Attachment 7

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW
RESOLUTION NO.
SERIES 2019

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A MINIMUM VALUE FOR
COMMUNITY BENEFITS PROVIDED BY
EAST WHISMAN PRECISE PLAN BONUS FAR DEVELOPMENT

WHEREAS, on July 11, 2012, the City Council adopted the 2030 General Plan,
which recognizes public amenities, services, and improvements are needed to help
protect and enhance the City’s quality of life, and the 2030 General Plan Action Plan,
which identifies the Development Review Process for implementation of key
improvements and General Plan objectives; and

WHEREAS, in the East Whisman Precise Plan, development is allowed without
community benefits if its floor area ratio (FAR) is up to 0.4 (office) or
1.0 (residential/hotel), and larger development may be allowed with community
benefits; and

WHEREAS, the East Whisman Precise Plan includes direction to adopt a minimum
value for community benefits, proportional to the project’s building square footage in
excess of 0.4 (office) or 1.0 (residential/hotel), which maintains reasonable developer
return for a range of parcel and project sizes, resulting in overall development costs
consistent with other nearby communities; and

WHEREAS, a list of desired community benefits, including affordable housing,
pedestrian and bicycle improvements, and public open space has been developed and
will be maintained by the City; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has considered analyses conducted by economic
consultants, evaluating the development value increase from higher FAR allowed by
the Precise Plan, attached hereto as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, several projects purchasing development rights from the Los Altos
School District (LASD TDR projects), who submitted applications prior to this
resolution, are special cases for which said economic analysis may not apply; and

WHEREAS, the analysis demonstrates that a community benefits value of $25 per
square foot in excess of 0.4 FAR office, and a community benefits value of $5 per square
foot in excess of 1.0 FAR residential/hotel maintains a reasonable developer return for a



range of parcel and project sizes, resulting in overall development costs consistent with
other nearby communities; and

WHEREAS, on November 5, 2019, having given notice as required by Chapter 36
of the Mountain View City Code, the City Council held a public hearing to consider the
East Whisman Precise Plan, its community benefits program, and adoption of a
minimum community benefits value;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
Mountain View:

1.  That the City Council adopts a community benefits value of $25 per square
foot in excess of 0.4 FAR office, and a community benefits value of $5 per square foot in
excess of 1.0 FAR residential / hotel.

2. Community benefits shall be required with minimum value equal to this
amount from development greater than 0.4 FAR office or 1.0 FAR residential /hotel,
consistent with the East Whisman Precise Plan. Community benefits provided shall be
determined through project review and agreed upon prior to project approval.

3. The value shall be annually adjusted for inflation through the City’s annual
budget process by the percentage change in the San Francisco Engineering News-
Record Construction Cost Index (ENR-CCI) for the previous year or successor or
subsequently identified index, until a new community benefits value is adopted by the
City Council.

4.  Development projects authorized to purchase Los Altos School District
development rights prior to the date of this resolution shall negotiate separate

community benefits packages and shall not be subject to this resolution.

TIME FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW:

The time within which judicial review of this document must be sought is
governed by California Code of Procedure Section 1094.6 as established by Resolution
No. 13850 adopted by the City Council on August 9, 1983.
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Exhibit: A. Community Benefits Analysis



Exhibit A

STRATEGICECONOMICS

MEMORANDUM

To: Eric Anderson, City of Mountain View

From: Jake Cummings and Sujata Srivastava, Strategic Economics
Date: October 25, 2019

Project: East Whisman PDA Precise Plan Financial Analysis

Subject: Draft Community Benefits Memo for New Office Construction in EWPP

Introduction

The City of Mountain View’s East Whisman Precise Plan (EWPP) requires that development projects
provide a community benefits contribution (CBC) fee if they exceed the base floor-area-ratio (FAR)
permitted under the Draft Plan. This memo contains an analysis of the financial capacity of a typical
office development receiving bonus density to pay a CBC. This analysis is an update to a previous
analysis performed in August 2018.

The Draft EWPP establishes land use standards, including a base FAR and a maximum FAR for office
development, as summarized in Figure 1 below. To analyze the value of the bonus FAR, Strategic
Economics built a pro forma model to measure the value of a prototypical office project at 1.0 FAR,
the maximum FAR permitted in the mixed-use and employment character areas.

