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RECOMMENDATION

Staff Recommends that the Community and Economic Development Committee: 1) Hear
Presentations From The Three Development Teams Who Made Complete Proposals For
the City-Owned Site Commonly Known As The 12th Street Remainder Parcel; 2) Hear
Public Comment On The Three Proposals; And 3) Provide Comments On The Three
Proposals.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On July 14, 2015, the City issued a Notice of Offer and Intent to Convey Property (“Notice”) for a
City-owned property identified as Assessor Parcel Number (“APN”) 19-27-14, located between
E12th Street and 2nd Ave in Oakland, California (“Property”). Five entities initially responded
with interest. Three of those entities were responsive to the City’s requests for information on
their respective development proposals that would allow the City to evaluate the offers and
further negotiate. Staff formed an Evaluation Committee (“Committee”) to evaluate proposals
and interview the teams, and to provide a recommendation on which team the City should
further negotiate with for disposition and development of the site. The responsive teams under
consideration are:

e Bridge Housing Corporation and AGI Avant; and

e Satellite Affordable Housing Associates (“SAHA”) and E.12th St Wishlist Design Team

e UrbanCore Development, LLC and East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation
(“EBALDC”);

The Committee and staff unanimously recommend that the Council direct staff to pursue
exclusive negotiations with the UrbanCore/EBALDC team and provide additional direction for
staff to negotiate the terms of a Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) or Lease
Disposition and Development Agreement (‘LDDA”) for consideration of approval as soon as
possible. The UrbanCore/EBALDC proposal and team received the highest overall ranking from
the Committee. Their proposal maximizes the density allowed on the site, providing 360 homes,
of which 108 units (30%) will be affordable. Their proposal also provides the greatest additional
community benefits, requests the lowest subsidy from the City, offers the highest value for the
City land and is the furthest along in their development schedule. ‘
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(See Aftachment A: Summary of Offers and Attachment B: Comparison of Development
Schedules).

As part of the selection process, Council has requested that UrbanCore/EBALDC and the two

potential alternates present their proposals for the Property to the Community and Economic
Development (“CED”) Committee and the public before a final selection is made.

BACKGROUND / LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

A. Property Location and Ownership History

The 12th Street Remainder Parcel is currently owned by the City of Oakland. This 0.925 acre of
land was previously public right-of-way and was created in 2011 as a result of the
reconfiguration of 12th Street that was a part of the City of Oakland’s Lake Merritt Park
Improvement/12th Street Reconstruction Project which was funded by Measure DD.

The Remainder Parcel is bounded by E. 12th Street on the east, by 2nd Avenue & OUSD
property on the south, by the newly created open space to the west and by Lake Merritt Blvd to
the north.

The Redevelopment Agency acquired the Remainder Parcel from the City on June 16, 2011 for
$2.5 million for the purpose of controlling development of this key site through a DDA. The price
was based on a Fair Market Value Appraisal considering the highest and best use of the
Property based on the zoning and estimated parcel size existing at the time. In February of
2012, with the dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency, the Property was transferred to the
Oakland Redevelopment Successor Agency by operation of law.

In August 2013 the Oakland Redevelopment Successor Agency and the City received a City of
Oakland Redevelopment Agency Asset Transfer Review from the California State Controller,
commonly referred to as the “Clawback Report”. This report, among other things, disallowed
the 2011 acquisition of the Property by the Agency and required the City to transfer the sales
proceeds for the Remainder Parcel back to the Oakland Redevelopment Successor Agency.
Therefore, on April 7, 2014 the Oakland Redevelopment Successor Agency transferred
ownership of the 12th Street Remainder Parcel back to the City.

B. Disposition Offering History

In 2012, the former Oakland Redevelopment Agency and the City had sought development
proposals for the Property and considered a project for high density residential development,
consistent with the policy of the recently adopted Lake Merritt Station Area Specific Plan. In July
2013, the City Council (Resolution No. 84492 C.M.S.) authorized the City Administrator to enter
into an 18-month ENA with UrbanCore-Integral Development, LLC for the development of a
high-rise residential tower on the Property.

On June 16, 2015, Council passed on first reading an Ordinance authorizing a DDA with
UrbanCore and UDR for a 330 unit market-rate project with an $8 million payment ($24,242 per
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unit) into the City’s Affordable Housing Trust Fund. There was no second reading of the
Ordinance, and the DDA was not approved. Instead, Council directed staff to issue a “Notice of
Offer and Intent to Convey Property” to local public entities and housing sponsors to see if there
was interest in purchasing or leasing the land.

