
94
2,086

5-Year Avg
137,394
1,331
3,540
2,264

Past Year
$526,045
$494,616
$1,896
4.1%

5-Year Avg
$412,624
$453,510
$1,452
3.9%

3/30/2020
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Bedroom Summary
San Francisco Multifamily
ASKING RENT PER UNIT BY BEDROOM

ASKING RENT PER SF BY BEDROOM
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Bedroom Summary
San Francisco Multifamily
VACANCY BY UNIT MIX

EFFECTIVE RENT PER UNIT BY BEDROOM
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Bedroom Comparisons
San Francisco Multifamily
TOTAL UNITS BY BEDROOM

VACANT UNITS BY BEDROOM
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Bedroom Comparisons
San Francisco Multifamily
ASKING RENTS PER UNIT BY BEDROOM

NET ABSORPTION BY BEDROOM
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Rental Rates
San Francisco Multifamily
ASKING RENT PER UNIT

STUDIO ASKING RENT PER UNIT
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Rental Rates
San Francisco Multifamily
ONE BED ASKING RENT PER UNIT

TWO BED ASKING RENT PER UNIT
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Rental Rates
San Francisco Multifamily
THREE BED ASKING RENT PER UNIT

ASKING RENT PER SF
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Rental Rates
San Francisco Multifamily
STUDIO ASKING RENT PER SF

ONE BED ASKING RENT PER SF
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Rental Rates
San Francisco Multifamily
TWO BED ASKING RENT PER SF

THREE BED ASKING RENT PER SF
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Rental Rates
San Francisco Multifamily
EFFECTIVE RENT PER UNIT

EFFECTIVE RENT GROWTH
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Rental Rates
San Francisco Multifamily
EFFECTIVE RENT PER SF

CONCESSION RATE
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Absorption
San Francisco Multifamily
ABSORPTION UNITS

NET ABSORPTION AS % OF INVENTORY
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Construction Activity
San Francisco Multifamily
CONSTRUCTION STARTS IN UNITS

HISTORICAL DELIVERIES IN UNITS
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Construction Activity
San Francisco Multifamily
UNDER CONSTRUCTION IN UNITS

FUTURE DELIVERIES IN UNITS
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Construction Activity
San Francisco Multifamily
PAST & CURRENT CONSTRUCTION IN UNITS

CONSTRUCTION UNITS BY STATUS
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Construction Performance
San Francisco Multifamily
OCCUPANCY AT DELIVERY

OCCUPANCY AT DELIVERY & NOW
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Construction Performance
San Francisco Multifamily
OCCUPANCY AFTER DELIVERY BY YEAR

ABSORPTION UNITS IN RECENT DELIVERIES
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Construction Performance
San Francisco Multifamily
RENTS PER UNIT IN RECENT DELIVERIES

CONCESSIONS IN DELIVERIES
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Sales Volume
San Francisco Multifamily
SALES VOLUME

SALES VOLUME BY STAR RATING
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Sales Pricing
San Francisco Multifamily
AVERAGE SALE PRICE PER UNIT

NATIONAL PRICE INDICES
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Sales Pricing
San Francisco Multifamily
NATIONAL PRICE INDEX

PRICE PER UNIT INDEX
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Sales Pricing
San Francisco Multifamily
SALE PRICES PER UNIT PAST YEAR

SALE TO ASKING PRICE DIFFERENTIAL
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Sales Pricing
San Francisco Multifamily
CAP RATE

CAP RATE BY STAR RATING
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Sales Pricing
San Francisco Multifamily
CAP RATE INDEX

CAP RATES PAST YEAR
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Sales Pricing
San Francisco Multifamily
MONTHS TO SALE

PROBABILITY OF SELLING IN MONTHS
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For Sale
San Francisco Multifamily
FOR SALE TOTAL LISTINGS

ASKING PRICE PER UNIT
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Buyers & Sellers
San Francisco Multifamily
TOP BUYERS

TOP SELLERS
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Buyers & Sellers
San Francisco Multifamily
SALES VOLUME BY BUYER TYPE

SALES VOLUME BY SELLER TYPE
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Brokers
San Francisco Multifamily
TOP BUYER BROKERS

TOP SELLER BROKERS
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APPENDIX E:
EPS Statement of Qualifications

Statem
ment of Qualificatio
ons

2020

ABOUT
T ECONOM
MIC & PL
LANNING SYSTEM
MS, INC.
The Firm

Guiding Principle

Areas of Expertise

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) is a land
economicss consulting firm experie
enced in the full
spectrum of services rrelated to re
eal estate
developm ent, the fina
ancing of pub
blic infrastru
ucture
and goverrnment serviices, land us
se and conse
ervation
planning, and governm
ment organiz
zation.
EPS was ffounded on tthe principle that real estate
developm ent and land
d use-related
d public polic
cy should
be built on
n realistic asssessment off market forc
ces and
economic trends, feassible implementation me
easures,
and recog
gnition of pub
blic policy ob
bjectives, inc
cluding
provisionss for required
d public facilities and services.










Real E
Estate Econom
mics
Public Finance
Land U
Use and Tran
nsportation
Economic Develop
pment and Re
evitalization
Fiscal and Econom
mic Impact An
nalysis
Housin
ng Policy
Public--Private Parttnership (P3))
Parks and Open Sp
pace Econom
mics

Clien
nts Served

Since 198
83 EPS has p
provided consulting services to
hundreds of public- an
nd private-se
ector clients in
California and through
hout the United States. C
Clients
include citties, counties, special dis
stricts, multijurisdictio nal authorities, property
y owners, dev
velopers,
nstitutions, a
financial in
and land use
e attorneys.

Staff Capabilities
C

The professsional staff includes spe
ecialists in p
public
finance, re
eal estate de
evelopment, land use an
nd
transporta
ation plannin
ng, government organiza
ation,
and financcial modeling
g. The firm e
excels in pre
eparing
concise an
nalyses that disclose risk
ks and impac
cts,
support de
ecision makiing, and provide solution
ns to real
estate dev
velopment and land use--related prob
blems.

EPS
S Locations

Oakland, Sacramento , Los Angele
es and Denve
er

EPS
S Web Site

www.epsy
ys.com

REAL ESTATE ECONOMICS
Services Provided
EPS advances realistic and achievable land use and development programs with rigorous market
and financial analysis.


Market Studies – EPS provides a research-based assessment of market fundamentals to
determine the viability of land use plans and real estate projects. Our analyses consider the
full range of factors affecting real estate demand and supply, including socio-economic
trends, real estate performance, and consumer preferences. Our expertise covers the full
range of real estate product types, including residential, retail, office, R&D, industrial,
hospitality, and entertainment.



Financial Feasibility Analysis – EPS financial feasibility analyses evaluate the expected
economic performance of real estate development projects, drawing on market research
concerning product values, analysis of construction costs, and an understanding of investor
objectives. Our feasibility work relies on pro forma cash flow models that test feasibility
under a range of project alternatives, market assumptions, financing alternatives,
partnership options, disposition strategies, and measures of financial return.



Development Programming – EPS synthesizes market research and financial analysis to
evaluate alternative development schemes and implementation strategies. This work is often
done in collaboration with private or public land owners and developers along with multidisciplinary advisory teams, including land use planners, urban designers, civil engineers and
other professionals. These studies consider the mix of potential uses and assess the likely
market and financial performance of each viable land use option.



Asset Valuation and Repositioning – EPS helps owners, investors, and developers of
distressed real estate properties to understand the current and potential value of a property,
and to determine the best course of action regarding repositioning, restructuring, and/or
disposition.



Incentive Zoning and Community Benefits Programs – EPS has been a leader in the
development of community benefits programs that seek appropriate contributions from new
development to support public improvements and services. In strong real estate markets,
innovative approaches to “value capture” increasingly appeal to local communities,
particularly when traditional sources of public revenue are limited. For example, EPS
commonly works with cities to evaluate the potential for incentive zoning (also known as
density bonus programs), an approach to funding community benefits in which the public
sector increases development allowances in return for contributions that bolster the wellbeing of the host community.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Statement of Qualifications

REAL ESTATE ECONOMICS
Representative Projects


2190 Shattuck Community Benefits, Berkeley, California



400 Divisadero Community Benefits/BMR, San Francisco, California



706 Mission Street Community Benefits Evaluation, San Francisco, California



Adams Crossing Market Analysis, Brighton, Colorado



Alameda Unified School District Real Estate Advisory Services, Alameda County,
California



Baylands Market and Financial Feasibility Analysis, Brisbane, California



Block 1 Market Analysis, San Francisco, California



Cattle Creek Crossing Market Analysis, Garfield County, Colorado



Danville Downtown Planning, Danville, California



Denver Union Station Market and Feasibility Analysis and Developer Selection,
Denver, Colorado



Eagle Ranch Retail Analysis, Eagle, Colorado



El Paso County Regional Retail Market Analysis, Colorado Springs, Colorado



El Toro Community Reuse Plan, Market and Financing Analysis, Orange County, California



Financial Analysis of McCarthy Ranch General Plan Amendment, Milpitas, California



Grosvenor Real Estate Economic Services, Berkeley, California



Longmont Retail Opportunities Study, Longmont, Colorado



Los Angeles Harbor Economic Adjustment Strategy, Los Angeles, California



Lowry Range Market and Financial Analysis, Aurora, Colorado



Mammoth Crossing Market Study, Mammoth Lakes, California



Merced Virginia Smith Trust Mixed Use Project, Merced, California



Mesa del Sol Market and Financial Analysis, Albuquerque, New Mexico



Obermeyer Project Financial Feasibility Analysis, Aspen, Colorado



Pier 70 Financial Feasibility Analysis and Negotiations Support, San Francisco, California



Pier 70 Master Plan and Developer Selection/Negotiations, San Francisco, California



Pier Bowl Market Feasibility Study and Implementation Strategy, San Clemente, California



Port of LA Real Estate Consulting Services, Los Angeles, California



Potrero Power Plan Financial Feasibility Analysis, San Francisco, California



Richards Boulevard Housing Feasibility Analysis, Sacramento, California



Seattle Commons Plan, Market and Economic Analysis, Seattle, Washington



Sonoma Cheese JV, Sonoma County, California



South Fremont/Warm Springs Reuse and Revitalization, Fremont, California



Stapleton Tax Credit Market Analysis, Denver, Colorado

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Steamboat Springs Resort Base Area Retail Study, Steamboat Springs, Colorado



The Lofts at Prospect Square Market Study, Denver, Colorado



Three Springs Master Plan Market and Feasibility Analysis, Durango, Colorado



Visitacion Valley Market and Financial Feasibility Analysis and Negotiations Support, San
Francisco, California



Whittier Retail Market Study, Whittier, California

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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REA
AL ESTAT
TE ECONO
OMICS
Project Profiles
Alam
meda Unified
d School District Real Es
state Adviso
ory Services
s
Alame
eda County, California
C

Alameda Unified School District (AUSD) owns
o
severall properties in the City o
of Alameda th
hat are
not sttrictly used for
f education
n purposes but
b do suppo
ort or contrib
bute to the o
overall functiioning of
the District.
D
Some
e of these pa
arcels have structures
s
o n them that have reache
ed the end o
of their
functional lifecycle, while others are encu
umbered with
h historical p
preservation requiremen
nts or
deed restrictions related to co
onveyance. These
T
prope
erties present a range of issues and
considerations – and opportunities.
e request of AUSD, EPS and Allan D.. Kotin & Asssociates (AD
DK&A) were e
engaged to p
prepare
At the
a real estate porttfolio strateg
gy. Rather th
han approach
h this effort ssimply as a disposition s
strategy,
EPS and
a
ADK&A kept
k
the follo
owing objecttive in mind:: efficiently d
deploy the D
District’s real estate
assetts, either through disposition, swap, or redevelop
pment, to so
olve immedia
ate space ne
eeds and
ue
of
the
pro
maxim
mize the val
operties.
This work
w
is ongo
oing, but sinc
ce our initial engagemen
nt, we helped
d identify an
nd appropriatte space
for th
he District Offfice and sup
pported the acquisition
a
o
of the space, finalized in December 2
2017. In
addition, discussions are underway with a nonprofit d
developer to provide employee housing at
Alameda Point. The prelimina
ary plan refle
ects develop ment of 70 b
below-marke
et rate renta
al units,
which
h would be available
a
to employees
e
off AUSD.
Denv
ver Union Sttation Marke
et and Feasiibility Analy
ysis and Dev
veloper Sele
ection
Denve
er, Colorado

Over tthe last deca
ade, EPS has
s completed several
projeccts on Denve
er Union Stattion (DUS) fo
or the
City off Denver, the Regional T
Transportatio
on
Districct (RTD), and
d the Denver Union Stattion
Projecct Authority ((DUSPA), sta
arting with tthe
marke
et analysis and financing
g strategy
compo
onents of the
e DUS Maste
er Plan in 2003. In
2008, EPS was en
ngaged by th
he City of Denver to
assist in the forma
ation of the DUS Downto
own
Develo
opment Auth
hority. In 20
009, EPS con
nducted
a peerr market and
d financial ev
valuation of the DUS
financ
cing plan and tax increm
ment financin
ng (TIF) fore casts for DU
USPA and the
e Federal Tra
ansit
Administration (F
FTA). From 2011
2
to 2012, EPS proviided completted developm
ment feasibility and
mark
ket research support on reuse
r
options for the DU
US Historic Bu
uilding and d
developer se
election
and negotiation
n
for the building lease.
Maste
er Plan—EPS
S was the eco
onomic cons
sultant on th e DUS Allian
nce team, responsible for a
mark
ket analysis of
o private rettail, office, residential, a nd hotel use
es on the site
e. EPS also was
respo
onsible for identifying fun
nding source
es and develo
oping a finan
ncing model to compare
altern
natives and to
t develop a financing pllan and strattegy.

mic & Planning
g Systems, Inc
c.
Econom
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The $50
$
million rehabilitation
n and renova
ation of DUS,, which inclu
udes the Craw
wford Hotel and
retail and restaurrant space, was
w complete
ed in July 20
014.
Los Angeles
A
Har
rbor Econom
mic Adjustme
ent Strategy
y
Los Angeles, Califo
ornia

Like m
many large cities, Los Angeles has a shortage
of viab
ble, master-planned property to
accom
mmodate eco
onomic devellopment. La
and that
is ava ilable often h
has complex
x environmen
ntal
issuess and subsurrface conditio
ons, includin
ng oil
wells a
and associatted pipelines
s. Wilmingto
on
Industtrial Park is sstrategically located adja
acent to
the Lo
os Angeles H
Harbor, the A
Alameda Corrridor,
and otther transpo
ortation imprrovements under
constrruction. The
e economic s
strategy iden
ntified
ways tto redevelop
p the projectt area and atttract
new development
d
t, labor-inten
nsive industrry, and new jobs for the
e local comm
munity.
EPS evaluated
e
the position off the propertty relative to
o the area’s e
extraordinarry transporta
ation
infras
structure, regional econo
omic trends, and the job - and tax-ba
ase goals of the Community
Redev
velopment Agency
A
of the
e City of Los
s Angeles (CR
RA/LA). The
e team developed economic,
land planning, civ
vil engineerin
ng, geotechn
nical, and re developmen
nt studies, co
ontributing to
oa
strate
egic plan for attracting public
p
and prrivate investm
ment to the area.
The strategy
s
inclu
uded develop
ping a geogrraphic inform
mation system and a rela
ated Web sitte
intended to exped
dite developer due dilige
ence associatted with spe
ecific develop
pment propo
osals.
Pier 70
7 Master Plan
P
and Dev
veloper Sele
ection/Nego
otiation
San Francisco,
F
Callifornia

The si te is a 65-accre industrial area locate
ed just
south of Mission B
Bay and eastt of the eclec
ctic
Dogpa
atch neighbo
orhood. It is
s home to se
everal
Port o f San Francisco tenants,, including a working
ship re
epair company, a radio b
broadcasting
g unit, an
arts g roup, and a variety of sttorage uses. The
more tthan 30 buildings on the
e property in
nclude
one off the largest clusters of h
historic, marritime
structu
ures on the West Coast. The goals o
of the
Maste r Plan were to create a g
guide to
rehabiilitation and adaptive reu
use of many
y of the
existing structure
es, while providing developable locattions for new
w, infill buildiings and pub
blic
acces
ss to the watterfront.
EPS was
w engaged
d by the Portt of San Fran
ncisco on thi s project bettween 2007 and 2015. EPS first
led a multidiscipliinary effort to
t produce a Preferred M
Master Plan ffor the site. The Master Plan
provided a framework for the
e restoration of historic sstructures, in
ntegrated op
pen space, an
nd public
acces
ss at the site
e, and develo
oped a viable
e financing sstrategy, which incorpora
ated funding
g sources
for th
he above goa
als, as well as
a for costly infrastructurre improvem
ments and en
nvironmental
remediation. Building on the Master Plan
n process, EP
PS assisted tthe Port of S
San Francisco
o in
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develloping a Request for Qua
alifications (R
RFQ), interviiewing shortt-listed developers, selec
cting a
preferred develop
per, and supported nego
otiations.
c
negotiation proc
cess included
d analysis off revenues frrom land sales, ground leases,
The complex
partic
cipation in grross rent, historic tax cre
edits, Comm
munity Facilitties Districts (CFDs), and
d
Infras
structure Fin
nancing Distrricts (IFDs) to
t repay dev
veloper equitty and fund iinfrastructurre
upgra
ades, historic
c rehabilitatiion, parking structures, a
and parks an
nd open space. EPS’s
negottiation suppo
ort included rigorous fina
ancial analyssis of the horizontal and vertical projject
pro fo
ormas, peer review of fin
nancial assum
mptions, eva
aluation of p
public financiing options a
and
devellopment of the public financing plan,, analysis of the fiscal im
mpacts of the
e project, an
nd
partic
cipation in pe
eriodic intern
nal negotiation preparat ion sessionss and in the n
negotiation m
meetings
themselves.
A dea
al term sheet was adopte
ed by the Po
ort Commissiion and San Francisco Bo
oard of Supe
ervisors
in 2014, and the project rece
eived a positiive vote by tthe citizens o
of San Franc
cisco in 2014
4. The
term sheet includ
ded vehicles to pay for th
he $185 mill ion in infrasttructure costts and partic
cipation
arran
ngements forr the Port of San Francisco.