The remainder of this memo describes the methodology for the financial analysis and estimates the
maximum financial capacity of a typical developer to pay a CBC in the context of other municipal fees
and developer contributions planned for EWPP. It is important to note that this analysis does not
include jobs-housing linkage contributions from office developers, or any potential additional impact
fees that could be introduced in Mountain View.
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FIGURE 1: BASE AND MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA ALLOWANCE BY CHARACTER AREA FOR OFFICE USES

Non-Residential Office

Character Area Intensity Base FAR Maximum FAR
High Intensity 0.40 1.0
Mixed-Use Medium Intensity 0.40 0.75
Low Intensity 0.40 0.50
High Intensity 0.40 1.0
Employment Low Intensity 0.40 0.50
Village Center n/a 0.40 0.40

Note: Above-grade non-residential parking is not included in FAR calculations.
Source: City of Mountain View, 2018.

Methodology

Strategic Economics developed a static pro forma model to assess the financial performance of an
office building prototype at 1.0 FAR, the maximum allowable density including bonus floor area. The
assumptions for this prototype were set to reflect typical office developments occurring in Mountain
View. The key revenue and cost inputs were vetted with developers with active commercial
development projects in Mountain View and neighboring cities.

Using the pro forma model, Strategic Economics calculated the “residual value” that would be
generated by the prototypical development after accounting for all development costs and a target
developer returnt. The residual value represents an estimate of the project’s potential capacity to pay
a CBC: in other words, the maximum dollar amount the office prototype could contribute before the
project becomes financially infeasible.

The methodology for the analysis is described in more detail below.

PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

In the first step, Strategic Economics developed a static pro forma for the office development
prototype. The pro forma modeling approach included the following steps:

1. Estimate all development costs including land cost, direct construction costs (“hard”
costs), indirect costs (“soft” costs such as development fees, permits and overhead), and
financing costs;

2. Estimate the net operating income of the project based on market-rate commercial lease
revenues and assumptions about average vacancy and operating expenses. Strategic
Economics estimated the market value of the development using the income capitalization

1 Throughout this document, “net revenue” refers to the net revenue for the project after considering both total development costs and an
allowance for the target developer return.
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method, which divides net operating income of the property in its first stabilized year by
the current capitalization rate.

3. Calculate the return (profit) by subtracting total costs (1) from total revenues (2).

4. Test feasibility by comparing the project return to a “target return,” or industry standard
return that a developer would expect to see for an office project of this type. The expected
project return is expressed as a percentage of the development costs, or return on cost.

5. If the project has a positive value remaining after accounting for the target developer
return, this residual value amount represents the maximum capacity to pay for additional
community benefits.

Development Prototype

Figure 2 shows the site and building assumptions for the FAR 1.0 prototype. Consistent with recent
and proposed developments in the East Whisman area, Strategic Economics analyzed a new steel
frame office development with 100 percent structured parking at a ratio of 2.9 spaces per thousand
square feet. The development assumes that the bonus FAR project would redevelop an existing
property with a density of 0.33 FAR, which is typical for current uses in the East Whisman area.

The prototype is assumed to be built on a five-acre site. Although there is a wide range, five acres is
typical of new office developments in Mountain View.
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FIGURE 2: BUILDING PROTOTYPE AT 1.0 FAR

Site
Parcel Size (acres) 5.0
Parcel Size (sf) 217,800

Building Area and FAR

Existing Building Area (gsf) @ 0.33 FAR 71,874
Gross New Building Area (gsf) @ 1.0 FAR 217,800
Net New (gsf) 145,926
Office Area
Gross New (gsf) 217,800
Building Efficiency 90%
Leasable (nsf) 196,020
Parking
Spaces
Structured 632
Total Spaces 632

Gross Parking Area (gsf)
Structured 205,277
Total (gsf) 205,277

Source: Strategic Economics, 2019.

Key Assumptions

The pro forma assumptions for key costs and revenues are shown alongside their calculated values in
the pro forma summary in Figure 3. Assumptions for the calculation of all municipal fees are shown in
Figure 4. The key assumptions are discussed in more detail below.