On July 14, 2015, the City released the Notice for the Property. The Notice was initially sent to
fourteen local public entities and four housing sponsors that had provided the City with a written
request as of the date of the Notice. It was subsequently sent to ten additional requestors and a
FAQ (“Frequently Asked Questions”) sheet was released that indicated the City would consider
any viable proposals received during the notice period from any local public entity or housing
sponsor whether they received the Notice directly from the City or not. Council further
instructed staff that their preference was a proposal that provided at least 25 percent of the units
as below market rate (“BMR”), maximized the total number of units, and maximized community
benefits.

On September 14, 2015, 60 days after the issuance of the Notice, the City received written
responses from five interested parties indicating their intent to lease or purchase the Property
(in alphabetical order):

o Bridge Housing Corporation and AGI Avant

e The E. 12th Wishlist Design Team (and later SAHA was added as the development

partner)

o Qakland Unified School District (*OUSD”)

e Projects Linking Art Community and Environment (“PLACE”)

o UrbanCore Development and EBALDC

C. Developer Selection Process

An Evaluation Committee was formed to evaluate the submittals, request additional baseline
information and to negotiate further with each of the five respondents during a negotiation
period of more than 90 days. The Committee was made up of six staff and one external
affordable housing development professional:

¢ Mark Sawicki, Economic and Workforce Development Director

e Patrick Lane, Acting Manager, Project Implementation Division

¢ Hui-Chang Li, Urban Economic Analyst il, Project Implementation Division

¢ Meg Horl, Housing Development Coordinator, Housing & Community Development
Department

e Christia Mulvey, Housing Development Coordinator, Housing & Community
Development Department

¢ Neil Gray, Planner, Bureau of Planning

¢ Linda Mandolini, President, Eden Housing
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During the negotiation period, the Committee requested additional information from each
respondent as a basis to evaluate offers and pursue negotiations. Among the items requested
were:

e The number of total units

e The number of affordable units and at what level of affordability

s A development partner with information on their qualifications and experience
e A reasonable estimate of costs

e A reasonable method of financing

¢ Indication of whether a City subsidy is needed and how much

o Whether any community benefits will be provided through the proposed project
e A proposed price or lease value for the land

PLACE and OUSD did not submit detailed proposals and were generally non-responsive to the
City’s request for additional information. PLACE submitted a letter on January 7th to officially
withdraw their proposal from further consideration. Although OUSD proposed a land swap with
the City to expand the developable land of the Property and expressed support for affordable
housing and workforce housing for OUSD employees to be developed on the Property, they
have no experience developing affordable housing nor did they identify a development partner.

On January 7th, the Committee met with the three remaining development teams to discuss
their proposals in more detail and negotiate further in person. On February 3%, following further
Council direction, staff requested the final three development teams put forth their best offer in
writing, that meets the following terms to the greatest degree:

o Maximum density on the site (as defined by number of occupants versus number of
units)
¢ Maximum affordable housing, which must be at least 25 percent of the total project:
o affordability for all income ranges, starting at 30 percent of AMI but also including
60 percent to 120 percent of AMI
o lowest City subsidy required in total and per unit
o lowest other public subsidy resources required in total and per unit
o Greatest number of 2- and 3-bedroom units
¢ Provide shared access to all residents to 100 percent of the building’s common spaces
e A Project Labor Agreement (“PLA”) or greatest proportion and amount of construction
labor cost at Prevailing Wage
e |f possible, provide terms for a 66-year lease with an upfront pre-payment to the City of
at least $4.4 million
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D. Prioritizing Affordable Housing

The Committee prioritized affordable housing in the selection criteria by creating a separate
category for evaluating the affordable housing proposal and weighting this category with the
highest percentage of points compared to the other six categories, as follows:

Maximum of 100 points:
e Development team experience (15 points)

¢ Development team financial capacity (10 points)

e Project concept and design (10 points)

o Affordable housing proposal (20 points)

o Community benefits package (15 points)

e Project financing and financial feasibility (15 points)
¢ Net fiscal benefits to the City (15 points)

In addition, three of the seven members of the commiittee are affordable housing professionals:

two staff from the City’s Housing and Community Development Department and an external
affordable housing developer.