Port of LA Real Estate
E
Consu
ulting Serviices
Los Angeles, Califo
ornia

In 20
016, EPS con
nducted a stu
udy on behallf of Los Ang
geles City Co
ouncil District 15 (CD 15)) and the
City Economic
E
and Workforce
e Developme
ent Departme
ent (EWDD) called LA W
Waterfront Sitte
Development Fea
asibility Analy
ysis. The 2016 study asssessed the d
developmentt potential off a broad
numb
ber of publicly owned site
es in the LA Waterfront A
Area.
EPS in conjunctio
on with sub-c
consultants were
w
retaine
ed by the Porrt of Los Ang
geles (POLA)) as an
outgrrowth of the previously mentioned
m
fe
easibility stu dy to assesss the develop
pment opporrtunity
and economics
e
att two Port-ow
wned sites in
n the Outer H
Harbor Area on the LA W
Waterfront. T
The study
also sought
s
to rec
commend an
n ownership and manage
ement structture for the Cabrillo Way
y Marina
that supports
s
dev
velopment off the pads while
w
also opttimizing marrina operatio
ons. The stud
dy
featured the follo
owing analytiical processe
es: gathering
g primary an
nd secondary
y source matterials
includ
ers,
ding socioeco
onomic and market data
a through sit e visits and interviews w
with develope
broke
ers, and com
mmunity stak
keholders; da
ata synthesiss to identify and prioritiz
ze potential uses and
owne
ership structu
ures; assessment of fina
ancial feasibi lity for priorrity uses in th
he near-term
m under
current market co
onditions and longer-term; and discu
ussion of the
e interaction between po
olicy and
mark
ket considera
ations as they affect both
h timing issu
ues and the p
possible futu
ure solicitatio
on
proce
ess.
South
h Fremont/Warm Sprin
ngs Reuse an
nd Revitaliz
zation
Fremo
ont, Californiia

In 2010,, the City of Fremont inittiated a plan
nning
process for the 879 acres in Sou
uth Fremont,,
surround
ding the Warrm Springs/S
South Fremo
ont Bay
Area Rap
pid Transit (BART) statio
on, which laid the
groundw
work for positive change through
developm
ment of land
d use alterna
atives, econo
omic
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development strategies, and transportation/infrastructure assessments.
EPS prepared a baseline market analysis to bring economic reality to the land use alternatives,
drafted a white paper on the topic of the future of
NUMMI Plant Mission Peak Panorama by Ellen Levy Finch (Elf) - Own work
manufacturing in the United States and locally, and
convened an expert panel of academics, economists, developers, and business leaders to test
some of the big ideas that were beginning to emerge. EPS and its partners defined the realistic
economic futures for the area and worked with the planners to develop three land use
alternatives for further analysis. Subsequently, EPS and its partners tested variations in the
financial feasibility, public financing requirements, and fiscal implications of the three
alternatives. Electric car manufacturer, Tesla Motors, now anchors this district in the former
NUMMI plant.
Whittier Retail Market Study
Whittier, California

EPS completed a feasibility analysis for the Nelles property in 2014 and 2015, which was
followed by City approval of a plan and environmental clearance for development of the
property. The retained Superintendent’s Residence and the Administration building were
deemed to have potential for economically feasible re-use.
In order to evaluate the market potential for the commercial area, EPS conducted a market
analysis which included a review of socio-economic and employment data, analysis of real estate
market trends, and interviews with area land use and real estate professionals. In particular, the
analysis considered locations and characteristics of competitive shopping centers and
retail/entertainment areas; potential unmet retail demand in the competitive market area based
on “leakage” analysis of retail sales vs. spending patterns; potential targeted tenant mix given
competition, leakage, and regional activity; likely lease rates as evident through recent market
transactions; and potential tenant types and lease rates for the existing buildings to be retained.
Demolition of the 68 buildings is expected to take about 18 months, and a grand opening is
planned for spring 2020. Brookfield’s plans — dubbed the Lincoln Specific Plan — calls for a
mixed-use development of 561 for-sale homes, 189 apartments (60 targeted for ages 55-plus)
and 150,000 square feet of retail/commercial space.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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PUBLIC FINANCE
Services Provided
EPS assembles comprehensive financing plans, funding sources, and tools for public
infrastructure and services.


Infrastructure Financing Strategies – EPS provides a range of services necessary to fund
and build community facilities and capital improvements and provide for their ongoing
operation and maintenance. We strive to prepare achievable financing plans that respond to
public and private objectives and make creative use of available financing. Clients regularly
call on EPS to identify innovative funding and financing approaches. In addition, our technical
work often includes the formulation of assessment rates, special tax formulas, and fee
ordinances. We also assess the impacts of capital financing alternatives on project feasibility
and public finance in the context of project negotiations.



Development Impact Fees – EPS brings a deep understanding of the statutory
requirements and legal considerations, broad public financing issues, economic conditions,
and administrative considerations that affect development of new and updated Development
Impact Fee programs. EPS combines sound technical work grounded in legally defensible
“nexus” arguments with analysis of economic implications, consideration of stakeholder
concerns, and policy direction in our fee program assignments.



Special Tax and Assessment Districts – EPS offers extensive expertise in the full range of
economic and financial services related to formation and funding of Special Tax and
Assessment Districts. EPS prepares assessment rates, special tax formulas, hearing reports,
and other documents required for a Resolution of Intention, such as the List of Authorized
Services.



Tax Increment Districts - EPS has decades of experience analyzing tax increment financing
(TIF) potential across a range of infill and redevelopment projects and areas. While
legislation has evolved, the firm continues to offer best-in-class services in support of tax
increment program development, revenue forecasting, financing support services, and policy
advisory services.



Intergovernmental Negotiations – EPS provides intergovernmental negotiation support
related to the formation or reorganization of government entities, including as part of
municipal incorporation, annexations, special district formations, and joint powers authority
(JPA) formations. EPS typically prepares detailed budget forecasts for the new jurisdiction,
provides documentation of alternative organizational options, and estimates impacts on
existing entities. EPS also provides technical support to public entities undertaking
negotiation of tax sharing agreements.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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PUBLIC FINANCE
Representative Projects


Boulder Junction Access District Feasibility Study, Boulder, Colorado



California Strategic Growth Infill Finance Options Analysis, California



Coliseum Site Land Value Analysis and Negotiation Support, Oakland, California



Comprehensive Development Impact Fee Nexus Study, Antioch, California



Comprehensive Development Impact Fee Nexus Study, Calistoga, California



Comprehensive Development Impact Fee Nexus Study, Pleasanton, California



Denver Union Station Financing Peer Review, Denver, Colorado



Downtown Denver Business Improvement District Benefit Analysis, Denver, Colorado



East Pleasanton Infrastructure Financing Plan, Pleasanton, California



Fairfield Train Station Specific Plan Financing Strategy, Fairfield, California



Fort Ord Financial Leverage/Credit Enhancement Study, Monterey, California



Hollywood Central Park EIFD, Los Angeles, California



La Plata County Regional Transportation Financing Strategy, Durango, Colorado



Landmark Redevelopment Financing Analysis, Greenwood Village, Colorado



Latitude Project CFD Analysis, Richmond, California



Los Angeles Child Care In-Lieu Fees Peer Review, Los Angeles, California



Lowry Redevelopment Authority Financial Model, Denver, Colorado



Mountain House Community Financing Plan, San Joaquin County, California



North Natomas Community Plan, Financing and Nexus Study, Sacramento, California



Pagosa Springs/ Archuleta County Impact Fee Study, Colorado



Palo Alto Rail Grade Separation Financing Strategy, Palo Alto, California



Regional Sports Facility Financing Plan, Stanislaus County, California



Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program, San Joaquin County, California



Review of San Francisco Controller's Payroll Tax Options, San Francisco, California



Roaring Fork Transit Authority Financial Analysis, Roaring Fork Valley, Colorado



Rocklin Unified School District Facilities Financing, Rocklin, California



Sacramento Railyards Financing Plan and Impact Analysis, Sacramento, California



San Luis Obispo Infrastructure Financing Analysis, San Luis Obispo, California



San Mateo Revenue Forecast, San Mateo, California



Santa Monica Civic Center Financing Plan, Santa Monica, California



Solano County Property Tax Forecast, Solano County, California



Southeast Woodland Specific Plan Infrastructure/ School Financing Plan, Woodland, California



Stapleton Airport Reuse Financing Plan, Denver, Colorado



Transit Center District/Trans Bay terminal area, San Francisco, California

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Ventura Freeway Cap Study, Ventura, California



West Downtown Specific Plan Infrastructure Financing Plan, Walnut Creek, California



Western Riverside County Fees and Economic Development, Riverside, California



Winrock Mall Redevelopment Financing Analysis, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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PUB
BLIC FINA
ANCE
Project Profiles
Califo
ornia Strate
egic Growth Council Inffill Finance O
Options Ana
alysis
State of California

Promo
oting and enabling sustainable infill
develo
opment is a principal objjective of the
e SGC
becau se of its con
nsistency with the State Planning
Prioritties and beca
ause infill furrthers many of the
goals of all of the SGC membe
er agencies.
Focusiing growth ttoward infill a
areas takes
develo
opment presssure off conservation lan
nds and
workin
ng lands, it increases tra
ansit ridershiip and
reduce
es vehicle trips, it requirres less per c
capita
energy
y and water use than les
ss space-effiicient
develo
opment, it im
mproves pub
blic health by
y
promoting active transportatiion and activ
ve lifestyles, and it proviides a more equitable mix of
housiing choices among
a
otherr benefits. Thus,
T
the SG
GC has been investigating
g actions tha
at can be
taken
n to improve the ability of
o local governments and
d private dev
velopers to s
successfully plan and
build good infill projects.
Work
king with a panel of finan
ncing experts
s, EPS docum
mented existting funding resources, ffinancing
methods and “best practices,” identified constraints
c
ffacing infill d
development, conducted a set of
infill development
d
t case studie
es, and prepared recomm
mendations ffor renewed intergovernmental
coord
dination and specific new
w funding sou
urces and fin
nancing mecchanisms inte
ended to imp
prove
infill development
d
t throughoutt the State’s urban areass.
The final
f
report provided
p
reco
ommendations for State agencies to better coord
dinate and a
align
existing financing
g mechanism
ms and progrrams, as wel l as broad po
olicy recomm
mendations tto
suppo
ort increased
d revitalizatio
on efforts wiith regard to
o affordable housing, transit, and lan
nd use
policies.
min Sigman, Walter Kiese
er
Contact: Benjam
Comp
prehensive Developmen
D
nt Impact Fee
F
Nexus Sttudy
Pleasa
anton, Califorrnia

Impact fees are one-time
o
cha
arges on new
w developme
ent collected and used by
y jurisdiction
ns (e.g.,
a City
y or County) to cover the
e cost of cap
pital facilitiess and infrastructure that is required to serve
new residential
r
and commerc
cial growth. The
T
City of P
Pleasanton ccurrently has
s an establish
hed DIF
progrram with fee
es established
d as part of several prev
vious studiess.
Econo
omic & Plann
ning Systems, Inc. (EPS)) in cooperattion with Feh
hr & Peers, w
were retained to
prepa
are a Development Impa
act Fee (DIF)) nexus repo
ort designed to provide the City of
Pleasanton with the
t
necessarry technical documentati
d
on to suppo rt the adoption of an update to
its ex
xisting develo
opment impa
act fees. Sp
pecifically, th
he DIF reven
nues calculatted in the stu
udy will
be us
sed to fund parks
p
and recreation faciilities, downttown beautiffication imprrovements, p
public
facilitties, fire facilities, police facilities, do
owntown parrking, and civ
vic center. T
The DIF will a
also fund
mic & Planning
g Systems, Inc
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neede
ed additions and improvements to ro
oadways to a
accommodatte future traffic volumes
s
projected as a res
sult of new development
d
t. Improvem
ments include
e new roadw
ways, roadwa
ay
impro
ovements, new interchan
nge projects, and other p
projects such as intersec
ction signaliz
zations,
multi-modal faciliities, and pla
an line studie
es, among o
others.
Palo Alto Rail Gr
rade Separation Financiing Strategy
y
Palo Alto,
A
Californiia

The C
City of Palo A
Alto (City) ha
as four at-gra
ade
crossi ngs of the C
Caltrain rail c
corridor and is
curren
ntly planning
g for grade s
separations o
of some
or all of these cro ssings, as w
well as additio
onal
grade -separated p
pedestrian/b
bicycle crossiings.
Some of the grade
e separation
n alternatives
s
consid
dered by the
e City of Palo
o Alto are like
ely to
requirre local funding to supple
ement availa
able
source
es of funding
g from the other governm
mental
agenccies.
EPS was
w selected as part of a multi-discip
plinary team
m headed by an engineering and deve
elopment
Alto Rail Corrridor Plan. E
consu
ultancy retained by the City
C
to develop the Palo A
EPS prepared
da
techn
nical memora
andum for ciity officials that included
d (1) a high llevel summa
ary of potenttial
sourc
ces of funding from the VTA,
V
the Cou
unty, MTC, th
he state (inccluding the C
CAPUC and the
CAHS
SRA) and fed
deral governm
ments, including the am
mount or rang
ge of funding
g that could
poten
ntially be ava
ailable to the
e city from each
e
source/ program, lik
kely constrain
nts on the use of
otential local funding
funds
s, the schedu
ule of funding availability
y, etc.; (2) a detailed su
ummary of po
methods, includin
ng the amount (or range
e) of funding that could p
potentially be generated with
each method, the
e steps the City
C
would ne
eed to take tto implemen
nt each, and the advanta
ages and
disadvantages of each. Possib
ble local fund
ding method
ds to be anallyzed include
ed a local sales tax,
a parrcel tax, a bu
usiness tax, development impact fee
es, and any o
other reason
nable method
d
availa
able to the City;
C
and (3) a discussion
n of potentia
al funding me
ethods requiiring collaboration
betwe
een the City and Caltrain
n that are lik
kely to be ra ised during tthe planning
g process, su
uch as a
surch
harge on train travel to/ffrom Palo Altto and value capture involving development over the
railroad right of way.
w
The City
C
of Palo Alto
A
has utiliz
zed the mem
morandum a nd work prepared by EPS to move fo
orward
with the
t
Palo Alto
o Rail Program (now calle
ed: Connect ing Palo Alto
o) and has re
ecently narro
owed
their list of grade
e separation options from
m 34 down to
o 10.
Sacra
amento Raillyards Finan
ncing Plan and
a
Impact A
Analysis
Sacra
amento, Califo
fornia

