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SUMMARY

This is an informational report providing an overview of the findings of the Downtown Oalkland
Development Feasibility Study, published October 2013. The study was funded by a Smart Growth
Technical Assistance Grant from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). The completed
study is Attachment A to this Director’s report.

Economic consultants from the firm AECOM studied various land development scenarios on three
sites in downtown Oakland, in order to answer the following questions:

1. Given the existing economic conditions at the time of the study (Spring/Summer 2013), is
development in downtown Oakland currently feasible? What kind of development is feasible?
2. Isthere potential for the City to adopt a development incentive and bonus program in
downtown? Which areas of downtown would it apply to, and what triggers or thresholds
should be considered?
3. Is there potential to require a developer contribution on new construction, as suggested in
- previous reports? If so, what should the scale of the contribution be?
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Two of the sites chosen for the Development Feasibility Study are surface parking lots under single
ownership:

e 226 13" Street;

» 301 19" Street.

The other is a site owned by the City:
¢« 2100 Telegraph Avenue/495 22nd Street.

Key Feasibility Firdings

The Development Feasibility Study results sﬁppdrt the findings of previous studies undertaken by the
City of QOakland: ‘

s Under today’s market conditions, new development in Oakland is difficult, yet becoming
increasingly more feasible — Of the sixteen evaluated scenarnios, five currently break even
(after developer profit). The five scenarios that are currently feasible include the four rental
residential development scenarios on the Telegraph Avenue site, as well as the low-rise, parked
residential scenario on the 19th Street site.

e Despite current market challenges, rental residential developments are projected to
become increasingly attractive — While not all sites are currently feasible, attractive locations
near a BART station and along accessible corridors show great promise for development as
soon as next year (2014). Given current market assumptions, residential rental rates ranging
from $3.00 per square foot at sites commanding premium retail/commercial rates to $3.30 per
square foot in Chinatown (a 26% rate increase from current market conditions) would render ail
of the project scenarios feasible. Office lease rates would need to increase by up to 200%, to as
much as $49.00 per square foot, in order to make office projects feasible. ‘

s Given these primary findings, the following points highlight the differences among the
development types: ' _

o Residential developments are more feasible than office developments — Residential
developments consistently perform better than commercial developments. For low-rise
scenarios, the low-rise office building scenario is as infeasible as the least feasible
residential site (13th Street high-rise, scenario 2b), while the high-rise office building is
more than two times less feasible than high-rise residential.

o Feasible high-rise scenarios generate more revenue than low-rise, but low-rise
scenarios are more readily feasible than high-rise — While few of the development
scenarios are currently feasible, high-rise development’s attractiveness depends on the
rental rate tipping point. The Telegraph Avenue scenarios, which benefit from a 10%
rental premium assumption, represent the tipping point between low-rise and high-rise
feasibility. For the four rental residential Telegraph sites, the high-rise buildings
generate more than 30% additional revenue than the low-rise scenarios. For sites with
rental revenue assumptions below this 10% premiuvm assumption, jow-rise buildings are
much more feasible than high-rise. Despite the Telegraph Avenue site’s high-rise
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feasibility, for all scenarios, low-rise residential scenarios generated an average of 30%
more value per gross floor area (GFA) and per unit than the high-rise scenarios. This 1s
primarily due to the significant increase in construction costs associated with the
transition from low- rise (type V) to high-rise (type I) residential development,

o Location matters — Of the three sites evaluated, the Telegraph Avenue site, with its
favorable lease and rental rates is far and away the most feasible under current market
conditions.

o Development c,anrrzbutwm tied to high-rise development are becoming increasingly

- mare viable as a potential source of income in strategic locations — Based on the
feagibility analysis, high-rise development on large sites in premium locations {ex.
Telegraph Avenue) are increasingly demonstrating the ability to support a public
amenity contribution, as they generate larger returns than their low-rise counterpeints. It
is important to note, however, that this potential reflects ideal location and rental
conditions. This 1s still not the case for less central sites, such as 226 13th Street, near
Chinatown, or for aill high-rise or commercial buildings. For those sites, developers will
need to be creative to finance development under current conditions. Additional costs in
the form of developer contributions on the 13th Street and 19th Street sites placed on
new development would likely further stall new construction in Downtown, as either
rental rates will need to climb to justify new construction, alternative construction
methods will need to be used, or the cost of land will need to be reduced.

o Community benefit contributions can be small and incremental — As most locations in
Downtown Oakland remain infeasible for future development, requiring significant -
developer contribution for high-rise residential buildings will further incentivize low-
rise development, Rather, if rental housing continues to escalate above the rate of
construction costs, the City could consider smaller developer contributions from across
all residential projects, but below 3% of total development costs. As currently
evaluated, the five feasible projects generate an average of 6% of development costs for
possible contribution. However, it is not advised to set community benefit requirements
on the exception, as it will ultimately undermine typical development projects that do
not have the specific advantages of a single site/location..

o Chinatown development is difficult even under ideal situation. A test scenario (1c) was
evaluated to understand the potential feasibility of a Chinatown site in which the land is
provided free of charge, by a public entity or other agency, and the development relies
on modular construction, resulting in residential construction cost savings of up to 15%.
Even under these favorable conditions, scenario Ic.is not currently feasible.

It is important to note that while the feasibility study demonstrates the challenges of new development,
in the past few months there has been a growing amount of renovation and repurposing of existing
buildings. This study does not review the feasibility of these types of projects, which can often pave
the way for a more successful development atmosphere.
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Developer Strategies for Increasing Feasibility

Developers are often challenged with project feasibility in the planning stage and use a number of
strategies (o improve the viability of a potential project. These include:

1. Decreasing unit sizes for rental product to achieve higher rents per square foot. This works
best in student markets but economizing on the square footage per bedroom in general can
increase yield as rents are more driven by bedrooms than square feet.

2. Change the unit mix {0 increase the number of smaller units, which generally command
higher rents per square foot. Studio and one-bedroom apartments have traditionally
commanded higher rents per square foot than two -and three-bedroom apartments.

3. Increase building efficiency and limit non-leasable area by reducing building circulation and
assigning a share of non-leasable area to the tenant {i.e. traditionally only considered in
commercial developmentis),

4. Reduce the parking to the extent feasible, recognizing that cach parking space can cost more
than'$25,000. Note that market constraints may limit the amount of parking a developer can
reduce, If a project provides no parking, it often commands lower rents because the majority of
middle- and high-income renters in the Fast Bay own cars.

5. Reconfigure parking design to lift parking which —in certain cases- allows developers to
accommodate parking at one level versus multiple levels that require additional circulation and
associated costs. '

6. Actively manage and reduce construction costs through a number of methods such as in-
house contractors, pre- negotiated building inputs, novel modular construction practices, and
typical value engineering.

7. Partner with the landowner to reduce developer upfront costs, including financing, or a lower
land cost, which could help make development more feasible.

8. Command preminm rents above surrounding competition based on the guality of the product,
design, and available amenities, For example, developers can often justify higher rents for view
premiums of tower buildings. Assuming premium rents is a difficult strategy and overly
optimistic assumptions can ultimately undermine the success of the project.

In most cases, developers are considering all of the above options -and more- in each project not only
to maximize profitability, but also to justify the development to potential investors. Regardless,
AECOM does not recommend considering these development exceptions in a public benefit analysis
as it can overstate the potential benefit when many of these exceptions would not apply o a given
project. Furthermore, projects can also have an equal if not greater chance of higher development costs
than modeled due to landowner land value expectations, site configuration constraints, additional
infrastructure needs, site clean-up requirements, entitlement constraints, increased financing
requirements, escalating construction costs, and a number of other factors that can ultimately
undermine the economic feasibility of a project.
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Public outreach

In addition to this Planning Commission meeting, a public presentation and panel discussion was held
on October 30™ in City Hall, engaging a wide variety of Downtown stakeholders and providing an
opportunity to review the analysis and findings of the study.

Conclusions

The AECOM Development feasibility analysis clearly indicates that under current market conditions,
development of both residential and office buildings remain challenging in Downtown Oakland, but
are improving. While the findings of this study do not yet endorse public amenity charges in
‘Downtown Qakland, it is important to keep in mind that developers are constantly reconsidering the
feasibility of multifamily projects in the Downtown area. Under specific conditions and with certain
development advantages, developers are finding ways to make their projects work. The findings also
show that requiring public benefit payments on high-rise development is unlikely to generate
significant revenue in the next five years because it will remain more economically advantageous to
build low-rise residential. As market conditions improve, the potential for a public benefit fee or
provision should be revisited.

To this end, the Study recommends that the City should continue to monitor rental rates as well as
construction cost fluctuations in Downtown Oakland te determine When such programs may become
viable, The Study indicates that rental rates have grown at an average of 8% per year for the past two
years in the East Bay and such growth offers significant momentum for increase in development
feasibility. Even since the beginning of this study, in February of 2013, the rate of change in the
market has been unpredictable. While, on average, rental rates in the East Bay have increased roughly
4% in the past six months, some developments, such as the Grand in Downtown Oakland have
increased rents by as much as 17% over the past six months.

It should be noted, however, that as developers wait for market conditions in Oakland to improve
" enough to support new development there are a few items that the City of Oakland can work on to
simultaneously reduce risk and increase ease of development Key improvements recommended in the
report include:
¢ Developing a comprehensive development fee schedule to provide better economic certainty;

o Generating a development pipeline report to increase awareness of new projects and to
allow for more predictable absorption;

» Improving planning staffing levels, and therefore adding responsweness to penmtimg
applications and approval timing; _

» Continuing to encourage amenity development and retail opportunities, particularly along
key corridors that are most primed for development;

¢ Increasing government responsiveness to community problems and nuisances;

s Enhancing the BART system threugh additional transit connections to increase
accessibility and connectivity; and

e Continue to enhance Oakland’s image and further vibrancy of its Downtown.
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The report states that such improvements will help make Oakland more attractive to new development
and will better prepare it for the point when market conditions change. -

Prepared by,
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Attachment
A. Downtown Oakland Development F aambxhty Study, October 25, 2013, prepared by AECOM.
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In early 2013, AECOM began work on the Downtown Oakland Development Feasibility Sfudy for the City of
Oakland’s Department of Planning and Building. This project is conducted as part of AECOM’s Smart Growth
Technical Assistance master service agresment with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).

As there have been a series of recent development feasibility studies’ in Qakland, primarily in the Lake Merritt
area, the purpose of this study is o build on existing work 1o answer the following questions:

1. Given existing planning and economic conditions, is development in downtown Cakland
feasible? What kind of development is feasible?

2. Is there potential to require a developer contribution, as suggested in previous reports? What
should the scale of the contribution be?

3. s there potential to implement development incentive and bonus programs? Which parts of

downtown would it apply to, and what triggers or thresholds should be considered?

AECOM uses a static land residual analysis methodology which evaluates the feasibility of a project at
stabilized occupancy. This point-in-time evaluation considers the remaining value, if any, after accounting for
land value, development costs, and developer profits. The development feasibility analysis meathodology builds
an understanding of the relationship between location, planning parameters, huilding configuration, and
feasibility, and highlights where potential incentive and bonus programs might be most usefut to promote
feasible development in the Downtown.

In order to evaluate the feasibility of development, as well as the potential for a developer contribution or
incentive program, the City of Oakland identified three sites in Downtown Oakland, which are reflective of the
Downtown sites mostly likely to be redeveloped. Sixteen scenarios, reflecting a mix of residential and office
fand uses as well as a mix of buiiding heights were explored across the three sites. Once of the scenarios (1c}
reflects a scenaric in which land is provided free of charge, and the development relaes on construction
methods which alfow for up o 15 psrcent savings.

A summary of the three sites and the various scenarios analyzed is presented in Figure 1 and Table 1 below.

' Lake Mermift Station Area Plan Community Beneéfits Analysis,” Strategic Economics, December 2012; “Lake Merritt Station Area
Plan Market Opportunity Analysis,” June 2010; “Affordable Housing Assessment Lake Merriit Station Area Plan,” Conley Consuiting
Group, June 2010,
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Figure 1. Site Locations, Downtown Oakland, California

Source; AECOM

Table 1. Development Scenarios Summary

i3 Residential Low {Type V) Y
1% Residantial Low {Type V} M
1o %# 228 13th Sirast Residential Low {Typa V) ¥
2a* Residential High {Type 1} y
P Residential High {Type i} N
3a Resiieniial Low {Type W} Y
3k Residential Low {Type ¥} N
4a* Residential High {Type ¥
ap* 301 191f Strost Residential High (Type 1j H
5 Qffics Lo {Type 1} ¥
5" Office High (Type 1) ¥
7a Residential Low {Type W} ¥
T Resilential Leww {Type W} M
8a® 2 ;ﬁggﬁfg A Residsrtial High (Type § y
gh Residential High {Type 1} M
3 Residentisl - Congo Law {Type V) ¥

* indicates high-rise development / “a” indicates parking, “b” indicates no parking

Source: Gity of Oaldand, AECOM

** Scenario 1c represents a Chinatown development, with free land, and modular construction
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The déveiopment feasibility resuits support the findings of previous sludies undertaken by the City of Cakland.
The key findings of the current analysis include:

¢« Under fodoy’s market conditions, new development in Oaldand is difficult, yet becoming
increasingly more feasible— Of the sixteen evaluated scenarios, five currently break even (after
developer profit). The five scenarios that are currently feasible inciude the four rental residential
development scenarios on the Telegraph Avenue site, as well as the low-rise, parked residéntial
scenario on the 19" Street site. The Telegraph Avenue scenarios received premium rental rates
due to their location, with the 19" Street site evaluated with market-rate rates.

& Daespite current market challenges, rental residential de&elopments are projected to become
increasingly attractive — While not all sites are currently feasible, attractive locations near a
BART station and along accessible corridors show great promise for development as soon as
next year (2014). Given current market assumptions, residential rental rates ranging from $3.00
per sguare foot at sites commanding premium retail/commercial rates to é3.30 per sguare foot
in Chinatown (a 26 percent rate increase from current market conditions) would render the ail
the project scenarios feasible. Office lease rates wouid need to increase by up to 200 percent, to

as much as $49.00 per square foot, in order to make office projects feasible.’

Given these primary findings, the following points review the differences among the development types:

o Residential developments are more feasible than office developments — Residential
developments consistently perform better than commercial developments. For low-rise
scenarios, %he low-rise office building scenario is as infeasible as the least feasible residential site
(13‘“ Street high-rise scenario 2b), while the high-rise office building is more than 2 times less
feasible than high-rise residential.

» Feasibie high-rise scenarios generate more revenue than low-rise, but iow-rise scenarios are
more readily feasible than high«ﬁse —While few of the developments are feasible, high-rise
development’s attractiveness depends on the rental rate tipping point. The Telegraph Avenue

scenarios, which benefit from a 10 percent rental premium assumption, represent the tipping

Bowntown Qakland Development Feasibility Study -3
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point between low-rise and high-rise feasibility. For the four rental residentia} Telegraph sites,
the high-rise buildings generate more than 30 percent additional revenue than the low-rise
scenarios. For sites with rental revenue assumptions below this 10 percent prémium
assumption, low-rise buildings are much more feasible than high-rise. Despite the Telegraph
Avenue site’s high-rise feasibility, for all scenarios, low-rise residential scenarios generated an
average of 30 percent more value per gross floor area (GFA) and per unit than the high-rise
scenarios. This is ;ﬁrimariiy due o the significant increase in construction costs associated with

the transition from low-rise {type V) to high-rise {type 1} residential development.

Location matters — Of the three sites evaluated, the Telegraph Avenue site, with its favorable

lease and rental rates is far and away the most feasible.

- Development contributions tied to high-rise development are becoming increasingly more

viable as a significant as a potential source of income in strategic locations — Based on the
feasibility analysis, high-rise development on large sites in premium locations (ex. Telegraph
Avenue) are increasingly demonstrating the ability to support a public amenity contribution, as
they generate larger returns than their low-rise counterpoints. For the four feasible scenarios on
the Telegraph Avenue site, potential developer contribution ranges from 522 to $27 per GSF. It
is important to note, however, that this potential reflects ideal location and rental conditions.
This is still not the case for less-central sites, such as 226 13" Street, near Chinatown, ot for all
high-rise or corhmercial buildings. For those sites, developers will need to be creative to finance
development under cu rrént conditions. Additional costs in the form of developer contributions
on the 13" Street and 19" Stréet sites placed on new development would likely further stall new
construction in Downtown, as either rental rates will need to climb to justify new construction, ‘
alternative construction méthods’ wili need 10 be used, or the cost of land will need to be
reduced.

Comnmunity benefit contributions can be small and incremental - As most locations in
Downtown Oakland remain infeasib"_ie for future development, requiring significant developer

contribution for high-rise residential buildings will further incentivize low-rise development.

Rather, if rental housing continues to escalate above the rate of construction costs, the City

could consider smaller developer contributions from across al residential projects, but below
3% of total development costs. As currently evaluated, the five feasible projects generate an

average of 6 percent of development costs for possible contribution. However, it is not advised

ES
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to set community benefit requirements on the exception, as it will ultimately undermine typical
developmént projects that do not have the specific advantages of a single site/location.

e Chinatown development is difficult even under ideal situation - A test scenario {1c) was
evaluated to understand the potential feasibility of a Chinatown site in which the land is
provided free of charge, by a public entity or other agenc.y, and the development relies on
modular construction, resufting in residential construction cost savings of up to 15 percent. Even

under these favorable conditions, scenario ic is not currently feasible.

it is important o nole that while the feasibilily study demonstrates the challenges of new development, in the
past few months there has heen a growing amount-of renovation and repurposing of existing buildings. This
study does not review the feasibility of these types of projects, which can often pave the way for a more
successiul devalopment almosphere.