ANALYSIS AND POLICY ALTERNATIVES

A. Brief Summary of Development Teams Presenting to CED

UrbanCore/EBALDC

Michael E. Johnson created UrbanCore Development, LL.C in 2010 with the goal of re-branding
infill development activities for which the former Em Johnson Interest, Inc (EJI) had become
known. Founded as a minority business enterprise in 1979 by Mr. Johnson, EJI has been a
ieading San Francisco Bay Area real estate company for more than 25 years. UrbanCore has
successfully completed, or has in progress, a total of 32 projects, including approximately 3,000
housing units and over 100,000 square feet at a cost of $800 million, primarily throughout the
San Francisco Bay Area, but also Oregon, Atlanta, and elsewhere in the Southeast United
States. UrbanCore has a history of strategic partnerships with non-profit and for-profit housing
developers on mixed-income projects.

EBALDC is an Oakland-based nonprofit community development organization founded in 1975.
EBALDC has invested more than $200 million in assets that have had substantial physical and
social impact on communities in Oakland and the East Bay, including a total of 2,046 homes
and more than 300,000 square feet of commercial space . EBALDC’s Neighborhood and
Economic Development programs serve 4,000 low-income people annually, through resident
services, financial education and counseling, youth and senior programming, and free tax
preparation and assistance.
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Bridge Housing/AGI Avant

Bridge Housing, a non-profit corporation based in San Francisco, is the largest developer of
affordable and workforce housing in California. Since 1983, Bridge Housing has participated in
the development of over 13,000 housing units and 350,000 square feet of retail/commercial
space.

AGI Avant, Inc. is the local development partner of AGI Resmark Housing Fund, LLC. This Fund
is a joint venture between AGI Avant, The Resmark Companies and Calpers (California Public
Employees Retirement System) and has been allocated $150 million in equity for the
development of urban infill housing in the San Francisco Bay Area.

SAHA/ E12th Wishlist Design Team

The E12th Wishlist Design Team is a group of concerned community members who came
together to lead and organize a community engagement process that resulted in the
development concept and proposal for the Property that was submitted to the City on
September 14, 2015. This group later added SAHA as the development partner to carry out
their vision.

SAHA is an affordable housing developer that was formed in 2013 as a merger of Satellite
Housing (Satellite) and Affordable Housing Associates (AHA). Satellite was founded in 1966
and by 2012 included 28 properties with 1,700 homes, serving approximately 1,800 low-income
residents and employing over 120 staff. AHA was founded in 1993 and by 2012 grew to include
28 properties with approximately 900 homes, serving approximately 1,400 residents with a total
staff of 50 employees.
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Summary of the Three Offers

Below is a brief summary of the offers, as of February 16, 2016, from the three development
teams. For more details on each offer, see Attachment A — Summary of Offers.

Developer Project Total | Total Affordability | Net City
Description Units | BMR Level of Offer | Subsidy
Units (% | BMR Units Price | Request
of total) to City | (assuming
land value
of $5.1 M)
UrbanCore/ 26-story high 360 108 30% to $4.7 M | $400K
EBALDC rise tower and 120% of AMI
8-story mid-rise (30%)
Bridge / AGI 27-story high 364 104 30% to $40M | 311 M
Avant rise tower (the 120% of AMI
core) plus 10- (29%)

story facing
open space and
6-story facing

2" Ave
SAHA / E12th | 7-story over 133 132 30% to $1.0M 341 M
Street one-level of 100% of AMI
Wishlist underground (99% -1
Design Team | parking manager’s

unit)

As indicated earlier under Developer Selection Process, per Council direction, staff requested
the development teams to submit their best offer which maximizes density, affordable housing
for a range of income levels, 2- and 3- bedroom units, shared access to all residents, PLA and a
ground lease option. Staff recommends the City Council select the UrbanCore/EBALDC team
for an ENA because their offer best meets those terms to the greatest degree.

The UrbanCore/EBALDC proposal:

e maximizes density on the Property (as defined by humber of occupants),

» maximizes affordable housing production on-site for a range of income levels (30% to
120% of AMI) while minimizing City and other public subsidy costs for those BMR units,
offers the greatest number of family-sized units (2- and 3- bedrooms),
provides shared access to all residents to 100 percent of the building’s common spaces,
offers an option for a 100% PLA project,
offers the required upfront payment to the City of $4.4 million, and
offers a 66-year lease on the affordable housing component.