Redev
velopment off the Railyard
ds area in do
owntown
Sacram
mento offerss a unique opportunity to
o
reinforrce and expa
and the role of the Centrral City
as Saccramento’s rregional centter for business,
comm
merce, govern
nment, entertainment, h
housing,
educa tion, and culture. With projected bu
uildout in
the latte 2020s, the Railyards w
will house a major
transp
portation hub
b and will cre
eate a vibran
nt
transitt-oriented m
mixed-use dis
strict as an integral
mic & Planning
g Systems, Inc
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exten
nsion of the Central
C
Business Districtt and as a ke
ey tourism destination. The Railyard
ds is a
collab
borative plan
nning effort between
b
the City of Sacrramento and
d Inland Ame
erican Sacramento
Holdings. The 24
44-acre brow
wnfield site is
s located imm
mediately no
orth of down
ntown Sacram
mento
and plans
p
to be a mixed-use hub for ente
ertainment, rretail, housin
ng, office, th
heaters, park
ks,
hotels, and muse
eums. The guiding plan for
f the area envisions th
he site to inc
clude a Kaise
er
Hospital and med
dical campus
s, a major lea
ague soccer stadium, mo
ore than 1.0
0 million squa
are feet
of rettail, 2.3 million square fe
eet of office, varying res idential houssing units, and recreatio
onal and
culturral uses.
EPS prepared
p
a Public
P
Facilitie
es Financing
g Plan, Fiscall and Econom
mic Impact A
Analyses, and
provided technica
al support for developme
ent agreeme
ent negotiatio
ons. Currently, EPS is in
nvolved
in the
e process of preparing an
n updated Fiiscal Impact Analysis and will update
e the Public Facilities
Finan
ncing Plan.
The project
p
receiv
ved full entittlement through the City
y of Sacrame
ento, and the
e City and property
owne
er leveraged a combinatio
on of State and
a
federal g
grant fundin g to relocate
e the railroad
d tracks
(cons
sistent with the
t
plan) and
d to construc
ct Railyards Boulevard (the main east-west back
kbone
roadw
way in the prroject), as well
w as two bridge crossin
ngs over the newly reloc
cated tracks.
San Luis
L
Obispo Infrastructture Financin
ng Analysis
San Luis
L
Obispo, California
C

The C ity of San Lu
uis Obispo ha
ad several approved
impacct fee programs that werre collecting
reven ue: a transp
portation imp
pact fee, a w
water
impacct fee, a wastewater impact fee, an
afford able housing
g impact fee
e, a public arrt impact
fee, tw
wo park impact fees, and
d an airport--area
open sspace impacct fee. In some cases, th
he level
of the
ese fees varie
ed considera
ably by area of the
City a nd/or excee ded typical ffeasibility
standa
ards. The C ity was antic
cipating the
prepa ration of a n
new AB1600 nexus study
y based
on the infrastructture improve
ements identtified as partt of the Land
d Use and Circulation Ele
ement
(LUCE
E) update.
EPS created
c
a serries of inform
mative study
y sessions fo r the San Lu
uis Obispo Ciity Council th
hat were
focus
sed on the pu
urpose and intent of dev
velopment im
mpact fees, a
all aspects off preparing, adopting
and administering
a
g a fee program, and the
e typical ben
nefits and co
oncerns associated with ffee
e
progrrams. The study session
ns were supp
plemented w
with informattion about otther available
methods of infras
structure fina
ancing. Partticular attenttion was paid
d to the key issues identtified in
the City’s
C
Econom
mic Developm
ment Strateg
gic Plan, incl uding the ne
eed to overcome the sub
bstantial
challe
enges of funding infrastrructure inves
stment in ne w Specific Plan growth a
areas and reducing
barrie rs to creatin
ng head of ho
ousehold job
bs.
Ventu
ura Freeway
y Cap Study
Venturra, California

As parrt of its Com
mpass Blueprrint Program,, the
South ern Californiia Associatio
on of Governments
(SCAG
G) sought to advance the
e planning efforts of
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its member jurisdictions related to transit-oriented development (TOD). As one such jurisdiction,
the City of Ventura was interested in initiating a second phase analysis of the U.S. 101 capping
project. In the previous analysis, members of the team confirmed the U.S. 101 Freeway Cap
project was feasible. The purpose of the second phase analysis was to resolve previously
identified issues such as exploring urban design options that reconnect the existing downtown
fabric to the oceanfront and incorporating a multimodal transit location in the project, as well as
identifying potential funding for the project.
EPS, as part of a consultant team, led the effort to assist Ventura in researching available
Federal, State, local and project-based funding mechanisms and estimating the potential
revenues to fund public infrastructure costs associated with the capping project. EPS prepared a
financing plan that summarized these potential revenues, compared revenues to estimated
infrastructure costs, and described the steps required to compete for and generate such funds.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION
Services Provided
EPS informs land use and transportation planning with socio-economic fundamentals.


Local and Regional Land Use Planning – EPS provides a range of land use planning
services, which frequently are applied during preparation of General and Comprehensive
Plans or multijurisdictional efforts (e.g., Sustainable Community Strategies in California). In
this context, EPS evaluates both the socio-economic context and real estate factors affecting
land use potential, as well as recommends strategies to incentivize development and fund
infrastructure. EPS also evaluates the effect of growth on municipal services and amenities
and the opportunities and constraints presented by regional economic fundamentals. EPS
frequently works with urban planning professionals on technical analyses and policy
engagements to inform public planning efforts, create implementation programs, and prepare
necessary documentation.



Subarea Plans and Programming Services – EPS helps clients strategically program land
use mix and real estate formats, quantities, and phasing of development within a project site
or land use plan, assuring alignment with current and evolving real estate market conditions.
EPS commonly works with multidisciplinary team members, including urban designers and
civil engineers, either as part of a formal planning process (e.g., Specific Plan Precise Plan,
Master Plan) or as part of conceptual, pre-entitlement, or due diligence efforts.



Population and Employment Forecasts – EPS brings deep experience in demographic and
economic data sources, analysis, and forecasting. EPS processes and maintains data inhouse, stays current with federal and State data releases, and employs advanced
demographic and economic forecast modeling for clients. EPS commonly brings these data
and analyses to its local and regional planning work.



Transit-Oriented Development – EPS understands that real estate development proximate
to transit comes with a unique set of opportunities and challenges. EPS commonly works
with planning and other professionals to evaluate real estate market potential, financial
feasibility, and development strategies for TOD.



Local and Regional Travel Demand Modeling – EPS prepares socio-economic data in
support of transportation modeling efforts and the development of transportation capital
improvement plans (e.g., Regional Transportation Plans). Underlying all transportation
modeling efforts is a set of spatial data and assumptions regarding present and future land
uses. The socio-economic and land use data, and the related analysis and forecasting
efforts, typically include evaluations of major regional industries and economic trends,
projections of population and employment, small area allocations of regional population and
employment projections, and analyses of the relationships between jobs and housing.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION
Representative Projects


Adams County Comprehensive Plan, Adams County, Colorado



Anchorage Industrial Lands Assessment, Anchorage, Alaska



Bay Meadows II EIR Land Use Alternative, San Mateo, California



CCTA/WETA Ferry Expansion Feasibility Study, Contra Costa, California



Commercial and Accommodations Land Use Study, Telluride, Colorado



Conaway Ranch Regional Growth Forecast and Market Analysis, Woodland, California



Contra Costa County Travel Demand Model Updates, Contra Costa County, California



Economic and Commercial Balance Analysis, Mountain Village, Colorado



El Dorado County Growth Forecast, El Dorado County, California



Fort Collins City Plan Update, Fort Collins, Colorado



I-10 and I-15 Investments- Grade Traffic and Revenue Study, San Bernardino and
Riverside County, California



I-5 Corridor Population and Employment Forecasts, San Joaquin County, California



I-5 North Express Lanes Study, Newhall, California



Kennecott General Plan, Salt Lake County, Utah



Land Use/Transportation Corridor Plan, San Mateo County, California



Littleton Boulevard Corridor Study, Littleton, Colorado



Longmont Area Comprehensive Plan Update, Longmont, Colorado



McCall Comprehensive Plan, McCall, Idaho



Metro Vision Urban Centers Pilot Project, Denver, Colorado



Mission Bay Ferry 2018 Local Partnership, San Francisco, California



Palo Alto Rail Program Management Services, Palo Alto, California



Peery Park Community Benefits Analysis, Sunnyvale, California



Plan Bay Area, California



PlanCheyenne Area Master Plan, Cheyenne, Wyoming



Port of SF WLUP Update, San Francisco, California



Redwood City Public Private Defined Benefits RFP, Redwood City, California



Santa Barbara County Green House Gas Emissions Inventory, Santa Barbara, California



Santa Fe Boulevard Corridor Plan, Littleton, Colorado



SF Transit Center 4th and King Railyards Plan, San Francisco, California



Snyderville Basin Growth Management Report, Summit County, Utah



Sunnyvale Lawrence Station Area Plan, Sunnyvale, California



Superior Comprehensive Plan Update, Superior, Colorado



Trip Generation Rates for Urban Infill, California

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

17

Statement of Qualifications



VIA Metropolitan Transit Real Estate Services, San Antonio, Texas



West Bench General Plan Amendment, Salt Lake County, Utah



Winter Park Comprehensive Plan Update, Winter Park, Colorado

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION
Project Profiles
I-10 and I-15 Investments- Grade Traffic and Revenue Study
San Bernardino and Riverside County, California

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) sought adjustments to the draft
Regional Transportation Plan 2016 (RTP2016) and corresponding San Bernardino Associated
Governments (SANBAG) Year 2040 projections for the SCAG Region and San Bernardino County.
These adjustments were to provide the socio-economic datasets (SEDs) for the San Bernardino
Transportation Analysis Model (SBTAM), which in turn will generate projections of traffic and
revenue potential for the proposed I-10 and I-15 Express Lanes.
EPS was retained to prepare an investment grade traffic and revenue study. EPS recommend
baseline growth projections that considered historical growth trends and possible constraints on
the rates of growth as well as the long-term growth potentials for the SCAG region and for San
Bernardino County. The report made a variety of adjustments to the original SCAG and SANBAG
projections. Because the projections were complex, EPS broke the types of adjustments into
four components: 1) selection of the default forecast scenario; 2) reconciliation of classification
and marginal forecast differences between the SCAG and SANBAG datasets representing the
selected forecast scenario; 3) county level adjustments of projected total employment growth
assumed feasible by 2040, to address considerations of sustainable growth rates and the impacts
of rapid growth on local jurisdictions; and 4) the application of a five-year lag in the long-range
regional growth forecast for the region, to better account for likely periodic economic lulls and
reversals during the 2012-2040 projection interval. The adjustments applied research and
analysis of primary and secondary data.
The adjusted EPS Baseline projections of employment, households, and population were shown
in contrast to the original draft RTP2016 forecasts illustrating order of magnitude differences.
The adjustments reflected extensive data and historical trend analysis, research, and
understanding of the SCAG Regional Growth Forecast model and the RTP2016 forecast scenarios
and dataset iterations.
Mission Bay Ferry 2018 Local Partnership
San Francisco, California

While Mission Bay is currently served by Muni as well as independently operated shuttles, there
is currently no direct BART or ferry service. Consequently, a ferry terminal and service to Mission
Bay would provide a new transit option for residents, workers, and visitors, particularly those
commuting to or from the East Bay, Marin County, and Solano County.
EPS was retained to estimate the net economic benefits of a new ferry terminal and service to
the Mission Bay neighborhood of San Francisco. The primary goal of the report is to document
the results of a Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) that monetizes and compares the costs and benefits
of ferry service to Mission Bay over time relative to a “no project” scenario. The findings are
based on research and analysis conducted by EPS and the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority (SFCTA) with input and direction from the Port of San Francisco (Port) and the Water
Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA).
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The EPS analysis found that the quantifiable economic benefits of new ferry service to Mission
Bay are estimated to exceed its operations and maintenance costs and one-time capital
investments. The Port used the EPS findings and documentation to support on-going planning
efforts and pursue funding opportunities.

Plan Bay Area
California

As required under California State law, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) were preparing a regional land use and
transportation plan to guide future growth and investment in ways that reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. This plan, called Plan Bay Area, allocated a significant portion of future housing and
employment growth to “Priority Development Areas” (PDAs). The PDAs were identified and
defined as future growth areas by each of the 100+ jurisdictions in the nine-county region and
were generally focused around public transit infrastructure. While MTC and ABAG do not have
land use authority to approve or reject development projects, they do control transportation
funding and also financially support local planning initiatives, and the plan implied that future
funding would be largely directed toward the PDAs. The homebuilding industry expressed
concern that Plan Bay Area’s allocation of future housing to these PDAs was overly optimistic,
and that more housing and thus more transportation and planning funding would be required
outside of the PDAs.
EPS was retained by MTC to assess whether the housing allocations in Plan Bay Area were
realistic based on the “readiness” of the PDAs to accommodate such growth. With roughly 200
PDAs of various sizes and types defined in Plan Bay Area, EPS selected a group of 65 PDAs
jointly representing the majority of future housing growth as well as representation from all nine
counties and various PDA types, ranging from regional centers like Downtown San Francisco and
Oakland to smaller neighborhoods in suburban cities. For each of the PDAs, EPS worked with the
jurisdictions and a stakeholder group comprised of developers and public sector representatives
to review the history of development, the physical supply and zoned capacity of underutilized
land, market pricing, infrastructure capacity, political support or opposition, and other conditions
and trends indicating the potential opportunities and constraints for housing development. EPS
then estimated the likely rate of housing development in each PDA through 2040, and compared
these estimates to the allocations in Plan Bay Area.
In general, EPS found that the growth allocations were optimistic and would likely require
interventions (zoning changes, infrastructure investments, etc.) to be achieved. EPS then
recommended efforts that MTC and ABAG as well as the jurisdictions themselves could undertake
to improve the “readiness” of the PDAs to accommodate the allocated growth.
Trip Generation Rates for Urban Infill
California

The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates have been the primary
source for travel demand analysis of new development throughout the United States, and they
are relied upon for conducting California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and local agency
development impact analyses. These rates were intentionally based on surveys of isolated
suburban development with little or no pedestrian, bicycle, or transit accessibility for ease of
data collection. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in 2004 sought to address
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the need for bette
er and more
e accurate da
ata regarding
g travel charracteristics o
of infill development
in California’s me
etropolitan arreas.
EPS was
w retained
d as part of an
a interdiscip
plinary team of consultan
nts to updatte the trip ge
eneration
rates of California
a infill develo
opment. EPS
S coordinated
d with Techn
nical Advisorry Committee
e (TAC),
ITE, and
a
NCHRP members
m
to review the criteria
c
for se
electing reprresentative iinfill develop
pment
sites. EPS collabo
orated in building and ap
pplying GIS ttools to faciliitate site selection statew
wide and
ove those GIIS resources and tools. EPS
E
then ma
apped all can
ndidates and selected stu
udy sites
impro
using
g Google Eartth Pro and MapInfo
M
Profe
essional, to v
verify site lo
ocation within the popula
ation and
emplo
oyment dens
sity contexts
s. Data collec
ction involve
ed acquiring raw Californ
nia TOD surv
vey
resea
arch data and
d precisely analyzing
a
all site location
ns using stre
eet addresses
s and geogra
aphic
coord
dinates, prov
viding place mark
m
and co
ontextual in d
digital forma
ats.
The most
m
applicable outcome
e of this stud
dy is the prod
duction of an
n initial set o
of quantitativ
ve
inform
mation on travel charactteristics of urrban infill lan
nd uses for ttraffic impact studies and
d
environmental as
ssessments in this state. This researcch is intende
ed to establis
sh a standarrdized
data collection an
nd analysis methodology
m
y, which will hopefully result in consistent inform
mation
gathe
ering in the future.
f
VIA Metropolitan
M
n Transit Re
eal Estate Se
ervices
San Antonio,
A
Texa
as

EPS ad
dvised the V
VIA Metropolitan Transit Agency
on wa ys to manag
ge its real es
state holding
gs,
implem
ment a joint developmen
nt program, and take
the lea
ad on TOD in
n the San An
ntonio Region. In
terms of joint dev
velopment, E
EPS wrote the
e Policies
and Prrocedures for the agency
y that established the
metho
od for engaging private-s
sector developers for
solicite
ed and unso
olicited propo
osals. VIA has
amasssed a sizable
e real estate inventory, a
and EPS
helpe
ed prepare th
he agency fo
or ways to leverage its h oldings with developers,, such that the
agenc
cy could accomplish larg
ger goals rela
ating to TOD
D and expand
ded ridership
p, as well as specific
goals
s regarding revenue gene
eration. For the P3 work
k, EPS groun
nded its reco
ommendation
ns in
local market analysis and the
en constructe
ed a financia
al pro forma to test alterrnative partn
nership
structtures to achieve viability
y. EPS worked with loca l municipalitties, land ow
wners, and
devellopers to alig
gn interests with those of
o VIA, stipullate investment thresholds for each partner,
define
e returns based on the degree
d
of risk, and link tthe P3 projeccts to policy objectives s
such that
electe
ed and appointed officialls could apprrove funds a
and move forrward with p
projects.
EPS negotiated
n
with
w
develope
ers and land owners to b
buy, sell, and
d ground lea
ase real estatte to
advan
nce joint dev
velopment and P3 opporrtunities. In response to
o an unsolicitted proposal to build
a verrtically integrrated mixed--use TOD on
n a bus rapid transit (BRT
T) line, EPS completed a
comp
prehensive re
eview of the developmen
nt proposal a
and construccted a financ
cial pro forma to
define
e VIA’s nego
otiating posittions.
The project
p
has been
b
approve
ed by the Citty of San An
ntonio and by
y VIA, and construction
docum
ments are be
eing generatted at this time.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REVITALIZATION
Services Provided
EPS fosters economic vitality and opportunity in distressed, transitioning, or underserved
neighborhoods and regions.