Downtown Oakland Development Feasibility Study . . : . 5
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COMPARISON OF KEY FINDINGS 70 PREVIOUS REPORTS

in December of 2012, Strategic Economics completed a separate development feasibility study for the Lake
Merritt Station Area Plan Area, entitled the Lake Merrilt Station Area Plan Community Benefits Analysis. The
Strategic Economics memorandum summarized some key findings, which continue to be very much in line wﬂh
the findings presented in this report. The key findings of ihe Strategic Ecenomms analysis include:

Table 2. Comparison of Findings with Previous Report

Under current market conditions, rone of the development
scenarios lested are financially feasible

Because the analysis was performed just shy of a year ago, the
increase in rental revenue since that point has adjusted
feasibility upwards, rendering just under half of the renial
residential siles feasible.

Lower parking ratins may or may not improve developmert
feasibity

This study reaches the same conclusion (see p.54)

The smaller parcéis in the planining area wilf be more
challenging to develop than larger sites of 1 io 2 acres.

The sites evaluated in this study range from 1.3 0 2.2 acres. No
sites lass than 1 acre were evaluated. However, it is generally
understood that smaller sites can pose significant design
challenges, which increase development costs and reduce
expected revenue.

Significant increasss in rents wil be requlred for residential
davelopment fo ocour in the Plan Ares,

The rental rates evaluated in the Strategic Economics Lake
Merritt Analysis range from $2.03 to $2.50 per square foot,
significantly lower than the $2.60 to $3.20 rates reviewed in thig
analysis, The rates evaluated in this report refiect a portion of
the increase needed 1o suppori new development. The analysis
demonsirates that the required rates are within the range
presented in the Lake Merritt Analysis ($3.00-$3.35 compared to
$2.87 to $3.73)

Low-rise wood frame construction will be the first bullding type fo
become feasible, iiksly followed by high-rise concrete and steel
construction.

This study reaches the sams conclusion (see p. 4)

The majority of development in the Lake Menilt Siation Area
over the next iwo decades will be low-rize raiher then mid-rise or
Righrise.

This study reviewed the entire Downtown area rather than the
Lake Merritt Station Area, but did conclude that while low-rise is
cumently more feasible on less premium sites, the scale is
slowly tipping to make high-rise development more atfractive.

Source: AECOM,; “Lake Merritt Station Area Plan Cummunﬁy Benefits Analysis,” Sirategic Economics,

December 2012.
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in coordination with the City, AECOM has developed 15 site scenarios for evaluation. The scenarios vary by
site, buiiding use, and height, in order {o tease out development differences between the variations.

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO FACTORS

Five varying development factors were considered in across scenarios:

1. Sites —-threé sites were used

2. Building uses — two mixed-use building types were applied

3. Buiiding height — Eow~risé and high-rise developments were evaluated
4. Parking ratios ~ two parking ratios were applied to residential buildings
5

Rental vs. ownership — two leasing/ownership structures were explored

SITES

As part of the study, the City identified three specific site Iocations within Downtown Qakland. The sites were
chosen for their distribution throughout Downtown Oakland’s Priority Development Area (PDA). Each of the
three sites currently hosts a parking lot or parking garage, and is otherwise empty and represents a realistic
development opportunity. The sites include:

1. 226 13" Street
2. 301 19" Street
3. 2100 Telegraph Avenue and 495 22™ Street

"Downtown Cakland Development Feasitility Study o : 7
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Figure 2. Site Locations, Downtown Oakiand, Galifornia

All Sites , Downtown Oakland ‘ 226 13" Street

& .

L ; § .
'301 19" Streat 2100 Telegraph Avenue and 485 22" Street

Source: AECOM

Figurs 3. Low-Rise Mixed Use Davelopment

BB DMHG UBESD

On the three sites, two building use mixes will be
considerad:

1. Mined use — Retail / Rental Residential
2. Mixed use — Retail / Gffice

. :
Source: AECOM (Tetsuya Yaguchi}
3 Downtown Dakland Davelopment Fessibilily Study
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BENLDING FEIGHTS

Additionally, because of findings from previous studies, particularly Strategic Economics’ Lake Merritt Station
Area Plan Community Benefits Analysis, completed in December 2012, only low and high rise buildings are
considerad. Mid-range buiidings around 8 stories were identified as currently unfeasible in the Strategic
Economics report. * The following building heights are considered, allowing for type V wood—frame, low-rise
residential buildings, type il low-rise office buitdings, and type | construction-concrete frame, high-rise
buildings. The four building heights reviewed are:

1. +/-65 {residential low-rise} - ranges from 50" 10 75

2. +/-85 {office low-rise) — ranges from 40 10 8%

‘3. +/-175" {residential high-rise)

&, +/-240 {residential and office high-rise}~ ranges from 24¢ to 270

Figure 4. High-Rize Mixed Use Development {left) and Low-Rise Mixed Use Bevelopment {right)

Source: AECOM (Tetsuya Yaguchi)

? pid-rise 8-story projects are significantly more expensive to build as huilding type and materiale change, but the development
receives insufficient incremenisl revenue o justify the change in bullding cost.

Downtown Cakland Development Feasibliity Study . - C : 9
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PARFING RATIOS

Evaluating multiple parking scenarios is essential to this  Figure 5. Low-Rise Live/Work Residential
Development

analysis due to the varied responses of stakeholders o
the necessity of parking as a devslopment component. .
While most of the developers who were interviewed for "
this report indicated that they would be hesitant to
develop a property without adequalte parking, _
particularly in areas that are less BART-accesslible, the
City of Oakland has also indicaled that their siaff has
had recent conversations expressing the opposite — that
the burden of developing parking on-site limils
development potential, Evaiuating iwo parking ratios
also provides this analysis support for whether changes.
in required pérking ratios can encourage development
and increase feasibility. :

In grder to evaluate both development options, two

* parking ratio scenarios have been developed for each Source: AECOM (Tetsuya Yaguchi)
of the rentai residential scenarios: a) one parking space .

per unit {1:1}, and b} zevo parking spaces per unit {0:1).

For the residential units with no parking, the ground floor is built out as fiveiwark lofis.

REMTAL VE, OWNERHIP

While previcus market studies have indicated that the residential ownership market is currently not a viable
ong, there is increasing evidence that developers are revisiting ownership properties. The San Francisco
Business Times recently published an article identifying four projécts in Oakland that are currently sefling new
condominiums during the summer of 2013: two near Jack London Square, and two in Uptown Oakland, north of
West Grand Avenue.? Aside from these projects, however, there are few other condo buildings on the market in
Qaldand. Given the upswing in the San Francisco real estate market, the City of Oakland asked that one
property on Teiegraph Avenue be evaluated as an ownership scenario. Aside from the one Telegraph scenario,
the rest of the residential development scenarics are all rental properties.

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS

Table 3 summarizes the 15 development scenarios identified for review. While this study is primarily reviewing
renial residential, AECOM has included two additional sites (4a and 8b), which provide more typical
condorminium parking ratios for comparison.

The following figures present conceptual designs and layouts for each of the 15 proposed scenario varations
on the three opportunily sites.* The building designg adhere to existing planning codes and restrictions. In

" addition to conceptual building floor plans and sections, massing diagrams representing the buildings on site
are inciuded fo provide context and an understanding of how the types of development being proposed

v

* “Bridgewater Condos Hil the Market.” San Francisco Business Times. 27.51 (July 12, 2013): 10,
* Seenario 8 (condo) is a duplicate of scenario 7a, in terms of site, building use, height, and parking rafio. Scenaric 9 only varies in
terms of inancing and feasibility snalysis, and thus is not presenied as a separate diagram.

10 Downtown Ozkland Developmeant Feasibility Study
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compares o the existmg neighborhoods, AECOM focused the retail on specific retail corridors rather than wrap
. the entire building in retail frontage. This is in response to the developer interviews which cautioned that 100
percent ground floor retail would drain the econemic feasibility of the project.

1t is also important to note that the proposed development scenarios are hypothetical. While they have been
vetted with the City angd with the real estate development community, any future devslopment would be
expected io follow current zoning and development standards, or design guidelines, which are subject to
change.

“Downtown Oaklang Development Feasiﬁilitp Study 11
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Table 3. Davelopment Scenarics Summary

W Rosidontsl | 59,727 70 )
il -~ Rasidaniial BT i 3]
an o 1 e s,
12 Ciremt 89,727 7 o
28" Residential 5727 &G 270
2 Residertil | 50,727 50 270
3a Residential &7,935 kil 0
B Restderntial &7.935 il 1]
aa® ST | Regicenal | 57,988 75 78
b+ S5 | Residentisl | 57,036 75 178
5 tafcs 57,535 85 o 145,800 |
&« Offios 57 988 40 240 387,10 .
7a orop | Resdenisl | 95334 i 0 12F00 R MBI 326800 y 323 10 a7
T Tolggraph | Residential 93,334 70 o 230,800 priad 325 0.0 4
sar OVES | Resicential | 93,934 7 175 458,000 ] 448 10 5
a aons | Retidental | 93,334 75 178 458,100 22 &8 00 8
Strast Revidentiel - - -
g - Condo 93,334 70 o B2E, 900 7 o 1.0 337

Source: City of dakiand, AECOM
* Indicates high-risé development / 8" indicates parking, “b” indicates no parking
** Scenario 1¢ represents a Chinatown development, with free land, and modular construction - representing a 15% savings in construction costs

1z ) } . : o Downtown Daldang Deveiapment Feasibitity Stady
. Oeiober 2012




AECOM

[This page left intentionally blank]

Downtown Qaldand Development Feasibility Study
Qotober 2013 )

o

13



AECOM

Figure 8. Scenarios 12 and 1c¢ {(Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-65)

8F ¢ 70
¥

Site Plan / Ground Fioor Plan & [T—_ S——

a 0w

Podium Plan
Legeﬁd
& Elevator Core

Deveinpment Summary
Refalt 0 18500 of

203,300 sf (200 units)

. 82,600 57 (199 spaces)
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Figure 7. Scenario 12 In Sity (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-857)

R

Source: AECOM
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Figure 8. Scenario 1b (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-658")

Ste Plan/ Ground Floor Plan @ ™ emmmmnd Podium Pian
Legend
® Elevator Core
- Development Summary
CeE T ‘Retaill . 153008t

26,600 sf
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Figure 9. Scenarlg 1b In Siu (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-65}

Source: AECOM

Towntown Oakiand Development Feasibility Strdy T - . ' 17
October 2013 : '



AECOM

Figure 10. Scenario 2a (Mixed Use Residsntial with Parking, +/-240")

Site Plan / Ground Floor Plan
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Figure 11. 8cenario 2a In Siu (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +{-240"}

Source: AECOM
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Figure 12. Scenario 2b (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-240"}

Site Plan / Ground Floor Plan
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Figure 13. Scenario 2b In Situ {(Mixed Uss Hesidential without Parking, +/-240")

Source: AECOM
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Figure 14. Scenaric 3a {Mixed Use Regidential with Parking, +/-865")
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Figure 15. Scenario 3a in Situ (Mixed Use Residontial with Parking, +/-657)

Source: AECOM
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.Figure 16. Scenario 3b (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-65%)
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Figure 17, Scenario 3b In Situ {Mixed Use Reosidential without Parking, +/-857}

Source: AECOM
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Figure 18. Scenario 4a {Mixed Use Residentiat with Parking, +/-175}
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Figure 13. Scenario 4a In Sity (Mized Use Residential with Parking, #1757
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Figure 20. Scenario 4b {Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-1757}
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Figure 21. Scenario 4b In Situ {Mixed Use Residential without Parking, /175"

Source: AECOM
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Figure 22. Scenario § (Mired Use Offics, +/-85")
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Figure 23. Scenario 5 In Siiu (Mixed Use Office, +/-88%)

Source: AECOM
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Figure 24. Scenario § (Mixed Use Offics, +/-2407)
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Source: AECOM
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- Figure 28, Scenaric 7a (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-65°)
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Figure 27. Scenarins 7a and ¢ In Situ (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-68)

1 AECOM
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Figure 28. Scenario 7h {Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-658'}
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Figure 28. Scenario b In Shu (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-8%)

T AECOM

Source

¥

Downtown Oakland Development Feasibility Study

Qctober 2013



AECOM

Figure 30. Scenario 8a (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-175")
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Figure 31. Scenario Ba In Situ (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-178")

: AECOM

Source
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Figure 32, Scenario 8b (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/175')
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Figure 33. Scenario 8b In Biw (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, 178}
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“This section presents the relevant real estate market assessment and development assumptions that will be
used in this study. The following assumptions were developed based on a review of current Qakland
development feasibility reports, provided by the City; detailed interviews with developers active in Oakland;
external data sources; and input from internal AECOM architecture and costing groups on typical planning,
architecture, construction cost, and economic parameters. The foflowing tables summarize the proposed
development assumplions. ' '

Many assumptions, such &s floor heights, efficiency ratios, property taﬁ assumptions, and architectiure and
engineering costs are based on typical industry standards. Meanwhile, other inputs such as land values, soft
costs, and revenue assumptions are adiusied to reflect Oakland’s market conditions,

Table 4. Basic Buiiding Assumptions

Ground Fioor Height 15.0 Feet ALCOM; Developer inlerviews
Average RelailfOffice Floor Height 135  Feet AECOM; Developer Interviews
Average Residential Floor Height . 10.0 . Feet AECOM; Developer Inferviews
Average Residential Unit Size (Net) 850 Square Fast . ' AECOM; Developer Interviews
Average Live/Work Loft Unit Size (Nef) 1300 Square Feet AECOM
Average Parking Space Size 350 Square Feet - AECOM,; Developer iriterviews
Efficiency Ratios
Retail 90% Netas%ofGioss AECOM; Developer Interviews
QOffice 90%  Net as % of Gross - AECOM; Developer Interviews
Residential 85% Netas % of Gross AECOM; Developer interviews
Parking Ratios ‘
Retail 05 /1000 SF AECOM; Developer Interviews
Office ‘ 0.5 /1000 SF . AEGOM; Developer Interviews
Residentiat ' 1or0 7 Residential Unit ~ AECOM; Developer interviews, City

Sources: individual sources indicated in table

- On the development side, key feasibility factors include building and parking construction cosis. Parking alone
can run upwards of $30,000 to $50,000 per space, depending on the type of construction or parking system.

Developers and AECOM's internal building costing group also acknowledge that there is a wide range of
construction costs. For exampie, for a 85 residential buiiding, hard costs range from a low of approximately
$220 per bullding square foot to as high as $380 per square fool. There are numerous reascns for the
variability, including the complexity and constructability of the site, whether il includes prevailing wage
requirements, the quality of finishes envisioned, and contractor competitiveness. Forthe purposes of this
study, a relatively favorable construction cost estimate has been applied. However, the sensitivity of
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. development inpuis will be evailuated in the pro forma analysis (in the Development Sensitivity Analysis section
on page 55) to understand the relative impact on the undetlying development feasibility.

Tabhle 5 Hard Cost Assumptions

Site Preparation Costs

Strategic Economics Lake Merrit}

Land Cost - $50.90  /Sguare Foot Station Ares Plan Community
) Benefits Analysis
. Demolition Cost - §5.00 /Square Fool AECOM
Site Work Cost ' $5.00 /Sguare Foot ’ AECOM
Construction Costs from Development Scenarios ROV

LEED Adjustment Facior 3%

65 Base
Retall (Ground Floor) ) . $250  /Syuare Foot
Residential {Ficors 2-8) - Rentat $250 fSquare Foot
Residential (Fiaors 2-6) - Condo ) $260 [/Sguare Foot

85' Base ‘
Retail {Ground Floor) ' $280 - !Squ_are Foot
Office (Floors 2-6) ' . $280 /Square Foot

175 Tower ' o ‘ S :

- AECOM, Devaloper Infgrviews

Retail (Ground Floorn) ) $275  [Sgyuare Foot E I
Residential (Floors 2-15) $275 ISquare Foot

240" Tower
Retait (Ground Fioor) $285-275  ISquare Foot
Office {(Fioors 2-18) $275 {Square Fool
Residential (Floors (2-21) $265 /Square Foot

' Parking Cosls

Podiurm Parking - Half Below Grade $20,000 /Space

Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade $20.000 /Space

Podium Parking - Mechanical System ' $30,000 /Space

Sources: individual sources indicated in {able
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Table 6. Soft Cost Assumptions

Architecture & Engineeting
85" Base

| 85 Base
175 Tower
240 Tower

‘Financing Costs

Construction Loan

interest Ratg

Construction Term

Construction Term- 65" and 85 Buildings
Construction Term- 175" and 240" Buildings

Loan Points

Drawdown Facior
Qther

Property Taxes {including BID)

Building/Permitting/impact Fees
Retait and Office
Residential
Overhead/Cther
Coentingency
Defect Liability insurance - Condo Only

7.5%
7.0%
6.5%
5.0%

70%

5.50%

18
28

0.5%

50%-

1.25%

10%
$20,000
3%

5%

2%

of Hard Costs
of Hard Costs
of Hard Cosis
of Hard Costs

Loan to Cost

- of Cost

Varies by size of the
project

Months

Months

of Total Costs

of Total Costs

fUnit

of Totai Cosls

of Total Costs
of Hard Costs

RS Means
RS Means
RS Means
RS Means

Developer Interviews, Commerdcial Real
Estate Lender Interviews

Developsr Interviews, Commercial Real
Eslate | ender intervigws

AECOM

Developer interviews, Commercial Real
Estate Lender Interviews

AECOM, Developer Inferviews
Alameda County Property Tax register

AECOM, Develoéer interviews
AECOM, Developer interviews
AECOM '
AECOM

AECOM

Sources: Individual sources indicated in table
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Table 7. Developer Threshold Assumptions

Strategic Economics Lake Merritt Station
Retail and Office Profit Requiremenis 16%. of Total Costs Area Plan Community Benefils Analysis;
Developer Interviews

Strategic Economics Lake Merritt Station

Rental Profit Requirements 8% of Total Cosis Area Plan Community Benefits Analysis;
' Developer Interviews
Condo Profit Requiremenis . 9%  of Toial Costs AECOM

Sources:; Individual sources indicated in table

Operating costs and revenue assumptions were similarly developed based onlocal market research, and by
puilding on work previously done by Strategic Economics. Vacancy rates for buuld!ng uses are based on current
values as well as trends over the past 5 to 10 years.