The UrbanCore/EBALDC proposal is also distinguished by being the furthest along in their
development schedule. Having previously invested time and money to secure Planning
entitiements, CEQA clearance and to negotiate a draft DDA for a similar project on the Property,
UrbanCore is prepared to complete the required ENA activities for their current proposal in six
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months and could potentially apply for this year’'s round of Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities (*AHSC” aka “Cap & Trade”) funds.

When considering these same terms, the Bridge/ AGI Avant proposal comes in at a very close
second and is distinguished by their affrmative commitment to a 66-term lease of the Property.

While SAHA is a strong affordable housing developer, the project proposed does not maximize
density or the amount of affordable housing production for the level of resources it requires. The
exclusion of market-rate units in the project results in the need for higher public subsidies from
the City and other sources, both in total and per unit of affordable housing. A higher public
subsidy cost per unit translates into less public subsidy resources left to fund those affordable
housing units elsewhere in the City competing for the same limited pool of funds. Further, a
project on the Property that excludes market-rate units would minimize the amount of ongoing
revenue generated to the City (from which to possibly fund the City’s Affordable Housing Trust
Fund) because it would be exempt from property tax. Finally, staff and the Committee estimate
the development schedule could be delayed by the project’s dependency on securing large
amounts of funds from at least four competitive public funding sources. (For example, the
project proforma assumes $5 million in County boomerang funds when only approximately $7.5
million may be available per year for all potential projects in Alameda County.)

B. Next Stage of the Selection Process: Exclusive Negotiating Agreement

if the UrbanCore/EBALDC team is selected for an ENA, a 6-month term with an option for a
180-day extension should be sufficient to complete all required activities. If either the Bridge/AGI
Avant team or the SAHA team is selected, a 12-month ENA term with an option for a 180-day
extension would be needed to complete all required activities. Attachment C provides the
Schedule of Performance that would be associated with an ENA for each of the three
developers.

During the ENA period, the selected developer must perform certain activities, including:
¢ Complete a market feasibility study and marketing strategy.

¢ Hold at least two public meetings to discuss the development plans.

e Submit conceptual and refined project development schedules and proformas.

¢ Refine and complete schematic design plans, including plans for public art and open
space.

e Complete Project environmental review process pursuant to the CEQA.

¢ Obtain all necessary planning approvals.

¢ Obtain letters of intent or commitment for financing from lenders and equity partners.

¢ Negotiate the terms and conditions of a Lease Disposition and Development ("LDDA") or
Disposition and Development Agreement ("DDA") with the City.

Upon successful completion of all ENA activities and agreement on terms and conditions of a
LDDA or DDA, staff will return to the City Council with a recommendation to execute a LDDA or
DDA between the City and the selected developer. In accordance with City Council Resolution
No. 85324 C.M.S., if the developer to-be-selected desires to proceed with a purchase of the
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Property, the City Council must first make certain findings that a sale rather than a lease is in
the best interest of the City as a condition to approving the sale.

FISCAL IMPACT

The developer selected to enter into an ENA will bear sole responsibility for all costs associated
with developing the Project for approval, including consultant fees, permitting fees, legal fees,
financing expenses, etc. The ENA requires the developer to-be-selected to make a $25,000
Project Expense Payment ("PEP") to the City, which is a nonrefundable good faith deposit, to
reimburse the City for third-party expenses such as appraisal costs, economic consultant costs
and other costs. The $25,000 PEP from developer to-be-selected will be appropriated to
Miscellaneous Capital Project Fund (5999), Central District Redevelopment (85245), in a new
Project to be established.

The eventual disposition and development of the Property would yield one-time sales proceeds
to the City, or sixty-six (66) years of lease payment revenues and the eventual return of the
Property to the City, plus ongoing revenue to the City in the form of property tax, sales tax,
parking taxes, business license tax, as well as further contributing to the growth of the
downtown economy. Note that the ongoing property tax revenue to the City from a 100%
affordable project would be minimal due to such units being exempt from property tax. The
exact level of fiscal impact is dependent on the size and scope of the approved and built project,
as well as the terms of the DDA or LDDA negotiated with the City.