Large-Scale Redevelopment Services – EPS provides research and analysis to support
the reuse of major public and private facilities into vibrant centers of business and civic
activity. EPS’s extensive experience with major reuse projects includes military bases,
airports, rail yards, waterfronts, and other industrial areas. EPS’s approach to
redevelopment combines the use of market studies, project feasibility analyses, P3
opportunities, and infrastructure financing strategies to deliver advisory services that are
comprehensive, strategic, and implementable.



Downtown and Corridor Revitalization Services – EPS commonly assists cities and other
public entities with the development of strategies to promote revitalization, ensure
sustainability, or stimulate reinvestment in infill areas such as downtown centers and
transportation corridors. EPS combines technical rigor and creative problem-solving skills to
produce far-looking, ambitious, and achievable recommendations.



Retail Positioning Analysis and Strategies – EPS prepares retail supply and demand
studies (“leakage” analyses), as well as highly tailored strategies for retail districts. In its
retail work, EPS strives to fully recognize the range of assets and challenges central to
devising a successful retail strategy, including the location-specific attributes of the
neighborhood and the dynamics of the community. The combination of analytics and
locational competitiveness assessment provides EPS’s clients with highly effective strategies
for retail sustainability and enhancement.



Economic Development Strategies – EPS assists cities and other public entities seeking to
attract investment and grow the local economy. EPS’s economic development work
commonly employs Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threats (SWOT) Analysis and
Cluster Analysis. EPS also conducts stakeholder outreach and meeting facilitation to support
development of economic development strategies. While well known for land use-driven
economic development strategies, EPS also is well versed in traditional approaches to
business attraction and retention.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REVITALIZATION
Representative Projects


Denver Retail Conditions and Opportunities Study, Denver, Colorado



Dublin Economic Development Strategy, Dublin, California



East Line Market Readiness and Economic Development Strategy, Denver, Colorado



Hermosa Beach Civic Center Economic Development Strategy, Hermosa Beach,
California



Moving SOLANO Forward Economic Diversification Strategy, Solano County,
California



Santa Cruz Wharf Master Plan, Santa Cruz, California

Economic Development


Belmar Town Center Economic Impact Study, Lakewood, Colorado



Big Box Retail Economic Impact Study, Bozeman, Montana



Colorado Affordable Housing Trust Fund Economic Impact Analysis, Denver, Colorado



Danville Economic Development Plan, Danville, California



Davis Technology Center Fiscal and Economic Review, Davis, California



Denver Union Station Economic Impact Analysis, Denver, Colorado



East Bay Regional Parks District Economic Impact Analysis, Alameda County, California



Economic Benefit of the US Helicopter Air Medical Transport Industry, Alexandria, Virginia



Economic Impact of California Clean Air, Jobs, and Transportation Act (CALTEA), California



Economic Impact of Federal Endangered Species Critical Habitat Designation, California



Economic Impact of Napa Center for Wine, Food and the Arts, Napa, California



Economic Impact of PUC Energy Conservation Program, San Francisco, California



Economic Impact of Sears Point Raceway Expansion, Marin County, California



Economic Impact of Sonoma County Construction Industry, Sonoma County, California



Economic Impact of Tracy Growth Control Measure, Tracy, California



Mather Airport Economic Impact Analysis, Sacramento, California



San Antonio Urban Economics Tool, San Antonio, Texas



Scotts Valley Economic Development, Scotts Valley, California



Socio-Economic Impact of University of California Merced Campus, Merced County, California



The Crescent Anaheim, Anaheim, California



The Gulch Economic Impact Study, Nashville, Tennessee



Town of Windsor Retail Market Analysis and Strategic Positioning Study, Windsor, California



Tracy Gateway Economic Benefit Study, Tracy, California



Wal-Mart Site Economic Impact Analysis, Woodland, California
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Revitalization


Business and Waterfront Improvement Project Redevelopment Study, Sacramento, California



Core to Shore Redevelopment Plan, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma



Downtown Revitalization Study, Walnut Creek, California



Durango Downtown Plan, Durango, Colorado



Fitzsimons Redevelopment Plan, Aurora, Colorado



Jackson Multi-Agency Campus Development Plan, Jackson, Wyoming



Larimer Square Market and Feasibility, Larimer, Colorado



Lowenstein Theater Retail Redevelopment, Denver, Colorado



Lowry Buckley Annex Redevelopment Plan, Denver, Colorado



Midtown Corridor Commercial Redevelopment Study, Fort Collins, Colorado



Midtown Specific Plan, Financing Feasibility Analysis, San Jose, California



Montrose Downtown Master Plan, Montrose, Colorado



Olathe Downtown Master Plan, Olathe, Kansas



Port of San Francisco Financial and Economic Impact Analyses, San Francisco, California



Redevelopment Feasibility Analysis, Roseville, California



Redevelopment Plan Blight Findings and Feasibility Analysis, Newark, California



Redevelopment Plan Feasibility Analysis, South Lake Tahoe, California



Redevelopment Tax Increment Audit and Forecast, Madera, California



Richards Boulevard Redevelopment and Housing Study, Sacramento, California



Santa Cruz Wharf Master Plan, Santa Cruz, California



Santa Monica Pier Use Study, Santa Monica, California



Stapleton Development Plan, Denver, Colorado



Union Pacific Depot Redevelopment Feasibility Analysis, Cheyenne, Wyoming



Vallco Specific Plan 2018, Cupertino, California



White Rock Redevelopment Plan, Los Alamos, New Mexico
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ECO
ONOMIC DEVELOP
PMENT AN
ND REVIT
TALIZATIION
Project Profiles
Denv
ver Retail Co
onditions an
nd Opportun
nities Study
Denve
er, Colorado

The Ciity of Denve
er’s Structura
al Financial T
Task
Force identified a strong retaill sector as essential
to its ffiscal health and recomm
mended the city
develo
op a more co
omprehensiv
ve program tto deliver
retail g
growth. The
e City of Den
nver engaged EPS to
compl ete a comprrehensive stu
udy to identiify the
opporttunities and challenges tto retail grow
wth and
to pro
ovide recomm
mendations rregarding a retail
develo
opment, marrketing, and recruitmentt
progra
am.
EPS conducted
c
an
n analysis off retail development pattterns and sales flows forr the City of Denver
and nine
n
subarea
as identifying
g existing gaps by catego
ory and location. The sttudy identifie
ed
existing retail stre
engths and deficiencies
d
and potentia
al retail oppo
ortunity sites
s for develop
pment
and expansion.
e
EPS
E
also eva
aluated the retail develop
pment initiattives of peerr cities and p
provided
its recommendatiions for an enhanced
e
rettail developm
ment program
m and an ex
xpanded toolbox of
busin
ness assistan
nce and finan
ncial incentiv
ves to be use
ed for retail business exp
pansion and
attrac
ction.
City of
o Denver ad
dministrators
s used the sttudy recomm
mendations tto help formu
ulate an Enh
hanced
Retail Strategic Plan,
P
adopted
d in 2013.
Dubliin Economic
c Developme
ent Strategy
y
Dublin
n, California

The C ity of Dublin
n selected an
n EPS-led tea
am to
prepa re its econom
mic developm
ment strateg
gy and
eleme
ent of the Ge
eneral Plan. This importa
ant
projecct encompassed extensiv
ve real estate market
analyssis, an econo
omic compettitiveness
assesssment, and p
public outrea
ach. The Citty
wante
ed an actiona
able plan to guide the ne
ear- and
long-tterm activitie
es of Dublin’’s Economic
Develo
opment Dep
partment. Ad
dopted on November
6, 201
12, EPS deliv
vered a multtipronged ap
pproach
to susstaining and growing the
e local economy. EPS
recom
mmendations
s included th
he preservation of incenttive program
ms, improved
d developme
ent
servic
ces, partners
ships, and th
he suggestio
on that the C
City explore tthe concept of a local economic
devellopment corp
poration. EP
PS is preparing the Econo
omic Develo
opment Elem
ment of the C
City’s
General Plan.
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A nottable elemen
nt of EPS’s work
w
on the Dublin
D
econo
omic develop
pment strategy was the s
study’s
comp
prehensive re
eview of City
y strengths, weaknesses , opportunities, and thre
eats (SWOT)), based
on EP
PS independe
ent research
h and intervie
ews with mo
ore than 30 m
members of the public, b
business
group
ps, planning and develop
pment experrts, and publ ic officials. EPS conside
ered the City’s
comp
petitive position within th
he regional economy,
e
us ing the SWO
OT frameworrk as a tool tto
organ
nize and pres
sent key find
dings.
Most importantly,, the City is currently pro
oceeding witth the implementation of the EPS Ec
conomic
Development Stra
ategy. With the adoptio
on of the Plan
n, the City C
Council also a
allocated $12
25,000
in fun
nding to com
mmence with increased economic
e
dev
velopment activity, base
ed on the
recom
mmendation of the adoptted Plan.
East Line Markett Readiness and Econom
mic Develop
pment Strate
tegy
Denve
er, Colorado

The Ea
ast Line is a critical link in the completion of
the Fa
asTracks Sysstem in Metro Denver,
conne cting Denver Internation
nal Airport (D
DIA)
with D
DUS and Dow
wntown Denv
ver. It also connects
dical
to the I-225 line sserving the A
Anschutz Med
Campu
us and large
e suburban e
employment centers
in sou theast Metro
o Denver. T
The East Line
e will be
a stro ng external marketing asset for Metro
Denve
er, as one off the best center city-to-airport
transitt connections in the Unitted States. There
are otther site- and
d corridor-sp
pecific challe
enges to
maxim
mizing local economic op
pportunities from the lin e, however. First, the e
east I-70 corrridor is
the most
m
attractiv
ve industrial and distribu
ution location
n in the mettro area, and
d there are m
many
barrie
ers to TOD. There also is a policy directive to prreserve and expand thes
se middle skill jobs
along
g the corridor. Second, half
h
of the sttations are g
greenfield sittes with unce
ertain marke
et timing
but consolidated ownership and patient developers.
d
c
a corridorwide
e market ana
alysis and ecconomic dev
velopment sttrategy. The
e market
EPS completed
analy
ysis classified
d each statio
on according to its positio
on along the
e corridor, m
markets it cou
uld
serve
e, and land use
u context. EPS then ta
ailored the m
market analy
ysis to targetted industries for
each station and how these relate to loca
al and region
nal targeted industry stra
ategies. The
e
imple
ementation recommenda
r
ations consistted of an eco
onomic deve
elopment and land use s
strategy
and a marketing and branding strategy. A key recom
mmendation was to targe
et identified
indus
strial and qua
asi-industrial, creative, and
a
“maker”” businesses that need in
ndustrial spa
ace,
beneffit from transit access, and
a
house more employe
ees per acre than the current land us
se
pattern. Flexible zoning apprroaches were
e identified tto allow for a more diverrse business mix
than typical TODs
s, with the most
m
noxious
s uses zoned
d out of the immediate ¼
¼-mile statio
on area.
Partn
nerships were
e recommen
nded with ind
dustry trade groups, loca
al and region
nal economic
c
devellopment orga
anizations, and
a
corridor business an d real estate
e interests.
The marketing
m
an
nd branding strategy outtlined initial brand conce
epts and imagery prepare
ed by a
subco
onsultant, an
nd an overall approach to branding a line by stak
keholders fro
om multiple
jurisd
dictions, agencies, and agendas was prepared by
y EPS.
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Herm
mosa Beach Civic Center
r Economic Developmen
nt Strategy
y
Hermosa Beach, California
C

Hermo
osa Beach occupies a un
nique position within
the tr iad of Beach
h Cities located in the So
outh Bay
area o
of the Los An
ngeles basin. Pier Plaza, the
centerrpiece of the
e Downtown Core, is a
pedesstrian-only public space s
surrounded by
restau
urants, bars and retail us
ses. It is
imme diately adjaccent to the S
Strand and the
beach
h, linking it d
directly to co
ommercial ac
ctivities
on He
ermosa Aven
nue and Pier Avenue. Wh
hile these
busine
esses have b
been success
sful, associatted latenight revelry has increasingly
y conflicted with
w
the surrrounding ressidential com
mmunity. Acc
cording
to loc
cal brokers and
a
real estate professionals, this ha s tended to discourage a broader ra
ange of
retail and comme
ercial activities in the are
ea.
w retained
d by the City of Hermosa Beach to de
evelop a revitalization sttrategy for th
he City’s
EPS was
Down
ntown Core. The study provided dem
mographic, m
market, and e
economic an
nalysis to info
orm
revita
alization stra
ategies for Hermosa’s Do
owntown Corre. The analy
ysis addressed the comp
parative
socio-economic characteristic
cs of the thre
ee Beach Citties and iden
ntified Hermo
osa Beach’s
comp
petitive position within th
he market co
ontext. It the
en assessed retail marke
et trends, ho
otel
mark
ket trends, an
nd office market trends. The structu re and dynamics of com
mmercial uses
s and
prope
erty ownersh
hip in the Do
owntown Corre were map ped and ana
alyzed, wherre EPS discus
ssed the
issues and opporttunities pres
sented by thiis economic geography. Recommend
ded impleme
entation
strate
egies were presented
p
in a separate report
r
which included Re
etail Strategy
y, Hermosa A
Avenue
Stree
etscape Imprrovements, Pier
P
Plaza an
nd Strand Im
mprovementss, Hotel Deve
elopment Strategy,
and a Parking Strrategy (including proposed zoning ch
hanges for th
he Downtow
wn Core).
Movin
ng SOLANO Forward Ec
conomic Div
versification
n Strategy
Solan
no County, Ca
alifornia

Movin g SOLANO F
Forward (MSF) is an amb
bitious
effort to develop a countywide
e strategic approach
to furtther diversify
y the econom
mic base of S
Solano
Count y, which willl enable residents and
busine
esses to thriv
ve and prosp
per. The Eco
onomic
Diverssification Stu
udy builds on
n the Shared
d
Econo mic Framew
work that emerged from past
collabo
orative efforrts to unders
stand and mo
ove the
econo my forward..
onducted fou
ur detailed te
echnical ana
alyses
EPS co
that helped
h
shape
e discussions
s with MSF stakeholders
s
s and the dettailed econom
mic diversific
cation
strate
egy. The EP
PS Team prep
pared a deta
ailed demogrraphic and economic pro
ofile of Solano
County, providing
g stakeholde
ers with contextual inform
mation regarrding demog
graphic and e
economic
trend
ds and projec
ctions and a real estate supply
s
and d
demand analysis that ide
entified a siz
zable
quanttity of shove
el-ready vaca
ant land, as well as partiially improve
ed vacant lan
nd and existting built
space
e located thrroughout the
e county.
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The EPS
E
Team de
eveloped the
e MSF Strategy, based on
n a unifying vision and o
objective and
d
strate
egies and im
mplementatio
on actions as
ssociated witth three overrarching goa
als: enhancing the
countty’s developm
ment capacitty, strengthe
ening region al economicc and workforce developm
ment
progrrams and serrvices, and improving the county as a high qualiity-of-life loc
cale.
Santa
a Cruz Whar
rf Master Pllan
Santa
a Cruz, California