Market Rental Rate and Expenses. Based on available market data, Strategic Economics
assumed an annual market rent of $96 per sf of rentable building area, full service, or $78
per sf after operating expenses of $18 per sf. An additional 7.25% was assumed for
management fees and replacement reserves.

Capitalization Rate. The capitalization rate for all prototypes was assumed to be 5.5 percent,
based on available market data. The total project value was determined using the income
capitalization approach, factoring in assumptions about average vacancy (5 percent) and the
other expenses mentioned above.

Land cost. Strategic Economics assumed a land cost of $12 million per acre ($275 per square
foot) for a total of $60 million for a five-acre property. This value represents the approximate
market value of an existing office property at 0.33 FAR that would be redeveloped. Because
the circumstances around land acquisition can vary widely, the land costs are shown at the
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very end of the pro forma in Figure 3 to facilitate the net revenue calculation under different
assumptions about land basis.

o Target Return. Strategic Economics assumed a capitalized return-on-cost of 18 percent. (In
other words, the capitalized value of the development must be at least 18 percent higher than
development costs for the project to be feasible.)

o Development Costs. Construction costs for steel-frame office development were based on
feedback from developers and estimated at $325 per gross square foot.

e Schools Strategy Contribution. For the purposes of this analysis, Strategic Economics assumed
that office developments would contribute $20 per square foot of net new area as part of the
citywide schools strategy.

Analysis Results

Under the assumptions outlined above, a new office project at the maximum FAR of 1.0 has a residual
value of $6.2 million after accounting for all development costs, developer target return, and the
expected schools strategy contribution. This figure represents two percent of total development costs
(excluding land). Figure 4 shows the financial pro forma for the development prototype.

Based on the residual value outlined above, Strategic Economics estimate that a prototypical office
project at the maximum FAR of 1.0 can contribute up to $25 per bonus square foot for community
benefits. This amount does not include any potential additional contributions for the jobs-housing
linkage in the East Whisman Precise Plan, or new municipal fees that could be introduced in Mountain
View.
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FIGURE 3: DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMA, WITH AND WITHOUT SCHOOLS STRATEGY

As % Per
Value $ millions TDC GSF
Revenues
Gross Scheduled Income $8 / nsf $18.8 13% $86
Less Expenses $1.50 / nsf -$3.5
Scheduled Rental Income (NNN) $15.3 10% $70
Less Vacancy 5% -$0.9
Less Mamt Fee and Replacement Reserves 7.25% -$1.1
Net Operating Income $13.2 9.0% $61
Capitalized Value 5.50% $240.7 163% $1,105
Project Costs
Direct Costs
Demo, Site Prep, Utilities $20/ sf $4.4 3% $20
Site Work, Landscaping $25/ sf $5.4 4% $25
Building Area $325/ gsf $70.8 48% $325
Parking $40,000 / space $25.3 17% $116
Interior Improvements $60 / nsf $11.8 8% $54
Subtotal Direct Costs (Adj) $117.6 80% $540
Indirect Costs
Soft Costs 8% $9.4 6% $43
Municipal Fees $6.1 4% $28
Planning, Permitting, Water, and Sewer
Capacity $1.6 1% $7
Citywide Transportation Impact $0.7 1% $3
Housing Impact Fee $3.8 3% $18
Contingency 5% $5.9 4% $27
Financing 6% $8.9 6% $41
Subtotal Indirect Costs $30.3 20% $139
Total Development Cost (Excl Land) $147.9 100% $679
Feasibility and Community Benefits
Minimum Return-on-Cost (@ 18%) 18% $26.6 18% $122
Contribution to schools $2.9 2% $13
Residual Land Value $63.3 43% $290
Market Value of Land $12m/acre $60.0 41% $275
Net Revenue / (Shortfall) $3.3
$ per Bonus gsf with Schools Strategy $24.93

Source: Strategic Economics, 2019.