PUBLIC OUTREACH / INTEREST

A Notice for the Property was publicly issued in July 14, 2015. A FAQ sheet on the process was
also prepared and shared. The intent of this report, and the developer presentations at the CED
Committee meeting, is to provide the community with current information on the selection
process and an opportunity to view the development teams and the proposals under
consideration by the Council. Although negotiations with the development teams, and later,
exclusively with one team, will be conducted confidentially, any final agreement between the
City and a developer will be presented and reviewed in a public hearing before it can be
approved.

COORDINATION

The Economic & Workforce Development Department has coordinated on this agenda item with
the City Administrator’'s Office, the Building and Planning Department, the Office of the City
Attorney, and the Controller's Bureau.
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SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES

Economic: The 12" Street Remainder Parcel presents an opportunity to put vacant
underutilized land into productive use, to provide much-needed housing units and a modest
amount of neighborhood-serving retail. Development of the site could produce several hundred
construction jobs and up to ten permanent jobs.

Environmental: Development of the site is expected to maximize the potential use of the land
while being environmentally-sensitive with its design, use of materials and operations. The
selected developer will be expected to fund, as a community benefit, the cost to design,
construct and provide ongoing maintenance for the adjacent open space parcel owned by the
City.

Social Equity: Development teams will be expected to provide a minimum of 25 percent of the
units at an affordable rent or price, meet the City’s local business and employment participation
requirements, and enter into project labor agreements.

CEQA

In accordance with CEQA, the City reviewed and analyzed the proposed ENA and has
determined, after independent review and consideration, that the proposed authorization of an
ENA with any of the three developers is exempt from CEQA review pursuant to Section
15262 (feasibility and planning studies), Section 15306 (information collection) and Section
15061(b)(3) (general rule) of the CEQA Guidelines.
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ACTION REQUESTED OF THE CITY COUNCIL

Staff Recommends that the Community and Economic Development Committee: 1) Hear
Presentations From The Three Development Teams Who Made Complete Proposals For
the City-Owned Site Commonly Known As The 12th Street Remainder Parcel; 2) Hear
Public Comment On The Three Proposals; And 3) Provide Comments On The Three
Proposals.

For questions regarding this report, please contact Patrick Lane, Acting Manager, Project
Implementation Division at (510) 238-7362.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark Saticki ¥
Director, Economic & Workforce Development
Department

Reviewed by: Patrick Lane

Project Implementation Division, Acting
Manager

Prepared by:
Hui-Chang Li, Urban Economic Analyst Il
Project Implementation Division

Attachments (4):

Attachment A: Summary of Three Offers

Attachment B: Comparison of Development Schedules

Attachment C: Schedule of Performance for an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement
Attachment D: Developer Presentations
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ATTACHMENT A: SUMMARY OF OFFERS

12th Street Remainder Parcel

Updated: February 16, 2016

UrbanCore & EBALDC

Bridge & AGI Avant

SAHA

66-Year Lease?

75-Year Term minimum preferred for
favorable terms on tax credits on
affordable component

66-Year Term

75-Year Term minimum
preferred for favorable
terms on tax credits

Net Upfront

$4.7 Million (of which, $300K could go to

+$5.1M land cost * 1%
tax rate * 29% to City)

4 Milli 1 Milli
Payment /.Amount Community Benefiis) $ 4 Million $1 Million
to City
Density (assumes
1.5 occupants per 864 851 404
bedroom)
Unit Mix (#affordable) (#affordable)
Studio 89 (29) 25% 52 (14) 14% 6 5%
1-Bedroom 97 (35) 27% 152 (43) 42% 31 23%
2-Bedroom 136 (32) 38% 117 (30) 32% 56 42%
3-bedroom 34 (12) 9% 43 (17) 12% 40 30%
4-bedroom 4 (0) 1% 0 (0) 0% 0 0%
Total Units 360 (108) 100% 364 (104) 100% 133 100%
Affordable Housing
30 to 50% of AMI 30 28% 16 15% 106 80%
60% of AMI 60 56% 76 73% 8 6%
80 to 100% of AMI 12 11% 6 6% 18 14%
120% of AMI| 6 6% 6 6% 0 0%
Total Affordable Units 108 100% 104 100% 132 100%
City Subsidy Total /
Rer Aforsiahis $400,000 $3,704 $1,100,000 $10,577 | $4,100,000  $31,061
Unit (Assumes
$5.1M land value)
Other Public Option 1: $13,680,000 $126,667
Subsidy Total/ Per
Affordable Unit | Option 2: $6,580,000 $60,926 $9,200,000 $88,462 | $ 26,876,141 $203,607
Amount / Percent of Option 1: $144,704,984 100%
Construction Contract
Paid as Prevailing
Wage Option 2: $99,715,743 78% $150,006,250 100% $41,962,593 100%
Shared Access to all
residents to 100% of
the bullding's Yes Yes Yes
common spaces?
1st Year Property
Tax to City (assumes
hard cost of market rate $353;982 $365:616 $20;393