Table 8. Operating Costs Assumptions

Retail/Office Broker Fees 8% ofiease : AECOM

Condo Broker/Marketing Fees 4% of Unit Price AECOM
Operating Expenges
Retail : $0.10 /Gross Sq. Ft. AECOM; Developer Interviews
Office Full Service Lease Costs $0.60 /Gross Sq. Fi. AECOM; BOMA,; Developer Interviews

Strategic Economics Lake Meiritt Station

289, Of Gross Rental Area Plan Community Benefits Analysis;

Rental Residential

Revenue Developer interviews
Vacancy Rates (Stabiliz
Retail i 10.0%  of Net Sq. Ft AECOM (CoStar)
Office ) 10.0% of Net Sq. Ft. _ . AECOM {CoStar)
Residential 5% of Net Sq. Ft. AECOM {CoStar)
Sources. individual sources indicated in table
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Revenue assumptions are based on rates for similar developments in Downtown Cakland, adjusted slightly
upwards to reflect the premium that new developments can charge in a market. The average rate of $2.90 per
square foot transiates to an average rent for 1 bedrooms of $2,195, and an average rent across all units of
$2,300. This rental rate reflects market research as of August 2013, and does not include parking rental. Some
of the higher end buildings surveyed present all-in rents, which include parking. For this feasibility study,
parking rental is estimated to add an additional $0.15 per square foot to the rental revenue, resuiting in a total
average rental rate of $3.05 per square foot for bulldings with parking.

in order to reflect variation in the market across Downtown Oakland, three different rental revenue prices are
applied to the three developmenis, based on their location. The 13" Street site is evaluated with rental
revenues at 80 percent of area average, the 19" Street site at 100 percent of area average, and the Telegraph
Avenue site at 110 percent of the area average (Table 8, Table 10).

Table 8. Rental Rates for Units Across the Three Devélopment Sites

18D/1BA $2,195 141,240 $2,170 $2,390
78D/ 284 ‘ $2,797 $2,040 43,280 $3,620
18D /2 BA $3,896 54,070 $4,540 $5,010
Average 82,300 $2,210 . $2,460 $2,720

Source: AECOM -

in addition to the rental rate variations at the three siles, this study also assigns a 10 percent rental premium fo
high-rise tower units, which benefit from views not available to iower buiidings.

Downtown Oaidand Development Feasibility Study ] 47
Cetober 2013 .



AECOM

Table 10, Revenue Assumptions

Leass and Renlal Rales - Aversge
Average Retail Lease Rate
Average Office Lease Rale ,
Average Rent Per Sq. Ft. of Living Area
Average Rent Per Sq. FL of Live/Work Area
Reavenue Premium for Towers

Parking Revenye - Average

Office
Residential
1.ease and Renial Rates - 226 13th Street
Average Retail Lease Rale
Average Office Lease Rate
Average Rent Per 8q. Ft. of Living Area
Average Rent Per Sg. FL of Live/\Work Area
Parking Revenye - 226 13th Stregt
Gffice
Residential
Lease and Rental Rates - 301 15th Street
Average Retail | ease Rale
- Average Office Lease Rate
Average Rent Per Sq. FL. of Living Area
Average Rent Per 5q. FL of Live/Work Area
Parking Revenue - 301 19th Street
Office
Residential

Lease and Rental Rates - 2100 Telegraph
Avenue

Average Retail Lease Rate
Average Office Lease Rate
" Average Rent Per Sq. Ft. of Living Area
Average Condo Sales Price Per Sq. Ft. of
Living Area - )
Average Rent Per Sg. Ft. of Live/Work Area
Average Live/Work Condo Sales Price per
Sq. Ft.
. Pgrking Revenue - 2100 Telegraph Avenue
Office’
Residential
Residential — For Sale

Capitalization Rates
Retail

Office

Residential (Uptown)

Residential (Chinatown}
Residential Absorption Period — Base Building
Residential Absorption Period - Tower

Residential Absorption Period - Base Building -

Condo

$25.00
$32.00
$2.90

$1.60
110%

$120
$90

$20.00
%2560
$2.60
$1.40

$120
$90

$20.00

$26.80
$2.90

$1.60

$120
390

$27.50
$35.20
$3.20

$500
$1.80
$420

- $120
$90
$20,000

7.50%

7.50%

5.00%
5.50%
120
180

100

ISFIma./NNN
{SFimo. fFull Service
1SFiMio.

ISFMo.

{SFMo.

iSpace/mo.
iSpaceimo.

ISF/mo /NNN
FSFimo.fFull Service
ISF Mo,

ISpaceimo.
iSpacaimo.

ISFimo /NNN
{SFimo.fFuil Service
ISFiMo.

fSpace/me.
{Spacefmo.

ISFimo. /NNN .
ISFimo./Eul Service
ISFMo.

8FMo.
ISF

ISpace/mo.
ISpace/mo.
! Space

Cap Rate

Cap Rate

Cap Rate

Cap Rate
Units./ Year
Units / Year

Units / Year

AECOM {CoStar)

AECOM (CoStar)

AECOM {August 2013)
AECOM

AECOM; Davelopet Interviews

AECOM
AECOM

AECOM; Develaper Interviews
AECOM; Daveloper inferviews
AECOM; Developer interviews
AECOM

AECOM
AECOM

AECOM; Developer Interviews
AECOM; Developer Interviews
AECOM; Developer interviews
AECOM

AECOM
AECOM

AECOM: Developer interviews
AECOM; Developer interviews
AECOM; Developer interviews

AECOM; Developar interviews
AECOM

AECOM
AECOM
AECOM

Strategic Economics Lake Merritt Station
Area Plan Community Benefits Analysis

Korpacz 2010 4Q report - San Francisco
Ciffice Market Cap Rate

, Stratégic Economics Lake Merritt Staiion
~hees Plar Comminity Benefits Anslysis;
Daveloper Intenviews ‘

AECOM

Sources: Individual sources indicated in table
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The following section reviews the detailed findings of the feasibility analysis and addresses the iopics identified
in the introduction.

The resulis of all pro forma analyses are provided in Appendix A.

The three Downtown Qakland sites evaluated range in size from 1.3 acres to over 2 acres. Given the farge site
sizes and convenient configuration, the evaluated scenarios reflect some of the more ideal development
options in Downtown Oakland. As such, the findings presented in this report refiect optimistic potential. Smalier,
more difficult sites are likely to ba even less feasible. This finding is supported by the analysis done previously
by Strategic Economics in the Lake Merriff Station Area Plan Community Benefils Analysis Memorandum
{Decerber 2012). '

Unless otherwise noted, the results presented below reflect the all scenarios except development scenaric 1c.
Feasibility of scenario 1¢ is reviewed at the bottom of this page, and in Figure 49.

GUANTIFIED BONUS AND BENEFITS OVERVIEW

After accounting for developer profit (of 8% on rental residential projects, 9 % on the condominium project, and

" 10% on commarcial projects}, the fifteen projects generate revenuss of up to +$14.0 million, and losses of as
much as -$95.3 million, or +150 to - $1,645 per square foot of land (Tabie 11, Figure 34). For residential
scenarios, additional return per GFA, or “public benefit value” per GFA ranges from +$27 to -$91 {per square
foot), while for office developments, the losses increase {and potential for public benefits decrease) to -$204 to
$-227 per square foot (Table 11, Figure 35). These values indicate how much revenue above or below the
breakeven point (after accounting for developer profit) a development would generate, or need to collect to be
attractive to a developerfinvestor, and to allow for potential public benefit charges.

The five feasible scenarios, generate between $129 and $33,000 in additional revenue per unit. FFor the eight
surrently infeasible residential developments, there is an estimated gap of approximately -$97,000 to -$5,000
per unit, with scenario 2a (high-rise, parked residential on 13" Street) being the least feasible on a per unit
measuse. The avaerage for ali residential sites is roughiy $21,500 per unit (Figure 36). For the 13" Street and
19" Street development sites, the average drops to -$47,000 per unit, a direct result of the lower estimated
rental revenue rates appiied fo the scenarios. :

These additional revenue calculations assumed a $50 per square foot fand cost. It is worth noting that land
prices vary considerably from site to site in Downtown Oakland based on a number of factors, including the
existing returns of the property, the landowner's perception of value, the landowner's appetite for risk, and the
landowner’s interest in selling in general. Under a zero land value scenario, all of the residential scenasdos on
the Telegraph site, as well as three scenarios on the 19" Street site would become feasible.

Scenario 1c repreéents a potential Chinatown development in which land is granted fres of charge by a public
agency, and the cen_strucﬁon relies on a modular approach, resulting in 15% construction cost savings.
Accounting for developer profit, despite its cost savings advantages, scenario 1¢ still does not break even.

Bowntown Cakland Development Feasibility Study ' 49
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Table 11, Feasibillty Analysis Summary

e o

Frosidartial

583 7E1400 | §74.506195 BB B4, TR T 8B 1% E 18 gB0T0E 1
th 5 1548 Strsed Residentisl $0.052,768 $78,044.772 Sanaaness 1 TR 3 L ATE 14 AErate 12
dehe ) 89020 $74,50%9,1985 SHEBOTA B2 7 E ] ¥ BEBEE B
280 Resicaisl BI85 888,011 143,887 845 535 301,000 37 12 52,128 5 B . T
2 Reeidariial F189,568,129 $162,248,530 542,520,580 -5 i B5501 B 395,276 13
3 Resigariial £74,892,853 $80,507 688 $27 540 30 5 $2 5 5128 5
0 Residential 486 046 850 565,198,730 BEE 708 4 8 570 ] ETE %
st 01 19t Stset Residaniist $I0B584792 | $VI47TR.808 52,407 173 37 4 14 [ B8 9
Ed B Regidental $I0B.076.%17 | $1i590. 118 AT B0 45 8 i 3 3075 &
5 Ot 363 947 684 427, 310,208 B42,557,244 E v iig 18 320 1
& Office 157,463,881 &77 610,221 Bk, 508 650 8204 5 S5 i . .
Y& Residential $136,148,553 | $185,054811 $11.044,172 24 2 3984 i $33,337 1
7 " Residentiss $130,817 771 3460,995,028 £5,884,838 $28 1 %578 4 328,311 3
2108 Telegraph
2" Avigl;a end 485 | Resldantial $165,2537,808 | 3224808474 14,041,543 $22 4 824 2 331,483 2
22 fraat
ab* Reeideniial $207 468,688 | 237700087 513,694,062 $27 2 748 3 $araid 4
2 ol - 3141756097 | 150,182,501 EABEOTTR L1010 a2 5188 10
Source: AECOM
* indicates high-rise development E
** Scenario 1c represents a Chinatown development, with free land, and modular construction ~ representing a 16% savings in construction costs
5 agiditional return takes into acoount the amount set aside as developer profit
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Figure 34. Comparison of Additional Return above Developer Profit Threshold (3} by Scenario
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Figure 35. Comparison of Additional Return {$) per GFA by Scenario
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Figure 36. Comparison of Additional Return (§) per Unit by Scenario
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HEIGHT-RELATED DEVELOPMENT BONUSES

Under current market conditions, development bonuses only work as a tool {o generate public benefit in
premium rental revenue locations (Telegraph Avenue). For the other sites, average area rents will need to
increase by another 10 percent, holding all other costs constant, in order to support height-related bonuses.
For residentiat developments, the significant cost differential between low-rise (Types 1l & V) construction and
high-rise (Type 1) construction wouid not be recovered by rentai rates, even with a development bonus. Office
lease rates, which are currently lower than residential rates per GFA, make this offer even less attractive.

LOW-RISE RESIDENTIAL FEABIBILITY

The Telegraph Avenueg scenarios highlight the importance of premium rents, supported by location, in
ancouraging development. For the four feasible residential scenarios on the Telegraph Avenue site, high-rise -
developments generate roughly 30 percent more additional return than the low-rise scenarios, indicating that
onge projects tip the scale into feasibifity, high-rise quickly begins to outpace low-rise, offering potential for
community benefiis. :

HIGH-FISE REBIDENTIAL FEASIBILITY

As discussed earlier, rents would need to increase by up to 30 percent on the 13" and 19™ Street sites. (holding
construction ‘and other costs constant) to compel developers to consider high-rise above low-rise development.
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" On the Telegraph Avenue site, the rentai rates (10 parcent above market} already support development of
high-rise over iow-rise.

PARKING-RELATED DEVELDPMENT BONUSES

The City currently has modest parking requirements for' new residential and commercial development.
Residential muiti-family developments require one parking space per unit, while retail and commercial
developments have no parking requirements.

In order 1o evaluate the impact of the City's parking provision requirements on development feasibility, paired
residential scenarios were developed in which one development provides a 1:1 parking ratio per unit, and
another provides a 0:1 parking ratio per unit. It is imporiant to note that interviews conducted with developers
during this project indicate that a no-parking scenario is unlikely fo be explored, as it does nof reflect market
conditions and competitive development strategies.

The paired parking scenarios indicate that while parked developments generate less revenue than non-parked
scenarios (on average, 7 percent less), they also have lower development costs {on average, 8 percent less),
making them more profitable. The parked scenarios recovered an average of 102 percent of project costs in
revenue, while non-parked scenarios are only able to recover 98 percent of its project costs (before developer
profit}. In today's market, such margins make the difference between feasible and non-feasible projecis.

it is important to note that in 2 previous version of this study, scenarios with reduced parking ratios, less than
1:1 were evaluated. In some cases, these scenarios were slightly more profitable than either the 1:1 parked
scenarios or the (01 non-parked scenario. It's clear that there is an optimal middie ground in providing parking
that may provide, given improved market conditions, an opportunity for development bonus. This is due, in part,
because while parking may be, at times, a limiting factor in the number of residential units allowed to be
developed, non-parked scenarios generaily have an overall smaller ﬂoor plate, as area in between taller
buildings is unusable as residential.

Parking configuration can be very site specific and aliowing for fiexibility in the provision of parking can increase
development feasibility. Parking costs are considerably lower in a tuck-under parking environment rather than &
multi-story parking solution. Underground parking can cost upwards of $30,000 per space in hard costs and
“over $50,000 per space total. Developers that are able to introduce lifts and stay at a ground levsl parking
‘configuration save considerably more than developers forced to build multilevel parking structures either above
or below ground. Also, stand-alone parking structures are significantly cheaper per square foot than structured
parking within a given building due {o the structural requirements needed for in-building construction.

As a result, non-parked scenarios have on average 15 percent smaller GFAs than the parked scenarios. By
reducing the parking requirement, but not eliminating it all iogether, developers would be able to take
advantage of useless space, converting i to parking on the lower levels, generating some additional amount of
revenue. Unfortunately, given the nature of this analysis, the exact ideal parking ratio varies for each
development and site, and is not standardized.

- Community Benefifs and On-site Public Amenities

At current market levels, the provision of 2 community benefit, or on-site public amenity, is really only possible
for a premium site, premium rental rate scenario.

In the event that the scenarios become feasible, Figure 37 highlighis the average capitalized opportunity cost
per square foot, to indicate what fee might be charged if developers are granted additional development rights.
The opportunity cost here is defined as the folal amount of revenue expected from a given square foot of
building based on the capitalization rate associated with the building use (i.e. annual revenue / capitalization
rate). The opportunity cost figure indicates how much revenue a developer can expect per square foot given
and how much revenue a developer would forego by giving up a square foot of space, and therefore informs
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how many square fest of building space a deveioper might be willing to provide as a communily amenity, under
a feasible development scenario, or how much money a developer might be willing o provide 10 receive
additional development bonuses.

-Figure 37. Average Capitalized Opportunity Cost par Square Foot
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While the figure above represents average opporunily costs, these costs vary significantly depending on which
use area of a development is being evaluated. While residential rental and commercial lease rates lend 0 be
higher, the opportunity cost for parking is much lower, averaging between $50 and $60 per square foot. This
parking opportunity cost represents less than 20 percent of the opportunity cost of residential space, and
‘roughly 30 percent of office space — due directly to the reduced amount of revenue that parking generates
compared to a square foot of residential or office space. Again, this indicates that when it comes to developing
an on-site community amenity, space that would be otherwise used as parking is much more affordable fo
provide than otherwise {enanted spaces.

DEVELOPMENT SENBITIVITY ANALYSIS

Due io the wide variance in development cosis, revenues, and building scenarios, a sensitivity analysis was
conducted to determine whether the proposed projects’ feasibility and public benefit capacity would be affected
by changes in the market. Five aspects of project feasibility as well as one combination scenario were
reviewed:

1. Construction costs (+/- 15%)
2. Developer thresholds (+/- 15%)
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3. Project revenues (+15%, +30%)
4. Decrease of construction costs by 15%, and an increase in project revenues by 15%

5. lLand values discussion

The values associated with the sensitivity ranges are summarized in Appendix B in Table 13 - Table 15. In
each of the following sections, 100 percent reflects the value of each input assumed in the original baseline
feasibility analysis. '

In general, marginal changes in costs, profit, and revenue do not significantly alter the viability of the reviewed
scenarios. As the most feasible of the fifteen scenarios, the feasibility of the three residential developments on
the Telegraph Avenue site are most affected by changes in the market conditions.
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PROJECT COMBTRUCTION SENSITIVITY 7
As discussed under the development assumptions, consiruction cosis can vary considerably from site to site.

AECOM modeled variances of up {0 15 percent o consider potential changes in development feasibility. The
resulis refiect the developments’ susceptibifity to construction cost changes, and the importance of location.

These results support the initial findings that the Telegraph Avenue residential site is most viable. While a 15
percent increase in costs would render all projects infeasible, a 15 percent decrease in cosis resuits in the
Telegraph Avenue as well as the 19" Street sites generating profit and potential for community benefit charges
{Figure 38).