October 25, 2019



FIGURE 4: ASSUMPTIONS FOR MUNICIPAL FEES, INCLUDING THE SCHOOLS STRATEGY CONTRIBUTION

Municipal Fees

Unit of measure

Planning Fee
Building and Fire Permit
Base
Above $1,000,000
Building Plan Check
Construction Inspection
Map Checking
Wastewater Capacity Charge
Water Capacity Charge
Citywide Transportation Impact
Housing Impact
First 1,000 gsf
> 1,000 gsf
Schools Strategy

Per gsf

Flat
Per $1,000 Constr. Costs
Flat
Flat
Flat
Per net new 1,000 gsf
Per net new 1,000 gsf
Per net new gsf

Per net new gsf
Per net new gsf
Per net new gsf

$0.20

$8,694
$5.65
$24,000
$24,000
$3,084
$2,139
$3,372
$5.11

$13.60
$27.19
$20.00

Strategic Economics, 2019.
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Seifel

CONSULTING INC.

Date October 28, 2019

To: Eric Anderson, City of Mountain View

From: Seifel Consulting, Inc.

Re: Mountain View East Whisman Residential Development Financial Feasibility Analysis
The City of Mountain View retained Seifel Consulting to evaluate the financial feasibility of residential
development in the East Whisman Precise Plan (EWPP) area and various Precise Plan policies. This

memorandum summarizes key findings of the financial feasibility analysis. Attachment 1 at the end of
this memorandum presents the key financial assumptions that were used to perform this analysis.

The financial analysis indicates that many residential developments may not be financially feasible
without significant reductions in project costs and/or financial assistance. Residential feasibility in
East Whisman is challenging due to the following factors:

Land Prices

e Land prices have increased significantly over the past five years.

— While land was valued at about $5—$6 million per acre, recent land transactions have ranged from
$10-$15 million per acre.

— The rapid increase in land prices has also dramatically increased the cost of parkland dedication
fees from historical levels.

— The October 2019 EWPP financial analysis assumes land costs for residential development range
between $10-$12 million per acre. This results in land costs for housing ranging from about
$70,000-$130,000/unit, and park fees ranging from $60,000-$72,000/market rate unit.

Development Revenues

e Sales prices of homes in Mountain View, as well as apartment rents and values are currently being
sold and rented at historically high levels. However, apartment rents have not increased at the same
pace as development costs in recent years.

— Market rents for new apartments have reached levels that many people cannot afford, which
limits future rent increases.

— For example, market rents for new two-bedroom apartments range from $4000 to $5200 per
month depending on size, location and amenities, with highest rents typically being charged for
two bedroom/two bath apartments.

— Based on typical affordability standards, a household needs to earn between $150,000 to
$200,000 to afford market rent for a new two-bedroom apartment.

369 Pine Street Suite 350 San Francisco CA 94104 | 415-618-0700 www.seifel.com



— Based on recent comparable apartment developments with a 40% mix of two bedroom or larger
units, the EW analysis assumes an average monthly market rent of about $4,000 based on an
average sized unit of about 800 net square feet at $5 per net square foot.

— Figure 1 compares the projected average monthly market rent with what households at various
income levels can afford to pay for rent based on Santa Clara County Areawide Median Income
(AMI) levels given the assumed mix of units and corresponding average household sizes.

Figure 1

Comparison of Monthly Rent Levels Per Apartment Unit
Mountain View East Whisman Precise Plan

$4,000
$3,500 ‘ I ‘ I
$3,000 ‘ I ‘ I
$2,500 ‘ I
$2,000 ‘ I
$1,500
$1,000
$500
$0
50% AMI 65% AMI 80% AMI 100% AMI 120% AMI Market Rate
(about
150% AMI)
® Housing Cost Rental Affordability Gap

Note: Calculated based on assumed unit mix by bedroom size and 2019 Areawide Median Income (AMI) Limits.

¢ Given strong demand and historically low interest rates, capitalization (cap) rates for income property
in Mountain View are at historically low levels which results in higher values of apartment
developments compared to the net income that they generate.

— Many economists expect that both cap rates and interest rates will increase in the future, which
will make feasibility for apartment developments more challenging.

— However, the EW financial analysis assumes a capitalization rate of 4.25% for apartments and a
yield on cost of 5.25%, which reflect historically low levels for these financial metrics.

e Based on these assumptions, the EW financial analysis projects the value for market rate apartments
to be approximately $750,000/unit, or about $930/NSF.
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e Asrents and housing prices have increased, the City has intensified its focus on providing housing for
those who are most cost-burdened, requiring 15% to 20% of rental units to be affordable to very low
and low income renters and ownership units to be affordable to low and moderate income households.