The Sa
anta Cruz waterfront are
ea offers a ra
ange of
recrea
ational activities to both locals and to
ourists,
rangin
ng from the rides and atttractions of tthe
Board walk, to varried dining op
ptions, to en
njoyment
of the spectacularr beach. The
e Wharf, like
e the
Board walk, is an iconic asset tto the City. The
2,745 -foot long W
Wharf is built out into Monterey
Bay, w
which has be
een named a National Ma
arine
Sanctu
uary due to its ecologica
al significanc
ce. As
part o
of the City’s w
waterfront, tthe Wharf already
enjoyss high rates of visitation. However, when
visitin g the Wharff today, the e
experience o
of being
out in
n the Bay is not as prominent as it co
ould be, and
d the Wharf ccould benefit from better access
recreational and educational upgrad
and commercial,
c
des.
As pa
art of the Wh
harf Master Plan
P
and Eng
gineering Re port Study, EPS studied and evaluatted the
busin
ness and economic development opportunities off the Wharf b
based on a rreview and analysis
of vis
sitor and market demogrraphic charac
cteristics, an
nd an evalua
ation of existting business
s
performance. In addition, the team held meetings w
with the Wharf tenants an
nd developed
d
surve
eys to elicit their
t
views on
o business and
a
economiic conditionss and potentiial developm
ment
strate
egies. Amon
ng EPS’s find
dings, the Wharf in gene ral and indiv
vidual Wharff businesses in
partic
cular would benefit
b
from an overall marketing
m
st rategy and iimprovemen
nts that would
provide an upgraded visitor experience
e
and promote the identity of the Wharrf as a whole
e. EPS
worke
ed with the planning
p
team to identify
y improveme
ents that wo
ould greatly e
enhance the
e visitor
experrience and in
ncrease the vitality
v
of us
ses on the W
Wharf.
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FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
Services Provided
EPS identifies the economic and budgetary implications of land use projects, activities, and
policies.


Fiscal Impact Analysis – EPS helps governments and project proponents to consider the
potential municipal net revenue benefits from land use plans and entitlements. EPS’s fiscal
impact models estimate tax and other public revenues generated by new development, as
well as the cost of public services required to serve the new development. These studies
commonly help fine tune land use programs and identify appropriate mitigations for negative
fiscal impacts.



Economic Impact Analysis – EPS offers clients deep expertise in regional economic
analysis and commonly is called on to perform impact analyses. EPS’s economic studies
consider a range of economic effects that stem from changes in the composition of the
regional economy, including impacts on jobs, employee compensation, and sales that are
attributable to new economic activities, programs, or events. EPS’s studies commonly rely
on Input-Output software models (e.g., IMPLAN or REMI) to estimate multiplier effects in the
economy.



Municipal Incorporation, Annexation, and Special District Formations – EPS consults
with cities, districts, and other public entities concerning governance and organizational
issues. Commonly, area plan or specific plan implementation measures include proposals for
municipal annexation or the formation of special districts to provide municipal services. EPS
prepares plans of service and feasibility studies that support the proposal review process.



Benefit-Cost Analysis and Public Return on Investment – EPS conducts economic
benefit-cost analyses (BCA) to evaluate how a proposed project or regulation impacts
society. EPS commonly provides BCA in the assessment of a government program or policy
or as part of a competitive project funding or prioritization process (e.g., Transportation
Investment Generating Economic Recovery [TIGER] grant program). EPS tracks federal and
State guidance concerning economic analysis and has earned a reputation for creative work
that conforms to the industry standards but also captures more nuanced economic metrics
related to the environment, public health, and quality of life.



Regulatory Support Services – EPS routinely conducts specialized studies to meet
regulatory requirements for project approvals. In particular, EPS performs Urban Decay
Analyses when required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process. In
addition, EPS conducts Alternatives Analyses in support of project applicants seeking Clean
Water Act permitting from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. EPS also has experience
preparing economic analyses in support of 9212 studies concerning California voter
initiatives.
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FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
Representative Projects


Candlestick Point/Hunter's Point Shipyard Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis,
San Francisco, California



Cost Benefit Analysis of San Francisco Muni Transit Service, San Francisco,
California



Fiscal Impact of Block 1 Development, San Francisco, California



Kansas City Comprehensive Fiscal Study and Investment Sustainability, Kansas
City, Missouri



Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan Update, Palo Alto, California



UC System Economic Impacts, California



Winrock Mall Redevelopment Feasibility Study, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Fiscal Impact


Adams County Cost of Growth Model, Adams County, Colorado



Ameya Preserve Fiscal and Economic Impact Study, Park County, Montana



Basalt Fiscal Model and Cost of Growth Factors, Basalt, Colorado



Bayhill Specific Plan, San Bruno, California



Carbondale Fiscal Impact Model, Carbondale, Colorado



Community College District Cost of Growth Study, Santa Fe County, New Mexico



Cupertino GPA Reviews, Cupertino, California



Disneyland Resort Expansion, Fiscal Analysis and Financial Negotiations, Anaheim, California



Durango Mountain Resort Fiscal Impact Analysis, La Plata County, Colorado



Fiscal and Economic Effects of the Paradise Ranch Inn Project, Josephine County, Oregon



Fiscal Equity Study, Reno, Sparks, and Washoe County, Nevada



Fiscal Impact Sustainability Study, Fresno, California



Fiscal Impact Sustainability Study, Pleasanton, California



General Plan Update, Fiscal Impact Analysis, San Jose, California



Kansas City Comprehensive Fiscal Model, Kansas City, Missouri



Kansas City Development Incentives Sustainability Study, Kansas City, Missouri



Mission Bay Ferry 2018 Local Partnership, San Francisco, California



North Natomas Fiscal Impact Study, Sacramento, California



Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan Update, Palo Alto, California



Park County Fiscal Impact Analysis by Density and Benefit District, Park County, Colorado



Pleasanton General Plan Fiscal Impact Analysis, Pleasanton, California



Red Rocks Centre Fiscal Impact Analysis, Morrison, Colorado



Redmond Fiscal Study and Cost of Growth Model, Redmond, Washington
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30

Statement of Qualifications



Riverwalk Feasibility Analysis, Basalt, Colorado



Salinas New Growth Areas Fiscal Impact Analysis, Salinas, California



San Diego Unified Port District Master Plan Update, San Diego, California



San Jose Soccer Stadium Fiscal and Economic Impact Study, San Jose, California



Snowmass Village Fiscal Impact Model, Snowmass Village, Colorado



South Napa Marketplace, Fiscal and Economic Analysis, Napa, California



Southwest Area Plan Fiscal and Financial Impact Analysis, Santa Rosa, California



Willits Town Center Fiscal Impact Analysis, Basalt, Colorado

Economic Impact


Belmar Town Center Economic Impact Study, Lakewood, Colorado



Big Box Retail Economic Impact Study, Bozeman, Montana



Colorado Affordable Housing Trust Fund Economic Impact Analysis, Denver, Colorado



Davis Technology Center Fiscal and Economic Review, Davis, California



Del Mar Fairgrounds Fiscal and Economic Impact Study, Del Mar, California



Denver Union Station Economic Impact Analysis, Denver, Colorado



East Bay Regional Parks District Economic Impact Analysis, Alameda County, California



Economic Benefit of the US Helicopter Air Medical Transport Industry, Alexandria, Virginia



Economic Impact Analysis of Google, Mountain View/Santa Clara, California



Economic Impact of California Clean Air, Jobs, and Transportation Act (CALTEA), California



Economic Impact of Federal Endangered Species Critical Habitat Designation, California



Economic Impact of Napa Center for Wine, Food and the Arts, Napa, California



Economic Impact of PUC Energy Conservation Program, San Francisco, California



Economic Impact of Sears Point Raceway Expansion, Marin County, California



Economic Impact of Sonoma County Construction Industry, Sonoma County, California



Economic Impact of Tracy Growth Control Measure, Tracy, California



Hollywood Business Improvement District Evaluation, Los Angeles, California



Mather Airport Economic Impact Analysis, Sacramento, California



San Antonio Urban Economics Tool, San Antonio, Texas



Socio-Economic Impact of University of California Merced Campus, Merced County, California



The Gulch Economic Impact Study, Nashville, Tennessee



Tracy Gateway Economic Benefit Study, Tracy, California



University of California Economic Impact Study, California



Wal-Mart Site Economic Impact Analysis, Woodland, California
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FISCAL AND ECONOM
MIC IMPA
ACT ANAL
LYSIS
Project Profiles
Cand
dlestick Poin
nt/Hunter's Point Shipy
yard Fiscal a
and Econom
mic Impact A
Analysis
San Frrancisco, Caliifornia

In 201
10, the City and County of San Francisco’s
(CCSF
F’s) requeste
ed that the m
master developer, CP
Develo
opment Co ((FivePoint), o
obtain a fiscal and
econo
omic impact a
analysis for their propos
sed
mixed
d-use “lifesty
yle” developm
ment at Candlestick
Point located at th
he former Hu
unter’s Pointt Navy
Shipya
ard. EPS con
nducted thatt original 201
10
Impacct Analysis (2
2010 Analys
sis) with subs
stantial
input from CCSF sstaff and the
e master dev
veloper.
Due to
o the changing developm
ment program
m and
econo
omic conditio
ons surround
ding Candles
stick Point, F
FivePoint sou
ught to deterrmine the ch
hanges in
the fiscal and eco
onomic impacts on the City and Coun
nty of San Francisco rela
ative to the 2
2010
Analy
ysis.
EPS was
w again re
etained by CP
P Developme
ent Co.’s parrent compan
ny, FivePoint Communitie
es, to
build upon and up
pdate its earrlier 2010 An
nalysis for Ca
andlestick Po
oint and Hun
nter’s Point. The
reporrt prepared by
b EPS was based
b
on inp
puts/calculattions provide
ed by the dev
veloper and other
consu
ultants retain
ned for the project.
p
EPS provided all inputs for G
General Fund
d Revenues a
and
selectted transit re
evenues, con
nversion of transit
t
capita
al costs into annual debtt service pay
yments,
and a first order evaluation
e
of General Fu
und expendittures. EPS co
ompiled estimates of job
b density
for different uses and the ove
erall develop
pment progra
am. The repo
ort also forecasted the in
ncomes,
outpu
uts, and multiplier effects associated
d with job gro
owth resultin
ng from the developmen
nt using
IMPLA
AN Economic
c Impact Model for San Francisco.
F
On Ju
uly 2018, Fiv
vePoint used the fiscal an
nd economicc impact analysis prepare
ed and prese
ented by
EPS associates
a
att a San Francisco Board of Superviso
ors meeting. City leaders
s in San Fran
ncisco
unanimously approved the re
e-imagined design
d
for the
e SF Shipyarrd and Candlestick Pointt
comm
munities and enthusiastic
cally endorse
ed developerr Five Point’ss plans for th
housands of homes
and an
a additionall 2 million sq
quare feet off commerciall space.

Cost Benefit Ana
alysis of San
n Francisco Muni
M
Transiit Service
San Francisco,
F
Callifornia

San Frrancisco Mun
nicipal Trans
sportation Ag
gency
(SFMT
TA) was seek
king to estim
mate and doc
cument
the ecconomic bene
efits of providing Muni trransit
service
e in San Francisco. The study was
comm
missioned at a time when the relation
nship
betwe
een transporttation and ec
conomic gro
owth had
becom
me particularrly pronounced in the Citty of
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San Francisco.
F
Not
N only was the level an
nd density off the City’s p
population an
nd employme
ent at an
all-tim
me high and continuing to
t grow, butt the city’s trransportation
n infrastructure also was
s aging
and near
n
capacity
y. At the same time, the
e physical sp
pace to expa
and the city’s
s road netwo
ork and
parking was limited, while concern about the impact of vehicle em
missions on climate chan
nge was
growing.
EPS developed
d
an
n analytical framework
f
that demonsttrated how m
maintaining a
and expanding Muni
servic
ces and infra
astructure would provide
e a positive rreturn on inv
vestment to the City of
San Francisco
F
and were essential to ongo
oing econom ic sustainability. The EP
PS study monetized
a range of econom
mic benefits associated with
w
Muni re
elated to congestion relie
ef (and assoc
ciated
travel-time savings), direct trravel-cost sa
avings (inclu ding parking
g), increased
d safety,
environmental be
enefits, and other
o
factors
s. It then co
ompared the
e monetized economic be
enefits
attrib
butable to Mu
uni to the co
ost of operatiing the syste
em and keep
ping the capital infrastructure in
“a sta
ate of good repair.”
r
The
e analysis als
so provided a “net present value” calculation to e
express
cumu
ulative impac
cts over time
e in current dollars.
d
EPS presented
p
its
s findings to the SFMTA Board
B
and re
elated stakeholder group
ps.
Fisca
al Impact off Block 1 Dev
velopment
San Francisco,
F
Callifornia

The City
C
of San Francisco
F
was
s evaluating the develop
pment impacct of Block 1,, the last
undev
veloped site in the Missio
on Bay neigh
hborhood. D
Despite its lo
ocation in the
e prospering
g Mission
Bay area,
a
Block 1 has been passed
p
over for
f developm
ment several times over the last 15
years
s. The City wanted
w
to un
nderstand th
he implication
ns of the dev
veloper prop
posal to chan
nge the
land use mix to a smaller hottel and diverrsify the site with a mix o
of housing and retail use
es.
c
a hotel marke
et review as well as a fisccal and econ
nomic impactt analysis off the
EPS conducted
propo
osed Block 1 developmen
nt. It found that the pri mary reason
n that the sitte has not be
een
develloped is thatt the entitled
d hotel use is
s too large to
o support the local mark
ket needs. C
Changing
the site to a mixe
ed-use development prog
gram with a n appropriattely sized ho
otel would alllow it to
move
e forward witth development, generatting fiscal, e conomic, and communitty developme
ent
beneffits for the City
C
and othe
er taxing entities. EPS qu
uantified the
ese benefits tthat included
d visual
identification of the Mission Bay
B
gateway,, stimulation
n of activity o
on a long idle site, generation of
reven
ant additiona
al revenues for
nues to taxin
ng entities in the City and
d the State, and significa
afford
dable housin
ng in Mission Bay.