Figure 38. impacts of Construction Costs on Additlonai Revenue per GFA

$150 -

$100 - -
b : T K
@ - S A B+
¥ 550 - it N 3
% T T %”’ N %24%28%22?27
2 LT T . i Lok »
é %30 . @ -*55? ? E & A, ; A{
€ ; % -78 | . -0
g -s100 i T T 85%
= ; | § = B100%
£ -$150 - sl Y
g _ T % - 115%
T -5200 % -204

‘ %&-22:%
-$250 o i
5300 1a b Za* ; zh*ﬂ 3 . 3b 4a® 4b* . S | &% 7a  7b 82 8* &
: 2100 Telegraph Avenue
| 22613th Street | 301 19th Stre%t | and 495 22nd Street

. {Si?r;“ffaZ?) {55&) ($313 542 543 $33 453 j 5174 51%; 535? 4,:3? $67 | $87 jﬁm;;

jmaﬂ% (5551 (578} ($99) (391 S0 | ($4) (57) ($3) (S2274$204 $24 378 $22 827 ($80)

grmns% gsg?} észsn {5142 {sm {542} i&ss} (852, {5593 iszmgszsa ;szg) {53@) gszs) 1433} 48132

Source; AECOM
Downtown Oakiand Develcpment Feasibiity Study ) 57

Qcicber 2013



REVELOPER THRESHOLD SEMSITIVITY _
The expected developer return for the scenarios range from 10 percent for office developments to 8 percent for
rental residential. As discussed earlier, developers have different thresholds in considering a site for
development. Adjusting these profit assumptions up and down by 15 percent® (Appendix B - Table 14) has
minimal impacts on overall project feasibility and the expected amount available for public benefits. The
change in the amount “available” for public benefits per building GFA also stays within +/- 5 percent of the
originai vatue (Figure 39} for most sites.

Figure 39. impacts of Developer Threshold on Additional Revenue per GFA
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¢ For residential prajects, the change is a lower developer threshotd of roughly 7 percent and higher developer threshold of 8
percent.
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REVENUE SENSITIVITY

Of the three input categories reviewsd, adjustments in revenue assumptions (Appendix B - Table 15) have the
iargest impact on development feasibility and the potential for public benefit contributions. A 15 percent
increase in revenue renders not only the Telegraph Avenue development site feasible, but also all of the
average-rent 19" Street development scenarios. . A 25 to 30 percent increase in revenue (with all other costs
being held constant) brings the Telegraph Avenue condominium project as well as the two low-rise residential
developments on the 13™ Street site within range of viability (Figure 40). This translates to a rent of $3,400 o
$3,600 for an average 2 bedroom/2 bath apariment of roughly 1,130 square feet ~ up from an average rent of
$2.,800 for a similar unit joday. Note that a 30 percent increase in rents over the next three years is a possibility
censiderin'g the rate of rent inflation in the larger meiropolitan area. in Alameda County overall, rents have
increased at approximately 8 percent per year for the last two years.” Most recent estimates show renis
increasing by roughly 5 percent in the East Bay since January of this year.

Figure 40. Impacts of Revenue Assumptions on Additiona! Revenue per GFA
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7 Cassidy Turey 1% Quaﬂer 2013 Apﬁrtment Market Report {Accessed June 10, 2013),
o daew cliteparhmenta coimaassirenorsAnarimenibarketiencnCel - 13 pdf ; Cassidy Turiey 2™ Quarter 2013 Apariment

Market Report (Accessed August 18.2013;,
Rk s cibtanartrents comyinpaesepons/ T Easl Bay Mulifermily 02 2003 Regort odf
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COMSTRUCTION COSTE AND FROJECT REVENUESD

In addition to the impacts of individual assumptlions presented above, the combined impact of a decrease in

construction costs by 15 percent and an increase in project revenue by 15 percent was evaluated. This

analysis is meant to reflect what may be closer to anticipated market conditions in the coming months. The

~ secenario results in all rental residential scenarics becoming feasible. These favorable conditions also reflect a
tipping point between the feasibility of low-rise against high-rise as well as the point where a no~parkmg

scenario becomes more altractive than a parked scenario.

Figure 41. impacts of Decrease in Construction Costs (85%}) and Increass in Revenue {115%}
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Source: AECOM

LAND VALUES

With land vaiued at an average price of $50 per square foot, land for the fifteen projects represents between 2
and 5 percent of the total project costs. If the cost of land were eliminated entirely ($0 per square foot), all of
the five Telegraph Avenue development scenarios would become feasible, with between $0.5 1o $4.5 million
becoming “available” as additional revenue about the developer profit threshoid. The 13" and 19" Sireet sites
would remain infeasible. If the land value were doubled, to $100 per square foot, to a value closer to what
developers suggested might be charged in premium locations, the feasibility drops significantly, with even the
maost “feasible” development scenario, 7a on the Telegraph Avenue sile experiencing an increase in infeasibility
by $6 million. Such an increase would push development feasibility in Downtown Oakland off by many more
years.

a0 ) Powntown Oakland Development Feasibility Study
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DEVELOPMENT THRESHOLDS FOR PUBLIC AMENITIES

Summarizing the lessons jearned from the above analyses, the following section outlines the revenue -
conditions under which residential and office uses will become profifable, as well as estimates of when such
developments might become feasible, given projected revenue and construction cost trends.

RESIDENTIAL USES

For residentiai developments, excepting particularly ideal locations (such as the ‘Tr—:-legfaph Avenue site) that
may command higher rentai rates, high-rise (type 1) construction will not currently generate adequate returns to
support @ public amenity. Among low-rise development, variations in site area do not appear to affect the
project’s viability or ability to support a public amenity.

For residential developments, excepting particularly ideal locations (such as the Telegraph Avenue site) that
may command highsr rental rates, high-rise {fvpe 1) construction will not currently generate adequate returns to

" support a public amenity. Among low-rise development, variations in site area do not appear to affect the
project’s viability or ability to support a public amenity.

As noted previously, with al else held constant, premium location scenarios (Telegraph Avenue) could

- purrently support a public benefit fee or community amenity request for high-rise projects. Scenarios that
command lower rents, however, need revenuss to rise by as much as 30 percent o justify the higher cost of
high-rise development. This indicates that while a public benefit fee associated with high-rise development may
not yet be a solution for all sites, itis becoming viable at key locations in Downtown,

OFFICE UBESR

Because office is currently Jess feasible than residential, no thresholds for public amenity support were found.
Office lease revenue would need fo increase by between 85 and 105 percent (assuming stable assumptions) to
consider charging 2 public benefit fee. ' :

PROJECTED DEVELOPMENTY FEASIBIITY

In order to understand the point at which developments in Downtown Oakland are expected fo hecoma
feasible, and thus support the potential for a development bonus or community benefit, an analysis of
capitalized income over time was prepared. The analysis (Table 12) projecis revenue and construction cost
growth rates forward, holding st other assumpticns and variables constant.

" Table 12. Projected Growth Rates for Feasibility Assessment

Construction index ' 3%

z 8% through 2014
Rental Rate increase 4% from 2015 through 2023
Condorminium Sales Increase ° 5%
Office Lease Raie Increase * 4%

Source: AECOM; Engineering News Records Building Construction Index; Costar; Trulia

1/ Based on growth trends from Engineering News Records Building Construction fndex

2/ Renial rate increase through 2014 reflects annual growth in past year. Increase expected to slow as additiona! housing stock
enters

3/ Based on average annual change In sales per square foot in Oakland (2000 o August 2013)

4/ Based on jease trend data (2000 to 2013) and increased to reflect increasing supply constraints in adjacent marksts
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The following scenarics are compared over time io understand how changes in the market affect development
type feasibility:

¢ Low-rise vs. high-tise residential developments {Figure 42)

*= Low-rise residential scenario range, with and without parking development (Figure 43)
s High-rise residential scenario range, with and without parking development {Figure 44)
¢ Rental residential vs. condaminium {ownership} development {Figure 45)

»  Office low-rise vs. high-rise range (Figure 46)

Figure 42 highlighis the difference between the most and ieast feasible low- and high-rise developments. As it
is currently, the least feasible for both iow- and high-rise scenarios are the 0.0 parking ralic developments. it
should be noted again, that the 9:0 parking ratio is likely not marketable in a residential development. The
figure also shows, that for the feasible Telegraph Avenue site, high-rise development has already passed the
threshold into increased feasibility over low-rise, and will only continue to grow, as an increase in rents stari to
{ip the scale lowards larger residential developments. For the less-feasible scenarics, however, low-rise
remains the preferred development fype. ' '

Figure 42. Projected Developmeant Feasibility ~Low-rise vs. High-rises
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Among the low-rise scenarios, again, less competitive locations (13" Street), a projected increase in rents over
the next ten years is not able to combat relatively lower rates, combined with rising construction costs (Figure
43). interestingly enough, on the Telegraph Avenue site, a no-parking scenario becomes more attractive than a
parked scenario within just three years, based on assumad growth rates. This indicates an opportunity for
ravisiting the use of parking regulations as a potential development bonus.

Figure 43. Projected Development Feasibility ~ Low-rise Scenario Range
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Among the high-rise scenarios, again, location and the ability to charge premium rents makes all of the
difference {Figure 44). Again, on the Telegraph Avenue site, a no-parking scenario becomes more attractive

* than a parked scenario within less than two years, based on assumed growth rates. Unfortunately, for less
competitive locations, this trajectory takes much longer, and a parking ratic bonus might take many more years
to become an effective tool.

Figure 44. Projected Development Feasibility - High-rise Scenario Range
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While condominium properties are not supported in current market conditions, the projections indicate that, if
current trends continug, even at somewhat conservative rates, for sale housing may begin io cutpace rental
housing as early as in the next five to ten years (Figure 45).

Figure-48. Projected Development Faasibility — Rental vs, Condominium
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Finally, given the chailenging office market in Downtown Oakland over the previous years, even with an

aggressive growth in lease rates compared to the past five and ten years (4 percent), office development in

Downtown Oaldand remains currently infeasible (Figure 48). Just as important, office rents continue {o iag

" behind residential rents, which means that developers will be motivated to build housing over office if given an
option. :

Figure 46. Projeéted Development Feasibility -~ Office Scenarios
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The pro forma findings described above assume typical deveiopment i’nputs and average revenue assumptions
“for new product, be it residential, retail, or office. Developers are often challenged with project feasibility in the
planning stage and use a number of strategies to improve the viability of a potential project. These include: '

1.

Decreasing unit sizes for rental product to achieve higher rents per square foot. This works best
in student markets but economizing on the sgquare footage per bedroom in general can increase
vield as rents are more driven by bedrooms than square feet.

Change the unit mix to increase the number of smaller units, which generally command higher
rents per square foot. Studio and one-bedroom apartments have traditionally commanded
higher rents per square foot than tweo- and three-bedroom apartments.

Increase building efficiency and fimit non-feasabie area by reducing building circulation and
assigning a share of non-leaéable area to the tenant (i.e. traditionally only considered in
commercial developments).

Reduce the parking to the extent feasible, recognizing that each parking space can cost more
than $25,000. Note that market constraints may limit the amount of parking a developer can
re_duce. If a project provides no parking, it often commands lower rents because the majority of
middle- and high-income renters in the East Bay own cars.

Reconfigure parking design to lift parking which ~in certain cases- allows developers to
accommodate parking at one level versus multiple levels that require additionat circulation and
associated cosis.

Actively manage and reduce construction costs through a number of methods such as in-house
contraciors, pre-negotiated building inputs, novel modular construction practices, and typical

value engineering.®

® pModudar construction practices have already been explored by developers in San Francisco and throughout California. In 2012,
Panoramic interesis buill a 23-unit modular apariment building in San Francisco, which was subseguently purchased for an above-

Downtown Oakland Development Feasibility Study ' 57
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7. Partner with the landowner to reduce developer upfront costs, including financing, or a lower
land cost, which could help make development more feasible.

8. Command premium renats above surrounding competition based on the guality of the product,
design, and available amenities. For example, developers can often justify higher rents for view
premiums of tower buildings. Assuming premium rents is a difficult strategy and overly

optimistic assumptions can ultimately undermine the success of the project.

in most cases, developers are considering al! of the above options -and more- in 2ach project not only to
maximize profitability, but also to ustfy the develepment to potential investors. Regardiess, AECOM does not
recommend considering these development exceptions in a public benefit analysis as it can oversiate the
potential benefit when many of these exceptions would not apply tc a given project. Furthermore, projecis can
also have an equal if not greater chance of higher development costs than modeled due to landowner land

* value expectations, site configuration constraints, additional infrastructure needs, site clean-up requirements,
entitiernent constraints, increased financing requirements, escalating construction costs, and a number of other
factors that can witimately undermine the economic feasibility of a project.

asking price to be used as dorm rooms. "Small is beautiful for Palrick Kennady's micro units.” San Francisco Business Times, 7

June 2013, hin e bizioumais convsanimncisoworeatsetaia 201 VoG oarink-kermadv-du-sel-miorgunis Ml Yo anasal

Urban Core, a San Francisco developer, also has plans for a high-rise modudar project in Downiown Oakiand. According to CEO
Michael Johnson, Urban Core expects 1o save roughly 10 1o 20 percent in construction costs by using modular units. In addition to
cost savings, Mr. Johnson hag also noted that a reduced on-site constiuclion schedule also leads to minimized neighborhood
impacts from consfruciion. Add:tional)y factory-constructed units have allowed for a greater range of finishes and materials, and
provide greater construction precision. Urban Core is currently using a similar modular technology in & high-rise bu;ldmg in San
Diego. Phone call with Michael Johnson of Urban Core. 16 September 2013,
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[#

This analysis clearly indicates that under current market conditions, development of both residential and office
buildings remains challenging but are improving. While the findings of this siudy do not yet endorse public
amenity charges in Downtown Qaldand, it is important to keep in mind that developers are constantly
reconsidering the feasibility of multifamily projects in the Downtown area. Under specific conditions and with
certain development advantages, developers are finding ways to make their projects work. The findings also
show that requiring public benefit paymenis on high rise development is unlikely to generate significant revenue
in the next five years bacause it will remain more economically advantageous to build low rise residential. As
market conditions improve, the potential for a public benefit fee or provision should be revisited.

To this end, the City should continue to monitor rental rates as well as consiruction cost fluctuations in
Downtown OGakiand to determine when such programs may become viable. Rantéi sates have grown at an
average of 8 percent per year for the past two years in the East Bay® and such growth offers significant

- momenturn for increase in development feasibility. Even since the beginning of this study, in February of 2013,
the rate of change in the market has been unpredictabla. While, on average, rental rates in the East Bay have
increased roughily 4 perceht in the past six months'® some developments, such as the Grand in Downtown
Oakland have increased rents by as much as 17 percent over the past six months. "' '

It should be noted, however, that as developers wait for market conditions in Oakland fo improve enough to
support new development, there are a few items that the City of Oakland can work on to simultaneously reduce
risk and increase ease of development. Key improvaments include:

s Developing a comprehensive development fee schedule to provide better economic certainty;

2 Ge'nerating a development pipeline report to increase awareness of new projects and to atiow
for more predictable absorption;

* Improving planning staffing levels, and therefore adding responsiveness to perrﬁitting
applications and approval timing; _ '

s  Continuing to encourage amenity development and retail opportunities, particularly along key
corridors that are most primed for development;

s Increasing government responsiveness to community problems and nuisances;

? Cassidy Turiey 2™ Quarter 2013 Apariment Market Report (Accessed August 18,2013),

NipAvren cibiapsitenty conimaagesienerie/ 0T aal Hay Bolifferdhey (0 2010 Peonct oot Various rental rate comparisons for
Downtown muilti-family properties.

 ibid, :

" The Grand Website (Accessed February 17 and August 20, 2013), bpnfivew ivathenrand cory
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e Enhancing the BART system through additional transit connections to increase accessibility and
connectivity; and

» Continue to enhance Dakland’s image and further vibrancy of its Downtown.