— This restricts potential revenues, which in turn restricts housing values and may increase the
shortfall between development costs and revenues.

— Per the proposed EWPP policy for on-site inclusionary housing, the EW financial analysis
assumes that 15% of apartment units would be affordable units that are rented to households at an
average AMI of 65%.

o Figure 2 shows the difference between the value for a market rate apartment and the restricted value
for apartments based on affordable rents to households at various target AMI levels. It also compares
the potential value for a mixed income development that includes 15% on-site units that are
affordable to households at an average AMI of 65%. As Figure 2 shows, the value for a mixed
income development in EW is projected to be about $670,000 per unit.

Figure 2

Comparison of Apartment Value and Affordability Gap Per Apartment Unit
Mountain View East Whisman Precise Plan
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Note: Calculated based on assumed unit mix by bedroom size and 2019 Areawide Median Income (AMI) Limits.
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e Most for-sale housing in Mountain View consists of single family homes and townhomes.

— A number of new condominium developments are being proposed, and developers are projecting
new sales values at $1,000—$1100/NSF, but the condo market is not yet well-established,
particularly in East Whisman.

— While condos have the potential to yield greater revenues than apartments, they are inherently
riskier given their higher price points and lack of an established market place.

— Typically homes are sold with parking included as part of the home price, so it’s difficult to
estimate the value of an unbundled parking space.

— The EW analysis projects the market prices for condos at about $1.04 million/unit and assumes
that a parking space would be purchased for an additional $50,000 per space.

Development Costs

e Site improvement costs in EW are relatively high as it has historically been the site of industrial
development and is located near areas of environmental contamination that affects some of the
residential development sites.

e Multifamily infill projects have higher construction costs as they require structured parking, often
include concrete and steel construction, and must adhere to higher life and safety standards associated
with taller buildings.

— Given the Bay Area construction labor and subcontractor shortage, construction costs have
increased significantly over the past five years.

— This tight construction market could continue into the future, given the ongoing South Bay
construction boom coupled with the rebuilding of fire-damaged areas across California.

¢ Significant public fee payments and public infrastructure improvements are needed to achieve the
EWPP vision, which also increases development costs and adds uncertainty if these costs
substantially increase over time.

— As described above, parkland dedication fees are currently assumed to range between $60,000—
$72,000/market rate unit given current market land prices at $10 million to $12 million per acre.
As park fees are assumed to be waived for affordable units provided onsite, the average park fee
for a mixed income development with 15% affordable housing in EW is assumed to range
between $51,000— $61,000/unit.

— Given recent City Council guidance, the school contribution is assumed to be about $11,000 per
apartment unit, inclusive of the current development impact fees to both School Districts. Prior
analyses assumed that developers paid school impact fees without any additonal contributions.

— The City recently added a new Transportation Impact Fee, increased its water and sewer capacity
fees, and often requires developers to install public infrastructure prior to constructing new
housing if significant offsite improvements are required.

e The uncertainty about future public fee levels, public infrastructure improvements and community
benefit requirements can add significant risk and could delay residential development if these changes
increase costs significantly.

Seifel A
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e Figure 3 summarizes the development impact fees, school contributions and community benefit
contributions assumed in the EW financial analysis based on a land cost of $12 million per acre,
which are estimated to total about $95,000 per apartment unit.

Figure 3

Summary of Public Fees and Contributions per Apartment Unit
Mountain View East Whisman Precise Plan
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Other City Fees
$20,000
Park Land Dedication In-Lieu
$0
Land Cost at
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Development Feasibility Analysis

e Asdescribed by the Urban Land Institute, the infill development process in neighborhoods like East
Whisman is often complex, challenging and expensive to undertake. In order to build infill housing,
developers must fund the preparation of numerous technical analyses and design concepts for review
by City staff and stakeholders prior to securing development approval, which can take several years.
In addition, development sites are often relatively expensive as infill sites frequently have existing
uses that generate income to their property owners. '

e This predevelopment period is usually the most risky phase of development, and developers typically
need to raise private investor capital (equity) to fund predevelopment costs.