ATTACHMENT B: DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE - COMPARISON

12th Street Remainder Parcel

Updated: February 16, 201€

Task UrbanCore &EBALDC Bridge & AGI Avant SAHA
1 | City Council Approval of ENA Marc h 15, 2016 Marc h 15, 2016 Marc h 15, 2016
2 | Developer Sponsored Community Meeting # 1 March 2016 thd tbd
3 | Complete CEQA Analysis April 2016 September 2016 August 2016
4 |Revise/Complete and Submit Entitlement Drawings to Planning April 2016 September 2016 August 2016
5 *Design Review Committee April - June 2016 Sept - December 2016 |Aug - December 2016
6 *Planning Commission approval April - June 2016 Sept - December 2016 |Aug- December 2016
7 *CEQA Clearance April - June 2016 Sept - December 2016 |Aug- December 2016
8 |Updated appraisal of property April 2016 January 2017 January 2017
9 | City Council Approval of DDA May - June 2016 February 2017 February 2017
10 | Developer finalizes Joint Venture Partnership for financing and equity May 2016 n/a n/a
11 | Developer Sponsored Community Meeting #2 May 2016 tbd tbd
12 | Apply for AHSC Cap & Trade Funds March - June 2016 March - June 2017 March - June 2017
13 | Developer Sponsored Community Meeting # 3 July/August 2016 tbd tbd
14 |Complete Design Development September 2016 tbd tbd
15 |Secure all Funding and Financing, including tax credits and bonds October 2016 October 2017 October 2017 or 2018*
16 | Submit Site Permit Drawings to City Building Dept November 2016 August 2017 September 2017
17 | Completion of 50% Construction Documents for GMP December 2016 tbd tbd
18 | Obtain Site & Grading Permit / Building Permit January 2017 December 2017 January 2018
19 [Completion of GMP Contract February 2017 tbd tbd
20 | Close Financing & Equity Investment March 2017 tbd tbd
21 | Developer Closes on Acquisition of City Land March 2017 tbd tbd
22 |Start Construction April 2017 January 2018 Feb 2018 or Feb 2019*
23 | Begin Marketing/Lease-Up Program October 2018 tbd thd
24 |Complete Construction March 2019 December 2019 Aug 2019 or Aug 2020*

* SAHA assumes all public subsidy funds are secured in one round - e.g. County Boomerang. If this does not happen, then construction start/end could be delayed

ayear.
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ATTACHMENT C: EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATING AGREEMENT - SCHEDULE OF PERFORMANCE

Negotiation Period:

UrbanCore/EBALDC

Bridge/AGI Avant

SAHA

6 months with 180-day
extension option

12 months with 180-day
extension option

12 months with 180-day
extension option

and Recreation Advisory Committee (PRAC).