Such improvements will help make Oakland more attractive to new dévelcpment and will better prepare it for
the point when market conditions change,

70 Dawntown Cakland Bevalopment Feasibility Study
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Figure 47. Static Pro Forma - Scenario 1a (Mi;(ed Use Residenﬁa! with Parking, +/-88"}

Lansd Costs
Land Costs $2,958,350
Hard Gosts
Demotlition Costs $0
Site Werk Cost $15,635
Pariing Gosts $3,960,000
Base Constuction Costs
Retail Construction Costs $4,625,000
Office Construction Costs $0
Residential Construciion Costs $50826,000
Tota! Base Consfucfion Costs  $55,450,000
Tower Construction Costs )
Reiail Construction Sosis $0
Office Construction Costs $0
Residential Construction Costs 30
Totaf Tower Consfruction Costs 30
: Hard Costs Sub Total §59.425,535
Bt Costs )
Architecture and Engineering
Base Building $4,158,750
Tower Bulkiing ) $0
Tofa! Architeciure and Enginesring  $4,158,750
Hullding/Permiting/impact Fees $6,275,839
Property Taxes $898,083
Construction Loan $4,434,309
Construction Loan Points $270,127
OverhaadiOther $2,323.478
Contingency $3,968.638
Tofel Soff Cosis. $21,349.415
$83,761,400

Site Size 59,727  Souare Feet
Amount of Area to be Demolished - Square Feet
Fioor Area Ratio 488 Coverage
Base Building Height [ Feet
Tower Buiflding Height - Feet
Building Type Residential Lse
Construction Term 18 Months
Building Footprint 56,600 Square Fast
Retaif
083 Retalf Area 18,500 Square Faet
Gross Retall Area in Base 18,500 Square Fest
Gross Relail Arsa in Tower - Square Fest
Nat Leaseable Retal Area 16,650 Square Foet
Gifice
Gross Office Area - Seuiare Feat
Gross Office Area in Base . Sguare Fest
Gross Office Area in Towsr - Square Feet
biwt L easahble Office Area - Square Feet
Residentisl
Gross Residential Avea 203,300 Square Feet
Gross Resldentis! Area in Base 203.300 Square Feel
Gross Resideniial Area in Tower - Souare Foet
Net Residential Unit Space 172,805  22% Efficiency
Fotat Units 200 ‘Units
Resitential Absorbtion Period 20 Wonths
Parking
Total Parking Area 89,600 Squars Feet
Avorage Parking Space 350 Square Feet
Trtal Parking Spaces 198 Spaces
Podium Parking - Half Below Grade oF Spacas
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade - © 88 Spaces
Fadium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Parking Use Distribution
Retail On Street Spaces
Office - Spaces
Fesidantigl o8 Spaces
Annual OPpoALIY, Cost of Providing Space for Public Benetit:!
‘1Average Capitalized Revenue per GFA $255
Capitalized Revenus by Buliding Use per GFA
Retail 3256
Cffice MN/A
Residential $323.
Parking $66
Square Feet Available for Community Benefit -63,344
Community Beriefit Space as % of GFA =22%

1Rasidentlal

cneggl_'x '
Construction Cosis

85%
100%
118%

. {Peveloper Thresheolds
85%

100%

118%

Revenue Assumpiions
1%
115%
130%

85% Construction Cosis, 115% Revenue

Public Benefit Per Bullding Sq, Ft.|

(53,808 498) (513}
(815,453,417 {$55)
{328 209,738 {san
($15,147 260) {8523
{$15,153,417) 1385
($47,158 254 {358}
(318,153,117 {458)
($4.946,182) {$17h
$6,260,733 21

$7,300,427 25

Total Davelopmant Cost

Retail

Annual Leasing Revenue

Less Vacancy

Less Gperating Expenses

Less Broker Fees

Retall Revenue Sub Total

Otfice

Aonual Leasing Revenue

Less Vacancy

Less Operations arx Mainteriance Expenses
Less Broker Fees
Office Revenue Sub Total

Annual Rertat Reverue

Less Vacancy

Less Operations and Maintenance Expenses
Residential Rental Revenue Sub Total

Parking )
Arnusl Offics Parking Rental Revenue
Annuai Residential Parking Rental Revenue
Farking Revenue Sub Totef

Net Annual Revenue
Canitalized Value

$333,000
{533 300)
(322,200}
1518850
£260,850

$0
$0
$0
50
50

$5,301,516
($769,576)
(31,500 524)
$3,612,318

. 30
$213,840
$213,840

$4,087,006
374,308,185

Caplinlized Vialue

Toial Development Cost

Mot Revenue _

Capiialized Value ! Development Cost

F}eveloper_ Profit

$74.208.185
(#92,751.400)
{$5,462,208) -
BE%;

§8.700,912
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Figure 48, Static Pro Forma - Scenario 1b (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +165%)

Number Unlk
Site Size : 59,727 Square Feet
Amount of Area to be Demuolished - Square Feel
Floor Area Ratio 4.35 Coverage
Base Bullding Height 65 Fest
Tower Building Height - Feet
Building Type Residential Use
Construction Term 18 honths
Buikiing Footprint 45,800 Square Feel
Retall
Gross Retail Area 15,300 Souare Feet
Gross Retail Area in Base 45,300 Square Fest
Gross Retail Area in Towsr - Soare Feat
het Leasable Retall Area 13,770 Square Feet
Office
Grogs Office Area ) - Square Faat
Gross Office Areg in Base o - Square Feet
Cross Office Area in Tower - ' Sguere Feat
Met-L.easable Ofiice Area - Squard Feet
{Residential
Gross Residential Area 244,500 Square Fest
Gross Residential Ares in Bass . 297,900 Square Fast
Gross Residential Area in Tower - Square Feet
Gross Live/Work Space in Base 26,600 Square Feet
Net Residential Unit Space 207825 20% Efficiency
Total Units 231 Units
‘|Residential Absorblion Period . 24 Months
Parking
Total Parking Area - Square Feet
Average Parking Space 350 Square Feet
Total Parking Spaces - Spaces
Podium Farking - Half Below Grade - Spaces
Podiym Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade - Spaces
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Parking Use Distribufion
Redail On Street Spaces
Office . - Speces
Residential - Spaces
Fniiiat Opponunity CostofBroviding;Space for Public Hensfit .-
Average Capilalized Revenue per GFA $304
Capitalized Revenus by Bullding Use per GFA
Retait $256
Cifice . NMA
Residential $307
Parking NiA
Sguare Feet Available for Community Benedit ' 66,946

Community Benefil Space as % of GFA -26%

uba‘lc Bne Peor ilfng g g. F

Catagory
Construction Costs
B5% : ' ($6.810,843) (3273
100% {520,362, 847 379
115% (533,774,450} (F130)
Developer Thresholds ‘
85% {$19,239 453) ($74)
100% (520,342 847 %78
115% ($21,445 B40) ($83)
Ravanus Assumptions
100% {520,242 847y {$78)
115% (58,450,658} {833)
130% $3,440,931 313
35% Construction Costs, 115% Revenus 34,860,845 $19

Land Costs
Lard Cosis $2,988,350
Hard Costs
Demolition Cosis $0
Site Work Cost $69,635
Parking Costs §0
Base Construction Cosis
Retail Construction Costs $3,825,000
Office Construction Costs $0
Residential Construction Costs $61,125000
) Total Basse Consfrucfion Costs  $84,850,000
Tower Construction Costs
. Retai} Construction Costs 30
- Difice Construction Costs 30
Residential Construction Costs $0
Total Tower Construction Cosiy $0
Hard Costs Sub Total 565,019,635
Folt Costs
Architecture and Engineering
Base Building $4,871,250
Tower Building 0
Tots! Architectire and Engineening  $4,871,260
Buiking/Permittihg/inpact Fees 35,504,435
Property Taxes $O79,771
Construction Loan $5,348,977
Construction Loan Points $298,479
Overhead/Other §2,550,147
Cantingency 34,377,752
. Tolat Soft Costs  $23,926811
Total Daveiopment Cost 561,932,786
Retaif
Annual Leasing Revenue $275 400
Less Vacancy {$27.540)]
Less Operating Expenses {$718,300)
Less Broker Fees ' {F13,770)
Retall Revenue Sub Totel $218,730
Office
Annual Leasing Revenue 0
Less Vacancy : 30
Less Operations and Maintenancs Expanses 30
Less Broker Fees 30
Office Revenve Sub Total 30
Residential
Annual Rental Revenug $6,158,.556
Less Vacancy {307 528;
Less Opersiicns and Maintenance Expenses {81,724, 556}
Residential Rental Revenue Sub Tofsl 34,128,233 §
Parking
Annual Office Parking Rental Reverue $0
Annual Residential Parking Rental Revenue 30
Parking Revenue Sub Total 50
Net Anaual Revenus $4,341,963
Capitatized Vahie $78,544,773
Capfializad Value $78,544,773
Tolal Development Cost {391.982.798)
Mot Revenue 1592, B85,023]
Capitalized Velve / Developrment Cost B85%
Developer Profit $7,364,624

Downtown Oaldand Development Feasibifily Study
Qclober 2013
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Figure 49. Static Pro Forma — Scenario 1¢ {Zero Land Costs; 15% Construction Gost Savings)

Anoca Opportimily Cog el
Average Capitalized Revenus per GFA
Copitsfized Revenue by Buliding Use per GFA

Raisit

Offies

Residential

Parking

Bouare Feat Available for Communily BenefR
Community Benefit Spacs as % of GFA

Site Siee ag.727 Square Feat
Aenound of Area to be Demolished - Square Feet
Floor Ares Ratic 4.88 Coverage
Base Building Height 65 Fest
Tower Budding Height - Feet
Buiiding Type ’ Resideniia) Use
Construction Tem 18 Months
Sudlding Feotprint 56,600 Square Feet
Reotail
Gross Retsl Area 18,500 Square Fest
Gross Retell Area in Bese 18,500 Squares Feet
Gross Retell Area in Tower - Square Feet
het Leasahle Reteil Area 16,6560 Sopiere Feet
Oftice
Gross Office Area - Souare Fest
Grogs Office Area in Base - Square Feat
Gross Office Area in Tower - Souare Fast
Mt Leasable Office Area - Square Feet
Roskiential
Cross Residentis! Atea 203,300 Squara Feet
Gross Residential Aren in Base 203,300 Square Feet
Gross Residentizl Ares in Tower - Souare Fest
Med Residentie! Undt Space © 172,805 22% Efficlency
Total Unils 200 Units.
Fesidential Absorbtion Period 20 Months
Parking )
Tetal Parking Area 89,600 Square Feet
Average Parking Space 350 Squars Feet
Todal Parking Spaces i 198 Spaces
Podiurrs Parking - Half Selow Grade &g Spaces
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade 88 Spaces
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Parking Use Distribution
Retai On Sireet Spaces
Office - Spaces
Rasidential 188 Spaces

8255

BA

$a3
$56

-3,800
=14

Gategory
Covnsfruction Costs
85%

Daevaioper Thresholds
85%
1000
116%

Ravenue Assumplions
115%
150%

38% Gonsiruction Costs, 118% Revenue

2,562,955
{5559 075
(§11,802 108

{3432,550)
{4085 075}
£54,805,500)

(4568, 075)
$10,237,850
$21,444,774

$20, 770,881

Public Benefit Per Bullding 8q. FL

533
&%
359

53
55
{55}

(53
$25
574

$71

Land Costs
Hard Costs
Demoliion Costs
Site Work Cost
Parking Cosis
Base Construction Costs
Retail Construction Costs
Office Construction Costs
Residentiat Construction Costs
Tofal Bese Construction Gosis
Tower Construction Cosis
Retail Construction Cosis
Office Construction Costs
Residential Gonstruction Cosis
Tefal Tower Construction Costs

Boft Costs
Archifecture and Enginsering
Base Buiiding
Tower Building )
Total Architeciure and Engineening

BullgingFermitting/impact Faes
| Properly Taxes
Construction Loan
Construction Loan Points
CrwerheadiOther -
Contingency
: Tofel Soft Costs

Total Development Cost

Hard Cogts Sub Total .

50

sé

$186,635
$3,960,000
$3,031,250

3o
$43.201,250
$47,132,500

30
30

1818

$51,108,135

53,534,938
30
$3,534,938

$5,144,182
$747,341
$3,600,088
$224,756
$1,833,484

$3,319,148
$18,593,067

368702102

Retal!
Annual Leasing Revenue $333,000
Less Vacancy {553,300}
Less Operating Expenses {$22,200)
Less Broker Fees [B1g850
Relsii Ravenue Sub Total $260,850
- {Oftlce
Annual Leasing Revenue %0
Less Vacancy $0
‘Less Operations and Maintenance Expenses $Q
Less Broker Fees £,
- {Office Revenua Sub Tolal 30
Resldential
Annual Rental Revenus $5,391,516
|Less Vacancy {5268.576)
Less Operations and Maintenance Expenses {31,500 824}
Residential Renta! Revenue Sub Totel 33612316
Parking ) ‘
Annual Office Parking Rental Revenue $0}.
Annual Residential Perking Rental Revenue 213,840
Parking Revenue Sub Total $213,840
Net Annual Revenus 34,067,006
Capitailzed Yaluye $74,508,195
Caplizhizad Valus $74,309,185
Totzd Development Cost (362,702,108}
Kot Revenue £4.807 093
Capitahzed Value / Development Cost 107%
Developar Profit

$8,576,168

T4

Downtown Oailand Davelopmert Feasibility Study

Ociober 2013



Figure 50. Static Pro Forma - Scenario 2a” (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-249")

$2,966,350

$0
315,635
37,940,000

$4,825,000
$0

0
84,625,000

$0
$0
387,705,500

$97,705,500
$110,286,136

$348,876
$8,350,858
$6,697,733

§$18,998,387
1,737,108
$11,962,817
$534 340
$4,508,089
$7,880 963
$52 416,626

$185,886.011

Community Beneftt Space as % of GFA_ -

Wt ]
Number unk
Site Size 59727 Squars Foet Land Costy
Amount of Area to be Demalished - Squere Fest Hard Costs
Floor Area Ratio 8.a1 Coverage Demuolition Costs,
Base Building Heigidt 85 Feat Site Work Cost
‘Tower Building Height 240 Fest Parking Costs
Building Type Residential Use Base Construction Costs
Construction Term 28 Months Retail Construction Costs
Building Footprint £6,600 Sguare Feet {tfice Construction Gosts
Residentiat Construction Costs
Retail Totat Base Conskuction Costs
Cross Retail Area 18,500 Squara Feet Tower Construction Costs
Gross Retall Area in Base 18,500 Square Feet Fetail Construciion Costs
Gross Retall Area in Towsr - Square Fest {Office Construction Costs
Mot Léasable Refall Arsa 18,680 Seare Feat Residential Constction Costs
. Total Tower Construction Cosis
Office Hard Costs Sub Tofal
Gross Office Area - Square Feet Eoft Costs
Gross Office Area in Base < Square Fest Architecturs and Enginsering
Gross Office Arga in Tower - S Feet Base Buikiing
Net Leasable OfficeArea : - Square Faet Tower Building
Total Architecturs antd Engineering
Residential ) E
Gross Residential Area 388,700 SBouara Fest Bullding/Permitting/mpact Fees
Gross Residential Area in Base - Souare Feet Praperty Taxes
Gross Residential Ares in Tower 388,700 Sgquare Fest Construction Loan
Gross Live/Work Space in Base - Souers Feet Construction Loan Poinls
Net Residential Unit Space 313,395 18% Efficiancy OverheadiOther
Total Units 365 Lnits Contingency
Residential Absorbtion Period 25 Nenths Total Soft Costs
Parking Total Developiment Cost.
Total Parking Area 138,200 Souare Fest
Average Parking Space 380 Square Feet
Toetal Parking Spaces ae7 Speces Retail
Podium Parking - Half Beiow Grade 93 Spaces Annuat Leasing Revenue
Podium Parking - Grourd Figor / Above (rade 208 Spaces Less Vacancy
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces Less Operating Expenses
Parking Use Distritution . Less Broker Fees
Retatl On Street Spaces Retoll Reverue Sub Tote!
Office - Spaces Office
Resgidential 357 Spaces Annual Leasing Revenue
R — . S : Less Vacancy
Annual Opportuinily CastoF Providing Space tor Plblic Beweit 172 Less Operations and Maintenance Expenses
Average Capitalized Revenus per GFA 3273 Less Broker Fees
Caphtalized Revenue by Buliding Use per GFA Office Revenue Sub Total
Retail $256 Residential
Office A Annual Rental Revenue
Residential $385 Less Vacancy )
Parking $56 tess Opetations and Maintenance Expenses
Squars Fest Avallable for Community Benafit -129.733 Residential Rents! Revenus Sub Total
-25% Parking )

" Publlc Benefit

Construction Costs
85% ($18,080,803)
100% (32,0872 466}
115% 345,074,328
Daveloper Thresholds
85% 330,833,170
100% ($32 082 465}
115% . ($33,226, 780
Revenus Assumptions
0% (332,082,455)
115% (%21,386,285)
T30% {$10,680,124)
185% Construction Costs, 115% Revenue $11,064,842 -

Per Bullding Sa, Ft |

{$58)
{598
15142

(366
(599
(3103)

1368
(566}
533

$21

Annual Office Parking Rental Ravenue
Annua! Residential Parking Rental Revenue
Parking Revenue Sub Total

ot Annual Ravenue
{apitatized Value

$333,000
(933,300
{822,200}
115,850
$260,850

88888

§10,769,716

$428,760
$428,760

$7,895, 940
$143.560 845

Capiiaiized Velue

Total Development Cost

Fie? Revenue

Capialized Value / Development Cost

Devsloper Profit

$143,562,545
{$185880.011)
{552,138, 480
7%

$43,255,121

Downtown Oakiand Developiment F‘éasibi&ﬂ#&ud}
Qctober 2013 . .
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Figure 51. Static Pro Fonma ~ Scenario 2b* (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-2407)

Number Ynit Land Costs

Site Size 56,727 Square Feei tand Cosis $2,9686,350

Amount of Area to be Demolished - Square Feet Hard Cosis :

Floor Area Ratio 754 Coverage Demofitton Costs 50

Base Building Height 3685 Feet Site Work Cost . $81,135

Tower Building Height 240 Feet Parking Cosis $0

Building Type Residential Use Base Construction Costs

Construction Term 8 Vonths Retalt Construction Costs ' $2,000,000

Building Foutprim 43,5080 Square Fest Office Construction Costs 30

’ Residantial Construction Gosts 7,450,000

Retail Total Base Construction Costs $9,450,000

Zrogs Retsil Area 8,000 Square Feet Tower Construction Costs ’
Cross Retall Area in Dage B.000 Sruare Fest Retall Construction Costs 30
Gross Retail Ares in Tower - Square Feet Oifice Construction Costs 80

Net Leasabie Retall Ares 7,200 Square Feset Rasidential Construction Cosis $115,593.000

o ' Tota! Tower Construction Costs  $115,593,000

Office . Hard Costs Sub Tolal  §125,124,135

Gross Office Area - Seuare Feat Boft Costs .