— Given the high risks associated with new development not occurring or not occurring as planned,
developers must be able to generate sufficient returns or profit to attract private equity
commensurate with these risks.

— Private equity must also be raised during the construction and the sales or lease-up period, as
private lenders typically require a 35% to 40% equity contribution for infill housing projects.

e Since most infill sites in East Whisman that could be developed as housing have existing buildings
which generate rental income, the developer must typically pay an amount that is significantly higher
than the existing property value based on this rental income to incentivize the owner to sell.

e Throughout the predevelopment process, and most importantly before starting construction, a
developer must be able to demonstrate to its private capital sources (private investors and lenders)
that there is sufficient developer margin or return to take into account potential risks and to repay
capital at specified levels of return.

— In other words, the future project value from apartments or project revenues from condominium
sales must exceed development costs by a sufficient margin to attract private capital and generate
sufficient funds to repay all loans and equity contributions at market interest rates and returns
commensurate with development risk.

— In most capital structures, the priority of capital repayment is as follows: 1) construction and
permanent lenders, 2) private investors who typically receive a preferred return and a share of
profits that are generated by the development and 3) the developer.

e Asdescribed above, development costs in Mountain View have increased significantly in recent
years. While rents and home prices have increased, the EW financial analysis indicates that revenues
from apartments and condominiums are not likely sufficient to meet anticipated development costs
taking into account current EWPP, City and School District requirements, including the City’s
affordable housing requirements.

— As land prices, construction costs and public requirements and fees have changed over time,
residential development feasibility has become much more challenging.

— The financial feasibility analysis indicates that projected revenues for apartments in a mixed
income development with 15% affordable housing will not likely generate sufficient revenues to
meet development costs and yield a sufficient developer margin or return to proceed at current
land costs and school contribution requirements.

! https://urbanland.uli.org/development-business/making-infill-work-floridas-urban-cores/
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e Figure 4 below illustrates the development feasibility framework and results for the EWPP residential
feasibility analysis for apartments assuming a land value of $12 million per acre and a parking ratio of
about 1 space per unit.

— This figure compares the projected project value for apartments with the supportable project
costs, and the projected developer margin/ return after taking into account all development costs.2
As it indicates, development would not likely proceed because the value for apartments is not
high enough to cover development costs including a sufficient developer margin/return to attract
private capital.

Figure 4

Summary of Development Feasibility Per Apartment Unit
Mountain View East Whisman Precise Plan

$800,000
I Construction
$700,000 ° Costs
Developer
$600,000 Margin/Return™ ylp = Construction
Finance & Other
$500,000 Soft Costs
I Pyblic Fees
$400,000
$300,000 B | and Cost
$200,000
=®=Project Value *
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* “Project value” is based on capitalized value at a cap rate (4.25%), while “Supportable Project Cost" is based on return (yield) on
cost (5.25%). This analysis does not reflect additional operating expenses for TDM. The difference between Project Value and
Supportable Project Cost is the Developer Margin/Return.

2 “Project value” is based on capitalized value at a cap rate (4.25%), while “Supportable Project Cost" is based on return (yield)
on cost (5.25%). The difference between Project Value and Supportable Project Cost is the Developer Margin/Return. The
analysis is based on a typical apartment development with 15% affordable housing onsite and 1.025 parking spaces/unit.
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e While condominium developments have the potential to generate higher revenues, they are inherently
more risky than apartments, and the financial analysis indicates that condominiums also likely have a
financial shortfall between revenues and costs.

e  While the financial feasibility gap will vary from development to development depending on the
proposed development and ultimate development revenues and costs, the EWPP financial analysis
indicates that the financial shortfall could range between $50,000-$150,000/unit depending on the
housing unit mix and revenue generation, amount of parking, land acquisition cost, building
construction type and cost, and the combined cost of public requirements, contributions and fees.

e Based on the results of the feasibility analysis and the City’s goals for the EWPP, including the
provision of significant parkland and school contribution, the maximum recommended community
benefit contribution should be $5 per square foot of bonus FAR in East Whisman.
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Attachment 1- Key Financial Assumptions for Residential Financial Analysis
East Whisman Precise Plan

The following are key financial assumptions that were used to evaluate the financial feasibility of
apartment and condominium developments in the East Whisman Precise Plan area.