Project Expense Payment: $25,000 $25,000 $25,000
ENA SCHEDULE OF PERFORMANCE ( ing March 15, 2016 ENA approval)
CEQA & City provides aI'I exmtufg' enviromental, geological, engineering and other reports N/A March 2016 March 2016
PERMITS about Property's condition
DESIGN Developer retains design team to prepare concept plans March 16, 2016 March 31, 2016 March 31, 2016
Developer retains enviromental consultants to prepare documents for CEQA review
CEQA & of Project. Developer's CEQA consultant shall compare proposed development
March 16, 201 1,201 M 1,201
PERMITS project with the development program assumed for the Lake Merrit Station Area AICh. 16, 2016 Mireh 33,2615 aeh31; 2016
Plan.
Based on the specific CEQA approach for the project, Developer’s CEQA consultant
shall prepare a draft scope of work, based upon the City’s “Guidelines for
CEQA & Environmental Consultant Contracts Concerning Private Development Projects”
(dated 1/5/12), for City review and approval, that analyzes the specific March 16, 2016 March 31, 2016 March 31, 2016
PERMITS 3 p . .
environmental topics and type of CEQA document that is required to complete CEQA
clearance — Initial Study, Addendum and/or Supplemental EIR.
CEQA & Submit Project Description for environmental review purposes to City March 2016 April 2016 April 2016
PERMITS
Developer’s CEQA consultant shall review the Lake Merritt Station Area Plan
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) to determine if it is adequate for CEQA
CEQA & clearance of the proposed development project, any additional work that may be 5 .
March 201 April 2016 April 2016
PERMITS required, and if there is anything unique about the project and/or its location. arc 6 pri pri
Developer shall meet with the City to discuss the proposed CEQA approach.
DESIGN First public meeting on proposed development plan March 2016 April 2016 April 2016
CEQA & Submit applicable zoning and land use permit pre-applications and a schedule of March 2016 May 2016 May 2016
PERMITS approvals.
DDA City submits final appraisal report April 2016 January 2017 January 2017
PROJECT Balance sheets and income/loss statements for last 2 years(2014, 2015) for .
April 2016 2016 J 2016
TEAM Development Team; including Developer's expanded team - dune ne
Sme o1 peveloper's LLCstatus April 2016 June 2016 June 2016
TEAM
PROJE Devell ! i including: architect, | engi 2 | .
ROJECT evelopment team s experience inc u#lng architect, structural engineers, genera April 2016 June 2016 June 2016
TEAM contractors, marketing & real estate firm
E Devel 's litigati
PROJECT evelopment team's litigation status April 2016 June 2016 Jine2016
TEAM
5 f 10- h fl i
FINANCING Proformas: budget, sources & uses of funds, 10-yr cash flow, operating budget April 2016 June 2016 June 2016
FINANCING |Project development schedule April 2016 June 2016 June 2016
FINANCING |List of lenders and investors approached April 2016 August 2016 August 2016
DESIGN .Scherrranc D.eSIgn Plans, plan for public art, and list of public improvements, April 2016 September 2016 September 2016
including adjacent park
E bmi licabl i land it applicati hedule of
CEQA & Submit applicable zoning and land use permit applications and a schedule o April 2016 September 2016 September 2016
|PERMITS approvals.
CEQA & If supplemental/subsequent EIR is required, Developer's CEQA consultant shall cause .
12 201 201
PERMITS the issuance of a NOP subject to City review and approval Apri2016 Seprenbrrants Septeinbar 2016
CEQA & If Addendum and/or other non-EIR CEQA document is required, submit an s
PERMITS adminstrative draft of the CEDA document ApL20%8 Stptambier. 2005 Seper 201
FINANCING |UPDATED & REFINED: Project development schedule April 2016 December 2016 December 2016
El EFI : Prof 3 f -
FINANCING UPDAT D & REFINED: Proformas: budget, sources & uses of funds, 10-yr cash flow, April 2016 December 2016 December 2016
operating budget
DESIGN Second public meeting on proposed development plan May 2016 August 2016 August 2016
FINANCING |LOIs from lenders and equity partners to finance project May 2016 December 2016 December 2016
MARKET Complete market feasibility study May 2016 DeEbEr2016 DécarbaE 2016
STUDY
Sn Al o Complete marketing strategy May 2016 December 2016 December 2016
STUDY
CEQA & C(frTlple'te CEQA review. Develgper: Ct.)mple.te env'lromental ass.essrT\ent, ID site May 2016 December 2016 December 2016
PERMITS mitigations. City: complete enviro review, file Notice of Determination.
PROJECT Descnpthn of financial ar?d. legal structure of the Development Team, including May 2016 December 2016 December 2016
TEAM partnership agreements, joint venture agreements, etc.
DDA Complete DDA Negotiations May 2016 January 2017 January 2017
DESIGN Third public meeting on proposed development plan August 2016 January 2017 January 2017
CEQA & Obtain all necessary planning approvals. The approval process will include public
PERMITS hearings with the Planning Commission, Design Review Committee, and the Parks June 2016 February 2017 February 2017




Attachment D — Developer Presentations

SAHA and E12th Wishlist Design Team (E12th Coalition) — 14 pages
e Bridge Housing and AGI Avant — 11 pages
e UrbanCore and EBALDC — 16 pages