Gross Office Areain Base . - Square Fest Architecture and Enginesring
Gross Office Areain Tower - Square Feet . Base Building $708,750
Net Leasable Office Area - Squaré Feet Tower Building $7,513.545
Total Architecture and Engineering  $8,222,285

Residential -

Gross Residential Area 466,000 Sguare Feet Building/Permifting/impact Fees ' 421,500,335
Grogs Residential Area in Base - SBquare Feat Property Taxes $1,974,151
Gross Residential Area i Tower 436,200 Squers Feet - Construction Loan $15,134,462
Gross Live/Work Space in Base 28,800 Square Feet Conskuction Loan Poinis . $612,843

Net Regidential Unit Space 366,100 16% Efficiency Overhead/Other : T %5.2696M

“Total Units 450 Units Contingancy ) $9,046,149

Residential Absorbtion Period ' 31 NMonths Tole! Soft Costs  $61,858.638

Parking Total Devejopment Cosi $189.969,121

Total Parking Area - - BouareFeet

Average Parking Space 350 Square Fest

Total Parking Spaces - Speces etal

Podium Parking - Half Below Grade - Spaces Amnuial Leasing Revenue $144,0007 .
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade - Spaces Less Vacancy . (514,4800)
Podiurmn Parking - Mechanical Syster - Spaces Less Qparating Expenses- {38,600}
Parking Use Distribution iess Broker Fess (37,200}
Retail . On Strest Spaces Retail Revenus Sub Total $112,800
Office - Spaces Offica
Residential - Spaces Annual Leasing Revenue S0
] ’ ] . Less Vacancy $0

Aual Op porfunity Cost of Proviting Space iorRuble Banafit 10 7 i S TR RIS R | Vo g per ey S0

Average Capialized Revenue per GFA $342 Less Broker Fess 8

Capitalized Reverup by Bullding Use per GFA ) Office Revenue Sub Toltal $0
Reteil . 5256 Residential
Cffice . WA Annual Rental Revenue $13,150,370
Residential 5344 Less Vacancy {§657,518)
Paridng A Less Operations and Mainienance Expenses ($3.582.104)

. |Bquare Feet Availahte for Community Benefit -125,391 Residential Rentef Revenue Sub Total $8,810,748
‘{Community Benefit Space as % of GFA -26% Parking :
Annual Office Parking Rental Revenue $0

: i Anal Sy Fi kel o S | Annusi Residential Parking Rental Revenue 30

Catagory Public Benefit Per Bullding Sq. Ft. B Parking Revenus Sub Tolal $0

Construction Cosis
85% . {$14,500,286) (331 Net Annual Revenue %8,923,548
100% ’ (S, 920, 320) {881) Gapitalized Vilua $162,246,330
115% : (571,340,352} Hi51)

Developer Threshoids Copiatized Ve 162,248,
85% {(B30,8238,110) {398} Total Devslopment Cast (31838609150
100% (332,082 ,468) {398 Net Revenue (827,722,795
115% {333,226,762) {$103) Caphalized Valug / Development Cost B5%,

Revenue Assumpiions Daveloper Profit $15,187,530
100% {332,082,468) $99)

115% {21,388, 295 . (%68)
130% . {$10,890.124) ($33)
5% Construciion Costs, 115% Reveanue $8,862,842 321
76 : ' Downtown Oakland Davelopment Feasibility Study

-Qctober 2013



Figure 52. Siatic Pro Forma ~ Scenarlo 3a (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-85")

Numbeyr Unit
Site Size 57,835 Square Fest
Arnount of Area o be Demolished - Square Fest
Floor Area Ratio 453 Coverage
Base Building Hedght 65 Feel
Tower Butiding Heigit - Fest
Building Type Residential Use
Construstion Term 18 Months
Building Footprint 55,300 Square Feet
Ratail
Gross Raetall Area 14,200 Square Peat
(Gross Retail Area in Base 14,200 Square Fest
Gross Retall Ares in Tower - Square Fest
Net Leasable Retall Ares 12,780 Souere Fast
Office )
Gross Office Area - Square Fast
Gross Office Area in Base - Squars Feet
Gross Office Area in Tower - Souare Fret
Net Leasable Office Area . Bauarg Fest
Residential
Cross Residentisl Avea 184,100 Souare Fost
Groes Residential Area In Base 184,100 Square Fest
Gross Residential Area in Tower - Snuare Feet
Gross Live/Work Space in Base - Square Fest
hiet Residential Unit Space 156,485 24% Efficiency
Totat Units 175 tUnits
Fesidential Absorbtion Pericd 18 Moriths
Parking
Total Parking Area 84,000 Square Feet
Average Parking Space 380 Sguere Feet
Total Parking Spaces 182 Spaces
Podium Parking - Haif Balow Grade a1 Spaces
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade 91 Spaces
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Paridng Usa Distribution
Retail On Sireet Spaces
Office - Spaces
Residential 182 Spaces

Officé

Rasidentiat

Parking

Sguere Feet Avaifable for Community Benefit
Community Berefit Space as % of GFA

Angiiat Oppornity Costof Broviding Space for P
Awvtrage Capitalzed Revenue per GFA
Capitalized Rovenue by Buliding Use per GFA
Retail

$282
N/A

$3%8

$61
73
0%

Construction Costs
B85%
10074
148%

Developer Threshoids
85%

100%

115%

Ravenue Assumptions
100%
115%
130%

85% Construction Costs, 115% Revenue

P’lc Bonalit

$10,948,112
§22,540

(510,503,057

$521,264
$22,540
(5576,184)

$22,540
$12,200.813
§24,397,.086

$23,135,365

Por Building Sq. £t

842
"0
(342)

Land Costs
Land Costs $2.896,750
#ard Cosls
Demoition Costs 30
Sie Wark Cost $13.175
Parking Costs $3,840,000
Base Construction Costs
Retadl Construstion Cosis $3,550,000
Office Construction Costs $0
Residential Construction Costs 346,025 (00
Totsf Base Construction Cosfs 348,575,000
Tower Construction Costs
Retall Construction Cests 30
Office Construction Costs i8]
Rasidertial Construction Costs 0
. Total Tower Constructon Costs 30
Hand Costs Sub Totel  $53,228,175
Hoft Cosnts
Architecture art Engineering
Base Building 33,718,126
Tower Buikding : 3a
Tolal Architecture and Enginesring - $3,718,125
Buiding/Permittingfimpact Fees $4,562,130
Praperty Taxes ) $805.440
Construction Loan $3,787,648
Construstion L.oan Points $241 528
Overhead/Other $2,077 464
Contingency ) $3,566,364
Total Soff Costs  $10,768,728
Total Develog t Cost $74,855,883

Retail
Annuat Leasing Revenue $285 800
Less Vacanoy (P35 580}
Less Operating Expenses (517040
{858 Broker Fees (B2 70y
Retall Revenue Sub Total $200,220
{iffice
Annual Leasing Revenue $0
Less Vacancy fice]
Less Operations and Maintenance BExpenses i3]
Less Broker Fees $0
: Office Reventie Sub Tolal 30
Residential )
Annual Rental Revenue 55,445,678
Less Vacancy ($272 284y
Less Operations and Maintenance Expanses {31,524,790)
Residenfial Renfal Revenue Sub Tolal  $3848,804
Parking E
Annual Office Parking Rental Revenue $0
Annual Residential Parking Rental Revenue $196.560 |.
Parking Revene Sub Total $196,560
pet Annual Revenue $4,048,384
Capitalized Value §$80,807 588
Caplaiized Vaue $60,507,585
Tolal Development Cost {5i74,892,855;
et Revenue $8,094,032
CCapialized Valua § Development Cost A08%
Beveleper Profit $5,9949,492

Aesa0

Downtown Oalland Development Feasibilty Study

October 2013

77



Figure 53. Static Pro Forma - Scenario 3b {Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-85%}

Number Unit
Site Size 57,9385 Square Feet
Amourt of Area to be Demolished - Square Feet
Floor Area Ratio 4.35 Coverage
Base Building Height 85 Fest
Towear Building Height . Feet
Building Type Rasidantial Use
Construciion Term 18 Wonths
Building Footprint 41,600 Souare Fest
Retait
Gross Retail Area 15,400 Square Feet
Gross Retall Area in Base 18,400 Bquars Feet
Gross Retail Area in Tower - Souare Feet
Net Leasable Retail Area 13,860 Square Feet
Offtce )
Gross Office Area - Square Feet
{5ross Office Area in Base - Square Feet
Gross Office Area in Tower - Square Fest
Net Leasable Office Area - Souers Feet
Residental
Gross Residential Ares 236,700 Snuars Fest
Gross Residentisl Area in Base 220,000 Snuere Feet
Gross Residential Aréa in Tower - Squers Feet
Gross LivefWork Space in Base 18,700 Squars Feet
Net Residentiat Unit Space 201,198 20% Efficiency
Total Units 222 Units
Residential Absorbtion Pericd 23 Months
Parking
Tolat Parking Ares - Square Feet
Average Parking Space 350 .Square Feet
Total Parking Spaces - Spaces
Podium Parking - Half Befow Grade - Spaces
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade . Spaces
Padiurs Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Parking Use Distribution
Retall On Streat . Spaces
Oifice - Spaces
Residentiat - Spaces
Admitiat Opportuniy Costof Providing Space forbibtie Benest o0
Average Capitalized Revenue per GFA $378
Capitatized Revenus by Buliding Use per GFA .
Retail $282
Office NA
Residential $384
Parking PIA
Square Feet Available for Comnmunily Benefit -2,578
Community Benefit Space as % of GFA -1%

Public Benefit Per Bullding Sq. F1.

Constrastion Costs
B5% 312,643,958
100% {$972,768)
115% (%13,889,534)
Daveloper Threshoids
85% - $95,762
100% (3972,788)
115% (372,041,339
Revenue Assumptions
100% {3072,768)
115% $13,362,161
120% $27.897,110
85% Construction Costs, 116% Revenue $26,378,807

348
{$4)
{555)

0
(e
{58}
(84)
$1o

$105

Land Cogis
Land Costs $2,896,750
Hard Costs
Demaiition Costs $0
Site Wark Cost $81.675
Parking Costs 50
Base Construction Costs
Retall Construction Cosls $3,850.000
Office Construction Costs 50
Residential Construction Costs $89,175.000
Total Base Consiruction Costs  $683,025.000
Tower Construction Cosis
Retail Construction Costs 30
Office Construction Costs $0
Residential Construction Costs 0
' Total Tower Construction Costs $0
‘Hard Costs Sub Total - $63,108675
Bof Costs
Architecturs and Engineering
 Base Building 84,726,875
Tower Building : $0
Total Arghifectre and Enginsaring 34,726,875
BuildingParmitting/mpact Fees $5,304,240
Property Taxas ' $950,432
Consinction Loan $5,063,368
Construction Loan Paints $287 169
Qverhead/Other 32,470,085
Contingency $4,240279
Totel Soff Costs  $23,042,425
Total Devejopmasat Cost $88,048 850
Retall .
Annual Leasing Revenue 5277200
Less Vacancy {$27,720)
Less Operating Expenses {515 2450)
Less Broker Fees {B13.500)
: Retail Ravehue Sub Total $217 140
Offica
Annuat Leasing Revenue $0
Less Vacancy $0
Less Oparations and Maintenance Expenses $0
Less Broker Feas o $0
Office Revenue Sub Total 30
Restdential
Annual Rental Revenus $86,780,144
Less Vacancy : {$338.507;
Less Operations and Maintenance Expense {$1.588,440)
Resldential Rental Revenie Sub Total $4.542.608
Parking
Annual Office Parking Rental Revenue $0
Annual Residantial Parking Rental Revenue §a
Pariing Revenue Sub Tolaf $0
el Annual Revenue $4,759,836
Cepliaiized Value 88,106,730
Capilalized Value 365,188,720
Total Development Cost {389 045 S5
¥etRevenus $8,150,880
Caplialized Value / Development Cost 107%,
Developer Profit $7,123 688
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Figure 54. Static Pro Forma ~ Scenario 42° (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-175)

Numbser . Hai
Site Size . 57835 Bauare Feet
Apnourt of Area to be Demolished R Souare Feet
Fioor Area Ratio 817 Coverage
Base Bullding Height 65 Feat
Tower Buiiding Height 178 Fest
Bullding Type Residential Use
Construction Term 28 honths
Buliding Footprint 52,100 Squsre Feet
Retail
Gross Retall Area 14,300 Squsere Feet
Gross Retail Area in Base 14,300 Square Feet
(Gross Retail Area in Tower - Square Feet
et Leasable Retail Area 12,870 Syuare Fast
ifice
Gross Office Area . Scuiare Feat
Gross Office Area in Base “ Square Faat
Gross Office Area in Tower - Squard Feet
Nat Leusable Office Area - Square Feet
Residential
Gross Residential Area 254 800 Square Feet
Gross Resideniial Area in Base 148,800 Square Feet
Gross Residertiol Area in Tower 108,000 Squers Faet
Gross LiverWork Space in Base - Square Fest
Net Residential Unit Space 216,580 20% Efficlency
Tedal Linits 248 Uniits
Residertial Absorblion Period 17 Wonths
Parking
Total Parking Area N 88,600 Square Feet
Average Parking Space 380 Soume Feat
Totel Parking Spaces 253 Spaces
Podium Parking - Half Below Grade - Spaces
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade 253 Spaces
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Parking Use Distribution
Retail On Street Spaces
Office - Spaces
Residential 283 Spaces

Average Capitalized Revenue per GFA
Capitalized Revenue by Bullding Use per GFA
Retail ’
Office
Residential
Parking .
Square Feeat Available for Communily Benefit
Community Benefit Space as % of GFA

Anhnal Opbartinty Cest of Providing Spave forBublic Banatit

-7,764
2%

[Construction Costs
85%
100%
115%

Developer Thresholds
85%.
100%
115%

Revanus Assumptions
160%
118%
130%

B85% Construction Cosis, 115% Revenue

" Public Benefit

$13,594,899
($2,497.773)
(%78,590,448)

(31,194,758
(52,467 773
(85,800,791

(82,467 775}
$14,768,777
$32,037 328

$30,862,450

Per Buliding Sq. Ft.

538
@
($52)

(3
%7
{311

7
-
$90

$88

Land Gouts
Lend Costs $2,896.750
Hard Costs
Demotition Costs - 80
Site Work Cost $28,175
Parking Gosts $6,080,000
Base Construction Costs
Retail Construction Costs §3,575,000
Office Conatruction Cosis .80
Residertial Consiruction Cosis $36,700.000
Totai Base Construcon Costs 340,275,000
Tower Conslruction Costs :
Retail Construction Costs $0
Office Construciion Costs 30
Residential Construction Costs $28.700,000
Total Tower Constructfon Cosls  $28,700,000
Hard Costs Sub Total  $75,064,175
Boft Costs
Architacture and Enginsering
Base Building $3,020,625
Tower Building $1,930,500
Total Architecture and Enginesiing 4,951,125
Building/Permitting/impact Feas $9,251,530
Property Taxes $1,152,045
Constructon Losn $6,736,222
Construction Loan Points $350,181
QverheadOther $3,012,081
Contingency $5,170,704
Total Soft Costs  $30,623,868
Total Development Cost $108, 584,783
Rotall
Annust Leasing Revenue $257 400
Less Vacancy ($25,748)
Less Dperating Expenses {557 160
Less Broker Foes 12870
Retall Revenue Sub Total $201,630
Cifice
Annual Leasing Revenue %0
Less Vacancy 30
Lass Operafions and Maintenance Expenses $0
Less Broker Fees ' 30
Office Revene Sub Total $0
Residontai
Annual Rental Revenue $7,856 448
Less Vasancy {$3592,807)
Less Operations and Mainterance Expenses (32,199.50%)
Residential Rental Revenus Sub Tota/ 85,750,520
Parking
Annual Office Parking Rental Revenua $0
Arnual Residentlal Parking Rental Revenue 73,240
Parking Revenue Sub Tofal $273.240
Het Annual Revenue $6,748,850
iGapitalized Value §114,773,863
Caplislized Valua $114,773 802
Total Development Cost {R108,584,763)
Nat Revenus ) $5,789,010
Capitallzad Value f Deovelopment Cost W%
Daveiopar Profit $8,686,783

Downtown Cakiand Development Feasibility Study

October 2013
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Figure 55. Static Pro Forma — Scenario 4b* {Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-175")

Number Unit

Site Size 57,935 Square Fest

Amount of Area to be Demolished - Squarae Feet

Floor Area Ratic 491 Coverage

Base Building Height &5 Feat

Tower Building Height 240 Feet

Building Type Rasidential Use

Construstion Term 28 Morniths

Building Footprint 33,200 Square Fest

Reatall

Gross Ratall Area 20,300 Square Fget
Gross Retail Area in Base 20,360 Square Fast
Gross Retail Area in Tower - Square Fest

Net Leasabie Retail Area 18,270 Squara Fest

Office

Gross Office Area - Sguare Feet
Gross Office Area in Base - Bguare Fest
Gross Office Area In Tower - -Spuare Fest

Met Leasable Office Arag - Squiare Feet

Residential ;

Gross Residentlal Area 263800 Stjuire Foei
Gross Residential Area in Basa 155,900 Hquare Feet
(Gross Residentinl Area in Tower 108,000 Square Feet
Gross LiveWork Space in Base 8,000 Souare Feet

" {Net Residential Unit Space 224315 21% Efficiency

Total Linits 261 Units

Residential Absorbtion Perlod 18 Months

Parking

Toial Parking Area - Square Feat

 Average Parking Space 350 Square Feet

Total Parking Spaces B Spaces

Podium Parking - Helf Below Grade - Spaces

Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade - Spases

Padiurn Parking - Mechanical Systenm - Spagcas
Parking Use Distribution

Retsi! On Sirest Speces

Office - Spaces

Residential - Spaces
AfmudtQuiporunity Gost of Providing Space 1t Public Baneht.

- |Average Capitaiized Reverie per GFA 5408

Capitaized Revenue by Buliding Use per GFA
Retail “ $282
Office NA
Residential $418
Parking A

Square Feet Avallable for Community Benefit ~1,967

Community Benefit Space as % of GFA -1%

Category
Construction Costs
85%

0%
115%

Deveioper Thresholds
85%

100%

115%

Revenue Assumplions
10046

115%

130% -

86% Construction Costs, 115% Revenus

$15,128.832
{5802,308)
(516,733,443

$494,510
{5502,305)
(82,089,221)

(B802,305)
$16,658 792
$34,119,889

$32 539 628

Public Benefit Per Bullding Sq. Ft.