Kans
sas City Com
mprehensive
e Fiscal Stud
dy and Inves
stment Susttainability
Kansa
as City, Misso
ouri

Kansa
as City historrically had prrovided subs
stantial
incenttives to enco
ourage econo
omic develop
pment,
job cre
eation, houssing, and bus
siness retenttion.
Howev
ver, the city’’s concerns a
about the po
otential
cumul ative impactts of incentiv
ves, revenue
e
diverssions, and tax abatements on the city’s
Generral Fund reve
enues stream
ms and its ab
bility to
pay fo
or increased operating co
osts prompte
ed a
study of its incenttives, econom
mic developm
ment
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policies, and an assessment
a
of
o their impa
act on the Ci ty of Kansass City’s publiic revenues a
and
expen
nditures.
EPS assessed
a
com
mparable com
mmunity’s magnitude-of
m
f-debt obliga
ations, incentives policies
s, and
practices and worrked with Citty of Kansas
s City staff to
o develop a ffiscal model to be used iin
asses
ssing the fisc
cal impacts of
o the use off any of the ccity’s econom
mic developm
ment tools and tax
incen
ntives on municipal reven
nue and expe
enditures. A series of fu
uture scenarrios was deve
eloped
and the
t
model wa
as used to ev
valuate the short- and lo
ong-term efffects of incen
ntives, abate
ements,
and debt
d
service guarantees.
Based
d on the find
dings, the co
onsulting team recomme nded a serie
es of alternattive policies to guide
the City
C
of Kansas City’s strattegic investm
ment in futurre projects.
Palo Alto Compr
rehensive Pllan Update
Palo Alto,
A
Californiia

The City
C
of Palo Alto
A
is preparing its 2030
0 Comprehen
nsive Plan Update to add
dress changing
demo
ographic, eco
onomic, and environmen
ntal condition
ns in the City
y. City staff and consulta
ants
starte
ed work on the
t
effort during 2008 an
nd since then
n the scope of the Updatte has grown
n into a
broad
d reorganizattion of the Comprehensi
C
ve Plan. Witth significantt local concerns about grrowth
15 to
and the
t
effect of growth on th
he financial well-being
w
o
of the City, P
Palo Alto hire
ed EPS in 201
provide a fiscal analysis of the Comprehe
ensive Plan U
Update altern
natives.
E
fiscal analysis assess
sed several scenarios
s
tha
at were deve
eloped to capture the range of
The EPS
possible outcome
es of the Com
mprehensive Plan Update
e process. Th
he analysis ffocused spec
cifically
on the effect thatt population and employment growth
h will have o
on the City’s $171.1 milliion 2015
Adopted General Fund Operating Expenditure Budgett. EPS prepa red a unique
e study meth
hodology
to iso
olate the fiscal impact atttributable to
o residents, w
workers, and
d visitors, in addition to impacts
by lan
nd use categ
gory as is tra
aditionally do
one.
EPS findings
f
indic
cate that the
e City is likely to benefit financially frrom growth, including frrom both
reside
ential and co
ommercial de
evelopment. However, t he study alsso found thatt despite being
positiive, the net fiscal
f
impactts calculated by the anallysis are quitte modest re
elative to the
e total
City General
G
Fund
d budget. EP
PS work close
ely with City
y staff on the
e analysis an
nd in prepara
ation for
prese
entations to City
C
Council members. In April 2016
6, EPS provid
ded a rigorou
us and succe
essful
defen
nse of this high-profile work
w
before the City’s fina
ance committtee.

UC Sy
ystem Econo
omic Impac
cts
Univerrsity of Califo
ornia

The U
University of California, O
Office of the
Presid
dent (UCOP) was seeking
g a compreh
hensive
econo
omic study to
o analyze an
nd communic
cate the
range
e of economic effects tha
at UC’s educa
ational
ams, service
progra
es, and resea
arch have on
n the
State of California
a’s economy. The need ffor this
analyssis came at a critical jun
ncture for bo
oth UC
and th
he State. On
n the one hand, the stren
ngth of
Califo
ornia’s econo
omy has beco
ome increasingly
linked
d to the type
e of innovatio
on, productiv
vity, and
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diversity that the UC system has helped to
t advance o
over its long history. On the other ha
and, the
ongoiing budget crisis
c
in Califo
ornia has afffected all of the State’s p
programs an
nd services, including
partic
cularly onero
ous cuts to UC
U even as student enrolllment dema
ands have increased.
In Phase I of this study, the UCOP
U
retaine
ed EPS to qu
uantify the U
UC’s “primary
y” economic impacts
generrated by its education, research, and
d medical fu nctions. EPS
S utilized an input/outputt (I/O)
mode
eling framew
work to quanttify UC’s con
ntribution to State and re
egional output, jobs, and
d
emplo
oyee compensation. The
ese economic
c impacts we
ere disaggregated into 14 separate rregions
within
n the State and
a
assigned
d to one of UC’s
U
ten cam
mpuses or fiv
ve medical ce
enters. The a
analysis
utilize
ed primary data
d
from UC
COP related to
t salaries a nd wages, capital investtments, paym
ments to
retire
ees, and othe
er expenditu
ures.
EPS joined staff from
f
the UCO
OP to presen
nt its recently
y completed
d economic s
study to the UC
Board
d of Regents
s at their meeting in San Francisco o n Thursday, September 15, 2011. T
The EPS
reporrt has also be
een posted on
o the UCOP
P Home Page
e and is acco
ompanied by
y a press rele
ease and
a colo
orful executive briefing document
d
prrepared by U
UCOP public rrelations.
Winr
rock Mall Redevelopmen
nt Feasibilitty Study
Albuq
querque, New
w Mexico

The W
Winrock Mall is being rede
eveloped as a
mixed
d-use town center, includ
ding lifestyle retail
and en
ntertainment, housing, a
and employm
ment
artment
uses. The existing
g mall will re
etain its depa
store a
anchors whi le the aging mall is demolished.
The prroject was se
eeking TIF u
under the rec
cently
approv
ved Tax Incrrement Deve
elopment Dis
strict
(TIDD
D) Act. The p
proposed TID
DD would ge
enerate
an esttimated $130
0 million in rrevenue bonds,
based
d on the use of City of Albuquerque and State off New Mexico
o gross receipt tax (GRT
T) and
prope
erty tax reve
enues.
et potentials
EPS conducted
c
a feasibility sttudy to verify
y and valida te the marke
s and revenu
ue and
financ
cing forecastts and assum
mptions. EPS also condu
ucted a comp
prehensive F
Fiscal Impact
Analy
ysis for the City
C
of Albuquerque and State of New
w Mexico to determine th
he portion of city tax
dollarrs needed to
o cover opera
ation and ma
aintenance ccosts associa
ated with the
e project. Ba
ased on
the fiscal analysis
s, the projec
ct was approv
ved for 75 p
percent of the future property and 70
0 percent
GRT revenues
r
to support reve
enue bonds to pay for th
he eligible pu
ublic improvements. EPS also
was engaged
e
to update
u
the market,
m
fiscal, and financcial reports tto support a request for changing
the TIDD
T
Base Ye
ear.
$136 million
Using
g TIDD, the City
C
of Albuq
querque and the State off New Mexico
o approved $
n in TIF.
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HOUSING POLICY
Services Provided
EPS crafts housing policies and strategies that address regional needs, market realities, and
community objectives including affordability.


Housing Needs Assessments – EPS works for numerous public- and private-sector clients
assessing the strength of housing markets and recommending product types and market
positioning that reflects demand. EPS conducts such analyses for stand-alone projects, as
well as large-scale master plans and urban planning policy documents.



Affordable Housing Strategies and Technical Support Services – EPS assists cities and
towns with affordable housing strategies and services that support government programs. In
particular, EPS conducts nexus and linkage studies that quantify the connection between
development and the need for additional affordable housing. EPS also determines fee levels
that achieve the necessary affordable housing outcomes. In some cases, EPS evaluates the
effect of affordable housing requirements on the financial feasibility of development.



Comprehensive Plan Housing Elements – EPS supports jurisdictions in completing their
State-mandated Housing Element updates and federally mandated Consolidated Plans.
Specifically, EPS prepares housing needs analyses and assists with program evaluation and
new program development.



Inclusionary Zoning and Regulatory Strategies – EPS works with jurisdictions to develop
and retool affordable housing programs to meet changing market conditions and to perform
the calculations and analyses to establish fees in lieu of building affordable homes on site.
EPS has extensive experience preparing nexus studies that quantify the linkage between real
estate development and affordable housing demand. Guided by the nexus study, EPS
develops strategies and programs to support affordable housing development, commonly
through affordable housing requirements and fee programs.



Affordable Housing Incentives Programs – EPS prepares incentive programs that seek to
promote production of affordable housing units. EPS commonly works with cities and towns
to evaluate the potential for incentive zoning and other mechanisms to create financial
benefits to development projects that can be used to offset the cost of affordable housing
development.
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HOUSING POLICY
Representative Projects


121 Mason Density Bonus Feasibility Study, Santa Barbara, California



Affordable Housing Fee Study Update, Sonoma County, California



Affordable Housing Fee Study, Mountain View, California



Affordable Rental Housing Market Opportunities, Phoenix, Arizona



Aspen Affordable Housing Strategic Plan, Aspen, Colorado



Aurora Consolidated Plan, Aurora, Colorado



Aurora Housing Authority Housing Needs Assessment, Aurora, Colorado



Berkeley Density Bonus Pro Forma, Berkeley, California



Boulder Affordable Housing Density Bonus Analysis, Boulder, Colorado



Boulder County IHO Analysis, Boulder, Colorado



Boulder Housing Authority Holiday Inn Site Financial Analysis, Boulder, Colorado



Central City Density Bonus and Incentive Policy Update, Portland, Oregon



Colorado Affordable Housing Trust Fund Economic Impact Analysis, Denver, Colorado



Comprehensive Housing Market Study, Kane County, Illinois



Douglas County Housing Nexus Study, Douglas County, Colorado



Flagstaff Housing and Community Sustainability Study, Flagstaff, Arizona



Healdsburg Housing Strategy, Healdsburg, California



Lower Roaring Fork Housing Initiative, Basalt, Carbondale, Glenwood Springs, Colorado



Lowry Housing Operations Study, Denver, Colorado



Middlefield Junction Master Plan, Redwood City, California



Mono County Affordable Housing Fee Studies, Mono County, California



Neighborhood Stabilization Program 2 (NSP2) Technical Assistance, Aurora, Colorado



Pleasanton Lower Income Housing Fee and Nexus Studies, Pleasanton, California



Pueblo Consolidated Plan, Pueblo, Colorado



Rancho San Pedro Redevelopment Feasibility Study, San Pedro, California



Santa Rosa Housing Strategy Technical Assistance, Santa Rosa, California



Senior Housing Needs Assessment, Gilpin County, Colorado



Stapleton Foundation Affordable Housing Study, Denver, Colorado



Steamboat Springs Economic Development Assessment, Steamboat Springs, Colorado



Sunnyvale Affordable Housing Nexus Study, Sunnyvale, California



Teton County Housing Needs Assessment, Teton County, Wyoming



Vail Chamonix Housing Feasibility Analysis, Vail, Colorado



Wasatch Choices 2040 Housing Needs Assessment, Wasatch Front, Utah



Watsonville Affordable Housing Linkage Study, Watsonville, California
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HOU
USING POLICY
O
Project Profiles
Berke
eley Density
y Bonus Pro
o Forma
Berke
eley, Californiia

The City
C
of Berke
eley envisioned a prominent structurre on a surface lot tire sh
hop site thatt would
mark
k a gateway into
i
its down
ntown. The site’s develo
opment will h
help to trans
sform an
underutilized but prime down
ntown site, and impleme nt the recen
ntly adopted Downtown S
Specific
Plan. The Projectt’s design wiill enhance downtown
d
acctivity by attracting profe
essionals to the area
and provide
p
new ground floorr retail and other
o
access ible public areas. However, develop
pment
feasib
bility depend
ded on the City’s inclusio
onary housin g requireme
ents and app
plication of th
he
State
e’s Density Bonus Law.
EPS evaluated
e
the City’s appllication of the Density Bo
onus Law to the Project and conductted a
devellopment feas
sibility analy
ysis to test viiability of the
e Project under various development
options, including
g building he
eights, unit sizes
s
and cou
unts as well as the buildiing
config
guration. Affter rigorous analysis, EP
PS found tha
at a Density Bonus-comp
pliant eight-s
story
buildiing would ac
chieve financ
cial feasibility
y and provid
de affordable
e housing, while also meeting the
City’s
s design and use objectiv
ves. The Berkeley Zonin
ng Adjustments Board un
nanimously a
approved
a 98--unit Project providing eight inclusion
nary units.
Centr
ral City Den
nsity Bonus and
a
Incentive Policy Up
pdate
Portla
and, Oregon

The Ciity of Portlan
nd historicallly has offere
ed
develo
opers additio
onal density,, or transfers
s, at
entitle
ement in excchange for m
meeting one o
or more
of nea
arly 20 differrent civic and
d community
y
ameniities. The in
ncentive prog
grams had been met
with v
varying degre
ees of success and usage
overtim
me, and the
e transfer opttions had cre
eated a
second
dary markett for transferrable FAR. A
Among
the isssues facing tthe City of Portland was the
reality that the va
ast number of
o options no
ot only comp
peted with each other bu
ut diluted effforts to
make
e strides toward achievin
ng any one of
o these civicc goals, spec ifically providing incentiv
ves for
afford
dable housin
ng production
n. The goal of the study
y was to reca
alibrate the incentive structure
so de
evelopers wo
ould find an economically
e
y compelling course of acction to inco
orporate ince
entive
meas
sures and build affordable housing.
EPS structured
s
an
n analysis to
o evaluate th
he developme
ent feasibilitty of all type
es throughou
ut the
Centrral City’s enttitlement zon
nes. The ana
alysis compa
ared the feassibility of by-right use to
o
devellopments witth a density bonus that provided
p
affo
ordable houssing. Develo
opers and industry
professionals werre engaged throughout
t
the
t
process, including on
ne-on-one interviews and
d roundtable discussions. Affordable
e housing exp
perts, broke rs, legal exp
perts, builderrs, and other City of
Portla
and staff also
o were actively engaged throughout . EPS consttructed a pro
o forma model to test
n the finding
a wid
de range of development
d
t scenarios and, based on
gs, recomme
ended a threshold for
FAR and
a
AMI thatt could be more
m
monetiz
zed by develo
opers.
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Pleas
santon Lowe
er Income Housing
H
Fee
e and Nexus
s Studies
Pleasa
anton, Califorrnia

In 198
89, the City of Pleasanto
on retained E
EPS to
calcula
ate a Lower Income Hou
using Fee tha
at
charge
ed developers of comme
ercial, office, and
industtrial projectss a fee to sup
pport local affordable
housin
ng projects, based on the number off
emplo
oyees in thosse developments likely to
o require
subsid
dized housing
g in the loca
al market. EPS also
calcula
ated a Lowe r Income Ho
ousing Fee to
o be
impossed on reside
ential develo
opments, sho
ould
those projects elect to pay the
e fee in-lieu of
compl ying with the constructio
on requirements of
the Citty’s Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. The
City adopted
a
EPS’s recommen
nded fees an
nd conducted
d several updates of those fee calculations
based
d on CPI and
d other factors, but deterrmined in 20
012 that a m
more comprehensive update was
desire
ed to reflect more recent market con
nditions and legal requir ements.
EPS was
w retained
d to update the City’s Low
wer Income Housing Fee
es by preparring nexus
studie
es. EPS prov
vided an ana
alysis of the relationship
p between ho
ousehold spe
ending and jo
ob
creation, as well as the afford
dable housing needs ass ociated with
h those new jjobs. After
estab
based on loc
blishing this relationship
r
cal economicc factors, EP
PS calculated
d impact fees
s that
could
d be used to subsidize co
onstruction of
o new units ffor lower-inccome workerr households
s. EPS
also completed
c
a fee survey of
o comparab
ble jurisdictio
ons and cond
ducted devellopment feas
sibility
analy
ysis that informed fee rec
commendations by land use. EPS presented its analysis and
d
Commission and City Co
recom
mmended supportable fe
ee levels to the Housing C
ouncil.
Ranc
cho San Pedr
ro Redevelo
opment Feas
sibility Stud
dy
San Pedro,
P
Califorrnia

The waterfront
w
lo
ocation and proximity
p
to Downtown S
San Pedro prrovide an inttrinsic appea
al for
reside
ential and co
ommercial de
evelopment at Rancho S
San Pedro, and San Pedrro represents
s one of
the la
ast remaining
g underdeve
eloped waterrfront areas in southern California. In
n part to cap
pitalize
on this opportunity, the Port of Los Angelles engaged in a multi-y
year planning
g process to
revita
alize the San
n Pedro and Wilmington
W
waterfront
w
fo
or non-indusstrial uses, w
which may generate
up to $1 billion in
n public and private investment. Cou
upled with p
positive mark
ket trends, th
his
o a number of
o new and proposed
p
dev
velopment p
projects in Sa
an Pedro.
activiity has led to
The Housing
H
Auth
hority of the City of Los Angeles
A
(HA
ACLA) in conjjunction with
h the City of Los
Angeles Council District
D
15 (C
CD 15) and the
t
Mayor’s O
Office of Eco
onomic Deve
elopment,
comm
missioned a consultant
c
te
eam led by EPS
E
to prepa
are this feasibility study of the Highe
est and
Best Use and Dev
velopment Po
otential of th
he Rancho S
San Pedro pu
ublic housing developmen
nt (RSP
project) located in the community of San Pedro. The
e purpose of the study w
was to begin
explo
oring options
s for the pote
ential rehabilitation, rede
evelopment, and/or disp
position of Ra
ancho
San Pedro.
P
Four revitalization
r
n scenarios were
w
develop
ped to explore the financ
cial challenges
assoc
ciated with different
d
approaches to re
evitalization . Each scenario complie
es with the S
San Pedro
nd building h
Draft Community
y Plan regard
ding land use
e, density, an
heights; maiintains at lea
ast an
equiv
valent numbe
er of affordable units as the 479 cur rently at Ran
ncho San Pe
edro; and wa
as
evalu
uated assuming current market
m
conditions.
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Subsequent to the feasibility study produced by the EPS led team of consultants, HACLA has
issued an RFP to developers with selection imminent.
Santa Rosa Housing Strategy Technical Assistance
Santa Rosa, California

Before the Great Recession, during the “housing boom,” it was assumed that new development
could bear the full cost of needed infrastructure, that job growth would continue to drive a
healthy housing market, and that the City of Santa Rosa’s Redevelopment Agency could
effectively promote economic development and affordable housing programs and
projects. These assumptions have been altered by changes in market conditions (including
pricing and residential product preferences), the loss of redevelopment powers and resources,
the increasing needs and costs of infrastructure, and, most recently, sharp increases in housing
rents and the related increase in the need for affordable housing.
Having faced persistent underproduction of housing for the last decade, the City of Santa Rosa
retained EPS to define the magnitude of the production shortage, using data to describe housing
market conditions and trends in the City. In the context of evaluating residential market
conditions, EPS introduced and developed a range of programs and policies to support changes
to how the City approaches the development of new housing and residential cost containment for
the City’s renters (i.e., policies that support both supply of and demand for housing in the
City). Regular work sessions with City staff were used to develop study session-style
presentations to the City Council and community to communicate the urgency of the problem
and to mobilize next steps. This analysis transitioned to become the foundation of a housing
production action plan that identified and evaluated options for improving housing production,
which will be implemented this year.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

40

Statement of Qualifications

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP (P3)
Services Provided
EPS combines public-and private-sector resources for innovative development projects and
partnerships.