Development Program

e Approximately 2.5 acre site at a 3.5 Floor Area Ratio including Bonus FAR, 7-8 Stories
e Apartment Program— 311 to 340 apartments
— Average unit size of about 800 Net Square Feet (NSF) or 1,067 Gross Square Feet (GSF) based on
40% of units being 2 Bedrooms or larger
— Parking ratio analyzed at 1.025 spaces/unit and 0.7 spaces/unit
— 15% affordable units at average target household income of 65% AMI
e Condominium Program— 231 to 262 condominiums
— Average condo size of about 1,040 NSF or 1,387 GSF
— Parking ratio analyzed at 1.5 spaces/unit and 0.9 spaces/unit
— 15% affordable units at average target household income of 100% AMI

Development Revenue Assumptions

Apartment

e Market rate rents average about $4,000/unit or $5/NSF

o Affordable rents at 65% AMI average about $1,740/unit or $2.17/NSF

e Unbundled monthly parking revenues average $100/space

e Capitalization rate of 4.25% for apartments and a yield on cost of 5.25%

Condominium

e Market condo sales prices average about $1,040,000/unit or $1,000/NSF
o Affordable sales prices at 100% AMI average about $436,000/unit or $419/NSF
e Unbundled parking value average $50,000/space

Development Cost Assumptions

e Land costs are assumed at $10 million to $12 million per acre
— Residential land cost is typically measured on a per unit basis, which varies based on the density of
units per acre.

Apartment

e Land prices for apartments are assumed to range between $72,000—$95,000/unit.
e Hard construction costs vary depending on amount of parking
—  $483/NSF (parking ratio of 0.7/unit) to $501/NSF (parking ratio of 1.025/unit)
— Includes structured parking construction costs of about $50,000/space
e Public fees include both City and School District FY 2019/20 fees
— Park fees. Parkland dedication requirement ranges from 1.6 acres to 1.7 acres for market rate units.
Park fees range from $60,000 to $72,000/market rate unit. Park fees on affordable housing units are
assumed to be waived.
— School contributions. School contributions are assumed at $10/GSF, inclusive of current
development impact fees of $3.79/GSF to both School Districts, or about $11,000/unit
— Infrastructure fees. Sewer and Water Capacity Fees are assumed at about $5,000/unit, Citywide
Transportation Impact fees are assumed at about $3,000/unit and developer contributions to East
Whisman offsite public infrastructure and community benefits are estimated at about $8,000/unit.
— Other City fees. Other City planning and building permit fees are assumed at $7,000/unit



Construction financing assumes a 5% interest rate and 30 month construction loan period
Other indirect and soft costs (including design, engineering, legal, insurance, marketing,
predevelopment and soft cost contingency) are estimated at about 16% of hard costs

Condominium

Land prices for condos are assumed to range between $94,000-$127,000/unit.
Hard construction costs similarly vary depending on amount of parking

$495/NSF (parking ratio of 0.9/unit) to $526/NSF (parking ratio of 1.5/unit)
Assumes higher level of finish for condos and structured parking construction costs of about
$50,000/space.

Public fees include both City and School District fees, and some fees are higher given larger average
unit size for condos

Park fees. Parkland dedication requirement ranges from 1.2 acres to 1.3 acres for market rate units.
Park fees are the same as for apartments ($60,000 to $72,000/market rate unit)

School mitigation. School contributions are estimated at $14,000/unit given larger unit sizes
Infrastructure fees. Sewer and Water Capacity Fees, as well as Citywide transportation fees are
the same as apartments, while developer contributions to East Whisman offsite public infrastructure
and community benefits are estimated at about $11,000/unit.

Other City fees. Other City planning and building permit fees are assumed at $10,000/ unit given
larger unit sizes and higher building costs per unit.

Construction financing assumes 5% interest rate and 29 month construction loan period

Other indirect and soft costs (including design, engineering, legal, construction insurance, condo
liability insurance, condo sales/marketing expenses, predevelopment and soft cost contingency) are
estimated at 21% of hard costs.
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