$53
(53
(359)

Land Costs
Land Costs 52,898 750
Hard Cosats
Demolition Costs
Site Work Cost 3123875
Parking Costs 0
Base Construction Costs :
Retait Construction Costs $6,075,000
Office Construction Costs 30
Residential Construction Cosis 0475000
Total Base Construction Costs  $45,550,000
Tower Consirugtion Costs
Retait Consiruction Costs $0
Office Construction Costs 30
Residential Construction Costs 28,620,000
Tote Tower Construction Costs 26,820,000
Hard Costs Sub Total  §74,293 678
Boft Costs
Architecture and Enginieering.
Base Bullding 33,418,250
Tower Buliding $1.880,300
Total Architeciure and Engineering 55,275 550
Bullding/Permitting/impact Fees $9,127.984
Property Taxes $1,144 937
Construction Losan 25,843 431
Construction Loan Pairts $348,542
OverheadiOther $2,807 956
Cortingency - $5,146 491
Total Soft Costs $30,685,862
Total Development Cost $168,078 317

Retall
Annvial Leasing Revenue $385,400
Less Vacancy {BRE G0N
Leas Operating Expenses {324 3050)
Lees Broker Fees [ExB{t)]
Retaft Revenue Sub Total $286,230
{ffice N
Annual Leasing Revenue R
Less vacancy %0
Less Operafions and Maintenance Expenses 50
L2985 Broker Fees $0
Office Ravenue Sub Total 50
Residential
Annual Rental Revenue $8,223.546
Less Vacancy (3411,177
tLess Operations and Mantenance Expenses {52,200 593
Residential Rentsl Revenue Sub Tots! $5,809,77¢
Parking :
Annual Office Parking Rental Revenue &
Annual Residential Parking Rental Revenue 30
Parking Revenue Sub Taotal 30
het Annual Revenus $5,786,006
Caphtalized Yalus $115,920 118

Capiiized Volue $115.820,118
Total Development Cost 108073317
Heot Revenue §7,843,500
Capitatized Vaius f Development Cost 0T
Davelopar Profit

Downtown Oakland Development Fessibiity Study
Gctober 2043



Figure 86. Static Pro Forma — Scenario 5 {(Mixed Use Office, +/-85)

Mumhar it
Sie Size . 57,936 Sguare Feet
Ao of Avea to be Demolished - Square Feet
Floor Area Ratio 3.3 Coverage
Base Building Height 85 Feet
Tower Bullding Height . Fast
Buikding Type Office Use
Construction Term i 18 Moriths'
Building Footprint 48,00 . Square Fest
Retail
Gross Retall Area 11,6050 Souare Fest
Gross Retail Area in Base 11,000 Square Feet
Gross Retail Avea in Tower - Square Feet
MNet Leasanie Retall Area 8,900 Square Fest
e )
ress Office Area 145,900 Suuare Feet
Gross Office Area In Base 143,900 Square Fest
Gross Office Area in Tower - Seuare Foet
Net Leasable Office Area 131,310 Square Feet
Residential
Gross Residential Area - Square Feet
Gross Residentdial Area in Bage . Square Feet
Gross Residential Avea in Towsr - Souare Feet
Net Residenticl Unit Space - 100% Effciency
Toiad Lnits . - Units
Residential Absorhtion Period - Woniths
Parking
Tolat Parking Area 30,400 Square Feet
Average Parking Space 386 Square Feet
Todal Parking Spaces 86 Bpaces
Podium Parking - Half Beiow Grade - Spaces
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade 86 Spaces
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Parking Use Distribution
Retail On Street Spaces
Office . 86,00 Spaces
Residentis - Spaces

Bppsrtuniy Cost ot Broviding Space 161 PUblic Baii
Average Capilalized Revenue per GFA
Capitalized Revenue by Bullding Use per GFA
Retail .

Dffice

Residential

Parking

Sduare Fest Available for Community Benefit
Community Benefi Space as % of GFA

Category Pubdic Benefit Per Bullding Sa. Ft.
Consiruction Costs
85% {337 533,395) (5174)
100% {342,532 244) (S227)
115% (52,531,003 {52300
Daveioper Thresholds
85% (541,573,029 ($222)
100% {542,532,244) {$227)
115% {$43,491,458) {3232}
Revenue Assumptions
100% ($42,532 244} {$227)
115% {856,233,353) ($193)
130% {$29,934 462} ($150)
85% Congiruction Costs, 118% Revenue (526,234 504) (31408

Landg Costs
Lang Costs $2,896,750
Hard Costs
Demaiition Costs 30
Site Work Cost $59,175
Parking Costs $1,720,000
Base Construction Costs
Retaill Construgtion Costs $3.080,000
Office Construction Costs $40,852.000
Reskdential Construction Cosis 0
Tolal Base Constuction Cosls  $43,932,000
Towser Construction Costs
Retall Conslruction Cosis $0
Office Construction Costs 30
Residential Construction Costs &0
Total Tower Construciion Gosts 30
Hard Costs Sub Total 545,711,175
Boft Costy
Architectisre and Engineering
Base Building $3,075,240
Tower Buiiding 80
Totgl Architecturs and Engineering . 33,075,240
Bullding/Permittingfimpact Fees $4,878.642
Propesty Taxes £Y07.023
Construction Loan 1,653,637
Coenstruction Loan Points $208,229
Overiead/Other $1,773,881
Contingency $3.045 128

Total Soft Costs $15,338,759

Total Developmeni Cost 563,847 684

Rotal :
Anpuad Leazing Revenus $198.000
lL.ass Vacancy {548 800}
Less Operating Expenses (5432000
Less Broker Faes (35,900,
Retaifl Revenus Sub Tolal 555,100
Office
Annual Leasing Revenus $3,361,528
Less Vacancy {5336, 154y
Lags Operations and Maintenance FExpenses {$1,050.480;
Less Broker Fess (3188077
Office Revenue Sub Total  $1,806,826
Annual Rental Revenue 30
Less Viacancy $0
Less Dgperations and Maintenance Expenses 30
. Residential Rental Revenue Sub Tolal 0
Parking i
Annusl Qffice Parking Rental Revenue $123,840
Annual Residential Parking Rental Revenue $0
PFarking Revenue Sub Total $123,840
Net Anmual Revenue %2 085,785
Capltslized Value $37 810,208
Capitaized Velue £27 810208
Total Development Cost {553 347 S04
Neot Revanue 1938 197 478
Capitgized Value / Development Cost A3%
Doveloper Profit 46,394,788

Downtown Oakland Devedopment Feasibility Study
Qctober 2013
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Figure 57, Static Pro Forma - Scenario 8* {Mixed Uses Office, +/-240°)

Sita Size

Amount of Area to be Demolished
Fioor Area Ratio

Base Buiiding Height

Tower Buiiting Height

Building Type

Construction Term

Building Footprint

Retait
Gross Retall Area
Cross Relall Areq in Bass
Gross Retail Arga in Towar
N&t Lezsable Retail Area

Office
Gross Offce Area
Gross Office Areain Base
Gross Office Area in Tower
Net Leagabie Office Area

Rasidential:
CGrass Resitiential Area
Gross Rasidential Ares in Base
Gross Residential Area in Tower
Net Residential Unit Space
Tetal Units
Residential Absorbtion Period

Parking
Total Parking Area
Average Parking Space
Totat Perking Spaces
Podium Parking - Half Below Grade
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade
Podium Parling ~ Mechanical Sysiem
Parking Use Distribidion
Retait
Ofice
Residential

Number
57,935

8.05
68
240

28
45,700

10,600
10,800

9,540

387,100

84,700
302,400
348,390

68,600
250
166

196

On Street
196.00

4

Unit
Square Fest
Square Feet
Coverage
Feet
Feet
Use
Months
Square Feet

Sopsare Fost
Square Feet
Suare Feet
Suuare Feet

Souare Fest
Squane Feet
Square Feet

Square Feet -

Square Feat
Squars Feet
Squere Feet
00% Efficiency
Units
Wenths

Average Capitaiized Reverue per GFA
Capitalized Revenus by Buliding Use per GFA
Retail

Office

Residentiaf

Parking

Square Feet Avallabie for Community Benefit
Community Benefit Space as % of GFA

Ranual Obpdrunity £ ost of Providing Space for Public BEn

$166

$188
3188
NiA

572939
-123%

Public Benefit

Por Bullding Sq, Ft

Construction Costs
85% {368,938 37 (3150
100% (595,300,629 - (B204)
115% {$120,680,285 {52549}
Developer Thresholds
85% (592,852 374 {5198}
100% ($956,308,829) {5204)
115% {357 887.284) {3202
Revenus Assumptions
100% ($95,309,820) (3204)
115% (378,074,516} (81687)
130% {380,839,403) {H1a
88% Construction Costs, 115% Revenue {352, 704,159} {3143

Land Costs
Land Costs $2,9896,750
Hard Costs
Demolition Cosis $0
Site Work Cost $61175
Parking Costs $3,920,000
Base Construction Cosis
Retail Construction Costs $2,650,000
Office Construction Costs $24,563,000
Residential Construction Costs 30
Tolai Base Construction Costs  $27,243,000
Tower Construction Cosls
Retail Construction Costs $0
Office Construction Costs $83,160,000
Residential Consiruction Costs ' $0
Total Tower Construciion Costs 160,000
Hard Costs Sub Total - $114,364,175
Sofk Costs
Architecture and Engineering
Base Building $2,040275 |
Tower Building 35 405,400
Tolai Arciitecture and Enginsering $7.448,375
Builling/Permittingimpact Fess $12,180,055
Property Taxes $1.710,967
Conetruction Lean 86,224,925
Construction Loan Points 508,846
Overhead/Other $4,359,603
Contingency $7.483.085
Tolal Soff Costs  $39.912.756
Total Development Cost $167,162,884

Annual Leasing Revenue $160,800

Less Vacancy {(Bis.080

Less Operating Expenses {$12,730

Less Broker Fees {$5.540)

o Retfalt Revenus Sub Total $148,.460

Dftice

Annuat Leasing Revenue $9,615.514

-Less Vacancy {3961.551)

Less Operstions and Maintenance Expenses (B2.787.130)

Less Broker Fees (BaE0TTHY

Office Revenue Sub Tolal 55,388 087

Residentiat

Annual Rental Revenue $0

Lass Vacancy 30

tess Operations and Maintenance Expenses 80

Residential Rental Revenie Sub Tota! $0

Parking

Annual Gifice Parking Rental Revenue $282,240

-Annual Residential Parking Rental Revenue 30

Parking Revenue Sub Total $282 240

et Annuat Revenus $5.817,767
Capitalired Valug 77,570,221

570,22
Total Develcpment Cost 157,183,851
Met Revenue S78.805,054)
Caphalized Value / Development Cost 45%
Developer Frofit $16,716,268

82
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Figure 58. Static Pro Forma ~ Scenario 7a (Mixed Use Residential with Parking, +/-68°)

Site Size 93,334 Square Feet Land Cosis $4.686,700

Amount of Area o be Demuolished 9,400 Squarg Feat Hard Costs

Floor Area Ratio 4.90 Coverage Demuiition Costs $347,000

Bage Building Height 85 Feet Site Work Gost $30,170

Tower Building Height - Feot Parking Costs $8,720,600

Building Type Rasidential Use Bass Construction Costs

Construction Term 18 Months Retail Consiruction Costs $3,175,000

Building Footprint 87,300 Sequare Feet Office Construction Costs $0

Residential Construction Costs $84.560,000

Retail Total Base Construction Costs  $87,725,000

Cross Retail Area 12,700 Bquare Feet Tower Construction Cosls
Gross Retall Area in Base 12,700 Squiare Fest Retail Construction Costs 30
Gross Retall Area in Tower - Square Feet Office Congtruction Cosis $0

Net Leasable Retsil Area 11,430 Square Fost Residential Construction Costs 0

Total Tower Construction Costs §0

Offics Hard Costs Sub Total 394822170

Gross Office Area - Square Fest Soft Costs
Gross Office Area In Base - Syuare Fest Architecture and Enginsaring
Gross Office Area in Tower - Square Feet Base Building $8,579,375

et Leasable Cfice Arsa - Seuare Feet Tower Building

: Totat Architecture and Engineering 6,579,375

Residential

Groas Residential Area 326,800 Square Faet Building/Permitting/inpact Fees $8,252,924
Gross Residential Area in Base 326,900 Square Faet Property Taxes $1,420 515
Cross Residential Area in Tower - Squere Feet Construction Loan 59,658,873
Gross LiveAWork Space in Base 11,300 Sguare Feet Construction Loan Points $439.073

Mat Residential Unit Space 277,865 . 18% Efiiciency Overbead/Other $3,776,650

Total Unks 330 Unils Contingency $8,483.264

Residential Absorbtion Period 34 NMonths Toieé Soff Costs  $36.659,683

Parking Total Developmeant Cost $138,148,5563

Total Parking Area 117,800 Souare Fael

Ayerage Parking Space 350 Square Feet

Total Parking Spaces 336 Spaces Retsil

Podium Parking - Half Below Grade 168 Spaces Annual Leasing Revenue $314,325
Podium Parking - Ground Floor [ Above Grade 168 Spaces Less \acancy (51,630
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces Less Cperaling Expenses {H15.246Y

Parking Use Distribution Less Broker Fees (518718

Retait On Street Spaces ) Retall Ravenue Sub Total $251,936

Office - Spiaces Office

Residential 336 Spaces Annual Leasing Revenua 30
) _ _ 3 ] ‘ Less Vacancy $0

Al‘fﬂ.u{‘l(:Oppc.ﬂilf)itf.@ﬁs_.i_ G Py ig:Space forPubEchenem i L Less Operations and Makienance Expenises %0

Average Capitalized Revenue par GFA ) $346 Less Broker Fees 50

Capitatized Revenus by Buliding Use per GFA Office Revenue Sub Tofat 30
Retail $3g7 Residentisl '

Office MNIA Annuat Rental Revenue $10,877 484

Residertial $445 Less Vacancy {54367

Parking 62 "Less Operations and Meintenance Expanses {55,045, 588)

Square Feet Available for Community Benefit 31,874 Residertial Rental Revenue Suly Totaf $7,287.914
Community Benefit Space as % of GFA 7% Farking

" n _ | Arnuat Office Parking Rental Revenue 30

Gan LR | Annual Residential Parking Rental Revenue $362 880

Public Benefit Par Buliding Sq. Ft. ~. Farking Revenue Sub Total 3362,880

Construction Cosis
85% $30,815,762 $67 Net Anoual Revenue $7,802,731
100% . 11014973 $24 CapHalized Value 2428 034,811
115% (88,787 445) [tatel]

Developer Thresholds Caphisized Value $168,004,611
B5% $12.647,958 $28 Toist Development Cost 15136, 148 583
100% $11.014,473 824 Mot Ravenue $24,908.058
115% $9,380,361 $21 Capiialized Vielue / Development Cost 118%

IRevenue Assumptions Developer Profit $40,891,884
0% $11,014,173 $24
115% 334,768 085 $76
130% 558,521,097 $128

#5% Construction Cosis, 115% Revenue 354,500,703 3112

Bowntown Qakiand Development Feasibility Study 83
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Figure 59. Static Pro Forma - Scenario 7hb (Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-85")

hay 3]

Site Size 93,334 Syuare Foet Land Costs $4,668,700

Arnount of Area to be Demolished 69,400 ‘Square Fast Hard Costs

Floor Area Ratio 372 Coverage Demolition Cusis $347,000

Base Building Height 85 Feaet Site Work Cost $143.670

Tower Bullding Height - Eeeat | Parking Costs $0

Buiiing Type . Residertial Use Base Construction Costs

Congtruction Term ) 18 Months Retall Construction Costs $4,050,000

Buikding Fooltprint . 84,600 Squara Fest Office Constriction Costs 0

. Residential Construction Cosls $92,725,000

Relail Total Base Constryction Costs  $96,7756,000

Gross Retall Area 16,200 Sguare Feet Tower Congtruction Costs
Gross Retsd Ares In Base 16,200 Squam Feat Fetail Construction Costs 3G
Gross Relafl Area in Towsr - Sauare Fast Office Construction Costs 30

Met Leasabie Retall Ares 14,580 Square Feet Residentlal Construction Costs 30

: ) Totsl Tower Consiruction Costs $G

LHfice Hard Costs Bub Tolal  $97,265 670

Gross Office Area - Square Fest Soft Costs .
Gross Office Area in Base - Spsare Feet Aschitecture and Enginsering
Gross Office Area ih Tower T Sousre Fest Base Buildng $7,258,125

_ {Met Lersahis Office Area - Buare Feat Towar Buiiding 30
: Total Architecture and Enginesring $7,258,125
Resldantial _
Gross Residential Area 330,900 Stuare Feet Buliding/Permitting/Fmpact Fees $6,182.956
Gross Residentiaf Area in Base 330,900 Square Feat Property Taxes - . $1,466,918
Gross Residentiat Area in Tower ) - Square Feel Congtruction Loan $10,102,207
Gross LivefWork Space in Base 40,000 Square Feat Construction Loan Poinis $451.220
Pet Residential Unit Space 261,265 18% Eficlency Qverhead/Other $3,881.214
Total Unils i 349 Units . Contingency 862,751
Residential Absorition Periud 35 onths Total Soff Costs 337885401
Parking . Total Davelopment Cost $138.817,771
Totel Parking Area - Souare Feat
Average Parking Space : 350 Square Feet
Total Parking Spaces ~ Spaces Refail
Podiurn Parking - Haif Selow Grade - Spaces Annual Leasing Revenue $400,850
Podium Parking - Ground Fioor { Above Grade ’ - Spaces Less Vacancy © {340,088
Podium Parldng - Mechanical System - Spaces Less Operating Expenses {319,440
Parking Use Distribution . Less Broker Fess {820,048}
Retail ' {On Strest Speces Ratail Revenue Sub Totdl $321,368

Office - Spaces Ctfice
Residential : - Spaces Annuel Leasing Revenue 0
- ] ] ] i Less Vacancy $0

Annual Oppontudity Costof Prividing Soacet Bhpetsiise | Loss Operations and Meintenance Sxpenses $0

Average Capitalized Revenue per GFA $464 Less Broker Fees 30

Capitalized Revenue by Buliding Use per GFA : Office Revenie Sub Totsl 30
Retall $307 Residential
Oftice o WA Annual Rental Revenue $11,534976
Residential S $467 Less Vacancy (BH78,743)
Parking A Less Qpavations and Maintenance Expenses (33,220,790

Square Fest Avallable for Community Beneftt oA Rasitential Rental Revanue Sub Total 87,728,434

Community Bengft Space as % of GFA . 8% Parking

i o L | Acnual Offics Parking Rental Revenue $0
ST e R e Wl | Annual Residenitial Parking Rental Revenue 30
Public Beneflt Per Buflding 8g. Fi. Parking Revenue Sub Total 30