Developer Advisory Services – EPS provides its private-sector clients with guidance and
technical support services related to Request for Proposal (RFP) responses and the
development of mutually beneficial business terms as part of contract negotiations. With a
balanced practice of public- and private-sector clients, EPS is able to assist its private-sector
clients with messaging, content, and economic rationale that support their position and
simultaneously appeal to public-sector partners.



Developer Solicitation and Selection – EPS supports public-sector clients with recruiting
and selecting highly qualified real estate development partners. EPS’s work commonly
includes market and financial feasibility analyses, marketing strategies, RFQ/RFP preparation,
developer selection criteria, public policy evaluations, and political considerations.



Negotiation Support – EPS works with both public- and private-sector entities to support
public-private negotiations. EPS often tackles these negotiations by defining principles,
negotiating terms, and crafting transaction documents. EPS strives to integrate wellresearched information concerning project economics and regulatory parameters into the
negotiation. EPS’s services commonly are used during the negotiation of development
agreements, infrastructure financing plans, mitigation measures, land swaps, and other
agreements.
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PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP (P3)
Representative Projects


Austin Public-Private Development Projects, Austin, Texas



Denargo Market TIF Negotiations, Denver, Colorado



Peninsula Wellness Developer Solicitation and Feasibility Analysis, Burlingame,
California



SF Giants Mission Rock Development Proposal, San Francisco, California



UCSF and UC Hastings Campus Housing, San Francisco, California



Concord Naval Weapons Station RFQ, Concord, California



Downtown Burlingame Publicly-Owned Parking Lots Developer Negotiation Support,
Burlingame, California



DUS Market and Feasibility Analysis and Developer Selection, Denver, Colorado



Kona Developer Negotiation, Kona, Hawaii



Pier 70 Master Plan and Developer Selection/Negotiations, San Francisco, California



Travis County Developer Solicitation, Travis County, Texas



University of Hawaii West Oahu Campus Strategic Plan, Kapolei, Hawaii



VIA Metropolitan Transit Real Estate Services, San Antonio, Texas
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PUB
BLIC-PRIIVATE PAR
RTNERSH
HIP (P3)
Austiin Public-Pr
rivate Develo
opment Proj
ojects
Austin
n, Texas

Since the 1990s, tthe City of A
Austin has so
ought
EPS’s consulting sservices to as
ssist in the
redeve
elopment of various pub
blic propertie
es in and
around
d the city’s ccentral core,, including th
he
forme r Mueller Airrport site; Bllock 21, a cittyd parcel acro
oss from city
y hall; the Se
eaholm
owned
Powerr Plant prope
erty, a historric and
archite
ecturally significant prop
perty in downtown;
and th
he former Grreen Water T
Treatment Pllant and
Energy
y Control Ce
enter sites.
EPS’s
s roles have included ma
arket and fina
ancial feasib
bility analysiss and develo
opment of fin
nancing
strate
egies and im
mplementatio
on measures. EPS also a
assisted the City of Austiin in conductting
develloper solicita
ations and ne
egotiations with
w
the sele cted develop
pers and con
ntinues to su
upport
the im
mplementation of the pro
ojects by mo
onitoring the
e projects’ ov
verall financial performance,
bonding capacity,, and consisttency with development agreementss; reviewing the affordab
ble
housiing implementation; eva
aluating the economic
e
im
mplications off specific ten
nants and
partn
nership agree
ements; and
d exploring th
he potential to use tax in
ncrement an
nd other sourrces to
fund public impro
ovements. EPS
E
has work
ked with loca
al stakeholde
ers and electted officials to
ensurre that comm
munity objec
ctives are being met in e
each of these
e projects.
The plan
p
for the Robert
R
Mueller Airport re
eceived an aw
ward from th
s for the New
w
he Congress
Urban
nism, and de
evelopment of the projec
ct’s housing,, retail, and commercial space (inclu
uding the
Dell Children’s
C
Me
edical Center) is well und
derway. Blo
ock 21 is now
w developed as a W Hote
el with
the Austin
A
City Limits studio on
o the groun
nd floor. The
e Seaholm a
and Green W
Water Treatm
ment Plant
projects have bro
oken ground,, and constru
uction of inittial phases iss expected to be comple
ete in
2016.
Dena
argo Market TIF Negotia
ations [Copy
y into Oaklan d database? What projectt number?]
Denve
er, Colorado

The D enargo Mark
ket site is a 2
28-acre
redeve
elopment in Denver’s Riv
ver North orr “RiNo”
neighb
borhood, norrtheast of do
owntown Denver.
The prroperty was named afterr the farmerr’s
marke
et that opera
ated on the s
site during th
he first
th
half off the 20 cen
ntury. Afterr the market closed,
the prroperty was d
developed gradually with
h
industtrial uses inccluding junky
yards. As a result,
the prroperty had e
extensive su
ubsurface
contam
mination tha
at required re
emediation,
estima
ated at $3.2 million. As part of the project’s
entitlements, the developer was
w required
d to dedicate land for a p
park along th
he Platte River Trail.
Cypre
ess applied to
t the Denve
er Urban Ren
newal Authorrity (DURA) for TIF revenue to offsett the
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remediation and park develop
pment costs. DURA’s po
olicy is that T
TIF should only be used to fund
the gap needed to make a prroject attracttive to privatte investmen
nt. DURA th
herefore requ
uires
devellopers reque
esting TIF to demonstrate
e that the prroject could not process without pub
blic
financ
cing—a “but for” test. The
T
measure of this but ffor test is the anticipated
d rate of return on
the project with and
a
without TIF.
EPS conducted
c
an
n independent third-partty market an
nd financial ffeasibility rev
view of the p
project.
Key issues included the comp
petitive posittion of the D enargo proje
ect compare
ed to other proposed
comp
petitive residential projec
cts, the expe
ected revenu
ue from land sales to verrtical develop
pers, and
Cypre
ess’ expected
d rate of return on the project
p
with a
and without TIF. EPS prrepared a lan
nd
devellopment pro forma that estimated
e
th
he project’s rrate of returrn, based on expected land
value
es, residentia
al absorption
n, and develo
opment cost s. Assumptiions in the p
pro forma we
ere
suppo
orted by market research on compettitive develo pments and comparable
e land sales,
docum
mented in a memorandu
um with supp
porting table
es, maps, an
nd charts.
Based
d on EPS’s evaluation, DURA
D
awarde
ed the projecct $2.4 millio
on in TIF. Ph
hase I of the
e project
has been
b
constructed and is now
n
fully lea
ased. Future
e phases are
e in the deve
elopment pro
ocess at
this time.
Penin
nsula Wellne
ess Develop
per Solicitattion and Fea
asibility Ana
alysis
Burlin
ngame, Califo
ornia

The viision for the Peninsula W
Wellness Com
mmunity
(PWC)) Master Plan
n is a place w
where health
hy aging
and w
wellness interrsect with innovative hea
alth
techno
ologies. The desired plan
n includes a variety
of resiidential optio
ons, medicall offices, and
d health
and w
wellness services to the s
senior community on
an 8.3
32-acre site.
EPS co
ontributed to
o the consulttant team th
hat
suppo
orted the Pen
ninsula Healtth Care Distrrict
(PHCD
D) in Burlinga
ame, Califorrnia, in soliciting a
maste
er developer for the deve
elopment of the
Penin
nsula Wellnes
ss Center. EPS
E
helped conduct
c
finan
ncial feasibiliity analysis ffor the drafting of
the Request
R
for Proposals,
P
reviewed deve
eloper submiissions, interrviewed pros
spective dev
veloper
teams, and is currrently suppo
orting PHCD in negotiatin
ng the lease
e terms with the chosen
develloper team.
EPS supported
s
PH
HCD through
h the process
s of entering
g into an Excclusive Negottiating Agree
ement
with the
t
preferred
d developer team and is currently asssisting the District in ne
egotiating th
he terms
of a ground
g
lease
e with the de
evelopers.
SF Giiants Missio
on Rock Dev
velopment Pr
roposal
San Frrancisco, Caliifornia

A deve
elopment tea
am including
g the San Fra
ancisco
Giantss submitted a proposal to the Port off San
Franci sco to lease and develop
p a 16-acre site
adjace
ent to the Giiants’ baseba
all stadium. The
develo
opment prop
posal include
ed conceptua
al plans
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for residential, office, entertainment, and exhibition space, as well as a 7-acre park.
EPS evaluated the market context for residential, office, and visitor-serving uses at Mission Rock
and prepared a market analysis for retail at the site. Subsequently, EPS assisted the
development team in preparing pro forma analysis and financing options, including a Community
Facilities District (CFD), Infrastructure Financing District (IFD), and use of revenue bonds to help
in funding significant infrastructure improvements required for new development, which would
generate increased revenues to the Port and the City of San Francisco.
Following our work for the developer, the City of San Francisco retained EPS (with the support of
the developer) to join the City in negotiation support and analysis. EPS conducted pro forma
review and provided analyses and advice on market rates of developer returns, length of the
ground lease term, and use of IFD and CFD mechanisms, among other topics. Voters approved
height-limit increases in November 2015, allowing project negotiations to move forward with a
solid understanding of the land use plan. The project proponents were granted approvals from
San Francisco Board of Supervisors in 2016.
UCSF and UC Hastings Campus Housing
San Francisco, California

The shortage of affordable housing in the Bay Area generally and the lack of affordable campus
housing in San Francisco in particular has become a significant barrier for both UC Hastings
(UCH) and UC San Francisco (UCSF) to enroll top-ranked students and trainees. The production
of affordable and proximate campus housing on the UCH campus and the sharing of campus
amenities will benefit both institutions. Therefore, with a lease commitment from UCSF, UCH
intends to renovate and seismically strengthen 100 McAllister for use as campus housing and
amenity space and to develop new campus housing and amenity space at 198 McAllister and 50
Hyde. Both of these sites are owned by and located on the UC Hastings campus in San
Francisco’s Civic Center/Tenderloin neighborhood.
UCH and UCSF retained the EPS Team to evaluate the financial feasibility of the projects while
ensuring rents well below market rate. The EPS Team was also asked to consider potential
partnership structures between UCH and UCSF as well as potential approaches to project
delivery.
Preliminary results include a finding that the development of 198 McAllister and renovation of the
tower at 100 McAllister for below market rate student and faculty housing appear to meet
economic feasibility thresholds, which suggests that proceeding with a developer Request for
Qualifications and Request for Proposals process would be appropriate. The work also resulted in
a recommended deal structure between UC Hastings and a master developer, and the terms of
UCSF’s guarantee to lease residential units for students and faculty on a long-term basis.
A subsequent phase of work further refined space allocations, development costs, financial
feasibility, proposed parameters for a public-private partnership (PPP) deal structure, and
proposed terms for a long-term lease for residential units that will be entered into by UCH with
the master developer/ground lessee. It included drafting of RFQ and RFP documents,
distribution of these solicitation documents to the development community, review and
evaluation of developer submittals, and negotiation of the terms of a long-term ground lease and
other implementing documents for the delivery and operation of the campus housing program.
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PARKS AND OPEN SPACE ECONOMICS
Services Provided
EPS provides economic strategies and analysis that support the use of land for parks, recreation,
agriculture, and habitat conservation.


Parks and Recreation Programming – EPS’s analyses support the programming of local
and regional parks. EPS’s funding plans and strategies identify funding options and support
the appropriate programming and phasing of parks and recreation, given available resources.
EPS conducts market analyses for a broad range of recreation and education uses to
determine demand and operating budgets. EPS also supports park agency negotiation with
concessionaires and other private/nonprofit entities.



Agriculture Preservation Programs – EPS develops agricultural preservation programs
and implementation plans for cities, counties, and land trusts. EPS develops programs that
incorporate a range of tools and techniques, including agricultural land preservation, financial
support, transfer of development rights, clustered development, and buffering from other
land uses.



Regional Habitat Conservation Plans – EPS develops financing plans for
multijurisdictional, multispecies conservation plans consistent with federal and State
environmental regulations. Working with JPAs, habitat conservancies, and consulting
biologists, EPS develops detailed cost estimates and advises on appropriate funding
mechanisms, including the calculation of program fees.