Congtrugtion Costs j T
B5% . $30,197 125 $ar - et Annual Revenus 38,049,801
100% . ) $5,884.838 $28 Capitalized Valug : $180,995,028
115% (310,827 455) {530y

Developer Thresholtls . Capitaized Value 5160898 028
B5% $11,563,849 833 Totat Developrment Cost [k s
100% 39,884,836 28 Hat Revenize $21.078,268
115% $8,206823 . Capitadized Value / Developmant Cost 145%

Revenue Assumptions . Devoloper Profit 341,193,422
100% : 59,854,836 Co§28
115% $34,092,560 398
130% 858,500,285 $188

85% Construction Costs, 115% Revenug $64,404, 849 $187

84 ) Downtowen Caldand Development Feasibility Study
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Figure 60, Static Pro Forma — Scenario 8a* {Mixed Use Residential with Pai’klr:g, +{-175"

Number Uriit
Site Size 93,334 Squane Feet
Amourtt of Ared to be Demolished 69,400 Square Feet
Floor Area Ratio 6.83 Coverage
Base Buiiding Height 63 Fest
{Tower Building Height 175 Fest
Buiiding Type Rasidential Use
Construction Term 28 Months
Buiiding Foolprint 83600 Square Feet
Retall
Gross Retall Area 19,000 Syyare Feet
Gross Retail Area in Base 19,000 Soquare Fest
Grss Redaii Area in Tower - Sguare Fest
Net Leasabls Retail Area 17,100 Square Fest
Office
Gross Office Area - Sguare Feet
Gross Office Area in Base - Square Fest
Gross Office Avea in Tower - Bguare Feet
Net Leasable Office Area - Square Fest
Residential
'|Gross Residantial Area 456,000 Square Feat
Gross Hesidertial Area in Bage 278,000 Sguare Feet
Gross Residential Araa in Tower 180,000 Suere Fesl
Gross Live/Work Space ih Base - Square Fast
Net Residential Unit Space 387,600 18% Efficiency
Total Units 448  Upits
Residential Absorbtion Period 30 Months
Parking
Total Parking Area 162,600 Bquare Fest
fverage Parking Space 350 Square Fest
Total Parking Spaces 485 Spaces
Padium Parking - Half Below Grade - Spaces
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade 465 Spaces
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Parking Use Distibution
Retail : On Sirest Spaces
" Office - Spaces
Residontial 485 Spaces

Average Capflalized Revenwe per GFA
Capitalized Revenue by Buliding Use per GFA

Retail

Office

Fesidential

Parking ;
Squgre Feet Available for Community Benefit

AnntalOpportunity Cost ot Bréyiding Space for Public Benett -

39,821
6%

Community Benefit Spece as % of GFA

Coteory

Public Beneft

Consiruction Costs
85% $42,941,742
100% 514,041,543
5% {14,858 855)
Developar Thresholds
85% $16,384,398
100% $14,041,543
115% 311,508,688
Revenus Assumptions
1004 $14,041,543
115%  B47 844,714
130% $B1,.647 885
85% Construction Costs, 1158% Revenue $75,744,913

Par Building Sq. Ft.

367
§22
(223

$26
§22
$i8

$22
$78
§128

$120

Lo
Lard Coste $4,866,700
Hurd Costs ’
Demolition Costs $347,000
Bite Work Cost $48.670
Pariing Costs 84,300,000
Base Construction Costs
Fetail Consfruction Costs $4,750,000
Office Construction Cosis 30
Residential Construction Costs $68,000,000
Total Base Conshuciion Costs  $73,760,000
Tower Congtruction Costs
Retail Construction Costs $C
Office Construction Costs 30
Residential Construstion Costs $49 500,000
Total Tower Consfruction Costs  $49,500.000
Hard Cosis Sub Totel  $132,945,670
Soft Costs
Architecture and Engineering
Base Building $5,531,250
. Tower Building $3,217.500
Tofal Architecture and Engineening 8,748,760
Bullding/Permitting/impact Fees $16,189,442
Property Taxes $2,031,862
Construction Loan $15,313.025 {
Constriction Loan Polivs $620,634
Cverhead/Other $5,418,752
Contingency $9,297,043
. Total Soft Costs - 57625529
Total Davelopment Cogt 196,237,894
Ratalt
Annual Leasing Revenus $470,250
Less Vacancy {347 G285
tess Operating Expenses {322 800
Less Broker Fees {B23.513)
Retail Revenue Sub Totet $376,913
Office
Annual Leasing Revenue $0
Less Vacancy . $0
Less Qperations and Maintenance Expenses $0
Legs Broker Fees $0
Office Revenus Sub Tofal $0
Residentiat
Annual Rental Revenue $15471,360
Less Vacancy {B773.568)
Less Operations and Maimenance Expenses (34331951}
Residential Rental Revenus Sub Tofed 310,365,811
Parking
Annual Office Parking Rental Revenue $0
Annuel Residential Parking Rental Revenue $502,200
‘Parking Revenue Sub Totel $502.200
Met Annual Revenue $141,244, 524
Capltalized Valug 724 588 474
Cupitglized Value $204 BOR 474
Tolal Development Cost {5195 207 855
el Ravenue $29,660,575
Captalized Value / Davelopmant Cost 116%
Deveicper Profit $15.618,032

Downtown Oakland Deveiopment Feasibility Study

Cclober 2013
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Figure 61. Static Pro Forma ~ Scenario 8b* {Mixed Use Residential without Parking, +/-1757)

2
Site Size 93334 Square Feet
Amount of Area 1o be Demolished 68,400 Square Feet
Floor Area Ratio - 545 Coverage
Base Building Height 65 Fest
Tower Building Height 175 Fest
Buidng Type Residential tse
Construction Term 28 onths
Buiiding Footpring 63,100 Squate Feef
Retsll
CGross Retall Area 20,300 Souiare Fest
Gross Retall Aree in Base 20,300 Square Fest
Gross Retail Area in Towsr - ‘Souare Feet
Net Lesaable Retail Area 18,270 Bquare Feet
{ifice
Gross Office Area - Bquare Feel
Gross Office Area in Base - Syuere Feset
Grogs Office Area in Tower - Stuare Feet
Mei Laasabie Office Area - Square Fest
Resldentizl
Gross Rogidential Area 488,100 Square Feet
Gross Residential Area in Base 308,100 Square Fest
Gross Residential Area in Towsr 430,000 Square Fast -
Gross LiverWork Space in Base 33,700 Square Feat
Mzt Residential Unit Space 414,885 16% Efficlency
Total Units . 501 Units
Rasidarnial Abiorbiion Period 34 Months
Parking
Toted Parking Avea - Bquare Fegt
Ayerage Parling Space 350 Square Faet
Totzl Parking Spaces - Spaces
Podium Parking - Half Below Grade - Bpacag
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Crade - Spaces
Podium Parking - Mechanical System - Spaces
Pariking Use Distribution
Retail On Strest Spaces
Office - Spaces
Rasidential - Spacas

Office

Residential

Parking
Square Feet Avaiiable for Cormmunity Benefit
Community Benefit Space as % of GFA

Annlsl Coportunity Gostol Providing Space for PiiblicBénehit

Average Capitafized Revenue per GFA

Capitatized Revenue by Buliding Use per GFA
Retail

29,163
8%

Cateqory
Consiruction Costs

85%
100%
116%

Daveloper Thresholds
85%
100%
115%

Revenue Assumptions
100%
115%
130%

85% Construction Costs, 115% Revenue

" Public Benafit
$44,263013

$13,634,653
($15,995.107)

516,124,578
$13,834,863
$11,148,330

$13,634,953
$49,363,187
$85,091.421

$75,991,247

Par uding Sg Ft

87
$27
$35)

$3z
$27
$22

$27
$o7
167

$157

Landg Costs
Land Costs
Hard Costs
Demolition Costs
Site Work Cost
Parking Costs
Base Consiruction Costs
Retaif Construction Costs
Cffice Construction Costs
Residential Consiruction Costs
Todel Base Construction Costs
Tower Construction Costs
Retail Construction Costs
Office Construction Costs
Residential Construction Cosls
Total Tower Conslruction Costs
Hard Costs Sub Tolal
Suft Costs
Architecture and Engineering
Base Building
Tower Building
Tolal Architecture and Engineering

Buliding/Parmatingimpeact Fees
Property Taxes
Construction Loan
- Construction Loan Poinis
Overhead/Other
Contingency
Tofal Soft Costs

Total Development Cost

$4,666,700

$347,000
$151,170
30

$6.075,000
$0
85450000
$90,525,000

0

30

9,600,000
$45,500.000
$140,523,170

$6,789,375
$3.217,500
- $10,006.875

$156,528,697
$2,146,588
$17,293.020
$669,078
5,755,023 |
35879457
$62.278,718

$207 448,583

Reil

Annual Leasing Revenue

Less Vacancy

Less Operating Expenses

Less Broker Fees

Retail Revenie Sub Total

Office

Anmual Leasing Revenue

Lass Vacancy

Less Operations and Mefnfenance Expenses
Less Broker Fees

(Ofifce Revenue Sub Total
Residential
Annual Rental Revenue
Less Vacancy

Less Operations and Maintenance Expenses
Resiteniisl Rental Revenue Sub Total
Parking
Annual Office Parking Rental Revenue
Annual Residentisl Parking Rentel Revenue
Parking Revenue Sub Tofad

et Annual Revenue
Capitalized Value

$502,425
{550,243}
(a2, 28ml
(825,121}

$402,701

BEBes

$17,137,836
{3598, 580)
$11,482 350

50

0
30

11,885,051
$287, 701,027

Capitalized Value

Total Development Cost

fet Revenue

apRefzad Value / Development Cost

Developer Profit

$237,701,027
{3507 488,508)
$20,232,440
115%,

$16,597 487
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Figure 62. Static Pro Forma - $cenario 9 {Mixed Use Conde with Parking, +/-66"}

Nupnber Linit
Site Size 93,334 Square Feet
Amount of Area to be Demolished 69,400 Square Feel
Foor Area Ratlo 4.90 Coverage
Base Building Height 65 Foet
Tower Building Height - Feet
Buileling Type Rasidential Use
Construction Term 18 Menths
Builiing Foolprint 87,300 Square Feet
Retatl
Gross Retall Area 12,700 Squars Feet
{Zross Retaill Area in Base 12,700 Sguare Feel
Gross Retall Areain Tower - Square Feet
et Leasable Retall Area 11,430 Square Feat
Office
Gross Office Area - Squars Fest
Gross Office Area in Base - Square Feet
Gross Office Area in Tower - Square Feat
Not Leasable Office Area - Square Fest
Regidential
Gross Residential Area 326,800 Bquare Feet
Gross Residential Area in Base 326,900 Squars Feet
Gross Residential Arga in Tower - Square Fest
Gross Live/work Space in Base 1,300 Bquars Feet
Mot Residentisi Linik Space 277,865 18% Efficiency
Tetad Unils 330 Units
Residential Absorblion Period 40 RMonths
Parking '
Total Parking Area 117,800 Square Feet
Avcrage Parking Space a50 Square Feet
Total Parking Spaces - 336 Spaces
Podiur Parking - Half Below Grade 168 Spaces
Paodiurn Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade 168 Spaces
Podium Parling - Mechanica Sysiem - Spaces
* iParking Uss Disiribution
Refall On Street Spaces
Office - 8paces
Rasidential 338 Spaces
ARnual Oppirunitlcos iding Space forPublic:Benatiti
Average Capitaized Revenueper GFA ’ $6,346
Capitalized Revenue by Buliding Use per GFA
Reataf 2397
Gffice NiA
Rasidential $8.877
Parking 5
Stuare Feet Available for Community Benafit 886
Cormnunity Benefit Space as % of GFA 0%

Category
Construction Costs
85%
100%
115%

Developer Threshokis
85%
100%
115%

Revenue Assumpiions
100%
116%
130%

85% Construction Costs, 115% Revenus

Public Benefit

{843 098,605)
(BT, 304 626)

- {51,550,360)

(595,132,255)
(537,524,658
(339,516,988)

{$37,224,526)
(316,317,742
$4,.600,142

$39,100,778

Pey Buiiding S, Ft.

($23)
(380}
@133

{8573}
($80)
(388

(80}
($35)
$10

$85

Land Cosis
Land Costs
Hartd Costs
Demolition Costs
Site: Work Cost
Parking Costs
Base Coastruction Costs
Retail Construction Costs -
Office Construction Costs
Resldential Construction Costs
Tofal Base Construction Costs
Tower Construction Costs
Retail Construction Costs
Office Construction Costs
Rasidential Construction Cosis
Tutal Tover Gonstructon Cosfs
Hard Gosts Sub Total
Solt Conts
Architechura and Engineering
Base Building
Tower Buiiding
' Total Archifecfure and Engingering

Bullding/Permitting/impact Fees
Property Taxes
"Gonstruction Loan
Conshruchion Loan Points
Ovarhead/Other
Defect Liability insurance
Contingancy
Tolal Soft Costs

Yotal Deveiopment Cost

54,666,700

$347 000
$30,170
$6,720,000

$3,175,000
$0
87,832,000
$91,107.000

$0
0
bl
0
$98,204,170

$8,833.025
0
$6,233,025

8,318,289
$1,478,277
$11,118,243
§457,155
$3,932,186
$0

750,252
538,884 427

$144,756,297

artal

Anud Leasing Revenue

Less Vacancy

tass Oparating Expenses

Less Broker Fees

Retall Revenue Sub Tolal

QOffice

Arnual Leasing Revenue

Less Vatancy

Less Operations and Maintenance Expensos

Less Broker Fees

- Office Revenue Sub Total
Residential
Sales Revenue
Less Broker and Marksting Expenses

Residential Rental Revenue Sub Total
Parking
Annuzt Office Parking Rental Revenue
Residentiat Parking Purchass Revenue
Parking Revenue Sub Total

ket Residential Revenue
Caplialized Value of Retall
Total Net Revenue

$314,325
{531,653
($15.240)
{838 718)
$251,936

$0
%0
$0
$0

0

$151,139,100
{35,045 504
$145,003,538

0
$20.240
$30,240

$145,123,776
$5,038,725
£150,162,501

Totat Nat Revenue

Total Development Cost

#et Revenue

Mat Revenue / Development Cost

Developsr Profit

$180,162,501
{5141, 785.267)
$8,407,204
100%:

§12,757,977
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Table 13. Construction Cost Ranges fur Sensitivity Analysis

§5' Base

Retail (Ground Floor)

Offies (Floors 2-48)

Residential (Floors 2-6)
§5' Base

Retail (Ground Floon)

Office (Floors 2-6}

Resdents (Floors 3.7
175 Tower

Retail (Ground Floor)

Dffoe (Fioors 118

Residential {(Floors 2-15}
240" Tower

Retatl (Ground Floor)

Office (Floors 2-18)

3

y
4

Residential (Floors (2-21}

Parking Costs

Padiusn Parking - Half Below Grade
Podium Parking - Ground Floor / Above Grade
Podium Parking - Mechanical System

$213
$247
$213

$238
5238
§230

$234
5247
$234

$265 - $275

$234

295

$17,000
$17,000
$25,500

$250
$290
5250

$28C
$28C
3270

$275
$290
$275

$305 - $316
$275

$265

$20,000
$20,000
$30,000

$288
$334
5288

$322
3322
B 2k

$318
$334
$318

$345 - 5268
§316

$305

$23,000
$23,000
$34,500

Source: AECOM

Table 14. Developer Threshold Rangee for Sensitivity Analysis

Retall and Cffice Profit Requirements

Rental Profit Reguirements

Condominium Profit Requirerments

g%

7%
8%

10%
8%

9% -

12%
8%
10%

Source: AECOM
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Table 15. Revenue Ranges for Sensitivity Analysis

Lease and Renta! Rates - Average
Average Relail Lease Rate

Average Office Lease Rate ‘ $25.00 $28.75 $32.50
'Average Rent Per Sq. Ft. of Living Area $32.00 $36.80 $41.60
Average Rent Per 5q. Ft. of LiveMWork Area $2.80 $3.34 $3.77
Revenue Premium for Towers $1.60 $1.84 $2.08
Parking Revenue - Average $1.10 $1.27 $1.43
Office .
Residential $120.00 $138.00 $156.00
Lease and Rentai Rates - 226 13th Street §90.00 $103.50 CO$HT.00
Average Retall Lease Rate
Average Office Lease Rate $26.00 $23.00 $26.00
Average Rent Per Sq. Ft. of Living Area $25.60 $20.44 §$33.28
Average Rent Per 3q. Ft. of Live/Work Area $2.60 $2.99 $3.38
Parking Revenug - 226 13th Street $1.40 . $1.61 $1.82
Office ' :
Residentiat $120.00 $138.00 $156.00
Lease and Rental Rates - 301 19th Skreet $90.00 - $103.50 $117.00
Average Retail Lease Rate ‘
Average Office Lease Rate ' : $20.00 $23.00 $26.00
Average Rent Per Sq. Ft. of Living Area $25.60 $29.44 $33.28
Average Rent Per 8q. Fi. of livefWork Area $2.90 $3.34 $3.77
Parking Revenue - 301 18th Street $1.680 $1.84 $2.08
Office
Residential ' $120.00 $138.00 $§156.00
Lease and Rental Rates - 2100 Teiedraph Avenue $90.00 $103.50 $117.00
Average Retail Lease Rate _
Average Office Lease Rate $27.50 $31863 $35.75
Average Rent Per Sq. Ft. of Livirig Area $35.20 $4048 $45.76
Average Condo Sales Price Per Sq. 1. of Living Area $3.20 $3.68 $4.16
Average Rent Per Sq. Fi. of Live/Work Area . $500.00 $575.00 $550.00
Parking Revenue - 2100 Telegraph Avenye ' $1.80 $2.07 © §2.34
Office . ] .
Resigential - Rental $120.00 $138.00 - $156.00
Residential - For Sale : $90.00 $103.50 $117.00

Source: AECOM
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