Parks and Open Space Impacts – EPS evaluates the societal economic value and regional
economic significance of parks and open space. For example, EPS assesses property value
impacts attributable to open space, the recreation value of parks, health care savings
benefits supported by parks, and the economic value of other ecosystem services supported
by open space preservation. These assessments support regulatory impact analyses, as well
as public outreach efforts seeking to enhance and sustain regional quality of life and the
balance between development, recreation, and conservation.
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PARKS AND OPEN SPACE ECONOMICS
Representative Projects


2015 East Bay Regional Park District Economic Study, Alameda and Contra Costa
County



Agricultural Buffer and Farmland Mitigation Ordinance, Davis, California



Alcova and Pathfinder Reservoirs Master Plan, Natrona County, Wyoming



Bedwell Bayfront Park Master Plan, Menlo Park, California



Belvoir Ranch Master Plan, Cheyenne, Wyoming



Berryessa/Snow Mountain National Historic Monument, Northern California



Brentwood Parks Master Plan Financial Review, Brentwood, California



Contra Costa Biodiversity Study, Contra Costa County, California



County Farmland Preservation Program, San Joaquin County, California



Davis Open Space Element Revision - Financing Plan, Davis, California



Downtown Berkeley Street and Open Space Improvement Plan, Berkeley, California



Ecological Preserves Economic Feasibility Study, El Dorado County, California



Economic Effects of Habitat Conservation Plans, California



El Paso de Robles, Paso Robles, California



Gateway Park Project Study Report, Oakland, California



Grand County Events Center, Granby, Colorado



Longmont Residential Open Space Study, Longmont, Colorado



Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, Sacramento, California



Nature Conservancy North Coast Resources Analysis, San Luis Obispo County, California



Park County Heritage Tourism Market and Financial Analysis, Fairplay, Colorado



Poplar Creek Golf Course Alternatives Analysis, San Mateo, California



Recreation and Parks Master Plan Update, Santa Monica, California



Salton Sea Remediation Governance Study, Imperial County, California



San Jose Parks and Recreation Master Plan, San Jose, California



Santa Rosa Community Separator Preservation Strategies, Sonoma County, California



South Livermore Valley Vineyard Area Plan, Livermore, California



South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan, Sacramento County, California



Yolo County Habitat Conservation Plan, Yolo County, California
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PAR
RKS AND OPEN SPACE
P
ECO
ONOMICS
S
Project Profiles
2015
5 East Bay Regional
R
Par
rk District Ec
conomic Stu
udy
Alame
eda and Conttra Costa Cou
unty

The Ea
ast Bay Regiional Park District (EBRP
PD),
founde
ed in 1934, owns and manages overr
parks, open space, and ttrails in
00 acres of p
120,00
Alame
eda and Conttra Costa Co
ounties. Histo
orically,
EBRPD
D has enjoye
ed high levels of supportt from its
constittuents and u
users. Howev
ver, as local
govern
nment options for raising
g revenues h
have
becom
me more limited and dem
mands for fun
nding
more numerous, E
EBRPD has rrecognized th
he
importtance of info
orming reside
ents, users,
govern
nment, and community leaders of th
he
benefiits of the lan
nd, facilities, and services it
provides. Of particular concerrn to EBRPD was that th e economic benefits of p
parks be eva
aluated
d
.
and documented.
EPS, in conjunctio
on with Strategy Research Institute (SRI), was ccommissione
ed by EBRPD
D to
study
y the econom
mic benefits of
o EBRPD’s system
s
in 20
000. The wo
ork effort included (1) co
onducting
ng the recre
a literature review
w of the economic beneffits of parks;; (2) analyzin
eation and
conse
ervation uses
s and visitation to EBRPD
D parks; and
d (3) framing
g EBRPD lan
nds, facilities, and
opera
ations in the context of the
t
district’s constituent communities and projec
cted demogrraphic
and la
and use changes. From this backgro
ound, EPS id
dentified, desscribed, and quantified tthe broad
array
y of economic
c and quality
y-of-life bene
efits associa ted with the
e regional park system. Benefits
were divided into benefits to users and district reside
ents, public investment a
and cost-sav
ving
beneffits, and ben
nefits of userr and districtt expenditure
es in the loca
al economy. Benefits were
identified in terms of their im
mpact on quality of life, e
economic vita
ality, and social equity.
s most recent study for EBRPD,
E
“Qua
antifying ourr Quality of L
Life: An Econ
nomic Analys
sis of the
EPS’s
East Bay’s Unique
e Environme
ent, 2017” is intended to
o provide currrent econom
mic benefit estimates
ails, and
of the
e District. Th
his analysis takes
t
into ac
ccount the D istrict’s current portfolio
o of lands, tra
progrrams. It applies new data
a and metho
ods from reccent research
h publication
ns and studie
es. More
specifically, this study
s
focuses on valuing
g the societa l and econom
mic significance of the D
District
using
g five primary
y inter-relate
ed lenses: Ecosystem Se
ervices, Real Estate, Rec
creation, Pub
blic
Healtth, and Addittional Benefits. In additio
on, it evalua
ates the regio
onal econom
mic impacts
assoc
ciated with changes in in
nter-regional spending atttributable to
o District ope
erations and
d
visita
ation.

Bedw
well Bayfron
nt Park Mastter Plan
Menlo
o Park, California
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The Ciity of Menlo Park’s (City’s) 160-acre Bedwell
Bayfro
ont Park (BB
BP) is a regio
onal asset that draws
visitorrs from acrosss the Bay A
Area, and it is one of
the Citty’s few ope
en space reso
ources east o
of
Highw
way 101. The
e BBP Masterr Plan proces
ss
identiffied a numbe
er of capital improvemen
nt
investtments and a
associated operating and
d
mainte
enance costss that are re
equired to prrovide
both b
basic and enhanced park
k improveme
ents. The
City a lso must con
ntinue to add
dress the req
quired
landfil l improveme
osts as
ents and management co
well ass a range off costs associated with
addre
essing sea le
evel rise.
In support of the BBP Master Plan process, Economicc & Planning Systems, In
nc. (EPS) pre
epared a
funding strategy to guide imp
plementation
n of the prop
posed park im
mprovementts. Based on the
Maste
er Plan conce
ept, associatted improvem
ments, and ccapital and o
operations and maintena
ance cost
estim
mates, the funding strategy summariz
zes the estim
mated costs by phase an
nd describes
poten
ntial funding sources and
d financing mechanisms.
m
. The funding
g strategy is
s based on
inform
mation learned through discussions
d
with
w
City sta
aff and durin g the community meetin
ngs,
subse
equent targe
eted research
h, and prior EPS experie nce.
The Master
M
Plan and
a
associated funding strategy
s
wass adopted by
y the City in 2018.
Berry
yessa/Snow
w Mountain National
N
His
storic Monum
ment
North
hern California
a

In 201
15, the Winters Chamber of Commerrce and
enviro
onmental gro
oups, including The Wilderness
Societty and Conse
ervation Lands Foundatio
on, were
advoc ating for pre
esidential designation of a new
nation
nal monumen
nt in Northerrn California. While
propon
nents had m
made a strong
g argument to
establ ish the Berry
yessa Snow Mountain Na
ational
Monum
ment and ha
ad gained the
e support of a
signifi cant number of State leg
gislators and
d
region
nal leaders, tthe group so
ought to reve
eal the
econo mic benefitss of designattion to impro
ove the
appea
al of the proposal in Was
shington.
EPS’s
s report, “Eco
onomic Impa
act Analysis:: Berryessa Snow Mountain Nationa
al Monumentt
Desig
gnation,” played an impo
ortant role in
n highlighting
g positive ecconomic effec
cts and build
ding
suppo
ort for the de
esignation. In this study
y, EPS quanttified spending and employment tha
at likely
will re
esult from th
he elevation of Berryessa
a Snow Mou ntain to natiional monum
ment status. EPS
found
d that the de
esignation co
ould stimulatte visitation tto the area, increase tou
urism spending, and
generrate a gain of
o nearly $26
6 million in economic
e
acttivity and ne
early $500,00
00 in tax rev
venue for
local communities
s over 5 yea
ars.
ck Obama an
nnounced de
esignation off the Berryes
ssa Snow Mo
ountain
In July 2015, President Barac
Regio
on as a natio
onal monume
ent. EPS esttimates of th
he economic effect of the
e designation
n have
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been cited by the
e White Hous
se, the U.S. Department of Agricultu
ure, and new
wspapers acro
oss the
counttry.
Down
ntown Berke
eley Street and Open Space
S
Impro
ovement Pla
an
Berke
eley, Californiia

The implementation of Downttown Berkele
ey’s Streets and Open Space Improv
vement Plan (SOSIP)
impro
ovements will enhance th
he pedestrian and ecolog
gical environ
nment of Dow
wntown Berk
keley;
impro
ove access by
b all transpo
ortation mod
des; support restaurantss, retail, and Downtown
Berke
eley’s other cultural
c
ame
enities; enha
ance the area
a’s economicc vitality; and potentially
y
strengthen Berke
eley’s fiscal health
h
by increasing prop
perty values,, attracting p
private inves
stment,
and expanding
e
re
etail sales. EPS and cost--estimating ssubconsultan
nts were hire
ed by the Citty of
Berke
eley to prepa
are capital and ongoing cost
c
estimat es and a fina
ancing strate
egy to guide
e
plann
ning efforts and
a
impleme
entation of th
he SOSIP im provementss.
The significant
s
co
osts associated with the amenity-rich
h SOSIP imp
provements w
would be cha
allenging
to fun
nd given limited funding available to the City. EP
PS worked w
with City stafff and the Citty
Mana
ager to craft a funding sttrategy and developed
d
an
n illustrative
e scenario to fund the first phase
ees, parking
of improvements. Funding so
ources included a blend o
of developme
ent impact fe
g
reven
nues, and grants.
Economic Effects
s of Habitatt Conservatiion Plans
State of California

In spe
ecies-rich California, regiional Habitatt
Conse
ervation Plan
ns (HCPs) are
e becoming a
comm
mon means of planning fo
or conservation and
opment at th
he landscape
e level. HCPs have
develo
becom
me one of the
e most impo
ortant tools in
resolv
ving conflictss between de
evelopment a
and
listed species. They are viewe
ed as stream
mlining
enviro
onmental reg
gulation and supporting tthe
exped ient econom
mic developm
ment of millio
ons of
acres of land in a manner thatt is consisten
nt with
State and federal laws. In addition, they are
viewe
ed as providiing local stak
keholders an
nd policymak
kers with a sstronger voic
ce in directin
ng future
growtth and devellopment in areas
a
with lis
sted species..
EPS prepared
p
a white
w
paper on
o the “Econ
nomic Effectss of Regional Habitat Con
nservation P
Plans” for
the California
C
Hab
bitat Conserv
vation Planning Coalition
n. This white
e paper evalluates the hy
ypothesis
that regional
r
HCP
Ps confer sub
bstantial eco
onomic beneffits to the prrivate and pu
ublic sectors
s. The
study
y draws conc
clusions on the economic
c effects of r egional HCP s through th
he lens of fou
ur
differrent Californiia case studiies (San Dieg
go, Riverside
e, San Joaqu
uin, and Con
ntra Costa Co
ounties),
as we
ell as prior professional reports
r
and academic
a
pa
apers that ha
ave examine
ed similar questions.
The California
C
Habitat Conserrvation Plann
ning Coalition
n and other regional HCP advocates have
succe
essfully relied
d on the EPS
S report to build supportt for HCPs arround Califorrnia and the United
State
es, including in Washingtton, D.C., wh
here the EPS
S “metrics” w
were much in
n demand fro
om
policy
y makers and legislators.
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El Pa
aso de Roble
es
Paso Robles, Califo
ornia

The Ciity of Paso R
Robles Generral Plan established a
policy framework for the creattion of an
agricu
ultural greenbelt surrounding the City
y,
deeme
ed the “Purp
ple Belt” give
en the
prepon
nderance of high-quality
y vineyards in the
area. Urban expan
nsion and rural residential
develo
opment in th
he area surro
ounding the City
threattened the via
ability of ong
going agriculltural
operattions.
EPS le
ed a team off planners an
nd agricultural
specialists in developing an im
mplementation program (Action Plan
n) for the Purple Belt. Th
he Action
Plan quantified
q
ag
gricultural re
esources, current plannin
ng policies, a
and program
ms and estab
blished a
coope
erative appro
oach to implementation that include d creation of a managing entity and a
developmen
devellopment imp
pact mitigatio
on program, transfer of d
nt credits, acquisition of
conse
ervation ease
ements, and
d establishme
ent of fundin
ng sources.
On Ju
une 8, 2010,, the Board of
o Supervisors of the Cou
unty of San Luis Obispo approved th
he
Memo
orandum of Understanding between the City of E
El Paso de R
Robles and th
he County off San
Luis Obispo
O
regarrding the imp
plementation
n of the Purp
ple Belt Prog
gram.
Gatew
way Park Pr
roject Study
y Report
Oakla
and, California
a

Locate
ed along the East Bay wa
aterfront witthin the
City off Oakland, ro
oughly two m
miles from
downttown, the Ga
ateway Park Area is the s
site
where
e the newly cconstructed Bay Bridge e
east span
touche
es land. The site was ide
entified by a
consorrtium of pub
blic agency la
andowners to
provid
de an approp
priate “landin
ng” for the w
worldclass b
bridge and a place for lo
ocal, regional, and
intern ational visito
ors to experiience the site and
gain a
access to the
e bridge’s pedestrian and
d bicycle
pathw
way.
EPS de
eveloped a ffinancing strategy for the
e
signature park, in
ncluding pub
blic and priva
ate financing
g mechanism
ms and fundin
ng from reve
enuegenerrating uses at
a the site. This
T
included
d evaluating opportunitie
es for private
e investmentt in
recreational featu
ures, examin
ning local, re
egional and S
State grant p
programs, an
nd developin
ng a
financ
cing plan forr the parks as
a a whole.
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REPRESENTATIVE CLIENTS
Cities

Public Agencies & Special Districts

Private Sector

Albuquerque, New Mexico
Anaheim, California
American Canyon
Arvada, Colorado
Aspen, Colorado
Aurora, Colorado
Basalt, Colorado
Boulder, Colorado
Centennial, Colorado
Cheyenne, Wyoming
Denver, Colorado
Durango, Colorado
Fort Collins, Colorado
Grand Junction, Colorado
Jackson, Wyoming
Limon, Colorado
Littleton, Colorado
Longmont, Colorado
Los Ranchos, New Mexico
Montrose, Colorado
Oakland, California
Orlando, Florida
Phoenix, Arizona
Redding, California
Redmond, Washington
Richmond, California
Sacramento, California
San Clemente, California
San Francisco, California
San Jose, California
San Luis Obispo, California
Santa Barbara, California
Santa Monica, California
Santa Rosa, California
Seattle, Washington
Snowmass, Colorado
Stockton, California
Superior, Colorado
Telluride, Colorado
Vallejo, California
Ventura, California

Alameda County Congestion
Management District, CA
Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment
Authority, CA
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), CA
Capital District Transportation
Authority, NY
Contra Costa LAFCO, CA
E-470 Authority, CO
East Bay Regional Park District, CA
El Toro Redevelopment Authority, CA
Fitzsimons Redevelopment Authority, CO
Fort Ord Reuse Authority, CA
Lowry Redevelopment Authority, CO
Middle Rio Grande Council of
Governments (MRCOG), NM
Northwest Pacific Rail Road Authority
Port of Oakland, CA
Port of San Francisco, CA
Regional Transportation District, CO
Roaring Fork Transit Authority, CO
Sacramento City and County Office
of Water Planning
Sacramento Open Space Commission, CA
San Joaquin Council of Governments, CA
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation
& Open Space District, CA
Stapleton Redevelopment Corporation, CO
Transmission Agency of Northern CA
Tri-Valley Wastewater Authority, CA
Treasure Island Development Authority, CA
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Forest Service
U.S. National Parks Service

AEW Capital Management
Aspen Skiing Company
A. Teichert & Son
Buzz Oates Enterprises
Callahan Property Company
Camray Development and
Construction
Catellus Development Corporation
Centex
Continuum Partners LLC
Corrie Development Corporation
Destination Resorts
DKM Investments, Inc.
Durango Mountain Resort
El Dorado Hills Development Co.
FHK/Ward Company
First Commercial Bank
Forest City Development
Granite Power and Development Co.
Hyatt Rickeys
The Hofmann Company
Jones Lang LaSalle Partners
JPI West Coast Construction
Kaufman and Broad
Kaiser Permanente
Kroenke Sports Entertainment
L & P Land Development
Lennar Communities
Lewis Homes
Loftus Developments
Lowe Enterprises
Morrison Homes
Pacific Construction Company
Pacific-Teal Development
Pacific Telesis
Pacific Gas & Electric Properties
Powell Development
Prometheus Development Company
Prudential Development Group
Related Companies
Resort Development Company
Sears, Roebuck and Co.
Shaffer Management Group
Sentinel Real Estate Corporation
Southern Pacific Transportation Co.
Sterling Pacific Assets
The DeSilva Group
The Pivotal Group
Tierra Group
Wadsworth Golf Construction
Waterworld Resorts, Inc.
WCI Communities, Inc.
Winncrest Homes

Counties
Adams, Colorado
Alameda, California
Contra Costa, California
Delta, Colorado
Kane County, Illinois
King County, Washington
La Plata, Colorado
Lincoln, Colorado
Marin, California
Mendocino, California
Mesa, Colorado
Orange, California
Pitkin, Colorado
San Joaquin, California
San Luis Obispo, California
Santa Cruz, California
Santa Fe, New Mexico
Sonoma, California
Summit County, Utah
Sutter, California
Yamhill, Oregon
Yolo, California

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Nonprofit/Advocacy Organizations
American Center for Wine, Food & Arts
Association of Air Medical Services
Building Industry Association
Colorado Affordable Housing
Coalition
Downtown Spokane Partnership
Downtown Denver Partnership
East Bay Conversion & Reinvestment
Commission
Marin Agricultural Land Trust
Mountain Restoration Trust
Nature Conservancy
North Coast Builders Exchange
Santa Cruz Business Council
The Wilderness Society
Yosemite Restoration Trust

State Agencies
Alaska Division of Tourism
California Attorney General
California Coastal Conservancy
California State Dept of Fish & Game
CalTrans
Colorado Office of Economic
Development and International Trade
Colorado Office of Planning and
Budgeting
Colorado State Land Board
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Educational Institutions
Chabot-Las Positas Community
College District
Davis Unified School District
Modesto City Schools
Placer County Office of Education
Rocklin Unified School District
San Francisco Unified School District
University of California, Berkeley
University of California, Presidents
Office
University of California, Santa Cruz
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